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Arising out of Order-in-Original No SD-06/11/AC/Harrkrishna lnfra/16-17 Dated

21.01.2011 Issued by Assistant Commr STC, Service Tax, Ahmedabad

314"1 cl cpctf 'cfj'f -TI1l ~ 'CfctT
Name & Address of The Appellants

Mis. Harikrishna Infrastructure
Ahmedabad

gr 3r4la mar rile al{ sf an, fa If@rat t rat RRRra var a #
"flcITTTTl-
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the. appropriate authority in
the following way:-

#tr ye, Gara yea vi hara ar4)tu nznfrvr at 3rate:
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

fcRfr:r~.1994 cBl' 'efRT 86 cB" ~ ~ cl51"·~ cB" tfffi cBl' \JJT ffl,ffi:
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to:-

~ ahfm -cfio #ta ca, 3Tr« zyea vi tars 3r9#hr zznf@raw ii. 2o, q #€ca
81ffclecl cpA.Jh3°-s, ~~. ~6'1<:ilci!lci-380016

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

(ii) 3r@lat; nzrf@raw at fa4tr 3rfefzm, 1994 cBl' 'efRT 86 (1) cB" ~ ~ ~
Plll'1lcl<:>1"i, 1994 cB" -Pi<:r, 9 (1) siafa ferfRa aTf ~.tr- 5 B 'qR ~ B cBl' \JJT
aft y I fa om# a Reg srft at n{ st sat ,fit
a#t st aR; (s a vmfr 'ITTd 6l<fr) 3it mm; ii Rh en zmrzurf@raw al ~.-ll l....,..,ll4"~td ft-Q:JTI
t, cfITT 71fa vr4Pa a as # .-ll lll4"td sruafzrma aifa an 5re cf> xi)q

I{ WITT ~ cBl" l'li-r , 6lITTn cBl" l'li-r 3it Ir mTn uif nu s5 Gr zUra % cn::t ~
1000/-m~ 1Wfr1 WITT~ cBl" l'Ji.r, fllWf ctr l'frT 3it an, ·TIT aft 6q; 5 GT4 UT
50 ~ cfcb m m~ 5000 / -m~ 6l<fr I WITT~ cBl" l'Ji.r, fllWf ctr l'frT 3llx ~ 1fllT
if E; so arzarvnr ai 6I; 1oooo/- haftzhf

(ii) The appeal under sub section (1) of Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 to the Appellate
Tribunal Shall be filed in quadruplicate in Form S.T.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 demanded & 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 Lakhs, Rs.~QQ0N~ere the amount of
service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more tha ..f(fW-\~~cr,1,1 es, in the form ofaC ¢$' c" s,. C>?° to,-16 t ~~~~.. -l;y i;.±£...., u ...i,)A;U ~ 'N
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crossed bank draft in. favour of the Assistant Registrar of the benc:1 of nominated Public Sector Bank
of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated.

(iii) fcrcfm~.1994 cf,t EfRT 86 6l Gu-mrrii vi (2,) # 3ffi1m artfrc;r~ f.llllJlq(,JJ. 1994 Cfi f.rlli:! 9 (21{')

<ri 3@1'@ f.le:lffm 1r,rf a.l-7#t sr#ft vi 5m# Tr 3WJ!o.. ~ '\3C'l1G~ (~l'lfrc;r) <ri smer ufft (OIA)(
~~ wrrfur'q ma- iWfr) ~tR 0

3TtR' .
argri, srzras / '3"Cf 3ll<J1Rf 3f.!l"c!T 2!9k €ta snra zgcs, snftft t ma@rat cp]' 3lWG"f fflRe ea gg srir
(010) ~ 1mi 'lfJJ.fr 'ITT1fi I ·

(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
acccmpanied by a copy of order of Commi3sioner C1:antral E:{cise (f\ppeals)(OIA}(one of which shall
be a certified copy) and copy of the order passed by the Add!. / Joint or Dy. /Asstt. Commissioner or
Superintendent of Central Excise & Service Tax (010) to apply to the Appellate Tribunal.

