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M/s. Rajesh Rameshbhai Bhaskar,
B-31, Baldevnagar-2,
132 Feet Ring Road, Jivraj Park,
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al{ anf@ g r8ha 3?gr aria1s 1gra cRffi" i m ae < 37er a 4Ra zqnfRe,fa ft
sagggr rf@rant at srf)a zu gnteru 34aWgd x,cpffi % I

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 :

Revision application to Government of India:

() b€ta 5lai zrca tf@fu, 1994 cB1" tlRf rn ~~~ l=fTlwlT cB" GfR "B ~ tlRf "cf>l"
'3Y-tITTT cB" >l"~ qx'1cb cB" 3RfTffi u@tern 3r±at aeflr #fra, rd ET#I, fclm fi-5l1c1l!, ~
fcrwr, at»ft if5ra, Rta ftq a, ira rf, { fact : 110001 "cf>l" c#l" \J1AT ~ I

(i) 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 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid:

(ii) ~ 1=JTc1" c#l" mfrr a#r i ura Rt z,far a fa#t rasrI IT 3F[f cblx'{SJI~ "# m
fa,at qosr a zw rosr m a urd g; af "#, m fcR:fr -~0-sPllx m~ "# 'cfffi" ag far#t
¢1-!>!sll~ "B m~ •f!U-siJll-1 ii- "ii" 1=JTc1" a1 faur a ha g{ st I

(ii) 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
warehouse or in storage whether in a facto'ry or in a warehouse. f~0:,.,_.',,.,,.4;,,,.~
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(cl?) 'Bffif a ars fa#t , zn qar Allffaa 1=JTcYr ~ m 1=JTcYr cB" FclAJ.Jf0, # '39lil41 ~ ~

ml u sIla z[ca Ramu \i'fl" 'Bmf # as fa#tn; u re Allffaa g 1

(A) 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.

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

~ '3¢9 I G'1 cITT '3¢9 I G'1 ~ cB" :r@Fl" a frg uit sh #fee ru # n{ & th ha sr
\JJ1" ~ tTRT ~ A"ll17 cB" galfa mgr, or4t er uRa at UT 6'1"q # fclm
rfu (i.2) 1998 tTRT 109 arr fzga fag ·rg it I

(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.

er snr«a yc (3r4ta) mra#t, 2001 cB" A"ll17 9 a siafa [aRRe qua in <g-8 #
a 4Rut #, )fa am?gr #a uR n2er )fa fetaRh a k sapsrdr vi or@
32 #l atat. ufii # er sa 3ma4aa fhzu ult Reg tr# rr ral s.al qr ft
3iaf enr 35-~ # ~~ tffl- cB" :r@Fl" #a rqd er €ton-6 rat at >fRr m~
aR8gt

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) Rf@G 37la mer uref picaa ya ala u?) zn a gt q1 200/-pl
':rffiR cITT Gr; 3Rh uf icra a ala vnr zt dT 1000 /- cITT i:ffR:r :r@f1 cITT \i'IW I

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

#tr grca, 4tu 3qr<a zrca vi ?a a r8)Ra nuf@raw a ,Re 34a
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(«) at 5qrzca 3rf@fa, 1944 cITT tTRT 35-GJT/35-~ sift--

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

saa~Ra qRb 2 (4) a sagrn orara #t sr4ta, 3r@at a mm fin gee,
a#tu gla zca ya alas 34#ta nznf@raw(free) at ufga flu 41fen1, ssrarsrz
# 21al, <g4If] 14q7 , 347al ,frat, 1€lldssooo4

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise &·Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
2nd Floor,Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 38099,.1,.,.1.Q, .._case of appeals
other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above. ,·:( 1:,.: ~-,;'\,9
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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) zufk gr s?gr i as{ am?ii ar arg st & t r@ls pcoil frga ar gTar
sqja er fat star af; saa sts; ## fa frear rel cf5m ii- m * fc;rcr
zrnrferfe 3g)1 nrzn@rawat vs srfl z a4tr war at va or4a fa5zur uar & 1

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 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.

