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National Electric Power Regulatory Authority

NOTIFICATION

Islamabad, the 12th day of November 2026

S.R.O. (i)/2026.- In pursuance of sub-section (7) of section 31 of the Regulation of
Generation, Transmission and Distribution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (XL of 1997), 
NEPRA hereby notifies the Decision of the Authority dated 06th November 2026 along-with 
Dissent note of Ms. Amina Ahmed, Member (NEPRA) and Mr. Maqsood Anwar Khan, 
Member(NEPRA) and Additional Note as well as Casting Vote of Mr. Waseem Mukhtar 
Chairman(NEPRA) in the matter of Semi-Annual Review of the Incremental Consumption 
Package for Industrial and Agricultural Electricity Consumers of XWDISCOs and K-EIectric.

2. While effecting the Decision, the concerned entities including Central Power Purchasing 
Agency Guarantee Limited shall strictly comply with the orders of the courts (if any) 
notwithstanding this Decision.

'asim Anwar Bhinder) 
Registrar
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DECISION OFTHE AUTHORITY IN THE MATTER QF SEMI-ANNUAL REVHWOF THE 
INCREMENTAL CONSUMPTION PACKAGE FOR INDUSTRIAL.AND AQRICULTURAL 
ELECfRICITY CONSUMERS OF XWDISCOS AND K-ELECTRIC

Background

The Ministry ofHnergv . Power Division (MoKPD) vide letter dated November 06, 2025, filed 
j Motion will) respect to the Incremental Consumption Package (1C.P) for industrial and 
private agricultural electricity consumers of XWDISCOs and K-Electric. Hie Authority, after 
rcms-idemig the Motion and tlte submissions made during the proceedings, approved the 
package vide its decision dated December 09. 2025. which was notified in the official Gazette 
vide S.R.O. No. 2409(0/2025 dated December 10.2025 ("Original Decision”).

I huier the approved package, eligible industrial and private agricultural consumers, including 
I ime of Use (ToU) and Non-TolJ consumers, are charged at the rate of PKR 22.98/kWh on 
eligible incremental consumption over the reference consumption for the period December 
202.5 io November 2024. The package was approved fora period of three years and operates on 
a billing month basis, subject to the terms and conditions set out in the Original Decision.

I'ho Original Decision, inter alia, provided that the package is intended to be subsidy neutral, 
positive I die I Cost AdjiiMments (EGAs) apply to eligible incremental consumption, whereas 
Quarierh 1 ariff Adjustments (QTAs). Debt Service Surcharge (DSS) and negaiivc 1‘CAs do not 
apply in such incremental consumption. Il further provides that i( incremental consumption 
of the industrial and agricultural sectors in aggregate exceeds 25% growth above the baseline, 
a re\ icw oi the incrementjI price and scheme is triggered. The Original Decision also addressed 
tin- luMiinem of a dillerenu’ between actual marginal cost and the approved rate wherein, in 
rase in any month the actual marginal cost exceed the package rate, MoK(PD) shall hie a 
separate request with NKPRA for revision of the marginal cost and that the revised marginal 
cost shall become applicable once decided by the Authority. Until then, the difference between 
acui.i! marginal cost and PKR 22.98/kWh is to be borne by all consumers. Semi-annual reviews 
were also envisaged in the Original Decision to ensure continued cost-revenue alignment with 
the marginal tariff adjusted as necessary. The package is to be terminated immediately if an 
upward tariff adjustment is required lor two consecutive reviews.

.Proceedings

During proceedings relating to f’CA and QTA, stakeholders raised concerns that the actual 
in.Trgin.il cost associated with incremental consumption might exceed the approved ICP rate 
.md liiat am such diilerciuv could place a burden on consumers who do not avail the package, 
in respunsr MoUTD) maintained tint! the rate of PKR 22.98/kWh incorporated an appropriate 
unumgvucv margin and that on an overall basis, the cost remained below the approved rate 
and jiiiirdmgly did not file any request for rate revision. MOK(PD) further highlighted that 
,thrv\i>. month the semi annual review will be submitted to NKPRA and if needed the prices 
ma\ he revised after processing of semi- annual review.

In \ ie;v of t he semi annual review mechanism under the Original Decision, the Authority vide 
letter dated June U>, 2026. requested MoP.(PD} to submit a comprehensive review of the ICP. 
including tlte analysis required to assess cosi-rcvcnucalignment and to address the concerns 
raised by stakeholders. MoK(PD) vide letter dated July 29. 2026 furnished certain data and
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information. the submission did not include the required marginal cost. assessment or other 
key information sought by die Authority.

Accordingly. vide Idler dated September 02. 2026 ihc Authority returned the submission 
tidied July 29. 2026. as incomplete and requested Mol'HPD) to submit a comprehensive semi­
annual review after addressing the concerns of stakeholders and undertaking meaningful 
ttmsuluiiion with relevant parties. MoK(PD) vide communication dated September 09. 2026 
did not submit jny further information and requested that the Authority undertake and 
conclude rite review including holding a public hearing so that the effect of prevailing fuel 
prices could be reflected in the applicable tariff mechanism.

I laving utmost regards to the need to protect consumer interests and to avoid further delay in 
assessing rile continued cost revenue alignment of the ICP, the Authority proceeded with the 
review. A notice of public hearing was published on September 29.2026 and individual notices 
were also issued to relevant stakeholders. The public hearing was held on October 05.2026. at 
NKPKA Tower, Islamabad. MoF(PD} was represented by its officials along with representatives 
of the PPMC Stakeholders and other interested parties also made submissions before the 
Amhnrin.

