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F. =33 REGISTERED o
S 206 No, C.As, 481-482 /2015 - SCJ
SUPREME COURT OF PAKISTAK,

Islamabad, dated > < M- op10,

The Registrar,
Supreme Courl of Pakistan,

Islamabad. . é}[“ /?f o

_ “The Registrar, { K ’_'1
High Court of Sindh, [P0 8 / /‘f

bk :ct: CIVIL APPEAL NOs. 481 & 482 OF 2015,

M /s Super Engineering and another. (App. in C.A481/15}.

b

M/ s Faraz Industries, Karachi (App. in C.A482/15).
Versus

- The Commissioner of Inland Revenue, Income Tax House,

' Karachi. (Res. in both cascs).

< On appeal from the Judgment/COrder of the High Court of
Sindh, Karachi dated 14.04.2015, in [L.TRA. Nos.189 &
1902010,

In vontinuation of this Court’s letter of even number dated

\.JI

’12 24509 and in accordance with the provisions contained in Order x|

ic 9, 2upreme Court Rules, 1980, a certified copy of the short Order of

e Court daled 24.04.2019 allowing the above cited civil appeals, n

-eterms stated therein, is cnclosed for further necessary action,

The onginal record of the High Court received under the

seier of your letter No, LT.RA189 & 190/2010: dated 08.07 2015, will
rreturned alongwith detailed Judgment.

i

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter along with its

~iclosurs immediately.

Zacl: short Qrder:

‘t’m;u'a faithfully

A /
ASSISTA 'F‘EE(:FE:TRJ—"LH [IMP)
FQR*RFGISTRAR
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PAKISTAN
(Appellate Jurisdiction]

PRESENT: 3
MR, JUSTICE UMAR ATA BANDIAL
MR. JUSTICE IJAZ UL AHSAN
R, JUSTICE YAHYA AFRIDI

CIVIL APPEAL NO. 481 OF 2015 AND
CIVIL APPEAL NO. 482 OF 2015

[Qn1 appeal against Order dated 14 04.2015

of the High Court of Sindh, Karachi passed

n iV RLA. Kos, 189 8 190 of 20100

{in CA 481/2015)

M/s. Super Engineering
fin CA 482/2015)

M/s. Faraz Industries

...Appellants
VERSUS
The Commisgioner Inland Revenue, Karachi ...Respondent
' {in both cases)
For the Appellants: Sved Naveed Amjad Andrabi, ABC.
For the Respondent: Ms. Misoah Gulnar Sharif, ASC,

M. Abdul Hameed Amjum, Chief
(tegal) FBR.

Dzle of Hearing: 34,004, 20149

Ok

iwd

i

Umar_Ata Bandial, J. — For reasons to be recorded

Liter, Lhese appoeals are allowed.

LELARNARAL. —
Zova April, 209 _ |
waveed Almad?™ :
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- No. C.As. 481-482/2015 ~ SCJ
SUPREME COURT OF PAKISTAN.
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[slamabad, dated ' > S 2019,

" - Registrar,
- coreme Court of Pakistan,

‘slamabad. ] CZ 6
SARDT

¢ Registrar, = ".21—{3 <-Em}f}
~.gin Court of Sindh, © Q0L% BT RR
Karachi.

CIVIL APPEAL NOs. 481 & 482 OF _ 2015.
3/ s Super Engineering and ancther. {App. in C.A481/15),

¥ /s Faraz Industries, Karachi. {App. in C.A482/15).
Versus

The Commissioner of Inland Revenue, Income Tax House,

Karachi. (Res. in both cases).

(n appeal from the Judgment/Order of the High Court of
Sindh, Karachi dated 14.04.2015, in [.T.R.A. Nos.189 &
190/2010.

In contnuation of this Courls letter of even number dated

33042019 and in accordance with the provisions contained in Order X,

¥ - Suprcme Court Rules, 1980, a certified copy of the detailed
E.ment of this Court dated 24.04.2019 allowing the above cilted civil
P

1is, in the terms stated therein, 13 enclosed for further necessary

.

S

The original record of the High Court received under the
ver of your letter No. LT.R.A.189 & 190/2010: dated 08,07, 2015, are

-yurned herewith.

