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National Electric Power Regulatory Authority
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N
¥
§m§

Islamabad, the 21% day of November, 2025

r)/??
S.R.O. (1)/2025.- In pursuance of Sub-Section 7 of Section 31 of the Regulation of
Generation, Transmission and Distribution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (XL of 1997),
NEPRA hereby notifies the Decision of the Authority dated October 20, 2025 in the matter of
Motion for Leave for Review filed by the stakeholders against Decision of the Authority
dated 05" June, 2025 regarding Write-Off Claims of K-Electric for MYT 2017-2023
in Case No. NEPRA/TRF-362/K-Electric-2016.

2. While effecting the Decision, the concerned entities inciuding Central Power Purchasing -
Agency Guarantee Limited and K-Electric shall keep in view and strictly comply with the orders

of the courts notwithstanding this Decision.

(Wasim Anwar Bhinder)
Registrar
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DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY IN THE MATTER OF MOTIONS FOR LEAVE
FOR REVIEW FILED BY THE STAKEHOIDERS AGAINST DECISION OF THE

AUTHORITY DATED STH JUNE 2025 REGARDING WRITE-OFF CLAIMS OF K-
ELECTRIC LIMITED FOR MYT 20172023 . S

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Pursuant to the decision of the Authority dated 5th July 2018 regarding MYT tariff
determination, K-Electric Limited (“KE”) filed write off claims of Rs. 76.033 billion. The
dedision in the matter was issied on 5th June 2025 wherein the Au thority approved write
off claims of Rs. 50.013 billiotrand the rest were disallowed {the "Impugned Decision”).

3

FILING OF REVIEW MOTIONS:

2.1. Being aggrieved of the above dedsion of the Authority, following ‘stakeholders
{hereinafter caﬂecti}'ely referred to zs “Petitioners”) filed molions for ieave for review
against the subject decision: :

L Ministry of Energy (Power Division} (“MOE {PDY)
i Ceniral Power ?u:chésing Agency {-’;_C}“’PA-G”};
L Karachi Chamber of Commerce and Ind ustry (“KCCI)
Iv.  Mr M. Arif Bilwani
V. Mr. Syed Hafeezuddin, MNA .
¥I.  Mr. Monem Zafar, Ameer Jamaate-Islami Karachi

2.2 The Authority admitted all the above motions and decided to hold hearings in the matter,

3. GROUNDS OF MOTION FOR LEAVE FOR REVIEW

G

3.1. Following common grounds were submitted by MOE (PD) and CPPA-G:

i Recovery of bills Jess than Rs, 10 millien without legal proceeding.
ii. Write-off of Rs. 34,802 million against currently disconnected COnsumers
iii. Write-off of Rs. 15,211 mill fon to the metered consumers under the settlement
schemes. :
iv. Write-off of Rs. 6,619 million of sales tax.
v. Criteria fpolicy for write-off and recovery plan approval.

3.2. Following common grounds were submitted by Mr. Arif Bilwani, KCCJ and Mr. Syed
Hafeezuddin: \
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Contradictory auditor statement.
KE's own admission: write-offs on premises, not consumers.
Selective legal action & non-disclosure of high value defaults.

Unchallenged admissions of illegal reconnections.

 Failure to Scrutinise KE's Write-Off Policy.

Lack of due diligence in bogus billing cases.
Procedural irregularities & denial of due process.

3.3. Mr. Monem Zafar submitted following grounds in the matter:

Vi

Overlooking of concrete evidence of fraudnlent billing.

Failure to order a third-party 'mdependen;t audit.

Violation of natural justice and regulatory oversight.

Lack of due process and transparency.

Conflict with legal precedents and tariff rules.

Legal and justice-based objection: failure to consider stakeholder submissions.

4. HEARINGS

4.1.

w

5.1

Hearings in the matter were scheduled on 30 September 2025 and 1= October 2025.
Notices of hearings were sent to concerned parties on 22™ September 2025. The hearings
were held as per-schedule and were participated by the Petitioners, interveners and KE.

COMMENTS FROM STAKFHOLDERS

under:

Post hearing, comments were received from Mr. Rehan Javaid (intervener) which are as

s At the outset, | submit that the Ministry and CPPA-G should focus first on their own
unresolved structural issues rather than reopening matters already adjudicated by

- NEPRA after exhaustive scrutiny, The review petitions fail to meet the narrow legal
test for review and instead attempt to re-argue issues on merits, effectively converting
a review into an appeal.

¢ KE vs. DISCOs - Discriminatory Treatment of Recovery Losses. K-Electric

reported total recovery losses of Rs. 122.8 billion for FY 2017-2023. Out of this, Rs.
76 bilion were claimed as write-offs. NEPRA, after independent auditor
verification, due procedure, strict verifications and compliance with MYT
conditions, allowad Rs. 50 billion (=40%).
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s Incontrast, DISCOs from FY 2017-2025 accumulated recovery losses exceeding Rs.
1.288 billion and distribution losses of Rs. 1,096 biilion, totalling nearly Rs. 2.4
trillion detailed below:
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» These amounts were directly pushed into circular debt without CNIC verification
of defaulters, court adjudication, documented recovery efforts, or auditor
vaiidation. '

» Fiscal & Consumer Burden of DiSCO Inefficiencies. The Rs. 1.225 trillion dreular
debt refinancing is being serviced through the Debt Serviang Surcharge (DSS) of
Rs. 3.23/kWh imposed on all non-protected consumers, indjuding KE consumers
who have no connection fo the inefficiencies of other DISCOs, vet are compelled
to pay surcharges funding 100% of those losses.

s Questons MOE (PD) /CPPA-G Must Answer:

- Has the Ministry ever inguired whether CNIC-based verification was done for
the Rs. 1.288 trillion of DISCO recovery losses that entered drcular debt?

