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This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the persan to whom it is issued.
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Any asscssec aggricved by this order may file an appeal under Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994 1o the Customs,
Excise & Service Tax Appelate Tribunal, Regiona) Bench, 1st Floor, HMWSSE Building (Resr Portion),
Khairarabad, Hyderabad, TS-500004.
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As per clause (i) of Section 35F of the CEA, 1944, the appeal against the decision or order referred to it sub-
scction (3) of section 85, the appellant has to deposit ten per cent of the tax. in case where tax or tax and penalty are
in dispute. or penalty, where such penalty is in dispute, in pursuance of the decision or order appealed agaiost:
Seetion 35F of the Act is applicable to service tax case by virue of Section 83 of FA,1994.
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Every appeal under sub-section(I) [or sub-section(2) or sub-section{2A)} of Section §6 of FA,1994 shall be filed
within three months of the date on which the order sought to be appealed against was received by the assessce, the
[Comumittee of the Commissioners). as the case may be.
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The appeal, as referred to in Para 2 above, should be filed in §.T.5/5.T.-7 proforma in quadruplicate; within three
maonths from the date on which the order sought to be appealed against was communicated to the party prefeming
the appeal and should be accompanied by four copies each {of which one should be a certified copy), of the order
appealed against and the Order-in-Originat which gave rise o the appeal.
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The appeal should also be accompanied by a crossed bank draft drawn in favour of the Assistant Registrar of the
Tribunal. drawn on a branch of any nominated public sector bank at the place where the Tribunal is situated,
evidencing payment of fee preseribed in Section 86 of the Act, The fees payable are as under:-
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{a} where the amount of service tax and interest demanded and penalty levied by any Central Excise
Ofiicer in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, onte thousand rupees:
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{7 where the amount of service tax and interest demanded 2nd penalty levied by any Central Excise

Officer in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees bur not exceeding ity takh
rupees, five thousand rupees:;
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{c) where the amount of serviee tax and interest demanded and penalty levied by any Centrai Excise
Otficer in the case to which the appeal relazes is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees:
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No fee is payable in respect of the Memerandum of Cross Objections referred to in Sub-Section (4} of Section §6
1hid.
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No fee is payable in case of an application filed ¢ by Cormmissioner this sub-section.
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Aftention is-invited o the provisions governing these and other related matters. consained in the Central Excise Act,
1944 and Central Excise Rules, 2002 and the Customs. Excise and Service Tux Appellate Tribunal (Procedure)
Rales, 1932,
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This appeal is filed by M/s Greenwood Estates, 5 - 4 - 187/ 344, 24 Floor, M.G.
Recad, Secunderabad - 500003 (herein after referred as ‘appellant’) against Order-in-Original
Ne. 83 / 2016 -~ Adjn (ST)(ADC) dated 09.06.2017 {in O.R.No. 61/2011 - Adin(STIADC GrX, O.R.
N0.52/2012 - Adin (STHADC), New ORNo. 26/2014 - Adin (STIADC) C. No. IVABA97/2011 STGr-X)}
(hereinafter referred 1o as the impugned order) passed by the Additional Comimissioner,
{erstwhile) Hyderabad Service Tax Commissionerate, presently under the jurisdiction of
Secunderabad GST Commissionerate, GST Bhavan, LB Stadium Road, Basheerbagh,
Hyderabad 7S-500004 (hereinafter referred to as Adjudicating Authority).

2. The facts of the case in brief are that:

* The appellant, a partnership fim, is engaged in providing Construction of Complex, and Works
g Cantré‘l:s, Serwces and are registered with the Department, holding STC No.
',.,.\AAHFG'O?Q’[\ ST001.

~Therewas, pute on whether amaunts paid as consideration for the work afready completed
' ore reg:a(ié

$ of documents, after which the construction agreement is executed is to be

3

included or no and as to whether electricity connection charges {recovered from buyers) are to
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Ha 4 Appeal No. 32/2017 (SO)ST
be included. A notice HOPOR No. 7712010 - Adjn (ST) dated 21.05.2040 was fssued for the
period January, 2009 to December 2009 involving an amount of Rs.8,47,737/-. The same was
adjudicated and the demand was confimed vide Order-in-Original No. 47/2010 - ST dated
24,11.2010. The appeal on the impugned order was dismissed by the first Appellate Authority.

