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31@)apaf a I vi uar Name & Address

1. Appellant

M/s Jay Ambe Bus Services,
(Prop. Vinodbhai Govindbhai patel), .
9, Vrundavan Bunglows, Nr. Shreeji Society,
Behind CIMS Hospital, Sola,
Ahmedabad-380063

2. Respondent
The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-VI, Ahmedabad
North , th Floor, B D Patel House, Nr. Sardar Patel Statue , Naranpura,
Ahmedabad - 380014

C) ail{ a1fr g rfh 3mer a riisrra at at asgamer #f zunfrf
ft aal; Tg qr 3rf@rant at 3NJc,f nr gnrur rhea vgd a aare

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 :

qlr la r grtrvr smrar
Revision application to Government of India :

() #4tu snra zyca 3#f@nu, 1994 #t arr ra Rt a; Tg 1ff1,cYfT cB" ~ 'ti' ~
tITTT "cbT "34-tlffl cf> ~~ 4-.!~cb cf> 3RfTm ~-a:rur 3Wlcr-=t" 3ltTPf ~, ~ - flXcblX, fclm
iarra, larva f@qr, ahsft ifGrca , la lu si, ir f, { f@ct : 110001 "cbT cBI" fl
afg I
(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 - 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:

i qf Ta #t gTfa ?i sa }ft ztf art fa#t rust zur r1 arar a
TusrIRqt qaerrt i ma a Ga g; mf ii, zu f4at usrrr zn Tuer i are
aran #j za fa4t quern i ztr at 4an a hr g{ st

In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
house or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of
essing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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ala are fa#l zg zn 7at Raffa l=fTc'f IR m l=ffiYf faff1 uzir zca ace m IR
~~ tB" me a ma it ma # are fhv# ; zrgr Raffa

(A)

(B)

(c)

(1)

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.

zrf gre qr par fag fr rd are (ur zu +era at) Rllm fclRIT 1"fllT l=ffiYf "ITT I

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

3ifna #l sur<a ye # grar a fg cit sptf ru #l n{ & sit ha or? ult z
rrr qi Ru a grfa rga, 3rft r uRa ata q u arfa« 3nf@fa (<i.2) 1998
tTRf 109 err fgaa fg mg st I ,

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.

a4ha nraa zye (or4ca) Rmra), 2oo1 cB" frn:r:r 9 cB" 3Td<@ Rafe ua in zy-s # t
uRaji i, )fa ark uRa om?r )fa Reita t4)ma flu er-3hr vi or8la or? at
at-at ufaii arr fr am4a fa5u rr a1Reg[r Tr arr z. qr rfhf 3iaf err
35-z Raffa tffl- tB"~ tB" x-!Wf arrr-6 arc at uf ft et#t afezt

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.

0

(2) Rfaa 3aaa er ui viam v car qt zna a zit it rt 2o0/- #la q7rar
at ug 3ik ugi icasan ja ala a vnat it at 1ooo/- #t #la q77al #t urgt

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 zrcn, #€hr Gura zyc vi hara 3r9ltd nrznf@raw ,f 3r9)G
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) #!tr Guraa rca arf@Ru, 1944 #) enr 35-8t/3s-z # 3iafa

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

(cJ?) 0cfdfciRs1c1 qRwcl 2 (1) en i aaTg 3ar # srarat 6t 3r@la, 3fiat a me#tar zyc,
hfra snraa zgco vi hara srfa =nrznfreov(free) l ufa hara 4fan,
~l!_;l-lc(IEJlc( "lf 2nd l=TTffi", isl.§J-JI cl) 'J..fcR , JRRcTT ,fTR·-q,H !l I~, '3i e,5J-JQlisJIQ -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 mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

0
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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 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) ~~~if~~ 3llm cBT mfcm ear a at rel er sitar fg #1 al 'T@R
qja ir a fan mt alR; sa ea ha zg ft fa fear utl rfaa fg
zqenfe,f 374lRlr -urferau al ga arfla zn a€hawar al ya 3maaa fan urar &l
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 .