- Why should KE be subjected to forensic audit and multi-year hearings while
DISCOs are afforded blanket relief without comparable scrutiny?

- If “industry practice” of write-offs is cited, why is it never applied to DISCOs?

- Has there been any instance in discos where 60% of the recovery loss has been
disallowed?

» Privatization Benefit - What if KE were a DISCO? Had KE not been privatized, its

full Rs. 122 billion recovery loss would have been added to circular debt like
DISCOs. Instead, onlv Rs. 50 billion was allowed after strict compliance with
NEPRA’s MYT framework. This demonstrates that privatization limits fiscal
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exposure and imposes financial discipline, unlike the public-sector DISCO model
which perpetuates circular debt.

* Request for Treatment of Write-Offs. This amount must be settled through fiscal
space as this is already z determined tariff issue and not through any surcharge on
consumers of Karachi. Any further surcharge in Karachi would amount to
collective punishment of compliant consumers who already carry the cost of
national inefficiencies.

* In fairmess and equity, DISCOs should aiso be held to the same 40% admissibility
standard applied to KE, And NEPRA must take steps to make this possible.

* The MOE (FDj should stop diverting attention from the real issue of Rs. 2.4 trillion
circular debt and focus on improving their own efficiency and recovery that is
being recovered from the Taxpavers and Consumers. Whatever decision NEPRA
has taken regarding KE's write-off dlaims —after already disallowing around Rs.
26 billion—is balanced and reasonable when compared to how DISCOs are
passing on their losses indirectly to all consumers and taxpayers in Gircular debt
without any check and Scrutiny.

5.2. KE vide its letter dated 10th October 2025 filed comments on each review. KE raised the
issue of maintainability and submitted that the question of maintainability as agitated
during the hearings and preliminarily objected through objection application and
requested to be duly considered and speaking order be passed in the matter. In response
to the okaecam.sfquenes raised by the Petitioners, KE mostly referred relevant
paragraphs of the Impugned Decision in its defence. On the question of maintainability
KE had following observations:

a) The motions for review were admitted without hearing the contesting party/KE

b) The Review Motion filed by MOE (PD} is without mandatory review fee as
required under regulation 4A of the NEPRA (Review Procedurej Regulations,
2009. :

¢} The Petitioner (MOE (PDj) does not fall within the definition of party.

d) The Review Motions does not present any new evidence or error apparent on the
face of record and in support relied on 2025 SCMR 60 (Supreme Court), 2025
SCMR 153 (Supreme Court), PLD 2023 SC 825 (Supreme Court), 2024 SCMR 107.

6. ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND DECISION ON GROUNDS OF REVIEWS

6.1, The submissions of the Petitioners and reply of KE on each ground have been examined.
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a) At the outset it may be noted that the instant Review Motions have been filed by
the Petitioners under regulation 3(2) of the NEPRA (Review Procedure)
Regulations, 2009 which is reproduced as under:

“(2} Any party aggrieved from anv order of the Authority and who,
from the discovery of new and important matter of evidence or on
account of some mistake or error apparent on the face of record or
from any other sufficient reasons, may file a motion seeking review
of such order” (Emphasis Added)

b} The afore stated provision provides that only a “aggrieved party” can file a motion
for leave for review. The term party has been defined in regulation 2 (1) {d) as
under:

“party” means a party tc any order dedsion of NEPRA or a person
who participated in the proceedings for tariff determinations as
“intervener” and it includes a party to the power purchase contract
approved by NEPRA, (Emphasis Added)

¢} Itisclear from this definition that party competent to file a review motion can only
-be a party in relation to which the Authority has passed an order (in mest of the
cases the comwermned licensee), or any intervener in 2 tariff determination {as
defined in the NEPRA Tariff Rules 1999), or a party to a power purchase contract
approved by NEPRA.

d} Further, a party can file a motion seeking review if it is aggrieved from any order
of the Authority on three grounds i.e. discovery of new and important matter of
evidence, on account of mistake or error apparent on the face of record or from
any sufficient reason.

e} Itissettled jurisprudence that the scope of review is limited. The scope is restricted
to correcting a clear error apparent on the face of the record or to correct an
observation or finding in an order in light of discovery new or important matter
of evidence or from any sufficient cause.

f) The jurisdictional contours governing the scope of a review petition are well-
settled and have been constantly delineated by the Superior Courts. In the case of
Mehmood Hussain Lark and others v. Muslim Commercial Bank Limited and
others reported as 2010 SCMR 1036, it was observed as under:

"We are of the view that before an error can be a ground of
review, it is necessary, that it must be one which is apparent
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g)

on the face of the record and that it must be so manifest, so
ciear. that no Court could permit such an error to remain on
record. Incorreciness of a conclusion arrived at after a

conscious perusal of record and in-depth examination of

evidence cannot be made a ground for review because to
permit a_review on the ground of incorrectness would
amount to granting the Court jurisdiction of re-hearing

appeals against its own judgment.”

