IN THE H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT MADRAS
DATED : 09-08-2021
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR, JUSTI CE S. M SUBRAMANI AM

WP No. 29023 of 2018
And
WWP No. 33925 of 2018

M s. Cogni zant Technol ogy Sol uti ons India
Private Limted,
Represented by Authorised Signhatory M. CGopakumar R,
No. 165, Menon Eternity Buil ding,
6th Floor, St. Mary's Road,
Chennai - 600 018. ...Petitioner

VS.

1. Assi stant Comm ssi oner of |nconme Tax,
Large Taxpayer Unit-1,
7th Fl oor, Room No. 712,
121, Nungambakkam Hi gh Road,
Chennai - 600 034.

2.Joi nt Comm ssioner of Inconme Tax,
Large Taxpayer Unit,
7th Fl oor, Room No. 711,
121, Nungambakkam Hi gh Road,
Chennai - 600 034. ... Respondent s

Wit Petition is filed wunder Article 226 of the
Constitution of India, praying for the issuance of a Wit of
Certiorari, calling for the records on the file of the first
respondent and quash the inpugned notice PAN AAACD3312M dated
29.03. 2018 issued under Section 148 of the Incone Tax Act for
the Assessnment Year 2013-2014 in Notice No.I|TBA/ AST/ 148/ 2017-
18/ 1009530834 (1) al ong with t he i mpugned or der in
LTUL/ AAACD3312M 2018-19 dated 16.10.2018.
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For Petitioner : M. N. V. Bal aj i

For Respondents : M. A P. Srinivas,
Seni or Standi ng Counsel for
| ncone Tax.
ORDER

The lis on hand is filed challenging the notice issued
under Section 148 of the Incone Tax Act, 1961 for the assessnent
year 2013-2014 and the order passed by the Assessing Authority,
di sposing of the objections filed by the petitioner.

2. The petitioner is a Conpany incorporated under the
Conpani es Act, 1956 and is engaged in the business of software
devel opnent. The petitioner is regularly assessed to incone tax.
The petitioner had filed its return of inconme for the assessnent
year 2013-2014 under Section 139(1) of the Incone Tax Act, 1961
on 30.11.2013.

3. The case of the petitioner was taken up for scrutiny
and the first respondent sought for various details fromtine to
time during the assessnent proceedings. Al the details were
provided by the petitioner during the course of assessnent
proceedi ngs. Accordingly, the first respondent passed the
assessnment order on 31.12.2016 under Section 143(3) read wth
Section 92CA of the Income Tax Act, 1961.

4. Although the first respondent in the assessnent order
had di scussed on certain additions to be made in determ ning the
book profits under Section 115JB, he did not give effect to the
same in the conputations attached to that order. A rectification
petition was filed in this regard. Under these circunstances, a
notice under Section 148 of the Incone Tax Act, 1961 was issued
for reopening of assessnent for the assessnment year 2013-2014
stating that the income chargeable to tax has escaped
assessnent.

5. The petitioner responded to the notice and requested
for reasons. The reasons were provided and the petitioner
submtted its objections elaborately. The said objections were
al so disposed of by the Assessing Authority and challenging the
said disposal order, the present wit petition is filed by the
petitioner.
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6. The |Ilearned counsel appearing on behalf of the
petitioner mainly raised a contention that the reasons stated
for reopening of assessnent anmounts to change of opinion.
Secondly, the reasons for reopening has not been provided within
a reasonable tinme and therefore, the proceedings are bad in | aw.

7. To substantiate the said grounds raised for assailing
the order inpugned, the |earned counsel for the petitioner drawn
the attention of this Court wth reference to the reasons
furnished to the petitioner-Assessee by the first respondent in
proceedi ngs dated 30.08.2018. The reasons are attacked by the
petitioner and the objections submtted by the petitioner are
relied upon. The reasons for reopening are net with conplete
particulars in conparison wth the discussions and the
adj udi cati on nade by the Assessing Authority, while passing the
original assessnent order under Section 143(3) of the Incone Tax
Act, 1961.

8. The |l earned counsel for the petitioner reiterated that
all the issues were adjudicated elaborately and the very sane
subject nmatter and the very sanme particulars are taken into
consideration for the purpose of reopening of assessnent in a
different |anguage and therefore, it is a case of change of
opinion and cannot be fit in with the provisions of Section 147
of the Incone Tax Act, 1961.

