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Commissioner, CGST, Division III, Ahmedabad South.

WttatFaf TT qTg qd geT Name & Address

Appellant

M/s. Innovative Healing Systems (Gujarat) Pvt. Ltd.,
11, Shashi Colony,
C)pp. Suvidha Shopping Centre,
Paldi, Ahmedabad-380007.

at{ @fi©§wwlta mew +atMqaT©r @Treat q8 gw a&.89fRqwfMB qt+
mTV 'TV n©q atf%TO qt anita vr !q{twr;aT&a vw at v©ar } I

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. :

TRentwTrlqOwr HM

Revision application to Government of India:

(1) tUI WITH qi@ aftfhM 1994 tA vm am Ht8 gaR 'TV wr?it tb VT+ + q'rEm gTn td
vg–ww Th gem =nq© zi dnfe snOw aTta agtq nfeR vm vWH, fen fyr@q ira@
fMrm. deft ;tfha. Iibn dhl vw, +w wf, nj ft6dt : 110001 at E#taTqt.'iTfN 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 - 1 10 001 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) IIft na EB 8Tfq tB Rna + vg WI 8TfhBr! aT+ =& fhdr 'WnTn 'qi aN @TWgT+ +
R5qtwgBTn+qqjw©RIK'q Trad aT+sxqBf +, vr fiM wwrH vr ww +VTi vg
®TwgTqqqrfbHtwwrH+'d matA 9fh8=BarTq gg dI

lrehouse or tfrol

le goods in a
(ii) in case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit
another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course
warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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@) mm =bvrw fW ITS vr y& q MBe vm qtvrvrm tif+f+$TqaHM ?!@ cIa
mm qtBnr© q@B$fiietBwtd tIdyKe tb vw fMI VIV vr gt?r +Mlffia jl

a

(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.

(a) vfl qm ©rqfmq fW fin VHetBvr© (+m vr 'iam q+)fhifa fUn Tvr qm at

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

dfhiBnnq=Avnrm TW =b Tms =b fMd @©8fkenqt$t'T{}3h taUT&
a VW mTr qd Rqq 8-!crTMb aTgcM, aM a BTtT qrR€ a Hqq qt vr VFR q Ra
af©fRW (q.2) 1998 gm I09 gTn fRy,ch fh TEd 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.

(1 ) MEI WiTH ?!@ (agla) fhnmdl 2001 tb fhm 9 + gmtv f&f+f& ms Hur w–8 +
a VM +, t&+ aLtgr 8 Th arigF tRa R+fo 6 aq Tru 8 qt,fWd–aT& IN Ma
aau dt d+ yfhi + wr BfB© w8qq fha nmr afb lvnB Vrq &rer gnr wr ?ft$
=b dNa vm 35–{ + fqqffte qt tb TTHn EB nT Eb nrel €t©H–6 vr@rn tIn gfi’qt ddt

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 OIO 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) ftfiIrq aT&W =B um aff Ms mq TO ara @id vr ata ©q' dawa 200/–=an
mdtUnIGh aff Hmqt=Bqq©ar©8®ra dalooo/– t& =M TIns dt ©rql

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.

#qr W, EMI Wan ?!@ Bt en av 3n8dhi 41418l+ q-I Eh !dR an$a:–
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1 ) EMi WiTH q@ af§fhn, 1944 tA gnr 35–a/35–s tB dNa:–

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

(a) Wfbe qft&q 2 (1) tn $ gaR asw =b @mr =A aaa, aMId tb ;rFi8 $ H+iT ?!@
$dhl Wan %@ 1:R &rT@ GnfHt=1 ql'IIn+><'1(fme) dt qfIEm agM afBEBr. add:idl<
+ 2nd qT?iT, ©ETITqR tnT , GHgT , MIUFTFR, a§TrQT©T$–380004

(a) Tq the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
2nd Floor,Bahuma li Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. in case of appeals
other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above. Pi



IB

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) Nfl gH aTiT :q6{ qa aM TT VMTh§tTr}atTMFja3hqH Tb fM{ =MOT TTaTq
al{cm Or + fIm vm qftq gn aw th ga~Eg gt fh fim qa vM + @[+ tB fhq
qqTf+gia wIle#krqTqTt%Bwr taRO wltavrtMl©t®H afRO mhs M nrar gl

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.I.O. 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 laos fee of Rs.100/- for each.

