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al{ anf# z 3rft 3marrials 3rgra aar ?& it a gr or4 uR zrenferfa
~~- TflZ era 3tf@rant at ar4ta zn g+taur 3la Igd q "flcITTTT t 1

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 :

an7a #al nl y7terr am)a
Revision application to Government of India:

(@) ufe m al gt~ a mu wra hgt grR armfa# +urn zu 3r1 arr i
m fcnm 11 o.gPI Ix 'ff ~ 11 o.gPn i ma aura g; nf Ti, m fcb--m 'fl u.gP 11 '< m~ Ti "c:rffi
ag fat arqr i trr fcmrr oeru al mra 4fau # aha s{ st I

Vii_ i'l<1i;;,;.
(ii) In case of any loss of good ., ctA€l0?§.~ occur in transit from a factory to a
warehouse or to another factory or e;warefi@ se to another during the course of
processing of the goods In a warehou grage ". her in a factory or m a warehouse.

(«) at sq1a z[es 3rfenf7JI, 1994 ctr tfRT 3Rm fa stg mg mm#i a a i la
ent qt q-ent qr gag imifa uleru 3net are#t afra, aa war, fl
iatau, lua fat, at)sf if5r, at cfrq '+T"cR, mlG°f, { fecal : 110001 al st sft
aRe I(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision

. Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" 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 :
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mrd a are f0fl vrg u qr ii fuff ma u n Hr # Raff u@tr gen aa ma R
sraa zyc a Raz mm ah +rdare Rah «lg ur var fuffr at

(A) 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.

zaf? zyc r qrr Rau Rf@a and as (ur u +per at) frn.lm fcnl!-r TflIT lTTC'f m 1

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

- 3Wfl:r ~ cn"'r~~ct 1-f@R cfi fg ut sq@h fe mrr { & st han uit za
Irr giRm garf@a 3rrga, 3rfu;r cfi am 1:JTffif cJT x-rn:T 1:Jx <TT fflq faa orfe)fr (i.2) 1998
'cTm 109 ElNT ~ ~ ~ 5T I

(1)

(c) 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 Gommissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed
under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

~mC!lcfrf ~ (3rfu;r) PiwilcJcll, 2001 cfi friwl 9 cfi 3@1@ fclPifctEc >fCf3! ~ ~-8 lf c:l'
>ifcr:rr ii, mqc, 3n?gr # uf am? )fa ReitaRh ma fl pea-mgr vi 3rat an?r at
at-at uRaai var Ga mg [ha st a1Reg1 \:Rlcfi Trr arr g. nl ggIgjf a 3@1@ 'elm
35-~ lf f;,<qffuf i:ifr cfi 'TTTfR cfi 'fl"@ cfi tITl!.T il31f'.1-6 'tfrc;TR at uf fl it# a1Reg t

0

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@aura 3ma rr usi vivam v Gara ul zur ma gt al u} 2oo/- #ha yrar
l urg 3jk usf icaa an va car a vnat 5T ID 1000/- cffl- qfffi 1-f@R cffl- ~ 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.

•✓.o··
/

flt zyca, €hana gycn vi ara 374)Ru mnfaur uf 3rf)a
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) a4tu suraa zycen 3rf@/fm, 1944 #l ear 3s-4/as-< # 3if:

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

(en) '3cfc'IR1Rs!a qRmc: 2 (1) -zj- 11 ~ 3~ cB" 3lc'flcff c#.r 3llfrc;f, 3l1frc;rr # ma i ft yen,
ab€hu Gara re vi hara 3r41la rrzaf@raw (R@de) a6t ufga eh#tr 9)feat,
0h3l•IC:lcillC: 11 2nd l=lmf, cil§J..Jlffi ifcFf .~ ,lTR"'c.J-<r!IJl-<,'3itl.J-l<'tlcill<'t -380004

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
. (CESTAT) at 2nd floor,Bahumali Bhawan,Asarwa,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004.
in case of appeals other than as m · .ad -2(i) (a) above.

CE
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal.shall beJiled in quadruplicate in form EA-3
as prescribed under Rule6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accomparied 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 draft in favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any 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) zaf gr sm?gr i a{ { msii at arr al & it r@lo ea sitar fg4 cnf 'T@R
sqfaa int a fzu oar aiRy <a qzu # st g ft f fear u8l arfa fg
qenfe;Ra 3flt1 qr,ff@raw1 al ya 34a zu a{ta var al v 3rat fcnm '3'lTaT t 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 notwithstanding 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) nrnreru zyc 3rf@rfzr 197o zren ii)f@er al rgq-4 a siafa feufRa fhg 31a a
3rad zu q 3mar zremfe,fa fufu pf@rant snag u2a a ga uR u 6.6.so ha

0 cpT .-{JI ll I C'1 ll ~ fe:cbc WIT oFTT ~ I · .

