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lthasbeennoticedthatanumberolwritpetitionshavebeenfiledbefore
difierent Hon'bte High CJ;.- ;;;; ttre countrv. challensing |t '!.91]l!v.:
constitutionality, and validity oiltt'""t of a consolidated demand notice covenng

muttiDte f inanciar years. rne 
"co;;"Ii"; rai.; in such petitions is that 

-t*t1o-T^7,1
;";HJ il;csi n"t, zoii J" ""t 

permit such issuance and that the same rs

contrary to the principles 
"r ^"t'*r'i"G' 

As tnis issue is recurring' the standard

,ri., ..rr".is of the GST Policy Wing on the subiect are enclosed al Annexure

A for lurther necessary action'

2. This issues with the approval ol Membe(GST)'

Encl: As above 
Yours lailhfull,'
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Annexure A

This is with reference to various communications received from field

Iormations seeking the Board's comments in relation to writ pelitions filed before
various courts across the country. lt has been observed that the ground of

challenge pertains to the legality of issuing composite Show Cause Notices (SCNs)

covering multiple financial years, and whether such issuance is permissible under

sectioni 73 and 74 of the CGST Act, 2017. Accordingly, a comprehensive list ol

such issues along with policy comments from this office is elaborated below: -

1. Composite SCNs tor multiple financial years are legally permissible

under sections 73n4 ol the CGST Act, 2017-

1.1 The matter has been examined and, in this context, it is pertinent to refer

section 73(l) & section 73(3) and section 74(l) & section 74(3) o1 the oGST Act,

which are reproduced below -(i) Section 73(l) ol the CGST Act' 2017:

"Where it appears to the proper oflicer that any lax has not been paid or

shortpaidorerroneouslyrefunded,orwhereinputtaxcredithasbeen
wrongly availed or utilised for any reason, other than the reason of traud or

any wilf ul-misstatement or suppression of facts to evade tax, he shall serve

noticeonthepersonchargeablewithtaxwhichhasnotbeensopaidor
whichhasbeensoshoftpaidortowhomtherefundhaserroneouslybeen
made,orwhohaswronglyavailedorutilisedinputtaxcredit,requiringhim
toshowcauseastowhyheshouldnotpaytheamountspecifiedinthe
noticealongwithinterestpayablethereonundersection50andapenalty
leviableundertheprovisionsofthisActortherulesmadethereunder,'

(ii) Section 73(3) oI the CGST Act'2017 :

,'Whereanoticehasbeenissuedloranyperiodundersub-section(l)'the

properofficermayserveastatement,containingthedetailsoftaxnotpaid
or shoft paid or erroneously refunded or input tax credit wrongly availed oi

utitized for such periods other than those covered under sub-section (1), on

the person chargeable with tax. "

(iii) Similarly, section 74(1) ol the CGST Act,2o77 :

"Where it appears to the proper officer that any tax has not been paid or

shortpaidorerroneouslyrefundedorwhereinputtarcredithasbeen
wronglyavailedorutitisedbyreasonoffraud,oranywilful.misstatementor
suppression of facts to evade tax he shatl serve notice on the person

chargeable with tax which has not been so paid or which has been so short
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paid or to whom the refund has erroneously been made, or who has wrongly

availed or utilised input tax credit, requiring him to show cause as to why he

should not pay the amount specified in the notice along with interest
payable thereon under section 50 and a penalty equivalent to the tax

specified in the notice."

(iv) Section 74(3) ol the CGST Act,2017 :

"where a notice has been issued for any period under sub-section (1)' the

proper officer may serue a statement containing the details of tat not paid or

short paid or erroneously refunded or input tax credit wrongly availed or

utitized for such periods other than those covered under sub-section (1)' on

the person chargeable with tax."

1 .2 A conioint reading of Sections 73(1) and 73(3), as well as Sections 74(1)

and 74(3) of the CGST Act, 2017, makes it evident that the statute does not

prescribe any restriction regarding the period for which. a demand notice may be

issued. lt is iherelore implicit that the proper officer is duly empowered to issue a

show cause Notice for any period, subject to the statutory framework and there is

no express bar in the statute which supports the prayer made by the Petitioner

before the Hon'ble Court.

.l .3 lt lollows that the petitioner's objection to the issuance of a consolidated

notice covering more than one financial year has no statutory foundation. on lhe

contrary, issuince of a single notice, instead of multiple year-wise notices,

promotes administrative efficiency, reduces duplication of proceedings, and is also
'beneficial to the taxpayer, who is required to appear only once lor adjudication.