0

0

(4)

(5)

rllllllC"lll ~~ 1970 "[f~ cB1"~-1 # siafa feffRa fa; 1gr sad
374a zur corer zqenfenf Rfa f@eatsrr r@la #lt v 4Ruz 6.6.so ha
cblrllllllC"lll zyca fee am st a1fey

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.

~ GTix ~ l=frw!T cBl" Rjaal aa a fa#i at GTix 'lfl UfR 311 cbfitd fcnm ~ % \Jll"
#tr zycer, bra sara zyea ya aa 3r@a mrnf@av (araffaf@) fzu, 1982 lf ~
%·1

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

«s ft zrca, it sqra zgca gi ala 3r4l#tr =nznf@av1(free),
m=cr~ cB" ~ lf cbJalJ-Jjl l(Demand) "qc[ ~(Penalty) cBT 10% 1l'T '5l"J-JT "cb"FTT
a#af ? ireiift, sf@rear qa '5l"J-JT 10~~t l(Section 35 F of the Central
Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

hasnzeasi tarsa sir«fa, 1ffiftmm11T •'cITTfoqqfl- lWT"(Duty Demanded)
a. (Section)~ ±DaafufRa=ft,
sw fatnaa#@z3fezaluf;
au dz#fezuitafu 6haa au fr.

> uq4war vi@a ar@he a us&k qa sar #lgeari, srfe«'fra ?sf@gqffsf@ur +rar
l -

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.1 O 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 Rules.

g arr2r k ufart frwwrkmarsuiyes arrarzeaur aus @aa1Ra al ati@g mg zyea# 10%

rrarru it srzi±a aus fqatf@a staa aush 1o4raru alsaR?I

In view of above, an appea·I 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 p_e,JJ,§!_lty, where
Penalty alone is in dispute." .,.:-'"''\1;1.,:>tr1,,;.,,
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Rajesh Rameshbhai

Bhaskar, B-31, Baldevnagar-2, 132 Feet Ring Road, Jivraj Park,

Ahmedabad - 380051 (hereinafter referred to as "the appellant")

against Order-in-Original No. 156/WS08/AC/KSZ/2022-23 dated

15.12.2022 issued on 16.12.2022 (hereinafter referred to as "the

impugned order") passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central

GST, Division-VIII, Ahmedabad South (hereinafter referred to as "the

adjudicating authority").

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant are

holding PAN No. AJEPB5061F. On scrutiny of the data received

from the Central Board of Direct Taxes (CBDT) for the Financial 0
Year 2015-16, it was noticed that the appellant had earned an

income of Rs. 1,17,84,273/- during the FY 2015-16, which was

reflected under the heads "Sales / Gross Receipts from Services

(Value from ITR)or "Total amount paid / credited under Section

194C, 1941, 194H, 194J (Value from Form 26AS)"filed with the

Income Tax department. Accordingly, it appeared that the appellant

had earned the said substantial income by way of providing taxable

services but has neither obtained Service Tax registration nor paid

the applicable service tax thereon. The appellant were called upon to

submit copies of relevant documents for assessment for the said O
period. However, the appellant had not responded to the letters

issued by the department.

2.1. Subsequently, the appellant were issued Show Cause Notice

No. CGST/WS0802/O&A/TPD(15-16)/AJEPB5061F/2020-21/5471

dated 22.12.2020 wherein it was proposed to:

a) Demand and recover an amount of Rs. 17,08,784/- for F.Y.

2015-16 under proviso to Sub Section (1) of Section 73 of the

Finance Act, 1994 along with interest under section 75 of the

Finance Act 1994 (hereinafter referred to as 'theAc ),,

A4ej Asol ti '
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F.NO. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

b) Impose penalty under the provisions of Section 77 (1), 77(2)
and 78 of the Act.