In the celebrated case, Justice Qazi Faez Isa and others v. President of
Pakistan and others reported as PLD 2022 SC 119 it was held that under
Order XULVII of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 three grounds for
review are provided: (1} discovery of new and important matter or
evidence which, after the exercise of due diligence, was not within
knowledge of, or could not be produced by, the party seeking review at
the time when the decree was passed or order made; (2) some mistake
or error apparent on the face of the record; {3) or any other sufficient
reason. The third ground has been interpreted by the courts to be read
ejusdem generis in the context of two preceding grounds. Reference
may also be made to the case of neighbering jurisdiction reported as
State of West Bengal and others v. Kamal Sengupta and another wherein
1t was held that;

“The term ‘'mistake or error apparent' by its very
conmnotation signifies an error which is evident per se
from the record of the case and does not reguire

detailed examination, scrutinv and elucidation either
of the facts or the legal position. If an error is not self-

evident and detection thereof requires long debate and
process of reasoning, it cannot be treated as an emror

apparent on the face of the record for the purpose of
Order XLV, Rule 31, CP.C"

Perusal of the afore-cited cases indicates that an error on the face of record must
be such an error which must strike one on mere looking at the record and would
not require any in-depth process of reasoning on the points where there may
conceivably be two opinions. Thus, an error which is required to be detected bya
process of reasoning can hardly be said to be an error on the face of the record. The
fundamenta] condition for entertaining review motion is the demonstration of an
error apparent on the face of record, the correction of which is imperative to
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k)

b

prevent a miscarriage of justice. The scope of review is confined to correcting
manifest errors and does not extend to reconsideration of already adjudicated
issues.

Similarlv, A review is not an appeal in: disguise, nor does it afford a party 2 second
opportunity to reargue a matter already adjudicated on merits. The Supreme
Court in the case of "Sajid Mehmood versus Muhammad Shafi” {2008 SCMR 334)
held that: -

"The exercise of review jurisdiction does not mean a rehearing
of the matter and, a decision, even though it is erroneous per se,
would not be a ground to justify its review.”

The review jurisdiction, as encapsulated u/s 114 read with order XLVII Rule 1 of
Civil Procedure Code, 1908, (which is similar to the provisions provided in the
Act, rules & regulations) is exercisable only upon the discovery of a new and
important matter or evidence which, despite the exercise of due diligence, was not
within the knowledge of or could not be produced by applicant at the time the
decree or order was passed, or upon demonstration of a manifest error apparent
on the face of record. It does not extend to re-appredation of facts or reconsidered
of legal grounds already examined. The Courts have repeatedly emphasized that
even an erronecus decision, if rendered after due adjudication, does not ipso facle
furnisk a ground for review urless it jeads to a miscarriage of justice that is
manifest and self-evident from the record itself. Thus, the power of review is to be
invoked with judicial circumspection and strict adherence to the settled legal
parameters, lest it undermine the finzlity and senctity of judicial pronouncement.

The perusal of the instant Review Motions and the submissions put forth by the
parties makes it abundantlv clear that the Petitioners have not highlighted any
clear error apparent on the face of the record or have not produced any new or
important evidence or matter that could not have been brought on record earlier
with due diligence, nor have they established any other sufficient cause o justify
the filing of the review motions. An examination of grounds raised Petitioners
confirms that they do not satisfy the legal standards required for maintainability
of review.

Further the said issues raised by the Petitioner have already been comprehensively
addressed in paragraph No. 6-19 of the Impugned Decision. Also, KE has raised
pertinent issues regarding maintainability which also have merit.
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:

m} In a recent case ttled as Ahmad Sikander v. Commissioner Inland Revenue, AEOI
Zone, Lahore reported as 2025 SCMR 146, the apex Court has observed as under:

“11. Nowadays, it has become almost a fashion and/or custom
to file review applications fleetingly and unthinkingly in routine
on the basis of certificates issued by the advocates with a plain
replica of the grounds urged in the main petition or appeal
without any accurate allusion to any error in the judgment or
order which warrants or merits reversal. We, in all fairness,
denounce this fashion or practice which wastes the precious
time of the Court with the exception in the clearest form, that
while adverting to a provision or construction of any law and/or
Constitution, some errors are apparent on the face of the record
which caused substantial injury which requires some remedial
measures to advance the cause of justice for which not only the
specific ground(s) should be mentioned in the certificate of the
advocate, but it should be pinpointed also in the review petition
rather than mentioning sweeping and stereotypical grounds
having no significance or nexus with the case.”

6.2.  The petitioners were heard at substantia] length but they have not been able to bring their
' case within the contours of review jurisdiction. In the-abserice of such discovery or cause
and where all legal and factual issues have been adjudicated upon, there is no reason to
revisit or substitute the conclusions recorded in the order under review and the review
motions ar¢ lable to be dismissed on this score alone, Having said that, and without
prejudice, the Authority in the interest of justice considered all the submissions of the
Petitioners and analysis and decision on each ground of review listed above is provided
in the succeeding paragraphs in order of sequence.

