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Any peréon aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as the
ohe may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way :
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evision application to Government of India :
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(i A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of (Finance, Depariment of Revenue, 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Oelhi - 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 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
warehousa or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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(A)  In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exporied to any country or territory outside
India &f on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported

to any| country or territory outside India.
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(B) In cage of goads exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of

duty.
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(c) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final
prodycts unddr 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 Financa (No.2) Act, 1998.
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above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under

Rulel, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the date on which

the
two

order sought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by
Lopies each of the OlO and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a

copy of TR-6!ChaI|an evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-BE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account.
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The| revision: application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the amount
invollved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more
than Rupeesi One Lac.
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Appeal to
(1) Gelasdl

Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.
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Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to -
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(a) To the west fegional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at

2"

oor.Bah@maliBhawan,Asama,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. in case of appeals

other than ag mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.
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The a@ppeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescfibed under Rule 6 of Central - Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accorhpanied against (one which at least 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 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.
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In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.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.
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One 3}:;opy of application or O.1.O. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment
authérity shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under scheduled-| item
of th¢ court fee Act, 1975 as amended.
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Atted\tion in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appeliate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.
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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 shail not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be noted that the pre-deposit is a

mahdatory 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 and Service Tax, “Duty demanded” shall include:
(Ixxvi) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(Ixxvii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(Ixxviii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.
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\ In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where
genglity alone is in dispute.”
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Colourflex Laminators
Ltd., 821, Near Kothari Char Rasta, Village : Santej, Taluka @ Kalol,
: Gandhinagar — 382 721 (hereinafter referred to as the appellant)
against Order in Original No. AHM-CEX-OOS-ADC-MSC-OO4-20-21 dated
10-09-2020 [hereinafter referred to as “impugned order’] passed by the

Additional Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Commissionerate

Gandhinagar [hereinafter referred to as “adjudicating authority’].

he facts of the case, in brief, is that the appellant was having
Central Excise Registration No. AAACC4768LXMO001 for manufacturing of
Laminated Printed Film, Printed Laminated Pouch etc. falling under
Chapter 39 of the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985. During the audit of the
records of the appellant for the period from January, 2016 to June, 2017, 1t
oticed that the appellant had classified Printed Laminated Pouch
CETH|39239090 and were clearing the same on payment of Central
duty @ 12.5% as per Notification No. 12/2012- CE dated 17.03.2012.
The ppellant was classifying the Printed Laminated Pouch under CETH
090 i.e; ‘Others’ on the ground that there is no specific heading for
me. It appeared to the audit officers that the said goods merited
class 1cat10r1 under CETH 39232990 which 1s relating to ‘Articles for the
conveyance or packing of goods, of plastics; stoppers, lids, caps and other
closures of plast1cs It appeared from the dictionary meanings that a bag
is a dynonynh of a pouch and is a broader term used to address a pouch and
all other contamers The applicable rate of duty on the articles under
CE 39232990 was 15% by virtue of Notification No. 12/2016-CE dated
01.08.2016. =The improper classification of their product by the appellant
had | resulted in short payment of Central Excise duty amounting to
Rs.50,62,498/-.

The appellant was therefore, issued a SCN No. V1/1(b)/Tech-
CN/Colbur Flexi/2019-20 dated 09.09.2019 proposing to :
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ii. Recover Central Excise duty amounting to Rs.50,62,498/- under
Qection 11A (4) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 along with interest
under Section 11AA;

iii. Imposition of penalty under Section 11AC (1) (¢ of the Central

Excise Act, 1944,

29 The said Show Cause Notice was adjudicated vide the impugned

order wherein -

I Printed Laminated Pouch was ordered to be classified
under CETH 39232990;

[I. The demand of Rs.50,62,498/- was confirmed under Section

® " 11A (@) of the CEA, 1944;

HI Interest was ordered to be recovered under Section 11AA
of the CEA, 1944;

IV Penalty of Rs.50,62,498/- was imposed under Section 11AC
(1) (c) of the CEA, 1944.

3. gLBeing aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant firm has
filed the instant appeal on the following grounds!

A. The impugned order is a non-speaking order and demand has
been confirmed based on a selective reading of the judgement
of the Hon’ble Supreme Court without offering any reasons for
the same.

B. The demand has been confirmed on the basis of dictionary
meaning without carrying out any exercise or providing aﬁy |
reasons for coming to the conclusion that even in trade
parlance, sacks or bags or pouches are ‘more or less’ considered
the same.