+ Further periodic notices were issued - for the period January 2010 to December 2010 vide notice
dated 23.04.2011 demanding an amount of Rs.48,00,381/- and another for the period January
2011 to December 2011 vide notice dated 24.04.2012 demanding an amaunt of Rs.46,81,650/-,
These notices were adjudicated by the Additional Commissioner, Hyd - Il Commissicnerats vide
QIO No. 512012 - Adjn (ST) ADC dated 31.08.2012 confirming the demands. The QIO dated
31.08.2012 was agitated at this forum in the first round of litigation, and was dismissed by the
Commissioner (Appeals) vide Order-in-Appeal No., 39/2013 (H - ) 8. Tax dated 27.02.2043
concurring with the findings of the fower authority on merit while modifving the order in terms of
the quantification of the Service Tax and the penalty imposed. The Order-in-Appeal was then
challenged before the Hon'ble Tribunal, who set aside the OIA in FO No.20401/2010 dated
25.03.2014, remanding the issue for being decided afresh by the Original Authority taking into the
directions of the Commissioner (Appeals) in cases where there was not dispute.

+  The Adjudicating Authority in the denovo proceedings arising from the remand ordered by the
Tribunal as well as this forum, heard the appellant and passed the denovo adjudication order
impugned herein, holding that the appellant was lable to pay tax on the construction of residential
complex service. Regarding the quantification of the service tax demand for which the remand
was made by the Commissioner (Appeals}, it was held that the appellant had not submitied the
amounts received supported by any documentary evidence and hence the figures mentioned in
their submissions dated 22.12.2015 [Para 4.8 of the QIO impugned hersin] were not accepiable;
that the figures submitted by the appellant to the various fora were also inconsistent as detaiied in
the impugned order. The demand was confirmed in respact of the two notices dated 23.04.2011
& 24.04.2012 culminating in this appeal,

3. The appeliant agitated the demands on the following grounds:

+  That the impugned order was flegal and untenable in law;

+  That the impugned order had confirmed the demand on amounts received towards sale deed value, going
beyond the notice inasmuch as the notice iself states that tha demand is not made on the amount recaived
towards sale vaiue vide para 3 of the noice "as there is invoived the transfer of properly in goods in
execution of the said construction agreements, it appears that the services rendered by them after exscution
of sale deed against agreement of construction :b each of their customers to whom the land was already
soid vide sale deed are taxable services under Works Contract Services.”

* That the notice intended to demand Service Tax only on amounts received towards construction
agreements entered with the customer but not on the amounis received towards sale deed value; that they
rely on the case of Commissioner vs Shital International [2010(259) EL.T 165 S.Cj;

~ That para 17 of the Original Order-in-Criginal also accepled that no Service Tax shall be demanded on sale
deed value but in th e voReder-in-Original, the Adjudicating Authority has taken a different view which is

Ansidered the case afresh as ordered by the Tribunal but passed
ation submitted during the first stage of the adjudication and

e

*  That rEgarting the norsmaiching of the‘amo(hts as pointed out in the findings of the Adjudicating Authority,
itis suby et by :hen‘;i that white suﬁe i ing fhformation during the proceedings the appeliant submitted the
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= 2 Appeal No. 32/2G17 (SC)ST

details without availing the deductions of consideration received towards certain amounis, duging their
submissions dated 22.12.2015 for denovo afresh, the appeliant availed the deductions and hence there was
a difference between the amounts; that as the tribunal had directed for decision afrash, the Adjudicating
Authority could not compare the figures with the first adjudication to confirm the demand; that the
Adjudicating Authority could have esked for information before deciding the case;

« That the Adjudicating Authority had not made attempt to understand the transaction undertaken by the
appellant and the scope of different agreements entered with the customer and confirmed the demands
based on the extracts of the Finance Act, 1994;

= That the CBEC vide circular 151/2/2012 dated 10.02.2012 clarified the applicability of Service Tax in light of
various medels of business and opined that the activity of the builder / developer prior to 01.07,2010 was not
taxable; that the arder had not specified any reason as to why the construction service provided by the
builder prior to 01.07.2010 was liable to Service Tax when the clarification by the Board was issued;

+  That they referred to the decision in the case of Krishna Homes ve Commissioner [2014 (34) STR 881 (Tn
Del)] which analysed the issue as to the applicabifity of Service Tax on construction services when
agreements were entered into for construction of residential units and possession was handed over on
completion of the construction after full payment was made by the customer; relevant portion at para 9 of the
erder was reproduced; they alsc relied on other case laws cited;