REVIEWS FILED BY MOE (PD) /CPPA-G

No Legal Proceedings for Recovery of Bills Less than 10 million

_U"\
L

The Petitioners referred o Para 10.3 of the Impugned Decision and submitted that the
Authority has erroneously allowed write-off of debts even though KE specificaily
conceded that it did not initiate legal proceedings for recovery of such dues. This is in
conflict with the explicit requirements laid down in the write-off criteria, NE Plan, the
CSM as well as the MYT tariff determination, the MYT MLR determination and the final
MYT determination. According to the Petitioners, the basic premise of the write-off
criteria is that KE has to undertake all possible efforts for recovery of the dues. The
Petlnoners further submitted that SD 31 of the NE Plan also requires recovery initiatives

] \J < 8
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as preregquisite for bringing write-off claim and admittedlv, KE failed tc exhaust
measures prior 10 bringing the write-off daim for amounts below Rs. 10 million. The
Petitioners also submitted that the TSM imposes binding duty on all distribution
licensess to achvely pursue recovery of outstanding dues without discrimination based
on the size of the debt or arrears. Clause 8.9 of the CSM titled “Recovery of Dues”
provides: )

“In case consumers fail to pav the arrears amount, ail legal megsuresiactions shall be initiated
against such comsumers for_recovery_of outstanding dues. DISCOs may announce
packages/schemes from fHme to time for recovery of dues from the defaulters, subject fo approval
of BOD™ -

From the reading of the above clause, the Petitioners drew conclusion that the CSM does
not delimit any specific amsunt against which the litigation proceedings for realization
of pending arrears should be initiated. There is no provision in the applicable regulatory
framework that permits a self-imposed financdial threshold below which recovery efforts
may be selectively abandoned.

According to the Fetifioners, KE submittad that over 95% of write-off cases involve
amounts below Rs. 2.5 million, where legal proceedings for recovery were deemed to be
ineffective and unnecessarv. KE admitied that lodging TIRs in such large volumes was
deemed impractical. As a result, KE adopted a policy of not pursuing legal proceedings
for claims bejow Rs. 10 million. This practice has been allowed in the Impugned Decision,
which is in contrast with the approach with XWDISCOs, which are required to submit
detziled recovery plans that clearly highlight problem arees and propose actionable
measures. The Petitioners further submitted that the Impugned Dedsion has allowed
write-off of amounts even though KE admittedly failed to make efforts to ensure recovery
of amounts below Rs. 10 million or initiate appropriate proceedings for recoverv.
According to the Petitioners, the dedision suffers from glaring errors floating on the
surface of the record and is liable to be reviewed and set-aside.

The submissions of the Petitioners and reply of KE have been examined. This issue has
been conclusively and at length decided by the Authority in the Impugned Decision in
para 10. The contention of the Petitioners is essentially a plea for re-hearing of the matter,
which falls outside the jurisdictional scope of review as envisaged under the Act and the
rules and regulations made thereunder. The Authority cannot permit a review motion to
serve a surrogate for appeal or re-litigation of adjudicated issues. Further, the petitioners
have not produced any new or important evidence or matter that could not have been
brought on record earlier with due diligence, nor have they established any other
sutficient cause to justify the filing of the review motions. In the absence of such discovery
or cause and where all legal and factual issues have been adjudicated upon there is no

\9.




1}

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

6.10.

TR
o

o
{mia

fm.ﬂ‘

Decision in the Matter of MLEs filed by Various Stakeholders cgomnst
K& Write-Off Decision doted 5™ fune 2025

reason to revisit or substitute the conclusions recorded in the Determination under
review. Furthermore, in the Impugned Decision, the Authority decided to allow the
write-off with the direction that in the interests of the consumers, KE should continue to
actively pursue the recovery of the maximum possible amount Further these
observations ere already considered by the Authority and were addressed by it in the
Impugned Decision. Therefore, and in light of the observations stated in para 6.1 and 6.2,
the Authority finds no reason to modify or alter the Impugned Decision and maintains
its earlier decision in the matter.

Write-off of Rs. 34,802 million against Disconnected Consumers

The Petitioner referred Para 10.11 of the decision and submitted the Authority has
decided to allow K-Electric write-off of Rs. 34,802 million pertaining to the billing of
metered consumers (currently disconnected) for MYT 201 7-2023. :

According to the Petitioner, the decision is inconsistent with the mandate of the NEPRA
Act, NE Policy, NE Plan and the relevant provisions of CSM. Section 31(3) of the NEPRA
Act, Rule 17 of the Tariff Rules and Clause 5.3.2 of the NE Policy mandatorily require the
Authority to determine prudency of the cost before allowing the same for recovery in the
tariff. The Petitioner submitted that the Authority erroneously failed to take any acfion
to ascertain the prudency of KE's claims, rather it accepted the figures presented by KE
as it s and that the subject decision has a significant tinpact on the consumer end tariff.
Accordirig to the Petitioner, the decision fails to meet the basic standards set out fcr a
tariff determination and the same is liable to be set aside.

Acc&rding to the Petitioner, the decision is also inconsistent with SD 31(b} of the NE Pla:n,
which require that non-recovered bad debt must be older than three (3) vears in order to
be eligible to claim write-off and the Authority has erroneously allowed write-off of daim
for a period as short as six {6) months. The Petitioner also referred Clauses 8.2.4 and 825
of the CSM which requires disconnection of supply in case of non-paymernt for two
months and the removal of metering installation in case of non-payment for third
consecutive month. In case a DISCO does not remove the equipment for its own ease, the
consuners shall not be held responsible for theft of electricity or material, if any.

