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. | Name of the appellant - DGAP , dgap.cbic@gov.in, 011-23741544

Name of the respondant -
1. Dange Enterprises , swapneel.dange@gmail.com , NA

. | Order appealed against -

(5.1) Order Type -

(5.2) Ref Number - Date -

Personal Hearing - 02/12/2025 14/10/2025 26/08/2025 29/07/2025

" 101/07/2025

Status of Order under Appeal - Confirmed — Order under Appeal is

" | confirmed

Order in brief - Report submitted by the DGAP is accepted to the
extent that Respondent has profiteered an amount to the tune of Rs.

. 14,57,683/- only. The Respondent is directed to deposit the

profiteered amount as aforesaid in the Consumer Welfare fund
created by Centre and States equally.

Summary of Order

. | Type of order : Deposit in Consumer Welfare Fund/s

Place :DELHI PB

Date : 02.12.2025
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Final Order

The matter was taken up today in physical mode. Shri Suneel
Kumar, Additional Assistant Director- Departmental Representative
assisted by Shri Ravi Passi, Inspector appeared on behalf of DGAP.
Shri Varun Sharma, Advocate, Learned Counsel for Respondent
appeared before us.

In course of hearing, it was transpired that DGAP conducted the
investigation and submitted its 1 Report on 17.09.2021, wherein, it
was alleged that Respondent has profiteered an amount or Rs.
28,74,577/- including GST on base profiteered amount.

This matter was taken up by erstwhile NAA and as per the order
dated 05.08.2022 in I.O No. 11/2022, it held that the matter should
be remanded back to the DGAP to carry out further investigation in
terms of Rule 133 (4) with a direction that the investigation should
be completed and a Report should be sent to the Authority within 3
months. It was also directed by the erstwhile NAA that if the
Respondent does not provide relevant and complete information for
the investigation period all means available under the provisions of
the CGST Act, 2017 and rules made thereunder shall be utilised.
Thereafter, 2™ Report was submitted by DGAP re-iterating that the
profiteering amount remains the same. It is stated by the DGAP that
no further documents was submitted by the Respondent and
therefore they had come to the conclusion that profiteering
determined by the DGAP remains the same. It may be noted here

that the period for which the investigation was made is between
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15.11.2017 to 30.06.2019. As per the latest Report dated
20.11.2025, the amount profiteered is Rs. 4,57,683/-.

Shri Varun Sharma, Learned Counsel appearing for the Respondent
today submitted written submission to the effect that Respondent
admits the amount profiteered but disputes the liability to pay any
penalty and interests thereon. The Learned Counsel for the
Respondent has also relied upon the earlier decided case of this
Tribunal i.e. DGAP Vs. Proctor and Gamble Group, bearing case
no. NAPA/13/PB/2025 dated 10.09.2025, wherein this Tribunal has
arrived at a categorical finding that amendment made to Clause (c),
sub-rule (3) Rule 133 of the CGST Rules is retrospective in effect.
We consider it appropriate to take note of our observation and quote

the same to make it clear:-

8.  Thus, the only issue that needs to be decided, in this
case, 1S:-
“Is the Respondent liable to pay an interest @,

18% on profiteered amount?”

9. In order to effectively decide this issue which
essentially a question of law involving
interpretation of Statute, the Amending Rule
(Fourth) brought by the Government of India, in
Ministry of Finance (Department of Revenue)
through the Central Board of Indirect Taxes and
Customs (CBIC) through Notification No. 31/2019
on 28.06.2019 has to be considered. It aimed at

amending various provisions of CGST Rules by
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10.

11.

12.

exercising powers conferred upon the Government
of India under Section 164 of the CGST Act. Sub-
rule (1) of the Rule (1) of the said notification
provided that rules may be called the Central Goods
& Services Tax (Fourth Amendment) Rules, 2019.
Sub-rule (2) of rule (1) is provided as follows;

“(2) save as otherwise provided in these rules, they

shall come into force on date of their publication in

the official Gazette.”

The relevant rule for the provision of Rule 133 (3)
(c) which is being considered is Rule 17. It sought
to amend Rule 133 of the CGST Rules. The relevant
clause of Rule 17 of the Fourth Amendment Rules

is clause (c) of Rule 17 which reads as follows;

“(c) in sub-rule (3), in clause (c), after the
words “fifty percent. of the amount determined
under the above clause”, the words “along
with interest at the rate of eighteen percent.
from the date of collection of higher amount
till the date of deposit of such amount” shall

inserted.”