C. The adjudicating authority has neither distinguished the
judgements relied upon by them nor provided any reasons for
his findings. Both the SCN and the impugned order fail to

bring out any evidence, technical experts opinion or any case
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law to support the findings that the Printed Laminated pouch
ard classifiable under CETH 39232990.

. A bag consists of a handle since the primary utility of a bag 1s

to permit carrying of goods whereas the pouches in question
are primarily intended to store the goods safely during
transport and to protect it from external elements to increase
the shelf life of the goods contained. Therefore, it would be
completely incorrect to say that the terms ‘Bags’ and ‘Pouch’
arg synonymous and that the term Bag could cover all kinds of

cohtamers including Pouches.

. The methodology adopted to change the classification cannot

bd accepted as it is totally dependent on the Dictionary
meaning whereas in common trade parlance the utility of both

the products is entirely different.

. Diuring the relevant period, in the case of Simplex Packaging

Ltd reported in 2017 (345) ELT 659 (Tri.-Del) and Packaging
India Pvt Ltd reported in 2017 (5) TMI 1078 — CESTAT, New
Ijelhi though the Hon'ble Tribunal was deciding the
applicability of exemption notification, there classification of
Printed Laminated Pouches under CETH 39239090 was not
disputed and the same was accepted by the department as

Well.

.As long as the impugned product is commercially treated and

traded as Pouch, classification under CETH 39239090 cannot
be denied. It has been held by the Apex Court that the
$chedule/Tariff entry of a taxing statute should be interpreted
in the commercial sense or in trade parlance and not as per its

scientific or technical meaning alone. They also rely upon

Circular No. 972/06/2013-CX issued by the CBIC.

.To support the contention that the goods in question are

known as pouches in common parlance they submit purchase
orders placed upon them wherein the buyers of the goods have
referred to the items in question as pouches. In view of the fact

that the goods in question are not referred to as sacks or bags
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in common parlance the demand confirmed by classifying
pouches under CETH 39232990 is liable to be set aside.

I. Extended period of limitation is not invokable and entire
demand is time barred as there is no fraud, collusion or any
willful mis-statement or suppression of facts. They regularly
file monthly ER-1 returns which contain all details relating to
the clearance of Printed Laminated Pouches along with Tariff
heading under which they have been cleared. They submit
copies of a few returns.

J. The dispute has arisen entirely out of the records maintained
by them and is based on audit of their own records. Therefore,
in any case there cannot be any suppression of facts.

K. The department is well aware of their manufacturing
Laminated Printed Pouches since their inception. They submit
copies of invoices issued in the year 2005 for clearance of the
same product adopting the same classification. The
department never objected to the classification adopted by
them since 1995 and only upon increase in the rate of duty,
classified the goods under CETH 39232990.

L. It is settled law that extended period of limitation cannot be
invoked when the demand arises from the audit of records
maintained by the appellant and they have been audited from
time to time. The present dispute arises out of an audit
conducted from 08.05.2019 to 09.05.2019. They were also
audited for the period from October 2013 to December, 2015.
However, no objection was raised by the audit party regarding
classification of the product under CETH 39232990.

M.No penalty can be imposéd as there was no éuppression or
willful mis-statement in the present case. They have always
acted in good faith and have been following this practice and
the same was within the knowledge of the department. Thus
the onus is on the department to prove that the appellant had
mala fide of evading duty payment by suppression or willful

mis-statement.
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N.The issue in the present dispute involves interpretation of
prov131ons of law. Penalty 1s not imposable for this reason as
well. Further, when the demand is found to be mnon-
sustainable, the question of imposition of penalty does not

arise.

4. - Persomal Hearing in the case was held on 12.10.2021 in physical
modé on thHe request of the appellant’s advocate. Shri Ishan Bhatt,
Advdcate, ‘appeared on behalf of the appellant for the hearing. He
reiterated the submissions made 1in appeal memorandum and submitted a
compilation of case laws and relied on the case law of Simplex Packaging

Litd Vs. CCE, Noida.

5. | I havd gone through the facts of the case, submissions made in the
Appeal Memorandum and in the course of the personal hearing as well as
evidences aVallable on record. The issue before me for decision 1s whether
Prirted Laminated Pouch manufactured by the appellant is classifiable
undbr CETH 39239090 as claimed by the appellant or under CETH
39282990 as proposed by the department. The demand pertains to the
period Mareh, 2016 to June, 2017.

