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2nd Floor, OPF Building, G-5/2, Islamabad
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No. NEPRA/R/TCD-09/ 4 /e~ — {]0Z Q64 -4~2013

Chief Executive Officer
Karachi Electric Supply Company (KESC)

& KESC House No. 39-B, Sunset Boulevard Phasc-ii
Xi Defence Housing Authority, Karachi.
~7
\:\; Subject: Decision of the Authority on the Motion for Leave for Review Filed by KESC in
C’? ' the Matter of Complaint Filed by Mr. Abubaker Usman for M/S Greytex under
; Section 39 of the Regulation of Generation, Transmission and Distribution of
5 Electric Power Act 1997 Against KESC Regarding Demand of Rs.1,233,465/-
g Complaint # KESC-158-2012
S

Reference is made to the motion for leave for review filed by KESC vide letter dated
January 08. 2013 against the decision of Member (Consumer Affairs) dated November 21, 2012
regarding the subject matter.

2. Please find enclosed the decision of the Authority on the motion for leave for review for
necessary action and compliance within 30 days of the receipt of this decision.

Encl: As Above L - E (5

- ( Syed Safeer Hussain )
Copy to:

1. Syed Muhammad Taha
Chief Distribution Officer
Karachi Electric Supply Company (KESC) .
KESC House No. 39-B, Sunset Boulevard Phase-II
Defence Housing Authority, Karachi.

2, Mr. Abubaker Usman for M/s Gréytex
CI-7 (West Open), Street No.1, Sector 6-B
North Karachi
No. NEPRA/R/TCD-09/ {7/¢ 3 24 -4~ 2013
Forwarded for information, please. E" g:i
Registrar
1. Director (CAD)
2. Assistant Legal Advisor (CAD)
3. Master File [w.r.t. ATC / VC /M (L) D#254 dated 17.04.2013]
CC:
1 Vice Chairman / Member Licensing
2. Member (M&E)
3. Member (Tariff)
4 Member (C.A)




Complaint No: 158-2012

Karachi Electric Supply Company (KESC)  ......ceeeeene Petitioner
KESC House No 39-B

~ Sunset Boulevard Phase-II
Defence Housing Authority, Karachi.

Versus

M:t. Abubakar Usman
M/s Greytex CI-7, Street 6-B,
North Karachi.

.................. Comphinant

Date of Decision: ~ March 20, 2013

-

Present: - o
) Mr. Shaukat AliKundi . Chairsan/ Member (Licensing)
2), Mr. Habibullah Khii - Member (Monitoring & Enforcement)
%) Khawaja Muhammad Nacem -~ Member (Tasiff)
4) Maj (R) Haroon Rashid "~ Member (Consumer Affairs)

1. This decision shall dispose off the review motion dated January 08, 2013 filed by Karachi Electric
Supply Company (hereinafter referred to as the ‘KESC’ or Petitioner’) against the decision of
Member (Consumer Affairs) dated November 21, 2012 in the matter of complaint of Mr Abubakar
Usman for M/s Greytex Karachi (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Complainant’) . L
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is already connected with Pole Mounted Transformer (PMT) having capacity of 500 kVA installed on
self finance basis jointly by 7 industrial consumers (including the Complainant). The Complainant
further stated that these 7 consumers paid Rs. 394,676/- for the said PMT vide KESC receipt dated
July 27, 2002 and further paid Rs. 162,485/- on July 10, 2003 for replacement of the 500 kVA

transformer required for electric connection was entided to sdinetment of amount so spent by
consumer against estimated cost paid by such consumer. The Complainant further stated that the
said PMT is running under load by 30% and the Complainant informed that he had already
regularized his load of 13.9 kW and accordingly paid Rs.28,148/- on May 4, 2012 Now KESC has
issued demand notice amounting to Rs.1,233,465/- for installation of a PMT while they were already

its services without interference.

To proceed with the matter, the complaint was referred to the KESC vide letter dated May 24, 2012
for submission of pana-wise report. KESC vide its letter dated June 14, 2012 reported that the
Complainant’s premises with connected load of 69 kW is being fed from s 500 kVA PMT along with
6 othe: industrial consumers. The Complainant was issued notice for regularization of load since his
connected load is 69 kW against the sanctioned load of 42 kW. As the Complainant applied for load

PMT so that further steps could be taken accordingly.

The report of KESC was forwarded to tBe'Complainant for his information/rejoinder vide letter
dated June 28, 2012. In fespons;e, the Complainant vide his letter dated July 14, 2012 approached
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regarding regularization of load js illegal. The Complainant requested for withdtawal of the demand
notice amounting to Rs.1,233 465/-.

Who had deposited the cost. On ipplication of the Complainant for regularization of his load from
42 kW to 55.9 kW, KESC issued two demand notices to him for Rs.28,148/- for secutity deposit and
Rs.1,233465/- as cost of 4 dedicated PMT. The Complainant paid Rs.28,148/- s security deposit
but approached NEPRA against the demand notice of Rs.1,233,465/. being cost of dedicated PMT

safely meet the load of existing consumers. This arrangement is covered under NEPRA Consumer
Eligibility Criteria, 2003 i.e. Sponsored Dedicated distribution System (SDDS)

Member (Consumer Affairs) decided the matter and KESC was directed to:

) Remove 03 additional industrial consumers energized from the existing 500 kVA PMT by
KESC without consent of original 7 industrial consumers and arrange a separate PMT for
them (i.e. 3 additional industrial consumers);
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The decision of Member (Consumer Affairs) dated November 21, 2012 was conveyed to KESC and
the Complainant through Registrat letter No. NEPRA/TCD.09/10514-16 date_cl November 27, 2012
for compliance within 30 days. )

Being aggrieved by the impugned decision, KESC filed the instant Review Motion under the
signatures of Director Distribution Strategy whereas the same was required to be submitted by CEO
KESC as per the etanding instructions of NEPRA. However, the Authority has considered the
review motion filed by KESC. In terms of Regulation 3(2) of the NEPRA (Review Procedure)

- Regulations; 2009, a2 motion seeking review of any order of the Kuthozity is competent only
upon discovery of new and important matter of evidence or on account of some mistake or
error apparent on the face of record. The perusal of the decision sought to be reviewed
clearly indicates that all material facts and representation made were examined in detail and
there is no occasion to amend the impugned decision. No error inviting indulgence as

~ admissible in law has been pleaded out. Therefore, the Authority is convinced that the
review would not result in the withdrawal or modification of the impugned decision.
Morcover, the teview petition is time barred under NEPRA Complaint Handling and
Dispute Resolution (Procedutes) 2011 and NEPRA (Review Procedure) Regulations, 2009.
Hence the motion for review is declined. '

J GG l“Q);ﬂw,

(Maj (R) Haroon Rashid) . . (Khawaja Muhammad Naeem)
Member S e Member
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