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Arising out of Order-in-Original: AS PER ORDER Date: AS PER ORDER Issued by:
Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Din: Mehsana, A'bad-111.

341eaaaf vi 4Rat4l at Tr Vi qr
Name & Address of the Appellant & Respondent

M/s. Ronak Laboratory

al{ anfha za oft am?gr arias 3rgra aar ? at ae z amt a uR zrenRenf f)a
aIg ·T; Rm 3rf@earl a 3N@ m :fRT!ffUT~~ cITT" "ffcITTTT % 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 :

\~ '{-1'{¢1"< cnT galerrma :
Revision application to Government of India :
(1) a4hr 3qr gc rf@)fr1, 1994 c#I- tTRT 3lwfc=r -;:fJ"if ~-~ ~ * m ll
~ tTRT cm- '1Lf-tl"RT * ~~ ~ * 3lwfc=r :fRT!ffUf ·~ .3TcR x=fferq, 'l:rffif ~.
faa +iaaa, ua f@mt, an if#a, la ta, iaa mf, { fact : 110001 cm-
c#J- °G1Ffr~I

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Go'(t. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th 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) zufa ma at mf.,ma ii a ft znf c:JW<xsll~ °xf ~ %1°:Stllt'( <TT 3lrl:l ¢1-<xsll~
i a f04 sosrI t qw qorsrm i mr a ua g mf i, zu fh# rvsrrzr arvsr i
'tfffi cffi ~ ¢1-<i!slt~ if a fan4t rosr at ma l 4Rau hr g{ st 1

. (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 factory or in a warehouse.

("&) · 'l:rmf are f@vat rs; u q? Ruffma w zu mr # fafufuTzar zyee
me1R 8lyeaR4 a ra \Jll" 'l:rffif are ffz znqr AllfRla
1
(b) 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.

(c)
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cf 3TTWf ,W-llc\1 cnl" '3ctllc\1 ~ cf> :f@Ff cf> ~ \JJl" ~ ~ l=fR1 cnl" ~ 6 3ITT"
~ ~ .\Jll" ~ tTRT ~ frn:11:r cf> jci I Rlcr, ~. ~ 'cf> m 1;JTffif err tPn1 "CR "[fT

~ ~ fcfu=r~ (.=f.2) 1998 tTRT 109 m~~ ~ if I
(d) 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. .

(1) ~ '3c.'llli:i.-J ~ (~) Pllll-llcJe11, 2001 cB" ~ 9 cB" ~ fclP!~Ec >fCl?f ~
gy--o t ufaji , hf sm # ufa arr hf fetaft m # fae-mgr vi
~~ c#r zj--zj- ~ cB" w~ ~~ fclrrrr '5'IT'iT ~ 1 \Nlcfi w~ ~ ~- cBT
:JLcll~M cB" ~ tfRT 35-~ ~ frrtltft, I!fl- *~ *~ * w~ · t'r31N-6 'q@R c#r ~
ft et# afeg I

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) RfclG-1.-i ~ er us icara vam vn cl vu] urs a st at q?1 2oo/
#hr qrar at urg 3it ursi iava ya car rnrr st m 1000 /- c#f. ffi~ c#r 0
GIT;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 involved is more than Rupees One
Lac.

#tat z[ca, au ala yea viara 3rq4tr rnf@rawuR a7fl :
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) #hr sara gen 3r@fr , 1944 cBT tfRT 35- uo~/35-~ cB"~:

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

(as) affaur cenia viafer ft mr vt zca, tu Gura zrea ya arax
~~cnl" fclm 4"1facr,1 ~~ .=f. 3. 31N. #. g, +{ fc4l at ga

(a) the special bench of Custom, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No.2,
R.K. Puram, New Delhi-1 in all matters relating to classification valuation and.

(~) '3cfdfafulct 4Rmc; 2 (1) cp it ~~ cB" m #it 3rfta, srflt #a mar fl Q
ycch, bra sari yes gi hara or4l#tu =nzuf@raw (fez) t qRa &#tu if8at,
3-1$l-lcilcillci ti° 3it-20, q #ea srfac aquas, at au, 31$l-lcilcillci-380016.

