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Passed by Shri. Uma Shanker, Comm_iiésioner (Appeal)

T Asstt. Commissioner, Div-1ll &= B?TI;T:T 3, Service tax gRT Wl el 3w
STC/Ref/22/JMC/HCV/DCIDiv-Il/16-17 Rife: 24/05/2016, .3 R

3 I _
Arising out of Order-in-Original No. STf@/RefIZZIJMC/HCV/DCIDiv-IIll16-17 fe~ites: 24/05/2016
issued by Asstt. Commissioner, Div-ll| i:,“qi\entral Excise, Service tax

o :

=) ardierat @1 7w v uar Name & Address of the Appellant / Respondent

e ) -
M/Sf'-’,JNIC Projects Pvt. Ltd
%, Ahmedabad
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Any person a aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file-an appeal or revision application, as
the one may be against such order, to the ap;?;fopriate authority in.the following way :
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Revision application to Government of Ind{a : RN
| N 41
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(i) A revision application lies to the Undey; Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue; 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Delhi - 110 001 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 [} .
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(i) In case of any loss of goods where 'tlji;e loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
another factory or from one warehouse to 'a@_other during the course of processing of the goods in a

warehouse or in storage whether in a factory;'\'(')'r in a warehouse.”

f

(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise orj,,agoods exported to ahy country or territory outside India of
on excisable material used in the mapufacture of the goods which are exported to any country
or territory outside India. g
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In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported 10 any country or territory outside

India of on excisable material used in the manufacture{’;of the goods which are exported
to any country or territory outside India. i
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In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duty. B '
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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. o '
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The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under

Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within:3 months from the date on which
the order sought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by
two copies each of the OO 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.
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The revision application shall be accompanied by a fée of Rs.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. :
j

AT 3, DY See Yeb U WAy 3rdtedtd e & ufy ardiel—
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.”

(1)

(@)

(@)
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Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies ’20 -
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To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
0-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, ‘Ahmedabad : 380 016. in case of
appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.
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The appeal to the Appellate Trlbuwal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Cewtral Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (one which at Ieast should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-,
Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty / penalty / demand / refund is upto 5
Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above SO‘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 publlc sector bank of the place where the bench of
the Tribunal is situated.
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In case of the order covers a nqu=r of order-in-Original, fee for each O 1.O. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not; W|thstand|ng the fact that the .one appeal to the
Appellant Tribunal or the one appllcatlon to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is
filled to avoid scriptoria work if exmsmg Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs 100/- for each.
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One copy of application or O.1.0. ag the case-may be, and the order of the adjournment
authority shall a court fee stamp of;Rs.6.50 paise as prescrlbed under scheduled-| item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended oy
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Attention in invited to the rules covenng these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Prooedure) Rules, 1982.
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F2EqU B I(Section 35 F of the Centre111 Excise Act, 1944, Sectton 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
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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 provided that the pre-
deposit amount shall not exceed Rs 10 Crores. 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 & Sectlon 86 of the Flnance Act, 1994)
; b

Under Central Excise and Servnce Tax “Duty demanded shall |nclude

(D) amount determined under Section 11 D;

(ii) amount of erroneous’ Cenvat Credit taken;

(i)  amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.
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10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where
penalty alone is in dispute.” _

In view of above, an appeal agalnst thls order shall l|e pefore the Tribunal on payment of
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ORDEIiLiN APPEAL |
.

