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2. 	Name of Parties: 	
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a) 911owed 
b .. Disallowed 
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d Bench comprising of 
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in the Hon'bie Supreme 
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7, 	Parties' Name before the 
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Petitioners 

Respond3ntS 

Date of Interim Order 

Nature of Order in 
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order if not too long): 
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Tribunal stayedf 
restricted or modified: 

S. " k- cx-~J- Q_ 

a 

7" 	- 

Jol 14-' .KS.P4f-f Vc 
M 	) S LM A -. 

s1 	 1 



- 	 - 

IN THE SU1tEME Ct1T OF INDIJ4 9'*At. &.. 
CIVIL APPELL.ATF(3URISDICTION 

Ail- £.gls 	J.. 
CIVIL APPEALS NOS. 1783-84 OF 1 2Q ............... 

UNION OF INDIA AND ORS, 

Vs. 

THE SECRETARY, MAAS CIVIL 
AUDIT & ACCOUNTS ASSOCIATION 
,,AND ANR. ETC. 

.Appell 

.Respond 1 460 

(With C.A. Nos. 772-777/89, 	1085-90/89, 535-40/890 

705-725/89 0 	945-74/89, 1043-63/89 9  1024-42 /89 9  733-38/89, 

739-747/89 9  726-32 /89, 997-999/89 9  3117/89, 1064-84 /89 9  

1000-23/89 9  975-96/89,, 3623-25/88, 3698-3704/889  

3705-14/88 & 3678/89). 
. 

JUDGMENT 

K. JAYACHANIRA REDDY, J. 

All these appeals pursuant to the special 

leave granted are filed by the Union of India, the 

Comptroller & Auditor General and the Principal Accountant 

General. The only question that arises for consideration 

is whether the benefit under Office Memo (O.M.)'dated 12th 

June, 1987 issued by. the Government of Indi'a, Ministry of. 

Finance, Department of Expenditure should be extended to 

the members of the Accounts Wing of the Indian Audit and 

Accounts Department ( "l.A. & A.D.'! for short) with 

effect from 1.1.86 as in the case of Audit Wing or whether 

it sho4ld be from 1.4.87 as indicated in the said Office 

Memo? Several of the employees belenging to the Accounts 

filed petitions and the Bangalore Bench of. 

Centr.al Administrative Tribunal ('CAT't for short) held 

that they are entitled •t.o the benefit with effect from 
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dates 	
of 	mplementation 

of the rerndations 
of the PayCommission  in re 	

of the Menbers 

	

of 	the ACCO
unts 'wing and whethr such an 	

li1flefltatio offendsrticles 14 and 1 
in any maimer? It 

is not in dispute that after the rerf of the 

Gover 

	

	 the 	

( 
ent considered the matter and apt

th subane ial part of the refldation and gave eff 
	

to the revised scales of pay with eff 	fr 
l0ic I is clearly indicat 	in the rert tha 

	

	 ed 
t in recard to rendatjo in oth 

Governent will have to take speCifj 
	

er flatters th

decjsio to give eff 
epin 	 ( 

them from a suita1e date keg 
fl 	

e 	0 
i.eW all the relevant aspects ±flCluding the aifljstrat 
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	 jvc andaccfltjg work. The second 

of the reOMMefldatio relates to treatnt of scales of pay. ;j 	
of RS.14002000 and Rs 

2000-320b as 
fun01 grad5 requ: jflg  Prot0 as 

per nori procure and 
also the flwr be placed in these' 
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Ths rec Cfldations 
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Ot 
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therefore, had to take th decjsio in respect of flUer of posts to be p1ac 	fl these 	of pays relevant to r 
	

I 
this Context i 

efer to paragra 4 of the 
	

t is 

dated 12.5.87 
I reads as Under: 

The questionregardjg flUmr of Posts o be plac in the hig 	
scales of pay has been under th@ of the vernnt and it has now 
	

decj& that tt ratio 

ed 
of fltr of post5 in high and lOwer scal 

	in the  Ounts Cadres as wefl as in 
	 in 

of tfr,  
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iA & !'D may be as follows:- 

i)Section Officer (SG) Rs. 2000-6-2300-EB-75-3200 	80% 
ii)Section Officer 	RS.1640-50-2600-EB-75-2900 	20% 
iii)Senior Tccountant Rs,1400-404600-50-2300-EB- 