+ That in ferms of the Notification No. 36/2010 - ST dated 28.06.2010, if value towards any sarvice has been
received before 01.07.2010, Service Tax on such value is exempted; that by virtue of the agreement with
the customers, consideration for provision for residential complex sefvice had been received prior to
01.07.2010 even though flats were handed over subsequently;

= That until the amendment, it was understood that confractor / designers were alone liable for Sesvice Tax
which was the specific clarification of the CBEC vide circutars cited supra;

» That the term construction of residential complex is defined under Section 65(30a) of the Finance Act, 1994
as reproduced; that the construction of the semi-finished fiat was provided for the owner of the semi-finished
flat / customer who in turn used such flat for his personal use and therefora the same was excluded from the
cefinition of construction of complex service; that they refer to the cireular No. 108/2/2009 — ST dated
29.01.2009 o emphasize that construction for personal use fell in the ambit of the exclusion pottion of the
definition of residential complex as defined under Section 65(91a) of the Finance Act, 1004; that they submit
the relevance of the circular clarifying the exemption for a residential corplex and residential unit and the
scanario under which the Service Tax is not payable; that as the exemption is granted through Circufar No.
108/2/2009 - ST dated 29.01.2009, the same cannct be denied on unreasonable grounds and wiong
interpretation;

+ That they aiso rely on the Board's clarificatory letter in F. No. B1/6/2005 - TRU dated 27.07.2005 in para
13.4 which is reproduced to emphasize that the activity of construction of a residential complex intended for
personal use as residence by directly availing the services of a construction service provider was nof liable
{o service fax;

= That they submit thal there was no service tax on sale of semi-finished flat; that para 3 of the notice dated
24.04.2012 as quoted and admits the fact that only services rendered by the appefiant afler execution of the
sale deed against agreements of construction to each of their customers was liable for Service Tax under
WCS and it was accepted that Service Tax was not applicable for the sale of semi finished flat; that while
quantifying the demand, the gross receipts which also includes the amount received for the sale of semi-
finished flat was considered and the appellant submits that the proposition of the notice demanding Service
Tax on sale of semi-finished fiat is not systainable and requires fo be dropped;

« That though in the Order - in - Originat No. 51/2012 - Adjn ST ADC dated 31.08. 2012, it was accepted that

Servico Tax was not demanded on the sale deed value but while quantifying the demand it has included the
. ‘:an‘wunts moelved towards the sale deeds; that in the denovo proceedings, the impugned order has taken a
o . ~~ﬁemp1etely diﬁeren{ view that the amounts towards sale deeds were also taxable; that the impugned order is
1ssved on revenue bias and the U-tum of the Adjudicating Authority is not tenable and is required o be set

aside;

R
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* That the sale of the semi-finished flat is transfer of immovable property was not feviable to Service Tax and
that the proposition of the notice demanding Service Tax on the appellant was not sustainable and recuired
{o be dropped;

s That the sale deed was executed for the semi-finished flat and represents the construction work already
dang prier to the booking of the fiat by the prospective huyer and the werk done untll then is work for seif on
which there is ne service tax; that further to a works contract, there should be a contract and any work done
prior e enlering of such confracls cannot be brought into the reaim of the works contract; that reliance was
place on the Apex Court judgment in the case of L&T Ltd., vs State of Kamataka [2014 (34) STR 481 {8C)
CHD Deveiopers vs Slate of Haryana & others [2015 ~ TIOL - 1521 — HC — P&H — VAT] in this regard;

s That other non - taxable receipts like corpus fund, Electricity deposit, water charges, service tax efc., were
not liable and hence shall not be included in the taxable value and that the impugned order condirrned
demand an the same on the ground that the appelflant had nat provided the proof or evidence of the said
amounts pertaining to VAT, registration charges, electriclty charges efc.; defining the above mentioned
payment heads in their grounds, they submitted that these charges were other non-taxable Teceipts being
statutory charges / deposit and were mere reimbursements of expenses / charges incurmed paid on behalf of
the customers ad does not involve any provision of service and hence the sams is to be excluded from the
taxable value as per Rule 5(2) of the Service Tax (Detemmination of Value} Rules, 2006; they rely on the
case of ICC Reaiity & Others vs CCE [2013 (23) STR 427 (Tri Mum)] , Kamataka Trade Promotion
Organization vs CST 2016 - TIOL - 1783 -~ CESTAT - BANG and hence submitted that the demand did not
sustain to that extent;

