
SC: Interim protection of stay could continue beyond 365 

days if delay wasn't attributable to assessee. 

The SC in the case of Comverse network as reported in 103 

Taxmann 314, dismissed the SLP of the revenue which was filed 

against the impugned order of P&H HC allowing the ITAT view that 

stay can be granted more than 365 days u/s 254 where appeal 

could not be decided by Tribunal due to pressure of pendency of 

cases and delay in disposal of appeal was not attributable to 

assessee in any manner. In course of assessment, TPO made 

certain TP adjustment to assessees’ ALP. Assessee filed appeal 

before Tribunal.  During pendency of appellate proceedings, 

assessee filed an application for stay of tax demand and was 

allowed. Thereupon, stay was extended from time-to-time. Lastly 

application was allowed and stay was extended for six months or 

till disposal of appeal whichever was earlier. Revenue raised a plea 

that decision of Tribunal was contrary to second and third proviso 

to section 254(2A). HC concluded that wherever appeal could not 

be decided by Tribunal due to pressure of pendency of cases and 

delay in disposal of appeal was not attributable to assessee in any 

manner, interim protection of stay could continue beyond 365 days 

in deserving cases .The HC followed SC in Commissioner of 

Customs & Central Excise v. Kumar Cotton Mills Pvt. Ltd. 2005 

taxmann.com 752 (SC). Further, its own order in Pr. CIT v. Carrier 

Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Ltd. [2017] 79 taxmann.com 

41/[2016] 387 ITR 441 (Punj. & Har.) (Pr. CIT v. Jindal Steel and 

Direct TAX  

Prakash Sachin & Co 

Chartered Accountants 

Weekly Newsletter 
Volume 2019 | Issue 

13 

Date 01/04/2019 



2 

Power Ltd., Hisar [IT Appeal No. 57 of 2016 dated 9.5.2016], 

adjudicating identical issue interpreting Section 254(2A) of the Act 

following the judgment in M/s Voice Telesystem's case (supra) had 

held similar view. Accordingly, Tribunal's order was confirmed by 

the HC .The SLP of revenue got dismissed. 

 

SC: No deduction allowable if interest liability accrued on 

loan was adjusted in further loan taken from same bank  

The SC, as reported in 103 Taxmann 346 in the case of Gujarat 

Cypromet Limited, allowed the SLP of revenue against the 

impugned order of Gujarat HC on the issue of Section 43B . Where 

assessee had taken loan from a bank and it instead of payment of 

interest liability accrued during year obtained further loan from 

bank and sought to adjust interest liability in said loan and further 

it claimed deduction of interest liability, Explanation 3C to section 

43B was squarely applicable in facts of instant case and AO had 

rightly disallowed deduction as claimed by assessee. The court 

relied the judgment of the HC of Delhi in the case of CIT v. M.M 

Aqua Technologies Ltd. 376 ITR 498  relied upon by the revenue 

refers to section 43B as well as Explanation 3C and held that 

Explanation 3C having retrospective effect with effect from 1-4-

1989 shall be applicable to the year in question. The Delhi High 

Court in its judgment has referred to the judgment of the Madhya 

Pradesh High Court rendered in the case of Eicher Motors Ltd. v. 

CIT  315 ITR 312. The court distinguished Bhagwati Autocast Ltd. 

261 ITR 481 as it was not applicable. 

 

SC: No deduction allowable if interest liability accrued on 

loan was adjusted in further loan taken from same bank  

The SC in the case of Gujarat Cypromet limited as reported 103 
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Taxmann 346, on the issue of section 43B held that where 

