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Any person aggrieved by this Order-.In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision applicationl as the
one -may be against such order, to the appropriate authoritY in the following waY :

a VNaw©H @rlq€twr aTM

Revision application to Government of India:

(,) #Mi \3,yI qq q@ afQRqq, 1994 dt vm arm +Tq gaR 'R qqaf =B gTi ti The gni q+
;i–%rtF a veIn qTSTF 8 MtR !q§wr arjqq MH vBa TM W©R, Rm +TrHq, {raw
R,ITV, defr gRt,t ,6R' dq TRE M TiFf, q{ Mt : 110001 tFt dr aTfr VTf§{ I

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of Indial Revision Application Vnlt
Ministry of l-inance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Streetl New
Delhi _'1 10 001 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) Rfe HTa $1§TfqtBqTqa gHg tHt8Tfhnt @Tq6RMWWTRqT©y©T© { IF
hO qmmH + vi q-61'11< $ vr8 a aTa sq qd q, qT fM WWTn qT -ww t+ =rTe gg Bat
chllali g yr f$t#f'q-61'lt q + +T gTa dr dha $ iNn # iF I

(ii) in case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit
another factory or from one warehouse to another during the cou
warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.

from a factory to a warehouse or to
lg of the goods in a'se of prg Ed
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to any country or territory outside India.

Rfi qm ©rTmrd fW RsT qnd8©6q (+nd 'a land+) R'id MT Tvr Wm StI(a)

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

duty

PLUg ='-LV£TJP+T R: T=FIT=}-FU3=
a©nqq (q.2) 1998 anT lo8 Em RW RN q:? at

(C)

of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

vrfjqt

ii_Ed of (../EA1 19441 under Major Head of Account.

= = SR=1\% •Ib:T= =)I II•g:Ir1::::T)1 ;7::ineF) : (;IT 1 S / T;c#(1Pt
LEE 1 =1 : Lo :S : E : : ag : : E : : 1 10 P Te : : caT: Pg : I ? I : :/ Ha:: : r E ftres ::noJanY TSEllS ?JTHEre
than Rupees One Lac.

a
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(2)

a

I:: = a=rTHS == J:rJ::: ::x n an I T c11b 1;1[1Fi[ IIIW m :
(1) M,r a,q1,,d ?!,,b annqq, 1944 dt UTm 35–a/35–g th data:–

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

is={=IJ)==URn=nn=r,F=
q 2ndTiTqTT/ W-t{Tqft WH / GMa rPRWFR/ WMTq–380004
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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'forrn EA-3 as
prescri£ed 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) qB§H3TT& q dH jd aTM ©TYmM an }aRt©qgdMdRqq&uvF W
aFb;T OT O M,iT’ GTqT .HeR TH auT a dd~W qt RF-hur qa VFa a @+ f MR
q,iM 3njt#q qlql©d><-1 tl+ yo 3rita vr $#Nl uv=Bn at 1:Fn aT&er fIT=n aHn { I
In case of the order c,overs a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.1.O. should be
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to tRe

Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case maY beI is
filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each.

(4)
UTnTgALW&aT;; ?=lU =T:::oS
cr>lqlqldq tI@ fttne WTT SRT VTfB? Ia
One copy of application or o.I.o. as the case. may be, and the order of the adjournrTent
authorit'y'shall' & court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 $aise as prescribed under scheduled-1 item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

gq aT Hdfb,T BFI,i qi PPM +{+vraRTdq8 dt 't WH©r©M HM aFar tat
h-;!@iI hI;' ;,gTa ?!@ Rd &rT,hq 3FtMi HINT%bW (+mifBIB) fhM, 1982 q fqfBail

(5)

Attention is invited to the rules covering these and othet Felated matteF contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rulesl 1982.

