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~ 3tcfttilcfk0Alkla1cfl c:nT if11f llcld1 t@T (Name & Address of the Appellant/Respondent)

Mis India Electricals & Engineering Company
M/s lqbalbhai Mansuri
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at& rf@a za 3rft 3nmr a sriatr 3rqra aaar at a z arr a 4f zrnfrf ct

i@N 'ilV~~ <ffi" 3rcfu;r m~~ 3rt#a Tara mar ? [
Any person an aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal or revIst0n

application, as the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following
way:

9TTGl 7al #rcarUT 3raaa :.:,

Revision application to Government of India:

(1) (q;) (@) #fr snra ercs 3f@fr 1994 cl?I' lRT 3la flt aal av ml#ii ah GfR" i qat#a
trRT qi)- :;-cr-trm t- ~~ t- 3@cl@"~~ 3ITcfGof 3itfur mmr, 911aa,f@er +inzr,I5a
faarrar, atft ifs, .;f\"ao:r cfttr arcrar,m ;rm,~~-110001 qi)- cfi'I" araft ~ I

A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Government of India, Revision
Application Unit, Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi-110001, 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) 4fml #t zrfr a ro;ra i sa ze arar t fair sisrar z 3rcr aral qr fft
sisrarr a sisrar ii 1!Tiif 'tij" .;rra mrf ii,r fas«tr aisra m mR # 'tlW ~~ cfiH&io'f

ii zn fa# aisrastm 4far a tar st]
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

() anra a as fail rz zr 72r #erfifa m rm a fai r srzlr ares
act mar rs1aa area a Ra # mmsit sna h az flrs zrqr ii f@if &]
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(c)

I
I

I

d
in tease of goods; exported outside India ~xport td Nepal or BhLJtan, with~ut payment of
uy..

(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 urider 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) ~ Bc91c{•{~ (311frc;r) Pll!J.tlctc'11, 2001 'cB' .frr<:r:r 9 'cB' '3'@l'@' fclPIR\cc ffl~ ~-8 lf cIT~
#, )fa arr # 4Ra mar hf flit xf.. m.=r -~ *'~ ~-~ -qct. 311frc;r ~- qfr cTT-cIT
,Ruf per pf 3maa fen Ir a1Reg( 6# rr a1al z. cpf · j{..<-l!~ft~ 'cB' 3'@"lRf. tfRT 35-~ lf
~ 'ct'r 'cB' ::f@R 'cB' ~ .'cB' Wl!:f t'r3lN-6 "cf@R cJfr >fTTl ~ ~~ 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 0
copy of TR-9 Chai Ian evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-EE ofCEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account. ·

(2) . Rf@a 3m74a mt ai visa a ya ad wq) qra a. "ITT 'ITT ~ 200/- itm' :f@R
cJfr uTN 3iR trrm~~- -qcp -~ ~ ~ "ITT 'ITT· 1000 /,...: cJfr itm'. :f@R cJfr uTN I · .

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

0
;

the special'.b.ench of Custom.,. Excise & Service fax Appellate Tribunal of West Block .
i-.Jo.2, R.K. Pram, New Delhi.;1: in all matters rel9tipg to classification valuation and. · ·

gaafRaa 4Roa 2 («)a i at; rgar'# 3rarar #t srfa, sr@tat #mmvtr zyea5, #t
qr«a zge vi tar 3rfltqnrnf@raw (RRez) #t ufa fr 9feat, srsnarar .at-20,

-~ mR4c61 .ct,A.JIBD-s, ~ -.=il'R,' 3lt5J.tc{l€Jlc{,:_380016.

