
31T~fcffi (~) q5"f cfffq ft1 VI,
Office ofthe Com1nissioner (Appeal),

#4tr fig4el, sr#)et sgai@,,alsr
Central GST, Appeal Commissionerate, Ahmedabad
sf]q4€] rat,sra if, srarar$] 3gals3la 3oo

ea saa CGST Bhavan, Revenue Marg, Ambawadi, Ahmedabad 380015
. ~ 07926305065- ~ciq5cR-I07926305136

DIN:20230264SW000061136E

cB" ~~: File No: GAPPL/COM/STP/2242/2022-APPEAL} i-'59S-.93--

ON

0
Tf

~~~ Order-In-Appeal Nos. AHM-EXCUS-002-APP-164/2022-23
~Date: 17-02-2023 u=rTfr ffl" #t aha Date of Issue 24.02.2023

enrgat (r4ta) err uRa
Passed by Shri Akhilesh Kumar, Commissioner (Appeals)

Arising out of Order-in-Original No. CGST/WT07/RAJ/25/2022-23 ~: 27.04.2022,
issued by Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-VII, Ahmedabad-North

3741aadf al+ vi 4al Name & Address

1. Appellant

M/s Tutsi Service,
Proprietor Jagdish Ramniklal Parikh,
29/B, Hari Park,
Opp. Ankur Bus Stop,
Naranpura, Ahmedabad-380054

2. Respondent
The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-VII, Ahmedabad
North , 4" FIoor, Shahjanand Arcade, Memnagar, Ahmedabad - 380052

( al{ anfh za or@a set rials srra aa & it as sarr uR zrenferf
ft sag T;er 3rf@rant at ar4ta ur gateru 3ma vgdaaar et

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 :

nrdal alyterur 3daa
Revision application to Government of India :

(«) a4ta 6la zca arf@rfzr, 1994 #t err ara Rt aar gmi a i q@arr
err qt '3Lf-m er rga siifa qntrv 3m4a or#h fa, ad I, fcrm"
iatrza, lea f@amt, a)ft ifkrc, #la taa, ir +rf, { fact : 110001 "cbT cB1" ~
afeg t
(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the
following case, governed by first proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid :

(ii) ~ ~ cB1" "ITT a mah sa w#t grf cbl-<-«111 'ff M° 'fj□.§1411"< <TT 3Tr[f cbl-<-«llrf ~
n fa4t usrrk aw qanrrma a ud gg mf j, z fa#t usrr zm Tuer i are
cf6 fafl argr a fa4l us1tr at ma #6l ,fhzu hra g{ I

In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
house or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of
essing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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nra #a are fat Tz zu r? Raffa m w zn ml faff suit zrca a ma u
snraa z[can a Rd ami ita ars fh#z ur?r Raffa &t

(A)

(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.

zf@ ye r g7a fag fr rd are (aura zur per at) R<TTc'f fclxrr 1fm "lffi1 'ITT I

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

sifUna al snraa yea # 4tar fez it sgt #fsz ma t n{ & st h srsgr ut ze
err ya fm qafa nga, or4ta rt 'CfTfur cJT W'flf R u arafa arf@fa (i.2) 1998
'cTRT 109 IDxT frnJcrn ~ ~ 'ITT I

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) 3ta snraa yes (r#ta) Ruma#t, 2001 cJ5 fflfl-l' 9 cJ5 3WIB Fc!PJFcft,c m 'ffis<TT ~-8 if err
ufii , )fa am2gr a ufa am2gr hf f#fa ft m a fl qi-mh gi sr@ an2 #
i-at ufzji mer fr 37)a [hut urT af?gt Gr rr arr g. hr gzngfhf sifa err
35-~ if frrmfur I/fr c!5 ':f[d'Rrd trr €tr-6 area 6l uR #ft eh#t a1feet

0

(c)

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-Iii-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) Rfar 3r4ea a mmer uzi vi=aa va argmm '3"fffi qj1=f 'ITT 'ffi' m 200/- ~ :fl'd'R
al ; 3h ugi vivaa ga car 'ff \YlfTcIT st it «ooo/-- #6l 6hr 4uar 6l rgI

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

tr zrc, €tr naa zgc vi hara 3r9ala nrzaf@rawqf 3r9la.
