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Name & Address of The Appellants

0 M/s. GURUDEV Dyestuff (India) Pvt. Ltd

Ahmedabad
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par &:--
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in
the following way :-

'ffli:rr zrca, 3Ira zca gi hara 3nl#la znf@aw at 3r4la­
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

~~, 1994 c#l° tfRT 86 cB" 3lcfl"ffi ~ cpl' fi9 cB" tfffi cBl' "G'IT ~:­
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

ffl1, ~ tfro "ffilTT gee, TT zyca vi hara ar4l4tr 7rmf@era 3}1. 2o, rq ea
51f°fqcc1 cbl-llh3°-s, ~ ~. ;;5J!:P-lc(lci!lc(-380016

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

(ii) ~~ cpl' fcl'm<:r ~- 1994 c#l° tfRT 86 (1) cB" 3lcfl"ffi ~ ~­
A lP-11 cl C'1l, 1994 fu 9 (1) cB" 3lcfl"ffi frr'efffur 1:!)Tl'f ~--tr- 5 B ar uft cBl' "G'IT
~ ~ ~ x-11~ itrfr~ a f@a r4ta at n{ at srai 4at
ht st aRg (5a a v mfr f if) 3tR 'fIT!lf Rh en zmrznp@rau1 al nzrft ft-Q,'[TI
t crITTfr au~a eta #a # .c/.llll4"ii:5 cfi~ xftttt1x * if@a aa yrs a a
Tf uITTT ~- ctfr -i:rr1, 6llluf ctfr -i:rr1 3TR WITTIT TTm ~~ 5 <1'mf m iN-M cb1=f t asi qg
1 ooo/ - ifIB ~ 6Tlfl' I ufITT ~ ctfr l=ff<T, GlJTGf ctfr l=fr1 3TR~ Tfm ~ xiil:l'C! 5 <1'mf m
50 <1'mf cfcb 'ITT 'ctT ~ 5000 /- ~ ~ 6Tlfl' I urei hara #t l=ff<T, GlJTGf ctfr l=fr1 3TR~ Tfm
~~ 50 <1'mf m~ "G'llro % azi q, 10000 /- ifIB ~ 6Tlfl' I

(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.
i 000/- 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. i 0,000/- where the amount of

-----=---service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the form 0 ~ ~aro;-r
"o,~e,'r.,i1RAL Gs/~9,-2
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crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank
of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated.

(iii) fclffi<I 3m'r~.1994 c#r amT 86 c#r sq-arit vi (2) irfa 3rft iara Rara6a1, 19g4 cFl f.i<r'1 9 (21,/)
m 3@<@ ffiffur tJIT4 'Cff[:tr.-1 -;'f c#r u kif vi sm mer agu,, ht r« zyeas (r4tea) # 3man at m'ITTrr (OIA)(
i ufra ma- irfr) 3ITT' .311R
3ngri, err / ung 7rat A2I9k ha star zger, srft4tu +mrnrf@raw1 at 3mr4eaa af a g arr
(010) ~ ~~ m'f:T 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
accompanied by a copy of order of Commissioner Central Excise (Appeals)(OIA)(one of which shall
be a certified copy) and copy of the order passed by the Addi. i Joint or Dy. /Asstt. Commissioner or
Superintendent of Central Excise & Service Tax (010) to apply to the Appellate Tribunal.

2. '<lll.ITT'mrfm,~~~. 1975 c#r ucl w 3rgqat-t sifa ReafRa fz argr Te 3mar vi era
~ er; 3TTcm c#r llfzr "Cl'< xii 6.50 /-- tffi <ITT~ ~ Rcpc 'WIT iW!f~ I

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 prescribed under Schedule-I in terms of
the Court Fee Act, 1975, as amended.

3. fir yea, qr zyc vi aaa srft#tr If@raw (nsrffafe) Rural, 1982 ii 'i!f.m ~ 3Rr~ "1-JT>fffi <ITT
mfffi, ffi "1lffi R<llTT c#r 31N '1ft all 3nra[fa f@hut mnrar &t

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. #tr grea, #@hr3ii era vi paras 3r4tar qf@rawr (@rel) a ,fa 3r41l #mmi j
.:, .:,

hr4tzr3in Ia 3ff@1fGzr , &y9 #r arr 3%a3iaiir facar(in-) 3rf@0fur y(2& #rzizn
29) fecais; .o.2a&y 5it Rt fafrr 3if@0fr, &&&g Rt ar 3 #3iaia hara at aft arar fr ag ,

