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This copy is granted free of charge for private use of the person(s) to whom it is sent.
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Any person deeming himself aggrieved by this Order may appeal against this Order
to the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal, Ahmedabad Bench within
three months from the date of its communication. The appeal must be addressed to the
Assistant Registrar, Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal, 2nd Floor,
Bahumali Bhavan Asarwa, Near Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad,
Gujarat 380004.

2.1 39 IRY F AFey Idd ~AREeoT # 3 Sl ¥ ggel HE IR Yoh F
7.5% T S[ITC FEAT BT, 161 Yoo Alfel hT G Yeoh AT fAaEId Yo T
45 o faagared &5 WA © |
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3. mmmﬁ.gﬂs.ﬁaﬁmaﬁrmml FEW Hegd 3cuG Yok
(1) Al 2001 & B9w 3 F 37 e (2)F [fRfese safFadl o geaer

l|Page



fpT SEA S e B AR A F oif@er e Sme wur S amawr & fawey

37fter €7 9 &7 FEE o Sael & wfast dower @ Y )3 § FA | HA e gl
g @t TfRe(] arfher ¥ Fafud el exader s AR vl 7 3@ e s

AT

The Appeal should be filed in Form No. E.A.3. It shall be signed by the persons
specified in sub-rule (2) of Rule 3 of the Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001. It shall be
filed in quadruplicate and shall be accompanied by an equal number of copies of the order
appealed against (one of which at least shall be certified copy). All supporting documents
of the appeal should be forwarded in quadruplicate.
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(The Appeal including the statement of facts and the grounds of appeal shall be

filed in quadruplicate and shall be accompanied by an equal number of copies of the order
appealed against (one of which at least shall be a certified copy.)
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The form of appeal shall be in English or Hindi and should be set forth concisely
and under distinct heads of the grounds of appeals without any argument or narrative and
such grounds should be numbered consecutively.

6. ffeEE fr arr 3547 & 3ysedl & 3igdd Ruia B B e W de
oo ¥, @l & Ol off Todga % &1 amar @ ST f 9is & 6ErEEw
IR & 71 W {@ifhd AT gFe & SIRT 3767 1 Seelr aur Jg Aler g 3l
& YU & AT HeldeT [haT ST

The prescribed fee under the provisions of Section 35 B of the Act shall be paid
through a crossed demand draft, in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the Bench of the
Tribunal, of a branch of any Nationalized Bank located at the place where the Bench is
situated and the demand draft shall be attached to the form of appeal.
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The copy of this order attached therein should bear a court fee stamp of Re. 1.00 as
pres,c:r-_%—bﬁg@-y_-nd{Schedule 1, Item 6 of the Court Fees Act, 1970.
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Subject- Proceedings initiated vide Show Cause Notices No. STC/15-199/0A/21-22
dated 23.04.2021 against M/s. Bharat Gordhanbhai Kathrotia, Opp. Govt.
Tubewell, B-3, Tirth Apartment, Bopal, Ahmedabad -380058
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STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

ORDER-IN-ORIGINAL No. AHM-EXCUS-002-COMMR— 50 /2022-23

M/s. Bharat Gordhanbhai Kathrotia, Opp. Govt. Tubewell, B-3, Tirth
Apartment, Bopal, Ahmedabad -380058 were issued SCN F. No. STC/15-
199/0A/21-22 dated 23.04.2021 by the Commissioner, Central GST & Central
Excise, Ahmedabad North, Ahmedabad.

BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASE PERTAINING TO THE SCN ISSUED TO M/S.
BHARAT GORDHANBHAI KATHROTIA, ARE AS FOLLOWS:

M/s. Bharat Gordhanbhai Kathrotia, Opp. Govt. Tubewell, B-3, Tirth
Apartment, Bopal, Ahmedabad -3800858 (hereinafter referred to as the 'assessee’
for the sake of brevity) were engaged in providing taxable services. It also
appeared that the assessee having PAN No. AFSPP8410N, was not registered

with Service tax department.

2. Analysis of “Sales/Gross Receipts from Services (Value from ITR)” and
“Total Amount Paid/Credited under 194C, 194H, 1941, 194J (value from 26AS)”
in respect of M/s. Bharat Gordhanbhai Kathrotia, was undertaken by the
Central Board of Direct Taxes (CBDT) for the F.Y. 2015-16 and 2016-17, and
details of the said analysis were shared by the CBDT with the Central Board of
Indirect Taxes (CBIC).

3. As per the information received from the Income Tax Department, the said
assessee had earned substantial amount of service income, however, they had

not obtained service tax registration and had not paid service tax thereon.

4, Since the service provider had failed to submit the required details of
services provided during the FY 2015-16 & 2016-17, the service tax liability of
the assessee was required to be ascertained on the basis of income mentioned
in the ITR Returns and Form 26AS filed by the assessee with the Income Tax
Department. The figures /data provided by the Income Tax Department was
considered as the taxable value in order to ascertain the service tax liability
under Section 67A of the Finance Act, 1994 as the assessee appeared to have

failed to determine the correct taxable value.

5. The service tax payable was worked out on the basis of value of “sales of

emtnn—

-
J’ Y

, ser\ucesunder Sales/Gross Receipts from services (Value from ITR)” as provided

| by‘the iﬁcome Tax Department for the FY 2015-16 and 2016-17. By considering

i?i-:\_ the same amount, the service tax appeared payable as under:
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STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

Sr. | Financial Year | Sales / Gross Receipt from | Service Tax (Rs.)

No. services (ITR) (in Rs.)

01 |2015-15 ' 12239533 1707652

02 |2016-17 178754074 26663741
190993607 28371394

Therefore, it appeared that the said assessee had not discharged service
tax liability to the extent of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- (including Cess) on differential
value of Rs. 19,09,93,607/-.

