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1. M/s SPL and GDC Joint Venture
I -- 301-302, Prerna Arcade, Near Parimal Crossing,

1~: =1: , Opposite Doctor House, Ellisbridge, Ahmedabad - 380006
' '

a,l{ anf# gr 3rfta mer arias 3rra aar & al as zr or?r uf zrnfenf fa
sat mr; in"3rfrait at srfia zu gr?lerv 3la Wgd # aar &1

'- • C'li' . - - .
Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as the

one may be agJinst sucli' o'rder, to the appropriate authority in the following way :

¢ ;,

Revision application to Government of India:

(«) ala sna gr 3rf@fr, 1994 c#l" tITTT 3Rlcf ~~~ 1WwTT cB" 6l"R if~ tITTT ~
\3Lf-'t:ITTT qr sg jfd g7terr ma a7eft fa, ld REI, fcm=l° li?IIC"lll, ~
fcti:rl1T , atft if5r, Ra tu-+a,i mi, { fact : 11001 qt #l uftafey

. (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, J.eevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New_
Delhi - 11 O 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) 4f@ m #l gt~ #k m # ua ht <far am fa#t sasmr z 3rr qrar i <TT
fa7fl ragrIr@hau rusrrrma a ua g; mf , a alarIR uT Tuer i r& as fas#t
attar :afa#osrr il ma # 4fanhr g{ t I

) In caseof any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to
· · ~acto'rfc>r:from:1one warehouse to another during the course of proces~ing of the goods in a

-------= ""- ~se or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse. -
«+7 y. .'

-fr -- .
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and as fa#l zn; u rat Ruff r LR <TT 1flcYf * FclPll-JfOJ if '34,!.jjlJ ~ ~
mT R U1la7 ]caRa # it#a # 6ffITT" fa#t ; zu rr # Raffa

(A)

(B)

In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to apy country orterritory outside
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods vyhich are exported
to any country or territory outside India.

In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duW. 1

3ffwr '3tcllc;rJ cBl° '3tcllc;.-J ~ * 'Tfc1R # f ui sh fe ma n{ ?ail ha an2
\JJT ~ tITTT ~ R[j1=f * :1e11Rlcn ~. 3NRYf cfl mr 1:!ffl m m<1 ~ m Gflq if fclro
3rfefa (i.2) 1998 tITTT 109 mr~~ ~ ID 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. ~ l-4-,-,. •Q

(1) ~ '3tc11c;1 ~ (3fefu;r) Pllll-J1qC'1), 2001 * f.n.11:r 9 * 3fflTm FclP!Fcf~ m fflf ~-8 if
at #fit #, hfa meat # uR am2gr hf feta Rh a a #flap-arr ya ar@ha
arr?hr at a)-al ,fut # mer Ufa 3m2a fu aRe jar rr rat gal qr gfhf* 3fflTm tITTT 35-~ i:f frrt!lffi'f -ctr * 'Tfc1R # rqd var €)n--6 arat ) mfr ft ahfarfey

(2)

·,.

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 Chai Ian evidencing payment of-prescribed fee as p.rescribed under Section
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head ofAccount. · .; '

Rf@4Ga 3aaa mrer ugj viva a gn at4 q?) za "GW cnB mar ~ 200/-tim=r
'Tfc1R cBl° ~ 3ITT" \IJ13T ti&P 1an v car vnear zt ill 1 ooo/..,,.; ·_ cBl° tim=r 'Tfc1R cBl° ~ I

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.

0

# zrca, #tr ala zrca vi hata a4)hr nraf@raw hf 3rf:
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(«) a€hr sqra gca 3rf@)fa , 1944 cBl° tITTT 35-61T/35-~ * 3@T@:-

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

(6) Ga~Ra aRb 2 («)a i aar arr a 3rarar alt 3rf)a, arf)ct a ma # la zyca,
ah=ta sq1a zca vi hara 3r4)#ha ararf@au (free) at uf?ea h#a q)fear, snarara
# 2+4TT, a4If] 14a , +7al ,f@4FR,&lg(sld asoo4

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate;.Tribunal (CESTAT) at
2
nd

Floor,Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. in case of appeals
. ot~r than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) abo\le.

%e,
2

%
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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.

(3) uf? za am#r i a{ pa srzii ar rara it a at rt qa silgr a fg #hu ar 7mar
sq[ in fasr aR z alzh' ft fa frar ualt arf a4 fer
zrenRerf r4)la =naff@raur at va or4la n #hq war at va 3mar fhu uar kt
In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for ea.ch 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 .