0

0

(4)

(5)

(7)

nrnru grcn rferfm 497o zan vigil@r #l rqf-+ a siuf fafRa fhg rr 3al
3mr)ea mr a 3?gr zrenfe,fa fufr ,f@rant a mar r@ta #6t gauf 56.so ha
cBT qr1rear zyca feaz car 3hr a1Re 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-I item of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

~ 3ITT~ +fflwl1 cpl" firuta ar fuii 6t ail sf en anaffa fnz ual & uit
v#tr zyca, a4tu salad zyea vi tar r4l#ta nnf@raw (qr,ff@f@) fr, 1982 i
ffea #r

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

v#tr zrca, fhu uni«a gyea g hara 3r4l#ta nznf@raw (Rrbzc), sf sr8cit
~ if cITTWT l=JFT (Demand) 10[ "cts (Penalty) mT 1o% qas as 34faf ?1raff@,
3f@raaqf war o ailsuu ?& I(section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 &

Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

±4ju3alaea sit tarasa oiafa, zmfragt "acr a$\ir"Duty Demanded)
(i) (section)&is nD abasafufRa zrft;
(i) farad3dz ±fez alft;
(iii) ha2fezPait aPu 6 h5aa auuf.

es qqasav«fa ar@la a uz? g& sraralgear,erf atfaa4#fggrf4a
fear«a&.

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 0 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.

aa +, zr rr2gr # uR srfhqfasur a rrr ssf zrea srrar yeasu aus R4a1fa st at infhye
,9$, # 1o4rarrusi sri#aavs Ra1fa gt asaush 1041arrust sr raftl

'1$ .,,., . ., ~~5 6,9; #e ± view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on• t> #ksrre of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
o • s "" enalty, where penalty alone Is m dispute."



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/814/2022-Appeal

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by Mis. Jai Ambe Bus Services, (Prop. Vinodbhai

Govindbhai Patel), 9, Vrundavan Bunglows, Nr. Shreeji Society, Behind CIMS Hospital, Sola,

Ahmedabad - 380063 (hereinafter referred to as "the appellant") against Order-in-Original

Number GST-06/D-VI/O&A/94/Vinodbhai/AM/2021-22 dated 24.02.2022 (hereinafter referred

to as "the impugned order") passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central OST, Division VI,

Ahmedabad North (hereinafter referred to as "the adjudicating authority").

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant was holding Service Tax

Registration No. AESPP1696PSD001. On scrutiny of the data received from CBDT for the FY

2016-17, it was noticed that the Sales / Gross Receipt from Services (Value from ITR) were not

tallied with Gross Value of Service Provided, as declared in ST-3 Return of the FY 2016-17.

There was a difference of Rs. 1,67,39,427/- between the Gross Value of Service Provided, as

declared in ST-3 Return and Sales/ Gross Receipt from Services shown in ITR in the FY 2016

17. The appellant was called upon to submit clarification for difference along with supporting

documents, for the said period. However, the appellant had not respond to the letters issued by

the department.

2.1 Subsequently, the appellant was issued a Show Cause Notice No. GST-06/04

1244/Vinodbhai/2021-22 dated 12.10.2021 demanding Service Tax amounting to Rs. 25,10,914/

for FY 2016-17, under proviso to Section 73(1) 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 76, 77 & 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

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. 9,72,978/- 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 FY 2016-17 and dropped the remaining amount.

Further, Penalty of Rs. 9,72,978/- was imposed on the appellant under Section 78 of the Finance

Act, 1994 and Penalty of Rs. 10,000/- was also imposed on the appellant under Section 77 of the
Finance Act, 1994.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant preferred the present appeal on
the following grounds:

The appellant is engaged in providing renting of motor vehicle services to education

institution and business corporate for its staff and is holding Service Tax Registration No.
AESPPl 696PSD001.

0

0

Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, the appellant is not required to

service tax in respect of service provided or agreed to provided by way of renting
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of a motor vehicle designed to carry passenger on abated value to any person who is not

engaged in the similar line ofbusiness.

o The entire Service Tax demand confirmed by the adjudicating authority is wrong and

interpretation of law is erroneously done.

0 SCN had been issued without considering the fact that the appellant falls under Reverse

Charge Mechanism, where service provider has not required to pay the service tax in case

of renting of motor vehicle services, hence, the adjudicating authority invoked the

extended period of limitation under Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994, however,

such charge of suppression is not sustainable due to following reasons:

(a) The extended period has been invoked on difference in service tax due to

reconciliation between values of books of account and ST-3 returns. But from the

facts submitted above it is beyond doubt that the appellant is not liable to pay tax due

to reverse charge mechanism.