1u #iT ?!@ 8db SWRS ?!@F Vi =MIT=FT wiNk =mfhFWT@Tip$
yfa3Tl{}aT -8 rrTqa $ @c{cHqjll(Demand) IN dS(PenaltY) tFT 10% qd anT @FIT
&fPiqTzf{lTTqTifhr aTfg@tWIg WT lo @B aN + 1(Section 35 F of the Central

Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of .the Finance AdI 1994)

a i?dti actITB Rlxq2 Gh MT@{ # qafd2 qTTftm TVTT "TMidt gRT"(Duty Demanded)-
a. (SecHon) Rjg lID8Ta6aMRaqTRT;
g- fh8qa68qaehf8e dt?TfiI;
{TJ +q8e#fkPKRtbfhiq6 baa.biqTf%.

Q q§qdaaT’dfb&fM+VFaqgaqTdtMg9 &nM’dW %t+ b$Rq§Hd©n®mTM
}

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the DutY & Pep pIty eorlfi IIned bY
the App;l'late Commissioner would have to be pre-depositedl provided thet the„pre-
deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It maY be noted that the pre-deposlt,is. ?
m£ndatory 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 TaxI “Duty demanded” shall include:
(i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ii) amount of erroneous (_,envat Credit taken;

W w& bvIilh #g;HWH££h;HMM W qM & 10%

u+ldlq w 3hadbaawsndIQd§taqG+ 10% U'ldlqwamuva el
In view of above1 an appeal against this order

10% of the duty demanded where duty or dutY and
penalty alone is in dispute.”

shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
r penalty, wherepenalty are in;}@
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+

ORDER-!N-APPBAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Patel Nirav

Himanshubhai (HUF), A-4, Shurnagar Appartrnent- 1> Chandravihar
Soclety> Nr. Polytechnic, Ambawadi, Ahmedabad-3800 15

(hereinafter referred to as “the Appellant”\ agdinst Order-in-origInal

No . 273/DC/NIRAV./ Div.-6/ Al)ad South/PMT/ 2022-23 dated

03.02.2023 (hereinafter referred to as “the impugned order”) passed

bY the Deputy Commissioner (Technical), Central GST & Excise,

Ahmedabad South (hereinafter referred to as “the cu:ijudicating

authority ”) .

2. BriefIY stated, the facts of the case are that the Appellant were

holding Service Tax Registration No. AAJG08325FSDOOI. On

scrutiny of the data received from the Central Board of Direct Traces

(CBDT), it was noticed that the Appellant had declared less gross

value in their Service Tax Returns (ST-3) for the F. Y. 2015-16 as

compared to the gross value declared by them in their Income Tax

Return (ITR)/TDS Returns. Accordingly, it appeared that the
Appellant had mis-declared the gross value of sales of service in the

service tax returns and short paid /not paid the applicable service

tax. The Appellant were called upon to submit copies of relevant

documents for assessment for the said period. However, the

Appellant neither submitted any required details/documents

explaining the reason for the difference raised between gross value
declared in ST-3 Returns and Income Tax Return (ITR)/’FDS nor
responded to the letter in any manner.

a

a

2.1. Subsequently, the Appellant were issued Show Cause Notice

No. V/WS06/O&A/SCN-430/2020-21 dated 25.12.2020 wherein it

was proposed to:

a) Demand and recover an amount of Rs. 6,49>718/– for F.Y.

2015-16 under proviso to Sub Section (1) of Section 73 of the
Finance Act, 1994 along with interest under }n 75 of the

4
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Finance Act 1994 (hereinafter referred to as 'the Act ).

b) Impose penaltY under the provisions of Section 77 (1) (c), 77(2)
and 78 of the Act.

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

a) The demand of service tax amounting to R,. 6,49,718/- was

confirmed under proviso to Sub-Section (1) of Section 73 of the
Act along with interest under Section 75 of the Act for the

period from F.Y. 2015- 16.

a b) PenaltY amounting to Rs. 10000/- was imposed under Section

77(1) (c) of the Act.

c) PenaltY amounting to Rs. 10000/- was imposed under Section

77(2) of the Act.

d) Penalty amounting to Rs. 6,49,718/- was imposed under
Section 78 (1) of the Act.

4. Belng aggrieved with the impugned' order passed by the

adjudicating authoritY, the appellant have preferred the present

appeal, inter alia, on the following grounds:a
> During the Financial Year 2015-16, the Appellant had

proVided eonstruction service only to two parties namely (1)

M/s Nirav Patel and (2) M/s Shrinivas OrgAnisors Pvt. Ltd.