M/s. JMC Projects (Indla) Pvt. Ltd., /ﬁi"{'104 Shapath-4, Opp.
" Karnavati Club, S. G. Road, Ahmedabad (here/nafter referred to as 'the
appellants’) have filed the present appeal against (Q_rder—m Original number
STC/Ref/22/IMC/H.C. Verma/DC/Dlv 1II/2016-17 i dated 24, 05 2016
(hereinafter referred to as ‘impugned order’) passed by the Deputy
Commissioner, Service Tax, DlVlSlOI’] 111, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to

[N

as ad]ud/cat/ng authority?). S

2. The facts of the case, ln brlef are that the Appellants had filed a
refund claim for ¥ 2,18,34 989/- u'nder the prowsxons of Section 11B of
Central Excise Act, 1944 made applxcable to Service Tax matters vide Section.
83 of the Finance Act, 1994. The said refund clalm was filed for the period
* 06.06.2007 to 31.03.2011 by the appellants The; appellants claimed that
they had carried out the work of constructlon of dlaphragm walls, anchor
slab, retention wall etc. for M/s. SRFDC Ltd. (a Wholly owned undertaklng of
the Ahmedabad Municipal Corporatlon) during the ‘period 06.06.2007 to
31.03.2011. The said work was specn"lcally exclu:led from the ambit of
Service Tax as defined in Sectlon 65(97a) of the.,Flnance Act, 1994 and
hence, no Service Tax was payable by them. The appellants paid Service Tax
on the above work and after M/s. SRFDC Ltd. lnformed that Service Tax was
not applicable to the work, the appellants filed the refund claim. During
scrutiny of the claim, certain dlscrepanCles were noticed and accordingly, a
show cause notice, dated 22.01. 2016 was lssued to the appellants. The
' adjudicating authority, vide the |mpugned order, reJected the refund claim on
‘the ground of unjust enrichment and llmltatlon statlng that the claim was not
tenable under Section 11 B of the Central Excise Act,~1944.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order the appellants have preferred
the present appeal. They stated that the impugned jorder is not a speaking
one as the adjudicating authority has not properly dlscussed the case laws
tabled by the appellants. They further quoted that M/s SRFDC Ltd. did not
pay any Service Tax to the appellants on the lnv0|ces raised. In support, the
appellants submitted, before me, a letter of M/s SRFDC Ltd dated
~29.09.2015. Thé appellants further claimed that the cmount of Service Tax of
<2,18,34,989/- paid by them was not duty but de005|t and hence limitation

under Section 11B will not be applicable to the case The appellants further

argued that the refund can also not be denied on the ground of unJust

enrichment. They have shown the Service Tax amount as ‘receivables’ ln the

/

e

financial statements. Thus, as they have not recelved the amount of Serglcea _ .

Tax from M/s. SRFDC Ltd., the question of unjust enrlchment does not ar‘l
‘s
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" to be decided in the case viz.; &
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4, Personal hearing in the matter was granted and held on 22.03.2017.
Shri Jigar Shah and Smt. Madhu,.gam, both advocates, appeared before me
on behalf of the appellants and'ﬁ?’i’eiterated the contents of appeal memo.
Additional submissions and variotjfs judgments were also tabled before me,
by them, during the course of hea%tng. . g

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records, grounds
of appeal in the Appeal Memorandum and oral submissions made by the

appellants at the time of personahhearlng There are the following two issues

-;}%-—;Ebf-—w

(M Claim rejected on the grou d of limitation under Section 11B of the
Central Excise Act, 1944.

e L

(i) Claim rejected on the groun d of unjust ennchment

i
183

t

At the onset I would like to quote below the relevant portions of the
Notification number 25/2012- Servngce Tax dated 20.05: 2012

.
l

*G.S.R......(E).- In exercise ofqthe powers conferred by sub-section (1)

of section 93 of the Flnance Act 1994 (32 of 1994) (heremafter—

Y

referred to as the said Act) and in supersession of notification number
12/2012- Service Tax, dated; the 17™ March, 12012, published in the
Gazette of India, Extraordmary, Part II, Section 3,Sub-section (i) vide
number G.S.R. 210 (E), dated the 17% March, ' 2012, the Central
Government, being satisfied that 1t is necessary in the public interest so
to do, hereby exempts the followmg taxable serv ces leviable thereon

g
under sectlon 66B of the said Act namely:-
!({

u

............................ S
i
12, Services provided to th'é’ Government, a 'Ic;é'al authority or a
governmental authority by way of constructlon, ‘erection,
K .
commissioning, lnstallatlon, completlon, flttmg out, repair,

maintenance, renovation, olgéalteratlon of- "

