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ahr& anfa zr 3rft 3r2r rials 3qra nar ? at a sw3r ah a znfeerfa at
aa! arg +a 3f@rant at 3rut znr grtu 3r4a 1IT mar & [

Any person an aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as
the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way:

3Ta +al nrutaruT 3rd :
Revision application to Government of India:

c1) Celi) (@ i4hr 5eure gr;ea 3rf@1fez1Gr 1994 #r err 3aa #ht rarg azmail ha ii q@ Ir
en)- 3Q"-~ m parauir 3iria utarur 3lac 3&fl fr, an a, f@a 2in6z1, I5la
fcla:rrar , atf #ifs, tar ls sa, ire mi,a fer -110001 at Rs atr urf [
A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Government of India, Revision Application Unit,
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Delhi-110001, under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid:

(i) zem f@ h ma ii saz ara? * fcITTft" a:isRJII{ m ~- ctil{@dl CR" m mfr
sizra au cisran iim s z if ii,n fn@ sisra zr sisr a a? a fnfr an1a
df m fcITTft" a:isFtJ 11{ #t za RR nun ah akrrg

In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a
warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse
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(c) In case of goods exp.orted outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duty.

~\:l~lc{.-J clfl- '3"~~ *·~ * fu'-q 1.r11" ~~~ clfl- ~ % 3iR ~ 31ml 1.r11" ~
tfRT ~ m.:r * -~r@rcp ~. 3fCfrc;r * "[RT '9'lfu=r ch- ~- -qx m ~ if fcITTr~ (.=f.2) 1998
tfRT 109 "[RT~- ~ -irq £TT I

(d) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final
products under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such order
is passed· by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109
of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

(1) a?sraa gca (34ta) fzrmaf), 20o1 * ~ 9 *~ fclf.:if4cc ™~~-a if cTT mw:rr
, )fa srer * ma 3001 ffl ~ ~ cft.=r 'l-JTff * ~ ~-3001 ~ 3fCfrc;r 3001 clfl- err-err
mwIT *™~~~ Gill alf;1# Tr al g. cpy ~l.c./.l !i!~~ *~ tfRT 35-~ if
~ 1lfi' * -~ * x=JWf * W~ 't1"3ITT'-6~- clfl" >iftl' 'Jfr m.fr ~ I

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 ·as specified under

t
Rhule, d9 of Centhrtatl Exbcise (Appl edals) ~ulet~' 2001 wit~int3dmondthshfro

II
mb the date on _wdhicbh _0.

e or er soug o e appea e agams Is commurnca e an s a e accomparne y
two copies each of the 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a
copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account.

(2) R[q37rat # mer urif i=caaergm m '3W qJ"l-j" mm m 200/- 1:JfR:r :fmR
at ug a#hi uasf icra a ya ala a vznar st m 1 ooo1- clfl- 1:JfR:r :fmR clfl- ~ 1

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee ofRs.200/- where the amount
involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more
than Rupees One Lac.

#tar gyve, {ta qr gc vi hara a4l4hr =urn@raw a uR 3r#a-
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1)

(a)

ah4ta qr<a yca rf@,fr, 1944 clfl- tfRT 35-E\i/35-~ siasfa-
Under Sectio'n 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-
avffast pcuia k if@ea ftmm tr ycan, #tu 3qra yea vi tarn 3r4la)a miff@raUr
al fags 9feare aiia i. 3. 3ITT'. #. g, +{ fl«cl at ga

the special. bench of Custom, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block
No.2, R.K. Puram, New Delhi-1 in all matters relating to classification valuation and.

GcR'tf81Rskl qRm 4 2 (1) qJ if ~ 31:fflR * 3@TcIT qfi- 3rft, an@hat mm i v#tar gyea, a€ha
8Ira zgca g ara an9l#hr znzn@rUT (fm:tc) clfl-~~ -c:frfacITT, 3H3l-Jc{l~lc{ if it-20,
~ t':!IR:9c61 i:bUJl\3°,s, irmufr .=Jl"R, 31f:!l-Jc{l~lc{-380016.

