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~4"1<:>1cfictT cfiT rffl=f 'qcf "C!"ctT Name & Address

1. Appellant

M/s Roosh Bipinbhai Kalaria,
10, Kalaria House, 8. D. Patel Farm,
Opp. YMCA Club, Muhmatpura Garn Road,
Ahmedabad-380058

0

2. Respondent
The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division-VII, Ahmedabad
North , 4

th
Floor, Shahjanand Arcade, Memnagar, Ahmeclabad - 380052

al{ anfq sq oft 3mer a ari#ts arr aar & at as su 3rat a uf zuenRnf
fl gar ·gr rf@rrt st 3r4la zurgar are4a ugd a aar ?

Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application,
as the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way :

a7rd #al ar gterar snag
Revision application to Government of India :

() #tru4a zgca 3rf@fa, 1994 ctr l:TRT 3/ad Rt aar; lg rcii 6fR° i q@hara
l:TRT 'cfi)- UT-ntT a qrug siafa grteru an4a=a 3efl fa, ma nr, f@a
ian, lua far, ahsf #ifera, Rla cfl-cr «a, ir f, { Recht : 110001 'cfi)- ctr \Jlffi
fey y

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the
following case, governed by first proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid :

ii) zuf ma at gtR # mu ura ?ft zrf aarar fa#t ugrr zut 3rt aran
mt fh#Rt sent a mu sent m uara g mmf a, a fat osrr z suer # an±
cIB fcom cfihm14 if m fcom ·.:i0-sllllx if 61' -i=rrc;:r cJfl' >!fclJm cB" ~ ~ 61' I

(ii) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
warehouse or to another factory or f,r:.gITT_-~np,;:arehouse ~o another du:ing the course of
processing of the good~ in a warehouse<>-e1rJn,st0rictQfe, · hether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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(cB) 'l'fffif t ~~~ m ~ #~~ i:ix m ~ t fcJfrr:rrur #~~.~ ~ i:ix
~~cfi ~ cfi ~ # uf1" 'l'fffif cfi ~~~ "lJT ~ #~ t I

(A) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory
outside India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods
which are exported to any country or territory outside India.

(si) zuf gr«an r gram fg fa aa a ate (hr at per ao)) f.mm fcpl[f 7TtlT ~ "ITT I

(8) In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without
payment of duty.

3if nrar t Una z[ea #a 'T@R f sit sq@h Re rt c!5T ll--{ t 3jk hh arr?gr ail za
'cITT"f -qct frlwr gaRa rgaa, sr@ a rr Ra en- wm i:ix znrarfar #ffa (i2) 1998
'cITT"f 109 rr fgar fg T "ITT I

(c) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final
products under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such
order is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed
under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

k4ha ara zgca (rat) Pua4), 2oo1 fa o sifa Raff&e qua in gg-s # at
>lftn:rr if, )fa3rt uf om2 )faft 4h l=JRf cfi 'lfRR ~~ \[cf ~ ~ c!5T
err-err >lftn:rr cfi W~~ 3lTcfcR fcpl[f GI5IT alRe,1 Ur# mer arar ~- <ITT ~ <l5 3RfTffi 'cITT"f
35-~ #~ ~ cfi :f@A <l5 ~ cfi ~ t'r3ITT'-6 mC'fA al uRa 4ht et# afay 0

(1)

(2)

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified
under Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the
date on which the order sought to be appealed against is communicated and
shall be accompanied by two copies each of the 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It
should also be accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of
prescribed fee as prescribed under Section 35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major

. Head of Account.

RRua 3mdaa rt ugi ica vaaa va car ua aa an zt at u2 2oo/-- m 'TIBR
#l urg it usi via vana Garg k vnar "ITT m 1000/- c!5T tim=r 'T@R c!5T~I

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the
amount involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount
involved is more than Rupees One Lac.