60-2600 	 80% 
jv)Junior !ountart. 	Rs,1200-30-1560-EB-40-2040 	20% 

The designation.$ in different Organised Amounts 
cadres may be different. In such cases also the pay 
st.ructure on these lines may be decided.tm  

The Governnent have to necessarily fragI2 rules for açointaent to 

these functional grades and the Government. decided that those who 

have passed the Graduate exaininat ion and who have completed three 

years as Section Officer could be placeo in the category of the 

persons entitled to the scale of pay of Rs, 2000-3200 and the same 

post was redesignated as Nssistant Accounts Officer which post was 

not 	there previously. 2\ Circular dated'. 17,8,87 makes this aspect 

clear • It 'can be seen that the category of off içers :who have to 

be 'placed in the functional grade had to be decided by the 

Goyernmcnt and accordingly the Government took the decision in the 

year 17. Therefore it is not correct to say that these officers 

who wre subsequently placed in the functional grade belong to 

the sane group who were entitled to the respective scales in their 

own right on 1.1.86 itself. It nust  be borne'in mind.- that in 

order to enable the identifIcation of posts and fitrient of proper 

persons against' them the Government had to take a decision, We 

have already noted that the recomirendat ions of the Py Commission 

deal with parity of scales 'ofpay of the staff in IA. & .D. 

and other \ccounts organisations after holding that udi€ and 

Accounts wings ftinct ions are compinentary. But the Pay 

CommissIon also pointed outthat the posts in the scales of pay of 

R,1400-2000 and Rs.,2000-3200 should be treated  as functional 
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grades requiring prortot ion as per noriiial procedure and it was left-

to the Government to decide about the nuiner of post-s to be placed 

in these sca. Paragraph 4 of the Office Merro dated 12.5,97 

deals with the later part of the remnendt loris and clearly 

provides for the identification of the posts carrying soirwhat 

higher responsibilities and duties and for an exercise to be 

vndertaken for fitting the senior and suitable persons against 

these posts, The Qoverrufient after due considert IOfl decided the 
issue. The Circular dated 17,8e7 clearly shows that some of the 
post 	

are IdCfltjfjed a belonging to the higher functional grade 

and accordingly issued Inst-ructjons in conformity with Its Office 

1emo dated 12.6.87 and accordingly they were given the benefit 

with effect front 1,4.87, 

One of the submissions of the learned counsel for the 

respondent-s is that the persons allocatad to the
\CCOuflts wing,who 

possessd simi1 qualifjcat-j5 before and after entry into the 

Departjnent, Were performing duties of same nature, as those 

allocated to the udit wing, and that being 
SO, allowing them 

lower Scales of pay than those allowed to the Audit wing was 
ViO1tiv 

of Articles 14 and iS of the Constitution. It is true 

that all of them before restructuring belonged to one Department. 

But that: by itself cannot be a ground for attracting 'rtiies 14 

and 15 of the Con itt-I0 	As a1reay mentioned the new posts 

have to be jdCritjfed as indicated by the Pay CbImnissjon and 

thereafter the imPlCmentation of the recnendat ions in rect 

of higher scales can be done, The Full i3ench as wefl as the 

Eangalore ench of CT have not corrct1y interpreted the scope 
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of the recondions 	coiiined reading of the Pay COMmission 

Report and the Off ice MeLro makes it a ndantl' clear that the 

second set of the recommendations could only be given effect to 

a f t e r idetifying these posts. Fbr that Purposethe whole matter 

is 	rei red to be examined and the necessary decision has to be 

taken 0  In this context it isalso necessary to note that the post 
of 	$istant count Officer was not in existence earlier which 
is now brought under a functional grade. For that purpose 

necessary rules have to be framed prescribingthe eligibility etc. 

and the senior ccount:ants who have completed three years' regular 

service in the grade are upgraded to this pot, It is evident 

that all this could have been done only in the year 1987 and in 

the said organised ½ccounts office higher scales of pay were given 

with effect from 1,4.87 i.e. ftom the beginning of the financial 

ycr 5  We are unable to see  as to how the respondents can insist 

that they nust be given higher scales with effect frai' 1.1,85. 