6. Unguantified demand at the time of issuance of SCN.
Para 2.8 of the Master Circular No. 1053/02/2017-CX dated 10.03.2017

issued by the CBEC, New Delhi clarified that:

‘2.8 Quantification of duty demanded: It is desirable that the demand is
quantified in the SCN, however if due to some genuine grounds it is not
possible to quantify the short levy at the time of issue of SCN, the SCN would
not be considered as invalid. It would still be desirable that the principles and
manner of computing the amounts due from the assessee are clearly laid down
in this part of the SCN. In the case of Gwalior Rayon Mfg. (Wvg.) Co. Vs .UQI,
1982 (010) ELT 0844 (MP), the Madhya Pradesh High Court at Jabalpur
affirms the same position that merely because necessary particulars have not
been stated in the show cause notice, it could not be a valid ground for
quashing the notice, because it is open to the petitioner to seek further
particulars, if any, that may be necessary for it to show cause if the same is
deficient.’

7. The “Total Amount Paid/Credited Under Section
194C,194H,1941,194J OR Sales/Gross Receipts From Services (From ITR)” for
the FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 had not been disclosed thereof by the Income Tax
Department, nor the reason for the non disclosure was made known to the
department. The assessee had also failed to provide the required information even
after the issuance of letter from the Department in view of which the assessable
value for the FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 was not ascertainable at the time of
issuance of this Show Cause Notice. If any other amount was to be disclosed by

the Income Tax Department or any other sources/agencies, against the said

assessee,,aq’g'on was to be initiated against the said assessee under the proviso

's_ ,_g n future, ff)r the period FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 covered under subject

Sh\b{v‘ Cause No‘tlce was to be recovered from the assessee.

~.. -
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STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

8. With effect from 01.07.2012, the negative list regime came into
existence under which all services were taxable and only those services that were
mentioned in the negative list were exempted. The nature of activities carried
out by the said assessee appeared to be covered under the definition of service
and appeared to be not covered under the Negative list as given in the Section
66D of the Finance Act, 1994. The said services appeared to be not covered
under Mega exemption Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as
amended. Thus, the service provided by the assessee appeared to be subjected

to service tax under the provisions of Section 66B of the Finance Act, 1994.

9. As per Section 69(1) of the Act, every person liable to pay the service
tax under this Chapter or the rules made there under shall, within such time and
in such manner and in such form as may be prescribed, make an application for

registration to the Superintendent of Central Excise.

10. As per Section 69(2) of the Act, any service provider, whose aggregate
value of taxable service in a financial year exceeds Rs. 9 lakh is required to take
registration. Further, according to Notification No. 33/2012-(Service Tax) dated
20.06.2012, Central Government had exempted taxable services of aggregate
value not exceeding ten lakh rupees in preceding year from the whole of the
Service Tax leviable thereon under Section 66B of the Finance Act, 1994.
Therefore, it appeared that the assessee was required to obtain Service Tax

Registration and comply with the Service Tax law accordingly.

11. As per Section 68 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 6 of
Service Tax Rule 1994 as amended, every person providing taxable service to any
person is liable to pay Service Tax at the rate prescribed in Section 66B to Central
Government by the 5% of the month/quarter immediately following the calendar
month/quarter in which the taxable service is deemed to be provided (except for

the month of March which is required to be paid on 31st March).

12, According to Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994, every person liable

to pay Service Tax shall himself assess the tax due on the services provided by

him and thereafter furnish a return to the jurisdictional Superintendent of

e »—-‘m—.“_‘.

by disclosing wholly & truly all material facts in ST-3 Returns.

|_1'\

: : 5 "'.:"_5._‘11_:-::\i appeared that the assessee had not obtained Service Tax
\ Reg1$trat10n foi‘ the service provided by them for the period of FY 2015-16 and
‘2016 17 had concealed the value of the services provided from the department,
Whlch was declared to the Income Tax department. Therefore, it appeared that

the assessee had not paid correct service tax by way of willfully suppressing the
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STC/15- 199/0A/21-22.

facts from the department in contravention of provision of the Finance Act, 1994
relating to levy and collection of service tax and the Rules made thereunder, with
intent to evade payment of service tax. Therefore, the service tax amounting to
Rs. 28371394/- appeared to be recoverable from them by invoking extended
period of five years under first proviso to sub section (1) of Section 73 of Finance
Act, 1994 along with interest at the prescribed rate under Section 75 of the
Finance Act, 1994 and the assessee appeared to have rendered themselves liable

for penal action under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

14. As per the provisions of Section 72 of the Finance Act, 1994, if any
person, liable to pay service tax having made return, fails to assess the tax, the
Central Excise Officer, may require the person to produce such accounts,
documents or other evidence as he may deem necessary and after taking into
account all the relevant material which is available or which he has gathered,
shall by an order in writing, after giving the person an opportunity of being heard,
make assessment of the value of taxable service to the best of his judgment and

determine the sum payable by the assessee on the basis of such assessment.

15. As per the provisions of Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994,
where any service tax has not been levied or paid or has been short levied or
short paid by reasons of willful misstatement or suppression of facts with intent
to evade the payment of service tax, the central excise officer may within five
years from the relevant date, serve notice on the person chargeable with service
tax which has not been levied or paid or which has been short levied or short
paid requiring him to show cause why he should not pay amount specified in the

notice.

16. As per Rule 6 of the service tax Rule 1994, the service tax shall be
paid to the credit of the Central Government by 5% day of the month, immediately
following the said calendar month in which the payments are received, towards
the value of taxable service. Rule 7 of the Service Tax Rules, 1994 stipulates that

assessee shall submit their service tax returns in the form of ST-3 within the

prescribed time.

: Sectlp 66 of the Finance Act, 1944 in as much as they had failed

LS 1T
\(a} 5

k"':":‘\.:’.“.' KL L -5'.":.' é . . .
t@.‘c,o_lleet’é.nd pay the service tax as detailed above, to the credit of Central

Government.
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STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

(b)  Section 68 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 6 of the Service
tax Rules , 1994 as amended, in as much as they had not paid the service
tax as mentioned above to the credit of the Government of India within

stipulated time limit.

(c) Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7 of the Service
Tax Rules, 1994, as amended, in as much as they had failed to assess
their service tax lability under Rule 2(1)(d) of Service Tax Rules 1994, and
failed to declare the correct value of taxable services as well as exempted

services to the department in the prescribed return in Form ST-3.