assessee had taken loan from a bank and it instead of payment of 

interest liability accrued during year obtained further loan from 

bank and sought to adjust interest liability in said loan and further 

it claimed deduction of interest liability, the benefit of section 43B 

will not be available and AO had rightly disallowed deduction as 

claimed by assessee. On the issue of explanation 3C of section 

43B, the SC relied on the CBDT Circular No. 528, dated 

16/12/1988 observed that the  interest liability which accrued 

during the relevant AY was not actually paid back by the assessee, 

rather it was sought to be adjusted in the further loan which was 

obtained from the bank and the judgment of the Delhi HC in the 

case of CIT v. M.M Aqua Technologies Ltd. 376 ITR 498 should be 

squarely applicable in the case which was relied upon by the 

revenue refers to section 43B (explanation 3C ) and held that 

Explanation 3C having retrospective effect with effect from 

01/04/89 shall be applicable to the year in question. The Delhi HC 

in its judgment has referred to the judgment of the MP HC 

rendered in the case of Eicher Motors Ltd. v. CIT 315 ITR 312. The 

SC distinguished Bhagwati Auto cast Ltd 261 ITR 481 which was 

not a case covered by section 43B(d) rather was a case of section 

43B(a). The provision of section 43B covers a host of different 

situations. The statutory Explanation 3C inserted in section 43B by 

the Finance Act, 2006 is squarely applicable in the facts of the 

instant case and therefore upheld order of the AO and accordingly 

revenue appeal was allowed. 

 

HC: No deemed dividend if the lender companies were 

substantially involved in money lending business. 

The HC of Delhi in the case of Bharat Hotels as reported in 410 ITR 

417, on the issue of Deemed dividend, dismissing the revenue 
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appeal u/s 260A held that where assessee received loan from two 

companies which were substantially involved in money lending 

business, Tribunal rightly concluded that proviso (ii) to section 

2(22)(e) would apply to assessee case and addition of deemed 

dividend made to assessee income was to be deleted. During the 

relevant AY assessee received loan from two companies and it 

claimed that since those companies were involved in substantial 

money lending, proviso (ii) to section 2(22)(e) would apply and, 

thus, amount of loan could not be treated as deemed dividend . AO 

and CIT(A) rejected assessee claim. ITAT however, deleted 

addition under section 2(22)(e). In view of fact that 19% of 

investment of one company and over 30 per cent of investment of 

other company was in money lending business, Tribunal rightly 

concluded that proviso (ii) to section 2(22) (e) would apply to 

assessee case , therefore, impugned order passed by ITAT deleting 

addition did not require any interference. Further where assessee 

deducted PF from salaries payable to employees and deposited 

same with Government within grace period specified by Notification 

/Circular No. E. 128(1) 60-III dated 19-3-1964 as modified by 

Circular No. E11/128 (Section 14B Amendment)/73 dated 24-10-

1973, assessee claim for deduction of same was to be allowed. 

 

HC: HC upholds constitutional validity of section 234E 

imposing fee for delayed filing of TDS statements  

The HC of Delhi in the case of Biswajit Das as reported in 103 

Taxmann 290 , on the issue of vires of section 234E , dismissed 

the petition and held that are not ultra vires provisions of 

Constitution. The assessee main contention was that levy under 

section 234E was incorrectly and illegally described as 'fee' since it 

was levied mandatorily and automatically, without actually being in 

the nature of fee as understood in law. Further the fee imposed 
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under section 234E was confiscatory, oppressive and violative of 

