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| No.

Appeal No: V2/467 to 476/RAM/ 2021

 The below mentioned appeals have been filed by the Appellants
(hereinafter referred to as ‘Appellant No. 1 to Appéllant No. 10°, as detailed in
Table below) against Order-in-Original No. 20/D/2021-22 dated 06.07.2021
(hereinafter referred to as ‘impugned order’) passed by ‘the Assistant
Commissioner, Central GST Division, Morbi-! ._(hereinafter reférred to as

‘adjudicating auth:orify’)f-

SL. Appeal No. Appellants | Name & Address of the Appellant

V2/467/ RAJ/2021 Appellant No.1 | M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
1. _ . 129/1, 8A National Highway,
' Lalpur, Morbi -363642

VZ7468/RAITZ021 | Appellant No.Z | Dinaben K. Vadaviya, Partner of

2. M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642
V2/469/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.3 Ajay K. Vadaviya, Partner of M/s.
3. o Sonex Ceramics, Survey No. 129/ 1,

3

8A National Highway, Lalpur,
o Morbi -363642 ’
4. | V2/470/RAJ/2021 Appellant No.4. | Kantila- P, Vadaviya, Partner of
' : M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
] E _ Lalpur, Morbi -363642
3.7 | V2/471/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.5 Jayaben K. Vadaviya, Partner of
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
i Lalpur, Morbi -363642
6. | V2/472/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.6 | Shailesh M. Vadaviya, Partner of
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
l Lalpur, Morbi -363642
7. | V2/473/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.7 Jayantilal P. Vadaviya, Partner of
_ M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National - Highway, -
: Lalpur, Morbi -363642
8. | V2/474/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.8 Karshan ' P. - Vadaviya,Partner of
: ' M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
- ' Lalpur, Morbi -363642 '
9. | V2/475/RAJ/2021 | Appellant No.9 | Lalit M. Vadaviya, Partner of M/s.
. : : Sonex Ceramics, Survey No. 129/1,
8A National Highway, Lalpur,

_ . Morbi -363642
-10. [ V2/476/RAJ/2021 Appellant Prabhaben J. Vadaviya, Partner of
, No.10 M/s. Sonex Ceramics,. Survey No.

12941, 8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642 -
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* Appeal No: V2/467 to 476/RAJ/2021
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’

manufacture of Ceramic Floor & Wall Tiles falling under Chapter 69 of the
erstwhile Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985 and was jbolding Central Excise
Registration No. AAHF54767RXMO001. Intelligence” gathéred by the officers of
Directorate General of Central Excise Intetligence Zonat Unit, Ahmedabad
(DGCE) indicated that various Tile manufacturers of Morbi were mdulglng in-
malpractices in connivance with Shroffs / Brokers and thereby engaged in large
scale evasion of Central Excise duty. Simultaneous searches were carried out on
22.12.2015 at the premises of Shroffs in Rajkot - and Morbi and various
incriminating documents were seized. On scrutiny of said documents and
statements tendered by the said Shroffs, it was revealed that huge amounts of
cash were deposited from ali over India into bank accounts managed by said
Shroffs and such cash amounts were passed on to Tlle5, Manufacturers through
Brokers/Middiemen/Cash Handlers. Subse_quently, simut_taneoué searches were
carried out on 23.12.2015 and 31.12.2015 at the premises of

Brokers/Middlemen/Cash Handlers engaged by the Tlles manufacturers and

certain incriminating documents were seized.

2.1 Investigation carried out revealed-that the Shroffs opened bank accounts-
in the names of their firms and passed on the bank account details to the Tile
manufacturers through their Brokers/Middlemen. The T1le manufacturers further
passed on the bank account details to their customers/ buyers with instructions
to deposit the cash in respect of the goods sold to them without bills into these
accounts. After depositing the cash, the customers __;uased to inform the Tile
manufacturers, who in turn would inform the Brokers or; directly to the Shroffs.
Details of such cash deposit along with the copie;;s of pay-in-slips were
communicated to the manufacturers by the Custd_tners. The Shroffs on

confirming the receipt of the cash in their bank account%, passed on the cash to
the Brokers after deducting their commission from. 1t The Brokers further
handed over the cash to the Tile manufacturers. after deducting their
commission. This way the sale proceeds of an illicit trantfsaction was routed from

buyers of goods to Tile manufacturers through Shroffs and Brokers.

2.2 During scrutiny of documents seized from the offui:e premises of M/s K. N.
Brothers, Rajkot, and M/s P. C. Enterprise, Rajkot, bothiShroffs, it was revealed
that the said Shroffs had received total amount of Rs. 92 38,399/- in their bank
accounts during the period from August, 2015 to December, 2015, which were
passed on to Appellant No. 1 in cash through Broker / Middleman M/s Sarvodaya
Shroff MOfbl The said amount was alleged to .be,_ f;ale proce_eds of goods

;; Page 4 of 21




Appeat No: V2/467 to 476/RAJ/ 2021

31.12.2019 was issued to mllant No. 1 calbiwgthem to show cause as to why
Central Excise duty amounting to Rs.11,54,800/- should not be demanded and
recovered from them under proviso. to Section 11A(4) of the erstwhile Central
Excise Act, 1944 (hereinafter referred to as “Act”) along with interest under
Section 11AA of the Act and also proposing imposition of penalty under Section
11AC— of the Act and fine in lieu of confiscation under Section 34 of the Act. The
Show Cause Notice also proposed imposition of penalty upon Appellant Nos. 2 to
10 under Rule 26(1) of the Central Excise Rules, 2002 (hereinafter referred to as

“Rules”).

