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Name & Address of the Appellant & Respondent ·

M/s. ONGC

al{ anfhr za 3r@ 3n2gr a ari@ts rra #var t m a g mar wf unfenf Rt
aal; ggr 3rf@rant at arl zu g+tervrma rgda "ffclmT t 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 :

,'+fffii '<N'PI'< cITT :fRTa:rur~ . :
Revision application to Government of India :

(1) ta 3qlaa zyca 3r@fr, 1994 #t err sisf ta sag mg ii # a #
~tTRT cB1" "3'9'-tlffi cB' >l'~ 4'<"g¢ cB' 3W@ gitaru oraa '3ra fr4, Gld E7EI,
fcrro iarzu, Ira f@qt, atsft +ifGr, Rta {tu raa,i mf, fact : 110001 cf)l'
at u1ft a1Rey 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 - 110 001 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) inf ma cB1' m ·Tr ii ura }Rt zf afar fa8t spurn zq 3I qr«qr
j a fa qagrn aw rarn n u g; mf ii, zu fa#t quern a Tuer i
"cfIB '% fcITTfl qrqr u ft usm zt .,-rc;r st 4f4qrhr g{ t 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 .

_(gg) ma as fh4 zl; znr Ruffmlqzn fafufu ii qztir._..
y :~ 'iIB <R <3<'ll<i~ 1!joi'P ,j; ft'ilc ,j; 'lrffi i'i "ff '1mf ,j; 'ITITT" ~~ ,:rr ~a·

( /? \. (b) 'In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or /~'rj
t - % lnd(a of on,excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are ew'':1,ks, country or territory outside India. \

.•, .. ·•. . t). -~
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(Tf) ~ ~ cpf ~ ~ m.=iT 'BffiT ~ ~ (~ m ~ cITT) ~ ~ 1"f<TT• _,
l=f@"°ITTI.

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

duty.

tT 3wr=f '3clllct.-J ctr '3clllct.-J ~~~~~. '5'11" ~~ l=fR:f ctr~ t° 3ITT
~~ '5'11" ~m "C;cf ~ ~ :jt11Rlcb ~, ~ ~ &RT -cnfu=r crr x,i:m LJx m
6'lcf ll fcrffi~ (~.2) 1993 m 109 &RT Pl~cfci ~ ~ ID 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 orde~ 1s passed by the
Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act,
1998.

(1) en~· ~ ~ (3l1fuYr) Pllll-\1qcr11, 2001 cf> ~ 9 cf> 3Wffi fc!Pl~t5c m~
zg-o #al uft ii, hr 3m # uR am )fa feafa ft a-srar va
a7fl 3met #t at-t 4fii a er fr 3ma f@4n rt affe;{r rr gr • cITT
~{,«:J~~~ cf> 3Wm m 35-~ ll frrmfm -cti- ~~cf>~ cf> m~ €1"3-ITT-6 -=cr@R c#r >ltd
ft et#t a1Reg I

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form N·o. 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, 1,944, under 0
Major Head .of Account.
(2) R[@G 3m4a Tr uf via va ya ra ah aa aa zt at sq1 2oo/
-qm:r ~ cti- \JJW 3tR sgi ica zm a Gara snrar st m 1 ooo; - cti- ~~ c#r ·
Gg 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 zca, a4tu ala grca gi @aa an4lRq =Inf@au 4R 3fla
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) #tu 6qrgrcn arf@fr , 1944 cB1" tTRT 35- uo-aft"/35-~ cf> 3W@:

