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ORDER-IN-ORIGINAL No.Ot /2018 (Rgpet _ I _ Supdt)
(Passed by K.PETER pAUL StNCH, SUPERI-NTENDENT)
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under Section 85 (3A) of the Finance Act' 1994 as amended. any person aggrieved by this order canprefer appeal within two months from the ddfe of communicaiion or iizt orderldecision to theCommissioner (Appeals), Hqrs, Office, 7th floor, L. B.Stadium Roaa, gasheer gagh, Hyderabad_4
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An appeal under sec.85 to the commissioner (Appeals) shall be made in form 5T-4 and shall beverified in the prescribed manner.
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The appeal as well as the copy of the decision or order appealed against must be affixed with courtfee stamp of the appropriate amount.
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Sub:Non-PaymentofServiceTaxonTaxableservicesrenderedbyM/s.AlpineEstates,Hyderabad
for the period from April, 2015 to June, 2017 - lssuance of Order - Regarding'

Brlef Facts of the Case:

M/s Alpine Estates., 5-4-187 /3 86 4,2rrd' Floor' Soham Mansion' M G Road'

Secunderabad

- 500 OO3 (hereinafter referred to as 'M/s' Alpine' or 'the AssesseeJ have

registeredt]remselveswiththeServiceTaxDepartmentvideRegistrationNo'
n iUf,RSZSOpSfgg l , for payment of Service Tax under ttre categories of "Works Contract

service" and "Construction of Residentia-l Complex service"'

2. As seen from the records, the assessed entered into 1) Sale deed for sa-1e of

undivided portion of land together with semi-linished portion of the flat and 2)

Agreement ior construction, wiln their customers. on execution of the sale deed the

right in a property got transferred to the customer, hence the construction service

re"ndered ty tt 
" 

.t"""""" thereafter to their customers under agreement of construction

are taxable under Service Tax as there exists servi.ce provider and receiver relationship

between them. As transfer of property in goods in execution of the said construction

agreements is involved, lt appears that the iervices rendered by them aJter execution of

sale deed against ug.""-".rt" of construction to each of their customers to whom the

land was alieady sold are taxable services under "Works Contract Service"'

3. Accordingly, the following Show Cause Notices had been issued to the assessed:

*************

StatusAmount of
Service Tax
demarrded in
Rs.

Period
covered

SCN No. and
date

Sl No

Confirmed vide OIO No.
44l201O-St dated
15. 1O.20 1O. The Assessee's
appeal was dismissed vide
OIA No.08/20 I 1-(H-II) dated
31.O1.2011. CESTAT
granted stay on 25.04.2072
vide stay order No.
666&,667 l2Ol2 with the
condition of Predeposit of
Rs. 10 lakh and vide Misc.
Order No. 21877 12014
dated 3 1.07.20 14 extended
the stay for six months from
31.o7.2014.

37,tO,377Ol l2OO9 to
12l2OO9

HQPOR No.
82l2O1O-
Adjn(ST) dated
16.06.2010

1

Confirmed vide OIO No.
4e I 20 10 - Adjn(sr) (ADC)

dated 31.08.2012. Ordered
denovo by the
Commr.(APPeals) vide OIA
No. 38/20 13-(H-II)S.Tax
dated 27 .O2.2O 13 for re-
quantification of the service
tax a able

35,03,11301/2010 to
t2l2Ot0

OR No.
62l20tt-
Adjn(ST) dated
23.O4.20r1

2

Conhrmed vide OIO No.
ae I 20 to - A'djn(sr) (ADC)

dated 31.O8.2O 12. Ordered
denovo by the
Commissioner(APPeals) vide
OIA No. 38/20 13-(H-II)S.Tax
dated 27 .O22Ol3 for

OR No.
5t l2or2-
Adjn(ADC) dated
24.O4.2012

O1l2O7L to
12l2O11

48,33,4953



4 OR No.82l2O13-
Adjn(sr)(ADc)
dated
02.t2.20t3

Ol /2012 to
06/2Ot2

30,39,597 Pending Adjudication

5 OR No.
161l2Ot4-
Adjn(ST)(Commr)
dated
26.O9.2074

07 /2Ot2 to
03/2074

1 ,23,37 ,565 Confirmed vide OIO No.
HYD- S.TAX-COM -03-20 1 5
dated 3 1.08.20 15. Aggrieved
with the said OIO the
Assessee filed an appeal
before CESTAT.