(4) urn@q vi@nafQfhm 1970 qwHgifQa ta aMr–1 th 3tmfa fqqffta fbq asw sw
an8qq vr qaaTen qqTfRdR f#iq gTfhBr€t tF liTe?T g + gM tO Tn gfhH %.6.50 q8
©rqr7rmq !!@ few mn sIn qfNl

One copy of application or O.1.O. 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-1 item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended .

(5) In aN qfd©aqlEeit :&fhfvr©qq gTa fhM t&3itv Q8 urn aT=rfqafhn ani tut
MRT ?Ian ##1 man !!@ Rct #rim wIIMi HHTf%6WT (©lzitfBf©) fhm 1982 + fqfBe
it

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

IT ThT !!@F. #nl WaRS ?!@F Bt 8qr@ aMa ©wM©wM=),$
yRlaLiT,a TB qFTa + ocf®qjJI(Demand) :l'i eg(Penalty) @T 10% if qq @qT

afqqTf}l§Tatfb, Mfi@aq if anT lo BOg WWt I(Section 35 F of the Central
Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

bib @IR W Gi! §qTV! b data, HTftm BVTT 'V#l©TFT'(Duty Demanded)-
a. (SecHon)®grrDba§afqt®TUfqT;
g- fhpq@K#taehftz#luftr;
w +iia#f8af+nit&fhm6b wa+Inf%

a RTl$HH,'dMGM@q.§aqdVH,OBan,#, wm'H®a BR+ ©fBqqgHd©qrfMqqr
}

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 tha.t the pre-deposit is a
mandatory condition for filing appeal before C;ESTAT. (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 Crecjit !Rujes:

qu Gnau#yf#GiTh UIne><ul8&q@q§T war=mw =iT@SfaVKia§!atTfhfbqqqqwb 10%

TTaTqw3hqd#zuWsRqTe,rdTq@;# 10% U,wgn$tqTHVa®l

In view of above1 an appeal against this order shall lie
10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penaltY
penalty alone is in dispute.”

before payment of
pty, whereare in ,d i+



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

ORD©R-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Innovative Healing

Systems (Gujarat) Pvt. Ltd., 11, Shashi Colony, C)pp. Suvidha

Shopping Centre, Pal(ii, Ahmedabad 380 007 (hereinafter referred to

as “the Appellant”) against Order-in-Original No.

1 19/WS03/ AC/ CSM/2022-23 dated 02.02.2023 (hereinafter

referred to as “the impugned order”) passed by the Assistant

Commissioner, Central GST, Division-III (Vatva-II), Ahmedabad

South (hereinafter referred to as “the adjudicating authority”) .

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant were

holding Service Tax Registration No. AACCD2516RSD001. On

$crutiny of the data received from the Central Board of Direct Taxes

(CBDT), it was noticed that the appellant had declared less gross

value in their Service Tax Returns (ST-3) for the F. Y. 2015-16 as

compared to the gross value decIAred by them in their Income Tax

Return (ITR) /TDS Returns. Accordingly, it appeared that the

appellant had mis-declared the gross value of sales of service in the

service tax returns and short paid /not paid the applicable service

tax. The appellant were called upon to submit copies of relevant

documentg for assessment for the said period. However, the

appellant neither submitted any required details/documents

explaining the reason for the difference raised between gross value

declared in ST-3 Returns and Income Tax Return (nR)/TDS nor
responded to the letter in any manner.

2.1. Subsequently, the appellant were issued Show Cause Notice

No . V/WS07/V/O&;A/SCN-975/2015- 16 / REG/2020 dated

24.12.2020 wherein it was proposed to:

a) Demand and recover an amount of Rs. 7,33,652/- for F.Y.

2015-16 under proviso to Sub Section (1) of Section 73 of the

Finance Act, 1994 along with interest under section 75 of the

Finance Act 1994 (hereinafter referred to

4



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

b) Impose penalty under the provisions of Section 77 (1) (c), 77(2)

and 78 of the Act.

3. The SC:N was adjudicated ex-parte vide the impugned order
wherein:

a) The demand of service tax amounting to Rs. 7,33,652/- was

confirmed under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the

Act along with interest under Section 75 of the Act for the

period from FY 2015-16.

b) Penalty amounting to Rs. 7,33,652/- was imposed under
section 78 of the Act.

C)

d)

Penalty amounting to Rs. 10,000/- was imposed under section

77(1) of the Act.

