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ft 3u zia ngmr (srfa) rr nRa
Passed by Shri. Uma Shanker, Commissioner (Appeals)

7f Arising out of Order-in-Original No. SD-02/REF-297/VJPI2016-17a: 28/02/2017 issued by
Assistant Commissioner, Div-II, Service Tax.

;;}j4Jc1¢ar <ITT -.,,i:r -qct -qa-r Name & Address of the Appellant/ Respondent
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.

Ahmedabad

al{ anfh z nil mer sriats arra mar ? at a grmar uf zuenfenf ft aa ny mer 3rf@rant ant
~mT'ltrmur.~~cITT"'ffcITT'!Ttl ·

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 :

7ld valqr gr)ervr srlaa
Revision application to Government of India :

( 1) at Gm ya 3rf@rfu, 1994 c#t' 'c:TNT 3RITI ~~ 'lfq 'l'JTlwfT <Fi ~ #~ 'c:TNT cJ;'l' '3'Cf-'c:TNT cfi >IQ.fl=! ~
<Fi afalfrr 'TffimuT~ 3¢R "fliwr, +rdal, Re@a +in4 , lua f4ma, aloft if#a, flat cftq a, ir mi, a{ fecf

,~: 110001 cJ;'l' c#t'~~I

~(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" 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) ~ +lTc,J' c#t' m cfi 1fJlffi" # ura ht zf au fa#t suer qr rl ran i a fa#t awea
rwsrI j ma a u gy mrf #, <IT ~~ <IT '+fU'5N # 'c!ITia fa8tara za fat rusrn 'ITT +lTc,J' c#t' >lfcl,m cfi
hr g{
(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 terr.itory outside India of
on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported to any country
or territory outside India. ·
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(a) qrd a ars fh«ft , ur gar Ruff4a 1J@ -qx <TT 1J@ a faffut ii writr zyca we 1JIB -qx~ f'

gca a Raz k ri i it ra # as fa4t lg za q2gr Ruffaa et .

(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 naa #t sn zye :f@R a fg wt sq@ #Ree rr 6l n{& ah ha arr?r uit z arr ga
fm # garfaa sngai, sr9le # GIB ufRa ata w zqrf4a 3rf@fr (i.2) 1998 tITTT 109 GIB
~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.

a4hr sara zn (sr4a) Pr1a8, 2oo4 fzu o k siafa fRfe rua ign zy-s i at ufai i,
)fa are # IR an hf feii ft l=ITTi cB" fl Te-3r? vi 3r4t or at at-ah uRii # x=rr2:l"
5fra 3meat fur mar a1Reg16 Tr arr z. r yrgffaif nr 35-z Raffa #t 4Ta
cB" ~ cB" "ffl2:l" it3ITT"-6~ cBT mfl" 'lfr ~~ 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
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) ffaGr 3radar rr gi ica van ya ala q) zn wa an st at sq?1 2oo/- i:#l"ff :f@R cBT ~
3it ref ica+a van yaaa vnar ztat 1000/- cBT i:#l"ff :f@R cBT ~ I

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
than Rupees One Lac.

#tr gyc, €ta nraa zca vi hara oral#ta -mraf@raw ,f 3r9e­
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) a€z snr zrca sf@fr, 1944 cBT tITTT 35-~/ 35-~ cB" 3RjT@:-

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

(o) Ga«fRaa 4Rh 2 («) iarg 3rar # srcarat #t 3r9la, a4tat a m iv zyca, #tzu
Gara zca y ara arfl4tu mrnf@eraur (Rrec) at ufgaa ftr #fat, rsrrar i it-20, I
}e gifua #Tog, av, 3Ina(ala-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
favou( 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) llft ~~ if ~ ~~ Q)f xiJ-llEJ~I 1TTITT % t u@la pr sitar a fg #l Q)f 'TTTfR G4g@
int fau uirt a1Reg grz * "efm ~ ~ fclj-fc;mir L@T arf aah a fg zqenfenf an@h#tr
nnf@raw at ya 3rfl zntral alg 3n4a fa. wmT t I

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.

