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?erson  aggrieved  by  this  Order-ln-Appeal  may file  an  appeal  or  revision  application,  as the
against such  order,  to the  appropriate authority  in the following way  '

® giv erTaiFT

plication to Government of India  :
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ision  application  lies  to  the  under  Secretary,  to  the  Govt,  of  India,  Revision  Application  Unit
inance,  Department  of  Revenue,  4`h  Floor,  Jeevan  Deep  Building,  Parliament  Street,  New

under  Sectlon  35EE  of the  CEA  1944  In  respect  of the following  case,  governed  by flrst
ib-section  (1)  of Section-35  ibid  .

qiF  an  Efi  tS  fflFa  #  iffl  ¢iPr  ETfin  ch  a  fan  `Tu5iim  ar  37iq  5Twi  i  "

F*EF~+T¥a*:**IrSwi#.=gp~ar~*wingfan
e  of  any  loss  of goods  where  the  loss  occur  in  transit from  a  factory  to  a warehouse  or to
ry  or  from  one  warehouse  to  another  during  the  course  of  processing  of  the  goods  in  a
in  storage whether in  a factory or in  a warehouse.
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z}  qig{  faith  {Tq  qT  qrfu i  frm  FT5  qi  IT qii]  S  fffl ti wh ¥ffi  tFa  Fii]  tT¥  i3fflTH
z}  Rat  zB  FFTa  *  al  `TT{tT zF  ai€v  fan  ii¥  ar  rfu  *  ffuifai]  a I

se of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported  to any country or territory outslde
of on excisable material  used  in the manufacture of the goods which  are exported

y country or territory outside  India

qFT  grrani]  fat  fin  `]TTFT  a  qTgi  (fro  qT  `grT  ch)  fife  fan  Trqi  FTiT  a I

se  of goods  exported  outside  India  export to  Nepal  or  Bhutan,  without  payment of

g"grTfr¥=q=SSFVlSffafaiur=5{FT{SgTpeap¥#Trf*¥27i:98wlrmFT,Ff
fgiv     TTT  dl

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

BqTT]  gas  (dita)  firq-FTTan.  2Ooi  a  fin  9  a  3]ch  fafife  FVT  flen  FT-8  a  a  in q,.      ,`           \        r\    _i   i     ^   \-  -  _A.

*TS*-**¥FT?]=¥5Taprng-a3TT3aTu3TalFrm¥5_¥*E*athE*"g
t}  +iTer  a3Tr{--6  mani]  di  rfu  fl  an  FTfae I

above  application  shall  be  made  in  duplicate  in  Form  No.  EA-8  as  specified  under
9 of Central  Excise  (Appeals)  Rules,  2001  within  3  months from the date on which

rder sought to be appealed  against is communicated  and  shall be accompanied  by
copies  ea-ch  of  the  010  and  Order-ln-Appeal.  It  should  also  be  accompanied  by  a
of TR-6 Challan evidencing  payment of prescribed fee  as  prescribed  under Section
E of CEA  1944,   under Major Head  of Account.

3TTaiT] a en2T tlti wi `q5q ap i]iq wh in ed q5TT an wh 2OO/-tiro gri]T] a env 3Pr{
vq5  antF  a  caT<T  a  ch  iooo/-    aft  tiro  TiiTFT  tfl  i3TTv I

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

sfflTan  gas  TF dr  55i  3Trm  iETqrfeTan  z*  Hfa  3Tfro-
ustom,  Excise,  &  Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

EiqTFT  giEF  3rfRE.  1944  tft  €rm  35-fl/35-€  t6  3Tch-

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

qRidr  2   (1)  tF  i  qfiTT  3iiHii  t*  3TenqT  tfl  3rfltT,  3Ttftal  tS  F"a  *  ti}"  ¥tdy.  t}-Lan