Please acknowledge receipt of this letter along with its

closure immediately.

el detailed Judgment:
2. original Recaord: voAed

Yorrs faithiully
M .. IIIi
ASSISTANT/REGISTRAR (IMP)
FOR REGISTRAR
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PAKISTAN

(Appellate Jurnisdiction)

PRESENT: |
MR. JUSTICE UMAR ATA BANDIAL
MR. JUSTICE 1JAZ UL AHSAN |
MR. JUSTICE YAHYA AFRIDI _, " 5
. R |

NI Y
CIVIL APPEAL NO. 481 OF 2015 AND
CIVIL APPEAL NO. 482 OF 2015
{On appeal against Order dated 14.04.2¢15
of the High Court of Sindh, Karachi passed -
in LT R.A. No. 189 & 190 of 2014 :
'M/s. Super Engineering {in CA 4812015}
M/s. Faraz Industries (in CA 482/2015)
Appellants
versus
The Commissioner Inland Revenue, Karachi ...Respondent
(in both cases)
For the Appellants: Syed Naveed Amjad Andrabi, ASC
Fur the Respondcnt: Ms. Misbah Gulnar Sharif, ASC
Mr. Abdul Hamecd Anjum, Chief (Legal)
FBR
Date of Hearing: 24.04.2019
JUDGMENT

YAHYA AFRIDI, J, - These two direct appeals have

been filed by M/s Super Engineering and M/s Faraz Industries
{appellants), challenging the common judgment of the High Court of
=indh, Karachi dated 14.04,2015 passed in ITRAs No. 189 and 190
of 2010, whereby the orders of the Appellate Tribunal Inland

Revenue, Karachi (Tribunal} dated 20.11.2000 were sot aside.

2. The facts regarding the present appeals are Lhat the e
appellants were engaged in the business of manufacluring :ind u
v
supplying aulo. parts, and had registered as an Association of g
Fersons [AOPs) with the Income Tax Authoritics [Revenue} Uricler ilr;he ':5
!

enabling f}rovisiun of the Income Tax Ordinance, 2001 (Oritinance).

o
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vl Appeals Mo, 481 and 482 of 2015 : 2

They filed their income tax returns for the tax }Féar 2008 I{per section
2{28} read with section 74 suprag, ie. 1=t July 2017 till 30 June 2{]!18] under
the normal tax regime provided under secticn 11:4 of the
Ordinance, wherein they had claimed refund/adjustments of
withholding tax under section 153 of the Ordinance. .Thf:
Additicnal Ceommissioner Income Tax, Karachi, exercising his
jurisdiction under section 122(5A) of the Ordinance, questioned
the appellants’ legal status to avail the normal tax regime, by
scrving neotfices upon them, asserting ihercin that tﬁeir Cases
would fali under the presumptive tax rcgime, whereby the tax
deducted at the time of muking payments would be deemed their
final tax liability under sub-section 6 of section 153 of the
(Ordinance. For case of reference, Ei.nﬂ to contextualise the issue In
hand, we may consider the notice issued to M/ s, Faraz Industries

{Civil Appeal No. 482 of 2015), which was in terms that:

“Kindly refer o above, wvou filed return
declaring loss of Rs, (8924 770/-] and claimed a
refund  of Rs.9,583,057/-. The assessment is
deemed to have been finalized u/s. 120 of the
Incoeme Tax Qrdinance, 2001,

Perusal of Annex-C of return shows the tax
deduction of Bg 8,1316,354/- u/s. 153 of Income Tax
Ordinance, 2001, As per subsection 6B of Section
153 of Income Tax Ordinance, 200), tax deducted
under this seclion i.e. 153 shall be final tax on the
income, arising from such transaction. Mereover
P&L expenses have not been prorated between PTR
and Mon PTK incomue as per secticn 67V read with
Rule 13 of the Tncume Tax Rules,

lnn view of the deemed assezstent is found
to Le errenecus and prejudicial to the interest of
reveulde, the deemed assessment iz intended tu be
amuaded by preating the tax deducted u/s. 153 as
final tax. Explanation, if any, may be filed by
18,03, 2009,

Notice under Rule 68 enclosed.”
3. The appellants  vehemently contested the above
nolices. The stuice taken by the appellants was that they, lor the

relevant period, would gqualify within the purview of sub-section 6A

oy e
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. senli Mo, 481 and A8z ol 2015 3

