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Passed by Shri Uma Shanker Commissioner (Appeals-II)

Arising out of Order-in-Original No STC/Ref/61Nista / KMM/AC/Div 111.16-17 Dated 25.07.2016. Issued

0 by Assistant Commr STC Div Ill, Service Tax, Ahmedabad

tT 31416Ffictf cfiT rfFf :q5{ -qm Name & Address of The Appellants
M/s. Cimpress Technologies Pvt Ltd Ahmedabad

za 3rah arr a rig al{ sf anfk sfra If@art at ar@la RR@fa m xl ~
aaa ?:--
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in

,, the following way:-

ft zyc, la yea viaa a74@l#tu nruf@raw nt 3r&ta-­
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal :-

fcm'r:T~.1994 cBI" 'cfRT 86 cB" aw@~ cITT -PJ-9 cB" "Cfffi cBi" \JJT~:­
, Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

-qftqi:r ~ -q\o "tTll=fT rca, Tr zca vi hara or@a nzaf@raw it. 2o, q #ea
zffua qr3us, #erut TT, 37ql3la-380016

0 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) ~~ cITT fcm'r:T~- 1994 cBI" 'cfRT 86 (1) cB" aw@ ~~
Plw11c1e1"1, 1994 cB" ~ 9 (1) cB" 3iafa ferfRa nrf ~:t'r- 5 -q 'EfR ~ -q cBI" \JJT
ft vi sr re fa srar a fag r@ha at nu{ it srat uRaii
ah a# a1Reg (a amfr uR if) at arrfa en i nznf@raw1 ar =qrufl fer

' t cfITT c5 rfWR'f ·Hl4G!Ptcb ~ ~ cfi" -'lllll4"to a zrzrafzR aa a aifha aa rr # xTi(l

if usi hara at ir, anti #t l=frT 3it amuzr Tzu if 5; 5 C1fflf m ffl cpl, t Jim ~
1 ooo / - i:ifffi ~ 611ft I uef hara #t l=frT, Glfl\n cJfl- l=frT 3it anun ra uif nu; 5 C1fflf m
50 C1fflf c'lcn if ill ~ 5000 / - i:ifffi ~ 611ft I "GJm~ cJfl- l=frT, GlfM cJfl- l=frT 3rR ~ lTTIT
~ ~ 50 C1fflf ma Gnat ? azi nT, 1000o /- i:ifffi ~ 611ft I

(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 accompany ed 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 amour:1t-of;·,:::.:,; >··.
service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the to:.i:,i:,n~qf;'.
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crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated PubljeSe$to..<ii
Bank of the place where the bench of Tribunal 1s situated. :,~ Si li}s:}V \" -E,\,\1
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(iii) fcrrl'm 37f@/fan, 1994 #6t rt es 4 u-rrii «i (2,) 3@T@ 3rcfrc;r ~

. Rmnra<al, 1994 $ fa 9 (2) aiafa Pffa mi ya.l -7 i al a raft vi Ura 'ffl[f

3Ti'.f<R'I., ~ B0llcf Wei; (31tfic;r) a amt ,Rd (OIA)( Urimfrf &h) it 'ru
3ngrl, aerra / q 3Jar 3reTT an a=€tuIr zyca, 3r4)Ru mnf@raw ct 3Tfcrcr;:r cl>'<"!
# fr a g arr?vr (oIo) <!ft mtl ~uAT ITTflT I

(iii) The appeal Linder sub section (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be
filed ih 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 b_e a certified copy) and copy of the order passed by the Addi. / Joint or Dy.
/Asstt. Commissioner or Superintendent of Central Excise & Service Tax (OIO) to apply to
the Appellate Tribunal. .

