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cJ> ~~:File No: V2(84)/43 to 46 & 83 to 86/Ahd-I/2017-18 /l<'J~ to \otl
Stay Appl.No. NN2017-18

w ~~~Order-In-Appeal Nos. AHM-EXCUS-001-APP-167 to 174-2017-18
wffq; Date : 21-11-2017 uITTT ffl ct)- ~ Date of Issue lar-1~] t:i- . ·
3ft 3GTi srg (sr@ta) rt tnfur
Passed by Shri. Uma Shanker, Commissioner (Appeals)

Arising out of Order-in-Original No. MP/04,05,07,08/Dem/2017-18 wi'fq;: 18/5/2017,
23/5/2017,26/5/2017,26/5/2017 respectively issued by Assistant Commissioner, Central
Excise, Ahmedabad-

er 3rqlersuf armv uar Name & Address of the Appellant / Respondent
M/s. AIA Engineering Ltd. & H.B.Metals Pvt. Ltd

Ahmedabad

at{ nfrrz arft am2zr sria)s rra aar & at az 3mar uf zuenRenf fh aa na 3f@rant at
3r@ta zur grhrur sr4a wgd a aar & I

Any person a 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 :

'+fffif m<l>R <ITT~~
Revision application to Government of India :

(1) a4tu snr«a ca 3rf@fr, 1994 ct)- clffiru aaT; 7fq m7iia i@ta arr <ITT \'.l"Cf-clffi~>I~~
sifa gala 3ma anef fa, lr m<l>R, fa4a inza, wra fart, a1sf +if#ra, laa cfitf ·a, Fi mf, { f4ca

. : 110001 <ITT ct)- '1fAI ~ I
(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 - 11 O 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid:

(ii) <l1'q llIB ct)- gtf ma i a hf rR aran h fa#t rwerI znr sr4 ala a fan#l awsrI zr
~~llIB B ua g mf i, zr fht qvrI zuqusrark as fv8 ala i za fat quern i it llIB ct)- Wc),m q',

GRA ~ if I .
(ii) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a
warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.

(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. ·

(<I) ~ ~ <ITT 'lj'IBR fcl;-(! f.Ar+laal (ur ur err al) f.nlfo fcnm <Tm llIB "ITT I
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(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported
to any country or territory outside India.

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

3if snra #6 sarizyc gar fz it spl fs mru #t{&sit etnr uii sa rrr vi
fr # arR@a 3gar, r#ta arr uRa cfT W:n:f "CJx n aTafa anf@fu (.2) 1998 T 109 '[RT

~ fcpq 'W "ITT I

(d) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final
products under· the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such order
is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109
of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998. a.

(1) tu area yeas (3r4ta) Pura8t, 2001 * ~ 9 * 3'.@"lRf fclPIFcft:c WF-f ~ ~-8 if ql" >ffum if.
)fa sr?gr uf mer hf f4ii a at masf per--arr vi ar4ta 3rag 6t at-ah uRaiirer
fra 3ma fa5zu uar Reg( Urrarr <. grfhf a aifa nr 35-< if mmT tM- * 'T@Ff
# rdmer €tr-6 er 6t 4Ra ft @th afegy

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under
Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the date on which
the order sought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by
two copies each of the 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a
copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account.

(2) Rfaca 3mraa vrr gi viaa va alaqt qr Ura a "ITT ID ffl 200/- -cfftx:r 'T@Ff ~ 'GITT:
ail raj iaa gs Gara vnar gt m 1ooo/- cp'7" -cfftx:r 'T@Ff ~ urrq I

0

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

8tar fen, a4hr arr yea qi hara art =urznf@aur a ,f ar9ta
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) #@tu Un yea 3rf@RI , 1944 #t qr 3s-at/35-z iaf­

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

(c!J) (j@~ftict ~ 2 (1) q) if ~ 3i¥fR cB" 3rc;rrcrr cffr 3m, 3rcfrill cB" lW@" ir 'fftl!T ~. ~
Una zyca gi hara arftrr nrznf@raw1 (free) #.ufga 2ftr 9)fen, Isla i sit-20,
~ 51ff4c:.c1 cfjl-ljj(jU,s, irmofr .=J<N, 31t$l·lc(IE!lc(-380016

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

(4)

0 (5)

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the
Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is
filled to avoid-scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each.

