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Name & Address of the Appellant & Respondent

M/s. Sakeen Alloys Pvt Ltd.

al{ anf gu 3ft am?gr riats 3rraaa ? at a g 3mg a ,Rzqenferf ft
sly TY gm 3rf@rat at or4la u y7tr ma 4gd aal % 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 :

\~ x-l-<¢1'< 'c6T "9;RTlffUT~ :
Revision application to Government of India :
(1) 34h; 3qrzge 3rf@fr , 1994 cBl" err 3iafa Rh4 aag n; mmci a
qalarr err cf5l" "ijq-m * "!,!"~ ~ * 3@T@ gateru 3mt 'ra ra, +Ta al,
fcrm +iaGu, «lua frrr, ah'sf if5rca, flat la 'l=fcA", B"flG mf, { fac4 : 110001 cf5l"
cBl" fl~ I

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE ·of the CEA 1944 in respect of theQ following case, governed by first proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid :

(ii) . <lft l=fl'c1 # zrf ma i ura h# er aram fas 'fJU-tJlll-< <TT 3Rf ¢1-<~l'i
'If <TT fclJm ''"!O;tJlll'( ~ ~ ''-10-tllll'( 'If mr urd g l=fr'T 'If, <TT fc)Jm ''"!O-tJlll-< 'l!T ~ 'If
a ae fa4t attar <TT fclJm ''-1°-tllll-< 'If 5T l=fl'c1 at ufu #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.

(g) ma are fa# l, u gr Pl lltfct c'1 l=fl'c1 1lx <TT l=fl'c1 cB" fcl Pl 1-JT 01 '#~~ace ma "C]x Gara gya Ra k mat Gitad are fa4z zn var Pllltfctc'l
%1 .
(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported to any
country or territory outside India.

(t) uf? zrea nr yrar fa f@at rd # are (hue zu pr al) frn:lm wm <17:fT
l=f@'ITTI

(c) In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal. -9~ Bhutan, without payment of
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tf 3ffu.=r \:ltlllct.-J q5l" \:ltlllct.-J ~ cfl :f@R a fg it spl afs mn al n{ & sit
ha arr&gr uit za err gi fm a yrR srga, anf gr uRa aa T qr
ara i f@a 3rf@fr (i.2) 1998 tTRT 109 rr fga fhg mrg it 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) bra area yea (r#a) Rama4, 2001 tB" ~ 9 * 3@T@ FclPlfcfcc ~ "ffislIT
zv--s at ufzi i, 1fa or # fa om hf faia ft mr flu pr-mer vi
ar#ta arr#r 6t t-t ufdi a# "ffi[f Ufa 3n4at f#ut Girt al@gl# rer TIT g. cBT
4gfhf #a aiafa err 3sz fetffa #t qrar # rqd rer €tr-6 car al fa
ft at# afg 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) Rfcl\JJ--1 ~ * "ffi[f usi viva an g Gargqt zu swa a st at q) 2oo/- 0
ffi :fffiR at Gr; ail us icaa a arg van et ID 1 ooo /- cBT ffi :fffiR cBT
GIg 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.

#tr zrca, a4 n<a zyca vi hara an@lat1 nnf@raw ,R 34la
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) #tr Garza gen 3r@fr4, 1944 cB1" tfRT 35- uo#f/35-~ cB" 3@<@:

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

sqffqa 4Roa 2 (4)a iaa 3rya 3rarar at rat, 3ft a ma i fl
zycc, #tu Gara yen vi tar arfl#ta nrznf@ran (free) #t ufg &tr #)f8,
'-1-16'-li:ilcilli:i if 3it-20, q #ea grRaza arras, art +u, 3Irr<-380016.

To the w.est 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) eta snr«a ge (r@ta) Rum1aft, 2001 cB1" tfRT 6 cB" 3iafa Trax .-3 # ferfRa
fa; rjr 3r4t#ta nnf@rawi #) n{ 3r@le f@sg 3fl fag nTg 3men al ar ufji Rea
\r[ITT ~~ "¢1" l=ftrr, &fT\J1" cB1" l=flTf 3-ITT" "crl<TTllT TIT ufn T; 5 lg zqT Ga an & asi
~ 1ooo /- ffi ~ m.fr I ui sa zca #t mi, ant at l=ftrr 3fR "crl<TTllT ·rnr vifn
I; 5 Gal II 50 Gld TH if ID ~ 5000/- ffi ~ m.fr I \i'f1TT ~ ~ cB1" l=ftrr,
&fT\J1" cB1" l=flTf 3fR "crl<TTllT TIT 5Hf5IT T, 50 Garg ITa wnrat & asi u; 100oo / - ~
~m'if I "¢1" ffi xit31llcb xfuifcl"< T a aff@qi a rre xiJq if ffltf "¢1" iJTT[f I "ll6
~'3tf ~* fcITTfl" -.=rffera- tt14\JJ Pleb ahr * ~ cffl" mxsrr cBT if