The rest of the contents of the aforesaid rules are
not relevant for our purpose for this case.
The Learned Counsel for the Respondent would

submit that the amended provision of Clause (c),
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sub-rule (3) rule 133 of CGST Rules saddling on
interest at the rate of 18 % per annum on
Respondent came into force on 01.04.2020. We
have considered his argument and also take note of
the Notification cited by him which reads as

follows;

“G.S.R.927.(E)- In exercise of the powers
conferred by rule 5 of the Central Goods
Services Tax (Fourth Amendment) Rule, 2019,
made vide notification No.31/2019 — Central
Tax, dated the 28" June, 2019, published in
the Gazette of India, Extraordinary, part II,
Section 3, Sub-section (i), vide number G.S.R
457(E), dated the 28" June, 2019, the
Government on the recommendation of the
Council , hereby appoints the 1% day of April
2020, as the date from which the provisions of

the said rule, shall come into force.”

13. Dealing with a similar question the Constitution
Bench of Supreme Court of India in C.LT. (C-1)
New Delhi Vs. Vatika Township Pvt. Ltd, (2015)
SCC-1, considered whether the amendment to the
provisions of Section 113 of the Income Tax Act,
inserted by the Finance Act, 2002 is to operate
prospectively or it is a clarificatory and curative in

nature, and, therefore, has retrospective operation.
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14.

15.

While considering this issue the Hon’ble Supreme
Court has held that a plain reading of the aforesaid
Statutory provision, it is clear that though the
provision of surcharge under the Finance Act has
been in existence since 1995, in so far as levy of
surcharge on block assessment is concerned, it is
introduced by insertion of the aforesaid provision of
Section 113.

In this background, the question that arises, is
whether the surcharge on block assessment has
been levied for the first time by the aforesaid
proviso coming into the effect from 01.06.2002, or it
is only clarificatory in nature because of the reason
that the provision of surcharge was made in finance
Act in the year 1995 and the surcharge on block
assessment as well. We have carefully examined the
aforesaid judgment and propose to summarise the
reasons resorted by the Hon’ble Supreme Court
without quoting the same in the following
paragraphs..

The Supreme Court held that a legislation, be it a
statutory Act or Statutory Rule or a Statutory
Notification, may physically consists of words
printed on paper. However, conceptually it is a
great deal more than an ordinary prose. There is a
special peculiarity in the mode of verbal

communication by legislation. A legislation is not
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16.

just a series of statements, such as one finds in a
work of fiction/ non-fiction or even in a judgment of
a court of law. A legislation requires a technique
and is guided by principles of legislation, whereas
reading a legislation and interpreting it is another
field which is known as interpretation of statute.
One of the guiding principal is that the legislation
has to be interpreted to mean that it does not have a
retrospective operation unless otherwise provided
in specific terms or by very strong and necessary
implication.

The only other course to treat it as a curative and
clarificatory piece of legislation, whereby the
legislating body, in this case the Government of
India as it is a piece of delegated legislation, had
clearly intended it to be to have a retrospective
application or that it was necessary make such
amendments to clarify the existing legislation. The
obvious basis of the principle against retrospectivity
is a principles of fairness, which must be the basis
of every legal rule. Thus legislation which modified
accrued rights or which impose obligation or
impose new duties or attach a new disability have to
be treated as prospective unless the legislative
intent is clearly to give the enactment a

retrospective effect; unless the legislation is for
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17.

18.

19.

purpose of supply an obvious omission in a former
legislation or to explain a former legislation.
Though in some case and also in case of Vatika
Township (Supra), it has been observed that where
a benefit is conferred by a legislation, the rule
against a retrospective construction is different.
However we are not concerned about any such
doctorine retrospective conferring beneficial fruits
of legislation rather than in this case we are
confronted with the question of retrospectivity of a
new liability.

On the contrary, it is a provision which onerous to
the assessee. Therefore, in a case like this, the
normal rule of presumption against retrospective
operation is applicable. The Rule against
retrospective operation is a fundamental rule of
Law that no statute shall be constructed to have a
retrospective operation unless such a construction
appears very clearly in the terms of the Act, or
arises by necessary and distinct implication.
Dogmatically framed, the rule is no more than a
presumption, and thus could be displaced by out
weighing factors. The outgoing or rebutting factors
may be found in the statute itself as mentioned by
Justice G. P. Singh in his book on Interpretation of
Statute, but it is not always the guiding factors.