+ That vide para 4.7 of the impugned order it was stated that there was no support of any evidence in respect
of the charfjes which was not correct as they had submitted the documents evidencing the same during the
denove proceedings in 2015 iself and hence the same negds to be set aside;

= That in case any tax demand stands confirmed for the subject period, the amounts received towards
construction agreement only should be taxed and not the fotal amount received which was in line with the
netice dated 24.84.2012 & 23.04.2011 for the periods January 2011 to December 2011 & January 2610 fo
December 2010 respectively:

+ That the details of the same confirmed vide Order - in - Original No. 51/2012 - Adin ST ADC dated
31.08.2012 vide para 17 was tabulated by them in their grounds; that the details of the liability and the
payments made by the appeliant were as in para 55 of their grounds which are reproduced befow:

_ PARTICULARS | JAN10TCDEC10(Rs) | JAN 11 TO DEG 1 (Rs)
| Gross receipls } 105452565 108665257
W{_ess: deductions o : ) !
" Sale dead vatue : 40744617 42844626
. ¥AT. regn charges. stamp duly and ather
o oot r:; . P duly | 11148364 9623950
© Taxable value 84566584 56196681
Asatement @ 60% 32741750 33718008
iei ?axab)e value 21827633 22478672
Service Tax @ 10.3% 2248267 2315303
Actually paid : 2460553 2311233
 Shont { tExcess) paic ] f 1221286) 4070

= That the above referred details were submitted fo the Adjudicating Authority by the appellant vide letter
dated 22.12.2015 along with doc:umentary evidences supporting their claim in CD form and requested o re-
quantify the demand but. ﬂ-[g same . waS“ﬂugponsudered while confiming the demand; that as the demand
was confirmed thhﬁt@nsidemnggpe mfnrma!lbn \submltied by the appellant, the order is required to be set

aside; T

¢« That the :mpugned order aileg they had m:ﬁrépresented the iactum of quantum of receipts before the
various amhoﬂf és] thai they smat the same wa clear from the background of facts submitted that the
difference between the amounts submuned alithg sf.age of adjudication and with the letter dated 22.12.2015
HYD-EXCUS-SC-AP2-0D25-18-19.5T QATED’27.Q¢.2018 Page 5 of 10



wdwd: Appeal No. 32/2017 (SC)ST
was due fo the reason that the details submitted during the original proceedings were based on manyual
records maintained recording receipts from each customer and the computerised records maintained
thereafter which was submitted on 22.12.2015;

»  That the initial payments were made on adhoc basis and there was no proper bifurcation untit 2 cansensus
was anived al before executing the agreements and hence the difference betweer: the inftial submission and
submission dated 22.12,.2045;

= That the Adjudicating Authority could have sought clarfication on the differences and if the appefiant had not
responded the same could have been decided then; that the allegation made now had lo be set aside;

+  That cum tax benefit under Section 67 is requirad to be extended o them i the demand for sale of semi-
finished contract is confirmed under Works Contract Service as the appeliant had not colfected Service Tax
from the eustomers; that they rely on the case laws cited it this regard;

»  That the Service Tax itself not baing payable, question of interest does not arise as hetd by the Apax Court
in the Prathiba Processors case;

»  That penalty could not be imposed as merely aulomatic consequence of failure to pay duty; that they were
under bonafide belief that the amounts recaived towards sale deeds were not subject to Service Tax and
wish to rely on the decisions in this regard;

+  That the benefit of Section 80 of the Act is to be extended to them in view of the reasonable causes of the
given understanding of law, payment of duty voluntarily on whatover was believed as faxable and the
divergent views of the courts on the issue;

*  They request for the setling aside of the order and grant consequential refief.

4, I have heard the appeilant on 15.03.2018, represented by Shri. P. Venkata
Prasad, Chartered Accountant, who reiterated the submissions made in their grounds of appeal
and had nothing more to add.

FINDINGS:

5. I'have carefully perused the notice, impugned order and the submissions made
by the appeilant 1 find that the appeal has been filed with a delay of thirteen (13) days for which
the appellant has submitted that the concerned employee was not coming regularly to the office
as 3 person in their family was hospitalized and therefore were unabia to provide the information
to the consultants within the due date for drafting the appeal. They regretted the same and
requested for condonation. | have carefully considered the plea for condonation and find

reasonable cause to admit the appeal under the proviso to Sec 85(3A) for a decisior on merit.

