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Name & Address of the Appellant & Respondent

M/s. Kalpataru Power Transmission Ltd.

~ ~ ~ 3-rcfrc;r ~~ 'ff 3N@Tl5f~ "clffiTT t 'ill cffi ~~ * 4Ra zrenfenf ft
alg +g er 3rf@,art #t sr4ta u g7hero ma Iga a 'flcpill % 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 :

a l qr yrtrur 3rd :
Revision application to Government of India :
(1) tu 3rzrca 3rf@fr, 1994 c#I" err 3ia«fa #ta aa; mg ii # 5fR "lf
~ mxr cpl" '31l-mxr * qer wvra aiaifa grlerur 3ma 'sra Pera, rdhl,
f@a inza, lea fqn, aft #if5re, Ra cfrq +rs, irf, { R4ct : 110001 cpl"
al mft argy

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 41h 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) zuf ma pl znf # ma a w# rR aarar fa#tus1IR zn r1 1gr
"lf zq f0Rt qasrIR @t aw rus i +=I@"~ 'G'fIB ~ 1fTTf "lf, fa#t quern urvgr
~ cffi~ cblx-8ll~ "lf m~ 'f!U;§Hllx "lf 'ITT +=I@" at ufaa # hr g& st 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 storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.

("&) '+i"RcT *~~~mm "lf PlllTRld +=I@" -qx m +=I@"* FclPl+JT0 1 "lf~~
~ +=I@" -qx Gura zrca # Rd #mi tr a fa8t rz I Var "lf PlllTRlcit1 ...
(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country o~r.it0i:-y~tside
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which ,:e:,~.e~'~rt¢1,~@>any
country or territory outside India. ~!},._r-;;}-::z~,~e;,-f_. 1 ,,._ ...., -<'t:,\
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(«) uf zea qr gram fhg R@hr rd a (hue zn qr at) fuf fu 7Tz
+fffi "ITTI

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

'cf 3tfct+r '3clllq.-f ctr '3clllq.-f ~ cB" 'TfflR cB" ffi1Z \JJT ~ ~ ~ ctr ~ % 3IT~
~ ~ '1ll" ~ tfm -qct m.:r cB" :!e11Rlcn ~. ~ ~ m -crrmr err x=r=n:r "CR m
mcf lf fcm=r~ (.=f.2) 1998 tfffi 109 IDxT~~ ~ "ITT I
(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) ~ '3t4IGrl ~ (aN@) Pfll+-Jlq<:1"1, 2001 cB" ~ 9 cB" ~ fclPtf4t:c >fC!?f ~
~-s ·# GT ~ ll, ~ 31ml # uR am?r hf feta fl .,m * ~ ~-~ ~
374la 3mat #t at-a uRzji er fr 3m)a fhu ult afg( Gr# er Tar g. nT
ggnsff # siafa er 3s-z ## feuffa #t k gram # rd # er et-o ram # if i_)
'llT 61-fr ~ 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 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan
evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section 35-EE of CEA, 1944, under
Major Head of Account.
(2) Rf am4aa a rr ursi icaaya Garg q?1 UT -~ cp1=f mm~ 200/-
#$ta 47rat #l urg ail uei icaa van ga Gara vzurar m m 10001- ctr i:tM ~ ctr
\JJW I
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.

it zyca, #at1rzca vi tars r9lat nrznrf@raw ufa rfc-­
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) h€4 3TTzrca afefu, 1944 #t Irr 35- vo#/3s-z # sisfa­
Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

D
sq~Rtga qRb 2 (4)a i a;3a srarar #t arft, ar#tat a mr v#tr

rcn, a€tu sr«a ca gi hara a4l#ta unf@ravwr (Rrec) at ufa 2Ra fl8at,
\::\-16+-!Glci!IG lf 3it-20, q #ea zffr an3a, aruj Tr, 316+-IGlcs!IG-380016.

