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('©") Order-In-Appeal No. and Date

.AHM-EXCUS-003~APP~084/2022-23 and 23.12.2022

(lf)
1llftcrfcti<rrlf<TT/ sf7 arferrgr, rgmas (rfr)
Passed By Shri Akhilesh K_urnar, Cornry,issioner (App?als) ..

sta Rt fail
() Date of issue

02.01.2023

Arising out of Order-In-Original No. PLN-AC.;STX,--4_3/_?021-22 dated 17.03.2022 passed by
··- •-+. . --

(s-) the Assistant Commissioner,< CGST. & CE, Division-Palanpur, Gandhinagar
'-

Commissionerate
..

. . ..

<$\ 4( ~ efirj T cpf 'ifTli 31n: 'Cfqf / .
M/sBalaram Con~tructionltd.; Village-Dhanpura,

I

('cf) Name and Address of the Sarotra, Shri Amirgadh; Banaskantha, Gujarat:-
Appellant

-- . . ·, .r;

385130 '·

·;

Rt rR#zaft.-mersritrra marzit agshqrzrnfnfa fa rag Tg TT
srfattt sfta srrarterr sa« vgamrz,#faaarr a fas gtmar?
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal. or revision
application, as the one may be against sU:ch order, to the appropriate authority in the
following way.

wraal#rtar3aa:
Revision application to Government of India:

(4) a#tr 3qraa gm sf@ef74a, 1994 Rt rtsraf aargswrihatipt errRt
sq-tr ah qr qvpmh siasfagtawr sr4a sRt+a, +taat, faa jar«,aPTT,
atifrif, sfartraa, iraf, +£f«ft: 110001 #t RtstReg:

. ,,; : ; .,

A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India; Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep
Building, Parliament Street, New Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EEofthe CEA 1944
in respect of the following case, governed by f;irsfproviso to sub-section (1) of Section-
35 ibid: -

(+) 4fan Rt zf #asat zratat.fat suernrs #rat i aft
· · irk a@ roerrrm.ta g +=!TIT#, mfcfim ~o:sn11u:rr~ #~~~ efil<€1Lrl TT

'4-1 osrnR gttRtfratug& °@'I . . •

In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
ouse or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course
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of processing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a
warehouse.

(w) saa arz fhft ugnzit Raffa ta i rmt a [aft@vi ii sq#tr gen #? arer
sqra gr#aRaz#mat saharzff zag a rear i faffaa 2

In case of r:ebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any·country~or:t~rrj.tory
outside India -ofon excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are
exported to any country or territory outside India.,

,

(if) rf@ g«ea mar gar fat far ta h alg (ua per at)fft fcli"m .-p:rr 1=!Tc1~I

In case of goods exportea··outside India export to ·Nepal or Bhutan, without
payment of duty.

(r) sif@a 3rra ft sgrea green hmar a fut sgt #fez rrRt&gs jk srr it sa
mu tufr h gar4 rgme, sh# arr "CfTfur cfl'~~~~ifm~- ('i'f 2j 1998 ___

err 109 arRnu ruz
Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excis·e 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 app'ointed under
Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

. ---
(2) 4tr zgra gr'(srft) Rrtal, 2001 afr 9 a siafa f@ffqiirsg-8 at

-,,,.:· . . . · • . . . .. , ·' -
fail #, fa sr?gr a nfa star fa fatri a# fa-srr u4 sftasir #t at-at
fart a arr5 sa fRzrsat rfeqt sh rrarar-< mT WSlf" ~flit t~ mu.35-~ if
feaiRaRtarrqr hTr ±tr-6 art Rt nfa st2ttafeqt

The above application shall be made in duplidate:lri,;F6rrri No. EA-8 as'specified
under Rule, 9 of Central·Excise (Appeals) Rules,·2001:within':3.-months-fr6rn\the,/ciat¢ .
on which the order sought to be appealed a.gainst;is . co:rnmunicated.;and.-. "$11hll, pe
accompanied by two. copies each of the OIO and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be
accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Ch-allan evidencing payment of pres~ribed fee as
prescribed under Section 35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Accdunl.