The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 20:)1 and shall be accompanied against
(one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-, Rs.5,000/- and Rs. '.I 0,000/
where amount of duty / penalty / demand I refund is upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac
respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in favour o-= Asstt. Registar of a branch of any
nominate public sector bank of the place where the bench cf any nominate public sector bank of
the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated

Q
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In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Orii;iinal, fee for each 0.1.0. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the Appellant
Trib.unal 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) rlJllllC'lll ~~1970 "ll'l2TT mnm c!5l"~-1 i 3if fefRa fag 3r4Ir
a 3ma u pa sat zenfenf fsfu qTf@earl -~ if r@ta #t va #f w
xti.6.50 ¢R cpf arnru zyca fea am 3ta afe; y

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) a 3il vii@r mmcai at fiarutaa qii al sit ft em 3nffafhu \ilRlT t
i vi zca, ta snra zycs vi arm arfl#ta =nznf@raw (aruffafen) filllT, 1982 if
ff2a
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) fm area, he4tr sen area vi hara 3rdirr uf@cur (#ta) h 4fa wfR;rr m~~
kc4hr5ea rea 31f@9ua, &&yy Rtnr 39q#3iau fa@tr(gin-) 3f@1far 2&y(cry Rt
in 2) fain: a.e.2oy 5it Rt fa#tr 31@71, &&&9 Rtarr3#giair@haraat aftrfr
ark, atefn#a qa-@r sm mer 3rfarf k, arf fr senr h 3iair sa #t 5a ar#
3hf@a 2rfzat«u 3rf@art
he&tzr 3eu ereaviparsh 3iaaah f@au az era fez gnf@?

(i) Ir 11 8t ah 3iafa feefif ta#
(ii) rd sa # w{ wa fr
(iii) +rdz sm f1#rah1 h fer 6 h 3iaua 2zr za#

_, 37ratqrzrz fnzr erh uaen.a fa#la 8t. 2) 3f@1f27zr, 2014 m 3ITT;J:a:rB c& fcRft"~~m
"fl"Jfaf~~~ "C!cf 3ilfrc;r cm- "ffi"l~~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 anount 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) r3nsrh uf3rd uf@awr h parsi area 3rzrar recsa zys fclc11Ra ~'tm dITuT FcnQ" <JfQ"~

m 10% 2pr«arru 3itsrziha avef@a4fa?tzaravsh 10% 2pratruRtrmattl
(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 dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute." ·
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Gandhinagar Division, Ahmedabad-IIIAssistant Commissioner, Service Tax,

M/s. Sakeen Alloys Private Limited, Block No. 244, Visnagar-Mehsana Road,

At. Village - Savala, Taluka Visnagar, District Mehsana [for short - 'appellant'] has filed this

appeal against OIO No. GNR-STX-DEM-DC-16/2016 dated 01.08.2016, passed by the

Commissionerate [for short - 'adjudicating authority'].

2. Briefly stated, a show cause notice dated 11.04.2016 was issued to the

appellant, inter-alia, alleging that they had failed to discharge service tax in respect of

'Manpower Supply Agencies Services' received by them during the period from November

2013 to September 2015, under reverse charge mechanism. As per notification No.

30/2012 dated 20.6.2012, effective from 1.7.2012, the recipient of the service was liable to

pay service tax on 75% of the value of services, provided by way of supply of manpower.

The said notification has been amended by notification No.07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015

and from 01.04.2015 onwards, the recipient of the said service was liable to pay service tax

. on 100% of the value of services.

0

3. The notice was adjudicated vide the impugned om, wherein the adjudicating

authority, confirmed the demand along with interest and imposed penalty under the Finance

Act, 1994.
4. The appellant, in this appeal, has raised the following averments:

•

•

•

•

the first notice in the matter was issued for the period from July-2012 to March-
2013, on the same grounds, which was adjudicated vide OIO dated 16.1.2015 by
AC, Central Excise, Mehsana Division, wherein the demand was dropped, which
was accepted by the department;
the adjudicating authority found that the rates were quoted per tonne in the
contracts; that there was no evidence to prove that the contracts were for supply of
manpower;
the labour contractors had executed the work of loading, unloading, packing and
pr9duction; that there was no control or superintendence on the person by the
appellant since they were under the control ofthe labour contractor;
that in the case of manpower supply, the value of the service has a direct
correlation to manpower deployed while in the contracts entered into in the
present case, the value of service has no correlation to the number of manpower
employed as the consideration is fixed per metric tonne.