Sometimes the Act uses a words “declare” as well
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as the word “enacted”. The word used in statute
itself sometimes is a good indicator of the
retrospectivity provision.

20. In this particular case, on a reference to the
Notification No. 31/2019-Central Tax;
G.S.R.457(E).- it is seen that the Government of
India in exercise of the powers conferred by section
164 of the Central Goods and Services Tax Act,
made the rules therein to “further” amend the
Central Goods & Services Tax Rules. We lay
emphasis on the word “further”. We also take note
that grammatically and semantically, the word
“further” does not imply the past. It usually means
“in addition” or “to advance”. Hence, we are unable
to agree to the submissions made by the
Representatives of the DGAP that this Amending
provision 1is Clarificatory and Curative having
retrospective effect. We are also unable to agree
with the submissions that it is not an enabling

provision requiring prospective operation.

In that view of the matter, it is clear that period of investigation
doesn’t substantially fall within the period from which interest as
per under the Clause (c), sub-rule (3) rule 133 of CGST Rules is
applicable. Hence, we are not inclined to pass any order to that

effect.
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10.

11.

It is also not disputed in this case that the petitioner’s case doesn’t
fall within the ambit of penalty as provisions for the imposition of
penalty was inserted in the year 2020 which is much after the last
date of the alleged profiteering.

Thus, the Report submitted by the DGAP is accepted to the extent
that Respondent has profiteered an amount to the tune of Rs.
4,57,683/- only from recipient who are faceless. So, the Respondent
is directed to deposit the profiteered amount as aforesaid in the
Consumer Welfare fund created by Centre and States equally.

A report in compliance of this order shall be submitted to this
Tribunal by the concerned Commissioner within a period of 4
months from the date of receipt of this order.

A copy each of this order be supplied to the respondent and to the
concerned Commissioner CGST / SGST for necessary action.

Case disposed off.

Digitally signed by SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA
Date:03-12-2025 15:09:18 PM
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL ANTI-PROFITEERING AUTHORITY
UNDER THE CENTRAL GOODS & SERVICES TAX ACT, 2017

1.O. No. 25/2020
Date of Institution 27.03.2019
Date of Order 20.11.2020

In the matter of:

Director-General of Anti-Profiteering, Central Board of Indirect
Taxes & Customs, 2" Floor, Bhai Vir Singh Sahitya Sadan,

Bhai Vir Singh Marg, Gole Market, New Delhi-110001.
Applicant
Versus

M/s Dange Enterprises, 2" Floor, Food Court, Sector-46,

Grand Central Mall, Seawoods, Navi Mumbai-400706.

Respondent
Quorum:-
1. Dr. B. N. Sharma, Chairman
2. Sh. J. C. Chauhan, Technical Member
3. Sh. Amand Shah, Technical Member.
A
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Present:-

1. None for the Applicant.

2. None for the Respondent.

1. The present Report dated 27.03.2020 has been furnished by the
Director-General of Anti-Profiteering (DGAP), under Rule 129 (6)
of the Central Goods & Services Tax (CGST) Rules, 2017. The
brief facts of the case are that a reference was received by the
DGAP from the Standing Committee on Anti-Profiteering on
01.07.2019 recommending a detailed investigation in respect of
an application under Rule 128 (2) of the CGST Rules 2017,
alleging profiteering in respect of restaurant service supplied by
the Respondent (Franchisee of M/s Subway Systems India Pvt.
Ltd.). In the application, it was alleged that despite the reduction in
the rate of GST from 18% to 5% w.ef 15.11.2017, the
Respondent had not passed on the commensurate benefit of tax-
rate reduction as he had increased the base prices of his
products. On receipt of the said reference from the Standing
Committee on Anti-profiteering, a notice under Rule 129 (3) of the
CGST Rules, 2017 was issued on 12.07.2019 by the DGAP,

calling upon the Respondent to reply as to whether he admitted

that the benefit of reduction in the GST rate w.e.f. 15.11.201
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had not been passed on to his recipients by way of

commensurate reduction in prices and if so, to suo-moto

determine the quantum thereof and indicate the same in his reply
to the notice as well as furnish all the supporting documents. The

Respondent was also allowed to inspect the relied upon non-

confidential evidence/information which formed the basis of the

investigation between 18.07.2019 and 22.07.2019, which was
however not availed of by the Respondent.

