
0

0

3fl=goffi ( '1W1 cl ) wr q)I ttffitl l
Office ofthe Commissioner (Appeal),

#4ju sfigal, arfla sng#aria, rears1a
Central GST, Appeal Commissionerate, Ahmedabad
sf]g@] 4a, la rf, sarar] rarar 3o?«.

~;;i-i:ra CGST Bhavan, Revenue Marg, Ambawadi, Ahmedabad 380015

~ 07926305065- ~21Cf5c:Ri07926305136
DIN:20230264SW000000BF82

m-cmc
a ors in : FIle No : GAPPLICOMISTD/144/2022-APPEL/6307 -6%\
~~~Order-In-Appeal Nos. AHM-EXCUS-002-APP-156/2022-23
feia Date : 14-02-2022 \J1ffl ffl ctr~ Date of Issue 16.02.2023

snrga (3r9a) arr 4fa
Passed by Shri Akhilesh Kumar, Commissioner (Appeals)

Arising out of Order-in-Original No. 135/ADC/MR/2021-22 ~: 31.03.2022, issued by
Joint/Additional Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad-North

3791aaafat ad ui Name & Address

1. Appellant

The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-I, Ahmedabad North
,Ground Floor, Jivabhai Mansion Building, Aashram Road, Ahmedabad -
380052

2. Respondent
Mis. Paya! Packaging Private Ltd.,
71, Diamond Park, oppositeHitendra Nagar,
Naroad Estate, Ahmedabad-382340

al{ a4fq za rg reg a ori#ts rpra aar & at as gr arr a ua qenferf
fl4 aarg g ea 3#f@earl alt or#ta zn g+er 3re vga a #ar &

Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application,
as the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way :

~ t1-<cb 1-< cITT TRTa:rur ~
Revision application to Government of India :

(4) ab@tr Gala zyca 3rf@f, 4go4 #t ar 3r Ra aag mg caia i q@lat
'cfRT cITT ~-'cfRT qr qg # siafa yitrur 3n4ea aft Rra, ad #El, fcrm
+iat+a, lea f@am, aft #if6ca, at ta rat, ire f, { feat : 110001 pt 6t sari
-=mfITT: I(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi - 11 O 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:

(ii) ~ ~ ctr mfr!" sra ft atR rar fa#t usrr zu rr #tar1 i
a fa,ft astir au ssrIr i ua g mf i, za fa# qsrrr zn Tur i aka
ae fa,ft arar i za fa4t ausrnr et ma 6t ,Ran tr g$ sl

case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
e or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the/course of

. g of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse. ·
I • '
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aa a are fa#t rg z 7a ufRa ma u q ma ff#fr ii sqztr z4caaTc
sat ga a fde k+r if it +a # ag fa4 zlz z r?gr a Ptllffaa % 1

(A)

(8)

In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory
outside India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods
which are exported to any country or territory outside India.

zfk zcen ar 4a fag fa #ra a as (ur zar per at) fufa fu <Tm 1'f@ "ITT I

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

3if4a 5mat #ln ca :f@R fg uh sh afe mt al nu{&sh ha omr uit <u
m ~,frml:r *·~ 3TfTRf. ~ cB" &RT LfITTcfat w aarfa 3rf@e,Pm (i.2) 1998
Irr 1o9 err fga fg ·Tg tl

(c) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final
products under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such
order is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed
under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

€tu sale gen (3r4ta) Ru+raft, 2001 cB" frml:r 9 cB" 3TcfT@ f21Pifcfl!c ~ ~ ~-8 if cTT
4Rat ii, hfa 3mar ufma hf faat mu #k fluml vi ors mer #t
at-ah fii rt fr amaa f@au ur a,Reg1r er gra z. qr 4zgfhf aiafa er
35-~ ii fa4fRa #t agr "W@ cB" ~ t13ITT-6 'cfR1R cBT m=a 'lfr m;fr~ I

0(1)

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified
under Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the
date on which the order sought to be appealed against is communicated and
shall be accompanied by two copies each of the 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It
should also be accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of
prescribed fee as prescribed under Section 35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major
Head of Account.

(2) ~~ * fflQ;J" Gei via van ya ala put zn wwa a at at u1 200/- pl 4Tar
cBT ~ 3ITT~~~~~~~"ITT m 1000/- cB'r imx=T~ cBT ~ I

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the
amount involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount O
involved is more than Rupees One Lac.