To the west: regional bench of C_ustoms, Exci e & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) atiO:-20, New-Metal. Hospital C?mpo~~d; Meg~ani Nagar,-Ahmedabad ·: 380
016. in case ofappeals othedh:n as mentioned 11 p8.ra-2(1)(a)·above: · . .

a#4ha snl«a ze (r4t) Pura1, 200# #t err o # sifa vva zv-3 i faff f 3gr
am4)hr =mzaf@era,of:ar nr{ arflr * ~- 3Ntct. fg ·7q arr?st at.ar 4Rf ferwist UTT« ge
cJfr 'J.!T<T, GlfM_ ~ .lffif 3lR wrrm sq7 u#fanu; 5 erg zr Ura & aer ; 1ooo/- #hi. her#t
'ITT'frl set srr zy it, 'nv _'l=frTj31R-~ -~~-~ 5 ~- <Tf 50 ~-"tlcP 'ITT 'ITT
~- 5000 /...:.. itm' ~ 'ITT1fr I !"G'fITT~r cJfr lWT, ,Glfl'Gf cJfr · lWT 3lR WWlT 7f<TT ~~ 50
aa at ma sure asiu; 1oooo/- #) hut ±hf1 6t ,,tm"·•H6illcJ> xfGN-clx 'cB' "fll1 ~

(2)

(b)

(a)

Rt grca, h€hr uuigva qiaa 3r4qrmrqf@raur-a'f 3r#)­
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax-Ap.pellate Tribunal.

(1) ah4tr qr«a ,zyen rf@Pu, 1944 cB1 £;:fffi:35-·~fl/35--c~ !tB' 3'@1'@:­

Under Sectidn 35B/ 35E·of CEA, 1944.an appeal lies to:~
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~it<,;"~ it -,,q if 'fi'ij,:r 'll\ s:mit I 'lo 'jfl'fc icffi Ln.r it f.ITTl\ '1lfiRr <11<fv1f.1<!> i'f-r ita
gnrar at st urer qr znnf@rur at fl fer &1 f

. . . . -1 :i~ . .

The appeal to tlhe Appellate Tribunal sball be filed - in: quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of. Central Excise(~ppea!) Rules, 2001 arid · shall be
accompanied against (onewhich at least should 6e accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-,
Rs.5,000/- and Hs.10,000/- where amount of duty I pen·alty / demand / refund is upto 5
Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in
favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate public sector bank of the place
where the bench of any nominate public sector bank of the·place where the bench of the
Tribunal is situated. ·

(3) z4fa gr 3mar i a{ qe 3r?ii an mar sir a irt sitsr fry #6ta ml :f™·\344c!t1nr fazur Gr a1Ry gr za.#@ta gy ft f frat rah rf aa # fg uenRenf 3rf)ft
=znf@rawr at va 3rfl z a€hrat al va am)a fhu war&l
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 avoip scriptoria work-if excis_ing Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each..

arzaraa gycar. af@fr 197o zrenr vizier #l~-1 siafa Re#fRa fh;1a 3mer 4r
pa mar zrenffetfa Rift qf@rantsrr # r)ayayf 'xti.6.50 "CR{ cnT .-llllllC'lll ~

[ease mr 3tr a1RI

(4)

0

(5)

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 a_s pre.scribed under ~cheduled-1 item
of the court fee Act, 1975 .as amended. ·

sga sit iafr4 mail at fdauraare ·f1ljlTT ctf ail sf. ezni naff fa5ur star & sit fr yea,
4ha sn1ii zyca vi arm r4lat =nrrfrawr (ariffaf) fz1, 1o82fr&

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and :other related matter contended in tlie
Customs, Excise & Service TaxAppellateTribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982°. .

(6) ft gnc, #tr sura yeag ihaa 37fl#tr =irnf@aw (Rrec), uf rf)at # n? li
a4carziaDemand) yd s (Penalty) al io% qa srm mar 3r@arr k 1 zrifa, 3rf@rasarpa smr 1oms
~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,

• • I • • •

1994) . . . .

(} a.4rs ara a#thtaraa3iita, <nfztr"a&er fr iir"Duty Demanded)­. ~- . . . .

(i) . (SJction)m 11D~~fo?\mfu·fU~; . . .
(ii) faraar#dzA#ez#if@r; '
(iii) crlfefera4era6hirer@.

. i
e azqasrrif sr4a'szqasirr qamri, sr@hr' aura av#fv qa aracfr·re .

. . : . . . . . . . . i . . . . .
For an appeal to be filed 9eforethe CESTAT, 10% of the_ Duty & Penalty confirmed by
the Appellat~ Commissioner would have to be I pre-deposited._ 1t may be noted that_ the.

