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Passed by Shri. Uma Shanker, Commissioner (Appeal-I)

Asst Commissioner. Div-Ill ~~~. Ahmedabad-1 am "GIRT ~ am ~
MP/01/AR-V/Division-lll/Supdt/2016-17 & MP/09/DC/2016-17~: 06/05/2016, "fl~

Arising out of Order-iri-Original No. MP/01/AR-V/Division-lll/Supdt/2016-17 & MP/09/DC/2016-
17~: 06/05/2016 issued by Asst.Commissioner,Div-I11 Central Excise, Ahmedabad-I

3rqtasaf arvi uT Name & Address of the Appellant/ Respondent

M/s. Meghmani Dyes and Intermediates Ltd.
Ahmedabad

al{ anfhz rah 3rat "fl 3N@Tl'f 3Tj11Cf aar & ataz arr # yf zqenRenf .\'tit <@111 7fC[ ~a-ll!~ <ITT
3flfn;r <lT g+tern 3ma wgdavar &1

Any person a 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 :

7la val T gItervr a,lea
Revision application to Government of India:

(1) t 5urar zyca arf@)f4, 1994 #l rr ara ft aar my mi a a iqt err at u-arr # yen rvgp
m- 3RPhr gaterur 3r4a=a 3ft7 Rra, +rd al, f@la Hinz, tuna Rm, jjj +iRsra, ulat cfii:r 'll<R. "ffi'lG +lflf. ~~
: 110001 <ITT "1lft ffl~ I
(i) 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 :

(ii) z4fa ra "1lft mfr[ cfi l'fTlwf Ti uf6I ~mfr[~ "fl fclffiT 'lfUW1R <lT 3Pll ~ Ti <lT fclffiT 'lfUW1R "fl ~
we7nNml ura gy mf #, qr f@at qwer uT Tuer ii a& ag fastau a fa8 wemur i ztm CJft efcl;m cfi
hrr g{ tt
(ii) 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 factory or in a warehouse.

(b) 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.
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(a) qra as Rh#t lg rr var frmlfc'lcf Te R Tl m ffafu i sqilr zyc aa n uTa
~cf> ~ cf> l={fi:@ if mt 'lllmae fa@t ,a vet j Ruff &

(b) 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.

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

3if Gara l area zc aqr a fg it set if ma # n{ & 3i ea arr?r wit su err vi
fu a gaf 3nga, srft gr uR at+ u ur ar it f@a arf@fm (i.2) 1998 Irr 109 am
fga fg TfCl" "ITT I

(d) 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.

(4) ata nraa gen (rfta) Rua6ft, 2oo1 a Rm o # <if RRfe wain sys i at uRii i,
)fa rat # uf am? hf feta flmm #a p-rt vi or@ an2z al al-at ufaji # rr
~ 3TrclG"r fcollT urn a1Reg ls arr rr • ml grfhf a aifa err 35-z ti fefffRa#l 'TffiR
# qd # er er--s nan al uf f it a1Reg1

cJ

f

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 evic:!encing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account.

(2) RR@qua am4aa rrer urei via van vn r q zu ma an "ITT ill ffl 200 / - LJm=r 'TffiR ctr \i'ITT!
3ii usi ica va vs ala vnar zt 1 ooo /- cffr LJm=r 'T@R ctr \i'ITT! I

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.

#tar zcn, a€tuUna yea vi aras arft4ta zrnf@raw # uR 3r@he
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(«) a4tr qraa zyca arf@I, 1944 at err 35-/3s-z # irfa--

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

(a) affaw periaaiif@ea wft mrt zyea, #tu Ura yea vi ara 3rftrr =znzaf@raw dl
fcTffi lfrFcicITT ~~ .=r. 3. sr. • g, { fecal at -qci

(a) the special bench of Custom, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block
No.2, R.K. Puram, New Delhi-1 in all matters relating to classification valuation and.

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 iii
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) zuf? sa am?ra{ 1Ic'f 3lrnll al mrr it & at r@la na sitar a fg pt mar 7Tarr jar
inr fclxlT ur ufeg z tea @ta g; ft fcp fc;mrr ~ cpJ<1 xf ffl cfi ~ ~~-Q;jfu ~
znnferaur at ya 3rate zn 4haa at vn 3m4at fhut uat &]
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 not withstanding 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

(4) urn1au zyca tf@,frzm 497o zrm igif@era l 3rgqf--1 cB" 3@T@ faeffRa fg 3reara mraa zu
HG 3Tr?r zrenfenf fufu qi@era1h k arr? if r@ta al v uf q xtl.6.5o t)'ff cn1 .-{Jll11c1ll ~
Rea mm tr nfe
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.

