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1. The Assistant Commissioner
CGST, Division V, Ahmedabad South
1st Floor, CGST Bhavan, Ambawadi,
Ahmedabad
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1. M/s Gimar Projects Pvt Ltd
Nirr:nit Square, Gimar Scooter Compound,
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coW anfh z r4ta 3ma a arias srpra mar al a za am?gr # uf zenferf fe
~ 1Tc: x-faFr 3ffiRT cm-~ "llT~a-TOT 3re4ea Iqd q aar]

Any person 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 :

7laal #r grtgrur 3m)a

Revision application to Government of India:

(1) ~- '3clllc;.-J ~~' 1994 cffl- cfffi 3rd Rt 4al; TTaia i qlar err cn1'
'Bcf-tITTT cB' >!'~ Yx'jcfi cB' 3TT'J1fu g7taro 3rdai arefh fra, sra war, fa +iana, lua
f@mt , atft ifera, ta )u 4a, ira mf, { fact : 110001 cn1' cBl' \JJffi ~,

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th 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) zuf ma #l zrf a mara wt gt~ar r fa# roe7in u 37I qr&qr a
fa4) oentr ma rasrm m aa gg mf if, qr fa8t aaern zr uer 'cfIB erg ~
cfilx\½11~ ff zn f4Rt rosrr 'st ma al an a# ahr g{ st I

case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
ctory or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a
or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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@) la ate fa#l g zn q?gr # faff ma w amt Raffo # sqjhu za ace
l=JTcYf 1:Jx '3¢ll I c\ggca fw: mar } aa a 6fTITT f9val n, qrg faff 2

(A) 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.

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

~ '3¢ll I c\'4 cBl" '3¢ll I c\'4 ~ cB" 'T@R cB" ~ \i'fT ~.cmc 1=fRT t n{ ? at ha sn?
\i'fT ~. tTRT ~ f.:r<:r:r cfi !1,ci 1fa 3rrzga, sr@ta cfi IDxr tfTffif at wmrr q zu ara fctrrr
3rf@,fa (i.2) 1998 err7 109 gr Pga fas ng et I

(c) 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. · 0

(1) ~ \:3¢lllc\rl ~ (3rcfu;r) Pllll-JlcJcil, 2001 cfi f.:l~ 9 cB" 3ITf1fu fclP!f4ce ~ x=w.:rr ~-8 if
at uRif , )fa am2gt ufa area hfa feta Rt me a sfazp-sm2r va or@ha
3rt at a?tat ufii a er fer am2a furu afeg pr rrer arr al qr gfhf
cfi 3irfa err 36z i Reiff 6t yrar a XiWf # arr er-o arr st 4f f g)Rtafegy

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 evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account.

(2) Rf@Gr 3mad rrer usi via an g ara ua qru cB1=J" mm ~ 200/-tim=r
~<ii'r ufJl{ 3/tx ufITT fi<lhN<ji~ ""'om,- ,it "'!JGT ,it cir 1000/- <ii'r 'llrn~ qi) ufJl{ I 0
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.

#m gr«ca, aha sqra zyc vi ar a a4)Ra +nuf@raw # qf a4h.
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) tu sara z[ea 3nf@nfra, 1944 #l ent 35-8t/35-~ cfi 3ITJ1ffl:

Under Section 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to:-

(#) 8ra f f qRha 2 (4) a i aa; or4er # sr rar st 3rfl, a4hatr +Rh sa,
#ta sraa yen vi aa 3r4Rn +naff@au(free) a af?a @Ru Rf8a, zrzta
2"r, sg1] +rd1 , 3i41 ,f@7a//,&qlgld-aoooo4

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
__--.::-

nd

or,Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad: 380004. in case of appeals
an as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.

!ti
'JI/.
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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 ofcrossed 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.

(3) zuf ganra{ amt at wag zh ? at rt p oiler f #fl ar 4=rar
sqja er faa afe; g au a ah'g sf ftp- fum ffl atf aaa a fg
zrenrfe;fa srf1la +urznf@aw a,t ga 3r#ta zn tr aar at ya 3nae fur mar &t
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.

;.