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) hu sn« zren 3rfe~ma, 1944 t er 35-fJT/35-~ cJ5~:-

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

(cB") '3cfcifc;JRsla qRzjc; 2 (1) a arg 3rr rarar at ar#ta, 3rt=itma ii v#tr zyca,
ft Gara zye vi hara r4#tr +nznf@raw (Rre) al uf?a 2flu ff8a,
sarara # 2"1,Tel, sag1cf] /a ,3/var ,@Rua14,3In(ala -3ooo4

(a) , . To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2nd floor,Bahumali Bhawan,Asarwa,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004.
in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3
as prescribed under Rule .6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of
Rs.1,000/-, Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty/ penalty/ demand
/ refund is upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form
of crossed bank draft in favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate
public sector bank of the place where the bench of any nominate public sector
bank of the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated.

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.LO.
should be paid in the aforesaid manner notwithstanding the fact that the one
appeal to the Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As
the case may be, is filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of
Rs.100/- for each.

(4) 1rncu zyen srf@/fr 17o zm vii)fr #1 rgqf--1 siafa etfRa fhg 3r Ua
3raaa zr e 3rt zuenfe,fa fufzu qf@rat a 3mt a r@t t ga JR u &.6.so ha

) mar rare yen fease arm 3tr are1
One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the
adjournment authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed
under scheduled-I item of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

(5) z sit iaf@a mii at firura are fuii al ail #ft en snaffa fa urar & sit
vtm zyca, ha sqraa yca vi tarn 3r4l4ta mrnf@raw1 (arufRf@) fzu, 1982

ff8 %r

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

0

(7) ft gyca, arr snla yes gi hara arg#a mrznrf@raw1 (free), a 4fa sr#cat #
ma afar it (Demand) g is (Penalty) pl 1o% a sin an 3faf ? tzreif#,
3ff@rearaum o ailsu ?& I(section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 &
Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

44tu3nea 3ithaah iafa,nfragt "afar6l Duty Demanded) 
(i) (section) is +aphasafufRa zrf;
(ii) mmnaa2ha3fezal tfr,
(iii) @he futasRuaha?uzf.

es us gas'Ra afha uza qanma6lgar i, sr4la atfeaahRu g&rf aa
fear+ar.

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty
confirmed by the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited,
provided that the pre-deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be
noted that the pre-deposit is a mandatory condition for filing appeal before
CESTAT. (Section 35 C (2A) and 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86
of the Finance Act, 1994)
Under Central Excise and Service Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include:

(i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rul_es.zrn2 a# uf rfhaqfrasurarrsizeas srraryeauaue Ralf@a gtaii f@ ·g yes

10a4rarustssiha au Ra4R@a stasavsk 104rarustsa»ft@l'

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
ent of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
ty, where penalty alone is in dispute."



F.NO. GAPPL/COM/STP/2242/2022-Appeal

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by Mis. Tulsi Service, Proprietor Jagdish Ramniklal

Parikh, 29/B, Hari Park, Opp. Ankur Bus Stop, Naranpura, Ahmedabad-380054 (hereinafter

referred to as "the appellant") against Order-in-Original No. CGST/WT07/RAJ/25/2022-23

dated 27/04/2022 (hereinafter referred to as "the impugned order") passed by the Deputy

Commissioner, Central GST, Division VII, Ahmedabad North (hereinafter referred to as "the

adjudicating authority").

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant is holding PAN No.

AFRPP5356A. On scrutiny of the data received from the Central Board of Direct Taxes

(CBDT) for the Financial Year 2014-15, it was noticed that the appellant had earned an

income of Rs. 21,03,162/- during the FY 2014-15, which was reflected under the heads "Sales

I Gross Receipts from Services (Value from ITR)" or "Total amount paid / credited under

Section 194C, 1941, 194H, 194J (Value from Form 26AS)" provided by the Income Tax

department. Accordingly, it appeared that the appellant had earned the said substantial income

by way of providing taxable services but has neither obtained Service Tax registration nor

paid the applicable service tax thereon. The appellant was called upon to submit copies of

Balance Sheet, Profit & Loss Account, Income Tax Return, Form 26AS, for the said period.

However, the appellant had not responded to the letters issued by the department.

