
H
istorically, prior to 46th

amendment to the Con-

stitution of India, [‘the 46th

Amendment’] both works contracts

and leasing agreements were not

charged to sales tax on different

grounds.

In case of a works contract, gen-

erally transfer of property takes

place only at the conclusion of the

contract.  In certain cases, for

example in a building contract,

transfer of property takes place at

the completion of the building, by

which time, the material used in

construction of the building has

already become immovable prop-

erty.  Since sales tax can be charged

only on the sale of movable prop-

erty, transfer of property in build-

ing could not be charged to sales

tax.  The sales tax legislation as it

was stood at that point in time did

not permit bifurcation of an indivis-

ible contract so as to treat supplies

of material as a sale of movables. 

This view was expressed by the

Hon’ble Supreme

Court of India in

the case of Gannon

Dunkerly and Co.

[(1958) 9 STC

353], wherein it

held been that: 

“we are con-

cerned here with a

building contract,

and in the case of

such a contract,

the theory that it

can be broken up

into its component

parts and as

regards one of

them it can be said

that there is a sale

must fail on both

the grounds that

there is no agreement to sell mate-

rials as such, and that property in

them does not pass as movables.”

“To sum up, the expression “sale

of goods” in Entry 48 is a nomen

juris, its essential ingredients being

an agreement to

sell movables for

a price and prop-

erty passing

therein pursuant

to that agreement.

In a building con-

tract which is, as

in the present

case, one, entire

and indivisible -

and that is its

norm, there is no

sale of goods, and

it is not within the

competence of the Provincial

Legislature under Entry 48 to

impose a tax on the supply of the

materials used in such a contract

treating it as a sale.”

The Hon’ble Supreme Court had

held that in case of an indivisible

building contract, it was not within

the competence of provincial legis-

lature to bifurcate the contract into

two contracts so as to impose a sales

tax on the supply of the material used

in such a contract treating the trans-

action as one for sale of movables. 

On the other hand, in case of leas-

ing agreements, only the transfer of

the right to use takes place.  The prop-

erty in the subject goods remains

with the owner of the goods and,

therefore, in the absence of any trans-

fer of property in goods, no sales tax
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could be charged on lease rentals

received.  The State Governments

attempted to charge sales tax on the

lease rentals, more specifically in

case of rentals charged for permitting

screening of movies in theaters.  This

was on the ground that after such

screening, the movies loose their

commercial value and, therefore,

permitting screening of the movies

was as good as a sale and, accord-

ingly, the rental charged should be

subject to sales tax.  

However, in the year 1982, by

virtue of 46th Amendment, Entry

29A was inserted in Article 366 of

the Constitution of India to define

the term ‘tax on the sale or purchase

of goods’.  The definition includes,

inter alia, ‘transfer of property in

goods involved in the execution of a

works contract’ and ‘transfer of the

right to use goods’.  Pursuant to such

amendment, States amended their

respective sales tax legislations to

expand the definition of ‘sale’ incor-

porated therein, on the lines similar

to the 46th Amendment.  Conse-

quent to such amendments, transac-

tions involving transfer of property

in goods involved in execution of a

works contract or transfer of the

right to use goods became charge-

able to sales tax. 

However, till 2002, inter State

transactions involving transfer of

property in goods involved in the

execution of a works contract or

transfer of the right to use goods

were not chargeable.  This view has

been upheld by the Hon’ble

Supreme Court in the case of

Gannon Dunkerly & Co. Vs. State

of Rajasthan [(1993) 88 STC 204]

wherein it has been held that: 

“In view of the aforesaid limita-

tions imposed by the Constitution

on the legislative power of the

States under entry 54 of the State

List, it is beyond the competence of

the State Legislature to make a law

imposing or authorising the imposi-

tion of a tax on transfer of property

in goods involved in the execution of

a works contract, with the aid of

sub-clause (b) of clause (29-A) of

article 366, in respect of transac-

tions which take place in the course

of inter-State trade or commerce or

transactions which constitute sales

outside the State or sales in the

course of import or export.

Consequently, it is not permissible

for a State to frame the legislative

enactment in exercise of the legisla-

tive power conferred by entry 54 in

State List in a manner as to assume

the power to impose tax on such

transactions and thereby transgress

these constitutional limitations.