According to the Petitioner, it is evident that KE is required to disconnect if a consumer
defaults in paying electricity dues for two (2) months and KE bears responsibility for bad
debts arising from consumers where outstanding bills exceed the period of two (2)
months. The Petitioner also referred Clause 8.2.8 of the CSM which states that in case of
more than one cormection, the DISCO may transfer the outstanding dues of the defaniting
connection to the other numning connection(s) of the same owner for recovery purposes.
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According to the Petitioner, the decision has erroneously failed to bifurcate the write-off
daims pertaining to outstanding amounts for & period of two months and those
exceeding two months and to determine the prudency ot KE's claim keeping in view the
provisions of the CSM. Furthermore, no information has been provided to establish
whether the defaulters hold anv other active connections in their name, or whether any
amount has been transferred to such other connections in accordance with Clause 8.2.8
of the C5M. The Petitioner submitted that serious allegations of significant irregularities
committed by KE were raised during the hearing, which include, inter 2lia, issuance of
fake / bogus bills to consumers, which were subsequently declared as unrecoverable bad
debts and daimed as write-offs.

. The submissions of the Petitioners and reply of KE have been examined. The write-off

was approved strictly in accordance with the criteria approved bv the Authority in the
determination dated 07.07.2018. It may be noted that the said determinatinn rendered by
the Authority on the reconsideration request filed bv the MOE (PD)} (one of the
Petitioner). The said determination was not challenged by the Petitioner and has attained
finality.

3. Under the epproved criteria, KE's Auditors were required to verify that the amount is

non-recoverable notwithstanding the efforts of the company. The requested write-off
were 100% verified by the Auditors who alsa recognized in their Audit Report that the
write-off amount was non-recoverable notwithstanding the efforts of the company. tis
also pertinent to mention that the write off was approved by the Board of KE. In para 16.3
of the Impugned Decision, the Authority observed that Federal Government through
MOE (PDj} has representation on the Board of KE. which is a iisted company.

It is also pertinent to mention that the write off criteria was dedded years before the
formation of NE Policy. therefore, the same cannot be applied retrospectively. Similarly
the NE Plan which was issued post MYT period in September 2023 can also not be applied
to the period starting 1% July 2017 and ending 30% June 2023. Therefore, the Authority has
decided to maintain its earlier decision in the matter.

Write-off of Ks. 15,211 million to the metered consumers under the settlement schemes

. The Petitioners referred Para 18.6 of the decision and submitied the Authoritv has

decided to allow a write-off of Rs. 15,211 million to the metered consumers under the
settlement schemes. According to the Petitioners, this is a clear contradiction to the write-
off criteria, wherein the Authority explicitly stpulated that a pre-condition for any write-
off is the disconnection of the defaulter's connection and approval of this write-off
viclates the established criteria and undermunes the integrity of the regulatory
framework. The Petitioners further submitied that this decision also violates SD 31(a} of
the NE Plan, which stipulates that write-off claims shall only apply to default amounts
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pertaining to permanently disconnected consumers, and only where recoverv has not
been possible despite all reasonable efforts. According to the Petitioners, the write-off
claims allowed by the Authority erroneously also indude default amounts of those
consumers whose connections were initially disconnected but later reconnected under
settlement schemes or upon consumers’ agreement to convert to metered connections.
According to the Petitioners, such an arrangement is neither allowed in the write-off
criteria contained in the final tariff determination nor in the NE Plan and requested that
the decision be reviewed and set-aside.

The submissions of the Petitioner and reply of KE have been examined. No contradiction
exists in the decision of the Authorify and write-off criteria regarding disconnection of
the defaulters. The Petitioners admitted in their submissions reproduced above that these
write-offs pertain to those defaulted connections who were initially disconnected but
later reconnected under settiement schemes. Had it not been the case and no settlement
schemes were offered the uncollected amount would have been doubled. Qut of the total
outstanding dues of Rs. 30.5 billion against this category of bad debts, Rs. 132 billion were
claimed as write-off and rest was settled through various setflement schemes out of which Rs. 8.3
bijlion have already been recovered and the remaining amount is under recovery process. If the
consumers will be kept disconnected even after the opting of settiemnent schemes, then the entire
object of the settlemnent scheme will be defeated. It is logical to recover some of the bad debts
instead of losing ail. Therefore, the Aathority has decided to maintain its earlier decision inthe
matier.

-

*m

Wrife-off of Rs. 6,619 million of Sale tax

The Petitioners referred Para 11.3 of the decision and submitted the Authoritv has
decided to allow a write-off of Rs. 6,619 million to KE against sales tax. According to the

Petitioners, KE's obligation to collect and deposit sales tax from consurners of electricity

arises under a special fiscal statute and regime - the Sales Tax Act, 1990 ("ST Act”) and
the rules framed thereunder from time to time. This statutory obligation exists
independently of KE's rights and obligations under the Act, and for that matter, does not
relate to change on account of electric power. According to the Petitioners, the regulatory
framework established by the Act does not envisage, nor does it empower, the Anthority
to assume any role under or in respect of any obligation arising out of the ST Act, which
can only be dealt with under the said special dispensation. The Petitioner further
submitted that the relevant determinations by the Authority, have permitted write-offs
only in respect of amounts linked directly to the supply of electricity. None of these
determinations permit or contemplate a write-off of purported tax Habilities arising
under ancther statute, i.e. the ST Act. According to the Petitioners, allowing KE to pass
on such sales tax Hability to consumers without adopting or fulfilling the requirement

- under tax dispensation, would be tantamount to a conflation of two distinct legal
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regimes: that of the Act and the ST Act. According to the Petitioners, such treatment
exceeds the Authoritv's jurisdiction under the NEPRA framework. The Petioners
requested that the Authority review the decision and reject the write-off on account of
sales tax of Rs. 6,619 million.

