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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.

TR LB T T STaad -

Revision application to Government of India:

(1)  F6T Sred o AfaRaw, 1994 & oy oad F= aarg T Tt F a § qarh drRr w0
IT-LRT 3 T U & el TTOET srae orefie afea, wiRa a<enre, & @=merg, orea fawm,
Frefy #Rrr, sftaw §9 "=, 99< 9, 75 et 110001 &1 6 ST =1R[Y -

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 : -

F) At AT B g % A ¥ o U grRer e & Rl aveT A s et § 4 i

- WU & TEX USTIR § AT & Sia g et &, A1 iy woemi At woe # =g 7y et wrear §

77 feft Wos IR § BT AT 67 wiEhaT & S g8 8l

In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
Xhouse or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course
cessing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in 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.

(@) afe o 1 QT 7 AT AR & argR (YT A1 e @) St R war are g

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

() i ST T ST o o AT & Oy S e gd HieT AT Y TS g ST U Siresr S
oRT UE A ¥ qartach ogsh, st & g 9riXd ar g9g 9 AT 91e O afa=aw (7 2) 1998
&TRT 109 g f7g=h fohg T gl

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.

(2) FET Seuted g (arfier) Fammeett, 2001 % Faw 9 F ol ARk yo= dear 5u-8 # ar
ufdat #, IR areer ¥ ufe erew IR RAts & fF am % acgar-areer wd adler saer $t ar-ar
Traat & e I arded foRaT ST SRl IEh WY @ § @ qed oY o sfaid aRT 35-3 ¥
Fratfa & % AT % 9@ F 919 TR-6 T F aid o T =g

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 OIO 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.

(3)  RFASIT erae % w1y STt GO WO U A9 T9d AT SEY FH gl 94 200/ - HE T
ST 3 STa! GeriRepd Ueh «Te & SATET & §T 1000/ - T I Iar i s

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.

YT o, T SeUTeT Lok T T F srdiehar =rraferenzer & i arfier:-
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1)  FeedlT Seared o STafaw, 1944 & gy 35-d1/35-F & seid:-
Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

(2) ST IReee § T SqER & s@rar o s, il F ATH § T g7, head
FeTTER ek Ud daree el =martier (Reee) ft uftnr geitg fifssr, sgwamEne § 2nd qrer,
TEHTAT AT, Srazar, NRIGIR, AgHeEE-3800041 -

To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2ndfloor, Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad:
380004. In case of appeals other than as mentioned above para.

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 nor%%tt?;' \ublic sector bank of the
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(3)  =fe @ smeyr ¥ % e NSl T WHTAL BrAT § A TAH I QLT h [T HI & YT STh
& ¥ T ST WIRY 6 %7 & gra gu AT & forar gt v & a= & forg omiReta srdiefty
TR Y T e AT el G Y TF S AT SmaT § )

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.I.O.
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) TEERE gF6 ARRTH 1970 IAT GUIEAT 6t Aqgar -1 & siovia Haiia e ser ow
ATeT AT G FATRATT Forae wrfgesrdt 3 smaer § & 73 it T A0 € 6.50 T w1 =
I Tehe @I §iT A1RT |

One copy of application or O.I. O 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.

() & AR Helfarq qrA=l B HE=0r sy arer Fawt it % oft e swenfefa o Strar & Sy i
e, T IeATE ook TF AATRs ATt =Armiaeer (Fraifafe) faw, 1982 # Riga &
Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in
the Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

(6)  HIT gIeh, Hrsid SUTET o Ta qara] rfielia =i (Reee) T i srfier 3 A
¥ Sder T (Demand) T &€ (Penalty) T 10% I& STHT &RAT AR 81 gretifes, sifderaw oF s
10 ¥ ¥YC 2l (Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86
of the Finance Act, 1994)
eI ITTE o A HATHL o S, AT SR dieq Y T (Duty Demanded) |