(b) The demand confirmed in OIO by invoking extended period is not justifiable and as

per the provision of Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994, it is clear that when the tax

is not paid by reason other than fraud the period of service of notice shall be thirty

months is considered then the service tax liability for the period from April, 2016 to

July, 2017 is time barred and is liable to be dropped.

o In terms of Section 78, if transaction are recorded in books of accounts, maximum·

penalty is 50% of the tax payable. As it is elem· from the SCN that taxable value is

derived from the Income Tax Records which are filed based on books of accounts

maintained by the appellant, maximum penalty that can be imposed is 50% of the tax

short paid or not paid.

4. Personal hearing in the case was held on 14.12.2022. Shri Parth Desai, Chartered

Accountant, appeared on behalf of the appellant for personal hearing. He stated that the service

in question were under Reverse Charge Mechanism (100%) and reiterated submission made in

appeal memorandum.

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 dispute involved in the

present appeal relates to non payment of service tax by the appellant on the service provided by

them as Renting of Motor Vehicles. The demand pertains to the period FY 2016-17. The main

issue which is required to be decide in the case is whether the services provided by the appellant

for differential income on which Service Tax confirmed in the impugned order is taxable or
1a =ix,s.."+ empted / under RCM.

5
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6. The adjudicating authority had confinned the demand on the value arrived at by

excluding Gross Value of service provided as mentioned in ST-3 Return and Value of service

provided to educational institutes i.e. Adani Vidya Mandir. From the ledger of income, the

adjudicating authority has also arrived at the conclusion that the rest of income is from the

service provided to business entity. While confirming the demand, the adjudicating authority, in

the impugned order, held that the recipient of "Renting of Motor Vehicle" are either public

limited company or private limited company and hence falls under the definition of Body

Corporate. The adjudicating authority also observed that as per clause II (8) (b) of the

Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, in respect of services provided or agreed to be

provided by way of renting of a motor vehicle designed to carry passengers on non-abated value

to any person who is not engaged in the similar line of business, the liability to pay service tax is

divided among the service provider and service receiver in the ratio of 50% and the appellant has

failed to produce any documents that could establish they have discharged service tax on the

abated value or non-abated value when discharging their service tax liability and paid service tax

on the total value of Rs. 46,47,028/- as reflected in ST-3 Further, the adjudicating authority

observed that the appellant failed to discharge their service tax liability on the value of Rs.

1,29,73,037/- in the manner as prescribed under clause II (8) (b) of the Notification No. 30/2012

ST dated 20.06.2012 and confirmed the demand of Rs. 9,72,978/- on the 50% of the taxable

value of Rs. 1,29,73,037/-. The relevant portion of the impugned order is as under:

"On perusal ofthe above, Ifind that the renting ofmotor vehicle service provided

to a body corporate falls under reverse charge mechanism i.e. service tax is to be

paid by the service recipient if it is a body corporate. On perusal of the sales

ledger, Form 26 AS for the FY 2016-17 of the assessee, I find that the assessee

has provided services to body corporate.

25. Further, it is necessary to look in to the definition of "body corporate" as

service recipient is liable to pay service tax under reverse charge mechanismfor

Manpower supply service is only when it is a body corporate.

25.3. In the instant case, recipient of "renting ofmotor vehicle" are either public

limited company or private limited company and hence falls under the definition

ofBody corporate.

26. Now, on perusal of the clause II (8) (b) of the Notification No. 30/2012-ST

dated 20.06.2012, I find that in respect of services provided or agreed to be

provided by way of renting of a motor vehicle designed to carry passengers on

non-abated value to any person who is not engaged in the similar line ofbusiness,

ability to pay service tax is divided among the service provider and service

er in the ratio of 50%. The assessee hasfailed to produce any documents

6
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that could establish they have discharged service tax on the abated value or non

abated value. They were discharging their service tax liability and paid service

tax on the total value ofRs. 4647028/-. However, they failed to discharge their

service tax liability on the demand ofRs. 12973037/- in the manner as prescribed

under clause II (8) (b) ofthe Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012."

7. find that the main contention of the appellant is that they had provided service of

"Renting ofMotor Vehicle" to the body corporate and in respect of service provided or agreed to

provided by way of renting ofmotor vehicle designed to carry passenger on abated value to body

corporate, the liability to pay service tax is on service recipient under Reverse Charge

Mechanism basis as per the Notification No. 30/2012-ST and they are not liable to pay service

tax.