0

To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) atO-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380
016. in case of appeals otherthan as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

~\:l~lc{.-J ~ (3flfrc;r) f.:illl-Jlq("J"j, 2001 clfl- tfRT 6 *~ >fq'?f ~:q--3 if ~ fcpq- 31:fflR
ar4Ra =zrzf@raj at nu{ 3fl # f@rs r@la h; +Tg 3001 clfl-. 'clTT mwtt· x-r!m=r ~ 'm9Tc'i ~

., ·qfi- iT, nlur #t 'l-Ji1T 3it an ru 4fr nu 5 cl IT Ura n t asi6; 1000/- #tr hurt
1

.· wfr I ~ 'm9Tc'i ~ clfl- 'l-JT<f, ~~ clfl- 'l-JTlf sh arrn gif# sw s a T59-%7E-, st 'ffi'
, ,. ~ 5000 /- ffi~ wfr I 'G'l6T 3qr ye #t mr, anur #t "l-JTlT 3fR ~, -~-~ 1~ 50

c'lruf qr wk vnrr & asi I; 1000o/- ffi ~ wft I clfl" ffi xit':!lllcfi~,/..~ .. ; ~~~ ~.;,\)
I;/' :-/ .. ~<' ~ ~e +
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aiRhia #a srr a vier at \Jfm 1 zI8 glYe enI a fa4ht if laurRa ha #a t
~"cfiT -gr "GJeTT Uar -zmrnf@raw alt fl fr?]

The appeal to the Appellate fribu□al sball be fiied in: quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-,
Rs.5,000/- and Hs.10,000/- where amount of duty/ pen'alty / demand I refund is upto 5
Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in
favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate public sector bank of the place
where the bench of any nominate public sector bank of the place where the bench of the
Tribunal is situated. ·

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the
Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is
filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each.

(4) rurau zyean. 3rf@fr 497o zqmr vigil@era at agqf-4 # siafa feffRa fag 31gara 3ma zu
Ga srr zqenfenf fufu If@rant # snag a r?a #l ya ,R w 6.e.so ha a1 zrzru gge£
ea at tr a1ft
One copy of appHcation or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment
authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under scheduled-I item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

~ 311x "W:tm lWfc1T "cfil" PJzj-;101 ~ cf@ frr<FIT ct)- ail #ft eznr an#ffa fan urar & sit ft yen,
4tr sqra zyc gi hara a4ltr rrznf@raour (ruff@fe) Rm, 1gs2 ffea

(5)

0

(6)

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

#tr zyca, ft1 54ral gycag @hara 3r9tr =mrnf@eras (Rrbz), cfi m=ct 3llTR'lT cfi ~ l{
aacrii(Demand) 1;[cT ct"s (Penalty) "cfiT 10% qasar acar 3f@art 1 raifa, 3rf@rasaa q4Gm 1o#is
~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
1994)

hc4rzr3z ra 3ithara h 3iaia, nf@gar "a4car#rii"(DutyDemanded) 
-=>

(i) (Section) is 1D hafiffauffi;
(ii) fezarara#dz#fez #arr@r;
(iii) hr4}fez fer a#era 6h;aer f@r.

> rzqasmr 'ifaa3r4'rs q4 smr Rtaceri, ar4hr' afraa #fza sraair fararr.
For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty confirmed by
the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited. It may be noted that the

· pre-deposit is a mandatory condition :for filing appeal before CESTAT. (Section 35 c (2A}
and 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994) ..

Under Central Excise andService Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include:
(i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

gr caaf k ,z mar # vf 3rfl nf@raswr h mar ssi arcs arrar <res n avRaffa zt at air f
,,..- .,,.,., :Jf10% 'l"""' ,r,: am: aro'i' iii.er ,:,rs f.larRa ot ifif .,,.- ;I; 10% 'l'@"f ~?,:~~
n vew of above, an appeal against this order shat e beforehe Tnp$rarinft;of 10%
of the duty demanded Where du!),, or duty and penalty are 1n dispute, P(;Jt naltycWhe']'p/· rnalty
alone is in dispute." .· i€ .> #
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL l
¢
v

M/s PSP Projects Pvt. Ltd., Opposite Celesta Courtyard, PSP House, Opposite'

Lane of Vikram Nagar Colony, ISCON-Ambli Road Ahmedabad - 380 058 (hereinafter

referred to as 'the appellant') are engaged in providing the service under the category of

'Construction Services' other than residential Comples but including Commercial I

Industrial Buildings or Civil Structures under the erstwhile section 65(105)(zzq) and

Section 65(105) (zzzza) respectively of the finance Act, 1994.