(3) Rfas saar ehTrszi iara ·l:;91mfflmm ma gtatst 200/-#tr gmra ft
~ 3TR"~ *11-t -C"'1~ 1:;91«a snai gr cTT 1000/- <ITT tfiTff~cfiT~I

o.

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee pf Rs.200 /:- y.,:here the
amount involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved . 0
is more than Rupees One Lac. ·

far gems, ah4hr scalar gr«eaviam 01 cflJll! rlfTlfTfii-"'1·,cuf*~-~:-
- $ •

Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax AppeHate Tri\mp.aJ..

(1) htsraa gr4 sf@rfa, 1944ftet3s#/3silk si+fa:
under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA; 1944 aii appeal lies to :-

(2) -3U1Rtf€a qRbaaarg tarh st«far ff rft, sft h int that gfa, #ft
graa gem q4 hara zr4fa rrntferaw (fie±) Rtfir fr 4fem,zrara24 tr,

. :+.·:£ :_ - . . . . .

agr sra, saaT, f7ear, &I{arar-380004I

To the west regional bench ofCustoms, Excise & Epe:r;vice Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2ndfloor, Bahumali Bhawan, .Asarw,a., ,Girdhar Nagar, . Ahmedabad:
380004. In case of appeals other than as mentioned above para.

appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in ·quadruplicate:iri. form.EA
cribed under Rule 6 of Ce~tral Excise(App-~al) Rules; 2001 and shall be
ied against (one which at least shoulff be· accompanied by · a fee of
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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 apove 50 .. Lac, respectively in the form of
crossed bank draft in favour ofAsstt. 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. --

(3) 4R?z car#&q sr?gitrtargar? atrmq stag afrRt#srarsrj
± ? frwtr arRe zraa z gu sf f far€tf aa a fu zrnf@fr s{ta
+rznf@2law'Rtuast zrhr{tarr Rt umspahrwar?l

In case of the order covers a number· of_ order-in-:-Original, fee for each O .I.0.
should be paid in the aforesaid -manner ·notwithstahcl.iiig the fact that the one appeal
to the Appellant Tribunal or the one appli9.ationto the.pentral Govt. As the x_ase may
be, is filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee ofRs.100 /- for each.

(4) ·rr4ran gr«a sf@2rfrr 1970 rt tiff@ea ft s4qt -1 a sifa faafRa fag gar sa
3near4qr?gr. zrnf@afar Rafa qfeat ahgr#pl# Rt ua#fas6 .50 t\il" 91f •r414104

a feae«rztr fez
' ' .

One copy of application or O .I.0. as the case may be, and the order of the
adjournment authority shall · a court fee ·stamp of Rs.6:5O paise as prescribed under

Q scheduled-I item of the court fee Act, 1975 ·as amended. ·

(5) z if@era amt#tfiataa failfrtitemsaffa frsar ? wtf
ea, h#ta 3gr«a gar4 tat sf7 ztf@er4wr (araffaf@j fr4, 1982 R#ea el
Attention in invited to the rules - coveringthese and other related matter contended in
the Customs, Excise & ServTce-Tax App~lfa.tf'Triburia.F(Pro·cedure) ,Rules,. 1982. .

(6) mm~.~ xi,q1~i-t~'C!,cf~-&1cflJ1£J·~·(fffi.?z)~--srfcr_.-3T91m~mm:r
if cficfoll4-\i~t (Demand)-'C!,cf ~ (Penalty) 911" 10%,4.arr#Gr srfRiar ?zaif, sf@aampa=r
10 4ts Tu & (Section 35 F of the Central.~xcis¢ Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86

. ' ..._ _,. . ~,._,·•,'. · -:·· . . ' . ,_· ; . .