The DGAP has reported that the period covered by the current

investigation was from 15.11.2017 to 30.06.2019. That the time

limit to complete the investigation was extended up to 30.03.2020

by this Authority vide order dated 23.12.2019.

The DGAP has also reported that in response to the notice dated

12.07.2019 and subsequent reminders, the Respondent

submitted his replies vide his letters/e-mails dated 01.10.2019,

17.10.2019, 31.10.2019, 18.02.2020, 25.02.2020, 26.02.2020,

28.02.2020, 03.03.2020, 05.03.2020, 06.03.2020, and 13.03.2020

whereby the Respondent has, interalia, submitted:-

a) That he has received the request for his sales and other data
from CGST, Navi Mumbai, and that an officer from CGST,
CBD Belapur, Navi Mumbai, Maharashtra had also visited his
place of business and collected certain data.

b) That his place of business was also visited by the Asstt.
Commr. of State Tax(INV-D-003) on 12/12/2018 and

summons were issued to him asking for the data and

L
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information, also that he had requested to transfer his case to

the concerned officer at Navi Mumbai.
The DGAP has further reported that vide his e-mail dated
18.02.2020, the Respondent submitted certain data and
information in respect of his sales, itemization report and his cash
reports to the DGAP and that vide his e-mails dated 25.02.2020
and 26.02.2020, he furnished his GSTR-1 and GSTR-3B Returns;
that vide his e-mail dated 03.03.2020, the Respondent submitted
that as a franchisee, the pricing of his products was controlled by
M/s Subway Systems India Pvt. Ltd. (the franchisor) and that he
should not be penalized for adopting the prices suggested by his
franchisor; that as a franchisee, he had nothing to do with the
issue of passing of the benefit to the customers/ recipients, post
the reduction of GST rate; that he had been made to understand
by his franchisor that if he did not get any ITC in the 5% GST slab,
then he would be at a loss and for that reason he revised his
product pricing upwards to offset the loss on account of non-
availability of ITC; further, that the sales data from 01 July
2017 to 01 March 2018 was unavailable with him but the same
was available with his franchisor, SSIPL; and that the data for the
period from 02 March 2018 to 31 July 2019 had been made
available to him by his franchisor; that the Respondent had
requested the DGAP for a time of two months to‘ submit the
requisite data, as requisitioned by the DGAP; that the Respondent
also submitted that the requisite data could be obtained by the /

¥
N
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DGAP from his franchisor, M/s Subway Systems India Pvt. Ltd. :
and that the franchisor not only had the requisite records but also
had the manpower and resources to cull the data.

The DGAP has reported that based on a careful examination of
the case records, including the reference received from the
Standing Committee on Anti-Profiteering, various replies of the
Respondent, and the documents/evidence placed on record, it
emerged that the main issues for determination were whether the
rate of GST on the service supplied by the Respondent was
reduced from 18% to 5% w.e.f. 15.11.2017 and if so, whether the
benefit of such reduction in the rate of GST had been passed on
by the Respondent to his recipients, in terms of Section 171 of the
CGST Act, 2017.

The DGAP has further reported that the GST rate on the
restaurant service had indeed been reduced from 18% to 5%
w.e.f. 15.11.2017 vide Notification No. 46/2017-Central Tax (Rate)
dated 14.11.2017 with the condition that no ITC on the goods and
services used in supplying the restaurant service would be
admissible; that since it was a case of reduction in the rate of tax,
it was important to examine the provisions of Section 171 (1) of
the CGST Act, 2017, to ascertain whether the present case was a
case of profiteering or not; that Section 171 (1) provides as
follows- "Any reduction in rate of tax on any supply of goods or
services or the benefit of ITC shall be passed on to the recipient