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

(2) ~ '3t4IGrl ~ (aN@) Pfll+-llclcll, 2001 ctr tfRf 6 cB" ~ >fC!?f ~:q--3 lf frr~
fa5g arr r9lat1 rznf@ravwi #6t 1W aN@ cB" fcRiia 37ft fhg ·Tg 3sr #t ar uRii Rea
'GfITT ~~ ctr l=ff.r, &f(\Jf ctr l=ff.r 31N 'cl7TT"llT ·Tur far I, 5 Gld IGa a t cffii
~ 1ooo/- ffi ~ 1?rfi I set snr zrca at l=ff.r , &f(\Jf ctr l=frT 31N ~ <f"llT ~
q; 5 Gal IT 50 TI dq 'ITT m ~ 5000/- i:ffffi ~ 1?rfi I 'Gl"ITT ~ ~ ctr l=ff.r,
~ ctr l=ff.r 31N 'cl7TT"llT ·TIT #fn T; 50 al uT Ura vnr % qi u; 10000 /- ~
~ 611fr 1 cf5i' ~ '{-J6illcb xRi-t«.1-< -$ -=rr=r "ff -~~1fcBa ~~ -$ x<l1l "# x=i6f~er · __ -~>l1_,,~, \'ht ·_
tr Ga en a fa4t fa r4fa ear k#t gar an st ,"s.,e,,s , o

The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate i~:'fgfrrfE;h.½ as\;;:::,
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be accdrtip~niecfa_g·13inst /!
(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 ardaboveso1a@.
respectively m the form of crossed bank draft in favour of Asstt. Registar of a of."a~ of:::~ri'y- ·
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nominate public sector bank of the plape where the bench of any .nominate public sector bank of
the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated

(3) <r~ ~~'if~~~ cp"f w,rcm oo i m~ ~ 3m cfi ~ tjffi=f cp"f~~

zM ~ fclxlT \jfFlT ~ ~ ~ cfi Na" ~ 'lft fco ~ ~ cm<f ~ ffi cfi ~ ?:f~ ~
~<ITT -qcp ~ m~ fficffi <ITT -qcp ~ fclxlT ulTITT 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) .-.Qllll<illl ~~1970 <l~~ c#I°~-1 cB' 3Rflm~~~
a ma z pa smlr zqemfenR Ruf ,Tf@rat # 3mart at va IR
.6.so ha at arzrcrz1 zca fee cm @tr af 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) ~ 3lR~ lWf<i1T cnr friaru aa ar frn:r:rr c#I" 3lR ~ ~~ fcnm \J[@T %
W flt gyca, a{hr snra zyea vi hara 3r4t#ta mrurf@au (araffqf@) fr, 1982 if
Rafe &t
Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

(6) +itm area, ah4hr 57urz gr vi hara 34t# uf@au («fr4ah 3di ahmaai ii
h#4hr3u era 3rf@1fez#, &&yy Rt nu 3on h 3iaufa f@#zn(air-) 3if@)fez1a 2&V(2&&r
ia 29) f@air: o&.o,268y sit #6 fer 3#f@)fr4a, &&&yrn3h3iauaaatfrap&@
a{k, rtfera qa-fr 5ma 3rfarf &, qrffgr arr h 3iaura 5alr arc#t
3hf@ 2r (fraatuv 3rf@raat
ac-4hr3=ua areavihara a3iaifa faa era" i facernf@a&

(i) cimT 11 ±t a 3iai faff «#
(ti) rd sra a aa fr
(ii) rz sat f1mah h fern h 3iav 2zra

-> 3-JT<lT6f~@~fcti"~ '1.lmijj~~ 8l, 2) 3rf@1f71a, 2014 h 3war h qa f@nv@3rq#truf@rath
tfcij!l;T~~.3@T"Q"cf ~cffi"'ffii!J:.~MI

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 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.

(6)(i) za 3rr2grh ,fa3r4t ,if@rasUrhmarsi ran 3rzrar errs znr ausfa&a at atair@n+ 2g·
ijl 10% 2p1arru3it rziahaauzfarfa ~ta avsh 10% 4pa clTT -.;rr~ i I ~- _.,,,,' · 7'>".)-

1'-:,,j, -' .. : ..... '

(6)(i) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before t9~.;Jftr~.n.-.-~fon1-.c~A}
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty an~1~(tJ1sB~tl, or fl
penalty, where penalty alone 1s m dispute. \'_-_ t \.::.:,,, ~.._../10 "•' ,: . J J:;; J'<\ '·y%-..\ ;'. ~), ..,. . ,,,/ ')
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

This appeal is filed by M/s. Kalpataru Tower Transmission Ltd., 101,

Part-III, GIDC Estate, Sector-28, Gandhinagar (for short "appellant") 'against
OIO No.GNR-STX-DEM-DC-17/2017 dated 31.03.2017 passed by the Assistant
Commissioner, Service Tax Division, Gandhingar [for short - 'adjudicating

authority].