Therefore, the conteniion of the Petitioner lacks merit and does not call lor

interference by this Hon'ble Court.

2.CompositeSCNslormultiplefinancialyearsdonothitthelimitation
period provided under sections 73174 ol lhe CGST Act, 2017'

2.lltissubmittedthatSectionT3(10)andsectionT4(.10)oftheCGSTAct,
z0t z speciticatty provides the time limit of three years and five years, respectively,

foi irrr"n"" of 
'oider, 

calculated from the due date Ior filing the annual return for

in" iin"n"i"r year to which the tax dues pertain. The issuance ot consolidated

notices or ordlrs is firmly grounded in the legal provisions, as the limitation period

i;;;;;t prescribed tor 6airr financiat year. The consotidation of proceedings does.

il 6;;it19 extend or atter the timitation period prescribed for each individual

;;;r. 
-i";t 

financial year is treated as a separate and distinct period for the

;;;r";; iirnit"tion Lven in such cases and the notices/orders are being issued

fiifi;-i;" prescribed timiration time frame applicable to every specific year

i;;i;H in ihe consolidated notices/orders. The issuance of a consolidated notice

;;;rd", as a procedural mechanism must not be misconstrued as indirectly

"x""oirg 
ih" limitation period prescribed statutorily for acting in relation to any

gil..li.i..i"r year. A consotidated instrument does not override the independent

4
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statutory timeline set for each linancial year as the limitation period is reckoned

separately and strictly adhered to in respect of every year and thus, each year

stands on ils own looting for the purpose oJ calculating limitation.

2.2 As an illustration, il a consolidated notice is to be issued Jor FY 2017-18

and 2018-1 9, the lollowing statutorily prescribed timelines have to be adhered to:

Financial
Year

Due date
lor filing

the annual
Return

Notice due
date

(within 3
months
from the
date of
order)

Order due
date

(within 3
years lrom
the date of

annual return)

Notice due
date

(within 6
months
from the
date of
order)

Order due date
(within 5 years
from the date
of the annual
return)

------SeEtioil3
Section 74

m17-18 0532.2020 r0.09.2023 T1.12.2023 04.o8.2024 04.02.2025

20't8-19 9T12.2020 3T.01.2024 9004.2024 30.06.2025 3T.122425

l/ 124148 / ?O?s

ln this case, the consolidated notice under section 73, for FY 2017-18 and 2018-19,

would be issued by 30.09.2023, and the order would be issued by 31 .12.2023. lt is

not that the limitatibn period is clubbed or carried over from that which is prescribed

for the latter years, by virtue of the issuance of a consolidated notice'

2.3 Thus, it may be seen that, regardless of consolidation, the limitation period

for each linancial year remains unaffected and is taken into account independently

so that the issuance oJ the notice or order meets the limitation criteria individually

for each year concerned. consolidation serves only as a procedural mechanism

and does not dilute or override the temporal restrictions imposed by law on. the

Gru"n." of notices/orders. Hence, clubbing of several linancial years in one show

cause notice does not compromise the overall timelines given in section 73-(10)

ano section 74(10) of the oGST Act,2O17 and does not result in an indirect

extension of the limitation period, contrary to some iudicial interpretations. lnstead,

;ilgd notice/order coveiing multiple years is,bounded by the limitation for each

finaniiat year individually, by issuing an order/scN within the prescribed time limit.

2.4 Besides, issuance of separate scNs for each financial year on identical

facts, based on the same set of ielied upon documents and investigation under the

retevant provisions of the oGST Act, 201 7, would serve no meaningful purpose'

On ine clntrary, consolidation of such SCNs covering multiple linancial years- is

"Ou"ni"g"ort 
even to the taxpayer, as it requires appearance only once for

preseniiig suomissions in defencq at the stage of adjudication. This approach not

Iniy pr"r""nt. duplication ol proceedings but also ensures .iudicial economy by

,"Jin! ,urruur" time and effori ol both th; t.upayer and the adiudicating authority.

3.Misinterpretationof"taxperiod"and"anyperiod"undersections
73(3) and section 74(3) of the CGST Act' 2017'

3.1 The Act mandates the issuance of show cause notice under section 73(1)

ii section 74(1), as applicable, where any tax has not been paid or short paid or

5
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erroneously refunded or where input tax credit has been wrongly availed or
utilised. Further the phrase "financial year" is used in section 73(10) and section
74(10) of the CGST Act which prescribes time limit to issue order under the
respective provisions. The limitation period under section 73(1 0) / 74(10) applies
individually to each period covered.