9. It is contended that the petitioner-Conpany have
categorically explained the reasons for assessnent and the
details submtted during the assessnment proceedings under
Section 143(3) of the Inconme Tax Act, 1961 and references were
also cited. Therefore, there is no reason whatsoever for
reopeni ng of assessnent.

10. The learned counsel for the petitioner further
contended that, while disposing of the objections, the Conpetent
Aut hority has not considered any of these objections raised with
conplete details and blanketly stated that the reopening of
assessnent is in accordance with the provisions of Law and
therefore, the said order is not only establishes that the
authorities have not applied their mnd, but the objections in
detail submtted by the petitioner had not been considered at
all.
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11. It is contended that the inpugned order disposing of
the objections are passed in a nechanical nanner wthout
furnishing any findings with reference to the objections filed.
Therefore, the order inpugned is liable to be set aside.

12. At the outset, it is contended that the assessnent
order was initially passed under Section 143(3) of the Incone
Tax Act, elaborately considering all the issues and in respect
of the issues queries were raised and the petitioner had also
submtted detailed answers for the queries and accordingly,
final assessnent order was passed.

13. Shockingly, the very sane particulars and details
adj udi cated were taken into consideration for the purpose of
reopening of assessnment and therefore, it is the change of
opinion and the initiation itself is in violation of Section 147
of the Inconme Tax Act.

14. The l|earned Senior Standing Counsel, appearing on
behalf of the respondents, disputed the contentions of the
| earned counsel for the petitioner, by stating that under
Section 147 of the Income Tax Act, if the Assessing Oficer has
reason to believe, the sane would be sufficient for reopening of
assessnent. The materials already considered by the Assessing

Authority may also be a ground to cull out certain new
informations and from and out of such new informtions,
reassessnment proceedings shall be initiated by the Conpetent
Aut hority.

15. In the present case, nerely conparing the subjects
which were discussed by the Assessing Authority in the
assessnent order, the petitioner cannot make out a ground by
stating that the very same subject has been taken into
consideration for the purpose of reopening of assessnent and
therefore, the reopening anmounts to change of opinion. Such a
ground deserves no nerit consideration as Section 147 of the
I ncone Tax Act, provide anple powers to the authority to reopen
t he assessnent on nunerous circunstances.

16. The Ilearned Senior Standing Counsel for the
respondents drawn the attention of this Court with reference to
the original assessnent order passed for the assessnent year
2013-2014 on 31.12.2016. Undoubt edl vy, the issues are
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consi dered, however, the reasons furnished for reopening of
assessnent order would show that from and out of the materials,
t he Assessing Authority has reason to believe that dis-allowance
of provision for |ease equalisation and charges under Section
115JB was made. That was not taken into consideration while
arriving a taxable incone under Section 115JB.

17. Further, relying on the reasons furnished for
reopeni ng of assessnment contended that on those particulars, the
Assessing Oficer has reason to believe that the incone
chargeable to tax on escaped assessnent. Wen the Assessing
Oficer could able to trace out certain new materials from and
out of the materials submtted by the Assessee during the
original assessnent proceedings, such informations are also
sufficient enough for the purpose of reopening of assessnent. It
is for the Assessee to participate in the reopening proceedi ngs
and place the records, enabling the authority to conplete the
reopeni ng proceedi ngs by follow ng the procedures.

18. Considering the argunents as advanced by the
respective | earned counsel appearing on behalf of the parties to
the lis on hand, this Court has to consider the fact that
reopeni ng of assessnent in the present case is made within four
years. Admttedly, when it is made wthin a period of four
years, then the First Proviso to Section 147 of the Inconme Tax
Act, is not applicable.

19. Section 147 enunerates that “if the Assessing Oficer
has reason to believe that any inconme chargeable to tax has
escaped assessnent for any assessnent year, he may, subject to
the provisions of Sections 148 to 153, assess or reassess such
i ncone and also any other inconme chargeable to tax which has
escaped assessnent and which conmes to his notice subsequently in
the course of the proceedings under this Section, or reconpute
the loss or the depreciation allowance or any other allowance,
as the case may be, for the assessnent year concerned”.