2.1 Subsequently, the appellant was issued a Show Cause Notice No. CGSTIAR-1/DIV

VII/A'bad-North/79/JAGDISH/2020-21 dated 27/09/2020 demanding Service Tax amounting

to Rs. 2,59,951/- for the period FY 2014-15, under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of

the Finance Act, 1994. The SCN also proposed recovery of interest under Section 75 of the

Finance Act, 1994; and imposition of penalties under Section 77(1)(a), Section 77(1)(c),

Section 77(2) & Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. The SCN also proposed recovery of un

quantified amount of Service Tax for the period FY 2015-16 to FY 2017-18 (up to Jun-17).

2.2 The Show Cause Notice was adjudicated ex-parte vide the impugned order by the

adjudicating authority wherein the demand of Service Tax amounting to Rs. 2,59,951/- was

confirmed under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994 along with

Interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994 for the period from FY 2014-15. Further

(i) Penalty of Rs. 2,59,951/- was also imposed on the appellant under Section 78 of the

Finance Act, 1994; (ii) Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was imposed on the appellant under Section

77(l)(a) and Section 77(l)(c) of the Finance Act, 1994; and (iii) Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was

imposed on the appellant under Section 772) of the Finance Act, 1994 for not submitting

documents to the department, when called for.

0
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F. No. GAPPL/COM/STP/2242/2022-Appea I

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant have preferred the present

appeal along with application for condonation of delay in filing of appeal on the following

grounds:

o The appellant has not availed any opportunity of hearing because he was out of India

and not received any hearing in this letter though the department has sent letter to him.

In absence of any reply to SCN and explaining the case without hearing, the impugned

order confirming the duty is not proper and legal.

o While demand is confirmed on the ground of CBDT data, the cum duty price benefit is

not extended.

o In ITR for the period 2014-15, the amount of income shown is Rs. 21,03,162/- which

is considered as taxable service under SCN but on what ground it is considered as

taxable value is not mentioned anywhere in SCN. Therefore, in absence of any

ground, the said SCN and impugned order for demanding service tax is not

sustainable.

o Even the department has not taken care to investigate the matter whether, in fact, the

amount of income as per ITR is liable to service tax. Therefore, in absence of any

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

order. The appellant in this regard placed reliance on the judgment reported in 2019

(24) GSTL 606 in the case ofKush Construction.

o In the SCN, there is no classification of service has been mentioned that under which

appellant is covered and liable to pay service tax of Rs. 2,59,951/- for the FY 2014-15.

If there is no such classification of service is mentioned in notice, it can not be

concluded that the appellant is liable to pay service Tax. The appellant in this regard

placed reliance on the following judgments:

1. 2018 (10) GSTL 392 in the case ofDeltax Enterprise
1. 2015 (040) STR 1034 & 2020 (43) GSTL 533 m the case of Vaatika

Constructions.
1. 2022 (58) GSTL 324 in the case of Ganpati Mega Builders (I) Pvt. Ltd.
1v. 2002 (58) 245 in the case of Quest Engineers & Consultant (P)

o The invocation of extended period to cover liability for the period 2014-15 is totally

baseless and vague by issuing notice on 27/09/2020. The demand is totally time

barred. Therefore, the impugned order is not sustainable.

o The penalty is proposed to be imposed under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 on

the ground of suppression of facts but there is no suppression of facts on the part of

appellant as the appellant is not liable to pay service tax. It is well settled law, by

5
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catena of decision that penalty is imposable on the act or omission or deliberate

violation with disregard to the statue and in absence of any allegation made in the

show cause notice regarding the activity / involvement of the appellants, and presence

of mens-rea being a mandatory requirement, in absence of same proposal for

imposition of penalty is unjustified, as enshrined by the various judgments as
mentioned below:

a) 2008 (226) E.L.T. 38 (P & H) Commissioner of C. Ex., Jalandhar Vs. S. K.
Sacks (P) Ltd.

