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Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authortity in the
following way. .
National Bench or Regional Bench of Appellate Tribunal framed under GST Act/CGST Act in the cases
(i where bne of the issues involved relates to place of supply as per Section 109({5) of CGST Act, 2017.
| l
State 3;Mh or Area Bench of Appeliate Tribunal framed under GST Act/CGST Act other than as
- menti | ed in para- (A)i) above in terms of Section 109(7) of CGST Act, 2017
ii
(fii) Appealito the Appeliate Tribunal shall be filed as prescribed under Rule 110 of CGST Rules, 2017 and
shall bé accompanied with a fee of Rs. One Thousand for every Rs. One Lakh of Tax or Input Tax Credit
involveld or the difference in Tax or Input Tax Credit involved or the amount of fine, fee or penalty
determiined in the order appealed against, subject to a maximum of Rs. Twenty-Five Thousand.
(B) Appeallunder Section 112{1} of CGST Act, 2017 to Appellate Tribunal shall be filed along with relevant
documents either electronically or as may be notified by the Registrar, Appeliate Tribunal in FORM G5T
APL-05] on common portal as prescribed under Rule 110 of CGST Rules, 2017, and shall be accompanied
by a copy of the order appealed against within seven days of filing FORM GST APL-05 online.
. Appealito be filed before Appellate Tribunal under Section 112{8) of the CGST Act, 2017 after paying -
{i) (i}i Full amount of Tax, Interest, Fine, Fee and Penalty arising from the impugned order, as is
admitted/accepted by the appellant, and
(ii) |A sum equal to twenty five per cent of the remaining amount of Tax in dispute, in
ddition to the amount paid under Section 107(6) of CGST Act, 2017, arising from the said order,
n relation to which the appeal has heen filed.
(i) The Cantral Goods & Service Tax { Ninth Remaval of Difficulties}) Order, 2019 dated 03.12.2019 has

providdd that the appeal to tribunal can be made within three months from the date of communication
of Order or date on which the President or the State President, as the case may be, of the Appellate
Tribunal enters officef, whichever is later.
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For elaborate, detailed and latest ppavisidtistrelning to filing of appeal to the appellate authority, the

appellant may refer to the websitg” ov.
i -~

| ' o
! ey
H [
b t 1
S
+ R \
5




GAPPL/ADC/GSTP/4/2021

ORDER IN APPEAL
The Deputy Commissioner, CGST Division VI, Ahmedabad South (hereinz_rfter referred
to as "the appellant’) has filed present appeal on dated 13-1-2021 against OI0 No.WS06/Rel-
OB/SNL/DR]ZOZO-ZOQ] dated 6-5-2020 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order) passed
by the Deputy Commissioner, CGST, Division VI, Ahmedabad South sanctioning refund of
Rs.1,19,07,158/- lo M/s.SNL Financial India Pvt.Ltd, SNL House, 5, Sunrise Park Society, Drive

in road, Ahmedabad 380 054. (hereinalier referred to as "the respondent’).