This claim is Obviously bsd on the ground that sone of the 

Officers belonging to the udit wing were given scales with effect 

from 1.1,86. Fut it must be borne in mind that they were eligible 

on that date for the higher scals. Likewise SO-nie of the Officers 
of the 	

ounts wing who were eligible for higher scales were also 

t given. 	rut with ref erenc to the second part of the 

recoagnentht ions categories of posts in the functional grades in 

the IccOunts wing had to be idCfltifid and created. The. 

QSpondents who got that benefit of being upgraded now cannot 

c4aim that they nust also be given same scales like others in 

respect: of whn the recommendations of the Pay Coinmision were 
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given effect to With effect. from 1.i.g •  There is a clear 

distinction between the two categories, Therefore, the SUfljSSjOfl 

that 	
giving two different dates of impienntat- ion of the 

recmEI)dat tons in reect. of these two categories of personnel of 

the ?oUnt.$ wing and the \udit wing offends 
7rtic1es 14 and IS 

is liable to be rejeçtod 

The FUU erich of CT\T further held that i.. & A.D. 
COflSjSt-s of two wings  and both should get the same scales of 

pay and there is nothing in the report of the Pay COMmission to 
	

¶ indicate that these were to be separated and daI1: with 

Sepaateiy1  It 
also held that bifurcation was done only for the 

Purpose of specjaljsat ion and lefficie, and not. to create two 

3parate prgar1isatj5 Relying on this and other siilar 

observationsmade by the Tribunal, the learnej counsel sunittd 
that 

Since all of thCjti do the sage wojc they should be treat-ed 

alike and the principle of equa' pay for equal, work is very much 
attract-ed 	

We see no force in tFjs subnissjon It must 	no-cd 

that the Pay Cpinjs0 Report clearly indicated that aft
-er 

bifurcation certain pQsts in the ccounts wing should be d€1are 

to be brought into the füflctjonai gr.des and thereafter the 

higher scales of pay 
should be paid to the officers fitted in such 

grades, It may be 
noted that before bifurcation all of then 

belonged to oneepalr'Tletnt 
and as such all those officers of both 

the 
wings who were entitled to the scales of pay frorri 1.1.36, have 

been granted the salme with effect from that- date but with regards 
the posts that were to be 1dCfltjfjd and brought-. into the 

functionai gra& in future, the higher scales of pay cannot be 

made applicable retrospectively ie with effect- from 1.1,9S, It- 
- 
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cannot be said that on that date the posts identified subsequently 

were also in existence. In such a situation the principle of 

equal pay for equal work is not attracted as on 

In 'Ui India Station flasters' and .ssistant Station 

laste'rs Association & Others v. General anager, Central Ri1ways 

and Others (1960)2 S.C.R,311 this Court held as under:. 

"It is clear that, as between the menbers 
of the same class, the question whether 
conditions of service arethe saue or not 
may well arise. If they are riot, the 
question of denial of equal 
opportunity will require serious 
consideration in such cases Does the 
concept of equal opportunity  in matters 
Of eirployme.....apply, h'1?ver, to 
variations in provisions as between 
meiitera of different classes of 
ernployes under the State? In • ou 
ppinion, the answer uust be in the 
negt ive. The concept. of equality can 
have no existence excot. with •r3ference 
to matters . which are cmrn as between 
individuals, between whan equality is 
predicated. Equality of opportunity in 
matters of employment, can be predicated 
only as between persons, who are either 
seeking the: saiic employment, or. have 
obtained the same emplont ." 

Proceeding furthér 	Court. held,t]us: 

I 	 . "There is, in our opinion no,èscape from 
the 	nclusion' that . equality . ..Of 
opportunity in matters of promotion, ifust 
mean equality as between mentors of the 
same class of' employees, and not equality 
between mexrbers of. separate, independent 
classes." 	 . 