2. uenigtf@ra nrzurry yca arf@ram, 197s #l grii r lg[at-1 a siafa fefffa f;
arya pr 3er vi err qf@art a am2 #6 vR i:rx X'i 6.50 /- trn c!iT ~TIW! ~ fe.cnc
"fPTT °6FTT '<fl 1%-~ 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. far zge, sure zges vi arm 3pf)h1 nrnf@rant (arffeaf@en) fzara6ft, 4os2 i fla
\!Ci 3RT i«if@era ma#f atfRr aqr [nii a 3it 1f) zn 3TTcnfiTc'r fc1mr v!Tffi t I

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

4. tar gr;a, ace4tr 3uz ran vi Parat 3if1frufraw (a@la) h if 3rah hmain it
s4hr 3uTz Qr# 31f@1f721a, r&yy Rt nr 39n h 3iaafr(gin-2) 3f@1fer 2t(sty frif
29) fee+ia: c.s¢,y 5it #r fr 3f@1f7zua, r&&y # urt z3 h 3iuiaaraa f ara #t are &, ar
ff1a RR n± q4.zf@ arm aar 3rfarf&, rra f z nr 4 airfasar Rssha 3rhf@aear «fr
cJf en{~ ~•llJ :ff 3-Tftr<li rzt

ir,c:&:.!Ix(rnr !I_Fl ; 1Jci "Btli<ITT" m 3TrfJITT" ;n'f;rr fcric.r av gariiear nif@rr­
(I) en t1 &t 3ia feffa «nu
(ii) {i"cicfc @;Jlf mt rfr .rr$ ;Jffic'[ uftt
(iii) :fl~C: -;;ra:rr f.'l<l"J.ll'cff>fr ir, f.'l<fJ-1 6 m 3-i(]<lfil ~ {clfclT

es amrit aar uz fra nr h qua fdlzr (ai. 2) 3rRlf.i:n:rn , 2014 m 3-lm'lli :fr 1rcr f<ITT-ll
34r3)zr 4ff)nrhh are fa7ftrzrarr 3r5if tJcT 3[Cm;f q;f ffial .=i~ ~l.rf 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
06.08.20"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 Cenval 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
applicatioh · and appeals pending before any appellate authority prior to the
commencement of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.

4(1) zr iaa i, zu arr h uf 3qi If@raw s rarer sri green 3rzrur gr5 z1 <vs
fcrcnmrr ~ c=1rwr fcnv "JTi:r ·~ 'ili" 10% 2ya1arrw 3i szha avz fa1fer laa zyg er,
10% 2r=1arrr Rt snaar&I
4(1) In view of above, an appeal against this 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

V2(ST)154/A-11/2016-17

M/s. Cimpress Technologies Pvt. Ltd, 104, 201-204, 301-304,

Commerce House 5, Corporate Road, Prahladnagar, Ahmedabad (hereinafter

referred to as 'appellants') have filed the present appeals against the Order­

in-Original number STC/Ref/61/K.M.Mohadikar/AC/Di-III/2016-17 dated
25.07.2016 (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'); Appellant holds ST

registration No. AAMCS 1800 MSD002 w.e.f. 11.08.2015 as centralized

registration at above premises. Prior to this they were holding Centralised
registration in Name of Vistaprint Technology Ahmedabad and prior to that

they were holding single registration in name of Vistaprint Technology

O Vadodara.

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellants filed refund claim

under Notification 27/2012- CE (NT) dated 18.06.2012 read with rule 5 of
CCR, 2004 for. refund of accumulated and unutilized credit of Rs.

23,25,071/- on 31.03.2016 for period April-2015 to June-2015. Refund claim
of Rs. 12,24,525 as input service tax credit of Works Contract service (Rs.

9,41,741/-), General Insurance Service (Rs.2,28,984) and Event

management service (Rs. 53,760/-) was rejected vide impugned OIO on

grounds that these services are not utilized in core area of export.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellants preferred an

0 appeal on 04.10.2016 before the Commissioher (Appeals-II) wherein it is

contended that-
I. Condition /pre-requisite which is paramount importance for allowing

credit is that services should have been received for export and the

appellant should have suffered the service tax.
II. Works contract service is used for renovation and modernization of

existing premises which is used for export business. Only construction

service used in civil structure is excluded in exclusion clause of input
service definition. Event management service and Group insurance
services are admissible for credit as services used in furtherance of

business and exports. Insurance invoice is in name of appellant and
payment is made by appellant. Appellant relied upon CESTATA

judgment dated 29.03.2016 in case of FIEM industries Ltd. for group.±_\+. @Ne%
insurance issue.. "b} $ %?