+  guff  TF  in5i  3rfuRE  rqitTTfha-{tli(ffri±)  tfl  trftr  un  RE,  3]iiFt"€  i  2ndHffl,
9]z]F  ,3TertiT   ,fire]TFiTiT,3ngdiGi oi I a-380004

e west  regional  bench  of Customs,  Excise  &  Service  Tax  Appellate  Tribunal  (CESTAT)  at
or,BahumallBhawan,Asarwa,Glrdhar   Nagar,   Ahmedabad   :   380004.   in   case   of   appeals

r than  as  mentioned  in  para-2(I)  (a)  above

®
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The  appeal  to  the  Appellate  Trlbunal   shall   be  filed   in   quadruplicate   in  form   EA-3   as

prescrlbed    under    Rule    6    of    Central    Excise(Appeal)    Rules,    2001     and    shall    be
accompanled  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.

•....:...:..,.......,.`.::.i`,:...,`....,........`...`...i..:.....,.:..`..,.........`.`.,,...

In  case  of the  order covers  a  number  of order-in-Original,  fee  for each  010.  should  be
paid   in   the   aforesald   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

I.lsd  to  avoid  scriptoria work  if excising  Rs.1  laos fee  of  Rs.100/-for each.

¥¥prfigrRE7offi:#¥3EL3¥€-ri:3diFT:ffi#5¥5OFTT=Fri3ThaIrIT
faTae an dr TrRT I

One copy of application  or 0.I.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

FT 3ir alha qFTal q* fin ed qTa fan q@ ch{ tft czrm 3FTrfu fin eniTT € ch th Ir,
arfu rmi{T {9ap try tw 3]rm qTFTrfgiv (tFFTffifa) fin,  1982 * fife % I

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

ch  Ir,  affl  `3.qTiFT  gas  qu  titTTEFi  3Trm  fflqTfrfufliEE±),tfr  rfu3Tch  t6  rna  a
edt~(Demand) qu  as(penalty) ZFT  loo/o qF  Fan  zFTi]T  3Tfan  € iFrfe,  3rf©  Ri  HFT  io
qds  qup  a  I(Section   35  F  of the  Central  Excise  Act,1944,  Sectlon  83  &  Section  86  of the  Flnance Act,

1994)

a5a±t2T  5EqTZT  Qjtffi  3fr{  tiar=I;*r  a5  3thd, Qrrfan  an "zfiifaT  zfr  anFT"(Duty Demanded)-

(i)           (s`ecfi.Orij a5 iiD ai  ETF  faqife  Trflt;

(ii)       fin7TffldrmaEfrrftr;
(iii)       trrTaz arffa fan S fir6aT -dFT ir rfu.

\ >    FT  qF  FT 'afaiT  3rdt@' #  ugiv  q{i  FTIT  dfr  gaaT  #, 3TtttH' rfuFT ed ai  flu  qF  QT*  an  fir

mat  €.

For  an  appeal  to  be  filed  before  the  CESTAT,10%  of the  Duty  &  Penalty  conflrmed  by
the  Appellate   Commissioner  would   have  to  be  pre-deposited,   provlded   that  the  pre-
deposit  amount  shall  not exceed  Rs.10  Crores   lt  may  be  noted  that the  pre,deposit  ls  a
mandatory  condltlon  for  fillng   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:
(lxxxv) amount determined  under  Section  11  D;
(lxxxvi)               amount of erroneous  cenvat credit taken,
(lxxxvii)              amount payable  under Rule 6  of the cenvat credit Rules.

TTaQT ai  rfi erfliT'qrffro S FTd riu  Qjas 3T2raT  gas ar  aug farfu  a al rfu fir "  Qi|ffi aT

graTa qT 3tt{ ati a;1:rFT jug fafflfaa a ap apg S  i0% quaia qT z@ en ut  tl

In  view of above,  an  appeal  against  thls  order shall  IIe  before  the Tribunal  on  payment of
6  of  the  duty  demanded  vihere  d`uty  or  duty  and  penalty  are  ln  dispute,  or  penalty,  where
alty  alone  is  in  dispute."
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