The same principle was later confirmed in the case of Kishori 

han1al Bakshi v Union of India,.I,R. 1952 S.C.1139, 

The above ratio has been followed in Unikat Sankunni 

Nenon • V. The State of Rajasthan (1957)3 S.C.R. 430,wherein this 

I 
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Court ObservJ as Under: 

it is entirely wrong to think that every 
one, appoit 	to the same entjtl 

	

	 is O c1j th he mug- be paid identjci QThOlieflts as any Other person 
3PPoin1d to th sar post-, disregardjg the filet-

hod of recrujt-.t- or the soui front whirh t-h 
Officer is drq for 

ce  

eguait.y  to that- Post. No Such is requir 
t. 
oith 	by 'sre.14 or &rt-,jç of the Const-j0 

I 	
toofThn. 	

t 

this 

	

	 (1953) Suçp.j 2 S.C.R,159, 

estjon has been cOnsid2red and it is held that the guest io 
of dn1a1 of egu 

OPPOrtunity couldarise 
only as bet of th

ween mbers same c1as 	
tt- it was open to the OVernent 

COnStitUte two distinct services f 
	

tO
employ3 doing 

the same work 
but 	

Subjt- to. differcnt 
CQflt10 

of Service Th 	rt also 
conclud 	

that the asswt0 that_- 
-'qual work mest receive ca 

pay was not correct and that it was also not correct 

t0 Say th 	w 	 that 
If 	

ity in pay 	
work there mst be eguality in COflditiong of Service 

Having givcn our rn 	c 3gre 	 idrt-j0 	
are Unable to with the VI 	

takc by th? Full Fench 
of CT that the Ptinciple of egu pay for 	

work is attrct,d irrespcive of the fact that the posts wero 
19e7 	 nt id and upgraded in tbe There isno diSpt t-h9 	 year 

t aftr SUdh grat0 	Officers in both the Wings who are doing the 
equalwork are bein egu 	Pay. 	out- that 	 g paid 

anflot be Said t-0 be 	
the situt-j0 as well on 1.5p 

also. The 'earned cou 
the 

	

	 howev 	SUbJtt-Cd that- 10n$ of thePayComnssion 

whole in 	 sho1 be accepted as a sp 	of all the categoj5 of 
flPloye 	

In thj5 
contest he 

relj on to dcisi05 of this Court. In 

I 
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Lal and Others v. Union of India and another (1973) 1 S,C.C, 651 

a question caire up whether the rport of the Second Pay Commission 

did not deal with the case of those petitioners. It was held 

thus: 

H 	 Eit her the Government has made reference 
in respect of ll Government. eiployees or 
it has not. 	ut if it has made a 
reference in respect of all Government 
errloyoes and it aceps the 
recoanLndat ions it is bound to iinpinent 
the recoirmendations in respect of all 
Government .enployecs, 	If it. does not 
inpleiirit the report regarding some 
employees only it c6mits a breach of 
2rtic1es 14 and 16 of the Constitution. 
That is what the Covethitent has done as 
fr as.these petitions are concerned," 

In 	P. Parameswaran and Others v. Secretary to the Government of 

H I 	Iri 	(1987) Suppi.. S.C.C. 18 In a short judgtient this Court 

observed that because of the administrative difficulties the 

Government cannot deny the benefit of the revised grade and scale 

with effect from January 1,1373 as in the case of other persons. 

There is no dispute that in the instant case the terms 

of reference of Pay Corrmission applied to all the áategories of 

Government servants. 	nut- the question is as to from which date 

the other category referred to above naire1y .Ssistant Accounts 

Officer etc0  should get the highrscales óf pay.. Identification 

of 	these posts and the upgradat ion cannot be treated as mere 

administrative 	difficulties, 	The impinentation of . the 

reco1urnd.at  loris of the Pay Commission aording to the terns 

therf itself involved this exercise of creation of. posts after 

ldentlflcat]pn which naturally took some time. Thc'refore the above 

decisions relied upon by the learned counsel are of no help to 
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the respondents. 

For all the above reasons w st aside the orders 

questioned in all these Civil pa1s and accordingly allow theiii. 

In the cir st.anCs of the cases, there will be no order as to 

costs. 

: 16: 
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ttth PebruaJ_94. 

C ORAM: 
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE LAIIT MORAN $HPRI4A 
HON'BLE MR JUSTICE K,J1YA.9HAND REDDY 

Pbie peI1an,'s 	
Ad4itioa1 $oliitor 

General of India 
MN.N.G0SW9mY9 Senior AdvoCae, 
(M/sA5uhba Rao, Q eV..BaQ and 
p.parnleswaran9 Advocates withthem). 

