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National Electric Power Regulatory Authority

Before the Appellate Board

In the matter of

Appeal No.058/PO1-2025

Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Appellant

Versus

Mirza YousafBaig, S/o. Nizam Din, R/o. Mohallah Rajpootan,
Tehsil Chunian, District Kasur . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Respondent

APPEAL U/S 38(3) OF THE REGULATION OF GENERATION, TRANSMISSION AND
DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997

For the Appellant:
Mr. Abdul Shakoor Advocate
Mr. Shakoor-ur-Rahman SDO
Mr. Muhammad Jamil Court Clerk

For the Respondent:
Mirza YousafBaig

DECISION

1. Through this decision, the appeal filed by Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited (hereinafter

referred to as the “Appellant”) against the decision dated 28.02.2025 of the Provincial Office of

Inspection, Lahore Region-II, Lahore (hereinafter referred to as the “POl”) is being disposed of.

2. Brief facts of the case are that Mirza YousafBaig (hereinafter referred to as the “Respondent”) is

an agricultural consumer of the Appellant bearing Ref No.45-11724-0091905-R with a sanctioned

load of 5.79 kW, and the applicable Tariff category is D-1(b). The Respondent filed a complaint

before the POI on 19.07.2024 and challenged arrears of Rs.441,265/- added to the bill for

July 2024 with the plea that excessive billing was done by the Appellant in April 2014, June 2015,

July 2015, and September 2015. The complaint of the Respondent was disposed of by POI on

28.02.2025, wherein arrears of Rs.441,265/- and Rs.139,320/- charged in June 2024 were

cancelled. The Appellant was directed to charge a revised monthly bill for June 2024 by giving a

credit adjustment for the cost of 12,367 units to the Respondent.

3. Being aggrieved, the Appellant filed an instant appeal before the NEPRA against the afore-referred

decision of the POI, which was registered as Appeal No. 058/PO1-2025. In its appeal, the Appellant
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opposed the impugned decision inter alia, on the main grounds that the POI has not applied his

judicious mind while passing the impugned decision; that the Appellants have no personal grudge

or grouse against the Respondent to issue any excessive bill; that the impugned decision was passed

after expiry of 90 days, which is not sustainable in the eyes of law; and that the impugned decision

is liable to be set aside.

4. Upon the filing of the instant appeal, a notice dated 06.05.2025 was sent to the Respondent for

filing reply/para-wise comments to the appeal within ten (10) days, which were filed on 03.06.2025.

In his reply, the Respondent prayed for dismissal of the appeal on the grounds that the Appellant

charged excessive bills in April 2014, June 2015, July 2015 and September 2015, arrears of said

bills were deferred; that the Appellant subsequently added the deferred arrears of Rs.441,265/- in

July 2024 against which he approached POI; that the said forum decided the case according to the

record of the Appellants; that no one can be given privilege over other; that the Government

department cannot be given relaxation to perform robbery on the pockets of the poor citizens; and

that the impugned decision be maintained.

5. Hearing was conducted at the NEPRA Regional Office Lahore on 16.08.2025, which was attended

by both pallies. Learned counsel for the Appellant raised the preliminary objection and argued that

the POI, while rendering the impugned decision, did not consider the peak units segment and

illegally afforded credit of net 12,367 units. Learned counsel for the Appellant further contended

that the Respondent was debited the bills as per actual reading recorded by the meter; however, the

Appellant defaulted in making payments of the said bill, therefore, arrears accumulated to the tune

of Rs.441,265/-. As per learned counsel for the Appellant, the above-mentioned arrears debited to

the Respondent in July 2024 are justified and recoverable from the Respondent. On the contrary,

the Respondent, appearing in person, rebuKed the version of the Appellant and averred that the

Appellant has been involved in excessive billing since the year 2013, against which he approached

the Appellant time and again. The Respondent submitted that the arrears of Rs.441,265/- were

deferred by the Appellant, which were subsequently included in the bill for July 2024. The

Respondent stated that the bills for April 2014, April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September

2015 need to be reviewed as being excessively charged by the Appellant. The Respondent finally

supported the impugned decision and prayed for upholding the same.

6. Having heard the arguments and examined the record placed before us. It has been observed as
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under:

i. The Respondent agitated the arrears of Rs.441,265/- added to the bill for July 2024 before POI,

which pertains to the bills for April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September 2015. POI vide

impugned decision directed the Appellant to afford credit of 12,367 units, against which the

Appellant preferred instant appeal before the NEPRA.

ii. To verify the contention of the Respondent regarding irregular billing, the consumption data of the

Respondent, as provided by the Appellant, is reproduced below:

Month I Units I Month Units 1 Month 1 Units 1 Month 1 Units I Month I Units

Perusal of the above data shows that the Respondent was billed on much higher side during the

disputed months, i.e., April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September 2015, as compared to the

consumption of corresponding months of the years 2016, 2017, and 2018. Thus, it would be fair

and appropriate to revise the bills for April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September 2015 based

on consumption of the corresponding month of the previous year or average consumption of the

last eleven months, whichever is higher, pursuant to Clause 4.4(e) of the CSM-2010. The impugned

decision is liable to be modified to this extent.

7. In view of what has been stated above, it is concluded as under:

The bills for the months, i.e., April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September 2015, charged to

the Respondent are cancelled as being excessive.

ii The Appellant may charge the revised bills for April 2014, June 2015, July 2015, and September

2015 to the Respondent on the basis of consumption of the corresponding month of the previous
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year or average consumption of the last eleven months, whichever is higher, pursuant to Clause

4.4(e) of the CSM-2010.

iii The billing account of the Respondent may be overhauled accordingly.

8. Impugned decision is modified in the above terms.

'a/'Jkq,
Muhammad Irfan-ul-Haq

iember/ALA (Lic.)
Abi(i Hussai'r –

Member/Advisor (CAD)
.\

a

Convener/D}(fAD)
Dated:2/–/#aZ2J
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