.\x
IT

(a) a civil structure or iany other orlgmal works meant

v

predominantly for use other*£than for commerce, mdustry, or any

other business or professmm
..ﬁ _
(b) a hlstorlcal monument archaeologlcal snte or remains of

national importance, archaeologlcal excavatlon, or antiquity
r‘v
spec:fled under the Ancient; l;lonuments and Archaeologlcal Sites

“

and Remains Act, 1958 (24‘of 1958);

(c) a structure meant?;»;%"predominantly for use as (i) an

educational, (ii) a clinical, or (iii) an art or cultural e

)

establishment; =
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(d) -canal, dam or other irrigation works;

FERRITIN

(e) pipeline, conduit or:plant for (i) water supply (ii) water

”

treatment, or (iii) sewerage treatment or dlsposal .......
l

[ . *;
In view of the above, we can very well see that th% work performed by the

appellants is exempted from payment of Service Ta><. Up to this point there is
no confusion apout the taxablllty but the issue gets complicated after this.
The appellants have paid SerVIce Tax since 06.06. 7007 to 31.03.2011 and
when they came to know that the work performed by them is exempted,
they have asked for a refund of the Service Tax that they have paid. The
" appellants have claimed, in thelr appeal memorandum, that they did not
collect the said Service Tax, pald by them, from thelr client and have shown

the amount as ‘receivables’ in thelr ﬂnanaal statements They stated before’

me that there were several correspondences between both the parties
' regarding the payment of Serwce Tax and lately M/s SRFDC Ltd., vide letter
dated 29.09.2015, informed the appellants that cS Service Tax was not
payable on the work performed by the appellants ‘the question of
reimbursement does not arise’. In support of their clalm the appellants have
submitted photocopies of the said correspondences l:ﬁefore me. In view of the

i)
above, I agree with the appellants that they were riot supposed to pay any

Service Tax and they have not received any amount;_iof Service Tax, paid by

. [
them, from M/s. SRFDC Ltd. In paragraph 17 of the impugned order, the

adjudicating authority draws a conclusion stating that as the invoices raised

by the appellants include Service Tax; the appellants have received the

same. This conclusion is supported by a vague argument and devoid of any
| evidence. In the copy of the minutes of pre-bid meetlng, submitted by the
appellants before me, it is very clearly mentioned that Service Tax will not be
included in the rates quoted by ‘the bidder. Thus it is very clear that
whatever amount, in the form of payment, recelved by the appellants, was
exclusive of the Service Tax. That is the reason vx}hy the appellants were
incessantly requesting M/s. SRFDC Ltd. to reimburse;the Service tax amount
paid by the appellants. T

i
b1

. i
6. Now, I start with the main issue that whether Section 11B of the

Central Excise Act, 1944 is applicable to a Servié‘ié that is exempted by

notification. The answer is no because, the Service Tax was paid by the
' appellants mistakenly/erroneously and hence, the sa:;:fne should be treated as
a deposit and not duty. Hon’ble High Court of Kerala?"while disposing the writ
petition of M/s. Geojit BNP Paribas Financial Services Ltd on 23.06. 2015 has

held that lf Service Tax is not leviable, the refund clalmed is not relatable to

Section 11B of the Central Excise Act, 1944,

¢
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there is no dispute with regard to the fact that no Service Tax is leviable
for the service extended by the pet/t/oner to the Muscat Bank SAOG. Thus,
the writ petition is maintainable }‘when the amount s arbitrarily WIthhe/d
without any justification under /aw as the refund c/a/med by the pet/t/oner

is not relatable to Section 11B oﬁ'the Central Excise Act. Similar view was

also taken by the Karnataka :;H/gh Court . in K.V.R. Constructions
v. Commissioner of Central Exc:se (Appeals) and another [(2010) 28
VST 190 (Karn)] and by the Madras High Court in Natraj and

Venkat Associates v. Asst. Commr of S.T., Chennai-II [2010 (249)
E.L.T.337 (Mad.)].