by way of commensurate reduction in prices: that thus, the legal
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requirement of the above provision was abundantly clear that in
the event of the benefit of ITC or reduction in the rate of tax, there
must be a commensurate reduction in the prices of the goods or
services being supplied by a registered person, the final prices
being charged on each supply must be reduced commensurately
with the extent of benefit and there was no other legally tenable
mode of passing on such benefits to the recipients/consumers.
The DGAP has also reported that a notice of initiation of
investigation was issued to the Respondent on 12.07.2019.
Subsequently, reminders 01.08.2019, 24.09.2019 & 15.10.2019
and Summons dated 24.10.2019 & 01.11.2019 were also issued,
but the Respondent did not submit the requisite details/
information. Since no information was forthcoming from the
Respondent, letters dated 13.12.2019, 09.01.2020, 24.01.2020 &
14.02.2020 were issued to the Additional Commissioner (Anti-
Evasion) requesting necessary action to get the requisite
information and details from the Respondent. Further, letters
dated 24.01.2020, 07.02.2020 & 14.02.2020 were also issued by
the DGAP to the Commissioner, CGST Belapur
Commissionerate, Navi Mumbai, requesting him to depute an
officer to get the requisite documents from the Respondent.

The DGAP also reported that the Respondent was also issued
another (fourth) reminder dated 14.02.2020 asking him to submit
the required details/documents. Further, since the Respondent

was a franchisee of M/s Subway Systems India Pvt. Ltd., the (Y,
.
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10.

requisite details/ information in respect of the said franchisee was
also solicited by the DGAP from the franchisor vide letter dated
14.02.2020.

The DGAP has reported that vide his letter dated 14.02.2020 the
Joint Commissioner, CGST & CEx., Belapur Commissionerate
forwarded certain documents gathered from the Respondent. That
on examining these documents, it was found that the Respondent
had provided the copies of GSTR -1 and GSTR-3B Returns for
the period from July 2017 to June 2019. It was also found that the
other documents gathered and forwarded by the above said
Commissionerate, such as cash reports, were not relevant to the
investigation.

The DGAP has further reported that the Respondent also
furnished partial data/ information vide his successive emails
dated 18.02.2020, 25.02.2020, 26.02.2020 & 28.02.2020, which
comprised his GSTR-1 and GSTR-3B Returns and cash reports,
as also the itemization reports and sales-details for the period
from June 2017 to Oct 2017. However, the submissions made by
the Respondent did not contain any data/ details pertaining to the
period from November 2017 to June 2019. It was also found that
the Respondent had not provided product-wise invoice-wise
outward taxable sales data for even a single month, which had
been requisitioned by the DGAP as the same was essential for

the investigation and hence the submitted by the Respondent was

incomplete. %
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11. The DGAP has further, interalia, reported that the Respondent,
vide letter/e-mail dated 03.03.2020, has submitted that —

a. the data/ information for the period 01/07/2017 to
01/03/2018 was not available with him, however, the
same was available with M/s Subway Systems India Pvt.
Ltd. (SSIPL) the franchisor;

b. even the data/ information that was available at his end
was in ‘text’ format and copying from text format to ‘M.S.
word’ document format would take him two months and
requested the DGAP for at least two months to submit the
data;

c. The data/ information could be procured by the DGAP

from SSIPL as it was available with SSIPL.

12. The DGAP has reported that summons were issued to Chief
Financial Officer SSIPL, the franchisor, on 06.03.2020 seeking
production of data/ information pertaining to the Respondent
before 16.03.2020 but since the summons were not complied with
by SSIPL, another summons was issued to the Chief Financial
Officer SSIPL seeking furnishing of the data/ information by
19.03.2020. Since the required data/ information was not
furnished by SSIPL despite the abovementioned two summons,
third summons were issued to the Chief Financial Officer SSIPL

on 19.03.2020 seeking the information. However, neither the

~

o1
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13.

14.

15.

requisite data/ information nor any reply was received from SSIPL
in response to the summons.

The DGAP has also stated that only due to the above reasons, he
requested this Authority to extend the period of submission of the
investigation report by a period of three months, which was duly
granted by this Authority in terms of Rule 129(6) of the CGST
Rules, 2017 and the last date for the submission of Report to this
Authority was 30.03.2020.

DGAP has further reported that despite the above-mentioned
steps taken by it and despite all possible efforts made by the
officers concerned, the Respondent and SSIPL, the franchisor,
did not submit the data/ information that had been solicited from
them for completing the investigation.