. The subnussions of the Petitioner and reply of KE have been examined. The matter was

also discussed in detail in the hearing. The Petiticners referred the determination of the
Authority dated18th September 2017 wherein LESCO requested to allow write-off of
approximately Rs. 3.2 billion including taxes. The Authority provisionally allowed

“approximately Rs. 2.8 billion which were subject to actualization on the basis of actual

write-offs as-per approved criteria. The approved provisional amount was net of taxes.
Later LESCO failed to submit any actual write-off and the amount provisionally allowed
was reversed. No deliberation at all was done whether the taxes were to be allowed or
not as no actual write-offs were claimed. It was highlighted during the hearing that the
referred case is completely misplaced and has no analogy at all in the instant case of KE.
It was also highlighted during the hearing that the actual uncollected amount on account
of sales tax in case of government owned DISCOs became part of circular debt and was
either met through fiscal space or passed on to the consumers as PHL surcharge. The
decision of the Authority is based on the applicable law which required that the sales tax
should be paid on billed basis instead of collection basis. No szles tax was aliowed post”
March 2023 when the Iaw was amended and the biliing basis was replaced with collection

‘basis. It also neecds to be poted that out of the approved write-off amount of Rs. 50.01

billion, Rs. 6.¢ billion were paid actually paid to the GOP through FBR. The net impact
is Rs. 43.4 billion instead of Rs. 530.01 billion. Further, the Authority was mindful of this
issue and discussed the matter in para 11 of the Impugned Dedsion. Therefore, the
Authority has decided to maintain its earlier decision in the matter. ' '

Criteria / Policy for Write-off and Recovery Plan Approval

. According to the Petitioners, through the decision, the Authoritv appears to have

overlocked its regulatory mandate in favour of KE's Board of Directors. The Petitioner
Farther submifted that rather than establishing a clear, independent criterion for write-
offs in accordance with the requirements of Clause 5.3.2 of the NE Policy, the Authority
has éffectiveiy delegated this critical function to a private entity. By referring paragraph
16.5 and 16.6 of the dedision, the Petitioners submitted that the Authority has erroneously
heid that the write-off mechanism approved by the Board of Directors of KE need not to
be approved bv the Authority. According to the Petitioners, by doing so, the decision has
effectively endorsed a framework whereby the Board of a private utility determines tariff-
affecting matters.

%




{m} Decision in the Matter of MLRs filed by Vorious Stakeholders against
KE Write-GJff Decicion doted 5% dune 2025

£.20, The Petitioners also referred Para 13.4 of the Impugned Decision and submitted that the
Authority has allowed write-off of bad debts without requiring KE to submit CNIC
numbers of the defaulting consumers which is in violation of Clause 2.3.4 of the CSM,
which explicitly mandates the proviston of CNIC for obtaining a conrection.

6.21: The Petitioners requested the Authority to set aside the determination and direct K-
Electric to submit a comprehensive recovery plan for the Authority's review and
approval. The Petitioners further submitted that the Authority should establish clear and
binding criteria/policy for the write-off of bad debts in accordance with the CSM, NE
Plan, NEPRA Act and applicable regulations. According to the Petitioners, K-Electric
must be bound to implement the approved recovery plan to prevent the unjust transfer
of under-recovered amounts onto consumers and to ensure regulatory accountability.

6.22. The submissions of the Petitioners and reply of KE have been examined. The write-off
were approved strictly in accordance with the criteria approved by the Authority in the
determination dated 03.07.2018 on the reconsideration request filed by the MOE (PD)
(one of the Petitioners). The requirement of CNIC was omitted from the write-off criteria
on the request of the Federal Government under the afore-stated reconsideration request.
As stated in preceding paragraphs of this decision, the write-off criteria was decided
years before the formation of NE Policy, therefore, the same canmot be applied
retrospectively. Similariy the NE Plan which was issued post MYT period in Septemiber
2(23.can also not be applied to the period starting 1 July 2017 and ending 30% june ..623
Therefore, the Authority finds no reason to modify and alter its decision.

REV}EWS FILED BY KCCI & Others
Contradi ctory Auditor Statement

6.23. According to the Petitioners, the Independent Auditor confirmed that all consumers
{active/inactive) included in the write-off were disconnected based on KE's records and
a physical survey. However, on Page 22 (Para 4.10, Point 3), the same Auditor
acknowledged that "Active customers” had multiple disconnections, implying that power
supply was reinstated, contradicting the earlier assertion. This contradiction creates
ambiguity about the disconnection status and calls intc question the legitimacy of these
write-offs.

KE's Own Admission: Write-offs on premises, Not consumers

6.24. According to the Petitioners, KE stated under Para 13.2 of the decision that write-offs are
tied to "defaulting premises” and not necessarily the consumer. It claims new occupants
inherit arrears from previous defaulters—even if the building has been reconstructed. If
supply had been genuinely disconnected, KE would be in a position to demand clearance
of dues before issuing a new connection, raising serious questions about compRance with

its own disconnection policy and due diligence.
A
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justifiable suspicions of regulatory negligence or collusion.
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Selective Legal Action & Non-Disclosure of High Value Defaults

. According to the Petitioners, KE claimed in rasponse under Issue 10 that legal action is

not initiated for write-offs below Rs. 10 million due to cost ineffectiveness. Yet, KE had
110 defaulters with arrears above Rs. 3 million, and 36 cases over Rs. 10 millicn, but no
details of litigation or recovery efforis were disclosed, nor sought by the Authority.
Following questions remain unanswered:

- How many recovery suits have been filed over the past 7 years?

