CONSUMER GRIEVANCES REDRESSAL FORUM, SHIMLA
Complaint No 1431/2/23/15

M/s Sarsa Stone Crusher
Vs
Himachal Pradesh State Electricity Board Ltd and Ors

BRIEF FACTS OF CASE—-
(1) Complaint is filed under Regulations 16, 17 and 18 of the HPERC

(Consumer Grievances Redressal Forum and Ombudsman)

Regulations, 2013 by M/s Sarsa Stone Crusher, Village Bersan,
Tehsil Nalagarh, PO Manjholi, District Solan (HP);

(2) Complainant is presently a Medium Industrial Power Supply
(MIPS) Consumer of Respondent HPSEBL, bearing K No
1125111328, with contract demand of 98 kVA and availing
electricity supply at 11 kV and Respondent Himachal Pradesh State
Electricity Board Ltd (or the HPSEBL) is the distribution licensee;

(3) In the year 2002, on 11.01.2002, the Complainant was given
electricity supply connection with connected load as 98 kW and
contract demand as 108 kVA under the Medium Industrial (MS)
category after executing Agreement (A&A) (Annexure C1) with
the Respondent;

(4)  After the passing of Tariff Order on 12.06.2014 by the Ld HP
Electricity Regulatory Commission (or the HPERC) for financial
year FY 2015, which was made effective from 01.08.2014,
Complainant consumer wrote a request letter dated 29.08.2014
(Annexure C5) to Respondent for reducing its contract demand
from 108 kVA to 98 kVA and for continuing its connection under
Medium Industrial Supply category of Tariff;

(5) In the year 2018, i.e on 02.02.2018, on execution of Agreement
(A&A) (Annexure C7), the Complainant permanently revised its
contract demand from the said 108 kVA to 98 kVA with connected
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load remaining unchanged at 98 kW and thus continued under the
Medium Industrial Supply (MIP) category. This was done pursuant
to Respondent’s Office Order dated 02.02.2018 (Annexure C6)
and after payment of processing fees of Rs 250/= vide receipt No
2264430 dated 02.02.2018;

During all the period prior to 02.02.2018 and after, the
Complainant was continued to be billed by the respondent under
the Medium Industrial Supply category of Tariff (Annexure C8
colly);

At the behest of Audit conducted in the year 2022-2023 and on
grounds of provisions of Tariff Order dated 12.06.2014 for FY
2015, the Respondent raised an arrear of demand vide its letter
dated 23.03.2023 (Annexure C2), for the short assessment of Rs
5,13,216/= done for the period August 2014 to November 2017 by
mentioning the grounds as “....less demand charges according

tariff....” ;

Being aggrieved by the ibid monetary Demand, the Complainant
has impugned the Demand Notice raised vide its letter dated
23.03.2023 (Annexure C2), for the short assessment of Rs
5,13,216/= done for the period August 2014 to November 2017 and

has accordingly preferred the instant complaint.

COMPLAINANT-

9)

The Complainant is aggrieved by the afore mentioned act of the
Respondent to raise the ibid Demand Notice dated 23.03.2023
(Annexure C2), such act as per the Complainant being unjustified
arbitrary, unfair, unsustainable and against the conditions of supply
and Application and Agreement executed in the year 2002 between
parties under the category Medium Supply (MS). The Complainant
has contended that the Audit party and the Respondent cannot
unilaterally alter or change the category of Medium Supply
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contracted in the A&A form executed between the parties unless a
specific A&A form is executed between parties and this specific
Agreement for LIPS category does not exist. Thus the alleged short

recovery is against basic spirit of the contract and the Tariff Order;

The Complainant has submitted on record that after the
introduction of Tariff Order for FY 2015, effective 01.08.2014,
complainant consumer wrote request letter dated 29.08.2014
(Annexure C5) to Respondent reducing therein the contract
demand from 108 kVA to 98 kVA and for future billing on the
basis of 98 kVA contract demand under Medium Supply category;

That in the year 2018, it submitted a fresh A&A (Annexure C7)
for revision of contract demand from 108 kVA to 98 kVA in order
to continue under the MSS / MIPS category;

That after the introduction of Tariff Order for FY 2015, the
Complainant was billed for demand charges as are applicable to
MS/MIPS category and the respondent considered the MS / MIPS
category for all intents and purposes after the introduction of Tariff
Order for FY 2015 and thus the respondent is now estopped from

altering the consumer category nows;