articles 14,19(1)(g) and 20 of the Constitution of India, inasmuch 

as the said provision encumbered small business owners or small 

business employees with crippling amounts of 'fee' which was 

unreasonable, excessive and arbitrary, apart from being a tool for 

harassment of bona fide taxpayers.  The court held that whether a 

certain benefit or accommodation afforded by the Government 

against payment of a fee amounts to a 'service' would depend on 

the fact situation in which such levy is made. Under section 234E a 

fee is imposed for delay in furnishing a TDS return in lieu of the 

benefit or accommodation afforded by the Government to a person 

who has deducted tax on account of another person but has failed 

to furnish the tax deducted statement within the time stipulated in 

the law. The benefit and facility of accepting such tax deducted 

statement at a belated stage is contingent upon the payer 

remitting a per diem amount so as to avail the facility of the 

Government accepting his TDS statement beyond the stipulated 

period. This, amounts to a benefit, service or facility afforded by 

the Government to the payer. The Court relied on Sona Chandi Dal 

Committee v. State of Maharashtra [2005] 2 SCC 345, the 

Supreme Court has held that it is not even necessary to establish 

that those who pay the fee must receive a direct or special benefit 

or advantage of services rendered for which the fee is paid; nor 

does the levy cease to be a fee merely because there is an element 

of compulsion or excessiveness in it. Further it is a well known 

principle of interpretation that the Court must lean towards 

constitutionality of a statutory provision; and if two interpretations 

are possible, one for and one against constitutionality of a legal 

provision, Courts invariably choose the one upholding the 

constitutionality. Further addressing the operation and effect of 

section 234E of the Act, it is also necessary to refer to the 

provisions of section 271H of the Act which, waives the imposition 
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of penalty for delayed filing of TDS return/statement, if a person 

proves that he has paid the tax deducted and has filed the TDS 

statement along with the fee and interest, before expiry of a period 

of one year from the time prescribed.  Therefore it is clear that the 

fee imposed under section 234E is levied towards regularization of 

the delay in filing of a TDS return or statement, since the 

department has to expend extra effort and resources for 

processing delayed TDS returns or statements and possibly also 

incurs the additional burden of interest to be paid to the assessee 

on whose account tax deduction has been made. It is further held 

that describing the levy under section 234E as a 'fee' does not 

invalidate the imposition made. The overarching principle that the 

manner of description of a levy, in this case, calling the levy made 

under section 234E of the Act a 'fee', cannot be the sole basis of 

judging the true nature or validity of the levy. Section 234E affords 

a person deducting tax at source the evident benefit of relaxation 

of timelines for furnishing a statement of the tax so deducted. The 

fee imposed under section 234E of the Act is for all intents and 

purposes a 'late fee' payable for accepting the TDS 

statement/return at a belated point in time. Hence 234E is not 

unconstitutional. 

 

HC: Failure to attend proceedings can't be a ground to reject 

application for condonation of delay. 

The HC of Bombay in the case of Durgeshwari Hi rise &Farms on 

the issue of section 276 B and condonation of delay as reported in 

103 Taxmann 292 held that where assessee application for 

compounding of offence for delay in depositing tax deducted at 

source was dismissed only on ground that nobody attended 

proceedings when said application was taken up for hearing, 

impugned order was to be set aside and, matter was to be 
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remanded back for disposal on merits. Assessee made interest 

payments but TDS on said payments was withheld .Thereupon, tax 

was deposited with treasury with a delay of 474 days. Interest was 

also paid for delay in depositing sum. Since there was a default, a 

show-cause notice was issued calling upon assessee as to why 

prosecution under section 276B, read with section 278B, should 

not be launched for delay in depositing tax TDS. An application for 

compounding of offences was made. Though assessee was served 

with letters of intimation informing date on which they should 

present themselves and seek relief in terms of compounding 

application, they could not depute a representative to remain 

present. Thus, assessee application was rejected and a criminal 

complaint was filed. Against said order, instant petition was filed. It 

was noted that respondents had not applied their mind to 

compounding applications by dealing with merits thereof since 

application had been dismissed only on ground that nobody 

attended proceedings when said application was taken up for 

hearing, impugned order was to be set aside and, matter was to be 

remanded back for disposal on merits and in accordance with law. 

 

HC: HC justified levy of penalty as amount claimed as exp. 

by assessee was appropriation of profit  

The HC of Allahabad in the case of Hamirpur district cooperative 

Bank as reported in 103 Taxman 350 on the issue of penalty u/s 

271(1)( c) , dismissing the assessee appeal held that where AO 

having noticed that assessee, a co- operative bank, had debited 

amount of advance tax paid under head other expenditure and it 

had also debited a certain amount in PL account as loss from sale 

of or dealing with non-banking business even though it was not an 

expense but an appropriation of profit disallowed said amounts and 

included same in income of assessee and also imposed penalty 
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upon it under section 271(1)(c), penalty was rightly imposed. 