3. The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order wherein:

a) The demand of service tax amounting to Rs. 1 7,08,784/- was

confirmed under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the

Act along with interest under Section 75 of the Act for the

period from FY 2015-16.

b) Penalty amounting to Rs. 17,08,784/- was imposed under

section 78 of the Act.

c) Penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- was imposed under section

77(1) of the Act for failure to taking Service Tax Registration.

d) Penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- was imposed for not

submitting the documents under section 77(2) of the Act for

non-furnishing/ late filing of service tax returns.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the

adjudicating authority, the appellant have preferred the present

appeal, inter alia, on the following grounds:

► The appellant has not availed any opportunity of hearing

because the appellant had not received any hearing notice. In

absence of any reply to SCN and explaining the case without

hearing, the impugned order confirming the duty is not proper

and legal.

► While demand is confirmed on the ground of CBDT data, the

cum duty price benefit is not extended.

► It is admitted fact that in ITR for the period 2015-16, the

amount of income shown is Rs. 1, 17,84,723/- which is
considered as taxable service by adjudicating authority but on

what ground it is considered as tax'*-i~13':1'!,i()~ not mentioned
~-'/ .....x,,,,·..\<5:f%;a ),4
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

anywhere in notice or in impugned order. Therefore, in

absence of any ground, the said SCN & impugned order for

demanding service tax is not sustainable.

► Even the department has not taken care to investigate the

matter whether, in fact, the amount of income as per ITR

return is liable to service tax. Therefore, in absence of any

evidence, the appellant is not liable to pay service tax as

mentioned in impugned order though there is difference 1n

duty amount. Therefore, on this count, the said demand of

service tax is not sustainable. In support of their above

contention they relied upon the judgment reported in 2019

(24) GTL 606 in the case of Kush Construction.

)>

)>

In the notice, there is no classification of service has been

mentioned that under which appellant is covered and liable to

pay service tax. If there is no such classification of service is

mentioned in notice, it cannot be concluded that the appellant

is liable to pay service Tax. In support of their above

contention they relied upon the judgment reported in 2018

(10) GSTL 392 in the case of Deltax Enterprise, and 2015 (040)

STR 1034 8, 2020 (43) GSTL 533 in the case of Vaatika

Constructions.

The appellant also relied upon recent judgment reported in

2022 (58) GSTL 324 in the case of Ganpati Mega Builders (I)

Pvt Ltd 8 2002( 58) 245 in the case of Quest Engineers &

Consultant (P) wherein Hon'ble Tribunal held that - "Form

26AS is not prescribed documents for ascertaining gross

turnover of Assessee. The case of the appellant is covered by

above judgments of Hon'ble Tribunal and therefore, the

impugned order requires to be dropped.

0

0

► The appellant was providing activity by way of construction,

erection, commissioning, installation, completion, fitting out,
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by general public and this type of activity is exempted vide E.

No. 13 (a) of Noti. No. 25/2012 ST dated 20/06/2012 and

therefore, service tax is not leviable.

► The allegation made in the notice that the appellant has

suppressed the facts, misstatement and contravention,

omission and suppressed the facts, nature and value of service

provided by noticee not assessing and paying due service tax

liability and the said thing brought to the notice to the deptt.

on the basis of ITR return submitted to the Income Tax deptt.

Therefore, there is no suppression of facts as alleged in the

notice as the appellant has filed so called IT return on the

basis of department has issued notice within time prescribed

under Income Tax Act. Therefore, the invocation of extended

period to cover liability for the period 2015-16 is totally

baseless and vague by issuing notice on 22/12/2020.

Therefore, the demand is totally time barred and subsequently

the impugned OIO is not sustainable.

> In support of the above, they relied upon the case law reported

at 2016 (337) ELT 482 in the case of Commissioner of Central

Excise, Jalandhar Versus Royal Enterprises, 2017 (349) ELT

13 (Kar) and 2017(349) ELT 137.

> The penalty is proposed to be imposed under Section 78 of the

Finance Act, 1994 on the ground of suppression of facts but

there is no suppression of facts on the part of appellant as the

appellant is not liable to pay service tax as explained above.