Tarction 153 of the Drdinancé, and thus, fall out of the scope of
—rsumplive tax regime provided utnder sub-section 6 of section
2 ol |he Ordinance. While oa the other hand, the Revenue
tended thal the appellants wers to be considered under the
sresumptive tax regime provided in subsection 6 of section 153 of
.ne Ordinance, insisting that they did not fall within the exceptions
0 the presumptive tax regime, as the same was restricted to
compitrecs and not ALPs, 1In xfiew of the amendrment introduced in
subsecton GA of seciion 153 of the Ordinance wvide the Finance
Act, 2008,
4, The stand taken by the Revenue prevailed before the
first two adjudicatory forums provided under the Ordinance.
[However the said decisions wern: sel aside by ihe ‘Tribunal, which
was chullenged by the Revepuc petore the High Court on the sole
question: of law, as Lo

“Whether Lhe Jearned appellate Tribunal Inland
Revende wes justified in holding that the income of
the taxpuyer not covervd under presumptive tax
regime i the light of provisions of HSection
L53(EA)7"

3. The Hiph Court answered the above question in the
negalive, dr:claring thiat the appellants were to declare their income
under the presumptive tax regitne, as provided under subscction 6
of seclion 153 of the Ordinunce. It was further explained that the
amerciment introduced in sub-section B6A vide the Finance Act,
2008 would apply (e Lthe cases of the present appellants, and they
would  therely ool fall within the  exceptions  te ihe
presumplive/tinal tux regime provided under subsection 64 ol
section 133 of the Ovdinance. Henee, the instant appeals.

0. In ordcr to apprecizic the contesled claims of the

parties, 1t would be pertinent to first review thoe rolevant provissons
-

-

- -




CApprals No, 431 and 482 of 2015 A

section 153 of the Ordinance prior o the amendments

mrroduced therein vide the Finance Act, 2008. The reievant

nrovision then read as:

©153. Payments for goods and BETVICES

{1] Every prescribed person making a payment in
full or part including a payment by way of advance
14 & resident persen or permanent establishinent in
Pakistan of a non-residential persomn.

[:} for 1he sale of goods,
{3)] of the rendering of or providing of
HEIVICOS,
18] on the cxecution of a contract, other !

than a contract for the sale of goods or the
rendering of or providing of senvices,

shall, at the tume of making the payment,
deduct tax from the gross amounlt payable
at the rate specified in Division 11 of Part-I1
of the First Schedule,

&) 'he tax deducted under this section shall be
5 fipal tux o7l the income of a resident person
arising from transactions referred to in  of
subsaction (1) [and (1A :

[6A) The provisions of subsection (0} in so far as
they relate to payments on account of supply of
goges from which tax is deductible under this
arction shall not apply in respect of any pereon
bemng = mmanufacture: of such gopds. The provision
ol this subsection shall be deemed always to have
been so enacted and  shall have had effect
aceordingly.”

temphasis provided)
7. A careful reading of section 153 of the Ordinance, intér
alia, mandates the following: firstly, under sub-section 1, every
"prescribed person’ [duly defined i1 subsection 7 of scction 183} 18 10
deduct tax at the time of making payments in regards to sale of
gouds, or providing, or rendering service, or on execculion of certain
contracts, at the rate specified in Division 111 of Part [1I of the First
Soheduale to the Ordinance. Secondly, sub-section & provides that

taxes so deducted under sub-section 1 would be decmed to he 1he

finul tax of the income arising from the said transactions, wnd

would thereby exclude the "nrescribed person” from the m*tméi Hi,ax

regime, and thus bring their case within the purview ot he
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Luicals No, 481 and 482 of 2015 o)

crsamplive tax regime. Thirdly, in view of subsection E-A,; the

iplcation of the presumptive tax regime does not apply to a

Cemsom who was the manufacturer of the goods being supplied, and

s owould be entitled to file his returns under the normal tax

regime under the enabling provisions of the Ordinance.

. . i
3. Now, when we consider the case of the present

|
appellanis in light ol the above pre-amendcd provisions of‘é the
|

Ordinance, 11 1s clear that they are "prescribed person” registered

as AOPs with the Revenue, engaged in the manalacturing of auteo.
]
patrts, snd that their income gencrated from the supply made

thercot would bring their cases within the scope of suh—s&ctioﬁ! 64,
and thus entitle them to submit their returns under the normal tax
regime, and not the presumptive tax regime provided under sub-
section O of Section 153 of the Ordinance.

