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Arising out of Order-in-Original No STC/Ref/118/HCV/Trans/Div-111/15-16 Dated 27.1.2016

Issued by Assistant Commissioner, Div-Ill, Service Tax, Ahmedabad

i614"1wr,ctf cnT .;r:r ~ _-cmr Name & Address of The Appellants

M/s. Transindia Cinemas Ahmedabad

a or4t arr?gr orige at{ ft afq fa q@rant at srfl RfRaa Ir a
"ffcRIT %:-
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate
authority in the following way :-

vt zca, qr rcan vi ara 3r4l4tu nznf@au at rat.
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal :-

fcRfr<:r~,1994 cJ5T QR]" 86 *~~ cBl" frr:.:r * "Cfffl cJ5T "GlT ~:
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

qf?a @fa 4ls tr c, Ira zyca vi Para r9la nrnf@raw it. 2o, = #ea
i51ffqce>l cfil-ql\:lo-s, ~ -;::p-R, 3li5l-lc\lisllc\-380016

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

(ii) 37fl4tu nznf@raw at ffta 3rf@fa , 1994 cJ5T QRT 86 (1) a sift r@ta
~Pilll-11q<:>1"1. 1994 * RlJ1, 9 (1) *~~ 1:f5ll=f ~.-tr- 5 B "clR mwn B c#r
st raft vi s In fGrr mr?gt f 3r4ta #l I{ st sat #Rut
fl unf afeg (s# ya mfr m "ITT<fr) 3it merRGr vent j znaf@au qt .-lllll4"1d
ft-QIB t cJ"ITT a if q1au~a er ta # <illll4"1d a zrzra Rzr a m a aif»a #a
rs u ui hara al ii, nu #t l'fM 31N wrrm Tar if T; 5 era a Um a
% cfITT ~ 1 ooo /- #ta 3ht zhfti uzi hara l i, ans at lTT1T 31N WTTlIT ·rnr ug#far
Jg 5 Gal4 IT 50 Gld lq "ITT "ITT~ 5000/- #h ft @tfi usi tars #t it, an at
l'fM 31N wrrm TIT 5ff1 6I; 5o alg znla unrr & azi n; 1000o /- 1BTfT ~ 61<fr 1

(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 pres~ribed 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 crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar 1Ji">_./.,' }~~-:~~.-
bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situ'.::.J~j0· •✓;.•.~\i·-lf· -
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(iii) fcrrfm 3T~lf. 1994 m'r 'tlffr a6 c1fr Uq--qr3ii vi (2) # aifa 3rfa var
f.mlncrffi, 1994 cfi ~ 9 (2~) cfi 3T"ff<"@ f.JtT\fm ln]l-l ~.il.-7 11 mT vl1 ~ "C!"cf ~ Wl!.l
3mrga,, zn Una zyeas (or#tea) cfi 3TT<h'T 4Ru (OIA)( Uri a mfr mfi r?rfi) 3tR° ·3r:rx
3TI~l 't-fITT"lf< I> / 3I 3I1gal 318Tar Ao a·u ur yen, 3rf)a nrzn@raw1 at 3r$r=[ c!Rr!
# er ta gg arr?r (oio) mT mff 'l)-uA) r?rfJ I

(iii) The appeal under sub section (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be
fi!ed in Form ST-7 as prescribed under Rule 9 (2A) of the Service Tax Rules, 1994 and shall
be ar,companied 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. 7.f~ITTim'rfmr ~mTc1lf ~ 3TR'.rf.flfl'l, 1975 ml ~lffi ~ 3~-1 cfi 3T"ff<"ffi f.Jmfur fcITT!
3rg qu 3nu vi en feral am # uf F 6 6.5o /- h a aznu zges feaz
"i>FIT 5'r,=rr 'rll 1%°tz 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. «Ar zgc, our zyn vi vaa an4lat1 zmnf@rnwr (ff2afe)) rra6n, +os2 ii fa
l{ci 3R-1 x-i1if€J-a- 1-Jfllffi cm- xffer-rftffi cr,R cJ@" f.r.r:11 <1~ 3fr-1 1ft UIR 3rnnfi.Tcl w.rr uJIBT ~ 1

3. Attention is also invited to the rules covering these and other related matters
contained in the Customs, l=xcise and Service Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

4. tar gr;a, ctr 3cu rn vi #aa 341r if@raw (@la h if 3rd)ii h mar@i #
ts2tr 3=uz 2yr 31f@1ferzra, r&yy Rt err 39qh3iar far#tzrisa.) 3f@)ez1a g(Goy fr iar
29) R@ii: s.s.2oy 5ih Rr fatr 3rf@1fr#, &&y Rt ur 3 h giauaaraa f arr fr a{ &, Tr
fctf"4c'T fr n{ qf-fr starar 31far ?, aura f zr cur as 3ii ;,rJTT <fir ;;ii<')- cITTfr~ t""lf "{ITTT

ra u a 3if@raal
he4tr senera viharaa 3iraiaair fcr;i:r are arm" 3 far 9nf@ ?