Assessee, a co-operative bank, filed return showing GTI to be Rs. 

20.16 lakhs, AO in course of assessment proceedings noticed that 

(i) assessee had paid advance tax of Rs. 12.24 lakhs and had 

debited said amount under head other expenditure, and (ii) it had 

debited an amount of Rs. 52.24 lakhs in profit and loss account as 

loss from sale of or dealing with non-banking business even though 

said amount was not an expense but an appropriation of profit. AO 

disallowed the same and imposed penalty for concealment of 

income. The Court held that, even after notice was issued to 

assessee under section 143(2), it did not file any revised return to 

correct omissions, proceedings under section 271(1)(c) were 

rightly initiated against assessee and penalty was also rightly 

imposed on it. 

 

HC: Re-opening of assessment as assessee-trust was hit by 

sec. 13 was valid: HC  

The Bombay HC in the case of Hinduja Foundation as reported in 

103 Taxmann 337, dismissing the assessee appeal , on the issue of 

section 147 read with section 13 held that where assessee, a 

registered trust, filed return disclosing NIL income after taking 

benefit of section 11 and AO passed the order under section 

143(3) accepting declared income and subsequently initiated 147 

for reason that assessee had received sizable donation from 

another registered trust namely Hinduja Hospital and spent such 

sum on officers/directors of Hinduja Hospital and claimed same as 

reimbursement of expenditure and such receipt was hit by section 

13(3)(b), therefore 147 was justified . The HC dismissed the writ 

of the assessee against the rejection order of the AO of the 

objection which was filed by the assessee against the reasons 

recorded u/s 147, the court followed Raymond Woolen Mills Ltd 
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236 ITR 34 (SC) and Rajesh Jhaveri Stock Brokers  291 ITR 500 

and held that  in the process of 147 the AO refers to a detail 

exercise which he had undertaken in case of the assessee for the 

subsequent assessment year 2014-15. The Court held that a mere 

minor inaccuracy in indicating the figure in the reasons recorded 

would not shake the very foundation of the reasons so as to nullify 

the notice of reopening based on such reasons. The Court further 

held that on the basis of reasons recorded by the AO, the Court is 

unable to accept either of the any contentions of the assessee.  

Once the Court proceeds on the basis that the assessee received 

sizable donation from Hinduja Hospital and the AO asserts on the 

prima facie information available with him that such sum was 

spent on the officers/directors of Hinduja Hospital, the question of 

applicability or non-applicability of section 13(3) (b) in the context 

of the provisions contained in section 13(1)(c)(ii) would arise. 

When such an issue was never examined by the AO during the 

original scrutiny assessment, the Court would be well advised not 

to carry out an incisive inquiry into the question which would an 

inquiry, necessarily be factual as well as legal. An opinion of law 

can be rendered only once facts are conclusively established. It is a 

settled law that at the stage of examining the validity of notice of 

reopening of assessment in a writ petition, the Court would not, in 

exercise of the writ jurisdiction, go into the sufficiency of the 

reasons recorded by the AO.  

 

HC: AO couldn't dismiss application on plea that filing of 

appeal before CIT (A) not valid ground for stay of demand.  

The HC of Madras disposing the writ of Mrs Kannamal as reported 

in 103 Taxmann 364, on the issue of stay of demand under section 

220(6) held that where assessee against order of assessment filed 

appeal before CIT(A) and also filed application before AO for stay 

of recovery of demand and AO dismissed application on plea that 
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mere filing of appeal against assessment order was not a ground 

for stay of demand, since AO had merely rejected application for 

stay by way of a non-speaking order, he was to be directed to pass 

orders de novo after hearing assessee. The HC held that the 

parameters to be taken into account in considering the grant of 

stay of disputed demand are well settled - the existence of a prima 

facie case, financial stringency and the balance of convenience. 