0

of the Finance Act, 1994) . . _ .•
· ~~~am:~%~' ~~-~~~~(Duty Demanded) I

(1) is (Section) 1 lD ~~f.:rmftcrufu;
(2) fat+a adz%fez Rtz(fr;
(3) #adz 2fezfitfir 6 hagarufn

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty
confirmed by the Appellate ·commissioner· woulcl·-have to be pre-deposited, provided
that the pre-deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 C:rores. It may be noted that the
pre-deposit is a mandatory condition for filing appeal before CESTAT. (Section 35 ,G ·
(2A) and 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance
Act, 1994).

3

Under Central Excise and Seryi9,~:r.~,-.'._',Quty ~eII1ancled" shall include:
(i) amount deterinin~c(bnd;t"Secti~n-11 D;
(ii) amount. of erroneous Cenvat Credittaken; .. _
(iii) amqun:t payable uridet Rule 6 of the CenvatCredi(R1,1.les.

(& "hrrfanf nerror mmar wait ran rrarsrnrastatit mrr :fchi:!: ~--~~ w .. '' . . '
-ls-t;,:...iuNr~~~10%~"Cf{ am:~~~ Mc!tRa .-@',~.~% 100/o~"Cf{#~~t:1 •± %y %. view of above, an_ appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
~; e-',.5p "'~ t of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute,~" - ... _. . . ' •

• "✓~.,
0

..
0
~~1>,rl1).e alty, where penalty alone is in dispute." · · _
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341f4 3Iler7oRDER-IN-APPEAL
This Order'· arises out of an appeal filed by Mis. Balaram Construction

I •

Limited, Village- Dhanpura, Sarotra, Amitgarh, DistBanaskanthap- Gujarat~:. __
; . . . . .; :·' . . : ..

385130 [hereinafter referred to as the appellant] against OIO No. PLN..AC-STX-

43/2021-22 dated 17.03.2022 [hereinafter referred to as the impugned_ order]

passed by Assistant Commissioner, Central GST, Division. : .. Palanpur,

_, Commissionerate : Gandhinagar [hereinafter referred to. as .the adjudicating
. . . . . . '

authority].

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant are engaged in provision of

Construction Services/Works Contract Service and were having Service. Tax
' .... .

Registration No. AAACB6264CST00I. As per information received from the
.-• . . . . -

period they were taxable.

. .

Income Tax department, there were discrepancies in the total income declared in-
. --- . ,·.• :-' ·~ .• !

. .

the Income Tax Returns /2648 and those declared in the ST-3 Returns .filed by Q
them for the F.Y. 2014-15. To explain the discrepancies, the appellant were

.:.r° •°:::5
requested to provide documentsrelevant·docufuents vide·e.;mail dated"_19.06.2020.

• • : ~ • : ,t .... ~-. ,.. -. -~~ •

However, the appellant did not respond. It was also observed that the activities
~ ·-. _.' •, .. ·.·~-:'.i.:_~·:. .·.~.- .--/;•·· -'_:i '?_;::;.(: .\·.:.

undertaken by the appellant were coyered under the-definition of 'Service' as_per
-.·..."±±5.. ?r..••.

Section 65 B(44) of the Finance Act, 1994 (FA,1994), and· during _the relevant
Ge:! i

.• -:

2.1 Accordingly, the service tax liability of the appellantwas determined 'for the
- ·:.'.> -F,

F.Y. 2014- 15 based on difference between the value. of."sales of services under
. ·, . ·_ . . . ~ 't_ ·;. • . . ' : . . ·.• ~ : ·:•. ·. . . . . : t .:, '

Sales/Gross Receipts from Services (Value from:. Il'R)". or "Total. amount .0
Paid/Credited under Section 194C, 1941, 194H, 194Jof the Income Tax Act,1961"
and Taxable Value shown in the ST-3 retmii-'~tthde1i}I; cj:; '

16 49"33'7'86/~ ·. ' ,' ' '

· (Amountin.Rs.)3, °
[ServiceTax @14.5 %]

Details

.Taxable Value declared in ST-3 Returns 16,41,95,426 /
Difference ofvalue{S.Nb.l-"2) r ·- - · " q,j38,3'6ff/.;.'·, ,. ·