hr zgcn, €a sure zrc ga hara or4l#tr znznf@raw a 1fa 3rfta-
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) a4ta saraa grcn 3rf@If1, 1944 cB'r m35-#f/3s-~ * 3falfu:

Under Section 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

(en) 0cffif81futct 4Ri:8q 2 (1) en if ~ 3Tjx-lR cB"m c#i" 3r4la, a4tat #amrv#ha zycn,
a4hr 3qr yea vi tara 3r@ta znn@raw (frec) #l ur 1fr 4fas,
nsrarara # " 1,IT, ag41 +4q ,3/#al ,f741/F,3&aIld -a800o4

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2nd floor,Bahumali Bhawan,Asarwa,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004.
in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.



The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3
as prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied 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.

(3) zf& z 3n?gr i a a sm?vii armar sh & at rel a sitar m l1fR=r c]?f :flClR
qjaa as faznr ur afey gr rzr # std gg at f fra qt atfaa fg
zrnferf 3rql#ha nrnf@raUr at ga r#la za a4ta war at va sm4ea fhzr unrar &t

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0.
should be paid in the aforesaid manner notwithstanding 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.

(4) rll I lJ I c1 ll ~~ 1970 ~~ wfmr ct'f~-1 a sia«fa feffRa fhg 1gar al
3ndaa n 3rag znenfonf fvfr If@rant 3mgr r@a #v 5Ra ~.6.so tWr

0 cl?T rll Ill lc1zyc fee "c1<TT fflT~ I

One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the
adjournment authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed
under scheduled-I item of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

(5) za it iaf@ mt#ii at fiaura ar RWIT c#I" sit #ft ezn 3naff fa5zu mar ? uit
ft zcan, a4hr sql«a zgc vi hara anal#a nznf@raw (ar4ff@fen) frrlli:f, 1982 l{

frrt%c=r t I

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter
contended in the Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure)
Rules, 1982.

(7) vita gra, at snla zyca vi hara an4tr nnf@raw (free), # ff s@tat #
me far i (Demand) ya s (Penalty) cl?T 1o% qa sin an 3/faf ? tr«if,
3ff@asaq sa 4o a?tsu; & I(section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 &

Q Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

2du3na res sihaash 3ia«fa, mRragt "afara6tDuty Demanded) -
(i) (Section)~ ±p h as«fffa zft;
(ii) fanuaa2ha2fez alfr;
(iii) #a2Reefuifaf 6ha?rzifI.

> uqasrv«if@a srfler' ir~i:rcf u1m c#r~ ir, '3f"Ct@' cJruta" ashhfg qaaa
fear+a?.

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

of the Finance Act, 1994)
Under Central Excise and Service Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include:

(i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rul_es.

zu am2r a fr arfhaqfaur#arsii zyes srzrar zers ur avs f4a(f@atii fag ·Tgye,< +a,os 4ratwstrzibaaus faa1Ra sh asawsh 104rarw alsaft@I
p?«av«a r,
:l°'' f{¥,.1J,.

0"~-:i In view of above· an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
IC u 'l)t_,j/ "' l> & ijn of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
t-o,,,..,, ·--~ c,ff:ffi y, where penalty alone is in dispute."
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F.No.GAPPL/COM/STD/144/2022

ORDER IN APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by the Assistant Commissioner, CGST,
Division-I, Ahmedabad North, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'the appellant')
in pursuance of Review Order No.12/2022-23 dated 13.07.2022 issued under Section
84(1) of the Finance Act, 1994 by the Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad North,
against the Order-in Original No.135/ADC/MR/2021-22 dated 31.03.2022 (in short
'impugned order) passed by the Additional Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad
North (hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority') in the case of M/s. Paya I
Packaging Private Ltd., 71, Diamond Park, Opposite Hitender Nagar, Naroda Estate,
Ahmedabad-382340 (hereinafter referred to as 'the respondent').

