
NA1ON  dfAX 
"IlMARKEr 

:: .iiqi (ii4.*i) T T q'i.3I , 3fl T:: 

0/0 THE COMMISSIONER (APPEALS), GST & CENTRAL EXCISE 

Jc1'q fT1  ttr 2d Floor, GST Bhavan 

R' / Race Course Ring Road 

uic*"k I Rajkot— 360 001  

Tele Fax No. 0281 —2477952/2441142 Email: cexappeaIsrajkotgmail.com  

       

31/'I$csi/ 

Appeal /File No. 

V2/1 85/BVRJ2OI8-19 

r3TTr / 

0.1.0. No. 

03/SERVICE TAXIDEMAND/18-19 

  

Date: 
8/2/2018 

U 33Tl.tsii(0rder-ln-Appea1 No.): 

BHV—EXCUS-000—APP-230-20 19 

3iricl/ 25.09.2019 
Date of Order: 

'jI' c4 r -i I 
Date of issue: 26.09.2019 

fti?r4ti, 3iI..ctc1 (.3iL1{), l cI1lcf I 

Passed by Shri Gopi Nath, Commissioner (Appeals),Rajkot 

T 31'Tt31Id/ '11C1 3lI4cl-c1/ ,4i4ct1/ 3ivictci, bø-cl4 .ic'lIc I/c1.-c uc1cHc4,.(, 

t1e11k / olid-io1dI/ 'tIId 'flI' T31tTTIr: / 
Arising out of above mentioned 010 issued by Additional/Joint/Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise/ST / GST, 

RajkotlJamnagar/Gandhidham 

j 3fl1qd & MI1ctl1 T1lH vai /Name & Address of the Appellants & Respondent :- 

Mis. Madhavi Ghanshyam Lakhani, 2296/49, Nalanda Tenament Hill Drive, Bhavnagar-364001. 

t 3T(3Ttf't) afft '* a1-oi1l1lti ciN .jii [11FF /  3T4r iii ]/ 
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in the following way. 

ftii 1ot' , c'-ilc i#' V ciiq' 3l'tZr .IjquI * 3TtFr, tiT jc  1e 3Il1Tcr 1944 i Rr 35B 
i3FTV 1j3t1, 1994 *rtnT86 *rarrII/ ' 

Appeal to Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 35B of CEA, 1944 / Under Section 86 of the 
Finance Act, 1994 an appeal lies to:- 

cdOj Jc-4Io1 aI IT iIRT 3c4i6.1 1e4' P 3T?tiT oi'('l t 1T c  

The special bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No.2, R.K. Puram, New Delhi in all 
matters relating to classification and valuation. 

.iilçi '.tic.t 1(a) dçIR 1V 3ltft(t 3TRTT lt ft 31'M tti IifZI jc'll lc'4' P Nt 31tThT 1fltDT 
(1Z) 1ZI4T , cf,tc 9, -jic'1 3f 5tiIIc oo?l i1l1eifr  EIT1V  Il 

To the West regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at, 2ld Floor, Bhaumali 
Bhawan, Asarwa Ahmedabad-380016 in case of appeals other than as mentioned m para- 1(a) above 
3Tt iniT UT s 3Tttr wr  i Iu o-i c'ic, (3st)_iic, 2001, 1i 6 3TT 

*?r S' EA-3 1T ii.ii 'tiifv I oI 3c'116 lo'l *r 
lI4 i7r3it JIIU t1tT 5 c.3U. T[31 5 e3i 1VZII 50 c'tI1 "iv i3{TT 50 etI 't.9V 311i 

,d1T: 1,000/- t/l, 5,000/-  -ir 10,000,'- r 1t't*1Fr .ioii zlt .tio.i i  1rt*I'Fr r 
iiif(1ci 31ThT 1b51UT t  *1i4 Ili.t i ITr 4, CCttI siI t1,c1 
c1Nj 1oi ollolT EIT1V I ilci IW * l 3t lii 5'loll tlT1V i1I R1Tt 3Pfl oi.lIIi'M°l lII lId 