2. During the course of audit of the records of the appellant by the officers of the

department it was noticed that during the period from 01/07/2012 to 10/07/2014, the.

appellant had provided construction services under 'works Contract' to M/s Gujarat

Cancer society for construction of Medical College campus but had not paid Service

Tax claiming the benefit of exemption under Sr.No.9 of the Table to Notification No.

30/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012 which reads as: 'Service provided to or by an educational

institution in respect of education exempted from service tax, by way of- (a) auxiliary

educational services; (b) renting of immovable property;' It appeared that the services )

provided by the appellant did not qualify for exemption under the Notification ibid in as

much as the construction activity undertaken by the appellant under 'Works Contract

service for construction of medical college', does not fall under the definition of 'auxiliary

educational service'. Therefore, a Show Cause Notice No.CEA-II/ST/15-25/C

V/APXXII/FAR-45/RP-02/16-17 dated 20/03/2017 (hereinafter referred to as 'the SCN')

was issued to the appellant proposing to deny the benefit of notification No.25/2012-ST

dated 20/06/2012; demanding Service Tax amounting to Rs.1,05,78,846/- under

'Works Contract service' under proviso to Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994,

invoking larger period; demanding interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994
and proposing to impose penalty on the appellant under Section 76, Section 77(2) and

under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. This SCN was adjudicated vide 0.1.0. No. 0
16/JC/2017/GCJ dated 30/11/2017 (hereinafter referred to as 'the impugned order')

passed by the Joint Commissioner, Central GST and Central Excise, Ahmedabad North

(hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority'). The demand for duty along with

interest has been confirmed in the impugned order as proposed in the SCN. A penalty

of Rs.10,000/- under section 77(2) of the Finance Act, 1994 and a penalty of

Rs.52,89,423/- under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 have been imposed on the

appellant in the impugned order.

3. Aggrieved by the impugned order, the appellant has preferred the instant appeal,

mainly on the following grounds:

i. The salient issue to be addressed are whether the appellant has rightly availed
exemption for service provided to educational institution registered trust under
12AA of Income Tax Act for the period prior to 10/07/2014; whether extended

l,- period can be invoked, and whether penalty under section Z--and78can be
2imposed. The appellant wants to submit that prior to 10/07/2014uitgjsgible

for exemption from Service Tax on the serce provided t92eduatonaknstute
t assesses a«ens we zsnoas"pg /"""}%}"
' . \\)., o,:.,"-.=.I_ ~ ~.,, "-:. 1·".-=- a4 ,·o«a 'r
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appellant had carried out construction work for the educational institute
registered under Section 12A of Income Tax Actduring the period 01/04/2014 to
09/07/2014. As per the clarification issued by Board, the claim is tenable.
because the appellant had carried out construction for educational institute
relating to education development, which has been outsourced to the appellant
by the education institute during the impugned period as the list of service in the
clarification is not exhaustive but elaborative and any service provided to
educational institute were exempt from Service Tax prior to 09/07/2014, which
has been evident from the amendment w.e.f. 10/07/2014 vide D.O. Letter
F.N0.334/15/2014-TRU dated 10/07/2014 where it has been clarified that

''At present all services provided by educational institutions (providing education
services specified in the negative List) to their students, faculty and staff are
exempted {Section 66D(I) of the Finance Act, 1994]; this will continue. However,
inrespect of services received by such educational institutions, presently,
exemption is being operated through the concept of 'auxiliary educational
services' [SI. No. 9]. Doubts have been raised and clarifications have been
swought regarding the scope of meaning of 'auxiliary educational services'. To
bring clarity, it is proposed to omit the concept of 'auxiliary education services'
and specify in the notification, the services which will be exempt when received
by the eligible educational institutions. Accordingly, the following services
received by eligible educational institutions are exempted from service tax; (i)
transportation of students, faculty and staff of the eligible educational institution;
(ii) catering service including any mid-day meals scheme sponsored by the
Government; (iii) security or cleaning or house-keeping services in such
educational institution; (iv) services relating to admission to such institution or
conduct of examination. Further, for the purposes of the exemption, 'educational
institution' is being defined in the exemption notification 25/2012-ST, as
institutions providing educational services specified in the negative list
It may be noted that the scope of exemption remains the same as earlier in the
case of services provided by eligible educational institutions; in the case of
services received by the eligible educational institutions, exemption will be
available only in respect of the services specified as above. Further as a
rationalization measure, the exemption hitherto available to services provided by
way of renting of immovable property to educational institutions stands withdrawn
with immediate effect."