present  appeal  has  been  filed  by  M/s.  Bluemax  Systems,

Shopping  Centre,  Near  B.K.Cinema,  Mehsana  -  384

referred  to  as  the  appellant)  against  Order  in  Original

EH/CG

002

ST/20-21   dated   25-01-2021   thereinafter   referred   to   as

orde/']    passed   by    the   Assistant    Commissioner,    CGST,

Mehsana,  Gandhinagar  Commissionerate  [hereinafter  referred

dicating authority\

flystated,thefactsofthecaseisthattheappellantwereholding
'|'ax

tax

Registration  No.  AABFB8199CST001   and  are   discharging

liability   as   a  provider  of  Business  Auxiliary   Service   and

erSupplyService.Duringthecourseofauditoftherecordsofthe

by  the  departmental officers,  it was  observed by  audit officers

e   appellant  was  discharging  service   tax  liability     under  the

of Business  Auxiliary  Services  (hereinafter  also  referred  to  as

January,   2014   and,  thereafter,   the  category   of  service   was

d and the  appellant started discharging service tax liability under

egory  of Manpower  Recruitment/Supply  Service  agency  and  paid

tax  on  25%  of  taxable  value  of  services  provided  to  M/s.HCL,

there was no material change in the content or nature of services.

pellanttherebyshortpaidservicetaxamountingtoRs.25,20,163/-.

urther,  on  scrutiny  of the  financial  records  of the  appellant  and
ling  it  with  the  ST-3  returns  filed  by  them,  it  was  observed  that

the

DM
Financial  Year   2015-16,   they   had   issued   an   Invoice   No.

15-16/001  dated  16.06.2015  to HCL Services Ltd, Ahmedabad

ing  Manpower  Supply  Services  provided  during  March,   2015  to

2015.  But  in view  of the  provisions  of Notification  No.  30/2012-ST

20.6.2012,  neither  service  tax  was  charged  therein  nor  was  it  paid

I month of March, 2015. Total taxable value for the month of March,

vas Rs.11,49,075/-and Service Tax thereon amounting to Rs.35,506/-

paid by the appellant.

®
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2.2     The       appellant      was      issued      Show       Cause       Notice       No.

VII(b)53reluemax/IA/16-17/AP-10  dated  18.04.2017  seeking to  recover  the

Service Tax amounting to Rs.25,20,163/-short paid under the  category of

BAS  and Rs.35,506/-  short  paid  under  the  category  of Manpower  Supply

Services  along  with  interest  as  well  as  proposing  imposition  of  penalty

under Section 78 of the Finance Act,  1994. The said SCN was adjudicated

vide 010 No. 04/AC/STMEH/18-19 dated 31.12.2018 wherein the demand

for   service   tax   was   confirmed   along   with   interest   and   penalty   of

Rs.25,55,669/-was imposed.

2.4     The  appellant  contested  the  010  and  filed  an  appeal  before  the

Commissioner  IAppeals),  Ahmedabad.  The  Commissioner  IAppeals)  vide

OIANo.AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-014-19-20dated08.07.2019remandedthe

case back for denovo adjudication. In respect of the demand amounting to

Rs.25,20,163/-, it was held that :

"6.5     In view of above circumstance, both the facts, 0

nature  of services  and  (ii)  revenue  neutrality  is  to  be

veriffed properly by the adjudicating authority".

2.5     In   denovo   proceedings,   the   matter   has   been   decided   by   the

adjudicating authority vide the impugned order wherein he has confirmed

the  demand  of service  tax  amounting  to  Rs.25,20,163/-under  Section  73

(1)  of the  Finance  Act,  1994  along with  interest  under  Section  75  of the

Finance  Act,   1994.   Penalty   of  Rs.25,20,163/-   was   also   imposed   under

Section  78 of the  Finance Act,  1994.  Interest was  also  ordered to be  paid

on the Service Tax amounting to Rs.35,506/-.

3.       Aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant firm has filed the

instant appeal on the following grounds:
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They had entered into  an agreement wherein it is clearly stated

that  the  appellant has  to  provide  manpower  recruitment  to  the

service recipient.

