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(SarcIr Muhammac,Yaha Khan) 
Director (CAD) 

National Electric Power Regulatory Authority 
ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF' PAKISTAN 

NEPRA Flead Office 
Attaturic Avenue (East) Sector 0-5/1, Islamabad. 

Ph:05l-'013200, Fax: 051-260002 1 

Consumer Affairs 
Department 

TCD.05/ Y7C2025 
February 03, 2025 

Chief Executive Officer, 
Multan Electric Power Company (MEPCO), 
MEPCO Complex, WAPDA Colony, 
Khanewal Road, Multan. 

Subject: DECISION IN THE MATTER OF COMPLAINT FILED BY MIS TATA TEXTILE 
MILLS LIMITED THROUGH THEIR LEGAL COUNSEL MALIK BASHIR 
AHMAD KHALID ADVOCATE HIGH COURT. UNDER SECTION 39 OF THE 
REGULATION OF GENERATION, TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997, AGAINST MEPCO REGARDING DETECTION  
BILL IAIC# 27 15711 13467018).  
MEPCO-NHQ-25517-06-23 -. 

Please find enclosed herewith the decision of the NEPRA Complaints 
Resolution Committee (CRC), dated February 03, 2025 regarding the subject matter 
for further hecessary action. 

End: As above 

Copy: - 

1. C.E/ Customer Services Director, 
Multan Electric Power Company (MEPCO), 
MEPCO Complex, WAPDA Colony, 
Khanewal Road, Multan, 

2. Executive Engineer/ XEN (Op.), Muzaffargarh Division, 
Multan Electric Power Company (MEPCO), 
132 iC 01d Statiori;-Zafar Colony, 
Muzaffargarh. 

3. M/s Tata Textile Mills Limited, 
C/o M::iik achir Ahmad Khalid Advocate High Court. 
Office No. 'th Floor CM Centre, 1-Mozang Road, 
Lahore.  
Email: kha1id1aw456{??gmail.com   
0323-8420418.  



BEFORE THE 
NATIONAL ELECTRIC POWER REGULATORY AUTHORITY 

INEPRA1 

Complaint No. MEPCO-NHQ-25517-06-23 

Mis Tata Textile Mills Limited, 
C/o Malik Bashir Ahmed Khalid Advocate High Court, 
Office No. 42, 4th  Floor CM Center, 
1-Mozang Road, Lahore.  

Versus 

Muitan Electric Power Company (MEPCO) 
MEPCO Complex, WAPDA Colony, 
Khanewal Road, Multan.  

Date of Hearing(s): November 22, 2023 
December 14, 2023 
March 7, 2024 
August 22, 2024. 

Complainant 

Respondent 

On behalf of 
Complainant: Major (Ret.) Tariq Masood 

Res!ondent: Mr. Muhaflirnad Tafseer Abbas, XEN 

Subject: DECISION IN THE MATTER OF COM•'1NT FILED BY MIS TATA 
TEXTILE MILLS LIMITED THROUGh LissAu4 COUNSEL MALIK BASHIR 
AHMAD KHALID ADVOCATE HIGH COURT, UNDER SECTION 39 OF THE 

- REGULATION OF GENERATION, TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
ELECTRIC POWER ACT, 1997 AGAINST MEPCO REGARDING DETECTION 

- BILL (A/C# 27 15711 134670 18} 

DECISION 

This decision shall dispose of the complaint filed by MIs Tata Textile Mills Limited 
through legal counsel Malilc Bashir Ahmed Khan Advocate (hereinafter referred to as "the 
Comphnant") against Multan Electric Power Company (hereinafter referred to as the 
'Rcspendni 'or"MEPCO'), under Section 39ui the Regulation of Generation, Transmission 
and Distribution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (hereinafter referred to as the "NEPRA Act"):: 

2. The brief facts of the case are that Honorable Lahore High Court, Multan Bench tide 
order dated May 24, 2023 passed in Writ Petition No. 10892/2012 directed the Complainaint 
to file a Complaint before NEPRA. Accordingly, the Complainant filed a complaint before 
NEPRA and apprised that MEPCO had charged a detection bill amounting to 
Rs. 4,581,878/- in the month of July 2012 as feeder losses charges. The Complainant 
further submitted that the request for extension of load from 1250kW to 4945kW of the 
connection was approved in August 2008 but a special condition was included for execution 
of work that till the completion of 132kV Rhan Pur Baga Shcr Grid Station the sanctioned 
load will he led from 11kV independent TATA Feeder and since the conductors installed at 
lATA Feedcr were ACSR "Dog" conductors, therefore, power loss beyond permissible limit 
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of 3.5% wou]d be charged from the consumer. MEPCO had charged feeder losses based on 
the above mentioned clause but failed to provide any details of feeder losses for verification. 
The Complainant further submitted that MEP€O Planning Department had designed a new 
single circuit "Osprey" conductor to be coupled with existing "Dog" conductor to reduce 
feeder losses and in this regard an amount of Rs. 14,894,028/- was paid by the 
Complainant to MEPCO in September 2010 but despite lapse of considerable time the 
required work was not completed due to which the Complainant was being burdened to pay 
heavy amounts in lieu of feeder loss charges. Moreover, the Complainant claimed that 
MEPCO cannot recover feeder losses for unlimited period. The Complainant requested to 
issue ordcrs to MEPCO to withdraw the detection bill amounting to Rs. 4,581,878/- charged 
against feeder losses. 