I ZTW 3TlT (t 3ith) 1  nri i TTT 500/- V sr rft -n sii if 

The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in guadruplicate in form EA-3 / as prescribed under Rule 6 of Central 
Excise tAppeal) Rules 2001 and shall be accompanied against one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 
1 000/- Rs.0W/-, Rs.I0 000/- where amount of duty demand/interest/penal'y/refund is upto 5 L.ac., 5 Lac to 50 Lac and 
a'bove 50 Lac respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in favour ot Asst. Regjstrar of branch of any nominated public 
sector bank of the place where the bench of any nominated public sector bank of the place where the bench of the Tnbunal 
is situated. Application made for grant of sthy shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 500/-. 
314t1.?PT ogioi1i)q,ui 1T 3TW, d 311, 1994 4lT Ri 86(1) t 3i9T qqt 1i0ic'I'l, 1994, 5 fai 9(1) 

i PT S.T.-5 *t lT *4'I ii  ar r , i.4) 
MJ-lllld oll 911V) 3ft .14l lT Pi i 1W, ,15I 0Icl,t t â1Id ,sie1 t  ITiT 3l 

u arr, 5 rr atii i[, 5 .  T 50 cijs  jq  3tTT 50 eliel .v 31r TT: 1,000/ 
 5,000'- 3iPlT 10,000/-  r rft pir ii t iIi +ti.i i IftMr t1Fr 3Pfl?fZT 

.-.jji)q,uj l TTT 5J4Ct,  I,+l'l li cmu ..,ij ciiu 1'ii olloll 

I *ii1I1d i4-e. r * r 3T lRT - &ioii T11V 1i T1-r 3T4tiZr r'zrinWlr 1 TRT 11CI I 2iaioi 31Tkl 

( 3i*) r ftv 3flT 1TT 500/- TTt T fi1IiT r 'io1 ii f 

The appeal under sub section (1) of Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994, to the Appellate Tribunal Shall be ified 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 I<s. 
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 more than five lakhs but not exceeding Ra. Fifty Lakhs, 
Rs.10,000/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lalths rupees, in the 
form of crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place 
where the bench of Tribunal is situated. / Application made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.5001-. 
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fj 1994 *r cj 86 t3-tlRr3Ti(2) (2A) 3lt ti  rTft 31'IlT, i11oioic, 1994, 9(2) 
9(2A) dc1 S.T.-7 11T Tt f 3t14  314F, ic'1IC, 3T1T 3TFt (3Ttt), JZT 

c4i c,ii tnfr 3nr r r1zif  t (3r e i1 o11d 6'kll i1v) 34t 3nr C,cflU ioq, 3ITf 3TTT 
4N'fc1, 1ZT ic'-II 1c'*I 3Tt'frT 4IJ1''I 3iTT c 'Mol T r ?,I i11 31T1 1 11 iiT 

.teldo1 "(o I / 
The appeal under sub section (2) and (2A) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be filed in For ST.7 as prescribed 
under Rule 9 (2) & 9(2A) of the Service Tax Rules, 1Q94 and shall be accompanied by a copy of order of Commissioner 
Central Excise or Commissioner, Central Excise (Appeals) (one of which shall be a certified copy) and copy of the order 
passed by the Commissioner authorizing the Assistant Commissioner or Deputy Commissioner of Central Exdse/ Service 
Tax to file the appeal before the Appellate Tribunal. 