Intermsofclassificationrulesandaspertermsofthesub-clauses

of   clause   (105)   of   Section   65,   their   service   income   can   be

classifiable as Manpower Recruitment Service.

There is no question of differing from the original contract dated

04.01.2012 which was pertaining to selection of service agency for

5years.Whereasworkallocationduringtheimpugnedperiodhas

been  allocated  on  the  basis  of  P.O  issued  from  time  to  time.

Service requisition and value has been defined in P.O. which has

been ultimately required to be classifiable for service tax purpose.

In  original  contract  dated  21.08.2014,  the  description  of  service

specifies  that  "  Deployment  of the  manpower  service'',  and  it  is

mentioned  that  25%  of service  tax  is  the  vendor's  liability  and

75%  of service  tax is  HCL liabilities.  Accordingly,  the  PO  states

that it pertains to  supply  of manpower under the  supervision  of

HCL.

They have carried out their service  as per purchase order which

specifically  spells  out  the  scope  of  service  as  manpower  supply

and their deployment.

Further,  the  recipient  of  service  has  deposited  the  service  tax,

demanded  from  the  appellant,  under  RCM  basis.  So  demand  of

service tax again on the same value is not sustainable.

During the financial year 2014-15, they had issued an Invoice No.

BMS"DM/15-16/Ool   dated   16.06.2015   to   HCL   Services   Ltd,

Ahmedabad    regarding   Manpower    Supply    Services    provided

during   March,    2015    to    May,    2015    and    received    payment

thereafter.  As  per  Notification  No.   30/2012-ST  dated  20.6.2012

prior to 31.03.2015, partial service tax was payable by the service

recipient  and  partial  service   tax  was  payable   by  the   service

provider.

iii)    From 01.04.2015, the service tax receiver is required to pay tax on

100°/o of taxable value  and service  tax provider is  not required to

®
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pay tax on the  services provided,  if he falls  under the  categories

specified.      Accordingly,   no   tax   was   payable   by   the   service

recipient  and  full  tax  was  payable  by    service  provider  in  their

Case.

They have rightly followed Rule  4 of the Point of Taxation Rules

and accordingly discharged the service tax, so demand under Rule

3 is not sustainable and tenable.

Any  change  in  the  provision  of  service  tax  i.e.  Notification  No.

7/2015-ST,  which shift the  service  tax liabilities from  the  service

providertoservicerecipientamountstochangeofeffectiverateof

tax, which becomes Nil from the applicable rate of 3.09%.

Even  though  Rule  3  of POT  Rules  applies  to  the  present  case,

when the  service recipient has  already  deposited  100%  of service

tax  in  the  month  of June,  2015,  they  were  liable  for  only  three

months interest only.

The SCN covers the period from 01.12.2014 to 31.03.2016 and was

issued   on    18.04.2017.   The   facts   were   in   the   department's

knowledge since 2014. Thus, the entire demand is time barred.

xiii)   They have  not suppressed any information from the  department

and there was no willful mis-statement. Therefore, no penalty can

be imposed under Section 78 of the Finance Act,  1994.

4.        Personal Hearing in the case was held on 12.10.2021 through virtual

mode.  Shri Vipul Khandhar,  CA,  appeared on behalf of the  appellant for

the hearing. He reiterated the submissions made in appeal memorandum

as well as in additional written submissions. He relied upon the  decision

in    the    case    of   Kakinada    Seaports    Ltd    Vs.    CCE,    S.T.    &    Cus,

Visakhapatnam-II reported in 2015 (40) STR 509 (Tri. Bang.)

5.       I have  gone  through the facts of the case,  submissions made  in the

Appeal  Memorandum,   and  submissions  made  at  the  time  of  personal

hearing and material available on records. I find that there are two issues

involved in the present appeal which are as under :
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Whether service provided by the appellant to the service recipient

HCLisManpowersupplyserviceasdefinedinRule2(1)(g)of the

Service Tax Rules,  1994 or otherwise.

