
National Electric Power Regulatory Authority
< ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF PAKISTAN

Attaturk Avenue (East) Sector G-5/1, Islamabad. 
Ph: 051-2013200 Fax: 051-2600021

Consumer Affairs 
Department

Chief Executive Officer,
Lahore Electric Supply Company (LESCO), 
22-A, Queen's Road, Lahore.

TCD.05/j3(/f-2025 
December 05, 2025

SUBJECTtDECISION !N_iTHE MATTER OF COMPLAINT FILED BY MR. SAJID ALT 
^PER—SECTION 39 OP THE REGULATION OF GENERATION.
TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION OP ELECTRIC POWER ACT. 1097
AGAINST LESCO REGARDING DETECTION BELL IREF 45 11264 lOgftOmT
Complaint No. LESCQ-LHR-4921Q.Q1.25 : 2—L

r^mi-^^apSAfmAe"Cl°Sed h5cwith dedsion ofthc NEPRA Complaints Resolution 
Committee (CRC), dated December 05, 2025 regarding the subject matter for necessary 
action and compliance. ^

fcncl: As above

Copy to:

1. Chief Engineer/Customer Service Director, 
LESCO; 22-A, Queen's Road, Lahore.

, , 2- Director Commercial 
t LESCO, 22-A, Queen’s Road, Lahore.

3. Assistant Director (CAD),
NEPRA Regional office, 54-B, Link Arcade, GECH 

. • Phase-3, Link Road, Model Town, Lahore.

., .4. Incharge Central Complaint Cell, LESCO 
Focal Person To NEPRA,

, LESCO, 22-A, Queen’s Road, Lahore.
Cell 0 0370-4990220.

5. S.E 2nd Circle LESCO,
132 kV Grid Station, Chung 20-kM Multan Road, Lahore.

6. XEN Shahpur Division LESCO,
132 kV Grid Station, Chung 20-kM Multan Road, Lahore.

7. Mr. Sajid Ali \
R/o Hawaii Fazalpur, Bashir^ola Shahpur Kanjran, 
Multan Road, Lahore. ■ \
Cell: 0309-6694707. \
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NATIONAL ELECTRIC POWER REGULATORY AUTHORITY
fNEPRAl

Complaint No. LESCO-LHR-49210-01.25
Mr. S^jid Ali
Hawaili Fazil pur, Bashmoola, Shahpur Kanjran 
Lahore.

VERSUS

Complainant

Lahore Electric Supply Company (LESCO)
22-A, Queens Road, Lahore. Respondent

Date of Hearing: January 28, 2025 
May 08, 2025 
August 21, 2025

On behalf of
Complainant: Mr. Sajid Ali

Respondent:

i
Mr. Hassan Raza SDO (Operation), LESCO 
Mr. Farooq Revenue Officer, LESCO

Decision

. .,tlhlldeC1?10n Sha11 disP°se of the complaint filed by Mr. Sajid Ali (hereinafter referred
he^-R^spondenr^Lfl^o^0? H?trl? Baptir ComPany (hereinafter referred to as 

me Respondent or LESCO), under Section 39 of the Regulation of Generation
"NkPRAAcq. ^ 1StnbUtl°n °f EIeCtric Power Act’ 1997 (hereinafter referred to as the

2- ., ®nef facts of case ^ NEPRA received a complaint wherein the issue agitated
S * which ™Td ,b0n MI Wa8cbarged by LESCO during the month of Janua^ 2025 
fpd°fwhich withdrawal was prayed by the Complainant. The matter was taken up with
rfnr™* Tfr" h?ld f* NEPRA Provincial Office, Lahore which were attendedby 

presentatives of both parties i.e. LESCO and the Complainant wherein the matter was
33902 uniK w h hC£Tg’ LESC° ofScials Emitted that the detection bill of

T Charged against the Complainant’s account on pretext of direct theft of 
electricity. In agitation, quantum of the detection bill was disputed by the Complainant.

The 0386 ^as ^een examined in detail in light of the record made so available by 
pSe^ed*rgU1mCntS advanced dunn« the Scarings and applicable law. Following has been

■ .i

L agri™ltural connection installed against reference number (45-
11264-1020901) was charged a detection bill of33906 units during January 2025

;: reCtK^f 0f ?ectnc“y- The <“*»*» raised by the Complainant Was
that the detection bill has been charged by LESCO with mala fide intent while 
being inconsiderate of connected load
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Si. Perusal of the documentary evidence reveals that the Complainant was charged 
the detection bill for period of (06) months i.e. July to December, 2024 on basis of 
load i.e. (19.3) kW while the same is inconsistent with clause 9.1.3 of Consumer 
Service Manual (CSM) for'charging detection bill in case of registered consumer as 
per which corresponding detection shall be charged in order of priority i.e. previous 
consumption history, future consumption and lastly on the load basis which'has 
not been followed by LESCO in the instant matter.

iii. During the hearing, the video graphic evidence presented by LESCO corroborated 
the admission of theft by the Complainant. However, considering the argument of 
Complainant regarding minimal usage of connection during the detection period; 
diverts the scrutiny towards connected load. The latest load assessment report 
reflects presence of only 14.9 kW of load at the premises which ensues revision of 
the detection bill a® per the actual load at the site.

iv. Duly considering above narration the detection bill charged to the Complainant is 
on the higher side arid is required to be revised at 14.9 kW connected load.
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