6. Perusal of the records show that the appellant is registered with the Department

for payment of Service Tax for the services ‘Works Contract Services' Intervention of the

- D{uacimﬂi revealed that the appeflant had entered into Sale deed for sale of undivided partion
o of'Tgpumgame; with the semi-finished portion of the flat and thereafter, an agreement for

o e— T K .

construction with the buyer of the fiat.

e AL
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7. The Depariment contended in the notices that on execution of the sale deed the
right in the property got transferred to their customers and hence the construction service
rendered oy the appeflant thereafter to their customers under agreement was taxable service as
there existed service provider to service receiver relationship between them and this service
rendered by them after execution of the sale deed against the agreement of construction to
each of their custormers to whom the land was already sold was taxabie under ‘Works Contract

Service'. This being the case, Service Tax was arrived at in the riotices as follows:

1. Notice dated 23.04.2011 - at para 8 of the notice — Tax of Rs.48,00,391/- on the total amount
of Rs.11,65.14 336/ received against agreaments of construction during the period January 2010
o December 2010

2. Notice dated 24.04.2012 — at para 5 of the natice - tax of Rs.46,81,850/~ on the totat
consiceration of Rs.11,36,37,141/ recsived by them during the period January 2017 1m0
December 2011; the appellant submitted Service Tax paid challan copy dated 27.11.2011 for
Rs.5,98.671/-;

3. ‘Béased on the above, the Service Tax fiahility was worked out and the demands
raisec for the periods mentioned in the notices. The appeltant aggrieved by this, protested
against the inclusion of the sale deed value for the purpose of demand and made their
submissions. The matter was decided by the Adjudicating Authority in Order-in-Original dated
31.08.2012 which was appealed against by the appellant to the first appeliate Authority whe
remanded the matter back for re-quantification of the demand. The matter was carried to the
Tribunai by the appeliant who remanded the matter to the criginal authority for denovo
adjudication. The matter was heard and impugned order passed by the Adjudicating Authority
based on the submnsstons of the appellant holding that the re- quantification submitted by the
appellant was without basis and not supperted by documentary evidence and the submissions
vide their letter dated 22.12.2015 could not be accepted and hence the demands were o be
confirmed. The basis of the impugned order was in holding the appellant liable to ST on
construction of the residential complex in view of the definitions under Section 65(31a} and
65(105)(zzzza) of the Finance Act 1004 being applicable to them read with Circular No.
1087212009 - ST dated 29.01.2000. Accordingty the order is passed and has culminated in this
appeai.

9. The appellant in their submissions accept that they are liable to discharge
Service Tax on the construction agreemenis thereby accepting Service Tax on activity as
proposed by the impugned notice. 1t is therefore not in dispute upon examination of the
impugned notices that, the demand has been made for the activity after the sale deed has been
executad, under the category of: Wﬁrks @on?fact Service. The impugned order however has held
that the appellant was underzakrﬁ'g“éonstmhon of residential complex services and the amcunts
received by them was Ia be the gross value which wouid be considered for the tax demand. |

find that the Adjudlcatmg Authorzty has transgressed the boundaries of the notice to decide the
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ciassification of the services provided by the appellant and when the demand was restricted to
that service, i.e., Works Contract Services. The same is accepted by the appeliant: however, the
dispute in their case was not of classification, but in respect of the inclusion of the “cther
amounts” received towards sale deed, VAT, registration charges etc. When the Adjudicating
Authority holding that the services were under construction services, he dig not quaiify the
amounts claimed by the appellant for the exclusion; and also held that the appellant was unable
tc submit any proofs or evidence in respect of the exclusions claimed, refecting the

submissions.