So from the above it is clear that now Government wants to restrict the
exemption to the above four listed service only, describing the complete and
exhaustive list of service. So prior to the amendment of exemption Notification,
appellant has been eligible for exemption of payment of Service Tax upto
09/07/2014.

The SCN covering the period of 01/07/2012 to 10/07/2014 that was issued on
20/03/2017 even though facts were in the knowledge of the department since
2012 onwards, is time barred. The penalty imposed under Section 78 of the
Finance Act, 1994 is not sustainable as the SCN gives no reason whatsoever or
any evidence / fact which can establish that appellant had suppressed anything
from the department. There was no fraud, suppression of facts, willful mis
statement etc. and hence penalty under Section 78 cannot be imposed. The
appellant relies on the order of Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in the case of Steel
Case Ltd. - 2011 (21) STR 500 (Guj.). The appellant submits that even if there
was any contravention of provisions, the same was solely on account of its bona
fide belief and hence penalty cannot be imposed under Section 77 of Finance
Act, 1994. The appellant relies on the case laws Pushpam Pharmaceuticals
Company vs CCE 41995 (78) ELT401 (SC) and CCE vs Chemphar Drugs and
Liniments - 1989 (40) ELT 276 (SC)The issue involved in the present case is of
interpretation of statutory provisions and hence penalties-cannot be imposed as
held in Bharatwecon & Engg. Co. Ltd. vs CCE,%g@a?ft@@) ELT 118 (Ti. 
Kolkata); Goenka Woollen Mtlls Ltd., vs CCE,/~~lprr~gtt1~(13@) ELT 873
(Ti.-Kokata) and Bntara spinners Ltd., vs PE9air5?9!4'(129) ELT 468
(Tn.-Del.) zse • .l

<2?»' •• ">3,
•7 .·%%·j. ; <e8)88 2°2•
• -.4 • '. =-.° 



5
F.No.V2(STC)86/North/Appeals/2017-18

l
4. Personal hearing in the appeal was held on 15/03/2018 attended by Shri Vipul .,,

Khandhar, Chartered Accountant. The learned C.A. reiterated the grounds of appeal

and submitted a copy of earlier O.I.A.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records and submissions

made by the appellant in the grounds of appeals. The issue as to whether exemption of
Service· Tax is admissible under Exemption Notification No.25/2012-ST dated

20/06/2012 in respect of educational institutions has been decided by me in O.1.A No:

AHM-SVTAX-000-APP-159-16-17 dated 28/11/2016 in an earlier appeal filed by M/s

Yogeshwar Education Foundation, Ahmedabad, where I had ordered that the

procurement of services for creating infrastructure facilities and ancillary services to

create facilities for education was exempt under Notification 25/2012-ST dated

20/06/2012. In the instant appeal, I take up the facts for discussion in relation to the

Notification 25/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012 and the clarification issued by C.B.E.C., in

the following paragraph.

6. The impugned exemption in the instant case has been availed by the appellant

for the period from 01/07/2012 upto 10/07/2014 under Sr.No.9 of Notification

No.25/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012, which reads as follows:

"9. Services provided to or by an educational institution in
respect of education exempted from service tax, by way of,-

(a) auxiliary educational services; or

(b) renting of immovable property;"

The appellant has availed the exemption benefit treating construction under work

contract service as falling under the ambit of 'auxiliary education services'. However,
the adjudicating authority in paragraph 7 of the impugned order has held that

construction activity under Works Contract service for construction of medical college

does not appear to fall under the definition of 'auxiliary education services'. Further, in

paragraph 7.1, the adjudicating authority has referred to the amendment vide

Notification No. 6/2014 dated 11/07/2014, whereby the exemption was limited to only"

four categories specified in sub-clause (i) to (iv) of sub-clause (b) of Sr. No.9 and held
that this indicates that even in respect of Notification No.25/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012,

the legislative intent was to limit the exemption to only four categories of services. This

finding is not sustainable in law because the amending Notification No. 6/2014 dated