6 OR No.
22/2Ot6-
Adjn(sr)(JC)
dated
15.04.2016

04 /2074 to
03/201.5

6,40,39t Confrimed vide OIO No.
37 / 20 t6 - Adjr (ST) (AC) dated
30.12.2O 16. Ordered denovo
vide Comm(Appeals) OIA No.
HYD-SVTAX-OOO - AP2-O27 3 -
17- 18 dated 26.12.2017 .

4. As per the information furnished by the Assessee vide their letter dated
15.05.2018 received by the Superintendent of Ramgopalpet - I Range, it is seen that
"the Assessee" have rendered taxable services under the category of "Works Contract
Services" during the period April,20i5 to June, 2017. The Assessee had rendered
services for a taxable value of Rs. 12,91,930/- (Rupees Twelve Lakhs Ninety-one
Thousand Nine Hundred artd thirty only). After deduction ofVAT, egistration charges of
Rs.4,38,898/- the taxable value works out to Rs.8,53,O321-on which service tax

, 
(including cesses) works out to Rs.46,916/- for the services rendered during the said
period, as detailed below:

M/s Alpine Estates during the perlod from April, 2O15 to Juae, 2O17 (tn Rs.)

Total amount receipt 12,97,930
Less amount towards VAT, Registration charges 4,38,898
Net Receipt 8,53,032
Service Tax Liability 46,9t6

5. Vide Finance Act,2Ol2 sub section (1A) was inserted in Section 73 which reads
as under:

SECTIOIV 73(1A) - Nottuith.standing anything contained in sub-section (1), the
Central Excise OJfi.cer mag serue, subseqtent to ang notice or notices serued under
that sub-section, a statement, containing the d.etails of seruice tox not leuied or paid
or short leuied or short paid or etroneouslg refunded for the subsequent peiod, on
the person chorgeoble to s<truice tax, then, seruice of such statement shz;, be
deemed to be seruice of notice on such person, subject to the condition that the
grounds relied upon for the subseEtent period are same as are mentioned in the
earlier notices-

6. The sections 658, 668, 66D as inserted in the Finance Act, 1994 by the Finance
Act,2Ol2 w.e.f. O1.07.9012 are reproduced below:

6. 1. sEcrroN 658(44): "seruice" means ang actiuitg carried. out bg a personfor another
for consideration, and includes a declared seruice, but shall not includ,- (a) an
actiuity uthich constitutes merely,- (i) a transfer of title in goods or immouable
propertV, bg way of sale, gifi or in ang other manner; or (ii) a transaction in moneg
or actionable ctaim; (b) a prouision of seruice bg an employee to the emploger in the
course of or in relation to his emplogment; (c) fees taken in any court or tibunal
established under ang law for the time being in force.

'6.2. stc?rolv 668, There shatt be leuied a tax (hereinafier referred. to as tlte seruice
tax) at the rate of twelue p.r cent on the ualue of all serubes, other than those
seruices specified in the negatiue rist, prouid.ed. or agreed. to be prouid.ed. in the
taxable territory bg one person to another and collected. in such minner as mag be
prescibed.

6.3. sEcrIoN 66D: contains the negative list of services. It appears that services
provided by the Assessee are not covered under a,y of the services listed therein.

3



6.4. sEcrIoN 66E: contains decrared service and work contract is covered. under66E(h) of the Finance Act, 1994.