'Financial stringency' would include within its ambit the question of 

'irreparable injury' and 'undue hardship' as well. It is only upon an 

application of the three factors that the AO can exercise discretion 

for the grant or rejection, wholly or in part, of a request for stay of 

disputed demand. disposing the writ filed by the assessee. The HC 

further relied on the CBDT Instruction No. 96, dated 21/08/69, 

Instruction No. 1914 dated 2/12/93, OM dated 29/2/2016; OM No. 

404/72/93-ITCC, dated 31/7/17 and Circular No. 14 (XL- 35) of 

1995, dated 11/4/1955 and held that these are in the nature of 

guidelines issued to assist the AO in the matter of grant of stay 

and cannot substitute or override the basic tenets to be followed in 

the consideration and disposal of stay petitions. The existence of a 

prima facie case for which some illustrations have been provided in 

the Circulars themselves, the financial stringency faced by an 

assessee and the balance of convenience in the matter constitute 

the 'trinity', so to say, and are indispensable in consideration of a 

stay petition by the authority. The Board has, while stating 

generally that the assessee shall be called upon to remit 20 % of 

the disputed demand, granted ample discretion to the authority to 

either increase or decrease the quantum demanded based on the 

three vital factors to be taken into consideration. In the instant 

case, the AO has merely rejected the application for stay petition 

by way of a non-speaking order. Further, the Supreme Court in the 

case of Mahindra Mills 243 ITR 56 in the context of grant of 

depreciation, the Circular of the CBDT (No. 14 (SL - 35) of 1955, 
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dated 11-4-1955) required the officers of the Department 'to assist 

a taxpayer in every reasonable way, particularly in the matter of 

claiming and securing reliefs. Although, therefore, the 

responsibility for claiming refunds and reliefs rests with the 

assessee on whom it is imposed by law, officers should -(a) draw 

their attention to any refunds or reliefs to which they appear to be 

clearly entitled but which they have omitted to claim for some 

reason or other. Thus, notwithstanding that the assessee may not 

have specifically invoked the three parameters for the grant of 

stay, it is incumbent upon the AO to examine the existence of a 

prima facie case as well as call upon the assessee to demonstrate 

financial stringency, if any and arrive at the balance of convenience 

in the matter. In view of the aforesaid, the impugned order dated 

25-1-2019 deserved to be set aside. The AO was to be directed to 

pass orders de novo on the stay application filed by the assessee in 

the light of the discussion as aforesaid, after hearing the assessee.  

 

HC: Cost of acquisition of shares on conversion of FCCB is 

closing price of shares on NSE on date of conversion  

The HC of Bombay as reported in 103 Taxmann 446, disposing the 

writ filed against the impugned assessment order of Kingfisher 

capital, on the issue of section 45, where the fact is that assessee 

a company based in Cayman Island entered into an agreement 

with a non-resident company incorporated in Hong Kong, to 

purchase, inter alia, 352 Zero-Coupon FCCB in Nava Bharat 

Ventures Limited (NBVL), an Indian company listed on NSE. NBVL 

issued the FCCBs on 29/09/2006, FCCB Scheme to Lehman 

Brothers. The FCCB Scheme was notified by the Central 

Government in 1993 and applicable with effect from 1/4/1992. 

During AY  2012-13, assessee had sold the equity shares of NBVL 

which were acquired on conversion of FCCB and reported short 
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term capital gains (STCG) of Rs. 7.9 crores . The HC held that for 

purpose of computation of capital gains, cost of acquisition of 

equity shares received on conversion of FCCBs in hands of non-

resident investors, would be conversion price determined on basis 

of closing price of the shares on the NSE on date of such 

conversion as Income-tax Act contains no specific provisions for 

determination of cost of acquisition in such circumstances. Instead, 

all such transactions are governed by provisions contained in FCCB 

Scheme notified by the Government.  