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

(5) ga ail iaf@era mi a,t fiavq crrc;'r frii 4l ail a eznr 3naff hn urar ? vi
flmn zgc, #tu sure yea vi hara 3rf)4ta zmrn@rawt (aruff@4e) fr, 1g82 i
frri%TI % I

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter
contended in the Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure)
Rules, 1982.

·o

*

(7) fl gr«ca, #ta Grat yea vi hara ar4al4tu nnf@raw (Rec), # uf or8ta1 #
lf11wT. if CITTf&T i:rrrT (Demand) ~ ~ (Penalty) cpT 1o% qas star 3Raf ?1zriif,
3fr4qr qf on o ailsu. & I(section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 &
Section 86.of the Finance Act, 1994)

24tunres 3ittara#3iaif, pf@ra@ "CITTf&T clft i:rrrT" (Duty Demanded) -
· (i) (Section)~ 1D ahasaRuffft

(ii) farTea3kz fez aft ft,
(iii) it@zkz fuifafuaza±uzf.

¢ <lq 1Icf 'GilTT ·~ '3fll@'' 'if~ 'crcf 'GilTT#t qerar a, 3fie' a1faahhf@g qa rfsa
~ lNr % .

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty
confirmed by the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited,
provided that the pre-deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.1 O Crores. It may be
noted that the pre-deposit is a mandatory condition for filing appeal before
CESTAT. (Section 35 C (2A) and 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86
of the Finance Act, 1994)
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.

k#f snfh qfraswrar soi zes srrar zrenou ave Raif@al ati ft»gTyea
"rr= rr:::i .'CR '3ITT' szikaaus [@aRalasavsh 10% W'@Ff 'CR 'clft 'GfT~°%I
In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on

paymel}t of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
pena,lty, where penalty alone is in dispute."
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by Mis. Anupji Kamaji Thakor, LIG-I/Q-1, 804,

Gujarat Housing Board, Village - Sanand, Ahmedabad - 382110 (hereinafter referred to as

"the appellant") against Order-in-Original No. 76/AC/D/2021-22/KMV dated 30.03.2022 and

issued on 31.03.2022 (hereinafter referred to as "the impugned order") passed by the Assistant

Commissioner, Central OST, Division IV, Ahmedabad North (hereinafter referred to as "the
adjudicating authority").

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant is holding PAN No.

AIJPT6998D. On scrutiny of the data received from the Central Board of Direct Taxes

(CBDT) for the Financial Year 2015-16, it was noticed that the appellant had earned an

income of Rs. 14,98,098/- during the FY 2015-16, which was reflected under "Total amount

paid / credited under Section l 94C, 1941, 194H, l 94J (Value from Form 26AS)" filed with

the Income Tax department. Accordingly, it appeared that the appellant had earned the said

substantial income by way of providing taxable services but has neither obtained Service Tax

registration nor paid the applicable service tax thereon. The appellant was called upon to

submit copies of Balance Sheet, Profit & Loss Account, Income Tax Return, Form 26AS, for

the said period. However, the appellant had not responded to the letters issued by the.
department.'

0

2.1 Subsequently, the appellant was issued a Show Cause Notice No. V/27-

63/Anupji/2020/TPD/UR dated 28.09.2020 demanding Service Tax amounting to Rs.

2,17,224/- for the period FY 2015-16, under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the

Finance Act, 1994. The SCN also proposed recovery of interest under Section 75 of the

Finance Act, 1994; and imposition of penalties under Section 77(l)(a), Section 77(l)(c),
Section 77(2) and Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

4)

2.2 The Show Cause Notice was adjudicated vide the impugned order by the adjudicating.

authority wherein the demand of Service Tax amounting to Rs. 2,17,224/- was confirmed

under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994 along with Interest

under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994 for the period from FY 2015-16. Further (i)

Penalty of Rs. 2, 17,224/- was imposed on the appellant under Section 78 of the Finance Act,

1994; (ii) Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was imposed on the appellant under Section 77(l)(a) of the

Finance Act, 1994 for failure to taking Service Tax Registration; (iii) Penalty of Rs. 10,000/

was imposed on the appellant under Section 77(1)(c) of the Finance Act, 1994 for failure to

provide documents / details for further verification; and (iii) Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was

~~1posed on the appellant under Section 77(2) of the Finance Act, 1994 for failure to assess
./1••. %! as a
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correct Service Tax liability and failed to file Service Tax Returns as required under Section

70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7 of the Service Tax Rules, 1994.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant have preferred the present

appeal on the following grounds:

• The appellant is a small labourer who is engaged in erection of POP and False Ceiling

work which is nothing but original works contract services. The said service is eligible

for abatement 60% as per Rule 2A of Service Tax (Determination ofValue) Rules,

2006 on the original works done by him. They submitted copies of bills issued by

them along with appeal memorandum.

