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Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as the
one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way :
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Re1ision application to Government of India:
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(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid :

(ii) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
~1"):rr.iother factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a
1 • FI. \., ,a; _.,,o""~ -•~'it~)'3rfbouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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(en) ~ cfi ~ fcITTfr ~ m ~ "B Hlltf?ia "l=lTc1 L!X m l=llc1 cfi f2lPll-lt01 "B '34lil11 ~ ~
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(A) 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.

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

~ '3c'41c;.-J cITT 3area zca # prar a fg u spl fe ru al n{ k sit ha rzr
Git gr rr vi fu :1,a I Rl cb ~ , ~ cfi &RT '4'ITTc1 at am, u ut al i fcrrrr
4fe)fr (i.2) 1998 t!Rf 109 &RT~~ TflZ "ITT I ..

(c) 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#ta sara yca (r8) Rmraat, 2001 cfi ~ 9 cfi 3ffiTIB RlPlfcft:e ~~ ~-8 "B
al ,Rat , hfa rag uf 3mar ha feta m-;:r "l-JTT-l" cfi 1r1a-<1rc1-~ ~ ~
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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) RfG 374aa vrr Ggi icaa a ara u? a sra a stat q1 20o/-~=r
·par alt un; 3it uei ieaza v Garg unr zt en 1000/- al #6tu {7urn #t urg1

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.

"f1IT-IT ~, ~ '3c'Ll I1 grca vi at az 3r4)#ta nnf@au a 4Re 3rat
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) ~ '3c'41c;.-J ~ ~ - 1944 c#r m 35--m/35-~ cfi 3ffiTh=r:-

Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-
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(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
2nd Floor,Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. in case of appeals

73ether 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.

(3) zrf z 3ma i a{ re on?vii a wragl er ? at re@ts pa ilagr fg#t al 'TTcfR
3rja an fan unit a@g gr ta 6l(f'~ m ~ ~ -crcfr-cBT<:r "ff ffl cfi ~
~~-Qffil oi4)1 nqTf@raw at ya r4ta a€tuar #tv 3m4a fan Grat at
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) rljjljj('ilj ~~ 1970 ~~ cB7"~-1 # if Re,fRa fa; 31Jr sad
~m ~3TITTf ~~-Qffil fofu feat 3mgr ii r@ta #t va ,Rau 6.6.5o t)"fT

0 ar-nrzra zrca fee am gin a1Reg[

One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment
authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under scheduled-I item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

(5) ~ 3ITT ~ 1=fl1iciT cBl" Pl zj?l 0 1 ~ ~ f.:r:r:rr cBl" 3ITT m ezn 31raff fan Grat ? sit
xfl1=fr ~. ~ (h'LJ I c; rJ ~ ~ fl ct I c/?X ~~ (cb I l!Tfcl~) R"ll1,, 1982 if Af%-a"
t1

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

1os #tr zrcn, €ta sara gca vi ar 3r@tu nrarf@row(Rrec),
,fear4lat a +ra ?i afari4Demand) vi s(Penalty) cflT 1o% qasm
3#farf ?1re@if#, sffraaqa 1o #ts ug &i(section 35 F of the Central
Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

4{tuGar re 3it@harah oiafa,zfe3h "afar a6t "BFT"(Duty Demand~d)
a. (Section)asDeaa ufRa ft,
gs Ru eraa #fez cf>'t xfM;
a #a3Reenil a fa 6aeaeaft.

> as qasa «iRaarea ius yaarr8lgeark, srf)et' anfra oh kf@gqausa Rau +Tar
%.

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:
(xxxvii) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(xxxviii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken; .,
(xxxix) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

<r 3n2 aqf srflnfraur a rrr sfyen srrar zyes urau f@a1Rea etat fag rqesa1o%
._garu 3it srzihaau faatf@a st as aus#1omarrtsraft al,.., ..- ~.....

ada a.>
'lflit ..,,0\\•~,:~¾~:~ In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
fl! ~~3.11 Cl.9{i®f the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are m dispute, or penalty, wheretl\ ~ pe117~ alone is in dispute." _
%. i's$rs .¥,.. ,.,..
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by Mls. Symmers Path Care, 8-9,

Narayan Chambers, Behind Patang Hotel, Nehru Bridge, Ahmedabad - 380

009 (hereinafter referred to as the "appellant") against Order in Original No.