9tr zgea, haalzyc vi ara 34tr Inf@rawmTI 3l'lfR;r:
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) aha Unga zca 3rf@fr, 4944 c!5T 'cITT"f 35-~/35-~ <l5 3Rf1@:

Under Section 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :~

'3cffl fc;i Rsta ~ 2 (1) en" if ~~ cB" 3wfTcIT al ar#ta, r8hatmm 'ffl,:rr ~
ab€ta snea zycrs vi hara 3ft#la nznf@raw (Rrec) at uf?a &fr; ffea,

- -=-rr== \
316l-lctlcillct if 2nd l=l'Tffi, ~§J-Jlcil 'J.fcR .~JrR~,,:tl(5J-Jc'il~lc'i -380004

0

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at 2nd floor,Bahumali Bhawan,Asarwa,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmadabad : 380004.
in case of appeals other than as mentior.ie<:l.-ir:i-.Rara-2(i) (a) above.a me,acre,
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in q1,.1adrupf.icate in form EA-3
as prescribed under Rule 6 of ·Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of
Rs.1,000/-, Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty I penalty/ demand
/ refund is upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form
of crossed bank draft in favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate
public sector bank of the place where the bench of any· nominate public sector
bank of the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated.

(3) zuf? zr or2r i an{ p am?iiathr ? at ,tap sitar a fg au a 4rat
~ ~ xf fcRrr Girt afReg z # sh gg fl fa far ua cJTT<T xf ffi c5 ~
zrenRenf 3n9ft1 mrzarf@rawat ya 3rfl at a€taa at va 3naaa fut Grr &p

In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0.
should be paid in the aforesaid manner notwithstanding the fact that the one
appeal to the Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As
the case may be, is filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of
Rs.100/- for each.

(4) ran1au ye 3rf@fa 497o zren isgitf@er cJfr gqPr-1 siafa feffRa fag srgia
3rraa ur e arr?r zunfef fofa qf@rant # am? ,as al ga uf cR xii.6.50 t@
qJJ urn1au ye feae an tr argy

One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the
adjournment authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed
under scheduled-I item of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended. ·

(5) g it if@ ma#i at friar ah a fruit #l 3it ft en 3naff fan Gt ? cit
tr zyca, at1 snra gc v hara ar@ha +rufeaur (arzuffafe;) Rua, 1982 if
Rfea 21

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter
contended in the Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure)
Rules, 1982.