11/07/2014 does not have any retrospective implication and does not cover the period

or 01/07no12 upto 10/07/2014 impugned in th9,9"%'@9e Prior to the amendment
i.e. prior to omission of the clause (f) 1h;~ar~gr~ b..-:!~~relat1ng to def1rnt1ons. 1n
Notification No.25/2012-ST, the same was effective- "'rrit!A relevant for the period

.' 18 35--'g< .. g
\- ) 3%- : si
\\) ;.),) ~,,;- s I, uo e ·}
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impugned in the instant case. Paragraph 2(f) of Notification No.25/2012-ST dated
20/06/2012, reads as follows:

(f) "auxiliary educational services" means any services relating
to imparting any skill, knowledge, education or development of
course content or any other knowledge - enhancement activity,
whether for the students or the faculty, or any other services which
educational institutions ordinarily carry out themselves but may
obtain as outsourced services from any other person, including
services relating to admission to such institution, conduct of
examination, catering for the students under any mid-day meals
scheme sponsored by Government, or transportation of students,
faculty or staff of such institution;

From the definition of 'auxiliary education services' above, it is clear that the list of
services is illustrative in nature and it cannot be construed that the exemption was
admissible exclusively to such services that find mention in this definition. Therefore, it
is not correct to hold that as construction services do not find specific mention in the
illustrations, the same cannot be treated as 'auxiliary education services'. The said fact
that the services mentioned are illustrative in nature is further evident from the
clarification issued vide C.B.E.C. Circular No.172/7/2013-ST dated 19/09/2013 as

follows:

"3. By virtue of the entry in the negative list and by virtue of the
portion of the exemption notification, it will be clear that all services
relating to education are exempt from service tax. There are many
services provided to an educational institution. These have been
described as "auxiliary educational services" and they have been
defined in the exemption notification. Such services provided to an
educational institution are exempt from Service Tax. For example, if a
school hires a bus from a transport operator in order to ferry students
to and from school, the transport services provided by the transport
operator to the school are exempt by virtue of the exemption
notification.

4. In addition to the services mentioned in the definition of
"auxiliary educational services", other examples would be hostels,
housekeeping, security services, canteen, etc.

5. Thus the apprehensions conveyed in the representations
submitted by certain educational institutions and organizations have
no basis whatsoever. These institutions and organizations are
requested not to. give credence to rumours or mischievous
suggestions. If there is any doubt they are requested to approach the

,· .Chief Commissioner concerned."
·• '·

' . 'From the above it I is clear that the services mentioned in the definition of 'auxiliary

education services' are examples and not exhaustive. The C.B.E.C. clarification thus
I., .

nullifies the finding with regards to the legislative intent of keeping construction service
out of the ambit of 'auxiliary education services' as espoused in the impugned order.
Farther, in oaraoraph s ot the vaned9g@6.sgi@p,jgn under sr. No. 12 or he
Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012:~;-- s._-Q.~ r-f'¥i~rned on the ground that M/sv> - r jAt
Gujarat Cancer Society i.e. the recipientiof;; ervic~..:.wa ~/registered Charitable Trust· c: ?3t& %¢ + s ±yoo & %% •. s° ·32- --0.° i

"-_ t: •
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and not a Government organization. However, the claim of exemption in the present

case is not under Sr. No.12 of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20/06/2012 but the

same is under Sr. No. 9 covering 'educational institution' and there is no dispute that the

services were provided in respect of a Medical College, which is an educational

institution. In view of the above, I find that the exemption availed by the appellant is

legitimate and sustainable in law. Therefore, the confirmation of the demand for Service

Tax along with interest as well as the imposition of penalties is unwarranted and the

impugned order is set aside. As the appeal succeeds on merit, I do not find it necessary

to discuss the issues relating to limitation. The appeal is allowed.

9. 31 4lam1 fRszrr 3qhra al#a fan srar 1
The appeal stands disposed of in the above terms. st-

(3mr gi#)
31rz1Ga (3r4tr-%)

,.:)

Date: 22/ 03/2018
Attested

%.
Superintendent (Appeals-I)
Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

ByR.P.A.D.
To
Mis PSP Projects Ltd.,
PSP House, Opposite: Celesta Courtyard,
lscon -Ambli Road, Ambli,
Ahmedabad - 380 058.

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad North.
3. The Additional Commissioner, Central Excise (System), Ahmedabad North.
4. The Deputy Commissioner, Central Excise Division: Ill, Ahmedabad.

. 5Guard File.
6. P.A.
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