20. Let wus now consider the spirit of the |anguage
enployed in the said provision. The term “has reason to believe”
is considered by the Constitutional Courts on nmany occasions.
The reasons nust have live link for the purpose of reopening of
assessnent. Therefore, it is not nere reasons to believe and
such reasons nust have sone nexus for the purpose for which the
reopeni ng proceedings are initiated.
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21. This apart, the reasons should not be change of
opi nion. The change of opinion is also elaborately discussed by
the Courts. If any adjudication is nade with reference to a
particular issue and an interpretation is given in a particular
manner or a finding is given and in respect of the sane finding,
I f another opinion is formulated, the sanme anobunts to change of
opi nion. However, the Courts are expected to be cautious, while
form ng an opinion whether it is 'change of opinion' or 'reason
to believe'.

22. In many occasions, materials are one and the sane,
I ssues are also one and the sanme. However, from and out of the
same materials and issues, if the Conpetent Authority could able
to trace out a new information, material or dinension in
consonance with the provisions of the Act, which was omtted by
the original Assessing Authority and such failure of the
original Assessing Authority resulted in inconme chargeable to
tax escaped assessnent, then it is a ground for reopening of the
assessnent. In certain circunstances, undoubtedly, the Courts
are expected to be cautious in view of the fact that the
subj ects may be one and the sane.

23. The issues discussed by the Assessing Authority as
well as the Original Authority may be one and the sane, but the
factual inference and the application of provisions of |I|ncone
Tax Act and the interpretation required to be given in such
circunstances, creates a reason to believe for the authority
that the inconme escaped assessnment and reopening of assessnent
is initiated.

24. Thus it is not as if the Assessee can sinply conpare
the issues discussed by the Assessing Authority and the reasons

furnished for reopening of assessnent. Wthin the issue, |if
materials are culled out, which is not discussed or adjudicated
by the original assessing authority, then reopening of

assessnment is allowable and therefore, nere conparison would
undoubtedly result in denial of an opportunity for the revenue
to bring the tax escaped assessnent within the net work. All
these intricacies required to be considered in such cases, where
the materials shown are one and the sane both in the origina
assessnment order as well as in the reasons furnished for
reopeni ng of assessnent.
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25. The other ground raised by the petitioner is that the
Assessing Authority, while disposing of the objections, has not
consi dered the objections. Though the petitioner has el aborately
submtted the objections with reference to the reasons furnished
for reopening of assessnment, the said objections are not
considered and no findings are given in this regard. It 1is
necessary for this Court to examine this issue. A distinction is
to be drawn in respect of the disposal of an objection by the
Conpetent Authority and a final order passed in the reassessnent
pr oceedi ngs.

26. Section 147 of the Incone Tax Act, contenpl ates that
“the Assessing Oficer has reason to believe that any incone
chargeable to tax has escaped assessnent, then he is enpowered
to assess or reassess such inconme”. Even during the course of
reassessnent proceedings, if the authority would be able to find
out some new informations or materials and such authority 1is
enpowered to assess or reassess the said incone also. Two
circunstances are contenplated. The first circunstance is that
after passing the assessnent order if the Assessing Oficer has
reason to believe that the inconme chargeable to tax has escaped
assessnent for reopening assessnent proceedings by issue of
notice wunder Section 148 of the Incone Tax Act. The second
circunstance would be that any other inconme chargeable to tax
has escaped assessnent and which conmes to his notice
subsequently in the course of the proceedi ngs under Section 147,
then also the Assessing Oficer is enpowered to go for
reassessnent of such inconme, which was traced out during the
course of proceedings.

27. The significance of the second circunstance is that
even after furnishing of reasons or at the tinme of continuance
of reopening proceedings, if the Assessing Authority could able
to find out any other incone chargeable to tax, which has
escaped assessnent and which conmes to his notice, then he can
provide an opportunity to the Assessee and proceed with the
reassessmnment agai nst such i ncome escaped assessnent al so.

28. In this context, let us consider the spirit of the
judgnent of the Hon' ble Suprene Court of India in the case of
GKN Driveshafts (India) Ltd vs. Incone Tax Oficer and Qhers
[(2003) 1 SCC 72], wherein in paragraph-5 of the judgnent, the
opportunity in conpliance of the principles of natural justice

https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



has been considered by the Suprenme Court and the follow ng
procedures are directed and the sane reads as under: -
“5. W see no justifiable reason to
interfere with the order wunder challenge.
However, we clarify that when a notice under
Section 148 of the Inconme Tax Act is issued,
the proper course of action for the noticee
is to file return and if he so desires, to
seek reasons for issuing notices. The
Assessing O ficer is bound to furnish
reasons within a reasonable tinme. On receipt
of reasons, the noticee is entitled to file
objections to issuance of notice and the
assessing officer is bound to dispose of the

same by passing a speaking order. In the
instant case, as the reasons have been
di scl osed in t hese pr oceedi ngs, t he

assessing officer has to dispose of the
objections, if filed, by passing a speaking
order, before proceeding wwth the assessnent
in respect of the abovesaid five assessnent
years.”