2. The facts of 'the case, in brief, are that the respondent were providing
"Manpower Recruitment/Supply Agency Services" and were holding Service Tax
Registration No.AAICP075GSD001. Based on the scrutiny of data received from the
Central Board of Direct Taxes (CBDT) for the F.Y. 2015-16 to 2016-17, it was noticed
that the 'Sales/Gross Receipts' from services declared in ITR/Form 26AS of the
respondent were not tallying with the 'Gross Value of Service' declared in their ST-3
Returns. The respondent had declared less taxable value amounting to 0
Rs.5,87,17,161/- in their ST-3 Return for the E.Y. 2015-16 8 FY. 2016-17 as compared
to the income declared in their Income Tax Return (ITR) / Form 26AS filed under the
Income Tax Act. Letters were subsequently issued to the respondent to explain the
reasons for non-payment of tax and to provide certified documentary evidences for
the F.Y. 2015-16 & F.Y. 2016-17. However, neither any documents nor any reply was
submitted by them for non-payment of service tax on such receipts.

2.1 A Show Cause Notice (SCN) No.STC/15-141/OA/2021-22 dated 23.04.2021was,
therefore, issued to the respondent proposing recovery of service tax demand of
Rs.86,85,323/- not paid on the differential value of income received during the F.Y.
2015-16 to FY. 2016-17, along with interest under Section 73(1) and Section 75 of the
Finance Act, 1994, respectively. Imposition of penalty under Sections 77 and under
Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 were also proposed. 0

2.2 The said SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order, wherein the service tax
demand of Rs.86,85,323/- was dropped alongwith interest and penalties. The
adjudicating authority has held that the respondent has provided Manpower Supply
Service to only two clients namely M/s. GSP Crop Science Pvt. Ltd & M/s. Shreeji
Pesticides Pvt. Ltd. On perusal of the Balance Sheet, Copies of Ledger Account, Profit
and Loss Account, copy of ITR furnished by the respondent, the adjudicating authority
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observed that as both the aforesaid service receivers fall under the. category of body
corporate, therefore, .the liability to pay service tax falls on them in terms of Sr. No. 8
of Notification No.30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, amended vide Notification No.
07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015, w.e.f. 01.03.2015.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority,
the appellant has preferred the present appeal on the grounds elaborated below:-

► The Adjudicating Authority has erred in finding that the respondent has
provided Manpower Supply Service to two clients only, namely M/s. GSP Crop
Science Pvt. Ltd & 'M/s. Shreeji Pesticides Pvt. Ltd. and that both these
companies are business entity registered as body corporate and therefore
entire (100%) Service Tax is payable by service receiver with effect from
01.04.2015 as per Sr. No. 8 of the Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012,
as amended vide Notification No. 07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015 w.e.f.
01.03.2015.

► In terms of the relevant provisions of Reverse Charge Mechanism(RCM) related
to payment of Service Tax in respect of "Manpower Services" as per Notification
No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, as amended vide Notification No. 07/201.5-
ST dated 01.03.2015 w.e.f. 01.03.2015, where the manpower services are
provided "only" by any individual, Hindu Undivided Family or partnership firm,
whether registered or not, including association of persons, located in the
taxable territory to a business entity registered as body corporate, located in
the taxable territory, 100% liability to pay Service Tax is on the service receiver
as per Reverse Charge Mechanism (RCM). So, where the service provider is
other than "any individual, Hindu Undivided Family or partnership firm, whether
registered or not, including association of persons", 100% liability to pay Service
Tax is on the service provider. So, if the manpower supply services are provided
by Company or Body Corporate, the Service Tax is payable by service provider
instead of service receiver.

► M/s. Payal Packaging Private Limited is a Private Limited Company and does not
fall under the category of Individual, HUF, Proprietary firm, Partnership firm
(registered or not) or Association of persons located in taxable territory. Thus,
M/s Payal Packaging Private Limited is a Private Limited Company which falls
under definition of "Body Corporate". From the website www.zaubacorp.com, it
is observed that Paya! Packaging Private Limited is a Private Company
incorporated on 27 March 2015 and classified as Non-Govt. Company and is

5
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registered at Registrar of Companies, Ahmedabad. Its authorized share capital is •
Rs. 100,000 and its paid up capital is Rs. 100,000. Therefore, M/s Payal
Packaging Private Limited is liable to pay Service Tax, being a service provider
of Manpower Supply Services.

> Even after introduction of negative list with effect from 01.07.2012, "service"
means any activity carried out by a person for another for consideration, and
includes a declared service. The manpower supply services is not covered in
negative list as defined in Section 66D (inserted by the Finance Act, 2012 w.e.f.
1-7-2012), therefore, the activity carried out by the respondent i.e. Manpower
Recruitment/Supply Agency Service falls under the category of taxable service
prior to introduction of Negative List as well as post introduction of Negative
List.