2. Briefly stated the fact of the case is that the respondent has filed refund claim for refund
of Rs.1,1907,158/- on .account of “export of services without payment of tax for the period
January 20;8 to March 2018 wherein the turnover of zero rated supply of services and adjusted
total turno%er was taken at Rs.46,32,16,080/- ; Net ITC as Rs.1,19,07,159/- and admissible
refund am(%unt as Rs.1,19,07,519/-. The adjudicating authority vide i%npug"ned order sanctioned
refund of I{is.l,l‘),O?,S 19/- to the respondent. However, it was observe:d that the turnover of zero
' rated suppiiy and adjusted total turnover shown in RFD 0l is not 1jnatched with GSTR1 and
GSTR3B 1'é:3turns as the ‘respondent has calculated the zero rated supply as per Rule 89 (4) (D} of
CGST Rulies, 2017. Further during the claim period as per GSTR 1 and GSTR3B returns total
export (suiaply ywas Rs.41,04,19,141/- On going through the Statement 3 submitted by the
1‘esp0ndent§; it was noticed that the respondent has included 4 invoices which was not for the
relevant pe%;'iod. During post audit it was observed that the adjudicating authority has considered
4 invoices iwhich was not for the relevant period and the invoices was issued prior to January
2018 and lience the value of same should not be considered for the calculation of refund claim
for the 1'e1%avanl period and invoice bearing No.10/2017-2018 dated 31-1-2018 amounting to
Rs.1 1,80,3?,601/— should only be considered for the calculation of refund claim as the same was
issued dur&ng the relevant period of claim. Thus taking into account adjusted turnover as
Rs.41,04,1b.141/- as per GSTR1 and GSTR3B and export turnover as Rs.11,80,39,601/- as per
Statement fb, the eligible refund amount comes 1o Rs.34,24,588/- in place of Rs.1,19,07,159/-
resulting i+ sanction of refund of Rs.84,82,571/- in excess. Further the respondent has taken
amount od payments ;'eceived during the relevant period irrespective of relevant period of
invoices 1'€jised for the services. However, in terms of Rule 89 (4) (d) of CGST Rules, 2017 the
165;1::011('_161111E should take the zero rated turnover as aggregate of the payments received during the
relevant pdi iod of zero rated supply of services and zero rated supply of services where supply
has been cbmpleted [01 which payment has been received in advance in any period prior to the
relevant p%uocl and ¢ ) excluding advance received for zero rated supply of services for which
the supplyﬁ of services has not been completed during the relevant petiod ie the zero rated
turnover should be the;éggregate of payment received in respect of a+ b — C during the relevant
period. Asiper above tﬁe claimant has been excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/-. In view of above the
adjudicali_rig authority has erred in sanctioning excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/- to the respondent
which is nbt eligible to the respondent. Therefore, as authorized by the Principal Commissioner,
CGST, Ahmedabad South the appellant filed the present appeal on the following grour

.»c‘ v \‘? 2

i Thbt the adjucllcatmg aulhouty has considered Net ITC of Rs.1,19,07,1 __?— WI’HFE‘
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invoice was issued prior to January 2018 and hence the value of the same should not be
considered for the calculation of refund claim ;
i, The respOndent has submitted invoice bearing No.10/2017-2018 dated 31-1-2018
| amounting to Rs.11,80,39,601/- should only be considered for the calculation of refund
claim. On taking into account the above changes the eligible refind amount comes to
Rs.:34,24,588/— in place of Rs.1,19,07,159/- resulting in sanction of excess refund of
| R$i84,82,571/-." F urther the respondent has {aken the amount of payments received during
the:relevant period irrespective of the relevant period of invoices raised for the services.
ili. The adjudicating authority has sanctioned excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/- to the
1'esb011dent The respondent is not eligible for refund of Rs.84,82,571/- in view of Rule 89
(4)I (d) of CGST Rules, 2017, the 1eqpondent should take the zero rated turnover as
aggregate of the payiments received.
iv. Th@ adjudicating authority has erred in calculation of Net ITC as per Rule 89 (4) (d) of
‘ quST Rules, 2017 for refund for refund. The Net ITC submitted by thie respondent
inciudes ITC aviled on input service which is not admissible ;
v, Thé: adjudicating authority has erred in sanctioiing excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/- and
" the 1same is not eligible to the respondent;
vii In Lliew of above the appellant prayed to set aside the impugned OIOs and to pass order
diriécting the 01‘igi11al authority to recover the amount erroneously refunded in excess to

thdf respondent withi interest.

3. Pei}sonal hearing was held on 13-1-2022. No one appeared on behalf of the appellant.
Shri Al‘ih%llt Sipani and Shri Ishant Jain from Ernst and Young LLP appeared on behalf of the
respondeni on virtual mode. They have asked for adjournment after 24™ Japuary 2021 to file
reply aloqlg with authority letter to appear. Accordingly via email dated 13-1-2022 filed

additional lsubmlssmns as under :

l ,
A} Ze*o rated turnover is correctly calculated :

i. :It has been alleged that for the refund computation, out of the five invoices
;considered in the calculation of zero rated turnover, four invoices were not issued
during the rélevant period and hence shall not be considered.

: !

!

ii. |Atthe outset it is submitted that in terms of Rule 89 4 D) of the CGST Rules, 2017

zero rated sqpply of service inter alia means the aggregated of the payments received
iduring the relevant period. As per said Rule, it is amply clear that for the purpose of
%computing zero rated turnover for arriving at the refund amount in terms of Rule 89
_i(4) (D) of the CGST Rules, the aggregate of the payment received during the relevant

| period is to be considered. Further as theré is no mention of e of invoice,




iii.