·<xll<llC'l<l ~~1970 <Tl!TT fflfmr cBl" 3r3qr-4 # aifa feufRa fag 3r3ur sad 3rear zu
Te 3r?gr zrenfenfe fufu If@rat a snag i rt #l va ,f tR 55.6.so ha at Ir1razu ye
feaoz Gaar &hr a1Rt
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.

za 3it if@r mai at firuraa fuii at sit ft en 3naff fhur utar & ut ft zye,
a4tr sna ye g para ar@tr nrzn@eraUr (ruffafe) frr, 1982 if ~ t 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.

0

(6) fr zyca, 4tr nra yea vi tar ar@#la znrznrf@raw (Rrec), uR r4tat a mm
car ia (Demand) ya is (Penalty) cpT 10% qa Gaar mar 3r@artk 1zraif, 3f@raw qaGr 1o

~~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
1994)

a#ctr 3qTagra 3thharah3iii, gnf@aztar "aazr fria"(Duty Demanded) ­
.:,

(i) (Section) is 1Dhaza feffa ff@r;
(ii) fernarrhcrdz34ez#uf@;
(iii) ca4z 3fezfri #fGr6 aas2r tf@.

e> zrsrasar'ifa 3r4tr iirzuasirstacr ii, 3rps' a1fra ah a feeua sraafar mark.
.3

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 Rules.
zr 3er # sf 3r4tr fawr a mar si ercs 3rrar ares z aus faaRa zt at ir face av eyes #
10% 3zrara r 3it srzi aa av Ra@a gt aa vs t- 10% 01arr r t srat I

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
10% of the duty demanded where ·duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, o enill!_y, where
penalty alone is in dispute." r.
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F No.V2(84}43 to 46/Ahd-1/17-18
F No.V2(84}83 to 87/Ahd-1/17-18

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Following eight appeals have been filed by the appellant mentioned at
column No.2 of below mentioned table against the Orders-in­
Original[impugned order] passed by the Assistant Commissioner of Central
Excise, Division-V, Ahmedabad-1 [adjudicating authority], mentioned against

the appellant.

s. Name of the Appeal Order-in­ Amount Penalty
No appellant No. Original & date involved(dut involved

(M/s) y/CENVAT) (Rs)
(Rs)

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 AIA 43/Ahd- MP/04/Dem/17- 5,10,697/­ 5,10,691/­

Engineering 1/17-18 18 -18.05.2017
Ltd (unit-12)

