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National Electrie Power Regulatory Authority

Before The Appellate Board

In the matter of

Appeal No.060/PO1-2022

1.ahorc lllcctric Supply Company Limited ........ ...,,..... . .Appellant

Versus
(}hulam Rasool S/o. Abdul Rehman,
R/o. Main Bazar, Siddique Colony, Ravi Road, Lahore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Respondent

APPEAI. UNDER SECTION 38(3) OF 'l'IIE REGULATION OF GENERATION,
’rRANSMissioN, AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997

I for the Appgaant:
Mr. l--ayyaz Faisal Advocate

l"Qr_al&L+_oPondent:
Mr. A.I) Bhatti Advocate

DECI S ION

1. 13ricl' Facts of the case are that Ghulam RasooI (hereina£ier referred to as the “Respondent”) is

an industrial consumer of Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited (hereinafter referred to as

the ''Appellant”) bearing Ref No.46- 1 1 141-0753900-U having sanctioned load of 19 kW and

the applicable tariff category is B- 1 (b). The Respondent filed a complaint before the Provincial

OI'l'icc of Inspection, Lahore Region, Lahore (hereinafter referred to as the “POl”) on

3 1 .08.202 1 and challenged the bill of Rs. 1 46, 1 65/- against 5,944 units debited by the Appellant

in May 2021 . The matter was decided ex-parte by POI vide decision, wherein the above bill

\\'as declared null and void.

2. 13cing dissatisfied, the Appellant has filed the instant appeal before NEPRA and assailed the

decision dated 04.01.2022 of the POI (hereinafter referred to as the “impugned decision”). In

its appeal, the Appellant opposed the maintainability of the impugned decision, inter-alia, on

the I'ollowing grounds that the Respondent defaulted in making payment of bills due to which

the arrears of Rs.359,269/- accumulated till April 2020 against which the Respondent paid

Rs.285,752/- and remaining amount of Rs.88,007/- was adjusted in the billing account of the

Respondent; that the POI proceeded ex-parte against the facts and law illegally and unlawfully;

that the outstanding amount levied to the Respondent is in accordance with the consumption;

lhal thc POI failed to analyze the consumption data in true perspective; that the complaint ol

the Respondent is barred by law; and that the same is liable to be set aside.

JER P

APPELLATE
BO ARD

Appeal No.060/PO1-2022 Page 1of 3

/IA Ca



.,:,;.R;iii;} Na-liarla& E:cciric Power Regulatory Authority

3. Notice dated 24.05.2022 of the dppeal was issued to the Respondent for filing reply/para-wise

comment, which were filed on 17.10.2022. In the reply, the Respondent contended that the

Appellant issued anal bill of Rs.12,590/- in January 2021 for RCO, which was paid. The

Respondent further contended that the bill of Rs. 146, 1 65/- against 5,944 units was charged by

the Appellant in May 2021, \which was rightly set aside by the POI. As per Respondent, the

Appellant deliberately and intentionally did not appear before the POI, hence the case was

rightly decided by the lower forum as per the law. The Respondent nnaily prayed for the

disnrissal of the appeal with special cost.

4. IIcaring

1 lcaring oF the appeal was conducted at NEPRA Regional Office Lahore on 20.01.2024,

\wherein learned counsels appeared for both the Appellant and the Respondent. Learned

counsel For the Appellant contended that the Respondent defaulted in making payment of the

bills, which resulted accumulation of arrears against which partial payments were made,

\whereas the relnailring amount is adjusted in the billing account of the Respondent. Learned

counscl for the Appellant further contended that the bill of May 202 1 was debited to the

Respondent as per actual consumption recorded by the meter, hence the impugned decision for

cancellation of the said bill is illegal, unjustified and the same is liable to be struck down in

the best interest of justice. On the contrary, learned counsel For the Respondent repudiated the

vcl'sions of the learned counsel for the Appellant and averred that the dispute of arrears was

settled between the parties, and the connection was restored by the Appellant in January 202 1 .

1.earned counsel for the Respondent further contended that the bills charged by the Appellant

for l;cbruary 202 1 to April 2021 were paid by the Respondent. accordingly. As per learned

counsel for the Respondent, the bill of Rs. 146, 165/- charged against 5,944 units in May 202 ]

is neither compatible with the consumption of the undisputed period before the dispute nor in

line \\'itIl the sanctioned load. Learned counsel finally for upholding the impugned decision

and for cancellation of the above bill for May 2021. To verify the contention of the litigants,

both the Appellant and the Respondent were directed to submit the bill of May 2021 showing

the snapshot of the reading of the meter.

5. 1 laving heard the arguments and record perused. Following are our observations:

5 . 1 '!'hc Respondent disputed before the POI the bill of Rs. 146. t 65/-/- against 5,944 units debited

by the Appellant in May 2021, which was cancelled by the Appellant vide impugned ex-parte

decision against which the Appellant filed the instant appeal before the NEPRA. In its Appeal,
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the Appellant submitted that the above bill was charged to the Respondent in May 2021 as per

the meter reading.

It is observed that the Appellant neither appeared before the POI nor submitted the reply to the

colnplaint before the said forum despite repeated notices. this shows their lack of interest in

defending the disputed bill. The Appellant as well as the Respondent even failed to bring on

record the disputed bill for May 2021 showing snapshot even after a lapse of considerable

time. Under these circumstances, we have to analyze the billing statement of the Respondent

IG ascertain the justification of the bill for May 202 1 in the below table:

Units already charged
Month I Units

1.’cb-21 1 0

Mar-2 1 1 728

Apr-2 1 1 385

May-2 1 1 5944

2021 to May 2021 by the Appellant to the Respondent, whereas total of 59944 units v„-ere

units \vere excessively charged by the Appellant from February 2021 to May 202 1) which are

liable to be credited in future bills

c:largt3d by the Appellant from February 202 i to May 202 1, hence the Respondent be afforded

credit of 1,113 units in the future bills.

7. -1'hc impugned decision is modifIed in the above terms.

I

6. In view of what has been stated above, it is concluded that the Respondent was excessively

! 'i-'otal 1 7,057

I'=xamination of the above table transpires that total 79057 units were charged from February

rccordcd by the meter of the Respondent during the said period. This clearly shows that 19113

Read

F G K=G..F

Net units
creditable

IVlonth Feb-2 1 May-
21

Difference

Bham@.iT 5.944 1.113

/7/PP
Abid I lussai6 -

MeIn her/Advisor (CAD)
Nluhamlnad Irfan-ul-Haq

Member/ALA (Lic.)

R==d fiTHTmm
Con#\ MG (CAD)

I)alcd, 27_vJ-2##’
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