(4)

(5)

(6)

arzarea yca 3rf@)fr 197o zrn vigil@er at~-1 a siafa feffa fag 3rar dr 3rrr a
Te 3rr&gr zrnfenfa fvfu qf@rat arr rc@ta #l ya uf "CJx .6.50 ha ar ararca zgca
fease car sh a1Reg [

Orie 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.

~ 3ffi~ +=fT1fc1T cpl Pl li?l01 ffl ar fuii 6t ail ##t en naffa fart unrar % \iTT ~ ~.
a4trIra yea vivar a4)tu =nrnf@eraswr (al4ff@fe) fr1, 19s2 ffe ?

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

#it gyc, #3tr sra zyca vi arr 3rflta rrzntf@raw (Rrez), a uf sr4tat a ma
adcr #ia (Demand)j is (Penalty) Q)f 10% 9cf am a#IT 3ff@Garf ? 1 zrif4, 3rf@rasar ua am 10~ ~
~~ % !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
1994)

~3c'91?;-~rc;:cfi 3ffi"WTT"i:R"~3-@dTc, , ~r@R;r~"~~;i,m"(Duty Demanded)-
3 ·

(i) (Sedi1"on)m nD~~~uftr;
(ii) fararrh=dz4fez# ufgr;

(iii) ~~~~~ 6 ~~~uftr.

e zzuasar 'iRaa3r4la' ";ff"~ tJcT.;jcFJTRt aacar ii, ar4tr' aRraa c); fm!- ra era acar fear arr? .
" C'\ .::, t'\

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.

=-= 3nmr a sf 3r4tr ferawr a qr sf area 3rmIT ~~ m "&"Us Rafa zt a ir fv a ~~ c);<? 3 .3 9

10% 9raralr r 3it szi har avg Rafa it aa avg a 10% 9raal u #Rt ar Wlicft ~I
> > . a dig

·.-· .%.%;
In view of above, an appeal against this order shall le before the Tribunalgnpfj@@gpf­

10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are m dispute, or ~~rfaltY,J~,j¾f1ere~}
penalty alone is in dispute." - ~ \_ it,~~ fc
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F. No.V2(STJU!:J/KA/A-ll/LU1/-HS

ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Western Telecom Projects, ~
Gujarat Area, 2"° floor, Microwawe Building, Navrangpura, Ahmedabad ­
380006, (hereinafter referred to as the 'respondent') had filed a refund claim

amounting to Rs.4,85,54,577/-, before the office of the Assistant
Commissioner,· Service· Tax, Division-II, Ahmedabad, on 11.11.2016. The

respondent had obtained services from M/s. Larsen & Toubro Ltd.,
Ahmedabad (herein after referred as 'the service provider') in respect of

construction which is covered under original works predominantly for use .
other than commerce, industry or any other business or profession and had
claimed the refund of the Service tax paid by him to the service provider for

such service under Section 11B of the Central Excise Act, 1944. In the
instant case, the service provider had not been maintaining separate
accounts of the Cenvat credit used in exempted services as well as in
taxable services· under Rule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, and
therefore the service provider was required to pay an amount as prescribed
under Rule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004. A show cause notice was
given to the respondent and the service provider for (i) recovery of the
applicable amount on the exempted value of service under Rule 6(3) of the
Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004; (Ii) rejecting the refund claim to the extent of
R.4,85,54,577/-, as the same was inadmissible under the prevalent rules.
The Adjudicating Authority vide OIO No. SD-02/REF-297/VIP/2016-17 .
dt.28.02.2017 (herein after referred as the impugned order), sanctioned the
refund claim of Rs.4,42,70,015/-, and rejected the refund amount of
Rs.42,84,562/-. The Department aggrieved by the said OIO, filed an appeal

against the same, before me.

