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M/s. OMA Projects
Ahrnedabad

zu 3r@ta 3nag a orig€ al gt anfu Ufa hf?2art at or4tea f.-lyfc.l[tla %R ~ c11X

aat &:
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in

the following way :-

mrrr zcas, sna yca vi ara 379#tu =aanf@raw at 3r4la:
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

~31fuf.n:r:r,1994 ctr 'clRf 86 cfi 3ffiT@ 374ha a,t f cfi 1:fIB ctr \Jl1 ~:
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

afga @Ra 9 8a zrc, Tr zgcn vi hara 3flt Inf@rUI 311. 20. ~ ~-zc;{

g1ffctc.c1 cbA.Jl\:3°-s, Bmofr ~- 3lt5f-!C:I6flC:-380016

The West Regional Bench of Customs, Excise, Servic.e Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at 0-
20, New Mental Hospital Compound. Meghani Nagar.Ahmedabad - 380 016

(ii) ~ ·;=[rn:nfucITTUT ~ fcRfm ~- 1994 ctr 'clRf 86 (-1) cfi 3lcP-h=r 3111T(>I -~~lcJrm~
f.-l<1f-!1cJrn. 1994 cfi ~ 9 (1) cfi ~ ~mfu=r q:)fB ~.it- s it 'iTR mff[ll 1

~ c.t1 ·01,
a#hf vi Ur en fr 3m?gr a fag srf t n{ it stat qRzii
a)fl fl nR?a (Uri a va qmfra g gf) 3jh nra 3i fGra en· 3i ·nu~aw at ·nrf): Rd
&, agi a a1fa vn1as~a 2tar da # anznfe a zrua srg ·ax u &flt dd» $ : "i
ij Gr@j #ara #] +wit ans #) 1ju 3); an nut ah· u 5 cg I 3ut an a 1 W
1000/- #h 3)r4 g)ft uef hara a) nit, an ) mil 3jr urIr rn q#I u 5 ii4 Ul
50 c.:rmT c,cp ITT ill ~~ 5000/- tJfR=i ~\Jr,=r\ 'ITT1f\ I urm :f-jqjqi-! cB1 TfrT, El!Tu! ·cn"l 1=!T11 3l1 ~ C'l 1 I 1111 II 111

if1 u so ala zu Um snt ? aiU 1oooo/- m#)a )a rt
(ii) The appeal under. sub section (1) of Section 85 of the Finance Act 1994 to the Appellate
Tribunal Shall be filed in quadruplicate in Form s.-.5 as prescribed under Rule 9(1) of the
Service Tax Rules 1994 and Shall be accompany ed by a copy of the order appealed
against (one of which shall be certified copy) and should be accompanied by a fees of Rs.
1000/- where the amount of service tax & interest denanded & penalty levied of Rs 5 Lakhs or
less, Rs.5000/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is is
more than five lakhs but not exceeding Rs. Fifty _akhs, Rs.10,000/- where th13- amount of
service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is nore than fifty Lakhs rupees. in the.fom1 ofoS
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Passed by Shri Uma Shanker Commissioner (Appeals)

Tf Arising out of Order-in-Original No SD-01/Refund/58/AC/DMA/2016-17 Dated

07.02.2017 Issued by Assistant Commr STC, Service Tax, Div-I , Ahmedabad

3141c14rnf q)T .=rr=r \;ct 1Ril
Name & Address of The Appellants
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crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank
of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated.

(iii) 0Ru 31f@rfma.+gga at art gs 6l u--urrii ga (2) a iafa 3rf)a «tara Pru6f, 1g9a f?rs 9 (2)
cf; 3ffi1"@ f.lmful q,r:\ ~tl.-7 ij c#t '11T xNi7fl ~ ~ W-T 3!1':!cfii .. #tu var yea (3r4ta) a arr an) 4fail (OIA)
'3"Wi ii gm1fag ztf) 3ii 'ruz
37rzqaa, rra / 3gad 3rer1 A2I9k ah€tu sure zyca, 3rf#a nnfraut t 3r4ea aa # f? d & ·'I
(010) an uR r4fr

(iii) The appeal under sub section (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994. shall be filed in
Form ST-7 as prescribed under Rule 9 (2A) of the Service Tax Rules. 1994 and shall be
accompanied by a copy of order of Commissioner Central Excise (Appeals)(OIA)(one of which shall
be a certified copy) and copy of the order passed by the Addi. / Joint or Dy. /Asstt. Commissioner or
Superintendent of Central Excise & Service Tax (010) to 3pply to the Appellate Tribunal.

2. reminiifa zuzncz zyca 3rem, 1975 c#\ mTI ~~-1 cf'; 3l"ff'lil [aufRa fag 3rjir a 3nz a 41i
91if@e)at1 a am2 a #fa w E 6.50 /- ire at mnrcu ya Rae c'Rl iRJ '1H~\! I

2. One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjudication
authority shall bear a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under Schedule-I in terms of
the Court Fee Act, 1975, as amended.