3.1 The above said Show Cause Notice was adjudicated vide the impugned

_order wherein the demand of Central Excise duty amounting to Rs.11,54,800/-

was confirmed under Section 11A(4) along with interest under Section 11AA of
the Act. The impu‘gned order imposed penalty of Rs.11,54,800/- under Section
T1AC of the Act upon Appellant No. 1 with option of reduced penalty as
envisaged under provisions of Section 11AC of the Act. The impugned order also
imposed penalty of Rs. 50,000/- each upon Appellant Nos. 2 to 10 under Rule
26(1) of the Rules. -

4. Being aggriéyed with the impugned order, Appellant Nos.1 to 10 have

preferred appeals 6n various grounds, inter alia, as below :-

Appellant No. 1:-

(i) The adjutlicating authority has demanded the Central Excise duty of
Rs. 11,54,800/- on a total amount of Rs. 92,38,399/- allegedly

| received by the Appellant No. 1 through broker/ middlemen, namely
- M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff as per details given in Annexure-B to the SCN;
that the ddjudlcatmg authority erred in failing to appreciate that Shri
Shailesh Marvania, owner, and Shri Sandip Sanariya, Accountant-cum-
cashier of M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff stated in their respective statements

that they had made the payment of such cash amounts to M/s. Sonex

Plus (Sl. No. 39 ibid) and M/s. Sonex Gold (Sr. No. 58 ibid) which are
separate excisable units engaged in manufacture of ceramic tiles; that

they have not named the appellant No. 1 as recipient of any cash on

. any account that observation made by adjudlcatmg authority that
“Sonex Plus” / “Sonex Gold” and authorized person “Dev”/ “Valjibhai”
stands for Appellant No. 1 are baseless as both are separate excisable

Lnits engaged in the manufacture of ceramic tiles and no statement of

Shri Dev and Valjibhai is recorded and relied on in the SCN; that the

entire proceedmgs demandmg Central Excise duty, mterest and

alty is liable to be quashed and set aside.
- Page 5 of 21




Appeal No: Y2/467 to 476/RAJ/2021

.t

(i) The adjudicating authority erred in failing io appreciate that the
Central Excise duty is teviable on manufacturing activity resulting in
excisable goods and not movement of cash; that duty cannot be’
demanded by applying rate of Central Exg:ise duty any amount without

~ establishing the quahtum of excisable purportedly manufactured by
such person and hence the pre-requisite is to establish the activity of
manufacture; that there is no an iota of evidence to establish even
one of i.e. quantum of excisable goods manufactured, receipt and
consumption of raw material, consumptionj? of electricity, labor,
packing material, transportation etc. and hencﬁe the impugned order is

liable to be quashed. . .
(iii) That the proceedings have been carried out behind the back of

appellant inasmuch as no statement of appeltant was tecorded; that

statement of not even one buyer is cited in the SCN and hence the
allegation of clandestine manufacture and renioval of excisable goods’
is not established; that no demand of tax arfd imposition of penalty
can be carried out on mere assumptions and presumptions and hence
the impugned order is liabie to be quashed and set aside.

-

(iv)  That the impugned order has also traveiled bcéyond the scope of Show
Cause Notice inasmuch as the SCN does not c'i'tie the statements of Shri
Sandipbhai Sanariya and Shri Shaileshbhai Marvania of M/s. Sarvddaya
Shroff to support. the allegations of clandestine removal against the
appellant and hence the impugned order is li;_able to be quashed and

set aside. ot

Appellant Nos. 2 to 10:-

That the penalty imposed on alt 09 partn.e.fs in an indiscriminate’
manner without pinpointing their individual .rqle; that the appeltant’s
unit is not even named by the middteman gﬁ; recipient of cash; that
there is no direct or indirect evidence agéi_,r\pjst appellant warranting
penal action and hence the appellant No. Zto 10 are not liable to
penalty under Rule 26(1) of the Act; that whe:_n penalty is imposed on

Ipartnership firm, separate penalty on the partf)ers is not warranted.

4. ~ Personal Hearing in the matter was schedule.d on 06.09.2022. Shri Vikas

ettt onsultant, appeared on behalf of Appellant Nos; 1 to 10. He re-iterated
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Appeal No: V2/467 to 476/RA)/ 2021

submissions made in app&dt memorandum nsespect of all the appeals. He
further stated that he would make additional written submission based on which

case may be decided.

4.1 In additional written submission filed vide email dated 9.9.2022, it has,
inter alia, been contended that, '
(i) The Appellant vide letter dated 22.02.2021 had made categorical
submissions before the édjudicating authority that:
1. They-are engaged in manufacture of sanitary ware items only and
never manufactured wall tiles or floor tiles.
2, They: also produced Certificate dated 30.06.2020 of Chartered
Engineer as well as Certificate dated 07.07.2020 of Chartered Accountants
- to support the above factual position.
3. Show Cause Notice was mis-directed to them inasmuch as Shri
Sailesh Marvania and Shri Sandipbhai Samariya of M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff,
named as middleman in the case, have named M/s. Sonex Plus and M/s.
Sonex Gotd, which are entirely different manufacturing units.
The above facts have not been controverted by Ld. Adjudicating Authority

by citing any cogent evidences.

(if) It is urged: to give due consideration to the above facts and allow the

appeals filed by M/s. Sonex Ceramics and Partners, with consequential relief.

5. | have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the impugned order,
the appeal memoranda and written as well as oral submissions made by the
Appellants. The issue to be decided is whether i_he impugned order, in the facts
of this case, confirming demand on Appellant No. 1 and imposing penalty on
Appellant Nos. 1 to 10 is correct, legal and proper or not.

6. On perusal 'of_: records, | find that an offence case was booked by the
officers of Directf__grate General of Central Excise Intelligence, Ahmedabad
against Appellant Np_. 1 for clandestine removal of goods. Simultaneous searches
carried out at the ,’pfemi'ses of Shroff / Brokers / Middlemen situated in Rajkot
and Morbi resulted in recovery of various incriminating documents indicating
huge amount of cash transactions. On the basis of investigation carried out by
the DGCEI, it was alleged that various Tiles manufacturers of Morbi were
indulged in malpractices in connivance with Shroffs / Brokers and thereby
'engaged in large scale evasion of Central Excise duty. During investigation, it
© was revealed by the investigating officers that the Tiles manufacturers sold

without payment of duty and collected sale proceeds from their buyers in
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Appeal No: V1/467 to 476/RAJ/2021

cash through said Shroff/Brokers/ middiemen. As pef; the modus operandi
unearthed by the DGCE!, the Tiles manufacturers passed on the bank account

@

details of the Shroffs to their buyers with instructions ‘to deposit the cash in

respect of the goods sold to them without bills intoy ,these accounts. After
depositing the cash, the buyers used to inform the Tlles,manufacturers, who in
turn would inform the Brokers or directly to the Shroffs Details of such cash
deposrt along with the copies of pay-in-slips were communicated to the Tiles
manufacturers by the Customers. The Shroffs on confirming the receipt of the
cash in their bank accounts, passed on the cash to the Brokers after deducting
their commission-from it. The Brokers further handed oVér the cash to the Tiles
manufacturers after deducting their commission. This waﬁ the sale proceeds was
allegedly routed through Shroffs/Brokers/middlemen. ;

