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Chief Executive Officer

Peshawar Electric Supply Company {PESCO)
WAPDA House

Sakhi Chashma Shami Road

Peshawar

Subject: DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY IN THE MATTER OF A REVIEW PETITION
FILED BY PESHAWAR ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY (PESCO) AGAINST THE
DECISION OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS DIVISION REGARDING COMPL AINT FILED
BY MR. SALAHUDDIN V/S PESCO
Complaint # PESCO-81/2011

Enclosed please find herewith decision of the Authority along with Dissenting Note of Mr.
Shaukat Ali Kundi, Member NEPRA in the subject matter for compliance within 30 days of the receipt
of this letter. »

‘Encl: As above

.~ S
( Syed Safeer Hussain )
Copy:- .

i. C.E/Customer Services Director
Peshawar Electric Supply Company (PESCO) .
WAPDA House
Sakhi Chashma Shami Road
Peshawar

2. Mr Salahud Din Khan (Advocate)
R/0 House No 121, Street No 1
E-11/1, Gulshan Khudadad
Islamabad

May 29, 2012

Registrat



BEFORE THE

NATIONAL ELECTRIC POWER REGUILATORY AUTIIORITY
(NEPRA) !

Complaint No: PESCO-81- 2011

Peshawar Electric Supply Company .o, Petitioner
Versus
Mr. Salahuddin -~ Complainant
Daice of Hearing: February 14, 2012
Date of Decision: ‘\pril 10, 2012
Before 1. Mr. Ghiasuddin Ahmed (Acting Chairman)
o 2. Mr. Shaukat Ali Kundi (Member)
3. Mr. Hlabibullah Khilji (Member)

On bhehalf of Petitioner:
1) M. Fida Ahmed Khan, Chiel Eogimeer/CSD.
2) Mr. Nadeem Anwar, Manager Operation, Bannu,
3) Me. M. Zubair Khan, Deputy Manager (Operation), City, 131 Khan.
4 Mr. Ishtiaq Al Depuy Manager (Operation) Tank
5) Mr. Ant Mehmood Sadozai, Deputy Manager (Operation) Rural D1 Khan

On behalf of the Complainant:  Mr. Salahuddin Advocate

DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY IN THE MATTER OF A REVIEW PETTTION FILED BY
PESHAWAR LLECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY (PESCO) AGAINST TIIE DECISION OF ‘T
AUTHORITY ON COMPLAINT FILED BY MR SALAHUDDIN

DLECISION

B This deasion shall dispose ol a review petition tiled by Peshawar Flectric Supply Company (PESCO)
(herematior referred as “pettioner”) agamst the decision of Consamer Mtairs Diviston in the maner
ol Mr. Salahuddin Khan, Advocate

1o

The review petition was tiled by the petitioner againse the decisions of Consumer MTairs Division in
four cases. The petttioner has ratsed the tollowing contentions in the review petition:

1) “The complainant has taken dittet connection from 11 Line of PESCO and assessments
Charges eveled upon the compliinane. The case of FIR was properly reporied by ihe
PESCO field formation staff to concerned Police Station but the police autharities are not
“registerig praper FIR against the (‘c;mpl:lin:ml due 1o some orther facts onthe grounds.
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Moreover there are huge numbers of such bke cases which are also difficult for police
authorities to register FIRs and maineain 1t

ii) As per CSM Clause 9.1(IT), PLESCO shall be authorized 1o recover its loss by mising
derecrion bills as per its own procedure, hence the derections bills has been made
accordingly.

~
iii) The report of field formation to concerned police station may be considered as FIR as in

the said dectston PESCO will sustain not only revenue loss but it will also open a-Pandora
Box for the PLSCO as numerous cases extst who are approaching to NEPRA 0T their
unjustified relief on the same grounds”

A hearing into the matter was conducted on 1-1.02.2012 \\'hct‘cin the representatives of the petiioner
as well as the compl.un.mt Ml S’\l.lhuddm Advocate werd prcwm

The rcprcscnmrivcs on behalf of the petitioner in the hearing submitied that electricity supply of M.
Salahuddin Ndvocate was permanently disconnected due to default and equipment removed on January 20,
2008. At that time, an amount of Rs. 61681/ was outstanding against him as arrears. The complamant is
involved in thelt of electriaity theretore, to recover the loss, detection bills were charged 10 1he complainant
however no payment to-date has been made. At present clectricity at the premises is being supplied from is
neighbor which is also iHlegal. Theft of clectricity by Mr. Salahuddin Advocare was reported 10 police on
May 27, 2008. Police has also registercd an FIR aganst the complainant on ’ieptcmbcr 19, 2011 Copies ot
the letter wrirten to police and FIR have been provided 1o Consumer Aaies Division at the sian of
hearing. PESCO has also won a case agamnst the complainant i the Court of District Judge, 1 1 Khan.