(b) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 0-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380 016. in
case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

(2) ab4ta saran yes (3r@ca) Pura#, 2001 c#r tfRT 6 cB" ~ >fCl?f ~:q--3 "ti' frrtltft,
fag #gar 3r4t#tr nnf@aoi al n{ 3rt f@sa 3rftc fau Tfi:[ 3roT c#r ~ ~ "flfITT,
'Gi'6T ~ ~ c#r 'l-lT<T, &':ffGi" c#r 'l-!T1T 3it arr mar uif GT; 5 m m ~ cj)"l-j" % "cJ6T
~ 1000 /- ffi ~ 61.fr I 'Gi'6T ~ ~ c#r l=frT, &':ffGi" c#r l=fTlT 3Tix ~ <TllT ~
~ 5 m m 50 m Gen 'ITT m ~ 5000/ - ffi ~ 61.fr I 'Gi'6T ~ ~ c#r l=frT,
&':ffGi" c#r l=fTlT it cunt Tnr uif T; 5o m qta vnt & asi q; 1oooo /- ffi
~ 61.fr I c#r ffi flt:illlcf> -<M«-1-< a a(fa rr a xr>4' if ffl~ c#r 'G-171) 1 ~
~INT~* fcITT:fr rflfi:RT fl 14Gi Pl cf> &Br * ~ c#r Wffl cBT m

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 I 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. Registcl~ __o(.~ir..~/anch of any

. > ',,,- -----------¾, 9'~·s =. ,'-»
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. .
the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated

(3) "lf~ ~~ -q ~ ~~ cpf~ mm i m~ ~~ c5 ~ "CJfR:r cpf :fTT'IR~
~ ~ fcm:IT \JfFlT ~ ~ d"~ * ~ ~ 'It) fcp 1mm ~ ffl ~ ffi * ~ <1~-l1WT ~
urzmf@raw at van 3@la a a4ta var a ya 3m4a hut star &

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. ·

(4) rlJllJl&llJ zgce arf@fm 197o zrrr isgitf@r 6t 3r4qP--1 a sifa fefRa fa, 31TT
sad 3rdaa zu I ma zenfenf fufu qf@rant a 3n2 rat 6t va If "C!x
~.6.50 W cITT znraru zyca feae am it argy

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

(5) ~am:~~ cp]"~ ffl cm;) RlRr ~ am: 'lf)- eznr 3naffa f@hat \iTTfil %
"GIT v#ta zyca, at sna zrca vi ara 3r9#ta =mznf@raw (aruffafe) [zm, 1982 B
ff2a &t
Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

(6) tfim erea, he&tr 3eur raviPara 3rdfrruf@awr (@ha h fa 3r4qih diTJTTi!T i
he4hr 5euTz Ia 3/f@)fr1a, &&yy #rr 39# a3ia fa#tzr(«in-) 3f@1fezrm2oy(cry Rt
iszn 29) f@ii: €.e.2a8y it RR fa#hr3f@)er,a, &&&ynu s h 3iaiirara at aftraft
are &,r fa# are qf-if@r amrar 3earf , arr4 frz nr h 3iavfa rm Rt srh art
3rhf@a 2zif aralu 3rf@art
#hr 35=uz gr+ea rdarh 3iaifa " ;i:rr;rr tcfiQ" .IN?'' ;ff~ ~nta=rn i

(i) '4m 11 £r h 3iair fffr ta
(ii) #rlz sa Rt #t a{ iraa zrf@r

(iii) ~ acm f.;llJJllcle>1l c):; fc:tm:r 6 c):;~ ~~

..... 3-Tf<lT GJ"QRT~ fcl'>~mum IDcrmo, fua'Rr ctt. 2)~.2014 m 3nrwwrq fa4 3r4fzr uf@arr h
Gar farrfrPera3r5ffvi 3rdt ataraa&izti

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, it is mandatory to pre-deposit an amount
specified under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 2014 (No. 25 of 2014) dated 06.08.2014, under
section 35F of the Central Excise Act, 1944 which is also made applicable to Service Tax
under section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994 provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would
be subject to ceiling of Rs. Ten Crores,
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.

➔Provided further that the provisions of this Section shall not apply to the stay
application and appeals pending before any appellate authority prior to the
commencement of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.

(6)(i) s 3r2rahu 3rduf@rawm a#er szi area 3rzrar area za c;-us l?tc11R.a ~r ar CJ'lTdTw-w~
m 10% 2rareru3il srzi har aves l?t ellRa "& cW c;-us c):; 10%~"CR~ -ar~i I

(6)(i) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the- Tri.bunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute."

• 31rs
/~ ~o ·.,c~ (l,i;,~i\ •, %a
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

M/s Ronak Laboratory, R.S. No.41 (Part), At & Village: Rajpur, Taluka & District: Patan,

North Gujarat (hereinafter referred to as 'the appellant') was holding Central Excise

registration No. AAFFR0353QXM001 and was engaged in the manufacture of P.P.