Penalty amounting to Rs. 5,000/- was imposed under section

77(2) of the Act for not submitting the doculnents in the

department when called for.

e) Penalty amounting to Rs. 20,000/- was imposed under section

70 of the Act for non filing/late filing of ST-3.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the

adjudicating authority, the appellant have preferred the present

appeal, inter alia, on the following grounds:

> SCN needs to be based on the principal of natural justice. The

OIC) has not taken into consideration that the SC:N has been

issued merely based on the data from the income tax

Department. No further investigation has been done by the

Service Tax department and no opportunity was provided

before the issuance of SCN. In support reliance is placed in the

case of case law of Uma Nath Pandey Vs State of UP reported

at 2009 (237) ELT 241 (S.C.) explainjp&:'fmcgning of natural
'd+

r+1

\>"rTY'Un'X ql ; llb.- ' hI

' *}:-if ~i}:i)/!4: :++ J., TJ ?
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

justice. It was held in that order that hearing should be given

to each assessee.

No. investigation was done by the department and OIO is

passed based on the basis of SCN which is issued merely

based on third party data of Income tax Departrnent.

The service tax registration number mentioned in OIO itself is

inaccurate. The base for raising any Service Tax Demand is the

Registration Number of the Appellant and as a matter of fact in

the instant case Service Tax Registration No. mentioned in OiC)

is CHDPS1275DSD001 which belongs to person named any

Mayuri Maulikkumar Shah whereas the demand is raised for

Innovative Healing System (Gujarat) Private Limited whose

correct Service Tax Registration is AACCD2516RSD001.

The OIC) issued is erroneous and ambiguous when compared

to SCN. The SCN is pertaining to the F. Y. 20 15-16 however the

OIO pertains to the F.Y. 2016-17.

Personal hearing letter issued by the department were not

received by the appellant. Therefore OIC) has been issued

without providing the appellant the opportunity of being heard

and the same is in violation of prineipal of natural justice.

The Service provided by the appellant is in the nature of

healthcare Service which are exempted and hence are not
shown in out ST-3 Return.

Demand is barred by limitation and hence extended period is

not invocable. It is necessary that there must be suppression

of facts or willful mis-statement with intend to evade payment

of tax for invoking extended period of limitation. The

department has failed to substantiate the intention to evade

payment of tax at the end of appellant so extended period

cannot be invoked. In support the appellant relied on the case

of case laws of Uni%Forth Textiles Lt.d Vs. Commissioner of

Central Excise, Raipur 2013(288) E.L.T. 161(S.C.) and the cae

laws of Anand Nishikawa Co. Ltd. Vs. CCR, Meerut, 2005 (188)

E.L.T,. 149 (S.C.)

>

>

>

>

>

>

n ??
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F. No . G APPL/COM/STP/3.569/2023-Appeal

> No positive action shown bY the department relating to
intention to evade payment of taxes at the end of Appellant.

The Appellant places reliance on the following decisions: (1.)

Continental Foundation Jt. Venture V. CCE9 Chandigal.-h_I?

2007 (2160E.L.T. 177 (S.(-.) (2.) (.-CE) Mumbai IV Vs. Damnet

Chemicals Pvt. Ltd. 20074 (216) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)

The OIO has erred in imposing Interest U/s 75 and Penalty

U/s 70, 77(1), 77(2) and 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. As the

Appellant is not liable to pay S6rvice Tui they are liable to pay

Interest and Penalty. The Appejlant relied on the case of

Pratibha Processor V. Union of India [196(88) ELT 12 (S.C.)

wherein the Hc)nI)le Supreme Court held that in tax matters,

Interest is not liable to be paid if there is not liability to pay tax

itself. Penalty Under Section 78 of the Act cannot be imposed

subject to the condition of fraud, suppression of facts, willful

mis-statement, etc. with an intention to evade service tax.

Penalty U/s 78 of the Act. Can be proposed only when any

assessee cornrnits any positive act for evading service tax. mere

failure to disclose or declare would not amount to
'suppression’. Reliance in this regard is placed on the casa of

Anand Nishikawa Co. Ltd. V. Commission of Central Excise,

Meerut (Supra) . It is submitted by the Appellant that they did

not commit any positive act for evading service tax. Therefore

Penalty under Section 78 of the Act is not irnposable.

>

5. Personal hearing in the case was held on 10.10.2023. Sh.

Praveen Maheshwari, C. A., appeared on behalf of the appellant for

personal hearing and reiterated the content of written submission in

the appeal. He requested to allow the appeal.