6. | I fmd that the effective rate of duty for goods classifiable under
CETH 39289090 is 12.5%, while the effective rate of duty for goods of
heading 3932990 was 18%, which was reduced to 15% w.e.f 01.03.2016, in
s of Serial Number 148AA of Notification No. 12/2016-CE dated
01.03.2016; The appellant have contended that they have all along, right
their inception, been classifying the product under CETH 39239090

ter

from
and despite their records being audited during January, 2015 and
January, 2016, no objection was raised by the audit officers as regards the
clagsificatipn. It is the contention of the department that as per the
dictionary émeaning', terms bags and pouches are synonymous and, hence,
classifiable under CETH 39232990 attracting duty @ 15% w.e.f

01.03.2016 in terms of Notification No. 12/2016-CE dated 01.03.20186.




6.1 1 find that CETH 3923 is for goods of the description ‘ARTICLES
FOR THE CONVEYANCE OR PACKIN
STOPPERS, LIDS, CAPS AND OTHER CLOSURES, OF PLASTICS'. The

relevant entries under CETH

9

3923 is reproduced as under :
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G OF GOODS, OF PLASTICS;

Tariff Item Description of goods Unit Rate of duty
(1) ) 3) Q)]
3923 10 - Boxes, cases, crates and similar articles:
3923 1010 --- Plastic containers for audio or video kg. 12.5%
: cassettes, cassette tapes, floppy disk and
' similar articles.
1923 1020 - Watch-box, jewellery box and similar kg. 12.5%
containers of plastics
39231030 - Insulated ware kg. 12.5%
39231040 - Packing for accommodating connectors kg. 12.5%
3923 1090  --- Other kg. 12.5%
_ Sacks and bags (including cones)
39232400  -- Of polymers of ethylene kg. 18%
3923 29 -- Of other plastics: :
392329 10 --- Of poly (vinyl chloride) kg. 18%
39232990 --- Other kg. 18%
3923 30 - Carboys, bottles, flasks and similar articles:
392330 10  --- Insulated ware kg. 12.5%
39233090 --- Other kg. 12.5%
39234000 - Spools, cops, bobbins and similar supports kg. 12.5%
3923 50 - Stoppers, lids, caps and other closures :
392350 10 -— Caps and closures for bottles kg. 12.5%
3923 % 90 --- Other kg. 12.5%
3923 - Other :
3923 90 10 --- Insulated ware kg. 12.5%
3923 90 20 --- Aseptic bags kg. 12.5%
3923 9090 --- Other kg. 12.5%

6.2 1 find that CETH 39232990 is in respect of ‘Others’ for goods of the
description “ Sacks and bags (including cones) and the department has
souéht classification under this heading primarily on the grounds that as
per the dictionary meanings bag 1s a synonym of pouch and 1s a broader

term to address a pouch and all other containers.

6.3 1 find that the expression “ Sacks and bags (including cones) is
restirictive as regards the scope of the goods covered. Even a plain reading
indicates that only Sacks, Bags and Cones are covered under this
deseription. By referring to the dictionary meaning, the department has
sought to expand the scope of the description to cover pouch within 1ts

ambit which is not permissible in law.
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6.4 1 |further find that heading 3992390, which is in respect of the
residuary heading ‘Others’, also covers ‘Aseptic bags’ under heading
39239020. Aseptlc bags are a kind of packaging material generally used in
the padkaging of edible products. If the contention of the department 1s to
be accapted, even Aseptic bags would be classifiable under the heading
coverirlg ‘Sacks and bags (including cones)’ which would lead to heading
39239020 being rendered redundant. Consequently, the only conclusion
which gan be drawn is that not all goods which are in the nature of bags,
pouch,|packets or packaging material are covered within the description of
‘Sacks| and bags (including cones)’. Resultantly, pouch, being a product

distingt from a bag, would not merit classification under the category of

sacks and bags.

6.5 T find that the appellant have in their appeal memorandum
reproduced a picture of their product ie. Printed Laminated Pouch along
with that of a bag. The appellant have also submitted a sample of the
Printed Laminated Pouch manufactured by them in the course of the
persohal hearing. Having examined these goods, I find that one of the
prominent characteristic of the pouch 1s that the same is not a product
which is designed for use as such for carrying of goods or articles. I find
that the prodluct under dispute is of the kind which is generally used for
packaging df different kind of products viz. spices, pulses, cereals,

confectionery etc.

