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Chief Executive Officer
L'lhO. ¢ Electric Supply Company (LESCO)
2-A, Qucen’s Road
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Subjest: COMPIAINT OIF SYED ASHIQ NMUSSAIN NAQVIE AGAINST

LESCO: ISSUANCE OF EXCESSIVE DEMAND NOTICE,

Reference s adde to the complaint filed by Syed /\thq Jhussain Nu;n agomst
LESCO regarding the suhject matter.

2. Please find encioscd herewntls the (lccxsmn of the Momber (( onswner Alfrs) Sy

Firther necessay action and conpliance within 30 days.

" \t’l«u ol
(Syed S afeer Tussaivn )
I)f’f\

As stateu

e

1) Dircctor Admm/ Registrar ' ' (
Waftagn Mobtasib (Ombudsimun’s) L\\ r.tNe-F-HREGAVMS ROL Oy
Secrctariat Reglonal Office . dated 5-10-2009 ‘
15-A, Davis Road, Lahore

2) - Mr Azhar Amin © “hawdhary et 1 o, 43R0 L (WA ]\
Section Officer : i dated July 30, 2009 ’
Law and Justice Diviston ) : - y
Goverpnent of Polastan Istunabad

3)  Syed Ashiq Hussain Naqvi
229- Ali Town Ranvind Road, [ ~bore
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BEFORE THE

NATIONAL FLECTRICPOWER REGULATORY AUTHORITY

Sycd Ashiq Hussain Naqvi

NEPRA

CCR N0,59-2009

................... ' Complainant

Lahore Elcctric Stipply Company ... Respondent

Date of Hearing:
Date of Deciston: -
Before:

ON BEHALF OF,

* Complainant:
Respondent: 1)
- 2)
3)

March 15,2010

Junc 18,2010

Mr. Shaukat Ali Kundi (Member Consumer /\H‘;lvirs)

Syed Ashiq Tussain Naqvi

Mr.Idrasat Zaman, CE/Customer Scrvices Dircctor, LIESCO

Mr.Muhammad Qasim, Manager Commiercial. LESCO
Syed Mubashir Masood, Director Fegal, LESCO

INTHE MATTER OF

COMPLAINT FILED.BY SYED ASHIQ T TUSSAIN NAOVI AGAINST LESCO

REGARDING ISSUANCE OF EXCESSIVE DEMAND NOTICE

ORDLER

a /

I. This Order shall dispoze of the complaint of Syed Ashiq FHussain Nagvi Son of Syed I'laider

" Tussain Shah (hereiafter referred to as the complainant™) against LLESCO (hereinafter

referred to as “Respondent”™) referred 1o National Eleciric Power Regairtory Authoeny

(hevemalier reterved 1o as “the Aadhority™) by Walagr Mohtastly on direction of President ot

Lsdamic Republic of Pukistan, for decision.
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Ongimally the complamt of Sved Ashiq Hussath Nagvi Son of Syed Faider Hussain Shah,

Restdent of Touse No. 229 Al Pown Rai Wind Road, Tahore was referred 1o NEPRA on he

wstractions of the President of Ishinic Republic of Pakistan comveyed through Waligt

~lohtasih (Qmbudsmang vide letter No. FEREG/WNMS/ROL (1 (I13)/2009 dated ()uulul 15,

2009 adviang the Authoriy to ke appropriate decision in the said complatat under mlmnlnm
10 then. !

) .-
Precisely, the complatnane in his complat submitted that LESCO in the chd of the year 2005
1ssued Standing Operating Procedure (SOP) for electrification of Alj Town, thorc. In the vear
2006 Lesco -installed 02 1d(li(i0m] LTs i Al Town on cost dqnmr basis; one through
discretionary funds of Mrs Shazia Chand, then MNP A Punjaly ,\sscml)})' and the other from the
grant allocared by the Government of Punjaly through Nian Saif ur Rehman The houses to he
clectetficd theaugh the prant allocated by Govermment of Ponjab through (Mian Saif ur Rehman)
were netified for grant of connections, while houscs to be clectrified thtough the allocated funds
of Mrs. Shahzia Chand, NI were not notified for prant of connectivas and were treated as per
above saird SOP. The complimnant furthu submitted that LESCO provided connections to 1wo
houses (i.c, Houses Nu 155 & 157) by recovering amounts of Rs. 3100.00 and Rs. 800000
respectively. The comphinant  further mlmnllul that when hc requested for a second
connection in the ot portion of his ‘house where a regalar cum;cc(iunj)l'()\“illcd by LLESCO
already existed, LIESCO asked bim o deposit a Demand Naotice wortls Px. 73190,70 whorens
carhier e Lo i'.-fd» \'»..;-,' R 70800 for lIlL t)unmd Neaice tor the nuLnnl connectiton. [ he
complamant, therefore; requuested toe r(lund of llu extra amount clnn'vd by LESCO for the 2w
clectric eannection .of his house. ' »