0·
(4)

(5)

urarau zycnor@)fr- 497o zqnrizit@a at or4q-1 3RrTTf AtflRcf ~ ~ ~
3rr4ea zr err?gr zrnfef Rofu ,Tf@rant a 3marrt t'ga IR4 6.6.so ha
arc1rare1 zgcen f@am @tat a1fez [
• ·I; z .

One copy of appli.cation 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 .

. ; . '.. ·: I ' . • I i
gei it iii@r mjcai al [iaora ar fuii at sit ft ezn 3ra[fa fan urar & cit
fr zrea, tu ,sari zycs vi lara 3r4#tu nznf@raw (4raff@fen) fr, 1982 ffea
?1

Attention Ts invitea ·to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Custoris, Excise '& Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

0

I .. c: :· ." I ..· ! I ·;#tr gen, ah; 5gr4a yea vi ar3r#l#tr =nrznf@aw(fre),# for4hat #h #
afaaiir(Demand) gj &&Penalty) 1o% pasat 3fraf ? 1zraif@, ff@raoarqa sum +o awls
qg &I(section 35 E, of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 oMhe Finance Act, 1994)

3buGr.yea sitharaa siafa, fret@tr "afaratii(Duty Demanded)
. a. (S?ction)~

0

11D~~ f.:rmITTr ur.tr;
' z fen irakz #fez al fry

au hr@z #feefailafu 6 h as« au fr.
uqfsruiRarfh iiusqf srt#tgear i, srflr afar« ah # fg qarfsafur mra

: • ~•' I : • ( •

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 riot exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be noted thafthe 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)

Underr-1Central Extise;and Service Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include:
(clxvi) amount determined under Section 11 D;

, , (clxvii) am,o·unt of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(clxviii) . amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

< 3nr2 h ,R.arflerauraar ssi zg«err srrar zyen ar aus faff@a stat ii fag mg genh 1o%
1{lRfR 'Q1 oil szibaa au f@a4R@a gt asaus# 1o4rrucfft' \iff~~I

v. ~ieVv of above, qn appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
he duty demandS3d where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where
· dne is in dispute."

0 * .
,t
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL
. . . . . . . ' . . . ,

0

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

Division-VII, Commissionerate- Ahmedabad South (hereinafter referred to

as the appellant), on the basis of Review Order No. 02/2022-23 dated

05.04.2022 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. WS07/O&AJOI0
7
64/AC

RAG/2021-22 dated 04.02.2022 [hereinafter referred to' as "impugned

ordei'] passed by the Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-VII,
Commissionerate- Ahmedabad South [hereinafter referred • to as

"adjudicating authority'] in the case ofMIs. SPL and .GDC Joint, Venture,

301-302, Prerna Arcade, Near Parimal Crossing, Opposite Doctor House,

Ellisbridge, Ahmedabad - 380 006 [hereinafter referred to as: the
respondent].

i I:

.; ! .

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case is that on the basis· of CERA Audit

Report dated 23.12.2014 received by the Preventive Section of the'erstwhile

Service Tax Commissionerate, Ahmedabad regarding identification of

unregistered service provider, inquiry was initiated. The CERA audit had

in their report observed that the respondent were engaged in providing

Works Contract service. The respondent had entered into, an, agreement 0
with Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation (hereinafter referred to asAMC)

for the purpose of execution of construction of Multistory Parking at

Kankaria, Ahmedabad vide Work Order dated 21.03.2011. The respondent

had carried out the work of construction during the period from F.Y. 2011

12 to F.Y. 2015-16; The respondent was not registered with the Service Tax

Department and they had not discharged service tax on the construction of

the Multistory Parking at Kankaria, Ahmedabad. The respondent was

issued Show Cause Notice bearing No. STC/04-116/0&A/15-16 dated ·

06.05.5016 demanding service tax amounting. to .Rs.1,05,01,874/-. The said

SON was adjudicated vide OIO No.AFM-SVTAX-000-J0-028-16-1 7 dated

.%ljk?""and the demand of service tax was cored atone with interest
.f.,V.1\H .. '~~ties were also imposed on the respondent. The respondent filed an~- l[· . •{JrJ·t -~ :t-_.~-' -
E ·r -.° d gs-" .577
,. '/' .10 .. 0-.:.() /,...._, ., _/
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appeal before the Commissioner (Appeals), Ahmedabad against the said
' .