3c'-H aQI 3T() 3tiJ iciic., 3T11T 1944 
r tTRr 35 3tP, 5ft*r 3f1r, 1994 rw 83 WIt t o*t  , 

3i q, 5 10 (10%), r fiI?,ci , r 
i fciii , i 11TWi .jflV, i 1TT 39t ao fi 1lol oic 3Tfr T 3uI1 tI 

3c4t, ie t 3{lT "J4 IV dIC ' fd  fli 
(i) tlRrll 3tJ- 
(ii) 11-O t   ó4ç$ 

(iii) J-1IS1,HIcicIfhi,46 
- ru T1l1T frfl.l ( 2) 3lfIñ[ 2014 3TRT f  3l4ZI ITfTt 

jd1 j'j d)I/ 
For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 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, 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, provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would be subject to a ceiling of Rs. 10 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 

- 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. 

W *,tq,it qrjv ji.i: 
Revision appli'ation to Government of India: 

31Tf T q1jVT rIl t11cl dtiei) ticJ   3ti1r, j994 *r TRT 35EE 3J 
31 IR19 .t1'1'k, 'TTTT 3Tt ii i-o iw, tft cto1 N 1'i J-, 
110001, 1ii iIo1I T1VI / 
A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Government of India, Revision Application Unit, Ministry of 
Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,, Parliament Street, New lJelhi-110001, under Section 
35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35B ibid: 

J-lIe n11I1 ,HlJ k ii'i -ci fl lt(JlJ-i i I .31 
iioI ?4If fI Qjdoj 4T .ui 

1il'I  rr ¶  li d-flel o11k1 dlk4lcl II 
In case of any loss of goods where the lss occurs in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to another factory or from one 
warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a 
warehouse 

a4iojil ,   1 al *rJriI / ' -' 
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. 

jc"41 Th:'-q, T WfL! 1o1I rITTfr aii I / 
In case of g'ods exported outside India export to Nepal or"Bhutan, without payment of duty. 

c4Iceoj 

oI1d3l1r (r.2), 1998rVm109  
qrgTftr1  TTI/ 
Credit of any duty allowed to be utiliyed towards payment of excise duty on final products under the provisions of this Act 
or the Rules made there under such order is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under 
Sec. 109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998. 

-ri 3{IT *1 t EA-8 ft t - ii (3r) So-uci, 2001, jid- 9 3tlIT 
1;1?,  ', 33Tkr iui * 3 ii 3f1 ir .nII 'tii1v I 34 3tTT * TT TI 3TTT 3I4h 3ITkf r 

t 'iiio4 l*I t ic'-lle,  3dlir, 1944 *t 1TU 35-EE ci5ct I.*ft t3{TZPf R1T 
TR dIo1TI/ -, 

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. 

ii1v I 
iieii  200/-rTf1i V3 ielj'l C'3j '9) -iiif 

1000 .1IQ I 
The revision applicition shall be accompanied by a tee of Rs. 200/- where the amount involved in Rupees One Lac or less 
and Rs. 1000/- where the amount involved is more than Rupees One Lac. 

r 3ukr  3TTfr r .tieiir w 1    r iti rr Iit ,,tjii i 
 V fTqt*,I Vii1  3iii1q.ui P3l  V3ffãii 

iiirii I / In case, if the order covers various numbers of order- in Original, fee for each 0.1.0. should be paid in the 
aforesaid manner, not withstanding 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. I lakh fee of Rs. 100/-for each. 

(E) 1c* dl1r, 1975, 3-I 31l .t*lI r 
-4I1Ic4-1 1e ,ftrriT'1oii TfVI / '" " 
One cop'of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjudicating authority shall bear a court fee 
stamp of Rs. 6.50 as prescribed under Schedule-I in terms of the Court Fee Act,1975, as amended. 

(F) RT .c-'-iic. cIIctt 3tlWTzr ii1lut (q,i  ?) Icic', 1982 19rlT t  3r II1TR '-flJtd) 
'li(d1lc1 q,ol qic1 ii'I t 311T -oIi 3Il'aicI 1i 1lcl t / 

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. 