• Moreover the appellant's turnover after deducting 60% abatement comes to the below

SSI exemption and hence the entire impugned order needs to be dropped. They

submitted copy of Income Ta;x • Return and Form 26AS along with appeal

memorandum. In support of their above claim they relied upon the judgement of

CESTAT in case of MIs. Shri Ashok Kumar Mishra reported at 2018 (2) TMI 573 
CESTAT,ALLAHABAD

• Even if it is assumed that the service provided by appellant is taxable, the appellant is

eligible for the cum-tax benefit. The appellant has not charged and collected service

tax on the amount charged from the service recipient. Therefore, under Section 67(2)

of the Finance Act 1994, the appellant is eligible for the benefit of cum tax valuation.

In support of their above claim they relied upon the below mentioned case laws:

a) Mis. Vaishali Developers & Builders reported at 2017 (47)S.T.R. 300 (Tri. - Del.)

b) Mis. Avtar Sodhi reported at 2016 (46) S.T.R. 547 (Tri. - Del.)

c) Mis. Hans Interiors reported as 2016 (44) S.T.R. 607.(Tri. - Chennai)

• The appellant submitted that in the FY 2015-16, they have not crossed amount of

Rs.SO lak.hs. Thus, according to Rule 6 of the Service Tax Rules, 1994, they were

liable to pay Service Tax only when they had received the payment of services

provided by them. Merely because an amount is specified in invoice did not made

them liable to make payment of Service Tax.

• Entire proceedings vide the SCN has been initiated for the F.Y. 2015-16 only on the
basis of data available from CBDT i.e. ITR/26AS of the appellant. As such, the

contention of the adjudicating authority that every paymentwhich is recorded in Form
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26AS is service income and liable to tax, is baseless, erroneous and lacks merit. For

the same the appellant relied upon the belowmentioned cases:

a) Mis. Indus Motor Company reported at 2007 (8) TMI 89 -CESTAT, Bangalore

b) Mis. Synergy Audio Visual Workshop Pvt. Ltd. reported at2008 (1) TMI 188 

CESTAT Bangalore

c) Mis. Kush Constructions reported at 2019 (5) TMI 1248 - CESTATAllahabad

d) Mis. Quest Engineers & Consultant Pvt. Ltd. reported at2021 (1 0)TMI 96
CESTAT Allahabad

• There is no element of fraud, willful mis-statement or suppression of facts with intent

to evade payment of service tax, as all the income received by them were accounted

for in the books of accounts. In the absence of the element of suppression, omission or

commission or deliberate attempt to evade payment of Service tax cannot be alleged
I

against them. In support, the appellant relied upon following decisions of various
Courts:

a) Pahwa Chemicals Private Ltd. vs. Commissioner - 2005 (189) E.L.T. 257 (S.C.)

b) Hindustan Steel Ltd. vs. State of Orissa - 1978 (2) E.L.T. J159 (S.C.)

c) Padmini Products v. Collector of C. Ex.- 1989 (043) ELT 0195 (S.C.)

• The appellant is not liable to pay any service tax, hence, the question ofpaying interest

under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994 does not arise.

• As no fraud, collusion, suppression or mis-declaration of facts or contravention of the

law with intent to evade payment of duty can be attributed to theappellant, to attract

the proviso to Section 73 (1) of the said Act and therefore no penalty can be imposed
on the appellant under Section 78 of the said Act

• This is a fit case for waive of penalty under Section 80 of the said Act asunder Section

80 there is a discretion not to impose any penalty on "reasonable cause" being shown

by the appellant. In the facts of the present case, the notices had presented sufficient

material before the authority so as to be eligible to the benefit of Section 80 of the said
Act.