Apart from the limitations referred

to above which curtail the ambit of

the legislative competence of the

State Legislatures, there is clause

(3) of article 286 which enables the

Parliament to make a law placing

restrictions and conditions on the

exercise of the legislative power of

the State under entry 54 in State List

in regard to the system of levy, rates

and other incidents of tax. Such a

law may be in relation to (a) goods

declared by the Parliament by law

to be of special importance in inter-

State trade or commerce, or (b) to

taxes of the nature referred to in

sub-clauses (b), (c) and (d) of clause

(29-A) of article 366.”

The above decision was fol-

lowed by various High Courts in

several subsequent decisions and

held that in the absence of amend-

ment in the Central Sales Tax Act,

1956 [‘the Central Sales Tax Act’]

inter State transactions of transfer

of property in goods involved in the

execution of a works contract can-

not be charged to central sales tax.

The Finance Act, 2002 has

amended the definition of ‘sale’

incorporated in the Central Sales

Tax Act on the lines similar to the

Clause 29A of Article 366 of the

Constitution of India.  Conseq-

uently, inter State transactions

involving transfer of property in

goods involved in execution of a

works contract and transfer of the

right to use goods became charge-

able to central sales tax. 

Having set out the historical

background of the levy of sales tax

on the transactions involving trans-

fer of property in goods involved in

the execution of a works contract

and transactions involving transfer

of the right to use goods, we can

now proceed to examine the scheme

of levy of sales tax on such transac-

tions under the sales tax regime.

Works Contracts

A works contract is generally a

contract wherein transfer of prop-

erty takes place along with labour.

The question whether a contract

would qualify as a contract of sale

or of works has always been a con-

tentious issue.  The Courts in India

have not been able to arrive at a sin-

gle criterion to answer the above

issue.  In various judicial pronou-

ncements it has been held that the
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dividing line between a contract of

sale and a contract of works was

always very thin and the issue has

to be determined based on exami-

nation of the facts of each case and

manner of execution of such contract. 

The Hon’ble Supreme Court had,

in the case of Hindustan Shipyard

Limited Vs. State of A.P. [(2000) 119

STC 533], set out certain parameters

in order to determine as to whether a

contract would qualify as a contract

of ‘works’ or ‘sale’, as under:

The distinction between a con-

tract of sale and a works contract

is not free from difficulty and has

been subject matter of several judi-

cial decisions. No straightjacket

formula can be made available

nor can such quick-witted tests

devised as would be infallible. It is

all a question of determining the

intention of the parties by culling

out the same on an overall reading

of the several terms and conditions

of a contract. In State of Gujarat v.

Variety Body Builders [1976] 38

STC 176 this Court observed that

there is no standard formula by

which one can distinguish a con-

tract of sale from a contract for

work and labour. There may be

many common features in both the

contracts, some neutral in a par-

ticular contract, and yet certain

clinching terms in a given case

may fortify a conclusion one way

or the other. It will depend upon the

facts and circumstances of each

case. The question is not always

easy and has for all times vexed

jurists all over. 

The principles deducible from

the several decided cases may be

summed up as under: 

(1) It is difficult to lay down any

rule or inflexible rule applica-

ble alike to all transactions so

as to distinguish between a

contract for sale and a contract

for work and labour. 

(2) Transfer of property of goods for

a price is the linchpin of the def-

inition of “sale”. Whether a

particular contract is one of

sale of goods or for work and

labour depends upon the main

object of the parties found out

from an overview of the terms of

the contract, the circumstances

of the transactions and the cus-

tom of the trade. It is the sub-

stance of the contract docu-

ments and not merely the form,

which has to be looked into. The

court may form an opinion that

the contract is one whose main

object is transfer of property in

a chattel as a chattel to the

buyer, though some work may

be required to be done under

the contract as ancillary or

incidental to the sale, then it is a

sale. If the primary object of the

contract is the carrying out of

work by bestowal of labour and

services and materials are inci-

dentally used in execution of

such work then the contract is

one for work and labour. 

(3) If the thing to be delivered has

any individual existence before

the delivery as the sole property

of the party who is to deliver it,

then it is a sale. If A may trans-

fer property for a price in a

thing in which B had no previ-

ous property then the contract is

a contract for sale. On the other

hand where the main object of

work undertaken by the payee of

the price is not the transfer of a

chattel qua chattel, the contract

is one for work and labour. 

