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M/s. Shyam Shukan Corporation

0

at{ arfhg 3r4ta arr a sriits rra ma & at asz ark # sf zrnRenf fa
al; ger 3rf@er#rt at or@a u garter am4awgd aar & 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 :

,~ '{-Ji{qj I'< cnf 9;1,ria-JUT~ :
Revision application to Government of India :
(1) art 5qrgca 3tf@,fa, 1994 c#I" t!m 3ia«fa ft4 al ·lg mm#i aR
~r t1m cITT ~-t!m * "J.t"~ ~ * 3RfTffi gatervr 3rear 'ara fa, rdR,
fa +iaca, lua f4arr, a)ft ifs, taa tra, ir mrf, { fact : 110001 cITT
al ft afe; t

(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 - 11 0 001 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) uf ma c#I" mmmra w#t zrf pram a fa#t '+JO-SJ4ll'< <TT 3Rf qjJ-<-8!1~
if <TT f@a# sagrR a qi qasru 1TIB 'B ura g; mrf if, <TT fcITT:fr -~0-sl4ll'< 4T ~ if
"'qTg % fcpm qjl-<-8!1~ if <TT fcpm -~O,SJ4llx if 'ITT 1TIB cCI"~*~~'ITT I

(ii) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
warehouse or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of
processing of the goods in a warehouse or _in storagewhether in a factory or in a warehouse.

() +ra #a fat z za g?a Ruff4a ma w u Ta # Raf#fur i sqztr zye
a4 ml w Un4a zyca fa a ma i ita are fa#t rz zav # Raffa
81
(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory 9utside •
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are export~dJo a,ny- " ,
country or territory outside India. · , ·.~
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(<T) ~ ~ cITT :rrc,A ~~~ cB" as (u1 zIT ~ cm) f.lif@ ~ TJ<TI
l=f1ct ID I

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

tT 3mFI BtlllG.-J ctr BtlllG.-J ~ cB" :rrc,A a fg uit sq@r #fe rn #l nu{%& 3TR
h mar uit gr arr vi fzm garf@ sgr, srftm -qi-fur cfl" -wm TR m
are # f@a srfefm (i.2) 199s tTRT 109 err frgaa fag ·rg
(d) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final products
under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such order is passed by the
Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act,
1998.

(1) i4ta srca zca (3r@la) Rum#ran, 2001 cB" f.:'rwr 9 cB" 3@T@" fc1Pl!"4t!c ™ ~
sg- it ufi i, )fa an#r # f 3mer hf Ria#h«fl pc-rr vi
3rfl an?r #6t at-ht uReji mrr Rrd 3ma f@ha urn aft Ur er a1al g. qT

jx.-<ll!i!ft~ cB" 3@T@" mxr 35-~ if~ -qfi- * :fIBR rd # vrr €tr--6 1car #t >JIB
-41 6RI "i!Tlmn

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-ln-Appe.al. 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) Rf@4Gr 3m4at # rr ui vicara ya Garg qt <TT '3"fffi cpl-f mm ffl 200/
ffi :r@Fl at Gr; it uj vivaa ga Gara snr st m 1 ooo;- c#I" m :r@Fl c#I"
Tg]
The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the amount involved is
Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more than Rupees One
Lac.

tr zrca,at sqrt zyca viata sr9tu nnf@au a ,R rfa-
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) tu sq1a zca or@fr, 1944 c#I" mxT 35- uom/35-~ cB" 3@T@":

Under Section 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

'3crctfaRsta qRmG 2 (1) qJ if ~~ cB" m c#I" 3flfrc;r, 3liflm mmWlff
yca, a€tu sarzrca vi hara 3rft#ta ma@aw (Rrec) at ufa 2Rr flf8at,
'1-Jt;l-lGlilllG if 3i1--2o, =q #eaa zRz an3a, #at au, 3HFIGlilllG-380016.

