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Issued by ADC STC HQ AbadService Tax, Ahmedabad

'cf ~f21c11G) cnT cITTi / Name & Address of the Respon~~nt
r'

Ms. Daksha Bharat Mandalia Zaveri & Co,, Ahmedabad
za arft 3mar a riage al{ aft anf fr f@era,ft at n@ha RfRa r "ff
an aaT &:- "

4
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate
authority in the following way :- ~[

#tr gen, ur zca vi arm or4la =mrznf@rawrat r@
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

fcnfrll'~,1994 cffr 'cfRf 86 cfi 3TT'fTm~ ~ ~ cfi -qNf cffr \JJ'T ~ :
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lids to :-

ufga 2fa 9l ft zca, sure zyca vi a1an@aha nrnf@avr 3i1. 20, q
~ 51f¾cc1 cbA.Ji\:1°,s, 'BmoTT -.=J1'R, 315+-lc\lcillc\-380016
The West Regional Bench of Customs, Excise, ·service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 0-20, Meghani Nagar, New Mental Hospital Compound, Ahmedabad -
380 016.

(ii) 3r9#tu =urqf@raw at ff; rf@,fzu, 1994 cITT ~wxr s6 (1) cfi ~~ ircrrcR
P!lll-J1cJ&1~, 1994 cfi A<Fr 9 (1) cfi ~~ i:pr=r ~.-er- s ar ufai cffl" \JlT ~
vis mrer Rh 3nar # fag or4la nu{ at.rat ufzt
aft e# a1Reg (a va ufr.uf ztf) 3tfx 'ffi~ it RiR-f 'Q;~ it~ cnT i-lllll4ld
~~ %, cIBT cfi -;:rwm x-11401f.icb ~ ~ cfi .-llllJq)o cfi ~ xlti-l~tx cfi rfFI x'i aifa a
rye u Ggi hara #t 1-l'f<T, flf1'i1 ctr 1-l'f<T 3j Gama ·rznl uif1 7; 5 C'lmf m \TT-R"1 cnl-J
t cffiT ~ 1 ooo / - ffi ~ iTT1TI I ei araw dt it, aitu ht 1-l'f<T 3ITT ~ <Tm ~
~ 5 C'lmf m 50 C'lmf -acP m m ~ 5000 / - ffi~ irft t "GIBf m1cfR ctr l-ltrr, flf1'i1 ctr
lWf 3jt aazn ·zn if nu, 5o C'lmf zita unt ? asi u; 1000o / - ffi ~ iTT1TI I
e # f} am4a- ur vrr 6T 5oo/- #hr au#t eft ii

) ) :
(ii) The appeal under sub section (1) of Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 to the
Appellate Tribunal Shall be filed in quadruplicate in Forni~S.T.5 as prescribed under Rule
9(1) of the Service Tax Rules 1994 and Shall be accompanied by a .copy of the order
appealed against (one of which shall be certified copy) and should be accompanied by a

Jfees of Rs. 1000/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied of
Rs. 5 Lakhs or less, Rs.5000/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded &
penalty levied is is more than five lakhs but not exceeding Rs. Fifty Lakhs, Rs.10,000/-
where the amount of service tax & interest demanded &::penalty levied is more than fifty ... -~ ~:··:-:·~•.•
Lakhs rupees, in the form of crossed bank draft in favourc:of the Assistant Registrar of the,.,<'{-'~,.,n: ,),,: · -~
bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated1'-.,/"'-'' = c,, s-/r'

Application made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.500/-. •·> "'8 ~?{~ ~:::.. ·,
··1 ·. - t• 'X{/
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:: 2 ::
(iii) fr#tr 3rf@If1,1994 #l at 86 di Uu-arr3ii vi (2) er, 3ffi<R! 3rcftc;r 'fl~
f.l<flWI~. 1994 'EB' frlwr 9 (21;!) cfi 3T'ffTTT'! f.Jq\i°{u lJi'Jl·r\;TI .iJ.-7 'fi ct) 'CifT ~ 'C!cT ~ 'ill\!.T
3rrqu.,a sn zyeas (a14ta)arr qftrm (OIA)( \:l'f!T{ mfr IR etf)) 3th 'Gruz
31gqi, err / 3T 3ny 31era a a·u Ir zyan, 3r4la nrznf@era al 3ma a?a
#fr a g arr (o1o) a 4R u4 itn I :