(i) '4m 11 g)" il, 3fcfJR-T fcKfITT,r ~<r,Jr
(iiJ -rr.rcic ;;mr RR fr a{ na afr
(iii) rdz 5rat frmaft 2h fern 6 i); Jicf¾r ~ '.{c!i"Jf

e» rat agi zrz fra nr h qautrfzr (@i. 2) 31f)1f14a, 2014 h 3//Fr "".f'r qfr F<ITT-!l

3r4/rr if@)nrrharr farril Farrar 3rfhvi 3rat arapat @bl

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
06.08.20·14, 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) zriaof a, a 3r2r hruf 3rdmm@aur ks mar Gui area 3rrur area z vs
fafar zt at ;i:ncJT fcr,Q" arg area h 10% 2grater w all rzi ha av Raffa gt arUs h
10% IarauRr Gra#&t
4(1) In view of above, an appeal against tl1is order shall lie before the Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.
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ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s. Transindia Cinemas, Screen Building; Drive-In Road, Thaltej

Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'appellants') have filed the present

appeals against the Order-in-Original number STC/Ref/118/HCV/Trans/Div

III/15-16 dated 27.01.2016 (hereinafter referred to as 'impugned orders')

passed by the Asst. Commissioner, Service Tax Div-III, APM Mall, Satellite,
Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'adjudicating authority');

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellants have filled

refund claim on 12.06.2014 on the ground that they had let out their
immovable property and that the aggregate value for renting for F.Y. 2013

14 was Rs. 28,67,542/- and that they have not charged any service tax

separately on this amount and deposited the service tax if Rs. 3,16,973/-
Q and interest of Rs. 5,465/-. Reason stated for refund is that Notification No.

29/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 exempts renting service from so much of

service tax to the extent of municipal local tax deposited on said property.

Appellant had paid municipal tax of Rs. 21,51,740/- but had not claimed
exemption. Appellant re-worked out service tax liability to Rs. 78,741/- after
deducting municipal tax. It is stated in claim that appellant are eligible for

refund of Rs. 2,43,697/- (316973-78741+5464) .

III.

3. Adjudicating Authority vide impugned OIO refunded claim was
rejected on ground of unjust enrichment. It is pointed out in OIO that-

O Appellant has no where produced any such invoice issued under rule

4A of Service Tax Rule 1994, before adjudicating authority to justify

their proposition to they have not charged any service tax from their

lessees. Section 11B(1) requires documentary evidence to establish

payment of duty.
II. It is made clear in agreement that municipal taxes and maintenance of

property has to be born by the lesser. Rent received is stated to be

composite one. Except these specific taxes i.e corporation tax and

maintenance, all other taxes and liabilities were included in composite

rental. Therefore amount received is cum service tax.
In ST-3 for 2013-14 net value of taxable service shown is Rs.

25,52,101/- and applicable service tax with interest is shown as Rs.

3,22,438/- and Rs. 28,67,542/- is shown as net amount received f.rom. --~. ,~·;"t'.i1~--~• « ··e 'f 1, .- ·
lessee. The difference of the value of taxable service disclo//4~.~.¢1-"'Y-.•: ?1.Js;..c-,~%

(f;. ~- /,.:•, i; . <"t. -
- %}-s +,o°• s ?

IE. R'+ s&
"8 '« > .

; ' • . ; . . . .. - : ; :..._~.A.

re:ra»....,l(.• ,~



4 V2(ST)192/A-11/2015-16

(25,52,101/-) in ST-3 and amount actually received as compensation

(28,67,542/-) is Rs. 3,15441/-.
IV. Appellant is showing receipt as ex-service tax in Profit and Loss A/c .

at the time of filling ST-3 return appellant are assuming said receipt as

cum- service tax. There is contradiction in stand taken by appellant.

V. It would have been a case in favor of the appellant when the income

reported and in actually received from the lessees had been reflected

in the taxable income in ST-3 and service tax would have been paid on
this amount. This is not the case to be and therefore, the burden of

service tax has been passed on by the said claimant to the lessees and

the claim is hit by limitation of unjust enrichment.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellants preferred an
appeal on 28.03.2016 before the Commissioner (Appeals-II) wherein it is

contended that-
I. Rental agreement describes the rental to be charged and no where it is

mentioned that service tax shall be charged separately. Therefore it

could be perceived that no service tax has been charged.
II. Nowhere in rental agreement it is stated that amount is to charged

inclusive of service tax.

III. Form no 26AS does talley with the rental income as per profit and loss

A/c which is gross rental income.

5. Personal hearing in the case was granted on 08.11.2016 and Shri
Kiran Parikh, CA and Advocate G.M. Shah appeared before meand reiterated

the grounds of appeal. They further stated that format of ST-3 is such that
ST has to be shown separately and submitted CA certificate and Balance
sheet.

