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3-14"1&tcfici1/S1klct1d.'I cfiT aTTJ-l" 1JcfJ=f '9ctT (Name & Address of the Appellant/Respondent)

Mis AIA Engineering Ltd.
~ clifctc:r w 3r4la 3nrar .mt=rrsr ~ 'cfiBT t c=rr cff. w Jm;"~f ~ IDd"~~.:,

al aTT a1a 3ff@)art at 3fcfRir m rtarur 3r7dad WIT # war & I
,

· · Any person an aggrieved by thisOrder-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:

grraa rar arqrtarwr 3mrlaT : . i
· Revision application to Government of India:

(1) (en) (@) 4&tr 3TT &Is 3f@)fez1+ 1994 cf;l" mr 31aa #Rt sag avmi h a al#a
um cnf 3q-Irr a 721aus h3iumtrur3mac 3ref fa, gma +al, far rinzr, I5a

.:, .:,

faama, alft ±ifs, flaer tr ±raw, iea mi, { feat-11 ooo 1 cfif ~ ~~ I

A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Government of India, Revision Application Unit,
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Delhi-110001, under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of th3 following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid:

(ii) zffm #t zf a mm k as zr sraa * fcRfr ~$1{dll{ m 3-la=lf cfil{@iA * m fcRfr
sisra ;:rm- ~sl{dll{ *ml 5a r mar ii, m fa4r±isa zn m * mt % fcRfr cfilH~ll<A'i,_'-'' I .:,

it zn fa@r±isrw t at ma fr ufazut ah alter { et [:: .:,

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 f~ctory or in a warehouse

(a) 3tr h az fas#r«z zur 2er fa-l<.11Rla ~ q{ m ~~ fclfa-lJ-fi O 1 * 3GWf \rc,:ci,
~~ 'Cf-l 3,91c';a-l 1a 4 Raz a mm ii sitsh arg fa#tr,m I
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(c) In case of goods exported outside fndia export to Nepal or Bl~utan without payment of
duty. _ , · ' -

(d) Credit of any duty. allowed to be utilized towards r,ayment of excise duty on final
products under the provisions of this Act or tle Rules made tbera under and such order
is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109
of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998. ,

..
(1) i+4r unrr yea (3rft) fuaof7, 2oo4 Rm o # aiafa faRfe wua iar z- iiufzii

11, )fa arr?r R 3mar )fa R.#fa TI)-;:r Tim a af qei-art vi are am?r 4t GT-err
Ifji # er sf@i am«a fch--m iJlfTT 'tIT1°%,q 1 \Rfcfi' \TIQ.T xsmrr 1;. cJ;T 5'<--q1:!M cr, 3ffi<ffi tlM 35-'ii' 11
fr!t1f·ltn qfl· cfj 'l.f@R ~ ~ cfj 'fllQ.T tr--o ram al uf sf @tft a1f@qt

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under
Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) RL1les, 2001 within 3 months from the elate on which
the order sought to be appealed agginst is communica:ecl 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 p·escribed under Section
35-EE of CEiA, 1944, under [ylajor Head of Account.

(2) ~rcJufi'T 3rrclcfrf cfJ" 'fll2.T ul if vier var v caqt llT \T-fl•fr cfJTf 'ITT 'flT ~ 200/- qfm 'l.f@R
c1fl unlg ah ursi irt varv argt uanar st it 1 ooo/- ~ '¢)x-r T@'R cJfl uITT! 1

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. ·

r z,ca, z#ju sn« zyca vi jars an@fr rrznf@rat # f gift:
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) tu sea ,zrea 3If@1fm, 1944 6t err 36-4)/a6-g ,r, 3ic=rJcr:
Under Section 358/. 35E of CEA, ·1944 an appsal lies to :-

0

(a)

(b)

(2)

qffavr peniaa if@rt ft re )r zgen, sru sq« zyea vi tarn af)rt nraf@eravr
aft fqg ff8amt de sciia i. 3. arr. #. y, ={ Roi at -qct · · ·

the special bench of Custom,. Exc;:ise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Blocl<
No.2, R.K. Puram, New Delhi-.1 in all matters relating to classification valuatio1i and.