(1) @S (Section) 11D 3 aga et rfd;

(2) /T T Qe hise i i,

(3) ATae wise et % w6 % aga =7 i

ag @ ST * st erdier § uger q@ ST AT genT AT srfier et s 3 forg uF o e R
TAT Bl

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.10 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;
(iiif ~ amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

(6) (i) = AT & TTd TVeT ATTEHTT F THET STt o FaT o AT v [AaTied a7 v 9iv 3y 1y
e & 10% ST IR iR STgl haer ave faarid gt ae a0 3 10% YT 9¢ it ST gt g

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute,
or penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.”
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ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. 14U Security Services, 24, Aakar Arcade, Nr. SBI Bank, Sarkhej Highway,
Sanand, Ahmedabad-382110 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the appellant”) have filed the
present appeal against the Order-in-Original No.124/DC/D/VM/2022-23 dated
27.02.2023 (referred in short as ‘impugned order’) passed by the Députy Commissioner,
Central GST, Division-III, Ahmedabad North (hereinafter referred to as ‘the adjudicating
authority”). The appellant is having Service Tax Registration No. AAFFIO119PSDOO01.

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that on the basis of the data received from the
Central Board of Direct Taxes (CBDT) for the F.Y. 2016-17, it was noticed that the appellant
has declared less taxable value in their ST-3 Return compared to the Sales / Gross Receipts
from services shown in their ITR/Form-26AS. Letters were therefore issued seeking
clarification and to produce evidences justifying such differences. However, the appellant
did not respond, therefore, the service tax liability of Rs.4,45,640/- was quantified
considering the highest differential income of Rs.29,70,930/- as taxable income.

EY. Sale of service | Valuein Value S.Tax Service tax
as per STR Difference in payable
Form26AS Form 26AS

.| &STR
2016-17 39,42,754/- 9,71,824/- 29,70,930/- 15% 4,45,640/-

51 A Show Cause Notice (SCN) No. I/SCN/AC/14U Security/139/2021-22 dated
21.10.2021 was issued to the appellant proposing recovery of service tax amount of
Rs.4,45,640/- not paid on the differential income received during the F.Y. 2016-17 along
with interest under Section 73(1) and Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994, respectively.
Penalties under Section 77(1), Section 77(2) and Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 were

also proposed.
3. The said SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order, wherein the service tax

demand of Rs.4,45,640/- was confirmed alongwith interest. Penalty of Rs.10,000/- each
was imposed under Section 77(1) & 77(2). Penalty of Rs.4,45,640/- was also imposed

* under Section 78.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority,
the appellant have preferred the present appeal, on the grounds elaborated below;

> The appellant was engaged in business activity of Security/Detective Agency
Service / Manpower recruitment / Supply agency service / Cleaning services.
During the F.Y 2016-17, they rendered services by way supply of manpower for
security purpose to various corporate and non-corporate service recipients for
Rs.40,70,990/- as mentioned in Audited Profit & Loss Statement. It includes the
Security Contract receipts of Rs.36,41,423/- and Service Charge Income of
Rs.4,29,567/-. Out of which Rs.32,39,740/- was from body corporate service

recipients and Rs.8,31,250/- was from non-corporate service recipients. The

the tax liabilities of Rs.11,15,302/-.
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TDS has been deducted by respective Limited & Private Limited Firms/Companies.
The income from non-body corporates is Rs.8,35,450/- and from body corporates
is Rs.31,07,304/- totaling to Rs.39,42,754/-. In terms of clause 1(ii)(B)(iii) of
Notification No. 07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015 (earlier Notification No.30/2012-ST),
100% liability to pay tax under RCM is on body corporates. Thus, the difference
was arising due to such liability.

It is trite law that figures of Form 26AS are not to be used for determining Service
Tax liability unless there is proof to show that it was on account of any taxable
service and relies on the order of the Tribunal (CESTAT Allahabad) in Kush
Constructions vs CGST NACIN 2019 (34) GSTL 606 for the same.