3. The subject matter was taken up with MEPCO, however, MEPCO failed to submit the 
required report. In order to finalize the matter, hearing were held at NEPRA Head Officq 
Islamabad which were attended by representatives of MEPCO only and complaint was 
dismissed for non-prosecution of case. Subsequently, the Complainant requested to restcjre 
his complaint and accordingly hearings were held at NEPRA Head Office, Islamabad which 
were attended by both the parties i.e. MEPCO and the Complainant wherein the case was 
discussed in detail. During the hearing, MEPCO submitted that the Complainant was 
obligated to pay for any power losses beyond the prescribed limit of 3.5% and an 
undertaking on a non-judicial paper had been obtained from the Complainant before 
execution of work. Furthermore, the consumer's sanctioned load was 4945kW but during 
the months from January 2012 to July 2012 the maximum demand indicator (MDI) 
recorded for the consumer exceeded the sanctioned load by more than 400kW which comes 
under purview of illegal extension of load. A detection bill of 530,542 kWh units was charged 
tb the consumer amounting to Rs. 4,581,878/- on account of feederlosses beyond 3%for 
the period from July 2011 to June 2012. 

4. The case has beer examined in detail in light of the record made so available by the 
parties,ãrgurnents advanced during the hearing and applicable law. Following has been 
observed: - 

(i) The Compl9i'-'ant is a consumer of MEPCO having a connection with a 
sanctioned load of 4945kW under B-3 tariff against reference No. 30-157.11-
134670 1. MEPCO had charged a detection bill amounting to Rs. 4,581,8787-
for 530542 kWh units-in July 2012 against feeder losses beyond 3% fdrthc 
period from July 2011 to June 2012. The Complainant filed a Writ Petition 
No. 10892/20 12 befofe Lahore High Court, Multan. 'It 2ourt vide order dated 
May 24,2023 disposed of the petition and forwarded the case to NEPRA foi 
decision in accordance with ftpplicable law, and policies. 

(ii) The load of the Complainant was extended by MEPCO vide letter dafd 
August 05, 2008 from 1250kW to 4945kW with a special condition that till 
completion of 132kV Rhan Pur Baga Sher Grid S:in the sanctioned load'df 
the Complainant will be fed from 11kV macpen:.: TATA Feeder and since 
the conductors installed at TATA Feeder were ACSR "Dog" conductors, 
therefore, power loss beyond 3.5% were to be charged from the Complaihant. 
However, MEPCO had charged detection bill for feeder losses beyond 3%'in 
contradiction to the special condition as agreed between the parties i.e. 
MEPCO and the Complainant. 

(iii) MEPCO submitted that the reason behind the difference of units was that the 
Complainant had illegally extended their sanctioned load which had resulted 
in extra line losses to MEPCO. Consumer Service Manual (CSM) does not 
provide for charging of any penalty or detection bill for extension of load 
beyond the sanctioned load. According to Clause U.2. 10 of Consumer Servic'd 
Manual (CSM) "if a consumer ext ends the c?xlsting load beyond the sanctioned 
load, a notice shall be issued to the consumer to apply for ex!nsio" of load. The 
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(Lashkar Khan Qanibrani) 
Member Complaints Resolution Committee/ 

Director (CAD) 

consu titer shall apply for extension of load with in fifteen days of the receipt of 
the notice. DISCO shall disconnect the power supply (f the consumer fails to 
apply for extension of load and tompletes other formalities". MEFCO failed to 
provide any evidence that notices for extension of load were ever served to the 
Complainant, however, appraisal of record reveals that of load of the 
Complainant was exceeded beyond the sanctioned load during the disputed 
period. 

(iv) There was an agreement between the parties as per which MEPCO could 
charge feeder losses beyond 3.5%, however, in violation of the terms and 
conditions of the said agreement, MEPCO raised the losses above 3%. 

5. Foregoing in view, MEPCO is directed to revise the detection bill charged to the 
Complainant on the basis of feeder losses as mutually agreed beyond 3.5% instead of 3% 
for the period from July 2011 to June 2012. Further proceedings in the matter are bèin 
closed in above terms. 

(Muhammaçl Irfan Ui Haq) 
Member Complaint& Resolution Committee 

/Assistant Legal Advisor 

(Niweed . 
Convener Complaints 'so1ution Cothmittee/ 

Direc e General (CAD) I T / 

Islamabad, February o5 ,2025 
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