Taxable Value as per Income Tax datai. Total
Amount Paid/Credited under Section 194C, 1941,
194H, 194J or Sales/Gross Receipt~ froni'Servfe:es 1

(From ITR) .. ; ,, -. .. .. . ,. , - ._., /,,, .. ,.: - . ~,~~ ...·,

Amount of Service Tax alongwith Cess not paid/sh_<>rt.. 91,261(- _. _, "
paid : - ·

I

Sr.
No

2

4
3

uu.Nows
Us mi,

,. ,0..'o . fv.-..,, JS-r
· ·392

'.-,\.,, -"'~- <;tin,.

i
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J.,1 ' .· .. ·- ..

3. The appellant was issued a Show Cause Notice No. IV/16-11/TPI/PI/Batch

3B/2018-19/Gr.V dated 25._06.2020,(in shortSCN) fordemand and recovery of
. . . ''' ·. . •") ...

Service Tax amounting to Rs.91,261/- under proviso to sub-section (1) of Section

73 of the Finance Act, 1994 read· ~ith Se6ti'6ri'6f'ofthe. Firiahc~· Act, 199.4 read
, .\. ,r ··. .. -•.·"r~,;"f:~,-:,•~)-·-;.•- ~ -;_-•-c--;-··--~--.,,.~-- -- • •

with relaxation provisions. of Section· 6 of Chapter V of the 'Taxation and .Other

Laws (Rylaxat1.on of . Certain Provisions) Ordinance, 2020 (No 2 of 2020)
. - - -~-- _. ~- ---- .:·:_ - :·J , l;r•: , - - - -_ .- - - '. ..

promulgated on 30.03.2020 by invoking extended' period of limitation along with

interest under Section 75 of the Act. 'The SCNalso proposed imposition of penalty

under Sections 77(2), 77C and 78 of thFinance Act, 1994.

3. The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order wherein it was ordered .

as under:

► Demand of Service Tax amounting to Rs.346/- (for ·value or'Rs.2,800/-) was·
. . .. ; . . ·. ·.: ~' -•.. ~--.

. . -~ ,-; ., . - .. ~ . .

confirmed under proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 73 of the Finance Act,

1994 along with interestunder Section'75oftheFA,1994.

> Penalty of Rs.10,000/- was imposedunder the 'provisions of Section 772) of
. ·.. , ' -:. . : , ;-·, ~ . . .

the FA,1994.
--- ',,;► Penalty of Rs.10,000/- was imposed under the provisions of Section 77(C)

. ~ I ::. .

of the FA,1994.
__ ; > . #ss _ ... _ : . - . ,. , . _. .► Penalty of Rs.346/- was imposed under the provisions of Section 78 of the. . - · · ,

0
4.

":' : .' ·► In view of clause (ii) of the second proviso to Section 78(1) of the FA,1994,

the option of reducedpenalty.was.granted., ._

Being aggrieved with the impug;ned."OfdertHl~;appellant has ptefeh'.ed this

FA,1994.

appeal on following grounds:

(i) The appellant had submitted allreleyant documents to show that the
' . . .'· ° • • '. '. . , _•· ,_ :;·.·.- •. • • ' < • •

value· of Rs.2800/- was fully -exempt-from Service Tax in· terms· of Clause.

12(a) of Notification No. 25/2012 - ST dated 20.06.2012 for the period

F.Y.2014-15.
·: _'.:\-·-.,·

(ii) They had submitted·letter, frp11J.,Gow:•.ofIndia,CPWD for ·acceptance

of tender work, the RA Bills and proof of payment received from CPWD as

reflected in bank statement which are in:same line as the .other copies of
bills, contract, income ledger, 'copy'6f'&66@88lwih Governreritagencyard

Page 5 of 9
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other documents produced before the adjudicating authority and were

accepted by dropping the demand vide the impugned order.