 

HC: Assessee couldn't challenge taxability of Govt. subsidy 

if same wasn't raised in entire SetCom proceedings  

The HC of Bombay, in the case of Mandhana Industries as reported 

103 Taxmann 301 on the issue section 264 read with 245F held 

that where assessee had not raised dispute regarding taxability of 

Government subsidy, received by it under a Government scheme, 

during entire settlement proceedings till settlement order was 

passed, assessee could not urge Commissioner to examine such an 

issue in exercise of revision powers. Assessee was engaged in 

business of manufacturing textiles and garments. Pursuant to 

search action conducted upon premises of assessee, it applied for 

settlement in the Settlement Commission. The commission passed 

final order of settlement. AO passed order-giving effect to 

settlement commission's order. Thereafter, assessee applied for 

revision u/s 264 before CIT and raised dispute about taxability of 

Government subsidy received by it under a scheme for up 

gradation in textile and jute industry. It argued that subsidy being 

in nature of capital receipt was not liable to be taxed and it was 

erroneously offered to tax.  Since assessee had not raised any 

dispute regarding subsidy received by it during entire Settlement 

proceedings till Commission passed settlement order, it could not 
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urge CIT to u/s 264.  

 

ITAT: Mere TDS deduction does not bring an amount taxable 

unless covered u/s 4 and 5. 

The ITAT Mumbai Bench in the case of E F Dhinshaw as reported in 

103 Taxman 452, on the issue of section 4 read with chapter XVII 

B held that an amount is not covered u/s 4, it is not chargeable to 

tax then same cannot be converted into an 'income' only because 

payer of sum deducts TDS . The ITAT allowing the assessee appeal 

against the impugned order u/s 263 held that an amount/receipt is 

assessable as income of an assessee only on the basis of charging 

provisions of sections 4 & 5 of the Act. It is therefore necessary for 

the AO to prove that the receipt though received by some other 

person, constituted income chargeable to tax in the hands of the 

person sought to be charged. If under the provision of section 4 an 

amount does not bear the character of income and, hence, not 

chargeable to tax then the same cannot be converted into an 

'income' only because the payer of the sum deducts tax under 

misconception of law. Further on section 263, the ITAT following 

the SC order in the case of Malabar Industrial Company as 

reported in 243 ITR 83 held that it was not a case where there was 

any failure on the part of the AO to conduct proper enquiries and 

gather relevant information. CIT has not brought on record any 

cogent & conclusive material, which would prove or show that the 

course followed by the AO was unsustainable in law. Since AO after 

conducting the enquiries, which the circumstances demanded, had 

followed one of the courses permissible in law, then it was not 

open for the CIT to treat the assessment order erroneous within 

the meaning of section 263.  
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ITAT: No TDS was required on exp. recorded on estimated 

basis if assessee was following project completion method  

The ITAT Kolkata Bench in the case of Bengal Peerless Housing as 

reported in 103 Taxmann 298, on the issue of section 145 read 

with chapter XVII B held that where in project completion method 

provisions were made in books of accounts for ancillary works 

which were yet to be completed, and expenditure being estimated 

only and payee not known, it would not be possible to deduct TDS 

on these estimated expenditure and therefore disallowance on 

account of TDS would does not arise . The ITAT followed the order 

of Delhi ITAT in the case Apollo Tyres as reported in 163 ITD 

177.Further on the issue of section 37(1) , where a business 

liability has definitely arisen in accounting year, deduction should 

be allowed although liability may have to be quantified and 

discharged at a future date. 

 

ITAT: Sec. 80G approval couldn't be rejected merely on 

ground that nothing substantial had been done towards 

charity. 