6.6 | Ifind that while the dictionary meaning of bag may cover or include

pouch, that cannot be the sole test or criteria for determining the

classﬁlcauon of the product under the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985. All

the jmore sb, when the department has not adduced any evidence or

material for treating Bags and Pouches to be synonymous and that
| commercially also both the products are one and the same. When there is

ambiguity in the classification of a product, one of the methods to
rmine the correct classification is the common parlance test. I find
the Hon'ble Supreme Court had in the case of A. Nagaraju Bros Vs,
e of Antdhra Pradesh reported in 1994 (79) ELT 801 (SC) held that
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4. In its order in T.A. No. 566 of 1984, followed in the present case, the
Tribuna!l has given more importance to the respective values of the plastic
and the other materials (like steel including locks and other fixtures) and
opined that since the value of other components is more than the value of
plastics used therein, they cannot be called ‘plastic articles’. It gave
certain illustrations to emphasise that value is the determining factor. The
Tribunal pointed out that in the case of a diamond ring, the major
component may be gold or silver and the diamond may represent a small
portion of it, yet no body would call it gold or silver ring; it would be
called a diamond ring. It is undoubtedly so. But this only shows that
there is no one single universal test in these matters. The several
decided cases drive home this truth quite eloquently. It is for this
reason probably that the common parlance test or commercial usage
test, as it is called, is treated as the more appropriate test, though not
the only one. There may be cases, particularly in the case of new
products, where this test may not be appropriate. In such cases, other tests
like the test of predominance, either by weight or value or on some other
basis may have to be applied. It is indeed not possible, nor desirable, to
lay down any hard and fast rules of universal application.” [Emphasis
supplied]

6.7 Further, in the case of Commissioner of C.Ex., Vs.,Wockhardt Life
Sciendes Ltd reported in 2012 (277) ELT 299 (SC), the Hon’ble Supreme
Court'had held that :

«30. There is no fixed test for classification of a taxable commodity.
This us probably the reason why the ‘common parlance test’ or the
commercial usage test’ are the most common [see A. Nagaraju Bors. v.
State of A.P., 1994 Supp (3) SCC 122 = 1994 (72) E.L.T. 801 (8.C.)].
Whether a particular article will fall within a particular Tariff heading or
not has to be decided on the bases of the tangible material or evidence to
determine how such as article in understood in ‘commen pariance’ or in
«commercial world’ or in ‘trade circle’ or in its popular sense meaning. It
is they who are concerned with it and it is the sense in which they
. understand it that constitutes the definitive index of the legislative
intension, when the statute was enacted [see D.C.M. v. State of
Rajasthan, 1980 (4) SCC 71 = 1980 (6) E.L.T. 383 (8.C.)]. One of the
essential factors for determining whether a product falls Chapter 30 or
not is whether the product in understood as a pharmaceutical product in
common parlance {see C.C.E. v. Shree Baidyanath Ayurved, 2009 (12)
SCC 413 = 2009 (237) EL.T. 225 (S.C)}; Commissioner of Central
Excise, Delhi v. Ishaan Research Lab (P) Lid. - 2008 (13) SCC 349 =
2008 (230) E.L.T. 7(8.C)J....”

31....

32. Moreover, the functional utility and predominant or primary usage
of the commodity which is being classified must be taken into account,
apart from the understanding in common parlance [see O.K. Play (India)
Lid v. C.C.E, - 2005 (2) SCC 460 = 2005 (180) E.L.T. 300 (S8.C.);
Alpine Industries V. C C.E.. New Delhi - 1995 Supp. (3) SCC 1; Sujanil
Chemo Industries v. C.C.E. & Customs - 2005 (4) SCC 189 = 2005 (181)
E.L.T. 206 (S.C.); ICPA Health Products (P) Ltd. v. C.C.E. - 2004 (4)
SCC 481 = 2004 (167) EL.T. 20 (8.C.); Puma Ayurvedic Herbal (supra);
' Jshaan Research Lab (P) Ltd. (supra); C. C.E. v. Uni Products India Lid.,
: 2009 (9) SCC 295 = 2009 (241) E.L.T.491(S.C}].”
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6.8 I find that the Hon ‘ble Supreme Court in the case of Westinghouse
Saxby Farmer:Ltd Vs. Commissioner of C.Ex, Calcutta reported in 2021
(376) ELT 14 (SC) relied upon the judgement in the case of A. Nagaraju
Bros Vs. State of Andbra Pradesh (supra) and held that case of
Commissioner of C.Ex., Vs.,Wockhardt Life Seiences Ltd reported in 2012
LT 299 (SC) the Hon'ble Supreme Court had held at para 38 of
their judgement that “ Therefore, the respondents ought not to have overlooked the

inant use’ or ‘sole/principal use’ test acknowledged by the General Rules for

the Inteypretation of the Schedule’.