6.5' F\rther, Notification No.25l2012-sr, dated 20.06.2o12, as amended specifred
services which were exempt from pa5rment of Service Tax. It appears that servicesprovided by ttre Assessee are not covered under any of the services tsted therein.
7' 

_ 
The grounds as explained in the show cause cum demand notices issued. aboveare also applicabre to the present case; tJre regar position in so far as ,,works contract

service" is concemed, the said service and its taxability as defrned under Sub-crause
(zzzzal of cla.ose 105 of section 6s of the Finance Act, 1994 as existed before oL.oz.2or2
stands now covered by 65B(5a) whereby the said ser'ice being declared service und.er'section 66E(h) of Pinance Act, 1994 and for not being in the 

-Negative 
List prescribed

under 66D, continues to be a taxable service. But for thi said chanies in regal-provision,
the status of Service and the corresponding tax riability remained same. Hence, thisstatement of demand/show cause notice is issued in ierms of section 73(1A) of theFinance Act, 1994for the period April, 2015 and June, 2017.

8' In view of the above, M/s Alpine Estates, Hyderabad were hereby required toshow cause to the Superintendent of Ramgopalpet - I Range witrrin soltirirryi days ofreceipt of this notice as to why:

i) an amount of Rs.46,916/- (Rupees Forty Six thousand Nine hundred andsixteen only)(including cesses) should not be demanded towards ,,works
contract Service" rendered by them during April, 2ors to June, 2017 in terms ofSection 73 (l) ofthe Finance Act, 1994; on the grounds discussed supra; and
ii) Interest should not be demanded at (i) above, under section 75 ofthe Finance. Act, 1994; and

iii) Penalty should not be imposed on them under section 76 of the Finance Act,1994 for the contravention of Rules and provisions of the Finance e",,-iss+, ,ra
iv) Penalty shourd not be imposed on them under section 77 of theFinance Act,t994.

Personal Hearing:

cA, authorized representatives of M/s Alpine Estates, appeared before the previoussuperintendent. Shri Lakshman Kumar Kadali submitted 3 o"cupan"y c"iun"u.,""dated 09.04.2010, o l. I 1.20 ro and 23.03.20 r I in connection with the issued showcause Notice for the period from April, 2015 to June, 2017 and stated that the disputedanount of Rs. 8,53,032/- (Rs. 6,66,347 towards sale deeds and Rs. 1,86,68i/- towardsother non-taxable amounts received) had been received after trre issuance of 6ccrprrrcy
, 
certilicates. Further, he claimed to have paid service tax for the relevant period ior wrrictrthere is no proposal for appropriation in the SCN and requested ,, "ppr"p.*" ,t"service tax already paid by them against the demand confiimed ii urry. 1'rr" ir_" ir""been reiterated vide ttreir letter nil dated 29.11.201g.

Flndings and Discusslons:

10' The assessees were issued. a show cause notice vide HepoR No. g2/20r0-
Adjn(sr) dated 16.06.2010 for the period Januarv, 2009 to o.".*tir, zoos. ftr.demand was confirmed vide Order in Original No.44/2010_ST dated 15.10.2010 andthe appeal liled bv the assessee was dismissed vide order in Appeal No.og/201 1(H-II)d-ated 31'01 20rI' Aggrieved by the said ord.er, assessee preferred an appeal before
rrllt: .ESTAT and operation of order in origrnal was stayed ,ia" 'laG.o.a",
No.21860-2 1877 /20t4 dated 31.o4.2014.

l1' 
- Further, M/s Alpine Estates, were issued two show cause notices vide oR No.62/2011-Adjn(sr) dated 23.o4-20t1 and oR No. 51/2012-naln1sri1sJcl aatea'24.O4.2012 covering subsequent period viz., January, 2010 to necemter, ZtitO anaJanuary, 201 1 to December, 201 lrespectivery. Both the notices were taken up foradjudication and a common order was passed, confrrming the demand raised in the saidnotices' The said order in o.riginar No. 49 /2or2-Adjn(sr)(ADc) dated 3r.08.2012 wasappealed against, before the appropriate appellate authority. The Commissioner