That the operation and functioning of stone crusher has been kept
under suspension after the year 2011 by the District Mining Officer
Solan as the mining activities stand banned in State and that the
Complainant has not made drawl of demand since the year 2011 as
is evident from Annexure C8 and also that the drawl of demand
for the period 08/2014 to 11/17 remained below 10 kVA;

The Complainant has sought relief in terms of declaring the
demand of Rs 5,13,216/= raised vide demand notice dated
23.03.2023 for the period 08/14 to 11/17 as being wrong,
unjustified arbitrary and against conditions of supply and A&A
form executed by it with the licensee under the category MS/MIPS.
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RESPONDENT-

(15)

(16)

(17)

On the other hand, the Respondent has submitted on record that in
the year 2014 the HPERC had introduced category of consumer
based upon contract demand in place of connected load. The
contract demand of the Complainant at that time was 108 kVA and
therefore as per mandate of the Tariff Order the Complainant fell
into the Large Industrial Power Supply (LIPS) consumer category.
As such the tariff for the period 2014 to 2017 was required to be
levied in terms of that category. This tariff not having been levied
at that time, was pointed by the Audit and consequently impugned
demand notice dated 23.03.2023 for short assessment during that
period, was served upon the Complainant. Thus the impugned

demand notice is just and legal;

The bona-fide mistake was detected during course of audit in the
year 2022-23 and consequently the Complainant’s account was
over hauled for that period and impugned demand raised upon the
Complainant on 23.03.2023. The Complainant is well within its
rights to recover electricity dues for the past period under section
56 of the Electricity Act, 2003. The issue of recovery of past period
short assessment is not res-integra. The Hon’ble Apex Court in
Para 21 of judgement passed in October, 2019 in Civil Appeal No
7235 of 2019 titled M/s Prem Cottex Vs Uttar Haryana Bijli
Vitaran Nigam Limited and in catena of judgements has held that
the distribution licensee is entitled to recover short assessment
which is detected at a later time and raise additional or

supplementary demand.

The Respondent has further submitted that the contention of the
Complainant that no agreement has been executed between parties
qua the change of tariff category is wrong and baseless. The Tariff

Order passed by the Hon’ble HPERC is statutory in nature having
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been passed after due process and the parties are bound by it and
thus there is no necessity to enter into Agreement to give effect to
Tariff Order. This Tariff Order is passed by the Hon’ble HPERC in
accordance with section 62 of the Electricity Act which was in

public domain.

The Respondent has further submitted that the Complainant cannot
make submission that the stone crusher was kept under suspension
since 2011 by the District Mining Officer Solan. The Complainant
and Respondent are bound to adhere to the Tariff Order passed by
the Hon’ble HPERC from 2014

The Respondent has prayed for dismissal of the complaint and for

directions to the Complainant to pay the demand.

ORDER

This Forum has examined the relevant provisions of the Electricity
Act, 2003, various relevant Regulations framed and notified by the
HP Electricity Regulatory Commission (or the HPERC) including
relevant provisions of HPERC (Consumer Grievances Redressal
Forum and Ombudsman) Regulations, 2013, HP Electricity Supply
Code, 2009 and amendments thereto, Tariff Orders passed by the
Ld HPERC and record as facts along with pleadings of the parties.
This Forum has heard the parties at length. The considered opinion
of the Forum has been gathered after considering the fair facts,
evidences and correspondence placed on record and arguments

adduced by both the parties;

At the outset, the Forum does not find any merit in the contention
of the Complainant that the operation and functioning of stone
crusher has been kept under suspension after the year 2011 by the

District Mining Officer Solan as the mining activities stand banned
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in State and that the Complainant has not made drawl of demand
since the year 2011. The Forum finds this to be argumentative and
not within the jurisdiction of this Forum to decide and proceeds to
determine the complaint on other contentions raised by the
Complainant-

In the instant matter, the Forum from record observes that an
Agreement for Supply was originally executed between the
Complainant and the Respondent under the Medium Industrial
(MS) consumer category for 98 kW connected load and 108 kVA

contract demand;