3.2 lt is submitted that sections 74(3) and 74(4) use the language"for any
period" and "for such periods", respectively and similar language is used in
section 73 of the CGST Act. Under sections 73(4) and 74(4), the Act provides that
if such a notice has already been issued lor certain periods and demand arises for

new periods on the same grounds, a statement suffices for the additional periods

serving as a deemed notice. Therefore, it would be incorrect to say that each

period necessarily requires a fresh SCN in every case. The law deems the

statement as a valid notice, fullilling the principles of due process. Thus, it can be

said that consolidated or clubbed scNs covering multiple tax periods on identical

grounds are not only permissible bul envisaged by the statute itsell to avoid

multiplicity of proceedings.
Furtnei, based on the language used in the said provisions, it can be

infened that a notice can be issued for a period which could be more than one

financial year and that the proper ofiicer is expressly empowered to issue scNs for

"any period,,as he deems Jit within the lour corners of law and there is no express

baiin the statule which supports the prayer made by the Petitioner before the

Hon,ble court. Moreover, each tax period covered in the scN is subject to its own

limitation period as prescribed under sections 73(10) and 74(10)'

3.3 The same view has been affirmed by the Hon',ble High court ol Delhi in the

case ol Ambika Traders v. Additional commissioner, Adiudication, DGGSTI

\W.P.(C) 4853/2025 dated Juty 29, 20251, wherein it has been held that a
ionsotidateO SCN for multiple financial years is permissible under the CGST Act,

2017. Relevant extracts of the said judgement are reproduced below-

"Consotidated SCN for Multiple Financial Years

43. lnsofar as the issue of consolidated notice for various financial years is

concerned, a perusal of section 74 ol the CGST Act would itself show that

at least insofar as fraudulently availed or utilized ITC is concerned, the

tanguage used in section 74(3) of the CGST Act and section 74(4) ol the

CGST Act is "for anv period" and "for such oeriods" respectively' This

contemplates that a notice can be issued for a period which could be more

thanonefinancialyear.SimitaristhelanguageeveninsectionT3ofthe
CGST Act. The relevant provisions read as under:

"7g. Determination of tax [pertaining to the peilod up to Financial

Year 2023-241 not paid or short paid or erroneously retunded or input

taxcreditwronglyavaitedorutitisedforanyreasonotherthanfraud
or any witf ut-misstatement or suppression ot facts'-
XXXX
(3) Where a notice has been issuedlor any period under sub-section (1)'

6
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the proper officer may serve a statement, containing the details of tax not
paid or short paid or erroneously refunded or input tax credit wrongly

availed or utilised lor such perbds other than those covered under sub-

section (1), on the person chargeable with tax.

(4) The service of such statement shall be deemed to be service of notice

on such person under sub-section (1), subiect to the condition that the

grounds relied upon for such tax periods other than those covered under

sub-section (1) are the same as are mentioned in the earlier notice.

xxxx
74. Determination ol tax [pefiaining to the period up to Financial Year

2023-241 not paid or short paid or erroneously relunded or input tax

credit wrongly avaited or utilised by reason ol lraud or any willul
misstatement or suppression of facts.-
xxxx
(3) Where a notice has been issuedlor any period under sub-section (1),

the proper officer may serve a statement, containing the details of tax not

paid or short paid or erroneously refunded or input tax credit wrongly

availed or utilised for such periods other than those covered under sub-

section (1), on the person chargeable with tax-

(4) The service of statement under sub-section (3) shall be deemed to be

sevice of notice under sub-section (1) of section 73, subiect to the

condition that the grounds relied upon in the said statement, except the

ground of fraud, or any wilf ut-misstatement or suppression of lacts to

evade tax, for periods other than those covered under sub-section (1) are

the same as arc mentioned in the earlier notice."

44. Some of the other provisions of the CGST Act, which are

relevant, include Section 2(106) ot the CGST Act, which defines "tax

period" as under:
"2.t...1 (106) "tax period" means the period for which the return is required

to be furnished.