(4) ararau zea3r@)fa 497o qrigif@era at rqfr-1 sifa fefR fag r4er a
Grade zrr errs zrnfenfa Rfa ff@rant 3mag # ,ta at v #Ru .6.so h
cblrlllcll<?lll ~ RcR" WTI mT~ I

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) <a it iif@ea aai at fiat ah a fu#i al sit f} ea 0i I en f&a fcITTiT \iflcff 6° wzca, tr Una gr gi a1a 34h#tu +naff@au (al4ff@fen) fu, 1982 ffea6° I . ;

0

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

2v v#la zge, #ta area zyea gi ara 3r44tu ·nznf@raw(free),
>ITT[~ cB" ~ if cf5dd!J.Jill(Demand) 1{c[ ~(Penalty) cpy 10% -q_cf ~ cnBT
34faf 2 1re«if#, sf@raa qa sir o a?ls au &I(section 35 F of the Central
Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

h7a Gara yea sit hara # siafa, sf@ragt "afcrati(Duty Demanded)-
a. (Section) is 1uphazafufRaif, "
zu far raa tr@z )fezalfr,
~ ~~f.:rqtj'f i)5-f.:Jin=r 6 i)5'~~xl'r-<r.

> uqasa«ifa r#ta luz qa 'GflTT stgear }, srfte nRra kfuqaas f@u +rut
2.

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:
(ccxlvii) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ccxlviii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;

· (ccxlix) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.
< sir?r h 4fa ar4la qf@la5wt a pm4 ssi zeta srar zeta ur avs f@a1Ra l aliiRuuyeask1o

r oilsiibaa.auRaif@a gtas avsh 1oyrval sraft?1
-a1'<1 mi .'l<i'1cy: .

~'°:,o"~l'~rn,,,,(G',{1~, iew of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
tJ'f if.I> 1f'fl:i duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where·I~ ~~qalt f~ ne is in dispute." . ,
es --- e$%, s° ."l/"o , o"°
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by the Assistant Commissioner, CGST,

Division-V, Commissionerate- Ahmedabad South (hereinafter referred to as

the appellant), on the 'basis of Review Order No. 20/2022-23 dated 17.06.2022

passed by the Principal Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad South

Commissionerate in terms of Section 84 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994, against

Order in Original No. 20/CGST/Ahmd-South/AC/PMC/2022 dated 30.03.2022

[hereinafter referred to as "impugned order] passed by the Assistant
3

Commissioner, CGST, Division-V, Commissionerate- Ahmedabad South

[hereinafter referred to as "adjudicating authority] in the case ofMIs. Girnar

Projects Pvt. Ltd., Nirmit Square, Girnar Scooter Compound, Near Vepari

Maha Mandal, Odhav, Ahmedabad-382 410 [hereinafter referred to as the
"respondent"]. 0

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

Service Tax Registration No. AADCG8901CSD001 and engaged in providing

Construction ofResidential/Commercial Complex services. During verification

of the returns filed by the respondent, it was observed that they had not filed

the ST-3 returns for FY. 2016-17 and F.Y. 2017-18 (April to June, 2017) and

did not pay service tax. Accordingly, inquiry was initiated against the

respondent and it was found from the ledger account of advances received from

customers that the total service tax liability of the respondent was amounting O
to Rs.23,81,257/- during April to June, 2017, whereas the respondent had paid

service tax amounting to Rs.15,07,727/- (in January-February, 2019) after

initiation of inquiry, ·which was required to be appropriated towards their
service tax liability.

2.1 It was further observed from the financial statements ofthe respondent

for F.Y. 2014-15 t FY. 2017-18 that the respondent had incurred expenditure

on account of Professional and Legal Fees and Transportation Expenses, but

had not paid service tax under reverse charge. It appeared that the respondent

were liable to pay service tax amounting to Rs.3,67,289/- for the said period.



0

0

0

F No.GAPPL/COM/STD/200/2022
; ·

2.2 It also appeared that the respondent was required to pay service tax

amounting to Rs.68,481/- under reverse charge on the expenditure incurred on

transportation charges during the period from F.Y. 2014-15 to June, 2017.

3. The respondent was, subsequently, issued Show Cause Notice bearing

No. GEXCOMICNISTIGirnar/233/2020-CGST-DIV-V-CommrteAhmedabad

(S) dated 07.09.2020 wherein it was proposed to :

A. Demand and recover the service tax amounting to Rs.23,81,257/-, for the

period from April, 2016 to June, 2017, under the proviso to Section 78 (1)

of the Finance Act, 1994 and appropriate the service tax amounting to

Rs.15,07, 727/- already paid by them.