(5) gait vii@ermi at fiau aa cf@ fruit at 3it ft szn ansff fhn, urar ? i vfm zre,
a4hr snaa yea gi hara an4l4ta zmznf@raw(rtfR@f@) [zm, 1982 # ffea &1

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

0

(6) v# zyca, a=tu uaa gyen vi aras r4la1 =zrznf@raw (Rrec), # uR r@cit ma
a4car ziar (Demand) vj is (Penalty) cnf 10% Ta smnr scar 31f@arr ? 1 rif#, 3f@rasamr ua 5a 1o·~~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
1994)

hctr3ers 3tharah3iafa, an@erztar "a+carrmia"(Dutv Demanded) 
3 •

(i) (Section) Tifs 11D hazrffarf@r;
(ii) furara #crdz3@ufr;
(iii) crdzhffra fer 6hazr2zr zf?r.

e> zrzrasa'ziRa gr#tr'z sa smr #r area ii, ar4l' GTfurB ffl a fer ua laaca fear arr?&.
3

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;
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

zrrr 3er # ,fr 3r4tr ,f@rawr a#qr szi srca 3rrar area I c;-os Rtc11Ra trr err a:rr-r fcl>-tr -nr ~n;:cil t-y,1 .::, .::, .::,

10% srarare r 3l szi #a avg Raaifa pt as avs t- 10% arar;arc T Rt sr aft ]
3 .3

In view of above, an appeal against this order shaJI lie before the Tribunal on payment of
10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or pepaltX:r.:_Wbere

It I
.. d' t II /.:..-:,-,:-; '-·, ••pena y a one IS In ISpU e. - · . •.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

This order covers two appeals filed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise,

Division-IV, Ahmedabad-I (hereinafter referred to as 'Revenue'), being aggrieved by the

following two Orders-in-original in the matter of Mis Meghmani Dyes & Intermediates

Ltd., (Unit-II), 100% EOU, Plot No. 99, 100A 8102, Phase-ll, Vatva, Ahmedabad-382

445 (hereinafter referred to as 'the respondents')

1) Order-in-original No. MP/01/AR-V/DIVISION-III/SUPERINTENDENT/2016-17

dated 06/05/2016 passed by the Superintendent, A.R.-V, Division-Ill,

Ahmedabad-I dropping the demand of CENVAT credit amounting to

Rs.78,053/- of Service Tax availed by the respondent on Banking charges/
Commission, C&F / C.H.A. services and Insurance service {Employees

Group Insurance) during October-2014.

2) Order-in-original No. MP/09/DC/2016-17 dated 06/05/2016 passed by Deputy

Commissioner, Central Excise, Division-III, Ahmedabad-I, disallowing

CENVAT credit of Service Tax paid on Insurance Service on Motor vehicles

amounting to Rs.17,244/- and dropping the demand for CENVAT credit

amounting to Rs.2,59,884/- availed on Service Tax on Banking charges /
Commission, Courier services, C&F /C.H.A. services and insurance
service {Employees Group Insurance) during the period from November-

2014 to March-2015.

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the respondent is holding Central

Excise Registration No.AABCM6639DXM002 and is engaged in the manufacture of

S.O. Dyes and are granted licence No.02/2003-14 under Section 58 of the Customs

Act, 1962 as private warehouse for storage of imported items without payment of duty

on importation or re-warehousing thereof and permission to manufacture under Bond

under Section 65 of the Customs Act, 1962. The respondent is availing CENVAT credit

facility under the provisions of Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 (hereinafter referred to as

'CCR, 2004'). During the course of audit under E.A.-2000 conducted for the period of

January-2010 to August-2011 at the factory premises, it was noticed that the

respondent had availed CENVAT credit on Service Tax paid on Banking Services,

Courier Services, Insurance Services (Motor vehicles) and C.H.A./C&F Agents services,

which appeared to be not falling under the definition of input service under Rule 2(1) of

CCR, 2004. The following two Show Cause Notices [SCNs] were issued to the
..."z

respondent, demanding CENVAT credit along with interest, under the provisions 9J,,:~_CiJ:@t:,'.(: .. '.~":,"°,,
14 of CCR, 2004 read with Section11A(1) of Central Excise Act, 1944 (CEA, 1944)%4id,2a @,pto > re : --»
oroposimno to impose penalty on the respondent under Rue 151) of CCR, 290The@it,p} £tj
details of these SCNs and adjudication thereof are as follows: \'c\i '¾,

0
.e;....\~ /i:J
"%
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SI. Demand
No. SCN No. & Date Period Amount 0.1.0. details

1. AR-V/MDIL- October-2014 Rs.78,053/- 0.1.0. No. MP / 01 /AR-V/
II/SCN/FAR- DIVISION-Ill/
70/2013-14 dated SUPERINTENDENT /2016-17
30/10/2015 dated 06/05/2016.

