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O R D E R 
 

    The dealer-assessee has filed this appeal 

calling in question the legality of the order dated 07.03.2012 

passed by the learned Addl. Commissioner of Sales Tax, 

North Zone (hereinafter called as „first appellate authority‟) 

in Appeal No. CU-II-AA- 34/2006-07 thereby confirming the 

order of assessment dated 18.10.2006 passed by the Asst. 
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Commissioner of Sales Tax (LTU), Cuttack-II Range, Cuttack 

(in short, „assessing authority‟) raising an extra demand of 

`104,20,51,526.00 for the year 2005-06 in the assessment 

framed u/r. 12(4) of the Central Sales Tax (Odisha) Rules, 

1957 (in short, „CST (O) Rules‟).  

2.    The facts relevant for the purpose of 

adjudication of this appeal, in brief, are that the dealer-

assessee is a Company registered under the Companies Act, 

1956 and is engaged in manufacturing of fertilizer such as 

DAP, MOP and NPK, which it sells both inside and outside 

the State of Odisha. It also effects sale of Gypsum, which is 

a bi-product, and scrap. The dealer-assessee filed annual 

return showing inter-State sale of `23,19,25,650.00 and 

stock transfer of goods to other branches of Company for 

`984,73,21,376.00. After deduction of `57,425.00 towards 

sales tax collected, NTO was returned at `23,18,68,225.00 

and tax was paid accordingly. The assessing authority in 

order to examine the correctness of the return filed by the 

dealer-assessee issued notice u/r. 12(5) of the CST (O) Rules 

and pursuant to such notice, the dealer-assessee appeared 

through its Advocate and produced the books of account for 

examination. The assessing authority confronted the Fraud 

Case Report (FCR) submitted by the STO (Intelligence) to Sri 
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K.B. Swain, DGM (Finance & Accounts) and recorded his 

statement. Thereafter, the matter suffered several 

adjournments. Ultimately the assessing authority basing on 

the materials submitted along with two FCRs one bearing 

No. 27/06-07 submitted by the Asst. Commissioner of Sales 

Tax, Intelligence Range, Berhampur and the other submitted 

by the ACCT (LTU) of Cuttack-I Range, completed the 

assessment. The assessing authority while completing the 

assessment rejected the claims of branch transfer u/s. 6A of 

the CST Act, 1956 holding the same as inter-State sale u/s. 

3(a) of the CST Act for `991,86,75,953.00 and raised tax 

demand of `104,20,51,526.00. 

2(a).   It is pertinent to mention here that the 

dealer-assessee challenging the order of assessment filed 

W.P. (C) No. 14755 of 2006 before the Hon‟ble High Court of 

Orissa, which was disposed of on 19.12.2006 with a liberty 

to it to file an appeal before the first appellate authority 

along with application for condonation of delay, who shall 

condone the delay and shall decide the appeal taking into 

consideration the decision to be cited by the appellant. The 

dealer-assessee was also given liberty to implead necessary 

parties if so advised for proper adjudication of the lis. 

Pursuant to such direction of the Hon‟ble Court, the dealer-
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assessee filed appeal before the first appellate authority 

challenging the order of assessment on different grounds. 

The learned first appellate authority dismissed the appeal 

thereby confirming the order of assessment with finding that 

transfer of stock made outside the state is interstate sale. 

The dealer being further aggrieved with the order of first 

appellate authority confirming the order of assessment 

preferred the present second appeal. 

3.   It was vehemently argued by Mr. B. Mohanti, 

learned Senior Counsel that both the fora below committed 

serious illegality in treating the transfer stock made outside 

the State as inter-State sale instead of branch transfer. The 

first appellate authority while confirming the order of 

assessment has not discussed a single document and the 

provision of law on the issue. It seems from the order of the 

first appellate authority that it was pre-determined to 

confirm the order of assessment and dismiss the appeal. He 

strenuously argued that the dealer-assessee filed large 

number of documents relating to transfer of fertilizers to the 

branches outside the State, which were not at all perused or 

examined by the first appellate authority. It committed grave 

error of law in concurring with the finding of the assessing 

authority without forming any independent opinion on the 
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issue of branch transfer keeping in mind the statute and the 

law settled by the Hon‟ble High Court on this issue. He 

further argued that the dealer-assessee filed orders of this 

Tribunal passed earlier in respect of the dealer-assessee on 

similar issue which were not at all considered by the first 

appellate authority. It simply ignored the orders of this 

Tribunal holding that facts and circumstances of the case 

were different, which finding was factually incorrect. He 

submits to set aside the impugned orders of the forums 

below and remit the matter back to the assessing authority 

to examine the issue of branch transfer keeping in view the 

orders of this Tribunal passed in S.A. Nos. 157 (C) and 158 

(C) of 1993-94 and in S.A. Nos. 87 (C) and 88 (C) of 1996-97. 

