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The petitioner’s grievance is with respect to the show cause 

notice dated 03.04.2018.  Several grounds are urged in support of 

their relief of quashing of the show cause notice.  Principally, it is 

argued that the show cause notice covers different periods and 

different jurisdictions, perforce it would be adjudicated upon by 

different officers.  The second ground is that the show cause notice 

discloses a pre-disposition to confirm the demand.  The third ground 

urged is that with the advent of the Goods and Services Act, 2017, the 

demands covering the periods in question are not legally tenable.  

Today, during the course of hearing, learned counsel for the 

respondent has produced a copy of the order issued by the Principal 

Director General of Goods and Services Tax (Order No.2 of 2018-19 



(Service Tax) dated 29.06.2018.  The order states that the impugned 

show cause notice, which needs to be adjudicated by 38 different 

officers, has now been centralised and would be adjudicated by one 

officer i.e. Additional Director General (Adjudication), Directorate 

General of Goods and Services Tax Intelligence, New Delhi.  It is 

further stated that a corrigendum is expected to be issued shortly in 

the light of this development.   

So far as the said order [(No.2/2018-19) (Service Tax)] is 

concerned, the same is hereby taken on the record. As far as the other 

two aspects are concerned, the Court is of the opinion that it is open to 

the petitioner to raise all contentions, including as to the applicability 

of the exemption claimed by it and also with respect to its arguments 

that the past liability under the Finance Act cannot be adjudicated 

upon and if such contentions are raised and urged in the course of 

proceedings, the Adjudicating Officer shall deal with them by a 

reasoned order.  

In view of the above, nothing further survives in these 

proceedings.  The writ petition is disposed of reserving all rights and 

contentions of the parties. Pending applications also stand disposed of 

accordingly.  
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