(Appeals) while upholding the confirmation of demand, remanded the case to the lower
authority, for re-quantification of service tax payable vide OIA No. 38/2013 (H-II)S.Tax
dated 27.O2.2O 13. Another Show Cause Notice for the subsequent period July, 20 12 to
March, 2014 was issued vide OR No. 161/201a-Adjn(ST)(Commr) dated 26.O9.2014 and
the same was adjudicated by the Commissioner vide Order in Original No. 03/20i5
dated 31.08.2015. Further Show Cause Notice vide OR No. 22 /20 16-Adjn(ST)(JC)(AC)
dated 15.04.2016 covering the period from April,2074 to March, 2015 was issued which
had been confirmed vide OIO No. 37 /2016 Adj (ST)(AC) dated 30. i 2.2016. The asseessee
preferred appeal before the Commissioner(Appeals) and the Commisisoner Appeals
ordered denovo vide OIA No. HYD-SVTAX-0OO-AP2-O273-17-18 dated 26.72.2017.

72. In view ofthe above, I take up the adjudication proceedings for the notice issued
vide OC No. 85/2018-Rgpet-I datecl 18.04.2018.

13. I frnd that these notices are periodical show cause notices. ?he demand for the
past period was confirmed vide OIO No.44/2010-ST dated 15. 10.2010 ald the same
was also upheld by Commissioner (Appeals) vide OIA No.08/2O11 H-II dated 31.01.2011
and OIA No. 38/2013 (H-II)S.Tax dated 27 .O2.2O13.

14. I have gone through the Shc,w Cause Notice issued vide OC No. 85/20l8-Rgpet-
I dated 18.04.2018. It is pertinent to note that the subject notice is also periodical in
nature and the notice is issued as per Section 73(1A) of the Finance Act, 1994. Hence,
the observations and implications tiiscussed in the earlier notices alleging non-pa5ment
of service tax need not be reiterated in the notices issued periodica-lly.

15. The assessee vide their submissions, claimed certain deductions viz., Receipts
towards va-Iue of sale deed; Receipts towards pa;rment of VAT, Stamp duty etc. In respect
of taxable service provided by the assessee, the valuation is govemed by the provisions
of Rule 2(A) of the Service Tax (Determination of Value) Rules, 2006 issued vide
Notification No. 24/2012-5T dated 20.06.2012. As seen from the notice, the value
arrived at for demanding service tax is in consonance wittr the provisions mentioned
above. The issue has been discussed in subsequent discussions.

,16. At the outset, it is evident that the assessee is engaged in the activity of
construction, and t-here is no dispute about it. Admittedly, the assessee has executed a
residential complex project having more than 12 flats and layout of the project was
approved by the civic authorities. Therefore, the project satisfies the defrnition of
'residential complex' as defined in the statute.

17. Various flats have been sold by them to various customers in two steps. First,
they have executed a 'sale deed' at semi-finished stage by which tl:e ownership of the
semi-finished flats was transferrecl to the customer. Appropriate stamp duty was paid
on sale deed va.lue. After execution of sale deed, they have entered into another
agreement with the customer for completion of the said flats.

18. The second agreement, (written or oral) and by whatever name is called, involve
supply of material and labour to bring the semi-finished flat to a stage of completion.
As it is a composite contract involving labour and material, it clearly satisfies the
defrnition of Works Contract Service'. Therefore, the classifrcation under work contract

, 
service and the same sha.Il be preferred in view of the Section 65A of the Act. The Board
vide Circular No. 128/ lO/2OlO- ST dated 24.O8.2O7O, at para 2 has also clarified as
under:

"2. The matter has been exctmined. As regards the classification, with effect from
01.06.2007 u-then the neut seruice'Works Contract' seruice uas made effectiue,
classification of aforesaid seruices utould undergo a change in case of long term
contracts euen thouglt part of the seruice was ctassified under the respectiue
taxable seruice pior to 01.06.2007. This b because'uorks contract' descibes the
nature of the actiuitA more specificaltg and, therefore, as per the prouisions of
section 65A of the Finance Act, 1994, it would be the appropiate classifi.cation for
the part of the seruice prouided afi.er that date.'

