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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.

T TCHT AT ALIET SEa -

Revision application to Government of India:

(1) Fedier SeaTee ek aarf=am, 1994 i =T 3rad == Iy T AT % 1< & TeI<h eT i
SU-GTRT F T A ¥ Sad GOV e el afve, TRa e, Fw daer, T @,
=Teft WRrer, e €9 o=, g9e 9T, 7% Rel: 110001 1 & =T =113 -

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 : -

() zrf%qmaﬁranﬁ%ﬁmqaﬁwﬁeﬁmaﬁ%%ﬁmmwmﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁ
TR T TEX UL & AT o 10 U A0 H, a7 el sToeTIR AT Wee R # =g ag R wwe ¥
o7 Bt queTTR F & Wil T T F SR g2 gl

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 ome-warehouse to another during the course of

processing of the goods in a warehoUsg; or in storage whether in a factory or n a

warehouse. S
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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.

(M  Ff g o GO g AT wRe 3 arg] (Fuver At e &) Rt BT e g g

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

() ST SeaTe T STUTE e 6 WA o forg ST ST hise ATy Y S g ok WX eer o 9
&R Qo T2 o Tieen SATYRF, U F IRT I aF 997 9 a7 18 7 O arferf™am (72) 1998 gy
109 grr fgen fg g g

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) s STUTE g (i) FEmTEstt, 2001 & e 9 % siefq RfATEE v dear su-g F &
gt &, 9T areer & i et I et & i wrer & shacger-arey o srfier amasr &Y -3y wiet
o T I=q A< [=pdT SITAT AT ST T WTaT § 7 F&F e ¥ ofavia oy 35-5 F Myt o %
HICT % G o AT TAR-6 =TT 7 i o gy 1w

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)  REISH e % ATer gt ey <O T I SO AT S F G T 200 /- B G b
SITQ &R STgl §eroen Qo 9T@ § SATET g7 ar 1000 /- T G ST 6y 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.

HIHT [, Sva 1 ITE e Td JaT T TN =ITATTERr I erdier:-
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1)  Fesid SCITeA o STTATIaH, 1944 &Y a=T 35-01/35-3 ¥ eiafa:-
Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

(2) SRS TR=8T ¥ qarq SqTR F arerar 6t srfier, srdfierr % wraer 3 €T g, e seara
e TF Farene aAdieit =T (Ree) §F afam defie fifdsr, egwerers § 20 qrer, JgHTAL

T, TqaT, FRIETR, AgHETE-3800041

To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2ndfloor, Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar N agar, 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/-

» R8.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty / penalty / demand / refund is
upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 5@ Laé r\e\sﬁecnvdy in the form of crossed bank
A inate public sector bank of the




place where the bench of any nominate pﬁblic sector bank of the place where the bench
of the Tribunal is situated.
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&7 A FraT ST TR 9 e 3 g g ot s v wdt e & = 3 g gemiRetR endiefter wmarieener
Y T T AT Hee 1 LRI bl e sraae ToT ST g |

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.L.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)  =TETeR g ATAtE 1970 war Sufed i g - 1 % stata i g srgan 5w e
T eremer AR Frofae ST 3 aneer 3 & 7 6 T IR & 6.50 T8 67 ey e {eshe
T GAT |18 Y |

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.

(5) = AR WA T BT A HR arer (AT § A off e st AT STar g S e
e, R FeaTeT e Td YaTeRk endiel T ATTeERer (Fraiiary) fam, 1982 EREIEGEY
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) ﬁmw,ﬁﬁ%mm@wmmﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ)@ﬁm%ﬁmﬁ
FTeHIT (Demand) T3 € (Penalty) &1 10% & ST HAT At Gl geiifs, farehae g& ST 10
g TIT 31 (Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of
the Finance Act, 1994)
Tl STqTE I A AT ¥ SfTa, A g e A AT (Duty Demanded)|
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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-depositis 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:

(%) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(x1) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(xii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

(6) (i) Waﬂ%ﬂ%ﬁwﬁraﬁﬁﬂqﬁwiﬁwaaﬁQﬁawwmmﬁaﬁ@a‘r#‘m%ﬁqw
eF 3 10% Wﬂﬁtaﬁmmﬁaﬁa'@wm%ﬁ 10% Wu‘fa‘%mwﬁgl

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie beflore 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.”