UafiRaa uReh 2 («) a 4arg organ ararar at 3rf)a:' afht # mm ii v#tr zgan, fa
Ira yea gi ala an9timn@raw1 (fl) 46) 4fat' 8t#a1 j)fa, srarara-ii 3TT-20, 'xL
#)e7Rae anus, i)aft z, 3TTPTc\TT!Tc\'-30001G. ·

To the west regional bench of Custoins, Excise & Service Tcix AppellE1te Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 0-20, New:Metal Hospital Com::iound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380
016. in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

arr wnaa yea (r4la) Pima6f), zoo1 #l er o aifr ya gy-3 i feiffa fhrgr
37fl#ta +nznf@erst a$1 nu{ arfl fa anfrRy am $laufif Rea ursf 6Ir« ye
e1fl· 'f.fiiT, GllNf cffl nir it Gun TIT up4fa 6g 6 c'fruf <-TT \:l'f!"TT -·q)Tl t) 'c1TT ~ 1000/- qfm 1m
w!t , vJoT \IBllcf zyen at nir, nu 4st nir a?k rmarzn ·Tzar -qrrAT -~ 5 Ilg IT 50 airq gt it
n; soo/-- r hr shh tioisi sna rcas al nit, Ir #\ mfr at aura rnr srifr sir@;
~ llT mR1 'G'lffcTT t· cIBT ~ 10000/- 1flRf 'l-1\JJrIT 'ts'fl'lt I cjfy ~~xftR:c:R cfJ" rflTT /jf,.._ ~;..,,,.o~:~.'.-~'•,../lr~-:".. .e .....,t,, r,-· '••·.~

Re% .e Yi
:l IE:¢[ ' l )'--; ·'.·:,-:,w'6· 3.ti~l'.ur• /- '/n .,, /,·),,\Ir-- <qi.·. 1,, .J ,.., :--., !



Attention in invited to tile rules covering these and _other related matter contended in tlie
Customs, Excise & Service Tax AppeHafe Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982. ·

«qt g[a, BR)zr sna=a gaa vi )afa an4q)=Ru mrqif@eawr (Rrez), if an9hi nrr? i
~mar (De1mmd) i:;cf t\s (Penalty) cpf io% qa Gran #at 31fr4rf ? 1 mif#, 31f@9arr q4 an 1o ml5
'{>tRT % !(Section 35 F of the Central E~cise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of .u,·e Finance Act,·

1994)
Ac4r3u gra 3/ hataa 3inf, gnf@tz)rt "airfr Tii,rr"(Du l}' Dcinandec.l) -

~- ...
(i) (Sdclion) Ufs 11D t'~ fo:rt1TfurU~; . . · '
(ii) ~mra"{'r.n:k~cfuuffi;,, .
(iil) a#rd4#fez@rta5err 6 4iar earif@t.

a rd ran 'ifar amfr' ii wad q4sir#«qrr ii, ar'qfaa art #4 farf ear#ar fare.
~ . . .

For an appeal to be filed before 1118 CESTAT, 10% oflhe_ C·uty & Pe1ial\y confirrried by
the Appellate Commissioner_ woul? have to be pre-de:Jos1t~d. It may be noted that the

. pre-,deposit is a mandatory condition for filing appeal _:iefote _CESTAT. (Section 3o C (2A)
and 35 F of the•Central Excise Ac\ 1944,_S.ettlon 83 & Secl1011 86 of the Fmanc~ Act, 1994) .

Under central Excise andlService Tax, "Duty demanded" sl~all inciude:
(i) amount determined .u,ticl~r Section 11 D; . ·
(ii) amount of erroneous' Cenvat Credit taken'. . .
(iii) amount payable underRule 6 of the Cenv-alCrectt Rules.