On the other hand, the learned Standing Counsel (CT) for 

the revenue in terms of cross-objection filed by it, supported 

the impugned orders of the forums below and submitted to 

dismiss the appeal filed by the dealer-assessee being devoid 

of any merit.  

4.  We have heard the rival submissions of the 

parties, carefully gone through the grounds of appeal raised 

by the dealer-appellant vis-a-vis the impugned orders of the 

forums below and the materials on record. The whole 

dispute in the present second appeal centres round the 
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question whether transfer of stock worth `991,86,75,953/- 

to different branches outside the state by the dealer-assessee 

would fall within the ambit of section 6A of CST Act being 

branch transfer or it would fall within the ambit of Section 

3(a) of CST Act being inter-State sales? Before addressing on 

this issue, we feel it expedient to quote relevant provisions of 

the CST Act governing the field.  

4(a).  Sec. 6 of the CST Act is the charging section, 

which provides for levy of tax on sale of goods effected by a 

dealer in course of inter-State trade or commerce.  

Sec. 6 of the CST Act reads as under : 

  “6.  Liability to tax on inter-State sales – 

(1) Subject to the other provisions contained in this 

Act, every dealer shall, with effect from such date 

as the Central Government may, by notification in 

the Official Gazette, appoint, not being earlier than 

thirty days from the date of such notification, be 

liable to pay tax under this Act on all sales of 

goods other than electrical energy effected by him 

in the course of inter-State trade or commerce 

during any year on and from the date so notified : 

 Provided that a dealer shall not be liable to pay 

tax under this Act on any sale of goods which, in 

accordance with the provisions of sub-section (3) 

of Section 5, is a sale in the course of export of 

those goods out of the territory of India. 
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(1A) A dealer shall be liable to pay tax under this Act 

on a sale of any goods effected by him in the 

course of inter-State trade or commerce 

notwithstanding that no tax would have been 

leviable (whether on the seller or the purchaser) 

under the sales tax law of the appropriate State if 

that sale had taken place inside that State.”   

 
4(b).  Sec. 3(a) of the said Act which deals with the 

principles for determining inter-state trade and commerce 

reads as under :- 

“3.  When is a sale or purchase of goods said to 

take place in the course of inter-State trade or 

commerce – 

A sale or purchase of goods shall be deemed to take 

place in the course of inter-State trade or 

commerce if the sale or purchase – 

(a) occasions the movement of goods from one 

State to another; or 

(b) xx   xx   xx” 

 
The aforesaid provision makes it clear that movement of 

goods from one State to another cannot be subject to levy of 

tax if it is occasioned otherwise than by way of sale as in the 

case of transfer of stock from one Unit of a dealer to its 

branch situated in another State. Implicit in the provision 

u/s. 3(a), a transaction to be treated as inter-State sale, the 

movement of goods must be preceded by a sale or at least a 
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contract of sale. In other words, the goods must have moved 

pursuant to a sale or a contract of sale or as an incident of 

the said contract of sale.  

4(c).  When a dealer claims that the movement of 

goods is otherwise than by way of sale, the initial burden is 

on him to prove the same as contemplated u/s. 6A, which is 

quoted hereunder :- 

“6A.    Burden of proof, etc. in case of transfer of goods 

claimed otherwise than by way of sale – 

(1) Where any dealer claims that he is not liable to 

pay tax under this Act, in respect of any goods, on the 

ground that the movement of such goods from one 

State to another was occasioned by reason of transfer of 

such goods by him to any other place of his business or 

to his agent or principal, as the case may be, and not 

by reason of sale, the burden of proving that the 

movement of those goods was so occasioned shall be on 

that dealer and for this purpose he may furnish to the 

assessing authority, within the prescribed time or 

within such further time as that authority may, for 

sufficient cause, permit, a declaration, duly filled and 

signed by the principal officer of the other place of 

business, or his agent or principal, as the case may be, 

containing the prescribed particulars in the prescribed 

form obtained from the prescribed authority, along with 

the evidence of despatch of such goods, and if the 

dealer fails to furnish such declaration, then, the 

movement of such goods shall be deemed for all 
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purposes of this Act to have been occasioned as a result 

of sale. 