19. In view of the above, I hold that the impugned activity is classifiable under works
contract service' and it is also pertinent to mention that the aspect of taxability under

5



works contract has been upheld by the commissioner (Appeals) in his orders in Appealmentioned above.

20' with effect from 0Lo7.2012, certain changes were made in the provisions anddefinitions ofthe service Tax Act 1994, which arJ relevant in the present 
"";;;reiterated as under:

sectlon 658 (r+4|: "seruice" means ang actiuitg canied out bg a person for ano*ter foransideration, and includes a d.ectaredZeruice,-but shall not include _

(a) an acttuity tohich constitutes merelg, _

!i) a tran_sfer of titte in goods or immouable propertg, bA u.,ag of sate,gifi or inang other manner; or

(ii) a transaction in moneg or actionable claim;
(b) a prouision of seruice by an emprogee to ttLe emproger in th.e course of or inrelatton to his emplogment;

(c)fees taken in ang court or tribunar estabrished under any rau_t for the time beingin force.

sEcrIoN 668- There shafi be.leuied a tax (hereinafier rekrred to as the seruice Tax) atthe rate of twelue per cent o-n the uarue of a, seruices, othLr than tno"" 
""*i"." specified.in the negatiue li.st, prouided. or agreed. to be provid.ed in the taxabte t"nitorg i; onl p.r"onto another and collected in such manner as mag be prescribed.

sEcrIoN 66D: contains the negative list of services. It appea,s that services providedby the assessee are not covered under any of the sereices listed therein.
'sEcrroN 

66E: contains declared service which includes service pertain in tl.eexecution of works Contract.

2l' As per Section 66(E)(b) works contract means: construction of a comprex,building, civil structure or a part thereof, including a complex or building intended forsale to a buyer, wholly or partty, except where the Intire consideration is received afterissuance of completion certillcate by the competent authority.
Explanation- For the purposes of this clause_
(i) the expression "competent authority" means the Govemment or any authorityauthorized to issue completion- certifrcate unier anv law for the time being ii rol"" urrain case of non-requirement of such certificate fro-in such authority, from any of thefollowing, namely:- (A) architect registered with the counc of Architecture constitutedunder the Architects Act, 79.72; or (B) chartered engineer registered with the Institutionof Engineers (India); or (c) licensed surveyor of thi respective local body of the city or']o1' 9r village or development or planning authorit5r; (ii1 the expressiorr",,-.r"i*"uorr',includes additions, arterations, ieplacerients or "remode ing of any existing civilstructure;

Sectlon 67: Valuation of taxable services for charging Service tax _

(1) subject to the provisions of this chapter, service tax chargeable on any taxableservice with reference to its value shall _

(i) in a case where the provision of service is for a consideration in money, be t,.egross amount charged by the service provider for such service p.oua"a o. to u" providedby him;

(ii) in a case where the provision of service is for a consideration not who,y or partlyconsisting of money, be such amount in money, with the addition or""*r"" ir* 
"iargea,is equivalent to the consideration;

(iii) in a case where the provision of service is for a consid.eration which is not'ascertainable, 
be the amount as may be determined in the prescribed manner.

(2) where the gross amount charged by a service provider, for the service providedor to be provided is inclusive of service tax payabie, the value of such taxable service



sha-Il be such amount as, with the addition of tax payable, is equal to the gross arnount
charged.

(3) The gross amount charged for the taxable service shall include arry amount
received towa-rds the taxable service before, during or after provision of such service.

(4) Subject to the provisions of sub-sections (i), (2) arrd (3), the value shall be
determined in such manner as may be prescribed.

22. Further, Notification No. 25,/2012-5T, dated 20-06-2012, as amended specified
services which were exempted frorn payment of Service Tax, It appears that services
provided by the assessee are not cc,vered under any of the services listed therein.

