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National Electric Power Regulatory Authority

Before The Appellate Board

In the matter of

REVIEW PETITION FILED BY IESCO UNDER THE NEPRA REVIEW
(PROCEDURE) REGULATIONS, 2009 AGAINST THE DECISION DATED 15.11.2021

IN THE APPEAL NO.030/PO1-2021

Islamabad ElectrIc Supply Company Limited
Versus

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Petitioner

Shaukat Ullah Bangash, S/o Haji Saifullah Bangash,
Chief Executive Prestige, R/o House No.2, Street No.3 1,

Sector F-8/1, 9th Avenue, Islamabad . . . .... . . . . . . . . .Respondent

For the Petitioner:
IV[r. Faisal Khursheed Advocate

For the ResDondent:
Nemo

DECISION

1. Through this decision, a review petition filed by Islamabad Electric Supply Company Limited

(the “IESCO”) against the decision dated 15.11.2021 of the National Electric Power

Regulatory Authority (the “NEPRA”) under Regulation 3 of the NEPRA (Review Procedure)

Regulations, 2009 is being disposed of

2. As per the facts of the case, Shaukat-Ullah Bangash (the “Respondent”) is a consumer of the

Petitioner having a temporary connection beaHng Ref No.15-14111-4131200 with a

sanctioned load of 5 kW under the Tadff E- 1. The premises of the Respondent was inspected

by the Petitioner on 21.11.2018 and allegedly, the Respondent was found stealing electricity

directly. Notice dated 27.11.2018 was issued to the Respondent and a letter was written to the

Police for registration of the FIR. Later on, the billing meter of the Respondent was checked

by the M&T team of the Petitioner on 07.12.2018 and reportedly it was found dead stop. The

Petitioner charged a detection bill of Rs.445,944/- for 14,005 units to the Respondent and

added to the bill for January 2019. Subsequently, the impugned meter was replaced with a
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new meter by the Petitioner in February 2019.

3. The Respondent was dissatisfied with the actions of the Petitioner, hence, initially approached

the Wafaqi Mohtasib on 3 1.05.2019 and challenged the above detection bill. The Honorable

Wafaqi Mohtasib vide the order dated 15.07.2019 disposed of the complaint of the

Respondent due to lack of jurisdiction. Thereafter, the Respondent filed a complaint before

the Provincial Office of Inspection, Islamabad Region, Islamabad (the “POl”) on 13.12.2019

against the charging of the above detection bill. The complaint of the Respondent was

disposed of by POI vide the decision dated 30.09.2020, wherein the detection bill of

Rs.445,944/- for 14,005 units charged by the IESCO was declared as justified and payable by

the Respondent against which the Respondent filed appeal No.030/PO1-2021 before the

NEPRA u/s 38 of the NEPRA Act. The NEPRA Appellate disposed of the appeal vide

decision dated 15.11.2021 with the following conclusion:

“Upshot of the above discussion is that the detection bill of Rs.445,944/- for the cost
of 14,005 units charged to the Respondent and added to the bill for January 2019 is
tmjusti$ed and should be cancelled. The Respondent should be charged the revised
bit is for October 2018 and November 2018 two (2) months on the basis of
consumption of October 2017 and November. 2017 or an average consumption of the
!ast eleven (I1) months i.e. November 2017 to September 2018, whichever is higher.
The billing account of the Respondent should be overhauled after making adjustments
of payments made, if any against the above detection bat. Foregoing in view, the
appeal is partially accepted and consequently, the impugned decision is mod Wed.”

4. The Petitioner filed a review petition before the NEPRA on 22.12.2021 against the impugned

decision dated 15. 1 1.202 1. HearIng in the matter of the subject review petition was scheduled

for 22.10.2024 at NEPRA Head Office Islamabad for which notices dated 11.10.2024 were

issued to both parties (the Petitioner and Respondent). On the date of the hearing, learned

counsel tendered appearance for the Petitioner whereas no one represented the Respondent.

Learned counsel for the Petitioner repeated the same contention as given in the review petition

and contended that the detection bill of Rs.445,944/- was charged to the Respondent on

account of direct theft of electrIcity. Learned counsel of the Petitioner further contended that

the NEPRA Appellate Board vide rendeHng the impugned decision did not consider the real

aspects of the case and cancelled the above detection bill. Learned counsel for the Petitioner
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submitted that the above detection bill was debited to the Respondent to recover the revenue

loss sustained by the Petitioner due to the theft of electdcity committed by the Respondent.

Learned counsel for the Petitioner finally prayed that the review petition be accepted and the

aforementioned detection bill be declared as justified and payable by the Respondent.

5. Arguments were heard and the record was examined. Following are our observations:

5.1 Through the subject review petition, the Petitioner assailed the decision dated 15.11.202 1 of

the NEPRA Appellate Board with the grounds that the detection bill of Rs.445,944/- for the

cost of 14,005 units to the Respondent on account of theft ofelectMcity. It is obselved that the

Petitioner neither produced the impugned meter for confinnation of tampering nor followed

the procedure to establish theft of electricity as laid down in Chapter 9 of the CSM-2010. It is

further observed that the Petitioner did not give just reasoning with regard to charging the

impugned detection bill and has no sufficient grounds to defend the said detection bill.

5.2 Perusal of the billing statement shows that the impugned meter was installed in July 20 18 and

it was replaced with a new meter by the Petitioner in January 2019. Hence the consumption

data of the Respondent for the said perIod i.e. July 2018 to January 2019 is compared below

with the consumption of con'esponding months of the previous year as well as the average

consumption of the last eleven months to veHfy the claim of the Petitioner with regard to theft

of electricity:

'iod

1197

1798

1648

1062

0
0

0

Disputed
Month
Jul-18

Aug- 1 8

Sep-18m
Nov-18
Dec-18
Jan- 19

Corresponding 'riod
Month

0Jul- 17

Aug- 17
9648Sep-17
1739Oct- 17

1177Nov- 17

958Dec-17
893Jan- 18

2,059 AverageAverage

The above table shows that the normal average consumption of the Respondent during the
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con'esponding month of the previous year as well as norrnal average consumption of last

eleven months. This indicates that the actual consumption was not recorded by the impugned

meter durIng the disputed period. However this does not tantamount the Petitioner to charge

the detection bill of 14,005 units to the Respondent in January 2019 without just reasoning,

hence the impugned decision for cancellation of the detection bill of Rs.445,944/- for the cost

of 14,005 units is correct, and maintained to this extent.

5.3 As evident from the above, the impugned meter recorded healthy consumption till

August 2018 and it became defective w.e.f September 2018 and onwards. Subsequently, the

impugned meter was replaced with a new meter, hence it would be fair and appropHate to

charge the revised bills @ 2,059 units/month w.e.f September 2018 to January 2019 as per

average consumption of con'esponding months of previous year.

5.4 The billing account of the Respondent be overhauled after adjusting payments made against

the impugned detection bill.

6. In view of the above, the review petition is disposed of.

/7/’//q
Muhammad Irfan-ul-Haq

Member/ALA (Lie.)
Abi(i HussaF

Member/Advisor (CAD)

Naweel r,EgGin

Dated:
C,;kde,/DG (CAD)
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