18. It further appeared that on account of all the above narrated acts of
commission and omission on the part of the said service provider, they appeared
to have rendered themselves liable for penal action under the following

provisions of the Finance Act, 1994 and Rules made there under:

» Section 70 and Section 77 of the Finance Act, 1994, in as much as they
had failed to self assessee the tax due on the services provided and had
not filed the correct ST-3 Return and contravened the provisions of
Service Tax Laws.

» Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994, in as much as they had suppressed
the material facts from the department about services provided and value

realized by them with intent to evade payment of service tax.

19, As per Section 70 of Finance Act, 1994, the fees for late filing of
return are prescribed . When the nature of default for late filing of fees is less
than 15 days & less than 30 days, the amount of penalty is Rs. 1000; and where
the nature of default is more than 30 days, the amount of penalty is Rs. 1000 +
Rs. 100 for each day subject to maximum penalty of Rs. 20000/-. Hence, they
appeared liable for payment of late fees for non filing of ST-3 Returns for the
aforesaid period in stipulated time.

20. Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 stipulates that every person

liable to pay the service tax shall himself assess the tax due. The Government

assessment includes self assessment of service tax by the assessee, reassessmenl, provisional

assessment, best judgement assessment and any order of assessment in which the tax assessed is nil;

determination of the inferest on the fax assessed or re-assessed;”
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21. In the instant case, the said service provider had failed to properly
assess the service tax liability. Thus they had resorted to suppression of material
facts by not reflecting the correct taxable income earned in respect of the service
liable to service tax in their ST-3 Returns. Accordingly, it appeared that the
service tax as quantified herein above was liable to be recovered by invoking the
extended period of limitation as provided under section 73 of the Finance Act,
1994 along with Interest in terms of the provisions of Section 75 of the Finance
Act, 1994. The assessee had not disclosed full, true and correct information
about the value of the service provided by them, and thus, it appeared that there
was deliberate withholding of essential and material information from the
department about service provided and value realised by them. It appeared that
all these material information had been concealed from the department
deliberately, consciously and purposefully to evade payment of service tax.
Therefore, all essential ingredients appeared to be existing to invoke the extended

period in terms of proviso to Section 73(1) of Finance Act, 1994 to demand the

service tax not paid.

22, In view of discussion in the foregoing para, it appeared that all the
above acts of suppression of facts, misstatement and contravention, omission
and commissions are on the part of the assessee that they had wilfully
suppressed the facts, nature and value of service provided by them not assessing
and paying due service tax liability, therefore, the above said amounts of service
tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- (non payment of Service tax for the period 2015-16 to
2016-17 on income from taxable service provided by them), and Late fees (non
filing of service tax returns) for the above period is required to be demanded and
recovered from them under the proviso to Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994
by invoking the extended period of five years for the reasons stated herein
foregoing para. In view of the facts discussed in foregoing paras and material
evidence available on record, it appeared that the assessee had contravened the
provisions of Section 66B of the Finance Act, 1994, Section 68 of the Finance
Act, 1994 as amended read with Rule 6 of the Service Tax Rules 1994 and

o .
Septiofi 4 )*of"the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7 of the Service Tax Rules
196 bin as—much @s that they had failed to determine; collect and pay service tax

?g:_nbhntmg to Rs; 2,83,71,394/- (including Cess) for the period FY 2015-16 &
0‘16
to th &d pa::tment and thus suppressed the amount of charges received by them

17 2 as detalled above and they had failed to declared value of taxable service

for providing services.

23. Further, it appeared that the assessee had failed (a) to take Service

Tax Registration in accordance with the provisions of Section 69 ibid; (b) to keep,
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maintain or retain books of account and other documents as required in
accordance with the provisions of Finance Act, 1994; and (c) to pay the tax,
accordingly the said assessee appeared liable to penalty under the provisions of
Section 77(1) of Finance Act, 1994,

24, All the acts of contravention of the provisions of Section 67, Section
68 and Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 6 & Rule 7 of the
Service Tax Rules 1994 on the part of the assessee, appeared to be punishable
under the provisions of Section 76 & 77 of the Finance Act, 1994 as amended
from time to time. In view of the above, it appeared that the assessee had
contravened the provision of Finance Act, 1994 and the Rules made there under.
All the contraventions and violations made by the assessee appeared to have
rendered them liable to penalty under Section 76 & Section 77 of the Finance
Act, 1994,

25. Moreover, in addition to the contravention, omission and
commission on the part of the assessee as stated in foregoing paras, it appeared
that the said assessee had wilfully suppressed the facts, nature and value of
service provided by them with an intent to evade the payment of service tax,
thus rendering themselves liable to penalty under Section 78 of the Finance Act,

1994,

26. The said assessee was given opportunity for pre-show cause notice

consultation on 23.0.2021, but they did not appear for the same.

27. Therefore, the show cause notice no. STC/15-199/0A/2021-22
dated 23.04.2021 was issued to the assessee, asking them as to why:

(i) The Services rendered by them should not be considered as “taxable
service” under Section 65 of the Finance Act, 1994 as amended and the
total/gross amount of Rs. 19,09,93,607/- received towards rendering such
services should not be considered as taxable value of the said services charged

by them for FY 2015-16 & 2016-17;

of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- (Rupees two Crore Eighty Three Lakh
ity On ,__'_,'_hop and Three Hundred Ninety Four Only) which was not paid for
the- FY 2015 16’ to 2016-17 as per Table above, should not be demanded and

recovcred fi:orr;--‘them under proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 73 of Finance
Act, 1994...,--read with relaxation provisions of Section 6 of Chapter V of the
Taxation and Other Laws (Relaxation of Certain Provisions) Ordinance, 2020

(no.2 of 2020) promuigated on 30.03.2020, by invoking the extended period of
time limit.
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(iti) Interest at the prescribed rate should not be demanded and
recovered from them for the period of delay of payment of service tax mentioned

at (i) above under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994;

(iv) Prescribed late fees, should not be recovered from them for each ST-
3 returns filed late for the relevant period under Rule 7C of the Servicer Tax

Rules 1994 read with Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994;

(v) Penalty should not be imposed upon them under Section 76 of the
Finance Act, 1994 for failure to make payment of service tax payable by them
within prescribed time limit;

(vi) Penalty should not be imposed upon them under Section 77(1) of
the Finance Act, 1994 for failure to take registration as per the provisions of

Section 69 of the Finance Act, 1994;

(vii) Penalty should not be imposed upon them under Section 78 of the
Finance Act, 1994 for non payment of Service Tax by wilfully supressing the facts
from the department with intent to evade the payment of service tax as explained

herein above.
DEFENCE REPLY:

28 The assessee has not filed any defence reply with reference to

subject show cause notice dated 23.04.2021.