The Forum from record further observes that the impugned change
in consumer category of Complainant from Medium Industrial
category to Large Industrial category for the period August 2014 to
November 2017 resulting in consequent demand Notice
(Annexure C2), was done by the Respondent at that behest of
Audit conducted in the year 2022-2023. The Respondent has
submitted on record that this was due to change in provisions of
tariff applicability from connected load (kW) based to contract
demand (kVA) based, vide the Tariff Order passed by the Ld HP
Electricity Regulatory Commission (or the HPERC) on 12.06.2014
for the financial year FY 2015 and also later vis-a-vis previous
Tariff Order passed on 27.04.2013 for the financial year FY 2014;

Forum from record also observes that prior to ibid Tariff Order
dated 12.06.2014 (effective 01.08.2014), the Complainant at all the
times, in accordance with the provisions of the prevailing Tariff
Orders with regard to connected load (in kW) or contract demand
(in kVA), already fell in the Medium Industrial Supply category as
its connected load was 98 kW despite the contract demand being
108 kVA;
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Before the Forum proceeds in the matter, the Forum feels it
necessary to briefly delve into the Tariff Orders passed by the Ld

HPERC and the relevant provisions therein -

The Forum from perusal of the Electricity Act, 2003, observes that
the HP Electricity Regulatory Commission (or the HPERC) is
vested with powers under section 62 / 64 of the Act to determine
tariffs and pass Tariff Orders. This is done in accordance with the

Tariff Regulations framed under section 61 of the Act.

Forum finds that on 12.06.2014, the Ld HPERC passed Tariff
Order for FY 2015, which was to be effective from 01.08.2014. For
the period 01.04.2014 to 31.07.2014, the Tariff Order for FY 2014
passed by the Ld HPERC on 27.04.2013, was made applicable vide
the said Tariff Order dated 12.06.2014;

On perusal of the Tariff Order dated 27.04.2013 for FY 2014
Forum finds that it provided for Small and Medium Industrial
Power Supply (SMS) consumer category with its applicability to
consumers not exceeding connected load of 100 kW. It further
provided for Large Industrial Power Supply (LIPS) category with
its applicability to consumers exceeding connected load of 100 kW
respectively. The applicability as provided in the said Tariff Order
for Medium Industrial Power Supply (MIPS) and for Large
Industrial Power Supply (LIPS) which are based on the condition
of connected load (in kW), are reproduced hereinafter for

convenience —

Quote

SCHEDULE - SMALL AND MEDIUM INDUSTRIAL POWER SUPPLY (SMS)

1. Applicability

This schedule is applicable to Industrial consumers with connected load not
exceeding 100 kW including pumps (other than irrigation pumping), tokas, poultry
farms and sheds, cane crushers, Atta Chakkis, and also for supply to Information
Technology Industry (limited only to IT Parks recognised by the State/Central
Government). Industrial type of Agricultural loads with connected load falling in the
abovementioned range and not covered by Schedule "WIPS" shall also be charged
under this schedule.
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SCHEDULE - LARGE INDUSTRIAL POWER SUPPLY (LIPS)

1. Applicability
This schedule is applicable to all other industrial power consumers with
connected load exceeding 100 kW including the Information Technology industry
(limited only to IT parks recognized by the State/Central Govt.) and not covered
by schedule "WIPS".

Un-Quote
However, the Tariff Order dated 12.06.2014 for FY 2015 provided

for Medium Industrial Power Supply (MIP) consumer category
with its applicability to consumers not exceeding 100 kVA. It
further provided for Large Industrial Power Supply (LIPS)
category with its applicability to consumers exceeding 100 kVA.
The applicability as provided in the said Tariff Order for Medium
Industrial Power Supply (MIP) and for Large Industrial Power
Supply (LIPS) which are based on the condition of contract

demand (in kVA), are reproduced hereinafter for convenience —

( Juote

SCHEDULE - MEDIUM INDUSTRIAL POWER SUPPLY (MIP)

1. Applicability
This schedule is applicable to Industrial consumers with contract demand above
50 kVA but not exceeding 100 kVA including pumps (other than irrigation
pumping), tokas, poultry farms and sheds, cane crushers, Atta Chakkis, and also
for supply to Information Technology Industry (limited only to IT Parks
recognised by the State/Central Government). Industrial type of Agricultural loads
with connected load falling in the abovementioned range and not covered by
Schedule "IDWPS" shall also be charged under this schedule.