2. The respondent, M/s. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., also aggrieved
by the impugned order, has also filed an appeal before me on the ground
that the impugned order is illegal as the sanctioning authority had rejected
their refund am·ount of Rs.42,84,562/-, although they had claimed the

refund for supply of material portion of the contract for which Invoices had
been raised by the service provider and not for the service portion of the
contract for which invoices had not been raised by the service provider and
therefore Cenvat credit availed by the service provider on the service portion

of the contract,· cannot be linked to the refund claim of the rels~-~~-:·_--Ji;~_:·~{'\
the material portion of the contract. , '~'!~--:,, ", -._--.· ? ~~-(~,~

' - ) . '"'4r+-· ,­
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F. No.V2(ST)09/RA/A-II/2017-18

The facts in brief being common for both the appeals, are that
the respondent had filed a claim of refund under Section 11B of the Central
Excise Act, 1944, before the office of the Assistant Commissioner, Service
Tax, Division-II, Ahmedabad, on the ground that the respondent is a
Government of India Enterprise and had awarded the contract of setting up
of intelligent Fibre Optic technology to connect 219 Army Stations, 33 Naval
Stations & 162 Air Force Stations across the country, to the service provider.
The respondent had obtained the services from the above body corporate in
respect of construction of original works predominantly used for other than

commerce, industry or any other business or profession. As per Section 12
(a) of the Mega Exemption Notification No.25/2012-ST dt. 20.06.2012, the
below-mentioned taxable services are exempted :

"12. Services provided to the Government, a local authority or a
governmental authority by way ofconstruction, erection,
comm,sstoning, installation, completion, fitting out, repair,
maintenance, renovation, or alteration of -

(a) a civil structure or any other original works meant
predominantly for use other than for commerce, industry, or any other
business or profession."

Accordingly, the services similar to the service received by the respondent
were exempted from Service tax. The· said exemption was withdrawn with
effect from 1.04.2015, vide Notification No. 6/2015-ST dt. 1.03.2015.
Accordingly, Service tax was leviable on the service received by the
respondent from 1.04.2015, and the service provider was paying the service
tax during this period. However, vide Section 102 of the Finance Act, 2016,
the exemption on the said service was restored as indicated below :

"Section 102

Section 102(1) provides that no service tax shall be levied or collected
during the period commencing from 01.04.2015 and ending with
29.02.2016 (both days inclusive) in respect of taxable services
provided to the Government, a local authority, by way of construction,
erection, commissioning, installation, completion, filling out, repair,
maintenance, renovation or alteration of-

• A civil structure or any other original works meant predominantly for
use other than for commerce, industry or any other business or
profession;

under a contract entered into before 01.03.2015 and on which
appropriate stamp duty, where applicable, had been paid before that
date.

Section 102 (2) provides that refund shall be made of all such service
tax which has been. collected but which would not have been s~::-­
collected at all material times. Section 102(3) provides thatan;5!7»;;
application for the claim ofrefund ofservice tax shall be made witffh8,_.,$6?_
period of six months from the date on which the Finance''ill, $%%3$° ?
2016 receives the assent of the President." 'k 's. zg

• ta g
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F. NO.VZ[I JU/nH/Hu/ vi11o

The respondent filed his refund claim for the service tax borne by them as
per Section 102 of the Finance Act, 2016. The respondent alongwith the
refund claim also submitted details regarding reimbursement of Service tax
amount to the service provider. The respondent also submitted a declaration
from the service provider that they will not claim the same amount of refund
of service tax in future from the revenue and also a 'No Objection

Certificate'.

4. On verification of the respondent's claim and the ST-3 returns of

the service provider, it is noticed that the service provider has provided
Works Contract Service and the service provider was taking Cenvat credit of

input services which were used in both, the taxable as well as the exempted
services provided by the service provider. The service provider had taken
Cenvat credit of Input services of Rs. 18,24,29,873/-, during the period
April-Sept'15 and Rs.29,6831,027/-, during the period Oct'15 to Mar'16.
Under Rule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, the manufacturer of
goods or Provider of output service who opts to not maintain separate
accounts of inputs & input credit for dutiable and exempted goods, had to
pay an amount as prescribed under the said R ule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit
Rules, 2004. It was observed that the service provider was not maintaining
separate accounts of Cenvat credit used in exempted services as well as in
taxable services. The service provider had taken Cenvat credit on the input
services used in the service provided to the appellant, as it was taxable at

,.
the material time. As the service provider had taken cenvat credit of input
services used in the exempted as well as taxable services, the service
provider was required to pay an amount as prescribed under Rule 6(3) of the O
Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, on the exempted value of services amounting to
the tune of Rs. 95,30,20, 871/-. As the appellant had failed to submit any
proof of reversal/payment of the amount alongwith the No Objection
Certificate furnished by them, and also due to non-availability of certain
related documents like Work order, Bank Statement, etc., the appellant was
issued a show cause notice seeking (i) to recover the amount on exempted
value of service under Rule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004; and (ii) to

reject the refund claim to the extent of Rs. 4,85,54,577/-.

