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"In my view, taking into consideration the aforesaid. tl)e 

Claim of learned counsel for the Revenue that the body has been 

sold, is not found to be justified in view of' the latest judgment of' 
Apex court in Konc [levator of' India Pvt. Ltd. v. State ofTuiijl 

Nadu (supra). the petition deserve to succeed and it is held that the 
work accomplished by the assessee is in the nature of \\ orks  contract 
and accordingly would he charged tax or eNempuon ftc as the case 
may be 
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