45. Thus, sections 74(3), 74(4),73(3) and 73(4) of the CGST Act

use the term "lor any period" and'for such periods"' This would be in

contrast with the language used in sections 73(10) and 74(10) of the

CGST Act where the term "tinancial year" is used' The said provisions

read as under:
"73.t...1 (10) The proper officet shall issue the order under sub-section (9)

within three years from the due date for furnishing ol annual return for the

financiatyeartowhichthetaxnotpaidorshortpaidolinputtaxcredit
wronglyavailedorutitisedrelatestoorwithinthreeyearsfromthedateof
erroneous refund"
"74.t...1 1O) The proper officer shatt issue the order under sub-section (9)

withinaperiodoffiveyearsfromtheduedateforturnishingofannual

7
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return for the linancial year to which the tax not paid or short paid or input

tax credit wrongly availed or utilised relates to or within five years from the

date of erroneous refund."

The Legislature is thus, conscious of the fact that insofar as wrongtully

availed ITC is concerned, the notice can relate to a period and need not to

be for a specific financial year.

46. The nature of ITC is such that fraudulent utilization and

availment of the same cannot be established on most occasions without

connecting transactions over different financial years. The purchase could

be shown in one tinancial year and the supply may be shown in the next

financia! year. tt is only when either are found to be fabricated or the firms

are found to be fake that the maze of transactions can be analysed and

established as being fraudulent or bogus-

47. A solitary avaitment or utitization of ITC in one financial year may

actuatty not be capabte of by itself establishing the pattern of lraudulent

availment or utilization. lt is only when the series of transactions are

analysed, investigated, and enquired into, and a consistent pattern is

established,thatthefraudulentavailmentandutilizationoflTCmaybe
revealed. The language in the abovementioned provisions i'e', the word

'period' or 'periods' as against 'financiat year' or'assessment year'

arc theretorc, significant.

54. ..... The transactions are betvveen the years 2017 to 2021 ' A

consotidated notice is, therefore, not merely permissible but, in fact'

requiredinsuchcasesinordertoestablishtheillegalmodalityadoptedby
such businesses and entities. The language of the provision itsell does not

preventissuanceofsCNororderformuttipleyearsinaconsolidated
manner.

55.EvenintheorderwhichhasbeenimpugnedbeforethisCourt,the
detaitsoftheamountsforeachyeararesetoutclearlyinthecontentot
the order itsetf and is, therefore, clearly decipherabte' Thus' it cannot be

heldthattheissuanceofconsotidatednoticeororderviolatesthe
language of the provisions. Especially, in the case of fraudulent availment

of iTC or utilization of tTC such consolidated notice and order would not

just be permissibte but may, in fact, be required to show the wilful

misstatementorsuppressionorthefraudulentavailment/utilization......''

lnthejudgment,theHon'bleCourtupheldtheValidityofconsolidatedShowcause
noiic"J isiu"O ior multiple years in cases where substantial fraudulent lnput Tax

ci"o,t-riicl .luir. 
"r" 

detected. The court specificaily recognised tngt wfe^1.1

f"ig"-.J"f" it"rd involving multiple financial years is alleged' a consolidated SCN

isnotonlypermissiblebutactuallynecessaryloexposetheillegalmodusoperandi
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adopled by taxpayers dealing with lake suppliers and bogus invoices. Further, it
was noted that legislative provisions under sections 73 and 74 ol the CGST Act do
not prohibit issuing SCNs covering mulliple years. The use of "financial year" in
limitation provisions [sections 73(10) and 74(10)] shows legislative awareness of
periods, but does not restrict combined proceedings to individual notices per year.

3.4 ln this regard it is also submitted that the definition ol the "tax period"
provided under section 2(106) of the CGST Acl, 2017, relates it lo the period for

which the return is required to be furnished, it is submitted that the period is

defined in context o{ filing of return and not in respect o1 issuance o1 demand
notice. However, in respect of the issuance of a demand notice, it is pertinent to

note that the matter may involve one or multiple issues, which may be spread

across and connected to multiple financial years, especially in the case ol lraud.

Therefore, issuance ol a consolidated show cause notice is necessitated 1o

establish the modus adopted by such businesses and entities. lssuance of the

show cause notice, financial year-wise wise may not be feasible and defeat the
purpose of the investigation.