\

(iii) The appeal Linder sub section (2A) of t11e section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be
filed ih Form ST-7 as prescribed under Rule 9 (2A) of, the Service Tax Rules, 1994 and shall
be ar:companied by a copy of order of. CommissionM Central Excise (Appeals)(OIA)(one of
which shall b.e a certified copy) and copy of the order passed by the Addi. / Joint or Dy.
/Asstt. Commissioner or Superintendent of Central -Excise & Service Tax (010) to apply to
the Appellate Tribunal. : ..-

2. 7.JQ.mm'rlml' ~rmwT ~ 3rltlf.lwr. 1975 6 r v arr4t-1 a sifa [eifRa fz
3y qr 3?u vi er qferat # arr2gr 4 4f f X<i 6.5□ /- tm cITT ';'lf]<T@<.I ~ fi:.cnc
'fPTT ~'r,=rr 'rll [%-q- I

2. One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the, case may be, and the order of the
adjudication authority shall bear a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under
Schedule-I in terms of the Court Fee Act, ·1975, as arT)encled.

o.f.

3. «)r gyn, qr zrcn gi aa a7fl4hr min1fr#wt (tffafe) Parara6n1, 1982 Tl 'cffml
vi arr ii@ mp#it at af~era a ar nii al 3j a9 en araffa Rn urar &1

3. Attention is also invited to the rules covering these and other related matters
contained in the Customs, l=xcise and Service Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

4. tar era, he8hr 3ur yn vi hara 3rd@ia.flaw1 (g@ta h if 3r@al h await al
be4tr 3uz Qrn 3ff@1fzrG, r&yynt 39q3iaiia fl#rain-) 3/f@1frzrm cg(gay fri
29) Recii: s&.e,2&y Gil d?r fa#r 3#f01ra, r&ey fr arr 3 h 3iaa #aaa af arpfr a{ &,r
fcifiqrr fr a{qa-fgr 5ram atar 31farf ?&, rra Rn zrmr as aiaia 5arm cfi'T ;,not c.TTRT 3!'C)ima ta ufQT

zral v31faa@
2c4trereya viharah 3if · ahfaav an " ij far gnf@rs&

(i) <tITTT 11 ±) h 3ia ffff z&
( ii ) :r-rcT'crc: ;;mr cf,)· pi)' ~ .Jfi>lrf '{T~ !

(iii) :f!.=rciC: ;:;i;rlf f.'l.:rmcrr-fr in lc'i<fJT 6 ,r, 3-icf.lR'f ~ ·{tlfJ[

e 3Ir gr rz fn sa er h mc1'llr01 ftltn.:r rt 2) 31R'tf.:l"lfJf, 201t1 m .JlWH :fr q_-a- rcITT-n
3414)zq q1f@)rt aharr faqrfraFarner 3iii vi 3r41 at rapa&i)l

4. For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, it is mandatory to pre-deposit an
amount specified under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 2014 (No. 25 of 2014) dated
06.08.20'14, under section 35F of the Central Excise Act, 1944 which is also made
applicable to Service Tax under section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994 provided the
amount of pre-deposit payable would be subject to ceiling of Rs. Ten Crores,

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

e> Provided further that the provisions of this Section shall not apply to the stay
applicatioi1 and appeals pending before any appellate authority prior to the
commencement of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.

4(1) z «iaaf ii, zu 3rrh uf a4 If@raurpara srf green 3r2rur gr z1 <vs
frafea gtazii fsv a greens h 1o% par q 3th srziha av fa gta vs#
10%2p1arcuRt srmar1
4(1) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before tile Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penally, where penalty alone is in dispute.
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1. The Assistant Commissio.ner, Service Tax, Division-II, Ahmedabad:gs- ·483 3=

(hereinafter referred to as 'the appellant') has filed the present appeal
ii

against the Order-in-Original number AHM-SVTA'X-000-ADC-014-15-16 dated
' ii

30.11.2015 (hereinafter referred to as 'the impil:gned order') passed by the
1,

Additional Commissioner of Service Tax, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to
as the "adjudicating authority"). j

