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Passed by Shri Uma Shanker Commissioner (Appeals)
Arising out of Order-in-Original No STC/Ref/132/Modern/l:{MM/AC/D-111/16-17
Dated 01.12.2016 lssued by Assistant Commr STC, Service Tax, Ahmedabad
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Name & Address of The Appellants

M/s. Modern Power Services
Ahmedabad

~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ocrfcm ~~ cITT ~ f.:ly~RsJa >fc!m ~ ~
x=rcITTIT t:-
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in
the following way :-

xfrrr '{!('1:(), sq« gca gi araz arjltr nznf@rar at rate-­
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

fa#hr arf@fr,1994 #t err 86 cB' 3RfTffi ~ cITT frr9' cB' 'CfRi cBl' \JIT ~:­
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

ufa #lg ft #tar ye, 3Tr yea ya hara sr@ta mrznrf@ar 3. 2o, q #ea
61ffclc61 cbAJh3°-s, ~ .=rrR, 3lt:J-Jcilisllci-380016

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) a4l4tu =znznf@raw at f@4Rtq 3rf@fr, 1994 #t qr 86 (1) cB' 3RfTffi ~~
f.:l.tlJ-Jlqc>1l; 1994 cB' ~ 9 (1) cB' sifa feff nTf ~.tJ- 5 lf 'qR ~ lf cB7' \JIT
raft gi rr fr 3mg fas4 sr4la at n{ st st ufji
a4fl aft a1Reg (Ga a ya ufr Ifst) 3jk var j fGa emznznf@rawat zn7aft fer
t, crITT ~ ~ ·m4GJfrlcb 1R?f a a arr@l # rua fGz 1TB 'fl ~i'.slifcha mn ~ * ~
B 'Gfif ~ 'clfl' l=JT'lT , GlfM 'clfl' l=fT1T 3it nn ·7Ir u#fl 5I; 5 C'lTm m i3'fffi 'q)l=f t cIBf ~
1000 /- ffl ~61.fi I ugi hara #6 in, ant 6t <TITT 3rR -~ <T<TT ~~ 5 C'lTm m
50 C'lTm dCP 'ITT ill ~ 5000 / - ffl~ 'ITT1fr I sf hara at air, ans 6t l=fT1T am~ <T<TT
5if; 50 Gr IT i3'fffi 'GlffcIT t ai I, 10000/- #h haft a)ft 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.
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.10, 000/- where the arnoupt of
service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the.form of
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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 ofTribunal is situated.

(iii) f4ha 3tfeIf4,1994 #l qr so 6t sq--rrii 'C!Ci (23) a ziafa rat hara Pura6ft, 1gs4 a Rm 9 (2i:::-)
sir«fa f.!Erfmr -g;rir ~.i'r.-7 al ur wait gi sm mm7er ngaa,, a4ta Ura zyen (r8ta) sm?st #vi (OIA)(
ffl ~ 'W!ffercr "5lfcr mrfr) 3TR .3fCR
agri , errs / U srrga srrar A2]9k a€tr sr rcea, 3r4l#ta +Inf@raw at sraa aa fer ea g; 3Ir
(010) ~ "5lfcr ~ mrfr 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. / Joint or Dy. /Asstt. Commissioner or
Superintendent of Central Excise & Service Tax (010) to apply to the Appellate Tribunal.

2. znrizit@era rarer zgca arf@fr , 197s # grf 1N~-1 cfi 3ffi1ffi f.lErfmr fggr e mar qi err
qr@rant a srr au 1N xii 6.50 /- tffi c!iT~~ R1l>e WIT m,rr mfm: 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. r gen, nra gens vi hara arftrr mznf@raw (rffafe) Para81, 1982 ll "t!fi@ 'C!Ci 3RI~ ll11wlT <ITT
~ffl '1!ffi f.r<r.rr ~ 31N 'lfr &!Ff ancnfim fcixn" u!ffiT -g 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. #tar era, #ctr3sear era vi hara 3r41atzr 7f@rawr (#ha a 4fr 3r4iihmmi
.::, .::,

as4tzr3Ta area3f@,fzr+, &&yy &r err 3wn#3iatfa#rzrin-3f@,fer%(28y #rin
9) f@aria: e€..2&y sit RR fa4tr 3ff@,fr, 8&&9 #t err zs a 3iaair +hara at aft arar fr a&,