2 AIA 44/Ahd­ MP/05/Dem/17- 36,461/­ 36,461/­
Engineering 1/17-18 18 -23.05.2017
Ltd (unit-1)

3 AIA 45/Ahd­ MP/07/Dem/17­ 1,89,365/­ 1,89,365/­
. Engineering 1/17-18 18-26.05.2017
Ltd(Girnar-B)

4 AIA 46/Ahd­ MP/08/Dem/17- 3,42,736/­ 3,42,736/­
Engineering 1/17-18 18 -26.05.2017
Ltd (unit-5)

5 H.B.Metals 83/Ahd­ MP/04/Dem/17- - 5,10,691/-
Pvt Ltd 1/17-18 18 -18.05.2017

6 H.B.Metals 84/Ahd­ MP/05/Dem/17- - 36,461/-
Pvt Ltd 1/17-18 18 -23.05.2017

7 H.B.Metals 85/Ahd­ MP/07/Dem/17- - 1,89,365/­
Pvt Ltd 1/17-18 18 -26.05.2017

8 H.B.Metals 86/Ahd­ MP/08/Dem/17- - 3,42,736/­
Pvt Ltd 1/17-18 18 -26.05.2017

0

02. Briefly stated, the appellant viz M/s AIA Eengineering Ltd (Uni-12,
Unit-1, Girnar B and Unit 5) mentioned at Sr.No.1 to 4 of above table
[herein after referred to as "M/s AIA"] are engaged in manufacturing of
Alloy Steel Castings falling under chapter 84. Based on information that M/s
AIA were indulging in evading Central Excise duty by way of availing and
utilizing in-admissible CENVAT credit on the strength of forged invoices
issued by M/s H. B. Metal Pvt Ltd mentioned at Sr. No. 5 to 80f above
referred table [hereinafter referred to as the "dealer"], an inquiry against
M/s AIA and dealer was initiated. The investigation further revealed that the
dealer has supplied/delivered goods viz SS Circle, MS Rounds & Bars,
MS Flats and Pipes etc falling under chapter 72 to M/s AIA, which is not
their inputs; that the said goods supplied/delivered by the dealer were

other than goods. mentioned in the invoices. As it appeared that M/s A,

had taken CENVAT Credit wrongly to the amount as shown ag3/}
at column No.4 of above mentioned table for the period of 2010tJf~
12 on the basis of fraudulent invoices issued by the dealer, } .

u eot.
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F N0.V2(84)43 to 46/Ahd-1/17-18
F No.V2(84)83 to 87/Ahd-1/17-18

notices were issued for recovery of the said CENVAT Credit with interest and

imposition of penalty. Vide the impugned order, the adjudicating authority

has ordered for recovery of the credit wrongly availed with interest and
imposed penalty equal to the credit amount wrongly taken. The adjudicating

authority has also imposed penalty on the dealer as mentioned at Column

No.5 of above table.

3. Being aggrieved, M/s AIA have filed the appeals on the grounds that:

• The true and correct nature of the goods received by the appellant
vide the invoices issued by the dealer was not determined by the
adjudicating authority so as to restrict the denial of CENVAT Credit on
a specific ground; that one hand the department has alleged that the
goods received were in the nature of finished goods and on the other
hand, it has alleged that though the invoices described goods as S S
Plates etc., the goods supplied to them were not in conformity with the
said description. Both allegations are contradictory; that all the goods
received were in the nature of scrap and waste which were melted andQ then utilized as raw material for the manufacturing process.

• The invoices supplied to the appellant described the goods as scrap
and waste and this has not been disputed by the department; that the
adjudicating authority has not established in the present case that the
goods supplied to the appellant were in the nature of finished goods;
that all the statutory records maintained by them also established that
the goods received by them were scrap and waste.

• For manufacturing of their finished goods, they were purchasing inputs
in the nature of scrap, ferro alloys etc under the cover of duty paid
invoices; that a huge quantity of such goods were received on a daily
basis and it is impossible to scrutinize all the material received for use;
that their prime object is to melt the metal and used for further
process; that the finished goods were cleared on payment of duty and
therefore, the CENVAT credit availed is proper and legal.

o • The invoices in question were prepared by the dealer and description
of the goods were entered by them; that if there was any irregularity,
it is the wrong entry of the description of goods by the dealer and it
cannot be made grounds for rejecting the CENVAT credit involved in
the said invoices as the appellant has purchased the goods with full
value and excise duty.

• The demand issued for the period of 2010-11 and 2011-12 is clearly
time barred and therefore extended period is not invokable.

• They relied on various case citations in their favour.

4. Being the aggrieved with the impugned order, the dealer viz. M/s H B

Metal Pvt Ltd has filed the appeals mentioned at Sr.No 5 to 8 of above
referred table, along with the application condonation of d .....~.1\1

. :\
the grounds that: e,, %
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F No.V2(84)43 to 46/Ahd-1/17-18
F N0.V2(84)83 to 87/Ahd-1/17-18

• The appeal against the impugned order was filed by them on
31.07.2017 before Assistant Commissioner by mistake and due to GST
works/transformation, they could not pay attention to the instant
litigation till the last date and when they realized the mistake, they
had filed the appeal before Commissioner (Appeals) on 24.08.2017.