· pre-deposit is a mandatory condition for filing c,tppeal before _CESTAT, (Section 35 c (2A)
and 35 F of the· Central Excise Act; 1944, Section 83 & Syct1on 86 of the Finance _Act, _1994)_

Under Cential Excise and'Service Tax, "Duty cilmanded" shall include:
_ (i) . : amount determined under Section 11 D; . . .

(ii) : amount oferr.oneous Ce:nvat Credit taken; _ .
(iii) amount payable under Rule_ 6 of t~e Cenvat Credit Rules.- -- , - I _- -

;ra ~· ;r ,..,- arra.r ,.- ,rrir rl>r~ ,.- mar :-ai1 '-""°"""'· ~- m....- ll!o,ran \IT <Ir .,;,,- f.l;,,-

mr '-'"'" ,.- 14mra w at mi #is vsnRa di[ ks+ow«arr rat #
In view of above, an appeal aga11;,st this ord~r shall Ill? before the Tribunal on.payment of 101/o
of the duty demanded "Yhere dutYi or duty. an'.d penalty\ are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty
-•-~,.. ;,. ;n rlicn1 if,:, 11 ! .
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ORDER IN APPEAL

Subject appeals are filed by 1. M/s. India Electricals & Engineering
Company, 10, Kothari Estate, Dudheshwar Road, Ahmedabad and 2. Shri
lqbalbhai I. Mansuri, Partner (hereinafter referred to as "the appellants] against
Order in Original No.MP/10-11/DEM/AC/2017/KDB [hereinafter referred to as 'the
impugned orders) passed by the Astt. Commissioner, CGST, div-II, Ahmedabad-North
(hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority). They are manufacturing
Submersible Pumps falling under Chapter 84 of Central Excise Tariff Act,1985
(hereinafter also referred to as CETA, 1985). They are availing the benefit of
CENVAT credit under Cenvat Credit Rules,2004.

2. Brief facts of the case is, during the course of audit by the
department it was observed that , M/s. Sabar Enterprises was 'a marketing
agency of M/s.India Electricals & Engineering Co. and the goods
manufactured by the appellants were sold through them. The partners
were brothers and relatives and some of them were common in both the firms
which make them related concerns. They had paid duty at the rate of 110% as
M/s. Sabar Enterprises was related persons of the appellant. From the invoices
issued by both the firms for submersible pumps having specific serial
number, it was observed that, the price at which M/s. Sabar Enterprises
sold the pumps to their dealers were higher than the 110% value plus duty
paid. Shri lmran S. Mansuri, Managing Partner of M/ s India Electrical
& Engineering Company stated that M/s India Electrical & Engineering
Company were a partnership firm and were manufacturing & clearing
SubmersiblePumps; that they were 5 partners in the company. That M/s
Sabar Enterprises were also a partnership firm. that since the partners
were common in both the firms, their manufacturing firm were covered
under the definition of a related person under the Central Excise Rule &

Provisions; that therefore they paid the Central Excise duty on the amount
of 110% of the cost of production of manufacture of submersible pumps
i.e. transaction cost/factory sale price of the submersible pumps taking a
stand that both were related persons. Further M/s Sabar Enterprises had sold
the said goods to their dealers/buyers at higher than the 110% value. As the
appellant had paid the duty on 110% of the cost of production i.e. transaction
cost/factory sale price of the submersible pumps and not paid the duty on
higher than the 110% value, therefore Rule 9 of the-Central Excise Valuation
Rules, 2000 was very much applicable in their case and hence they had to pay

. . . . . .

central Excise duty on the price at which their related person (marketing
agency) i.e. M/s Sabar Enterprises sold the goods to unrelated
dealers/buyers. Thus, from the above said facts, it appeared that the appellant