(2) If the assessing authority is satisfied after making 

such inquiry as he may deem necessary that the 

particulars contained in the declaration furnished by a 

dealer under sub-section (1) are true, he may, at the 

time of, or at any time before, the assessment of the tax 

payable by the dealer under this Act, make an order to 

that effect and thereupon the movement of goods to 

which the declaration relates shall be deemed for the 

purposes of this Act to have been occasioned otherwise 

than as a result of sale. 

(3)             xx   xx   xx” 

 
4(d).  A cursory look at the above provision makes 

it clear that in case the dealer furnishes necessary 

declaration (Form-F), then the assessing authority is 

required to make an inquiry as regards correctness of the 

declaration so furnished and accordingly, arrive at his 

finding. Mere submission of the declaration (Form-F) is not 

sufficient to allow the claim of branch transfer. In the inquiry 

envisaged under sub-section (2) of Sec. 6A, the assessing 

authority is basically required to ascertain whether the claim 

of the dealer is genuine or not or a colourable device has 

been resorted to avoid tax liability on inter-State sale of 

goods by introducing an agent or branch in the other State 



10 
 

just to show an absence of link between it and the ultimate 

buyer. 

4(e).  The Hon‟ble Court in case of Balabhagas 

Hulaschand and another Vs. State of  Orissa reported in 

[1976] 37 STC p-207 interpreting Sec.3 of the CST Act held 

that three conditions are to be satisfied before a sale can be 

said to take place  in course of inter-State trade or 

commerce:- 

 (i) There is an agreement to sell, which contains a 

stipulation express or implied regarding movement of 

goods from one State to another; 

 (ii) That in pursuance of the said contract, the goods, in 

fact, moved from one State to another; and 

(iii) That ultimately a concluded sale takes place in the 

State where the goods are sent which must be 

different from the State from which the goods moved. 

 
5.   The issue involved in the present appeal is to 

be answered keeping in mind the statutory provisions and 

law discussed herein above. In the instant case, the dealer-

assessee claimed before the assessing authority stock 

transfer worth `984,73,21,376.00 to different branches 

outside the State as branch transfer u/s. 6A of the CST Act 

which was subsequently revised to `991,86,75,953.00 and 

it, in order to justify the claim of branch transfer, furnished 
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declarations in Form-F. The assessing authority rejected the 

entire claim of branch transfer holding that the monthly 

inventory report prima facie shows that the goods received in 

the truck is diverted to the parties in the same truck and 

quantities to the parties as per the despatch instructions 

and despatch plans without unloading at the godown; that 

the private dealers were in immediate need of specified 

quantities of fertilizers which the dealer-Company sent on 

the very same date and delivered on the date of arrival; that 

the goods have moved in pursuance of contract for delivery 

to the dealers, who are in urgent need of fertilizers and, 

therefore, the sales in question clearly fall u/s. 3(a) of the 

CST Act; that the dealer-Company did not produce complete 

set of books of account before the ACTO, Intelligence and 

ACCT (LTU-II), who investigated the case; and that he did 

not also produce the entire books of account before it 

(assessing authority). The dealer being aggrieved with such 

finding of the assessing authority preferred appeal before the 

first appellate authority who simply concurred with the 

finding of the assessing authority. Learned Counsel for the 

dealer-assessee challenging impugned order of the first 

appellate authority though preferred the appeal on several 

grounds, in course of hearing of the second appeal, he 
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mainly harped on the finding of the forum below rejecting 

the claim of branch transfer on the ground that finding of 

the fora below is based on surmises, conjectures and on 

suspicion on account of which the same is unsustainable in 

the eyes of law.  

6.   Having heard the learned Counsel for the 

parties and on going through the impugned orders of the 

forums below and materials on record, we find that both the 

forums below disallowed the claim of branch transfer basing 

on the findings recorded by the STO (Vigilance) in its report. 