(7) fir yca, ft sara zyca vi hara 3r4Ru maf@arr (frb), # uf st4ha a
TT afar id (Demand) gi is (Penalty) cpf 10% 1:J9 wt avar e4Raf ?rreif8,
sf@rasaqa "GfJ:fT 10~~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 &
Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

~~~'3fR~cfR"~ 3@1@",~"ITT1TT "~cITTl=JFf"(Duty Demanded) -
(i) (Section)~-1D%azauffaufr
(ii) Ruraa#z 2fez a67if,
(ii) @z#fee futit#fa 6#aa2a1fr.

Torr«iRa s4er ?ugkqfsar a6l gear a, srfte arfa«a4 k fa qffafurn?.

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty
confirmed by the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited,
provided that the pre-deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be
noted that the pre-deposit is a mandatory condition for filing appeal before
CESTAT. (Section 35 C (2A) and 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86
of the Finance Act, 1994)
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.

gr er?rkuf anf)a if@raur#a ssizea srraryesaaus f@4a[@a at atii fau mu zyeas
h 1omrarwsiszbaaaus fa ,r=aa ITT cfGf~w 1 O¾ 'W@H "Q"{ cfft 'GIT "flcPcfi WI

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty dem~tffil~;W,~~ey'duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is ih·qispat~J-<-%t
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F. No. GAPP L/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Roosh Bipinbhai Kalaria, 10, Kalaria

House, B. D. Patel Farm, Opp. YMCA Club, Muhmatpura Gam Road, Ahmedabad - 380058

(hereinafter referred to as "the appellant") against Order-in-Original No. CGST/WT07/

RAJ/93/2022-23 dated 29.04.2022 (hereinafter referred to as "the impugned order") passed by

the Deputy Commissioner, Central GST, Division VII,. Ahmedabad North (hereinafter
referred to as "the adjudicating authority").

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant are holding PAN No.

BILPK3292G. On scrutiny of the data received from the Central Board of Direct Taxes

(CBDT) for the FY 2014-15 and FY 2016-17, it was noticed that the appellant had earned an

income of Rs. 15,85,070/- during the FY 2014-15 and Rs. 15,95,513/- during the FY 2016-17,

which was reflected under the heads "Sales/ Gross Receipts from Services (Value from ITR)"

or "Total amount paid/ credited under Section 194C, 1941, 194H, 194J (Value from Form

26AS)" fled with the Income Tax department. Accordingly, it appeared that the appellant had

earned the said substantial income by way of providing taxable services but had neither

obtained Service Tax registration nor paid the applicable service tax thereon. The appellant

were called upon to submit copies of Balance Sheet, Profit & Loss Account, Income Tax

Return, Form 26AS, for the said period. However, the appellant had not responded to the
letters issued by the department.

2.1 Subsequently, the appellant were issued Show Cause Notice No. CGST/AR-I/Div

VII/A 'bad-North/52/Rush Bip/20-21 dated 26.09.2020 demanding Service Tax amounting to

Rs. 3,93,120/- for the period FY 2014-15 and FY 2016-17, under proviso to Sub-Section(])

of Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994. The SCN also proposed recovery of interest under

Section 75 of the. Finance Act, 1994; and imposition of penalties under Section 77(1 )(a),

Section 771)c), Section 77(2) and Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. The SCN also

proposed recovery of un-quantified amount of Service Tax for the period FY 2015-16 and FY
2017-18 (up to Jun-17).

2.2 The Show Cause Notice was adjudicated, ex-parte, vide the impugned order by the

adjudicating authority wherein the demand of Service Tax amounting to Rs. 3,93,120/- was

confirmed under proviso to Sub-Section ( 1) of Section 73 of the Finance Act, 1994 along with

Interest under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994 for the period from FY 2014-15 and FY

2016-17. Further (i) Penalty of Rs. 3,93,120/- was also imposed on the appellant under
sf3s\ Section 78 of the Finance Act, 1994; (6) Penalty or Rs. 10,O00/- was imposed on the appellant

;

0tU'' .•:,;i· ,-- \/~r\mder Sect10n 77(l)(a) and Section 77(1)(c) of the Fmance A_ct, 1994; and (m) Penalty of Rs.
k: « A& -Rs
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

10,000/- was imposed on the appellant under Section 77(2) of the Finance Act, 1994 for not

submitting documents to the department, when called for.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority, the

appellant have preferred the present appeal along with an application for condonation of delay

on the following grounds:

• The appellant is an individual and is engaged / employed / serves the country as a

cricketer / sports person.

• The appellant is a recognized cricketer and plays for the nation at various levels under

the recognized sports bodies of Gujarat Cricket Association and the Board of Cricket

Association of India and also filed their Income Tax Returns as "sports-person". The

said cricket associations have deducted TDS on the professional fees income under

Section 194J of the Income Tax Act, 1961.

• The income received by them as professional fees, but the same was exempted under

Sr. No. 10 of the Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, and hence, the

appellant had not paid any Service Tax. While playing for the nation, the appellant

never intended to evade any payment of taxes which were applicable to them.

• The appellant has provided reconciliation of their income shown in their 26AS with