he marter was sl process inthe Consumer .:\I'I?lirx Division (0D of NEPRA when on
October 13,2009 10 vocenved a reguest from Sved :\.\'llill I tussam N;l;l\'i pursuant to the letrer of
Law and Justice Division letter No. 458/07-]aw (WMD) dated Juh 30, 2009 with the contenuens

as explained above at para-3.

Inorder to proceed further i the matter, CAD of NEPRA through its communication of
October 21, "U()‘) referred the complaist 1o LIESCO for offering irs comments. In r'uspnnsc.
PESCO-vide s etier of November 12, 2009 reporied that che complainant fad applicd for new
- phase coanccuon but due to the fact that his house was situated in airarea which was not
clectrified awas served a demand notice tmbunting 1o Rs. 73189/ (Rs.70089.00 and Rs. 3100.00
as per SC')]’ ssucd earhier e this regard. The respondent TESCO further stated that the
complainant instead of making payment filed @ complaint before Tlonorable Wafaqi Mohrasib
and the case was decided in favor ().f LESCO. It was finther submitted that instead of complving

with the decision o the Walagi Mohasil (Ombudsiman) the complainant preferred o make 3
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representation to the President of Islamic Republic of Pakistan. In the meantime complainant
“deposited the damand notice amounting to Rs. 64725/~ issucd by LESCO and accordingly the

new 3-Phise connection was installed on NMay 25, 2009,

‘The above response of LESCO was examined by CAD NEPRA in light of Section 4 (N (part-
1) of Eligibility Criteria:far Consumers of Distribution Companies, 2003 (ECR) and found it
unsausfactory and incomplete. The matter was therefore referved back to ILb(_U by CAD
NLEPRA through a lenter dared November | 18, 2009 saying that (lw inforimgtion furnhhu] by
LISCO was incomplete and further asked LESCO 1o respond as to under what circumstances
- the: complainant was issucd a huge demand notice fof Rs.64,725 for his 2nd connection when
Lesco had carlier [novxdcd a connection to the complinant in the sime house against payment
of a2 Demand Noucc for Rs.3700/- and especially when the distribution system of LESCO was
already existing m the area where lhc housc of the complainant is situated, In response to this
query of CAD NEPRA, LEESCO ruspon(lcd that an clectric connection was given by Lesco for
the first portion in the year 2002 prior to issuance of the said mentioned SOP fruned
particularly for the said housing scheme (Al Town) as the sponsor of the Housing Society had
left the inhabirants without providing thc clectricity, and that demand notice for Rs.64, 725/ -was
tssued for the 3- ph ase conncection for the second portion which was pmd by the applicant and
the connection was anstalled on 29.95. ”UU‘) ;\nd that Lesco had allowed comnection quite

according to the SOP and did not violate any of the rule, law or policy.

A
Findiag the marter controversial CAD NEPRA decided to acrange a hearing to afford

opportunity to bath; the complainant and the LESCO 10 offertheir point of view. Hearing was
accordingly arranged on March 13, 2010 which was attended l)\ otticials ()t LESCO and the
complainant borh. In the hmrmb the complainant stated ar the ourser that tjustice has been
done to him by LESCO as he'was charjed huge amount for the second connection of his house,
as e got first connection of his house from LESCO against paytacnt of o regular Demznd
Notice amounting to Rs. 3700.00 and c;pccmll) whure a dlsmbuuon \\s(un of LESCO already
existed The complainant further informed that quite a few move connccuon;‘ had already been
provided tothe inhabitants in the same l)ousing colony on payment of demand notices at lower
rates hn\'i-n%’rcgqlnr terms and conditons. e requested for the refund of the amount paid in
excess by himo the Respondent LESCO for the second clectric connection of his house.