> The. Appellant had discharged service tax liability on payment

received from M/b Shrinivas Organisors Pvt. Ltd. whereas

claimed exemption in relation to service provided to Mr. Nirav

Patel from payment of service tax as per entry no. 14 and 29(h)

of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012.
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> During F.Y. 2015-16, turnover was reported in ST-3 by the

Appellant was Rs. 77,86,500/-, whereas value reflected in

Form 26AS is Rs. 1,21, 17,950/-. The details of income over
which demand was raised by adjudicating authority are given
in tabulated form as under:

Period Name of service

recipient
Income as

per 26AS
DifferentialIncome

as per income for
demand ofST-3
Service Tax

Nirav Patel 39,00,000
Shrinivas

Organisors Pvt
Ltd

2015- 16 82,17,950 1 77,86,500 1 43,31,450

Total 1 ,21 , 17,950 a
> The differential income of Rs. 43,31,450/- is bifurcated in

following two parts: (1) Value of Rs. 39,00,000/- (2) Remaining

value of Rs. 4,31,450/-

> Value of Rs. 39,00,000/- is towards the construction of single

residential units in the name of owner of piece of land, Mr.

Bhavin H. Mehta, who had allotted original Work Contract

Service to Mr. Nirav Patel in relation to instruction of his own

single residential. unit and in turn Mr. Nirav Patel has sub-
contracted the said work to the Appellant M/s. Nirav Patel

(HUF), which is exempt from payment of service tax as per
entry no. 14 and 29(h) of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated

20.06.2012. The relevant extract of entry no. 14 and 29(h) of

Notification 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 is reproduced as

under : -

a

14. Services by way of construction, erection,

commissioning, or installation of original works

pertaining to,-

(a). .................................

1p•r :q r :P<i;
a at
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(b) “a single residential unit otherwise than as a part of

residential complex”

29. Services by the following persons in respective
capacities –

(h) “Sub-contractor providing services by u;ay of tUOr1,,S

con,tract to another contractor providing works contract

sen;ices which are exempt;”

> As regards to the remaining value of Rs. 4,312450/- the

Appellant have submitted that it is on account of error in filing

TDS returns by M/s Shrinivas Organisors Pvt. Ltd. During the

F.Y. 2015-16 the summary of payment by the Appellant from
M/s. Shrinivas C)rganisors Pvt. Ltd. is as under:

a

Invoice
raised

Amount
received in
bank (Rs.)

0

TDS Total

deducted 1 Receipt

9

[ 18,67,950]
05.09.2015 1 (Credit

Note

18,680 18,680

11.09.2015 15,00,000 o 1 15,oo,000
06.11.2015
26.11.2015
09.01.2016
15.03.2016
Total

9,90,000
9,90,000

14,85,000
28,21,500
77,86,500

10,00,000
O
1
2

82, 180 78,68,680

> In view of the above table there is no invoice issued by the

Appellant to M/s Shrinivas Organisors Pvt. Ltd., however Rs.

77,86,500/- was received in bank and Rs. 82,180/- was

received through TDS. Accordingly total amount received was

Rs. 78,68,680/-. In ST-3 Return the Appellant have discharged

service tax liability to the extent of Rs. 77,86,500/- which is

evident ftom para 3 of SCN. The Appellant agrees that service

tax liability on Rs. 82, 180/- toWards amount received through



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/3495/2023-Appeal

TDS seems pending and agrees to pay service tax with interest

and penalty thereon.

> M/s. Nirav Patel (HUF) has received Rs. 77,86,500/- in Bank

and Rs. 82, 180/- in form of TDS receivable in Form 26AS.

Accordingly, the Appellant have received total Rs. 78,68,68-0/-

(Rs. 77,86,500/- (+) Rs. 82, 180/- ) from M/s Shrinivas

Organisors Pvt. Ltd. (SOPI,). However, M/s SOPL erroneously

reported Rs. 82,17,950/- in filing their TDS return in place of

Rs. 78,68,680/-. The reason for such error was that the

Appellant had originally raised invoice of Rs. 18,67,950/- on

01.09.2015 against which on 05.09.2015 credit note with
same amount was also issued. Later on 15.09.2015 Rs.