PERSONAL HEARING:

29, Personal Hearings were granted to the assessee on 12.05.2022,
24.06.2022, 29.07.2022, 13.09.2022, 20.10.2022 and 18.11.2022. The
assessee has not responded to any of communication sent for personal hearing.
All these communication were sent through the Speed Post. The PH letter
intimating the date of PH granted on 20.10.2020 was also sent on their
Registered Email-id: kiran2006patel @yahoo.co.in , but they did not take care
to attend the personal hearings. Finally, they were granted personal hearing
vide letter dated 27.02.2023 signed/issued by the adjudicating authority himself
in the interest of justice and it was conveyed to them that if the personal hearing

was not ajg;ended the matter would be taken up exparte for taking an
o BTN

appr%p”gtatg\d
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Image of Letter dated 27.02.2023 written to the assessee:

L —1
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HlTT IR WL HEH TN —STT OFFICE OF COMMISIIONER
CENTRAL QST £ CENTRAL EXCITE,

XA BIT R WA STEL AHMEDATAD- NORTH

STLITH LM ENETRTE- 380003 CUSTOM HOUSE, 33T FLOOR.
NAVRANGPURA, AHMEDABAC-380009

T SINTS PRONE Moz D79-I7544557  NWI/ FAX = 02927542463 E-raalli otrlumiedold 2B mtali ooy

6T, W STOH1SARNOAZI -2 freyioT: 2 7.02.2023
To,

NMrs. BHARAT GORDHANBHAL KATHROTIA
B-3, Opp. Govt Tubwell. Parth Appartmont,
Bopal. Bopal, Ahmedabad- 380058

Sentleman,

Sub: Intimation regarding Fixing of Poroonal Hoaring mirog.

Pleasa refer 1o the SCN Ne. STC/15-199/0A/21-22 daoted 23.04.2021 Issuad to
wou by the Commissioner. Conteal Exclse & cEsST, Ahmedobad Narth, Please also
rafcr to latters of even no. doted 20,04.2022, o7.08.2022, 13.07.2022, Z24.08.2022,
04.10.2022 and D3.11.2022 vide which datas of parsenal hearing ware communicaled
10 you oo that you could have your say vis-ti-vis tho eharges fevelled in the SCN.

In this connaction, It ls 1o montion thot you have necither filad your defenca ropty
nor have attended any of the numoraus personal haorings fixod in.the matter. Sinco..a@
subsiantial amount of govi ravenue fas involved in the matter, you arc ohco agoin
roquosted 1o file your dafance m;;iy;lf any ond also sppear for porsonal haarlng an &Ny
working day. but Aast latar than 07'.03.2023. You mpy also teke nola that this i the final
oppertunity given to youw 1o dofond your caso in parson. In caso you fall to oppoaar for
personal hearing on or pafaore 07.03.2023, the undorsigned as onl adjudlcating suthority
would hava no racoursa faft but to adjudicoto the ¢ase on the basla of available racords

ox-parte.

\":a..c&""é“ '
V . y £ modabad North.
‘}m;wp/ _gonv oF Shvi BhemT GerCAsy Bhaly Kafhmofia-

Copy to: The Assistant/Daputy Commissioner. Contral Exclso & CGST, Dilv. Wi,
Ahmedabad North, Ahmodabad for sorving_the lottec on tho notice (Qhrough Raoango

-G Higa),

'd:.,v—
YL .
S

29.1 The said letter was sent to the assessee through Range Office as well
as through Speed Post. The letter sent through the Range Office was received by
Shri Jaivin, son of Shri Bharat Gordhanbhai Karotia (the assessee) and letter
sent through Speed Post (ID EG26479890IN} was received by the assessee on
03.03.2023. It is clearly evident that the said letter was acknowledged by the
assessee, but they however have again failed to appear for the personal hearing

and have not offered any explanation for not attending the personal hearing on

-t"""‘"-..._‘

,ﬁﬁa&;}g Jdates offered. As can be seen, the assessee has been granted more

s AOBAD R N . . . .

anAnple, opportunities for defending their case in person, but they have
: ey £2)

e R ':f':'.‘a r1s ey
“?hafsentorefgam from availing the many opportunities offered for defending their

LN e
ASE I pers

i} . .
u./Thus left with no option, I am accordingly forced to proceed in

the ':\"Ip..:é‘ittéi'__ﬁﬁfthe basis of available records and to decide the case ex-parte.

'Phge 9of21



STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

Image of Speed Post Tracking:
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

30. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case and records available
in the case file, which include the SCN.

31. Ifind that the assessee has failed to appear for Personal Hearing, inspite
of being asked to do so repeatedly as detailed in forgoing para above for
defending their case. Under the circumstances, left with no recourse, I take up
the matter for adjudication proceeding ex-parte on the basis of
recor@mm\snts available, since ample opportunities have already been given

o, PR DHME S .;s,

to’ thev,assessc 1

"’\\.\

o\attend and defend their case in person and matter can not be
Heﬁmtely

\'-‘
!
l

_/thls connection, I find that Hon’ble Supreme Court, High Courts

and Trlbunéfc., in several judgments/decision, have held that ex-parte decision
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will not amount to violation of principles of Natural Justice, when sufficient

opportunities for personal hearing have been given for defénding the case.