B S
7. | find from the case records that the DGCEt had covered 4.Shroffs and 4

brokers/middlemen during investigation, ‘which reveated that 186 manufacturers

were routing sale proceeds of illicit transactlons from the said -

Shroffs/Brokers/Middlemen. | find that the DGCEI has, Jnter aha relied upon
evidences collected from the premises of M/s K. N. Brothers, Rajkot, and M/s P
C Enterprises, Rajkot, both Shroffs, and M/s Sarvodaya Shroff Morbi, Broker, to
allege clandestine removal of goods by the Appellants herein. It is settled
position of law that in the case involving clandestine removal of goods, initial
burden of proof is on the Department to prove the charges Hence, it would be
pertinent to examine the said evidences gathered by the DGCEIl and relied upon
by the adjudicating authority in the impugned order to.confirm the demand of
Central Excise duty. | -

B
7.1. | find that during search carried out at the office premises of M/s K. N.
Brothers Rajkot, Shroff, on 22.12.2015, certain prwate records were seized.

The said private records contained bank statements of various bank accounts -

operated by M/s K.N. Brothers, sample of which is reproduced in the Show Cause
Notice. | find that the said bank statements contained, detalls like particulars,
deposit amount, initiating branch code etc. Further, it was mentioned in
handwritten form the name of city from where the amount was deposited and
code name of concerned middlemen/ Broker to whom they had handed over the

said cash amount.

7.2. 1 have gone through the Statement of Shri Lalit Asﬁumal Gangwani, Owner
of M/s K.N. Brothers, Rajkot, recorded on 23.12.201 5§=L__inder Section 14 of the

Act. In the said statement, -Shri Lalit Ashumal Gangwa'ni, inter alia, depoSed

3
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Appeal No: ¥2/467 to 476/RAJ/2021

“Q.5 Please give delif¥*about your work 44i/s Ambaji Enterprise, Rajkot
and M/s K.N, Brothers, Rajkot.

A.5. ... ... We have opened the above mentioned 9 bank accounts and give
the details of these accounts to the Middlemen located in Mo_r_bi.-These middle
men are working on behalf of Tile Manufacturers located in Morbi. These
Middlemen then gives our Bank details to the Tiles Manufacturers of Morbi
who in turn further passes these details to their Tiles dealers located all over
India. The Tiles dealers then deposit cash in these accounts as per the
instruction of the céramic Tiles Manufacturers who in, turn inform the
Middlemen. The Middlemen then inform us about the cash deposited and the

. name of the cnty from where the amount has been deposited. We check all our
bank accounts through online banking system on the computer installed in our
office and take out the printout of the cash amount deposited during the entire

" day in all the accounts and mark the details on the printouts. On the same day,
latest by 15:30 hours, we do RTGS to either M/s Siddhanath Agency and or to
M/s Radheyshyam Enterprises in Sakar Complex, Soni Bazar, Rajkot. In lieu
of the RTGS, M/s Siddhanath Agency and or to M/s Radheyshyam Agency
gives the cash amount. The said cash is then distributed to concern
Middlemen. - .

Q.6: Please gwe details of persons who had deposited the amount in your

. firms.

A6. We are not aware of any persons who ‘had deposited the cash
amount in our bank accounts, the ceramic Tile Manufacturers direct the
said parties to deposnt the amount in cash in these accounts. As already
stated above, we had given our bank accounts details to the middle man who
had in turn given these numbers to the Tile Manufacturers.”

7.3 | have gone.‘:' _throﬁgh the Statement of Shri Nitinbhai Arjanbhai Chikani,
actual owner of M/s P.C. Enterprise, Rajkot, recorded on 24.12,2015 under
Section 14 of the Act. In the said statement, Shri Nitinbhai Arjanbhai Chikani,
inter alia, deposed’ that, . |

’
“Q.5 Please give the details about your work in M/s Maruti Enterprise, Plot
. no. 33, Udaynagar street-1, Mavdi main Road, Rajkot, M/s India Enterprise,
Plot No. 33, Udaynagar street-1, Mavdi main road, Rajkot and M/s PC
Enterprise, Oi:ﬁcc No. 110, Harldarshan Arcade, 150 Ft. Ring Road, Rajkot,

A.5 Though, I am not the owner of the above mentioned firms but I looked
after all the work of M/s Maruti Enterprises (now closed), M/s India enterprise
and M/s PC enterprlse with the help of staff. Basically, our work is to receive

* the cash amount in our 9 bank accounts of the aforesaid firms. ‘

These Bank accounts were opened during the period from March 2015 to June
2015. All the bank accounts of M/s Maruti Enterprisc were closed on
December 2015 except one account of Bank of India.

We have operied the above mentioned 9 bank accounts and gave the details of
these accounts:to the middleman located in Morbi. The middleman are workmg
on behalf of tile manufacturers located in Morbi. These middleman then gives
our-bank details' to the tiles manufacturer of Morbi who in turn further passes
these details to their tiles dealers located all over India.

The tile dealers then deposits cash in these accounts as per the instructions of
~{he ceramic tile manufacturers who in turn inform the middleman. The middle
~3mah, then inform us about the cash deposited and the name of the city from
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where th_é amount has been deposited. We check all our bank accounts through
‘online banking’ systems on the computer installed in our office and take out
the printout of the cash amount deposited during the; entire day in all the
_ accounts and mark the details on the printouts. On the same day latest by 15:30
hrs, we do RTGS to M/s Siddhanth Agency in lieu of the RTGS, M/s
Siddhanath Agency gives the cash amount. The said cash is then distributed to
concern middleman.
Q.6 Please give the details of persons who had deposited the amount in your
firms namely M/s Maruti Enterprise, M/s India Enterprise and M/s PC
Enterprise? =
A.6 We are not aware of any persons who had deposited the cash amount in
our bank accounts. The ceramic tile manufacturers dirgct the said parties to
deposit the amount in cash in these accounts, As already stated above, we had
given our bank account details to the middle man who had in turn given these
‘numbers to the tile manufacturers.” '

7.4 1 have gone through the Statement of Shri Sandipbhai Bachubhai Sanariya,
Accountant-Cum-Cashier of M/s. Sarvodaya - Shroff,;'f;' Morbi, recorded on
24.12.2015 under Section 14 of the Act. In the said statement, Shri Sandipbhai .