T, The crucial point of divergence between the parl;ié:s 15
the applicability of the amendment introduced in sub-section 8A of

section 133 of the Ordinance vide Finance Act, 2008 (the

Amendment), and in simple terms, the contest 1s: whether the same

~would apply to the case of the appellants for the tax year 2008

(peried commencing from 1= July 2007 il 30t June 2008) or otherwise?
10, The [Finance Act, 2008 introduced, infer alia, the

Amendment, which read as follows:

119 in section 153,

ey it wubsection [3), clause (g}, shali be
ormtted;
48] in xehaection (64,

ar

(1] for the words “any persen” the words
company” shall be substituted; and .
(i) the words and full stop “The provision of i
this subsection shall be deemed alwavs 1o I
have been so enacted and shail huve nad
o eflect accordingly.” shall be omikied; ...

a

]

femphasis provided)

-
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A asspciatlon, whether

- Appeals Ko, 481 and 482 of 2013

o The Amendment has substituted the worclsl “a:ny
cerson” with that of “a company”, and thereby restricted the scope
.7 “prescribed person”, who could be excluded from declaring thpir
~eturn under the presumptive tax regime mandated inlsub—sectilbn
6A of seczion 153 of the Ordinance. Wwith the Amendment, r:}nljr 2
company that was ma nufacturing the goods gencraling the mcomce

would be excluded from the purview of the presumptive tax regine.

As {ar as the distinction between the terms “person” and

“company” is concerned, it is noted that the definition of the said

terms has been stipulated 1 Section 80 read with sub-sections 28

and 42 ol section 2 of the Ordinance, which reads:

“E. Ferzonl

(1] The folluwing shall be treated as persen for the
purposes of this Ordinance, namely:
{a) An individual,
(b a company or association of persens
incurporated, forimed, oreanized oT
eslzblished in Paldstan or elzewhers,
fcd The Federal Government, a foreign
government, a political subdivisionn ol a
foreign government, or pubhbc international
organization,”

(2} For the purpeses of thiis Ordinance-
{a) “association of persons” includes a
firi, a Hindu undivided family, any artificial
juridical persen and anybody  of | persons
formed under a foreign aw, but dees not
include a company,
(b} “company” means-
{ij & cumpany as defined in the
Companics Ordinance, 1984 (KLVII
of 1984);
{ii} & body rorporate fermed by or
unider any law in force in Pakistan;
{iii] a modaraba,;
[iv) o Body incorporated by or under
the law of a country outsitle Pakistan
relaling to incorporaiion of
compaties;
{¥] & co-OpeTaLve society, a finance
saciety ar any other socieiy:]
' (va] a non-profit orgenization;
(vh & irust, a entity or & body
: of  persons established or
L constituted by or under any
v jor the time being in
faree;) [vi] & foreign

- —

incorporated or  not, whiclh 1

M
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Sols Moo 481 and 482 of 2015 : T i

the [Board] has, by general or i
special order, declared o be a
company for the purposes of
this Ordinance;
(vil] & Provincial Government, [***]
(i) a [loczl Government] in .
Fakistan; [ori ; "
[lix) a S3mal! Company as defined in :
section 2;J°

LZ. A careful reading of the above definitions reveals th al..t a y
"person” is a wider term, which includes a company and AOPs.
While “company” has been rendered a narrow scope by excluding
AQPs.
13. It is a scttled principle of statutory interpretation that
the applhcability of an enactment can best be adjudged from its
expressed content and implied inteni. When the enactment iiself
provides for the same to have effect from a particular point in time,
the express command of the legislature is to be abided, interpreiéed
and applied accordingly. In the present case, the Finance Act,
2008 provides;

%1, Short title, extent and commencemenit

(1) This Act may be called .he Finance Act, 2005,

(2] It extends to the whole of Pakistan,

(3) Mt_shall unless othenvise provided, come into
force on the first day of July, 2008."

{emphasis provided)

14. Sub-section 3 of section 1 of the Finance Act, 2008,
highlighted above, clearly provides for its provisions to take effect
from 1%t July 2008. This being o, there can be no cavil to its
applicability commencing from 1% July 2008 and not for any
peried prior thereto.