Medicines falling under chapter sub-heading 3003 of the first schedule to the Central

Excise Tariff Act, 1985 (CETA, 1985). The appellant was availing value based SSI

exemption up to clearance value of Rs.150 Lakhs under Notification No. 08/2003 dated

01/03/2003 (as amended) (hereinafter referred to as the 'SSI notification') for clearance

of its own goods, whereas the goods manufactured for loan licensees under various

brand names .not belonging to the appellant, was cleared on payment of Central Excise

duty @ 16% from the first clearance in a financial year. The appellant was availing

CENVAT credit of duty paid on inputs used in the branded goods manufactured on

behalf of loan licensees and cleared on payment of duty from first clearance in a

financial year, whereas in respect of its own manufactured goods, CENVAT credit was

availed after crossing the SSI exemption limit of Rs.150 Lakhs aggregate clearance

value in a financial year. The factory of the appellant was falling within 'rural area' as

defined in paragraph 4 of the SSI notification. The exemption contained in the SSI

notification did not apply to specified goods bearing a brand name or trade name

whether registered or not, of another person, except in cases where such branded

specified goods were manufactured in a factory located in a 'rural area'. It appeared

that the appellant was liable to take into account also the value of branded goods for the

purpose of determining the exemption limit of aggregate of first clearance value not

exceeding 150 Lakhs Rupees made on or after 1April in a financial year and also for
the purpose of determining the aggregate value of clearances of all excisable goods for

home consumption by a manufacturer from one or more factories, or from a factory by

one or more manufacturers not exceeding 400 Lakhs Rupees in the preceding financial

year. As the appellant had failed to add the value of branded goods for the purpose of

determining the said aggregate values of clearances in a financial year as well as the

preceding financial year, several show cause notices were issued, which were

adjudicated by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise Division, Mehsana

(hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority') by issuing the Order-in-original

(hereinafter referred to as 'the impugned orders') as detailed in the following table:

0

0

The appellant has filed the appeals being aggrieved with all the above;impignddfde±s.
I ...Y ) 4

Fortner, the instant order also covers appeals med by department@gag!%jPPf"o.
\ ""o """m ,/✓
- 4..· " %MoAAO r

?mar<

5.N. 0.1.0. No. & Date
..-a a

Period covered Duty confirmed Penalty imposed
1. No.07-11/AC/Meh/D/07-08 April-2006 to Rs.14,00,212/ Rs.3,00,000/

dated 22/02/2008 August-2008
2. No.06-08/AC/Meh/D/07-08 April-2007 to Rs.10,81,955/ Rs.2,75,000/

dated 22/07/2008 August-2007 --
3. No.06/AC/Meh/D/09-10 2007 to 2008 Rs.13,89,692/-.• ,. Rs3;09;ooo/

dated 28/05/2009 a "@}-- >'-» 0
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07-11/AC/Meh/D/07-08 dated 22/02/2008 at S.No.1 in above table and 0.1.0. No. 06-

08/AC/Meh/D/07-08 dated 22/07/2008 at S.No.2 in the above table.

2. The main grounds of appeal commonly covered in the appeals filed by the

appellant are as follows:

1) The goods of loan licensees were manufactured by the loan licensees and not by
the appellant and therefore, the entire basis of proceedings that all the goods
manufactured in the appellant's factory were manufactured by the appellant,
some of them on its own and some for others was illegal and incorrect.
Considering the peculiar provisions of the Drugs and Cosmetics Rules, 1945
framed under Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940, the Hon'ble Gujarat High Court in
the case of lndica Laboratories Pvt. Ltd. vs U.O.I. - 1990 (50) ELT 210, held that
those manufacturers not having their own facilities to manufacture goods like
medicaments could get loan license entitling them to utilize infrastructure
belonging to somebody else whereat they could manufacture their goods. Thus a
loan licensee was a manufacturer independent of and separate from the factory
owner is a settled legal position. The adjudicating authority had· failed to
appreciate the fact that the goods of the loan licensee could not be considered to
be the goods manufactured by the appellant with brand name or trade name of
another person and fell outside the purview of SSI exemption scheme under the
SSI Notification.

2) The adjudicating authority erred in not considering the fact that the clearances of
loan licensee manufacturers were assessed to full rate of duty of Excise and
such goods fell outside the purview of the SSI exemption. In the case of Tenmed
Pharmaceuticals - 2005 (190) ELT .190 (Tri.-Chennai), it has been field that
value of clearances of loan licensees on full rate of duty are not to be included for
determining aggregate value of first clearance of the SSI Notification. Hon'ble
Supreme Court in the case of Laxmi Steel Rolling Mills -- 2004 (182) ELT A.149
dismissed the departmental appeal against CESTAT order holding that when
goods were cleared by affixing brand / monogram of another person on full
payment of duty, value of such clearances was not to be taken into account for
the purpose of determining the aggregate value of clearance for home
consumption. Further in the case of Nebulae Healthcare Ltd. vs CC - 2007 (209)
ELT 125, it has been held that value of branded goods ineligible for exemption
under SSI exemption was not to be taken into account while commuting the
aggregate value for the purpose of SSI Notification.