b) 1998 (33) E.L.T. 548 (Tri) - Indopharma Pharmaceutical Works
c) 2000 (125) E.L.T. 781 (Tribunal) - Bhillai Conductors (P) Ltd.
d) 1994 (74) E.L.T. 9 (SC) - Tamil Nadu Housing Board

4. On going through the appeal memorandum, it is noticed that the impugned order was

issued on 07.04.2022 and received by the appellant on 24.05.2022. However, the present

appeal, in terms of Section 85 of the Finance Act, 1994, was filed on 26.07.2022, i.e. after a

delay of 3 days from the time limit for filing appeal. The appellant have also filed a

Application seeking condonation of delay along with appeal memorandum stating that in the

preamble of the impugned order, the time period mentioned to file the appeal is 3 months

from the date of communication of order, therefore, the appellant was of view that the last day

for filing the appeal would be 23.08.2022. Thus, it resulted in delay of 3 days, which was
accidental and not intentional.

4.1 Personal hearing in the case was held on 08.02.2023. Shri Naimesh K. Oza, Chartered
Accountant, appeared on behalf of the appellant. He reiterated submission made in application

for condonation of delay. He stated that the appellant was unregistered and hence benefit of

cum-duty is available to him. He also reiterated the submissions made in appeal
memorandum.

4.2 Before taking up the issue on merits, I proceed to decide the Application filed seeking

condonation of delay. As per Section 85 of the Finance Act, 1994, an appeal should be filed

within a period of 2 months from the dates of receipt of the decision or order passed by the

adjudicating authority. Under the proviso appended to sub-section (3A) of Section 85 of the

Finance Act, 1994, the Commissioner (Appeals) is empowered to condone the delay or to

allow the filing of an appeal within a further period of one month thereafter if, he is satisfied

that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the

period of two months. Considering the cause of delay given in application as genuine, I

condone the delay of 3 days and take up the appeal for decision on merits.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, grounds of appeal, submissions
made in the Appeal Memorandum and documents available on record. The issue to be

decided in the present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the adjudicating

authority, confirming the demand against the appellant along with interest and penalty, in the

6
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facts and circumstance of the case is legal and proper or otherwise. The demand pertains to

the period FY 2014-15.

6. I find that in the SCN in question, the demand has been raised for the period FY 2014

15 based on the Income Tax Returns filed by the appellant. Except for the value of "Sales of

Services under Sales / Gross Receipts from Services" provided by the Income Tax

Department, no other cogent reason or justification is forthcoming from the SCN for raising

the demand against the appellant. It is also not specified as to under which category of service

the non-levy of service tax is alleged against the appellant. Merely because the appellant had

reported receipts from services, the same cannot form the basis for arriving at the conclusion

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

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

"It was further reiterated that demand notices may not be issued indiscriminately
based on the difference between the ITR-TDS taxable value and the taxable value in
Service Tax Returns.

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

6.1 In the present case, I find that letters were issued to the appellant seeking details and

documents, which were allegedly not submitted by them. However, without any further

inquiry or investigation, the SCN has been issued only on the basis of details received from

the Income Tax department, without even specifying the category of service in respect of

which service tax is sought to be levied and collected. This, in my considered view, is not a

proper ground for raising of demand of service tax.

7. I also find that the appellant have also contended that the demand is barred by

limitation. In this regard, I find that the due date for filing the ST-3 Returns for April, 2014 to

September, 2014 was 14 November, 2014 (as extended vide Order No. 02/2014-ST dated

24.10.2014). Therefore, considering the last date of which such return was to be filed, I find

that the demand for the period April, 2014 to September, 2014 is time barred as the notice was

issued on 27.09.2020, beyond the prescribed period of limitation of five years. I, therefore,

agree with the contention of the appellant to that extent that even if the suppression is

invoked, the demand is time barred in terms of the provisions of Section 73 of the Finance

Act, 1994. Therefore, the demand on this count is also not sustainable for the period from

ril, 2014 to September, 2014 as, the same is barred by limitation. In this regard, I also find

7



F.NO. GAPPL/COM/STP/2242/2022-Appea I

that the adjudicating authority has not taken into consideration the issue of limitation and

confirmed the demand in toto.

7.1 For the remaining period from October, 2014 to March, 2015, the due date of filing

ST-3 Return was 25" April, 2015. However, due to COVID pandemic, in terms of relaxation

provision of Section 6 of Chapter V of the Taxation and Other Laws (Relaxation of Certain

Provisions) Ordinance, 2020 (No.2 of 2020) dated 31.03.2020, and the CBIC Notification

G.S.R. No. 418(E), dated 27-6-2020, the Central Government had extended the time limit in

the taxation and other laws. In terms of said Ordinance, where the time limit specified in an

Act falls during the period from 20" March, 2020 to 29 September, 2020, the same shall

stand extended to 31March, 2021. In the instant case, the due date for issuing SCN was 24"

April, 2020, but the same was issued on 28" September 2020. Considering the relaxation

provided vide above Ordinance in the time limit for issuance of SCN, I find that the notice

covering the period from October, 2014 to March, 2015 was issued well within limitation.

