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BEFORE THE  
NATIONAL ELECTRIC POWER REGULATORY AUTI iorr  

(NEPRA  

Complaint No: PESCO-81- 2011  

Peshawar Electric Supply Company  Petitioner 

Versus 

Mr. Salahuddin 

Date of Hearing: February 14, 2(112 

1)ate of 1)ccision: .\pril 10, 2(112 

 

Coniplainant 

 

Belore Mr. (hiasuddin Ahnicd (;\ctilig Chairman) 
2. NI r. Shaukat Au 1< unh (NI cmi cr) 
3. Mr. llalnhullah Khilji (Member) 

On behalf of Petitioner: 

l)Nlr. lida _\hmed khan. (.Iuei knguieer/( SL ). 
2) Mr. Nadeem :\ti\var, Nlanager ( )peratinll, Ratinu. 
3) N Ir. NI. Zubair Khan, 1)cputv Manager (( )pcnttlun). City. 1)1 Khaii. 
-I) N Ir. lsh tia1 ;\11, Niatiager (( )perati( )n) lank 

5) NIr. ;\rif Nichinood Sado?.al. Deputy Nit .'cr (Operation) Rural 1)! klian 

On behalf of the Complainant: Nit. Salahuddlit Advocate 

I)ECISLON 01:  TIlE AUTHORITY IN TI-IE MATTER OF A REVIEW PETITION FILEt) BY 
I'ESHAWAR ELECTRIC SUPPLY COMPANY (PESCO) A(;ALNsT TIlE I)ECISION 01: TIlE 
AtJTl-IORITY ON COMPLAINT FILED BY MR SALAHIJDDIN  

DEC tSI ON 

1his decisiun IiaIl dispose ot a t•cview petition tiled by leshavar Flectric Stipplv Conpitiiv (PNSC )) 
( hcrctiiaticr rciitl as l)ett1>1') :ttl1s( tIle decision of suiucr .\Iturs l)ivistori iii lic itlaiter 
0 NIr. S 1a1tud1tn i<ltait, .\lv(Cttc 

Ilte rcvicv petition was tiled h the pcitiuiicr t:tiiist ilte decisions of ( ;oilsLliflet .\tlais I )ivij ut in 
tour cases. Ilie petltiotler lt:Ls raised tile tullo¼\iIl' COIIRittlolls III the review I)i.IiIt()it: 

''Ihe cit1lIltin:tni has taken dit'tci cotiiiection from I i I inc of PFSC( ) and sscsstjlttitS 
( tee le-elcl ujloti tIle coinpl;iiitatit. lite case of HR wts Pilpetly r()orle(I h lie 
u'us(:() 11c11 lorlliatultl stall IC, concerned Police Station 1)111 tIle police IltCliorIttes are lull 

•ieilsIcritli pti,jet Ill. g:tiilSl the luuui!:lltuttul  (ICR to sonic tither facts oil In nniinls. 
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Moreover there arc huge numbers (if such like cases which arc also di Itteuli it Plict 
authorities to register I-IRs and maintain ii. 

ii) \s per CSM Clause 9. 1(111), Pt SC() shall be authorzed to rec ver its Ii 155 by raising 

dctection bills as per its owti procedure, hence tite deteCt bits hills has been titaule 

accorditiglv. 

iii) 1hc report of field formation to concerned police station ma be considered as FIR, ts in 

the said decision PESC() will sustain not only revenue loss but it will also open a.Pandora 

Uox for the 1'ESCO as numerous cases exist who are approaching in Nlll.\.fo1 heir 

ut us titicd relief on the same grounds'' 

A hearing ito the matter was conducted on I -1.02.21)1 2 wheret the re,rescn t flhlves of I liJtttInIier 

as vell as the complainatit Mr. Salahudc!in Advocate wet prcs-cvi. 

'lie representatives on behalf of the peutumer in the hearing submitted that ckci ricity 51i1>plv  ii I 
Salahuddin .\dvocate was permanently disconnected due to default and e1Ltipment toni ved 'n I iinuary 26. 

2)1118. At that rime, an amount of Rs. 6 I 68-I / was outstandnig against him as arrears. 1 lie cc inipiainiiitt is 

involved in theft of electricity therefore, to recover the Ii ss, detecti m bills were cliarted to tIi cc unplctinan t 

however no payment to-date has been made At present electricity at t he premises is being supplied from its 

neighbor which is also illegal. Theft of electricity by Mr. Salahuddin Advncai C \V5 rep in ed ii police 

May 27, 21)1)8. Police has also registered an FIR against the complainant on September (19, 21)11. Copies of 

the letter written to police and FIR have been tm  wided to Consumer .\ flairs I)tvisic at at the start of 

hearing. P FSCO has also won a case against the complainant In the Court of I )istrict udge. I) I kltan. 