Neither the assessing authority nor the first appellate 

authority have given any finding with regard to existence of 

any contract oral or written which occasioned the movement 

of goods from Orissa to branches outsides the State. The 

documents referred to in the order of the assessing authority 

cannot be the basis to form an opinion that there was a pre-

existing contract between the parties which occasioned the 

movement of goods from Orissa to outside the State. The 

materials on which the assessing authority placed reliance 

did not satisfy three ingredients i.e (i) there is an agreement 

to sell, which contains a stipulation express or implied 

regarding movement of goods from one State to another; (ii) 

that in pursuance of the said contract, the goods, in fact, 
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moved from one State to another; and (iii) that ultimately a 

concluded sale takes place in the State where the goods are 

sent which must be different from the State from which the 

goods moved, to establish that transfer of goods to different 

branches was not actually branch transfer as envisaged u/s. 

6A of the CST Act, but was falling within the ambit of 

Section 3(a) of the said Act. In the absence of pre-existing 

contract, the transfer of goods from State of Orissa to 

different branches of the dealer-assessee outside the State 

for the purpose of sale to pre-identified customers as alleged 

by the STO (Vigilance) cannot be treated as inter-State sale. 

This forum in case of M/s. Emami Paper Mills Ltd. Vs. State 

of Odisha in S.A. No. 76 (C) of 2001-02, while dealing with 

similar issue observed that it is an ordinary business 

practice very often experienced that considering the 

demands in the market, requests are being received by the 

dealers from its branches and consignment agents well in 

advance. At times, it is also experienced that certain 

demands directly were being forwarded to the dealer-

assessee by stating requirements by the buyers which were 

ultimately honoured through its branches or consignment 

agents. There is no denial to the practice that even branches 

receive orders and dispose of goods over which the dealer-
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assessee having had no role to play. It may quite often be 

possible that the buyers could avoid paying higher taxes 

through inter-State sales and may opt for purchases made 

through the branches situated in their own State. In the 

considered view of the Tribunal, only when direct contract is 

received by the dealer-assessee with clear specification either 

in respect of standard goods or goods which were specifically 

made and manufactured and then sold to the buyers can 

only be treated as inter-State sales. If standard goods are 

regularly being delivered and in that regard direct 

correspondences if made, but all the dispatches are to the 

branches where from the goods are sold on receipt of 

purchase orders even in such cases, it may be considered as 

stock transfer and not inter-State sales.  

6(a).   In the present case, the main reason for 

disallowing the claim of branch transfer was that goods were 

transferred to pre-identified customers/buyers. The reason 

on which the claim has been disallowed, in our humble view, 

is not legally sustainable. Unless it is established that there 

was a pre-existing contract between the buyer and the 

dealer-assessee and in order to honour that contract, 

transfer was made through branches, such transfer cannot 

be treated as inter-State sale. The dealer-assessee in the 
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instant case as well as in assessment proceeding of previous 

years has taken consistent plea that distribution and sale of 

fertilizers are entirely controlled by the Central Government 

under the Essential Commodities Act and such goods cannot 

be sold to any person other than the licensed dealers. The 

dealer-Company used to dispatch materials to its branches 

in different States in accordance with the allocation orders 

and instead of opening additional branches at various places 

of the State, utilizes services of the Central Warehouse 

godowns as well as State Warehouse godowns located in the 

potential localities and in certain cases pre-hired private 

godowns are used to store the stock. At times, the appellant 

abolish certain godowns and take new godowns in the areas 

where the aforesaid allocations are made. In any event, the 

ownership of the stock of fertilizers continues to remain with 

the appellant-Company, who bears the risk of damage and 

shortage of stock held in the godowns. Under these 

circumstances, it is not practicable to enlist whole-list of 

godowns or warehouses in the Certificate of Registration. 

Apart from that, the dispatch of fertilizers is usually made by 

railway or road carrier and the receipts are being drawn 

showing the appellant as both the consignor and consignee. 

