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314161¢ctT cpT -=rrr ~ ~ Name & Address of The Appellants
M/s. Amneal Life Science Pvt Ltd Ahmedabad

za 3r4la am? sige at{ sft anf Ufra nf@rt at 3rat RRfa var
x=fcpfil t:-
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to tt1e appropriate authority in
the following way :-

ft zrc, la yea vi ara a4lg =nznf@raw at 3r@Ga­
Appeal To Customs Central Excise And Service Tax Appellate Tribunal:-

fcrah:r~.1994 ctI" 'efRf 86 cfi ~ ~ cB1" R9 cfi Lffff ctI" ulT "flcITTfr:­
Under Section 86 of the Finance Act 1994 an appeal lies to :-

-qftqs, ~ ft Rt zcn, Ira zrea vi hara 3r4l#ta rznf@era 3i. 2o, q ea
t51fft-lc<il ¢tql'3°-s, 'lfmOfr ~. 316'-lc\l~lc\-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) 3ra)ala qznf@raw at fa4tu 3rf@rm, 1994 ctI" 'efRf 86 (1) cfi ~ ~ ~
Plw11c1<>11, 1994 cfi ~ 9 (1) cfi ~ ~ cITTi:r ~.tr- s ar uRit ii #t uJT
aft vi sr er fGr or?g # f@sg 374l 6 n st 4Rj
a#Gr afe (G a gas 7fa ,R 3hf) al merfr en i mruf@raur al nrft fer
%, crITT d fa ndc~a 2ta #a .--llilJc\'to a zrra fhzr n aifha aa yrs # q
lf ugf hara at mi, an 6t iT 3fR wrrm ·TIT u4fat 6q 5 ala zu Ga a % cl6i ~
1000/- #ha waft ztftt ui aran 6t mi+r, ant al in 3fR wrrm ·Tzn Gfn T; 5 Garg zuT
50 Gila a gt at nu, 500o/- i:ifR:r ~ m-i'r , Ggi aran Rt i, an at nit 3fR wrrm TI<TT
if nT; 5o la ut 3qt uurat & ai 5I; 1ooo/- #ta 35ft zft

(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 crossed
bank draft in favour of the Assi§_ta1:1-t-R,.~gl~trar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of
the place where the bench o1jTrib'.qn.c3.l'.j~,~i,tL!.ated.-9--,­
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(iii) .fcm'm~.1994 cB1" cTRT 86 cB1" ~-cTRT3TT ~ (2~) cfi 3TT'flIB 3Tcfrc;r mrJcn'<
PJ;qJ.11c1e>1l 1994 <fi frrw, 9 (2~) <fi 3TT'flIB f.iclfur 'CJTT+l ~.ir.-7 if c#r \i'JT "ff<fi1fr 'C[ct \fficfi m~
~,,~~~ (3Tcfrc;r) cfi~ c#r~ (OIA)( ~ xf~~ "ITT111) 3ITT" ·~
3IT2gr7, GTzIh 1 ~ 77GT 3IeraT Ao a€hr ala zyc, 37flt1 nnf@rawr at 3rdaa aa
fer ha g; arr (olo) at uR 3uf stf I

(iii) The appeal under sub section (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be
filed 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. zrrizjtf@era urzaraazl yca 3,f@,fzm, 1975 cB1" Will ~~-1 cfi 3TT'flIB Reiff fag
3IT Gr 3mgr vier If@rant a 3net at ,R q 6 6.50/- t)ir cpf .-llllllC'lll ~~
"C'J'1TT fflf ~ 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. v4tar zge, sur zycans vi hara 3r4it nrmf@raw (arffafen) Rrr4al, 1982 # aff
'C[ct 3r1 Piaf@er mIcai #at aR@faa crrc;r miTT ctr 31N 'lfr ant 3naff [hut Grat ?j

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 ra, hsc4hr 3eurz In vi hart 3r4arr 1If@raUT (#4a) gfc=t 3Nlm hmraii
hctzr3ear er;a 3@)era,&y Rt 't..lffi 3.l3Cfi h3iii fa#zn«in-) 3/f@)fua 2&(2y st+isn
29) Raia: c€..2&y si Rt fa4rzr 3#f)fr#, &&y r at 3 h3in #ara ast aftafra, err
ffr a{ qa-rf sare3farfk, ara fszarr 3iiis#t~~~~'{ITT}"

c.ff cJiW~-t~ c'I" ~

a-&hr 5eu ere canra h 3iaiiaan far arz gas" ifr anfa?
(i) arr 11 8 h 3iaur ffa «ma
(ii) rda # a a naa uf@

(iii) rd smr fern1rah h fra 6 m- 3-ic=rat=f ~ ~

<=:> Jrm ~~@~Fon~ mum- IDcl'tTfo, fcml<r ctt. 2) 31f@1fra, 2014 m- .3-fKJ=a:rqa fsf
3r41arr uf@arth+qrRanftzrarr 35#f "Qcf 3-TTfR;r en)-~;;,ti"~ 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.