. :\" -

o" ar,a,t ,f .o" ,nl<or ,\; .llflt ,y,f\,f Iii~;\;' .,_ ;;i;l ".i"" """ ".i"" 'IT au fa7fer t m ,ii,r f.l;'Q'

...- ,,..., ,. iO% ,rmt1'l "' ,1t< .,,; il\ffl """ f.1m.lmr ;1 "" """ " 1 0
¾ 'f"'1" "' ..r raa l

3 3 ' . . . . .

; a : eal a ai~st this ofd~r shall lie before the Tf bun al .on payment .of 10% .",%/"2%,,z%%.%Glor arr»r-rev areante. so ossir.wzae%Wt0 ,e . . . ~.,oNERIAPp;~~

alone is in dispute." . .. r#~i',, r-:.i•.u'-tc•Y/>·· I8 @Ks2 s
"@ so.

. . ,,< u. '/.··• ;u :.It_ .~- 0 (.I,-' .l)\, ,e / (
s% s2 :I(" s, ·.s -F"\,* . -1~:-:--:;:ri~ ">* /'"

(6)

t@fclm ~ ~ cfJ x,iLf it vizier at u?} zu Ire U enr a [fl nit #du~a @ta #a at
Irr at gl ulr u# Inf@raw at pl R-mr ~- I · .

_ The appeal to the Appellate Tribu1Jal slJall be filed i~: quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeai) Rules, 2001 atid shall - be
accompanied against (one which at least shocJld be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-,
Rs.5,000/- fi¼nd Hs.10,000/- where amount of duly/ penalty/ demand / refund is upto 5
Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form of crossed bahk draft in
favour. of Asslt. 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) u? gr mt i us{ anvil at rr)gr el ~- ) re)n pa 3jgr a Ry 4)t -cnr 'If TT'Wf wajcm
at flu uirar a1Re; gr ez 1f7 bl gg fl fa frat ud) rf a su '1" cii' ~iz -iimR~rrn 3p.fic;lTTJ
mTntf@rawur at ya a7fl ut alt war n vs a;re f)rut urar &t . ,
In case of tlie order covers C;l 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 tl1e .case may be, is
filled to avoid scriptoria work-if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.11JO/~ for each.

(4) rurru zeal a1f@Rut 4o ue ig)fr 4 arfqRt--1 air.fa Re(Ra ft 31qr.u 31)aT
11c1 3~ <Jl!.TT~~rn f.:lvfii.'r mR:'icrff{l a am?gt j uh a v >il'n "TT 'tri.6.50 lR{ cITT ~JB"ll "!{rP
[easea @tit atR 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.

~ 31R mlmt T-111ffif cpf fr!WTa ah [mil 4) ail af) ezrrr 3lftl0rcT fclTTrT urn & it tr yea,
dhd sari gym vi draw an4)Ru +nzmtf@rarwt ar4ff[@) Pim, +302 3 Pfer&1

r
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0 R D E R IN A P P E A L

The subject appeals are filed by M/s. AIA l~nginecring Lld. Plot No. 423-427,

Mahagujarat Industrial Estate, Sarkhej-Bavla l Iighway, Village: Moraiya, Tai:

Sanand, Dist: Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred Lo as 'the appellants) against Order in

Original No. 41-43/ADC/2015/DSN dated 27.1.2016, (hereinafter referred to as 'the

impugned orders) passed by the Additional Commissioner, Central Excise,

Ahmedabad-II (hereinafter referred l.o as 'the adjudicating authority). The appellants

are engaged in the manufacture or excisable goods falling under Chapter 73 and 84 of

the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985. The appellant are availing the benefit of Cenvat

Credit on the inputs,& input services under Cenvat Credit Rules,2004 (hereinafter

mentioned as 'CCR, 2004) Viele this order, three appeals nos. 122,123 and 124 of

2016 are taken up for decision as the issues involved in nil these three appeals are

identical. The Deptt. Has also filed appeal against the issue of Credit allowed on

outdoor catering service.

