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F No. V227aBVRZNT

ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s Pruthwi Builders, 1* Floor, Markeling Yard, Gate No.2, Nr. Sejal
Clininc, Kodinar Dist - Gir Somnath (heremafter referred to as “appellant)
has filed present appeal against Order-in-Criginal No: BHV-EXCUS-000-JC-
002-2017-18 dated 17.04 2017 (hereinafter referred o as the "impugned
order’] passed by the Joint Commissioner, Central Excise, Bhavnagar
(herenafter referred to as the "lower adjudicating authority”)

2, Brief facts of the case are that the appellant was engaged in
providing services under the different taxable categones speciied under
Finance Act, 1994(hereinafter referred o as “the Act’) but were not paying
service tax on the value of services provided by them. The investigation
revealed that the appellant had provided services dunng the financial years
2013-14 to 2015-16 under the category of “Works Contract Service™ to
various Government Authorities and were not paying service tax. Show
cause notice dated 21.10. 2016 demanding service tax of Rs 1,00 44 493/-
under proviso to Section 73 (1) of the Act. Show Cause Notice was decided
by the Adjudicating Authonty vide impugned order wherein service lax
demand of Rs.1,06 29 588/- was confirmed under Section 73 of the Finance
Act, 1984 alongwith interest under Section 75 of the Act and IMposing
penalties under Section 77(2) and Section 78 of the Act,

3. Being aggneved with the impugned order. the appeliant preferred the
present appeal contending that,

SN
(i) The Appellant have executed works contracts received from the local
authorities, education institutions, and governmental authorities like Gujarat
Council of Elementary Education; Agricultural Produce Market Committes
(heremafter referred fo as "APMC”) Kodinar Nagarpalika, Una Nagapalika
and Road & Building Department of Junagadh Distnict Junagadh: that none
of these service receiver has utihzed the services for commercial activities:
that they are submitting details of services and service tax calculation as per
Annexure 'F'; that services provided by them are exempted under
Notification Motification Ne 25/2012-5t dated 20062012 (hersinafter
refarred fo as “the said notification”) till 28.02 2016

() The amount of service tax due in respect of works camed out for
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Junagadh Agricultural University(JAU) has already been deposited by the
appellant though service tax has not been received by the appellant from the
JAU and hence considering the bonafide of the Appellant No penalty was
imposable; that JAU 15 admittedly Educational institution not engaged in any
commerce, industry or business or profession, that civil construction works 4
for JAU was in the nature of Civil Structures and pre-dominantly for use
other than for commerce; that exemption scheme has undergone change
with effect from March, 2016 and appellant was not aware of the said
change, that negohation and LOI for the works of JAU were done prior o
01.03.2016 1e. before the change in the provisions,; thal appellant made
efforts to recover the service tax payment from the JAU which was not
accepted by them, that therefore inspite of non recovery of service tax from
the JAU they have paid the dues; that they submil copies letlers issued to
JAU for such liablity: that JAU refuses to bear the incidence of service tax till
date; that this establishes their bonafide belief that services were exempted
and no service tax was payable by them, that invocation of larger period and
penally under section 78 5 not justifiable

(iil) The work contract services was provided to APMC Veraval during 2013-
14 to 2015-16 towards construction of shop cum Godown, paver block
floonngs well as office building under Work order NO.84/2014-15 dated
25.12 2014, that appellant was under bonafide impression that payment of
service tax was exempied and hence not paid by them: that APMC is a
committee  constituted under the provisions of the Gujarat Agricultural
Produce Market Act. 1963 with the objective of regulating marketing of
agriculture produce; that the provisions of this act clearly laydown that
APMC is in the nature of governmental authonty and all notified agricultural
commodities are legally required to be bought to the market yard of such
APMC for being sold | that it i1s not in dispute that APMC Veraval is a
Governmental Authonty, thal market fees and license fees collected by
APMC would not alter the public function camed out by the APMC, that
charging stich amounts from the farmers or agricullunsts would not render

the public function and activities of APMC to be 'Commerce and "business
that

vl Construction Services for construction of Vendor Market and Fish
Market are provided to the Kodinar Nagar Palka and Una Nagar Palika

which are Local authoriies in the nature of Self Governing Bodies and not
indulged in Trade or business activity though lrade or commercial activities