During and following the hearing, the Authority sought detailed workings and 
ivcomtnendaiions from MoP(PI)) on the actual marginal cost and revision required to the 
marginal price attributable to ICP consumption, the effective date of any upward revision, 
w he! her riic package should be suspended in light of prevailing circumstances, and responses 
111 the comments received from stakeholders. The Authority issued further communications 
on October l)(> and October 09. 2026. MoK(PD) responded vide letter dated October 15. 2026. 
hut the response did not furnish the specific analysis and recommendations sought. The 
Authority reiterated ils requirements vide letter dated October 16, 2026.

\ meeting with PP.VtC and the ISMO was held at NKPRA Tower on October 19, 2026, to 
discuss the methodology and data for working out the marginal cost attributable to ICP 
* onsumption. .VlollfPD) subsequently furnished further submissions vide letter dated October 
22, 2026, including its recommendation regarding the rale revision.

Issues for hearing

For purposes of the present review, the following principal issues were framed:

(i) whether the existin'; iCl1 rate of PKH 22.98/kWh requires an upward revision co 
maintain cost re\enuc alignment:

tit1 whether un\ revision should apply from June 2026, October 2026 or another hilling 
period:

(u'i) whether the ICP should Ik' temporarily suspended in view of prevailing fuel prices, 
stipph conditions and the uncertainly in estimating the cost of serving incremental 
CiWsimifitim.

VioUPD) '.ubmiued that the ICP has supported grid consumption and helped mitigate the 
ellecis ol declining demand, grid defection and the 'duck curve"associated with increased
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MiS.tr pi’in-ir.jiiim. It stated ihni industrial and agricultural consumers can provide additional 
ami relamcK siahlc demand, improve utilization of existing system assets and support grid 
stability. MnK(PD) iimhor stated thai reductions ingrid sales result in under recovery or fixed 
system eosis which can increase the tariff for consumers who remain connected to the grid, h 
referred to an estimated annual contribution margin impact of approximately PKR 180 billion 
associated with declining load/saies.

; , YioQI’nj also presented aggregate information concerning consumption availing the package 
,md the t ham»e in sales across other consumer categories. U submitted that the impact on 
mer.dl <oiisonicr lardls Irom January 2026 to August 2026 had remained limited i.c.. by 
Ks.lJ.6VkW around 1.95% change. It maintained that the ICP should be assessed in light of its 
broader economic* and system objectives as well as its cost-revenue position.

T-5. .Mr. Amir Shaikh and other stakeholders raised concerns that the package was resulting in 
cross .subsidization by non-beneficiary consumers and that the approved rale might no longer 
reflect tin* prevailing cost ofserving incremental consumption and that higher fuel prices and 
iucl suppl) uncertainly could further increase marginal costs. Concerns were also raised that 
the gas levy and other developments may have induced captivc-to-grid migration 
independently of the ICP and that some consumption receiving the package benefit might 
therefore not represent genuinely new demand. Some stakeholders sought suspension of the 
scheme or ihe introduction of a more targeted incentive for daytime or solar-hour 
i nnsumpl ion.

} V Sukeholders including Mr Rehan Javed and the Korangi Association of Trade and industry 
fk \ i'l} contended that the lirsi semi-annual review was due in June 2026 and that delay in 
completing the review had caused the cost difference to be borne by non-beneficiary 
consumers. They requested that an upward revision be applied from June. 2026, and that the 
thflerence already borne by other consumers be recovered from I CP beneficiaries or otherwise 
credited buck through subsequent I»CA/QTA adjustments. They relied, inter alia, on the 
provisions of the original Decision relating to adjustment of losses and unforeseen losses under 
paragraphs dff), 68 and 70(vi).

>3.6. Mr. Rohan Jnved further argued that the increase in marginal cost was unforeseen, as also 
acknowledged by ISMO team that RI.NG situation was unforeseen, and should therefore be 
borne only by ICP beneficiaries. I Ic sought suspension of the 1CP or alternatively an upward 
revision ofilu* rate and recovery of the accumulated difference from the beneficiaries. He also 
raised tfintcfns regarding the* reference period, load-factor assumptions, sanctioncd-load 
«. i lu-ri.t cjpme 10-grid substitution, disclosure of the ICP differential in VCA/QTA 
proc eediugs and the operai ion of the termination clause where upward tariff adjustments arc 
iequired lor two consecutive reviews, lie further contended that consumers migrating from 
furnace oil based captive generation are not readily identifiable from DISCO records and. 
i lieu-lore, i In- possibility of misuse of’the package by ineligible consumers cannot be ruled out. 
in this regard, he submitted ih;u the DISCO* should undertake an appropriate verification 
cxcinse lie aUo claimed that only a selected few consumers had derived a disproportionate 
\fure nl ilu* benefits usailable under the ICP and requested that the distribution of package 
heneliiN amongst beneficiaries be analysed by the Authority.

TA K ATI supported the contention that the delayed review should not cause a financial burden to
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■.^pension ol the package. Other nukcholdcrs. including Mr. Tanveer liary. Mr. Arif Bilvam. 
Mr. I iarocm Shunt si and Mr. Kumran Abidu raised concerns about the effect of rising tarilTs on 
industrial demand, migration to solar or other alternative sources, and the desirability of 
■appending the ICP or replacing it with incentives for consumption during light or solar hours.

TS Stakeholders also challenged the reference months Irom December 2023 to November-2024 
and the existing load factor and sanrtioncd-load methodology, contending that a substantial 
pan of the consumption qualifying for the package reflected migration from captive generation 
m the grid rather than new demand. They proposed revisions to the benchmarking criteria.