0

5. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 20.06.2016. Shri M.H.Raval,

Consultant, appeared on behalf of the appellant and reiterated the arguments made in the

grounds of appeal.

6.
averments, raised during the course of personal hearing.

I have gone through the facts of the case, the grounds of appeal and the oral __,,,,-·''3Tr~::,-"'·r«- .•5»N7°' 1 .,:..R',, ·TM
h-se- " 5$
I ',·· ,.- / '7·, :,. "~17:,'
/-,_- ,1· m-.,.< i__\_:11' --,::\ ;,,,\ _•_,± vs$ 3

7. 1o»serve that the arena's case, involving the same issue tor «he eriods foilff4 sy Jj&}
April 2013 to October 2013 was decided by me vide OIA No.AHM-EXCUS-003-APP-166-<. ~> ::·:·~-;::·,-tr/

" •r'"...
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o

16-17 dated 22.11.2016. In the said OIA, the case was remanded to the adjudicating

authority since the facts relates to the payment of service under the service category of

"Manpower Supply and Agency services" and the genuineness of contract details relating

to the said service discussed in the impugned order is not clear. Since the issue of the

instant appeal revolves the same issue for the period from November 2013 to September

2015, the instant case is also required to be remanded on the same grounds. The grounds on

which the case was remanded vide OIA dated 22.11.2016 is reproduced hereunder:
8. The adjudicating authority has in his findings confirmed the demand on the grounds

that:
• The copies ofcontract provided appear to be an afterthought, since

[a] the rates mentioned in the contract and the bills differ;
[b] the bills and the contract has been written by the same person;
[c] the work contract was accepted by the appellant on the face ofthe said letter(contract);
[d] in respect of one contract it does not bear the signature of the appellant, in so far as
enhancement ofrate in the contract, is concerned;
[e] copies ofcontracts in respect oftwo contractors were nor provided;.

• The contract does not contain a specific clause relating to whether the appellant had
superintendence or control over manpower.

Hence, the adjudicating authority, confirmed the demand on the appellant [who is registered as

a body corporate] under Rule 2(1)(d) of Service Tax Rules, 1994 read with notification No.

30/2012-ST dated 20.6.2012, by holding that the appellant was liable to pay 75% service tax on

the amount ofRs. 16.79 lacs amounting to Rs. 1,55,693/- under the reverse charge mechanism.

-
through the said OIO, it is observed that except for one labour contractor, the other contractors

are not the same, as in the present dispute. Hence, the averment that though the earlier demand

was dro ed and acce ted b the de artment it was i nored b the ad'udicativ ' .is

not a tenable argument.

9. The show cause notice in this case was issued in terms of Section 73(1A) ofFinance Act,

1994. The demand in respect of the earlier notice covering the period from July 2012 to March

2013, was dropped vide OIO No. 2/AC/CE/MEH/2015 dated 16.1.2015. However, on going

o
10. The appellant has also relied on a draft circular issued from F. No. 354/127/2012

TRU dated 27.7.2012. However, he has missed the main crux that it is a draft circular on which

comments, views and suggestions were sought. On going through CBEC's website, it appears

that this circular was never issued. Therefore, the reliance placed by the appellant on the said

draft circular does not hold ground.

11. Now, moving on to the dispute, what exactly would fall within the purview of

Manpower Recruitment or Supply Agency service, is the primary issue which is to be decided.

The definition ofmanpower recruitment or supply agency is already reproduced in paragraph 7,

supra.

12. On going through the contracts, reproduced in the impugned OIO, it is observed

that in all the cases the charges were to be paid by the appellant to the contraetornot. on the«+ "g,»• %$,one, ·%
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supply of manpower but on completion of specific task viz. bundling of TMI', production

[Garamkam] and cleaning of various areas offactory, plate cutting, ingot cutting and work

related to rolling mill. In-fact, the charges quoted and paid by the appellant, was on per tonne

basis, as per the contract. But the adjudicating authority has not questioned the veracity of the

contract. As the appellant's entire argument, that the service provided by the contractors would

not fall within the ambit ofManpower Recruitment or Supply Agency service, hinges on the

veracity of the contracts produced, it would be prudent to first go into the genuineness of the

contracts, in question. Hence, before arriving at a finding, as to whether the appellant is liable

for service tax under the said service, it is necessary to first seek answers to the following

unanswered questions:

1. whether the contracts were registered?
2. whether the copy of the contracts were provided to the audit team? Ifnot, why it should not
be considered as an after thought in view of Tribunals judgement in the case of Ujawal Ispat
Private Limited [2007(218) ELT 221], wherein in para 12, the Hon'ble Tribunal held as follows

"The Kararnama relied upon by the appellants was submitted afterfour years and was
never brought to the notice of the department during the intervening period and it was
only during cross examination, Shi Uprade stated that they have undertaken the work as
specified in the Kararnama. It was submitted that Kararnama is an afterthought ...."

