2

"y vfl . . ’
n % National Electric Power Regulatory Autho 1ty
l wfaif Islatiic Republic of Pakistan

o s 2nd Floor, OPF Building, G-5/2, Islamabad
AL Ph: 9206500, 9207200, Fax: 9210215

E-mail: rcgistr:lr@n epra.org.pk

Registrar

No. NEPRA/R/TCD 06/ § o (/S = {7 7 /2-7-2012

Chief Executive Officer

Multan Electric Power Company Ltd. (MEPCO)
MEPCO Complex

WAPDA Colony, Khanewal Road,

Multan.

Subject: Decision of the Authority in the matter of Motion for Leave for Review filed by
Muttan Electric Supply Company Ltd. (MEPCO) against the Decision Passed
by Member (Consumer Affairs) upon a Complaint filed under Section 39 of the
Regulation of Generation, Transmission and Distribution of Electric Power Act
1997 by M/s. Azam Associates on behalf of Rehman Cotton Industries, Multan
Complaint # 433-201 ]

Please find enclosed herewith the decision of the Authority on the review petition filed
by MEPCO regarding the subject matter for compliance within 30 days of the receipt of this

“ decision.

- Encl: As above

{

¢

Sd/-
( Syed Safeer Hussain )
Copy to:

I Chief Engineer/Customer Services Director

Multan Electric Power Co. Ltd.

MEPCO Headquarter,

Khanewal Road, Multan
2. M/s. Azam Associates

On behalf of M/s, Rehman Cotton Industres
R/O 15 & 16 Ground Floor, Muhammad Arcade
LMQ Road, Multan .

No. NEPRAR/TCD 06/ 50 {7 3, - 2012
wa m—,

Forwarded for information, please.
_———

Registrar
Senior Advisor (CAD) (wrr Dy. No. 669 dated 09.07.2012)

Master File

CC:

Acting Chairman
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BEFORE THIE
NATIONAL ELECTRIC POWER REGULATORY AUTHORITY
NEPRA

Complaint No: 133-2011

Nultan Electric Power Company (MEPCO)  viiiiieennnns Petitioner
Versus |
y D/s Rehman Cotton Industriecs Complainant
Date of Decision: NMay 23, 2012
Present 1) M. Ghiasuddin Xhmed Chairman
2) Mr. Shaukat Ali Kuadi Member (Ticensing)
3) Moo Flabibullah Kl Member (Monitoring & Enforcement)
4) Khawaja Mahammad Nacem Member (Tanitt)
Subject: DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY IN THE MATTER OF MOTION

FOR LEAVE FOR REVIEW FILED BY MULTAN ELECTRIC POWER
COMPANY_(MEPCO) AGAINST THE DECISION PASSED BY
MEMBER (CONSUMER AFFAIRS) UPON A COMPLAINT FILED
UNDER SECTION 39 OF THE REGULATION OF GENERATION,
TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION QF ELECTRIC POWER ACT
1997 BY M/S AZAM ASSOCIATES ON BEHALF OF REHMAN COTTON

I NDUSTRIES MULTAN.

Dol Dacts of the case are thar an 1522001, a compinint under section 39 ot the Regulanon ol
Cencration, Transmission and Disteibution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (hereimalter refereed as
NEPRA Aet) was filed before Navonal Blectric Power Regulatory Authoriny (NFPRAY by N/s
Azam Assoaates (Consultants) at NMultan en belinlf of NM/s Rehman Cotton Indusiries aganinst
Multan Plectric Power Company (MEPCO). Te was the case of the complunant that the mndustanl
consumers do have the opuon to switch over 1o the seasonmal tf0 and sidarly sesona! consumers
will have the option to convert to corresponding regular industeial taiff caregory and vice versa and
this opron once cxeversed o renmin in Loree for ac least one vear, The complint has chodbenged the
notice dated GR2011 given by NMEPCO (or paviment of Reo 778446/ o arears while considerinyg

the e el the complainant as seasonal™ instead of “reealar,
. L
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Nouce of the complint was eiven to METCO shich Hled s tesponse contendimg mier-abu theremn

(hat the chanee of tielf was made conditional npen running the lactoey tor whole ol e venr but the
3 NS : “ge . .

comphiinaot has Gailed to GWlGN thae condiion, therefore, the manfl was changed from repular to

ceasonih

The complamt was decided on 135 Maveh, 2002 while holding that a seasonsl consumer inay et {or
switching to regubir tanff and vice versa and the Distabution Company cannot, at its own, change
the taitf from seasonal to regular or from regular o scasonal.

; i
Being apgrieved from the above said decision, MEPCO has filed a motion secking ceview mtersalia
“on-the grounds that the complainant/consumer cun his business ooly for 4 months and s
'-.'consumm‘i()n fmuum does reflect that its connection is seasonal in natuce and the epuen ol change
)

vof tnff \j":l%'g.\'crcisul just to avoid Tevy of 25" seasonal charges.
‘ I

b o
:‘f']!’hc ;\ullié{g‘j&}' has considered the motion for leave for review and also gone through the relevant
Lecord. .-\'s"i)ér terms and conditions for supply of clectrniciey applicable for B-category (Industrial
“supply), it is cleacly mentoned that an industrial consumer shall have the opuon, to swich over to
scasonal tarilf-F, provided his conncction is seasonal in natace and that a scasonal consumers wall
‘have the ?p('ion to convert to corresponding Regular Indlustrial Tari(f category and vice versa and the
option once exercised to remain operative for atleast one year. It is also a matter of recond thatupon
the request’ of complainant, MEPCO had changed its tacilf (rom “seasonal” to
216.10.2009. The complainant could not regularly use the electriciry for the reasons of "ood™ as well

v

, “
regular” on

“as ‘load shcdding"ﬂ When a conswmner is supplicd wath electiciny with a minimum period of nme,
Jthen it cannot be expected thae the factory of the comphinant could run avound the clock  Fovther
“that the quesuon of Yopuon’™, 1 any, 15 avadable wath the consumer and a Distribution Corpany
cannotat ns own change the connection wnttaterally an any pretest.

As a manter of facr, carlier the seasonal tartff was less as compared to the reguiac industrial tantt For
“the reason that regular industrinl consumers had also to pay the fixed c]mrgcs- (MDD @ 50°% of thetr
“sanctioned load even if they were not runnimg the industry, however, in the recent past the terms and
conditions of tarilf were revised whereby the amount of fixed charges was rephiced wath that ol
minimum charges which are nominal. In this view of the matter, having regular industrial tavift hins

v

hecome more attractive as compared to the “scasonal™ The request of complanant for change of
tani(t fm¥n seasonal’ to ‘regular’ was accepred by MLEPCO and the tanlt was changed accordingly.
The option available to the complainant has heen exercised by him. MLEPCO cannot reverse it under

the existing tariff rules as such.

Keepmg in vicw the above siated facts, the Authonty s of the view thar in reemas of reprulation 3(2) of
the NEPRA Review Procedurs) Regulsiions, 2002 1 moton seeking review ol any ordee of the
Authority i competent only upon discovery ol new and important matter ol evidence nv onaccount
of some mustake or crror apparent on the face of records Filing of veview peuton within the tme
prescribed is also mandatory. The pevusal of 2 order sought to be review cleady indicares tha all
material fcts and representition made were exanmined in detail and theee s no ocasion to amundd
the timpugned order, The review petion i< oalso bareed by tes Noocrror vy, indulgence s
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