15,00,000/- was received by the Appellant. But in place of

reporting Rs. 15,00,000 on TDS portal, M/s SOPL erroneously

reported Rs. 18,67,950/- instead of Rs. 15,00,000/-

a

> Accordingly, from Rs. 82,17,950/- [Figure of Form 26.AS], Rs.

18,67,950/- needs to be reduced due to wrong entry of which

credit note was issued and Rs. 15,00,000/- needs to be added

on which TDS has not been reported. Further, Rs. 18,680/-

[1% of Rs. 18,67,950/-] needs to be added because Nirav Patel

HUF have recdived this amount in the form of TDS. The net

correct amount comes to Rs. 78,68,680/- [82, 17,950 (-)

18,67,950 (+) 15,00,000 (+) 18,680/-]

a

> The Appellant compared Rs. 78,68,680 with Rs. 77,86,F00 on

which service tax is paid in Form ST-3, then difference in

taxable value comes to Rs. 82,180/- on which service tax at

14.5% payable comes to Rs. 11,916/- which the Appellant

agrees to pay along with applicable interest and penalty. As a

result, in place of Rs. 4,31,450/- [82,17,950 (–) 77,86,500], tax

on Rs. 82,180/- is payable.
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> Further, the Appellant contested that Show Cause Notice is

barred by time limitation. The department may within thirty
rnQnth from the relevant date service notice as per the

provision of Section 73(1) of the Act. If short payment at the
end of the Appellant involves intention to evade the tax then

SCN under sectig)n 73 can be issued within 5 years from the

relevant date. The figures reflected in Form 26 AS are already

available with department from the concerned year itself as the

same is based on the filling done under IT Act by the deductor.

Therefore, the said information has never been suppressed by

the Appellant from the department. Further the Appellant have

also not indulged in any fraud or collusion or willful

rnisstaternent as the given figures were reported in Form 26 AS

and IT Return. Hence it is not correct to say that the Appellant

have evaded the tax sought to be recovered for the reason that

the basis for such recovery is on the figFrres of Form 26AS

already available for verification by the departrnent within the
normal period of limitation. Hence, it is evident that in such

facts and circumstances, the invocation of the extended period
shall not be in accordance with the law and hence the SC*N in

question is required to be vacated. The Appellant rely the

Circular No. 1053/02/2017-CX dated 10.03.2017 which is
master circular on SCN, adjudication and recovery.

In the instant case since the demand is primarily based on IT

Returns and form 26AS, the in-formation of provision of service

IS well within the knowledge of Department. As IT Returns

and information therein forms part of the government records,

allegIng suppression is not proper . The concept of
“suppression” amounts to that which one is legally to state but

one intentionally or deliberately or consciously does not state.

Therefore, where there was no deliberate action on the part of

the Appellant to hide the facts from departmental authorities,
there is no question of invocation of extended period of
limitation

a

a

>
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> The entire demand is raised by invoking the extended period of

limitation under the provision of Section 73 on the ground of
alleged “suppression”. The Appellant have never suppressed

any facts from ' the department. Reliance is placed on a
decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of (1)

Uniworth Textiles Ltd. v. C:Ce [2013]39 ST 58/31 taxmann.

Com 67, (2) Anand Nishikawa Co. Ltd. v. CC:E [2005]2 STr

226. The same view was also taken by the Honl)Ie High Court

of Calcutta in case of Simplex Infrastructure Ltd. v.

Commissioner of Service Tax, Kolkata [2016]69 taxmann. Com

97 (Calcutta)/[2016] 42 STR 634 (Calcutta)/[2017]43GSTR

505 [Calcutta/[2016]93VST 10 (Calcutta) [07-04-2016]. The

Appellant also rely on the decision of the Honl)Ie CESTAT in

the case of Pappu Crane Service v. Comrnisisoner (Service Tax

Appeal No. -70707 of 2018-[DB].