CGST-VI/Dem-37/Symmers/AC/DAPI2021-22 dated 25.03.2022 [hereinafter

referred to as "impugned order] passed by the Assistant Commissioner,

Division - VI, CGST, Commissionerate : Ahmedabad South [hereinafter

referred to as "adjudicating authority].

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that intelligence gathered by the

departmental officers revealed that the appellant were engaged in providing

Laboratory Analysis Test service in relation to Clinical Trial to Clinical

Research Organisation (CRO) and Pharmaceutical Companies and that they

were raising invoices for Technical Testing and Analysis service to their

customers as part of Clinical Trials and Drug Testing. The appellant were

receiving stool, blood and urine sample of human beings and animals and

performed tests on these samples following which they formulated a report in

the category of Pre-study and Post-study etc. It appeared that the said service

provided by the appellant was in relation· to Clinical Trials. However, the

appellant were neither registered with the service tax department nor

depositing service tax during the period from 01.10.2013 to 31.03.2017. It

appeared that the appellant had wrongly claimed exemption under Serial No.2

of Notification No.25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, which was not available to

them as only Healthcare Services are exempted under the said Notification. It

appeared that the appellant had during the said period evaded payment of

service tax amounting to Rs.44,13,482/-.

3. Therefore, the appellant was issued Show Cause Notice bearing No.

IV/PI-III/DGGIISymmers/18-19 dated 22.04.2019 wherein it was proposed to :

A. Levy and recover the service tax amounting to Rs.44,13,482/- under the

proviso to Section 73 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994 along with interest
under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994.

B. Impose penalty under Sections 766), 77 and 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

0

0
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C. Recover Late Fee under Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with

Rule 7C of the Service Tax Rules, 1994.

0

:3. The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order wherein:

a) The demand of service tax amounting to Rs.44,13,482/- was confirmed.

b) Interest was ordered to be recovered under Section 75 ofthe Finance Act,
1994.

c) Penalty amounting to Rs.10,000/- was imposed under Section 77 (1) of
the Finance Act, 1994..

d) Penalty amounting to Rs.44,13,482/- was imposed under Section 78 (1)
of the Finance Act, 1994.

e) Late Fee/Penalty amounting to Rs.1,60,000/- was imposed under Section

70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7C of the Service Tax Rules,
1994.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant have filed the
present appeal on the following grounds:

1. They have provided healthcare services by way of diagnosis. They are a

Pathology Laboratory and offer services or facilities requiring diagnosis.

The Partner of the firm is an Authorized Medical Practitioner.

0
n1. The healthcare services provided by them are exempt from service tax

under Serial No.2 of Notification No.25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. As

per the said Serial No.2, Health care services by a clinical establishment,

an authorised medical practitioner or para-medics are fully exempt. As

per paragraph 2 (t) of the said Notification, 'health care services' means

any service by way of diagnosis or treatment or care for illness, injury,

deformity, abnormality or pregnancy in any recognized system of
medicines in India.

11. As per Paragraph 2 G) of the said Notification, 'clinical establishment'

means a hospital, nursing home, clinic, sanatorium or any other

institution by whatever name called, that offers services or facilities

requiring diagnosis or treatment or care for illness, injury, deformity,

abnormality or pregnancy in any recognized system ofmedicines in India

gei». or a place established as an independent entity or a part of an«±±¥
.s$ «g establishment to carry out diagnostic or investigative services ofRs #a»
ts #is,, diseases.

5gs> •
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IV. They are a Pathology Laboratory and are a clinical establishment that

offers services or facilities requiring diagnosis.

v. Despite detailed submissions in this regard, the adjudicating authority

has not recorded any discussion or finding on the contentions raised by

them and mechanically presumed that their activity is nothing but

systematic study of new drugs in human and non human subjects.

v. It may be noted that CROs undertake activity of study ofnew drugs and

they as Pathology Laboratory only carry on pathological tests on samples

supplied to them and they do not do any systematic study of new drugs.

VIL They have never claimed exemption under Serial No. 7 of the said

Notification referred to in Paragraph 8.6 of the impugned order.

v1. Presuming the activity ofthe CRO to be their activity is absolutely illegal

and the impugned order has failed to record any finding or discussion on

the main issue raised by them in their submissions that they are 0
providing healthcare services.