The Appeals aboVe-.meflti0n along with other oonnected. 

matt?rS being called on for hearing befor? this Court on the 

11th, 12th, 13th and 17th days of December? 1991
9  UPON 

perusing the record and hearing counsel for, the 4e11it 

the Court took time to consider its Judgment 

and the appeal' being called on f or JudgiPeflt on the 4th day 

of Pebruary 1992 THIS COURT DOTH in ailowi.ng the appe8l 

1 	TRAT the Judgment and Order dated the 

of the Central AdministratVe Tribunal, BangalOre Bënch, 

Bangalore in Application Noe.436 to 456 of 199 

be and io hereby sQt asde and App.icatiO N00,.436 to 

45Of 1988 	fld by the respondents herein before 

the aforesaid Central Administrative, Tribuna. :. ana W 

hereby disms5ed) 

2. 	TRAT there shall be. no orderaStO095tS of theff­ 

appe-9-15• in this Court; 	
0 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION 

o bc a true copy 

Assistant RegIstrari1.) 

Suprcme Court of inidC 

CIVIL APPEAL NO8'705 W 725 	or, 1989 
(Appeals b specij 	eiicm thJdent and Ordédated the 30th iih, 98 	of the Central Admiüstrtjve 

ibunal, Bangalore Bench, Bangalore 	ApplicatioX iJo.43 to 
456 of 1988). 

1 The Accountant Gneral, 
(Accout and EntLtlenients) 
Karnataka, Bangalore, 

2. The Comptroller and Auditor 
General of India, N010, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, 
New Deihi e  

3 The Government of India, 
by its Secretary, 

4 	 Ministry of Finance, 
Department. of Expenditure, 

NewDel'hj.  

Versus 
KJ.Vaidehi 
Stnt..tN. aroja 

3,. SmtV.Vatha 
40; Shri N,thzat..than 
5, Shri Sed Abdul Iefeez 

ft 	6. Sat,.A,AnaiUiaapj 
i7 
I S 	V •J . 

Sit,D.Drathy 3uaiitla 
$ri LZing Das 

10. Smt.Baaraen Sultazia 
11. Yn.,G. Saojaa 
1.2. Shri P.R.Vhkateaii 
1. 3t.A.diauaa 
14. Ij ).ahi.n. Zingh. 
1. Shri 	gbendra Fao 

3ixi 1.V.Cholvara3 
Shri S. Sridaa U.rtbr 
Shri. R.S.B.aappa 

19 51-i Sambukumar V.R. 
20. Shri R.ketharaian 
1. Sbri G.Upendxan 

(All the repondente ae working in the 
(ffice of the Aecoantant GeneraJ. (.) 
Xarnatsk.1 	lore-1). 

4ppellants. 

. . Respondent . 



tND THIS COURT DOTH FURTHER ORDER tnt tri ORDER 

be pnctua1ly o3erve1 io cir:iod into execboi by 1i 

coxcerxed 

H 	 WITNESS the Hon,tble Shri Madhular Hir1a]. Kania, O14eC 

JutiCC oC Indi 	i the 5i4'remo Court, Nei Delhi, dated 

this the zLth dey of February, 1992. 

(J.K.R4WAL) 
ADDITIONAL REGISTBAR. 
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PT THE StJPFEME COURT ( INDIA 

CIVIL 	1.LLiTE JURJ.SD1CTION 

C IVIL APPEAL NO 
3.705 TO 725 OF 1989. 

The Accountant General, 
(Aceom1;e and. Entitiemont3) 
K -n;aka, Ingaiore and 
2 Ors. 	 ..Appellants. 

Versus 

Rum.X.Vaid•bi & 20 Or.. 	..R.apoMnte. ' 
I 

, CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
BANCALQRJE  

/ 

Appliestion Noe.436 to 456  of 1988. 
DECREE ALLOWING THE APPEAL5 WITH 
NO ORDER AS TO COSTS. 

h.eitJar of Fobrary 1992. 

If 

Mr .P.Parae awaran, 
Advooate on record for the Appellant$. 

av 
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11' D.Nos.4293-98/86 etc. 

'suppmm C0T c' iNDIA 
NEW DELHI. 

14. 
dththe 04 May, 1992, 

Prom: The Reg&otra-'tudicia1), 
Supreme Sqttrt of India, 

To: 
:w  

ntral Administrative Tribunal, 
Bangalore Bench, 
Bangalore. 