EoL e

11. In that view of the matter, the Wr/t petition is allowed. There shall be a
direction to the second respondent to sanction, refund claimed by the
petitioner based on the request made by him within two months from the
date of receipt of a copy of this Judgment"

rl

_ In the case of Joshi Technologles Internatlonal vs. ‘the Union of India, the

Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat pi}oclaimed that in. case of amount paid by
mistake or through ignorance, the revenue is duty bound to refund it as its
retention is hit by Article 265 of COI’IStltUtIOI‘l of India Wthh mandates that no
tax shall be levied or collected except by the authonty of law, Section 11B of
Central Excise Act, 1944. I onld quote the: requured contents of the
paragraph 15.3 and 15.4 of the sald Judgment as below

.,-;? [ T
e Therefore, the contention: t!hat the self assessment made by the
petitioner has attained finality and hence, the pet/t/oner cannot claim
refund unless the assessment is cha//enged is m/sconcelved and contrary to
the law laid down in the above decision. The ' uoshot of the above
discussion is that even in case where any amount is pa/d by way of self

assessment, /n the event any amount has been paid by fistake or through

ignorance, it is always open to the, assessee to bring it to the notice of the

: author/ty concerned and claim refund of the amount wrongly paid. The

author/ty concerned is also duty bound to refund such amount as retention
of such amount would be hit by‘ JArticle 265 of the Constitution of India

which bears the heading “Taxes;{(not to be imposed save by authority of

.
Trr—
5 T -

law” and lays down that no ta}'(;'éshall be levied or: collected except by
author/ty of law. Since the Educat/on Cess and Secondary and Higher

Secondary Education Cess collected from the pet/t/oner is not backed by
any author/ty of law, in view of the prowsmns or, Artlc/e 265 of the
Constitution, the respondents have no authority to reta/n the same. The
decision of the Supreme Court in: the case of Paros Electronics (P) Ltd. v.
Union of India (supra) would have no app//cab///ty to the facts of the
present case, inasmuch as, in that case the refund was not granted as the
levy had become final being contested at all departmental levels. In the

present case, the education cesses .have been paid by the petitioner BY

v,
™

1\. . /’m \_1Tw NS
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way of self assessment and no assessment order has been passed thereon B
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15.4Reference may also be mdade at this stage to the deécision of this
court in the case of Alstom India Ltd. v. Union of Indla, 2014 (301) E.L.T.
446 (Guj.), on which reliance has been placed by the learned counsel for
the petitioner, wherein it has beén he/d as follows : f*
.’ . &\

It is now "11, well-settled law that a citizen, even after making payment
of tax on demand by either misinterpretation of the >tatutory provision or
under unconstitutional provision or under mistake of law, can subsequently
cha//enge the inherent lack of jurisdiction on the part of the said State
authority to demand tax, and if such a citizen succeeds, the Court can, in
an appropriate case, direct refund of the amount wh/(_:h had been collected
by the State authority having no jurisdiction. Therei;{are instances where
after payment of tax by an assessee, on his pray‘é‘r, the provisions of
imposition of tax has been held ultra vires the ConstifUtion of India and in
such a case, the subsequent proceedings for annu/mé.’_nt of the proceedings
under which the tax was collected cannot be dismissé?j on the sole ground
of payment of tax by the pet/'t/'oher inasmuch as ther‘e cannot be a waiver
of constitutional rights of mandatory character or fur;_damenta/ rights. The
only exception to this principle is where the assessee has passed on the
burden of tax to the third partiés i.e. the consUh’;ers [See Mafatlal
Industries Ltd. and Others v. Union"of India and Others reported in (1997)
5 SCC 536 = 1997 (89) E.L.T. 247 (S.C.)]. Thus, if the Constitution does
not permit an authority to collect tax’ by enactment of appropriate law
vesting such power, merely bechuse such author/ty. has recovered the
amount by virtue of ultra vires adJud/cat/on, cannot be a factor standing in
-the way of the assessee to challenge the provisions as ultra vires just as in
a Civil Litigation after suffer/ng a''decree, the Judg_ment debtor in the
executing proceedings can pray for declaration that tzhe decree sought to
be executed is a nullity for want of /nherent Jur/sd/ct/on without preferring
any appeal against the original decree [See Ch/ranJ//a/ Shrilal Goenka v.
Jasjit Singh reported in (1993) 2 SCC 507].” ".-"