- What were the outcomes and legal expenses involved?

~ Could economies of scale not reduce litigation custs in such repetitive cases?
Unchallenged Admissions of Illegal Reconnections

According to the Petitioners, KE admitted under Issue 14 that disconnections had
occurred and reconnectons had not been made. This implies illegal reconnections by
consumers. If KE abandoned enforcement or failed to prevent illegal reconnections, is it
legally or regulatory acceptable? The Authoriiy failed to-inquire-or challenge-these
admissions.

Failure to Scrutinize KE's Write-Off Policy

. According to the Petitioners, Regarding Issue 16, KE claimed that its write-off policy was

approved by its Board of Directors and that NEPRA never require prior approval. Why
did the Authority not demand to review this critical policy document to determine
whether it meets regulatory expectations under Clause 34(V){iv}?

Lack of Due Diligence in Bogus Billing Cases

. According to the Petitioners, KE under Issue 19 dismissed concerns about fake/bogus

billing raised by the Interveners and the undersigned, daiming all such cases were linked
to illegal hvdrants. These were merely test cases o urge a thorough forensic review of
similar large-value write-offs. Instead of ordering an investigation, the Authority chose
to defer the matter through “separate proceedings” while allowing the disputed write-
offs-this is procedurally and morally untenable.

Procedural Irregularities & Denial of Due Process

The decision being issued and uploaded just before major holiday, without proper
disclosure or opportunity for review, has materially prejudiced the rights of stakeholders.
1t reflects a lack of transparency, has undermined public confidence and gives rise to
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The submissions of the Petitioners and reply of KE on each ground have been examined.
The writes-off were approved strictly in accordance with the criteria approved by the
Authority in the final MYT tariff determination dated 05.07.2018. Under the approved
criteria, KE's Auditors were required to verify that the amount is non-recoverable
notwithstanding the efforts of the company. The requested writes-off were 100% verified by
the KE Auditors who alsc verified in their Audit Report that the write-off amount was
nen-recoverable notwithstanding the efforts of the company. As per the approved criteria, KE
Board approved the write -off amount and certify that KE has made all best possible efforts to
recover the amount being written off. Petitioners did not highlight any etror on the face of record
and no new evidence was provided. On the issue of bogus/fake bills, the Authority has already

- éxamnined the matter in detail and decided that the concerns of the stakeholder shall be addressed

through separate proceedings. If it is established as a result of such proceedings that any
bill{s)/connection(s) are bogus/fake, or KE has materially misrepresented in the instant write-off
claim, the amount allowed as write-off, if any, on such bill(s)/connection(s) shall subsequently be
recovered back from KE and appropriate adjustment shall be made in the tariff along with
appropriate action against KE on account of misrepresentation. Further these observations were
already considered by the Authority and were addressed by it in the Impugned Decision.
Therefore, and in light of the observations stated in para 6.1 and 6.2, the Authority finds no reason
to modify or alter the Impugned Decision and maintains its earlier decision in the matter.

REVIEWFIIED BY 11

Overlooking of concrete evidence of frandulent billing

L. Acrordmg to the Petitioner, the Authority failed to give due weight to material mdence

submitted by Jamaat-e-Islami, which included 19 fake and bogus bills issued by KE's IBC
Nazimabad, amounting to PKR 716 million. Their inclusion in the write-off claims
severely undermines the process's credibility and raises red flags over systemic abuse.

Failure to Order a Third-Party Independent Audit

- Accorcing to the Petitioner, despite evidence of billing fraud, the Authority did not

commission an independent forensic audit of Electric’s claims. The approval of PKR 76
billion in write-offs without external validation contradicts estabhshed principles of
transparency and prudent regulation.

Violation of Natural Justice and Regulatory Oversight

According to the Petitioner, NEPRA failed to examine whether KE:
- Exercised adequate recovery mechanisms,
- Avoided overbilling, misuse, or illegal connections,
- Followed the Consumer Service Manual




o

6.34.

6.35.

6.36.

2
-

%_.'Eftf Decisicn In the Matter of MLRs fited by Vorious Stokeholders against
—— KE Wrire-0ff Decision doted 5% june 20325

This reflects a lack of due diligence and application of mind on NEPRA's part.
Lack of Due Process and Transparency

According to the Petitioner, critical submissions—especially those proving irregular
billing, reconnected defaulting consumers, and inflated claims—were ignored or
dismissed without reasoned response, violating principles of procedural faimess and
transparency.

Conflict with Legal Precedents and Tariff Rules

According to the Petitioner, the blanket approval of claims violates Rule 23 of NEPRA
(Tzriff Standards and Procedure) Rules, 1998, contradicts NEPRA's own past practice of
requiring bona fide recovery evidence and enables double benefit through dawbacks and
write-offs. Regulation 23 of NEPRA Tariff Rules explicitly requires that 2l tariff petitions
and associated claims be based on authentic, audilable, and verifiable data. NEPRA's
approval of unaudited and disputed write-off entries—especially in the absence of third-
party validation—constitutes a clear breach of this provision and undermines the
integritv of the tariff determination process.