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

i3cfd~Rsla qRmct 2 (1) cB" ~ ~~ cf> m 6t 3r9ta, 3r#tat ar ii ft
zrca, €hr Ura zca vi la1a 3r4l6Rt mrznf@rev(Ffl«.c) cm- ~ ~ 4"1fdcf>1, 0
37&7rala i 3it-2o, q he Raza autos, Barut Tar, (j-(6l-\ctltlll&-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) ~ i3¢Lllct.-J ~ (3l1fuYr) Pllll-\lqe>1"1, 2001 c#r m 6 cf> 3Wffi m ~--~-3 ~ frr~
fag 3r3«r 3741Ru =uafaoi 6 +r{ 374la a fas or#ta fag n; am#gr ata ufaj Rea
\i'lm snra zyca #t ir, ans at l=fiTf 3TTx ciPWTT ·TIT ujifn T; 5 ala z! Ura a t c®
~ 1ooo /- ~ ~ "ITT1ll I \i'lm 8TT zca #t ir, anus #t l=fiTf 3TTx ciPWTT Tf<TT ~
ET; 5 Gal4 II 50 Gld l "ITT m ~ 5000 / - ~ ~ 6T1fr I "i:nm "i3c'41cf ~ c#r l=filT ,
~ c#r l=fTlT 3TTx ciPWTT ·TIT uifIT T; 5o ala zmT U#a vnr & asi nu; 10000/- #l
ft e)ft I c#r ~ tlolllcf> \(Mx-c.l\( cf> ".-J"11=r "ff aff#a a rue a u viaj er cITT \Jl1<l I <T6"
~ "i3"Xi °'{"{?;fA cf) fcpm .=rrfi:rc, tllcf\ilPlcf> af5f cf) ~ c#r mx:m cITT "ITT

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, 2001 and shall be accompanied against
(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 and above 50 Lac
respectively in the form of crossed bank d:aft in favour of Asstt. Registar ~of ~:~!~~~!,~~:y

/ ,,, ~-. · / \t,. .. l
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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) <1t?;~~if~~~ cpl~ NITT t m~-~ 3001" ~~~cpl :rmr,=r~
i<r ~ wm.'Gl'FIT ~ ~ -a-v:r ~ mcT ~ 'lfr ftp-~ 'C!-J'r ~ ~ m ~ ~ <r~ 3~
~cm- ~ om qr4qwar qt ya an4aa fan 'G'lTITT i 1

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) nrarcr zr«ca rf@fr 497o zren vigilf@a #t r@Pr-+a siafa Raffa fa5g 3r3Ir
sq 37r4a Tr Te 3kt zqenRenf fu qTf@rant a am?gr # a r@ta #l ya qf u
~.6.50 ¾ cpf r1rrz zca fa cm ±tr al;t
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) sa zi viif@a ii at PJ;tj?l01 ffl ad fuii t zit ft ezn 3rra[fa f4a \JITITT t
vl1" tr zrca, as4tu sari zc vi @ala ar9la nznf@rvr (arufRaf@) fz, 1982 if
ffea et
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) #tar eren, h.4a 3eu area va t1c11cli.i: 3-14"1~"1.!.1~ct1"1faa) m \Tfc:t 3-TCfn;rr ahmi ii
h.4)a 35eur era 3fez1a, 8&y9 Rt arr 399 h3iai fa#rzr(gin-2) 3f@1fr4a 2&g(2a89/ #
iszn 29) feciia: 6€.e.28y 5ahfar3#ff2z12, 88&9 Rt arr3 h 3inia hara at aftarr&st
wr &, arr fee #ra pa-f@ smrmar 3far4 k, arra fhz arr h 3iria rat fl5r aft
3r)f@a erfrarals 3r@rat
tjic-&i.!.1~~ "Qci t1c11cli.i: m 3t=mct""it fauz erai fa= gnf@a?

(i) 'tTRT 11 tr m 3iawf fefrn#
(ii) adz sran RR ft a{ na u@r

(iii) a 5rm fez,ma4 h fez1a 6 m .3@-a1cf ~~

» 37aarfzrf grnrhmanftz(i. 2) 3f@7z1#, 2014h 3rwmqa fans#t3ruzruf@art eh
'Bd1a=f~ 'f~ ~ 'Qcf 3-n:fR.r qi)- WT..~Ml

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.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

This appeal has been filed by M/s. Oil and Natural Gas Corporation

Ltd., Second Floor, Avani Bhavan, Chandkheda, Ahmedabad (hereinafter

referred to as "the appellants") against the Order-in-Original number

02/D/GNR/NK/2018-19 dated 24.04.2018 (hereinafter referred to as "the
impugned order") passed by the Assistant Commissioner of Central GST,

Gandhinagar Division, Gandhinagar (hereinafter referred to as "the

adjudicating authority").

0

22,064/- against other facilities provided to CISF) for the period from July

2012 to December 2014.