SCHEDULE - LARGE INDUSTRIAL POWER SUPPLY (LIPS)

1. Applicability
This schedule is applicable to all other industrial power consumers with contract
demand exceeding 100 kVA including the Information Technology industry
(limited only to IT parks recognized by the State/Central Govt.) and not covered
by schedule "IDWPS".

Un-Quote

As is apparent from the above provisions of the Tariff Order dated
12.06.2014 for FY2015 reproduced in paras supra, the applicability
of criteria for consumer categories was changed or modified to be
based upon contract demand (in kVA) instead of connected load
(in kW) from the provisions based upon connected load (in kW) in
previous Tariff Order dated 27.04.2013 for FY2014 and earlier;
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From perusal of the ibid modification / change in the provisions of
ibid Tariff Orders passed by the Ld HPERC, it thus becomes clear
to the Forum that this is the reason which resulted in Complainant
consumer automatically being re-categorized by the Respondent at
the behest of Audit, from Medium Industrial Power Supply (MS/
MIPS) to Large Industry (LIPS) for the past period i.e from August
2014 to November 2017 and consequently the Respondent raising
the impugned monetary demand of Rs 5,13,216/= vide Demand
Notice dated 23.03.2023 (Annexure C2) for the said period;

Forum also observes from record that on 29.08.2014 (Annexure
C5) the Complainant submitted request for reduction in contract

demand from 108 kVA to 98 kVA. This fact has not been
specifically denied or disputed by the Respondent;

Forum also observes for record that in February 2018, on execution
of Agreement (A&A) (Annexure C7), the contract demand of the
Complainant was permanently revised from the said 108 kVA to
98 kVA with connected load remaining unchanged at 98 kW and
thus the Complainant continued under the Medium Industrial
Supply (MIP) category. This was done pursuant to Respondent’s
Office Order dated 02.02.2018 (Annexure C6) and after payment
of processing fees of Rs 250/= vide receipt No 2264430 dated
02.02.2018. This fact has also not been specifically denied or
disputed by the Respondent;

Now coming to the complaint, Forum finds that the Complainant
has primarily based its submissions on arguments that the
Respondent cannot unilaterally modify the conditions of original
Supply Agreement executed in the year 2002 and thus the alleged
short recovery is against basic spirit of the contract and against
conditions of supply and A&A form executed by it with the
licensee under the category MS/MIPS;
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On the other hand, Forum finds that the Respondent has supported
its act as one being based upon the mandate of the Tariff Order
passed by the Ld HPERC wherein the Complainant fell into the
Large Industrial Power Supply (LIPS) consumer category for the
period 2014 to 2017 and that it is within the Respondent’s rights to
raise past period short assessment as has been held in judgement
passed by the Hon’ble Apex Court in October, 2019 in Civil
Appeal No 7235 of 2019 titled M/s Prem Cottex Vs Uttar Haryana
Bijli Vitaran Nigam Limited and in catena of judgements. The
Respondent during the final hearing stage had also brought into the
notice of the Forum, a judgement passed by the Hon’ble Apex
Court on 15.03.2010 in Civil Appeal 3902 of 2006 titled PTC India
Ltd. Vs Central Electricity Regulatory Commission, which had
further relied upon other judgements of the Apex Court as well and

where in para 59 (i1) it has been held that —

Quote

(i) A regulation under Section 178, as a part of regulatory framework,
intervenes and even overrides the existing contracts between the regulated
entities inasmuch as it casts a statutory obligation on the regulated entities
to align their existing and future contracts with the said regulations.

Un-Quote

From the above stated proposition of law it becomes clear that the
Respondent distribution licensee being a regulated entity under the
regulatory framework is cast with statutory obligation to align their
existing contracts with the statute. Here the Tariff Orders were
passed by the Ld HPERC in accordance with Act and Regulations
framed thereunder which are in public domain. Thus, in the
considered opinion of the Forum, when the said Tariff Orders
passed by the Ld HPERC constitute the statutory framework, the
Respondent in order to give effect to the Tariff Orders can raise

monetary demands and thus no illegality exists in doing so. The



(37)

(38)

Complaint No 1431/2/23/15

Forum holds that the Respondent is entitled to align its contracts

with the statute;