10. In this regard, | find that the ciassification of the service was not under dispute as
the previous Adjudicating Authority and Appellate Authorities, (first Appellate Authcrity & the
Tribunal) have not interfered with the same. Further, the decision was bound within the four
wails of the notice which demanded the tax on Works Contract Services. Therefore the
Adjudicating Authority had to decide the guantification of the tax demand, albeit denovo, by
considering all the evidences. | further find that the appeilant in their grounds of appeal (at para
S6; submit that the quantification of demand was erraneous in view of the non — consideration of
the proof / evidences submitted by them in form of CD. The submissions of the appeliant have
to be given a serious thought. Be that as it may, | find that the ground on which the Adjudicating
Autherity has quantified the demand is erroneous and requires reconsideration, within the four
watls of the notice. to examine the validity and quantum of the demand. It can be inferred from
the Show Cause Notices that the assessment is made in terms of Works Contract Composition
Scheme Rules, in vogue at that point of time. Under the cited rules, the gross value leaves no
roem for exclusions, other than goods in material whose title is transferred as sale, and the
saias tax levied thereon. Since the elerments whose values are sought to be included in the
instant case does not fall within this ambit, there is no merit in the appellant's argument that the
devartment’s valuation is incorrect, Even for the period beyond 01.07.2012, when the
composition rules were scrapped and Ruie 2A of the Service Tax Valuation Rules underwent a
retrospective amendment by Section 129 of the Finance Act, 1994 read with the sixth schedule
thereunder; the saig amendment is restricted only to the land value in a compasite works
coatract. In the instant case, however, the assessment {proposed in the notices) is not under
the Service Tax Valuation Rules, but under tﬁe Works Contract Composition Scheme Rules.

Ergo, the demand is sustained under WCS category during the material period.

11 The value of semi-finished flats is not merely inconsequential for arriving at the gross
receipts for assessment to tax [If the appellant's view is accepted, there wouid have been no
need-ia i&?at{e the Show Cause Notice in the first piace since the fiability on the finishing contract

o itis only the inclusion of the value of the sale deed (including unfinished flat built
on ;E:?*mposite'-_cc‘;lr_f{:t&r‘act of land+unfinished flat) as well as elements like registration charges,
s;émg;?uty, e{ect:‘i_;ﬁf}y { water charges etc.. that js disputed in the instant case. | find that the
appetiEnt submitted _tgis calculations [in CD), which have not been studied aor considerad by the
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{a} Examine the evidence presented in the €D regarding the appellant’s residential unit-wise
iability under the temposition scheme;

{b} The elements of VAT (if any), and value of goods whose titie stands transferred as sale aione
is excludible, the same may be excluded:;

{c} Registration charges / stamp duty are not excluded in the composition scheme, hance
includible for assessment to WCS; it is expressly clarified that land is not ‘goods’ for the purpose
of the Composition Scheme, and the fand value mentioned in the sale deed is includible for
assessment under the composition scheme;

{d} There is force in the cententian that electricity / water charges are coliected and paid to the

ambit of the tevy, as settlad by the Apex Court in UNION OF INDIA Versys INTERCONT]NENTAL
CONSULTANTS AND TECHNOCRATS PVT. LTh. {2018 (10} GS.T.L 401 (S.C.}}; therefore { holc that
the same shai be excluded for assessment tg tax; and that tum-tax henefit shafi be extended
under Sec 67{2) on the values includegd from the sale deed.

(e} interest, 3 quintessential fiability accompanying belated Payment of tax, is to be computed
or such modified tax Hability arriveq at supra. Pary 5(ajtii) and 3(b)(ii) of the impugned order
stands modified 3000 rdingly;

{f) Penalty under Sec 76 has been adjudged on 09.06.2017, ang the pena! provision as 2mended
On 14.05.2015 shaly apply, as mandateg by Sec 738, Therefore, Para 5{a)liii) ang 5(b)(iii) of the
impugned order stand madified to the effect that
notice is restricted to10% of the tax fiability compy
with this remand.

T PRASAD NAIK)

_ I (11, T
S Commissioner {Appeals-if)

- Hyderabag
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s¥= . Appeat No. 32:2017 (SC)ST

By SPEEDPOST To
1. Ni's Greenwood Estates, 5 - 4 — 1871 384, 2nd Floor, M.G. Road, Secunderabad - 500003,

2,8s. Hiregange & Assaciates, HIREGANGE § ASSOCIATES, Chartered Accountants, 4ih Floor, West Block, Srida Anushks
Prids. Cpp. Ratnadesp Supermarket, Road Number 12, Barijara Hifls, Hyderabad. Telangana 500034,

Copy Submitted to: The Chief Commissioner, Centra! Tax & Customs, Hyderabad Zone, Hyderabag.

Copy to

L. Tne Commissioner of Central Tax & GST, Presently Secunderabad Commissionerate, (Erstwnile Service Tax
Commissionerate} GST Bhavan L 8 Stadium Read, Basheerbagh, Hyderabad, TS-500004. [JurisdictionalCommissioner]
s

Secunderabad Comniissionerate, {Erstwhile Service Tax Commissienerate)] GST Bhavan,
erabad. T$-500004. fRespondent]
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