1v.
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In this regard, as against invoice value of Rs.61,84,06,283/- they had received
payment of Rs.46,32,16,080/- (FIRC amount) during the claim period, January 2018
to March 2018.

" Relying on the decision in the case of M/s.Relationship Science India Pvtltd Vs
Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Perungudi Division 2021 (7) TMI 1115, they
contended that basis of above legal provisions and juris prudence it is clear that the
Company has rightly calculated the zero rated turnover as- per the payment received
during the 1'e}evant petiod of refund claim in terms of Rule 89 (4) (D) of CGST Rules,
2017. '

Adjusted total turnover is calculated correctly :

The iCompany has rightly calculated adjusted total turnover in accordance with Rule 89

@ (ja) of CGST Rules, 2017.

il

iil.

iv.

g. (E) Adjusted total turnover means the sum total of the value of -

¢. b the turhover of zero rated supply of services determined in terms of clauce (1))
I

’ above and non zero rated supply of services...”

In v‘ew of above it is clear that the adjusted total turnover inter alla include the zero rated

tumL)vel as determined in terms of clause D of Rule 89 (4) of the CGST Rules and shall
not #)e considered as per GSTR1 or GSTR3B.

4
i

Fur&}her the Company does not have any supplies other than zero rated supplies during the

, rel_etant period. Thus the value of zero rated turnover as computed in Rule 89 4 (D) of

the CGST Rules shall be considered as adjusted total turnover.

| |
In {tiew of above it is clear that the values considered in the refund computation are
cor*ect and within the realms of the.' GST Law. Accordingly in the instant case the
adjﬂ}lsted total  turnover is Rs.4632,16,080/- and =zero rated turnover is . also
Rs #6,32,16,080- | |

E
He#ce the Comiaanjr has rightly calculated adjusted total turnover by including the export

pro;:eeds realizéd during the relevant period. Accordingly the -allegation that the adjusted

totail turnover is to be computed basis from GSTR3B and GSTRI1 is without any basis

vi.

vii.

anq is liable to be set aside.

i 1
!

t
i

Om the basis of above submissions it is clear that the refund claim sanctioned tom s

Cohlpany is within the realm of the GST Law and the allegatlon raised in the app?ﬁ}

not} have any basis and is liable to be set aside.

They also requested for another personal hearing.

3
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5. | Another personai hearing was held on dated 18-2-2022. No one appeared on behalf of the
appellant. Shri Ishant Jain and Shri Arihand Sipani appeared on behalf of the respondent on
virtuall mbde. They stated that they want to make additional submission and therefore thiee
working days are given to do to.

0. Accordingly, \:ia email dated 21-2-2022 the respondent made additional submission as
under : '

i Tilat they had‘made detailed submission vide letter dated 13-1-2022, wherein it was
explained that the refund claim has been correctly sanctioned to the Company. Further
during the personal hearing held on dated 18-2-2022, the Company has reiterated their
eqrlier submission and made the following additional submission as provided in the
elilsuing paragraijh which is independent and without prejudice to the earlier submission
ni:ade by the Company.

i T:hat the Compa;in'y has made only zerfo rated supply of services and does not have any
né)n zero rated supplies (domestic supplies) during the relevant period ;

1ii. Aissuming without admitting that the calculation.of zero rated supplies made by the
ai»pellant is correct, it is submitted that then also as per Rule 89 (4) (E) of CGST Rules,
tlie adjusted lotal turnover shall be equal to the zero rated supplies as the Company has
1ﬂade only export of seivices during the refund period. Accmdmgly the refund amount in
*spect to the net ITC considered in the refund apphcatlon shall not be affected as per
dk:ﬁnmon of adjusted turnovet provided under Rule 89 (4) (E) of CGST Rules, 2017. On
cbmparing the turnover of zero rated supply of setvices and adjusted total turnover as per
iginal refund application and revised considering zero rated supplies as per the
: at.pcllant the refund amoufit comes to Rs.1,19,07,159/<. Therefore it is clear that even if
the Company b%m‘siders the zero rated turnover as per the appellant, then also the refund
zknount sanctioned to the Company is not affected. Therefore, the allegation raised in the
z#ppeal does not have any basis and is liable to be set aside. The Company further
1‘#quested your goodself to take the instant submission on record and grant them an

! . . .
dpportunity of being heard before passing any adverse order.