1 ¥

Bachubhai Sanariya,' inter alia, deposed that,

-

“Q.2 Please state about business or service activities ?nd working pattern of
your firm, M/s. Sarvodaya Shrof_f?

A2 I am working as an Account-Cum Cashier in M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff,
having office at 1* floor, Above Shree Ram Farsan, Chandramuli Complex,
Ravapar Road, Bapa Sitaram Chowk, Morbi since five years. Shri Shaileshbhai
Odhavjibhai Marvaniya, is the owner of M/s. Sarvodaya:‘:-Shroff who is residing
at “Keshav”, Darpan-3, Ravapar Road, Morbi. Shri Shaileshbhai Odhavjibhai
Marvaniya, is also one of the partner of M/s. Sun World Vitrified, Ghuntu
- Road, Rajkot, a tiles manufacturer, having share of 20%. I state that M/s.
Sarvodaya Shroff is doing the business of commission agent for disbursing the
cash deposited by the customers of various Tile manufacturers, Traders &
Showroom located at Rajkot, throughout India, since Jast seven years. We are
charging commission Rs.50/- to Rs.100/- per lakh from our client and varies
from client to client. Our main Shroffs are M/s. Maruti Enterprises, M/s. JP
Enterprise, M/s. India Enterprise & M/s. PC Enterprisg, all belonged to Shri
Nitinbhai of Rajkot and M/s. Ambaji Enterprise, 101 1¥ Floor, Sathguru
Arcade, Dhebar Road, One Way, Rajkot (now closed) and M/s. K. N. Brothers,
- Office No. 505, 5™ Floor Unicorn Centre, Near Panchnath Mandir, Main Road,
Rajkot. )

¥

The procedure is that initially we take the bank account details from our main
Shroff and convey the same to the tile manufactusers and also to Tiles
showroom owners. These manufacturers and Tiles showroom owners in turn
forward the said details to their customers located all aver India, who wish to
" deposit cash against sale of tiles by them. The customers, as per instructions of
these manufacturers and showroom owners, deposit cash in these accounts and
inform them about thé deposits made by them. These manufacturers and
showroom owners in turn inform us about the details of the account in which
the amount has been deposited and also the amount and the city from where the
amount has been deposited. We then inform the concérned Shroff, in whose
account the cash amount to us in Morbi at our office and we after deducting
our commission, hand over the cash to the concerned Ceramic Tiles

—
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Shaileshbhai _'-'Odhavjim::rvaniya used Mﬁe to our office in morning to
give cash & detail statements of the parties to-whom cash is to be delivered and
in the evening I used to hand over day to day details of all transactions Cash
Balance, Cash acknowledgement slips, Cash ‘Book statement to Shri
Shzuleshbhal Ordhavpbhal Marvaniya.

Q.3. Please produce the documents / details relating to the transactions
made with Shroffs and clients, Cash acknowledgement slips showing
handing over cash to respective client, Cash Book Statements, Commission for

. the last five years of your firm M/S. Sarvodaya Shroff?

A3. As I have been asked to produce above documents, I immediately

- contacted my owner Shri Shaileshbhai to hand over the documents /details as

asked for submission. In turn Shri Shaileshbhai asked his nephew, Shri Chirag
Rameshbhai Marvaniya, to deliver some documents to me which I produce
today as detailed below.

(i) A file containing copy of statements showing detail of cash deposits in

respective bank accounts, throughout India, for the period from
03.12.2015 to 19.12.2015, Rajkot office Rojmel for December'2015
Cash Acknowledgement Slip, contammg pages from 1 to 799.

(ii) A file containing Cash Acknowledgement Slip, containing pages
from l to 849.

- (@) A file eontammg Cash Acknowledgement Slip, containing pages from

I to 701.

I further state we maintain a diary wherein entries of all transactions relating
to receipts of cash from Shroffs and disbursement of the same to the
respective clients with commission deducted are being shown by us. Shri
Shaileshbhai keeps the diary in his own custody and every morning he gives
us the same along with cash balance for making daily entries and we hand
over back the diary to Shri Shailesbhai at the end of cach day. Therefore, I
am not in a position to produce the same. However, I assure that [ will inform
my owner Shri Shaileshbhai to produce the same

[ further state: that in Cash Acknowledgement slip as per the direction of Shri

Shaileshbhai, we used to mention the cash amount delivered in thousands viz.
Rs.99,000/- weuld be written as "99". In the cash acknowledgement slip we used
to write the name of the person along with his mobile number to whom cash
defivered and on the back side we write the code name of the client representing
the tiles factories / showrooms with details of amounts deposited in bank
accounts at each center. The ﬁgures are also mentioned in the same pattern i.e. in
thousand on each slip.

I' further state that 1 don't know the place where Shri Shaileshbhai
Odhavjibhai Marvaniya keeps details of ‘all transactions, Cash, Cash
Acknowledgement slips, Cash Book Statements etc. on everyday and where
all these documents- of the past period are lying. Only Shri Shaileshbhai
knows about the ‘whereabouts of the documents of the past period.

- Q4. Please give details of Ceram1c Tiles manufacturer and Ceramic Tile

Showroom along with name of the persons with mobile numbers to whom you

. used to deliver cash received from above mentioned Shroffs located in Rajkot.
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Q.8 I am showing you the statement dated 22.12.2615 of Shri Solanki JS
Mohanlal S/o Shri Mohan Lal Solanki, Proprietor of .M/s. K.N. Brothers,
Office No. 505, 5" Floor, Unicorn Centre Near Panchnath Mandir, Main
Road, Rajkot and statement dated 24.12.2015 of Shri Nitinbhai Arjanbhai
Chikani, S/o Shri Arjanbhai Jadavjibhai Chikani, Block No. 403 Vasant
Vihar Patidar Chowk Sadhu Vasvani Road, Rajkot. Please go through it and
officer your comments. -

Al I have gone through the statement dated 22.12.2015 of Shri Solanki JS
Mohanial S/0 Shri Mcghan Lal Solanki, Proprietor oﬂ-Mfs. K. N. Brothers,
Office No. 505, 5® Floor, Unicom Centre, Near Panchnath Mandir, Main
Road, Rajkot and statement dated 24.12.2015 of Shri Nitinbhai Arjanbhai
. Chikani S/o Shri Arjanbhai Jadavjibhai Chikani, Block No. 403, Vasant Vihar
Patidar Chowk, Sadhu Vasvani Road, Rajkot and put my dated signature in
token of the correctness of the facts mentioned thereii and I am in fuil
agreement of the same. P
Q.9 Please provide the details of bank accounts of _m;ﬁn Shroffs wherein the
customers of your clients deposit cash on day to day basis.