To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 0-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahm~dabad : 380 016. in
case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

(2) bra Gara gea (sr@la) R lll-llcl<.>11, 2001 c#I" mxT 6 cB" 3@T@" ™ ~-~-3 if~
fag 3rgar arfilr nnfeawl #l n{ sr#la f@4g r@ fhg ·g 3rr ata vii "fffITT=r
usi sar zge #t mi, ans at 1WT 3lR 'C'i7TT<TT ·TIT if I; 5 lg zIT '3"fffi cf)'l-f % cfITT
~ 1ooo/- ffi ~ m.fr I ui sur zyca at in, ans 6t 1WT 3-ITx 'C'i7TT<TT ·rznr sufr
~ 5 '61R<:f m 50 ~ q'cjJ m at mu; 5ooo/- #h 3at atft I isfITT ~~. c&r 1WT,
an #6t "l-JTlf 3-ITx 'C'i7TT<TT ·Tur 4fr 6T; 5o lga vnar & asi q; 1oo0o/- ffi
~m.fr I ct!' ffi fltlllcb xftltcl'< * '.-fTl-f "ff ~~lf¥ci ~ ~- * xtiCf # °ff6i1Ef ct!' ',Jfl1l I ~
5Iveenl # fa4t fa lc:TIJfPleb af5f * ~ c#I" '!i!Tiffl cpf "ITT .
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA3 as. ·
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be accompanied ·agair-isr···--< i .
(one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-, Rs.5,000/- and Rs..10;000P. )..· ·.
where amount of duty/ penalty/ demand / refund is upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above sb Lac-_ , · \
respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in favour of Asstt. Registar of a brarich {~'.;')> ..l,"':}

·'·. '. ,,_,,7i~~;::(··>,·_!,J
. rt-·'.."
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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) ufa z srra{ pea r?ii mr mrhr st & at rta pr sitar # fkgh ar grar ufa
an fazu unr Reg <r rzr # zha g; ft f far udl arf aa fry zqenfrfa rft6#tq
~<ITT_~ 3TtT@ <IT~mc!>R <ITT~~ fcpm 'GITITT t I

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the Appellant
Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is filled to avoid
scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each.

(4) ...4111I gee arf@,fr 197o zren vizihfe at rgf---1 sifa Reiff fag 3gal
\1cffi anwr 4I I 3rr zrenRenf fufu ,Tf@rant am?zr r@ta a6t a uf u
x<i.6.50 tWf cl5T ..-lllllle>lll ~-~ (1"JlT~~I

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

(5) za it iif@r mi at firu a4 cffB ml=IT cti- 3it #ft ezm 3affa fur mar &
\Jll' flt zre, tr Una gcan vi hara arfttq nrznf@raw (ruff@f@) ·m,:f, 1982 lf
ff2a et
Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the·o Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

(6) #rm rea, he#tzr 3=ur reavi hara3r4truf@)nu (fr4a h ,fa 3r@iihma+ii ii
he4hr3u era 3rf@)fer, &&y Rt arr 39h 3iaifa f@arr«iz-2) 3rf@)fen 2&¥(2c&y#
icznr 29)Raia: c.ec.a&y 5it Rt f2tr3f@1fr, 8&&y Rt arr3 h 3iifa haraat aftaraRt
are&, arrff6r a{ qa-fr smnr3earf &, a# fa Bfmu h 3iavia am stsr art
3rhf@a 2zrfrarnituza 3rfraat
he4hr 3eua leavi harah3iaainfrarr areai fear gnf@?

(i) mu 11 t'r c)l ~~ tcndi

(ii) ~--aa:ITm'I°~~~~
(iii) ~~ fc:lltdi lcl c•t"i c)l fcnm 6 c)l ~ ~ tcndi

0
-3m7atqrfzrfrza arrh ,ran ffrzr (@i. 2) 3rf@)fez1,2014 m .3fm=a:rt~~~~m
m:f8J~~ 3ii5ff 'Qcf 3-llfrc;r <ITT~~~I

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, it is mandatory to pre-deposit an amount
specified under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 2014 (No. 25 of 2014) dated 06.08.2014, under
section 35F of the Central Excise Act, 1944 which is also made applicable to Service Tax
under section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994 provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would
be subject to ceiling of Rs. Ten Crores,
Under Central Excise and Service Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include:

(i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

➔Provided further that the provisions of this Section shall not apply to the stay
application and appeals pending before any appellate authority prior to the
commencement ofthe Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.