(i) CENVAT credit demand of
Rs.78,053/- on Banking Charges/
Commission, Courier Services,
C&F / C.H.A. services and
Insurance Service (Employees
Group Insurance) dropped.

2. Ch.32 /3-25 / MOIL/ November- Rs.2,77,128/ 0.1.0. No. MP/09/DC/2016-17
100%EOU/AR-V/15- 2014 to dated 06/05/2016.
16 dated 04/12/2015 March-2015 (i) CENVAT credit of Rs.17,244/-

oh S.T. on Insurance Service on
Motor Vehicles confirmed.

(ii) CENVAT credit of
Rs.2,59,8841- on S.T. on Banking
Charges / Commission, Courier
Services, C&F / C.H.A. services
and Insurance Service
(Employees Group Insurance)
dropped.

3. Being aggrieved by both the above O.1.Os. (hereinafter referred to as 'the

impugned orders'), Revenue has preferred two appeals on the following grounds:

a) The impugned orders in respect of 'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE
GROUP INSURANCE)' is contrary to law, evidence on record, proved facts and
circumstances of the case and hence it deserves to be quashed and set aside in
respect of 'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)'.

b) The adjudicating authorities had failed to consider the definition of 'Input Service
in terms of Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004, as substituted vide Notification No. 03/2011
CE(NT) dated 01/03/2011, inter alia, deleting the phrase 'activities relating to
business' and further w.e.f. 01/04/2011, scope of the term 'Input Service' is
further curtailed by inserting exclusion clause (C), which inter alia, excludes
employee related services.

c) In the case of CARRIER AIRCONDITIONING & REFRIGERATION LTD. vs
COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, DELHI-IV - 2016 (41) S.T.R. 824
(Tri.=Chan.), it has been held that: "Regarding the insurance services, it is
pertinent to mention that life insurance and health insurance relating to
employees was expressly excluded from the definition of input service w.e.f. 1-3
2011 and the appellant categorically stated that it has not taken credit of S. T.
paid on such services with effect from that date.In the case of CCE, Bangalore-Ill
v. Stamen Toyotetsu India (P) Ltd. - 2011 (23) S. T.R. 444 (Kar.) involving period
prior to 1-3-2011 it was held by Karnataka High Court that insurance/health
policy in respect of employees would be covered within the scope of input
service. In the cases of Hindustan Zinc Ltd. v. CCE, Jaipur - 2014-T10L-855
CESTAT-DEL = 2015 (37) S. T.R. 608 (Tri.-Del.) and CCE, Bangalore-II v.
Millipore India Pvt. Ltd. - 2012 (26) S.T.R. 514 (Kar.) similar view was held.The .
insurance services availed of by the appellant has been mentioned.earlier" }]
perusal of the nature of insurance policies and the risks covered by them make it ,

13
77
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d) Even after the amendment in definition of input services w.e.f. 01/04/2011, what
is excluded is "the services primarily for personal use and consumption of the
employee" and not other services which though in relation of employee is meant.$,
for business and manufacture. Any business entity is an artificial or legal person-.
and not a natural person. All the services, even if these were meant for the.
business are used through the employees of the business entity who manage the'al}
entire operations of the entity and n?t by entity itself. There~ore, taking inferenc_e'<_·-•_· . <.'--}(lj':.9
that all the employee related services are meant for their personal use and a. "" ' ,i e

~'·'·.~,:~~~ --:., ,,, ,_,,5,..i;, .-

obvious that these were used in or in relation to the manufacture of the goods
and their clearance up to the place of removal except the insurance policy which
insured the goods during their journey from the place of removal onwards. As
regards the place of removal, it is no longer res integra that in respect of goods
exported, the port of export is the place of removal. The definition of input service
clearly states that input services inter a!ia means any service used by the
manufacturer in or in relation to the manufacture of final products and clearance
of final products up to the place of removal. Thus the insurance policies except to
the extent they coverjourney of goods from the place of removal onwards would
be covered within the scope of input service."

d) The approach of the adjudicating authorities is erroneous in respect of
'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)' which has
resulted into incorrect and uncalled for conclusions, reasoning and findings, apart
from drawing unwarranted inferences, factually illegal. The Commissioner
(Appeals) may please consider to set aside the impugned orders in respect of
'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)'.