15, With regards to the contention of the Hevenue that the
Amendment related 1w the procedure, and would thus hawve

'
1 +l

retrospecuve effect to the cas;@ of the applicant, we are afread ‘t‘.,hls& ‘} ?1 -




oammeals Mo 481 and 482 of 2045 fa

line of argument, though attractive, ts not applicable to the facts of
i

~he present case. ’
i

16. Like any other fiscal enactment, the Ordinance

provides for three general yet distinct types of provis.ions:? the
i

charging provisions; the assessment provisions; and finally, the

recovery provisions. The above ciategorisation of provisions of fiscal
statutes has been very aptly cxplained in detail by Rustam 8.

Sidhwa, J. i Messrs Friends Scns and Partnership Concern v. The

Deputy Collector Central Excise and Bales Tax, Lahare and others :‘lPLD

1989 Lahore 337) in terms that:

“There arc three distimel lypes of provisions
generally in every fiscal, enactment. The charging
provisions, which date to the Jovy or charge of the
tax, which usually stats that tax is to be levied |
and on what matter, o~ goods or incoms and in :
which manner amnd ai what rate and mallers \
relevant therclo. The assessment provisions, which |
deal  with  the  assessment, calculation  or :
gquantification of the tax for the purposes of
determining the amount of tax due and payable or
which has oscaped collection or has been under
assessed for assessed at a lower rate or on which
excessive relief or refund has been allowed, The
collection provisions, which relate to the mode and
manner of receipt or ceollection of the tax. The
charging sections have 10 be strictly construed and
any benefit found thercin has te be given io the
tux-paver, However, Lthe assessment and collection
provisions are merely the machinery seclions and
they can be liberally cansteued.”

(emphasis provided)
i

17. ' Now, to the crucial issue of applicability of
amendments introduced in fiscal statutes. It was in 1200, when
Lord Macnaghten, in The Colonial Sugar Refining Company v. Irving

(1905 AC 369) case, speaking for the Privy Council, opined that:

“43 regards the general principles applicatle to the

case there was no controversy, On the one hand, it

was not disputed that if the matter in question be a

matter of orocedure only, the petition is well

. founded, On the other hand, if it be more than a
L matter of procedure, i it touches a right in
e existerice at the passing of the Act, it was conceded
that, in accordance with a long line of authorities
exlending from the time of Lord Coke to the present

day, the appellants would be entitled to succeed. i

Tre Judiciary Agy is not relrospective by cxpress :

B

Fe

3 J L
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Ziwil Appeals Ko. 481 and 482 of 2015 9

enactiment or by npecessary intendment. And
therefore the omly question is, Was the appeal to
His Majesty _in Council a right wvested n_the
appellants_at the date of the passing of the Act, or
was it a mere matter of procedure? It seerns 1o their
Loridships that the guestion does not admit of
doubt, To deprive_a suitor in a pending action of an
appeal to_ a suprrior tribunal which belonged to him
as of right is a yery differeni thing from regulating
prucedure. In principle, their Lordships see no
diflerence between abolishing an appeal altogether
and transferring the appeal to a new tribunal. In
gither gase, there is an _interference with exisling
rights contrary to the well-khown peneral principle
that  stalutes | are nat o be held to act
retrospectively unless a clear intention to that eflect
is manifested.”

{sinphasis provided)
18 The above principle of interpretation of statutes was

followed and further develope¢ in our jurisdiction. Some of the

early leading cascs arc Mohammad Ishag v. State {PLD 1956 SC 256), -

Nagina Silk Mill, Lyallpur v. Income Tax Officer, A-Ward, Lyallpur FLD

1963 SC 322), The State v. Muhammad Jamel [PLD 1965 SC 681) and
Abdul Rehman v, Settlement Comniissioner {PLD 1966 8C 362). [t was the
case of Adnan Afzal v. Capt. Sher Afzal (PLD 1969 SC 187} thal the said

principle was articulated by this Court in terms that:

ineverthieless, it must be pointed out that il iy this
case process gy existing rights ate affected or the
piving of retroactive pperation cauge inconvenience
or imjustice, then the Courts will not_oven in the
case ol _a  procedural  statule, favour an
interpretation  giving retrospective effect _to  the
statute. Om the other hand, if the new procodural
statute 15 of such a character that ils retroactive
application will tund ts promote justice without any
copssauential embarrassment or detrimment o any
of the partes concerned, the Courls woenld
favourably incline towards giving effect to such
procedural stalales retroactively.”

femphasis provided)
19, The opinion of this Court, rendered in the above
referred cases, has remained un-wavered, as can clearly be scen
from decisions that followed, in particular Ch. Safdar Ali v. Malik

{kram Elahi and another (1969 SCMR 166), Muhammad Abdullah v. {mdad
|

alj {1972 SCMR 173). Bashir v Wazir Ali (1987 SCMR 978), Mst. Highet

y .