In support of the same, I rely upon the following judgments/orders as

under;-

a) Hon’ble High Court of Kerala in the case of UNITED OIL MILLS Vs,
OLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS & C. EX., COCHIN reported in 2000 (124} E.L.T.
33 (Ker.), has observed that;

“Natural justice - Petitioner given full opportunity before Collector to produce all evidence
on which he intends to rely but petitioner not prayed for any opportunity to adduce further
evidence - Principles of natural justice not violated,

(Emphasis Supplied)”

b) Hon’ble High Court of Calcutta in the case of KUMAR JAGDISH CH.
SINHA Vs. COLLECTOR OF CENTRAL EXCISE, CALCUTTA reported in
2000 (124) E.L.T. 118 (Cal.) in Civil Rule No. 128 (W) of 1961, deciding on
13-9-1963, has observed that;

“Natural justice - Show cause notice - Hearing - Demand - Principles of natural justice not

violated when, before making the levy under Rule 9 of Central Excise Rules, 1944, the

assessee was issued a show cause notice, his reply considered, and he was also given a

personal hearing in support of his reply - Section 33 of Central Excises & Salt Act, 1944.

~ It has been established both in England and in India [vide N.P.T. Co. v. NS.T. Co. (1957)

S.C.R. 98 (106)], that there is no universal code of natural justice and that the nature of
hearing required would depend, inter alia, upon the provisions of the statute and the rules

made thereunder which govern the constitution of a particular body. It has also been

established that where the relevant statute is silent, what is required is a minimal level of
hearing, namely, that the statutory authority must ‘act in good faith and fairly listen to both

sides’ {Board of Education v. Rice, (1911) A.C, 179] and, “deal with the question referred
lo them without bias, and give to each of the parties the opportunity of adequately
presenting the case” [Local Govt. Board v. Arlidge, (1915) A.C. 120 (132)]. [para 16]

(Emphasis supplied)”
(c) Hon’ble High Court of Delhi in the case of SAKETH INDIA LIMITED
Vs. UNION OF INDIA reported in 2002 (143) E.L.T. 274 (Del.)., has
observed that:

“Natural justice - Ex parte order by DGFT - EXIM Policy - Proper opportunity given to
ppellant to reply to show cause notice issued by Addl. DGFT and to make oral
missions, if any, but opportunity not availed by appellant - Principles of natural justice
R ot‘wolated\l?y Additional DGFT in passing ex parte order - Para 2.8(c) of Export-Import
_P?JH\cy 1992-97 - Section 5 of Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992.

(Emphasis Supplied)”

“U(d) > *The Hon’ble CESTAT, Mumbai in the case of GOPINATH CHEM
TECH. LTD Vs. COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD-II
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reported in 2004 (171) E.L.T. 412 (Tri. - Mumbai), has observed that;

“Natural justice - Personal hearing fixed by lower authorities but not attended by appellant
and reasons for not attending also not explained - Appellant cannot now demand another
hearing - Principles of natural justice not violated. [para 5]

(Emphasis Supplied)”

(e) The Hon’ble Supreme court in the case of F.N. ROY Versus
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS, CALCUTTA AND OTHERS reported in 1983
(13) E.L.T. 1296 (S.C.)., has observed as under:

“Natural justice — Opportunity of personal hearing not availed of—Effect — Confiscation
order cannot be held mala fide if passed without hearing.

- If the petitioner was given an opportunity of being heard before the confiscation order but
did not avail of, it was not open for him to contend subsequently that he was not given an
opportunity of personal hearing before an order was passed. [para 28]

(Emphasis Supplied)”

() The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of JETHMAL Versus
UNION OF INDIA reported in 1999 (110) E.L.T. 379 (S.C.), has observed

as under;

“7. Qur attention was also drawn to a recent decision of this Court in AK. Kripak v.
Union of India - 1969 (2) SCC 340, where some of the rules of natural justice were
formulated in Paragraph 20 of the judgment. One of these is the well known principle of
audi alteram partem and it was argued that an ex parte hearing without notice violated
this rule. In our opinion this rule can have no application to the facts of this case where
the appellant was asked not only to send a written reply but to inform the Collector whether
he wished to be heard in person or through a representative, If no reply was given or no
intimation was sent to the Collector that a personal hearing was desired, the Collector
would be justified in thinking that the persons notified did not desire to appear before him
when the case was to be considered and could not be blamed if he were to proceed on the
material before him on the basis of the allegations in the show cause notice. Clearly he
could not compel appearance before him and giving a further notice in a case like this that
the matter would be dealt with on a certain day would be an ideal formality.”

32. I observe that the SCN dated 23.04.2021 has been issued to the
assessee by the competent authority demanding service tax totally amounting to
Rs. 2,83,71,394/-. On going through the said SCN, I find that basically the
essence of the case is that data of “Sales /Gross Receipts from Services (ITR)”
were shared by the CBDT with CBIC for FY 2015-16 and 2016-17. The entire

value of sale of service/gross receipts from service (as per ITR) was considered

b value for computing service tax liability of the assessee, as the
celwa, ‘Tot egistered with the service tax department and accordingly
‘eé'é:‘h%?va.s no S‘I‘—S/ vailable with the department to work out difference between
value of servite, “as per ITR vis-a-vis value of services declared in ST-3 returns.
Theéf@r_ql__g@néenng the amount of Rs. 19,09,93,607/- received against the

sale of service/gross receipts from service (as per ITR) to be taxable value, it was
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alleged vide SCN dated 23.04.2021, that the assessee had not paid the service
tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- on such amount received for providing the taxable
service. Therefore, the subject SCN was issued to the assessee. Accordingly, I
find that the issue which requires determination as of now is whether the
assessee is liable to pay service tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- on the differential
taxable value of Rs. 19,09,93,607/- for the Financial Year 2015-16 and 2016-17
as demanded under the said SCN dated 23.04.2021, under proviso to section
73(1) of Finance Act, 1994 (the Act) or not.