0

0

-.4(1) In view of above, an appeal ag;ii,fnstAhis-~ojde~ shall lie before the Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demande.4fw6e"refduty dr:duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in disrb\-!t~! , i,"l I·'ho > 'ts¥; 1 /

-s-<- ,

4(1) zif ii, sr 3mar h ufa 3rd mf@raur hmar szi arcs 3rzrar area zsr avs
Rtc11Ria ~arCF1TcJT fcrnJ°CJTQ"~~ 10% 271nru 3#t srzihaus Raffa ta auz h
10% 2ratuRtsr raft
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ORDER IN APPEAL

F.No.: V2(ST)47/A-II/2016-17

0

0

e.'..- . ·.a%M/s. Amneal Life Scien@es'Pvt. Ltd., 'Plot No.15, 16 & 17, Pharmez,
Special Economic Zone, Sarkhej-Bavla National Highway No.SA, Village
Matoda, Tal. Sanand, District Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as

'appellants') have filed the present appeal against the Order-in-Original
:.:

number SD-04/Ref-41/AK/2015-16 dated 14.03.2016 (hereinafter referred

to as 'impugned order') passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Service Tax,

Division-IV, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as 'adjudicating authority').

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellants are a unit in

Special Economic Zone, engaged in the manufacture of pharmaceutical

products and is holding service tax registration no. AAGCA9685CSD001. The

appellants are a functional unit under Pharmez, Sarkhej Bavla National
Highway No. 8A, Village Matoda, Tai. Sanand, District Ahmedabad and are

registered with Office of the Development Commissioner, KASEZ, Ministry of

Commerce, Ahmedabad.

3. The appellants had filed a refund claim amounting to 5,55,828/- on
16.09.2015 under Notification Number 12/2013-ST dated 01.07.2013 for the·

period January 2015 to March 2015 with the Assistant Commissioner of
Service Tax, Division-IV, Ahmedabad. On scrutiny of the refund claim, some ·'
discrepancies were noticed in the refund claim and accordingly a query
memo dated 05.11.2015 was issued to them. The appellants, vide letter

dated 23.01.2016, submitted their repiy along with supporting documents.
. . ..

Finally, the adjudicating authority, vide the impugned order, rejected an

amount or 3,98,642/- out of total refund claim of ~ 5,55,828/- on the

ground that the service categories of 'Management Consultant Services and
Business Auxiliary Services' were not found in the exempted list of services.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned orders the appellants have preferred
the present appeals. Regarding the rejected amount, stated the appellants,

the only ground of the adjudicating authority is that the 'Management

Consultant Services' and 'Business Auxiliary Services' were not found in the
exempted list of services. The appellants argued that they have been
claiming exemption from payment of Service Tax on various taxable services
including 'Management Consultant Services' from inception till 18.11.2013.

They have enclosed the copies of list of taxable services approved by the

Development Commissioner, Kandla Special Economic Zone vide letters
dated 05.07.2010 and 18.01.2012. In both the lists, the 'Management
Consultant Services' had been approved. During these periods, the

appellants were allowed to either claim ab-initio exemption from payment of (\~- __
Service Tax by following procedures of Form A-1 and A-2 or claim exemption ~---·-
of Service Tax paid ~y:;f~~/,n~]9!iJ;.,:such taxable services used for authorized

' ". · · .......-------........._:_.
operations. However/affertbe, introduction of Notification number 12/2013­

. . ' . .
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ST dated 01.07.2013, the appellants had approached the Development

Commissioner, Kandla Special Economic Zone for obtaining approval list of
taxable services being used/ proposed to be used by them for authorized
operation. The' Development Commissioner, Kandla Special Economic Zone
had referred their application to Unit Approval Committee. The said Unit

Approval Committee revised the list of taxable services vide letter dated
19.11.2013 and reduced the list of taxable services from 91 to 60 by

superseding all the earlier list of taxable services approved by them.

Accordingly, The Ministry of Commerce & Industry, Department of Commerce
issued the revised list excluding 'Management Consultant Services' and
'Business Auxiliary Services'. The appellants pleaded that they have paid
Service Tax to the service provider and claimed the refund which should be
allowed to them irrespective of whether such service is included in the list of
taxable service approved by the Development Commissioner/ Unit Approval

Committee or otherwise. Further, the appellants informed that vide letter

dated 23.03.2016, the Development Commissioner, Kandla Special Economic
Zone approved all the 93 authorized services and hence requested to
sanction the refund claim. They further added that the Service Tax authority
cannot raise any right to retain such money with the Government where such
tax was not payable by the appellants.