OIO. The Commfosioner (Appeals), Ahmedabad vide OIA No. AHD-EXCUS-

001-APP-181 to 183-2017-18 dated 22.11.2017 upheld the OIO and rejected
!

the appeal of the respondent. Being aggrieved, the respondent filed an
'

appeal, against the said OIA, before the Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad and
the case is pending.

1

2.1 As the respondent was following similar practice during the

subsequent period, they were issued periodical SCN bearing No.

WS07/Range·II/SCN-15/O&A/SPL-GDC/2018·19 dated 11.01.2019
demanding service tax amounting to Rs. 7,93,950/- for the period from April,

0 2016 to June, 2017 along with interest. Penalty was also proposed to be

im'posed under Sections 77(c) and 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. Late fee

amountiriglto"1 Rs'.60,000/- was also proposed to be recovered. The SCN was

adjudicated vide the impugned order and the proceedings were dropped.
! .1. iq

3 Being aggi:i:ieved with the impugned order, the appellant department

have filed the present appeal on the following grounds:

0
i.i The adjudicating authority has erred in dropping the demand for the

, ····w~riod:from:CApril, 2016 to June, 2017 when the confirmation of

demandforthe period from FY. 2011-12to FY. 2015-16 was upheld

bytlie ,Comiriissioner (Appeals) vide OIA No. AHD-EXCUS-001-APP-

18,l 1to l·183n2017·18 dated 22.11.2017. Therefore, following the

i: ,principles i ofbjudicial discipline, the adjudicating authority should

« _y havedecided:the matter in favour of the revenue. _The impugned order

is passed in violation of principles of judicial discipline and is bad in

11. : Reli1;111¢e: is · -placed upon the judgment 1n the case of UOI Vs.

Kamlakshi Finance Corporation Ltd. - 1991 (55) ELT 433 (SC);

Mangalnath-Developers Vs. UOI2020 (374) ELT 175 (Bom.); Claris

Lifescience--Ltd. Vs._ DOI - 2016 (336) ELT 612 (Guj.); Gemson Melt
tPvt+Ltdi V: UOI - 2021 (377) ELT 49 (Gau,); 3F Industries Ltd. V.

v~ ·sstt.:.•::·Oomm-ri of Customs, Nagapattinam - 2020 (373) ELT 463; ] ' '. _· ' .. - . .

t · ·-~ . •• • .. . . • ·-• .1. ..

1'is £
--··
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0

(Mad.); Imtiyaz Eqbal Pothiawala Vs. Commissioner of Customs,

Mumbai - 2018 (361) ELT 890 (Tri.-Mumbai);:/Pankaj Guljarilal

Gupta Vs. Collector of Custom, Calcutta - 1995 (75) ELT 47 (Cal.) and

Central Coalfield Ltd. V. Commissioner of C.Ex., Jamshedpur - 2001
(137) ELT 752 (Tri.-Kolkata).

111. The adjudicating authority has erred in concluding only on the basis

of letter dated 18.05.2016 of AMC that collection of parking charges

are toward maintenance and administration of the structure and

cannot be classified as commercial activity. The said letter is not

supported by any document. Further, the parking facility 'is not free

and charges are collected. AMC is providing parking facility for
consideration which constitutes a commercial activity.

1v. Reliance is placed upon Circular No. 334/1/2010-TRU dated

26.02.2010 from which it is clear that commercial activity 1s
interpreted as an activity done for consideration.

v. The Commissioner (Appeals) had also in OIA No. AHD-EXCUS-001

APP-181 to 188-2017-18 dated 22.11.2017 discussed letter dated

18.05.2016 of AMC and held that the letter alone is not sufficient to

conclude that collection of parking charges is not a commercial
activity.

v. The adjudicating authority has relied upon the decision in the case of

Dinesh Chandra Agarwal Infracon P. Ltd. Vs. CCE, Ahmadabad - O
2011 21 STR 41 (Tri.-Ahmd). However, the Commissioner (Appeals)

had vide the OIA dated 22.11.2017 supra, had held that the said
decision is not applicable to the present case as the structure

constructed are different and in the said case, no user charges were
collected.

vu. The adjudicating authority has not given any finding on the proposal
to charge late fee of Rs.60,000/-.

s10ns.

4. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 22.11.2022. Shi Sanket

Gupta, Advocate, appeared on behalf of respondent for the hearing. He

at the order was passed on merits after examining the relevant·
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0

o

5. The respondent has also filed their cross-objections on 24.11.2022
wherein it was, inter alia, contended that:

► The terms 'commercial or industrial construction' is defined under

Section 65 (25)0) of the Finance Act, 1994. Section 65(105)(zzq) of the

Finance Act, 1994 defines the taxable. service as any service provided

or to be provided, to any person, by another person, in relation to
commercial or industrial construction service.

