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FINAL ORDER NO. 50139/2026

Date of Hearing: 14.01.2026

Date of Decision: 21.01.2026
BINU TAMTA:
1. The Revenue is in appeal, challenging the order-in-original
N0.11/2016-ST dated June 3, 2016 limited to the rejection of the
demand for the extended period. Against the same order, the
respondent had filed an appeal before this Tribunal, being Service
Tax Appeal No0.52540 of 2016, challenging the imposition of service
tax during the normal period on the ground that IDP Education India

Pvt. Ltd. was acting as an ‘intermediary’ between the foreign



service providers, IDP, Australia as the students were recruited or
admitted by the foreign university which were recommended by the
appellant in India. IDP Australia gets paid by the Australian/foreign
universities and a share of that commission is given to the appellant
by IDP Australia. The Tribunal by Final Order No.51901/2021 dated
October 28, 2021 allowed the appeal holding that the Revenue has
not established that the appellant was acting as an intermediary
between IDP Australia and the foreign universities. The appeal filed
by the Revenue against the said order was dismissed by the High
Court on the ground of delay. The order passed by the Tribunal has
thereby attained finality. In view of the order passed by the
Tribunal, the issue stands decided on merits for the normal period
and as a result, the present appeal filed by the Revenue limited to

the invocation of the extended period does not survive.

2. The learned Counsel in support of his submission that once the

issue on merits for the normal period is settled in their favour, the

question whether extended period of limitation was invocable or not

becomes immaterial and has relied on the following decisions:-
“1.CCE, Indore Vs.M/s. Crompton Greaves Ltd.}

2.M/s. Shalimar Paints Vs. Commissioner, CGST?
3.M/s.KRN Alloys Pvt.Ltd. Vs. Commissioner of CGST>

4. M/s.Rajasthan Digital Tiles (P) Ltd. Vs.
Commissioner, Central Excise & CGST,Jaipur?

12016(9)TMI 280 (CESTAT- New Delhi)

22022(8) TMI 469 (CESTAT-Kolkata)

32024 (7) TMI 1454 (CESTAT- New Delhi)

* Appeal No.E/52473 of 2023 —Final Order No.50618-50619 of 2023 dt.8.5.23.



3. We, therefore, dismiss the Revenue’s appeal and uphold the
findings of the Adjudicating Authority in dropping the demand

towards the extended period.

[Order pronounced on 21% January, 2026]
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MEMBER (JUDICIAL)
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MEMBER (TECHNICAL)
Ckp.