G "i*

Also in the case of Alstom India Ltd. vs. the Union of India, the Hon’ble High
Court of Gujarat proclaimed that; }

"Refund-Tax paid-On misinterpretation of statutory '-{_provision or under
unconstitutional provision or under mistake of law-In ‘Euch case, inherent”
lack of jurisdiction of State authority to demand ta%':.can be challenged.
subsequent to payment of tax-If citizen succeeds, Courfij can, in appropriate
case, direct refund of amount collected by State c'g'v'_uthority having no'.
Jurisdiction-Subsequent proceedings cannot be dismissé‘d on sole ground of
payment of taf( by citizen as there cannot be waiver ofj ‘constitutional rights
of mandatory character or fundamental rights-On/y"; exception . to this

principle is where assessee has passed on burden of tay to third part/es

Thus, in view of the above, I hold that when a particular se:r"vic’é' is' not

taxable under the Service Tax law, then in such a S|tuat|on What has been A
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first place. It is only the 'amount' 'collected without authorization of law which
is illegal and hence cannot be retalned by the department and. has to be
refunded to the person who has paald such amount. This is a settled principle
of law; time and again it has beel'*é\ reiterated by various judicial authorities.
In Cawasi & Co case [1978 E IET (J 154)] the Hon’ble Supreme Court
observed that.the period of llmltai?‘:lon prescribed for recovery of money paid
under a mistake of law is three“’"’y""/ears from the date when the mistake is
known, be it 100 years after the date of payment. This judgment has been
quoted and depended upon by thefaHon’ble Andhra Pradesh High Court in the.
case of M/s. U Foam Pvt. Ltd vs. Collector of Central Excise -1988 (36) EL T

- 551(A P). In the case of Hexacom« (I) Ltd vs CCE, Jaipur - 2003 (156) EL T

357 (Tri -Del), the tribunal held that if any amounts are collected erroneously
as representing Service Tax, Wthh is not in force, there is no bar to the

return of such amounts. The tlme Ilmlt under Section 11B of Central Excise

Act, 1944 does not apply. ‘The trlbunal observed the following, “We have

perused the records and heard both sides. It is not /n dispute that no Service

l
- Taxwas Jeviable during the per/odzzn question. Therefore whatever payment

1
was made did not relate to Serwce Tax at all. It was merely an erroneous
collection .by DOT and payment""by the appe//ants Therefore, provisions

relating to refund of Service Tax /nclud/ng Fl.‘hose relating to unjust

enrichment, cannot have any appl/cat/on to the return of the amount in

it

" question. It is further noted that prowsmns conta/ned /n Section 11D of the
i

Central Excise Act have not been made app//cable to Serwce Tax. Therefore,
if any amounts are collected erroneous/y as representmg Service Tax, which
is not in force, there is no bar to the return of sucn amounts The rejection of
refund application was, therefore, not correct”, In the case of CCE, Raipur vs.