2. The brief ..facts of the case are that during the :;ourse of audit of Excise 0
records of the appellants for the period Dec-20 l O to SEPT-2013, Lhey had wrongly

availed Cenvat Credit of Service Tax on ou ldoor ca Le-ring sen-ice, Construction Service

and Information Technology Service total amounting Rs. 139765/-. Three Show Cause

Notice issued for recovery of wrongly availed Ccnvu.t Credit, vvith interest and penalty

under CER 2004. The adjudicating authority vidc imp, rgnecl orders has allowed

Cenvat credit of Rs. 60192/- for outdoor catering servizc and disallowed credit of

Rs.13328/- for Construction Service, and Rs.126437j- for information technology

Service, and also imposed penalty.

3. Being aggrieved by the impugned orders, the appellants have preferred these
appeals.

a. As regards, Construction Service, it is contended that, credit of various services

such as repairs, alterations, renovation work etc carried out in the factory premises.

These services were utilized in their factory and have no connection to raking of

structures in support of capital goods. Said services have been used in or in relation

to manufactring activities. To support their case, the have cited case laws }. M/s

Stanzen Toyotetsu India (P) Ltd reporlcd in 2011 (23) ST! 444 (Kar.). 2. M/s KPMG

V. CCE New delhi UOI reported in 2014 (33) STl-c 96 (T.d:.::I). 3. Samruddhi Cement

Ltd. V.CCE Indore reported in 2013 (297) ELT 562 (T).

b. In respect of Information Technology Scrvicc.s, appt:l!c.tll!s have claimed that said

services were availed for implementation or SAP, Di~, DMS, Df,c, DB as well as fore
a»roe

HRMS. Copy of agreement between Appellants and the Service Providers given so tha✓..-r,a;; ~3f,~,%s
functional use of such services can be ascertained. T11a1. these services i..vere m/~=il' ;;-,.;~~ '\,0,.# spare +a
for running machines.. This service is computer networking wlicl is included in the'

input sen 1ice. Said service has nexus c.liccLi-.· c:r i1;u:,-e{·tlv wi,h manuf"act~1ring,, :~. .,_. /i-5'.. -·. .%
activities. They have relied on case laws of CCE V.Mavenir vs!ems Pvt. Ltd. reported "2 %

- 1,+la
;,,, ')n 1 0 i07\ Q'T'P c:; 1 () /Tl
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c. that extended period of limitation cannot be invoked in this case for Show

Cause Notice issued on 01.07.2013 covering period, from Dec- 2010 to Nov- 2011

.that they never suppressed any material facl from the c.epartment and filed their

returns regularly. There was never any intenlion lo evade payment of duty. no

penalty imposable. They Cited Case Laws of ,CCE V. HMM LTD.reported in 1995 (76)

ELT 49_7[SC] 2. Transpek Ind. Ltd. V. CCE reported in 1999 (108) ELT 562.

The Deptt. Has also filed appeal against credit allowed on outdoor catering

service on following grounds.

The Adjudication authority has dropped the demand of Rs. 60,192/- on the

ground that the "Outdoor Catering Service" is an admissible Input Service if the cost

of food is included in the cost of the final product. He rel:ed upon the Certificate of

Cost Accountant M/s. K.iran J Mehta & Co. Thc assessce was eligible for taking credit

of only such portion of CENVAT credit perta.ining Lo expenses incurred by them.

That the ingredients of suppression of facts are available in the instant case, the

Adjud.icating Authority had to invoke the penal provisions under Rule 15(2) of the

cc 2004 read with Section 11 AC of the CEA 1944. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in

the case of UOI v / s Dharmendra Textile Processors 2008-TIOL-192-SC-CX-LB and in

the case ofUOI v/s Rajasthan Spinning & Weaving Mills 2009 (238) E.L.T 3 (S.C) has

held 'that the penalty imposed under Section 11AC of the Central Excise Act, 1944 is
mandatory and the authorities, tribunal or Court. do not have any discretion to reduce

the penalty.'

o_,·

4. Personal hearing was accorded on dated a0.04.2017. Shri Hardik P. Modh,

Advocate appeared on behalf of the respondents. He reiterated the submissions made

in GOA earlier and further submitted copies of various case Jaws. I have gone through

all the case records placed before me. Before proceeding to discuss each of services, I

find it relevant to reproduce the definition of input service as provided in Rule 2(1) of

CCR, 2004 which came into force on O 1.04.2011. The same is as under.

