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DECISION

{. ‘This decision shall disposc of the complaint reccived by NEPRA on Junc 13, 2012 from Nr. Shahid
Rahim on behalf of all shop owncrs and tenants of Kohinoor One Plaza Faisalabad (hercinafier referred
£ ‘ai inafter referred 10 28 “the Plaza”).

10 a3 “the C

.  Main contents of complaint arc as under:

1) ‘Ihe Complainants arc the registered owners of almost 400 sh()ps/ufﬁcé in Kohinoor One

Phua Jannwala road Faisalabsd. These shops and offices have been purchascd from the

developer Mr. Zaiid Mehmood (herein sfter refcrred a8 “the Developer™). The supply of

decrricity 1o this is beng provided by Kohinoor Encrgy [aisalabad but bills arc
prepared, distribused and received by the Devcloper without an¥ jegal and jawful authority.

1) By taking the advanoge of this situaton the Developer with the connivance of Kohinoor

from the Complainant whereas Kohinoor

Vnergy Faisalabad is charging Rs- 19.50 per unit
Linergy the ate s Rs. 1834 per unit Besides this the Developer is charging Rs 300 10 5000
intai { common use from

per month without maintaining a0 record/justificaion in the name O
which is a clear violagion of NEPRA Rules and Regulations. \s per cxistng
practice they have to pay Rs- 50 ©© Rs. 100 per unit 10 the developer with the connivanee of

Faisalabad.

is under control of the Devcloper and he is misusing his suthority/power and
any shop/office without any and justification. Recently, he

iit) As mcter room
reason
Security (Pvo) Ltd Major (R) Shahid Rahim.

disconnects the of
nﬁanedhkpovcayimOwnaofPakhmh

i) ‘he Complainants have approached all forums but were direct
uﬂudonhuhmmdwbhchnﬁnﬂgofrhc%'ckq)ﬂ.

od 1o approach NEPR.\ for

3. The Complanant in his complsint prayed that
) Kohinoor Encrgy Faisalabad should be instructed 10 prepare/distribute and receive the
ici i from the shops/officcs owners as per their

middle man role of the Developer is climinated and it shoukd also 1ake

1ion of moncy

should be abolished immediately so s 10 avoid unfair collec
hops and offices by the

and avert the threat of disconnection of power supply of the 3

developer.
itf) Kohinoor Energy F isa s be instructed to protect the consumer’s rights. $ave them
from blackmailing of the developer and follow the NEPRA rules and regulations.
i) ‘I'he Developer of Kohinoor One Plaza be directed to restore the supply of shop No. 87.
4. \s per the procedure the case was taken Up with Faisslabad Electric Supply CompsnY (hereinafter
referred to a8 FESCO) vide letter dated June 13, 2012 for submission of report. In responsc FESCO vide
ws letter dated July 05, 2012 submitted that Kohinoor Powet Company Ltd (hereinafter referred to a8
KPCL) was granted gon License No. SGC/017/2004 dated 27-01-2004 by NEPRA. The NEPRA
i ply busincss with Kohinoor [ndustrics

authorized KPCl~ interalia, to engage 10 the “Second Tier” supp)
Mills Lad Faisahibad. The location of the Bulk Power Consumcts (hercinafter referred to as BPC) and the
1 i (refer SPP Liccnscs —Performa Scheduled-1

seration facilines were in Genenton License
under Part- A & Part-B). BPC of KPCL ic M/s Kohinoor ‘Textle Mills Faisalabad, constructed houses &
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C of KPCIL. is still in the localiy ol Kohnoor

placas o the land when industry was demolished. BP:
Indusiry Mill 14d but the BPC had changed the use of dectricity being purchased from KPCL. Tt
wcated in the service territory of FESCO. Unless NEPRA

thereione, not truc that Kohinoor One Plaxa is k
de-notifics the BPC of KPCL and its designated termitory, the FESCO docs not have authorily 10
intervenc in d:e&suibnmonnuneuofKPCLhdwcinpcdﬁcdamSo far as tariff charged by KPCL 10
its BPCs or group of consumers in its temitory is concemed it is the responsiblity of KPCL. to follow the

tarifT allowed by NEPRA at the nme KPCl. was allowed to cngage in sccond tier supply busincss with the
. BPCs. Reasons foe disconnecting the supply of shop No. 87 are best known to ovmer of Kohinoor One

Plaza Jaranwala Road, Faisalabed.