2. This appeal is primarily against CENVAT credit which stands

disallowed on outdoor catering services. The facts of the case is that based on
an audit objection, show cause notice dated10.10.2016 was issued to the

appellant, inter alia, proposing to disallow CENVAT Credit amounting to
Rs.2,31,553/- availed on outdoor catering service for the period of 2011-12 to
2014-15. The notice demanded interest and further proposed penalty on the
appellant. Vide the impugned order, supra, the said show cause notice was
decided by the adjudicating authority by dis-allowing the· CENVAT credit in

respect of the aforementioned service and ordered payment of interest. He
also imposed penalty on the appellant for Rs.2,31,553/-. It is against this order

that the present appeal is filed.
3. The grounds raised in the appeal are that:­

• The appellant is engaged in erection and commissioning of electricity
power line in remote area; that as per Building and Other Construction
Workers (Regulation of Employment and Conditions of Service) Act,
1996 and Cess Act, 1996, welfare measures such as canteen facility,
first aid facility, accommodation etc are required to be provided for
workers near the work place; that the catering services were provided to
the workers at the site where no other food facility available nearby
area; that the exclusive part in definition of input service does not
restricts such service provided to workers but restricts personal use eon
consumption of any employees.

• The nature of work and the provisions of the Act specifically mandate
that the catering service must be provided to the workers and such .
service received by them is as per law and credit on such services is not
deniable. Hence, demand with interest and penalty not sustainable.

• They relied on Hon'ble Gujarat High Court decision in case of M/s
Ferromatik Milacron India Ltd and Bombay High Court decision in case of
M/s Ultratech Cement.

• The demand hits by limitation.

0

0

4. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 11.09.2017. Shri S.J.Vyas,
Advocate appeared on behalf of the appellant and reiterated the grounds of
appeal. He explained definition of Input Service and submitted additional
submissions. Mrs. Mary George, Superintendent of Gandhinagar Division,

appeared on behalf of Revenue.

5. I have gone through the facts of the case, the grounds ment

in the appeal and the oral averments, raised during the course of 'r:
hearing. The main issue to be decided is whether as alleged ff

« Y
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department, the appellant has wrongly availed CENVAT credit on outdoor

catering services or otherwise.

o 7. In the instant case, the appellant was providing food facility to the

6. The adjudicating authority has denied the credit in view of clause
(C ) of exclusive part of definition of "input service"; that the said service is
received for" consumption of workers who may be other than employees
however, the said service was not for industrial purpose. I find that the
adjudicating authority has extensively quoted the definition of input service as
defined under Rule 2(1) of Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004, and hence I do· not
reproduce the same. The appellant contended that the said definition of
outdoor catering not attracts in their case as the service was used for their
business activities and consumption of workers who are not the employees.

workers who were engaged in work of erection and commission of machine at
a place other his factory. When a caterer provides services in connection with
catering at a· place other than his own but including a· place provided by way of
tenancy or by a person receiving such service, then such service is very well
within the ambit of "outdoor catering service". I find that the disputed input
service viz. outdoor catering service is excluded from the definition of input
service. The exclusion clause was effective w.e.f. 1-4-2011 and Clause (C) of
the said exclusion specifically excludes the services provided in relation to
outdoor catering, when such services are· used primarily for personal use or
consumption of any employee. In the instant case, the said services are used

O tor the workers deployed by the appellant. In the circumstances, the said
service is very well covered in the exclusion part. The appellant has relied on
the decision of Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in case of M/s M/s Ferromatik
Milacron India Ltd [2013 (31)STR 424-Guj] and Bombay High Court decision in
case of M/s UItratech Cement [2010 (260) ELT 369 ] which is not applicable to
the instant as the period involved in the said decisions are prior to the said
amendment. Therefore, the adjudicating authority has rightly not accepted the

decision.