M<>K(f,l)) vide letter dated October 23. 2026, responded to the comments forwarded by the 
\uihority. it reiterated that the ICP was approved as a subsidy-neutral mechanism and was 

not designed to impose a separate subsidy burden on non-beneficiary consumers. It submitted 
ihjf the semi annual rcviow.mcchunism was intended to assess cost revenue alignment and 
where necessary, revise the price for the subsequent period. It maintained that the applicable 
dair and treatment of any tariff revision or adjustment were matters lor the Authority to 
determine in accordance with the Original Decision and the applicable legal and regulatory 
framework.

Til). With regard to the broader objectives of Lhc package, MoK(PD) submitted that the ICP is 
intended to make grid electricity competitive, encourage productive electricity use, retain 
industrial demand on the grid and improve utilization of system capacity. It argued that the 
effect of the package should not be assessed solely by comparing discounted units with year- 
on year growth in sales because it may also help retain demand that might otherwise move to 
captive or alternative generation. Mol'.(PD) further slated that global fuel-supply disruptions, 
including the ellect of disruptions to contracted HI.NO supplies from Qatar and the possible 
need tor more expensive spot procurement, had affected the operating environment.

I i! VJi>K(Pi)) also responded that the existing benchmark and eligibility conditions had been 
developed after consideration of consumer-level data, consumption patterns, sanctioned load, 
maximum demand indicators and load factors. It considered that any changes to the reference 
period, load factors or other conditions should be based on the Authority's assessment and dealt 
with under the applicable regulatory procedures. The Authority considered these responses 
together with the views of stakeholders and the technical record provided by PPMC and IS MO 
below.

\ Regarding stakeholder submissions it has been observed as follows:

.U2 t I'ho Original Decision had built-in safeguards in the form of semi-annual reviews, however, 
the efficacy of an clleciivc review process was contingent upon submission of complete 
analysis within the expected time-frame by MoK(PD). The ICP in anyway remained 
operator .mi! tin- ICP mechanism already provides that til! the lime marginal price is revised, 
delta would be borne by all consumer through fuel cost adjustments. While ideally this 
should have been completed latest by mid-June but as the matter has been delayed, due to 
non provision ofrequisitc data and analysis, the relevant delta has been paid by all consumers 

through RCA.
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further. tlapttve io grid migration appears to have contributed to ihe increase in grid 
i onsumptum during the review period. I iowever. ihc objective of the package was lo increase 
grid sail’s »md improve uliliy.auon of available capacity. Accordingly, ihc source of 
iiu remenui demand does not. b\ itself, negate achicvcmem of the package objectives.

1'he submissions regarding concentration of benefits amongst a limited number of consumers 
,ind the potential treatment of furnace oil-based captive consumers have been examined. In 
this regard, the data available on record indicates that the ICP benefits were availed by several 
thousand consumers across the eligible categories and were not limited to only a few 
consumers. Therefore, the available data does not support the contention that the package 
benefits accrued only to u select number of consumers. With respect to furnace oii-based 
captive consumers, it has been contended that such consumers may not be readily identifiable 
from the records currently maintained by DISCOs and may therefore have availed benefits 
under criteria not specifically intended for captive consumers. While no conclusive evidence 
has been placed on record, the mailer warrants further examination. Accordingly, MOK(PD) 
should dircii the relevant entities to devise an appropriate mechanism for identification of 
Nuch consumers ami, where any misuse of the package terms and conditions is established, 
take neiesury action in accordance with the applicable laws, rules, regulations and approved 
pac kage provisions. Such an exercise may also assist in improving consumer classification and 
benchmark design for any Ibiuro incentive packages.

hirtln'rinorr, the concerns related to the design parameters of the JCP are"not part of the 
scope of the semi anmiiil review.

Marginal Cost workings

During the meeting held on October 19, 2026. PPMC representing MOD (PD) explained the 
generation mix assumed to meet ICP demand at the time of package design and presented a 
uunparisim of the reference generation mix with actual fuel-wise generation, it was further 
submitted that during the relevant period, certain high-cost fuel-based generation sources, 
including KLNCi, RK) and USD had been operated below the levels assumed in the reference 
mix, On that basis, it was considered that the incremental demand attributable to the ICP 
should primarily he associated with imported coal generation and only a limited proportion of 
RLN'ti general ion consistent with package design assumptions be considered conservatively.

It is noted that afore stated approach retained the generation-mix assumptions applied at the 
time of ihe original K.P design/schomc and PP.VJC representing MOK(PD) updated the 
relevant fuel price inputs. On the basis of its analysis of the forthcoming period and expected 
KI iNC pines. PPMC representing Mol*! (PD) proposed an interim raicofPKR 25.30/kWh from 
October 2026. In explaining the forward fuel-price assumptions, PPMC representing MOD 
(PI)) referred to a mix comprising 50% spot RhNCi cargoes and 50% contracted Qatar RLNG. 
PPMC representing MoK (PD) recommended maintaining the rate of PKR 22,98/kWh for the 
curlier period and applying the proposed rate prospectively from October 2026.
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k CJu' methodology underlying the uforc-suied analysis has been examined. I he PLEXOS 
modelling undertaken at ih<*. lime nf'the original ICE design was based on system conditions. 
Itu’l supply an.mgemenis. generation avaUabiiiiy and dispatch economics expected at that 
lime. I iiesubsi-ijueni changes in iuei markets, availability ol contracted fuels, use of spot RJ.NG 
.iiul generation dispatch patterns mean that the original generation mix cannoi. without 
further validation be presumed to represent the actual marginal generation mix or the actual 
;os: ol -.crying iruremeiual demand during the present review period.