1
:

(;:'·
2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the following six persons

'I
(hereinafter referred to as 'the respondents) had formed an Association Of

Persons (AOP) and were providing services falling under the category of
E'Renting of Immovable Property Services'. , 1
f;:i

(i) Smt. Daksha Bharat Mandalia, Zaveri &.Co., Ground Floor, Swagat

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

(ii) Smt. Aruna Kishore Mandalia, Zaveri & Co., Ground Floor, Swagat

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

(iii) Smt. Fenny Chandresh Mandalia, Zaveri &!:Co., Ground Floor, Swagat

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad. ,'};
,I'

(iv) Smt. Hemali Vipul Mandalia, Zaver &' Co., Ground Floor, Swagat
'c:I .

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

(v) Smt. Sujata Shekhar Shah, 102, 10th FloontUrvasi Building, Malabarhill

Co-Op. Housing Society Ltd., 66, Nepeansea Road, Mumbai.
;

#i·
(vi) Smt. Mrudula Kanayalal Shah, 102, 16th Floor, Urvasi Building,
Malabarhill Co-Op. Housing Society Ltd., 66, Nepeansea Road, Mumbai.

The above respondents had rented out the premises located at 201 to 206,
Venus Atlantis Building, Prahladnagar, Satellite, Ahmedabad (hereinafter
referred to as 'the said property') as defined under Section 65(90a) of the
Finance Act, 1994 and w.e.f. 01.07.2012, Section 65B(22) read with Section
66E of the Finance Act, 2012 (hereinafter referred to as 'the said Act') for

'.l·which they were not having Service Tax Registration. During the course of

survey of the said property, it was revealed that the said property, owned by
the respondents (AOP), was rented out to M/s. Educomp Raffles Higher
Education Ltd. (hereinafter r_eferred to as 'the Lessee') having its registered

, '
office at 1211, Padma Tower- 1, 5, Rajendra Place, New Delhi, as per lease
deed dated 29.12.2009. The said property rented out by the respondents
was used by the said lessee for use in the course of or for furtherance of

business or commerce and accordingly the rental income received by the

respondents from the said lessee became taxable under the category of
'Renting of Immovable Property Services'. Further, during the course 9
survey, it was revealed that the respondents, a; AOP, were not registe~~~(t~:·-;<:-;
with the Service Tax department but were individualy registered wth the "%%$ p2%

H ! ' ·i >

Service Tax department. Therefore, all the members of the AOP were issued "&3 'i=
I. ·N •·.· .3

) »'

• 'Ee

,·;:J
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summons under Section 14 of the Central Excise Act, 1944 as made
applicable to all the Service Tax matters vide Section 83 of the Finance Act,
1994, to give evidence to make statement and submit certain required
documents. On behalf of the respon'dents, Shri Zaverilal Virijbhai Mandalia
(power of attorney holder) appeared before the jurisdictional Range

Superintendent and his statements were recorded on due course of time.

Later on, a show cause notice, dated 12.09.2014, was issued to the
respondents. The adjudicating authority found that the respondents are

individual service providers and not AOP and dropped the entire proceeding

initiated against all the six respondents.

3. The impugned order was reviewed by the Principal Commissioner of
Service Tax, Ahmedabad and issued Review Order No. 27/2015-16 dated
16.02.2016 for filing an appeal under section 84(1) of the Finance Act, 1994
on the grounds that the joint owners. of the said property have rendered the

, ...

service of renting of the said property vide a single legal document and
entered into transaction with the service recipient as a single/ joint party and
as such they are covered under the definition of the word 'person' under the
category of AOP. It is further argued that the term 'person' being an inclusive
and having wider meaning, under the General Clauses Act, 1897, it is clear

that the legislature intended to include joint owners for providing of taxable
service falling within the meaning of Section 65(105)(zzzz) of the Finance
Act. It is further stated that the title of the said property belongs to the
service providers and entitlement to render the service of renting to the
recipients has not diminished the fact of dissolution of the joint owners into

individual principal to principal transaction parties between each unit of the
same entity called, the service provider who as a class of person here is the

joint owners.

