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In the lrratter of

Appeal No.083/PO1-2023

(3.ujrQnWala Electric Power Colnpany Limited
Versus

. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .Appellant

IVlian Gulzar Ahmed S/o. Ghulam Rasool,

' R/o.'Bajwa Road, Gujranwala ... . .... . . . . . . . . .Respondent

APPEAL U/S 38(3) OF REGULATION OF GENERATION, TRANSMISSION,
AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997

For the Al?ppi !qnt:
Mr. Khalid Tanvir Advocate

i;Qr the IZqpoq£lent:
Mr. MIt+ramlnad Jali I

l},ECISION

1. . Brief facts leading to the filing of instant appeal are that Mian Gulzar Ahmed (hereinafter

r6ferred to as the “Respondent”) is an industrial consumer of Gujranwala Electric Power

Company Limited (hereinafter referred to as the “the Appellant”) bearing Ref No.

24- 12125-1408900 with sanctioned load of 15 kW and the applicable tariff category is

B-1(b). Reportedly, the discrepancy of illegal extension of load and misuse of the tariff

was initially noticed by the Appellant in November 2021 when the MDI of the Respondent

was recorded as 58 kW higher than the sanctioned load of 1 5 kW. For which a notice dated

22.11,2021 was issued to the Respondent regarding illegal extension of load and misuse

of tariff. Subsequently, the Appellant issued another notice dated 26.07.2022 to the

Re,spQndent regarding misuse of tariff and illegal extension of load i.e.49 kW. Later on,

the Appellant issued third notice dated 07. 12.2022 to the Respondent for illegal extension

of load and debited a detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the

period from January 2021 to December 2022 on account of misuse of tariff i.e. B'2 instead

of B-1 and added to the bill for December 2022.

2. Being aggrieved, the Respondent filed an application

Inspection, Gujranwala Region,

17,01.2023 and challenged the

Resp6hdent was disposed of by t

Ap'p6al NQ:083/PO1-2023

before the Provincial OfHee of

on

the

the

of4

jranwala (hereinafter referred to as the “POl”)

abovementioned detection bill. The cornplaint of

le POI vide the decision dated 12.07.2023, wherein
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de.tecti6h. bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from
'I , I

Jarlu.ary 2021 to December 2022 was cancelled and the Appellant was directed to revise

the detection bill for six (06) months for the period from July 2022 to December 2022 due

to misuse of tariff i.e. B-2 instead of B-1.

3. Subject appeal has bcen filed against the aforQ-referred decision datgc1 12.07.3.C)23 of the

POI by the Appellant before the bdEPRA. In its appeal, the Appellant opposed the

impugned decision inter alia, on the following grounds that the Respondent was found

using load beyond the sanctioned load for a long period, which falls under the tariff B-2;

that the detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from

Januat'y.'2021 to December 2022 debited to the Respondent is quite legal, justified and

payable by the Respondent; that the POI has not thrashed out the consisting reasons and

assed thc'illegal order, which is bad in the law and against the facts of the case; and that

the impugned decision is liable to be set aside.

4. }=>(eggq(BMI{P I?y tIle Appeljate I}oR tc}

4. 1 Upon filing of the instant appeal, a notice dated 25.09.2023 was sent to the Respondent

for a ling reply/para-wise comments to the appeal within ten (10) days, which were fIled

on 10.10.2023. In his reply, the Respondent rebuKed the version of the Appellant

regarding misuse of tariff and contended that the Appellant debited the impugned

detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from

January 2021 to December 2022 in violation of instruction laid down in Chapter 7 of the

CSM-2021. The Respondent further contended that the POI after correct perusal of the

record revised the detection bill for six months, which is in accordance with the applicable

law. The Respondent defended the impugned decision and prayed for upholding the same.

5' i.{$P,£IRg
5.1 i--Ieariilg in the nrat£cr was conducted at NEPRA Regional oface Lahore on 16.12,3023,

wherein learned counsels for both the Appellant and the Respondent tendered appearance.