The Income Tax authorities cannot be used for determining Service Tax without
evidence of taxable service and relies on the order of Tribunal in Synergy Audio
Visual Workshop Pvt Ltd versus Commissioner of Service Tax Bangalore 2008 (10)
STR 578 and in CCE Ludhiana vs Deluxe Enterprises 2011 (22) STR 203.

Furthermore, in the recent case of M/s Luit Developers Private Limited vs.
Commissioner of CGST & Central Excise, the Hon. Tribunal (CESTAT Kolkata) taken
the similar view of the above cited case laws and also confirms that figures reflected
in Form 26AS cannot be used to determine Service Tax liability unless there is any
evidence shown that it was due to a taxable service as held in Kush Constructions.

Also, figures shown to Income Tax authorities cannot be used to determine Service
Tax as held in Synergy Audio Visual Workshop Pvt Ltd and Deluxe Enterprises. Also
confirms that the Department cannot take a stand that it examined the factual
position only on receiving details of Form 26AS for invoking extended period, as
seen from CBEC Circular No.113/7/2009-S.T., dated 23-4-2009 vide F.No.
137/158/2008-CX. 4 and CBEC Circular No 185/4/2015-ST dated 30.6.2015 vide
F.N0.137/314/2012 which put a duty on the assessing officer to effectively
scrutinize the returns at the preliminary stage. The same is supported by Gannon
Dunkerley & Co Ltd vs CST(Adjudication) Delhi 2021(47)GSTL 35 (Tri-Del).

There is no positive evidence like incriminating statements, recovery, Invoices, etc,
to show any malafide intention to evade Tax and therefore extended period cannot
be invoked. The law was settled by the order of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
Pushpam Pharmaceuticals Company vs CCE Mumbai 1995(78) 401.

The recent order passed by Joint Commissioner, CGST & C.Ex,, Ahmedabad North
in the case of M/s Dolphin Security & Service vide F No. STC/15-72/0A/2020
DTD.24.11.2021 in which the disputes of 26AS/ITR and ST-3 database mismatches
accepted due to the RCM on Security Services provided to body corporates vide
Notification No.30/2012 and subsequent to Notification No.7/2015. In this case the
honourable Joint Commissioner drop the proceedings initiated for recovery of
Service tax, interests and penalties.

The CBIC's Circular No.128/47/2019-GST Dtd.23.12.2019 states
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"5.The Board once again directs that any specified communication which does not
bear electronically generated DIN and is not covered by the exceptions mentioned
in paragraph 3 of the Circular No.122/41/2019-GST dated 05.11.2019, shall be
treated as invalid and shall be treated as invalid and shall be. deemed have never

been issued.”

5. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 08.04.2024. Shri Nikunj Thakkar,
Chartered Accountant, appeared for personal hearing on behalf of the appellant. He
stated that his client is providing security services to corporate clients who are liable to
pay service tax under RCM. The differential income pertains to the income where liability
to pay service tax is on the service recipient and not on the appellant.

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case available on record, grounds of
appeal in the appeal memorandum, oral submissions made during personal hearing, the
impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority and other case records. The issue
before me for decision in the present appeal is whether the demand of service tax '
amounting to Rs.4,45,640/- confirmed alongwith interest, and penalties vide the
impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority in the facts and circumstances of
the case is legal and proper or otherwise. The demand pertains to the period F.Y. 2016-

17.