4. The respondent filed the cross-objection to the Revenue appeals vide their letters

dated 23/09/2016 & 24/09/2016. The common contentions raised in the cross-objection

are as follows:

a) The entire premises on which the appellant department sought to review the
impugned orders in respect of Employee group insurance services, is based on
misinterpretation of the law governing such services and usage thereof in relation
to manufacture of goods and removal thereof up to the place of removal.

b) The adjudicating authorities had relied on various clarifications issued by Board
in respect of 'Input Services' and plethora of decisions of Hon'ble High Court and
Tribunals had given a detailed and well reasoned order wherein its had been
explained that how these services are used in relation to business of
manufacture and thus correctly dropped the impugned demands. Thus there is
no merit in the appeals filed by Revenue and needs to be rejected forthwith, as
the same is based on mere assumption and presumption in law.

c) From the definition of 'Input Service' it is clear that the exclusion clause (C) of
Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004, w.e.f. 01/04/2011 is for specified services if they are
meant for personal use and consumption of the employees. However, it is
pertinent to note that what is disallowed seems to be such expenditure incurred
by the company on its own in the course of business and therefore, the
expenditure was in relation to business of manufacturing to meet the statutory
and legal obligation, which is not covered under the exclusion clause. The main
purpose of such services is to meet out the statutory and business requirement
and not for personal use and consumption by the employee and hence these
services cannot be held primarily for personal use & consumption. In the matter
of SURANI CERAMICS LTD vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE,
RAJKOT - 2012 (283) E.L.T. 388 (Tri.-Ahmd.), similar view was held by Hon'ble
Tribunal while allowing CENVAT credit on Insurance Premium paid on such
services.

:i
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0

consumption and fall under exclusion clause is incorrect. In the case of
RELIANCE INDUCTRIES LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE &
SERVICE TAX (LTU), MUMBAI - 2015 (38) S.T.R. 217 (Tri.-Mumbai) it has
been held that the appellant was entitled to avail CENVAT credit for insurance
premium paid in respect of group insurance / insurance of employees including
retired employees / medi-claim which are covered under the definition of "input
services' and have a nexus as per Rule 2(2) of CCR, 2004. In the matter of
HINDUSTAN ZINC LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, JAIPUR
- 2015 (37) S.T.R. 608 (Tri.-Del.), it is held that. the group Insurance of all
employees against sickness or accident is cenvatable by the judgment of Hon'ble
Karnataka High Court in the cases of STANZEN TOYOTETUS INDIA (P) LTD.;
MICRO LABS LTD., and MIS MILLIPORE INDIA LTD.

e) Group Insurance of employees against accident or sickness is the requirement of
Section 38 of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948, which a manufacturer
has to comply with and accordingly, this service would have to be treated as a
service used in or in relation to the manufacture of final products, whether directly
or indirectly, as a manufacturer would not be allowed to carry on manufacturing
operations unless he complies with the requirements of Section 38 of the
Employees State Insurance Act, 1948.

f) Even as per the decision in the matter of CARRIER AIRCONDITIONING &
REFRIGERATION LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, DELHI-IV
- 2016 (41) S.T.R. 824 (Tri.-Chan.), insurance policies except to the extent they
cover journey of goods from the place of removal onwards would be covered
within the scope of input service.

5. Personal hearing in both the appeals was held on 16/02/2014. Shri Manohar

Maheshwari, Sr. G.M. (Commercial) appeared on behalf of the respondent and

reiterated the cross-objections.

6. I have gone through the impugned orders, the grounds of appeal filed by

Revenue as well as the cross-objections filed by the respondent. The only issue for

Q decision before me is whether CENVAT credit on 'INSURANCE SERVICE
(EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)', has been correctly allowed in the impugned

orders or not.

7. The periods of demand covered in the two impugned orders are October-2014

as well as November-2014 to March-2015. It is pertinent to note that Rule 2(1) of CCR,

2004 has been substituted w.e.f. 01/04/2011 vide Notification No.03/2011-CE (NT)

dated 01/03/2011, whereby the exception clauses (B) and (C) were introduced. The

exception clause (C) to Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004, w.e.f. 01/04/2011 reads as follows:

"except for the provision ofone or more ofthe specified services; or

(C) such as those provided in relation to outdoor catering, beauty treatment, health
services, cosmetic and plastic surgery, membership ofa club, health andfitness centre,
life insurance, !tealtlt insurance a11d travel benefits extended to employees on vacation
such as Leave orHome Travel Concession, when such services are used primarily for
personal use or consumption of_any employee;'

On perusal of the above it is clear that w.e.f. 01/04/2011, CENVAT credit of Service Tax
paid on 'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)' for personal use .i. "{r

.A_.-- I.).'\.__,- ff.

