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Passed by Shri Uma Shanker Commissioner (Appeals-II)

________~~ 3l6½i:Uii!IG .: 311-9,cftlli:14 aRT '1lRt ~ ~ x=f

--------~:-----~~
Arising out of Order-in-Original No SD-02/Ref-286/DRM/2015-16 Dated 18.03.2016

Issued by Assistant Commr STC, Service Tax, Ahmedabad

ti' 314"1<:1¢ctf q;T .:rFI' :g5[ 'C@T Name & Address of The Appellants
M/s. Interactive Manpower Solution Pvt ltd Ahmedabad

za 3r4la arks orig€ a{ aft anfk Ufa hf@rat at rat RRRa al ? n
x,cfjcTT %:- .
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in
the following way:-

tr zca,u zyca vi hara r@ala Inf@aw at 3r4-­
AppeaI To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

fcr&n:r~.1994 c#1" 'cITTT 86 cB' 3ifa aft af #u #t \i'fT "ffcl5m:­
under Section 86 of the Fina~ce Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

afa flu fl fr zc, sa zrca vi aa r@#tu nnf@raw 3). 2o, q cc
51RtJcc1 ¢l-lll'3°-s, ~ ~. 316½Glii!IG-380016

The West Regional Bench of Customs, Excise, Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at 0-
20, New Mental r!ospital Compound, Meghani Nagar,Ahmedabad - 380 016.

(ii) at@Ra +nnf@raw at fa4tu 3rf@If1, 1994 c#1" 'cITTT 86 (1) cB' 3W@ ~~
Pl4½1c!c•-i"I, 1994 cB" R<R 9 (1) cB" 3Wffi ~ ~ ~.t'r- 5 -ij "cTR ~ ii c#1" \i'fT .
rift vi sr Ir fa arr a fsg rat at ml{ it sr# qRzi
atRn afe (a a qa qfa #R atf) 3th merfpen j muff@raw at +mrrft fer
t, cffiTfr ndc~a 2a #a # .-lllll4"1o cfi~ xlui{t;I'< ·c5 aiaa as rs # xiiLf
~ ~~ clfr l=!trr, 6ltTGf clfr l=!trr 3jt arm ·al uif u, 5 Gr4 41 5V+ q t ctm ~
1000/- a heft ft i hara #6t l=!trr, ~-clfr l=!trr 3TR~Tim~~ 5 ~ m
50 ~ G<P "ITT 'ITT ~ 5000 /- #h 3ft zhft1 hi aa at ir, ans # l=!T1T 3TR~ <Tm
u#fau so ala u Uva Gnat k ai 6T; 1ooo/- #ta i#ft±fl
(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 accompanied 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 amount of service tax
& interest demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the form of cro-..,,.,e~'.""-~­
bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the bElnch of nominated Public Sector @,?;, .,~·Df ,,-ppi:i.';~ r:.
the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated. f/' ,<•'··:?.:,
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(iii) fa#tr rfrf1,1994 #t er es d u-err3ii vi (2) 3inf 3rft @hara
Pllll-llcJC't"i. 1994 * frr:r:r 9 (2~) * ~ f.1mfur i:prf "C:ff.ir.-7 -q ~ \JJ"T "ffcf)Tfr t;ct '3T-fcfi m~
3rrgaa,, ala sure ran (3r#ta) a arr at #Rat (0IA)( sri a mfr >lf-r o'rfr) 3ITT" .3JLR
3rzgad, srra / UT 3IT2gr1 32ITT anonh Guz zca, 3rft#t nznf@rauT at 3maa av4
# far a g; srzr (olo)# uf hf hf I

(iii) The appeal under sub section (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be
fil,ed 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. gen#siif@ra nraau yen 3rf@rfru , 197s 6t rf w rgqat-1 a sifa feufRa fag
3giT pc 37Tr a err nf@rat # art at R 6 6.so/- ha at araru zyca fease
°<'1<11 lfRT ~ 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. «fir ye,n yea gi arao ar9l#tu -znrnf@raw (afff@) Parah), 1so2 # ff
~ 3RT~ l=ff1wIT cfil" a[faa a fuii a sit ft em 3naff fan urat &

3. Attention is als'o invited to the rules covering these and other related matters
contained in the Customs, Excise and Service Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

4. #mr era, €tr 3uz rcav tiara 3rh#tr ,if@aswr (#tr4a h Qfci 3-fCfR;rr cJi"~ af
h#4tr 3=ur era 3f@1fez1G, «&yy Rt na 39q a 3iala fa#tr(«iar-) 3f@)@rum 2erg(y #r zi€an
9) fain: €.s.2ay sl #f4tr 3#f@1fzI, &&y #r arr z3 h 3iaviahara at aft arrra• rr
ffa "Jl$ qfr-WQT~~~ t, "lfQrc=t fcn~ '4m cji" 3iariasRt 5sart 3rhf@a 2zr zf
arlsu3rf@a azt

he&r 3euz grcnvihara h 3-ic=r¾r ,,wr fcITTr "JfC!Q_rn ,, af~~lmiC>f t -
(i) '4m 11 g'r cji" 3-ic=r¾f ~'1.frft:r tcncFI°