Legal and Justice-Based Objection: Failure to Consider Stakeholder Submissions

7. According to the Petitioner, NEPRA conducted public hearings and received objections

from numerous stakeholders, industrv associations, trade bodies, and elected
representatives. Despite that, the final decision failed to engage with or respond to most
objections, ignored evidence of double-counting, illegal billing, non-recovery and
approved-claims without reflecting upen the-opposition raised in due process. This -
conshtutes; v

- Violation of Natural Justice i.e. ignoring stakeholders input breaches audi alteram
partem-the right to be heard.

- Procedural Impropriety i.e. regulatory decisions must demonstrate application of
mind to all received evidence. NEPRA's silence on these matters reflects
arbitrariness. The decision was issued just before a major holiday, without proper
disclosure or an opportunity for review, thereby materially prejudicing the rights
of stakeholders. It reflects a lack of transparency, undermines public confidence,
and gives rise to justifiable suspicions of regulatory negligence cr collusion.

- Breach of Statutory Duties ie. under Section 7(2)(c} of the Act, the Authority is
mandated to specify and enforce performance standards for licensees, including
their recovery practices and billing integrity. Under Section 31(4) of the Act,
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NEPRA must ensure teriff deferminations are made “in the interest of
consumers”, based on verifiable, bona fide claims. The impugned dedision fails
to meet both obligations.

-~ Absence of Reasoned Order i.e. a valid quasi-judicial decision must respond to
key arguments raised. No justification was provided for rejecting stakeholders’
objections, making the order non-speaking and unjust.

6.38. The Petitioner requested to recall or review the impugned dedision, order a third party

independent forensic audit of the submitted claims across all IBCs- especially in light of

- 19 bogus bills submitted by KE's Nazimabad IBC. Suspend the financial burden on

consumers until a2 transparent re-ev aluation of all claims is completed and non-compliant

entries are removed. Initiate a regulatory inquiry into KE’s billing practices, mcluding
recovery efforts, internal controls &nd potential regulatory violations.

6.39. The submissions of the Petitioner and reply of KE on each ground have been examined.
' The write-off was approved strictly in accordance with the criteria approved by the
‘Authority in the final MYT tariff determination dated 05.07.2018. Under the approved
criteria, KE's Auditors were required to verify that the amount is non-recoverable
notwithstanding the efforts of the company. The requested write-offs were 100% verified by
the KE Auditors who also verified in their Audit Report that the write-off amount was
non-recoverable notwithstanding the efforts of the company. As per the approved
criteria, KE Board approved the write-off amount and certify that KE has made all best
possible efforts to recover the amount being written off. On the issue of bogus/fake bills,
the Authority has already decided to examine the matter in detail and through separate
proceedings addressing the concerns of the stakeholders. If it is established as a result of
such proceedings that any bill{s)/connection{s) are bogus/fake, or KE has materially
misrepresented in the instant write-off claim, the amount allowed as write-off, if any, on
such bill(s)/connection(s) shall subsequently be recovered back from KE and appropriate
adjustment shall be made in the tariff along svith appropriate acton against KE on
account of misrepresentation. Further these observations were already considered by the
Authority and were addressed by it in the Impugned Decision. Therefore, and in light of
the observations stated in para 6.1 and 6.2, the Authority finds no reason to modify or
alter the Impugned Decision.

7. ORDER

7.1. In view of the afore-stated, the Petitioners have failed to convince the Authority to bring
desired alteration or review, thus, the review motions are accordingly dismissed.
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Q. NOTIFICATION

The above Order of the Authority shall be netified in the official Gazette in terms of
Section 31(7) of the Regulations of Generation, Transmission and Distribution of
Electric Power Act, 1957.

AUTHORITY

W A K&M 'i Do X o

Waseem Mukhtar Engr. Ra;fique Ahmed Shaikh Amina Ahmed Engr. Magsood Anwar Khan
Chairman Member Member Member
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National Electric Power Regulatory Authority
Islamic Republic of Pakistan
NEPRA Tower, G-5/1, Attaturk Avenue, islamabad

Phone: 8206500, Fax: 2600026
REGISTRAR Website: www.nepra.org.pk, Email: reqistrar@nepra.org.pk

No. NEPRA/TRE-100/Notifications/ 2025 3=5'<

The Manager

Printing Corporation of Pakistan Press (PCPP)
Khayaban-e-Suharwardi,

Islamabad

Subject:

November 21, 2025

NOTIFICATION REGARDING DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY

In pursuance of Sub-Section 7 of Section 31 of the Regulation of Generation,
Transmission and Distribution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (XL of 1997); enclosed please
find herewith a notification in respect of the following Decision of the Authority for
immediate publication in the official Gazerte of Pakistan:

L)

No.

Decision

Issuance No.
and Date

1.

K-Electric for MY'T 2017-20223

Decision of the AuthorityA in the matter of Motion.for Leave for | 16739-16747
Review filed by the stakeholders against Decision of the | 20-10-2025 -
| Authority dated 05" June, 2025 regarding Write-Off Claims of ;

2

i v

Endl:

cC

(384

Please also furnish thirty five (25) copies of the Notifications to this Office after its
publication. :

01 Notification

WOyt Jeuwaw

{Wasim Anwar Bhinder)

. Chief Executive Officer, Central Power Purchasing Agency (Guarantee} Limited,

73 East, AK Fazl-e-Haq Road, Block H, G-7/2, Blue Area, Islamabad

Syed Mateen Ahmed, Deputy Secretary (T&S), Ministry of Energy — Power

Division, *A’ Block, Pak Secretariat, Islamabad
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