3) In the case of Caprihans India Ltd. - 2006 (195) ELT 240 (Tri.-Mumbai), it has
been held that duty already paid was to be adjusted towards duty to be paid.
Similar view was upheld in the case of Vinir Eng, Pvt. Ltd. -- 2004 (168) ELT 34
(Tri.-Bang.). The adjudicating authority had erred in holding that there was
suppression of facts by the appellant that his unit fell in rural area. The notion
that the department has to be made aware of the rural status of an area by the
appellant is baseless. The jurisdiction of Divisions and Ranges are determined by
the department on the basis of village, Taluka, District etc. by the department.
Further, the appellant's unit was audited by the department and it was filing ER-1
returns regularly. There was no intention to evade payment of duty by the
appellant and there was no ma/a fide oh its part and the dispute was based on an
issue of interpretation. Hence no penalty could be imposed.

3. The department has filed an appeal against 0.1.0. No. 07-11/AC/Meh/D/07-08

dated 22/02/2008 on the ground that the adjudicating authority had erred by considering

the value of the goods on cum-duty price basis as the value was arrived at by allowing
abatement under Notification No.2/2005-CE(NT) dated 07/01/2005/andaiso;;be

, 1c cf 1 'i:i:, :::- r._,\
." />;, (j ''I._'-'_~~. ~ S:· :_.es sr z}.let: J: \\.: !,1J',.. :.\ _:~.1m, 2a4¢° Gil,»W • ' E7.
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ground that the adjudicating. authority had not given any reasons for not imposing

penalty on the appellant under Section 114C of the Central Excise Act, 1944. In the

appeal against 0.1.0. No. 06-08/AC/Meh/D/07-08 dated 22/07/2008, the only ground of

appeal filed by department is that the adjudicating authority had failed to impose

equivalent penalty under Section 11AC without giving any reason.

4. Personal hearing in the appeals filed by the appellant and department, along with

appeals on the same issue filed by M/s Shantam Pharmaceuticals Pvt. Ltd.; M/s Relish

Pharmaceuticals Ltd.; M/s Pramukhswami Pharma Ltd.; M/s Aan Pharma Pvt. Ltd.; Mis

Rhombus Pharma Pvt. Ltd.; and Shri Mihir Patel was held on 22/03/2017 as requested

by Shri M.H. Rawal, Consultant appearing on behalf of the appellants and all the other

assessees. The learned Consultant submitted that the common issue pertained to SSI

exemption to manufacturers of PP medicine having factories in rural areas wherein

different units were served with show cause notices for including the clearance value of

loan licensees with the clearance value of their own goods and requested that a

common hearing be held for all the cases. He further submitted that the issue had been

settled by Supreme Court in the case of M/s Nebulae Healthcare Ltd. - 2015 (325)

E.L.T. 431 (S.C.) and as per Order No. A/11505-11506/2015 dated 02/09/2015 issued

by CESTAT, Ahmedabad in the case of Mis Kosha Laboratories.

5. I have gone through the facts of the case and submissions made in the
appeal memorandum. On perusal of records I find that the appeals filed by the appellant

as well as the appeals filed by department were transferred to call book in view of Stay

Order No. S/219/WHB/AHD/2008 dated 10/03/2008 passed by CESTAT, Ahmedabad in

a similar matter in an appeal filed by M/s Kosha Laboratories. Now Order No. A/11505

11506/2015 dated 02/09/2015 in the matter of M/s Kosha Laboratories vs

Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad-I11 has been issued by CESTAT,

Ahmedabad. The operative part of this order having a direct bearing on the facts the

appeals filed by the appellant as well as by the department against the impugned orders
is reproduced as follows:

"6. We find that the Tribunal in the case of Pharmanza (India) (supra) on the
identical situation observed that the duty paid on the branded goods is more than
duty now being demanded, should neutralize entire demand required to be
verified and matter was remanded. The relevant portion of the said decision is
reproduced below:-