3r 3P4'M'tzr i1't'i. i1 1Iti'r ct, 19T 3i1T icloicii TIT(t I, 3T4Tt ¶1Tftt1 eic 

to filing of appeal to the higher appellate authority the appellant 

(G) 



Appeal No. V2/185/BVR/2018-19 

ORD-IN-APPFAL:: 

Ms. Madhavi Ghanshyam Lakhani, 2296/49, Nalanda Tennament, 

Hill Drive, Bhavnagar-36400 1 (hereinafter referred to as "appellant") was an 

associate of M/s Herbalife International India Pvt. Ltd., Bangalore (hereinafter 

referred to as 'Herbalife') filed an appeal against 010 No. 3/Service 

Tax/Demand/2018-19 dated 30.07.2018 (hereinafter referred to as "the 

impugned order") issued by the Assistant Commissioner, CGST, Division, 

Bhavnagar-I (hereinafter referred to as "the adjudicating authority"). 

2. Briefly stated that, during the course of investigation carried out by the 

DGGSTI, BZU, Bhopal, it was revealed that the appellant had not paid service 

tax on the services provided by them to Herbalife. The above acts of the 

appellant culminated into issuance of Show Cause Notice dated 03.05.2018 

which was confirmed by the adjudicating authority vide 010 No. 03/Service 

Tax/Demand/ 18-19 dated 30.07.20 18. Feeling aggrieved, the appellant filed the 

present appeal, interalia, on the following grounds: 

(i) that discounts of various types paid by M/s Herbalife (i.e named as 

commission e.g. commission, profit/wholesale, split commission, incentives etc.) 

in respect of the goods purchased from M/ s Herbalife, directly by the appellant 

and indirectly by the downline and upper line matrix of associates is as per the 

agreement. The commission earned is in relation to sponsorship of products of 

M/ s Herbalife like displaying the name of the company, its logo, displaying its 

different products, holding events, seminars etc. The purchased goods are liable 

to Sales Tax under the Sale of Goods Act and the amount of VAT/ Sales tax has 

already been mentioned with discounts in the invoices. The whole marketing 

matrix is controlled and managed by M/s Herbalife and the discounts on the 

products is also determined by M/s Herbalife. The said discounts are receipts of 

the associates. 

(ii) the amount earned from M/ s Herbalife is covered within the definition of 

Sponsorship Service as per Section 65(99a) of Finance Act, 1994 and is a 

'Taxable Service' as per provisions of Section 65(105)(zzzn) of Finance Act, 1994. 

As per Notification No. 30/2012-Servcice Tax dated 20.06.2012, the said 

receipts are sponsorship income and service tax will be applicable on reverse 

charge basis and according M/ s Herbalife are liable to pay service tax on reverse 

charge b N 
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Appeal No. V2/185/BVR/2018-19 

(iii) extended period has been invoked for period of 5 years even when there is 

no fraud, collusion etc. 

(iv) levying penalty u/s 77 is not justified. 

(v) penalty u/s 78 of the Act is not justified as there is no wilful evasion or 

intention to evade tax. 

3. Personal hearing in the matter was granted on 03.09.20 19. Shri P.M. 

Bhayani, Chartered Accountant appeared for the hearing on behalf of the 

Appellant. He reiterated the written submissions of appeal memo for 

consideration. 

4. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the impugned order, 

appeal memorandum filed by the appellant and written as well as oral 

submissions made by the appellant. The issue to be decided in the present 

appeal are: 

(i) whether the appellant (service receiver) is liable to pay service tax 

amounting to Rs. 24,19,756/-. 

(ii) whether Herbalife is liable to pay service tax under reverse charge 

mechanism. 

(iii) whether interest is chargeable under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 

1994. 

(iv) whether penalty u/s 77 and 78 of the Act are imposable upon the 

appellant. 