4. Judgements in cases related to M/s Titan Company Ltd and M/s

Tharayil Medicals decisions are distinguishable/ not binding pan-lndia'

4.1 lt is submitted that the judgments of Hon'ble High Courts inM/s' Titan

company Ltd. v. Joint commissioner of GST & Central Excise and M/s. Tharayil

Medicals v. union of lndia were delivered by individual High courts of Madras and

Kerala respectively and are binding only within their territorial jurisdiction under

Article 226 and 227 of the constitution ol lndia. These rulings do not have pan-

lndia applicability and do not constitute binding precedents for authorities

functioning in oiher States or Union Territories. Hon'ble Supreme Court in

Cottector v. Dunlop lndia Ltd. (1985)andstate of Puniab v' Bhag Singh (2004

has clarified that d'ecisions ol one High court are not binding on another, and

administrative authorities are not obliged to apply such decisions uniformly across

jurisdictions, unless affirmed by the Supreme Court'

4.2 Further, it is also observed that in several judicial pronouncements i.e. Rio

care lndia Pvt. Ltd. v. Assistant commissioner oGST & C.Ex. & Ors, XL lnteriors

v.-oeputyCommissioner(lntelligence),a1dAmb1laTradersV.Additional
Co.ri.t'.n"t, Adjudication, DGGSTI IW.P.(C) 485312025, dated July 29, 20251'

ion,ble High iourts have upheld the legality of issuing consolidated Show Cause

Notices co-rering multiple financial years, provided that the statutory time limits

applicable to each year are individually respected'

4.3 Hence, the judgments in Titan and Tharayil Medicals, being distinguishable

on facts and Lckirig ian-lndia binding authority, cannot Jorm the sole basis for

ietting asiOe procee-dings otherwise validly initiated under sections 73 or 74 of the

ccsi a.t. The prevailing legal position is that, while each financial year must be

assessed within its respectiie iiritation period, the consolidation of notices for

"arinirtrutir" 
efficiency is not inherently violative of the Act, so long as such

limitation is not breached.
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5. The SCNs which are bunched for multiple years and the break-up of
the tax for each linancial year is made available to the taxpayer, is in
congruence with AIR 1966 SC 1350 (State ol Jammu and Kashmir and others
vs Caltex (lndia) Ltd)-

5.1 The order passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of the State of
Jammu & Kashmir covered a composite period from January 1955 to May 1959.
The Sales Tax Laws Validation Act, 1956, validated the levy of sales tax on inter-
state sales only up to 6 September 1955, whereas any sale made after this date
remained constitutionally exempt lrom state taxation under Article 286(2) of the
Constitution, as Parliament had not yet authorised states to tax inter-state sales
beyond the validated period.

5.2 The Hon'ble High Court, in dealing with this issue, chose to quash the
entire assessment, reasoning that it was a single, composite order covering both
valid and invalid periods, and therefore could not be sustained in part. However'
the Hon'ble Supreme Court took a ditferent view and held that even if an

assessment order covers a continuous or composite period, it is permissible to

segregate the portion that is legally valid from the portion that is not. The Court
claiilied that the mere tact that the assessing otficer passed a single composite
order does not preclude the courts from upholding the valid portion and striking

down only the invalid part. Specifically, the Court observed:

"The High Court was not iustilied in striking down the entire
assessmLnt merely because tfe assessm ent order was a composite
one. The period co,vered could be bilurcated and the tax lavvlully due for
the valid period could be uPheld."

ln doing so, the Hon'ble Supreme Court found the Hon'ble High Court's

interpreiition to be too rigid and legally unsound lt emphasized th_at tax laws
are dynamic, and that validation statutes may apply only tospecilic periods,

thereby requiiing a pragmatic and segmented approach to assessment orders

that span both valid and invalid timeframes.

5"3 The Hon'ble Supreme Court held ihal" Where a single assessrnenf

covers multiple periods, some ol which are constitutionally valid and others
iot, the vatiil portion can be uphetd and enforced independently""""""where
an assessmen t encompasses diflerent assessmenf years, each.assessment
yearcoutdbeeasityspnupanddissgct?.d.andtheitemscanbeseparated
\nd taxed lor ditfereit peiiods", Hon'bte courtsupported its reasoning by

referring to earlier decisions such as state of Bombay v. united Motors (lndia)

Ltd., AiR 1953 SC 252and Bengal lmmunity Co. v. State ot Bihar, AIR 1955 SC

661, where it was affirmed that partial validation or taxation for specific periods

is constitulionally permissibfu, even if another portion of the same assessment

stands invalidated.

5.4 ln practical terms, this ruling means thattax authorities are permitted to

issue composite assessments, but they must be prepared todelend only those

o".ts ifiat lre leEally sustainable. On the other hand assessees can challenge

inrafia perioas,- bri th"y""nnot seek to invalidate the entire demand solely
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because it was issued as a single order. Courts, in such cases, are expected to
adopt a segmented and reasoned approach distinguishing between valid and
invalid periods of assessment.