A9 I state that Bank Account number 7933005900000048  of Punjab
National Bank, Kuvada Branch, Rajkot of our Shioff namely M/s. KN
brothers; Bank Account Number 3766002100027112 toiPunjab National Bank,
Kalavad Road, Rajkot of our Shroff M/s. P. C. Entefprise are the accounts
dedicated to our firms, wherein we instruct the clients to deposit cash by their
customers on day to day basis from different locations meant to be detivered to
the tiles manufacturer/show rooms of the manufactures™

7.4.1 1 have aiso gone through the further Stater':'nent of Shri Sandipbhai
Bachubhai Sanariya of M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi, recorded on 02.01.2016
under Section 14 of the Act. In the said statement, Sﬁ__ri Sandipbhai Bachubhai

2

Sanariya, inter alia, deposed that,

i
1

"Q.2. During recording your Statement dated 24.12.15, you stated that you
maintain a diary for recording all transactions relating to receipts of cash from
Shroffs and disbursement of the same to the respective clients. You had further
stated that you would inform your owner Shri Shaileshbhai to produce the
same. Please produce the same. s

A.2. In this regards, | state that | had informed to Shri Shaileshbhai on the
same day to handover the diary and other related records to DGCEI Office,

. Ahmedabad immediately. Sir, I do not know the reason why he has yet not
produced the said records to your office till date. '

Q.3. Please produce the documents / details relating to the transactions made
with Shroffs and clients, cash acknowledgement slips showing handling over
cash to respective clients, Cash book statements, commission etc. for the last
five years of your firm M/a. Sarvoday Shroff. ‘

A.J3. Sir, in my statement dated 24.12.15, I have already stated that the
documents / details relating to the transactions made with Shroffs and clients,

Cash Acknowledgement stips showing handling over cash to respective clients,

Cash book statements, commission etc. in respect of my firm M/S. Sarvoday

_ . Shroff have been kept by Shri Shaileshbhai, Owner of the firm. Further, I have
—aoalready produced records which | received from Shri Chirag, nephew of Shri
BIileshbhai on 24.12.15 to your office during recording my statement. I do
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not have any records ¢¥e firm with me and¥fieérefore J am not in a position to
produce the same.

Q4. please peruse following files produced by you during recording your
statement dated 24.12.15 -

" (1) A file containing copy of a statements showing details of cash deposits
in respective bank accounts, throughout India, for the period from 03.12.2015
to 19.12.2015, Rajkot office Rojmel for December2015, Cash
Acknowledgement Slip, containing pages from 1 to 799;

(ii) A file containing Cash Acknowledgement Slip, containing pages from 1 to
849; _ _

(iii) A file containing Cash Acknowledgement Slip, containing pages from 1 to

701. '

Please explain who has prepared these records.

Ad4. Today, I have perused following files which 1 had produced during

recording my statement dated 24.12.15. I state that I have prepared all cash

acknowledgement slips which are available in the all three files. I have

prepared these slips to record the name and details of the persons who collect

cash from us, cash amount, place from where the same was deposited etc. As
.. Tegards, statements showing details of cash deposits in respective bank

accounts as available in File No. 1 at P, No. 31 to 55, I state that the same were
. prepared by M/S. K.N. Brothers and handed over to us for our record. Further,
statements showing details of cash deposits ‘in respective bank accounts as
available in File No. 1 at P. No. 01 to 29, I state that the same were prepared by
Shri Nitin of MIS P.C. Enterprise and handed over to us for our record.

Q.5. Please cxplam and de-code entries as recorded by you in all cash
acknowledgement slips produced by you

AS5. Today, I have gone through the records as produced by me. Sir, please
provide me blank worksheet containing columns like S. no., Record No., Page
No., date, name of the person of the manufacturer who collects the cash, name
of the Ceramic Tiles manufacturer at Morbi, Actual cash handed over, City
from where the cash was deposited, Remarks etc Please provide me sufficient
amount of blank seats with basic data of first three columns. I will sit here and

- verify acknowledgement slips and fill up the de-coded factual data in the said
blank worksheets in my own handwriting.

Q. 6. Today, as requested you are provided following three worksheets having
first three colpmns duly filled up. Please peruse each acknowledgement slip
and fill up the de-coded data in respective column and returned all seats duly
signed by you

A.6. Today, I have gone through each cash acknowledgement slips as
produced by me. After going through and verification, I have filled up all the
details like date, name of the person of the manufacturer who collects the cash,
name of the Ceramic Tiles manufacturer at Morbi, Actual cash handed over,
City from where the cash was deposited, remarks etc. in my own handwriting
and as per my-understanding, I hereby submit following worksheets correctly
filled up and signed by me. .

For File A-I- Worksheet pages from 01 to 27

For File A-1- Worksheet pages from 01 to 31 and

For File A-I- Worksheet pages from 01 to 26

LA

8.  On analyzing the documentary evidences collected during investigation
from M/s K.N. Brotners Rajkot and M/s P.C. Enterprlse, Rajkot both Shroffs,
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Ashumal Gangwani, owner of M/s K.N. Brothers, Rajkot, and Shri Nitinbhai
Arjanbhai Chikani, actual owner of M/s P.C. Enterpgise, Rajkot, and Shri
Sandipbhai Bachubhai Sariariya of M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi, in their

respective Statements recorded under Section 14 ofsithe Act, | find that
customers of Appellant No. 1 had deposited cash amount in bank accounts of M/s
K.N. Brothers, Rajkot and M/s P.C. Enterprise, Rajkot, both Shroffs, which was
converted into cash by them and handed over to M/s Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi,
Brokers/Middlemen, who admittedly handed over the}' said cash amount to
Appeltant No. 1. Dk