Therefore, mere taking shelter or resort of ITR data is not

sufficient to arrive at evasion of service tax liability. Moreover,

here the question does not arise for deliberate suppression of

facts as the service tax payment as per Law is made/ Paid on

taxable value of service. In support of the above, they relied

upon the following case laws:

7



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

0 JAISHRI ENGINEERING CO. (P) LTD. versus C.C.E. - 1989 (40) E.L.T. 214
(S.C.).

o HI-LIFE TAPES (P) LTD. versus COLLECTOR OF CENTRAL EXCISE 
1990 (46) E.L.T. 430 (TRIBUNAL)

s HINDUSTAN STEEL versus STATE OF ORISSA [1978 (2) E.L.T. (J 159)
(S.C.)]

o

o 2008 (226) E.L.T. 38 (P & H) COMMISSIONER OF C. EX., JALANDHAR
versus S. K.. SACKS (P) LTD.

1998 (33) E.L.T. 548 (Tri) -INDOPHARMA PHARMACEUTICAL WORI(S

2000 (125) E.L.T. 781 (Tribunal) - BHILLAI CONDUCTORS (P) LTD.

e 1994 (74) E.L.T. 9 (SC) - TAMIL NADU HOUSING BOARD

» 'That penalty is proposed to be imposed under Section 77 in

addition to Section 78 is not proper and legal in as much as

the appellant is not liable to pay service tax as explained above O
and till issuance of above SCN, no letter or no notice is issued

for any contravention of Provisions of Section or Rule of

Finance Act, 1994. Therefore, the Penalty is proposed to be

imposed is unwarranted. The interest is also not leviable.

5. Personal hearing in the case was held on 18.08.2023. Shri

Naimiesh K Oza, Advocate, appeared on behalf of the appellant for

personal hearing. He reiterated the submissions in the appeal and

the additional submissions handed over at the time of personal

hearing along with supporting documents. He submitted that he O
appellant provided service regarding construction of roads to

Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation, which may be seen from the

form 26AS. In this respect, he submitted copies of work orders, bills

as well as ITR returns for the disputed period. He also submitted

that the service rendered by appellant is exempt under SR. No. 13

(a) of the Mega exemption notification No. 25/2012-ST and

requested to set aside the impugned order.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, grounds of

appeal, submissions made in the Appeal Memorandum, during the

course of personal hearing and documents-available on record. The

4$t r~.r~J . -_ .... , ·; tgit ..s -"8 it vi..e '
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

issue to be decided in the present appeal is whether the impugned

order passed by the adjudicating authority, confirming the demand

of service tax against the appellant along with interest and penalty,

in the facts and circumstance of the case, is legal and proper or

otherwise. The demand pertains to the period FY 2015-16.

7. I find that in the SCN in question, the demand has been raised

for the period FY 2015-16 based on the Income Tax Returns filed by

the appellant. Except for the value of "Sales of Services under Sales

/ Gross Receipts from Services" provided by the Income Tax

Department, no other cogent reason or justification is forthcoming

from the SCN for raising the demand against the appellant. It is also

not specified as to under which category of service the non-levy of

service tax is.alleged against the appellant. Merely because the

appellant had reported receipts from services, the same cannot form

the basis for arriving at the conclusion that the respondent was

liable to pay service tax, which was not paid by them. In this regard,

I find that CBIC had, vide Instruction dated 26.10.2021, directed

that:

"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.

3. It is once again reiterated that instructions of the Board to issue show
cause notices based on the difference in ITR-TDS data and service tax
returns only afterproper verification offacts, may be followed diligently.
Pr. Chief Commissioner /Chief Commissioner (s) may devise a suitable
mechanism to monitor and prevent issue of indiscriminate show cause
notices. Needless to mention that in all such cases where the notices
have already been issued, adjudicating authorities are expected to pass
a judicious order after proper appreciation of facts and submission of
the noticee."

7.1 In the present case, I find that letters were issued to the

appellant seeking details and documents, whichwere> 1legedly not
%

9



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

submitted by them. However, without any further inquiry or

investigation, the SCN has been issued only on the basis of details

received from the Income Tax department, without even specifying

the category of service in respect of which service tax is sought to be

levied and collected. This, in my considered view, is not a valid

ground for raising the demand of service tax.