•1. I’hc purpose of i lie* semi annual review is to determine whether revenues recovered under the 
R'P remains aligned with the cost of serving the incremental consumption attributable to the 
n:«i kugc. Accordingly, an assessment based only an the original generation mix with updated 
hid prices does noi by itself, establish the actual cost attributable to KIP consumption under 
changed operating conditions. The review needs to factor the actual dispatch conditions and 
fuel availability into the modelling, and to isolate the incremental generation and associated 
cum attributable to IC1* demand from generation and costs that would have arisen in the base 

case without t he ICI\

5. Pur hourlv analysis purposes. ISMO was asked to provide the hourly generation and dispatch 
data alter iru orporjting the relevant tags as per the market commercial code and same was 
provided b\ ISMO. In the absence of hourly consumption data specifically identifying the 
ini rememal < imsumption of ICP beneficiaries, monthly 1C.P incremental units into an average 
hiuirlv quantoy, assumed to be distributed uniformly over the hours of each month. The 
csimuled nu rement.il demand was adjusted fur transmission and distribution losses, including 
the loss assumptions ami mapped against the hourly generation profile and the marginal cost 
of the relevant dispatched generating units. A weighted hourly marginal cost was calculated 
and averaged to derive monthly and review-period estimates.

n. The ISMO information based working indicated a notional estimated oonsumcr-cnd marginal 
pric e above PKK 22.98/kWh in a number of months, with especially high estimates for April 
and Alay 202b. The rejioricd monthly estimates at consumer end were approximately ns 
follows:
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79 108 85 67 ns 96 549

Total K.P Units GWh 678 769 716 530 699 576 3,969

‘Maru'mnl Cost Rs. Min 13.302 23.043 12.495 10.846 29.370 28.603 117.659
\t«ll p.JfLlt I'lHC

IL kWli 16 99 25.96 15.12 17.72 36.40 43.01 25.6H

Notional Marginal
Price at Consumer
I'ml Level

Ha./kWIi 19.62 29.96 17.45 20.46 42.01 49.65 29.65

1 *.JI \ .«,,i K.H . tu t\\li 22.9 K 22.98 22.9K 72.98 72.9811 22.98 22.98

Difference Ri.AWI, 3.36 6.98 5.53 2.52
. 19.03 I- 26.67 6.67
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i; is noted. however. ihjt the above figures are estimates derived from ihc data and assumptions 
.is |>ru\ aivil b\ ISMO and are not treated as a (in.il determination of the actual marginal cost 
jttnhmabie 10 ICP i uitsumptinn as there have been variances between the hourly generation- 
11isi mlonn.ition and the corresponding l-’CA workings, The hourly data did not initially 
include all operational tags under the Market Commercial Code, which was provided 
subsequent)). 1 lowever. further assessment is still required to to re run PI.LXOS on the basis 
of actual generation requirements and fuel availability, both with and without ICP demand. 
Furthermore. adjustment in KbNC rates and other adjustments as subsequently approved in 
Ft. As are not incorporated. ISMO indicated that the Pl.KXOS-bascd dispatch results would 
require additional lime and could not be provided within the lime available for immediate 
proceedings. To ascertain the true associated generation for meeting the demand of ICP, 
Pi :l \OS based dispatch and validated information reconciled with FCA workings is inevitable.

Mol'i PI)), m iis- letter dated October 21k 2026. based on PP-MC’s analysis submitted that it had 
.uulvsed incremental cost for December 2025 to August 2026 by reference to the actual 1CA 
determinations and that its overall incremental cost for that period remained below PKR 
.M.VS'kWh. notwithstanding positive FC.As charged during the period. The analysis for 
September 2026 was stated to be under process. MoF(PD) proposed an upward revision to PKR 
2h.d0-k\\ h with effect from October 2026, based on updated fuel-price assumptions, while 
retaining the generation mix originally assumed for package design.

Decision

I fie proposal of MOkfPO), the available record and the technical analysis placed on record has 
been considered The methodology adopted by PPMC representing MOK(PD) is relevant to 
the extent that it updates the fuel price inputs used in the original design assumptions of the 
KIP However, such methodology does not determine the actual marginal cost of serving 
incremental consumption as it does not account for the changes in actual generation dispatch, 
fuel .ivjiiabilit) and system operating conditions. The analysis based on IS.VIO provided 
udonnjiioii indicates that the marginal price may have exceeded the approved rale in several 
iinmibv Nevertheless. the analysis in its present form has material limitations.

It is furl her observed that the ICP was approved us an incentive-based mechanism intended to 
encourage incremental consumption and enhance the utilisation of available power system 
capacity. Accordingly, even if ihe estimated marginal price were subsequently validated, the 
adoption of a substantially higher rjte would require carelul assessment against the objectives 
and design principles of the scheme, so as to ensure that the ICP continues Lo serve its intended 
put pose of invent iviv.ing productive consumption rather than discouraging incremental 
demjnd. At the same time, the incentive must operate within a framework that maintains 
appropriate cost revenue alignment and does not unduly transfer the cost of serving 
incremental consumption to consumers who do not avail the package.

I he currently available data is nol sufficient to conclusively decide Lhc actual marginal cost 
attributable to ICP consumption throughout the review period. This conclusion does not mean 
tb.it toe existing rate of PkK 22.98.TtWb has been demonstrated to remain cost-reflective. 
Kainer the available analysis indicate the need for a comprehensive and validated assessment 
s.iiviiig mu> .mount actual fuel prices. Tucl availability, dispatch, operational constraints and 
!.n;v ostein conditions, and the incremental demand attributable to the ICP itself. Such
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isM-NsimTii mu si to the extent technical l\ pi\n ti< .mie distinguish the generation and t osts that
\\ tlh K'l' licIlMIllI

\\ i-note tiui the iomprehensive first anir\\ required undertheOriginal Decision has not 
been completed despite repeated directions lor the requisite data, detailed workings and 
retommenduiions from MOK(PI)), The delay in furnishing the required material lias 
».unstrained our completion ol the review within the envisaged timeframe. Meanwhile, 
inlormation regarding recent and anticipated fuel procurement, including the increased 
reliaiue on higher priced spot Rl.NCi alongside contracted Qatar Rl.NG, indicates a material 
ihangc in the forward cost environment, which cannot be ignored. In these circumstances, 
i mu inued application of the existing rale of RKK 22.98AkWh, without an interim adjustment. 
m,i\ exjxise non beneficiary consumers to an increasing cost differential while the 
comprehensive technical assessment remains outstanding.