(6)(i) ~~r c)im 3-llfrc;r~mm:rlff sari areas3rzrar green znrav f@arf@a m ciT CfITilT~dJ'Q'~

m 10% g1arru3itsziha vs farfa ztzaravh 10% prateruRRsr raftal
(6)(i) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal. on.
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispu,te, or __ ---.
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute." .-. < ,.' \ .'. I " \ .•
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ORDER IN APPEAL

1 M/s . Shyam Shukan Corporation (M/S SSC in brief),
Gandhinagar- Koba Road, Shyam Shukan Residency, Bhaijipura Patiya,
Gandhinagar (hereinafter referred to as 'appellants' or 'M/S SSC') holding

Service Tax Registration No. ABQF S1586E SD002 cit. 12.11.2012, have filed
the present appeals against the· Order-in-Original number AHM-STX-003-

ADC-AJS-062-16-17 dated 29.03.2017 (hereinafter referred to as 'impugned
orders') passed by the Additional Commissioner, Service Tax, HQ,
Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'adjudicating authority');

2.1 The facts of the case, in brief, are that, Co-operative Society,
registered under Gujarat Co-operative Society Act-1991, had given, right to
carry out all the activity relating to construction of Housing cum Commercial

project, named "Shyam Shukan Residency", to the M/S SSC ( the appellant)
on land owned by said Society. M/S SSC had agreed to undertake
Construction related activity which included marketing, purchase of
materials, appointing subcontractor, soliciting prospective buyers,
determining and fixing the cost of units, accepting the booking, prepare
agreement with the buyers and receiving booking amount and further
payment from the buyer. Whole construction cost and Land cost was
recovered from buyers of units. Land cost was paid to the Society by M/S
SSC. M/S SSC was appointed as Management consultant and for the same
society has agreed that buyer of unit will make payment @ 2% of total
charges received from members of society as Development Charges. Shri
Jitendra Patel, Partner of M/S SSC and Shri Priyank Patel, Chairman of

Society in their statement recorded u/s 14 of CEA, 1944 had stated that
entire construction was carried out by the M/S SSC itself and the amount
received from the buyers were also received and retained by the M/S SSC.

2.2 M/S SSC had paid service tax as Management Consultancy Service on
service charge payment collected @ 2% of total charges received from

would be the members of society as Development Charges. Department is of
view that M/S SSC was required to pay service tax considering service
rendered to buyer as "Construction Service" on total amount paid by buyer
of unit to M/S SSC. Service Tax as GTA was also demanded from M/S SSC
in terms of Notification 20/2012-ST r/w 2(d)(1)(B) on reverse Charge.

ra a
cs

2.3 Adjudicating authority classified the service rendered by M/S SSC under,a,,:.,
category of Commercial or Industrial Construction Service t)~'5e:,~, )Jj:)

%2'.-~~•-t:
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'65(105)(zzq) of FA, 1994] and Construction of Complex Service [[ Clause
65(105)(zzzh) of FA, 1994] for period from 01.07.2010 to 30.06.2012.
Service rendered was considered as "declared service" [Section 66E(b) of
FA, 1994] for period from. 01.07.2012. Adjudicating authority confirmed

demand of Service Tax of Rs. 1,26,12,326 on construction service and Rs.

5,03,570/- on GTA Service u/s 73(2) of FA, 1994 with interest liability on
both service u/s 75. Penalty of Rs. 1,31,15,896/- u/s 78and Rs. 10,000/- u/s
77(2) and Rs. 2,000/- u/r 7C of STR, 1994 r/w section 70 was imposed.

0

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant filed an appeal
on 05.06.2012 wherein it is stated that-

I. They have rendered Management Consultancy service to society as an

agent and they have discharged service tax on it. They submitted
definition of management cited in various judgments.

II. Appellant have acted as pure agent and fulfilled the condition of Rule
5(2) of Service tax (Determination of Value) Rules, 2006.

Society has subsequently filed VCES which is accepted by Department
as valid application. It shows that society is accepted as service

provider and they were liable to pay service tax. Revenue can not
approbate and reprobate the same issue. The revenue can not take
diametrically opposite stand in the same issue.

IV. Entire demand in present case has suffered tax. Collection of the same

amount of demand from appellant would amount to double taxation.

III.

V. Statement of the partner can not be relied upon in absence of

corroborative absence. Department has only placed reliance upon
statements of partners which were taken under coercion and no

) documentary proof is adduced by the department to allege that the
appellants have provided construction service.

VI. Doctrine of substance over form is applicable to present case. The

appellant is not the service provider of construction service in terms of
scope of agreement.