4 of 14



F No. V2I2T5/BVRR201T

are carried out at Vendor Market or Fish Markel, that the services rendered
by Appellant to Nagarpalkas and not to the general public. that both
Nagarpalikas are Sell governmenl bodies as contemplated under the
constitution of India and hence exempted from payment of service tax that
CBEC vide Circular No. 80/M10/2004-5T dated 17.09.2004 clanfied that
generally government buildings or civil constructions were used for
residential, office purposes or for providing civic amenilies and such
constructions would not be taxable unless they were for commercial
purposes like local Government bodies getting shops constructed for letting
them out, Appellant referred case law reported as 2013 (29) STR 391 in
respect of Mfs. East Coast Construction & Industnes; that it was their
bonafide belief that no service tax was payable by them being service
provided to these Palikas and hence extended period can not be invoked in
their case and No penalty was imposable under Section 78 of the Act

(v) The construction services for Gujarat Council of Elementary
Education were exempt from payment of service tax because the Council is
a body constituted for imparting education and the construchon services
were also for class rooms and school infrastructure; that work orders issued
by the Council reveals that the constructions were for class room and
upgradation of school infrastructure and hence no further documentary
evidence was required to establish the nature of the construction

(vi The Road and building department of Junagadh Distnct is a
department of the State Government and therefore any construction service
rendered in favour of such Government Deparfment was exempt from
payment of duty, adjudicating authonty has nowhere held that the Appellant
was liable to pay service tax for services provided to the R &B Department,
which is a clear error on his part. Similarly the Commissionerate of Health,
Gandhinagar is aiso a Government depariment. and therefore any
construction service rendered in favour of such govermment department
would not attract hablity of service tax; that work order issued for works of R
& B Department as well as the Commissionerate of Health by the Chief
Engineers of the State of Gujarat and therefore it was an admitted fact that
the appellant has executed the works for the state government department;
that Appellant executed work of construction of Helipad, construction of
quarters for Deputy Collector as well as the judicial officers of the state
government, leveling work of ground for Mahila Sammelan, Aluminum
Section of window at Una Court Building at Una and other such works for
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various government Departments.

{vi) Demand of service tax was wholly time -bared as no ground or
reason is given by the Jomt Commissioner for upholding invocation of the
larger period of hmitation. Appellant relied upon the Hon'ble Supreme
Court's decisions in the case of Mis. HMM Lid- 1985(76)ELT 487 (SC), Mis.
Cosmic Dyes Chemical- 1985 (75) ELT 721 (SC) and M/s. Rajbahadur
Narayansingh Sugar Mills Ltd — 1956 (88) ELT 24 (SC) to submit thal the
Revenue must show as to which of the elements the assessee was guilty of
to invoke larger period of limitation; that balance sheet being public
document any demand raised on the basis of information appearing in the
balance-sheet afler nvoking extended pencd of limitation was illegal
because the allegation of suppression of facls cannot be mad when same
information was appearng in a public document like the balance-sheet of
the asseesee. Appellant relied upon the decision of Hon'ble CESTAT in the
cases of M/s. Hindalco reported as 2003(161) ELT 346, M/s. Kirloskar Oil
Engines Lid- 2004(178)ELT 998 and M/s Martin & Hanss Lab Ltd
[2005(1B5)ELT 421; that case of willful misstatement or suppression of facts
would have been there if information called for is given wrongly or not
disclosed to the authority which is not the case in the matter, that Appellant
relied upon the decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Mis.
Padmini Products and M/s. Chemphar Drugs reported as 1989(43) ELT
195(SC) and 1588 ELT 276 (5C)

~

' Ef-.-“-‘“i'.
{wvi) No interest under Sechion 75 was payable by them as there 15 no |
short payment of service tax in their case, that No penalty was imposable

upon them as there was clear doubt aboul service lax liability on part of the
appellant; that it was not a mandatory condition that an adjudicating
authority has to impose penally equal to the amount of service tax
confirmed, that no penalty could have been imposed In view of the Section

80 of the Act; that matter of penalty 1s governed by the principles as laid

down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Mis. Hindustan Steel
Limited reported as 1978 ELT(J159), that No simultanecus penalty under

Section 77({2) can be mposed for same offence.