7 From the above judgements of the Apex Court, it emerges that for
determining ﬂfhe classification of a product the common parlance test and
the predominﬁnt/principle use test has to be applied, when other methods
do not help. Ih the present case, 1 find that the appéllant have submitted a
copy of purcﬁase order received by them from their buyer. I find that in
the purchasé order the product description is mentioned as “Printed
Pouches”. Tlfle appellant have also submitted copies of a few Central
Excisk invoice issued by them as well as copies of Form CT-3 issued by the
department ﬁo the appellant. I find that both, in the Central Excise Invoice
as well as in the CT-3, the product 1s described as ‘Laminated Printed
Pouch’. Therefore, it is clear that the product is commercially known and
traded as ‘Pbuch’ and not as bag. Consequently, there 1s no merit in the
proposition qg)f classifying the product under the description of ‘Sacks and
bagsi on thelground that as per the dictionary meanings bag is a synonym

of poluch and is a broader term to address a pouch and all other containers.

8. | The appellant have in support of their stand also relied upon the
isions in/the case of Simplex Packaging Ltd reported in 2017 (345) ELT
659 (Tri.-Ddl) and Packaging India Pvt Ltd reported in 2017 (5) TMI 1078

though the dispute was with regards to Cenvat Credit, one of the product
invdlved wds Laminated Plastic Pouch and the classification of the product

under CETH 39239090 was not disputed by the department. Similarly, in

/#‘ he| case of Packaging India Pvt Ltd, the issue was regarding the

sibility of area based exemption. In this case too, one of the products
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hvolved was Laminated Pouch of CETH 39239090 and the classification
of the same was not disputed by the department. While these case laws do
Lot have any direct relation to the issue involved in the present appeal,
ihe fact that the classification of Laminated Plastic Pouch under CETH
39939090 was accepted by the department is implicit from the said cases.

9. I further find that the appellant was subjected to audit by the
department in January, 2015 covering the period from October, 2013 to
Noven‘iber, 9014. The appellant was also subjected to audit during
Januaty, 2016 covering the period from December, 2014 to December,
2015. However, 1 find that during the course of these audits, there was no
objection as regards the classification of the goods in dispute in the present
appea!. I further find that while the extended period of limitation has
been ihvoked in terms of Section 11A (4) of the Central Excise Act, 1944,
the deérnand has been issued only for the period from March, 2016 to June,
2017, éthe reasons which are not forthcoming either from the SCN or the
impugned order. From the documents submitted by the appellant, I find
that their records for the period from October, 2013 to November, 2014
were aud1ted by the departmental officers on 06.01.2015 and 07.01.2015.
Therefore, without going into the other aspects concerning invoking of
extended period of limitation, I am of the view that for the period
subsdquent to 06.01.2015 the extended period of limitation cannot be

invoked.

0.1. I also find that the appellant were classifying the goods under
heading 39239090 for long which was also indicated in the periodical
retutns filed with the department. Considering these facts, I am of the
view that the extended period cannot be invoked against the appellant as

there is no suppression or mis-statement on their part.

10. - In view of the facts and discussions in the foregoing paragraphs, I
am of the considered view that the proposal of the department to change
the classification of Laminated Plastic Pouch without adducing any
substantial material except relying upon some dictionary meanings is not

legally tenable, particularly in view of the fact that the proposed change in
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classiflcation has been ostensibly prompted by the higher rate of duty
under |CETH 39232990. 1 am, therefore, of the view that the adjudicating

authotity has erred in ordering change in classification from CETH
39239090 to CETH 39932990. Consequently, the demand for Central

Excisd duty, Interest and Penalty also do not survive.

11. In view of the above discussions, I set aside the impugned order for

being [not legal and proper and allow the appeal filed by the appellant.

12. maﬁmaﬁaﬁm‘gmmﬁﬂmmaﬂ?#mm%l

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed off in above terms.

TJ“”/?MW%W :
Akhilesh ’f(umar)

Commissioner (Appeals)
Attegted: Date: .10.2021.

(N.Shryanarayanan. Iyer)
Supdrintendent(Appeals),
CGST, Ahmedabad.
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The| Additignal Commissioner, Respondent
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1) The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2) The Commissioner, CGST, Gandhinagar.
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5) P.A. File.