DGAP has also stated that since the Respondent, as also SSIPL
the franchisor, was not cooperating in the investigation by not
providing the requisite data/ information on one pretext or the
other, DGAP was not able to compute the amount of profiteering
as per the standard methodology followed in similar cases of
restaurant services. The DGAP has further reported that in the
absence of the requisite data required for the investigation as per
the standard practice adopted in other such similar cases of
franchisees of SSIPL, the DGAP was left with no option but to
compute the amount of profiteering, taking the other similar cases
of Subway franchisees investigated by the DGAP as the basis,

which is detailed in Table-A below:-
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Table-A
- 5 Relevant turnover in post | Percentage
s Name of the unit Period of Profiteered : :
: ; : i rate reduction period of of
N ffranchisee investigation amount : . .
0 which profiteering found profiteering
M/s Smookey
: 15.11.2017 to
4| Kitchen Foods 6,49,397 43,18,208 15.04%
30.06.2019
OPC Pwt. Ltd.
M/s N Rai 15.11.2017 to
2 : 1,49,896 49,98,693 3.00%
Delights LLP 31.03.2019
M/s Hungry 15.11.2017 to
3 6,66,700 1,55,30,721 4.29%
Eyes 31.03.2019
M/s Le Reve 15.11.2017 to
4 8,24,260 1,66,60,124 4.94%
Pvt. Ltd. 31.03.2019
M/s Lite Bite 15.11.2017 to
61,67,097 6,35,16,820 9.70%
5| Travel Foods 30.04.2019
M/s Cilantro 15.11.2017 to
Y 20,80,087 1,21,64,185 17.10%
Diners Pvt. Ltd. 31.03.2019
M/s Bonne 15.11.2017 to
- 7,33,043 1,04,33,995 7.03%
Sante 30.06.2019
M/s Gaurav
15.11.2017 to
Sharma Foods 7,563,854 1,50,52,143 5.01%
8 : 30.06.2019
Industries
M/s Neeva 15.11.2017 to
41,93,431 2,60,61,557 16.09%
91 Foods Put. Ltd. 30.06.2019
M/s Dough
15.11.2017 to
10 Makers India 78,41,754 8.50,72,793 9.22%
31.03.2019
(P) Ltd.
M/s Subwest 15.11.2017 to
685531 23761435 2.89%
M Restaurant LLP 30.06.2019

16. The DGAP has reported that amongst the above-listed cases, the

highest ‘profiteering to turnover’ ratio for exactly the same period

of investigation had been computed in the case of M/s Neeva

Foods Pvt Ltd, another franchisee of SSIPL. Accordingly, the

~

N
‘profiteering to turnover’ ratio computed in the case of M/S Neev 8
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Foods Pvt. Ltd., ie. 16.09%, was adopted as the basis of
quantification of the quantum of profiteering in the instant case as
well. DGAP has further stated that the aggregate of the monthly
taxable turnovers of the Respondent, as reflected in his GSTR-3B
returns for the period from 15.11.2017 to 30.06.2019, worked out

to Rs. 1,78,65,489/- as shown in table-B below:-

Table-B (Amount in Rs.)

Month Taxable Value/Turnover
Nov-17 4,41,553
Dec-17 11,02,071
Jan-18 9,86,076
Feb-18 8,17,167
Mar-18 10,41,285
Apr-18 6,85,121
May-18 8,96,883
Jun-18 9,93,637
Jul-18 8,23,674
Aug-18 8,82,193
Sep-18 10,45,296
Oct-18 9,32,241
Nov-18 11,25,578
Dec-18 11,41,770
Jan-19 7,71,830
Feb-19 6,98,252
Mar-19 8,00,230
Apr-19 8,83,545
May-19 8,38,417
Jun-19 9,58,670

Total 1,78,65,489

*Note: The Taxable turnover for the month of November 2017
mentioned in the above table is half of the total taxable turnover

for the month of Nov-2017 as mentioned in GSTR-3B since th
Vv %
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15

18.

19.

period of determination of profiteering covers the period from

15.11.2017 to 30.06.2019.

The DGAP has further stated that adopting 16.09% as the
percentage of profiteering based on the discussion in the
preceding paragraphs, the amount of profiteering in the case of
the Respondent works out to Rs. 28,74,557/-. Based on the
above, it has been concluded by the DGAP that the provisions of
Section 171(1) of the CGST Act, 2017 have indeed been
contravened by the Respondent in the present case.