0

O
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..
had contravened the provisions of sub clauses (ii), (iii) and (iv) of clause (b) of
subsection (3) of Section 4 of the Central Excise Act, 1944 read with Rule 9

of the Central Excise Valuation (Determination of price of Excisable goods)
Rules, 2000, Under valuation was worked out and differential duty payable
worked out.to Rs.490922/-. That the appellant did not disclosed the fact that
they had not paid the Central Excise duty on the amount on which their
related person M/s. Sabar Enterprises sold the goods to their dealers/buyers at any
point of time to the department and the said facts had come to knowledge
only during the course of Audit. Therefore, Excise duty to be
recovered under Section 1 lA( 1) of Central Excise Act, 1944 along with
interest as applicable and liable for penalty . two SCN's were issued and vide
above orders same were confirmed with interest and penalty on the firm and
on Shri lqbalbhai I. Mansuri, Partner.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned orders, both the appellants preferred appeals
on the following main grounds.

i. That the firms are not related and assessment was to be done during the
disputed period on the basis of transaction value. that their action of paying
duty on 110% of the cost of production was an error on their part in view of a
misconception about the scheme. of valuation of excisable goods and the same
should not be held against them and the sale, having been made to an
independent buyer, and price being the sole consideration for sale, the
valuation should be accepted.

ii. That their clearances do qualify for assessment in terms of Section 4(1) of the
Act by adopting the transaction value, as all the conditions for considering said value
are fulfilled; that the Show Cause Notices allege assessee and the buyer to be
related persons in terms of Section 4(3)(b) of the Act and each of the four sub

Q clauses in said clause (b) refer to different situations; the valuation prescribed in rule
9 can be determined only when interconnected undertakings were related in terms
of the sub clauses (ii), (iii) or (iv) of clause (b) of Section 4(3) of the Act. Further,
mutuality of interest is the pre-condition for considering the assessee and the buyer
as related persons under Section 4 of the CEA 1944. They cited the Circular No.
354/81/2000-TRU dated 30.06.2000, issued by CBEC.

iii. The following case laws cited by them, 1. UOI vs. Atic Industries Ltd, reported
at 1984 (17) ELT 323. 2. UOI Vs Cibatul Ltd, reported at 1985 (22) ELT 302 (SC) 3.
Collector Vs Ti Millers Ltd, at 1988 (35) ELT 8 (SC) 4. UOI vs Bombay Tyre
International Ltd, at 1983 (14) ELT 1896 7. British Health Products India Ltd Vs
CCE, Jaipur at 1999 (34) RLT 244.

iv. That rule 8 of the Valuation Rules prescribing 110% of the cost of
final products is not relevant to their case because there is no further
production done on the final products cleared by them.



F.No.V2(84)103 & 104/North/Appeals/17-18

v. There is. no justification for demand of interest, and it is without authority of law.
The appellant no.1 has denied penalty imposed as illegal. They relied on the case
law of Hindustan Steel Ltd. 1978 ELT (J159)

v1. Shri lqbalbhai I. Mansuri, Partner, have contested the penalty imposed,
that there is no duty evasion by the appellant firm and so, there cannot be the
question of supporting anyduty evasion, hence, penalty cannot be imposable
on him.

b)
(i)

(ii)

(iii)

persons shall be deemed to be "related" if­

they are relatives;

amongst them the buyer is a relative and a distributor of the

0

0

4. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 28.3.2018, wherein Smt. Shilpa P.
Dave Advocate, appeared on behalf of the appellants and reiterated the GOA

submissions. She submitted that they have gone in Tribunal against earlier OIA's,
submitted copies. I have carefully gone through the records of the case, GOA, as well
as submissions made at the time of P.H. I find that, these proceedings have been
initiated following an audit observation regarding the appellant clearing their
final products almost exclusively to one M/s Sabar Enterprises, and both these
partnership firms, i.e the appellant and M/s Sabar Enterprises, consisting of some
common partners, and all partners of both firms being brothers or relatives. The Show
Cause Notices charge the appellant firm as being related to the marketing firm in the

manner shown in clause (b) of sub section (3) of Section 4 of the Central Excise Act,
1944, warranting assessment to be done in terms of rule 9 of the Valuation Rules,
instead of assessing on value as 110'% of the cost price, adopted by the assessee. I
find that, As per Section 4. Valuation of excisable goods for purposes of
charging of duty of excise.
( 1)----

(a)

(b)

(2)-------------

(3) For the purpose of this section,­

(a)

assessee, or a sub-distributor of such distributor; or
(iv) they are so associated that they have
interest, directly or indirectly, in the business of each other.

