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Appeal No . ST-52816/14

The learned counssl for the appeliant, - Mr.  Dharmendrs

Grivastava states that they do not want fo press grou

Lo

,,"l?
numbers (1*‘ (\w\ as contalned in the prayer portion of
appaal. These grounds are on the merits, challenging the

taxaviiity of rent received in the hands of the appellant and also
the invocation of extended ;Jes'iod Of dimitation. The pext gi"’cmnd
e%‘__"mat\iit 's an admitted fact that the appellant have not
charged Service Tax from the receivers of service being renting

CAA
: : . ' P , b :
of immovable property. Accordingly, it is pleaded that gom a-chity

4
beneflt for calculation of service tax be allowed. It is also urged
that under the facts and circumstance . the appellant being a
Sltatutcery body, the cor npliance under Service Tax was nob made
only due to lack of knowiedge and/or instructions from the
Administrative  Authority o the appeliant, The transaction in
dispute are duly recorded in the Looks of accounts, ardinarily

""mn.;cnm\u by Lhe appefiant. The demand have been raised on

of informiation furnished to the Revenue by the

appeliant. Accordingly, there heing o contumacious conduct
e part of the appellant, the

2 bo £3- U RN I ym g mde L .
PERGILY = 1 urged to be set aside.

have supportec the impugned

&, ne learned AR for revenue

order passed by the Cammissioner,

[l |\""‘
7. raving considered the contentions, we are satisfled that it is a fit

case for allowing the cum-duty benefit for calculation of Service

fax and accordingly, we allow this ground. Under the facts and
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