29. Though the Incone Tax Act provides opportunity to an
Assessee, the Suprene Court thought fit that an opportunity to
be provided under the Incone Tax Act nust be in conpliance with
the principles of natural justice. That pronpted the Apex Court
to issue a direction in GKN Driveshafts (India) Ltd case (cited
supra). The directions are that when a notice under Section 148
of the Inconme Tax Act is issued, the Assessee nmay file a return
If he so desires and to seek reasons for reopening. The Suprene
Court says that the Assessing Oficer is bound to furnish the
reasons within the reasonable period of tinme. The Assessee is
entitled to file objections to the issuance of notice and the
Assessing Oficer is bound to dispose of the sanme by passing a
speaki ng order.

30. Wth reference to the directives of the Apex Court of
India, the procedures are to be followed scrupulously as the
j udgenent becane the law of the land under Article 141 of the
Constitution of India. However, the directives are to be read in
consonance with the spirit of Section 147 of the Incone Tax Act
in order to wunderstand that the directives issued for the
pur pose of conpliance of the principles of natural justice.
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31. The directives of the Apex Court are in between
procedures created by judgnent, nore specifically, from the
Initiation of Section 147 proceedings and the disposal of
obj ections by the Assessing Oficer.

32. The very purport of directions are to ensure that the
Assessee nust know the reasons for reopening and he nust be
provided wth an opportunity to contest the reasons by way of
submtting the objections and such objections nust be disposed
of by a Conpetent Authority by passing a speaking order.

33. The speaking order in the present context neans only
with reference to the reasons for reopening of assessnent.
Therefore, speaking order would not include the entire issues,
which all are to be adjudicated. After disposing of the reasons
and while passing the order of reassessnment, the Assessee would
get further opportunity to participate in the reassessnent
proceedings and he is entitled to submt any further docunents
avai lable during the course of proceedings of reassessnent.
Therefore, the submssion of objections for the reasons for
reopening is not the end of the nmatter and there are further
proceedings and during such proceedings, the Assessee s
entitled to submt further materials if it is in his know edge
or the docunents available and place it before the Conpetent
Aut hority for consi derati on. Ther ef or e, the disposal of
objections by the authority, cannot be equated with the final
order of reassessnment or assessnent.

34. What is required is whether the requisite condition
contenpl ated under Section 147 of the Incone Tax Act is conplied
with or not. Section 147 stipulates that the Assessing Oficer
must have reason to believe. If such reason to believe is
satisfied and disposal of objections would indicate that the
reasons furnished are having live link with the initiation of
proceedings. The said nexus as well as the materials or
I nformati ons considered for reopening would be sufficient.

35. Thus, the disposal of objections nust be read wth
reference to the requisite condition contenplated under Section
147 of the Incone Tax Act, i.e., “the Assessing Oficer has
reason to believe”. If the said requirenent is conplied with, it
woul d be sufficient to proceed wth the reassessnment
proceedings. It is not as if the entire adjudication of issues
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nmust be done by the Assessing Oficer while disposing of the
objections filed by the petitioner with reference to reasons
furni shed within

36. The point to be considered is that even after
di sposal of the objections if the Assessing Oficer under
Section 147 of the Income Tax Act noticed that any other incone
chargeable to tax which has escaped assessnent during the course
of proceedings, then also he is enpowered to reassess such
I ncome. Thus various circunstances nmade available for the
Assessing Authority to reopen the assessnent, cannot  be
interfered with in a routine mnmanner. The authority nmnust be
permtted to conplete the reassessnment proceedings in all
respects. The Assessee would be getting anple opportunity even
after disposal of the objections and before passing the
reassessnent proceedings. Even after reassessnent order is
passed, the Assessee would be getting further opportunity of
appeal etc.