SERVICE TAX (DETERMINATION OF VALUEI RULES, 2OO6:

Rule 2A, Determination of ualue of seruice portion in the execution of a utorks
contract. - Subject to the prouisions of section 67, the ualue of seruice portion in the
execution of a uorks contract, refened to in clause (h) of section 66E of the Act,
shall be detennined in the follouing manner, namely: -

(i) Value of seruice portion in the exeantion of a toorks contract shall be equiualent
to the gross amount charged for the utorks contract less the ualue of propertg in
goods transferred in the exeqttion of the said uorks contract. Dxplanation. - For
the purposes of this clause, -

(a) gross amount charged for the utorks contract shall not include ualue add.ed tax
or sales t@q as the case maA be, paid or pagable, if any, On transfer of propertg' 
in good,s inuolued in the execution of the said uorks contract;

(b) ualue or works contract seruice shall include, -

(i) tabour charges for exeanti<tn of the u.torks;

(ii) amount paid to a sub-cofttractor for labour and seruices;

(iii) charges for planning, d.esigning and architect's fees;

(iu) charges for obtaining on hire or otheruise, machinery and tools used for the
execution of the uorks contract;

(u) cost of consumables such as woter, electicitg, fuel used in the execution of the
works contract;

(ui) cost of establishment of the contractor relatable to stpplg of labour and

. seruices; (uii) other similar etpenses relatable to supplg of labour and seruices;

(viii) profit earned bg the senice prouider relatable to supplg of labour and seruices;

(c) Where ualue added tax or sales tax has been paid or pagable on the actual ualue
of propertg in goods transfetred in the execution of the utorks contract, then, such
ualue adopted for the purposes of pagment of ualue added tax or sales tax, stwll
be taken as the ualue of propertg in goods transferred in the execution of the said
tuorks contract for detennination of the ualue of seruice portion in the execution of
utorks contract under this clause.

(ii) where the ualue has not been determined under clause (i), the person liable to
pag tax on the seruice portion inuotued in the exeattion of the works contract shall
detennine the seruice tax payable in the foltowing manne4 namely: -

(A)in case of works controcts entered into for exeantion of oiginal uorks, serutce
tax shall be payable on fortg per cent of the total amount charged for the uorks

. contract;

(B) in case of tttork-s contract entered into for maintenance or repair or reconditioning
or restoration or seruicing o..,F ang goods, seruice tax shall be pagable on seuenta
percent of the total amount charged for the works contract;

(C) in cose of other works contracts, not covered und.er sub-clauses (A) and. (B),
including maintenance, repair, completion and finishing seruices such cs glazing,
ptasteing, floor and uall tiling, installation of electical Jittings of an immouable

f-



23. In view ofthe above provisions and the discussions, it is evident that the activity
performed by M/s Alpine Estates, is rightly classifiable under,works contract Service,
and the valuation has to be adopted as per the provisions of service Tax (Determination
of value) Rules 2006. Further in the absence of documentarJr evid.ence to segregate the
service value portion, the correct method is to follow composite method ,oa1n" t"*
.liability is to be ca-lculated on 40% of the Gross value.

24. I have gone through the records and submissions made by the assessee. The
show cause notice has clearly discussed the activity of the assessee. The assessee in
their correspondence have submitted that they have paid service tax on the amounts,
as calculated by them after deducting certain amounts. such voluntary complia,ce
would have been appreciated if the taxable value has been arrived as per the presc;ption
of Law. The assessee have devised their own methods to arrive at the tax liability without
following the provisions of service Tax (Determination of value) Rules 2o06.