B. Demand and recover the service tax amounting to Rs.3,67,289/- in

respect of Legal/Professional fees, under reverse charge, under the

proviso to Section 73 (1) of the. Finance Act, 1994.

C. Demand and recover the service tax amounting to Rs.68,481/- on GTA

services, under reverse charge, under the proviso to Section 73 (1) of the

Finance Act, 1994.

D. Charge and recover interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994.

E. Impose penalty under Sections 77 and 78 of the Finance Act, 1994.

F. Recover late fee in terms of Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with

Rule 7C of the Service Tax Rules, 1994.

4. The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order wherein:

a. The demand of service tax amounting to Rs.23,81,257/- was confirmed

and service tax amounting to Rs.22,89,344/- already paid by the

respondent was appropriated.

b. The demand of service tax amounting to Rs.91,913/- (Rs.23,81,257/- -

Rs.22,89,344/-) was confirmed and ordered to be recovered.

c. The demand of service tax amounting to Rs.3,67,289/- in respect of

Legal/Professional Fees was dropped.

d. The demand of service tax amounting to Rs.68,481/-in respect of GTA

services was dropped.

terest was ordered to be recovered on the service tax not paid and paid

te, under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994.
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f. Penalty amounting to Rs.20,000/- was imposed under Section 77 of the
Finance Act, 1994.

g. Penalty amounting to Rs.91,913/- was imposed under Section 78 of the
Finance Act, 1994.

h. Late Fee amounting to Rs.60,000/- was imposed under Section 70 of the

Finance Act, 1994 read with Rule 7C of the Service Tax Rules, 1994.

5. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant department

have filed the present appeal on the following grounds :

1. The impugned order is not legally tenable and proper inasmuch a the

adjudicating authority has reduced the penalty under Section 78 of the
Finance Act, 1994.

11. From the provisions ofSection 78 ofthe Finance Act, 1994, it is clear that

the penalty would be equal to 100% of the amount of service tax.

111. It is undisputed that the respondent had clear intention to evade

payment of tax and had only made partial payment of service tax after

initiation of inquiry. Therefore, penalty amounting to Rs.23,81,257/-,

which is equal to the service tax, should have been imposed.

1v. The adjudicating authority has travelled beyond the law while

concluding that penalty of only Rs.91,913/-, the amount of service tax

remaining unpaid before issuance of SCN, was imposable.

v. There is no such provision under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 for ()

imposition of penalty on the service tax remaining unpaid before/after
issue of SCN.

v1. In the SCN, it is mentioned that the respondent had paid service tax

amounting to Rs.15,07, 727/- however, in the impugned order, it has been

mentioned that the respondent had paid service tax amounting to

Rs.22,89,344/-. However, nothing has been brought on record to explain
the difference.

6. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 16.12.2022. Ms. Priyanka

Amin, Chartered Accountant, appeared on behalf of the respondent for the

hearing. She submitted a written submission during hearing as cross-objection

al. She further stated that he would submit copies of ST-3 returns and

ding challans as additional written submission.

0



0

F No.GAPPL/COM/STD/200/2022

7. In the written submission filed on 16.12.2022, the respondent,
contended, inter alia, that :

► They had paid the outstanding dues and filed service tax returns for the

period April, 2016 to June, 2017 prior to issue of SCN on 07.09.2020. The
details are enclosed.

► Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the case of Continental

Foundation Jt. Venture Vs. CCE, Chandigarh-I - 2007 (8) TMI 11

Supreme Court.

► In terms of the said judgment, suppression means failure to disclose full

information with intent to evade payment of tax. However, they had paid

service tax and filed service tax return prior to issue of SCN. Therefore,

they had no intention of fraud.

>> Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the case of Mahadev Logistics

Vs. Customs and Central Excise Settlement Commission (Principal

Bench) and Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs and ST, Raipur
(C.G.).

8. In the additional written submissions dated 19.12.2022, the respondent

submitted copies of the ST-3 returns filed by them for the period from April,

2016 to March, 2017 along with Challans. They also submitted copies of the

0 Challans for the period from April, 2017 to June, 2017 as well as a statement

showing working of the differential amount as per the impugned order and as
per their calculations.