2. genii1fer =zarnr zye orf@PI, 197s #t zaf tR~-1 cf\' 3iWIB f.ralifur fg3smkr vi er
mqif@er<or # man a6t uR tR '{ii s.so1- rm cpf~~ fecpc 'R1TTm~ ,
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 pr,3scribed under Schedule-I in terms of
the Court Fee Act,1975, as amended.

3. mr ye, sir zrea vi hara rat4tu =rrarf@raw (an7ff@f) Pura8), 1gs2 aff vi srr ii~rami <m
mffa +aa fuii 6t sit ft ma snafa far uarar &I

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

4. fir rs, #tr3n era vi hara 3r4#tr ,Tf@rawr (it4a afr34ii hmmi #
.:, .:,

a.tr 3Ta erca3rf@, &&gg #rarr 3%nh 3iaiafaarrizn-3#f@1fGz1 2&g(erg #frvim
299 fecais: .sc.&y sit# fa4r 3r@4f?a , r&&g fr arr ca # giaiiaaraat sf ara#r a{ &,
arr ffaa ale rauf@ca #car 3rfarj,ara fagrrra3iaiiasm #lsart 3r@a2zr

· €\

mwarails 3rf@r# "ITT

h£tr 3erersviaaasa3iaaiafaragramif@cs enf@?.:, .:, .

(il m-u 11 st c);" 3@oTc-t' fa1tl'ifu:r ~
(ii) ~~~~-~ dl(>[ct' Wt
(@ii) a±zm f@1mast # fez 6 c);" 3@dTc-t' ~ ~

> 3rtarf zrzfsrnr hman fa#rr (i. 2) 3@fez1+, 2014 h 3war q4 fast
3r41arr 1Tf@r#rtamar f@GarraPerna3r#fvi 3r4a#t rapsrgi@ttt

4. 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.

e> 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 , sr 3rr .); ,;rfct 3r4) qf@raur hmarGi srea 3rrar grea z G"Us,.:, ,.:,

fcla@a st at air farzz srcaa 10% 3r.Jfffiaf "CR" 3TR'~ c);-cn;rG°Us' fcl ct IRa ~ c1Gf G°Us' .); 10%,.:, ,.:,

qr:rrRt sr raft?l

4(1) In view of above, an appeal against this ord · · · he Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty o , . re in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute. .., ...
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

0

This appeal has been filed by M/s Harikrishna Infrastructure, 14, Harshad

Colopny, Part-1, Thakkar Bappanagar, B/h India Colony, Thakkar Bappanagar,
Ahmedabad [for short-"the appellant"] against Order-in-Original No.SD

O6/11/AC/Karikrishna Inf/16-17 dated 27.01.2017 [impugned order] passed by
the Assistant Commission, Service Tax, Division-VI, Ahmedabad [adjudicating

authority]

2. The facts of the case is that based on Audit objection, a show cause notice

dated 30.07.2015 was issued to the appellant, alleging that they had not paid
service tax on services of "Goods Transport Agency" under reverse charge
mechanism towards the transportation expenses for receipt of goods and material
incurred during the period from 2010-11 to 2013-14. The said show cause notice
proposes for demand of Rs.2,86,679/- with interest and penalty for violation of

legal provisions under Finance Act, 1994 and Rules made there under. Vide
impugned order, the adjudicating authority has confirmed the demand with interest

and imposed penalty under Section 77(2) and 78(1) of Finance Act.

3. Being aggrieved, the appellant has filed by the instant appeals on the

grounds that:

o

• the department was required to show that the freight shown in the books of accounts ·
was paid towards transportation of goods on goods carriage and by using a· motor
vehicle; that the invoices clearly shows that the payment of freight made on a
periodical basis, hence the amount of freight would be large even if the freight has
been paid in smaller amounts to the person carrying material in hand carts and
bullock carts; that many times the sand, bricks and kapchi comes in small hand carts •
or bullock carts which are not mechanically propelled and do not fall within the
definition of motor vehicle.