"aaru ff?aa #rare qa-fr srmr #war 3fart ?k, arf fa zumr#3irii sa # srart3r4fa 2z
mw c;-f!'~~* .3mTc!, a=r "ITT

hcc£tr3a eravihara h3iaiiij fcl,-Q- arr rca" ii fas nf@?k­.:, .:,

( i) mu 11 tr ~ 3-ic=mo fattAft:r tcf,TT
(ii) rd sir RR t a{ area if@

(iii) dz smr fzrraat a# faa 6 # 3iraia 2r tam
> 3mat aarf zag fas zr nr h nan= fa#tr c'fi' . 2) 3#f@1f1+, 2014 h 3var sa fcl:im

"3r41trnf@rartacar f@uruft rarer3sffvi 3r4t atrap&izt

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 payabl!9 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) r viaaf i, s 32er h sf or4 nf@awr amar sf ras 3rrar grea zn avs
.:, .:,

faa faa tIT cIT 1flilT fcITTr -anr ~wcf;" .cl;" 10% 3fcJ@Taf tR" 3it srziha auvsfa fa a ITT~a-as ~ IO%~ .:, .

0a1arc#rsraft?
4(1) 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, . ~
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.
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ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. Gurudev Dyestuff·(India) Pvt. Ltd;Plot no. 541, Phase -II,

GIDC, Vatva, Ahmedabad-382445 (hereinafter referred to as 'appellant') has

filed the present appeal against the Order-in-Original No. MP/02/AC/DIV­

1II/2017-18 dated 17.04.2017 {hereinafter referred to as 'impugned order')

passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Div-III, Ahmedabad-I

Commissionerate (hereinafter referred to as adjudicating authority');

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that during the audit and

scrutiny of records of the appellant, it was revealed that the appellant had
wrongly availed the CENVAT credit of service tax. of Rs. 3,21,155/- for the
period from July-2012 to March-2014 on the basis of invoices issued by the

service provider M/s. Krupalu Job Management, a Proprietary firm engaged

in supply of Man Power Supply services. As per serial no. 8 of notification

l) No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 (effective from 01.07.2012), the service

provider has to discharge 25% of the total service tax payable and the

service recipient has to discharge 75% of the total service tax payable on
the said service. In the instant case the service provider paid 100% of the
total amount of service tax payable and the service receiver M/s. Gurudev
Dyestuff India Pvt. Ltd, a body corporate though they had not discharged
the 75% of. the tax liability and availed 100% of credit of service tax on the
basis of invoices issued by service provider. Thus, the appellant had availed
excess CENVAT credit to the extent of 75% on the basis of invoices issued

by the service provider M/s. Krupalu Job Management; that ought to have

been availed only on the basis. of challan evidencing payment of 75% of
O service tax payable by the service recipient. Consequent to this audit, a

show cause notice was issued inter a!ia, alleging that the appellant had
availed excess CENVAT credit to the extent of 75% on the basis of invoices
issued by the service provider, without discharging their service tax liability;
that they wrongly availed and utilized the credit for payment of duty with an
intention to· evade payment of Service Tax and the department would never
come to know the act of the appellant, but for the audit objection. The said
notice therefore, proposed recovery of the wrongly availed CENVAT credit along
with interest and further proposed equal penalty on the appellant. This Show
Cause Notice was adjudicated by the adjudicating authority vide above said
impugned order wherein the adjudicating authority, upheld the demand and
recovery of CENVAT Credit of Rs. 3,21,155/- along with interest and imposed

$:
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penalty under the provisions of Rule 15(2) of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004,
read with section 11AC(1)(c) of the Central Excise Act, 1994.

3. Being aggrieved, the appellant has filed the present appeal on

the grounds:

(i) that the service provider has charged the service tax at full rate in the
invoices raised and had discharged the service tax liability and there· is no loss to
the Government exchequer and thus demanding duty again on the same service
will lead to a situation of double taxation;
(ii) that the appellant have been audited by the service tax authorities from time
to time and all the activities carried by them are well within the knowledge of them,
in such circumstances alleging willful suppression, misstatement & invoking
extended period is not legal and proper;
(iii) that they have not suppressed anything from the department and thus
imposing penalty under the provisions of Rule 15(2) of CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004
read with Section 11AC (1)(c) Central Excise Act, 1994, is without legal basis.

4. . Personal hearing in the case was granted on 14.11.2017. Ms.
Madhu Jain, Advocate, appeared before me and reiterated the grounds of

appeal and requested to allow the CENVAT Credit taken and further
requested to waive off the penalty imposed.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records,
grounds of appeal and oral submissions made by the appellant at the time of
personal hearing. The issue involved is whether the appellant is eligible for
the 75% excess CENVAT credit taken or otherwise.