.c_.-f""-ﬁ




il Appeals No. 487 and 482 v 2015 10 !
!
vasmin v. National Bank of Pak. (PLD 1988 SC 391}, Yusuf Al Khan ¥.
Hongkong Shanghai Banking Corporation, Karachi (1994 SCMR 1DD'E’|],
Malik Gul Hasan & Co. and § others v. sllied Bank of Pakistan (1996 SCMR

237) and Cemmissioner of Income Tax, Peshawar v. Islamic Investment
Bank Ltd. (2016 SCMR 516} in the morce recent case of Additiounal

Commissioner Inland Revenus, Audit Rango, Zone-l V. Eden Bullc‘.e‘:'rs

Limited (2018 SCMR 991}, where the guesltion was whether or not the

I
provisions of section 122{2) of the lncome Tax Ordinance, 2001,

heing procedural in nature, would have retrospective effect, and
whether pursuant to the amendment brought about In sc::tijon
122(2}) of the Income Tax Ordinance, 2001 through Finance Act,
2009 consequential cxlension in date of expiry of the limitation
period would operale prospectively or otherwise, this Court ﬂeld
that progpective applicability:

©  was not permissible as certain rights had

already come to vest in the Tespondents on the date

on which they had filed their tax reiurns under the .
original section...”

The Court also went ool to reiterate the view taken earlier in the
Nagina Silk Mill case |supra):

“The Courts must lean against giving a statute
retrospective uperation on the presumption that the
Legislature does not im-end what is unjust, It is
chiefly where the enactment would prejudicially
affect wvested rights, or the legality of past
transacions, ar impair existing sontracts, that the
ol . rule in guestion prevails .. Even 1f two
interpretations are agually possible, the one that
saves vested rights would be adopted in the interest
of justice, eapecially_where We §re dealing with &
taxing staluie.”

[emphasis provided)
20. Thus, the judicial consensus, a5 i stands today, s i

chis: firstly, unless the statute expressly provides olherwise, -

it

A charging provisions are to-be applied prospectively; secondly, the

’ o &0
_ .~ assessment and IcCOVELY provisions are 1o be considered | ,q ]
.'1'\ e . i Bl - i
TR '
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“dated 14.04.2015 was not correct in law, and is thus sct aside.

Civil Appesls No. 431 and 482 ol 2015 11

retmspc:;tivel}r unless the cnaciment expressly or irﬁplie_.dly
provides otherwise.

21, When  we revisit the provisions contained in secil:ion
153, and in particular sub-section 6A of the Ordinance in light of

the abuve discussed settled principles of interpretation, it is noted

that sub-section 1 mandates the withholding of the taxes at the

time of making payments in regard 1o certain stipulated income-
gencrating activitics, while sub-section 6A specifically relates to the
procedure for filing tax returns, and the assessment of the tax due
on the income so generated. In the case in hand, the Amendment
had transposed the appellants, being AQPs, from murrn:a.li Lax
regime 1o a presumplive tax regine, resultantly having negative tux
implications. In the circumstances, even if we regard' the
Amendment to be procedural in nature, it would not have
retrospective effect, as valuable rights had alrcady accrued and
matured in favour of the appellants at the culmination of the tax
vear 2008 e on 30.06.2008.

243, In view of the above deliberation, we find that thc.l-ligh
Court erred by not  considering the setiled principle of
interpretation of fiscal statutes while rendering its impugned
common judgment dated 14.04.2015. Henee, the same warrants
correction in terms that the Tribunal was legally correct i holding
that the income of the appellants for the tax year 2008 was to be
assessed ﬁnder the normal tax regime and not the presumplive tax
regime, and the opinion rpndﬁred by the ligh Court in the Tuax

References filed by the Revﬁcnue vide impugned common judgment

L
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i L3
. <hort order of even date, where thesc appeals were allowed, which
' ~ead as under:
' “For the reasuns to be recorded later, these uppeals t
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Accordingly, above arc the detailed reasons for our

/
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