• The entire allegation against them was on the basis of invoices under
which the goods are purchased and supplied to M/s AIA; that there is
no evidence brought by the department that the input which were
purchased by them were different from the goods supplied to M/s AIA.
The conclusion of the authority that they had not supplied the goods
such as S.S.Circle etc, because these goods are not the input of M/s
AIA is not tenable without any evidences.

• M/s AIA has nowhere stated that the goods supplied by them has
never used in their factory on the contrary it was specifically stated
that the dealer has supplied the same goods which are mentioned in
the invoices. Further, the invoices prepared by them are correct and
mis-matching of description of goods does not attract any forgery;
that to substantiate the allegation of forgery, one has to establish that
the original documents was not the same and should be produced on
records.

• The penalty imposed under Rule 26 of CER is not sustainable as no
offence was committed by them as per the provisions of the said rule;
that in the case there is no malafide intention to evade payment of
duty.

• The dealer relied on some case laws in their-favour.

5. Personal hearings in all the eight appeals mentioned at para 1 were
held on 01.11.2017. Shri Aditya S Tripathi, Advocate appeared for the same
and reiterated the grounds of appeal. The Learned Advocate has supplied

copies of invoices under which the credit was taken by M/s AIA.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case and submissions
made by M/s AIA and the dealer in the appeals memorandum as well as at
the time of personal hearings. Since all the eight appeals are in a similar
nature and having similar issues, I decide all the eight appeals in a common
order. The issues to be decided in the matter as to [i] whether the CENVAT
credit availed by M/s AIA on the basis of invoices issued by the dealer is
proper or not and [ii] whether the penalty imposed on them as well as on

dealer is correct.

7. Before going into the merit of the case, I observe the dealer M/s
H.B.Metal Pvt Ltd. has filed all the four appeals along with application for
condonation of delay in filing of appeals. I observe that the dad6ea@f
communication of impugned orders mentioned at Sr.No.5, 6 ayi£~,c.t~!!t.r;,.

above mentioned table were received by hem on 26.04gfa#
13.06.2017 respectively, against which all the four appeals wrez

·•

·O



0

o

7
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24.08.2017. In other words, the dealer has filed these appeals with a delay
of 30 and 12 days respectively from the stipulated periods of 60 days.
Section 35 of Central Excise Act, 1944 stipulates that " Any person aggrieved
by any decision or order passed a Central Excise Officer, lower in rank than a
Principal Commissioner of Central Excise or Commissioner of Central Excise, may
appeal to the Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals) within sixty days from the
date of the communication to him of such decision or order; provided that the
Commissioner (Appeals) may, if he is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by
sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the aforesaid period of sixty days,
allow it to be· presented within a further period of thirty days". The dealer has filed
the condonation of delay application on the ground that they have filed all
the . four appeals before the Assistant Commissioner of Central Excise by
mistake on 31.07.2017 and 14.08.2017 respectively; that due to

work/transformation to GST, they could not realize their mistake in time.

Since the Section ibid allows the Commissioner (Appeals) to condone the
delay for further period of 30 days from the stipulated period of 60 days, I

condone the delay taken place in all the four appeals.

8. Now I take the issue involved in all eight appeals. In all the eight
appeals, I observe that the allegation made by the department against M/s
AIA is that they had received the goods non-duty paid goods viz waste and
scrap which is other than the goods mentioned in the invoices viz. SS Circle,
M S Round & Bars and MS Flats and pipes etc from the dealer; that the duty
paid invoices were issued by mentioning the said description which were not
their input for manufacturing final goods. In other words, they had received
goods other than what was described in the invoices in order to avail CENVAT

credit fraudulently. The allegation made against the dealer is that they had

.issued the said invoices so as to enable M/s AIA to avail the CENVAT credit
fraudulently; that for a single consignment of goods, two sets of invoices
'were issued by the dealer; that one was sent to the appellant and another
was kept with the dealer, just to facilitate the appellant to avail the CENVAT
Credit on the goods. The entire allegations were confirmed in the impugned

order.