Learned counsel for the Appellant contended that the Respondent was found using the

load beyond the sanctioned load, which falls under the tariff category B-2, therefore the

ci9fqqt}9'n bill amounting to Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from

iai6a& 2621 to December 2022 was debited to him on account of misuse of tariff. As per

learned .counsel for the Appellant, the impugned decision for cancellation of the above

detection bill and revision of the same for six months is without any justification and the

sarrIe is liable to be set aside.
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QD the CQntrary, learned counsel for the Respondent repudiated the stance of the Appellant

qnd argued that if the Respondent was involved in illegal extension of load for a long

period as to why the Appellant did not take any coercive action against him. As per learned

counsel for the Respondent, the POI has rightly cancelled the detection bill being charged

in violation of provisions of the CSM-2021. Learned counsel prayed for dismissal of the

appeal being devoid of merits.

6. Argulnents heard and the record perused. Following are our observations:

6. 1 Reportedly, the discrepancy of illegal extension of load and misuse of the tariffw8s initially

noticed by the Appellant in November 2021 when the MDI of the Respondent was recorded

as 58 kW instead of the sanctioned load of 15 kW. For which a notice dated 29.11.2021

@ai:iigued to the Respondent regarding illegal extension of load and misuse of tariff. Later
\ I

on, tbd Appellant issued another notice dated 26.07.2022 to the Respondent regarding

misuse of tariff and illegal extension of load i.e.49 kW. The Appellant issued third notice

dated 07.12.2022 to the Respondent for illegal extension of load and debited a detection

bill of Rs.8-/1,873/- for twenty-four (24) months i.e. from January 202 1 to December 2022

on account of I'nisusc of tariff. To verify the contention of the Appellant regarding luisuse

of tariff and illegal extension of load, the billing statement of the Respondent for the

disputed period is reproduced below:

Month
Janua:

me
March

April
Ma
JuR
Jul
Auaust
SRc=1;i
October

November
December

It is obvious that higher MDI of the Respondent was recorded during the disputed period

a§ €Qmpared to the sanctioned load i.e. 15 kW, which falls under the tariff category B-2.

Howevdi', the Appellant did not point out the illegal extension of load and misuse of tariff

during 'the monthly meter readings before November 202 1. Though, a notice dated

29.11.2021 was issued to the Respondent reading misuse of tariff, however, the Appellant

Appeal No.083/PO1-'2Q23

202 1 2022

UnitsUnits MDI
5808 5649 57
5243 45 7545

5692 50 54

84604964 47
49 4563 485283

48 7026 496660
535456 647554

5093 5890 6153
6493606309 58

5155 5921703 1

58 621 8 577531

LT547 1 55
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failed to change the tariff from B-1 to B-2 immediately and to charge the detection bill for

six retrospective months i.e. June 2021 to November 2021 due to misuse of the tariff as

required in Clause 7.5.2 of the CSM-2021. It is observed that the Appellant debited the

provisional detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from

January 2021 to December 2022 to the Respondent on account of misuse of tariff, however,

lreit!'ler provided any detail in this regard nor could justify the charging of au in'tRu$ned

de taB tion bill. It is further observed that the impugned detection bill was chR% gd beyond

six billing cycles on account of misuse of tariff and after a lapse of nrore than one year,

which is contrary to Clause 7.5.3 of the CSM-2021

6.2 in view of the foregoing discussion, we are of the considered view that the POI has rightly

dahceHed 'the detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period from

'Januaby 2021 to December 2022 debited by the Appellant and the Respondent is not

responsible to pay the same.

6.3 Since the discrepancy of misuse of the tariff was initially observed by the Appellant on

29, 1 1.2021, the Respondent is liable to be debited the revised bills w.e.f November 202 1

and onwards on account of misuse of tariff i.e. B-2 instead of B-1 as per el4u§e 7.5.3 of

the CSM-202 1. The impugned decision is liable to be modified to this extent.

7. Summing up the foregoing discussion, it is concluded as under:

7. 1 The detection bill of Rs.871,873/- for twenty-four (24) months for the period fl’om

' January 2021 to December 2022 is unjustified and the same is cancelled.

7.2 THe’6bHhection of the Respondent falls under the B-2 tariff category. He may be charged

the f8’$ised bills w.e.f November 2021 and onwards by the Appellant on account of misuse

of tariff i,e. B-2 instead of B-1 as per Clause 7.5.3 of the CSM-2021 as stated at para 6.3

above.

7,3 The billing account of the Respondent may be overhauled after adjust IneRt of pRylnent

made against the ilnpugl-led dctcction bill.

g. The appeal is disposed of in the above terms.
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