2. Brief facts of the case are that the appellants were holding Service Tax

registration number AAACO1598AST034 under the categories of "Transport

of Goods through Pipeline service, Transport of Goods by Road service,

Technical Inspection & Certification Agency service, Manpower Supply Agency

service, Consulting Engineer service, Business Support service, Rent-a-cab

Scheme Operator service, Works Contract service, Legal Consultancy service,

Renting of Immovable Property service, Sponsorship service, Scientific &

Technical Consultancy, Business Auxiliary service, Maintenance or Repair

service and Other Taxable services- Other than the 119 listed. During the

course of audit, it was noticed that the appellants had short paid Service Tax

amounting to 13,40,753/- under the category of Legal Consultancy service

during the period July 2012 to December 2014. As per Notification

No.30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, as amended, w.e.f. 01.07.2012, the

recipient of Legal Consultancy service is liable to pay 100% Service Tax i.r.o.

the legal services provided by an advocate to a business entity. Being

pointed out by the audit team, the appellants agreed to the said observation

and paid the short paid Service Tax along with interest. However, they paid

the above amount under protest and did not pay the penalty. It was further

noticed that the appellants did not pay 11,01,927/- against the facilities

provided to the CISF (10,79,863/- against free accommodation + Z 0

3. Thus, a show cause notice dated 31.03.2016 was issued to the

appellants which was adjudicated by the adjudicating authority, vide the

impugned order. The adjudicating authority, vide the impugned order,

confirmed the demand of Service Tax or 24,42,680/- (13,40,753/-4

11,01,927/-) under Section 73 and as part of the said amount was already

paid by the appellants, he ordered to appropriate the same against the said

demand (13,40,753/- + 22,064/-). The adjudicating authority further

asked the appellants to pay interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act,

1994 and as interest amounting to 3,95,871/-(3,82,462/-+ 13,409/-)

was already paid by the appellants, he ordered the same to be appropria-e.a tar
against the total interest liability. The adjudicating authorit
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penalty or 10,000/- under Section 77 and 24,42,680/- under Section 78

of the Finance Act, 1994.

4. Being aggrieved, the appellants have filed the present appeal on the

grounds that they do not agree with the findings of the adjudicating

authority. They argued that the Service Tax provisions are directed to the

contractual arrangements between service provider and service receiver. The

consideration accruing to service provider under the contractual

arrangements alone is liable to Service Tax. They further contended that

Section 67 talks about the value of taxable service provided by the service

provider and not about the value of product resulting from such service. They

argued that they are providing accommodation, medical facilities, arms and

ammunition, telephone facilities, uniform etc. to the CISF personnel .as per

the CISF norms. Hence, according to the appellants, it cannot be treated as

part of the consideration for providing security services.

5. A personal hearing in the matter Was held on 29.08.2018 wherein Shri

Pranab Mandal, CM (FA) and Shri Deepak Dohre, Sr. Executive (F&A),

appeared before me and reiterated the contents of grounds of appeal. Shri

Dohre submitted that they had not charged any amount for accommodation

and further contended that since legal fees issue has been settled (tax and

interest paid), the show cause notice should not have been issued.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records, appeal

memorandum. and submissions made by the appellants at the time of

personal hearing. After verifying all the verbal and written statements, I

proceed to finalize the case purely on merit.

7. Now, the first issue appears before me is that whether the adjudicating

authority has rightly confirmed the demand of Service Tax of Z 13,40,753/

on legal service, or otherwise. I find that the appellants had received legal

services and short paid Service Tax arising out of it under Reverse Charge

Mechanism. When the issue of short payment was raised by the audit team,

the appellants, without any argument, paid the amount along with interest

(under protest) as they were well aware of the issue. Genuine confusion is

always followed by arguments and counter arguments till the confusion is

cleared. But here, it seems that the moment the issue was raised, the

payment, under protest, was made. As if, they were well prepared to pay the

amount whenever the department pointed out the folly. The appellants, in

their grounds of appeal, did not mention as to why they short paid Service

Tax on the. service received. A confusion regarding taxability of a certain

service-should pertain to the entire value of the service and not a partofco
t~a·t.... ·..:.~hfs is suff'.cient enough to establish that their intention _wa~ t//.~~r_)de.·_ .,. ~~~~~,~:~-
payment of Service Tax as long as the department does not pont tt ost; Ha9 • <%

, .,. , · • ·•· \ !j u ;,' - .• n..,

here en no dearmental auto or her documents, the ('%8$"$l
&,"s/

"'-..,.._~,_
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have remained undetected and the appellants would have continued with the

said practice of non-payment of Service Tax on legal services. Moreover, the

appellants have not produced any documentary evidence to show that the

matter was agitated or referred to the Central Excise department or the

ministry. They are a Public Sector Unit and expected to behave and conduct

in a more responsible and transparent manner. Thus, this is enough to

establish suppression in the said act of the appellants. In view of the above, I

consider that the adjudicating authority has very rightly imposed penalty

under the Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

8. Now comes the second issue that is whether the free of cost

accommodation, which is not included in the bills by the service provider,

shall form part of the taxable value, for calculating service tax or otherwise.