3. reasons why the contracts in respect oftwo contractors, has still not been provided?
4. who was liable under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1923, - the appellant or the
contractor, in case a worker supplied by the contractor, was injured ? Whether there has been
any such instance in the past.
5.whether contractors have paid for other statutory insurance requirement.
6. whether the machines and other equipment, where these contract labourers were working,
were handed over to them, by the factory.
7. Any damages recovered from contractors?

It is felt that delving further into these questions, would enable one to come to a conclusion as

to whether the contracts are genuine or an afterthought. I find that the appellant has not

addressed the primary doubt raised by the adjudicating authority that the contracts were in

fact an afterthought, to avoid payment of service tax. No plausible proof is provided by the

appellant to prove the authenticity ofthe contracts.

¥·

0

0

13. I further find that the appellant has also relied on the same case laws which

were relied upon, before the adjudicating authority. The adjudicating authority brushed aside

the case laws, without either discussing it or rebutting it. The appellant has also relied on

CBEC's circular no. 190/9/2015-ST dated 15.12.2015, the relevant text of which is

reproduced below:

r-rm»us.·a ga
2.1 On the other hand, the essential characteristics of job work service are that service "S,re,
provider is assigned a job e.g. fabrication/stitching, labeling etc. of garments in case %.
apparel. Serice provider is accountablefor thejob he undertakes. I is for the service provider / A}j}}[}Z? ?
to decide how he deploys and uses his manpower. Service recipient is concerned only as..· $ ]
regard the job work. In other words service receiver is not com:erned about the manpower.. ~,;} (

E5 /' ·.•• AH,pA6?
'•.\.._~ '.....2"

2. The matter has been examined. The nature of manpower supply service is quite distinct
from the service ofjob work. The essential characteristics of manpower supply service are that
the supplier provides manpower which is at the disposal and temporarily under effective
control of the service recipient during the period of contract. Service providers accountability
is only to the extent and quality of manpower. Deployment of manpower normally rests with
the service recipient. The value of service has a direct correlation to manpower deployed, i.e.,
manpower deployed multiplied by the rate. In other words, manpower supplier will chargefor
supply ofmanpower even ifmanpower remains idle.
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The value of service is Junction of quantum ofjob work undertalzn, i.e. number ofpieces
fabricated etc. It is immaterial as to whether the job worker undertakes job work in his
premises or in thepremises ofservice receiver.

14. As facts are not clear, it is felt that the adjudicating authority should pass a fresh order,

keeping in mind the aforementioned observations/directions. Needless to state, that the case

laws relied upon by the appellant and the aforementioned C3EC's circular should also be

discussed, while arriving at the decision. On these limited grounds, and without expressing

any opinion on the merits of the case, the impugned order is remanded to the original

adjudicating authority, for fresh decision. While remanding the matter, I rely on the case of

Mis. Associated Hotel Limited [2015(37) STR 723 (Guj.)]. The appeal is disposed of

accordingly. "

8. In view foregoing, the appeal succeeds by way of remand and the impugned OIO is

set aside.

o
9.
9.

31 47aaar zrt a a6 a$ 3r4t mr fazrr 30ha a{th fzn Gaar el
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

3#w?
(3al 9In)

3rg# (3r4er -I)
Date:2//07/2016

0

Attested

2Jo)>
(MohananaV.V)
Superintendent (Appeal-I)
Central Excise, Ahmedabad

BYR.P.A.D.

To,.

MIs. Sakeen Alloys Private Limited,
BlockNo. 244, Visnagar-Mehsana Road,
At. Village - Savala,
Taluka Visnagar,
District Mehsana

Copy to:-

1. The Chief Commissioner of Central Excise, Alunedabad.
2. The Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad-III
3. The Additional Commissioner (System), Central Excise, Ahmedabad-III
4. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhinagar Service Tax

Division, Ahmedabad-III.
5Guard file.

6. P.A
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