4. Personal hearing in the case was granted on 29.11.2016 wherein Shri
Keyur R. Parekh, CA, on behalf of the respondents appeared before me and

submitted documents in support of their claim.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the appellant's
'·!

grounds of appeal in the appeal memorandum, oral and written submissions,,
made by the respondents at the time of personal hearing and other

evidences available on records. I find that the main issue to be decided,
interalia, is whether the respondents are liable to pay Service Tax or

j+

otherwise. At the outset, I find that the respondents are an AOP (Association
Of Persons) and had given immovable property on lease to the lessee. The
respondents had entered into agreement with the lessee which proves that
the Lessors (the respondents) are: co-owners and co-possessors, in equal
share, of the said premises. The levyof service tax on 'Renting of Immovable .<",3j.

' ...PA#,' 75

Property' was introduced w.e.f. 01.06.2007. Taxable service is defined in-% "
section 65(105)(zzz2) of the FinanceAct, 1994 which reads as under: {5/6&?? {

3s

0
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or commerce".

5-:f.· · •. -- ..... ·

"to any person, by any other person, !JI by,r
immovable property or any other service in relation to such

renting, for use in the course of or, for d.if,the?a~ce of, business
lj ,

ii1!Further, I find that the 'person' appearing in th~j definition is· not defined in
the Finance Act, 1994 but the same is defined!lunder Section 3(42) of the

M!
General Clauses Act, 1897 which says that "person shall include any

ti
company or association or body of individual, whether incorporated
or not." In the instant case, I find that the respondents are a group or a firm

1!/

which is nothing but body individual or Association Of Person i.e. AOP and
i

have entered into agreement with the lessee. Hence, the respondents are
'service providers and the lessee is service receiver. Hence, in terms of

definition provided in Section 65(105)(zzzz) of the Finance Act, 1994, the

respondents are liable to pay Service Tax on renting of immovable property

o

0

to the lessee.
. q· .

6. It is argued by the respondents that they receive the rent payment
ti'

separately and have paid Service Tax accordingly, They claimed that they are
holding individual Service Tax registration and paid duty after availing
threshold exemption individually. It is confirmed by Shri Zaverilal Virijbhai

Mandalia (power of attorney holder), in his statements that the lessee had
paid rent so fixed to the partners. In this regard, I find that the said AOP

consists of six partners. Any income received by the said AOP is ultimately to
be divided amongst them as per their share fixed. So, the income i.e. rent
received by all the partners is nothing but income received by the said firm.
The conducting agreement entered by the lessee with the respondents is
nothing but a devise used to escape from the Service Tax liability. But since
all the partners are jointly and severally responsible, unless otherwise

specifically provided in the partnership deed, forany act done by the firm as
per the provisions of the Indian Partnership Act, 1932, I find that though the
amount of rent is received by the partners fromthe lessee, it is deemed to

'have been received by the respondent's firm and;liable to pay Service Tax.

7. It is argued that co-owners are separate :service providers and eligible

for benefit of SSI exemption limit under Notification number 06/2005-ST dated
01.03.2005 as amended. In this regard, I finer that the respondents have
rented out the premises, which is owned by six partners collectively, to the' .
lessee for a rent agreed upon by them as per the said lease agreement.
Renting out of said premises fall under the category of 'Renting of Immovable

Property Service' as defined under Section 65(1'05)(zzzz) of the Finance Act,
1994, taxable w.e.f. 01.06.2007. For the sake:of reference, I reproduce the

definition of 'Renting of Immovable Property Service' as given

65 (90a):

i
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"renting of immovable property" includes renting,

letting/ leasing/ licensing of other similar arrangements of
immovable property for use'. in the course of furtherance of
business or commerce but 'does not include (i) renting of

immovable property by a religious body or to a religious body; or
!