IX. There is no finding on their claim for exemption under Serial No.2 of

Notification No.25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012.

x. The impugned order is a non-speaking order and deserves to be set aside

as it is in violation of the principles of natural justice. Reliance is placed

upon the judgment in the case ofAnil Products Ltd. Vs. CCE-2010 (257) ·
ELT 523 (Guj.).

x. They submit copy of the Shops and Establishment Certificate to show

that they are· a Pathology Laboratory and, thus, a clinical establishment.

Copy of the M.D. Degree of their Partner and certificate ofRegistration
with Gujarat Medical Council is submitted.

XII. The pathology tests carried out by them on blood or urine or stool does

not cease to be healthcare services when it 'is provided by a clinical

establishment, an authorized medical practitioner or para-medics.

XIU. Merely by coining words like 'laboratory analysis test service' as stated

in the SCN, their services does not become taxable when it satisfies all

the conditions for exemption as healthcare services.

XIV. Merely because the services are provided to CRO, the service does not go

out of the ambit of exemption under the said Notification.

xv. Reliance is placed upon the decision in the case of Dr. Lal Path Lab Pvt.

Ltd. Vs. CE - 2006 (4) STR 527 (Ti.-Del) which was affirmed by the.67.
., ·. -~·gh Court ofP&H - 2007 (8) STR 337 (P&H).

~~-·.•
2 9e·3~~
5
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xvi. The SCN at Page 19 shows the calculation of service tax, without stating

even the rate of service tax, without stating on which value the service

tax is calculated and without calculating deduction for service tax. The

impugned order needs to be dropped in the ground that it mechanically

confirms the demand without considering their plea and without even
recording any finding.

xvn. Even if service tax is payable, the value should be treated as inclusive of

service tax as no service tax is recovered by them. Reliance is placed upon

the judgment in the case of Godfrey Phillips India Ltd. Vs. CCE- 2018

10) GSTL (Ti.-Mum.) and CCEV. Advantage Media Consultant - 2009
14) STR J49 (SC).

xv. The statutory provisions about exemption are plain and unambiguous

0 and there is nothing therein to exclude diagnostic healthcare services

provided to CROs. In absence of any such provision, exemption cannot

be denied under any pretext when the language ofthe notification clearly
exempts healthcare services.

xix. Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the case of Ranbaxy

Laboratories Ltd. Vs. UOI - 2012 (27) STR 193 (SC) and Trutuf Safety

Glass Industries Vs. Commissioner of Sales Tax, UP- 2007 (215) ELT
14 SC).

0

xx. No interest is payable as service tax itself is not payable on healthcare
services as they are exempt.

xx1. The penalties have been imposed upon them despite there being no

violation, of any of the provisions of the Finance Act, 1994 or the Rules

made thereunder, on their part. When no service tax is payable, no

compliance under Finance Act, 1994 or the Rules made thereunder are
required on their part.

xxn. With effect from 01.07.2017, the provisions of Chapter V of the Finance

Act, 1994 have been omitted vide Section 173 of the Central Goods and

Services Act, 2017. Further, in view of the Constitution (One Hundred

and First Amendment) Act, 2016, the levy of service tax was done away

with, with effect from 16.09.2016.

xx111. Section 6 of the General Clauses Act, 1897, saves the rights accrued

~~under the old legislation and gives the power of the legislature to initiate

d@proceedings in respect of any liability incurred under the old statute.«g
J? However, in the case of Rayala Corporation Vs. Directorate of

'n- ,1
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Enforcement [1969 (2) CC 412], a five bench ofHon'ble Supreme Court

held that Section ofthe General Clauses Act, 1897 applies only to repeals
and not omissions.

xx1v. In the present case, the legislature has omitted the provs1ons of

Chapter-V of the Act. Thus, Section 6 of the General Clauses Act, 1897

shall not be applicable in view ofthe judgment ofHon'ble Supreme Court

in Rayala Corporation (supra). Therefore, no proceedings can be

initiated, and no liability can be fastened by the Government in respect

of the any alleged violation or non-compliance ofthe provisions contained

in Chapter-V of the Act, as omitted vide Section 173 of the CGST Act,
2017.

xxv. Confirming the demand of service tax by invoking extended period of

limitation despite there being no evidence of suppression or intent to

evade payment of tax on their part. It is submitted that it be held that 0
the penalties cannot be imposed and extended period cannot be invoked.

xxv. They are of the bonafide belief that all healthcare services are exempt

from service tax. They have provided all the information to the

department immediately and not suppressed any information. All the

income received were recorded in the books of accounts and nothing was
suppressed.

xxvn. There is no evidence reflecting upon any positive act of suppression or

mis-statement with intent to evade payment of service tax.

xx1n. The demand for the period from 01.10.2013 to 31.03.2016 is time barred

as the SCN was served on 24.04.2019 after the normal period of
limitation.

xx1x. Penalty cannot be imposed on them and extended period of limitation

cannot be invoked in view of the decision in the case ofMonarch Catalyst

Pvt. Ltd. V. CCE- 2016 (41 TR 904 (Ti.-Mum.); Pahwa Chemicals P.