(l) "input service" means any service, -

6) used by a provider of/output service/ jcJr providing an output service; or

(ii) used by a manufacturer, whether directly or indirectly, in or in relation to the
manufacture of final products _, .· computer networking, credit rating, share
registry, security, business exhibition, legal services, inward transportation of inputs or

capital goods and outward transportation upto the place ofremoval;

11.5$
[(A} service portion in the execution of a works contract and construction s7•R.tbiis 8;t, <1cll'?r:
including service listed under clause (b) of section 66E of the Finance Act (her~~tf-erW '~
referred as specified services) in sofar as they are used jcJr · ·.' ~ '·:~.;i {).f;§J

+ ·, .,» /N' Mueoeo ' "\3.' °-.
[but excludes], 
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(aJ construction or execution ofworks contract ofa building or a civil structure or a
part thereof; or

(bJ laying offoundation or making of structures for support of capital
goods,

exceptfor the provision ofone or more ofthe specified services; or]

BJ .

[(BAJ .......

a)

(b)

(CJ such as those provided in relation to outdoor catering, for personal use
or consumption ofany employee;/

8. Now, I examine one by one the appellant's statement in light of appeal memo as

well as legal provisions and various case laws.

As regards, Outdoor Catering Services, appellants have submitted that

they hired services of service provider for providing meals to the employees

and labours working in their factory and this service was availed being a

statutory obligation casted under section 46 of the Pac:ory Act, 1948. Whereby

Legislature has imposed an onerous legal obligation on them. Appellants have

relied on various decisions of tribunal which was delivered after the definition

of input service was amended in 2011.however such exclusion on 1.4.2011 was

conscious decision on part of the legislature having knowledge of earlier judicial decisions on

such subject, yet it chose to exclude these item from the definition of input service and wisdom

of the legislature cannot be questioned in the guise of interpretatior_. Moreover the interpretation

can not add words to the definition, where definition is unambiguous and crystal clear. The

Hon'ble High Court of Bombay in the case of Nicholas Piramal (India) Limited [2009(244)

ELT 321 (Born)], has on the question of interpretation of Rules, made the following

observations:

0

O

'We may ·only mention that hardship cannot result in giving, a go-by to the language of the rule and

making the rule superfluous. In such ll case ii is jiJr tht: osses.\·ee tu represent to the rule making

authority pointing out the defects if am:. Courts cannot in the ~ui:.-e o/ i111erpretation take z~p- .<j ~1/~--inif~~__•.- 2.3ER tA. ·/, 9themselves the task of taking over legislative function of the rule making authorities. In '(ft1r,f'> _.\

constitutional scheme that is reserved lo the legislature or the delegate. Hardship or breaking dmi•:1 of -~ :U'.', ~l~, ·
the rule even if it happens in some cases by itselfdoes not make the rule bad unless the rule itselfcannot\ ,,:) {S$, r s
be made operative. At the highest it would be a matter requiring reconsideration by the delegate. It i,{.:.J;§ -:;°7//
never possible for the Legislature to conceive every possible difficulty. As noted a provision or a.rule".
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can occasion hardship to afew, that cannot result in the rule being considered as absurd or manifestly

unjust. In our opinion, the rule must ordinarily be read in its literal sense unless it gives rise to an
ambiguityor absurdresults. '

The Hon'ble Tribunal had pronounced various decision regarding eligibility of CENVAT

credit on catering services before20 I I .on the ground th of sttytory obligation under Factory Act

ibid. Despite the Legislature being aware of these judgments/orders, yet it chose to restrict the

credit by changing the eligibility in 2011, by excluding catering services .

9. . Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of (Parmeslwaran Subramani [2009(242)ELT

162(SC)J has very categorically stated that ;

"Courts cannot add words to a statute or read words into it which are not there.''