6.1 The entire demand has been raised on the differential income noticed in re-
conciliation of Form-26AS/ITR & STR. I have gone through the P&L Account, ITR, Form-
26AS, STR, reconciliation statement provided by the appellant. In the P&L account the
appellant has shown the income of Rs.36,41,423/- as ‘Contract Receipt’ and income of
Rs.4,29,567/- as 'Service Income’. Thus, total income of Rs.40,70,990/- was shown as
receipt. In the Form-26AS, TDS is deducted on the income of Rs.39,42,754/-, out of which
Rs.8,35,450/- was received from (M/s. Durgabha Associates & M/s. Mahir Buildcon), which
are not body corporates and income of Rs.31,07,304/- was received from Body
Corporates. The appellant have claimed that their liability to pay tax is only on the income
received from non-body corporates as in terms of clause 1(ii)(B)(iii) of Notification No.
07/2015-ST dated 01.03.2015. 100% liability to pay tax under RCM shall be on the service
recipient. They claim they have already discharged the tax liability on the income of
Rs.9,71,824/- and reflected the same in their ST-3 Return. Hence, they are not required

to pay any tax.

6.2 To examine their above claim, relevant text of the notification is re-produced

below;

Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012

TABLE
SL Description of a service Percentage of |Percentage of
No. service tax service tax
payable by the |payable by the
person person o
providing 4
service
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in respect of services provided or
agreed to be provided by way of
supply of manpower for any
purpose

25%

75 %

The above entry was substituted vide Notification No.07/2015 dated 01.03.2015 as,

TABLE
SL Description of a service Percentage of |Percentage of
No. service tax service tax
payable by the |payable by the
person person
providing receiving the
_ service service
8. |in respect of services provided or Nil 100%

agreed to be provided by way of
supply of manpower for any
purpose

6.3 Ifind that the appellant is a Partnership firm and was providing services by way of
supply of manpower for security purpose. Hence, considering the period involved, I find
that in terms of clause (v) of basic Notification N0.25/2012-ST read with amending
Notification No.07/2015, there won't be any tax liability on the appellant, if the service
has been provided to body corporates. Relevant clause (v) is also re-produced below:

(v) provided or agreed to be provided by way of renting of a motor vehicle designed to
carry passengers to any person who is not in the similar line of business or supply of
manpower for any purpose or service portion in execution of works contract by any
individual, Hindu Undivided Family or partnership firm, whether registered or not
including association of persons, located in the taxable territory to a business entity
registered as body corporate, located in the taxable territory.

6.4 Theappellant in Form 26AS has total income of Rs.39,42,754/- out of which the
taxable services valued at Rs.31,07,304/- was rendered to body corporates hence on
such income, under RCM there is no tax liability on the appellant. However, on the
income of Rs.8,35,450/- received from (M/s. Durgabha Associates & M/s. Mabhir
Buildcon) which are not body corporates, the liability shall be on the appellant. Further,
I find that the appellant has already discharged the tax liability on the income of
Rs.9,71,824/- and reflected the same in their ST-3 Return. So, after deducting the
income from body corporates from the total income reflected in Form-26AS, the net
income arrived is Rs.8,35,450/- (Rs.39,42,754/- minus Rs.31,07,304/-), which tallies with
the income received from non-body corporates and on which, I find that the appellant
has already discharged the tax liability and reflected the same in their ST-3 Return.
Accordingly, I find that the appellant is not required to discharge any tax liability as
the differential income pertains to the income on which under RCM the liability to pay
tax is on the service recipient being a body corporate. I find that the appellant is not
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8. When the demand is not sustainable the question of recovering the interest and
penalty also does not arise. Hence, the same are also set-aside.

S. In light of above discussion and findings, the impugned order is set-aside.

10.  3rierdt ganT ger &1 a1 3rfier T FTerT ST als @ e ST g
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

Attested
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To,

M/s. 14U Security Services,

24, Aakar Arcade, Nr. SBI Bank,
Sarkhej Highway, Sanand,
Ahmedabad-382110

The Deputy Commissioner
CGST, Division-III,
Ahmedabad North
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Appellant

Respondent

1. The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.

2. The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad North.

3. The Superintendent (System), CGST, Ahmedabad (Appeals) for uploading the OIA

Muard File.
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