9. In these instant cases, I observe that M/s AIA are engaged in
manufacture of Alloy Steel Castings and their basic input is in the nature of
scrap, ferro alloys etc. M/s AIA has described that they put these inputs in
the furnace along with the alloys in their. manufacturing plant as per grade

requirement.

10. As stated above, it is the allegation of the department that the M/s AIA (Th
had availed inadmissible CENVAT credit on the basis of forged invoiceysswed&~r4a &arr,
by the dealer, wherein, the goods were mentioned as SS Circle, M:-1>~qy,11r<!lc·&,;.4~~ •

!;;r ;/:' . ,.~,.-. ~l-)$£ s%% %l8 s #es o •
. ~ J;'H~· fl~4o > .sos<;«° ·77
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bars, MS Flats and Pipes, which is other than their input. The whole
allegations against M/s AIA and the. dealer are based on the admitted
statement of authorized persons of M/s AIA and the dealer which supported
fact that [i] M/s AIA had received the goods other than the goods mentioned
in the invoices; [ii] the goods supplied by the dealer under the invoices in
question are not M/s AIA's inputs for manufacturing their final goods.

Statement dated 08.10.2012 of Shri Rajesh Dilipbhai Mehta, Manager Excise
of M/s AIA indicated the clear facts that they had not received the goods
M.S.Pipes, MS Round & Bars etc as described in the invoices issued by the
dealer. His statement further revealed that such goods are not their inputs
for manufacturing the final products and they had metal scrap in cut form
under the disputed invoices of the dealer which was a lapse on their part in
receiving goods mentioned other than in the invoices. On other hand, the
statement of Shri Manoj Kumar S Agal and Shri Ramnaryan S Loddha,

Authorized persons/signatory of the dealer admitted the facts that the goods
supplied by the dealer to M/s AIA were S.S.Plates, M.S.Round andBar and
M.S.Plates etc which were the same material/goods purchased by them from
their suppliers; that they had passed on the proportionate CENVAT credit to
M/s AIA as per the invoices issued by them.

11. From the above, I observe that the nature of goods received by M/s
AIA and the goods supplied by the dealer have been disputed. As per M/s
AIA, the goods received by them were in the nature of metal scrap and the
invoices were described the goods as S.S.Circles,M.S.Round & Bars etc.
However, as per dealer's version, they had supplied the goods to M/s AIA as
per description of the goods mentioned in the invoices.

12. M/s AIA has furnished sample copies of all such invoices, under which
the. credit was taken, before me during the course of personal hearing for
perusal. I find that in the said invoices pertains to M/s AIA, the description
of the goods are mentioned as "S.S.Plate Cutting circle", "Mag.Steel,
"S.S.Patti", "Waste & Iron Steel Scrap", "Alloys S.S.Patti . I also observe that
in all invoices, appropriate Central Excise duty was passed on by the dealer.

13. In the above circumstances, now a question arise that if the dealer
has· not supplied the goods as mentioned in the invoices to M/s AIA, then
from where does the goods viz waste and scrap, said to be non-duty paid,
received by the dealer and how does it was cleared to M/s AIA. The
adjudicating authority has contended that the goods supplied to the appellant _.­

were scrap of iron and steel; that forged invoices were issued to J•e,[(:l.,~,.!~~s? r~~2
· 6 ! , }$>

mentioning different goods other than scrap of iron and steel viz ss old £pa &@
rolled patta-patti , SS Round bar etc. The said contention is« '#$ •,#p o .:. ± •

I Ee •looking into the disposal of the authorized person of the dealer is., "" ss%/
@e•• %,...r

0
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.,.