(ii) ~~ cl'TT" cifr "Jl$ "JJc>lrf WQl"
(iii) rdz sa funraf h fr 6 cji" 3irafa er zaa

> 3mat qr zr fz nr h Tener fa#r (i. 2) 3/f@1frra, 2014 h 3mwqa fnsa
3r01atzr ,1f@tart hmar f@arr#ir rarer 3r5ffvi .wfrc;r en)"WI.c'iffe~ I

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.

c:> 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) sif #, s3nr h uf 3r4infraswrhaar szi arcs 3rrar re nUs
Rtc:nfua ~ -a,-wr Pcn1J" arr ercn h 10% 2rau .3tR aeJ~~ Rt i:l 1R.a ~ c=r6f c;-us m-
10% 01arru #rawast&t

4(1) In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on a Tg
f

. %' ,c,11\oR IAPp

payment o 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute ·
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.
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M/s Interactive Manpower Solution, 3O1, President Plaza, Near
Thaltej cross Road, S.G. Highway, Ahmedabad- 380 054 (hereinafter referred

to as 'appellants') holding service tax registration No. AABCI 4910K ST00l,
have filed the present appeals against the Order-in-Original number SD-

02/REF-286/DRM/2015-16 dated 18.03.2016 (hereinafter referred to as

'impugned orders') passed by the Asst. Commissioner, Service Tax, Div-II,

APM Mall, Ahmadabad (hereinafter referred to as 'adjudicating authority');

2. Briefly stated facts of the case are that appellant had filed a refund

claim of accumulated credit of ? 13,94,930/- for period July 2015 to

September 2015 under Notification No. 27/2012- CE (NT) on 29.12.2015. On
the basis of turnover scrutiny relying on bank certificate given refund amount

O was reduced to Rs. 13,93,421/-. Export turnover on the basis of realization of

Foreign remittance was found to Rs. 73074121/- instead of claimed export

turnover of Rs. 85342456/-. Refund of Rs. 13,11396/- was sanctioned where

as Rs. 83,534/- was rejected vide impugned OIO. Rs. 77,721/- out of Rs.
83,534/- was rejected on various issues like· service is not input service and

invoice in not not confirmative with Rule 4A of service tax Rule 1994 read

with rule 9(2) of CCR, 2004. The adjudicating authority has-

I. Rejected the refund of Rs. 7,910/- on invoice dated 31.07.2015 of Zero

Design Pvt. Ltd. on ground E-mail correspondence without service Tax

registration instead of Invoice under Rule 4A of Service Tax Rule 1994

is not proper document to allow credit.
0 II. Rejected the refund of Rs. 39,151/- on invoice dated 24.08.2015 of

Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd. as service is used for personal consumption
of employees and thus does not eligible for input service is not covered

under definition of input service given in rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004.
III. Rejected the refund of Rs. 25,200/- on invoice dated 25.09.2015 of M/s

Talentnow Solution Services Pvt. Ltd. as the invoice is issued name of

IMS people instead of the appellant. Thus not eligible as per rule 9(2)

of CCR, 2004.
IV. Rejected the refund of Rs. 2,100/- and 3,360/- on invoice dated

10.08.2015 and 16.09.2015 respectively of Adorn India Corporate

service Ltd. as service received is not covered under definition of input

service given in rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004.
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3. Being Aggrieved appellant has filed this present appeal for Rs. 77,721/-.
In appeal memo it is contended service received is input service and service
received is used in providing out put service therefore credit and

. .

consequently refund is admissible.

4. Personal hearing in the case was granted on 14.09.2016 wherein Shri

Bishan Shah, CA on behalf of the said appellant, appeared before me and

reiterated the contention of their submission. In course of hearing Shri
Bishan Shah, CA, requested for seven more days for additional submission

which is submitted on 23.09.2016

DISCUSSION AND FINDING

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records, grounds of
the Appeal Memorandum, the Written Submission filed by the respondent and

oral submission made at the time of personal hearing and written submission

made later on vide letter dated 23.09.2016.

6. I shall first take up the admissibility of cenvat credit on service rendered
by Oriental Insurance service. It is to be decided whether or not services
which are used primarily for the personal use of any employee are covered
under exclusion clause of "input service definition".

7. Exclusion clause was introduced in input service definition in Rule 2(1) of
CCR, 2004 for the first time w.e.f., 1.4.2011 provides that certain specified
services as listed in definition are excluded from the definition of 'input
services' when such services are used primarily for personal use or for
consumption of any employee. Hence, all such services which are used
primarily for the personal use of any employee such as services in relation to
outdoor catering, beauty treatment, health services, cosmetic and plastic
surgery, membership of a club, health and fitness centre, life insurance,
health insurance and travel benefits extended to employees on vacation such
as Leave or Home Travel Concession have also been· specifically excluded
from the scope of the definition of input services.