6. The Appellant have submitted documents viz. Audited Balance

Sheet and P & L Account for F.Y. 2015-16, vouchers entry for
revenue booked in books of accounts in their subrnission dated

fIi: }{};T: H I L}

In \ • \X - a- bl I /

P/1

'\----?'L...'......,,,”“’
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F.No.GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

7. 1 have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the

impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority, submissions

made in the Appeal Memorandum as well as those made during the

course of personal hearing and documents available on record. The

issue to be decided in the jresent appeal is whether the impugned

order passed by the adjudicating authority, con£rrning the demand

of service tax against the appellant along with interest and penalty,

in the facts and circumstance of the case, is legal and proper or

otherwise. The demand pertains to the period F.Y. 2015-16.

8. It is observed that the appellant are registered with the

department and were filing ST-3 returns. However, the present

demand has been raised based on ITR data provided by Income Tax

Department. The SCN alleges that the Appellant had not discharged

the service tax liability on the differential income noticed on

reconciliation of ITR and ST-3 Returns. No other detail for raising

demand is available in the SCN.

9. It is observed that the demand of service tax was raised

against the Appellant on the basis of the data received from Income

Tax department. It is nowhere specified in the S(=N as to what

service is provided by the appellant, which is liable to service tax

under the Act. No cogent reason or justification is forthcoming for

raising the demand against the appellant. The demand of service tax

has been raised merely on the basis of the data received from the

Income Tax. However, the data received from the Income Tax

department culnot form the sole ground for raising the demand of
service tax.

9.1 1 find it pertinent to refer to Instruction dated 26.10.2021

issued by the CBIC, wherein it was directed that:

"It was jurther reiterated that demand notices may not be issued

inciiscHminatety based on the difference between the nR-TDS taxable
value and the taxable uatue in Sen/ice Tax Returns.

6;Sb
\;.:-'Z'’'.

+ bT' - J’
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

3. It is once again reiterated that instructiong of the Board to issue

show cause notices based on the difference in ITR-TDS data and

senice tax returns oniy after proper verifIcation of facts, may be

followed (htigentty. Pr. Chief Commissioner/ Chief Commissioner(s)

may devise a suitable mechanism to monitor and pret/ent issue of
irtciiscrirrartate show cause notices. Needless to mention that in all

such cases where the notices have already been issued, adjudicating

authorities are expected to pass a judicious order after proper

appreciation of facts and submission of the noticee."

9.2 However, in the instant case, I find that no such exercise, as

instructed by the Board has been undertaken, and the SCN has

been issued only on the basis of the data received from the Income

Tax department. Therefore, on this very ground the demand raised

vi(ie the impugned SCN is liable to be dropped.

10. Coming to the merit of the case I find that the main

contention of the appellant are that whether the appellant are liable

to pay service tax on differential income arrived due to reconciliation

of Income declared by the Appellant in Service Tax Returns and ITR

data provided by Income Tax Department, in context of which the

Appellant has held that the present demand on differential Income

of Rs. 50,59,675/- pertains to Healthcare Service which are

exempted under Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012

under Entry No. 2 (i) and hence they were not showing the same in
ST-3 Returns. For clarification extract of Entry No. 2 (i) of
Notj£cation No. 25/2012-Service Tax dated 20.06.2012 is

reproduced as under:

Extract of autry No. 2 of Notification No. 25/2012-
Serl; ice Tuc Dated 20.06.2012 is reproduced below:

2. (i) Health care services by a clinical establishment, an

authorized medical practitioner or para-medics; (ii) Services

provided by way of transportation of a patient in an

ambulance, other than those specijteq inMlpove; j
I&e t \ \

a)
el

pfi
F= :

9



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

12. Reading the aforesaid provision and documents submitted by

the Appellant it is very much clear that the service value for the

amount of Rs. 43,27,253/- out of total value of service Rs.

50,59,675/- provided by the appellant is exempted in terms of the

entry No. 2(i) under Notification no. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012.

On verification of documents submitted by the Appellant and

demand raised vide the Order-in-Original by the adjudication

authority, I find the amount shown in Income Tax Return for F. Y.

2015-16 over which demand of service tax of Rs. 7,33,652/- was

raised is nothing but income collected by rendering health service.

