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BEFORE THE 

NAT1ONAL ELECTRIC  POWER REGULATORY AUTHORITY 

Ij 
Complaint No. IESCO-NHQ-10795-02-22 

Mr. Noor Illahi Sb Au Haider   Complainant 
SIttIlceli AbiACl, 8\edoiI, I'it\\llPiliCli . 

VERSUS 

Islamabad Electric Supply Company (IESCO)   Respondent 
Street No 10. G_7/4. Isluinobod. 

Date(s) of Hearing: Juiic 15, 2022 

Complainant: Mr. Noor Illahi S/n Au lliiid'r 

Respondent: £vlr. \1LIltarnrnac1 1"itrooq (I'iO. IESCO 

SUBJECT: DECISION IN THE MATTER OF COMPLAINT FILED BY MR. NOOR ILLAHI Sb  ALl 
HAIDER UNDER SECTION 39 OF THE REGULATION OF GENERATION, 
TANM1ION AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997 AGAINST 
IESCO REGARDING WRONG APPLICATION OF TARIFF [AC #  28 14357 64459Q01 

DECISION 

lbs decision shall dispose of the complaint filed by Mr. Noor Illahi S/o Au hairier 
(h -eiiittier re ferre(l to as the Complainant' or 'Consumer") agonist Islamabad hlectric Supply 
Cotiipoll\ (hereniafier ref tired to as "RCSp011(leltt" or "IFSCO"), under Section 39 o the 
Regulation of (1eiiert ion, Trimnsniission and 1)istribuiion of 1'1ectric power Act, 1997 
(lieretitatter referred to as the NFFRA Act"). 

2. NFPRA received a complaint front Mr. Noor Illahi Sb Au Ilaider dated February 1 1, 
2022 wherein It was submitted that the Comn}J!ainant was charged B 1 electricity tariff np-to 
the year 2007. however, the said tariff was changed b I ESCO into 13-2 tariff category during 
the month of February 2010 without serving any notice or prior information. The Complainant 
also i dorm ned that so rprisi I iglv tariff was once again changed by I ESCO into A3- (a) category in 
1\pril, 2018, thereafter, lie has beca issued a notice dated 31, January 2022 for irregular 
itrrci.'s of bill during the past pemiocl despite of the fact that all electricity bills were being paid 
regularly. The Conipliuimiani submitted that change of tariff from A3-a(&Ei) to A2-c(06) was 
mecominended by the local Auditor of lESC() vide report No. 433 dated 2'I March, 2021 
wherein it was stated that the connection of the Complainant is being used for commercial 
purposes and IESCO has been charging a wrong 'l'iuriff. Being aggrieved with the change of the 
electricity tariff repeatedly, the Coniplaintoit requested to reject the report of IESCO 011(1 

coltcm'l all lie arrears whiel m time due nit the Coot pbainant. 

3. I icliti jolt to hit i3ltit lee of t ic Coitiplaittat it, I LSC() wtis directed to si ibtuim is 
lii resptte-;c, ll8('() LICIC lepoits (liltil (ii April, :d)22 tutd doted II June, 2022 

sit Onohted t I it-it the Coin 1)100 mmii \\ as  being clit-tiged vrot ig tiurili A -3(a) as Ilie sonIc is only 
app)ict-il>lc n pot i I lie (tovetinnent, Setiti -Govrniucnt, '\griculti it-il I it he wells tumid Religious r 
I';dtiCttOiOl entities, etc. Conversely, the Coitipbaimit-uni is involved in the water supply 
business tutu is using coiliteelioti for the cotton u'rcnd purposes. 'II retore, 'l'ntiff A2(c) is 

N 



applicable on tite Complainant's connection and accordingly llSCO served a notice to the 
Cornplaintlnt on 31 January 2022 for paymeiit/ clairging of a hil] on account of change of tariff 

j.e. fi-om A-3(a) to A-2(c) ttniounting to Ps .529.239/-. }3i11 was issued to the Complainant for 
the past chree years, from January, 2018 to February, 2021 . The report submitted by !I3SCO 

forwarded to the Complainant for its comments. TI'ie Complainant raised a number of 
objectioiis On the report of IFSCO and subiiiitted that the report of IESCO is unjustified. 