.s L°.-6 r-co.sg /
Ee3s
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is not admissible to a manufacturer as it is not falling within the purview of Rule 2(1) of

CCR, 2004 as an 'Input service'.

8. In both the impugned orders, while allowing the impugned CENVAT credit,

reliance has been placed on the decision of CESTAT, Ahmedabad in the case of

SURAN/ CERAMICS LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, RAJKOT -

2012 (283) E.L. T. 388 (Tri. --Ahmd.), where CENVAT credit of Service Tax paid on

workmen's compensation (general insurance) on the amount of insurance paid to Mis

The New India Assurance Company Ltd has been allowed. This decision was given in

Appeal No. E/811/2010 arising out of O.1.A. No. 91/2010/COMMR(A)/RAJ dated

06/03/2010, which indicates that the impugned period in this decision was prior to

01/04/2011 when the exception clause (C) became effective in Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004,

categorically excluding 'life insurance, health insurance' for personal use from the

purview of 'Input service'. Therefore, applying the ratio of this decision to the impugned

periods of October-2014 as well as November-2014 to Mlarch-2015 is not sustainable.

On considering the case laws relied upon by the respondent in the cross-objection

memorandum, it is seen as follows:

1) In the case of MILLIPORE IND/A LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL
EXCISE, BANGALORE-II - 2009 (236) E.L.T. 145 (Tri. -Bang.), the appeal

E/51L/2008 was filed in the year 2008. The decision of Hon'ble Karnataka High

Court upholding this Tribunal decision, reported as COMMISSIONER OF
CENTRAL EXCISE, BANGALORE-II vs MILLIPORE IND/A LTD. - 2012 (26)
S. T.R. 514 (Kar.) was given in the matter of Revenue appeal C.E.A. No.84 of

2009. Thus the period considered in these case laws were prior to 01/04/2011.

2) In the case of COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, BANGALORE-Ill vs
STANZEN TOYOTETSU INDIA (P) LTD. - 2011 (23) S. T.R. 444 (Kar.), the

Revenue appeal C.E.A. No. 96/2009 filed in the year 2009 was clearly not

dealing with the situation post 01/04/2011.

3) In the case of HINDUSTAN ZINC LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL
EXCISE, JAIPUR - 2015 (37) S. T.R. 608 (Tri. -Del.), the period of dispute has

been clearly mentioned as from October-2004 to December-2008, which is prior

to 01/04/2011.

4) In the case of RELIANCE INDUSTRIES LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF( "

CENTRAL EXCISE & SERVICE TAX (LTU), MUMBAI - 2015 (38) S.T.R. 217/ ±
(Tn. -Mumbai), 1t has been clearly brought out that Show cause notice dated, ,J,.

06/-6/2011 was issued for the period July-2010 to December-2010. Thus 'th?}. 2i

period considered was prior to 01/04/2011. .\...{:,,j--

;l
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In none of the above case was the Hon'ble High Courts I Tribunals confronted with the

situation after the effective date of 01/04/2011 when the exception clause (C) became

effective in the definition of 'Input service' under Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004 and 'life

insurance, health insurance' for personal use has been specifically mentioned as an

exception in the said definition. The substitution of Rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004 w.e.f.

01/04/2011 vide Notification No.03/2011-CE (NT) dated 01/03/2011 overrules all the

contentions submitted by the respondent in the cross-objection memorandum. Thus I

find merit in the appeals filed by Revenue for setting aside the impugned orders in

respect of 'INSURANCE SERVICE (EMPLOYEE GROUP INSURANCE)' and the

appeals are allowed.

or@
(3#Tr i4)

317z1# (3r4r-&)
..:)

azr arr za fr aft 3r4ti ar fszrl 3rimah fan srar &I
"The appeals filed by Revenue are disposed of in the above terms.

9.

0

Date:2&/02/2017

Attested. l ..#her
Superintendent (Appeals-I)
Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

By R.P.A.D.

ToQ M/s Meghmani Dyes & Intermediates Ltd., Unit-II, (100% EOU)
Plot No. 99, 100/A & 102,
Phase-II, G.I.D.C., Vatva,
Ahmedabad.

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad-1.

3. The Additional Commissioner, Central Excise (System), Ahmedabad-1.

4. The Assistant/ Deputy Commissioner, Central Excise, Division-Ill, Ahmedabad-1.

5. The Superintendent, Central Excise, A.R.-V, Division-Ill, Ahmedabad-1

~Guard File.

7. P.A.
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