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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).18012/2009

(From the judgenent and order dated 11/11/2008 in I TA No. 1259/2007
of The H GH COURT OF DELHI AT N. DELHI)

Cl.T-Xvil, DELH Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
SI LVER QAK LABORATORI ES P. LTD. Respondent ( s)

[ For Final Disposal]
[ For Directions]

Wth S.L.P. (C) No.18073 of 2009
(Wth office report)
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (© No.19648 of 2009

(Wth appln.(s) for c/delay in filing SLP, exenption from
filing c/c of the inpugned judgenent and anendnent of cause
title)

[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (C No.19650 of 2009
(Wth appln.(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (© No.30252 of 2009
(Wth office report)

[ For Final Disposal]

[ For Directions]

S.L.P. (C) No.20907 of 2009
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (C No.30705 of 2009
(Wth office report)
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (O No.20899 of 2009
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (© No.21066 of 2009
.2/ -

S.L.P. (© No.21788 of 2009
(Wth office report)
[ For Final Disposal]

S.L.P. (C) No.30853 of 2009
(Wth office report)
[ For Final Disposal]

(© No. 30248 of 2009
of fice report)
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Date: 17/08/2010 These Matters were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE



HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K S. RADHAKRI SHNAN

For Petitioner(s) Bi shwaj it Bhattacharya, ASG
Arijit Prasad, Adv.

H R Rao, Adv.

Rohi t Shar na, Adv.

Vi kas Mal hotra, Adv.

Aj ay Singh, Adv.

B. V. Bal aram Das, Adv.

For Respondent (s) K. B. Upadhyay, Adv.
S. K. Di vakar, Adv.
S.R Setia, Adv.
K. Sanpat h, Adv.
R K. Raghavan, Adv.
K. V. Mbhan, Adv.

S. Ganesh, Sr. Adv.
S. Sukumar an, Adv.
Anand Sukumar, Adv.
Bhupesh Kunar, Adv.
Meer a Mat hur, Adv.

Satyen Set hi, Adv.
Arta Trana Panda, Adv.
Raneshwar Prasad Goyal , Adv.

Aj ay Vohra, Adv.
Kavita Jha, Adv.

55 555 §S555 555 555 5555555

.3/ -
- 3 -

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

On exam ning the terns and conditions and

al so on exam nation of t he i nvoi ces, pur chase
orders as well as the challans indicating paynent
of excise duty, we are of the view that there is no
material on record to indicate that the transaction
in question is a "contract for carrying out works".
Hence, Section 194C of the Incone Tax Act, 1961
[ Act’, for short] is not attracted. CQur
attention, in fact, is invited to the amendnent in
Section 194C of the Act vide Finance (No.2) Act,
2009, with ef f ect from 1st Cct ober, 2009, whi ch
defi nes "wor k" to i ncl ude manuf act uri ng or
supplying a product according to the requirenment or
specification of a cust oner by usi ng mat eri al
pur chased from such cust oner. In fact, it is
clarified that the definition of the word "work"
will not i ncl ude manuf act uri ng or suppl yi ng a
pr oduct accor di ng to t he requi r enent or
speci fication of a cust omer by usi ng materi a
purchased from a person other than such custoner.
However, this anmendnment cane into force only with
effect from 1st October, 2009, which will not apply
to the period in question in the present case(s).

For t he af orest at ed reasons, we find no
reasons to interfere with the inpugned judgnents of
the Hi gh Court. The special |eave petitions are,

accordingly, dismssed.

[ Al ka Dudeja ] [ Madhu Saxena ]
A R -cumP. S Assi stant Regi strar