4. The respondent has filed a cross-objection contesting the grounds of appeal
4

on following grounds:

► There is no pending liability of service tax against the respondent. They have O
filed ST-3 Returns showing payment of tax, which were not verified by the
department though were available to them. Thus, the SCN issued to the
respondent was in complete vague manner.

>> The SCN alleges that the respondent has not filed the ST-3 Returns for Ey.
2016-17 to FY. 2016-17 and has reflected the income in the ITR filed for
respective period which is not true. The respondent, in fact, has filed the ST-3
Returns and also discharged all the tax liabilities. Copy of challans evidencing
the tax liabilities discharged for relevant period is submitted. For the F.Y. 2015
16 and F.Y. 2016-17, the respondent has paid the service tax of Rs.32,14,137/-&
Rs. 50,368,331/- respectively.

► It is conclusively held by various judicial forums that the short payment of 0
service tax liability cannot be alleged on the basis of accounting figures of the
company's Balance Sheets or P &L Account unless there is a conclusive
evidence of evasion of duty. They placed reliance on following case laws:-

Kush Constructions- 2019(24) GSTL 606
· Go Bindas Entertainment Pvt. Ltd- 2019 (27) GSTL 397

Vijay Packaging Systems - 2010(262) ELT 832

6
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► The demand is time barred as the entire tax liability was discharged in the ST-3
Returns filed in due course. Hence suppression cannot be invoked. Even
otherwise the notice was issued under the wrong impression that the
respondent has taken the benefit of Notification No.30/2012-ST which was
never availed.' Reliance is placed on the judgments passed in the case of
Continental Foundation- 2007(216) ELT 177 (SC); Jaiprakash Industries Ltd-
2002(146) ELT 481 (SC).

> Neither, the facts of the case, justify or warrant imposition of any penalty nor
any specific allegations are made in the SCN for imposing the same. When
there was no intent to evade the payment of tax hence penalty u/s 78 is not
imposable.

> Interest is also not leviable since there is no short payment or non-payment of
tax.

0 5. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 18.01.2023. Shri Sudhanshu Bissa,
Advocate, appeared on behalf of the respondent. He reiterated the submissions made
in the cross-objection filed against the appeal.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the impugned order passed
by the adjudicating authority, submissions made by the appellant in the appeal
memorandum, the submission made by the respondent in the cross-objection as well
as those made during personal hearing. The issue to be decided in the present case is
as to whether the service tax demand of Rs.86,85,323/- dropped alongwith interest
and penalties in the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority, in the facts
and circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise?

The demand pertains to the period FY. 2015-2016 to F.Y. 2016-17.

0 7. On examination of the SCN, it is observed that the total service tax liability of
Rs.86,85,323/- for the E.Y. 2015-16 to F.Y. 2016-17 was ascertained on reconciliation of
the income shown in the ST-3 Returns filed by the respondent vis a vis the amount
shown as 'Sales of Services' in their ITR filed with the Income Tax department. It is
observed that the respondents are providing "Manpower Recruitment/Supply Agency
Services". The demand has been dropped on the findings that the respondent has
provided· services to body corporate and in terms of Notification No. 30/2012-ST
dated 20.06.2012, as amended vide Notification No. 07/201.5-ST dated 01.03.2015
w.e.f. 01.03.2015, the liability to pay the service tax under RCM shall be on the service
receiver. The appellant are contesting the impugned order on the grounds that the.

i
I
\ ·\' '," ->.
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F.No.GAPPL/COM/STD/144/2022

respondent is a Private Limited Company and fall under the definition of "Body •
Corporate", therefore, the liability to pay tax shall be on service provider i.e. on the
respondent.