8. In cases where, the definition of input services, have been amended to
exclude such services, such exclusion on 01.04.2011 was conscious decision on
part of the legislature having knowledge of earlier judicial decisions on such
subject, yet it chose to exclude these items from the definition of input service

and wisdom of the legislature cannot be question~gbise of
interpretation or hardship. Moreover, the interpretation @nr@dwords to
the definition, where definition is unambiguous and cr;{/s'.~t.. ~{ cl~.;,a.· .."r·. 1'½;,·:}\don'bler»[ ·+ \:3l-7 Vs8 ·s ,

High court of Bombay in the case of Nicholas Pirama!pd%)el37jed [2009

Es>
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(244) ELT 321 (Bom)], has on the question of interpretation of Rules, made

the following observation:

• We may only mention that hardship cannot result in giving a- go-by to the
language of the rule and making the rule superfluous. In such a case it is for
the assessee to represent to the rule making authority pointing out the defects
if any. Courts cannot in the guise of interpretation take upon themselves the
task of taking over legislative function of the rule making authorities. In our

constitutional scheme that is reserved to the legislature or the delegate.
• Hardship or breaking down of the rule even if it happens in some cases by itself

does not make the rule bad unless the rule itself cannot be made operative. At

the highest it would be a matter requiring reconsideration by the delegate.
• It'is never possible for the Legislature to conceive every possible difficulty. As

noted a provision or a rule can occasion hardship to a few, that cannot result in

the rule being considered as absurd or manifestly unjust.
• In our opinion, the rule must ordinarily be read in its literal sense' unless it gives;

rise to an ambiguity or absurd results.

o

I find that the Hon'ble Tribunal had pronounced eligibility of CENVAT credit on
various items, before 2011. Despite the Legislature being aware of these
judgments/decisions, yet it chose to restrict the credit by changing the
definition in 2011, by excluding certain services and inputs. Hon'Ble Supreme
Court has very categorically stated "Courts cannot add words to a statute or
read words into it which are not there". (Parmeshwaran Subramani [2009
(242) ELT 162 (SC)]. Moreover, in the guise of interpretation, no intention can
be added, when intention of legislature is very clear. In view of the foregoing, (_y
I agree with the view taken by the adjudicating authority that the CENVAT
credit was wrongly availed by the appellant as far as the issue is concerned.

9. Further, I find that in case of M/s AET Labaroatory Pvt Ltd [2016-42­

STR-720 Tri, Ban], the Hon'ble Tribunal has held that:

"The exclusion clause was effective w.e.f. 1-4-2011 and Clause (C) of the said
exclusion specifically excludes the services provided in relation to outdoor catering
and health insurance or life insurance; etc. Admittedly such services, prior to 1-4­
2011, have been held to be covered by the definition of input services. In fact, the
need for exclusion would arise only when the services are otherwise covered by the
definition. Legislation, in its wisdom, has excluded certain services from the
availment of Cenvat credit w.e.f. 1-4-2011, when such· services are otherwise
covered by the main definition clause of input service. To interpret the said
exclusion clause, in such a manner, so as to hold that such services have direct or
indirect nexus with the assessee's business and thus would be covered by the
definition, would amount to defeat the legislative intent. It is well settled that the
legislative intent cannot be defeated by adopting an interpretation which is clearly
against such intent. As such, I find no justifiable reason to allow the credit in respect
of the two disputed services and I uphold the confirmation of denial of Cenvat credit
and demand of interest thereon." .
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10. In view of above discussion, I am of the, considered view that the
appellant is not eligible for taking Cenvat credit on service tax paid on Outdoor
catering service during relevant period. In the circumstance, the same is
required to be recovered with interest.

11. As regards the penalty, looking into the facts of the case, I do not find
any merit to interfere the contention placed by the adjudicating authority in
the impugned order. Hence, the same is also sustainable.

12. The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.
341ca arr aft a& 3rdt ar fqzrl 3qt ah a fan srar ?]

owe..
(3mr gin)

31Fgp (3r4i -I)
Date: /10/2017.

Attested

2-lay
(Mohanan V.V)
Superintendent (Appeal-I)yN«or.

1$%%%.aru rowerTansrsston tta.
101, Part-III, GIDC Estate, Sector-28, Gandhinagar

Copy to:­

1. The Chief Commissioner, CGST Zone, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner, CGST, Gandhinagar.
3. The Addl./Joint Commissioner, (Systems), CGST, Gandhinagar
4. The Dy. / Asstt. Commissioner, CGST, Gandhinagar
5. Guard file.
6. P.A
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