Indian Ispat Works Ltd -2006 (3) S)T R 161 (Tri Del), the Tribunal held that,

“The department has allowed the c/a/m of the respondents for the period 16-
11-97 to 1-6-98, but rejected the refund claim for the previous period and
subsequent period as time barred;l The re]ect/on of the claim of refund is
wrong as it can be seen from thw records that tr‘e amount paid by’ the
respondents is not a tax, but an amount co//ected by the department without

. d
any authority of law”. In the case?l of CCE, Bangalore vs Motorola India -

2006 (206) E L T 90 (Kar), the ngh Court has held tﬁat in the case of claim
of refund, limitation under Section, gl"lB of Central Exase Act is not applicable
since the amount paid by mistake II‘E excess of duty a’ld such amount cannot
be termed as duty. Citing the abové case of Motorola Indla the adjudicating
authorlty, in paragraph 6 of the lmpu'gned order clalmed that the said case
has been dissented in 2009 (238) ELT 515 (Tr| Ahm) However, on the
contrary, I find that the said order; has been dlstmgwshed on altogether on a
different ground and those grounds are not relevant fo the present case,
Hence, it cannot be said that the (deClSlOl’l of Hon’ble ngh Court has. been

overruled by the Tribunal. In the s_%,‘me paragraph} 6 .oF the impugnediémg \
' : b Cwt EARE _
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the adjudicating authority also countered the claim;‘;;,of the appellants in the
case of ITD Cementation India Ltd. vs. the Comn%'ssioner of Service Tax,
stating that the department has contested the levy of Service Tax up to
Supreme Court. However, he failed ‘to:quote the outcome of the said issue
where the Hon’ble Supreme Court dismissed the Clyll Appeal D. No. 7856 of
2015 filed by the Commissioner of Service Tax, Mumbal against the CESTAT
Final Order Nos. A/1237-1241/2014-WZB/C- I(CSTB) Thus the concIuS|on is
clear that if a tax has been collected which is not Ievnable at all, the time |lmlt
. given in the tax laws does not, apply. The general time limit under the
Limitation Act 1963, applies under-which the |lmlt lS three years from the
time of coming to know of it. ,,

7. Regarding ‘the second issoe i.e., whether i;'he provision of unjust
enrichment is applicable to the case, I proclalm that : smce Section 11B of the
Central Excise Act is not appllcable to it, pr‘OVlS?Ol’]S relating to unjust
enrichment will have no application to it. Moreoverlgtlt has been thoroughly
discussed in paragraph 5 of this order that M/s' SRFDC Ltd. have not
reimbursed the Service Tax paid by the appellants and hence it is confirmed
that the appellants could not transfer the burden of tax to M/s. SRFDC Ltd.
. When the burden of tax was not transferred to the second party, provision of

unjust enrichment will not be applicable to the issue. El

8. Thus, in view of the discussion held abov_e, I proclaim that the
appellants are eligible for the refund claim and thevfiprovisions of limitation
under Section 1}8 of the Central Excise Act, 1944 an_;d unjust enrichment will
not.be applicable to them. Accordingly, in view of my::,’foregoing conclusions, I

reject the impugned order and allow the appeal in above terms. .

9. 3rfierhal GRT gof T a1$ 3rdiel o AUTRT SR adies & fpam s ¥

. 9, The appeal filed by the appellants stands dispoéed off in above terms.
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‘Opp. Karnavati Club, S. G. Road,

F.No.: V2(ST)116/A-11/2016-17

To,
M/s. JMC Projects (India) Pvt. Ltd.
A-104, Shapath-4, :

Ahmedabad- 380 015. E

£
Copy to: i*’

H,
1) The Chief Commissioner, Centr’éﬁl Excise, Ahmedabad.

2) The Commlsswner, Service Tax, Ahmedabad.

3) The Dy./Asst. Commnssnoner Serwce Tax, Division-III, Ahmedabad.

4) The Asst. Commissioner (System), Service Tax, Hg., Ahmedabad.
,.ﬁ l

~ Guard File. @
6) P. A. File. 1[’
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