9. I have gone through the facts of the case, submissions made in the

Appeal Memorandum, the written submissions filed by the respondent and the

material available on records. The issue before me for decision is whether the. .

impugned order imposing penalty amounting to Rs.91,913/- under Section 78

of the Finance Act, 1994 as against the confirmed demand of service tax

amounting to Rs.23,81,257/-, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is legal

and proper. The demand pertains to the period from April, 2016 to June, 2017.

It is observed that the respondent had not filed their ST-3 returns for the

from April, 2016 to June, 2017 and, therefore, inquiry was initiated

culminated in to issuance of the SCN dated 07.09.2020 demanding
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service tax amounting to Rs.23,81,257/- involved in the present appeal. It is

stated at Para 2.4 of the SCN that the respondent had paid service tax

amounting to Rs.15,07,727/- in JanuaryFebruary, 2019, after initiation of

inquiry. The respondent, in their submissions before the adjudicating

authority, had contended that they had filed their ST-3 returns for the period

from April, 2016 to March, 2017. However, the returns for the period from

April, 2017 to June, 2017 could not be filed due to problems in the portal. The

respondent had also submitted that they have already paid the service tax

amounting to Rs.22,89,344/- and submitted copies of the Challans. These facts

have been recorded at Para 9.2 and 9.3 of the impugned order. Accordingly,

the adjudicating authority, accepting the fact that the respondent had filed

their ST-3 returns and also paid the service tax amounting to Rs.22,89,344/

out of the demanded service tax amounting to Rs.23,81,257/-, held that the

respondent are liable to pay the balance service tax amounting to Rs.91,913/-.

The adjudicating authority has also imposed penalty, equal to the amount

outstanding to be paid by the respondent, under Section 78 of the Finance Act,
1994.

0

10.1 The appellant department have contended that penalty amounting to

Rs.23,81,257/-, which was the service tax short paid/not paid by the

respondent, ought to have been imposed under Section 78 of the Finance Act,

1994. In this regard, I find that the demand of service tax was raised against

the respondent under Section 73-(1) of the Finance Act, 1994, the text ofwhich 0
is reproduced below :

"Where any service tax has not been levied or paid or has been short-levied or
short-paid or erroneously refunded, the Central Excise Officer may, within
thirty months from the relevant date, serve notice on the person chargeablewith
the service tax which has not been levied or paid or which has been short-levied
or short-paid or the person to whom such tax refund has erroneously been
made, requiring himto show cause why he should not pay the amount specified
in the notice :?

10.2 It is clear from the provisions of Section 73 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994

that notice is to be issued for recovery of the service tax not levied or paid or

short-levied or short-paid. In the instant case, it is observed that the

respondent had not filed their ST-3 returns in respect of the taxable services

provided by them during the period from F.Y. 2016-17 and FY. 2017-18 (apto

17) and neither had they self assessed and paid service tax leviable

t was only after the department had initiated inquiry against the
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respondent by issuing Summons dated 20.02.2018 and dated 17.01.2019 that

they assessed the service tax payable by them during the said period, and filed

their ST-3 returns and paid the service tax amounting to Rs.22,89,344/-. From

the copies of Challans submitted by the respondent, it is observed that except

for service tax amounting to Rs. 1,12,376/-, which was paid on 04.05.2016, the

remaining amount of service tax was paid by them on 21.01.2019, 22.01.2019,

06.02.2019 and 22.02.2019, the details of which are as below :

0

Sr.No. Challan Date Amount of Service Tax paid
(in Rs.)

1 21.01.2019 268431
2 21.01.2019 159750
3 21.01.2019 135046
4 21.01.2019 280126
5 21.01.2019 232830
6 22.01.2019 153046
7 22.01.2019 51746
8 06.02.2019 148050
9 06.02.2019 96300
10 06.02.2019 16156
11 22.02.2019 16200
12 22.02.2019 619287

TOTAL= 2176968

10.3 From the above, it is seen that the respondent had paid the service tax

amounting to Rs.21, 76,968/-, out oftheir total liability of service tax amounting

0 to Rs.23,81,257/-, after the same was detected and assessed by the department.