\\V .ire mindful ol our statutory responsibilities under Section 7 of the NKPRA Act. including 
ihe responsibility 10 safeguard consumer interests and ensure the effective regulation of the 
power secior. in \iew of the cost concerns arising from the prevailing circumstances the 
I imitations im he available analysis and the continuing absence of a fully validated assessment, 
we lonsider ourselves duly bound to take an interim measure rather than allow the existing 
rate to continue indefinitely without reassessment. Moli(PI)), being the sponsor oflhc package 
and ihe entity that proposed the revised forward rate, lias recommended a rate of PKR 
2b.id kWh for the forthcoming period. Wc consider that rate appropriate for provisional 
appln ,11 ion pending completion of the comprehensive semiannual review, without treating it 
as .1 linal determination ol the actual marginal cost attributable to 1CP consumption.

Accordingly, on a provisional basis, the proposal of MOIi(PI)) to revise the ICP rale from PKR 
7.7.98/kWh to PKR 25.30/kWh for eligible incremental consumption with effect from the 
November 2026 billing month Is approved. The rate shall remain applicable for subsequent 
hilling months until a further decision is made following consideration of the comprehensive 
icvicw directed herein. The adoption of this provisional rate is intended to address the 
immediate risk ol coniinucd cost revenue divergence while Lhe requisite modelling, 
u-ioiH iliauon-, ami [ethnical assessment are completed. It shall not be construed as an 
indorsement ol the original generation-mix assumptions as a conclusive measure of actual 
inciemenial cost, nor as a final finding that the cost attributable to ICP consumption for any 
historic al month was PKR 2‘j.30/kWh.

We m»e ihm iV)oK(PP)), vide its letter dated Octolier 23, 2026. proposed application of the 
revived rate with effect from the October 2026 billing month. However, considering that the 
lulling process lor October 2026 lias already been substantially completed, we consider it 
appropriate to apply the provisional rale from the November 2026 billing month, rather than 
reopen the October billing cycle.

era! stakeholders have sought temporary suspension of the JCP in view of fuel price 
\ ni.itility. supply constraints and the uncertainty in estimating the cost of serving incremental 
consumption. We have weighed these concerns, including the potential financial burden on 
i ion beneficiary consumers against the stated objectives of the package, including encouraging 
productive consumption and improving utilisation of the national grid. At this stage, wc 
consider it appropriate to continue the package on the basis orlhe provisional rate determined 
herein rather than suspend it immediately subject to strict, timelines for submission of the

l%( NEPRA
! AUTHORITY h'
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Vt
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etH-c.mdiiu; data and completion ul ilic eompreiionsh c review. Upon receipt and examination 
;ii i!ic jvi|iiiri,il miHiTi.il t1u1 mailer shall he considered further and the appropriate course of 
in non regarding continuation, revision, modification or icrmination of the package shall he 
Jelenniried in accordance with the Applicable documents, as the Original Decision did not 
rvprcssly envisage suspension rather only, termination in case marginal price had to be revised 
upward in two consecutive reviews.

t o 11 is furl her emphasized that the comprehensive review for the first semi-annual review period 
remains nui standing, not withstanding the data submitted by MoK(PD) on 29 July 2026 and the 
M!bM’L|ueiu c'onvsjxindcnco exchanged in this matter. The material submitted to date has not 
•ciU satisfied the requirements communicated to MoK(PD), particularly regarding a validated 
assessment ol tin* marginal cost attributable to ICP consumption, the relevant dispatch 
t ondilions and the requisite PI.KXOS based analysis.

“).!0. Accordingly, MoK(PD). in coordination with other relevant entities is directed to submit the 
,il,>re suited inlorimition covering both the first review period, from December 2025 to May 
y0.io. and ihe second review period, irom June to November 2026, The submission shall 
. oniain a separate assessment and recommendation for each review period.

i.ll The required information and analysis shall be furnished in the following manner:

i;i! Hy 25 No\ember 2026. MoE(Pl)) shall submit the available data and comprehensive 
ana!\ sis ior the period from December 2025 to 15 November 2026, separately identifying 
the first and second review periods and using die formal, scope and methodology required 
h;, the Authority for the first semi annual review.

(h) The remaining data and analysis for the period from 16 to 30 November 2026shall be 
submitted by 3 December 2026. so that the complete information may bo considered.

(i. The review shall he supported hy PJ.EXOE-based model runs incorporating actual and 
relciant generation dispatch conditions, fuel availability, applicable fuel prices and 
i'perationji constraints, together with a comparison of the system with and without ICP 
demand, to the event technically practicable. It shall include the data, mode! runs, 
assumptions, workings and recommendations necessary to determine the marginal cost 
attributable to K'.Pconsumption.

fd.> The analysis shall include nxonciliation with the relevant FCA workings and other 
applicable mu adjustments, consideration of operational tags under the Market 
Commercial Code and the requisite plant- wise and operational data for K-Electric, as 
applicable. Any data limitations, assumptions or unresolved variances shall be expressly 
identified and their impact on the conclusions explained.

tV MofaPD/ shall provide its reasoned recommendations on the appropriate ICP rate for 
each re\ tew period, the continued cost-revenue alignment of the package, and whether die 
package shookI continue, be revised, suspended, modified or terminated. The 
recommendations shall also address the concerns raised by stakeholders and the applicable 
/j/rn iskms of the Original Decision.