(iii) Recovery of Interest under Section 75 ofthe FA,1994 isnotproper as .

demand-of Service Tax is not sustainable.
. . I

(iv) Since, they had filed their_ST-3 returns forthe period F.Y.2014-15 on

25.04.2015, therefore, the SCN for the said period issued on 25.06.2020 by

invoking extended period, becorrie·s infructuous as,there was no suppression

of facts. In support of their 'contention, they relied on the . fbil~wing
decisions:

► Monarch Catalyst Pvt.Ltd. Vs CCE [201641)STR904 (Ti.-Mum)]

► Decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in'the case ofTariilnadu
Housing Board Vs.CCE - 1194(74)LT9SC).

> Decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Courtin"the caseof CollectorVs.

Chemphar Dnigs-1989{4'0) EL'f 276''(SC).· . ;,: ··

(v)
.. . ,-, -

Penalty imposed for failure of correct assessment under Section 77(2)
,·· . -.:,'e. :

·notification.

of the Finance Act,1994 is not sustainable as there was no failure on' their
: .· ~ ..• . .. _: ;.·

part in as much as the amount left out was actually exempted by virtue of
. : ·.'....' ·.ii.> .

(vi) Penalty imposed for failure of furnishing'information under Section

77 C of the Finance Act,1994 is not sustainableas there was#6 'fa;faren
their part and the penalty was imposed mechanically 'withoutgoinig intothe
merits of the case. o.
(vii) Imposition of penalty of'Rs.346/- under Section 78. of"the Finance

• -,t .• • • ,-- • ·.i. . ·. _.. --- . '

intent to evade payment of tax, was me~hanic_al and without applicatiqn of
: . . ·. ' . .·-,.. :· .

mind as they had always shown their bonafide by payment of ServiceTaxass
. • . •· _. . ·"•l •·.• .- e ,

Act,1994 without any evidence offraud,- collusioRorwillful-mi~statemeut.or. : . •. : , :· . .-.. . : .· \ •'z..·.5 :

and when liable to them.

following citations :
(viii) In support of their above contentions they further relied on the

·. ' i ,'#

► Pahwa Chemicals P.Ltd Vs CCE, Deli [2005(189) ELT, 257
(S.C.)]

► Orient Packaging Ltd.Vs.'CCE[2011 (23) STR 167 (Tri.Del.)]

Page 6 of 9
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► Decision of the Hon'ble' Supreme • Court in the case of Cement

Marketing Co.-1980 {6) ELJ'295. (~Q}i'. _.·.-
.-•• . SH4!+,

>» CC Vs.Seth Enterprises [1990(49)HI9 619(Ti.Del.)]
. . ·... ,.· .► NeonNews Pvt.Ltd.Vs CG~.[2019(2(?) G.S.T.L. 241 (Tri.All.)]

(ix) As Chapter V of the Finance Aet,1994was omitted with effect from
' • }3r·' . + • ' •

01.07.2017 in terms of provisions ofSection 173 of the CGST Act,2017, the

SCN issued on or after 01.072017 is'ndfiegal:andproper.

5. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 23.11.2022. Mr. N.V.Suchak,
. . . :--,;, ...._ _ '~. -,-.· ,··: ; . · , ;- - . . . .

Chartered Accountant, appeared for hearing on, behalf. of the· appellant. He re-
• __ , . - 0 · · : ' •

iterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts.of thecase, grounds of appeal in the

Appeal Memorandum and the submissions made by the appellant at the time of

0 Personal Hearing. The issue before .me for decision-is whether the impugned order
- ~---

passed by the adjudicating authority,. in .the facts., andcircumstances of the case;
. ......

confirming the demand of·,service·~tax amounting t<t:Rs. 346/- under proviso to

Section 73 (1) of Finance-Act, 1994 by invoking extended period of limitation
. . -. .. . . .. .

:° -: : a »; "i£
· alongwith interest, and imposing penalties under Section 77 (2), Section 77C and

•. , - I •. . : ~ . '
. - . - , · '-' · ~ • . • • • J · - · ' •

Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994, is legal and proper or otherwise. The demand..
pertains to the period F.Y. 2014-15. ·

7. It is observed that the. appellant is registered with the department. The· SCN. . ·.. . ,. - .

1'
I

0
has been issued on the basis of data receiyed\from the Income Tax. Department.