► To qualify as commercial or industrial construction service for the

purpose of service tax, the service should be rendered primarily for

the purposes of commerce or industry. If the project is not primarily

for the purposes of commerce or industry, then it would not be liable
for service tax. ·:

. }: Since the terms 'commerce' or 'commercial' are not defined under the

,• F:inance; Alct; 1994, they place reliance upon the meanings as per

variotis1didtionaries. From the dictionary meanings it is clear that the

exploitation of an asset with commercial purpose necessarily requires

an intention:·,to :make profit. This is also in line with the position
explained:in Circular dated 10.09.2004.

► ··AMG:·.w~s established in 1950 under the Bombay Provincial

Gorpor,atiori Act, , 1949 and is responsible for civic infrastructure and
administration of the city of Ahmedabad.

► R
1

eliance1is placed upon Circular No. 80/10/2004-ST dated 17.09.2004

and 116/10/2009-T dated 15.09.2009 issued by the CBI.

► - In:termsi of the Circular dated 15.09.2009 government projects cannot

be saiciLto be used primarily or wholly for furtherance of commerce or

industry. and;hence, such projects would riot be liable to service tax.

>> The;present; AMC contract being a government project to provide

better parking facilities to the citizens of Ahmedabad, in terms of the

aboy~~circ:ular;: would not be classifiable as project used primarily for

furtherance, of- commerce or industry and, hence, would not be liable
to service tax.

► AMC is·=iallowing the use of the said parking to others for a

ca nsideration not with an intention to make profit and the same is

t iderit' from letter dated 16.05.2016 of AMC wherein it was clarified
.

,

'. I •. ·: ··. . . .



8

i F No.GAPPL/COM/STD/55/2022

that the parking charges was col!ect~d for maintenance ofth~ parking
facility. : ; 1,

► It is also submitted that profit motive is absent and therefore, the

AMC is an organization i.e. non commercial in nature. ' :

► It is well settled position of law that merely because some fee is

charged for the service does not make any institution a commercial
institution when there is no intention to make profit.

> Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the case of,B.G,Shirl

Construction Technology Pvt. Ltd. V. CCE, Pune - 2014 (33) STR 77

(Tri.-Mumbai); Secretary, Ministry of Broadcasting Vs., Cricket

Association of Bengal - (1995) 2 8CC 161; Broach Candy Swimming

Bath Trust - 27 ITR 279; COE v. Employ Me - 2006 (4) STR 303;

Kerala State Ex-Service League Vs. CCE, Trivandrum - 2006 (3) STR O
400; Dr. Jivraj Mehta Smarak Health Foundation and Medical Centre

Vs. CC, ACC, Mumbai & Ahmedabad - 2004 (176):ELT 638; Ratan

Das Gupta & Co. Vs. CCB, Jaipur - 2017 0 G8TL 247 (Tri.-Del.);

Nagarjuna Construction Co. Ltd. V. Commr. of C.Bx., Hyderabad 
2010 (19) STR 259 (Tri.-Bang.).

► The onus is on the department to prove that AMC is using the parking

with an intention to make profit and the department has not

discharged such burden. Therefore, the entire demand1of service ta
is unsustainable.

► Article 243W read with 12h Schedule to the Constitution entrusts

responsibility to implement schemes related to public amenities with

a Municipality or a Local Authority. Therefore, the parking facility

constructed for AMC is for the purpose of public at large and not for
any commercial purpose.

► Even if the civil structure is secondarily or incidentally used for

commerce or industry, the service of construction of such civil
structure would not be liable to service tax.

► The term 'primarily' has been defined in different dictionaries to

mean 'chiefly or mainly, originally', 'in a primary manner, in the first

place, in the first intention, originally'. In view of these, . the term
a imarily' means mainly, predominantly.

$
7

0
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► The primary objective of AMC in constructing the parking facility is

to avoid traffic congestion and providing parking facilities at nominal

fees does not mean that the facilities are used for commercial purpose.

► Serial No.12 (a) of Notification No.25/2012-8T dated 20.06.2012

grants exemption in respect of services provided to the Government,

a local authority or a governmental authority by way of construction,

erection, commissioning etc. of a civil structure or any other original

work meant predominantly for use other than commerce, industry or

any other business or profession. The construction involved is for non·

commercial use and therefore, cannot be taxed under the category of

Works Contract service (prior to 01.07.2012) nor after 01.07.2012 in
"view of the said Notification.