±
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4. Personal hearing in the case was granted on 16.11.2016. Shri Manoj
Chandak and Shri Mitesh Jain, both CA, appeared before me and reiterated

the grounds of appeal. They submitted additional submission wherein it is

stated that Works contract service is used in modernization of premises
wherefrom export of out put service is undertaken. They submitted

judgment in case of M/s Red Hat India Pvt. Ltd and M/s Alliance Global
Services IT India Pvt. Ltd. in support of their contention. For event

management service they submitted judgment in case of Bank of Baroda

[2014-TIOL-2357-CESTATE-MUM]

DISUSSION AND FINDINGS

5. 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.

6. Refund claim on Works contract service is rejected on ground that is not

input service for providing service in terms of rule 2(1) of CCR, 2004.
Notification No. 3/2011-CE(NT) dated March 1, 2011, inter alia, deleted the
phrase 'setting up' and "activities related to business" from the inclusive part

of the definition.
e

7.1 Post facto April 1, 2011,"(1) "input service" means any service, ­
......................... and includes services used in relation to modernization,
renovation or repairs of a factory, premises of provider of output

service or an office relating to such factory or premises."

Hence, broadly, services relating to "setting up" of premises of provider of

output service and "activities related to business" is not be eligible for Cenvat
credit with effect from April 1, 2011. However, services relating to

modernization/renovation/repairs of premises of provider of output service is
eligible for Cenvat credit. Credits on input services which were in the nature
of business expenses are excluded. I find that works contract service used is

in nature of business activity and business expense for setting up new
premises. Moreover works contract service has no nexus with the out-put
service therefore credit is not admissible.

0

0

7.2 omission of word "Setting up" from definition clearly indicated that;j"3pRN
Government intention is to not allow credit of services utilized in initi~\'/~~<tt~1

establishing of business of service provider or manufacturer. once me : 1#· \ r·.a Jr
business is already setup, the services can bee utilized to modernize, repair\:i },----'. ·•· '- ..·;;/·"''
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0

and renovation. Set up means (a) to create the needed condition for
something (b)to establish or to create something (c) to put equipment in

particular place so that one can work. Here one should understand the

. difference between phrase "set up" (verb) and "setup" (noun). The verb "set ·

up" is preceded by "to", Iike "to set up" which means its activity (verb) done
on some object (noun). Here the activity of initial "setting up" i.e furnishing ,

installing furnishers, office movable infrastructure, electrification, civil

activity, net working .etc is done in premises. Once the office is setup, it can

later on or after some time be modernized, repaired or renovated. New

definition in 2011 has deleted only word "setting up" and other words
"modernization" , "repair" and "renovation" were still there post 2011.

Appellant purposely names its "setting up" activity carried out as

"modernization" to avail the benefit of service used in creating new

establishment.

7.3 I have perused the works contract agreement dated 01.05.2014

entered between Vistaprint Technologies, Vadodara and DTZ International

Property advisor Pvt. Ltd, Bangaluru. Agreement is for designing,

procurement and construction for leased premises at "Commerce House-5,
office No. 201, 202, 203, 301,302,303 & 304, Prahladnagar, Ahmedabad.

Works contract service is used in the "setting up of new premises" for
starting new unit in ahmedabad. Centralized service tax registration of this

newly set-up premises (Vistaprint Technogies, Ahmedabad) is taken on
11.08.2015 but before that business activity, including of export activity, was

0 undertaken from Vistaprint Technologies, Vadodara. Works contract expense

is incurred for setting up premises in Ahmedbad. Expense is of Rs.

12,33,33,960/- and it includes internal civil works, Electric works, Air
conditioning, Modular workstation, security system, Networking, Chairs, UPS,

Carpet, displays/soft furnishing, DG sets , consulting fees and Miscellaneous

expense

7.4 Input credit of service tax can be taken only if the output is a 'service'

liable to service tax or a 'goods' liable to excise duty. Since immovable
property taken on lease is neither 'service' or 'goods' as referred to above,

input credit of service tax paid to works contractor for "setting up" new

business premises cannot be taken. Works contract service has no nexus and
absolutely no relationship with the out-put service. Works contract service
undertaken by appellant is not covered under main 2(I)(I) definition part nor..-.
under inclusive part of definition. Moreover construction part 1.e civil pare/li7\»,
contract is seencay ecau4ea s tom the denotion. ' 4$fj j@]