Further, as per Rule 9 of the Central Excise Valuation (Determination
of Price of Excisable Goods) Rules, 2000.

" When the assessee so arranges that the excisable goods
arenot sold by an assessee except to or through a person who is related in the manner specified in either of sub­
clauses (ii), (iii) or (iv) of clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 4 of

!­
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the Act, the value of the goods shall be the. normal transaction
'value at which these are sold by the related person at the time of

removal, to buyers (not being related person), or where such
goods are not sold to such buyers, to buyers (being related person),who
sells such goods in retail. .. "

5. I find that, In the present case the aspect of having common partners and
family members in the two firms and entire clearances made for home consumption
to M/s Sabar Enterprises were the two factors responsible for the method of
assessment. resorted to by the assessee, on their own. However, the transactions
being with a related person, the assessment adopted by them was not proper. I
find the Show Cause Notices do mention the appellant and M/s Sabar
Enterprises to be "related persons" in terms of Section 4(3)(b) of Central Excise Act,
1944. Since the two partnership firms have three common partners, a fact admitted
by the appellant, they are "interconnected undertakings" in terms of the explanation

given in Section 4(3)(b) of the Act. They do not cease to be "inter-connected
undertakings' only for the reason of not being mentioned so, separately in the
notices.

6. I find That, clearances in question do not qualify for assessment under
Section 4(1)(a) of the as transaction value is prima facie ruled out as the sales
have been made to related persons. With reference to the contention that for
being considered as related, the firms should also have interest, directly or
indirectly, in the business of each other, I find that such interest can be tangible
or intangible. The concept of related person itself points to a merger of interests
of the manufacturer and the buyer. In this particular case, from the information
submitted, the appellant firm has a total of five partners out of which three are
common for both the assessee and M/s Sabar Enterprises. M/s Sabar
Enterprises has a total of six partners. It appears that all of the eight persons
who are partners in both these firms qualify for being called a relative of other,
as defined in Section 6 (Schedule lA), of the erstwhile Companies Act, 1956.
7. I find that, the appellant is a manufacturer of submersible pumps
bearing a reputed brand name. By having a dedicated marketing establishment
in M/s Sabar Enterprises, the appellant has avoided "marketing and selling
organization expenses" from their books which would otherwise have formed a
part of their assessable value. The profits that come from marketing the products
did not suffer excise duty because M/s Sabar Enterprises is a trading firm.
Since the activities of manufacture and marketing are being looked after by the
firms consisting members of an extended family, with three key persons
controlling the affairs of both manufacturing and marketing firms, there is a
merger of interests and the profits from manufacturing and marketing activities
being accounted in the books of the two firms, there is a lesser outgo of direct taxes,
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which is advantageous to both the firms as well as to the partners concerned. The
appellant cited Board CircularF.No.35418 l 12000TRUdated30.06.2000, to
claim that in terms of the substituted Section 4, though interconnected
undertakings have been defined as related persons, that the appellant and

M/s. Sabar Enterprises qualify to be called as "inter-connected undertakings",
as defined in clause (b) of sub section (3) of Section 4 of the Act. The said clause
has been invoked in both Show Cause Notices. There is mutual benefit gained
from this arrangement by both assessee and the buyer, as discussed in above
paragraphs.

8. I find that the excisable goods cleared for home consumption has
been sold by the assessee to M/s Sabar Enterprises, an inter-connected
undertaking and both these Undertakings are so connected that they also have
interest, directly or indirectly, in the business of each other. In view of the above,
by applying the provisions of rule 10 of the Valuation Rules to the present
situation, the value is to be determined in the manner prescribed in rule 9 of the
Valuation Rules. I find hat, The said rule 9 prescribes that where whole or part
of the excisable goods are sold by the assessee to or through a person who is
related in the manner specified in any of the sub-clauses (ii), (iii) or (iv) of clause
(b) of sub-section (3) of section 4 of the Act, the value of such goods shall be the
normal transaction value at which these are sold by the related person at the
time of removal, to buyers (not being related person); or where such goods are
not sold to such buyers, to buyers (being related person), who sells such goods in
retail.