► The.SON is issued on 11.01.2019 for the period from April, 2016 to

June, 2017/The demand for the normal period of limitation is time

·barred. The present SCN is a periodical SCN and it is a trite law that

extended period shall not be invoked in periodical SCNs.

► Since service·:tax-cannot be levied and the demand is unsustainable,

thequestion of paying interest and penalty does not arise.

0
6. I have 1 gone· through the facts of the case, submissions made in the

AppealMemorandum, the cross-objections filed by the respondent and the

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

the respondent areliable to pay service tax in respect of the Multistory
Parking built by them for AMC.

7. It-. is.:·obsefv:ec;L that the appellant department has challenged the

impugned:order on the grounds that the same was passed in violation of the

principles1ofjudici!:ll discipline inasmuch as the same matter involving the

same respondent was.decided against them and in favour cf the Department

vide OIO dated 27.01.2017, which was also upheld by the Commissioner

(Appeals), sA.hme_dabad vide OIA No. AHD-EXCUS-00l-APP-181 to 183-

- 017-18 dated 22.112017.I have perused the said OIA dated 22.11.2017.a ao,
{f;::~~""'"• -~~,-~le;vant ,portfowof the said OIA is reproduced below : _ ·

~{ ~ ,\½"l0.2,Appellant has;not produced any evidence to establish that motive ofAMC
3£ " is not to "recover the cost" and not to "earn profit" out of user charges. Therefore,a •• "t_..% y...n • - .\ "s ¥ ,
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I hold that said multistory parking is used for commercial purpose and
consequently appellant is liable for payment of service tax for the period up-to30.06.2012".

}"I have earlier held that the appellant has not proved that said multistory building
is used for non-commercial purpose and has also not proved that AMC is not
earning any profit out of user charges. Therefore, I hold that for period after
30.06.2012 also, appellant is not eligible for exemption under sr. No. 12(a) of
Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 so far it relates execution of
works contract in construction ofMultistory Stadium at Kankariy '' '

7.1 I was further held at Para 11 of the said OIA that:

8. It is an undisputed fact that the respondent have. filed an appeal

against the said OIA before the Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad and the same

is pending. Accordingly, the order passed by the Commissioner (Appeals)

vide the said OIA dated 22.11.2017 legally stands as the same.has not been

set aside by any higher appellate authority. Therefore, the, adjudicating

authority was, in terms of the principles of judicial discipline, bound to

follow the order dated 22.11.2017 passed by the Commissioner (Appeals),
Ahmedabad.

0

9. Since the facts of the present appeal are identical to' that in the case,

involving the same respondent, decided by the Comniissioner • (Appeals),

Ahmedabad vide OIA dated 22.11.2017, I do not find a'ny reason to take a

different stand, particularly considering the fact that the saidOIA has not

been set aside by any higher appellate authority. It also needs mentioning O
that the appeal filed by the appellant department is on the sole ground of

non-following ofjudicial discipline by the adjudicating authority. Therefore,

I am restricting myself to deciding the present appeal on the ground raised
by the appellant department.

10. In vew of the above facts, I am of the considered viw that the

respondent are liable to pay service tax amounting to Rs.7,93,950- in

respect of the Works Contract provided by them during the period from

F.Y.2016-17 to F.Y. 2017-18 (up to June, 2017). Accordingly, the impugned

order is set aside. I confirm the demand of service tax amounting to

Rs.7,93,950/- under Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994 against the

t. The respondent are also liable to pay interest under Section75
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of the Finance Act, 1994. I impose a penalty amounting to Rs.75,000/- upon

the respondent under Section 76 of the Finance Act, 1994. The respondent

are also ordered to pay the late fee amounting to Rs.60,000/-, for delay in

filing the ST-3 returns, in term of Section 70 of the Finance Act, 1994 read
with Rule 7C of the Service Tax Rules, 1994.

11. 3741aai zart z##a3r4arfqzu 3qt#aat#fanGa±r... .

The appeal filed by the appellant department stands disposed of in

L~-
3 oo!es

( . esh Kumar ) <1J0')-')- •

Commissioner (Appeals)
Date:3a11.2022.

above terms.

A- tt--er-\ .

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

0

BY RPAD I SPEED POST
I

To

0

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

Mis. SPL and GDC Joint Venture,
301-302, Prerna Arcade,
Near Parimal Crossing,
Opposite Doctor House,
Ellisbridge, Ahmedabad - 380 006

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)
t4Gard File.

5. P.A. File.
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