F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/651 & 961/2024

ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. Shiv Travels, 1, City Mahal Complex, Bharwadi to Golwadi Road, Viramgam-
382150 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the appellant’) have filed following appeals against the
Order-in-Originals (listed below) passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Central GST, Division-
I, Ahmedabad North (hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority). The appellant
was holding Service Tax Registration No. ABPPJ2489JSD002.

Table-A
Sr. Appeal No. SCN No. Date 0i0 No.& Date Period Amount
No. of Involved
A : Dispute
A B C D E F

01 | GAPPL/COM/S | WI/SCN/AC/Shivtravels/1] 74/DC/D/VM/2022-2023 2016-17 | Rs.9,87,135/-
TP/961/2024 65/2021-22 dated dated 10.02.2023
21.10.2021 issued for Referred to as Impugned
Service Tax Order -1

Registration No:
ABPPJ2489JSD001

02 | GAPPL/COM/S . 1I/SCN/AC/Shivtravels/ | 84/DC/D/VM/2022-2023 2016-17 Rs.9,87,136/-

TP/651/2024 217/2021-22 dated dated 15.03.2023
22.10.2021 issued for Referred to as Impugned
Service Tax Order -2
Registration No:
ABPPJ2489JSD002
2. The facts of the case, 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 shown
substantial income from sale of services on which service tax was not paid. The appellant
also did not file any ST-3 returns for the said period, therefore they were asked to submit
the documents in support of such non-payment. The appellant however failed to submit any
details/documents. Therefore, the income of Rs.65,80,904/- reflected in the ITR/P&L account
was considered as a taxable income and tax liability of Rs.9,87,136/- was computed for the
F.Y. 2016-17. The details of the income are furnished below:

Table-B
FY. Value as | Value as per | Differential | Service | Service Tax
per ITR ST-3 Return | Value tax rate | fiapifity
2016-17 | 65,80,904/- 0/- 65,80,904/- 15% 9,87,136/-

2.1  Based on the above data, two different SCNs (as listed in column-C above) for the F.Y.
2016-17 were issued to the appellant for different registration numbers. Both the SCNs
proposed recovery of service tax amounts of Rs.9,87,136/- along with interest under Section
73(1) and Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994, respectively. Imposition of penalties under
Section 77(1), Section 77(2) & Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 were also proposed.

2.3 Both the listed SCNs were adjudicated vide different impugned orders (as listed at
column-D of the Table-A above) wherein the demand Rs.9,87,136/- was confirmed alongwith
interest. Penalty of Rs.10,000/- each was imposed under Section 7/7/]: &77(2) and penalty
of Rs.9,87,136/- was also imposed under Section 78. ~ ‘




F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/651 & 961/2024

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned orders passed by the adjudicating authority, the
appellant have preferred the above listed two appeals on the grounds elaborated below:

> Shri Kiritbhai Pranlal Jayswal, Proprietor of the appellant (M/s Shiv Travels) has been
providing taxable services under the category of "Rent a Cab Service" and were
previously registered with service tax department under STC No.ABPPJ2489JSD001
under party name “M/s. Shiv Travels “. The impugned Order N6.1 has been issued for
said registration. However, this registration was surrendered and therefore no ST-3
return was filed. Thereafter, the appellant obtained a new registration No.
ABPPJ2489)SD002 under the party/trade name “Kiritbhai Pranlal Jayswal” and the
impugned Order No.02 has been issued for this registration. As the Proprietor under
both the registration are same, the demand for F.Y.2016-17 issued to same person is
not legally sustainable as it leads to double taxation.

> They claim that the appellant is a dealer registered under the Finance Act, holding
above stated registration number. The services of the appellant is covered under 100%
reverse charge mechanism, in case service receiver is body corporate. Therefore, tax
is not payable by the service provider when the service receiver has already paid the
taxes, which the adjudicating authority has failed to consider whlle issuing the
demand order.

> The adjudicating authority has determined the total turnover of sales as taxable sales
and determined the total tax liability of Rs.9,87,136/- without following the principles
of natural justice. The personal hearing letters were never communicated to the
appellant.