(4) The bulk of material used in

construction belongs to the

manufacturer who sells the

end-product for a price, then it

is a strong pointer to a conclu-

sion that the contract is in sub-

stance one for the sale of goods

and not one for work and

labour. However, the test is not

decisive. It is not the bulk of the

material alone but the relative

importance of the material qua

the work, skill and labour of the

payee, which have to be

weighed. If the major compo-

nent of the end-product is the

material consumed in produc-

ing the chattel to be delivered

and the skill and labour are

employed for converting the

main components into the end-

products, the skill and labour

are only incidentally used and

hence the delivery of the end-

product by the seller to the

buyer would constitute a sale.

On the other hand if the main

objective of the contract is to

avail the skill and labour of the
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seller though some material or

components may be inciden-

tally used during the process of

the end product being brought

into existence by the investment

of skill and labour of the sup-

plier, the transaction would be

a contract for work and labour. 

There may be three categories

of contracts: (i) The contract may

be for work to be done for remu-

neration and for supply of materi-

als used in the execution of the

work for a price; (ii) It may be a

contract for work in which the use

of the materials is ancillary or

incidental to the execution of the

work; and (iii) It may be a contract

for supply of goods where some

work is required to be done as inci-

dental to the sale. The first con-

tract is a composite contract con-

sisting of two contracts one of

which is for the sale of goods and

the other is for work and labour.

The second is clearly a contract

for work and labour not involving

sale of goods.  The third is a con-

tract for sale where the goods are

sold as chattels and the work done

is merely incidental to the sale.”

To summarise, the Court had

held that no straightjacket formula

could be devised for deciding

whether a contract is of sale or of

works.  It has to be decided in view

of the terms of the contract, inten-

tion of the parties and manner of

conducting the transaction. 

Having decided that a contract

qualifies as a contract of works,

based on the parameters above, a

brief examination of the scheme of

levy of sales tax on transfer of prop-

erty in such contract is required.

In terms of sales tax laws, transfer

of property in movable goods alone

can be charged to sales tax.

Typically execution of a works con-

tract involves transfer of property in

a wide variety of goods, in addition

to involvement of labour.  Further,

the works contracts often provide for

a consolidated price, which cannot

be allocated to various items used in

execution in such contracts.  It also

needs to be understood that neither

the contractor nor the contractee is

generally interested in such segrega-

tion.  In such an event, the levy of

sales tax on the price, which repre-

sents cost of various materials alone

presented a challenge before the leg-

islators.  The sales tax legislations

then came out with the following

broad schemes for levy of sales tax

on transfer of property

involved in the execution of

works contracts.  

Schedule Rate: As a basic

feature, sales tax is charge-

able on the transfer of prop-

erty in goods involved in the

execution of a works con-

tract at the rates prescribed

for the concerned goods in

the schedules of the con-

cerned State sales tax legisla-

tion.  Where value of each

item of material transferred

in the course of execution of

a works contract is identifi-

able, sales tax can be charged

on the value of individual

items of materials on merit

rates provided under the

schedules to the concerned

State sales tax legislation.

Works Contract Tax Rate:Where the

value of individual items is not sepa-

rately identifiable since majority of

works contracts generally do not pro-

vide for separate values for goods and

services, many sales tax legislations

provide for a deduction at the pre-

scribed rates of labour and services

from the total contract value in order

to arrive at the taxable turnover.  Such

taxable turnover is then charged to a

general rate, which is independent of

the description of goods or rates pro-

vided for such goods in the schedules

to the sales tax legislations. For

example, the Delhi Sales Tax on

Works Contract Act, 1999 had pro-

vided that the value of goods trans-

ferred in the course of execution of a

works contract be charged to tax at

the rate of 8 per cent, regardless of the

description of such goods.  

Composition Rate: It has also been

recognised that it is generally not

practical for a works contractor to

separately allocate amount of works

contract towards value of goods and

services.  Also, it is not practical to

maintain separate accounts for goods

and services for individual works con-

tracts.  In view of the above, State

sales tax legislations provide for an

optional scheme whereby the works

contractor can discharge his sales tax

liability by paying tax on the total

value of the contract at a lower rate.