Forum further observes that the Complainant has not challenged
the right of the Respondent to raise past period arrears but which
has been raised by the Respondent. Based upon the Hon’ble Apex
Court Judgements in Civil Appeal No 1672 of 2020 titled as
Assistant Engineer (D1) Ajmer Vidyut Vitaran Nigam Ltd and Anr
Vs Rahamutullah Khan alias Rahamjula decided on 18.02.2020
and M/s Prem Cottex Vs Uttar Haryana Vijli Vitran Ltd in Civil
Appeal No7235 of 2009 decided on October 5, 2021, it becomes
clear to the Forum that the Respondent is within its rights to raise
arrears of past period due to bona-fide mistake in the past as has
been held in these Judgements. However, neither is this the
contention of the Complainant nor is the Forum inclined to delve

into this aspect;

In the considered opinion of the Forum, the Respondent may be
within its legal right to align contracts with statute and to raise
arrears of past period but for factual reasons pertaining to the
instant matter as observed in the ensuing paras, this Forum cannot
hold that the case of Complainant regarding unilateral modification
by the Respondent of the conditions of original Supply Agreement
executed in the year 2002 or the case of Respondent for aligning of
contracts and raising of past period arrears, is of any relevance here
due the facts of the instant matter. The underlying condition of the
applicability of Tariff in the Tariff Order dated 12.06.2014 (for FY
2015; effective from 01.08.2014) or later, for the Medium Supply
and for the Large Industrial Supply category, is the contract
demand (in kVA). If the existing or applied contract demand of the
consumer is 100 kVA or more during the period August 2014 to
November 2017, then the consumer shall fall in the LS category
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during the said period else it shall fall in the MS/ SMS/ MIP
category. The Complainant’s contract demand before 01.08.2014
was 108 kVA, i.e when the connected load was the basis of Tariff
Applicability. The Forum holds the Complainant herein to fall in a
boundary condition of Tariff applicability for MS/SMS/MIS and
LIPS category respectively. Accordingly, the Forum proceeds to

examine the complaint with regard to the factual aspects herein-

In the instant matter, the Forum from record observes that right
from the time of electricity connection given to the Complainant in
the year 2002 and up to the time of the impugned Demand Notice
in the year 2023, the Complainant was continued to be billed under
the Medium Industrial Supply (MS/SMS/ MIP) category
(Annexure C8 Colly). This fact has not been disputed by the
Respondent;

The Forum from record further observes that on 29.08.2014
(Annexure CS5) the Complainant had submitted a request for
reduction in contract demand from 108 kVA to 98 kVA. This fact
has also not been denied or disputed specifically by the Respondent
and neither has the Respondent disputed the manner of the said

request on any ground whatsoever;

The Forum from record also observes that in the year 2018, the
Respondent vide Office Order dated 02.02.2018 (Annexure C6),
by merely taking a fees of Rs 250/= on 02.02.2018, had revised the
contract demand of the Complainant from 108 kVA to 98 kVA on
an Application cum Agreement (A&A) form. This fact has also not
been denied by the Respondent. The Forum finds from record that

the said revision was almost instant occurring in a day;

It is unperceivable to the Forum that once this revision was taking

place on 02.02.2018, why would such revision not be made
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effective by the Respondent for the period from August 2014 to
November 2017, especially when the Complainant had on
29.08.2014 (Annexure CS) already requested for the said revision.
To effect such a separate revision would have costed the
Complainant a mere Rs 250/=. On the converse, the Forum is
seized of any available remedy to the Complainant then on
02.02.2018 to revise its contract demand for the missing period
from August 2014 to November 2017, especially when a revision
of contract demand was already in the process of being effected on
02.02.2018. It would thus certainly be absurd to presume the
requirement of a simultaneous and another Office Order and

Agreement;

It thus becomes clear to the Forum that it was the responsibility of
the Respondent to have included the effectiveness of its Office
Order dated 02.02.2018, for the intervening period from August
2014 to November 2017 as well and this is for the simple reason
that on this date, when the said Office Order for revision of
contract demand was issued, the past period would automatically
get regularized, unless otherwise provided in the Office Order. Not
having included the effectiveness of its Office Order dated
02.02.2018 for the intervening period from August 2014 to
November 2017 is the fault of the Respondent and not the
Complainant and cannot be held against the Complainant by the

Respondent in the future;

Thus, the action of the Respondent to raise a monetary demand at a
later date on 23.03.2023 (Annexure C2) even at the behest of
Audit, is held by this Forum as irrational. The correctness and
statutory validity of the Audit Report / Observation ought to have
been got ascertained before its acceptance by the Respondent. In
the Judgement passed on 19.11.2013 by the Hon’ble Punjab &
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Haryana High Court, in CWP No 10858 of 2000 titled M/s Kundan
Mill Board and Paper Mills & Anr Vs Punjab State Electricity
Board, Patial & Ors, wherein Judgement of Division bench of the
Court in Mohar Singh Vs State of Punjab, 2001(1) PLJ 179 has
also been referred to, it has clearly been observed by the Court that
Audit objection is only an opinion and cannot by itself be
justification for raising supplementary bill. Liability cannot be

fastened on a party merely on the basis of audit note.