The details of amount collected by the Appellant are shown in table
as under:

(A) Income from consultation 1 54,200/-
Prerna

nM9from(B) Income
Prerna

(C) Income fronmaT–a 4,83,700/-

'FoarR)-Da'm
Prerna

(E) Income from HmT 6,99,500/-

–mUn–©T9nF
Prerna

haMM–inmin
Liablites

T––TiaM;==fnemF=;Mama;mm-
Books of Account 1 1 ,
i;iIi-ic+;)'+EIFiiI**' I I of service

13. The Appellant submitted agreement copy between SAL

Hospital and the Appellant effective till September 2012 wherein the

Appellant were provided a space in the said hospital to install
equipments including two Monoplace Hyperbolic Oxygen Chambers

and all related advanced equipment at/thksaid hospital premises

,&&fSb
T --},._:.,F$ }

#

Exempted under Not. No.
25/20 12-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no.

Ex;;pRGtmn
25/2012-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no. 2

Eiaa&ii–a;mmi:
25/2012-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no.

ExemagaiT
25/20 12-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no.

Exemptemiaim
25/20 12-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no.

E;aM–tiER
25/2012-ST dated
20.06.2012 under entry no.

2[i

1

2fi

2 fi

2fi

2(i



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3569/2C)23-Appeal

for providing advance wound care and hyperbaric therapy at the

said hospital. Thereafter they started own center for consulting and

healing treatment. In support of the effect that they are engaged in

the health service in their own premises the Appellant submitted

documentary evidence e.g. Journal Voucher entry for revenue

booked in books of account. I have carefully gone through all the

said documents supplied by the Appellant and found that the

Appellant had rendered health services which includes medical

consultancy and Hyperbolic Oxygen Therapy (HBOT) for providing

advance wound care and hyperbaric therapy. Thus I am of the

considered view that the amount of Rs. 43,27,253/- out of Rs.

50,59,675/- in F.Y. 2015-16 is only the consideration received

against the health service rendered by the Appellant, which is
exempted in view of Entry No. 2 of Notification No. 25/2012-Service

Tax Dated 20.06.2012 and demand raised accordingly is legally

wrong and not sustainable.

14. As regard to the amount of 7,32,422/- collected out of Rs.

50,59,675/- over which the demand was raised by the adjudicating

authority the Appellant did not submit any evidence which may

establish that the consideration was non-taxable. However, the said

amount of Rs. 7,32,422/- out of total collected income 50,59,675/-
in F.Y. 2015-16 is below the threshold Exemption limit of Rs. 10

lakhs in tel.Ins of the Notification No. 33/20 12-ST dated

20.06.2012. Total income of Rs. 44,64,520/- in F.Y. 2014-15 was

also found to be in relation with the health service provided by the

Appellant and as such the tm(able income is below the threshold
limit of 10 lakhs as is evident from the audited Balance Sheet for

the F.Y. 2014- 15 submitted by the Appellant. As the taxable income

of the Appellant is less than basic exernption limit, I find that the

income of Rs. 7,32,422/- out of total collected income Rs.

502599675/- in F.Y. 2015-16 is non-turable in terms of Notification

”'=’-"'”“’"'''’':’'T-j§'';'”''*-tE\\ <!$ ;! Ji i
i) \ //

+



F.No.GAPPL/COIVI/STP/3569/2023-Appeal

f

is not sustainable on merits, there does not arise any question of

interest or penalty in the matter.

15. Accordingly, in view of my foregoing discussions and finding, I

set aside the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority

for being not legal and proper and allow. the appeal filed by the

appellant .

16. wf}a®afguTppwitm©rf+lzrtantwdt&8tha©m}I

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

(C}yan C:llaaci Jai II)

Commissioner (Abpeals)

' Date : L(.IO.2023
Atte F/

aQ
ILI

'bndra Kumar)
Indent(Appeals)Su&

CGST Ahmedabad

By RPAD / SPEED POST

M/s. Innovative Healing Systims (Gujarat) Pvt. Ltd.,
11, Shashi Colony,
opp. Suvidha Shopping Centre,
Paldi, AhInedabad-380 O07.

To,
Appellant

The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Division-III, (Vatva-II)
Ahmedabad South

Respondent

Copy to:-

1

2.
3.

4.

6.

The Principal Chief CommissiQner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
The Cornrnissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South
The Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division III (Vatva-II),
Ahmedabad South
The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System) , casT, Ahmedabad

fIrth (for uploading the OIA)
Guard File
PA file
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