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No. NEPRA/AB/Appeal-116/P01-2014/ j 
	

April 17, 2017 

1. Mumtaz Ahmed, 
S/o Khuda Yar, 
Prop: Bismillah Ice Factory, 
House No. 66, Sarwar Colony, 
Quaid-e-Azam Road, Tandlianwala, 
District Faisalabad 

3. Dr. Muhammad Irtiza Awan 
Advocate High Court, 
Al-Majeed Centre, 
38-Link Farid Kot Road, 
1-Mozang Road, Lahore 

5. Electric Inspector 
Energy Department, 
Govt. of Punjab, 
Opposite Commissioner Office, 
D.C.G Road, Civil Lines, 
Faisalabad Region, Faisalabad  

2. Chief Executive Officer 
FESCO Ltd, 
West Canal Road, Abdullahpur, 
Faisalabad 

4. Sub Divisional Officer (Operation), 
FESCO Ltd, 
Tandlianwala Sub Division, 
Faisalabad 

Subject: 	Appeal Titled FESCO Vs. Mumtaz Ahmed Against the Decision Dated 
26.06.2014 of the Electric Inspector/POI to Government of the Punjab 
Faisalabad Region, Faisalabad 

Please find enclosed herewith the Decision of the Appellate Board dated 17.04.2017, 
regarding the subject matter, for information and necessary action accordingly. 

Encl: As Above 

(Ikram Shakeel) 

No. NEPRA/AB/Appeal-116/POI-2014/ 5)  
Forwarded for information please. 

April 17 2017 

\J'( Registrar 

	

2. 	Director (CAD) 

CC: 

	

1. 	Member (CA) 

Assistant Director 
Appellate Board 



NaticnEi iectric Power Rgi.to Authority 

Before Appellate Board  

In the matter of 

Appeal No. NEPRA/Appeal-116/POI-2014 

Faisalabad Electric Supply Company Limited 	 At 	lanE 

Versus 

Mumtaz Ahmed S/o KhudaYar, Prep: Bismillah Ice Factory, 
Samundri Road, Tandliawaln, District Faisalabad 

For the A.nrel],-1P+•  

Dr.1rtiza Avian Advoef13 
1-1q Navaz SDO 

For the Resnondent:  

Mr. Zaheer Abbas 
Muazzam Abbas 

DECISION  

1. Brief facts leading to the disposal of this opea0 are that an appeal filed by Faisalabad 

Electric Supply Company Lited (hereinafter referred to as FESC'0) against the 

decision dated 26.06.2014 of the Provincial Office of Inspection/Electric rtspector 

Faisalabad Region, Faisalabad was dismissed by this Board on 23.02.2015 being tirne 

barred. Said decision was assailed before Lahore High Court Lahore through 

`Nrit Petition 1\T o. 18195/2015 and vide decision dated 12.05.2016, the decisii;i1 of the. 
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Appellate Board dated 23.02.2015 was set aside by the honourable High Court with 

the directions to decide the matter on merits. 

2. Pursuant to the directions of honourable High Court, the matter was again taken up 

and re-hearing of the appeal was conducted in Lahore on 31.03.2017 wherein both the, 

parties participated. It has been argued on behalf of the appellant that TOU billing 

meter of the respondent was checked by FESCO on 05.07.2013 and found 35.31% 

s:ow, tiyerefore the detection bill of Fts.277,9'44/- for 9,776  

2i 13 to July 2013 (3 months) charged to the recpondentO, 35.31c2',) 	:s 

. valid and payable by the respondent. LESCO 	t, 	
. 

 

POI to the extent of cano.eli,Ition of aforesaid detection Fl and resisice of the S 1Th:: 

@ 37.54% slowness for kWh part w.,t.t.F June 2013 anr11v1D1 T-y3nt w.e.f Jidy 2l3 is  

illegal, unlawful and therefore liable to be set aside. en behalf of respondent, it is, 

pleaded that the impugned decision was given on merits and therefore the same 

should be upheld. 

3. After hearing the arguments and perusal of record, it is observed as under:- 

i. The TOU billing meter of the respondent was found 35.31%slow due to blue 

phase being dead during FESCO checking dated 05.07.2013. TOU billing meter 

was also found 37.54% slow during inspection by POI on 27.11.2013. 
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ii. Pursuant to clause 4.4 (e) of Consumer Service Manual (CSM), charging of the 

detection bill due to defective meter may be charged up-to two billing cycles 

only. Charging of the detection bill amounting to Rs.272,944/- for 19,776 units 

for three months by FESCO due to slowness of the meter is violation of rSlvT, 

therefore declared null and void as already deterP7ired in the impugned decision. 

iii. Since 37,54% slowness of the meter was ehrerve inluly 2013„the 

!lc.hle to 	ch -2t- Ters-1,the 	bifl 	37,54% s'rio, ',:7:-L.....frss fc: the 	iiT 

2013 	 2013, 

,— e_ 	 of 

	

u t erl 

co:Tes7o:.-Idlng 

T.,--4-1,-r--1,-,-7,  -,..,,.......1:.•„.9?-: st.-',_. k1 7 "2], MDT,. 	D.i.77.1:ici kvv;-.1 

months (wilts) (kW) 	months (units) `kW) 
June 2012 21,960 81 June 2013 	10,926 75 
July 2012 12,600 68 July 2013 	14,440 47 

3. 	Fro,r, the above table, 	is revealed that the kWh consumption the 

disputed months i.e. June 2013 and July 2013 is lesser than the kWh 

consumption of corresponding months Cr previous year i.e. June 2012 and 

July 2012. As regards MDI (kW) part of the TOU billing meter, it is obse:ved 

that the MD' (kW)of June 2013 is equivalent to the MDT (kW) recoided in:Llne 

2012. However MDI (kW) of July 2013 is considerably lesser than the MIDI 
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(kW) recorded in July 2012. It is established that the kWh part of the meter 

became slow in June 2013, whereas MDI (kW) component became slow from 

July 2013. Hence it is concluded that the respondent is liable to be charged kWh 

part @ 37.54% slowness from June 2013 and MDI part w.e.f July 2013 and 

onwards till the shifting of billing on a correct TOU meter, which is the 

determination of POT. 

4. Forgoing in view, we do not find any reason to intervene in the impugned decision, 

which is upheld and consequen:ry the appeal is dismissed. 

(-4 

 

Muhammad Qamar-uz-Zaman 
Member 

Niuh?.inrnaclhafio,, e 
tylember 

Dated:17.04.2017 

 

Nadir Ali Khoso 
Convener 
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