In view of above, when it has become clear to this Forum that any
Report or observation by an Audit is subject to its acceptance based
upon its validity, accordingly this Forum holds in unambiguous
terms that the action of the Respondent to raise a monetary demand
upon the Complainant at the behest of an Audit observation and on
grounds of missing revision of the contract demand for the said
period from August 2014 to November 2017, especially when a
revision of contract demand had already taken place on 02.02.2018
and the fact that the Complainant had applied for the necessary
revision in August 2014, is clearly wrong and untenable on the part

of the Respondent;

Thus, the Forum holds that the Office Order dated 02.02.2018
(Annexure C6) for revision of contract demand from 108 kVA to
98 kVA has to be held effective for the period from August 2014 to
November 2017 as well, especially when the Complainant was
already being billed under MS/MIP during this period and because
the Complainant had on 29.08.2014 (Annexure CS5) already
applied for the necessary revision and because on 02.02.2018, the
Complainant’s Contract Demand already stood revised. Thus, the
period from August 2014 to November 2017 automatically stands
regularized for the purpose applicability of the condition of

contract demand specified in the Tariff Orders;
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On foregoing proposition of facts, the Forum safely concludes that
while the Respondent may have been within its legal right to align
contracts with statute and to raise arrears of past period, however,
here in the instant case, when the instant matter is based upon facts,
it cannot be said that the aligning of contracts or the raising of past
period arrears is the raison d'€tre here. The Complainant had taken
timely action on 29.08.2014 (Annexure C5) by requesting for
change in its Contract Demand to 98 kVA which was never denied
by the Respondent who continued to bill it within the MS/MIP
category (Annexure C8 Colly) and then formally revised the
Complainant’s contract demand from 108 kVA to 98 kVA on
02.02.2018. The Forum concludes that the Office Order dated
02.02.2018 (Annexure C6) for revision of contract demand from
108 kVA to 98 kVA automatically regularizes the period of the
contract demand of the Complainant from August 2014 to
November 2017;

In view of foregoing, the Forum holds and concludes on facts that
the Complainant’s contract demand always conformed to the
contract demand conditions of applicability for the Medium
Industrial Supply category as provided in the Tariff Orders passed
by the Ld HPERC, even for the period from August 2014 to
November 2017, either by way of original Agreement (Annexure
C1) or by way of revised A&A (Annexure C7 / Annexure C6)
executed in February 2018 or by way of its request dated
29.08.2014 (Annexure C5) and automatically fulfills the contract
demand condition of applicability for the Medium Industrial
Supply category (MS/SMS/MIP) specified in the Tariff Orders
passed by the Ld HPERC. To interpret and apply statute otherwise
by overreaching on statute or to create a technical reason to justify

a bad act, would clearly amount to putting the Complainant
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through hardship. The Forum holds that the Respondent has
wrongly applied the statute in the context of the Complainant and
thus the monetary demand raised on 23.03.2023 (Annexure C2),

for Rs 5,13,216/= clearly cannot sustain and is set aside;

(49) The Respondent is directed to adjust in the future bill(s) of the
Complainant, any amount that may have been deposited by the

Complainant and received by the Respondent pursuant to Interim
Order passed by the Forum on (09.05.2023;

On aforesaid terms, the complaint is decided on merits in favour of the

Complainant and is Allowed and disposed accordingly.
Parties are left to bear their own costs.

Order is announced before the parties present today on 21.11.2023 at

Shimla in open Forum.

Certified copies of this Order be supplied to the parties. The complaint

along with this Order be consigned to record room for safe custody.

Date: 21.11.2023
Shimla
--Sd-- --Sd-- --Sd--
Anil Sharma Vikas Gupta Tushar Gupta

(Member) (Member) (Chairperson)
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