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Before The Appellate Board

In the matter of

Appeal No.109/PO1-2022

Lahore Electric Supply Company Limited . . ...... . ...........AppeIIant

Versus
MenaIn Ali S/o. At>id Ali
R/o: E-16+ 19, Shoe Market, Near Fawara, Shah Alam Gate, Lahore „,...._._.____Respondent

APPEAL UNDER SECTION 38(3) OF THE REGULATION OF GENERATION,
TRANSMISSION, AND DISTRIBUTION OF ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997

For the Appellant:
Syed Kashif Ali Bukhari Advocate

For the Respondent:
Nemo

DECISION

1. As per the facts of the case, Meesam Ali (hereinafter referred to as the “Respondent”) is a

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

the “Appellant”) bearing Ref No.44-1 1 145-06001514 having a sanctioned load of 05 kW and

the applicable tariff category is A-2(c). Reportedly, the display of the billing meter of the

Respondent was found defective in September 2019, hence it \vas replaced with a new meter

by the Appellant in February 2020. Meanwhile, a detection bill of Rs. 321,290/- against 12,332

units for three months i.e. September 2019 to November 20 19 \vas debited to the Respondent

based on healthy consumption of August 2018 and added to the bill for December 2019.

2. Being aggrieved, the Respondent filed a complaint before the Provincial Office of Inspection,

Lahore Region, Lahore (hereinaRer referred to as the “POl”) on 03.12.2021 and challenge.d

the above detection bill. The complaint of the Respondent \vas disposed of by the POI vide

decision dated 19.04.2022, wherein it was held that the detection bill of Rs. 321,290/- is void,

unjustified and of no legal effect and the Appellant is allowed to charge revised bills w.e.f.

October 2019 and onwards till the replacement of the hnpugned nreter as per consumption of the

corresponding month of the previous year or average consumption of the last eleven months,

whichever is higher.
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3. Being dissatisfied, the Appellant has filed the instant appeal before NEPRA and assailed the

decision dated 19.04.2022 of the POI (hereinafter referred to as the “impugned decision”). In itg

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

following grounds that the detection bill of Rs. 321,290/- against 12332 units for three months

i.e. September 2019 to November 2019 was charged to the Respondent in accordance with law

and the dispute can only be adjudicated by the civil court: that the POI misconceived and

misconstrued the real facts of the case and afforded relief beyond the prayer of the Respondent;

that no notice was given by the Respondent before approaching the POI and that the impugned

decision is liable to be set aside.

4. Notice dated 18.10.2022 of the appeal was issued to the Respondent for filing reply/para_wise

comment, which however were not filed.
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5. Hearing:

Hearing ofthe appeal was conducted at NEPRA Regional Olncc I.ahorc on 01.03.2024 wherein

learned counsel appeared for the Appellant and the Respondent did not tender appearance. Learned

counsel for the Appellant contended that the display of the billing meter of the Respondent wu

found vanished in September 2019, therefore a detection bin of Rs. 32 1 9290/_ against 12:332 units

for three months i.e. September 2019 to November 20 19 wm debited to the Respondent. Leanled

counsel for the Appellant argued that the POI did not consider the real aspects of the case and

erroneously declared the above detection bill as null and void. Learned counsel a)r the Appellant

praYed that the impugned decision is unjustified and liable to be struck down

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

6'1 While addressing the pfeliminarY objection of the Appellant regarding the jurisdiction of the POI

, it is clarified that the dispute of billing pertains to the defective metering equipment and the poi

has exclusive jurisdictic>n to adjudicate the instant matter under Section 38 of the NEPRA Act

The obJection of the Appellant in this regard is devoid of force and, hence dismissed

6'2 As regards another objection of the Appellant for not issuing notice as per the Electrit..iV Act

1910 by the Respondent before filing a complaint to the POI> it is eluciddted that the matter

\vas adjudicated bY the POI under Section 38 of the NEPRA Act. 1997) and as per procedure

lald down in Punjab (Establishment and Powers of Office of Inspection) Order, 2005: which

does not requim for seFvice of anY prior notice before approaching the POI. The objection of
the Appellant is not valid and, therefore overruled.

6.3 The Appellant charged a detection bill of M.3219290/_ against 12,332 unils hr three months i.e

September 2019 to November 20 1 9 to the Respondent, which was assailed before the poi.
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6.4 To check the authenticity of the above detection bill charged bY the Appellant; consumption data

National Electric Power Regutatory Authority+ +

is reproduced below:
riod before di: lte

Month Units
796Sep- 1 8
1505Oct-18
1352Nov-18

lriod
Units

0

0

1360

disputed
Month
Seo-19
Oct-19
Nov-19

m/G I (be

Examination of the above table shows that actual consumption \vas not charged by the Appellant

due to a defective meter. However, in the instant case, the Appellant debited the detection bill for

three months i.e. September 2019 to November 2019 based on consumption of August

2018, which is violation of Clause 4.4(e) of the CSM-2010. It is funhcr observed that the

Appellant did not download the data before charging the impugned detection bill, this shows

gross negligence on the part of the Appellant for non-adhering to the provisions of the

CSM-2010 in case of a defective meter.

6.5 in view of the foregoing discussion, it is concluded that the detection bill of Rs. 321,290/- for

12,332 units for three months i.e. September 2019 to November 2019 debited to the

Respondent is unjustified and the same is liable to be cancelled as detcnnined by the POI.

6.6 As evident Bowl the billing statement of the Respondent, the ilnpugned billing meter of the

Respondent was found defective with vanish display in September 2019, hence the

Respondent is liable to be charged the revised bills w.e.f. Septalubu 20 19 and onwards till the

replacement of the impugned meter as per 100% consumption oF lhc corresponding month of

the previous year or average consumption of the last elevcn months. whichever is higher as per

Clause 4.4(e) of the CSM-2010. The impugned decision is liable to be modified to this extent

7. In view of what has been stated above, it is concluded that:

7.1 The detection bill of Rs.321,290/- against 12332 units for three lnonths i.c. September 2019 to

November 2019 debited to the Respondent is cancelled.

7.2 The Respondent may be charged the revised bills w.e.f September 20 19 and onwards till the

replacement of the impugned meter on DEF-EST code, pursuant to Clause 4.4(e) of the

CSM-2010.

7.3 The billing account of the Respondent be overhauled after making the adjustment ofpawnents
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1680Dec- 1 8

960na -Iii
-1'atFeb- 1 9

864Mar- 1 9

793A: 19

2001M 19

TooImt B
2000Jul- 1 9
4564Aug- 19
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made against the impugned detection bill.

8. The impugned decision is modified in the above terms.

'q,£#%
Muhatnlnad Irfan-ul-Haq

IVlcmber/ALA (Lie.)

Abid Huss8F–
Member/Advisor (CAD)

Naweed ’sl;gmc

Cowl eM/PG (CAD)
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Appeal No.006/PO1-2023 Page 4of 4