8. The adjudicating authority had confirmed the demand of

Service Tax in the impugned order by not considering exemption

benefit under Sr. No. 13 (a) of the Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated

20.06.2012 to the appellant, inter alia, holding that the appellant

have not produced any evidence to prove that the said amount

credited in their account is against services provided to Government,

a local authority or a governmental authority by way of construction

,erection, commissioning, installation, completion, fitting out, repair,

maintenance, renovation, or alteration of a road, bridge, tunnel, or

terminal for road transportation for use by general public.

9. For ease of reference, I reproduce the relevant provision of Sr.

No. 13 (a) of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as

amended vide Notification No. 06/2015 dated 01.03.2015 (effective

from 01.O4.2015), which reads as under:

"NotificationNo. 25/2012-Service Tax dated 20th June, 2012

G.S.R. 467(E).- In exercise ofthe powers conferred by
sub-section (1) ofsection 93 ofthe Finance Act, 1994
(32 of 1994) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act)
and in supersession of notification Io. 12/2012
Service Tax, dated the 17th March, 2012, published
in the Gazette ofIndia, Extraordinary, Part II, Section
3, Sub-section (i) vide number G.S.R. 210 (E), dated
the 17th March, 2012, the Central Government, being
satisfied that it is necessary in the public interest so
to do, hereby exempts the following taxable services
from the whole of the service tax leviable thereon
under section 66B ofthe said Act, namely:

0

0

1 .

2 .

3 ..
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13. Services provided by way of construction,
erection, commissioning, installation, completion,
fitting out, repair, maintenance, renovation, or
alteration of,

(a) a road, bridge, tunnel, or terminal for road
transportation for use by general public;

10. In view of the above provison of Sr. No. 13 (a) of Notification

No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as amended vide Notification No.

06/2015 dated 01.03.2015, it is amply clear that if the appellant

provided services by way of construction, erection, commissioning,

installation, completion, fitting out, repair, maintenance, renovation,

or alteration of, a road, bridge, tunnel, or terminal for road

transportation for use by general public the services provided by the

appellant is exempted one.

11. On verification of the various documents submitted by the

appellant, v1z. copy of contract with Ahmedabad Municipal

Corporation, copy of work order issued by AMC, copy of Letter of

Intimation (L.O.I.) issued by AMC, copy of Bills raised to Ahmedabad

Municipal Corporation, 26AS and IT returns for 2015-16, I find that

the appellant had provided services to Ahmedabad Municipal

Corporation related to construction and repairing of Road and

Footpath for road transportation for use by general public.

Therefore, the said services were exempted as per Sr. No.13 (a) of

Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as amended vide

Notification No. 06/2015 dated 01.03.2015. Under the

circumstances, I find that the version of the appellant that they were

engaged in the services by way of carrying out any activity 1n

relation to any function ordinarily entrusted to a municipality 1n

relation to services provided by way of construction, erection,

commissioning, installation, completion, fitting out, repair,

maintenance, renovation, or alteration of, a road, bridge, tunnel, or

terminal for road transportation for use by general public and that-

consideration so received against providing such services were

exempted vide Sr. No. No.13 (a) of Not6ii&&ii±.No. 25/2012-STe ,i!. - ~~ )"''!!%, es :#.
l..1 ~- .-"··•·-.) ,. _.,I
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/1593/2023-Appeal

dated 20.06.2012 as amended vide Notification No. 06/2015 dated

01.03.2015 has to be considered in their favour in absence of any

contrary evidences brought on record by the adjudicating authority.

12. Since the demand of service tax is not sustainable on merits

there does not arise any question of interest or penalty in the

matter.

13. Accordingly, in view of my foregoing discussions, I set aside

the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority for being

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

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above 0
terms.

0/

Atte~

sndra Kumar)
Su n endent(Appeals)

CGST hmedabad.

By RPAD [ SPEED POST
To,
M/ s.Rajesh Rameshbhai Bhaskar,
B-31, Baldevnagar-2,
132 Feet Ring Road, Jivraj Park,
Ahmedabad- 380051

The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Division-VIII,
Ahmedabad South
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Copy to:

1. The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone
2. The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South
3. The Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division VIII, Ahmedabad South
4. The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad South
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