7. I; have calefully gone through the facts of the case, glounds of appeal, submissions made
by the 1£Sp0ndent and documents available on record. I find that subject appeal was filed to set
aside th{; impugned 01de1 and for recovery of excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/- sanctioned to the
1'esp0;1d111t on the ground that the refund was el*roneoust sanctioned to the respondent. The
ground Lken in appeal is mainly dispuling turnover of zero rated supply of services and total
adjuste : turnover taken by the adjudicating authority for calculation of claim amount. The
adjudicdting authorit? has taken the turnover of zero rated supply of services at
Rs.46,32,16,080/- héleas the appellant has taken the Invoice value of Rs.11,80,39,601/- issued
for zero! 1ated supply made during claim period as per Statement 3 submitted with 1eﬁ11‘r€f clér,m \

Sll]lllallb’ the adjudicaling authority has taken adjusted turnover value of Rs. 46,(32,}6 080/—

whereas the appellant has considered value of Rs.41,04,19,141/- as per value of su it
( w
in GSTR1 and GSTR3B returns. However there is no dispute with regard to Net 1 Bs;
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taken by both the appellant and adjudicating authority at Rs.1,19,07,159/-, Taking into account
the above turnover value, the admissible refund is arrived at Rs:34,24,588/- instead of
Rs.1,19,07,159/- claimed and sanctioned to the respondent and accordingly the subject appeal
was filed for recovery .lof excess refund of Rs.84,82,571/- sanctioned to the respondent along

with interest.

8. In this case refund was claimed for refund of ITC on account of export of scr;vices

without payment of tax for the period January 2018 to March 2018. As per Section 16 of IGST
- Act, 2017 such supplies are termed as "zero rated supply’. The refund in such cases are governed

under Rule 89 (4) of CGST Rules, 2017 as pe'r which the admissible refund is to determined by

applying the ifollowing formula :

Turnover of %g,ero rated supply of goods+ Tumover of zero rated supply of service X Net ITC
l Adjusted total turnover
5

9. Befo*‘e proceedings on merit of the case, for correct appreciation of facts, I refer to the

definition oﬂ terms related to the issue given under Rule-89 (4) as under :
. i ‘

The turnovér of zero rated supply of services is defined under clause (D)

"Turnover oif zero-rated supply of services" means the value of zero-rated supply of services

made witho*:t paymenf of tax under bond or letter of undertaking, calculated in the following

manner, naTely:—

Zero-rated supply of Services is the aggregate of the payments received during the relevant

period for z+ro—rated supply of services and zero-rated supply of services where supply has been
completed f?r which payment had been received in advance in any period prior to the relevant

period redu}:ed by advances received for zero-rated supply of services for which the supply of

services hcmi not been completed during the relevant period; o

Net ITC is %iefine_d unaer clause (B): : . 7
“Ner ITC ! means injﬁul tax credit availed on inpuls and input services during the relevant

period othe* than the input tax credit availed for which refund is claimed under sub-rules (44) or |

(4B) or b()lli;

Adjusted t(}tal turnover is defined under clause (I%)
“Adjusted .?%'om/ Turnover’ nieans the sum total of the value of-

(a) the u.:m;wer in a State or a Union territory, as defined under clause (112) of section 2,
excluding the turnover of services: and

| ‘ :
(h) the rurn*)'ver of zero-rated supply of services determined in terms of clause (D) above and
non-zero-rdted supply of services, excluding-

o
(i) the value of exempt supplies other than zero-rated supplies; and

1

(if) the !urr*nrer of supplies in respect of which refimd is claimed under sub-rule (4
(4B) or both, if any, during the relevant period.’

“Relevant ;}eriod” is defined under clause (F)
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The period for which the claim has been filed.