Moreover, in the guise of interpretation, no intention can bs added, when intention of

legislature is very clear. In view of the foregoing, I find that, said service is specifically

excluded from the definition of input service as provided in Rule 2(1) of CCR,

C}D 2004 which came into force on O 1.04.2011. Hence, I disagree~ with the

adjudicating authority's impugned order. I find that sail credit is not admissible to

the appellant. Further, I hold that penalty is imposable on them for wrongful

availment of said Cenvat credit. Therefore, I impose penalty of Rs. 60192/-on the

appellants.

10. As regards, Construction Serviccs, the adjudicating authority has

rejected credit of various service such as repairs, alterations, renovation work

etc. carried out in the factory premises by finding that these services have

been availed for laying of foundation or making of structures for support of

Capital Goods and these activities have been specifically excluded from the

definition of input services with effect from O 1.04.2011 and hence credit

inadmissible. I have gone through the records available before me and find

that it is not forthcoming from either the impugned order or from the

submissions of the appellants as Lo where Lhcsc services . were actually

utilized. This needs to be ascertained before rejecting be- credit. Accordingly,

this issue is fit for remanding back to Lhc adjudicating authority for

ascertaining the actual use of such services whether it is repair, alteration,

renovation etc. by the appellants before considering the admissibility of Cenvat

Credit. Therefore, adjudicating authority is directed Lo visit the appellant's

factory and verify where these services actually utilized and then pass a
:

5%#
1 1. 1~ respect of. credit availed on Informalion Tcchnolog, Services, I fi~d th~t' e~ ))tr
appellants have clrumed that saicl services were avmlcd for 1mplementat10n of'.~~ o,✓ -~J~

.,eA?
eiraa$

reasoned order.
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DMS, DR, DB as well as fore HRMS.Copy of agreement between Appellants and

the Service Providers given so that function al use 8f such services can be

ascertained. I find that, said services are meant for running machines. Also

said services are related to 'computer networking' which is included in the

input service. Said services have nexus directly or indirectly with

manufacturing activities. Hence, I find thaL, same is covered under the

definition of input service as per Rule 2(1) of Cenvat Credit Rules 2004. I

therefore, hold that said credit is admissible to the appellants.

12. The appellants have challenged that extended pe:-iod of limitation cannot be

invoked in this case for Show Cause Notice issued on 01.07.2013 covering period, from

December 2010 to November 2011 .that they never suppressed any material fact from

the department and filed their returns regularly. There was never any intention to

evade payment of duty. In this regard, I rely on the case o M/s Neminath Fabrics Pvt.

Ltd. reported in 2010 (256) ELT 369 decided by Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat Court. It
was held that,;

Terminifrom which period of "one year" or ''jive years" is computed is relevant date
.......... therefrom. By no stretch of imagination the concept of knowledge can be
read into the provisions. [paras 15, 16, 18, 20, 26/

In light of above case law, I find that, extended period has been rightly invoked by
the adjudicating authority.

13. In view of above discussion and findings, I hold that, Cenvat Credit is

admissible in respect of Information Technology Services. Further, I remand the

matter back to the adjudicating authority in respect of credi: on construction services

and decide the admissibility of credit al the earliest after following the principles of
natural justice.

14. 341a#ai arr a# Rt a& 3r4hit a euzr 3q#a alafur star t

Attested ..-€/
[K.K.Parmar )

Superintendent (Appeals)
Central tax ,Ahmedabad.

o

-o



F.NO.V2[84]122-123-124/Ahd-11/2015-16
F.NO. V2[73]1/EA-2/AHD-11/AP,pea L-11/2016-17

By Regd. Post A. D

M/s. AIA Engineering Ltd.

Plot No. 423-427,

Mahagujarat Industrial Estate,

Sarkhej-Bavla Highway,

Village: Moraiya, Taluka: Sanand,

District: Ahmedabad .

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmeclabad.

2. The Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahrnedabad-II.

3. The Asstt. Commissioner, Central Excise, Div-IV, AhmedabadII

4. The Asstt.Commissioner (Systems), Central Excise, Ahmedabad-11.

_ ~uard file.

ti, 6. PA file.

.2%

R
%ts o

\
'\ ✓-\:,,