8.1 On examining the Statements of Shri Lalit AShLil‘l:l?al. Gang_wfani, owner of
M/s K.N. Brothers, Rajkot, Shri Niti_nbhai Arjanbhai Chikarji, actual owner of M/s.
M/s PC Enterprise, Rajkot and Shri Sandipbhai Bachﬁbhai Sanariya of M/s.
Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi, it is apparent that the satd Statements contained

plethora of the facts, which are in the knowledge of the deponents only. For

example, Shri Sandipbhai Bachubhai Sanarlya deciphered the meaning of each
and every entry written in their private records. They at‘so gave detaits of when
and how much cash was delivered to which Tile manufacturers and ‘even
concerned persons who had received cash amount. It lis not the case that the
said statements were recorded under duress or threat. F"urther, said statements
have not been retracted. So veracity of deposition made in said Statements and

information contained in seized documents is not under dlspute

8.2 | | find that the Appellant No. 1 had devised ‘such'.'a;f modus operandi that it
was almost impossible to identify buyers of good"sl or transporters who
transported the goods. The Appellant No. 1 used to i'n'f"'_orm M/s K.N. Brothers,
Rajkot, Shroff, or Shri Sandipbhai Bachubhai Sanariya, b"_rokerIMiddlemen, about

deposit of cash in bank accounts of Shroff on receipt ’?of communication from
their buyers and such cash amount would reach to them through
middlemen/brokers. When cash amount was depositeffv by buyers of goods in
bank_accounts of Shroff, the same was not reflected"':f-in bank statements, as
emerging from the records. So, there was no details of buyers available who had
deposited cash amount in bank accounts of Shroff. This fyvay the Appellant No. 1
was able to hide the identity of buyers of illicitly removed goods. It is a basic
common sense that no person will maintain authentlc records of the illegal
activities or manufacture being done by it. It is also not possible to unearth all
eVIde_nces involved in the case. The adjudlcatmg authorlty is required to
examine the evidences on record and decide the case. The Hon’ble High Court in
the case of International Cylinders Pvt Ltd reported at.i010 (255) ELT 68 (H.P.)v

R that once the Depaftment proves that somet_h_ihg illegal had been done
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by the manufacturer wh1ch‘**pnma facie shows*that illegal activities were being
carried, the burden would shift to the manufacturer. -

8.3 It is also pertinent to mention that the adjudicating authority was not
conducting a trial of a c'riminal case, but was adjudicating a Show Cause Notice
as to whether there has been clandestine removal of excisable goods without
payment of excise duty. In such cases, preponderance of probabilities woutd be
sufficient and case is not required to be proved beyond reasonable doubt. | rely
on the Order passed by the “Hon’ble CESTAT, Banglore in the case of
Ramachandra Rexins Pvt. Ltd. Reported as 2013 (295) E.L.T. 116 (Tri. - Bang.),
wherein it has been held that,
- “7.2 In a cas¢ of clandestine activity involving sﬁppression of production and
clandestine removal, it is not expected that such evasion has to be established
by the Depariment in a mathematical precision. After all, a person indulging
in (.:landestinc“activitj'r takes sufficient precaution to hide/destroy the evidence.
The evidence available shall be those left in spite of the best care taken by the
persons involved in such clandestine activity, In such a situation, the entire
facts and circumistances of the case have to be looked into and a decision has
to be arrived at on the yardstick of ‘preponderance of probability’ and not on
the yardstick of ‘beyond reasonable doubt’, as the decision is being rendered

in quasi-judicial proceedings.”

8.4 — I also rely on: the Order passed by the Hon’ble Tribunal in the case of A.N.
Guha & Co. reported in 1996 (86) E.L.T. 333(Tri.), wherein it has been held that,
“In all such caéées of clandestine removal, it is not possible for the Department
to prove the same with mathematical precision. The Department is deemed to
have discharged their burden if they place so much of evidence which, prima
faci;e, shows that there was a clandestine removal if such evidence is produced
by the Department. Then the onus shifts on to the Appellants to prove that

there was no clandestine removal”.

9. 'After careful .examination of evidences available on record in the form of

documentary evidences as well as oral evidence, | am of the considered opinion

- that the Department has discharged initial burden of proof for alleging

clandestine removal of goods and the burden of proof shifts to the Appellant to
establish by indepés';-'adent evidence that there was no clandestine removal and
the assessee cannot escape from the rigour of law by picking loopholes in the
evidences placed by the Department. | rely on the decision rendered by the

gn’ble Madras ngh Court in the case of Lawn Text:le Mills Pvt. Ltd. Reported

62) E.L.T. ’559 (Mad ), wherein it has been held that:
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“30, The above facts will clearly show that the- éllegaﬁon is one of
clandestine removal. It may be true that the burden ?eof proving such an
allegation is on the Department. However, clandes'tiiac removal with an
intention to evade payment of duty is always done in a secret manner and not
as an open transaction for the Department to immediaftely detect the same.
Therefore, in case of clandestine removal, where secrf:cies involved, there
may be cases where direct documentary evidence wiill not be available.
However, based on the seized records, if the Departmentiis able to prima facie
establish the case of clandestine removal and the assés;e is not able to give
any plausible explanation for the same, then the allegation of clandestine
removal has to be held to be proved. In other words, thg standard and degree
- of proof, which is required in such cases, may not be the same, as in other

cases where there is no allegation of clandestine removal.”

10. The Appellant has contended that the adjudieafting authority erred in
failing to appreciate that Shri Shailesh Marvania, _o@vner, and Shiri Sandip
Sanariya, Accountant-cum-cashier of M/s. Sarvodaya‘ ‘Shroff, stated in their
respective statements that they had made the paymen; éf such cash amounts to
M/s. Sonex Plus (Sl. No. 39 1:bid) and M/s. Sonex Gold (Sr. No. 58 ibid) which are
separate excisable units engaged in manufacture of cerariﬁc tiles; that they have
not named the Appellant No. 1 as recieieht of any cash 'or;) any account.