4 Personal heanng in the matter was attended by Shn Amal Dave
Advocate and Shn Aditya Tripathi Advocate on behalf of the Appellant. Shn
Tripathi reiterated the grounds of Appeal and submitted that extended penod
s not applicable and demand is time barred, that APMC does nol engage
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tself in commercial activity and hence no service tax was payable | that
APMC is Government undertaking that CESTAT in vanous cases have heid
that APMC is constituted for charitable purpose and no service lax 15
payable for construction services provided fo them, that construction

services provided to unwversity is not taxable

FINDINGS

5. | have gone through the facts of the case impugned order, appeal
memorandum and wrtten as well as oral submissions made by the
Appellant. The issue to be decided in the matter 15 whether services
provided to varous government agency by the Appellant are exempled
under the Notification 25/2012-5T dated 20.06.2012 or not.

B | find that Notification Mo, 25/2012.-5T dated 20.062012 was
amended by Notification 06/2015-5TR dated 01.03 2015 wherein items (a)
(¢) () of Entry 5r No.12 was omitted with effect from 01.04 2015 Relevant

portion of the notification reads as under -

“12  Services provided lo the Government. a local aulhonty or a
governmental authority by way of consfruciion, erection. COMISSIonNGg,
mstalfation, completion, fitfing owl, repar, mantenance, renovalion, or
alteralion of -

[*fomitted we f 01.04 2015)
j&) a ol structure or any other orginal works meant predominantly for
use ofher than for commerce. industry, oF any olher businoss or profession;

]

i) a historical monument, archaeological site ar remains of national
importance, archaeslogical excavalion, or antquily specified under the
Ancient Monuments and Archaeclogical Sttes and Remains Act, 1958 (24 of

1858),

[*omitted w e f. 01.04 2015
‘o) a structure meant predominantly for use as (i} an educational, (v} a
climical, or i) an art or cltural establishment. |

i'd) canal, dam ar other irmgabon works,

el pipeting, condurt or plant Tor (i) water supply (i) wates Ireatment, or
(i) sewerage treatment or disposal, or

[iomitted w e . 01.04 2015)
i aresidential complex predominantly meant for self-use or the use of
their employees or other persons specified in the Explanation 1 1o clause 44

of section 658 of the said Act ]

6.1 | further find that Entry No.12A is inserted by Notification 9/2016-5T
dated 01.03.2016 which reads as under -

T oof 14

-E;"“,..'r |~.

o
-~



FNo V22TEBVRZOT

‘fiv)  after entry 12, with effect from the 1st March, 2016, the following
entry shall be inserded. namely -

124, Services provided fo the Governmenl, a local authority or a
governmental authorily by way of construchon. erechion, commissioning.
installation, completion, ftling oul, repar. mainfenance, renovalion, or
alteration of -

{a) a civil structure or any other ongmal works meant predominantly for
use otfher than for commerce, induslry, or any other business or profession;
ik} a shructure mean! predominantly for use as (i) an educational (i} a
climcal, or fm) an art or cultural establishment. or

el a residental cormplex predominantly meant for seif-use or the use of
thewr employees or other persons specified in the Explanation 1 lo clause
{44) of section 65 B of the sand Act

urder a confract which had been polered il prior to the 1st March, 2015
and on which appropriate stamp duly, where applicable, had been paid prior

lo such date :
provided thal nothing contamed in this enlry shall apply on or after the

1st Apni, 2020,

62 Simultaneous reading of above provisions stipulates that exemption
covered under clause (a), (c) and (f) at Sr No.12 of the said notification was
withdrawn with effect from 01.04 2015 except where contract has been
entered into prior to the 1% March. 2015 where appropriate Stamp Duty had
been paid. | find that it 1s not in dispute in respect of Agreements and
Contracts entered into with Junagarh Agncultural University were entered
into after 01.03.2015, therefore, taxability and lability of the Appellant is not
in dispute. "