Turnover in State or turnover in Union territory defined under sub-section (112) of Section
2 of CGST Act 2017: |
“Turnover in State or turnover in Union territory” means the aggregaté value of all taxable
supplies (excluding the value of inward supplies on which tax is payable by a person on reverse
charge basis) and exemfyr supplies made within a State or Union territory by a taxable person,
exports of goods or services or both and inter State supplies of goods or services or both made
from the State or Union territory by the said taxable person but excludes central tax, State tax,

Union tertitory tax, integrated tax and cess”

0. I, hnd that dispute in this case is mainly disputing the value of turnover of zero rated
supply of‘ services and adjusted total turnover. At the outset I take up the issue of value of
turnover ?f zero rated supply of services. As per definition given under clause (D) above, the
_turnover bf zero rated supply of services is the aggregate of payment, including advances,
received Juring the refevant period for zero rated supply of services. Thus the decisive factor is
the recei | of payment received during the claim period for Zero rated supply of services. In the
subject cagse, refund clai:;rn was filed for the period January 2018 to March 2018 and hence as per
deﬁnition{ of turnover o"'f zero rated supply given under clause (D) the payment received during
the claim|period for zeto rated supply is to be considered. The respondent has claimed refund
taking intp account the turnover of zero rated supply at Rs.46,32,16,080/- which has accepted by
the adjudicating authofity for sanction of refund. However, the appellant in their grounds of
appeal st*:ted that the respondent has considered Invoice No.6/2017-2018 dated 30-9-2017,
7/2017-2018 dated 31-10-2017, 8/2017-2018 dated 30-11-2017, 9/2017-2018 dated 30-12-2017
and 10/2017-2018 dated 31-1-2018 for arriving the turnover of zero rated supply and out of it
only Tnvdice N0.10/31-1-2_018 amounting to Rs.11,80,39,601/- which is issued during the claim
period sk*ould only be considered for calculation of refund claim. C(;untering the same, the
respondent in their submission contended that during the claim period they lad received payment
of Rs.46,32,16,080/- ;aéainst zero rated supply made under aforesaid invoices and hence this
amount Si'lOUld be taken as turnover of zero rated supply of services within the definition given
under, cla*,_lse (D). 1 ﬁnd force in the contention of the respondent. I find that the value of invoice
issued dt*riug the claim period towards turnover of zero rated supply taken by the appellant is
factually fwrong inasniuch as definition of turnover of zero rated supply envisage aggregale of
payment feceived during the claim period against zero rated supply and not the value of invoice
issued d'ring the claim period. Therefore, I find that the interpretation of the appellant is
factually |wrong and hence the ground made by the appellant in this regard is not tenable and

acceptable.

i

11 Rugalding adjusted total turnover value, as per definition given under clause (F)

“Adjusteﬁ Total Turnover” is the aggregate value of “Turnover in a State or Union T mﬁ“ a@

N

.
-

\ o
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and value of supplies under clause (b} (i) and (ii). The “Turnover in a State or Union Territory”
defined in Section 2(112) of CGST Act, covers aggregate value of all interstate and intra state
supply of taxdble/exempt goods and sexvices and also exports goods and services. Among them,
the value of services and value of supplies under clause (b) (i) and (ii) are excluded in the
definition of adjusted total turnover. The net effect is that the adjusted total turnover will cover
only the aggregate of value of all kind of supply of goods plus va‘.lue of zero rated supply
detemllingd in terms of clause (D) and value of non zero rated supply of services. Therefore so
far as supplygof zero rated supply of services is concerned only the value of zero rated supply
determined iq terms of ¢lause (D) of Rule 89 {4) will count and not the entire value of zero ratéd

supply.

12. 1 have% verified GSTR3B returns filed by the respondent for the period January 2018 to
March 2018 il(hercinaﬂ'ér referred as claim petiod) and find that dur"}ng this period, the entire
supply was rﬁfade underizero rated outward supply and no non zero rated supply was made by the
"~ respondent, "Jj'he total value of zero rated supply made by the resﬁondent was Rs.41,04,19,141/-. 1

further notick that the ‘respondent is registered under-GST for supply of services as service

provider onIy! Besides nothing is bought on record indicating that the respondent has made either
zero rated SL*)ply of goods or non zero rated supply of services. Since there was no supply of
goods or nod zero rated supply of services made during the claim pCI’IOd the turnover of zero
rated supply ﬁetelmmed as per clause (D) only will form part of adjusted turnover. Obviously, in
such mstanc¢ both the turnover value of zero rated supply of services and adjusted total turnover

will be same;
!
i

13. 1 ﬁnji that in the subject appeal the appellant has arrived the admissible refund at
Rs.-34,24,58$/- taking into account the adjusted total turnover as Rs.41,04,19,141/- which is the
value of zerb rated supply made by the appellant during the claim period as per GSTR3B and

the claim -peyiod. Simﬁarly turnover of zero rated supply of services was taken by the appellant