5. Mr. Sulalitiddin, Advocate in his rebuttal stated that he has shifted tci lslamahuid and his electricity 

Colltlectiull was permanently disconnected by the PESCO on Jaiivary 26, 211(18. PlSCC) is still hilliiit his 

- - premises which is illegal as due to disconnection no electricity was used at his prctttise. I Ic has fiereul 

PISC() that lie is willing to pay the arrears ii a correct bill is issued by excluding all kiec;i.is but PlSC( 

has not responded. lie admitted that his premises was rented out one and half mi>ntli lxmck and the tenant 

is making electricity front his neighbor. As regards rite case decided be the Court o1.l )i5lrici )udt',e. I) I 

Khan, tile same has tin relevance with the instant issue as the same lwrt1 to the period vhico hi 

contiection was energized and further lie vilI pay the amount as per the directions c>( tlt ( :ourt. 

(I- Petiuntier (PFSCO) further submitted that: the complainant is itivolved iii theft of electricity by usini 

direct hook. ilicre are so many such like cases where theft is taking place butt lI is reluctant to lodic 

FIR despice best effntts by PISC() (if ftcials. 

I Iavittg gone through the respective submitissiomis of the parties. the .\utilioritv has ohserved that 

registraiiutl of FIRs is though difficult as the police is not cooperating with the l)IS( ( )s hut it is 

mandatory as per the provision of Consumer Service Manual and the petitioner should it•v tlietr best to 

lodge FIRs ctgmitist the consumers involved itt theft of electricity. 'lite Authority is also ol mIle \'jew tham 

lls(;() is equally responsible for taking lenient approach towards hidiini of I IRs. lit tile instant case, 

FIR was lodged by PFSC() after die receipt U cotliplaitti from N l:I'R.. 

8. 'Ihe ,\utlioritv has further observed that in this case. Connection was lwrmiemlY  uliscontlecteul, 

I -.quiptiictit Removal Order (FRO) inipletitetiteul imnul P-l)isc eode alloned is such the cottiplaiitaiit is tin 

more coitsutmer of tile petitioner. PNSC() has clibirgeul detection hills nfter the FR() makitig lie itlea  that 

the complainant was involved ii theft of electricity. FIR has been lodged he Ph 5( ( ) bi1tet receipt ni 

complaint mm N NI'RA. In aululitiomi mu that, ito solid proof has heeit given fly Pl5( ( ) that lie 

cniitplaiiiaiti was involved itt theft of electricity. 

9. the ,\rithiot-itv has Lurt1iet ol)serveul that detcetioti III eltrgu-ul to the complainant it•e ott hir',lier siule ;mtid 

do tint clirrespottul to billimn history and stetiomied load of the cutnpl.tinatit. l'NSC( ) S mliii jutihcd ii, 

raise such hiihi value detection bills eveti if the cotnjihmitiatit was uisitu' electricity ulirtctiv. Front die 

scrciitIv cc) the mecca-il l iroviuleul he PlSC( ) it reveals tInt :tvet:ae colmsimiilhtIioii ccl \lr. S:ilciliiiuluhiti was 
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224 unit S per month vhcreas PESC() has charged a tter permanent discon ii ecliol L  an average o I I (135 

units per liii tn th as detection bill which is not justified. 

In view o the Li)rcgoing, the Authority has ckcided to moditv the impugned decision as tuider: 

the complainant is liable to pay the amount of Rs.6! 684/ which Was outstanding againsi him at the 
time of ERO on January 26, 2008. In addition to this amount i.e. P.s.61 6.h/, demecitcin bill 22! 
units per moflth be charged to the complainant from the date of lR() till the daic ol receipt i>1 
complaint by NEPRA i.e. May 09, 20!!. Revised bill accordingly he issued to the coiitplainan i for 
payment. The complainant be provided electricity connection as per the policy after recoverin1  tiw 
arrears in case the complainant is interested for seeking reconnection/new conmlcctioii. 

(r/s7IL . 

  

(1labibullah Khilji) (Shatikat Mi Kundi) -~&S 7" 
ileiiihcr i\.leiiil,cr 

(GhiasudJin Ahmcd) 
.\ct ing C ;h airnia it 
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DISSENTING NOTE OF MEMBER LICENSING REGARDING DECISION OF THE 
AUTHORITY ON THE REVIEW REQUEST FILED BY PESCOAGAINST THE 
DECISION OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS DIVISION IN THE MATTER OF MR 
SALAHUDDIN V/S'PESCO  

I 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 whih is neither 

tenable nor prudent. 

ii) 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 vigilant to 

prevent/control of theft, if any. 

PESCO has failed to produce any ample evidence to substantiate that the 

complainant was in fact stealing energy incessastantly. 

iv) The mandatory 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 i.e 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 

Affairs Division Nepra which has been impugned by PESCO. 

cShaukat Ali Icundi) 

Member (Licensing 
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