4. Personal hearing in the case was held on 16.03.2023. Ms. Neelam Kalwani, Chartered
Accountant, appeared on behalf of the appellant for personal hearing.. She reiterated

~~~s,ubmissions made in appeal memorandum.
.fa~,-, . ,r;-,,. ,,;. ~
r'? :% 22
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The appellant vide their letter dated 16.03.2023 submitted additional submission,

0

0

wherein the appellant, inter alia, re-iterated the submission made by them in their appeal

memorandum and submitted copy of ITR acknowledgement, Computation of Income and.

Form 26AS for the FY 2014-15.

· 5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, grounds of appeal, submissions

made in the Appeal Memorandum and documents available on, record. The issue to be decided

in the present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority,

confirming the demand of service tax against the appellant along with interest and penalty, in

the facts and circumstance of the case is legal and proper or otherwise. The demand pertains

to the period FY 2015-16.

6. . I find that in the SCN in question, the demand has been raised for the period FY 2015

16 based on the Income Tax Returns filed by the appellant. Except for the value of "Sales of

Services under Sales / Gross Receipts from Services? provided by the Income Tax
!

Department, no other cogent reason or justification is forthcoming from the SCN for raising

the demand against the appellant. It is also not specified as to under which category of service

the non-levy of service tax is alleged against the appellant. Merely because the appellant ·had

reported receipts from services, the same cannot form the basis for arriving at the conclusion

that the respondent was liable to pay service tax, which was not paid by them. In this regard, I

find that CBIC had, vide Instruction dated 26.10.2021, directed that:

"It was further reiterated that demand notices may not be issued indiscriminately
based on the difference between the ITR-TDS taxable value and the taxable value in
Service Tax Returns.

3. It is once again reiterated that instructions ofthe Board to issue show cause notices
based on the difference in ITR-TDS data and service tax returns only after proper
verification offacts, may be followed diligently. Pr. Chief Commissioner /Chief
Commissioner (s) may devise a suitable mechanism to monitor and prevent issue of
indiscriminate show cause notices. Needless to mention that in all such cases where
the notices have already been issued, adjudicating authorities are expected to pass a
judicious order after proper appreciation offacts and submission ofthe noticee."

6.1 In the present case, I find that letters were issued to the appellant seeking details and

documents, which were allegedly not submitted by them. However, without any further

inquiry or investigation, the SCN has been issued only on the basis of details received from

the Income Tax department, without even specifying the category of service in respect of

which service tax is sought to be levied and collected. This, in my considered view, is not a
.valid ground for raising of demand of service tax.
2%»-<.'o ·1°..-?

66 2 )-RA"<.. s°
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7. I find that the adjudicating authority had confirmed the demand of Service Tax on the

whole income of Rs. 14,98,098/- observing as under:

"16.3 In compliance of the Show Cause Notice dated 28.09.2020, I find that Ms.
Neha P Kansodiya, Prop. of Neha Chauhan & Co., Chartered Accountants and
authorized representative of the said notice vide letter dated 26.10.2020 submitted a
only copies of an acknowledgement of Income Tax Returns & Form 26AS for FY
2015-16 and scanned copy Bank Statement for FY 2015-16. On verification of the
documents provided it observed that, there is only acknowledgement of !TR for FY
2015-16, there was no computation ofIncome tax or Profit & loss account submitted.
As per the details of26AS ofthe said noticee for FY 2015-16, 1find that, there was
Total Amount paid/Credited Under 194C, as Rs.14,98,098/- which is matched with
data provided as third party by the CBDT for the said noticee for FY 2015-16.
Further, on going through the details of the Bank statement as provided, I noticed
that, the copy of Bank statements scanned copy bank pass and for FY 2015-16 but
there is no first page of the pass book and there is no account number and name of
account holder and name ofBank is mentioned therefore it cannot be ascertained that;
the said copy ofbank pass book ofthe said noticee. Further, Ifind that, they vide said
letter dated 26.10,2020 the authorized representative ofthe noticee has neither made
any submission in defense ofthe allegation made in subject Show cause notice dated 0
28.09.2020 nor claimed ofany exemptions nor submitted any documentary evidence in
defense ofthe demand raised vide subject Show cause notice, Further, Ifind that, after
issuance of the SCN , this office has given ample opportunities to the said notice by
way ofpersonal hearing to defend the'Subject case but the said Noticee hasfailed to
avail the opportunities given for the sake of natural justice. in this scenario, Ifind
that, the show cause notice is pending for more than one yearfor adjudication and
keeping in view ofthe to reduce pendency ofadjudication beyond one year, I proceed
to decide the case ex-parte on the basis ofevidence available on record, "