The ITAT Delhi Bench in the case of Bharat Bhushan Charitable 

Trust as reported in 103 Taxmann 296 on the issue of section 12A 

held that where assessee claim for approval/exemption under 

section 80G was rejected on ground that except for a donation 

given to “Kanya Gurukul Mahavidyalaya” nothing substantial or 

concrete had been done by assessee in field of charity, in view of 

fact that CIT (Exemptions) had not disputed that assessee satisfied 

conditions of section 80G(5) and, moreover, assessee had carried 

out some of charitable activities in furtherance to its objects, 

impugned order rejecting assessee claim was to be set aside.  
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ITAT: Additional evidences filed by assessee to be admitted 

even if they weren't placed before lower authorities  

The ITAT Surat Bench in the case of Dharmendra Shivantrilal Shah 

as reported in 013 Taxmann 394 on the issue of admission of 

additional evidence by the ITAT held that Additional evidences such 

as ledger account, bank statement, contractor's bills necessary to 

decide issue of unexplained investment in proper perspective to be 

admitted by Tribunal, even if file assessee failed to furnish there 

evidences earlier. Adjudicating the issue of the Rule 29 to 31 of the 

ITAT rules, the ITAT held that where the non filing of the evidence 

was neither willful or reasonable , following the Text Hundred India 

351 ITR 57 and in the interest of justice , it allowed the additional 

evidence and remand the file back to AO for fresh adjudication on 

merits .  

 

ITAT: Sale of share transaction couldn't be held as bogus if 

assessee was holding shares in D-mat form  

The ITAT Jaipur Bench, in the case of Meghraj Singh Sekahawat as 

reported in 103 Taxmann 374, on the issue of penny stocks read 

with section 68 held that where AO made addition to assessee 

income under section 68 in respect of capital gain arising from sale 

of shares taking a view that said transaction was bogus, in view of 

fact that assessee purchased shares by issue of cheque and those 

shares were duly credited in his D-mat account and, moreover, 

sale consideration was also directly credited to assessee bank 

account, share transaction in question could not be regarded as 

bogus and, thus, impugned addition was to be deleted. The case of 

Sanjay Bimal chand Jain as reported in 89 Taxmann 196 was 

distinguished. 
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-------------------------------End of the Weekly Update ---------------------------  

 

Prakash Sachin & Co Chartered Accountants 

 

It is a well-known and reputed firm of Chartered Accountants having its Head office 

at New Delhi. The firm has its branch offices in Mumbai, Ranchi &Jharkhand. The firm 

has also marked its presence in overseas through its associates in different countries 

across Europe & USA. The firm practice areas are Direct tax including transfer pricing, 

International tax matter & DTAA matters, Indirect tax, Corporate & allied law, FEMA 

and RBI related matters, Audit & Assurances related matters. The most valuable 

assets the firm possesses are its team of experienced, knowledgeable, talented and 

dedicated pool of human resources. The efficient deliveries of the work and client 

satisfaction are the two-important mantra of the firm. The mantra of the firm is 

“Knowledge is power. “In a very dynamic and fast changing global situation, where 

the internet and social sites are used as uninterrupted flow of information and 

knowledge, the organization believes in the dissemination of knowledge is the best 

way to acquire it and in this process, it issues weekly updates which contains recent 

changes, notification and amendments and judicial pronouncement and it is released 

on every Monday. This weekly updates are known as “Weekly Bulletin” and it is 

issued after thorough discussion of the team members on every preceding Saturday. 

This weekly bulletin truly represents the practice areas of the firm. The firm has a 

pool of CA, CS and lawyer and support staff to carry out the assignment in a very 

efficient research, planning and execution in a time bound manner. The firms have 

handled various assignments of auditing and taxation and guiding various clients on 

taxation other management consultancy matters. 

Address of Offices: 

13-D, 13th Floor, Atma Ram House, 1-Tolstoy 

Marg, Connaught Place, New delhi-110001  

Roopayan Row House, plot no. 31, Sector-1, 

Koperkhairane, Navi Mumbai-400709 

C-24, Satyajit Kanan, 944, Subham Apartment, 

1st Floor, flat No. A2, Mukundpur, Kolkata-

700099 

307/C, Road No. 2, Ashok Nagar, Ranchi 

C/O Sushil Mohan Prasad, Arsandey, Kanke 

Block Chowk, ChattGhat Road, PO & PS Kanke, 

Near shiv Mandir, Ranchi-834008 