applicability of Service Tax under Chapter V of the Finance Act, 1994, which is as

under:

FY 2014-15
Amount received from Amount Head of Income Explanation

(in Rs.)
Gujarat Cricket 4,54,200/ Professional Fees Exempted under Notification No.
Association 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.20 I 2 (Sr. No.

10)
The Board of Control for 7,05,736/ Professional Fees Exempted under Notification No.
Cricket in India 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 (Sr. No.

10)
Adidas India Marketing 2,91,667/ Sponsorship RCM applicable under Notification No.
Private Limited 30/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 (Sr. No.

3)
Total I 4,5 1,603/

FY 2016-17
Amount received from Amount Head of Income Explanation

(in Rs.)
Gujarat Cricket 6,01,600/ Professional Fees Exempted under Notification No.
Association 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 (Sr. No.

IO)
The Board of Control for 6,33,913/ Professional Fees Exempted under Notification No.

ha,, Cricket in India 25/20 12-ST dated 20.06.2012 (Sr. No.
v

5



F. No. GAPPL/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

10)
Reliance Industries Ltd. 3,60,000/ Employment Not taxable under Service Tax

Contract
Total 15,95,513/

• The appellant submitted that no SCN or OIO should be issued merely on assumption

and presumption. The same should be backed by facts and documents, which the

impugned order lacks. As the facts and documents that the appellant provided services

to recognized sports body in his individual capacity as a cricket player has not been

considered by the adjudicating authority and moreover no classification of service

provided by the adjudicating authority in the impugned order.

• The appellant submitted that ITR / 26AS cannot be considered as base document for

determining Service Tax liability. The appellant relied on the following case laws in

support oftheir arguments :

a) Kush Construction Vs. CGST NACIN, ZTI, Kanpur [2019 (24) GSTL 606
(Tri.AIL.)]

b) Quest Engineers & Consultant Pvt. Ltd Vs. Commissioner, COST & C.Ex.
Allahabad [2022 (58) GSTL 345 (Tri. All.)

c) Ganpati Mega Builders (I) Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Commr. Cus. C.Ex. & ST, Agra [2022
(58) GSTL 324 (Ti. AIL.)]

d) Hindalco Industries Ltd. Vs. CCE. Allahabad [2003 (161) ELT 346 (Tri. Del.)]
e) Alpa Management Consultant P. Ltd. Vs. CST [2006 (4) STR 21 (Tri. Bang)]
f) CCE Ludhiana Vs. Deluxe Enterprises [2011 (22) STR 203 (Tri. Del.)]
g) Raj Engineering Vs. CCE, Udaipr [2020 (37) GSTL 252 (Ti.Del.)]

• The SCN presumes that the difference in turnover is towards provision of service. It is
a settled law that no Service Tax liability can be fastened on any asseseee without

determining the classification of service further, once there is no allegation in the

Show Cause Notice based on which the demand is proposed then the demand cannot

be sustained. The appellant relied on the following case laws in support of their

arguments:

a) CCE Vs. Brindavan Beverages [(2007) 213 ELT 487(SC)]
b) Delta Enterprises Vs. CCE, Delhi (2018 (10) GSTL 392 (Ti- Del)]

• The appellant submitted that they should also get the benefit of small-scale service

provider under Notification no. 33/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, wherein Service Tax is

not applicable to services provided upto Rs. 10 lakhs. Hence, for FY 2014-15 the said

exemption should be available to them. The appellant submitted copies of Profit &

Loss Accounts, Balance Sheets, Form 26AS and Income Tax Returns for the FY 2013

6
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• Benefit of cum-tax under Section 67 of the Finance Act, 1994 required to extended to

them in case demand stands confirmed same shall be re-quantified after allowing the

benefit of cum-tax under Section 67(2) of Finance Act, 1994 as they have not

collected Service Tax from customers.

• For FY 2014-15 Apr-Sep period, the date of filing ST-3 return was 25.10.2014. The

five years for the same completed on 25.10.2019. Whereas, the present SCN was

issued on 26.09.2020, which is a period beyond the stipulated five years and thus, the

SCN was time barred.

• Mere invoking of the extended period without proper reasoning cannot be

substantiated. It is the legal burden on the authorities to prove that the appellant has

suppressed certain facts with willful intention to evade liability from the Tax

Department through legitimate proofs.

• They are not liable to pay Service Tax, therefore, they cannot be subjected to penalty

under section 77 and 78 of the Finance Act, 1994. Similarly, no interest under section

75 can be demanded from them.

4. On going through the appeal memorandum, it is observed that the impugned order was

issued on 29.04.2022 and received by the appellant on 12.07.2022. However, the present

appeal, in terms of Section 85 of the Finance Act, 1994, was filed on 07.10.2022, i.e. after a

delay of 26 days from the last day of filing of appeal. The appellant have, along with appeal

memorandum, also filed an Application seeking condonation of delay stating that the

appellant and his family had shifted from the residential address on which the letters, notices

and the subsequent order was send. Only the appellant's father was in contact with the new

owners of the residence to which the letters, notices and subsequent order was send. The

appellant had been travelling to various locations nationally and internationally for holidays,