This rate called as composition rate is

generally lower than the rates pre-

scribed under the schedules to the

sales tax legislations or the works con-

tract tax rate.  In most of the States, the

composition rate is around 4 per cent. 
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Deduction of Tax at Source

A typical feature of the scheme of

taxation on transfer of property in

goods involved in the execution of a

works contract under sales tax legis-

lation of most of the States was

deduction of tax at source from the

payment made by the contractee to

the contractor in pursuance to a

works contract.  The contractee was

made responsible for deduction of

tax at a prescribed percentage from

the payment made or credited to the

account of the contractor, in pur-

suance of a works contract.  There-

after, the contractee used to deposit

the tax so deducted with the con-

cerned authorities and issue a certifi-

cate to the contractor.  The contractor

was also eligible to deduct the

amount of tax paid under such cer-

tificate from his tax liability and

required to deposit only the remain-

ing amount of tax. 

VAT Regime

Under the VAT regime, the single

most significant distinction from the

sales tax regime that has happened is

the availability of the input tax credit

of VAT paid on goods procured from

within the State and used in the exe-

cution of a works contract.  Now, sub-

ject to certain prescribed conditions,

a works contractor is eligible to avail

of input tax credit of VAT paid on pro-

curement of goods.  This, together

with usual complexities of a works

contract, has posed new challenges

as far as the levy and payment of VAT

is concerned.  Surprisingly, the

‘White paper’ issued by the

Empowered Committee of State

Finance Ministers [‘the Empowered

Committee’] on VAT is silent on the

issues concerning imposition of VAT

on deemed sales. This is despite the

fact that the levy of sales tax on deemed

sales has troubled both the legislatures

and the taxpayers in the past.

While the VAT laws are still

evolving, the principle schemes of

levy of sales tax on works contracts

have been retained in the VAT

regime as well.  

Schedule rate: The VAT legislations

too propose levy of works contract

tax at the rates prescribed for the spe-

cific category of goods, while allow-

ing input tax credit of goods pro-

cured from within the State.  The

availability of input tax credit is of

course subject to other prescribed

conditions, e.g. input tax credit not

available on petroleum products etc. 

General rate:As against the sales tax

regime, the VAT legislations gener-

ally do not provide for a general rate

to be applied on value of goods.  

Composition rate: The VAT legisla-

tions have provided for composition

rates to be applied on the entire con-

tract value of the works contract.

However, in

such cases, the

contactor is not

permitted to

avail of input tax

credit on goods

procured from

within the State. 

Deduction of tax

at source: The

VAT legislations

also require a

contractee to

deduct tax from payment to be made

to a contractor in pursuance to a

works contract.  Though it appears to

be a harmless continuation of exist-

ing provisions, yet the same presents

a unique challenge. While the pay-

ments made to a works contractor

continue to remain subject to deduc-

tion of tax at source, the total output

VAT liability of the concerned con-

tractor, reduced by the available

input tax credit, could be lower than

the amount of tax so deducted. In

today’s competitive environment,

the value addition by a contractor

may not be that high so as to result in

net output tax liability exceeding the

amount of tax deducted by the con-

tractee.  In such a situation, the con-

tractor would have to approach the

concerned VAT authorities for

refund of excess input tax credit.

This situation, however, may not

arise in case a contractor opts for a

composition scheme wherein the

rate of deduction of tax is equal or

lower than the rate of composition

scheme, with no input tax credit.

Input tax credit on capital goods:

Several kinds of works contracts do

not involve any manufacturing or

processing of goods e.g. contracts

for construction of roads, bridges,

etc., and yet we find that capital

goods of substantial amount are

used in the execution of such con-

tracts.  Majority of the VAT legisla-

tions provide for availing of input

tax credit on capital goods only

where such goods are used in manu-

facturing or processing of goods.

Where such capital goods are used

in execution of works contracts

chargeable to VAT, input tax credit

on capital goods used in such con-

tracts should ideally be allowed. It is

also pertinent to note that in view of

several judicial pronouncements,

such contractors are permitted to

purchase capital goods against statu-
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tory declaration at a concessional

rate of tax.  In case input tax credit of

VAT paid on capital goods is not

allowed, the works contractors may

opt for procuring such capital goods

from outside the State at a conces-

sional rate of tax.  It could therefore

be in the interest of the State where

work is being executed to allow

input tax credit of VAT paid on pro-

curement of capital goods used in

the execution of works contracts.  

VAT liability in case of ongoing con-

tracts: It is a common trade practice

that a works contract is awarded at a

price, which is inclusive of all taxes.