5. The Adjudicating Authority found that the service provider had

paid the Service to Rs.4,85,54,577/-, which was entirely paid ~K~I~
which was also certired by their chartered Accountant. The sep%icepi@er,

" #R 1ae. ±er>·.· !4e­



F. No.V2(ST)09/RA/A-ll/2017-18

had contended that they had maintained separate records for the appellant's
projects and provided their Chartered accountant's certificate in this regard.

The Adjudicating Authority, also came to the conclusion that the service

provider had maintained separate accounts and therefore, the question of
recovery under Rule 6(3) of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, did not arise.
However, the Adjudicating Authority observed that the service provider had
availed and utilized Cenvat credit of Rs.42,84,562/-, as input services &
capital goods, which they had failed to reverse and therefore the appellant
was not entitled to a refund of Rs. 42,84,562/-. Accordingly, the ·

Adjudicating Authority vide the impugned order sanctioned the refund claim
of Rs. 4,42,70,015/- and rejected the refund claim of Rs. 42,84,562/-.

6. The Department aggrieved by the impugned order, filed an

:J:- appeal before me on the grounds that (i) the sanctioning authority has not
examined various issues, primary being the fact that in absence of service
from the appellant to Department of Telecommunications (DOT) or to Project
Implementation Care Group (PICG), Ministry of Defence, it appeared that the

services provided by the service provider had been consumed by the
appellant whose qualification as Government, governmental authority or
local authority as required in the exemption notification No. 25/2012-ST has
not been examined; (ii) the aspect of unjust enrichment has not been
properly examined; (iii) BSNL had not borne the tax and therefore was not
eligible for filing the refund claim; (iv) the sanctioning authority had wrongly

O sanctoned the refund claim when the same claim had been earlier rejected
on jurisdiction and merit by the another sanctioning authority; (v) the
sanctioning authority had wrongly adjusted the recoverable Cenvat credit
amount of Rs. 42,84,562/-, from the refund sanctioned to the appellant; and
(vi) the amount of Cenvat credit of Rs. 42,84,562/-, is required to be

recovered from the service provider.

7. The respondent aggrieved by the impugned order, filed an
appeal before me on the grounds that (i) the adjudicating authority had
erred by adjusting the Cenvat credit amount, held to be ineligible, from the
refund sanctioned to them, without making any proposal for recovery of the
said amount from them; (ii) that the sanctioning authority ought to have

+
known that law does not permit the deduction of the cenvat credit afa@le-.·.e
the service provider as the respondent had fully paid the tax inv "Sy 3a

+ ·a
services; it was not open to the sanctioning authority to es

k seen



F. NO.V2(ST)09/RA/A-I/201/-18

provisions of Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, in retrospect, when
such levy has been declared as not authorized by law particularly in the
absence of enabling provision being inserted; and (iii) the adjudicating

authority had erred in refusing to follow the various judgements quoted by

the respondent in their defence.

8. During the personal hearing, the officials of the respondent,

appeared before me and explained the case & reiterated their grounds of

appeal. They also submitted their reply to the department's appeal
dt.17.10.2017, and also submitted a synopsis of the case alongwith

additional submission on 13.03.2018.

$

9. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on record,

grounds of appeal in the Appeal Memorandum filed by the department and
the respondent, reply to the appeal filed by the respondent, written -C
submissions, cross-objections and oral submissions made by the respondent.

10. The Department in their grounds of appeal has cited that the

sanctioning authority has failed to examine the following aspects of the

refund claim :

a) The impugned order does not detail as to whether the respondent has
actually paid the service tax to the service provider, which they have

claimed as refund.

b) Whether the respondent has provided the services to the government
as claimed by them and showed the same in their ST-3 returns.

