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RAMESH NAIR 

The issue involved in the present case is that whether the Service Tax 

demand confirmed on the various services, claimed by the appellant as 

provided to the SEZ units is legally correct or otherwise.  

2. Shri A Benarji, learned Advocate appearing on behalf of the appellant at 

the outset submits that since one of the Director has left the company without 

informing and put all the accounts and records, the documents could not be 

produced before the Adjudicating Authority. He submits that exemption to the 

service provided to SEZ was denied for the reason that one of A2 form was 

not available at the time of adjudication. However, the same has been 

produced along with the appeal as Exhibit-J2 and also filed detailed synopsis 

during hearing on 22.02.2024 wherein he raised various issues on other 

services also which is taken on record and considered. He also placed reliance 

on the decision of this Tribunal vide final order in the case of Anjani Excavation 

Operation wherein Tribunal vide Final Order No.11444/2023  dated 5.7.2023 



remanded the matter to the Adjudicating Authority. Therefore, he requests 

that this  matter may also be remanded to the adjudicating authority. 

3.  Shri A R Kanani , learned Superintendent (AR) appearing for the Revenue 

has no objection if the matter is remanded keeping all the issues open.  

4. On careful consideration of the submission made by both sides and 

perusal of records, we find that major demand relates to the Service Tax on 

the services, which according to the appellant, has been provided to SEZ units. 

The demands was confirmed on the ground that the appellant failed to submit 

A2 form whereby it can be established that the services have been provided 

to SEZ unit. Though the A2 form was not available while adjudicating the 

matter but now the appellant have produced the same along with this appeal.  

On the other issues also the appellant admitted that the documents were 

not available at the time of adjudication. Therefore, we are of the view that 

request of the learned Counsel for remanding matter seems to be reasonable 

in the interest of justice.  

5. Accordingly, we are of the view that the appeal needs to be remanded 

keeping all the issues open. The impugned order is set aside. The appeal is 

allowed by way of remand to the Adjudicating Authority for passing a fresh 

order.  

(Dictated and pronounced in the open court) 
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