VII. Service tax is not payable on the amount charged by the

society/appellants for sale of flats and office units under category of
construction of complex service as there is no mechanism to ascertain
value of service component subject to levy. Appellant relied upon
judgement in case of Sureshkumar Bansal v/s UOI [ 2016 (43) STR.3
(Del.)]

VIII. Appellant pray for cross-examination of Jitendra Somabhai
partner of appellant. t
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IX. No penalty u/s 77 and 78 imposable. Issue involves bona fide
interpretation of law.· Section 80 is in favour of the appellant.

4. Personal hearing in the appeal was granted on 07.09.2017. Shri Jigar

Shah, Advocate appeared before me on behalf appellant and reiterated the
grounds of appeal. Shri Jigar Shah, Advocate, submitted the copy of

judgement in case of Suresh Kumar Bansal v/s UOI [ 2016 (43) STR.3 (Del.
HC)

DISUSSION AND FINDINGS

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records, grounds
of appeal in the Appeal Memorandum and oral/written submissions made by

the appellants and copies of judgments submitted at the time of personal
hearing.

6. I observe from SCN that same set of activity is termed by M/S SSC as
Management Consultancy service- rendered to Society" and termed by
department as "construction service rendered to buyers of flats i.e.
prospective members". Same set of activity can not be rendered to two
different recipients. Recipient of service is one where benefits of service is
accrued or passed on.

7, 1 proceed to decide whohas received service from "same set of activity".
It is not deniable that customers/buyers of flats & shops have received
service as they are ultimate beneficiary of activity performed but it is
questionable whether Society has received any service. Activity performed
has not yielded/accrued any benefits to society. Only benefits received by
Society is realization of land cost which is not the service in nature as it is
against the sale of land to ultimate buyers through M/S SSC. Service
rendered to so called prospective member cum buyers can not be termed as
service rendered to Society. Buyers of flats/shops are not the legal members
of society as no share certificate has been issued to the members. Simply
allotting falts/shop does not entitle buyers to be member as they have no
right to cast their vote in society election. Therefore I hold that buyers of
flats/shops are the independent recipient of service.

9

/

0

g

8. Next question to be decided is as to who has provided this said servicef . j%/
buyer- whether it is provided by Society or provided by M/S SSC ? M/S 'S &"» /±:f

NF°j#.
3Tr2fis:+
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'is limiting its role only as consultant to Society but infect he has conceived,
designed and executed project himself independently. Consideration received
is accounted in their own account of M/S SSC. Further, TDS payment, EPF
payment and filing of Income tax return has be done by M/S SSC on his own

A/c and on his own PAN No. which shows that M/S SSC is service provider.

M/S SSC is confirming party in sale deed or final possession letter whicli

shows that M/S SSC has been given absolute right. M/S SSC has not acted

as agent of society but acted independently to execute the project as M/S
SSC has taken ownership of consideration received and its aligned liability.

By making agreement does not disentitle M/S SSC of his status of service
provider to buyer?

9. M/S SSC has sometimes stated that they have provided direct service of
Management consultancy to Society and sometimes it is stated that M/S

SSC Has provided service as "pure agent" envisaged in Rule 5(2) of Service

tax (Determination of Value) Rules, 2006 to society. In forgoing para I had

concluded that M/S SSC has not provided any direct service to Society. It is
not stated which service M/S SSC has procured as "pure agent" for Society
and who has provided that service through M/S SSC to Society. I find that
no service either directly or as a pure agent is provided to Society by M/S
SSC.

10. I am of considered view that entire arrangement of forming Society and

appointing M/S SSC as Management Consultancy service was made to
evade payment of service tax by both Society and M/S SSC. Intent of the
statute is subverted by an artificial arrangement Shri Jitendra S. Patel,

Q partner of M/S SSC, in his statement has stated that agreement itself is

fictions one formed in order to show that construction was carried out by
society for its members. Appellant pray for cross-examination of Jitendra

Somabhai Patel, partner of appellant can not be considered as said
statement is not retracted.