The materials delivery advices are also endorsed to the 
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godowns on the basis of local needs as indents are placed by 

the respective regional offices, which are registered under 

the local Sales Tax Law of the concerned States. The 

assessing authority in para-18(d) of its order also on 

verification of the documents and statement of the 

authorized person has observed that the Government 

decides and controls the policies as to the price and sale/  

marketing of fertilizers by both fixing the price and directing 

the areas where fertilizers are required and should be sold 

through the mechanism of subsidies to offset the loss to the 

sellers of the fertilizers who are bound to sell the products at 

the price fixed by the Government. This enables the dealer-

Company to plan and schedule the production and dispatch 

goods to pre-determine areas as per the orders of the 

Government agencies. Conversely it also establishes that the 

dealer cannot sale its products in a new State or an area 

where there is no order for supply of fertilizers by any 

Government agency. The assessing authority inspite of the 

aforesaid observation treated the transfer of stock made to 

different branches outside the State as inter-State sales only 

on the ground that the dealer-Company was fully aware of 

the identity of the purchaser before the goods started to 

move from factory to branch office. The first appellate 
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authority who concurred with the finding of the assessing 

authority has not at all discussed the above trade activity of 

the dealer-Company and the Government policies in sale and 

distribution of fertilizers. The forums below before rejecting 

the claim of branch transfer of the dealer-Company should 

have examined the relevant documents relating to the said 

transactions including the books of account of the different 

branches to which transfer of stock was made in order to 

find out whether the stock so transferred actually entered 

into the octroi area of that branch and was accounted for in 

their books of account. If, in fact, the goods which are 

transferred to different branches have been accounted for in 

their books of account and local tax has been paid, the same 

cannot be taxed again as inter-State sale in the absence of 

material to establish that the movement of goods from Orissa 

occasioned in pursuance of pre-existing contract between 

the ultimate buyer and the dealer-assessee. On going 

through the impugned order of the first appellate authority, 

we find that it has ignored the order passed by this Tribunal 

in S.A. Nos. 157 (C) and 158 (C) of 1993-94 holding that 

facts and circumstances of the cases are different without 

discussing the factual aspect of both the cases. The first 

appellate authority neither has discussed the documents 
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produced by the dealer-Company nor the statutory 

provisions governing the field. The impugned order has been 

passed by the first appellate authority in a very mechanical 

and arbitrary manner without applying its own mind to the 

facts and circumstances of the case. The first appellate 

authority being the extended forum of assessment should 

have examined the pros and cons of the matter in detail and 

should have scrutinized the documents produced by the 

dealer-Company meticulously before concurring with the 

finding of the assessing authority. The entire claims of 

branch transfer have been rejected in a very whimsical and 

arbitrary manner by both the forums below.  The findings, 

thus recorded by both the forums below not being based on 

materials on record, but being based on surmises, 

conjectures and suspicion, such findings cannot be 

sustained in the eyes of law.  

6(b).   It is pertinent to mention here that the 

assessing authority though did not find any defect in the 

declarations in Form-F submitted by the dealer-assessee, 

rejected such form illegally holding that particulars 

contained in the declaration forms are not correct and 

dependable. The appellant having furnished the „F‟ forms 

along with supportive evidence, the assessing authority 
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was bound to hold an enquiry as to correctness of 

particulars mentioned in the „F‟ forms and should have 

taken a decision whether to accept or reject the same. 

Section 6A has been inserted for the purpose of 

establishing the burden of proof on the dealer that any 

movement of goods from one state to another was 

occasioned otherwise than by way of sale. But, once the 

dealer files a declaration in Form-F, the burden would be 

upon him to show that the particulars mentioned in Form-

F are true. If he fails to establish that the particulars 

mentioned in Form-F are true, it would be open to the 

assessing authority to record a finding that there is no 

material to show that the transfer of goods is otherwise 

than by way of sale. This is a statutory requirement u/s. 

6A (2) of the CST Act which is to be scrupulously followed 

by the assessing authority without fail. In the present 

case, since the dealer-assessee having submitted the 

declarations in Form-F in respect of its branch transfer 

and other relevant documents to substantiate its claim, it 

discharged the burden on it, after that the assessing 

authority was obliged under the law to peruse the said 

forms and make such inquiry as he deems necessary to 

find out whether the particulars mentioned in the 
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declaration are true or not. The type of enquiry to be 

conducted when declaration in Form-F is filed by the 

dealer has been vividly explained by the Hon‟ble Kerala 

High Court in case of C.P.K. Trading Company Vs. 