5. During the course of investigation carried out by the DGGSTI, BZU, 

Bhopal, it was revealed that the appellant was an associate of Herbalife since 

2012 and was involved in business of sale of Herbalife products and recruitment 

of associates for Herbalife; that the business involved two types of work namely 

(i) Team building and (ii) product sale to customer. Team building was meant to 

introduce fresh associates called down-line associates with Herbalife, and 

accordingly the appellant was working as millionaire level associate since 2013. 

The role of the appellant was to motivate people to join the firm and sell the food 

supplement products of Herbalife, for which the appellant got commission from 

associates. Further, the appellant functioned as an associate for sale of food 

supplement products of Herbalife. Such services provided by the assessee to 

M/s Herbalife fall under the category of 'other than negative list' and was 
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therefore leviable to Service Tax. 

6. The appellant has contended that the nature of service provided by them was 

covered under 'Sponsorship Service' as defined under Section 65(99a) of t1e 

Finance Act, 1944, therefore as per Notification No. 30/2012-Servcice Tax datec 

20.06.20 12, the said receipts are sponsorship income and service tax will be 

applicable on reverse charge basis and accordingly M / s Herbalife are liable to 

pay service tax on reverse charge basis. 

In this regard, I find that the appellant is one of the independent 

distributors of M / s Herbalife and received commission for promoting, marketing 

and selling the goods produced by M/s Herbalife. After examining the rules 

and regulations for sales and marketing of the products, I observe that the 

appellant vide their submission dated 17.05.2018 to the adjudicating authority 

at para no.3 has submitted that "they have received commission income from 

the company as per the agreement and as well as the rules framed thereunder by 

M/s Herbalife. The commission earned by the member are clearly defined 

in the agreement." They have further submitted that, anangement to earn 

income as a sponsor as per agreement is as under: 

i) You can earn money by sponsoring someone who either sells Herba life 

products or purchases them at a discount for their own or household 

use and 

ii) You can earn money by selling Herbalife products that you buy at a 

discount. 

iii) You cannot earn money simply for recruiting or sponsoring someone 

(means without above event). 

On going through the above, I find that as per the agreement of the 

appellant with M / s Herbalife the appellant has to sponsor/ recruit someone and 

sell the product. They cannot earn commission by simply 

recruiting! sponsoring someone. Thus, the plea of the appellant that the services 

provided by them is sponsorship services and therefore, M/s Herbalife is 

required to pay service tax under Reverse Charge Mechanism is not acceptable. 

6.1 Further, from the submissions made by the appellant, I infer that, 

M / s Herbalife raised bills on the sale of products to the appellant (distributors) 

by raising sale invoices and charges value added tax on them. The appellant did 

not,4 .separate sale document in respect of subsequent sales made by 
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Appeal No. V2/185/BVR/2018-19 

them and did not charge sales tax/VAT on such sales and thus, they acted as a 

commission agent on behalf of M/s Herbalife by promoting their products. Thus, 

I conclude that the services provided by the appellant to Herbalife is covered 

under the category of 'other than negative list' and the appellant is required to 

pay Service Tax on the income earned by them. 

7. Further, I find that with effect from 01.07.2012, the term "service", has been 

categorically defined in clause (44) of new section 65B inserted in Finance Act, 

2012, and the same reads as under:- 

"Section 65 B (44) "service" means any activity carried out by a 

person for another for consideration, and includes a declared service, 

but shall nOt include - (a) 

an activity which constitutes merely, - 

(i) a transfer of title in goods or immovable property, by way of 

sale, gift or in any other manner, or 

(ii) such transfer, delivery or supply of any goods which is deemed 

to be a sale within the meaning of clause (29A) of article 366 of the 

Constitution; or 

(iii) a transaction in money or actionable claim; 
,, 

Section 66B reads as under: 

"Section 66B: There shall be levied a tax (hereinafter referred to as the 

service tax( at the rate of twelve per cent on the value of all services, 

other than those services specified in the negative list, provided or 

agreed to be provided in the taxable territory by one person to another and 

collected in such manner as may be prescribed." 