0

> SCN is issued on presumption of provision of Taxable service.

In this regard the Appellant rely on the decision of the Hon’ble

Tribunal in the case of Shubham Electricals v ecE 2015(40)

S.T.R. 1034(Tri.-Del) (2) Kush Construction v. CGST NACIN

2019 (24)GSTL 606 (Tri.-all.) .

> Whenever in a case the judgment of higher Courts are cited
the court is bound to consider the judgment of higher courts

and to follow the same in principle.

a

> As the Appellant is not required to discharge any liability due

to nature of service provided is exempt and there is no

violation of pay of the provision of law and thus penalty under

section 77(2) of the Act is not payable.

> Pqnalty under section 77(1)(c) is attracted only when there is

failure on the part of the Appellant to submit the required

documents against any enquiry. The Appellant has never

received any enquiry letter rather direct SCN was served.
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AdditionaIY to levy penalty under section 77(1)(c), the

department shall furnish an evidence as relied upon
documents or otherwise that letter has been service for which

repIY is pending from the Appellant. ' Without any

documentarY evidence le\'ying penalty is against the principle

of natural justice and needs to be dropped.

5. Personal hearing in the case was held on 19.10.2023. Shri

Meet Jadawala, C. A. appeared on behalf of the Appellant for
personal hearing and reiterated the contents of the written

submission and requested to allow the appeal.

O
6. 1 have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the

irnpumed order passed by the adjudicating authority, submissions

made in the Appeal IV[emorandum as well as those made during the

course of personal hearing and documents available on record. The

issue to be decided in the present appeal is whether the irnpugned

order passed by the adjudicating authority, confirming the demand

of service tax against the Appellant along with interest and penalty,

in the facts and circumstance of the case, is legal and proper or

otherwise. The demand pertains to the period 2015-16.

a
7. 1 find that the main c6ntention of the Appellant are that

whether the Appellant are liable to pay service tax on differential

income arrived due to reconciliation of Income declared by the

Appellant in Service Tax Returns and ITR data provided by Income

Tax Department, in context of which the Appellant have held that

the present demand on differential Income of Rs. 43,31,450/-

includes income of Rs. 39,00,000/- received towards the
construction of single residential units in the name of owner of piece

of land, Mr. Bhavin H. Mehta, who had. allotted original Work
Contract Service to Mr. Nirav Patel in relation to instruction of his

own single residential unit and in turn Mr. Nirav Patel has sub-

contracted the said work to the Appellant M/s. Nirav Patel (HUF),

-'““-’”“'“'T':'““
+'\
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29(h) of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. The relevant

extract of entry no. 14 and 29(h) of Notification 25/2012-ST dated

20.06.2012 is reproduced as under:-

14. Services by way of construction, erection,

commissioning, or installation of original works

pertaining to,-

(a)..................................

(b) “a single residential unit otherwise than as a part of

residential complex”

29. Sen;ices by the following persons in respective
capacities –

a
(h) “Sub-contractor provthng services by u>ay of works

contract to another contractor providing works contract

sew ices u)hich are exempt;”

8. 1 have gone through the documents submitted by the

Appellant in support of the exempted service amounting to Rs.

39,00,000/- out of total value Rs. 43,31,450/- viz. (1) Declaration

from Shri Bhavin H. Mehta stating that Shri Nirav Patel have

constructed his single residential unit, (2) copy of Index II &
electricity Bill in the name of Shri Bhavin H. Mehta in support of

justification that single individual bun#ow was constructed, (3)

copy of bank statement of Shri Nirav Patel along with ledger of Shri

Bhavin Mehta in the books 'of Shri Nirav Patel, (4) Copy of sample

invoices raised by Shri Nirav Patel to Shri Bhavin Mehta, (5) CA

Certificate stating that construction service provided by Sh. Nirav

Patel to Sh. Bhavin Mehta is for single residential unit which is
exempt from service tax (6) copy of Form 26AS of F.Y. 2015-16 (7)

copy of sub-contract letter between the Appellant (Shri Nirav Patel

HUF ) and Shri Nirav Patel (8) copy of sample invoices raised by the

Appellant to Sh. Nirav Patel

a

9. Reading the aforesaid provision and perusing all the above

said documents submitted by the Appellant I find that the service

value for the amount of Rs. 39,00,000/- ou)and value of service

12



+

F.No.GAPPL/COIVI/STP/3495/2023-Appeal

Rs. 43,31,450/- is exempted in terms of the entry no. 14 and 29(h)

of Notification 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. On verification of
documents submitted by the Appellant and demand raised vide the