training and playing matches at various levels. The last day of filing of appeal was

11.09.2022, however, the month of September being themonth for completion of Income Tax

returns and other statutory audits the appellant; his father and his Chartered Accountant were

busy in the same. Therefore, there is delay in filing appeal.

4.1 Personal hearing in the matter was held on 29.03.2023 and 19.04.2023. Shri Roosh

Kalaria, Appellant and Ms. Pooja Shah, Chartered Accountant, appeared for personal hearing.

The Chattered Accountant submitted relevant documents of income tax along with the



,
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F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

4.2 Before taking up the issue on merits, I proceed to decide the Application filed seeking

condonation of delay. As per Section 85 of the Finance Act, 1994, an appeal should be filed

within a period of 2 months from the dates of receipt of the decision or order passed by the

adjudicating authority. Under the proviso appended to sub-section (3A) of Section 85 of the

Finance Act, 1994, the Commissioner (Appeals), is empowered to condone the delay and

allow the filing of an appeal within a further period of one month thereafter if, he is satisfied

that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the

period of two months. Considering the cause of delay given in application as genuine, I .

condone the delay of 26 days and take up the appeal for decision on merits.

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, grounds of appeal, submissions

made in the Appeal Memorandum and documents available on record. The issue to be decided

in the present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority,

confirming the demand of service tax against the appellant along with interest and penalty, in

the facts and circumstance of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise. The demand pertains

to the period FY 2014-15 and FY 2016-17.

6. I find that in the SCN in question, the demand has been raised for the period FY 2014

15 and FY 2016-17 based on the Income Tax Returns filed by the appellant. Except for the

value of "Sales of Services under Sales / Gross Receipts from Services" provided by the

Income Tax Department, no other cogent reason or justification is forthcoming from the SCN

for raising the demand against the appellant. It is also not specified as to under which category

of service the non-levy of service tax is alleged against the appellant. Merely because the

appellant had reported receipts from services, the same cannot form the basis for arriving at

the conclusion that the respondent was liable to pay service tax, which was not paid by them.

In this regard, I find that CBIChad, vide Instruction dated 26.10.2021, directed that:

"It was further reiterated that demand notices may not be issued indiscriminately

based on the difference between the ITR-TDS taxable value and the taxable value in

Service Tax Returns.

3. It is once again reiterated that instructions ofthe Board to issue show cause notices

based on the difference in ITR-TDS data and service tax returns only after proper

verification offacts, may be followed diligently. Pr. Chief Commissioner /Chief

Commissioner (s} may devise a suitable mechanism to monitor and prevent issue of

indiscriminate show cause notices. Needless to mention that in all such cases where

the notices have already been issued, adjudicating authorities are expected to pass a

judicious order afterproper appreciation offacts andsubmission ofthe noticee. "

8
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6.1 In the present case, I find that letters were issued to the appellant seeking details and

documents, which were allegedly not submitted by them. However, without any further

inquiry or investigation, the SCN has been issued only on the basis of details received from

the Income Tax department, without even specifying the category of service in respect of

which service tax is sought to be levied and collected. This, in my considered view, is not a

valid ground for raising of demand of service tax.

7. It is also observed that the adjudicating authority has scheduled personal hearing by

specifying 3 (three) different dates i.e. 19.04.2022, 21.04.2022 and 25.04.2022 in the single

letter/ notice dated 07.04.2022. In this regard, I find that the adjudicating authority has given

three dates of personal hearing in one notice and has considered the same as three

opportunities. As per Section 33A(2) of the Central Excise Act, 1944, as made applicable to

Service Tax vide Section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994, when a personal hearing is fixed, it is

open to a party to seek time by showing sufficient cause and in such case, the adjudicating

authority may grant time and adjourn the personal hearing by recording the reason in writing.

Not more than three such adjournments can be granted. Since such adjournments are limited

to three, the hearing would be required to be fixed on each such occasion and on every

occasion when time is sought and sufficient cause is made out, the case would be adjourned to

another date. However, the adjudicating authority is required to give one date a time and

record his reasons for granting adjournment on each occasion. It is not permissible for the

adjudicating authority to issue one consolidated notice fixing three dates of hearing, whether