11. Adjudicating authority in para 15 of OIO has concluded as below

"M/s M/S SSC is the actual provider of services and also
received consideration for the same, hence as per

statutory provisions, they are liable to pay tax on

consideration received by them. It further appears that

merely because the Society has voluntarily came forward

$
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and discharged service tax liability does not absolve M/S

SSC from payment of service tax. Besides no activity was

carried out by the society which falls under category of

service under any section of finance Act, 1994 and there is
no evidence indicating that they had received
consideration for the same..... 11

12. It is argued that since Society has voluntarily paid duty in voluntarily
compliance scheme- VCES, therefore the duty should not be demand from

M/S SSC as it would amount to double taxation of same activity. In this
regards I agree with the adjudicating authority that only one who had legal
responsibility to pay duty, can only pay the same. I find that the Section

68(1) makes it mandatory for service provider to pay tax. Section 68(1) is
reproduced as below

"(1) Every person providing taxable service to any person shall pay
service tax at the rate specified in section 66 in such manner and
within such period as may be prescribed."

13. The mandate of this section 68(1) and 68(2) is very clear and does
not give any scope of interpretation leading to the conclusion that the tax
liabilities cast on one person could be discharged by any other person in the

manner which is not prescribed by the law. The plain and simple reading of
section 68(1) and 68(2) is that the person on whom the tax liability is cast,
he only should discharge it and also in the manner specified. Tax collected

through any other person will be violative of Article 265 of Constitution of
India as well as statutory provision of section 68(1) and 68(2).

14. Article 265 of the Constitution of India state that "Taxes not be

imposed saved by the authority of law. No taxes shall be levied or collected
except by authority of law", Therefore no tax shall be levied or collected
without an authority of law. It further states that "Taxes not to be imposed

save by authority of law". Article 265 contemplates two stages - one is
levy of tax and other is collection of tax and that levy of tax includes
declaration of liability and assessment, namely, quantification of the
liabilities. After the quantification of the liability follows the collection_ of tax
and it should be only by an authority of law.

15. In view of above I am in complete agreement with adjudicating
. ?,--~:~: ..· ~"'"-. · ~.,'

authority holding that the M/S SSC, being service provider to buyers, was,5"
/ _'•, •, .-_.,,------......._

required to pay the tax as per section 68 of FA, 1994 and that the pay!T)~ri:f· {. , \ .
by Society does not absolves M/S SSC from legal liability to pay duty. {i?}, ; g- ..")"±±±
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0

'16. It is argued that there is no mechanism in statue to ascertain value of.
service component (of construction service) subject"to levy. Appellant relied
upon judgment in case of Sureshkumar Bansal v/s UOI [ 2016 (43) STR.3
(Del.)]. I find that this issue is not raised in SCN. Appellant may file the
refund before proper authority

17. M/S SSC has resorted to doctrine of Doctrine of substance over form in
his appeal memo. As per the said doctrine the incident of taxation depends

on the substance rather than form of the transaction. "Substance" and "form"
in present case leads to conclusion that M/S SSC is service provdor. I find

that M/S SSC has been held as service provider on the basis actual
performance of service as he is direct provider of service to buyers.

18. It has been contended by the appellant that no penalty should have

been imposed upon them in view of the Section 80 of the Finance Act, 1994

and that mere failure to pay service tax cannot be ground for not invoking
the provisions of Section 80. I have gone through the provisions contained in
Section 80 which stipulate not to impose penalties prescribed under Sections

76,77 and 78, if the assessee proves that there was 'reasonable cause' for
the failure which attracted the said penalties. The Hon'ble High Court of
Karnataka in the case of Motor World reported in 2012 (27) S.T.R. 225 (Kar.)

has elaborated the term "reasonable cause" and outlined the circumstances/
ingredients which merit invocation of provisions contained in Section 80. It is
therefore pertinent to first examine the relevant portion of the said judgment
of the Hon'ble High Court, which is reproduced as under:

"13. Therefore, given the language of Section 80 of the

Act, which confers discretion on the Service tax authorities
not to impose penalty if there is reasonable cause in given
case, the imposition of penalty under Sections 76, 77 and