• The appellant were never issued consignment notes and the adjudicating authority
has wrongly concluded that since the invoices contained all the details required to be
produced in consignment note, the same will be considered as consignment note;
that they have paid freight not on consignment to consignment basis, but accounts
with seller/vendor are settled on periodical basis. Thus, since the transportation of
goods has not been done by goods transportation agency and individuals
transporting the goods have not issued consignment note, service tax is not leviable
on the cartage expenses for carting of sand, bricks and kapchi.

• No suppression of facts, mis statement or fraud involved in the matter as they have ·
filed their ST-3 return regularly. Hence, extended period is not invokable.
They relied on various case laws in their favour,

A personal hearing in the matter was held on 06.10.2017. Shri Bhavesh

Patel, Chartered Accountant appeared on behalf of the appellant and explained the
grounds of appeal and submitted additional submissions which shows bills and

certificate issued in this matter.

4.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case and submissions made by .

the appellant in the appeal as well as at the time of personal hearing. The limited
issue to be decided in the matter is relating to leviable of service tax on services of

"Goods Transport Agency" under reverse charge ·: by the

I
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appellant towards transportation expenses for receipt of goods and material for the

period from 2010-11 to 2013-14.

6. The main contention of the appellant is that they avaiied service of individual

truck owners and no consignment notes were issued for transporting of goods as

required under statutory provisions. They also contended that the definition of .

'person' given in Section 65 B(37) of the FA can be referred with regard to GTA
only if the person is GTA and issues the consignment note; that many times the

sa1 .d, bricks and kapchi comes in small hand carts or bullock carts which are not
mechanically propelled and do not fall within the definition of motor vehicle. They .
relied on Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka's decision in case of M/s Laxminarayana

Mining Co- and other decisions of Hon'ble Tribunal, service tax is not leviable in

case individual truck owners as they have not considered as "commercial concern"
under 65(50b) of FA and also not liable for service tax as they have not issued ·

consignment note as required under Rul4 4B of STR.

7. The adjudicating authority has contended that as per provisions of Section 65

(50b) [prior to 01.07.2012] and Section 65 B (26) [after 01.07.2012] of FA, 1994,
the appellant is liable to pay service tax on the services of "Goods Transport

Agency" as person includes an individual; that non issuance of consignment notes is
a false declaration.to evade the service tax liability; that the invoices shows every
details of transporter's name, description of goods, amount of freight, bill number ·
and date etc. He relied on decision of Hon'ble High Court of Madras in case of M/s
K.M.Granites Pvt Ltd that even when no consignment notes are issued and where

services of individual truck owners are availed, service tax is payable.

8. I observe that the impugned order discussed and analyzed the facts

submitted by the appellant at the time of adjudication. The definition of "Goods
Transport Agency" defines (prior to introduction of negative list and also after w.e.f
01.07.2012) that "any person who provides service in relation to transport of goods

by road and issue consignment note, by whatever name called". As per Section
65(26) of the FA stipulates that "person" includes-an individual, a Hindu undivided
family....., not falling within any of the proceeding sub-clauses. Further,
transportation expenses incurred by the appellant for receipt of goods and material
is taxable under reverse mechanism under Section 65(105)(z2p) of the FA read
with notification No.36/2004-ST dated 31.12.2004 (prior to 01.07.2012) and

notification No.30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012.

9. In the instant case, I observe that the appellant has not discharged the tax
liability on the services of Goods Transport Agency as a recipient of service on the
grounds mentioned at para 6 above. I do not find an merit in the arguments of

the appellant. ,ax,%>es'+c, "o;·I
10. From the legal definitions under sectiri'$6(5jan&e ton 65(a05(zzp)

supra, it is clear that any person (including\'.~;~,
0
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relation to transport of goods by road is liable to Service Tax. There is no exclusion
of individual truck owners from the purview of Service Tax levy under the said legal

t

definition. It is a well settled position in law as clarified by the Hon'ble Apex Court ·
in Doypack Systems (Pvt.) Ltd. [1988 (36) E.LT 201 (S.C.)] and J.K. Spinning and

Weaving Mills Ltd. [1987 (32) E.L.T. 234 (S.C.)] that when the words of the statute
are plain and unambiguous, there is no need to place reliance on external aids such

as parliamentary proceedings.