Pt~
6.3 The Appellant has contested services provided to APMC  Veraval in
respect of “Construction of RCC Road and Construction of Shops cum
Godown, Paver Block Flooring™ as per Work Order No.84/2014-15 dated
25122014 | find that adjudicating authonty at Para 3.4.3. has discussed
the matter and cbserved that there is no mention. in the work order, of
construction of RCC Road and confirmed the service tax demand on
construction of Shops cum Godown, paver block flaoning and office Building
| find the Appellant has not come out with any documentary evidence to
show that how APMC is government authority and how Shops and Godown
was not meant for Commercial Activities!! | find that the adjudicating
authority at Para 3.4.3 has observed that APMC is not a Government
Authority and not set up with 50% or more participation by way of equity or
control of the Government. | find that appellant has not come up with any
evidence to counter the observations of the Adjudicating Authonty. The
Appeliant has argued that APMC does statutory function and is in the nature
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of local authority or a Governmental Authonty and constituted for regulating
marketing of agricultural commadities and hence its functions are other than
commerce, industry or business. | find that Notification 25/2012 -5ST dated
20.06.2012 refers exemption only for Government Authorty carrying out
functions entrusted to municipality entrusted under Article 243W of the
Constitution. | find no reasoning advanced by the Appellant to justify that
activities of APMC are covered under Article 243W of the constitution. | find
that facilitation of markeling activiies by APMC is for the furtherance of
course of farmer's business and commerce and does not cover the functions
entrusted to municipality under Article 243W of the constitution. The
condition stipulated in the notification s in respect of tunchions entrusted
under Article 243 VW which have to be for the purposes other than commerce
or industry and hence the Appellants relying on the Hon'ble CESTAT's
decision in the case of M/s. A B Projects P Litd reported as 2017(5) GSTL
185 (Tn-Mumbai) s not comect | find that the said decision can not be
made applicable n the present case as the matier in said decision was
pertaining to the penod prior to 01.06 2007 and no issue relating to
exemption under Notification 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 was discussed
in thal case Similarly, services provided to APMC Kodinar for construction
of office building. gown, compound wall etc does not fall under the purview
of exemption Notification 25/2012-ST dated 20.06 2012 | am therefore of
the considered view that Appellant is liable to pay service tax on the
services provided to APMC.

6.4 Appellant has also contested the service tax liability on services
provided towards construction of Fish Markel and Vendor Market to Una
Nagarpalika(work order dated 12.01.2015) and Kodinar Nagarpalika (work
order dated 20.02.2015) on the grounds that these being local authorty not
engaged in commercial activity | find that the appeliant has not produced
any evidence o prove that the said complexes were for the purpose of
soveregn/ public use having no commercial consideration n it by the
service receiver. Mere fact that, the service recipient 1s an government
institute, itself does not automatically or by default come out of ambit of tax
hiability. The appellant has not come up with any legal backing or any explicit
provision which grants exemption from payment of service tax when
services provided to such an institute As discussed in foregoing para
exemption is available when services are provided in respect of functions
entrusted to Municipality under Twelfth Schedule of Aricle 243W. The
adjudicating authorty in his order nghtly observed that the intended purpose
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of vendor market as well as of fish market is commercial. | also find that
CBEC vide circular No. B0/10/2004-5T dated 17 092004 has explained that
if constructions are for commercial purposes, such activity would be
commercial and builder would be subject to service tax. Relevant portion is
reproduced below: -

132 The leviability of service tax would depend primanly upon whether
the bufding or ol struclure s ‘wsed or (0 be used' for commerce or
industry. The information about this has o be gathered lrom [he approved
plan of the building or civil construchion. Such consiructions which are for
the use of organizalions or instihutions being estabizshed solely for
educational,  religious, charitable, heaith.  saniabon or phlanthropic
purpases and nol for the purposes of profit are nof taxable, being non-
commercial i nature. Generally, govermment buidings or civil construchons
are used for residential office purposas or for providing civic amenibies.
Thus, normally govemmmenl construchions would nol be taxable However, i
such constructions are for commercial purposes ke local govemment
bodwes getting shops constructad for lelting hem oul,_such activily would be
coymmercial and budders would be subjected o service 1ax

133 iIn case of multi-mepose bwmldings such as  residental-cum-
covmvmercil construchon, lax would be leviablo. in case such immovabie
propery 15 lreated as a commercial property under the locatmumcipal
laws ~

{Emphasis supplied)

65 The appellant has nol produced any counter evidence lo prove that
Markets constructed by them are not exploited as market and are only
facilitation points at large provided by the Nagarpalikas. Therefore, | do not
find any infirmity in the adjudicating authonty's decision on this ground

UM

e

7. | find that adjudicating authority has confirmed demand of service tax
on the services prowided by the Appellant in respect of (1) Construchion of
Garden and Compound wall to the Una Nagapalka (work order dated
03.03.2015 (i) work relating to maintenance and repairs of Public Health
Centre(PHC) and Community Health Centre (CHC) (i) Construction of
Helipads (iv) Construction of Residential Quarters (iv) Ground Levalling
Work (v) Aluminum Section of Window at Una Court Building (wi) Repairing
work of Mamlatdar Office at Una & Kodinar on the grounds that work orders
are issued after 01.03.2015 and exemption was not available under Clause
12{a) or Clause 12A of the Notification | find that entry Sr No 12 (a) of
MNatification 25/2012 -3T dated 20062012 provides exemphion 1o services
provided to government. government authonty and local self government, in
relation to a historical monument, archaeological site etc, canalidam/
irrigation work or pipeline etc . Entry 5r No.12 s reproduced for the sake of