"aat ff@ara qa-@r sunaw3rfarfk, arf far errh3iaiiasa st sma#t 3r4f@2zr
if@rzrailswva3rf@raazt

he&tr3ear reavihara h .3fc'f¾r" d1fclT fcF;Q' dflJ' ~wen" ar farJ:a=r ~rrfa:rc;rt-.::, .::,

(i) trm 11 -gr 'iji' .3fc'f¾r~ ~
(@i) dz srm #t aa{ uf?r
(iii) ~~ Fa-! ,ljJ.j ) clJI 'iji' f.:Rra:r 6 'iji' 3iaiia 2r ta

> 3rat aarf zr fa sr enrh 9an= far (i. 2) 3f@1fz1, 2014 a 3car ua fa#t"
3r41#rzr ,f@ranthmer faarfczraa3rffvi 3r4 ateraa&isttt

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.

> 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) zr iaf ii, sr 3r2er a ufr 3rflr uf@auraqr sz areas 3rzrar area zr avs.::, .::,

faaifea gtatair far av resh 10% 2ratsr3itszihavs fa(Ra gtasavsa 1o%
pa1arcwrRt sraft?kt
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, or
penalty, where penalty alone Is m dispute. · · . · .. _

0

0



3

ORDER IN APPEAL

F.NO.V2(ST)240/A-1I/16-17

O

0

This is an appeal filed by Mis Modern Power Services (herein after referred to as the
appellants) against the OIO No. STC/Ref/132/Modern/K.M.Mohadikar/AC/Div-III/16-17 dtd.
07.12.2016 (herein after referred to as the impugned order) passed by the Assistant
Commissioner.

2. The brief facts of the case are that the appellants filed a refund claim dtd. 09.09.2016 for
Rs. 14,19,951/-. The Assistant Commissioner, vide the impugned order rejected the refund of Rs.
14,19,951/- for non fulfilling the conditions of Notification No. 09/2016-ST dtd. 01.03.2016 and
on some other grounds.

3. Being aggrieved by rejection of refund claim of Rs. 14,19,951/-, the appellants have filed
this appeal on the following grounds:

(a) That there were no conditions prescribed in the Notification No. 9/2016-ST dtd.
01.03.2016 and the conditions were only specified in Section 102 of the Finance Act,
1994;

(b) That the appellants were availing exemption under notification no. 25/2012-ST which
prescribes five major conditions:

1. Service must be provided to Government, local authority or a Govt. authority;
2. Such services must be by way of construction, erection, commissioning,

installation, completion, fitting out, repair, maintenance, renovation or alteration
of a civil structure;

3. Such contract must have been entered into before 01.03.2015;
4. Such refund claim must be filed within six months from the date on which finance

bill, 2016 receives Presidential assent
5. Assessee claiming refund should not have collected service tax from govt. or local

authority or Governmental authority (unjust enrichment)

That in the instant case, the appellants have fulfilled all the aforesaid conditions and the
same can be demonstrated through the copies of work orders issued to appellant by
various government authority or division;

(c) That they have filed the refund claim within the time limit of six months from the date on
which the Financial Bill received assent from the President on 14.05.2016;

(d) That the refund claim has been rejected in casual manner stating all the conditions are not
fulfilled. It is imperative to point out the deficiency found in refund claim before
rejecting it and therefore the impugned order is non-speaking order;

(e) That value of taxable services provided in ST-3 returns for the period April, 2015 to
March, 2016 will not tally with the documents submitted for the reason that there are
certain contracts which are entered by the appellants after 1 March, 2016 on which
refund is not claimed. The gross amount shown in ST-3 returns include taxable as well as
exempt service value whereas the refund of service tax is only available for the specified
services. Hence the value will not tally;

(f) That they have availed credit on one-to-one basis i.e. if the taxable contract has been
received from the govt. authority is sub-contracted to another party then, only on such
case, they have availed the cenvat credit of service tax. Therefore there will be no
question of reversal of cenvat credit as per Rule 6(3) of the CCR, 2004;

(g) That the adjudicating authority has passed the order without giving the opportunity being
heard and by ignoring the submission furnished by the. appellant, the principal of natural
justice has been violated;

(h) That as per CBEC Circular No. 187/6/2015-ST dated 10.11.2015, there are certain
guidelines provided but the same have not been followed while passing the impugned
order;.