> Suppression cannot be invoked as all the relevant details were in the knowledge of
the department. Mere difference in gross value noticed on comparing the values of
ITR & STR cannot be a ground for invoking suppression.

4. Personal hearing in the appeals matter was held on 13.05.2024 through virtual mode.
Shri Arpit Shah, Chartered Accountant appeared for personal hearing on behalf of the
appellant. He informed that there are two ST registrations ABPPJ2489JSD001 &
ABPPJ2489JSD002. The first registration is not functional, hence, liability is not there. He
informed that the client was using ABPPJ2489JSD002 and was providing Rent-a-Cab services.
As the recipients are corporate body, therefore, in respect of both the demands under RCM
the liability shall be on the service recipient and not on the appellant.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, grounds of appeal, submissions
made in the appeal memorandum as well as the submissions made at the time of personal
hearing and the documents available on record. The issue to be decided in the present
appeal is whether the demand of service tax amounting to Rs.9,87,136/- & Rs.9,87,136/-
confirmed alongwith interest, and penalties vide the respective impugned orders passed by
the adjudicating authority in the facts and circumstances of the caseis legal and proper or
otherwise. The demand pertains to the period F.Y. 2016-17.

5.1 It is observed that demands under both the impugned orders pertain to Service Tax
Registration No. ABPPJ2489JSD001 & ABPPJ2489JSD002. Both these reglstratlons are PAN
based reglstratlon and were |ssued to the same appellant which is a P o‘@?‘tary\ﬂr\n L\m




F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/651 & 961/2024

ABPPJ2489). Though two separate demands were raised for different service tax registrations
but the fact is that these two registrations were issued to the same appellant/person holding
single PAN number. Thus, I find that two different demands for same financial year and that
too against same person holding same PAN is legally not sustainable. The appellant claim
that the Registration No. ABPPJ2489)SD001 was surrendered and then subsequent service
tax registration No. ABPPJ2489)SD002 was obtained. Thus, considering the above facts, I find
that the demand of Rs.9,87,136/- confirmed vide impugned order No. 1 is legally not
sustainable as the same was raised for registration No. ABPPJ2489JSD001 which was already
surrendered by the appellant.

5.2 Now coming to the demand raised of Rs.9,87,136/- confirmed vide impugned Order
No. 2,-it is observed that the appellant has claimed that they were providing Rent-a-Cab
services to body corporates, hence, under RCM the liability to pay tax shall be on the service
recipient. They submitted invoices, Form-26AS, Balance Sheet, P&L Account & Form-2CD in
support of their claim. In the P&L account the appellant have shown the income of
Rs.65,80,904/- from Rent-a-Cab services. As per Form 26AS they have rendered services
valued at Rs.15,80,904/- & Rs.50,00,000/- to M/s. Adani Wilmar Ltd & M/s. Krishnaben
Kiritkumar Jaisval, respectively.

5.3 In terms of clause (v) of Notification No0.30/2012-ST dated 20.6.2012, any services
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
persohs, located in the taxable territory to a business entity registered as body corporate,
located in the taxable territory, then the liability to pay tax in as under:

LyA Description of a service Percentage of| Percentage  of]
No. service fax| service fax
payable by the|payable by the
person providing| person receiving

service the service
7. 1(a) in respect of services provided or agreed fo Nil 100%
be provided by way of renting of a motor vehicle
designed to carry passengers on abated value to
any person who is not engaged in the similar line
of business
(6) in respect of services provided or agreed to 60% 40%

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

5.4 The appellant, a proprietary firm has provided services by way of renting of motor
vehicle to M/s. Adani Wilmar Ltd & M/s. Krishnaben Kiritkumar Jaisval. I find that M/s. Adani
Wilmar Ltd is a body corporate and therefore in terms of above Sr. No. 7(a) of Notification
No.30/2012-ST dated 20.6.2012, I find that 100% liability to pay service tax sh(au-b-e@.n the
. .. . . . . . . v W “T’:EJ\Z)\
service recipient and not on the service provider, if the service is provided 9 rabated.val
‘5,_‘"'“ . \\"\c-,"
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/651 & 961/2024