8. Appellant has provided health insurance service to their employee for
which 'service has been taken from Oriental Insurance Service and has paid
Rs. 39,151/- as service tax vide invoice dated 24.08.2015. There are some
judgments where said health insurance service is considered as input servira;m; ~
but _in. all the_se judgments it was statu~ory requirement to provid~" :,p _ .s-"'­
services. In view of the fact that there is no any statutory compulspon/ta, s}
provide health service and in view of fact there is no any nexus of salg #ipdk} 4

la> es'';" -..» obee
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service with the out put service said service do not qualify for input service.
Moreover, in view of specific exclusion clause under clause (C) of Rule 2(I) of
CCR, 2004 w.e.f, 1.4.2011, no input service credit could be availed on the
specified services of General Insurance service as it is meant for personal
consumption of the employees. I hold that service provided by Oriental
Insurance Co. Ltd for which Service tax of Rs. 39,151/- paid is not input.
service for appellant and consequently appellant is eligible for refund of said
service.

9. Now I take the issue of admissibility of credit on invoices of Adorn India
Corporation Service LLP. Appellant is sourcing and relocating contractors
from different parts of the world to their client's desired location for which
visa registration, change of address, extension of visa, country exit

I

formalities of contractors is done in Foreign Regional Registration Office ­
(FRRO). Appellant has received service from Adorn India Corporation Service
LLP to make application and formalities to FRRO for which service tax of Rs.
5460/- (2100/- + 3360/-) has been paid vide invoice dated 10.08.2015 and
16.09.2015. I find that facility of visa registration, change of address,
extension of visa, country exit formalities of contractors done in Foreign
Regiorial Registration Office are provided in course of business and it has
nexus with the out put service. Absence of such facility would have effect of
out put service. Therefore I hold that said service as input service and
consequently refund of Rs. 5460/- is admissible to appellant.

10. Now I take the issue of admissibility of credit on invoices of Zero Design
Pvt. Ltd. Appellant has taken service tax credit of Rs. 7910/- on design
service provided by Zero Design Pvt. Ltd and has been denied credit under
Rule 4A of Service Tax Rules, 1994 on ground that appellant has submitted
E-mail correspondence and said correspondence do not contain registration
No. I'. find that zerox copy of invoice of Zero Design Pvt. Ltd has been
produced and contains details required as per said rule 4A but that do not
contain registration No. Moreover credit of Rs. 25,200/- on IT service
provided by Talentnow Solution Service Pvt. Ltd vide invoice No. 25.09.2015
has been denied on ground that invoice is issued on the name of IMS people
instead of appellant. It is clarified by appellant that IMS stands for
"Interactive manpower solution" which is abbreviated said invoice bears
address that of appellant only. Adjudicating authority has held that both the
invoice in respect of which credit i.e Rs. 7910/- and Rs. 25,200/- is taken
are not in conformity with the provisions of Rule 9 of Central Excise Rules,
2004 and Rule 4A of Service Tax Rules, 1994. Further, Rule 9(2) of Central
Excise· Rules, 2004 restricts the availment of credit in such cases. Since the
invoices issued did not contain required information as envisaged in Rule 4A
of Service Tax Rules, 1994, credit was not admissible.

11. I find that the relevant statutory provisions have not been app
correctly and the credit has been denied only on technical
Adjudicating officer was required to consider whether the servi
rendered, received by the service receiver, service tax paid or not.
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no doubt that in this case all the requirements are fulfilled. Even in the show
cause notice there is no mention that service tax was not paid or service was
not received. Further, the appellant has also produced the copies of Invoices
covering service tax payment.

12. Rule (2) of Rule 9 of Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 is reproduced as below­

"(2) No CENVAT credit under sub-rule(1) shall be taken unless all the
particulars as prescribed under the Central Excise Rules, 2002 or the
Service Tax Rules, 1994, as the case may be, are contained in the said
document:
Provided that if the said document does not contain all the particulars
but contains the details of duty or service tax payable, description of
the goods or taxable service, assessable value, Central Excise or
Service tax Registration number of the person issuing the invoice, as
the case may be, name and address of the factory or warehouse or
premises of first or second stage dealers or provider of taxable service,
and the Deputy Commissioner of Central Excise or the Assistant
Commissioner of Central Excise, as the case may be, is satisfied that
the goods or services covered by the said document have been
received and accounted for in the books of the account of the receiver,
he may allow the CENVAT credit; "

13. I find that adjudicating authority has not come to conclusion that
services covered by the said document have not been received and not
accounted for in the books of the account of the Appellant. In absence of
such .conclusion I hold that credit and consequently refund of Rs. 7910/- and
Rs. 25,200/- is admissible to the appellant.

14. 3r4)aaaf zarr za#r a{ 34tat ar fart 3qlaa ala fan 5a ?

14. The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.
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To

M/s Interactive Manpower Solution,

301, President Plaza,

Near Thaltej cross Road,

S.G. Highway, Ahmedabad- 380 054

Copy to:
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1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

2) The Commissioner, Service Tax., Ahmedabad-II.

3) The Additional Commissioner, C.Ex, Ahmedabad-II

4) The Asst. Commissioner, Service Tax, Div-II, APM Mall, Ahmedabad.

5) The Asst. Commissioner (System), Service Tax, Ahmedabad.

6) Guard File.

7) P.A. File.