78 is not automatic. The existence of grounds/ingredients

postulated in the said provisions is a condition precedent for

attracting penalty. Therefore, first, we have to find out

whether in the facts of a given case whether those
ingredients exist. Once it is held that those ingredients exist

and the provisions are attracted, then if the language used

in the said provisions do not leave any discretion in
authority in the matter of imposition ofpenalty, penalty is to
be imposed in terms of the said provision. However, if any
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discretion is left, then the said quasi judicial discretion is to

be exercised reasonably. Before levying penalty, the

authority is required to find out whether there was any

failure referred to in the concerned provision and the same
was without a reasonable cause. The initial burden is on the

assessee to shown that there existed reasonable cause,

which was the reason for the failure referred to in the

concerned provision. Thereafter the authority has to

consider the explanation offered by the assessee for failure

and whether it constitutes a reasonable cause. "Reasonable

cause" means an honest belief founded upon reasonable

grounds, of the existence of a state of circumstances, which

assuming them to be true, would reasonably lead any

ordinarily prudent and cautions man, to come to the

conclusion that the same was the right thing to do. Only if it.

found to be· frivolous, without substance or foundation, the

question of imposing penalty would arise. 11

19. In backdrop of the above judgment, I am not convinced by the
justification/reason submitted by the appellant for failure to pay service tax
on construction service despite they were registered with service tax
Department. One can have bona fide doubt due to any decision of any
appellate authority holding that service tax was not payable or any

instructions / Circular issued by the Board on the subject matter. However,
the appellant fails to stand justified on the grounds given under the appeal

memo and as to why they did not pay service tax. After carefully analyzing
the facts of the case vis-a-vis the appeal memorandum, I have come to
conclusion that the failure on the part of the appellant of not depositing
service tax was not caused by any reasonable cause. I rely on the Order
passed by the Hon'ble CESTAT, Chennai, in the case of TVS Motor Co. Ltd.
reported in 2012 (28) S.T.R. 127 (Tri. - Chennai), held as under:

"13. So far as ground of no penalty advanced by learned
counsel is concerned there is nothing on record to show that the

appellant avoided its liability bona fide when it is an established

business concern with vast experience in application of
provisions of Finance Act, 1994. Its returns did not disclose bona
fide omission. Rather facts suggest that knowable breach of law
made the appellant to suffer adjudication. Accordingly, no
immunity from penalty is possible to be granted on the plea of

%

o

O



,

Q

10 V2(CS)20/STC/2017-18/AHD-I/2017-18/APPEAL-I

tax compliances made which was found to be a case no payment

of tax on the impugned services provided cfbring the relevant
period."

20. Considering the. facts of the case and evidences available on record, I

hold that the present case does not merit invocation of provisions of Section

80. This is the case of malfied mis-interpretation of law. Society and M/S

SSC have colluded to. evade service tax by devising factious agreement. I
therefore do not subscribe to the contention of the appellant and reject the
same being devoid of merits.

21.1 In the present case, non payment of service tax on construction
service by the appellant was unearthed during preventive raid and

subsequent inquiry undertaken by the Department. Had it notbeen detected

by the Department, the said duty evasion would have gone unnoticed. I

therefore hold that, the adjudicating authority was justified in invoking
extended period of limitation and imposing all penalties under FA, 1994.

21.2 I hold that Service tax on amount received from buyers as service
provider-[65(105)(zzq) ,65(105)(zzzh), Section 66E(b) of FA, 1994] and

Service tax of GTA is required to be paid by M/S SSC as a service receiver in

terms of Notification 20/2012-ST r/w 2(d)(l)(B) on reverse Charge, is
payable along with interest by appellant.

22. In view of foregoing discussion, I uphold the OIO and reject the appeal
filed by Shyam Shukan Corporation.

23. 3141rat zarr za#r are 3r4tit a fqzru 3ql#a at# far sar ?kt

23. The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.

g+))
(3HT I#)

h.4z1 a 3rrzrra (3rft
3

ATTESTED

"(R.R. PATEL)

SUPERINTENDENT (APPEAL),

CENTRAL TAX,AHMEDABAD.
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By R.P.A.D.:

To,

M/s . Shyam Shukan Corporation,
Gandhinagar- Koba Road,
Shyam Shukan Residency,
Bhaijipura Patiya, Gandhinagar

Copy To:

The Chief Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad.

The Commissioner Central Tax, Gandhinagar, Custom House Ahmedabad-.

The Additional Commissioner, Central Tax , Gandhinagar, Custom House
Ahmedabad

The Asst. Commissioner, Gandhinagar Division, Gandhinagar

The Asst. Commissioner(System), Gandhinagar, Hq, Custom House
Ahmedabad.

.Guard File.

P.A. File.