1 !
35 I! j
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7.5 Appellant contention is that works contract service is used for
modernization of office is not tenable as modernization can be undertaken

where there is existing infrastructure and furnishing. Modernization refers to
a model of a progressive transition from a 'pre-modern' or 'traditional' to a
'modern' infrastructure and furnishing. In the instance case when leased

premises itself was devoid of internal infrastructure and furnishing, there is

no question of modernizing office premises. Switching over in a existing
premises from traditional infrastructure to high-tech mordent infrastructure is

a called modernization. Instance case is addition of new separate premises
(i.e premises of Ahmedabad) of existing unit of Vadodara but is not a case
of modernization of existing unit of Vadodara. New office infrastructure at

Ahmedabad added may be modern but it is not a case of modernization. It is

case of initial setting up of new premises at Ahmedbad. I find that it is simply

"setting-up" of new premises and said "setting-up" of new premises can not
be equated as modernization of office.

7.6 Moreover appellant has argued that works contracts service undertaken

for repair and renovation is eligible for input service in terms of CBEC Circular
No. 943/04/2011-CX dated 29.04.2011. I would like make a point that
"setting-up" is altogether different then "repair and renovation" as "repair
and renovation" can be undertaken only for existing infrastructure and
furnishing. Since the premises were newly furnished with office

infrastructure, the benefit of said circular can not be extended to the
appellant.

7.7 Appellant has relied upon Judgment in case of Red Hat India Pvt. Ltd.
[2016 (44) S.T.R. 451 (Tri. - Mumbai)] wherein it is held that Works
Contract Service used for construction service is only excluded and further it
is held that Works Contract Service used for "maintenance of office"
equipment does not fall under exclusion category in definition of input
service. Said judgment is regarding provisions of works contract service to
existing set-up premises of service provider. This judgment is of no use to

appellant because, in instance case, works contract service received by
appellant, is not used for "maintenance of office" but it is used for setting up
of new office and "setting up" work has been excluded from definition of
input from April, 2011. Not only "construction service" but all the services
used in setting up of office premises of service provider or setting up 0fg

factory is excluded from the input service definition. ,/:r.:~/....~.f:1'.-1Ec-~~~:;c/~.~7:,·,.··
• • {8. ·Sg»es

7.8 Appellant has also relied upon Judgment in case of Alliance Global ,s l
Services IT India (P) Ltd. [2016 (44) S.T.R. 113 (Ti. - Hyd) wherein if iN»,]

Ee?f@±s

0

0
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0

0

held works contract service credit is available on "repair and renovation" of

premises. Again this judgment is of no use to appellant because, in instance
case, because works contract service received by appellant is not used for

"repair and renovation" of existing premises.

7.9 In view of forgoing discussion I hold that Works contract service credit

is correctly denied in impugned OIO and consequently the refund of said
credit is not grantable.

8. Now I take up the issue regarding admissibility of credit on Insurance
service and event management service. Appellant has produced the

accounting before adjudicating authority and has never objected that said

service is not received and not used up in export of out-put service and has

not suffered tax. Only objection raised is that said services are not 'input
'

service" as per definition given in CCR, 2004. Said service are used up in
providing out-put service. If said services are not taken, then it will have

adverse effect on export business. Said services has nexus with the out-put

services therefore they are covered under rule 2(I)(i) and its inclusive clause

definition. Appellant have produced various judgments as stated above in
respect of above services in their appeal memo and during the course of
hearing. Said judgments are squarely applicable to appellant. Adjudicating

authority has never disputed the receipt and usages of services in export of
goods, therefore substantial benefit can not be denied merely because said

services has no direct nexus.with the out-put services. I hold that credit in
respect of said two services is admissible and consequently refund thereof.

9. In view of above, Appeal filed by the appellant is partly rejected in respect

of works contract services (Rs. 9,41,741/-) and partly allowed in respect of Event
management services (Rs. 53,760/-) and insurance services (Rs.2,28,984 ).

10. 3r41ai aarr a#Rt a{ 3rqt mar fart 3qi aha# fan sar ?&t
» a

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

sew?.
(3wr &is)

3ITTlcfc1 ( :3-ftfrRr - II)
.:)

ATTESTED

Mk
(R.l PATEL)
SUPERINTENDENT (APPEAL-IT),

CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.



To,

M/s. Cimpress Technologies Pvt. Ltd,

104, 201-204, 301-304,

Commerce House 5, 7

Corporate Road,

Prahladnagar,

Ahmedabad

Copy to:
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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.