10.1  In this regard, it is observed from Para 10.2.4 of the Investlgatlon Report
annexed with Show Cause Notice dated 31.12.2019 thgt during the course of .
investigation Shri Sandip Sanariya rdentlfled the name of Appellant No. 1 during
de-coding of diaries/ sheets maintained by him. Further lt was ldentlfled by Shri
Sandip Sanariya durlng investigation that name of “Val]lbhax" was written in
daity sheets maintained by them for handing over cash pertalmng to Appellant
No.1. This is apparent from TABLE-H appended t¢ Para 10.2.4 of the

Investigation Report, which is reproduced as under: N

Name of the :-' tiles manufacturer

Sr. No. | Name of the authorized
person of manufacturer | identified by the middleman (Broker)
written in the daily sheet viz. Shri Shaiteshbhai, Prop. Of M/s.
: Sarvoday Shroff, Morbi.
1. Nirav M/s. Acme Ceramic
A é:j
50. Valjibhai ;Ws Sonex Ceramics
59. Sonalika M/s. Wagheshwar Tlles Co. (Sonalika)
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10.2 In view of above, demamd has been raisegto Appellant No. 1 on the basis
of daily sheets mat’ntained by M/s Sarvodaya Shroff and it has nothing to do with
M/s Sonex Plus anc% M/s Sonex Gold, which may be different legal entities. Thus,
arguments advanced by the Appellants are devoid of any merits and not

sustainable.

1. - The Appellant No. 1 further argued that the: adjudicating authority erred
in failing to appreciate that the Central Excise duty is teviable on manufacturing
activity resulting in excisable goods and not movement of cash; that duty cannot
be ‘demanded. by _applying rate of Central Excise duty any amount without
establishing the quantum of excisable items purportedly manufactured by such
person and hence the pre-requisite is to establish the activity of manufacture;
that statement of not even one buyer is cited in the SCN and hence the
allegation of clandestine manufacture and removal of excisable goods is not
established; that t;_hére is no an iota of evidence to establish even one of i.e.
quantum ‘of excisable goods manufactured, receipt and consumption of raw
material, consumption of electricity, labor, packing material, transportation

etc. and hence the impugned order is liable to be quashed.

11.1 1 find that tﬁé investigating officers gathered evidences from the premises
of M/s K.N. Brother?s, Rajkot, Shroff, which indicated that Appellant No. 1 routed
sales proceeds of illicitly removed goods through the said Shroff and
Middlemen/Broker.. The said evidences were corroborated by the depositions
made by Shri Lalit Ashumal Gangwam owner of M/s K.N. Brothers, Shri Nitinbhai
Arjanbhai Chlkqm actual owner of M/s, PC Enterprise, Rajkot and Shri
Sandipbhai Baéhubhal Sanariya of M/s. Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi, broker, during
the course of adjudlcatlon Further, as discussed supra, Appellant No. 1 had
devised such a modus operandi that it was difficult to identify buyers of goods or
transporters who transported the goods. In catena of decisions, it has been held
that in cases of clandestlne removal, it is not possible to unearth all the
evidences and Department is not required to prove the case with mathematical
precision. | rely on.the Order passed by the Hon’ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad in the
case of Apurva Aluminium Corporatioh reported at 1996 (261) E.L.T. 515 (Tri.
Ahmd.), wherein atﬁ Para 5.1 of the order, the Tribunal has held that:
“Once again the onus of proving that they have accounted for all the goods
produced, shiﬁé to the appellants and they have failed to discharge this
burden. Thcy{: want the department to show challanwise details of goods
transported 0?' not transported. There are several. decisions of Hon’ble

e Cou':jrt' and High Courts wherein it has been held that in such

sideNine ac:ti:\_"ities, only the person who indulges in such activities knows
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all the details and it would not be possible for any _irgwestigating officer to
unearth all the evidences required and prove with mathematical precision, the

evasion or the other illegal activities™.

11.2  Apart from above, it is also pertinent to mention that the DGCEI had
simultaneously booked offence cases against 186 such manufacturers for evasion
of Central Excise duty who had adopted similar modus operandi by routing sale
proceeds of illicitly cleared finished goods througﬁ S_hrof}s / Middleman/brokers

and out of said 186 manufacturers, 61 had admitted_,and had also paid duty

evaded by them. So, the documentary evidences gathe¢d by the investigating
officers from the premises of Shroffs / middleman contained trails of illicitty
removed goods. Further, Appellarit No. 1 has failed to explain the purpose
/source of such huge amount of cash, which was received from Shroffs through
M/s Sarvodaya Shroff, Morbi and whether the said cash amount was accounted
for in their books of account or otherwise, Consrdermg ev1dences avallable on
record, it is apparent that the cash amount received by Appeliant No. 1 from
said Shroffs pertained to clandestine removal of goods. I, therefore, discard the
contention of Appellant No. 1 as not sustainable,
y

12. ~ Appellant No.t has contended that the lmpugned order has travelled
beyond the scope of Show Cause Notice inasmuch as the SCN does not cite the
statements of Shri Sandipbhai Sanariya and Shri Sha:lesh Marvania of M/s.
Sarvodaya Shroff to support the allegations of clandestme removal against the
appellant.

12.1 It is observed from the Show Cause Notice that corfimon investigation was
carried out against 186 Tile manufacturers for alleged f‘i:!andestine removal of
goods and Appellant No. 1 was one of such manufacturers. The outcome of
common investigation was elaborated in investigation report and annexed with
Show Cause Notice. In the said mvestlgat‘on report, Statements of Shri Sandip
Sanariya of M/s Sarvodaya Shroff, middleman/ broker as well as documentary
evidences collected from M/s Sarvodaya Shroff have _""been reproduced and
analyzed at Para 10 to 10.3, Further, Statements of Shri 'Sandip Sanariya and Shri
Shailesh Marvania of M/s Sarvodaya Shroff formed part of relied upon documents

as per Annexure-RUD of Show Cause Notice. Thus, the lmpugned order has not

travelled beyond the scope Show Cause Notice. |, therefore, discard this

contention as not sustainable.

13. __Appellant No. 1 contended that they had :s(tlbmitted before the
eheatlig quthority that they were engaged in manufa!_:ture of sanitary ware
Page 18 of 21

L

*




-fg‘: T TR WF‘F
 Appeal No: V2/467 to 476/RAJ/2021

items only and never mafSactured wall*-i*éor floor tiles and had also
produced Certificate dated 30.6.2020 of Chartered Engineer as well as
Certificate dated 7.7.2020 of Chartered Accountants to support the above

factual pesition.