37. Thus, nere conparison of subject or issues wth
reference to the original assessnment order and disposal of
obj ections, cannot be a ground for the purpose of setting aside
the reopening proceedings. If the reasons furnished for
reopening of assessnent provide any new informations or
materials or based on different dinmension under the provisions
of the Incone Tax Act, which has not been considered by the
original authority, then also reopening of assessnment 1is
perm ssi bl e.

38. This exactly is the reason why Explanation 2 to sub
clause (c) of Section 147 of the Income Tax Act, contenplates,
where an assessnent has been nade, but incone chargeable to tax
has been underassessed, then also the reassessnent is
perm ssi ble. Such inconme has been assessed at too low a rate
under various circunstances as provided under Explanation 2
al so. Thus, the conparison alone cannot be a ground or nere
adj udication of an issue cannot be construed as change of
opinion. If such an adjudication is based on reasons to believe,
then the authorities may be allowed to continue the reopening
proceedings for all purposes by follow ng the procedures as
cont enpl at ed under | aw.

39. In respect of the case on hand, the reasons furnished
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woul d reveal the following informations/materials for reopening
of assessnent: -

(1) In this connecti on, on
verification of the ITMR file and the
assessnment order, it is observed that in the
assessnent order an addition to Book profit
anmount i ng to Rs. 35, 91, 44, 949/ - t owar ds
di sal | owance of provi si on for Lease

Equal i sati on charges under Section 115JB was
made. This was not taken into consideration
while arriving a taxable incone under Section
115JB. In addition to the above, t he
di sal | owance made under Secti on 14A
di sal l owance anounting to Rs.1,92,10,640/-
shoul d al so be considered for Book profit. The
above om ssion has resulted in short levy of
tax to the tune of Rs.7,34,95,572/-.

(2) During the relevant previous year,
the assessee conpany had entered into forward
contracts in order to safeguard itself from
unf avourabl e novenent in the foreign exchange
rates relating to its export earnings. In the
return of incone, the assessee has clainmed an
anmount of INR 82,06, 13,134/- being the mark to
market |loss on restatenent of outstanding
forward contracts as on 31.03.2013 as a
deduction in conputing the income under the
head profits and gains from business or
pr of essi on.

Since the above wunrealised expenses
being the mark to market loss is not an
all omabl e expenditure and requires to be
di sal | owned and brought to tax.

(3) It is seen from Notes form ng part
of the Financial Statenents for the year ended
31. 03. 2013, vide Sl. No. 25 under ot her
expenses, an amount of Rs.1, 86, 03, 66, 315/- was
shown as expenses towards software. However
software being an intangible asset requires to
be clained depreciation at 25% The entire
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expendi ture shoul d not be cl ai ned an
expendi ture. Hence, the excess allowance
requires to be brought to tax. On verification
of break up details of repairs and mai ntenance
an amount of Rs.20,11,71,783/- was considered
as conputer software. The above expenditure
should be restricted to 25% depreciation as
against the 100% This has resulted in excess
al | omance as under.

(4) Long Term Capital Loss was
conputed for Rs.148, 06, 18, 752/- and the sane
was considered in the conputation of total
i nconme. However, the above |oss was consi dered

for carry forward for future set off. In this
connecti on, It 'S observed from the
computation of long term capital [|oss was

conputed by adopting the cost of acquisition
at the US Dollar rate as against the Indian
Rupee rate. This has resulted in excess |ong
term capital loss to be carry forward as
detai |l ed bel ow -

(5 It is seen from Annexure 3 in
respect of the conputation of short term
capital gain it is observed that capital gain
was arrive for Rs.40,62,04,596/-. However, as
amount of Rs.1,86,37,918/- was deducted from
the above short term gain stating that the
amount relates to wunrealised capital gains
accounted in the financial statenents as on
31.03.2012 and was added back in the
assessnment of earlier years. As per incone tax
act, short termcapital gain in conputed based
on the difference between the cost of
acquisition and the cost of sale. Hence the
deduction of earlier year unrealised loss is
not an acceptabl e deduction”.
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40. The Assessee also submtted el aborate objections for
all the reasons furnished. For disposing of the objections dated
16.10. 2018, the Assessing Authority considered the objections as
rai sed by the petitioner. The Assessing Authority considered the
obj ections on issue basis and made findings in paragraphs 5.1,
5.3 and 6.2, extracted as under: -