11. As regards service rendered by the individual truck owners and non-issuance

of consignment notes, I observe that the appellant has argued on the basis of
various Hon'ble Tribunal's decision in favour of their argument. I observe that the ·

decisions are: distinguished by other Bench of Hon'ble Tribunal and Hon'ble High

Courts. I rely on following decisions.

12. The Hon'ble CESTAT, Hyderabad incase of M/s S V R Electrical Pvt Ltd [2016 .

(43)STR 574] has held that:
¢

3.The main plea raised in the written submission is that the trucks were driven by
drivers of the appellant. That being private trucks they do not fall within the definition
of "Goods Transport Agency". The appellant has relied on the judgment of CESTAT in
Lakshminarayana Mining Co. v. CST, Bangalore - 2009 (16) S.T.R. 691 (Tri.). It is
also submitted that the show cause notice is time-barred. That there was no
suppression of facts on the part of the appellant. The freight charges were shown in
the invoices and these invoices were signed by the jurisdictional Officer and the same
was also declared in the I.T. Returns. That therefore, the demand is time-barred.
4.Against this, the learned DR Shri M.S. Naskar contended that the decision in
Lakshminarayana Mining Company case (Supra) is no longer good law. That the
Hon'ble High Court of Madras in CCE, Salem v. Suibramia Siva Co-operative .Sugar
Mills Ltd. - 2014 (35) S.T.R: 500 (Mad.) has held that the use of the word "any
person" in the definition of "Goods Transport Agency includes individual truck owners
also. Similar view was taken in the case of Sree Balaji Transport v. CCE & ST,
Tirupathi - 2015 (38) S.T.R. 651 (Tri.-Bang.). In the case of Sree Balaji Transport, the
Tribunal examined the issue whether transportation undertaken by individuals owning
and operating lorry and truck is subject to service tax. The Tribunal observed that
under Section 60(506), Goods Transport Agency means "any person who prides
service in relation to transport of goods by road and issues consignment note, by
whatever name called", The language of the section is unambiguous and that "any
person (including individuals) who provides service in relation to transport by road is
liable to service tax".
5.In the light of the above judgments, I am of the view that the appellant
does not succeed on merits . "

In the case of CCE Bilaspur V/s South Eastern Coalfields Ltd [2016 (41) STR 608),

the Hon'ble High Court of Chhattisgarh has held that:

"7., The Tribunal, without any discussion of these findings arrived at by the
Commissioner, by a cryptic conclusion has held that in absence of any consignment
note actually having been issued, no liability of service tax arises. The question in the
facts of the case is that once liability has been admitted by the Respondent, can
technicalities justify non-compliance. witl) the law when there is no substantive ·
defence.
8. Suffice it to observe that any appellate order amenable to judicial review by a
superior Court is required to be reasoned and considered, disclosing application of
mind to the issues decided by the original authority, the grounds of appeal, the
grounds taken in opposition to the appeal followed by a reasoning to arrive at its own
independent ·conclusions especially when the order of the original authority is being
set aside. Reasons have time and again been held to be the heart and soul of an order
facilitating appreciation of the appellate order in judicial review. The order of the
Tribunal in its present form affectively hinders i.3:"udic"a/-r?:IVie. and is also not
sustainable for that reason. .· -o,;\~. El.~. ~Ti],? r0
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9. The order of the Tribunal dated 13-8-2014 is set aside and the matter is
remanded to the Tribunal for a decision in accordance with Jaw."

