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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 :
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Revision application to Government of India :
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(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 :
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(i) 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 éxcise on goods exported to any country or ter'ritory outside India of
on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported to any country

or territory outside India.

@S ’/4,%’& \

) aﬁwmw%ﬂﬁmm%w(mmwaﬁ)ﬁmﬁﬁmwmﬁl




2 - .

@  uRE @ wie e W A wew § P we o a ae @ R § ST e e A R STre £
e & RYS & ARl § W a @ are} Rl g A wew § Frifee 2 .

(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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(c)  In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duty. . '
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(d)  Credit of any duty ailowed 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. '
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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 OlO 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.
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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. Q
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Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.
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Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-
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(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
~ 7 0-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380 016. in case of
appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above. .
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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 in
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. :
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In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.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.
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O - One copy of application or O.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.
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~ Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
- Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.
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For an appeai 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; 4
L (iiy ~ amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.
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S In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribuna 0@
7/ 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, 014@%
- penalty alone is in dispute.” 5 8
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ORDER IN APPEAL °

This appeal has been filed by M/s. Parth Equipments Limited, 4208, Phase VI,
GIDC, Vatwa, Ahmedabad [for short —appellant’] against OIO No. AC/02/Div II/2018-19 dated
1.6.2018 passed by the Assisfant Commissioner, CGST, Division II, Ahmedabad South [for short

— ‘adjudicating authority’].

2. Briefly, the facts are that consequent to an internal audit, a show cause notice
dated 11.4.2016 was issued to the appellant infer alia alleging that they short paid service tax

under RCM on GTA, Legal service and Security Services amount to Rs. 74,653/-.

3. This notice was adjudicated vide impugned OIO dated 1.6.2018, wherein the
adjudicating authority confirmed the demand of Rs. 74,653/- along-with interest and further
imposed equivalent penalty under section 78(1) of the Finance Ac, 1994. The amount already

paid towards duty and interest was appropriated against the said demand.

4. Feeling aggrieved, the appellant has filed this appeal raising the following

grounds: : O

o that the demand in respect of GTA pertains to FY 2011-12 & 2013-14 and that the disputed
amount was paid along with interest to buy peace as the amount involved was marginal; that the
short payment was on account of reconciliation and the reason could be exemption available on
Rs. 750/- and Rs. 1500/-; that since the cost and time involved for identifying individual entry of
reconciliation for the past period is difficult and costly, therefore they had made the payment;

o that reconciliation per say cannot be the basis of the demand; that the department should have
identified the entries against which tax was not paid and then allege suppression with intent to
evade tax; that the payment showed their bonafide and was not an admission;

e regarding legal services they were liable to pay tax on such services and since the services are Fm
the purpose of business there are clearly admissible as credit and therefore since credit was
available, the situation is revenue neutral;

o that the entire demand is barred by limitation;

o that in respect of security services, M/s. Jay Bharat Intelligent Securlty Services, since the service
provider has paid full service tax, the question of demand of tax from them is not tenable; that
they had enclosed certificate issued by them showing the details of tax collected and paid by them
bill wise for the FY 2012-13 & 2013-14; '

o that in respect of the other two service providers M/s. Advance Guarding and Facility Services &
Royal Security Services that since CENVAT credit of security service is available, the situation is
revenue neutral.
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5. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 7.9.2018 and Shri S.J.Vyas, Advocate

appeared on behalf of the appellant. He reiterated the grounds of appeal.

6. I have gone through the facts of the case, the grounds of appeal and the oral
averments raised during the course of personal hearing. I find that the question to be decided is -
whether the appellant is liable for payment of service tax on reverse charge mechanism along

with interest and whether the imposition of penalty is correct or otherwise.

7. As is evident, the demand is in respect of three services viz. GTA, Legal service

and Security Services, under Revere Charge Mechanism(RCM). In respect of GTA, the

appellant has paid the service tax short pald along with interest, which stands apploplnted Vi ¢ :
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RCM, the appellant is not disputing the service tax but has stated that since the matter is revenue

“neutral, and as they would be eligible for availment of CENVAT credit of the tax paid, there is

no revenue implication.