The contract price is generally not

varied for any changes in the tax

regime, rates etc. The transition from

sales tax to VAT could result in varia-

tion of tax incidence in case of works

contracts.  The situation could be

even more complex in case of works

contract being executed in several

States, few of them having switched

to VAT regime while the remaining

still continuing with the sales tax

regime.  Unfortunately, neither the

VAT legislations nor the Empowered

Committee has provided any remedy

for such situations.

Leasing agreements

The history of levy of tax on the

transfer of right to use goods had also

been equally involving for both leg-

islators as well as taxpayers.  The

‘Statement of Objects and Reasons’

of the bill proposing 46th

Amendment to the Constitution of

India had provided that devices by

way of lease of films has resulted in

avoidance of sales tax.  It said that the

main right in regard to a film relates

to its exploitation and after exploita-

tion for a certain period of time, in

most cases, the film ceases to have

any value. It is, therefore, seen that

instead of resorting to the outright

sale of a film, only a lease or transfer

of the right to exploitation is made.

The Parliament then passed the said

46th amendment and by virtue of the

said amendment, Clause 29A was

inserted in Article 366 of the

Constitution of India wherein, inter

alia, sub-clause (d) proposed to levy

‘a tax on the transfer of the right to

use any goods for any purpose

(whether or not for a specified

period) for cash, deferred payment

or other valuable consideration’. 

Subsequently, various State leg-

islations amended definition of

‘sale’ incorporated in the respective

State sales tax legislations to

include, inter alia, transfer of the

right to use goods. Consequently,

the transactions involving transfer

of the right to use goods or com-

monly known as ‘lease’ became

chargeable to sales tax.   

Similar to works contracts, levy

of sales tax on transfer of the right to

use goods has also evolved through

a series of judicial pronouncements.

The States had incorporated provi-

sions in their respective sales tax leg-

islations empowering them to levy

sales tax on the transfer of the right to

use goods in case the goods are put to

use within that State, regardless of

the movement of goods from one

State to another or the place of exe-

cution of the agreement for the trans-

fer of the right to use goods.  This

implies that where the goods are put

to use, for example in the State of

Maharashtra, regardless of the place

of execution of the lease agreement

or movement of the subject goods,

the transactions would be subject to

sales tax in the State of Maharashtra.

This position has resulted into a

plethora of litigations.  On the one

hand, the States were seeking to

charge tax on the basis of use of the

goods within the respective States;

on the other hand, they were also

seeking to charge tax on the basis of

place of the execution of the lease

agreement.  Such tax positions taken

by the State Government had cre-

ated lot of confusion and litigation

with respect to the situs of sale in

case of leasing agreements. 

At the same time, it was also

argued that where the goods move

from one State to another in pur-

suant to a lease agreement, the

transaction could be charged to tax

under the Central Sales Tax Act

alone.  Further in the absence of

amendment to the definition of sale,

inter State leasing transactions

could not be charged to sales tax.  

The Hon’ble Supreme Court

had, in the case of 20th Century

Finance Corporation Limited Vs.

State of Maharashtra [(2000) 119

STC 182], by a majority judgment

set out certain guiding principles, in

order to charge sales tax on such

leasing transactions and put the

situs of sale issues to rest, as under: 

(a) The States in exercise of power

under entry 54 of List II read

with article 366(29A)(d) are

not competent to levy sales tax

on the transfer of right to use

goods, which is a deemed sale,

if such sale takes place outside

the State or is a sale in the

course of inter-State trade or

commerce or is a sale in the

course of import or export. 

(b) The appropriate Legislature by

creating legal fiction can fix situs

of sale. In the absence of any such

legal fiction the situs of sale in

case of the transaction of transfer

of right to use any goods would be

the place where the property in

goods passes, i.e., where the writ-

ten agreement transferring the

right to use is executed. 

(c) Where the goods are available

for the transfer of right to use the

taxable event on the transfer of

right to use any goods is on the

transfer which results in right to

use and the situs of sale would

THE  CHARTERED ACCOUNTANT 1666 JUNE  2005

TTHHEEMMEE



be the place where the contract

is executed and not where the

goods are located for use. 

(d) In cases where goods are not in

existence or where there is an

oral or implied transfer of the

right to use goods, such trans-

actions may be effected by the

delivery of the goods. In such

cases the taxable event would

be on the delivery of goods. 