Further, the Hon'ble High Court of Madras in case of CCE V/s K.M.B.Granites Pvt .Ltd

[2014 (35) STR 63] has held that :

"6. We find from the reading of the CESTAT order that the only ground taken
therein was related to Section 65(50b) of the Finance Act. The CESTAT following the ·
Bangalore Bench decision in the case of Lakshminarayana Mining Co. v. CST,
Bangalore reported in 2009 (16) S. T.R. 691 (Ti.-Bang.) as well as in the case of
CCE, Guntur v. Kanaka Durga Agro Oil Products Pvt. Ltd reported in 2009 (15) S.T.R.
399, held that transport undertaken by the individual Jorry owners or truck owners
are not considered as "commercial concern" under Section 65(50b) of Finance Act.
Consequently, the CESTAT allowed the assessee's appeal. Aggrieved by this order,
the present appeal has been filed by the Revenue.

7. We have already considered the correctness of the CESTAT's order in CMA. Nos.
3079 & 3080 of 2011 [The Commissioner of Central Excise v. The Salem Co
operative Sugar Mills Ltd. & Anr.J by order dated 4-10-2013, which followed the
decision of the Bangalore Bench decision in the case of CCE, Guntur v. Kanaka Durga
Agro Oil Products Pvt. Ltd. reported in 2009 (15) S.T.R. 399 wherein, it was held that
Section 65(50b) of Finance Act, did not cover a case of proprietary commercial
concern to be treated as 'Goods Transport Agency' and set aside the order of CESTAT
that the expression 'commercial concern' would include a proprietary concern also."

13. Further, I find merit consideration in the contention of the adjudicating

authority that non issuance of consignment notes is a false declaration to evade the
service tax liability. The statutes stipulate that 'Good Transport Agency" means
"any person who provides service in relation to transport of goods by road and

issue consignment note, by whatever name called. In the circumstances, the
invoices showing every details of transporter's name, description of goods, amount
of freight, bill number and date is sufficient in absence of non-issuance of
consignment notes intentionally. Lastly, the argument put for the by the appellant
that they had transported in materials by hand cart, bullock cart etc which are not .
mechanically propelled and do not fall within the definition of motor vehicle. Such

argument does not have any merit in the absence of documental evidences.

14. In view of above discussion and applying the ratio of the judgments referred
to above, I am of the considered view that the appellant is liable for service tax for
the disputed period on services pf "Goods Transport Agency" under reverse charge
mechanism towards the transportation expenses for receipt of goods and material
incurred. Therefore, I upheld the demand with interest as confirmed by the

adjudicating authority.

15. As regards penalty, I observe that the adjudicating authority has imposed
Rs.10,000/-under Section 77(2) for failure to file prescribed service tax returns and
Rs.14,707/- (upto the period 07.04.2011) and Rs.1,35,986/- for the remaining
period under Section 78 (1) of the FA. I observe that the appellant does not have
any valid contention to establish that there was SU 4 en for non-payment

f S
. T Th . '°<>~.,;:\./o ervice ax. e ignorance of law cannot be onsiae ·"» :/

i #$: ; 
+6a •

o

0

excuse for non-



7

... l ·

F.No.V2(ST}299/A-11/16-17

av
(3mi)

~ (3Nl"RT)
Date: 21/10/2017.

payment of tax. In view thereof, I po not find any infirmity in the impugned order ·
- g$

with regard to imposition of penalty also. .,,.

Attested

2rwy
(Mohanan V.V)
Superintendent (Appeal)

By RPAD
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To
M/s Harikrishna Infrastructure,
14, Harshad Colopny, Part-1, Thakkar Bappanagar,
B/h India Colony, Thakkar Bappanagar, Ahmedabad

Copy to:-
1. The Chief Commissioner, CGST Zone, Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner, CGST, South , .,..tv(IV1
3. The Addl./Joint Commissioner, (Systems), CGST, South
4. The Dy./ Asstt. Commissioner, CGST ,Division VI/VII South

.._'-____,,,5...,.., - Guard file.
6. P.A
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