3. ft zca, sqr zgcn gi taa ar4la uzanf@ear (affafe) fur4. 1ss2 a affa qi ru afru writ col
~ ffl clffi f.n:liTT ajt fz 3ma[fa fhn arr &1

3. Attention is also invited to the rules covering these and other related matters contained mn the
Customs, Excise and Service Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982

4. tr la. #4tar 3cuz rs vi tars 3r41hr ,far (fey 4 ,f 3r4ii #mrai
.:, .:,

a4tzr 3enz arca 31f@fr. &&g r enr 39n #3ii fa#trim.2) 3rf@0fu 2&g(2&g &8tiz
.:,

29) fecii#: €.a.&g 5it #Rt fa4hr 3f@0fu, &&g &r nr 3 a 3irair para at 2ft ara at a;&."
au ffaa#r a{ uaufmma3Gar • arf fasznu± 3iaaia srm Rt sn art 3r4f@a ear- "
Tiffi c;fl"alsua 3rf@#ai' e,l"

~3c'CfTc;" ~~~~cf;"~.. ;i:im fcl;-lJ' art ra" if9nf@a?&
.:, .:,

(il um 11 gt a 3iaa effa ta#

(ii) ~am® ffi ~ dR>@ Tiffi
(iii) ~ am foi ll J.l I cl /41 cfi" ~ 6 cfi" 3-ic=r¾, t<l ~

c::> 3mat aarf zrz f zr nr h uan faazr (i. 2 3#f@1f721. 2014 h 3nc ua fa4t"
3r418tr uf@rat4 arr f@aurufr ram 3r#fvi 3r4tr at eracg zit
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04. 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.

4(1) s iaf ii, sr 3nsr a sf 3r4 qf@rawr h are si srvas 3rzrar srea zUs.:, .:,

faa ,raa irr err 1ITclT f<ntr -rcr ~~~ 10% W@Ta=f3it srzaa avg fa1Raaa us#10%.:, .:, t> I

8pa1arcr6tsr raft?k
4(1) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tr-ibunat o.
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are,-rr{ dlspute:"'<:>"r;;"
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute. · / --··:;~{\,\

I.,_::;,
f •

.- •• j%
\ \ '--- ·' 54s-e

··-....... *..



%

3
F.No.: V2{ST)55/A-II/2017-18

ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. DMA projects, E/6, L. K. Society, Opp. Sterling Hospital,
Gurukul Road, Memnagar, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as

'appellants') have filed the present appeal against the Order-in-Original
number SD-01/Refund/58/AC/DMA/2016-17 dated 07.02.2017 (hereinafter

referred to as 'impugned order') passed by the then Assistant Commissioner,
Division-I, Service Tax, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'adjudicating

authority');

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellants were engaged in

providing construction services to the Garrison Engineer (I), Air Force,
Gandhinagar (Military Engineering Services Dpt., Ministry of Defense) and

hold valid registration number AAHFD1528PSD001. The appellants had filed a
refund claim or 3,11,231/- on 09.11.2016, before the adjudicating

authority, under Section 102 of the Finance Act, 2016 read with the Finance
Act, 1994 and rules made thereunder. On verification of the claim, it was

0 noticed that the appellants had collected Service Tax from Garrison Engineer
(I), Air Force, Gandhinagar and paid to the department. Further, along with
the refund, the appellants requested the adjudicating authority to sanction
the said refund claim and credit the refund amount directly to the Garrison

Engineer (I), Air Force, Gandhinagar. Also, during scrutiny of the claim

certain discrepancies were noticed viz.; the appellants had filed refund in
those work orders where they had entered in work contract after
01.03.2015; the appellants had recovered the tax from their client and hence
it was presumed that the doctrine of unjust enrichment would be applicable;
it was further noticed that the appellants had availed CENVAT credit on their
input service and did not reverse the same. It was further seen that the
appellants had not submitted any RA bill in respect of work order number

O GE(I)AF/GNR/148 of 2013-14 dated 29.03.2014.

3. Thus, a show cause notice, dated 04.01.2017, was issued to the
appellants which was adjudicated by the adjudicating authority vide the

impugned order. The adjudicating author ty, vide the impugned order,

sanctioned an amount r 2,26,832/-, out of the actual claim of ~
3,11,231/-, and ordered the above amount to be credited to the Consumer

Welfare Fund on the ground of the princioles of unjust enrichment. The
remaining amount of <84,399/- was rejected under various grounds which

would be discussed at a latter stage.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellants preferred the
present appeal before me. The appellants argued that the adjudicating

authority has erred in passing the impugned order by not giving:he
e. . · ",

appellants reasonable opportunity for submission of information. The order:to>"i?\

%
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F.No.: V2(ST)55/A-1I/2017-18

' transfer the amount of ~2,26,832/- to thJ Consumer Welfare Fund on the
!

ground of the principles of unjust enrichmeht is totally illogical and incorrect
i

and passed without giving the appellants proper opportunity of being heard.