4. In order to further probe into the matter, a hearing waS held at NEPPA lIcacI Office 
Islainabad on June 15, 2022 wherein boOm the in ties participated and advanced their 
arguments. During the heating, the Complainant informed that electricity tariff of' the 
inipitgned connection lets been changed numeroLms times without any intimation and argued 
that the Conipluni'tnt slioLild not he held m-esponsible for am' negligence of LESCO Official(s) 
with regards to wrong application of tariff iii the past. The Complainant has further requested 
that the arrears charged by IESCO i.e. (Rs.529,239/-) should be withdrawn immediately and 
an applicable tan ft should be charged in future. The represen tat ive of I ESCO apprised that 
initially the connection o1 the Complainant was installed! sanctioned under 13-1 tariff category 
for 25 RW load on December 31, 2001 which was later extended upto 28 kW, accordingly tariff 
was changed into 13-2 category. SubscqLicntly, 132 tariff was once again changed into A3-a(66) 
iii April, 2018 clue to revision of Tariff category and amendments in tariff Terms and 
Conditions. IESCO further informed that tIn:' local Audit party of IESCO during the routine 
work vide report No. 133 dated 21 March 2021, pointed out that the Complainant is using 
electricity for coinmeremiml purposes (i.e. filling of water supply tankers), therefore the 
Complainant should be charged tariff A2 -c(06) instead of A3- mm(66). Consedlucntiv,  the 
Complainant 'ide adjustment note No. 2 11 dated 22, February 2022 was debited the 
difference of tariff Rs.529,239/ - as arrears for the past period and the same is objected by the 
Coin plairiant 

5. The case has been examined iii light of the record made so available by both the 
parties, arguments advanc-d daring the licanitigs and applicable law. Following has been 
com cl uded: 

(i) 'I'lme Complainant was initially gm'itnted the electricity connection under 13-I 
(indostriaf) tariff for 25 kW load b's' IFSCO which was later extended upto 2$ kW 
Li rider 13-2 tariff category. The said tariff' was further changed into A3-a(66) in 
April, 2018 and then converted into A2-C(06) tariff category in March, 20'2 based 
on the recommendation of local Auditor 'ide note No. 433 dated 24 March 2021. 
As per thc tariff Ten ins and Conditions of IESCO, notified in the Official Gazette on 
22 March 2018, "the consumers under General Services (A-3) shall be billed on 
single part k\.Vh rate i.e. A-3 (a) tariff. (For water Supply schemes incb_tching water 

L1iS and tube wells operating on three phase 400 volts other than those meant 
f'oi the 'rigatiomi or reclamation of Agriculture land". Further, the Authority vide 
its letter no. N EPRA/ DG(CAD)/'f'CD-03/ 14926-28 dated 18 March 202 1 htis also 
provided a clarification on the request of the CIX) QESCO wherein it was clarified 
that the "I'arift Catecory A--3 may be applicable to Water iumps/'l'ube vells which 
perform Commimimercial Activities ...... ('opij office lePer is enclosed herewith 

(ii) 'l'hr Coimq)laiilant received a notice dated 31, J'nuai'y 2022 fi'orn lESCO regarding 
change of tariff tinder A-da(66( wherein lie has also been infonned to pin the 
arrears anmouiitilg to Rs,529,239/- or the past (three years) period i.e. f'roiu 
January, 2018 to I'ehruary, 2021 on account of difference of' A2C (Commercial) 
tai'if'f' categom'\ . 'l'hie tariff of Comphitimmaiti's connection has been changed mncmltiplc 
times by hlSCO sitter the date of connection i.e. dated 31, Dccenmber 2001 without 
serving ala- notice despite of ti-me fticts that, tlie complainant is paying all (lie 
electm'icily bills regularly. It is also evident that: IESCO failed to serve itimy notice 
la-lore ('hiIi1ct(' of tariff category (xrep! a itoti'e dated II titiILiiU', 2U2 vfiiclt nas 
ai'vcd to la' 'eiiipliaiami'. ii!tci lapsL' UI oar -nr slice t'ceotimaieiiditioii of flu' 
local Atichitor, u'hticli is violation of' the CSM. 