25. The assessee are not new to the taxation and the provisions relating to service
Tax Law. The assessee have executed several construction projects and is w-er aware of
Law. In spite of having knowledge about valuation under works contract service, the
assessee have deliberately attempted to vivisect the composite service into different
instances and tried to exploit the illustrative description of service under Law. Such an
act cannot be classified as Bona fide in nature. I rely on the following pronouncement
.by the Hon'ble Tribunal:

TANZEEM scREEr{ARTs us CoMMISSIoNER oF 1ENTRAL Exctsl, MUMBAI-
2006(196) E.L.T.209gn.-Mumbai)-Belief -Bonafrdeberief -Brindbelii.ef -Abtind,
belief that uthat one is doing is ight does not rnake it a boia fid.e belief. [para 7].

26, with regard to interest and penalty, the notice has elaborately provided the
grounds for invoking penal provisions under section zs, 76 and,77 of the Finance Act,
1944. The acts and omissions discussed in the earlier notices has rendered ttre assessee
liable for penal action. penalty is a preventive as w"ell as d.eterrent measure to defeat
recurrence of breach of raw and also to discourage non-compliance to the law of anywilful breach. of course, just because pena-lty is prescribed that should not
mechanically be lcvied following Apex court's decision in the case of Hindustan Steel
Ltd. v. State of Orissa reported in 1978 (2)ELT (J159) (S.C.; = 61p 1970 S.C. 253. Section
80 of the Act having made provision for excuse from levy of penalty under section 76 if
the assessee proves that thcrc was a reasonable cause for failure under that section no
other criteria is mandate of Law to exonerate them from penalty. In view of the above'reliance is placed on the following case laws for imposition of penalty: -

lil 2oo7 (6) s.T.R. 32 (T^. - Kolkata) -ccE., KOLKATA - I vs GURDIAN LEISURE
PLANNERS PVT LTD.

(ii) 2010 (18) s.T.R. 492 (T,, - Det.)- GoRA MAL HARI RAM LTD. Vs GoMMISSIONER
OF SERVICE TAX, NEW DDLHI ---- Reasonable cause not shown and oenoltu wanuer not
qrantable - impuqned case beinq one o abuse of orocess of lau-t, impuqned orderf
sustainable - Sections 75, 76 and 8O of the Finance Act, 1994. [pora S].

27 . Accordingly, I hold that penalty under section 76 and rz of the Finance Act, 1994,
is imposable as they havc contravened the provisions of law.

28. In view ofthe findings and discussions detailed above, I pass t].e following order:

ORDER

(i) I confirm an amount of Rs. 46,9 16/- (Rupees Forty-Six Thousand Nine Hundred
and sixteen only) (including ccsses) towards "works contract service,, rendered during
April, 2o15 to June, 2or7 rn terms of sub-section (2) of Section 73 of the Finance Act
19941'

propertg' serutce tox shall be payabre on sirty per cent ofthe total amount charged.
for the uorks contract



(ii) I demand interest at the applicable rates on the amount demanded at (i) above
under Section 75 of the Finance Act, 1994

(iii) I impose a pena-lty of Rs. 4,692/- being 1O% of service tax arnount demanded at
(i) above, under Section 76 of the Finance Act, 1994, provided that where service tax
and interest is paid within a period of thirty days of the date of receipt of the order of
the Central Excise Officer determining the amount of service tax under sub-section (2)

of Section 73, the penalty payable shall be 25o/o ol the penalty imposed in that order,
only if such reduced penalty is also paid within such period.

(iv) I impose Penalt)' of RS. 10,000/- on them under Section 77 of t}:e Finance Act,
t994.

(K.PETER PAUL SING

SUPERINTENDENT

RAMGOPALPET- l RANGE

To,

M/s Alpine Estates.,
Address: 5-4-187 l3 & 4, 2nd Floor,
Soham Mansion, M.G.lload,
Secunderabad - 500 0(r3.

Copy submitted ;to:
1. The Commissior.::r of Central Tax, Central Excise and Service Tax,

Secunderabacl C :nmissionerate.
2. The Assistar-rt C : nmissioner of Central Tax, Central Excise and Service Tax,

Secunderabad D ;vision.
3. The Superintendent (Adjudication), Secunderabad Division.
4. Master Cop5'.