or not the party asks for time, as has been done in the present case.

7.2 In view of the above, I find that the adjudicating authority was required to give

adequate and ample opportunity to the appellant for personal hearing and it is only thereafter,

the impugned order was required to be passed. Thus, it is held that the impugned order passed

by the adjudicating authority is clearly in breach of the principles of natural justice. The same

is not legally sustainable on this count also.

8. It is observed that, the main contentions of the appellant are that the income received

by them was professional fees and the same was exempted under Sr. No. IO of the

Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012, and for the remaining income, they were

eligible for threshold exemption under the Notification No. 33/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012.

The appellant have submitted a Certificate dated 15.04.2023 issued by the Gujarat Cricket

Association (GCA) certifying that the appellant is a Cricket Player, who represents GCA for

various cricket tournaments.-------en,
-mo,, '
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8.1 On verification of the copies of Profit & Loss Accounts, Balance Sheets, Form 26AS

and Income Tax Returns for the FY 2013-14 to FY 2016-17, it is observed that the appellant

had received the income during the period FY 2013-14 to FY 2016-17 as detailed below:

(Amount in Rs.)

Financial Year Profession Fees from Other Income Total Income

GCA and BCCI

2013-14 2,27,063/- 6,81,667/ 9,08,730/

2014-15 11,59,936/ 4,25,134/ 15,85,070/

2015-16 16,94,225/ 0 16,94,225/

2016-17 12,35,513/ 3,60,000/ 15,95,513/

9. For ease of reference, I reproduce the relevant provision of Notification No. 25/2012-

ST dated 20.06.2012 as amended, which reads as under:

"Notification No. 25/2012-Service Tax dated 20th June, 2012

G.S.R. 467(E).- In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of

section 93 ofthe Finance Act, 1994 (32 of1994) (hereinafter referred to as the

said Act) and in supersession of notification No. 12/2012- Service Tax, dated

the 17th March, 2012, published in the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, Part

II, Section 3, Sub-section () vide mumber G.S.R. 210 (E), dated the 17th

March, 2012, the Central Government, being satisfied that it is necessary in

the public interest so to do, hereby exempts thefollowing taxable servicesfrom

the whole ofthe service tax leviable thereon under section 66B ofthe saidAct,

namely:

I...

2 .

10. Services provided to a recognisedsports body by-

(a) an individual as aplayer, referee, umpire, coach or team manager
forparticipation in a sporting event organized by a recognized sports
body;

(b) another recognised sports body;"

9.1 In view of the above legal provision, I find that the professional fees received by the

appellant from the recognized sports bodies of Gujarat Cricket Association and the Board 'of

Cricket Association of India related to match fees as a Cricket player and the said income was

10

0

0



·2a.·:
i'

0

F.NO. GAPPL/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

exempted under Sr. No. 10 of Notification No. 25/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012. The appellant are

not required to pay any service tax on such income.

10. As regards the remaining income of Rs. 4,25,134/- for the FY 2014-15 and Rs.

3,60,000/- for the FY 2016-17,I find that the appellant is eligible for benefit ofthreshold limit

of exemption as per the Notification No. 33/2012-ST dated 20.06.2012 for the FY 2014-15

and for the FY 2016-17, as their total taxable value ofservice during the FY 2013-14 was Rs.

6,81,000/- and during the FY 2015-16 was NIL, i.e. below Rs. 10,00,000/- which is

corroborated by various documents submitted by the appellant for the FY 2013-14 and FY

2015-16.

9. In view of the above, I hold that the appellant is not liable to Service Tax for the

income received by them during the FY 2014-15 and FY 2016-17. The impugned order

passed by the adjudicating authority confirming the demand against the appellant is not

legally sustainable on merits. Since the demand of service tax is not sustainable on merits,

there does not arise any question ofcharging interest or imposing penalties in the case. As the

matter is being decided on merits, the other contentions of the appellant regarding issue of

limitation is not being discussed.

10. Accordingly, I set aside the impugned order and allow the appeal filed by the

appellant.

0
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The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terrnsL~

. aAol
(Akhilesh Kumar) l e.,

Commissioner (Appeals)

Attested

tff
(R. C. Maniyar)
Superintendent(Appeals),
COST, Ahmedabad

By RPAD I SPEED POST

To,
M/s. Roosh Bipinbhai Kalaria,
10, Kalaria House, B. D. Patel Farm,
Opp. YMCA Club, Muhmatpura Gam Road,

11

Date : 25.04.2023._,$%,/e,
/· ":>:::;,

d

Appellant



F.No. GAPPL/COM/STP/2940/2022-Appeal

Ahmedabad - 380058

The Deputy Commissioner,
COST, Division-VII,
Ahmedabad North

Respondent

Copy to:
1) The Principal Chief Commissioner, Central OST, Ahmedabad Zone
2) The Commissioner, COST, Ahmedabad North
3) The Deputy Commissioner, COST, Division VII, Ahmedabad North
4) The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad North

(for uploading the OIA)
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