The adjudicating authority's findings in this regard is that the appellants had

provided rent free accommodation/quarters to the staff of service providing

agency; that the service provider had not recovered the cost of HRA; that

Service Tax should be levied on value of consideration received for the

provision of service which includes both monetary consideration and

equivalent money value of non monetary consideration; that the appellants

had not included the amount of HRA because rent free accommodation was

provided; the portion of monetary consideration which was not taken into

account shall be considered to be gross amount charged, for the purpose of

calculating the taxable value. As the issue revolves around Section 67 of the

Finance Act, 1994, the relevant extracts is reproduced below for ease of

reference:
Finance Act, 1994
Section 67. Valuation of taxable services for charging service tax. -

(1) Subject to the provisions of this Chapter, where service tax is

chargeable on any taxable service with reference to its value, then such

value shall, 

0

0

(i) ........ ;
(ii) in a case where the provision of service is for a consideration not

wholly or partly consisting of money, be such amount in money as, with

the addition of service tax charged, is equivalent to the consideration;

(iii) in a case where the provision of service is for a consideration which

is not ascertainable, be the amount as may be determined in the

prescribed manner.

addition of tax payable, is equal to the gross amount charged.

(2) Where the gross amount charged by a service provider, for the

service provided or to be provided is inclusive of service tax pay

the value of such taxable service shall be such amount as, wi. . ,
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(3) The gross amount charged for the taxable, service shall include any
amount received towards the taxable service before, during or after

provision ofsuch service.

(4) Subject to the provisions of sub-sections (1), (2) and (3), the value

shall be determined in such manner as may be prescribed.
Explanation. - For the purposes of this section, 
(a)"consideration" includes any amount that is payable for the taxable

services provided or to be provided;

partly consisting of money, the value shall be such amount in money as with

the addition of service tax charged, is equivalent to the consideration. Sub

clause (iii) further states that whether the provision of service is for a

consideration which is not ascertainable, the amount may be determined in

. the prescribed manner. The explanation to the Section 67 of the Finance

Act, 1994, purports to- define the expressions consideration, money and

gross amount charged. In this case, the equivalent money value of non

monetary consideration [free of cost accommodation] could be easily

determined on the basis of House Rent Allowance entitlement of the officers,

deployed by CISF for providing security to the appellants. Hence, in terms of

Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994, it is clear that HRA, towards free

accommodation provided by the service recipient to the service provider, is a
. .

part of the consideration and therefore, should have been included in the

gross amount charged, on account of the benefit accruing to the seryjce· ,·iara,
Provider. The appellants should have discharged Service Tax under R/4eyierse: , .•••~9!)~>. % A

> ' 2
Charge Mechanism, after adding the cost towards accommodation 7to[the s {

. [6. ·-· j
. -:,gross amount charged by CISF. Even otherwise, the appellants were~'t~{~n~; __,Q)~};

·%'a._#s" c,' * .

0

9. The facts are that the appellants, a recipient of security from CISF

[Government body], was discharging Service Tax under Reverse Charge

Mechanism on the amount charged by CISF under 'support services'. The

service provider was charging the cost of deployment of personnel from the

0 level of Commandant to the level of class 4 staff; that the cost of services

fncluded (i) salary viz Basic pay plus grade pay plus dearness allowance plus

holiday pay of each official (ii) Leave salary contribution of each official and

(iii) pension contribution [including new pension scheme] of each official.

The dispute is whether the appellants are required to add HRA, to the

amount charged by CISF for computing the value of taxable services under

Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994? On going through Section 67 of the

Finance Act, 1994, sub-clause (i) states that where service tax is chargeable

on any taxable service with reference to its value then such value shall in a

case when the provision of service is forconsideration in money be the gross

amount charged by the service provider for such service. Sub-clause (ii)

states that where provision of service is for a consideration not wholly or
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HRA to CISF in respect of locations where. they are not able to provide free

accommodations.