LESCO officials st.n(cd that the housé of the comp~l.1in.1nt was situated in a sponsored colony
and the complamnant managed to get the first connection in the yoar 2002 from another adjacent
already clectrificd Inocality illegally through a Line Superintendent who facilitated the ;omplninnnl
m providing the conaccrion who has nl('vnd)‘ beea suspended. chnrding llfc existence of

_ - R . he
distribution systamn and violation of Ehgibiliy Criteria, 2003, LESCO submitted that 8
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question ol existence of distribution system did 6t acise in this particular case because the parts
ol the Tousing Colony were clectrified cither lhrouyh the deposit work or under the SOP
especially framed by LESCO for this colony, because the sponsor had feft he colony un-

('l('ctriﬁcd.

LESCO after the hearing sent its written arguments dated March 25, 2010 and stated Uierein
that the first connecton was illegally managed by the comphinant in comm’.mcc with the fickl
staff of LIESCO in the vear 2002 from the :ldnccnl housing society n; unLl) ‘Lalazar Judicial
Colony”. Turther that, Al Town i which the house of the camplainant is. located Is an
abandoned Housing sociey and the sponsor had run away without clectrifying the colony and,
that other connections in the colony were provided through a fund received from Governmeot
of Punjab amounting to Rs910,842/- for clectrtfication of some portion of the society which
covered 27 houses and that lhc house of the complnmnt was not covered in this clecteification

because the distance of his residence from the lr;msformcr/ LT line was more than 630 fect.

In light of the explanation given in the preceding pacageaphs, it is obvious that disl('ibmiun
system of LESCO had existed in the vicinity of the complinant and that a connection in the
same premises was already provided to the comphinant by LESCO at the nominal demand
notice for Rs. 3700/~ "Ihe justification of LESCO that concerned Ling Superintendent which
facilitated the complainant in getting the 1% connection of his houre was suspended does 1ot
form any nexus to the nen-enistense "f( 2 distibution system as the codnedtion was factually

provided and is npcnuoml without any cons'ramts cven now.

Relevant portion of Scerion 4 (1) of the Ehgibiliy Criteria for Consumers of Distribution

- Companies — 20113 Evs down as under:

S an extension / remtorcemett is required to be made in the common distribution systen
with m the serviee territory of (hc licensee in order to provide an applicant with . clectric
power, the licensee shall carry out the rcquxrcd extension / reinforcement ar its own cost in

accordanc? with its development plan approved by the I\Lxlllofir)"’

Since the distribution system of LEESCO stood extended to the colony as well as the premises
where complamant s residing, LESCO under: the circumstances was obliged to provide 2
connection to th.c‘cnmplninnm on the same-terms and conditions on which LESCO has alrzady
provided I conncction 16 the complinant w the zame premises for which he has paid a
Ocemand Notice for Rs. 3700.00. Applicability of SOP issucd by LIESCO in this case does not
make logic and sound well Leeause 1LEESCO tssucd SOP in the year 2005, whereas it provided 1+

clectric connection 1o the complainant in the same premises i the vear 2002, as such LESCO
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was obliged to provide the 2 3- phasc dlectric cunnection on regular rates and not more than
that. Morcover, under Section 21 (2) b of the NEPRA Act, DISCOs are obligated 1o provide
clcclrlc services 1o all the consumers on a non discruninatory basis who meet the I3 heibihty
Criterta Inid down by the Authority. In light of this explanation one can casily draw an inference
that LESCO did a wrong by charging the compliinant a huge amount of Rs. 64, 725/- for the
2% clectric conncection of his house in which LIESCO .\lrm(l) pm\ulul the 1 elecuic
conncction against payment of demand notice for Rs.3700/- m the year 2002, aad \'i;)lntcd

Section 4 (1) (pact-11) of Eligibility Criteria for Consumers of Distribution CoMpanics - 2003.

13. Taking into consideration that the Distribution System of LESCO already existed in the colony
as well in the premises of the complainant and in light of the fact that LESCO having already
provided an clectric connection to the complainant in the said premises at normal rates ic.

Rs.3700.00, LESCO is hereby directed as under:

1) T eefund the extra amount charged from the complainant for provision of
sccond connection at his premises after deduction of amount for which LESCO

wis ru]uncd to (.h'trgc at that ume for a H‘bul’\l / normal 3 phase clectric

connection.

’

i) ‘T'o submir a complhiance report within 30 days of the receipt of this decision.

9,_.

mw

Shaukat Ali Kundi 19.06. Q 0l
(Mcml)cr Consumer Affairs)

Islamabad, June 18, 2010
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