ikvutttn nt tlu- At/ihnriiy 1/1 the irutfct rif .Siwi mimiu/ rrviviv of tncrcntctiluf conjvmpiion jackjgv fur 
imititiriafutui ^ritvhurr rhxtnctiy n/nvtincu ofXIVDtSCtb & K tihatfc

V12. For the reus<m\ recorded nlmvr, it is derided us follows: •

0) TJx'0*t\iityf ICP rate of PKH 22.9Hfk Wh is revised on an interim and provisional basts 
to PKP 2t>..i()/k Wh for incn'mcnuil consumption with effect from (he November 2026 
hilling month und forsuhsequem billing mouths until a further decision is made folio wing 
the comprehensive review dimed herein. Any bill thready issued for the November 2026 
bitting month before notification ofthis decision shall he adjusted in subsequent month in 
uc'tvtxIatKv with the applicable statutory requirements and the operative directions 
contained herein.

(it) Vie ICP thull not he suspended at tbit stage and shall continue at the provisional rate 
dtHermitu d in clause (i), without prejudice to the lawful exercise of the relevant statutory 
powers to make a further decision regarding revision, modification or termination in 
accoirknter with the applicable law and the Original Decision.

(iv) MoH(PD), in coordination with other reievuni entities, as applicable, shall submit the 
comprehensive review and sup/mriing information in accordance with the timelines, 
methodology and tvtfuirewcnts spediicd assisted above. The submission shall include the 
outstanding assessment for the first review period and the complete assessment for the 
stxrutd review period from June to November2026,

(v) Ufsoo receipt and examination of the comprehensive review, the matter shall be placed 
before the A uihoriiy for further determination of the appropriate rate and the future course 
of the ICP on the basis of validated data and the applicable legal and regulatory framework. 
The provisional rate determined herein shall not constitute a final determination of 
historical marginal cost or of any claim con cerning the allocation orrcco very ofb difference 

smgtx 'fin o the effective date of the revised rate.

(vi) The /hidings for each review period shall be separately assessed for the purposes of 
t paragraph 70(v) ofthe Original Decision, including whether an upward tariff adjustment is 

required in each review. Nothing in this decision shall be construed as waiving, suspending 
or deferring the requirement concerning termination where upward tariff adjustments are 
required fur t wo consecutive reviews.

C>. The Decision of the Authority is intimated to the Federal Government for nouhcaiion iu the 
official Gazeitc in torms of section 31(7) of NKl’KA Act, 1997,

AUTHORITY
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Additiona!

Mukhin.
Chairman

Amina Ahmed 
Member

F.n#r. Maqsood Anwar Khan Ghullamullah Sheikh 
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6
Dissent ofMembf.r (Tariff and Finance) and Member (Development)

1. We respectfully disagree with the decision of the honourable Chairman and Member (Law) 
to continue incremental sales at a rate of PKR 25.30 per unit.'Our reasons for this are 
detailed below.

Objective of [he ICP

2. The objective of the Incremental Consumption Package, prepared by the Ministry of 
Energy (Power Division) (MOE) and approved by the Federal Cabinet on 05 November 
2025 (the ICP or package) was to increase demand / bring consumption back to the grid 
(particularly industrial consumption to spur growth and economic activity) and utilise the 
idle generation capacity that consumers are already paying for. NEPRA supported this 
objective and the Government’s effort by approving the ICP on 09 December 2025 (the 
ICP Approval Decision). The objective of the ICP was supported then and continues to be 
supported by us at the time of this decision.

Fundamental principle at the core of the ICP design

3. The ICP was designed to be cost-reflective, with the incremental rate of PKR 22.98 per 
unit calculated on the basis of the expected cost of serving a presumed level of incremental 
consumption while also including therein an appropriate contingency margin. Accordingly 
consumers availing the ICP were expected to pay a rate that would remain equal to or higher 
than the actual marginal cost of serving their Incremental consumption, thereby ensuring 
that the package imposed no financial burden or cross-subsidy on consumers not availing 
it.

Mandated periodic review for cost-revenue alignment

4. The package was designed to always remain cost-rcfiectivc for as long us it remained 
implemented. To ensure this, the ICP included a mandatory periodic review mechanism to 
assess the actual cost of serving incremental consumption and, where required, align 
revenues with such costs through appropriate adjustment of the incremental rate. Para 70(v) 
of the ICP Approval Decision states that “semi-annual reviews will take place to ensure 
continued cost-revenue alignment, with the marginal tariff adjusted as necessary.” Note 
that the language relating to the mandatory semi-annual review was in the ICP approved 
by the Federal Cabinet and was included verbatim by NEPRA in the ICP Approval 
Decision.

Protection from retrospective rate revisions

5. And whilst the aforementioned provision, mandatory requirement to review and ensure 
continued cost-revenue alignment / revision of incremental rale was inbuilt to ensure that

ncnial usage would not place any burden on non-beneficiary users going forward.
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protection was also provided for incremental users from retrospective rate revisions (i.e. 
any shortfall in revenue recovery under the ICP. arising due to actual marginal cost being 
higher than PKR 22.98 per unit was to be borne by al! consumers until revision ol the 
incremental rate). This leaves no uncertainty for the consumers availing the package so 
they would not be in a situation where they have used incremental consumption, only to 
find out later that the rate used Tor that incremental consumption has been revised.

Balancing Aci

6. In effect, ensuring cost-revenue aligmnentto maintain cost-reflectivity going forward while 
also providing retrospective protection to incremental consumption is the balance that the 
ICP not only hoped to achieve but also promised and this is what NEPRA. approved in the 
ICP Approval Decision. The above, however, assumes that the sponsor of the package 
(MOE) would abide by the terms and conditions of its own package. It has not.