5. Personal hearing in the case was granted to the appellants on
04.10.2017, 25.10.2017, 17.11.2017 and 08.12.2017 but no one, on behalf
of the appellants appeared before me nor was any letter, for adjournment of
personal hearing, submitted to me. However, this office received a letter,
dated 27.12.2017, from the appellants on 01.01.2018 along with some

documents pertaining to the refund claim.

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

grounds of appeal in the Appeal Memorandums. I find that the appellants
were granted enough chance of personal hearing for representing their case
before me. However, as they failed to avail the benefit of personal hearing, I
hereby, take up the matter ex parte, purely on the basis of merit and

available documents.

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

grounds of the Appeal Memorandum, the Written Submission filed by the
appellant and oral submission made at the time of personal hearing. To begin
with, I find that there has been a delay occurred in filing the appeal by the

appellants. The impugned order was issued on 09.02.2017 and the
appellants have filed the appeal on 16.05.2017. They have filed a request
letter, along with the appeal memo, for condonation of delay. An assessee, if
not satisfied with the demand, may prefer appeal to the higher authorities [in
this case, the Commissioner (Appeals)] within 2 months from the date of
receipt of order from such adjudicating authority. The Commissioner
(Appeals) may allow a further period of 1 month, if sufficient cause for late
filing of appeal is shown and proved to him. In the present case, the delay is
more than the further period of 1 month and hence, outside my purview. In
view of the above, I reject the appeal on: the ground of limitation itself;
however, as per the principles of natural justice, I would like to discuss the

·•

0

0

i

i
8. The request of the appellants to sanction
same directly to the account of the Garrison

the claim and credit the
Engineer (I), Air Force,

case on merit also.

Gandhinagar is illogical. The claim of refund icannot be sanctioned to anyone
else except the claimant and in the present case the appellants are the
claimants and hence the refund amount cannot be sanctioned to the account
of a third party. Thus, the adjudicating authority has very rightly sanctioned

the amount or 2,26,832/- and transferred the same t9. .the. Consumer
,·cs

Welfare Fund on the ground of the of unjust enrichment·; ·.,ea
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F.No.: V2(ST)55/A-Il/2017-18

Regarding the issue of rejection of ~,38,250/- on the ground that the

o

o

contract agreement was framed on 17.03.2015 i.e., 'after 01.03.2015, I
would like to quote the contents of Section 102 mentioned in Chapter V ·
(Service Tax) of the Finance Bill 2016; as below;

102. (1) Notwithstanding anything contained in section 66B, no

service tax shall be levied or collected during the period commencing

from the 1st day of April, 2015 and ending with the 29th day of

February, 2016 (both days inclusive), in respect of taxable services

provided to the Government, a local authority or a Governmental

authority, by way of construction, erection, comm1ss1oning,

installation, completion, fitting out, repair, maintenance, renovation

or alteration of--
(a) a civil structure or any other original works meant predominantly

for use other than for commerce, industry or any other business or

profession;
(b) a structure meant predominantly for uSe as-

(i) an educational establishment;

(ii) a clinical establishment; or

(iii) an art or cultural establishment;

(c) a residential complex predominantly meant for self-use or for the

use of their employees or other persons specified in Explanation 1 to

clause (44) of section 658 of the said Act, under a contract entered
into before the 1 day of March, 2015 and on which appropriate

stamp duty, where applicable, had been paid before that date.

(2) Refund shall be made of all such service tax which has been
collected but which would not have beer, so collected had sub-section

(1) been in force at all the material times.
(3) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Chapter, an application

for the claim of refund of service tax shall be made within a period of

six months from the date on which the Finance Bill, 2016 receives the

assent of the President.

Thus, it is very clear from above that the limiting factor for the finalization of
the contract is the date 01.03.2015, therefore, the appellants are not eligible

for the refund amount of ~38,250/- which has been very correctly rejected

by the adjudicating authority.

8.2. Regarding the issues of rejection or 23,955/- and 22,194/- on the
grounds that the appellants have not submitted RA bills and they have
availed CENVAT credit on their input service and did not reverse the same, I

find that the adjudicating authority has very rightly rejected the said
amounts of refund as the appellants had failed to submit. documentary

evidences in support of their claim.
1
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F.No.: V2(ST)55/A-11/2017-18

9. Therefore, as discussed above, I do not find any reason to interfere in

the impugned order and up held the inpugned order passed by the

adjudicating authority and reject the appeal filed by the appellants.

10. 3r@has#i art a#r a{ 3r4ta at fazrr 5uhaah fur nar el
10. The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.

sass"
(3arr in)

CENTRAL TAX (Appeals),
AHMEDABAD.

ATTESTED

(S

SUPERINTENDENT,

CENTRAL TAX (APPEALS),

AHMEDABAD.

To,

M/s. OMA projects,
E/6, L. K. Society, Opp. Sterling Hospital,

Gurukul Road, Memnagar,

Ahmedabad.

Copy to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad Zone.

2) The Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad (North).
3) The Dy./Asst. Commissioner, Central Tax, Division-VI, S. G. Highway

(East), Ahmedabad (North).
4) The Asst. Commissioner (System), Central Tax, Ahmedabad (North).

5) Guard File.

6) P.A. File.
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