(ii) renting of immovable property to an educational body/

imparting skill or knowledge or lessons on any subject or field than
.. ,

a commercial training or coaching centre. 11

I find that the Govt. vide Notification No. 6/2005-ST dated 01.03.2005 as
. . , I

amended, exempted taxable services' of aggregate value not exceeding ~ 4.00
lakhs in any financial year from the·_whole of the Service Tax leviable thereon

under Section 66 of the Finance Act, 1994. This threshold limit or 4.00 lakhs
has been raised to 8.00 lakhs vide Notification number 4/2007-ST dated

. {

01.03.2007 and further raised to 10.00 lakhs vide Notification No. 8/2008-ST
dated 01.03.2008. This exemption is conditional one. According to the above

: )

notification, a taxable service provider whose gross value is within the limit of
·,;

~ 8.00 lakhs (during the year 2007-08) and 10.00 lakhs (during the year
;;.·

2008-09) need not to pay any Service Tax nor obtain Service Tax registration,
1 ,

provided the service provider should! not be under a 'brand name' and not avail
i

any Cenvat Credit for the payment of Service Tax. The respondents had
,·.

contended that they are individually eligible for the benefit given under the
:

above Notifications. In order to ascertain whether the respondents are liable to
::,

pay Service Tax without availing th Er,benefit of Notification number 6/2005-ST
dated 01.03.2005 as amended or whether they are eligible for the threshold,
exemption, I find that the said property is owned by the respondents having six

,·:·

different individuals i.e. partners who are not holding absolute ownership of
. i

any identifiable part in the property given on rent. I find that as per the
provisions contained in the Transfer pf Property Act, 1882, the three essential

; I·
conditions required to determine the ownership of any property viz.; (1) right

±''to possess, (2) right to enjoy and (3) right to dispose off. In the present case,
the individual can enjoy or dispose off the share of the property, but does not
possess any identifiable area independently. They possess the property as a
whole. Any dealings in the property are subject to the consent of other
partners. The co-owners only have undivided interests in the whole of the

• i

property and no divided interest in separate parts of the property. Accordingly,,
the respondents cannot lease out their share of the property independently to

I

the lessee. Hence, the services of renting of their property provided by them
are indivisible in nature and to be treated as a single service i.e. AOP. When a
single individual is not the absolute owner of any identifiable area in the
property, it can be leased out as a single unit only. I find that the property is
one which is rented out and the rent is shared by more than one person and /-·-.

25 "
this will not make one immovable property into six different properties. In thi.s:J"~: /;.:_\
case, the immovable property Is a :single entity which has been rented outitO_\_J' ~fjf1J\
the lessee and hence, I hold that the service rendered is indivisible and it is/to- ta}%hi

•e.e"-..::" ..,, .._.,: ·' ' ;I
-±Et

'

0

0
'
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be treated as a single service rendered:fcollectively. So, the benefit of
R

SSI exemption under Notification number 06/2005-ST dated 01.03.2005 as
amended can be availed by the respondents orly'ii the form of AOP and not as

individual partners. In view of the definition of!lhe service and the nature of'e
service provided by the respondents, I hold that the service of Renting of the

• Mi

property as stated above by the respondents fall under the category of
+±.

"Renting of Immovable Property Service" and the rent for the said property
received by them is taxable under the said service and therefore, the
respondents are liable to pay Service Tax on the !rent income received by them.

I•
8. In view of the above, I find that the service provided by the

L.,

respondents fall under the category of 'Renting of Immovable Property

Services' and they are required to pay Service Tax amounting to
19,65,989/-. I agree to the view of the appellant that the demand of Service
Tax has been wrongly set aside by the adjudicating authority. Further,
regarding the argument of the respondents that no suppression can be, I.

invoked I would like to quote the judgement of/!on'ble CESTAT, Mumbai in
the case of M/s. DaichiKarkaria Ltd. vs. CCE, Pune-I where the Hon'ble
CESTAT, Mumbai proclaimed that "... if some information is available in

1
various reports and returns which are to be formulated in compliance to

. .L

other statutes, it does not lead to a conclusion that the utilization of credit for
·--1

the activity of renting is known to the Department. The Department is not
supposed to know each and every declaration, made outside the Central
Excise and Service Tax law. Even if the Financial Report is available to the

. I

audit, the same is meaningless in the sense that it does not indicate that
c?

input Service Tax credit utilized to pay the tax liability on such renting of
it

property. The appellant's argument on limitation is rejected."
. ~

9. As regards simultaneous imposition of penalty under Section 76 and

78 of the Finance Act, 1994, the respondents have argued that same is not
permissible. I agree to the argument of the respondents and would like to