33. I observe that after introduction of new system of taxation of services
in negative list regime w.e.f. 01.07.2012, any activity carried out by a person
for another person for a consideration is taxable service except those services
specified in the negative list or exempt list by virtue of mega exemption
notification or covered under exclusion clauses provided under the meaning of

“service” as per Section 65B(44) of Finance Act, 1944,

The term “Service” has been defined under Section 65B (44) of the
Finance Act, 1994 (‘Act’) as under:

“service” means any activity carried out by a person for another for
consideration, and includes a declared service”
The term “Taxable Service” has been defined under Section 65B (51) of
the Act as under:
“taxable service” means any service on which service tax is leviable under
section 668
Section 66B provides for levy of service tax, which reads as uncier:
SECTION [66B. Charge of service tax on and after Finance Act, 2012, —
There shall be levied a tax (hereinafter referred to as the service tax} at the
rate of [fourteen per cent] on the value of all services, other than those
services specified in the negative list, provided or agreed to be provided in
the taxable territory by one person to another and collected in such manner
as may be prescribed.
34—/ H?E\at prior to 01.07.2012 i.e. before introduction of a new system of
taxa“‘l:llon of serwces the tax was levied on services of specified description only,

Fs prowded under Section 66 (in force at the material time)/66B of the Act. In

@ther Words the /serv1ce tax was levied on services of specific description provided

un@r the statute The new taxation system of services had widened the scope

activity carried out by a person for another person in lieu of consideration is
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“service” and is liable to service tax unless it is covered under negative list of
services or exempt services under mega exemption notification or covered under

exclusion clauses of “service”,

35. I find that the data regarding the value of services declared in Income
Tax Return/Form 26AS was shared by the CBDT with CBIC. The said
information provided by the income tax is nothing but is either the revenue
from sale of services, as declared by the assessee in their own Income Tax Return
(ITR) or the amount paid/credited to the assessee for receiving the services from
service provider, which are declared by the recipients of services (Form 26AS). It
is pertinent to mention here that the Income Tax Act, 1961 requires the income
tax assessee to provide the information regarding revenue from sale of service
while filing the ITR by the income tax assessee. Similarly, the Income Tax Act,
1961 requires the person to deduct the TDS under various provision of IT Act,
while making payment to the provider of service and it also requires the person
to provide information of such payments made & TDS deducted in the TDS
returns to be filed by the recipients of such services. Form 26AS is a consolidated
statement, which provides details of amount of TDS deducted from various
source of income of a taxpayer/income tax assessee, including the TDS deducted
from payment made by the recipient of services. CBDT has shared such data
related to provision of services by the tax payer. As discussed hereinabove, I find
that the amount received by the assessee as per the data shared by the CBDT,
is subject to service tax under Section 66B of the Act, unless the services
rendered for which the said amount has been received, is shown to be covered
under negative list of services or the same is exempt services under mega

exemption notification or it is covered under exclusion clauses of “service”.

35.1 I find that the SCN mentions that the value of service has been
derived from the value of services declared in Income Tax Return and the same
was shared by the CBDT with CBIC. The assessee has neither turned up for
personal hearing in spite of being offered innumerable opportunities nor has the
assessee bothered to submit any evidences for claiming the exemption from
service tax and showing that they are not liable to pay the demanded service tax.
e am left with no option but to conclude that the amount shown
X n Sale /Gross Receipts from Services, in income tax return (ITR) filed by
hé assessée for FY 2015-16 & 2016-17 is the “Taxable value” for providing

L serviced:
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36. The assessee was given numerous opportunities, in fact as many as
07 opportunities for defending their case in person, but they have chosen not to
avail these opportunities & has remained absent. The PH letter intimating the
date of PH granted on 20.10.2020 was also sent on their Registered Email-id:
kiran2006patel @yahoo.co.in. As a last resort, they were granted personal
hearing vide letter dated 27.02.2023 by the adjudicating authority himself in the
interest of justice and it was conveyed to them that if the personal hearing was
not attended, the matter would be taken up exparte for taking an appropriate
decision. However, in spite of repeated opportunities and reminders, the
assessee has not filed any defence reply with respect to the subject SCN dated
23.04.2021 knowingly for either scuttling, delaying or avoiding the proceedings
initiated against them by the department. They have not turned up to show with
tangible/documentary evidences that the services rendered by them do not
attract service tax under Section 66B of the Act. The assessee has received the
communication sent by the department, but they have chosen not to respond to
any of the communication till date. Therefore, it seems that they do not have
anything to defend their case. All the acts of inaction on the part of the assessee
lead me to an inescapable conclusion that the assessee has nothing on them to
prove inapplicability of service tax on the services rendered by them. Under
such circumstances, | am constrained to hold that the value of service of Rs.
19,09,93,607/- as shared by the income tax department which incidentally is
the nature of service declared by the assessee themselves to the Income Tax
department, is the taxable value for rendering the services by the assessee and
the assessee is thus liable to service tax amounting to Rs. 2,83,71,394 /- under
Section 66B of the Act, as has been sought to be demanded under the subject
SCN dated 23.04.2021. Therefore, I hold that the assessee has not paid the
service tax to the extent of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- for FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 and
thus, the same is required to be recovered from them under the provisions of
Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994.

.
"‘JAs\dlscussed above, the assessee has not paid legitimate service tax

?n\

(:;‘rm;ernment as réqu1red under Section 68 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with
R ie 6 of Senuce’ Tax Rules, 1994. The assessee has not obtained the service
tax reg1§trat10n as required under Section 69 of the Finance Act, 1994, despite
they being liable to pay service tax, They have not filed any service tax returns
showing the correct value of services rendered by them during FY 2015-16 and
2016-17, though they were required to file ST-3 Return under Section 70 of the
Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7 of Service Tax Rules 1994. Therefore, it is
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evident that the assessee had deliberately suppressed the facts of provision of
the Taxable Service by not obtaining the Service Tax Registration and by not
paying the service tax due to government during the period FY 2015-16 and

2016-17.

38. Based on above facts and discussion, I find that the assessee has
contravened the provisions of (i) Section 68 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with
Section 66B of the Finance act, 1994 and Rule 6 of Service Tax Rules 1994 in
as much as they have not paid the service tax to the extent of Rs. 2,83,71,394/-
on the services rendered by them during FY 2015-16 & 2016-17 (ii) Section 69
of the Finance Act, 1994 in much as they have failed to obtain the service tax
registration (i) Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 in as much as they have
failed to assessee their service tax liability; (iv) Section 70 of the Finance Act,
1994 read with Rule 7 of Service Tax Rules 1994 in as much as they have failed
to file ST-3 Returns within such period and in such manner & frequency as

prescribed with respect to the taxable services provided by them.