The above Report of the DGAP was considered by this Authority
and it was decided to allow the Respondent to file his
consolidated written submissions by 05.06.2020. A Notice dated
27.05.2020 was also issued to the Respondent asking him to
explain why the Report of the DGAP dated 27.03.2020 furnished
by the DGAP should not be accepted and his liability for violating
the provisions of Section 171 of the above Act should not be fixed.
The Respondent was also granted an opportunity to file his
consolidated written submissions in respect of the report of the
DGAP vide Order dated 09.06.2020. However, the Respondent
did not file any submissions, however, vide his e-mail dated
30.06.2020, he requested for some more time to prepare and
represent his case before this Authority. Accordingly, this
Authority, vide its Order dated 08.07.2020 extended another

opportunity to the Respondent to file his written submissions latest
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by 03.08.2020. However, the Respondent did not file any
submission before this Authority yet again, although vide an e-
mail dated 03.08.2020, he again requested for some more time to
file his submissions.

20. Therefore this Authority, in the interest of justice, vide its Order
dated 06.08.2020, extended yet another opportunity to the
Respondent to file his consolidated submissions before this
Authority latest by 20.08.2020. Vide his e-mail dated 20.08.2020,
the Respondent filed his written submissions, interalia submitting:-

a. That due to Covid-19 pandemic and subsequent
lockdown in Mumbai, he was unable to file his written
submissions any earlier as he was not able to reach
his premises.

b. That in his case, the methodology adopted by the
DGAP for calculation of profiteering is based on
adopting the highest ratio of the benefit received to
turnover amongst all similar cases of profiteering
pertaining to another franchisee of M/s SSIPL, i.e.
based on the profiteering percentage in the case of
M/s Neeva Foods Pvt. Ltd. which had been decided by
this Authority; that however, he has not been provided
the data and the computation done in the case of M/s
Neeva Foods Pvt. Ltd. which he needed to understand

the basis of the calculation of profiteering.
%
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C.

That in his case why the ratio of the percentage of
profiteering to turnover worked by and determined by
this Authority in the case of M/s N Rai Delights LLP
and Jijrusha N. Bhattacharya vs. N.P. Foods Pvt. Ltd.
could not be adopted in place of the profiteering
percentage determined in the case of M/s Neeva
Foods Pvt. Ltd.

That Summons was also issued to his franchisor i.e.
M/s Subway Systems India Pvt. Ltd. (SSIPL) but there
is no mention of any response from M/s SSIPL to the
DGAP in the DGAP report.

That the pricing of his products and other such issues
in respect of his restaurant were decided by his
franchisor i.e. M/s SSIPL and not controlled by him and
that he was just following the rules and regulations set
by his franchisor i.e. M/s SSIPL and hence he can't be

held responsible for any profiteering.

21. On request of the Respondent, vide Order dated 26.08.2020, this

Authority

allowed him time up to 09.09.2020 to file his

final/consolidated submissions. In response to the said Order of

this Authority, the Respondent vide his e-mail dated 10.09.2020

reiterated the submissions made by him on 20.08.2020 and also

requested for some more time to represent his matter before this

Authority.

.O. No. 25/2020
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22. Vide Order of this Authority dated 15.09.2020, the Respondent
was again granted further time till 28.09.2020 to file his
consolidated submissions. However, the Respondent vide his e-
mail dated 25.09.2020 again reiterated his previous submissions
made through his e-mails dated 20.08.2020 and 10.09.2020 and
requested that he be provided the data vide which the DGAP had
calculated the profiteered amount in the case of M/s Neeva Foods
Pvt. Ltd. The Respondent also agreed to submit invoice-wise and
customer-wise data/information as required by the DGAP during
the investigation proceedings for which he requested for a time of
six months.

23. The request of the Respondent was considered by this Authority
and it was observed that being a time-bound matter, a further time
of six months could not be allowed for submissions of the required
data/information. Hence this Authority vide its Order dated
28.09.2020, directed the Respondent to file his consolidated
submissions latest by 12.10.2020. In response, the Respondent
vide his e-mail dated 13.10.2020, again reiterated his previous
submissions dated 20.08.2020, 10.09.2020, and 25.09.2020 and
further contended that as per the ‘One Nation One Tax’ principle,
all subway franchisees should be treated at par and a universal
percentage of ‘profiteering to turnover’ should be adopted for all
franchisees of M/s SSIPL. He further submitted that he had been
running discount promotions throughout the period and that the

said discount was more than the 13% reduction (reduced fro
RS
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24.