CONVENIENCe: -
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"12. Services provided o he Governmen!, a local adthorily of a
governmental awthonty by way of conslruction, erachion, COmmiSsIong.
installation, completion. fttng oul, repay, mainfenance. renovalion, of

altevabion of -

(al*
(B} a historical monuwment, archaeological site or remains of nalional
importance, archaeological excavation, or anfiguily specified under
fhe Amcierd Monumanks and Archaedlogical Sies and Remains Act,

1958 (24 of 1958),

fel®
(i} canal dam or other irrigalion works,

fe) pipehing, conduit or plart for (1) water supply (i) waler treatment, or
(i} sewarage reafment or disposal o

(/
(* amited we f 1 4.2015)

7.1 | find that appellant has not disputed the adjudicating authroity's
findings that exemption are not covered under Entry Sr No.12A as no
contracts/ agreement are entered info by them prior to 01.03.2015. The
Appellant has argued that they have provided services to the state
government department, however not explained that how exemption is
available to the specihic services provided by them. | find that the services
provided by the appellant to various authorities are not covered under
clause (b), (d) or (e) of entry Sr No.12 as discussed above and therefore |
do not find merit in the appeal made by the Appellant. |, tharefore hold that
Appellant 1s liable to pay service tax on the services provided by them being
nol covered under the entry No 12 of the Exemption Notification
No 25/2012-ST dated 20 06.2012

€

8 The Appellant has submitted that the service of construction of
Classrooms provided to Gujarat Council of Elementary Education is
exempted as the Council 15 a body constituted for imparting education, and
no further evidence is required to establish the nature of construction 1 find
Appeliant falled to justfy how services are exempted under Notfication
25/2012-5T dated 20,06 2012 as discussed in Para above

9. Appellant has conlested imposition of penalty under Section 78 of the
Act in respect of service tax demand towards services provided to Junagadh
Agricultural University It 15 argued that exemption was withdrawn on
01.03.2015 as against their work order dated 20.03.2015 and agreement
made on stamp paper on 089.03.2015 | find that the appellant has paid
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service tax and contested imposition of penalty on the ground that though
the Agreement dated 08 03 2015 and Work Order is dated 20.03.3015, LOI

and negotiations were being done prior to such amendment. In this regard |
am of the view that Notification had already been ssued on 01.03.2015 prior
to their agreement dated 08.03 2015 and work order dated 20.03.2015. The
appellant 15 required to follow the self-assessment procedure after March
and was to pay service tax in Apnl, 20156 or much there after. They are
required to know the relevant provisions prevaiing at the time of legal
undertaking and subsequent self assessment of service tax. The appellant
was undertaking numerous activities in big way and now cannot hide behind
the reason that they were unaware of the provisions. | find that Partner of
the Appellant whose statement has been recorded is also Holding Diploma
in Civil Engineer and is well versed with the provisions of law, | find that the
agreement 1s made after the penod of 10 days from issuance of notification
and work order is accepted by the Appellant after 20 days of the Notification

It is not the case that Appellant has not accepted the work order or refused
to challenge the agreement in the event of change of provisions.
Acceptance of work order implies thal the pnce is accepted by the Appellant
after the new provisions came into effect |, therefore, do not find any merit
in Appeliant's submission that no penalty was imposable in respect of
services provided to Jumagadh Agncullural University with effect from
01.04 2015 where agreement is entered into after 1 32015 i
91. The Appellant has contested wvocation of larger pernod and
imposition of penalty under Section 78 on the ground that the Balance Sheet
is 8 public document and Audil of the unit was being carried out by the
department and hence there was no case of suppression of facts with
malafide intent on ther part As discussed in foregoing para that the
provisions were notified on 01.032015 and they signed agreement on
09.03 2015 and work order was finalized on 20032015, however, the
appellant continued provisioning of services and (without charging service
tax ) in 2015-16 also and had not pay service tax in F ¥ 2015-16_ It is highly
unacceplable and beyond logic to believe that the department will read
balance sheet of each and every assesse even though their Balance Sheet
where information is shown by the assessee in Balance sheet not provided
by the assessee o know non-payment of service tax  The appellant has also
contended that extended penod of five years cannot be invoked in their case
as there was no malafide at theirr end as they believed that they were not