“5.1 The Assessee's objection is
carefully considered, however, it 1is not
accepted for the reason that the relevant
i ssue was not specifically considered by the
Assessing Oficer. The Assessing Oficer
nowhere left the traces for verification of
the issue, therefore, it does not tantanount
to change of opinion and to review of the
assessnment already conpleted. The Assessee
has to truly and fully disclose the
information whereas in this case Assessee
failed to furnish the information required
on the above issue. It is duty cast on the
Assessee to disclose fully and truly al
material facts necessary for the purpose of
assessnment, it is not relevant that had the
Assessing Oficer been diligent. He could
have got all necessary information for the

pur pose of assessnment. In this case
Assessing Oficer has not forned opinion on
this i ssue. Ther ef or e, reopeni ng of
assessnent is in accordance wth the
provisions of Section 147 of the IT Act
1961.

5.3 From the above it is clear that
t he reassessnent IS perm ssi bl e when
Assessing Oficer did not form opinion on
any issue during first assessnent and if any
reason to believe is fornmed for escapenent
of incone chargeable to tax that itself is
sufficient enough to initiate reassessnent
pr oceedi ngs. In Vi ew of t he above
di scussion, your objection that reassessnent
proceedi ngs were based on nere change of
opinion and not based on any reason to
believe and therefore the reassessnent
proceedings are invalid is rejected.
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6.1. The Assessee's objection is
carefully considered, however, it 1is not
accepted for the reason that in the said
case (Sahkari Khand Udyog Mandal Limted vs.
ACIT) certain direction was issued by the
Hon' ble High Court of GQujarat to the
concerned  Chi ef Comm ssi oner. Wth due
respect it may considered that the said
decision is not binding in the assessnent
under consideration as the said decision is
not of jurisdictional Hgh Court. Hence
Assessee's contention is not entertai nable”.

41. The |l earned counsel for the petitioner referred sone
of the judgnments and so also the |earned Senior Standing Counsel
for the Inconme Tax Departnent also referred few judgnents.
Absol utely, there is no dispute regarding the proposition of |aw
relied on by both the respective counsel regarding the judgnents
cited. The principles in this regard are settled and the
judgnents relied on by both the parties to the |lis, are
considered by this Court. Therefore recording of those judgnents
repeatedly by this Court may not be required for the purpose of
considering the facts and circunstances established in the
present case on hand. The reasons furnished and disposal of
reasons would play a pivotal role in arriving a deci sion.

42. Considering the reasons furnished, the objections
submtted by the petitioner and the disposal of the objections
by the Conpetent Authority, this Court is of an opinion that the
intricacies involved in the issues require an elaborate
adj udi cation and admttedly, the petitioner is falling under the
| arge tax payer unit and certain intricacies in deeper nmanner
requires nore adjudication with reference to the issues raised.
Such an el aborate adjudication cannot be done with reference to
the issues as the Assessee has to avail the opportunities to be
provi ded, while proceeding wth the reassessnent proceedi ngs and
it is for the Assessee to participate in the reopening
proceedi ngs and avail the opportunities to be provided for the
pur pose of conpletion of reopening proceedi ngs.

43. This being the factum and the principles to the

followed, this Court has no hesitation in arriving a concl usion
that the Assessing Oficer in the present case has established

https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



that he has reason to believe for reopening of assessnent and
there is no infirmty, as such, in reopening of the assessnent
under Section 147/148 of the Income Tax Act. The petitioner has
to cooperate for the wearly conpletion of the reopening
pr oceedi ngs.

44. Accordingly, the wit petition stands dism ssed.
However, there shall be no order as to costs. Consequently,
connected m scel | aneous petition is also dism ssed.

Sd/ -
Assi stant Registrar (CS-VI)

[l True Copy //

Sub Assistant Registrar
Svn

To

1. Assi stant Conmi ssioner of | ncone Tax,
Large Taxpayer Unit-1,
7th Fl oor, Room No. 712,
121, Nunganbakkam H gh Road,
Chennai - 600 034.

2.Joint Comm ssioner of |nconme Tax,
Large Taxpayer Unit,
7th Fl oor, Room No. 711,
121, Nunganbakkam H gh Road,
Chennai - 600 034.

+lcc to M.N V.Balaji, Advocate SR No.39591
+lcc to M. A P.Srinivas, Advocate SR No.39516
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