0

0

6. As per Sr. No. 8 of the notification No. 30/2012-ST dated
20.06.2012, appellant, being service receiver, was required to pay service

tax on 75% of taxable value and M/s. Krupalu Job Management, the service
provider, was required to pay service tax on 25 % of taxable value. M/s.
Krupalu Job Management however, paid 100% service tax instead of 25%
liability and appellant thereafter, availed CENVAT credit on the basis of
invoices issued by M/s. Krupalu Job Management. Contention of department ------ ·a tare,
is that M/s .. Krupalu Job Management was liable to pay only 25% of ser/J·ea1Ac.i"1R•LGsJ., '-1/,;,,.-

A - ', '3r o }:

tax, therefore appellant is eligible for only 25% of service tax under Ru @i is
G} es 'a =.
s. 42ii

"o 4a ""*
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of CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004, even though 100% service tax payment had
been made by M/s. Krupalu Job Management. The excess credit taken i.e..-· · ·r
75% of service tax, comes to Rs. 3,21,155/-.

0

6.1 Rule 9 of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004 states as follow:

Rule 9. Documents and accounts.­
(1) The CENVA T credit shall be taken by the manufacturer or the provider of output service or
input service distributor, as the case may be, on the basis of any of the following documents,
namely:-

(a) ·····················•···
(b) ·························
(c) ·························
(d) .
(e)a challan evidencing payment of service tax by the person liable to pay service

tax under sub-clauses (iii), (iv), (u) and (vii) of clause (d) of sub-rule (1) of rule
(2) of the Service Tax Rules, 1994; or

[Emphasis Supplied]

6.2 As per Para 1(e) of rule 9 of CENVAT Credit Rules "a challan evidencing

payment of service tax, by the service recipient as the person liable to pay

service tax" is proper document to take credit. Since NO service tax
payment has been made as a recipient of service under notification no.

30/2012- ST dated 20.06.2012, no credit is allowable to appellant. .

0

7. The aforesaid provisions very clearly stipulate that the CENVAT

Credit shall be taken by the service recipient on the basis of a challan

evidencing payment of service tax, by the service recipient as the person

liable to pay service tax. The liability of payment of tax on the appellant can
not be discharged by M/s. Krupalu Job Management, the service provider. I
also find that the appellant has not discharged his own liability and availed
the excess CENVAT credit and thus contravened the provisions of Rule 9 of
CENVAT C:::redit Rules, 2004,· hence the appellant is not eligible ·for CENVAT

credit.

8. I would like to quote the charging Section 66B of the Finance

act, 1994 which states that .....

a la
TR

s ;,
-. & 9

- $
··6ss. "

%

"SECTION 66B.Charge of service tax on and after

Finance Act, 2012.-There shall be levied a tax and
collected in such manner as may be prescribed."

$
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I find that in present case, the taxes have been levied on service provider
and service receiver in certain manner and only that person in such manner
as prescribed can discharge the tax liability.

9. Section 68(1) makes. it mandatory for service provider to pay
tax. Section 68(:l.) is reproduced as below

"(1) Every person providing taxable service to any person shall pay
service tax at the rate specified in section 66 in such manner and
within such period as may be prescribed."

The analysis of above section 68(1) gives us vital points that tax shall be
paid in such manner as may be prescribed.

0
10. Section 68 (2) makes it mandatory that for notified services, the

receiver or receiver and provider on shared basis will pay the service tax.
Section 68(2) is reproduced as below-

"(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section
(1), in respect of [such taxable services as may be
notified by the Central Government in the Official
Gazette, the service tax thereon shall be paid by such
person and in such manner as may be prescribed al· the
rate specified in section 66 and all the provisions of this

· Chapter shall apply to such person as if he is the person
liable for paying the service tax in relation to such
service.

Provided that the Central Government may notify the
service and the extent of service tax which shall be
payable by such person and the provisions of this Chapter
shall apply to such person to the extent so specified and
the remaining part of the service tax shall be paid by the
service provider." ·

11. The analysis of above section 68(2) gives us vital points that tax
shall be paid in such manner as may be prescribed. Notification No.
30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 issued under section 68(2) for certain
services has notified that some services tax liability shall be shared between

provider and receiver of service to the extent of percentage prescribed in
notification.

0

_,,,....~
·.«a tar,
:> :Ace, " 9
.c '4, •11.1 The mandate or this secton 68@) an4 682) s very ear apf/ +$2> %

does not give any scope of interpretation leading to the conclusion hat thes, iM#? ,
• 222%{_ r re» art

v 6' e '~ ,,, ,,.t:.
"sso av° ·'
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, h.
tax liabilities casted on one person cannot be discharged by any
other person in the manner, which is not prescribed by the law. The
plain and simple reading of section 68(1) and 68(2) is that the person on
whom the tax liability is casted, he only should discharge it and also in the·
manner specified.