8. As regard, the contention of the appellant that the impugned order was issued without

conducting personal hearing, it is observed that the adjudicating authority has scheduled

personal hearing by specifying 3 (three) different dates i.e. 19.02.2022, 21.02.2022 and

25.02.2022 in the single letter / notice dated 07.04.2022. The appellant has contended that

they have not received any hearing notice. In this regard, I find that the adjudicating authority

has given three dates of personal hearing in one notice and has considered the same as three

opportunities. I also find that there is no mentioned about any adjournment sought by the
appellant.

8.1 As per Section 33A(2) of the Central Excise Act, 1944, as made applicable to Service

Tax vide Section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994, when a personal hearing is fixed, it is open to a

party to seek time by showing sufficient cause and in such case, the adjudicating authority

may grant time and adjourn the personal hearing by recording the reason in writing. Not more

than three such adjournments can be granted. Since such adjournments are limited to three,

the hearing would be required to be fixed on each such occasion and on every occasion when

time is sought and sufficient cause is made out, the case would be adjourned to another date.

However, the adjudicating authority is required to give one date a time and record his reasons

for granting adjournment on each occasion. It is not permissible for the adjudicating authority

to issue one consolidated notice fixing three dates ofhearing, whether or not the party asks for

time, as has been done in the present case.

8.2 It is further observed that by notice for personal hearing on tlu·ee dates and absence of
the appellant on those dates appears to have considered as grant of tlu·ee adjournments by the

adjudicating authority. In this regard, I find that the Section 33A(2) of the Central Excise Act,

0

0
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5

1944 provides for grant of not more than 3 adjournments, which would envisage four dates of

personal hearing and not three dates. The similar view has been taken by the Hon'ble High

Court of Gujarat in the case of Regent Overseas Private Limited and others Vs. Union of India

and others reported in 2017 (3) TMI 557 - Gujarat High.Court.

8.3 In view of the above, I find that the adjudicating authority was required to give

adequate and ample opportunity to the appellant for personal hearing and it is only thereafter,

the impugned order was required to be passed. Thus, I hold that the impugned order passed by

the adjudicating authority is clearly in breach of the principles of natural justice.

9. As regard the contention of the appellant that they have not charged service tax from

the service receivers, and therefore, provision of Section 67(2) will be applicable and benefit

of cum duty valuation is admissible and therefore taxable value is required to be recomputed,

the same may also be examined by the adjudicating authority and give appropriate finding on

the same.

10. Considering the facts of the case as discussed herein above and in the interest of

justice, I am of the considered view that the case is required to be remanded· back to the

adjudicating authority to examine the case on merits and also to consider the claim of the

appellant for cum duty benefit and also for limitation issue. The appellant is directed to

submit all the records and documents in support of their claim for cum duty benefit before

the adjudicating authority within 15 days of the receipt of this order. The adjudicating

authority shall after considering the records and documents submitted by the appellant decide

the case afresh by following the principles of natural justice.

11. In view of the above discussion, I remand the matter back to the adjudicating authority

to reconsider the issue a fresh and pass a speaking order after following the principles of

natural justice.

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

11es ar) >.o2
Commissioner (Appeals) 

%
(R.Cdt.,iyar)
Superintendent(Appeals),
CGST, Ahmedabad
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Bv RPAD / SPEED POST

To,
M/s. Tulsi Service,
Proprietor Jagdish Ramniklal Parikh,
29/B, Hari Park, Opp. Ankur Bus Stop,
Naranpura, Ahmedabad-380054

The Deputy Commissioner,
CGST, Division-VII,
Ahmedabad North

Appellant

Respondent

Copy to:
I) The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone
2) The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad North
3) The Deputy Commissioner, CGST, Division VII, Ahmedabad North
4) The Ass"istant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad North

(for uploading the OIA)
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