The review that was not submitted

7. The MOE was required to submit a review after expiry' of six months, that is, immediately 
after 31 May 2026. When no review' petition/request/motion was filed by MOE'by mid- 
June 2026, NEPRA wrote a letter- to MOE on 16 June 2026 directing it to file the review. 
MOL- sent raw data on 29 July 2026 that contained no request, recommendation or even 
working of the historic actual marginal cost pertaining to incremental consumption of the 
review period (i.e. the last six months). There was nothing on marginal cost (either related 
to actual incremental consumption in the review period or assessment of marginal cost for 
future incremental consumption) at all. NEPRA returned it as incomplete with direction to 
MOE to submit the comprehensive review. Instead of abiding by its own package, para 
70(v) of the ICP Approval Decision, and NEPRA‘s express directions, on 09 September 
2026. MOE asked NEPRA to carry out the review itself and hold the hearing. In died, the 
sponsor of the ICP asked the Regulator to carry out a review' that was the sponsor's own 
responsibility'1.

The problem NEPRA faced

8. NEPRA, however, could not remain passive while the non-compliance continued. Despite 
having neither the requisite review nor any supporting marginal cost analysis from MOE. 
NHPRA proceeded with the limited information available and carried out its own 
assessment. For this assessment, NEPRA, however, needed the weighted average actual 
marginal cost incurred to serve incremental demand during the relevant review period and 
a forward-looking assessment of the anticipated marginal cost of serving incremental 
consumption. Since MOE provided neither, NEPRA’s tariff team calculated a marginal 
cost (based on the weighted average marginal cost for the review period duly adjusted for

1 The obligation to submit a timely and complete review, with a clear rcqucst/rccommcndation/praycr. along with 
•-*” rr.i,‘vam verifiable and complete data, analysis and workings necessary to assess cosi-rcvcnue alignment JVMal 

ith MOE as the sponsor of the package.



ailoucd losses) using the available information. This came to approximate!) PKR 31.83 
per unit.

9. During the hearing and subsequent discussions, NEPRA's tariff team itself identified live 
faclors/daia constraints that could have overstated the calculated marginal cost: (i) 
generation dispatched due to transmission or operational constraints; (ii) RLKG generation 
dispatched under must-purchase obligations; (iii) R1.NG price revisions subsequent!) 
approved by the Economic Coordination Committee (ECC); (iv) the need for PLEXOS 
runs with and without !CP demand, to isolate the marginal cost attributable to incremental 
consumption; and (v) discrepancy between the hourly operational and fuel cost information 
submitted by the Independent System and Market Operator (ISMO) and the corresponding 
monthly fuel cost data reflected in the FCA decisions. MOE (including its technical arm) 
and the ISMO concurred with these factors/data constraints. They were then asked to 
provide the data needed to adjust for each of these, so that the number could be made 
realistic to reflect the actual marginal cost related sole!) to incremental usage. Of the data 
requested, only ISMO provided the operational and must-purchase tags under the Market 
Commercial Code, addressing faciors/data conslraints (i) and partially (ii) and on that basis 
the number came down to PKR 29.65 per unit. However, complete information regarding 
RLNG generation dispatched under must-purchase obligations, and the data required to 
address the remaining factors was not provided despite repeated follow-ups/'

10. In sum, although the mandated cost-revenue alignment required the incremental rate of 
PKR 22.98 per unit to be adjusted as necessary', NEPRA could not revise it to PKR 29.65 
per unit, for two reasons: (a) PKR 29.65 per unit is not an accurate reflection of the actual 
historic marginal cost of incremental consumption, as adjusting for the four outstanding 
factors'data constraints (which can only be done when it is backed by duly verifiable data}, 
would bring it down further: and (b) PKR 29.65 per unit is higher than the olT-pcak rate 
under the norma! tariff structure, so adopting it would defeat the very objective of the ICP 
and would, in effect, penalise the very consumers it was designed to benefit, by charging 
them more for their incremental consumption than they would pay under the normal tariff

A random number - 25.30

11. The revised incremental rate of PKR 25.30 per unit proposed by MOE. and allowed by the 
honourable Chairman and Member (Law), is based on the generation inn: apparently 
assumed at the design stage of the package, with updated fuel prices. This generation mix 
is not so much as even mentioned in the ICP Approval Decision and the language 
concerning the mandatory semi-annual review does not account for updating fuel prices of 
some notional assumed generation mix. To the contrary, the review under para 70( v) of the 
ICP Approval Decision is concerned with the actual cost of serving incremental 
consumption under prevailing system conditions, not die recalculation of a package-design

: NEPRA has actively and persistently pursued the review of the ICP. In the span of approx, four months, in
addition to directing the MOE in the public hearing. NEPRA has written six letters (along with various emails.
-discussions, meetings etc.) to MOE requiring MOE to submit the review or af the very least provide the missing

t
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assumption using updated fuel prices. MOE's methodology is not only disconnected with 
but is also contrary to the very purpose of the semi-annual review.

Impact of the delay on other consumers

12. Mad para 70(v) of the ICP Approval Decision been adhered to, NEPRA would have some 
months ago re-assessed the rate of PKR 22.98 per unit and decided whether to leave it 
unchanged, revise it or suspend the ICP. As this was not done, the package appears to have 
continued at a rate below the actual cost of serving incremental consumption. The resulting 
misalignment has had implications for consumers in two ways. First, to the extent 
incremental consumption increased the system's average fuel cost, the resulting impact was 
recovered from all consumers through the FCA mechanism. Second, because incromenia! 
units arc excluded from quarterly tariff adjustments, the exclusion of such units increases 
the quarterly adjustment borne by consumers not availing the ICP,

The case for temporary1 suspension

13. The real choice before NKPRA was not between PKR 25.30 and PKR 29.65 per unit. It 
was whether a package built on cost-reflectivity could carry on without a validated cost- 
rcllective rate. In our view, (i) where the best available estimate of actual marginal cost is 
both subject to material limitations and indicative of a rate that would undermine the 
incentive rationale of the package, and (ii) the alternative rale lacks any credible linkage to 
actual marginal cost, continuation of the ICP ceases to be justified.