Whether  there  was  short  payment  of  service  tax  amounting  to

Rs.35,506/-bytheappellantasaserviceproviderforthemonthof

March, 2015.

find  that  prior  to  01.07.2012,  Manpower  Recruitment  or  supply

service was defined under Section 65 (68) of the Finance Act,  1994.

1,07.2012,   Section 65 of the Finance Act,1994 ceased to exist and

ovisions of declared  services  and negative  list of services came  into

Further,  sub-clause  (g)  of Rule  2(1)  was introduced w.e.f 01.07.2012

ne  supply  of manpower to mean "sapp/y Of maj2powGJ.,  CeJxporaJ.i./y

erwise,  to  another  person  to  work  under  his  superintendence  or^

/'. The issue is, therefore, required to be examined in the context of

efinition.

I  find  that  the  impugned  order  has  been  passed  in  the   denovo

edings ordered vide  OIA No. AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-014-19-20  dated

.2019 passed by the Commissioner IAppeals), Ahmedabad. In respect

first issue, the relevant part of the OIA is reproduced as under :

"6.1          I    have    gone    through    the    Purchase    Order    No.

7000028017     dated     21.08.2014,     invoice     dated     15.12.2014,

11.03.2015,15.06.2015,  07.09.2015,  03.12.2015  and     04.03.2016

with Annexure and prima facie, it seems  "Manpower Services".

6.2           The  adjudicating  authority  has  given  the  ref erence  of

agreement  dated  04.01.2012  only.  However,  invoices  issued  for

the  service  held  froln       December,   2014  to  March,   2016.The

adjudicating authority  did not discuss  about  any  agreement  or

purchase   order   from   January   2014   onwards   and   even   not
discussed about the purchase order dated 21.08.2014.

6.3......

®
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6.4            Looking into  above  f acts,  I  fiind  merit consideration  in

the argument of the appellant. If the appellant paid the service

tax  in  question  I;or  the  month  of March  2015,  the  recipient  is

eligible  i;or refund of the  amount so paid and  to  that extent net

liability  of service  tax  shall  stand  neutral,  therefore,  it  is  an

exercise of revenue neutral. Hence the demand on tax which has

already paid does not exist.

6.5             In view of the  above  circumstances,  both  the  f acts,  (i)

nature  of services  and  (ii)  revenue  neutrality  is  to  be  verified

properly by the adjudicating authority."

5.3     As regards the second issue, I find that the OIA (supra) refers to OIA

No.  AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-267-16-17   dated  23.3.2017  passed  earlier  in

the  case  of  the  same  appellant  wherein  the  demand  and  penalty  was

dropped, but interest was held to be payable. In light of these facts, it was

held at para 8 of the OIA dated 08.07.2019 that :-

®

\

"In  view  of the  above  facts  and  discussions  held  in  the  above

paragraph, I remand the case back to verify the fact in fresh in
the light of discussion held above  and my earlier OIA No. AhM-

EXCUS.003-APP-267.16.17  dated  23.3.2017  in  the  case  of M/s

Blumax Service."

5.4     I  find  that  the  appellant was  called for  a  personal  hearing by  the

adjudicating authority on three different dates which was not attended by

them.  Consequently,  the  adjudicating  authority  has  proceeded  to  decide

the  case  ex-parte.  The  appellant  have  not  raised  the  issue  of  natural

Justice  and,  therefore,  the  same  is  not being  dealt  with.  I  find  that  the
appellantwascalledforapersonalhearingon29.12.2020,04.01.2021and

08.01.2021  i.e.  the  dates for personal hearing were.within  a time  span of

11   days.   Apparently,   the   adjudicating   authority   was   in   a   hurry   to

adjudicate the case without even giving reasonable time to the appellant.