(e) The transaction of transfer of

right to use goods cannot be

termed as contract of bailment as

it is deemed sale within the mean-

ing of legal fiction engrafted in

clause (29A)(d) of article 366 of

the Constitution wherein the

location or delivery of goods to

put to use is immaterial. 

Accordingly, the Supreme Court

had held that in case of transactions

involving transfer of the right to use

goods, the situs of sale would be the

place of the execution of the con-

tract and not the place where the

goods are put to use.  The Hon’ble

Supreme Court had also held that

even in case of leasing transactions,

powers of the State legislatures to

levy sales tax are subject to the pro-

visions contained in Section 3, 4

and 5 of the Central Sales Tax Act. 

In addition to the above, another

issue that was needed to be examined

was the taxability of lease agree-

ments, which were executed prior to

the introduction of sales tax on such

deemed sales transactions.  In case an

ongoing lease transaction, which was

executed prior to the introduction of

sales tax on leases in the concerned

States, the issue that was to be exam-

ined is whether sales tax could be

charged on the lease rentals received

after introduction of such tax. 

The Andhra Pradesh High Court

had, in the case of Corromandal

Finance Co. Ltd. Vs. Commissioner

of Commercial Taxes [(2001) 122

STC 538], held that the taxable

event in case of a lease transaction is

‘transfer of the right to use goods’

and not the ‘use of the goods’.  The

Hon’ble High Court accordingly

held that in case of existing and

ongoing leases, it was not permissi-

ble for the sales tax authorities to

impose sales tax on the lease rentals

collected after the imposition of

sales tax on lease transactions.

Further, in the sales tax regime,

tax was either charged at the first

stage or at the last stage of sale

made within a State.  Accordingly,

the lessor used to either avail of the

benefit of tax charged by the first

seller in the State or used to pay tax

on the consideration received or

receivable in the capacity of last

seller of the goods in the State.  

Provisions under VAT regime:

Under the VAT legislations tax is to

be charged on each stage of sale with

availing of input tax credit of the tax

charged on the earlier stages. Acco-

rdingly, the lessor is now required to

discharge his tax liability on the lease

rentals received post the introduction

of VAT.  The lessor would, however,

be eligible to avail of input tax credit

of the tax paid at the time of procure-

ment of the goods. 

Generally, the tenure of the lease

agreements is spread over a long

period of time and lease rentals are

collected over such lease periods.

Now in VAT regime, lessor would

pay tax at the time of procurement

of goods but he would be eligible to

utilise such input credit to pay out-

put tax only over the entire period

of lease.  This would result in accu-

mulation of input tax credit in the

hands of the lessor for a long period

of time. Since the tax would even-

tually be payable by the lessor, he

may opt to carry forward the excess

input tax credit instead of claiming

a refund from the tax authorities.

Consequently, the lessor would

have to manage his working capital

in order to ensure that carrying of

excess input tax credit does not

affect his business adversely. 

Ongoing leases: Another issue that

needs to be addressed by the legisla-

tors and the leasing industry is that of

the ongoing lease agreements.  In

most of the cases, the lessor would

have paid sales tax at the time of

procuring the goods and in case

lease agreement relates to first point

goods, the lessor was not required to

pay any tax on the lease rentals

received by him in the sales tax

regime.  Now, in VAT regime, the

lessor would be required to pay tax

on the lease rentals received post

introduction of VAT with availabil-

ity of input tax credit of sales tax paid

at the time of procurement of such

goods.  However, availing of input

tax credit would be subject to the

provisions of the concerned VAT

legislations.  In case the goods were

procured more than one year back,

there is a high possibility that the

lessor would not be eligible for input

tax credit of the sales tax paid on

procuring the goods. This issue per-

haps requires a lot more delibera-

tions by the lawmakers and involve-

ment of taxpayers in such discussion

would always help increase mutual

confidence and could result in a

widely acceptable decision.

While introduction of VAT is a

move in the right direction of simpli-

fication of tax administration, timely

removal of irritants is the key to the

success of the new tax regime.  The

industry and the consumers should

not suffer because of the introduction

of new method of taxation. It is the

human nature to resist change and

more so when such change causes any

pain.  Hence it is high time that the Emp-

owered Committee and the State

Governments find solutions to the

contentious issues as discussed in this

article in relation to deemed sales after

taking views of all the stakeholders. ■
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