Ltd. Vs. CCE, Delhi - 2005 (189) ELT 257 (SC); Orient Packaging Ltd.

Vs. CCE - 2011 (23) 8TR 167 (T.-Del) and Ballarpur Industries Ltd.
Vs. CCE- 2014 (36) STR 1122 (Ti.-Mum).

5. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 12.01.2023. Shri Nilesh

Suchak, Shri Nandesh Barai, both Chartered Accountants and Dr. Anish Shah,

Partner of the appellant, appeared on behalf of appellant for the hearing. They

a written submission during hearing. They argued the case on

0
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./ merits as well as on limitation. They reiterated the submissions made m
appeal memorandum.

6. In the additional written submissions filed on 12.01.2023, the appellant

have basically reiterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum.

7. I have gone through the facts of the case, submissions made in the

Appeal Memorandum, the additional written submissions as well as

submissions made at the time of personal hearing and the materials available

on records. The issue before me for decision is as to whether the services

provided by the appellant fall within the ambit of 'health care services' and are

exempted in terms of Serial No.2 of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated

0 20.06.2012 or otherwise. Further, whether the impugned order passed by the

adjudicating authority, in the facts and circumstances of the case, confirming

the demand along with interest and penalty is legal and proper or otherwise.

The demand pertains to the period October, 2013 to June, 2017.

0

8. It is observed from the materials available on record that in the SCN

issued to the appellant, it is alleged that they are providing Laboratory

Analysis Test service in relation to Clinical Trial to Clinical Research

Organisation (CRO) and Pharmaceutical Companies and that the appellant

was raising invoices for providing Technical Testing and Analysis service to

their customers as part of Clinical Trials and Drug Testing. The appellant

have, however, claimed that the services provided by them are Health Care

se:;_'vices and exempted under Serial No.2 of Notification No.25/2012-ST dated

20.06.2012. As against this, the adjudicating authority has in the impugned

order held that the activity undertaken by the appellant is nothing but

systematic study of new drug in human and non human subject and is

Technical Testing and Analysis Service provided in connection with clinical
trials.

8.1 It is pertinent to refer to Serial No.2 ofNotification No.25/2012-ST dated
20.06.2012, the text of which is reproduced below:

"Health care services by a clinical establishment, an authorised medical
- . practitioner or para-medics??
~-a:~\c;:,,:~/~,i• '~
Ir " +,', '8e %

~ I"'; ' '\ 1· ,1s & •re. ,WFx
IE;6 We} • •
a° 'a ·j%

•~(~,. ~.. c~~~f:. J.fij• 2. <es
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8.2 It is observed that 'health care services has been defined in Para 2 (t) of
the said Notification as :

" " health care services" means any service by way of diagnosis or treatment or
care for illness, injury, deformity, abnormality or pregnancy in any recognised
system ofmedicines in India and includes services by way oftransportation of the
patient to and from a clinical establishment , but does not include hair transplant
or cosmetic or plastic surgery, except when undertaken to restore or to reconstruct
anatomy or functions of body affected due to congenital defects, developmental
abnormalities, injury or trauma;"

8.3 Further, 'clinical establishment' has been defined in Para 26)o£ the said
Notification as :

" " Clinical establishment" means a hospital, nursing home, clinic, sanatorium or
any other institution by, whatever name called, that offers services or facilities
requiring diagnosis or treatment or care for illness, injury, deformity, abnormality
or pregnancy in any recognised system of medicines in India, or a place
established as an independent entity or a part of an establishment to carry out
diagnostic or investigative services of diseases;"

8.4 I proceed to examine the claim of the appellant for exemption in terms

of the above provisions of the said Notification. From a plain reading of the

definition of 'health care services', it is evident that to be covered under the

ambit ofhealth care services, the service provided has to be by way of diagnosis

or treatment or care for illness, injury, deformity etc. by, among others, a

clinical establishment. In the instant case, it is not disputed by the department

that the appellant are operating a Pathology Laboratory. Further, the Partner

of the appellant is a qualified medical practitioner. It is also an undisputed fact

that the appellant are providing diagnostic and investigative services through

their Pathology Laboratory. Accordingly, the appellant squarely fall within the

ambit of 'clinical establishment' defined in the said Notification.