8. For ease of reference, I reproduce the relevant provision for abatement as

provided under Notification No. 26/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as amended and
relevant provision for reverse charge mechanism as provided under Notification

No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 as amended, which reads as under:

Notification No. 26/2012-Service Tax dated 20.06.2012, as amended vide Notification No.

08/2014-ST dated 11.07.2014

0

Sl. Description oftaxable service Percentage Conditions
No.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
9A. Transport ofpassengers, with 40 CENVAT credit on inputs, capital

or without accompanied goods and input services, used for
belongings, by - providing the taxable service, has
a. a contract carriage other not been taken under the provisions
than motor cab. ofthe CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004
b. a radio taxi

Notification No. 30/2012-Service Tax dated 20.6.2012, as amended vide Notification No.

10/2014-ST dated 11.07.2014

Table

Sl.
No.

7.

Description ofa service

(a) in respect of services
provided or agreed to be
provided by way of
renting of a motor vehicle
designed to carry
passengers on abated
value to any
person who is not

Percentage ofservice tax
payable by the person
providing service

NIL

7

Percentage ofservice tax
payable by any person
liableforpaying service
Tax other than the
service provider

100%
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engaged in the similarline
of business

(b) in respect of services
provided oragreed to be 50% 50%
provided by way of
renting of a motor vehicle
designed to carry
passengers on non abated
value to
anyperson who is not
engaged in the similarline
of business

9. In view of the above provisions of Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, I find

that there are two options under reverse charge mechanism, viz., (@) if an assessee, who opted for

payment of Service Tax on abated value, will issue invoices indicating service tax on abated

value and in that case if the recipient of service is a Body Corporate, the assessee is not required

to pay any service tax and the recipient of service is required to pay service tax on 40% of gross

value of Invoice on reverse charge basis; and (ii) if an assessee, who had not opted for payment

of Service Tax on abated value, will issue invoices indicating full service tax on non-abated

value and in that case if the recipient of service is Body Corporate, the assessee is required to pay

service tax on 50% of gross value of Invoice and the recipient of service is required to pay

service tax on remaining 50% of gross value of Invoice on reverse charge basis. I find that in the

present case, the appellant has not produced any documentary evidence demonstrating that they

had opted for payment of service tax on abated value as per the Notification No. 26/2012-ST

dated 20.06.2012. On perusal of the invoice No. 0009/16-17 dated 01.06.2016 issued by the

appellant to MIs. Subros Ltd., as reproduced by the adjudicating authority in Para 22.2 of the

impugned order, I also find that the appellant has charged full amount for services in the said

invoice and no where showing the Service Tax amount or no where mentioned about the abated

value for charging service tax. Under such circumstances, I find that the .appellant has merely

made a bold contention, without submitting any supporting documentary evidence either to the

adjudicating authority or to this authority under appeal memorandum, that their service falls

under RCM and in terms of Sr. No. 7(a) of Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 and

they are not required to pay any service tax. Their contentions are not legally tenable.

10. I find that the appellant has not disputed the taxability of services provided by

them i.e. "Renting of Motor Vehicle" and on verification of case records, I also find that the

appellant has also discharged their service tax liability and paid service tax on the total value of
$ «

Rs. 46,47,028/- as reflected in ST-3 fled by them, however, the appellant has not provided any

details showing that whether they have opted for abatement or otherwise. They have, in the

appeal memorandum, simply claimed that the services provided by them were under RCM

and under clause II (7) (a) of the Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. However, I

find that the appellant has failed to provide any supporting documents to the adjudicating

prove that they have provided services by issuing abated value invoices /

1ing non-abated value invoices / bills. It is also observed that the appellant has

8
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not provided any such detail while filing the appeal with this office. Thus, without any

supporting documents / details countering the findings of the adjudicating authority, the

contention of the appellant that their service falls under RCM and under clause II (7) (a) of

the Notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, and that they have not required to pay

service tax as demanded, is not legally tenable.