8. It is observed that the main contentions of the appellant are that (i) they have carried

out Work Contract Services and eligible for abatement of 60% as per Rule 2A of Service Tax

(Determination of Value) Rules, 2006; (ii) they are eligible for the cum-tax benefit as per

Section 67(2) of the Finance Act 1994; and (iii) they were liable to pay Service Tax only

when they had received the payment of services provided by them as per Rule 6 of the Service Q
Tax Rules, 1994.

8.1 For ease of reference, I reproduce the relevant provision of Rule 2A(ii) of the Service

Tax (Determination of Value) Rules, 2006, which reads as under:

"Rule 2A(@i) Where the value has not been determined under clause (i), the person
liable to pay tax on the service portion involved in the execution ofthe works contract
shall determine the service tax payable in thefollowing manner, namely:-

(A) in case ofworks contracts entered intofor execution oforiginal works, service tax
shall be payable onfortyper cent ofthe total amount chargedfor the works contract;

(BJ in case ofworks contract entered intofor maintenance or repair or reconditioning
.--.--,.l-. a,: restoration or servicing of any goods, service tax shall be payable on seventya a «a,

rps", percent ofthe total amount chargedfor the works contract;+-<e·a » p%"a ·aEg± &. ·a
5},s a. < i

~
.., .., .,~,.;p•. ".s»
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(CJ in case of other works contracts, not covered under sub-clauses (A) and (BJ,
including maintenance, repair, completion and finishing services such as glazing,
plastering, floor and wall tiling, installation of electrical fittings of an immovable
property , service tax shall be payable on sixtyper cent. ofthe total amount charged
for the works contract;

Explanation 1.- For thepurposes ofthis rule,
(a) "original works" means-

(@) all new constructions;
(ii) all types ofadditions and alterations to abandoned or damaged structures on land
that are required to make them workable;
(iii) erection, commissioning or installation ofplant, machinery or equipment or
structures, whether pre-fabricated or otherwise; "

8.2 However, I find that the appellant have at the stage of adjudication as well as before

this authority, failed to demonstrate that they have carried out Work Contract Services with

{ any supporting documents viz. work order / agreement / contract, etc. in support of their claim

for abatement of 60% as per Rule 2A of Service Tax (Determination of Value) Rules, 2006. I

also find that the appellant in their reply dated 26.10.2020 to the show cause notice

categorically stated that they have filed their Income Tax Return under Section 44AD of the

Income Tax Act, 1961 and they have not maintained regular books of account. I also find that

· the appellant have also not disputed that they have provided taxable services.

0

8.3 I also find that the appellant have submitted invoices issued by them during the FY

2015-16 along with appeal memorandum, which was not produced by them to the

adjudicating authority during the adjudication process. I am of the considered view that the

appellant cannot seek to establish their eligibility for cum tax benefit under Section 67(2) of
I
I

the Finance Act, 1994 and eligibility for benefit of Rule 6 of the Service Tax Rules, 1994 to
I

pay the service tax only when they received the payment of services provided by them at the

appellate stage by bypassing the a~judicatirig authority. They should have submitted the

relevant records and documents before the adjudicating authority, who is best placed to verify

· the authenticity of the documents. Considering the facts of the case as discussed hereinabove

and in the interest of justice, I am of the considered view that the case is required to be

remanded back to the adjudicating authority to consider the aforesaid claim of the appellant

for cum tax benefit under Section 67(2) of the Finance Act, 1994 and eligibility for benefit of

Rule 6 of the Service Tax Rules, 1994. The appellant is directed to submit all the records and

documents in support of their claim before the adjudicating authority within 15 days of the

receipt of this order. The adjudicating authority shall, after considering the records and

documents submitted by the appellant, decide the case afresh by following the principles of

natural justice.

9
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9. Accordingly, I set aside the impugned order and allowed the appeal by way of

remanding the case back to the adjudicating authority to decide the same afresh.

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

. I
(Akhilesh Kumar) o03..

Commissioner (Appeals)

Attested

(R. &.niyar)
Superintendent(Appeals),
COST, Ahmedabad

By RPAD I SPEED POST

To,
Mis. Anupji Kamaji Thakor,
LIG-I/Q-1, 804, Gujarat Housing Board,
Village - Sanand,
Ahmedabad -3 82110

The Assistant Commissioner,
COST, Division-IV,
Ahmedabad North

Date : 17.03.2023
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Appellant

Respondent

Copy to:

I) The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone

2) The Commissioner, COST, Ahmedabad North

3) The Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division IV, Ahmedabad North
4) The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), COST, Ahmedabad North

(for uploading the OIA)
5)Guard File

6) PA file

10

0