CIVIL APPEAL N0S0772 to 777, 105 to 1090, 
535 to 540 9  705 to 725, 945 to 974, 1043 to 
10639  1024to 10422 733 to738, 739 to 747, 
726 to 732 9  997 to999 9  31179 1064 to1084, 
1000 to 1023, 975 to 99.6 of 1989, 3623 to 
3625, 3698 to 37049 3705 to 3714 of 1988 
and.3678 of 1989. 

The Account General (Accounts), 
Bangalore & 3 Ore. etc.etc. 	 ..Appeilante. 

Versus 

Mr.Nanjunda Swainy & 5 Ore. etc.etc. 	..Respondents. 

Sir, 

In continuation of this Registry's letter of even number 

dated the 12th/17th February, 1992, I am directed to 

transmit herewith forneceesary action a certified copy each 

of the Decree dated the 4th February, 1992 of the Supreme 

Qourt in the said appeals. 

The Original Record in Civil Appeal Nos.535 to 540 of 

1989 9  3117 of 1989 and 3678 of 1989 will follow. 

Please acknowledge receipt. 

u.r faithfully, 

- 	 H 
for Registrar*iaiCial).. 
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XXXXXXXXXX XXX XXX 
XXXXXXXxXXXXXX 

Oth.r• and O.P.85/89 - 	.C.36dehvsr. Rao and Others Vs.CA and Other. raspsctiv.iy1jiñt by this Registry may please be returned as early Is pos.ibl. 

Yours feithfully, 

( N .R ANPMUR THY) 
for 	DEPUTY REGISTRAR (3). 

Copy with a copy of the latter under reply with a copy 
each of. the certified copy of the decre, dated 4.2.92 
of the Supreme.Court for the ri.unt riles namely 

• .*.Nos•  . 	 . 	________ 
 1327 	32/86 772-777/89  28.33/88 . 	1085-1090/89 

3.' 39-44/88 	. 	. . 	' - 	535-540/89  435-456/88 . 	 . 	705.725/89  315-344/88 945-974/89  525-546/88 . 	 1043.1063/89 
7, 548...566/88 1024-1042/89 
S. 632-437/88 733-738/89 9. 638-646/88 739-.747/89 10.' 647-653/88 725-732/89  769-771/88 997-999/89  949/88 3117/89 13, 283.403/88 1064-1084/89 .  121.132/88 & 

1000-1023/89  218.239/88 . 9?5-996/89 
 4.6/88 3623.3625/88 
 625-631/88 3698-3704/88  253-262/88 	• . 	3705-3714/88 19,. 85/89 • 3678/89 , 

for record. 

(w.IAmuRTHy) 
for DEPUTY REGISTRPR(3). 



XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 	 Dmted3uly, 1992. 
xxxxxxxxxxxzxx 

fiiie of P,p1327 to 1332/ 6(J) 

To 

The Registrar(3udiciel), 
Supreme Court of India, 
Now Delhi,. 

Sub: CIVIL APPEAL PJOS.772 to 7779  1085 to 1090, 
535 to 5400  705 to 725, 945 to 974, 1043 to 
1063, 1024 to 10429  733 to 7380  739 to 747 
726 to 732, 997 to 999, 3117, 1064 to 1084, 
1000 to 10230  975 to 996 of 19890  3623 to 
36259  3698 to 37049  3705 to 3714 of 1988 
pnd 3678 of 1989. 

The Acout.t General(ccoune), 
Bangalors £3 Ors. etc.etc. 	 ,Appellsnte 

Verauc 

r.ianjund. Suamy & 5 Ors.etc.etc. 	...Respondants. 

Sir, 

I em directed to rarer to your letter 
0.90a.429398/88 etc. dated 29.5.92 with which certified 
copies each of the decree dated 4.2.92 of the Supreme 
Court in the above mentioned appeals were forwarded to 
this Registry and to any that the same Is hereby ecknow— 

* 	ledged. 
I

The orjjna1 record in Civil Appeal Noe.535 to 540/89 
3117/89 and 3678/89 pertaining to fhich this Registry's 
files O,P.o539 to 44/88 Smt.V.Chandra and 5 Others Vs. 
A.G.A &( and Other., 0.A.949/88 R.K.Kumar V.. ACA&E and 

I 