GSTR 1 1'etfirns. Appaliently this value represent the total value of zero rated supply made during
at Rs.11,80b9,601/— which is value of Invoice No.10/2017-2018. Countering the same, the
respondent xfklade submission that the value of zero rated supply determined in terms of clause
(D) of Rulei 89 (4 ohly need to be taken towards adjusted turnover which in their case is
Rs.46,32 161080/— and 'turnover of zero rated supply is to be taken at Rs.46,32,16,080/- which is
the total payp-lent received during claim period for zero rated supply. In this regard find that this
adoption of‘ respective turnover by the appellant is not in consonance with the definition of
adjusted tothl turnover given under clause (E) and definition of turnover of zero rated supply
given undd clause (D) inasmuch as the adjusted total turnover bring into its fold only the
turnover of Fero rated supply of services determined in terms of clause (D) of Rule 89 (4) and not

the entire v}alue of zero rated supply made during the claim period’and turnover of zero rated

supply is deiﬁned to mean the aggregated of payment received for zero rated supply and not the

invoice valpe T hclefmc 1 find force in the submission made by the respondent th/a} ety
,{\ (2}

turnover of 7ETO 1ated supply and adjusted turnover will be turnover of zero aied Supphg %
U3 \: 52
determined :as per clause (D) and will be same in their case. Accordmgly, I find t 51

7
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refund amount arrived by the appellant at Rs.34,24,588/- taking into account turnover of zero
rated supply of services at Rs.1 1,80,39,601/- and adjusted total,tu'moverlat Rs. 41,04,19,141/- is
not in line with the statutory provisions and hence legally untenable and unsustainable on merit.
The respondent in their: additional submission has also put forth the submission that even by
cotisidering the turnover of zero rated supply at Rs.11,80,39,601/-, it wili not affect the quantum
of refund sanctioned to them. I also notice that since there is no supply of goods or non zero
rated supply of Se'rv'ices‘ made in the claim period and the net ITC is taken at Rs.1,19,07,159/-,
the turnover of zero rated supply of services determined as per clause (D) by the appellant at
Rs.11,80,39,601/- will only come into the formula towards turnover of zero rated supply of
services and adjusted total turnover and in 5uch instance the admissible refund will not get

affected and remain at Rs.1,19,17,159/-.

14. Iniview of above discussions 1 find that the prayer made in appeal to set aside the
llnpugnedl order and order recovery of excess refund sanctioned to the respondent on the gr ound
" that the #d_]udlcatmg -authority has erroneously sanctioned refund of Rs. 84,82,571/- to the
responderilt. is devoid of any merit and hence the appeal filed by the appellant to is not legally

o
sustainab]e 1 further hold that the adjudicating authority has correctly sanctioned refund of

Rs.1,19 0{7 159/- to the respondent taking into account the turnover of zero rated supply of

services pnd adjusted total turhover at Rs.46,32,16,080/- which is -in consonance with the
deﬁmtlm of turnover of zero rated supply of services and-adjusted total turnover given under
clause (Df) and (E) of Rule 89 (4). Therefore, I do not find any infirmity in the order passed by
the adjudicatmg authority to set aside the same. I further hold that since the refund was correctly
sanctmne*i to the respondent no recovery is required in this case. Accordingly, T upheld the

1mpugne4 order and reject the appeal filed by the appellant.

st b et ) € ondier a1 P S i & R o 3 |

o i
15. Tbe appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

Date :
Attested %

: —
(Sankard Raman B.P.)
Superintendent
Central Tax (Appeals),
Ahmedabad :

By RPAD

To, :

The Deputy Commissioner,
CGST, Division VI,
Ahmedabad South

AMihdr Rajy/(a)
Additional Commissioner (Appeals)
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By RPAD,

To, :

Deputy Commtissioner,

CGST, Div-V1, 3" Floor, APM Mall,
Near Seema Hall, Ananad Nagar Road,
Sateilite, Ahmedabad-380015

Copy to

1) The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central tax, Ahmedabad Zone

2) The Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise (Appeals), Ahmedabad

3) The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South

4) The Additional Commissioner, Central Tax (Systems), Ahmedabad South

5) SNL Financial India Pvt. Ltd. SNL House, 5, Sunrise Park Society, Drive in Road,
Ahmedabad-380054 '
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7) PAfile