0

c) The sanctioning authority had failed to discuss any findings on the
challans through which the actual payments of Service tax against
work contract services were made by the Service provider.

d) Whether BSNL or Department of Telecommunications or Project
Implementation Care Group (PICG), Ministry of Defence is the Service

recipient in this case, is not brought out in the impugned order.

e) Whether the service recipient in this case has recovered the service
tax from their customer? If yes, then the aspect of unjust enrichment

has to be examined.

f)
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25/2012-ST, as amended, is granted to services provided by the

above-mentioned authorities only.

g) When there is no contract provided to M/s. BSNL Ltd. to execute the
project work by Department of Telecommunications, and M/s. BSNL
Ltd. is only paid implementation/supervision charges for 'executing the
project, whether M/s. BSNL Ltd. can considered as a Service Recipient

or one who has borne the tax/duty.

h) Can M/s. BSNL Ltd. and Department of Telecommunications be
considered as a same entity or both are separate entities.

i) When the end recipient of the works contract services was either

Department of Telecommunications or Ministry of Information

Technology or Communications or Ministry of Defence and the burden

of tax has also been borne by them, M/s. BSNL Ltd. does not appear to

be eligible for filing the refund claim in the first place.

It also appeared that M/s. BSNL Ltd. had earlier filed a consolidated
refund claim for Rs.11,74,55,780/-, on 11.11.2016, which included

Rs.4,85,54,577/- (which has been claimed as the refund in the present

case), with Service Tax Commissionerate-IV, Mumbai, which was
rejected vide OIO No. 502/Refund-II/DK/2016-17 dt.27.02.2017. As
per Rule 3 of Central Excise Appeal Rules, 2001, as made applicable to
Service tax matters vide Section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994, M/s.
BSNL Ltd. should have filed an appeal before the Commissioner

(Appeals),·, instead of filing a simultaneous refund claim with the
Assistant Commissioner, Service tax at Ahmedabad, as the sanctioning
authority vide OIO dt. 27.02.2017, had rejected the entire claim not

just on jurisdiction but also on merit.

k) The reliance of the Adjudicating Authority in this case on a letter to
come to the conclusion that the claim filed with him was different from
the one filed with the Mumbai Commissionerate, without checking

factual position, makes the impugned order bad in law.

I) The adjudicating authority has failed to discuss how the recoverable
Cenvat amount from the Service provider was adjusted against the

respondent's claim.

On going through the above points, it is amply clear that the Adjudicating
Authority has sanctioned the claim without verifying very vital aspects ofthem3 ,
matter. The impugned order seems to be an eyewash, without getti·

k
the crux of the claim. The Department and the respondent,

9
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F. NO.VL.{:>JJU~/KAJA-11/LUJ./-J.O

appellants in this case, would not like any irregularities in the processing of
the claim. Therefore, I find it proper to set aside the impugned order, which

has missed out on various facts related to the refund claim, and remand the
refund claim dt.11.11.2016 of M/s. BSNL Ltd. amounting to
Rs.4,85,54,577/-, back to the Adjudicating Authority, to decide the matter
afresh, considering all the above-mentioned points & any other related facts

and also providing opportunity to the respondent to provide any further

evidence in this matter.

11. The impugned order dt.28.02.2017, is set aside and the refund claim
dt.11.11.2016 of M/s. BSNL Ltd. amounting to Rs.4,85,54,577/-, is

remanded back to the Adjudicating Authority to decide afresh.

12. 3141cad zarr z #t a{ 3r4at a fqzt 3qi#a at# faznr srar I

12. The appeals filed by both the appellants, stands disposed off on above

terms.

red
(3JiT ~fcfi{)

3illlcf<i (~)
.:>

(R. . HAN)
SU RINTENDENT,
CENTRAL TAX APPEALS, AHMEDABAD.

To,
M/s. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
Western Telecom Projects, Gujarat Area,
2nd floor, Microwave Building,
Navrangpura,
Ahmedabad - 380006.

Copy to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Tax, GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2) The Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad-South.
3) The Dy./Asst. Commissioner, Division-VI, Central Tax, GST, Ahmedabad
(South), Ahmedabad.

'
- !l,,J.he Asst. Commissioner (System), Central Tax, Hqrs., Ahmedabad (South).
·Vt ~uard File.

6) P.A. File. n.~'"'~see
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