13.1 In this regard, it is observed from the investigation report annexed with
Show Cause Notige: that common investigation was conducted against 186
manufacturing units involving same modus operandi and majority of the said
units were engage_d' in the manufacture of Tiles. This may be a reason for
wrongly mentioning in the Show Cause Notice that Appellant No. 1 was engaged
in the manufacture of Ceramic Floor and Wall Tiles falling under Chapter 69 of

- the Central Excise__._*Tariff Act, 1985, It is further observed from Para 3 of Show

Cause Notice that summons was issued by the investigating officers to Appellant
No. 1 on 15.9.2016 an& 22.1.2019 for causing inquiry for alleged evasion of
Central Excise duty, directing them to sdbmit certain documents like Sales
Register, cash register, Balance Sheets etc; which they partially complied with.
Further, Central Excise Registration No. and GST No. of Appellant No. 1 have
also been mentioned in Para 1 of the Shdw Cause Notice. Thus, it is not under
dispute that inquiry was being conducted against Appellant No. 1. Further,
evidences gathered from the premises M/s K. N. Brothers, Rajkot and M/s P. C.
Enterprise, Rajkot: Shroffs and M/s Sarvodaya Shroff, Middleman indicted that

“Appellant No. 1 wf‘:\s engaged in clandestine removal of goods and had routed
~ sales proceeds of - illicitly removed goods through the said Shroff and

Middleman/Broker. So, wrong mentioning of product will not vitiate the entire

proceedings. [, therefore, discard this contention as not sustainable.

14, In view of above, the various contentions raised by Appellant No. 1 are of

no help to them and they have failed to discharge the burden cast upon them
that they had not indulged in clandestine removal of goods. On the other hand,
the Department has adduced sufficient oral and documentary corroborative
evidences to demonstra'teh that Appellant No.1 indulged in clandestine removal of
goods and'evadeci.'payment of Central Excise duty. [, therefore, hold that

confirmation of dermand of Central Excise duty amount of Rs. 11,54,800/- by the

_ adjudicating autho;"ity is correct, legal and proper. Since demand is confirmed,

it is natural consequence that the confirmed demand is required to be paid
along with in_tere_:’;t at applicable rate under Section 11AA of the Act. |,

therefore, uphold order to pay interest on confirmed demand.

15. Regardihg pénalty imposed upon Appellant Nos, 2 to 10 under Rule 26 of
s, | find tt‘z}'at' the said Appellants were Partners of Appellant No. 1 and
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were looking after day-to day affairs of Appellant No.1 :alj'ld were the key persons
of Appellant No. 1 and were directly involved in clandestine removal of the
goods manufactured by Appetlant No. 1 without paymen'_i: of Central Excise duty
and without cover of Central Excise Invoices. They wére found concerned in
clandestine manufacture and removal of such goeds and hence, they were
knowing and had reason to believe that fhe__ said 'goods were liable - to
confiscation under the Act and the Rules. |, therefore,;find that imposition of

penalty of Rs. 50,000/- each upon Appellant Nos. 2 & 10?’_-under Rule 26(1) of the

Rules is correct and legal.

16.

In view of above, | uphold the impugned order and reject the appeals of

Appellant Nos. 1 to 10.

17.

17.

By R.P.A.D.

To,

mﬁmﬁﬁﬁmmﬁmmm%ﬁmm%

The appeals filed by the Appellants are disposed of as above.

Superintendent
Central GST (Appeals)
Rajkot

qaH,

1.

M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642

129/1ﬂf2uihﬁﬂﬂf8Aamg?
TR, TORTd-368642

- 12911,

. Dinaben K. Vadaviya, Partner of

M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642

4T & asﬁrm Hews,
A5 G R, o sen

12971, WP oiAnt sA, AR,
HiXell, ToRId-363642

. Ajay K. Vadaviya, Partner of M/s.

Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642

i 3o & asﬁltm g,
A9d TAe Rrfea, 9d g

129/1, P4 4T 8A, ATATR,
A, ORId-363642

Kantila P. Vadaviya, Partner of
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National Highway,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642

'8A, TEYR, HRE,

N wigara ;tﬂ: qarana,
ad g8 12971 o fmmt

363642 -

. Jayaben K. Vadavi'ya', Partner of

M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No.
129/1, 8A National - Highway,
Latpur, Morbi -363642

WA &l arr;la’lm e,
A A Refray, v den

12971, ¥ 9T 8A, TR,
AR, TORTA-363642

. Shailesh M. Vadaviya, Partner of

aﬁa‘tawqmaaaﬁm feu,

i _(":Rot&A“'A“"
R) g W - T L

(AKH’li.fa-l KU

Commissioner {Appeals)

Page 20 of 21




Appeal No: Y2/467 to 476/RAJ/2021

M7s. Sonex Ceramics®Sarvey No. | Aud R Rita, 9d 4o
129/1, 8A National Highway, | 1291, Ty eirftanf A, TR,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642 oREl, TORTd-363642

7. Jayantilal P. Vadaviya, Partner of | 1  fdens Wl gswdi,
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No. | Fiex®, Ied WRag Rrivey,
129/1, 8A National Highway, | 9d J®IT 129/1, YR
Lalpur, Morbi -363642 8A, TIAW, , JORId-

363642

8. Karshan P. Vadaviya,Partner of | sif &<z 1) s e,
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No. | gy GFaq RRftay, Id den
129/1, 8A - National Highway, | 1 29/1,211"2':1 At 8A, IR,

- Latpur, Morbi -363642 TR, ToRIA-363642 |

9. Lalit M. Vadaviya, Partner of | ot @ford | de@m, Mewe,
M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey No. | 3udf dFag RrfYeg, od dem
129/1, 8A National Highway, | 129/1, W &AM 8A, TR,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642 HREH, ToRTd-363642

10. Prabhaben J. Vadaviya, Partner | U4@a ol do/did, Fow,
' . of M/s. Sonex Ceramics, Survey | Aud dFay Rieg, 4 J&m
' No. 129/1, 8A National Highway, 129/1,111@:[2?[111:[]113& AR,
Lalpur, Morbi -363642 TR, TORIA-363642

wfaffd - -
1)@&@@,@,@wmﬁmmw,wﬁiwaﬁ
IFe gl

2) T TR, T4 Qa1 IR TG Sr5ii FeUIE e, ASTBIT YT, ASTHIC Bl

bl qal Fdlg AUSE HRE-1,ISIDIC P

3) Yg® A, I Ud Ga1 H T IdAG Yo -1,
W?ﬂdﬂggﬂl |

4) S Hrgal

Page 21 of 21




P

et