Mr. Salahuddin, Advocate in his rebutral sured that he has shified o Islimabad and s electneiny
connectuon wis pcrm-mcnll\' disconnected by the PLESCO on January 26, 2008, PESCO s sull billing, his
premises which is illegal as due ro disconnection no cectriciy was used at his premizest Te has offered
PESCO that he is \wlhm_g i pay the arrears it a correct bill is issued by excluding all detections but PESCO
has not responded. FHe adimirred that hus premuses was rented out one and halt month back and the tenam
is taking clecriciy trom his neighbor. As regards the case deaded by the Court o -Disirict Judee, 1]
Khan, the same has no relevance with the instant ssue as the same pertaing 1o the period when his
connection was energized and furthee he wdl pay the amiount as per the diveciions ol the Court.

Petitioner (PESCQ) turther submitted thar the cmnplnimm s imvolved i theft of clectricity by using
direct hook. There are so many such like cases where theft is taking place but police is wlmt.ml 1o lodge
FIR despite best efforts by PESCO oflicials.

Having gone through the respective submissions of the partes, the Muthorny has observed that
registration of FIRs s though difficult as the police s not cooperating with the DISCOs but ito1s
mandatory as per the provision of Consumer Service Manual and the petitioner should ey herr best o
lodge FIRs against the consumers mvolved in theft of decrricny. "The Authonity is also ol ihe view tha
PESCO 1s cqually responsible for taking lenient approach 1owards lodging of T1Rs. In the instant case
FIR was lodged by PESCO alter the receipt of complaing from NEPRA

The Awhority has further observed that in this case, connection was permanently disconneeted,
quipment Removal Order (EROY implemented and P-Dise code allotted as sach ihe complamant is no
more consumer of the petitioner. PESCO has charged detection bills atter the FRO aking the plea thar
the complaimant was involved in theft of clectricity. FIR has been lodged by PESCO after receipt of
complint from NEPRA. 1o addition 1o that, no sold proof has been given by PESCOY thac the
complainant was involved in theft of clectricay. '

The Authority has further observed that detection bills clfarged 1o the complainant are on higher side and
do nor correspond 1o billing history and sanctioned load of the complainant. PESCOY s oot justified 1o
raise such high value detection bills even it the comphuant was using, cleetricity directly. From the
scruiiifv of the record provided by PESCO noreveals that average consumption of Mr. Salabuddin was
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224 units per month whereas PESCQO has charged after permanent disconnection, an average of 1035

units per month as detecton bill which is nor justified.
10. [n view of the foregoing, the Authority has decided to modify the impugned decision as under:

The complainant is liable to pay the amount of Rs.61684/ which was owtstanding against him at the
time of ERQ on January 26, 2008. In addition to this amount i.c. Rs.61681/, detection bill @ 224
units per month be charged to the complainant from the date of ERO till the date of receipt of
complaint by NEPRA te. May 09, 2011, Revised bill accordingly be tssued to the cmnpl,lin.ml for «
payment. The complainant be provided electricity connection as per the policy after recovering the
arrcars in casc the complainane is interested for sLLl\mg uconmcuon/nux connection.

ety Wt‘”j Aok Ashid —
i aror bty

// T
(I1abibullah Khilji) (Shaukat Ali Kundi) <5.05.242

Member ' Member

.~

/'MIH Iy

 (Ghiasuddin Ahmed)
Acting Chairman
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DISSENTING NOTE OF MEMBER LICENSING REGARDING DECISION OF THE
AUTHORITY ON THE REVIEW REQUEST FILED BY PESCO AGAINST THE
DECISION OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS DIVISION IN THE MATTER OF MR

SALAHUDDIN V/S PESC

b dissent to the majority decision on the review petition filed by PESCO in the matter of Mr.
Salahuddin Vs PESCO for the following reasons:

i) Once the Equipment Removal Order (ERO) is issued, and the’equipment removed
and P-Disc code allotted to the complainant, he ceases to be the consumer of
PESCO. PESCO persistently issued bills to him for several months which is neither
tenable nor prudent.

11) The complainant has been issued detection bills thirty six (36) times for a total period
of fifty (54) months. This testifies that the PESCO staff was not v1g11ant to
prevent/control of theft, if any.

1i1) PESCO has failed to produce any ample evidence to substantate that the
complainant was in fact stealing energy incessastantly.

iv) The mandatoty provisions of registration of FIR as provided in Consumer Service
Manual have not been adhered to by PESCO. FIR was got registered by PESCO on
09-09-2011 after the receipt of complaint to NEPRA ie 09-05-2011. If the
complainant was involved in direct theft of electricity then FIR should have been
lodged soon after detecting the theft.

v) Consumer Service Manual is very clear in the matter. Charging of detection bills
prior to registration of FIR has no justification and is illegal.

Under these circumstances I am unable to hold that PESCO is justified in charging detection bill to
the complainant for illegal abstraction of electricity and therefore uphold the decision of Consumer

MG& /ém%

(Shauk'lt Ali Kunch) 2505 )
Member (Licensing)

Affairs Division Nepra which has been impugned by PESCO.
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