5. To further investigate the matter, 8 hearing in the matter was convened on July 25, 2012 at Consumcr
Affairs Division Isamabad in which all the partics were invited to attend but the mecting was re- scheduled
for July 30, 2012 on the request of FESCO. In the hearing the representatives of FESCO and the
Complainant participated but there was 2o . ination from of Kohinoor One Plaza [Faisalabad. During
watives of FESCO could not provide deuaii of the case, thorefors the hearing was re-

scheduiled for August 13, 2012 In the hearing dated August 13, 2012 represenaatives of FESCO, the
i ich i i representatives of the Complainants
subanitted in their comphint. Further, they statcd thar at present
. Kohinoor One Plaxa Faisalsbad is getting power supply from FESCO and the Builder resclling to its shop
g 1 informed that they provided temporary connection 0

the Plaxa on request of the owner of the Plaza and resale of clectricity was not in their knowlcdge. The
representatives of KPCL informed that the Plaza was no morc their BPC and at present they were
Power to FESCO only. It was further informed by the KPCL that they had stopped supplying

£ the statement dated Junc 23, M2

6. As the matter needed further darification another hearing was held on September 11. 2012 in which
icipated and subsequenty explained their point of view.

My Zahid Riaz representative of the Builder
dated September 11, 2012 The contents of this

A written statement Was ﬁkdbydw&ildet\-idc letter
statement are as under:
i) Previously the Plaza was being supplied clectricity by KPCL, but at present they are
B getting electnicity from FESCO.
i) FESCO has provided 2 temporary connection to the Plaza as the building i under
construction and still incomplete.

as he

87 upper ground floor.

i) Mzr. Shahid Rshim has no concern with the shop No.
self declared represcmative of

wnddtetd:emnormamohheshq:.Heisa
all;hopovmmdmmn.‘hmsdwshopownenm
the management of the Plaza. A copy of statement signed by

tcnants was supphed to substantiate their claim.

Thedecnidéofduttho.S?uppcrgmun
request of shop owner. Authority letter from the shop owner authonizin

management to 2ct on his behalf was also attached.

v) \ith regard to issue of resale of clectricity

not in their knowledge that it is 2 licensed activity. Therefore they have decs
apply foc a &istribution license to NEPRA, s pet the law becausc it is not
i bution system (0 FESCQHE

foc management of the Plza to hand over its distr
operation and maintenance. Fusther they requested for guidance and proccCuiEan

obtaining distribution license from NEPRA.

d tenants dircctly dealt with
shop owners and

d floor was discontinuéd on the

¢ same tarff from

[t was also clarified that the Builder was charging th
owners as that of FESCO.
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taniil of FLESCO ull
Kohinoor One Plaza

Jt was also assured by the Builder that they would charge the
distribution license was granted for distribution of dectricity 10

Faisalabad.

ready been settled between the

vit)  Common Use Charges bang an issuc had al
Court. (copy.of Court Decision

management of the plaza and shop keepers by the
was provided).

7. ‘I case has been considered in detall in the light of the writtcn /verbal arguments of all the partics
i.c FEESCO, KPCL, Kohinoor One Plaza and the Comphinant and it is revealed as under:

) KPCL was generating dlectricity pursuance to the Genenation License No. SGC/017/200M

dated 27-01-2004 granted by NEPRA, in KPCL was authorized, interalia, 0 CNgage

3 with Kohinooc Industry Lid. Faisalabad. Later on the said industry was

plot of Kohinoor Indusiry lad

sccond tier
demolished and houses/plazss were constructed on the
{sisalabad. According tO KPCL they had stopped supplying clectricity to their Bulk Power
Conunnensbce.\ugmmmdwcttsdlingpm’cno FESCO only.

At present Kohinoos One Plaza Faisalabad is getting powes supply from FESCO through 2
tempocacy connection. FESCO officials dusing the hearing admitted that they had no
knowledge of resale of electricity to tenants by the Kohinoor One Plaza [aisalabad.

&s and due consideration of arguments of all the partics. it is

8. Aftcr detsiled examination of documen
decided as under:-
0 The Builder of
. tenants of the Plaza a8 pet tariff charged by FESCO an
would be permissible.
®) ‘I'he Builder of the Pl is direcied not to disconnect the s
tcnant/shops due 1o any other reason, so long 38 they are ma

payment regulay.

() FESCOk&eacdwmuxtdmme
bywhgdecuicwpplyunool.

< 00c One Plaza Faisalabad is directed (o charge the bill from the
d no tacff other than that

upply of any of its
king elcctricity bill

Builder of the Plaza docs not harass the tenants

@)  The issue of common service charges between the Builder and the Complainants
does not fall under the purvicw of NEPRA thercforc, the Complainants may raisc

the same with the appropristc forum.

’

P

Member (Consumcst Affairs)
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