8. I find that, the definition takes within its ambit only activity carried on by 

a person for another for consideration. Therefore, with effect from 01.07.2012, 

all the services, other than those mentioned in the negative list are taxable and 

it is no longer mandatorily required to classify each and every transactions 

related to service provided by the service provider. The activity undertaken by 

the appellant, as described above, is not falling under the negative list of 

services and therefore, the service provided by them would attract service tax 

under the category of 'other than negative list'. 

9. Further, I find that one of the grounds raised by the appellant in the 

grounds of appeal is that extended period and penalties have been wrongly 

imposed in the impugned order. In this regard, I find that the negative list 
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regime is very clear and except the categories mentioned therein, no activity is 

entitled for exemption from service tax leaving no scope to harbor any doubt. 

Though there is no ambiguity in law, the appellant was making a wrong 

interpretation of law and did not bring the relevant material facts to the notice of 

the department on their own. The fact of non-payment of service tax, has come 

to light only on specific intelligence collected by the Departmental Officers. 

Therefore the required ingredient of suppression of these facts for imposing 

penalty is found to be existed in this case and such suppression was not 

without intention to evade the Service Tax. In that context, the meaning of 

'positive act of suppression' also changes. In an era of self-assessment, the onus 

is on the assessee to comply with the regulations, it is their duty to come before 

the department, declare the activities and seek guidance of the department if 

required. Therefore, Appellant failed to prove their bonafide in absence of any 

communication with the department about their activity and any doubts on 

taxability. No evasion can be justified in the guise of bona fide belief of 

taxability. Therefore, suppression of facts and intent to evade the payment of 

service tax are established in this case and therefore, the extended period of 

limitation has rightly been invoked in this case and this act has rendered the 

Appellant liable to imposition of penalty under Section 78 of the Act. Hence, I 

hold that the penalty imposed in the impugned order is justified and uphold 

imposition of penalty of RS: 24,19,756/- on the Appellant under Section 78 of 

the Act. In this regard, I rely on Final Order of the Hon'ble CESTAT, in a case 

of TVS Motor Co. Ltd. reported as 2012 (28) S.T.R. 127 (Tn. - Chennai), wherein 

it is held as under: 

"13. So far as ground of no penalty advanced by learned counsel is 
concerned there is nothing on record to show that the appellant 
avoided its liability bona fide when it is an established business 
concern with vast experience in application of provisions of Finance 
Act, 1994. Its returns did not disclose bona fide omission. Rather 
facts suggest that knowable breach of law made the appellant to 
suffer adjudication. Accordingly, no immunity from penalty is possible 
to be granted on the plea of tax compliances made which was found 
to be a case no payment of tax on the impugned services provided 
during the relevant period." 

Therefore, the appellant's plea is not acceptable. 

Since the appellant has contravened the provisions of Section 70 of the 

Act read with Rule 7 of Service Tax Rules, 1994, penalty of Rs. 10,000/- under 

Section 77 of the Act is imposable on them and hence, the impugned order to 

this extent is also correct, legal and proper. Accordingly, I uphold the imposition 

of penaf QO0/- on appellant under Section 77 of the Act. 
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10. In view of the above discussions, I uphold the impugned Order and 

dismiss the appeals filed by the appellant. 

Ms. Madhavi Ghanshyam Lakhani, 
2296/49, Nalanda Tennament, 
Hill Drive, Bhavnagar-364001. 

rr ii-i eiiii'-fl, 

2296/49, '1Ic1I 

[Ict, IIc1'1'k-364OO1.  

  

Copy to: 

1) The Principal Chief Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Ahmedabad Zone, 
Ahmedabad. 

2) The Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise Commissionerate, Bhavnagar. 
3) The Deputy Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Division, Bhavnagar-I. 

' Guard file. 

By Regd. Post AD 

To, 

,Q21  
r 

Arnba -\lvar 

Supej-iptfld 1  
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