8. The appellant as far as demand on GTA is concerned, has stated that he paid up

the amount along with interest to buy peace. Now this is no argument to not pay penalty.

‘Penalty was proposed and imposed under Section 78(1) of the Finance Act, 1994. Since the

short payment of service tax was account of suppression of facts, which the adjudicating
authority has dealt with in detail, I find that the appellant is liable for penalty and thus his
argument that no penalty is imposable, since they had paid the service tax along with interest to
buy peaée, is rejected. The appellant has also raised a contention that it was on account or
reconciliation that short payment was noticed and that it could be because of various i‘easons and
that it was for the department to point out those entries wherein duty was not paid. The
argument lacks merit. The department after reconciliation has pointed out a short payment. The
appellant if he was so convinced, should have proved before the department that there was no
short payment; more so since the appellant is not questioning the reconciliation. In view of the
foregoing, I uphold the confirmation of duty, demand of interest and imposition of penalty in

respect of GTA.

9. Now coming to the demand in respect of Legal service, wherein service tax is

demanded based on RCM. The appeilant while questioning the demand on limitation has only
stated that the matter is revenue neutral, since consequent to their paying the service tax
demanded, they would be eligible for CENVAT credit. However, while making the argument,
the appellant forgets that the demand is raised by invoking extended period and therefore, in
terms of Rule 9(1)(bb) of the C‘ENVAT Credit Rules, 2004, the appellant would not be eligible

for the CENVAT Credit and therefore, the argument of revenue neutrality is not tenable. The

.qcljudlcatlng authority in para 8.5 of his impugned OIO has given reasoning for invoking

extended period. The appellant I find, has not put forth any argument, to show as to how the
invocation of extended period is not correct. The argument is therefore rejected.
1

10. Going on to ‘the. last aspect, wherein the service tax is demanded on security
services again on RCM ba§i§;~~. I ﬁnd_,that‘in respect of M/s. Jay Bharat Intelligent Security
Services, the appellant states that they have paid the entire tax. A certificate to the effect that
they had paid 100% service tax for the year 2012-13 & 2013-14, issued by the proprietor of M/s.
Jay Bharat Intelligent & Security services is also enclosed with the appeal papers. The reason
for not accepting the certificate is clearly mentioned by the adjudicating authority in his OIO in
para 7.2. The appellant is silent on the findings of the adjudicating authority. Even otherwise,
the liability of the appellant in terms of notification No. 30/2012-ST dated 20.6.2012, wherein
the service recipient is required to pay 75% of the service tax liability while 25% is to be
discharcred by the service provider. The appellant being the service recipient was li 2 -g@a,a;?h
discharge his service tax [ie. 75%]. He cannot take shelter to the fact that the service Jf@d S, %

this case discharged the entire tax. What is his liability as per the statute, is to be dischiaf ed ¥
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him. In respect of the other two service providers, the appellant has again reiterat
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" matter is revenue neutral, since consequent to their paying the service tax demanded, they would
be eligible for CENVAT credit. However, while making the argument, the appellant forgets that
the demand is raised by invoking extended period and therefore, in terms of Rule 9(1)(bb) of the
CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004, the appellant would not be eligible for the CENVAT Credit and

therefore, the argument of revenue neutrality is not tenable.

11. In view of the foregoing, I upho’ld the impugned OIO. The appeal filed by the
appellant is rejected. | o
12, 3TfierRaT SN ot T 91§ 3T AT TRUERT IRIFT ek § FRAT ST &
12. The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms. ‘ .
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Date: |'3/09/2018.
Attested

\
(Vimod Lukose)

Superintendent (Appeal)
Central Tax, Ahmedabad.

BYR.P.AD

M/s. Parth Equipments Limited,
4208, Phase VI,
GIDC, Vatwa, Ahmedabad

Copy to:-

The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise Zone, Ahmedabad.

The Principal Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South Commissionerate.
The Addl./Joint Commissioner, (Systems), CGST, Ahmedabad South.

The Dy. / Asstt. Commissioner, CGST, Division- II, Ahmedabad South.
Guard file. .
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