statement dated 01.09.2015; that he disposed that the goods mentioned at
the invoices in question were sold to M/s AIA at a lower price, though they
were brought at higher price, due to sudden slow down in the market. The
reason given by the dealer for supplying the goods to M/s AIA which leads to
such a big loss making business activities is not convincing and further lead

to the act under doubt and a modus operandi to the contention raised by the

adjudicating authority. Further, I observe that during investigation of the
case, the Excise Manager of M/s AIA has disposed in his statement regarding

details of the manufacturing process; that the main inputs are scrap of SS,
MS Manganese Scrap, Hi Crome Scrap, Ferro Alloys etc and the required
quantity of such scraps are put in the furnace along with the alloys and as

per the grade required, thereafter, the smelt is poured in the moulds and
resultant alloys steel castings are obtained. In the circumstances, it is hard

to believe M/s AIA contention that they put whatever material they get into

furnace without checking and examination for melting and for further
processing of their finished goods. Further, Shri Rajesh D Mehta of M/s AIA
has admitted the fact without any doubt that they had not received the
goods mentioned in the invoices but received goods metal scrap in cut form.

14. Apart from the above, I observe that the investigation authority has

withdrawn certain invoices from the premises of the dealer which give

different description of goods mentioned in the invoices withdrawn from M/s
AIA. This facts was also admitted by the authorized person of M/s AIA in his
statement and never retracted, on the contrary, by accepting the fraud, M/s
AIAhas reversed the CENVAT credit in question availed by them in respect of
all such invoices issued by the dealer. All the facts lead to the conclusion

that both M/s AIA and the dealer are hand in glove with each other and
accordingly for a single consignment of goods two sets of invoices were

(_) issued by the dealer; that the invoices were not issued for the goods supplied
but issued invoices other than goods supplied, so as to enable M/s AIA to

take inadmissible CENVAT credit.

15. In view of above discussion, I do not find merit to interfere the

arguments put forth by the adjudicating authority in the impugned order so
as to order for the recovery of CENVAT credit fraudulently availed by M/s AIA

with interest and imposition of penalty thereof.

16. As regards appeals filed by the dealer with regard to imposition of
penalty against them, I observe that they had acted a lead role in the
fraudulent availment of CENVAT credit by M/s AIA by issuing wrong invoices

in guise of supplying other goods. The department has proved_ that they~

indulged mn the act for supply of goods other than mentioned _,n the 'i,~"'jli"''~ "'~
to M/s AiA so as to enable to avail CENVAT credit fraudulently. s'##egg e)

:! t!ffj;J)''' ~-<,,},·c ; .E 52
9 ••• '$3g\.~ ...,•• -.....~.§.&,,;as$Yi%,,s
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allegation against the recipient of the goods supplied by the dealer is
sustainable, the allegation against the dealer also sustainable and I do not

find any merit to interfere the impugned order with regarding to penalty

imposed on them.

17. In view of foregoing, I reject all the eight appeals mentioned at para 1
above and uphold the impugned order. All the eight appeals are disposed of

accordingly.. ")8)rt-
(3ar ia)

3gr (3r4re )
Date: 2 L/11/2017.

Attested

z.«fr
(Mohanan V.V)
Superintendent (Appeal)

By RPAD

To
M/s AIA Engineering Ltd (Unit-12),
GVMM Estate, Odhav, Ahmedabad.

M/s AIA Engineering Ltd (Unit-1),
235-237, GVMM Estate, Odhav, Ahmedabad

0

M/s AIA Engineering Ltd (Girnar-8),
Plot No.14, Gimar Scooter Compound,
Plot No.67, 67A & 70 of Sub plot No.5,
Odhav Road, Odhav, Ahmedabad.

M/s AIA Engineering Ltd (Unit-5),
Plot No.161-163,
GVMM Estate, Odhav, Ahmedabad
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M/s M.B.Metal Pvt Ltd
237, Vijay Industrial Estate,
B/h Bhikshuk Gruh, Odhav, Ahmedabad.

Copy to:­
1. The Chief Commissioner, CGST Zone, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner, CGST, South/North
3. The Addl./Joint Commissioner, (Systems), CGST, South
4. The Dy./ Asstt. Commissioner, CGST Division V, South
5. The Deputy Commissioner, CGST, Division IV, North.6. Guard file.
7. P.A