11.2 In view of above, excess service tax paid by M/s. Krupalu Job

Management, service provider, is without authority of law, therefore it is in

nature of deposit, and therefore credit of same is not eligible to the

appellant. Only "duty" can be availed as credit and not the "deposit".

12. Hon'ble High Court of Mumbai has interpreted it in case of Idea
Cellular [2016(42)$TR 823]. Hon'ble High Court has very clearly stated as
follows:

o

13.

"..... As postulated by Article 265 of the Constitution of
India a tax shall not be levied except by authority of law
i.e., a tax shall be valid only if it is relatable to statutory
power emanating from a statute. The collection of VAT on
the sale ofSIM cards, not being relatable to any statutory
provision, must be held to be without authority of law and
as a consequence non est.... " (para 12).

When it is crystal clear in notification that service provider will

0

pay 25% and service receiver shall pay 75% of service tax, then there
should not be any reason to by-pass clear provision by M/s. Krupalu Job
Management to pay 100% of service tax. In a catena of judgments the Apex
court has ruled that "Enlarging scope of legislation or legislative intention is
not the duty of Court when language of provision is plain - Court-cannot

rewrite legislation as it has no power to legislate ... "

DHARAMENDRA TEXTILE PROCESSORS 2008 (231) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)

Interpretation of statutes - Principles therefor - Court
cannot read anything into a statutory provision or a
stipulated condition which is plain and unambiguous - A
statute is an edict of the legislature - Language employed
in statute is determinative factor of legislative intent.

PARMESHWARAN SUBRAMANI 2009 (242) E.L.T. 162 (S.C.)

Interpretation of statutes - Legislative intention - No scope fat court to

undertake exercise to read something into provisions which the legislature in

its wisdom consciously omitted - Intention of legislature to be gathered from

language used where the language is clear - Enlarging scope of legislation or

legislative intention not the duty of Court when language of provision is plain

8.
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- Court cannot rewrite legislation as it' has no power to legislate - Courts

cannot add words to a statute or read words into it which are not there ­
Court cannot correct or make assumed deficiency when words are clear and
unambiguous - Courts to decide what the law is and not what it should be ­
Courts to adopt construction which will carry out obvious intention of
legislature. [paras 14, 15]

14. Article 265 of the Constitution of India state that "Taxes not be

imposed saved by the authority of law. No taxes shall be levied or collected
except by authority of law". Therefore no tax shall be levied or collected
without an authority of law. It further states that "Taxes not to be imposed

save by authority of law". Article 265 contemplates two stages - one is

levy of tax and other is collection of tax and that levy of tax includes
declaration of liability and assessment, namely, quantification of the
liabilities. After the quantification of the liability follows the collection of tax
and it should be only by an authority of law.

15. Appellant had relied upon various tribunal judgments wherein it
is held that in cases where duty liability of service receiver is discharged by
service provider and vice-versa, there is no revenue loss to exchequer. But
Tribunal judgments cited by appellant in their appeal memo, has not dealt

with this vital Constitutional point of Article 265. Hon'ble Tribunal has also

not considered the legal position as well as constitutional provision in their
order.

16. Now coming to imposition of penalty under the provisions of
Rule 15(2) of CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004 read with Section 11AC(1)(c) of

Central Excise Act, 1994. The adjudicating authority has imposed the said
penalty on the grounds of suppression with intent to evade payment of duty.
In the present case, wrong availment of CENVAT credit by the appellant
unearthed during the course of Audit and subsequent inquiry undertaken by
the Department. Had it not been detected by the Audit, the said wrong
availment of CENVAT credit would have gone unnoticed. Hence, the
adjudicating authority was justified in invoking extended period of limitation
and for imposition of penalty under Section 11AC(1)(c). I therefore upheld
the imposition of penalty under Section 11AC(1)(c) ibid.

17.

0

0
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· ;'. «
order of the adjudicating authority is needed. Therefore, I reject the appeal

filed by the appellant. • •s

18. 314laaai zarr a# #r a{ 3r4hit a fart 3ql#a at t fan srar &t
18. The appeal filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms..es­

(3cr gin)
h.4lzr a 3gra (3res)

ATTESTED

(Vinod ose)
Superintendent (Appeals),
Central Tax, Ahmedabad.

To,
M/s. Gurudev Dyestuff (India) Pvt. Ltd,
Plot no. 541, Phase -II,
GIDC, Vatva
Ahmedabad-382445

Copy to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad.
2) The Commissioner, Ahmedabad- South.
3) The Asst. Commissioner, Div-III,Vatva-II, Ahmedabad- South.
4) The Additional Commissioner, Ahmedabad- South.
5) The Asst. Commissioner(SYSTEMS), Ahmedabad- South
6'Guard File.

UV 7) P.A. File.
'e. .
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