Order-in-Original by the adjudication authority2 1 find the amount of
Rs. 39,00,000/- received from Shri Nirav Patel as shown in TDS

(Form 26AS) for F. Y. 2015-16 over which demand of service tuc was

raised is nothing but income collected by rendering construction

service pertaining to a single residential unit, which is exempted

under entry no. 14 and 29(h) of- Notification 25/2012-ST dated_

20.06.2012 and demand raised accordingly is legally wrong and not
sustainable .

a 10. Now I take up the matter pertaining to the remaining amount

of 4,31,450/- collected out of Rs. 43,31,450/- by the Appellant. I

have gone through the documents submitted by the Appellant in

support of the submission that it is on account of error in filing TDS

returns by M/s Shrinivas Organisors Pvt. Ltd. These documents are

(1) copy of ledger of the Appellant in the books of M/s Shrinivas

Orgainisors Pvt. Ltd. (2) Declaration from M/s Shrinivas Organisors

Pvt. Ltd. that they have made error in filling TDS Returns.

11. On carefully going through the submission and documents

submitted by the Appellant I observe that the Appellant have

received Rs. 77,86,500/- in Bank and Rs. 82, 180/- in form of TDS

in Form 26AS. Accordingly, the Appellant have -received total Rs.

78,68,680/- from M/s Shrinivas Organisors Pvt. Ltd. (SOPL).

However, M/s SOPL erroneously reported Rs. 82, 17,950/- in ,filing

their TDS return in place of Rs. 78,68,680/-. Now, if I compare Rs.

78,68,680/- with Rs. 77,86,500/- on which service tax is paid in
Form ST-3, then difference in taxable value comes to Rs. 82,180/-

on which service tax at 14.5% payable comes to Rs. 11,916/- which
the Appellant agrees to pay along with applicable interest and

penalty.

a

12. 1 agree with the adjudicating authority in terms of demand of

penalty under section 77(1) and 77(2) o/fAkEIQ:\In respect of
7#fy ,am.'„\N%’SR
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penaltY imposed under section 78 of the Act I uphold the order of

adjudicating authority. However as the demand is sustainable only

for Rs. 11,916/- the penalties need to be reduced/decided
accordingly .

13. When the demand sustains there is no provision of escap6

from interest under section 75 of the Act and the Appellant failing to

pay service tax on the taxable service are liable to pay the tax along

with interest at the applicable rate such willful suppression

automatically attracts mandatory penalty.

14. In the light of the above discussion, the appeal is partly
allowed. The demand of Service Tax for the F. Y. 2015-16 is reduced

to Rs. 11,916/- along with interest under section 75, Further,

Penalty of Rs. 2,500/- under section 77(1)(c), penalty of Rs. 2,500/-

under section 77(2) and equal penalty of Rs. 11,916/- under

section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994 is upheld.

15. Wita©afgNTaw wftamfhwrmmaft$§tha©rar}I

a

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above
terms .

*W (“it*,)
Date : 23 . 11.2023

AttestGd

X
PiX iLlaw)

M. M. TV.a,

By RPAD / SPEED POST

M/s. Patel Nirav Himanshubhai (HUF) ,
A-4, Shurnagar Appartment- 1,

To,
Appellant
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Chandravihar Society, Nr. Polytechnic
Ambawadi, Ahmedabad-380015

The Deputy Commissioner (Technical),
CGST & Excise, Ahmedabad South.

Respondent

Copy tO:-

1

2.
3
4.

<

6

The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South
The Deputy Commissioner (Technical), CGST, Ahmedabad South
The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad

South (for uploading the OIA)
Guard File
PA file

liE D Iq
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