5.5 ln view of the above it may be said that the principle, that a consolidated
proceeding can be disaggregated by period for independent treatment, finds
support, and this principle is equally applicable under the CGST Act, 2017, wherein
composite proceedings, such as SCNs covering multiple years can be dissected
period-wise, enabling separate treatment for the purpose of limitation, adjudication,
or availing of statutory benelits like the GST Amnesty Scheme. Hence the case
where the SCN clearly delineates the tax liability for each financial year, the
taxpayer is fully informed of the demand and nol prejudiced. The limitation period
and the ability to respond to, contest to, or settle the liability on a year-wise basis
remains intact, thereby satislying the principles of natural .justice.

6. lmpact ot composite SCNs for multiple linancial years on other
benelits provided under the CGST Act, 2017 i.e. Amnesty Scheme under
section 128A ol the CGST Act, Compounding ol offences under section 138
ol the CGST Act,2017 etc.-

6.1 The taxpayer will not lose the benefit of amnesty merely because the show
cause notice (SCN) covers multiple financial years, and this has been expressly
clarilied in relalion to the recently introduced amnesty scheme under section 128A
of the CGST Act,2017. This scheme was introduced in year 2024 for waiver of
interest and penalty for the taxpayer who received the demand notices under
section 73 of the CGST Act i.r.o. FY 2017-18,2018-19, 2019-20.|n this regard a
circular No. 24810512025-GST, dated 27.03.2025 was issued and as per the
clarificatory position outlined in para 4.2.1 of the said circular, a taxpayer does not
forfeit eligibility under the GST Amnesty Scheme solely on the ground that the
SCN, statement, or order includes periods both covered and not covered under
section 128A. The Rule 164(4) and the proviso to Bule 164(7) explicitly allow the
taxpayer to make payment only for the portion pertaining to the eligible years (i.e.,
FY 2017-18 to 2019-20) and to file the appropriate application in FORM SPL-01 or
SPL-02. Simultaneously, the taxpayer may continue to contest the portion oJ the
demand relating to ineligible periods through the normal appellate process.
Therefore, the bundling of multiple years in a single SCN does not result in
disqualilication from the scheme, provided the conditions under section 128A are
satisfied for the eligible years. Hence the allegation made in subject writ petition is
liable to be set aside on being factually incorrecl.

6.2 Further it is also observed that the consolidation/bunching ol multiple
financial years into single SCN does not adversely affect the taxpayeas right to
seek compounding of offences under section 138 of the CGST Act. Under section
138(2), the compounding amount is calculated as a percentage of tax involved,
with the Minimum amount being not less than twentyjive per cent of the tax
involved and the maximum amount not being more than one hundred per cent o,
the tax involved. When SCNs are consolidated, the total tax amount involved
across all periods would be considered for calculating the compounding amount
within the prescribed percentage limits. Said consolidation does not alter the
taxpayer's right to compound olfences, who can still prefer this remedy subject to
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the restrictions mentioned in section 138(1) ot CGST Act, 2017, including the
limitation that persons who have been allowed to compound their oftences once in
respect of offences specified in clauses (a) to (f), (h), (i) and (l) of section 132(t)
cannot seek the benefit of compounding again. Furthermore, the monetary
calculation under section 138(2) of the CGST Act remains proportionate to the tax
involved, and compounding is permitted only after payment of the underlying tax,
interest, and penalty as required under the third proviso to section 138(1) of the
CGST Act.
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7. Validity ol Proceedings under Section 160 ol the CGST Act:

7.1 Seclion 160(1) of the CGST Act explicitly provides that no assessment,
re-assessment, adjudication, notice, summons, or related proceeding shall be
deemed invalid merely due to any mistake, defect or omission, provided they are in
substance and effect in conformity with the objectives and requirements of the
Act. ln the presenl matter, even il it is assumed arguendo that the consolidation of
multiple years in one SCN constitutes an alleged irregularity, the same does not
render the proceedings void under Section 160. The proceedings are substantively
valid as they are undertaken within the four corners of the CGST Act, within the
prescribed limitation period and in furtherance of the legislative intent of protecting
government revenue. Furthel Section 160(2) underscores that once a notice has
been acted upon by the taxpayer, such notice cannot subsequently be contested
on hyper-technical grounds relating to service or form.