DISUSSION AND FINDINGS

0

0

6. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records, grounds
of appeal in the Appeal Memorandum and oral submissions made by the
appellants at the time of personal hearing. Notification No. 29/2012-ST
dated 20.06.2012 exempts renting service from so much of service tax to

a 873»5,N
the extent of municipal local tax deposited on said property. and appel%4e
el1g1ble for this exemption. Regarding ehg1b1ty of exemption, there ,,~of \~Q;" 1:\
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dispute. Sort question to be decided is as to whether amount paid to
appellant is cum-service tax or ex-service tax.

7. Now I take up the documents for scrutiny. Appellant is repeatedly
arguing that they have not charged service tax but that is not the question
to be decided as to whether or not service tax has been charged by the

appellant. Question to be decided is whether or not "composite rent"
received is cum-service tax.

8. In normal course of transaction invoice is issued wherefrom it can seen

that amount collected is cum-service tax or ex-service tax. Appellant has not
produced before adjudicating authority and before me, the invoice issued

under rule 4A of service tax rule but has produced the agreement copy,

0 Balance sheet,_ P&L A/c, ledger. In absence of invoice other documents

submitted are resorted to arrive at conclusion as to whether amount

collected is cum-service tax or ex-service tax. P & L A/c and ledger
submitted shows that amount collected is ex-service tax. In Balance sheet/P
& L also refund amount is shown on assets side. On the basis of appellant
records I come to conclusion that amount collected is ex- service tax and
service tax is paid from his own pocket. If accounting is accepted then
refund can be grated.

0

9. In the ST-3 return amount received is given treatment of cum-service

tax receipt. I find that in own records receipt amount is treated as ex
service tax where as for ST-3 purpose it treated as cum-service tax. If ST-3

amount is accepted then refund can not be granted because it would lead to
unjust enrichment.

10. Now I proceed to scrutinize agreement. I have perused agreement
and find that "composite rent" is to be given to lessor i.e appellant. Said
"composite rent" includes or exclude service tax is nowhere given in
agreement. Definition of "composite rent" is not given in agreement. Only

exclusion stated in agreement is municipality tax and maintenance expense

but that does not prove that rent received is inclusive of service tax,
therefore it is wrongly concluded by the adjudicating authority that

Ts,}>- 9,
~t:~-'•'l-•.c '.."Z

11. There is no requirement in section 11B of CEA, 1994 and applicatiqff// c?': \)',11
form-R under said section that amount receipt disclosed in ST-3 only sho~(lf;, Ji
be should be considered for refund. In support of my view ratio of judgmes«t " -"
in case of WNS Global Services Pvt. Ltd Vs. CCE- Pune III[Order No. A/2860- ~ ~

"composite rent" received is cum-service tax amount.
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2861/15/SMB dated 06.05.2015] is applicable. Refund should be granted on
the basis of own a/c and not on the basis of amount shown in returns. In
support of my view , judgment in case of Serco Global Services Pvt. Ltd

[2015(39) STR 892 (Tri. Del.)] is applicable. In case of Broadcom· India
Research Pvt. Ltd [2016(42) STR 79 (Tri. Bang.)] ground of rejecting the

refund claim was CENVAT credit shown in ST-3 does not tally with amount of

refund claim. The relevant extract of the judgment is reproduced as -
"The next ground is that Cenvat credit shown in the ST-3 returns does not
tally with the amount claimed in the refund claims. In my opinion, the refund
claim is not based on ST-3 returns and ST-3 return is nothing but a report of
transactions that have taken place over a period covered by the returns. On
the ground that the figures in ST-3 returns were not correct or there was a
substantial difference, refund claim cannot be rejected. For the purpose of
consideration of refund claim, the relevant documents on the basis of which
credit was taken, nature of service and its nexus and utilization of the service

. .
for rendering output service are relevant and merely because there was some
mistake in the ST-3 returns, substantive right of assessee for refund cannot
be rejected. Therefore, I do not consider it necessary to consider the issue as
to whether figures in ST-3 returns tallied with the amounts claimed in the
refund claims or not."

12. In view of above discussion I hold that amount received shown in own
account as to be considered for the refund purpose and said receipt is ex
service tax amount. I allow the appeal.

13. 3141auzarr za#a 3r#it mar fart 3qt#a ta fan star r
13. The appeals filed by the appellant stand disposed off in above terms.

away2
(3r eia)

31gad (3r4tr - II)

ATTESTED

.h%
SUPERINTENDENT (APPEAL-II),
CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.

To,

M/s. Transindia Cinemas,

Screen Building,

Drive-In Road, Thaltej,

Ahmedabad

0
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Copy to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

2) The Commissioner, Service Tax ,Ahmedabad-.

3) The Additional Commissioner, Service Tax, Ahmedabad

4) The Asst. Commissioner, Service Tax Div-III, APM mall, Satellite,
Ahmedabad.

5) The Asst. Commissioner(System), C.Ex. Hq, Ahmedabad.
6) Guard File.
7) P.A. File.
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