5.5  Notification N0.26/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, exempts the taxable value of services
which is in excess of 40% of the value. So, service tax has to be deposited with the
department by service recipient @ 14.5% on 40% of the Invoice value, if the service provider
has not availed Cenvat credit on inputs, capital goods an input services used for providing
the taxable services under CCR, 2004. Relevant text of the notification is reproduced below;

TABLE
SL.No. | Description of taxable |Percent- Conditions
service age
(1 2 3 4)

9 Renting of any motor 40 CENVAT credit on inputs, capital
vehicle designed to carry goods and input services, used for
passengers providing the taxable service, has

not been taken under the
provisions of the CENVAT Credit
Rules, 2004.

5.6 The appellant has submitted Form-3CD filed under Income tax Act, 1961, wherein
under MODVAT availed column they have shawn ‘6" which shows that no CENVAT credit has
been availed by the appellant. Hence, I find that the appellant has provided services under
abated value, therefore, in terms of Sr.no. 7 (a) of Notification N0.30/2012-ST 100% liability
to pay service tax on the value of Rs.15,80,904/- shall be on the service recipient and not on
the appellant. Thus, the service tax demand on such income is not legally sustainable.

5.7 However, in respect of taxable services valued at Rs.50,00,000/- rendered to M/s.
Shree Krishna Travel (Proprietor- Shri Krishnaben Kiritkumar Jaisval), I find that 100% liability
shall be on the appellant as the service recipient is a proprietary firm and not a body
corporate. So, I find that the appellant shall be liable to pay service tax on the income of
Rs.50,00,000/- received from M/s. Shree Krishna Travel during the F.Y. 2016-17.

6. Accordingly, I uphold the service tax demand of only Rs.7,50,000/- on merits. When
the demand sustains there is no escape from the interest liability and the same is also

recoverable.

7. The appellant was rendering the taxable service and were registered with the
department however they failed to file the statutory ST-3 return. These acts thereby led to
suppression of the value of taxable service and non-payment of service tax. All these acts
undoubtedly bring out the willful mis-statement and fraud with intent to evade payment of
service tax. Hence, I find that the extended period of limitation has been rightly invoked. If
any of the circumstances referred to in Section 73(1) are established, the person liable to pay
tax would also be liable to pay a penalty equal to the tax so determined above. Therefore,
the appellant is also liable for equivalent penalty of Rs.7,50,000/-under Section 78.

8. As regards, the penalty of Rs.10,000/- imposed under Section. 77 (1) is concerned; I
find the same is imposable as the appellant failed to provide/furnish the information called
for by the departmental officer. Similarly, penalty under Section 77(2) was imposed for failure
to file ST-3 Return showing correct tax liability, thus, I1find that they are also liable for penalty

under Section 77(2).

~
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9. In view of the above discussion and findings, I pass the following or;jér’
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F.No. GAPPL/COIVI/STP/BSI & 961/2024

a) Iset-aside the impugned Order No. 74/DC/D/VM/2022-2023 dated 10.02.2023. .

b) I partially uphold the service tax demand of Rs.7,50,000/- under proviso to Section .- ¥
73(1) of the F.A., 1994; interest under Section 75 of the F.A., 1994; penalty under Section
77(1), Section 77(2) and penalty of Rs. 7,50,000/- under Section 78 of the F.A, 1994
covered in impugned Order No. 84/DC/D/VM/2022-2023 dated 15.03.2023.
10.  srdierhdl qarT gst &1 7% 3rfier &1 RuerT swRiFd ol & RBwar o B
The appeals filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

o) -

(FTag Sfe)
3rgFC(3rdleq)
Dateno .5.2024
Attested
5
RET AR
aTefTerep (ardied)

I ST, . &, TgHTEE

By RPAD/SPEED POST

To,

M/s. Shiv Travels, - Appellant
1-City Mahal Complex, |

Bharwadi to Golwadi Road,

Viramgam-382150

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

Copy to:

1. The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad North.
3. The Assistant Commissioner (System), CGST, Appeals, Ahmedabad.
(For uploading the OIA)
s—4—Guard File.