(i) The appellants sought support from the following case laws:
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IT infra Services (P) Ltd. vs. Commissioner of Central Excise, Noida - 2013 (35)
Taxmann.com 26 (New Delhi-Cestat) regarding violation of principal of natural justice and Auto
Transport Services vs. CCE - 2006 (5) STT -396 (New Delhi-Cestat) in which it was
categorically said that department cannot exercise its power beyond the provisions of Act, Rules

etc.

4. The personal hearing in the case was held on 07.09.2017 in which Bhagyashree Bhatt and
Shree Ajit Boricha, both Chartered Accountants appeared on behalf of the appellants. They
reiterated the grounds of appeal and submitted that the impugned order does not specify which
conditions not fulfilled and the opportunity of being heard was denied.

5. I have carefully perused the documents pertaining to the case and submitted by the
appellant alongwith the appeal. I have considered the arguments made by the appellants in· their
appeal memorandum as well as oral submissions during personal hearing.

6. I find that the issue to be decided in the instant case is whether the refund claim has been
properly rejected.

7. From the findings given in the impugned order, I find that the findings have been
recorded without any specific reasoning. In para 6 of the impugned order, I find that it has been
held merely that the conditions of the Notification No. 9/2016-ST have not been fulfilled but it
has not been discussed as to which conditions were required to be followed and have not been
followed. I have carefully gone through the notification No. 9/2016-ST and I find there are no
conditions prescribed to be followed for availing the benefits of that notification. I also find that
the adjudicating authority has found that no documentary proof for ascertainment of payment of
stamp duty but I fail to understand where it has been provided that the proof of payment of stamp
duty is required to be submitted for availing the benefit of the said notification.

8. From the findings given in the impugned order in para 7, it has been noted that the value
of taxable services provided in ST-3 returns are not tallying with the documents submitted with
the refund claim and it has also been noted that the appellant was asked to provide bifurcation of
the turn over which the said appellant failed to provide. From this finding, it is not forthcoming
what efforts were made to get the required information. From the records, it is obvious that there
are two letters addressed to the appellant dated 25.11.2016 and 30.11.2016 and the adjudicating
authority has signed the order on 02.12.2016. It is obvious that the appellant was not given
sufficient time to represent their case.

9. I also find that there is no discussion about the personal hearing whether any opportunity
was provided to the appellant or not.

10. In view of these findings, I hold that the impugned order has been passed without detailed
findings and discussion about the refund claim which render it non-speaking order and is liable
to be set aside and remanded for passing speaking order after giving the appellant reasonable
opportunity of being heard. This has been specifically provided in the Instruction F. No.
390/CESTAT/24/2016-JC, dated 13-4-2016.

11. 3r4ta4ti aarr a #r a{ 3r4ita fqrl 3qi#a ah t fan sar 1
The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.away?

(3wr gi4)

kc4r at 3rzg#a (3rf)
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(~HYAYA)
SUPERINTENDENT (APPEALS),
CENTRAL OST, AHMEDABAD.
BYR.P.A.D.

Mis. Modern Power Services,
404 4th Floor Sakar-4, ' '
Opp. M.J.Library,
Ellisbridge, Ashramroad
Alunedabad-380 015

Copy To:-
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(1) The Chief Commissioner, COST, Ahmedabad Zone.
(2) The Commissioner, COST, Alunedabad (South).
(3) The Assistant Commissioner, COST, Div-Vil, Ahmedabad (South)
(4) The Assistant Commissioner, Systems, COST, Ahmedabad (South)
~uardFile. ·

(6) P.A. File.
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