Therefore, the amount of service tax not levied and not paid by the respondent

in the case is Rs.21,76,968/-. Since the service tax was not levied and not paid

by the respondent, before initiation of inquiry and before assessment by the

department, the provisions of Section 73 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994 are

attracted and accordingly, the respondent was issued SCN under Section 73

(1) ofthe Finance Act, 1994 demanding service tax amounting to Rs.23,81,257/-

10.4 It is further observed that the adjudicating authority has confirmed the

demand ofRs.23,81,257/- under the proviso to Section 78 (1) ofthe Finance Act,

1994. Consequently, in terms of the provisions of Section 78 (1) of the Financea,
·, , 1994, the respondent was liable to a penalty equal to 100 per cent of the

ce tax i.e. Rs.23,81,257/-. Fowever, the adjudicating authority has erred
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in imposing penalty of only Rs.91,913/ equal to the service tax remaining to

be paid by the respondent. As the demand of service tax confirmed against the

respondent was Rs.23,81,257/-, the adjudicating authority was bound to
I

impose penalty equal to this amount under Section 78 ofthe Finance Act, 1994.

As the respondent had paid the service tax amounting to Rs.1,12,376/- on

04.05.2016, i.e. before initiation of inquiry and assessment by the department,

only this amount was required to be excluded for the purpose of imposing

penalty under Section 78 (1) of the Finance Act, 1994. Accordingly, I find that

the respondent are liable to pay penalty amounting to Rs.21,76,968/- under

Section 78 (1) o£ the Finance Act, 1994 which is the amount short levied/short

paid after initiation of investigation by the department.

10.5 The above view finds support from the judgment of the Hon'ble Tribunal

in the case ofAmit Pandey Physics Classes Vs. Commissioner of C.Ex., & S.T,

Kanpur - 2016 (41) STR 63 (Tri.-AI). The relevant portion of the judgment of
the Hon'ble Tribunal is reproduced below:

"4. Heard both the sides and considered the submissions. The issue to be
considered is whether in applying the provisions of Section 78 proviso, the amount
of service tax to be considered for calculation of 25% of penalty should exclude
the service tax paid before issue of show cause notice.

5. We find that the proviso refers to "Central Excise Officer determining such
service tax under sub-section (2) Section 73". We do not find from the records
that the service tax determined did not include the amount already paid before the
issue of show cause notice. When tax is not paid on due elate, the service tax which
is determined by the Central Excise Officer in terms of the legal provisions is the
total service tax which is payable. Even if a part of the service tax is paid before
the issue of show cause notice, the fact remains tbat the same has to be determined
under the legal provisions and confirmed under the acijuclication order. If some
amount of tax is paid before the issue of show cause notice it does not mean that
it is not to be assessed or determined under an order. However, the same may be
appropriated under the order. The adjudication order refers to the tax which needs
to be confirmed and the amount of tax (already paid) which is appropriated after
the total tax is confirmed. Therefore, the contention of the appellant cannot be
accepted. The appellant was aware of the obligations under the Service Tax law
because initially he had taken registration from the department but had
surrendered the same in April, 2008 on the belief that the gross receipts were less
than the registration limit. This plea cannot be a bona fide belief because it has
come on record that during the year 2007-08 he had realized an amount of z
19,90,000/-. The mistaken belief now expressed by him, therefore, has no basis."

11. In view of the facts discussed hereinabove and considering the judgment

of the Hon'ble Tribunal supra, I modify the impugned order insofar as itor

to imposition ofpenalty under Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 and

0

0
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instead of penalty amounting to Rs.91,913/-, I hold that the respondent are

liable to penalty amounting to Rs.21,76,968/- under Section 78 of the Finance
Act, 1994.

terms~he appeal filed by the appellant department stalnd. s disposed ofin above

%-. 5402co4
( A±if}kaar ) 6oo.

Commissioner (Appeals)
Date: 23.12.2022.

To

BY RPAD I SPEED POST

Atter .
(N.Suryanarayanan. Iyer)
Superintendent(Appeals),
CGST, Ahmedabad.

0

The Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Division- V,
Commissionerate: Ahmedabad South.

Mls. Girnar Projects Pvt. Ltd.,
Nirmit Square,
Girnar Scooter Compound,
Near Vepari Maha Mandal,
Odhav, Ahmedabad-382 410

· Appellant

Respondent

Copy to:
1. The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Principal Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South.
3. The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad South.

(for uploading· the OIA)
✓-6uard File.

5. P.A. File.