M. Accordingly,, the only appropriate course, and the one recommended by the case officer, 
was to suspend the ICP temporarily until MOE submits a complete review (with vcriJlubic 
working on the actual historic marginal cost of incremental units and a proposed 
incremental rate) and the Authority determines, on the basis of validated analysis, a 
genuinely cost-reflective rate.

15. Suspending the package (with ample notice) is the least the Regulator could and should 
have done to (i). secure compliance, (ii) honour the mandatory requirement ofcosi-rcvcnuc 
alignment and (in) protect other consumers, who should not be made to pay for a review 
that MOE was required to submit five months ago and still has not.

Amina Ahmed Engr. Maqsood Anwar Khan
Member (Tariff and Finance) Member (Development)
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ADDITIONAL NOTE

My note is directory in nature, i would urge the agencies 
working under the Ministry of Energy - Power Division (MoE - PD), to 
comply with the directions of the Authority contained in the determination.

2. The comments of learned Member (Tariff & Finance) and
learned Member (Development) need serious consideration, however, for 
the sake of continuity of the incremental Consumption Package (ICP), I 
have a different view. The suspension of ICP at this stage is not 
appropriate and we should give the Ministry of Energy one more chance 
to provide information, solicited in the past by the Authority, and now in 
the instant determination.

3. First letter in this regard was issued on June 16, 2026,
followed by multiple letters to the Ministry to carry out consultation with 
the stakeholders and provide the Regulator with reliable data in proper 
form to reach an informed decision. Regrettably, the Ministry never 
responded in a proper manner to the questions and queries raised by the 
Regulator, which is unfortunate. The marginal price, in proper form, was 
not provided to the Regulator by either Independent System and Market 
Operator (ISMO) or Power Planning and Monitoring Company (PPMC), 
which were duty-bound to do so. Since the ICP is a flagship project of the 
Ministry, it should give due consideration to the observations of NEPRA 
and lack of interagency coordination among the entities working under the 
Ministry.

4. This determination sets timelines where each entity is required
to provide the information. If the information is not provided within these 
timelines, the outcome of the 2nd review of the program would be adverse, 
and we may have to either suspend or terminate the ICP. Furthermore, 
any entity that fails to provide the required information within the stipulated 
timeline shall lead to initiation of legal proceedings under the applicable 
legal framework.

5. I once again urge the Ministry to take observations of the
Regulator seriously and do whatever is needed for improvement of the

Page 1 of 2



interagency coordination so that a reliable data set, which is also publicly 
credible, is provided to the Regulator and presented in the public hearing.

6. In the end, I would request that my note be presented before
the Honorable Federal Minister and the learned Secretary, Ministry of 
Energy, Power Division for consideration and implementation of the same.

Page 2 of 2
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Casting Vote

The Authority has not arrived at an unqualified consensus. Therefore, remaining fully 

cognizant of my duties in the discharge of the functions of the Authority in my capacity 

as the Chairman of the Authority and guided by the spirit of section 5(4) the NhPRA 

Act and also having duly considered the overall purpose and intent of the NhPRA Act, 

the consumer interest that it seeks to protect. 1 hereby exercise in due and faithful 

discharge of the functions of the Authority, my second and casting vote envisaged and 

entrusted to me under the NliPRA Act in favor of the First Opinion, thereby breaking 

the deadlock in relation to the aforesaid issues. Accordingly, the First Opinion 

constitutes the Order of the Authority for reasons recorded there on all matters 

expressed.

Waseem Mukhtar 
Chairman



REGISTRAR

National Electric Power Regulatory Authority
Islamic Republic of Pakistan

NEPRA Tower, G-5/1, Attaturk Avenue, Islamabad 
Phone: 9206500, Fax: 2600026 

■ Website: www.nepra.orq.pk. Email: reqistrar@nepra.orq.pk

No. NEPRA/TRF-100/Notifications/ £U9<November 12,2026

The Manager
Printing Corporation of Pakistan Press (PCPP)
Khayaban-e-Suharwardi,
Islamabad

Subject: NOTIFICATION REGARDING DECISION OF THE AUTHORITY

In pursuance of Sub-Section 7 of Section 31 of the Regulation of Generation, 
Transmission and Distribution of Electric Power Act, 1997 (XL of 1997); enclosed please 
find herewith a notification in respect of the following Decision of the Authority for 
immediate publication in the official Gazette of Pakistan:

s.
No.

Decision Issuance No. and 
Date

SRO No. allotted 
bv PCPP

I. Decision of the Authority along-with Dissent note of 
Ms. Amina Ahmed, Member (NEPRA) and 
Mr. Maqsood Anwar Khan, Member (NEPRA) and 
Additional Note as well as Casting Vote of Mr. 
Waseem Mukhtar Chairman (NEPRA) in the matter of 
Semi-Annual Review of the Incremental Consumption 
Package for Industrial and Agricultural Electricity 
Consumers of XWDISCOs and K-Electric

21805-21822 
06-11-2026

2. Please also furnish ten (10) copies of the Notification to this Office after its 
publication.

End: 01 Notification

CC:
1. Chief Executive Officer, Central Power Purchasing Agency (Guarantee) Limited, 

Blue Area, Islamabad

2. Syed Mateen Ahmed, Depty Secretary (T&S), Ministry of Energy - Power Division, 
Islamabad
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