Considering the prevailing pandemic situation the  Government has given

many  relaxations.  Therefore,  the  adjudicating  authority  ought  to  have

been more considerate in granting time to the appellant. Be that as it may,
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udicating  authority  could  have  at  least  called  for  a  copy  of  the

e order from the appellant. This is all the more important because

the  audit officers,  who have  raised the  issue have  examined  and

consid

5.5

of the

aspec

15.12,

red the purchase order before issuing the Show  Cause Notice,  nor
and  considered  the  purchase

e  adjudicating  authority  examined

efore passing the impugned order.

find that the issue was remanded back specifically for verification

nature  of services  as well as revenue  neutrality.   I find that these

shavebeendecidedbytheadjudicatingauthorityonthebasisofthe

entsavailableonrecords.Ialsofindthattheadjudicatingauthority
without  calling  for  and  examining  the

ase order which is critical to the Issue.   The  adjudicating authority

assed  the  impugned  order

early  ignored  the  findings  recorded  in  OIA  No.  AHM-EXCUS-003-/  ,                       1_\|,++J     -t,-__--__

14-19-20  dated  08.07.2019  passed  by  the  Commissioner  (Appeals),

dabad.Atpara6.1ofthesaidOIAithasbeenclearlyobservedthat

egonethroughthepurchaseorderNo7000028017dated21.0::::4:ln:,0lc^e_d_::::A
04.03.2016  with  Annexure

this  the  adjudicating
014,11.03.2015,15.06.2015,  07.09.2015,  03.12.2015  and

rl.rna facj.e,  „ seGjns    "„alipower Servl.cos".   Inspite  of

rityhasneitherexaminedthepurchaseordernorhasheconsidered

ndingsinthesaidOIAbeforepassingtheimpugnedorder..-` ---- I,--  __

er   find   that   the   findings   of  the   adjudicating   authority   in   the

gned  order  regarding  the  Issue   of  revenue   neutrality  have  been-      .           ^T  A        _1_I_AOIA  dated

not to have

the remand

®
ed  at  without  considering  the  directions  contained  in

7.2019. I  am of the considered view that the issue  should

decided without carrying out the verification ordered in

eedings.     The     adjudicating     authority     has     committed

scipline  in  as  much  as  he  had  not  followed  the  directions

missioner (Appeals).

n  set  aside  by  the  Commissioner  (Appeals),  Ahmedabad vide

judicial
of  the

I   further   find   that   the    adjudicating    authority    has   wrongly

rpreted that the  demand of service  tax  amounting to  Rs.35,506/-  has-        .   .        _T  A     \T_OIA No.

ed08.07.2019,Thisissuetoowasremandedbackfordecidingafreshby

adjudicatingauthorityinlightofOIANo.AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-267-
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16-17  dated  23.3.2017.  This  indicates  that the  impugned  order  has  been

passed without application of mind.

7.       In   view   of   the    above    discussions,   the   order   passed   by   the

adjudicating   authority   needs   to  be   remanded  back   to   undertake   the

verification  ordered  in  OIA  No.  AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-014-19-20  dated

08.07.2019 before  adjudicating the  case.  The  appellant is  also  directed  to

submit   the   relevant   documents   and   appear   before   the   adjudicating

authority.

8.       Accordingly,  the  impugned  order  is  set  aside  and  the  appeal  of the

appellant is anowed by way remand.

9.       3Tfledapi{Ta*aPr7* 3TtPrHaFTiaTTan3TtrasetrfaFTaraTai

Theappea|f]|edbytheappellantstandsd[SPose(d#f+#?ndf*

Commissioner (Appeals)

Attested:

A-
(N.Suryanarayanan. Iyer)
SuperintendentIAppeals),
CGST, Ahmedabad.

BY RPAD / SPEED POST

M/s. Bluemax Systems,
let Floor, Parag Shopping Centre,
Nr. B.K.Cinema, Mehsana - 384 002

The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST & Central Excise,
Division- Mehsana
Commissionerate : Gandhinagar

Date:      .11.2021.

Appellant

Respondent
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e Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.

i.Ei:g:=sT:Snst]°cnoe:'mcLgs::;e:a(EdQh]snyasgt:rm),CGST,Gandhinagar-       -T  , \
(for uploading the OIA)

uard File.
`   5.    P.A.File.

®