8. As per Notification No.30/2012, dated 20-06-2012, in respect of services
provided or agreed to be provided supply of manpower service by the
Individual/HUF/Firm/AOP to the companies/LLP the liability to pay service tax would
be in ratio of 25 % and 75 % respectively. However, this proportion of service tax
liability has been amended to substitute to Nil to 100% with effect from 01.04.2015
vide Notification No. 07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015

Relevant Text of Notification No.30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012,

(v) provided or agreed to be provided by way ofrenting ofa motor vehicle designed to carry
passengers to any person who is not in the similar line ofbusiness or supply ofmanpower for
any purpose orservice portion in execution of works contract by any individual, Hindu
Undivided Family orpartnership firm, whether registered or not, including association of
persons, located in the taxable territory to a business entity registered as body corporate,
located in the taxable territory;

(8) provided or agreed to be provided by any person which is located in a non-taxable 0
territory and received by anyperson located in the taxable territory;

TABLE

SI.No. Description ofa service Percentage of Percentage of
service tax service tax
payable by the payable by the
person person receiving
providing the service
service

8. in respectof services provided or 25% 75%
agreed to be provided by way of
supplyofmanpower for anypurpose

Relevant Tex of Notification No. 07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015

(iii) against SI. No. 8, in column (3) and column (4), for the existing entries, the entries "Nil" and
"100%" shall respectively be substituted;

8.1 On going through the website of the respondent, I find that they are a Private
Limited Company. The payment of service tax under reverse charge mechanism is not
applicable to them under Notification No.30/2012-ST, as amended. Hence, the service
tax liability for F.Y.2015-16 to FY. 2016-17 shall be on the respondent only. I, therefore,

____ · that the demand dropped in the impugned order is not legally sustainable.

8
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9. The respondent are contending that the allegation made in the SCN non
payment and non-filing of- the ST-3 Returns for F.Y. 2015-16 to F.Y. 2016-17 is
incorrect. They claim that they have filed the ST-3 Returns and also discharged entire
tax liabilities for the relevant period hence the allegation is baseless. They produced
copy of ST-3 Returns and challans evidencing the tax liabilities discharged for relevant
period. On examining the documents, it is noticed that the respondent has filed the
ST-3 returns for the E.Y. 2015-16 and FY. 2016-17 and have also paid the service tax
for said period. I, therefore, find that the allegation made in the SCN regarding non
filing of the ST-3 Returns and non-payment of service tax is erroneous and has been
made without proper verification of facts.

9.1 I find that the Board vide Instruction dated 26.10.2021 has directed the field
formations that while analyzing ITR-TDS data received from Income Tax Department, a
reconciliation statement has to be sought from the· taxpayer for the difference and
that whether the service income earned by them for the corresponding period is

0 attributable to any of the negative list services specified in Section 66D of the Finance
Act, 1994 or exempt from payment of Service Tax, due to any reason. It was further
reiterated that demand notices may not be issued indiscriminately based on the
difference between the ITR-TDS taxable value and the taxable value in Service Tax
Returns. The show cause notice based on the difference in ITR-TDS data and service
tax returns should be issued only after proper verification of facts. Where such notices
have already been issued, the adjudicating authority should pass judicious order after
proper appreciation of facts and submission of the noticee.

0

9.2 I find that the demand in the instant case has been raised merely on the basis
of the sales of the services under Sales/Gross Receipts from services (Value of ITR) or
the Value of TDS. The fact that the respondent has made the payment of service tax
and filed the ST-3 Returns for the FY. 2015-16 to FY. 2016-17 was not taken into
consideration. The notice was issued indiscriminately based on the income reflected in
the returns filed with the IT Department, which I find is not legally sustainable. Neither
re-conciliation of financial statements nor proper appreciation of facts was done while
issuing the notice. Further, in terms of Boards' Instruction dated 26.10.2021, the
adjudicating authority is expected to pass a judicious order after proper appreciation
of facts and submission of the appellant, which in this case was not followed and has
led to violation of the principles of natural justice in so much as the instruction issued
in Boards' above mentioned Circular was not followed in true spirit. I.therefore, find
that in. the interest of justice, it would be proper to remand the case back to the

9
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adjudicating authority who shall decide the case afresh after taking into considering 
the discussions held supra.

10., Accordingly, the impugned order is set-aside and appeal filed by the appellant
td~ove extent is allowed. ·
"

ft4aiarra? zrflaa Rqzru 5qi#a a@nsar?
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed off in above· terms.

.. « Ve8orj
+a.gr4,T) 60)..

erg«a (aft=)
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M%-
(Rekha A Nair)
Superintendent (Appeals)
CGST, Ahmedabad

By RPAD/SPEED POST
To,
The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Division-I, Ahmedabad North,
Ahmedabad

M/s. Payal Packaging Private Ltd.,
71, Diamond Park, Opposite Hitender Nagar,
Naroda Estate,
Ahmedabad-382340

Date: lY.2.2023
f

Appellant

Respondent

0

Copy to:
1. The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad North.
3. The Assistant Commissioner (H.Q. System), CGST, Ahmedabad North.

(For uploading the OIA)
4. The Superintendent (System), CGST, Appeals, Ahmedabad, for uploading the OIA

on the website.
,5.Gara Fite.
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