5. Personal hearing in the matter was granted and held on 05.07.2016
wherein Shri Pratik R. Mehta, Manager Corporate Affairs, appeared before me
and reiterated the contents of appeal memo.

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. I find that the adjudicating
authority has rejected the refund claims on the ground that the service
categories of 'Management Consultant Services and Business Auxiliary
Services' were not found in the list of approved services for authorized
operation. In the Notification number 12/2013-ST dated 01.07.2013 it is
mentioned that "for the purpose of claiming exemption, the Developer or Unit

of SEZ shall obtain a list of taxable services as are required for the
authorized operations (referred to as the 'specified services' elsewhere in the
notification) approved by the Approval Committee of the concerned SEZ",

The adjudicating authority has mentioned that the service of 'Management
Consultant Services and Business Auxiliary Services' are not included in the

list of the approved service produced by the appellants at the time of filing
the refund claim. Since, the service utilized is not included in the list of the
approved service; the refund of Service Tax on this invoice is not admissible.--"E,I find that for claiming refund under Notification"number 12/2013-ST dated
01.07.2013, inclusion of the service in tfe6rovedtist of the services for

l tc· > / ,. ; · / \ ~-: · ·•
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the authorized operation is a mandatory condition. The contents of paragraph

. I·

3 of the said notification are pastid below;

(3) The procedure for claiming exemption from levy of service tax

by the service provider to SEZ unit/developer is as follows:

a) The list of services used in the authorized operations should

be approved by the Approval Committee of the department.

b) SEZ unit I developer should apply in Form A-1 a declaration

along with the approval list of services to the jurisdictional

Division Office.

0

c) The Division Office based on Form A-1 declaration authorizes
SEZ unit/developer in Form A-2 to procure services without

payment of service tax.

d) A quarterly return in Form A-3 is required to be filed by such

SEZ unit/developer with the Range office.

e) In case if the SEZ unit /developer fails to use the listed

approved services procured without payment of service tax for

authorized operations, they need to pay to the government the

service tax to the extent of exemption claimed along with

interest.

Hence, as per the above clause, the refund claim is not admissible as

Management Consultant Services and Business Auxiliary Services being not
approved by the UAC at the relevant time. However, along with the appeal
memorandum, the appellants have submitted a letter of approval issued from

O file number KASEZ/DCO/II/03/2009-10 dated 23.03.2016 from the Jt.
Development Commissioner (i/c), Kandla Speacial Economic Zone,
Ahmedabad. Vide the said letter, concerned authority specifically approves

the entire list of 93 authorized services and the same is valid with

retrospective affect. The content of the said letter is reproduced as below;

"........ The Competent Authority (Approval Committee of Zydus­

sector specific-pharma-SEZ) in its 16 meeting held on 17-11-2011
had already approved a default list of 93 specific services which is
enclosed herewith, as required by the applicable CBEC Notification

in force from time-to-time.
Further, the Approval Committee for Zydus-Pharmaceuticals-SEZ in

its 34" meeting held on 10-03-2016 has clarified that the said list

of '93' authorized services already approved on 17-11-2011 is

deemed to be valid-allalong and will continue till any other decision

taken by the p%royalcommittee".
!f J!l , . ; \-E; I$ co
\ks9 e:;
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The above letter is very clear that the Approval Committee had approved the
said list of 93 specified services on 17.11.2011 and is treated to be valid all
along (i.e. from the date of its approval) till any other decision is taken. In
view of the above, as per sub-rule (3)(a) of the Notification number

12/2013-ST dated 01.07.2013, the appellants are eligible for refund of ~

3,98,642/- which was rejected by the adjudicating authority vide the

impugned order.
7. In view of above, I set aside the impugned orders to the rejection part
of the refund only and allow the appeals filed by the appellants.

.l'COMMISSIONER (APPEAL-II)

CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.

ATTESTED

·9\
(s. DUA?
SUPERINTENDENT (APPEAL-II),
CENTRAL EXCISE, AHMEDABAD.

To,

M/s. Amneal Life Sciences Pvt. Ltd.,

Plot l\lo.15, 16 & 17, Pharmez, Special Economic-Zone,

Sarkhej-Bavla National Highway No.8A,

Viliage Matoda, Tal. Sanand,

District-Ahmedabad 382 213

Copy to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

2) The Commissioner, Service Tax, Ahmedabad.
3) The Dy./Asst. Commissioner, Service Tax, Division-IV, Ahmedabad.

4) The Asst. Commissioner(System), Service Tax Hq, Ahmedabad.

sf6era rte.
6) P.A. File.
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