liable to pay service tax and also because no tax was recovered by them
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from the service receiver. | do not find any merits in the contention of the
appellant. Merely because they have not collected service fax on the
presumption basis, it can not and does not justify their bona fide. lgnorance
of law can not be made base for the purpose especially when the appellant
is undertaking huge chunk of government work orders valuing in crores of
rupees translating into well established business entity for long penod of
time. Further it is not the case that the same was intimated to the
department in any manner. Had the department not intiated the
investigation, non payment would not have been detected and revenue loss
to exchequer was at stake. Hence, the Department was justified in invoking
extended period of limitation,

6.2 In light of the above, | hold that extended period of hmitatlon was
rightly invoked and this act of suppression of facts and non payment of
service tax with intent to evade rendered Appellant liable for imposition of
penalty under Section 78 of the Act and hence penalty imposed in the
impugned order is justified. | therefore, upheld the imposition of penalty
under Section 78.

10. As regard imposition of penalty under Section 77 of the Act, the
appellant pleaded that they are not liable to penalty under Section 77 of the
Acl. 1 find that it is a fact that the appellant has wrongly assessed the service
provided by them resulted in short payment of service tax and contravention
of provisions of the Act. Adjudicating authonty, while imposing penalty also
recorded that Appellant failed to file correct 5T-3 Returns while imposing
penalty of Rs. 10,000/~ under Section 77 of the Act. | therefore hold that
penalty imposed under Section 77 in the impugned order is correct, legal
and proper

101 As regard waiver of penalty under Section 80, a bare reading of this
provision would show that the onus s upon the appellant to prove
‘reasonable cause” Tor this failure. The appellant has not shown that there
was any reasonable cause, which nccasioned them to make non payments
of service tax. The turnover of the appellant 15 substantial and even if they
had any doubt regarding the levy of service tax, they could have and should
have inguired from the depariment, which was not done in the instant case.
The appellant had suppressed the vital fact of providing taxable services
right from the beginning with intent to evade the payment of tax. Therefore, |
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hold that the benefit of Section B0 of the Finance Act, 1994 is not extendable
to them. As discussed, ignorance of law and presumption of non taxability 3

i

can nol come to their rescue. | rely on the Order passed by the Hon'ble e
CESTAT. Chennai. in the case of TVS Motor Co. Lid. reported in 2012 (28)

S.T.R. 127 (Tri. - Chennai), held as under:

“43. So far as ground of no penally advanced by learned
counsel is concermed there is nothing on record to show thaf
the appellant avoided its Fabiidy bona fide when i is an
gstablished business concern with wvasl expenence in
application of provisions of Finance Act, 1994 its retums did
not disclose bona fide omission. Rather facts suggest that
knowable breach of law made the appellant to suffer
adjudication. Accordingly, no immunity from penally s
possible to be granted on the plea of fax comphances made
which was found lo be a case no payment of tax on the
impugned services provided durning the relevant penod.”

10.2 Considering above facts of this case, | hold that the present case
does not merit invocation of provisions of Section 80. |, therefore reject the
request of the appeilant as devoid of ments

11, In view of the foregoing discussions and findings, | reject the Appeal
filed by the Appellant and uphold the impugned order

te.t  Hdrwwdl 2y Ew A A A @ P sudes Al @ B e g

11.  The appeal filed by the Appellant stands disposed off in above terms

o = e
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HrgE (3dEH)
By RPAD
= - B8 I L -
M/s Pruthvi Builders, Awd g faema
1% Floor, Marketing Yard, gl AR
Gate No .2, i . _
Nr. Sejal Clininc, ArEfear e, AT A 3
Kodinar AN Foilfersh & 9,
Dist - Gir Somnath  FfEet fEreer- weery
Copy to:-
1; The Chief Commissioner, GST & Central Excise, Ahmedabad Zone,
Ahmedabad.

2 The Commissioner, GST & Central Excise, Bhavnagar
Commissionerate, Bhavnagar

3. The Assistant Commissioner, GST & C Excise Division, Junagadh,

4 Guard File.
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