9. I find that, they have disputed the method of computation of the
demand by stating that the VAT/CST and other discounts had not been
deducted while arriving at the assessable value. the demand has been raised on
the very surmise that the value in the present case ought to be the sales value
of M/s Sabar Enterprise in terms of the provisions of Rule 9 of the Valuation
R.ales. The SCN makes it very clear that the value shown by the appellant is
not in consideration and the demand has been worked out on the basis of the
sale value of M/s Sabar Enterprise to the customers. I find that the case laws
cited by them are found not relevant to this case as the facts involved being
different, the citation are not applicable.

10. Further, I find that this is clear case of suppression and willful mis­
statement of facts.By virtue of having common partners in both firms, the
appellants knew very well that they are interconnected undertakings and
transaction value cannot apply for assessment. Thus, the practice of paying
duty on 110% of the cost-of production is the first indication of their mens rea.
In fact, it is an admission of fact that the goods are cleared to their own concern.

£

0

0
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11. I find that, the appellant has made contention for considering the differential
value as the cum-duty price and they have sought an' abatement of duty amount
fromthe price. It has been pleaded to re-quantify the duty payable in light of the
above submission. The following citation have been quoted ,SriChakra Tyres Vs
CCE, Madras at 1999 (108) ELT 361.I find that the Hon. Supreme Court, in the
case of M/s Amrit Agro Industries Vs CCE, Gaziabad, reported at 2007 (210) ELT
0183 (S.C.), has differentiated the judgment in the case of Srichakra Tyres
Limited cited above and held that unless it is shown by the manufacturer that the
price of the goods includes excise duty payable by him, no question of exclusion

of duty element from the price would arise. In the present case, since the
appellant had already cleared the goods on payment of duty on the 110% cost
price of the goods, there cannot be any question of the buyer factoring in any
additional amount towards the duty on the Sales made by him. The citation does
not help the case of the appellant.

12. I find that, the appellant have contested the penalty imposed as illegal.
k., H»ta, '

Case lawstited in this regard. I find that, there is duty evasion by the appellant
firm. The appellant have cleared excisable finish goods on lesser payment of duty
and it was a deliberate act. Hence, penalty imposed is correct and legal.

13. Regarding penalty imposed on Shri Iqbalbhai I. Mansuri, partner in M/s
Sabar Enterprises, I find that the act of Shri lqbalbhai I. Mansuri, in assisting the
appellant to clear the excisable goods on lesser payment of duty was a deliberate

act.he has been concerned in transporting, removing, depositing, keeping, concealing,
selling or purchasing or in any other manner dealing with excisable goods which he
knew or had reason to believe are liable to confiscation under the Central Excise
Rules2002.Therefore, I hold that, penalty imposed on Shri Iqbalbhai I. Mansuri,

Q is legal.

14. In view of foregoing discussion and findings, I uphold the impugned orders
and reject both the appeals filed by the appellants.

15. 314)asaarr zRt a4 3#tit at fqzr 3qt#a ah fan sar t
The appeals filed by the appellants stand disposed off in above terms. "~

3n%%­
(3wr ?is)

3rgrr (3r4hr )

Attested ~

s,+>
[K.K.Parmar )

Superintendent (Appeals)
Central tax, Ahmedabad.

Date- /3/18
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By Regd. Post A.D.

1. M/s. India Electricals & Engineering Company,
10, Kothari Estate,
Dudheshwar Road,
Ahmedabad - 380 004

2. Shri Iqbalbhai I. Mansuri,[ Partner)
M/s Sabar Enterprises,
601-B, Aatma house,
Ashram road,

Ahmedabad.-09

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner, CGST Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

2. The Commissioner, CGST Central Excise, Ahmedabad- NORTH.

3. The Dy. Commissioner, CGST ,Div-II, Ahmedabad-NORTH

4. The Asstt. Commissioner (Systems), CGST .Ahmedabad- NORTH.

5. Guard Life.
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