'
quote the judgment of CESTAT, Ahmedabad in the case of M/s Powertek
Engineers vs CCE Daman. In this case the view,of the Hon'ble CESTAT is as

below;
fr

"By their very nature, Sections 76 and 78'of the Act operate in
··),:

two different fields. In the· case of Assistant Commissioner of
t • 7{

Central Excise v. Krishna Poduval - (2005) 199 CTR 58 = 2006
(1) ST.R. 185 (Ker.) the Kerala High Court has categorically

held that instances of imposition of penalty under Section 76
i:

and 78 of the Act are distinct and separate under two

provisions and even if the offences are committed in the course
i

of same transactions or arise out of the same Act, penalty
would be imposable both under Section 76. and 78 of the Act.
We are in agreement with the aforesaid rule. No doubt, Section

78 of the Act has been amended by the Finance Act, 2008 and
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the amendment provides that in case where penalty for
.:

suppressing the value of taxable service under Section 78 is
'I

imposed, the penalty for failure to pay service tax under
·)

Section 76 shall not apply. With this amendment the legal
,_f

position now is that simultaneous penalties under both Section

76 and 78 of the Act would not be levied. However, since this

amendment has come into force w.e.f. 16th May, 2008, it
:1

cannot have retrospective operation in the absence of any

specific stipulation to this effect. However, in the instant case,

the appellate authority, including the Tribunal, has chosen to
impose the penalty under both the Sections. Since the penalty

under both the Sections is imposable as rightly held by Kerala

High Court in Krishna Poduval (supra), the appellant cannot
contend that once penalty is imposed under Section 78, there

should not have been any penalty under Section 76 of the

Finance. Act. We, thus, answer question no. 3 against the

assessee and in favour of the Revenue holding that the

aforesaid amendment to Section 78 by Finance Act, 2008 shall

operate prospectively. In view of the above, penalties can be

simultaneously imposed under Section 76 and 78 of Finance

Act, 1994 for the period prior to 16.05.2008 before its
amendment when proviso to Section 78 was added."

In view of the facts and discussions hereinabove, since the period involved

in the present case is after 16.05.2008, I hold that imposition of penalty
under Section 76 ibid is not sustainable in the eyes of law hence I drop the
same.

10. In view of my above discussions and findings, the appeal filed by the
Department is allowed and as proposed in the show cause notice, I order to

recover 19,65,989/- along with interest and appropriate penalty from the
respondents.

11. 3r41i arr afr a$ 3r4tit a fuzrr 3Uh ath fan star ?I

11. The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.

asoc.
(35ar gins)

31rge (3r4tea - II)

CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.

SUPERINTENDENT (APPEAL-II),

CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.

0

0



iiSmt. Daksha Bharat Mandalia, Zaveri &, Co., Ground Floor, Swagat

» t

BY R.P.A.D.

To,
(i)

9
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-fit ·
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i•·
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Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

Ground Floor, Swagat(ii) Smt. Aruna Kishore Mandalia, Zaveri
Build'ing, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

i

w8Co.,,.,
t
i

I::
I(iii) Smt. Fenny Chandresh Mandalia, Zaveri & Co., Ground Floor, Swagat
+

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad. ,

(iv) Smt. Hemali Vipul Mandalia, Zaveri & to., Ground Floor, Swagatt,,

0

Building, C. G. Road, Ahmedabad.

(v) Smt. Sujata Shekhar Shah, 102, 10th Floor, Urvasi Building, Malabarhill
Co-Op. Housing Society Ltd., 66, Nepeansea Road, Mumbai.

(vi) Smt. Mrudula Kanayalal Shah, 102, 10 Floor, Urvasi Building,
Malabarhill Co-Op. Housing Society Ltd., 66, Nepeansea Road, Mumbai.

Copy To:-
.+

1. The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmedabad Zone, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner, Service Tax, Ahmedabad.

I·x .
3. The Additional Commissioner, Service Tax; Ahmedabad.

4. The Assistant Commissioner, system, Service Tax, Ahmedabad
5. The Deputy Commissioner, Service Tax, Division-II, Ahmedabad.
6. Guard File.

7. P.A. File.·
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