11. I find that in the present case, as the service provided by the appellant is taxable and not

exempted by way of any exemption notification, the appellant was required to discharge their

Service Tax liability during the said period. However, the appellant had not discharged Service

Tax liability on the whole amount received by them from providing taxable services which

resulted in confirmation of this demand. Also, the appellant has never informed the department

about not paying service tax on whole amount, the said fact could be unearthed only at the time

of investigation / issuance of the show cause notice on the basis of the data provided by the

Income Tax department. After introduction of measures like self assessment etc., a service

provider is not required to maintain any statutory or separate records under the provisions of

Service Tax Rules and private records maintained by them for normal business purposes are. .
accepted, for all the purpose of service tax. All these operates on the basis of the trust placed on

the service provider and, therefore, the governing provisions create an absolute liability on the
i

assessee when any provision is contravened as there is a breach of the trust placed on them. It is
the responsibility of the appellant to correctly assess their tax liability and pay the taxes. The

deliberate efforts by not paying Service Tax on whole value of taxable amount is utter dis-regard

to the requirement of law and breach of trust deposed on them. Therefore, I find that on account

of all these acts of willful mis-statement and suppression of facts on the part of the appellant,

with an intent to evade payment of Service Tax, the essential ingredients exist in the present case

which makes them liable to pay the demand against them invoking the extended period of

limitation under proviso to Section 73(1) of the Finance Act, 1994. When the demand sustains,

there is no escape from the liability of interest, hence the same is, therefore, recoverable under

Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994.

12.' Further, I find that the imposition of penalty under Section 78 is also sustainable, as the

demands were raised based on detection noticed during the initiation of inquiry by the

department on the basis of the data provided by the Income Tax department. Section 78(1) of the

Finance Act, 1994, provides penalty for suppressing the value of taxable services by reason of

fraud or collusion' or 'willful misstatement' or 'suppression of facts' with 'the intent to evade

payment of service tax'. Since the service provided by the appellant taxable are one, and the

appellant had not paid whole service tax as required by suppressing the value of service provided

and not showing correct value in ST-3 returns filed by them, they cannot avoid demand of

service tax or penalties. Hence, I find that the act of willful mis-statement and suppression of

facts with an intent to evade payment of tax, as discussed in Para supra, made the appellant liable

"et· impose penalty on them under the provisions of Section 78 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994., %
,4
a «

h.3.
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12.1 As regards penalty imposed under Section 78 of the Act, the Appellant has pleaded that

since there was no suppression of facts, no penalty can be imposed upon them under Section 78

of the Act. I have already upheld invocation of extended period of limitation on the grounds of

suppression of facts as per discussion in para supra. Hence, penalty under Section 78 of the Act

is mandatory, as has been held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Rajasthan Spinning

& Weaving Mills reported as 2009 (238) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.), wherein it is held that when there are

ingredients for invoking extended period of limitation for demand of duty, imposition of penalty

under Section 1 lAC is mandatory. The ratio of the said judgment applies to the facts of the

present case. I, therefore, hold that the Appellant is liable to penalty under Section 78 of the Act.

13. As regards the penalty of Rs. 10,000/- imposed on the appellant under Section 77 of the

Finance Act, 1994, as amended, for contravention of the provisions of Section 70 of the Finance

Act, 1994, I find that as per the provisions of Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 (as amended

from time to time), "every person liable to pay the Service Tax shall himself assess the tax due

on the services provided by him and shall furnish to the Superintendent of Central Excise, a

return in such form and in such manner and at such frequency as may be prescribed. In the

present case, it is observed that the appellant has not disclosed full and correct information about

value of the services provided by them in the relevant ST-3 Returns and failed to self-assess the

correct taxable value for the services provided by them and thereby contravening the provisions ·

of Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994. Accordingly, as the appellant has failed to comply with

the provisions of Section 70 of the said act, they are liable to the penalty under Section 77 of the

Finance Act, 1994. Hence, I find that the impugned order to the extent of penalty of Rs. 10,000/

imposed on the appellant under Section 77 of the Finance Act, 1994 is legally correct.

14. In view of the above discussion, I uphold the order passed by the adjudicating authority

and reject the appeal filed by the appellant.

15. sfta #af rt af fr +? sfla a Rqru 3qla al# fan star &
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

0

0

Attested

(R. C.~iyar)
Superintendent(Appeals),
COST, Ahmedabad

By RPAD I SPEED POST
To,
M/s. Jay Ambe Bus Services,
(Prop. Vinodbhai Govindbhai Patel),
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(Akhiles Kumar) >2..

Commissioner (Appeals)

Date: 15.12.2022

Appellant
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9, Vrundavan Bunglows,
Nr. Shreeji Society,
Behind CIMS Hospital, Sola,
Ahmedabad - 380063

The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Division-VI,
Ahmedabad North

Respondent

Copy to:

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

2) The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad North

3) The Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division VI, Ahmedabad North

4) The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad North

(for uploading the OIA)

~55 Guard File

6) PA file

11