8.5 As regards the issue of whether the services provided by the appellant

fall under the definition of 'health care services', it is observed that health care

services has been defined under the said Notification to include, among others,

services by way of diagnosis. From. the materials available on record, it is
t

observed that the appellant are providing the services of testing of the blood,

stool or urine samples of the volunteers for clinical trials sent by the

CROs/Pharm.aceutical company. The appellant carry out the tests sought by

the CROs and forward the test reports. The tests carried out by the appellant

mples are diagnostic tests to determine the fitness of the volunteers

trials. Since the services provided by the appellant to the CROs are

x

0

0
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d · +

in the nature of diagnostic tests, the same fall'within the definition of 'health

care services' as defined in the said Notification.

8.6 It is an admitted fact that the appellant are also providing services to

walk in customers, annual checkup ofemployees of companies and also medical

checkup of persons for insurance purpose. The taxability of the services

provided by the appellant to these category of persons is not a subject matter

of the SCN issued to them and neither is the department disputing the issue.

The department has sought to demand service tax by classification of the

service provided by the appellant to the CROs as technical testing and analysis

service only on the grounds that the service recipients are CROs. However,

merely because the same diagnostic services are provided to CROs, the nature

of the services would not change and neither can it be said that the same are

not diagnostic services but Technical Testing and Analysis service. This, in my

considered view, is not a legally tenable proposition. Further, with introduction

of Negative List regime of service tax, the classification of service under any

particular head of service prevailing under prenegative list regime of service

tax is not legally tenable.

9. The adjudicating authority has, at Para 8.6 of the impugned order, held

that the services provided by the appellant are Technical Testing or Analysis

services which are exempted vide Serial No.7 of the said Notification, the text

of which is reproduced below :
"Services by way of technical testing or analysis of newly developed drugs,
including vaccines and herbal remedies, on human participants by a clinical
research organisation approved to conduct clinical trials by the Drug Controller
General ofindia;"

9.1 The adjudicating authority denied the benefit of exemption under Serial

No.7 on the grounds that the appellant were not registered with the Drug

Controller General of India as a Clinical Research Organisation. The said

Serial No. 7 was omitted w.e.f. 11.07.2014 by Notification No.6/2014-ST dated

11.07.2014. It is an undisputed fact that the appellant are not a Clinical

Research Organisation and neither are they engaged in carrying under any

technical testing or analysis of newly developed drugs on human participants.

It is also observed from. the materials on record that the appellant have never

claimed exemption under Serial No. 7 of the said Notification, which is



12

F No.GAPPL/COM/STP/2518/2022

applicable to CROs. It is the department, which has in the impugned SCN,

brought in the issue ofthe non eligibility ofthe appellant to exemption in terms

of Serial No. 7 of the said Notification. Therefore, the issue of whether the

appellant are eligible for exemption in terms of Serial No. 7 of the said

Notification is extraneous to the issue.

10. In vew of the above facts, I am of the considered vew that the

adjudicating authority has erred in holding that the services provided by the

appellant are not Health Care Services but Technical Testing and Analysis

services and also erred in denying the benefit of exemption in terms of Serial

No.2 of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. In view thereof, I set

aside the impugned order and allow the appeal filed by the appellant.

0

0

Appellant

(N.Sur anarayanan. Iyer)
Assistant Commissioner (In situ),
CGST Appeals, Ahmedabad.

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

l.-:AK±fl± umar )
Commissioner 'Appeals)
Date: 31.01.2023.

BYRPAD I SPEED POST
To

M/s. Symmers Path Care,
8-9, Narayan Chambers,
Behind Patang Hotel,
Nehru Bridge,
Ahmedabad - 380 009

The Assistant Commissioner, Respondent
CGST, Division- VI,
Commissionerate ' Ahmedabad South.

Copy to'
I. The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Principal Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South.
3. The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad South.for uploading the OIA)
4Guard File.
5. P.A. File.