3. Learned advocate has assailed the impugned orders on limitation as also
on merit. As regards limitation, he submits that the reasoning adopted by
Commissioner that the appellants has suppressed the fact that their factory
was located in rural area, cannot be upheld inasmuch as the said fact is not
capable of being suppressed. Revenue was very well aware of location of their
factory and as such, it cannot be said that there was any suppression on their
part. Arguing on merit, learned advocate has drawn our attentiorj to#fie,alier (l}
order passed by the Tribunal mn case ofM/s. Kline chemicg,P-1tg,(de}No. j
A/1460/WZB/AHD/2008, dt. 29-7-08}, [2009 (237} E.L.T../fogtTT}jWTij\%'m~Jei ~~\.. r

,.j I- ,,,w :-t~,-d, ?st
vs sg) e''s.&

0

0
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taking note of the Larger Bench decision of the Tribunal in case of CCE,
Coimbatore v. M/s. Marutham Textiles {P} Ltd., 2003 (153) E.L.T. 219 (Tri.-LB), it
was held that the duty paid on the clearances, which the Revenue has
contended to be exempted, should be considered as deposit and said duty_is
required to be adjusted against the duty now being demanded from the
appellant.

4. By following the ratio of above decision, we agree with the learned
advocate. Admittedly, the branded goods have been cleared on payment of
duty, which according to Revenue should not have the paid duty. As such, duty
already paid on such branded goods is required to be adjusted against the duty
now being demanded from the appellant. It is the appellant's contention that
the duty paid on the branded goods is much more than the duty now being
demanded and would neutralize the entire demand, and is required to be
verified. For the said purpose, we remand the matter to the original
adjudicating authority. We also find favour with the appellant's plea of
limitation, we direct the Commissioner that such re-quantification exercise is
to be done only for the period within limitation.

5. Both the appeals are disposed off in above manner

7. In the case of Pharmanza (India) (supra), the Tribunal dropped the demand
for the extended period of limitation on the identical situation. Hence, we do not
find any merit in the appeal filed by the revenue. As there is no suppression of
fact, penalty imposed under Section 11AC cannot be sustained.

8. In view of the above discussion, we remand the matter to Adjudicating
Authority to examine whether the duty being demanded upheld by Commissioner
(Appeals) would be neutralized against the amount of duty paid by them. The
appeal filed by revenue is rejected. The appeal filed by the assessee is disposed
of in above terms."

6. It has been intimated by Superintendent (RRA), Central Excise, Ahmedabad-

11I vide letter F.No. IV/16-17/Ahd-lll/RRA/Misc-CESTAT/2016-17 dated 05/07/2016 that

O CESTAT Order No. A/11505-11506/2015 dated 02/09/2015 passed in the case of M/s

Kasha Laboratories has been accepted by the department on monetary ground. It is

settled law that judicial discipline binds the adjudicating authority / appellate authority to

follow the principles laid down by Tribunals / Courts, unless it is set aside by a higher
forum. The appellant has also relied upon the decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

matter of Commissioner of Central Excise, Chennai vs.- Nebulae Health Care Ltd. --

2015 (325) E.L.T. 431 (S.C.). However, this case law is distinguishable in as 'much as

the Apex Court was not confronted with the issue relating to branded goods

manufactured in 'RURAL' area, which happens to be the primary issue of contention in

the instant case. Therefore, following the ratio of Order No. A/11505-11506/2015 dated

02/09/2015 in the matter of M/s Kasha Laboratories vs Commissioner of Central Excise,

Ahmedabad-11I, passed by CESTAT, Ahmedabad is correct and proper in the instant

case. Accordingly, I remand the_ matter to the adjudicating _authority to examine all 1~~/i'.-..~
issues m lme with the ratio given by Hon'ble Tnbunal m the case t~r?~:.~;~i;i! f~/-.
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Laboratories supra and pass a reasoned order after giving the appellant fair opportunity

to represent their side of the case in accordance with the principles of natural justice.

8. 3r01an erfta 3rfta [earl 3uhath fan5r &. The appeals filed

by the appellant as well as by department stand disposed of in above terms. ,-✓-
aHl?·.
(3arr gin)

317g (3r4le-I)

Date: .2.f/03/2017

(K. . cob)
uperintendent (Appeal-I)

Central Excise, Ahmedabad

BY R.P.A.D.
To,
M/s Ronak Laboratory,
R.S. No.41 (Part)
At & Village: Rajpar,
Taluka and District; Patan - 384 265

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner of Central Excise Zone, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad-111.
3. The Additional Commissioner(Systems) Central Excise, Ahmedabad - III
4. The A.C. / D.C., Central Excise Division: Mehsana, Ahmedabad-III

(5Guard file
6. P.A.

?

O