. . . . . . ..

Further, the demand has be.en confirmed on: reconpiliation by holding.-that the
:- ' ~' . . . ' ~ . . . ·. .

appellant had earned income ·amounting to Rs . .2,800/-, which was e?;{:cess to the

amount of taxable service declared in the ST-3 returns for the relevant period. The

service tax liability was determined on this amountatRs.346/-. It is the contention

of the appellant that they were engaged in providing services by way of. . .' . · · ·
"Construction Services/Works Contractservices" 6 'Governent authority during
the relevant period F.Y. 2014-15, which were exeipt as per SerialNo. 12A 9f

"Mega Exemption Notification".

8. I find that the dqcuments and explanations submitted by the .appellant before
. ,

the adjudicating authority was accepted by him. Theadjudicating authority, after

ing the · fact that the services reridered ·byc·the11appellaht duririg the relevant

-Page 7,of 9
,t,' e '
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period F.Y. 2014-15 were exempt" as per. Serial No. 12A of "MegaExemption '
·- . . •. : .. .; . ,

Notification No. 25/2012 - ST dated 20.06.2012,1.ihas !dropped \he demand of

Rs.91,261/-. The adjudicating authority, atPara-2Ooftheimpugned order, has

recorded that "Hence, it isfound that the workcontractisawarded to the assessee

by the government authority and is fall , under the mega exemption as stated at
·. _. . . . ·. .. '' . . .

Sr.No.12(a). Hence, their argument that they had notirzcorpordtedthtisame in the
~ --~-· . .... . •.. . --~ .-_·-:·--1., .·~.-- -:~- .. --~- ;

ST return as the same is exempted and no service tax applicability was there,found

correct. Hence .... ". However, it is also observed that, the adjudicating authority

has confirmed the demand amounting toRs. 346/- on the grounds that the appellant
had not submitted the corresponding documents claimingexemption.

9. I further find that, the appellants have in appeal memorandum produced

copies of 'Work Order' ·dated-23.03.2011, 'Final Bill' ·dated)0.10.2014 and 'Bank
. ·. ·,:. . . ----

Statements' in support oftheir contention of exemption inrespect of the··amount of
...... .

demand confirmed vide the impugned order. The said documents reflects thefact
that payment in respect of the Services provided by theappellant amountingto Rs .

. . I

2,800/- was sanctioned by the Govermnent Authority(GCPWD, Gandhinagar)and

the amount was credited in their bank account These documents clearly .

establishes the claim of exemption by the appellant andaccordingly, the demand of

Rs.346/- is set aside. As the demand of Service Tax fails to sustain, question of

interest and penalty does not arise.

D

10. In view of the discussions made above, the impugned orderpassed by the

adjudicating authority is set aside and the appeal filed by the-appellant is' allowed. O

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposedoff in above terms. ..

ea$ire
Commissioner(Appeals) "

Date: 23" December, 2022

(Somna audhary)
Superinte dent (Appeals)
CGST, Appeals, Ahmedabad

Page 8 of 9



$

9

.. By Regd. Post A. D

Mis Balaram Construction Limited, .
·village-Dhanpura, Sarotra, Amirgarh,
Dist.Banaskantha, Gujaraf.;. 385130.

Copy to:
1. The Principal Chief Commissioner,CGTand Central Excise, Ah.medabad.
2. The PrincipalCommissioner, CGST and,Central Excise, Gandhinagar
3. The ' Deputy /Asstt. Commissioner, Central GST, Division-Palanpur,

Commissionerate - Gandhinagar : . • ... ·
4. The Deputy/Asstt. Commissioner (Systems), CGST (Appeals), Ahmedabad
vV·Guardfile · . - - . • ·". · , · ·

6. · PA File

. ;,:
(

;,,,:-s,· .
_· .: , ··;: .

' ; . .,
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