39. Having considered these factual and documentary evidences
available on record, I find that the assessee has failed to assess their service tax
liability on the services rendered by them. Accordingly, it is evident that the
assessee has not paid service tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394 /-, as levied under section
66B read with Rule 2(1)(d)(ii) of Service Tax Rules 1994 for rendering taxable
services by them. Therefore, I hold that the assessee has failed to pay service
tax amounting to Rs. 2,83,71,394/- , which was required to be paid under
Section 68 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 6 of Service Tax Rules 1994
for taxable services provided during FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 by them.
Therefore, I hold that the assessee is required to pay service tax of Rs.
2,83,71,394/- and thus, the same is required to be recovered from them under

the provisions of Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994.

40. I also find that Section 75 of Finance Act,1994 mandates that any
person who is liable to pay service tax, shall, in addition to the tax, be liable to
pay 1n’\feré‘§t" at ‘tlQe appropriate rate for the period by which crediting of tax or
pa,r/t-'thereof 18; delayed I thus hold that the assessee is also liable to pay the
in g‘;est on the dpmand of service Tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- .

Fromf the facts and discussion aforementioned, I find that in the

1nstant case*tfhe assessee had failed to assess their service tax liability correctly
and thereby failed to pay service tax amounting to Rs. 2,83,71,394/- for FY
2015-16 & 2016-17 on taxable services rendered by them. The assessee had
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also failed to obtain the service tax registration and had failed to disclose their
taxable value by way of filing service ST-3 Returns in respect of taxable services
rendered by them. Thus, the assessee had failed to pay legitimate service tax
due to the government. They had not disclosed the value of services rendered
by them as discussed hereinabove. Thus, the assessee had suppressed the
material facts from the Department by not obtaining service tax registration and
by not showing their actual taxable income in the ST-3 Returns and also by not
paying the Service Tax due on them. Various Courts including the Apex Court
have clearly laid down the principle that tax liability is a civil obligation and
therefore, the intent to evade payment of tax cannot be established by peering
into the minds of the tax payer, but has to be established through evaluation of
tax payers’ behaviour. The responsibility on the tax payer to voluntarily makt‘e
information disclosures is much greater in the system of self-assessment. The
omission or commission on the part of the assessee has clearly demonstrated
their intention to evade payment of service tax, as they were very much aware of
the unambiguous provisions of Finance Act, 1994 and Rules made there under.
They have failed to disclose the value of services rendered by them and have
failed to pay appropriate service tax due to them on services rendered by them
during FY 2015-16 & 2016-17. These facts would not have come to light if the
department had not initiated inquiry on the basis of data shared by the Income
Tax Department. Moreover, the government has from the very beginning placed
full trust on the assessee, accordingly measures like self assessment etc. based
on mutual trust and confidence have been put in place. Further, the assessees
are not required to maintain any statutory or separate records under the Excise
/ service tax law as considerable amount of trust is placed on the assessee and
private records maintained by them for normal business purposes are accepted
for purpose of excise & Service tax laws. Moreover, returns are also filed online
without any supporting documents. All these operates on the basic and
fundamental premise of honesty of the assessee; therefore, the governing
statu”g_q:y provisions create an absolute liability on the assessee when any
prcﬁr;«saom ’1@ contravened or there is breach of trust placed on them. Such
-’contréf*é' mefrﬁ

i 2 fo of facts with an intent to evade the payment of the duty/ tax.

evi; de‘ht that such fact of contravention and non payment of service tax

by not-obtalmng the service tax registration and by not declaring taxable value

n the part of the assessee tantamounts to willful misstatement

of the service provided, as discussed earlier, on the part of the assessee came to
the notice of the department only when the inquiry was initiated by the
department. In the case of Mahavir Plastics versus CCE Mumbai, 2010 (255} ELT
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241, it has been held that if facts are gathered by department in subsequent
investigation extended period can be invoked. In 2009 (23) STT 275, in case of
Lalit Enterprises vs. CST Chennai, it is held that extended period can be invoked
when department comes to know of service charges received by appellant on
verification of his accounts. Therefore, I find that all essential ingredients exist
in this case to invoke the extended period under proviso to Section 73(1) of the
Finance Act, 1994. By invoking the extended period of S years, service tax totally
amounting to Rs. 2,83,71,394/- is required to be recovered along with

applicable interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994 from the assessee.

42, Thus, for the same reasons as discussed above, I find that the assessee
has not paid the service tax by resorting to suppression of facts and
contravention of the provisions of law with intent to evade payment of the tax.
The Hon'ble Supreme Court has settled this issue in the case of UOI Vs.
Dharmendra Textiles Processors reported in [2008(231) ELT 3(SC)] and further
clarified in the case of UOI vs. RAJASTHAN SPINNING & WEAVING MILLS
reported in [2009 (238) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)]. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that
the presence of malafide intention is not relevant for imposing the penalty and
mens rea is not an essential ingredient for penalty for tax delinquency which is
a civil obligation. Accordingly, I hold that the assessee have rendered themselves

liable for penalty in terms of the provision of Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994,

43. As regards, the proposal for imposition of penalty under Section
77(1) of the Finance Act, 1994, as discussed at length herein above, I find that
the assessee had failed to obtain the service tax registration as required under
the provisions of*Section 69 of the Finance Act, 1994, despite they being liable
to pay service tax on Taxable income from sale of service, as appearing in Income
Tax Returns for FY 2015-16 and 2016-17. Thus, they have rendered themselves
liable to penal action under Section 77(1)(a) of the Finance Act, 1994. I find
that the SCN also alleges that the assessee has failed to maintain the books of
accounts and other document, however, there is no charge levelled for imposing
penalty under Section 77(1) in charging para of the said SCN. I therefore refrain
from imposing penalty under Section 77(1} for not maintaining books of account

by the assessee.

B111,2015 receives the assent of the President. The Finance Bill, 2015 received
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the assent of the President on 14.05.2015. Therefore, the amended provisions

of Section 76 and 78 are applicable in the present case.

44,1 In view of the above, the penalty under Section 76 is imposable only
in cases where the non-payment/ short-payment of service tax is on account of
reasons other than fraud or collusion or wilful mis-statement or suppression of
facts or contravention of any of the provisions of this Chapter or of the rules
made there-under with the intent to evade payment of service tax. In the instant
case, as 1 have already discussed hereinabove, the non-payment/ short-
payment of service tax is on account of suppression of facts and contravention
of the provisions of law with an intent to evade payment of service tax and as
such the provisions of Sec. 76 of the Finance Act, 1994 will not be applicable to
the facts of the present case and no penalty can be imposed under Sec. 76 of the

Finance Act, 1994.