10. I would now like to discuss the two case laws relied upon by the

appellants, viz.;
[a] Bhayana Builders Private Limited [2013(32) STR 49l. The larger bench

of the Tribunal, while deciding the question of inclusion of free supplies of

goods to construction service provider, in the value of taxable services under

Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994, held that:
• the non monetary consideration must still be consideration accruing to

the benefit of the service provider from the service recipient;

Section 67 deals with valuation of taxable services and intends to define

what constitutes the value received by the service provider as

consideration from the service recipient for the service provided, implicit

in this legislative architecture is the concept that any consideration

whether monetary or otherwise should have flown or should flow from

the service recipient to the service provider and should accrue to the

benefit of the later;
" the value of free supplies by a construction service recipient for

incorporation in the construction would not constitute non monetary

consideration to the service provider nor form part of the gross amount

charged for the services provided;
s Section67 does not require inclusion of free supplies in the gross value

charged for computation of the value of taxable services;

o the goods and materials used must connote those goods and materials

as are charged on the service recipient; that only a benefit, monetary or

non monetary accruing to the service provider from the taxable service

provided constitutes the value of taxable service and that value alone is

legitimately susceptible to the levy of service tax;

the value of goods and material supplied free of cost by a service

recipient to the provider of the taxable construction service being

neither monetary or non monetary consideration paid by or flowing from

the service recipient accruing to the benefit of service provider would be

outside the taxable value or the gross amount charged within the

meaning of later expression in Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994.
The present dispute however, is different from the facts of the above case, in

so much so that in the dispute at hand, there was no free supply of goods.

Providing rent free accommodation clearly shows that consideration which

has flown from ONGC [service recipient] to CISF [service provider] also led

to accrued benefit to the service provider, thereby satisfying the legislative

architecture, as pointed out in the aforementioned judgement. Had ONGC aesne.a-..

not 'provided free accommodation to the personnel of service provider, the'
cost component would have been incorporated by the service provider i °

0

0
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bill. The case law therefore stands distinguished, since the facts are not

similar.

[b] Intercontinental Consultants and Technology Private Limited

[201329) STR 9l. The Hon'ble High Court of Delhi, in this judgement

while holding Rule 5(1) of the Service Tax (Determination of Value)

Rules, 2006 to be ultra vires, held that there can be no inclusion of

expenditure and costs which are incurred by the service provider in the

course of providing taxable service. This case law stands distinguished

on facts since in this case, Rule 5(1) of the Service Tax (Determination

Of Value) Rules, 2006, is nowhere in picture. Further, there is no

proposal in this dispute of including expenditure incurred by the service

provider into the taxable value.

5, « 

11. In view of the fore§Jf116, I find this toibe a unique and typical case· .
• &t : • .'cs:

I further find that that the ~09.s'h atc6mnjoc;fqtion [HRA], provided by the
,%,±.....3°

service recipient to the service provider arid which was not included in the
""a,'.s . .

. bills raised by the service provider, shall form part of the taxable value under

Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994, for calculating Service Tax. I therefore,

find no reason to interfere with the order of the adjudicating authority in so

far as demand of duty and interest is concerned. As far as imposition of

penalty on the appellant is concerned, I find that the appellant had

suppressed facts with the intent to evade payment of service tax and

therefore, penalties imposed on the appellant are upheld.
1

12. In view of above discussions, I up held the impugned order passed by

the adjudicating authority and reject the appeal filed by the appellants.

13. 3741aad zarr a#ra 3r4at a fart 3qiaa aha fa sar 1

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

(3mar gi4)

CENTRAL TAX (Appeals),

AHMEDABAD.

ATTESTED

SUPERINTENDENT,

CENTRAL TAX (APPEALS), AHMEDABAD.
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To,
M/s. Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd.,

Second Floor, Avani Bhavan,

Chandkheda,

Ahmedabad.

Copy to:
1. The Chief Commissioner, Central Tax Zone, Ahmedabad.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The Commissioner, Central Tax, Gandhinagar.

The Dy. / Asstt. Commissioner, Central Tax, Div- Gandhinagar.

The Addl./Joint Commissioner, (Systems), Central Tax, Gandhinagar.

Guard file.

P.A file.

•._{.,
as»,£,