(iii) fViom'eover, as per Clause 7.6 of the C$M, apphicatiomi of a correct tariff is tlte 
respomisihihitv of DISCO at the time of sanction of' c:onnertion In ease of 
application of' \\'m')l1g tariff, which is lower t han thie applicable tariff', no different iil 



t4aveed 111am Sh.a'i'kh ---'— 
Convener of Consumer p1aint,s'Tfibi'i1ni'alf 
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bill will Is' ieiji OOIIH;t tOe consiiinei acc0000 too 10(1. 10 ease \elicle Ilier 
'i- if 1 lois bei'i rliii ii',e to 1 u' consti iiic tIin djusi nnoii /ciedil toi six (6) niortths 

be !iooed itID5)ei! 0 ci':, 11-001 1h' (late ut p IlIttfl3 out 0! SOUl! (1iSCi'CI)anCV. l'ven 
ii it j ssiinico that Coiiiplainaiil has hccii cIai'gml Wrong l'arift iii the past, in 
that CaseS also l'2-C() cannot charge Complainant fhr ncg]igencc/incompctenc\.- of 
its ooti ot!iu.ials. 

Tin' local Aiidito 01 th$CC) \id' ill 's:ibl tote No. 133, dated Mardi 2!, 2021 
poitc(l oil! 111' \\TOIi3  H tplie1llioil 01 tHrill (0-il('g013 oil 1oiit any vOli(l policy atid 
1('(iii hid elecj 1)1 ('I 11i3(' iii ongoit 13 A3 I anti c111c30ry of t lie Complainant's 
cOtihicil 1101 010113 Wit Ii (I iii('lCIlde ol taiill lull or the 1)051 thi'ec years period i.e. 
[coin ,iatltinrv. 2018 to l'ebritary, 202 I based on A2C tarilT Category, which is not 
ti1iplicatde aiid is not in line with the prevailing tariff 'l'erins & Conditions along 
with oil icr applicable Ri I Ics and Regulations. 

lv) 'Ito' nittci oiis te1eried 10 Nl'PRA tariff departriieiit for feedback on the application 
of taiilt ill I lie iii stahl niat1 Cr, Tarili (lcl)artti]ciit. has 1'oiflnhit ted 1.1 mt all water 
suoply s('lieioes oilier tIe-ui tlR)sC meant lot' irrigation ni' me Iaination uif agriculture 

Ot' 0) he hilled LimIer A,1'l'arifi 

6. lt roiisideiil lr)ii (>1 tl i(' tlhO\-e, it lis hecn concluded that I he Co plaii'ian1 was pd\-'ing 
his i'lecti'ieiiv 11]ls regiilu'Iv itliou[ any dc11lult. until a disputed bill of Rs.529,239/' issued 
by I '2-ICC) on account of elihhmih3' ol' tariff i.e. (front A3 to A2C). In addition, as the Authority 

a Ietn'r oo. Nt-l'N.;\/ l)(i(('Al))."f'('l) 03/1 02(3 28 (hated 21'  March 2021 chitrilication that 
the A3 turf category nuty he applicable to Water ptiips/l'til.a Wells \\'hiCli prlorm 
Comn i crc ial Act vii ies. 

in dew, ll'$(() is directed to \\itllclra\\ the  ilispitfed hill of Rs.520.230/. 
ii'it to Ii 0' ('01)11)11)111101 1)0 11(1011 III ot \\long  1p)licul iou of tariff aiid ilie Complainant he 
('llar'll'i'::hitf i.e. z'vl ceurnliiigk 

(:iiilj)iI;lihIs deport tie ShlI)tintl.e(l iii this re ird \\itlitt  thirty (30) 0ns. 

- 
(Jhehl.iah Mernon Moqeem Dl Hassan 

MenI16r.Ce'oIsuIn or Complaints Tribunal! Member Consumer Complaints Tribunal/ 
Dircetor (CAD) Assistant Legal Advisor (CAD) 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4