45, As regards, the proposal for levy of prescribed late fees for not filing
the service tax half yearly returns for FY 2015-16 to 2016-17 by the assessee, I
find from the records that the noticee had not filed requisite service tax returns
within due date as provided under Rule 7 of Service Tax Rules 1994 read with
Section 70 of Finance Act, 1994. I find that the Rule 7C of Service Tax Rules
1994, prescribes the late fees for delayed submission of ST-3 Returns. According
to Rule 7C, the assessee shall be liable to pay late fees (i) of Rs. 500/- for the
period of delay in filing returns, of fifteen days (i) of Rs. 1000/- for the period
of delay in filing returns, beyond fifteen days but not later than thirty days (iii)
of Rs. 1000/~ Plus Rs. 100/- for every day of delay beyond thirty days to till date
of filing the return, subject to maximum limit of late fees of Rs. 20,000/-. Thus,
if delay in filing of return is 220 days or more, the maximum late fees of Rs.
20,000/-is required to be paid for such delay. It is evident that the assessee
had not filed half yearly service tax returns for the period (i) Apr-15 to Sep-15
(ii) Oct-15 to Mar-16 (iii) Apr-16 to Sep-16 and (iv) Oct-16 to Mar-17. The said
returns were to be filed by 25% of the month following the particular half year.
As non filing of returns was continued by the assessee, beyond 220 days in
respecbof’ébgve nq\entloned four half yearly returns, the late fees of Rs. 20,000 /-

sy

for ; ;,‘_f__‘ € &ct 1ev1able on the assessee. Therefore, I find that the assessee is

req‘%ﬁred fo pay late fees of Rs. 80,000/ - for not filing the service tax returns for
FY ?\015 16 to 2016 17, under the provisions of Rule 7C of Service Tax Rules
1994 read w1th Sectlon 70 of the Finance Act, 1994,

46. I find the SCN, at para 7 mentions that the “Total Amount Paid
/Credited under Section 194C. 194H, 1941, 194J Or Sales/Gross Receipts from

Page 19 of 21




STC/15- 199/0A/21-22

Services (From ITR) for FY 2015-16 & 2016-1717), had not been disclosed by the
Income Tax Department, thus the levy of service tax for FY 2015-16 & 2016-17,
was not ascertainable at the time of issuance of the SCN dated 23.04.2021, if
the same was to be disclosed by the Income Tax department or any other
source/agencies, against the said assessee, action was to be initiated against
assessee under the proviso to Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994 read with
Para 2.8 of the Master Circular No. 1053/02/2017—CX dated 10.03.2017 and
the service tax liability was to be recoverable from the assessee accordingly.
However, I find that the subject SCN has been issued to the assessee, demanding
the service tax for FY 2015-16 and 2016-17 on the basis of data shared by the
Income Tax Department. Thus the it is clear that the said observation made in

the SCN is factually not correct. Accordingly I refrain myself from discussing the

same.
47, In view of the above discussion and findings, I pass the following
order:
ORDER
(i) I hold that the services rendered by the assessee to be the “taxable

Service” under Section 65B(51) of the Finance Act, 1994, which the
assessee had declared in their Income Tax return filed by them during
FY 2015-16 and 2016-17, and I also hold that the total/gross amount
of Rs. 19,09,83,607/~- received towards rendering such services is the
taxable value of the said services, charged by them during FY 2015-
16 & 2016-17 in terms of Section 67 read with Section 72 of the
Finance Act, 1994.

(ii) I hereby confirm the demand of service tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/-
(Rupees two Crore Eighty Three Lakh Seventy One Thousand Three
Hundred Ninety Four Only), not paid by the assessee and order to

»—-\recover the same from the assessee under proviso to Sub-section (1)

. "ok Section 73 of Finance Act,1994 read with relaxation provisions of
. Sgtlon 6 of Chapter V of the Taxation and Other Laws (Relaxation of
__Certa_m Provisions) Ordinance, 2020 (no.2 of 2020) promulgated on
;’30 03.2020, by invoking the extended period of time limit;
" I order to charge Interest at the appropriate rate on the demand of
Service tax of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- and to recover the same from the

assessee under Section 75 of the Finance Act,1994;
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(iv) I order to charge late fees of Rs. 80,000/~ from the assessee under the
provisions of Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7C of
the Service tax Rules 1994;

(v) I refrain from imposing penalty on the assessee under the provisions
of Section 76 of the Finance Act, 1994 for the reasons discussed herein
above.

(vi) I impose penalty of Rs. 10,000/- on the assessee under the provisions
of Section 77(1)(a) of the Finance Act, 1994 for their failure to take
service registration under Section 69 of the Finance Act, 1994;

(vii)j I impose penalty of Rs. 2,83,71,394/- on the assessee under the
provision of Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994, for non payment of
Service Tax by the assessee and for supressing the materials facts from
the department with intent to evade the payment of service tax as

explained herein above.

However, in view of clause (ii) of the second proviso to Section 78 (1), if the
amount of Service Tax confirmed and interest thereon is paid within period of
thirty days from the date of receipt of this Order, the penalty shall be twenty five
percent of the said amount, subject to the condition that the amount of such

reduced penalty is'alse.paid within the said period of thirty days.
RN

issioner,
Central Excise & CGST,
hmedabad North.

By Regd. Post AD./Hand Delivery
F.No. STC/15- 199/0A/21-22 Date: .03.2023.

To

M/s. Bharat Gordhanbhai Kathrotia,
Opp. Govt. Tubewell,

B-3, Tirth Apartment,

Bopal, Ahmedabad -380058

Copy to:

1 The Principal Chief Commissioner of CGST & C. Ex., Ahmedabad Zone.
2 The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, CGST & C.Ex., Division-VI, Ahmedabad North.
3 The Superintendent, Range-I, Division-VI, Ahmedabad North.

ghe Superintendent (System), CGST, Ahmedabad North for uploading on website.
5 uard File.
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