Additional Sales Tax Officer, III Circle, Mattancherry, 

[1990] 76 STC 211, which has been referred by the 

Hon‟ble Apex Court in Ashok Leyland Ltd. Vrs. State of 

Tamil Nadu reported in (2004) 134 STC 473 (SC). In the 

aforesaid case, the Hon‟ble Kerala High Court observed as 

under:- 

“... A plain reading of section 6A(2) of the Central 

Sales Tax Act points out that in cases where the 

dealer exercises the option of furnishing the 

declaration (F forms), the only further requirement is 

that the assessing authority should be satisfied, after 

making such enquiry, as he may deem necessary, 

that the particulars contained in the declaration 

furnished by the dealer are „true‟. The scope or 

frontiers of enquiry, by the assessing authority under 

section 6A(2) of the Central Sales Tax Act is limited to 

this extent, namely, to verify whether the particulars 

contained in the declaration (F forms) furnished by 

the dealer are „true‟. It means, the assessing 

authority can conduct an enquiry to find out whether 

the particulars in the declaration furnished are 

correct, or dependable, or in accord with facts or 

accurate or genuine. That alone is the scope of 



21 
 

enquiry contemplated by section 6A(2) of the Act. On 

the conclusion of such an enquiry, he should record 

a definite finding, one way or the other. As to what 

should be the nature of the enquiry, that can be 

conducted by the assessing authority under section 

6A(2) of the Act, is certainly for him to decide. It is 

his duty to verify and satisfy himself that the 

particulars contained in the declaration furnished by 

the dealer are „true‟. As a quasi-judicial authority, the 

assessing authority should act fairly, and reasonably 

in the matter. During the course of the enquiry, 

under section 6A(2) of the Act, it is open to him to 

require the dealer to produce relevant documents or 

other papers or materials which are germane or 

relevant, to find whether the particulars contained in 

the declaration (F forms) are „true‟. It is not possible 

to specify the documents or other materials or papers 

that may be required, to be furnished in all 

situations and in all cases. It depends upon the facts 

and circumstances of each case. The power vested in 

the officer is a wide discretionary power, to find, 

whether the particulars contained in the declaration 

(F forms) are „true‟. It is not possible or practicable to 

lay down the exact documents or materials that may 

be required in all the cases, by the assessing 

authority, to come to a proper and just finding as 

required by section 6A(2) of the Act.” 

 
Further, in case of M/s. Hindustan Petroleum 

Corporation Ltd. Vrs. The Deputy Commissioner (CT)-II 
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(FAC), Chennai, their Lordships of Hon’ble Madras High 

Court vide order dtd. 07.11.2016 held as under :- 

“8.  Admittedly, in the instant case, the 

respondent did not conduct any enquiry, nor there is 

any observation made in the impugned orders 

rejecting the Form-F Declarations. As pointed out 

earlier, the sole reason for passing impugned orders 

was by referring to the statement recorded by the 

Enforcement Wing Officer from the Senior Operation 

Officer of the petitioner-Corporation. Thus, in the 

absence of any enquiry, the conclusion arrived at by 

the respondent that it was a case of inter-state sale, 

deserves to be rejected.”  

 
6(c).    It is observed that in the present case, the 

assessing authority has not whispered any contrary view in 

respect of the declaration in Form-F submitted by the 

assessee upon such enquiry. Therefore, we are inclined to 

interfere with the impugned orders of the forums below. We 

think it just and proper to remand the matter to the 

jurisdictional assessing authority before whom the dealer-

assessee shall produce all relevant documents to 

substantiate its claim of branch transfer and other claims. 

Thereafter, the assessing authority will make an enquiry 

with regard to the declarations submitted by the dealer-
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assessee in Form-F and pass necessary orders according to 

law.     

7.   In view of the discussions made above, the 

impugned orders of the forums below are set aside and the 

matter is remitted back to the jurisdictional assessing 

authority with a direction to give reasonable opportunity to 

the dealer-assessee by providing copies of FCRs so as to 

produce the relevant documents to substantiate its claim of 

branch transfer and other claims and assess him afresh as 

per provisions of law as expeditiously as possible. Cross-

objection is disposed of accordingly.  

Dictated & Corrected by me 
 
               Sd/-                           Sd/- 
   (A.K. Das)      (A.K. Das) 
           Chairman      Chairman 
 
       I agree, 
              Sd/- 
               (S.K. Rout) 
                2nd Judicial Member 
 
       I agree, 
              Sd/- 
                 (S. Mishra) 
                Accounts Member-II  
    