25.

18% to 5% w.e.f. 15.11.2017) and that the discounted sales
needed to be reduced from the figures of his Total Sales of Rs.
1,78,65,489/-. He also added that he had issued more than 3
Lakh invoices in the period of investigation and that it would take
him 4 to 6 months to submit the same and hence he requests for
an extension of 4 to 6 months for submission of the Sales
data/information.

This Authority, vide its Order dated 14.10.2020, disallowed the
request of the Respondent for allowing him a further six month
time for submitting the required data/information and directed him
to file his submissions, if any, by 29.10.2020. However, the
Respondent, vide his e-mail dated 30.10.2020, again has
reiterated his earlier submissions and requested for another 04
months to furnish the requisite data/information.

The Authority has provided as many as seven opportunities
spanning over more than 5 months, to the Respondent, for filing
his submissions before this Authority and for furnishing the
data/information required for the investigation. Howevler, the
Respondent has only been seeking one extension after another
and has been avoiding the submission of datal/information and
has thus been avoiding cooperation with this Authority just as he
had done during the investigation process. Therefore, this
Authority, vide its Order dated 13.11.2020, closed the hearings in

the present matter. 3
¢ »
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26. We have carefully considered the Report furnished by the DGAP,

27.

the submissions made by the Respondent, and the other material
placed on record. On examining the various submissions we find
that the Respondent has not cooperated in the investigation and
has not provided any data to the DGAP which was required to
examine whether the benefit of reduction in the rate of tax has
been passed on to the customers or not. The DGAP, in absence
of the requisite data, was unable to compute the amount of
profiteering as per the standard methodology adopted in similar
cases of restaurant services. Therefore. in the present case, the
DGAP has thus arrived at the profiteering amount by adopting the
highest ratio of the amount of profiteering to the turnover of
16.09% in the similar case of M/s Neeva Foods Pvt. Ltd. for the
same period of investigation and has thus computed that the
Respondent has profiteered an amount of Rs. 28,74,557/-
approximately.

We observe that as an investigating agency, the DGAP has been
conferred with wide-ranging powers under Rules 129 and 132 of
the CGST Rules read with Section 171 of the CGST Act, 2017 to
summon any relevant record which may be required for
conducting an investigation and the DGAP should have
exhausted all the options available to him to get the requisite data
from the Respondent. Since the respondent had not furnished the
requisite data for a significant period, we find this was a fit case

for exercise of all the powers granted under the CGST Act 2017
<
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28.

29,

and the CGST Rules 2017 to the DGAP to summon the
data/information and any other records for computation of the
amount of profiteering accordingly. We take note that the DGAP
has neither taken available appropriate coercive action against
the Respondent under Rule 132 of the CGST Rules, 2017 nor the
DGAP has initiated prosecution against the Respondent under
Section 122 of the CGST Act, 2017. Hence we are of the view
that the DGAP has still not exhausted all the legal recourses
available under the CGST Law to arrive at an evidence-based
conclusion in this matter.

We also observe that the Respondent has abysmally failed to
comply with the repeated directions of not only the DGAP to
furnish the data/information etc. during the investigation but also
the repeated directions of this Authority over a five-month period
to furnish the same. We also take note of the fact that the same
data/information has been supplied in a timely manner by all the
other franchisees of SSIPL who are/have been investigation by
the DGAP and that none of the other Subway franchisees have
advanced such reasons, as the Respondent has done for non-
submission of data/information requisitioned from him by the
DGAP.

Therefore, without going into any merits/other submissions filed
by the Respondent at this stage, we find this case to be a fit case
for revisiting the investigation by the DGAP and for computing the

amount of profiteering based on the data/records to be submitted
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30.

31.

by the Respondent and SSIPL, the franchisor. We direct the
Respondent to furnish all the data/information to the DGAP within
30 days of this order under any circumstances, failing which the
DGAP shall use all the means, available within the law, to obtain
the requisite data/information and complete the investigation and
submit his report to this Authority. Thus, we direct the DGAP to
reinvestigate the matter as per the provisions of Rule 133(4) of
the CGST Rules 2017.

We also direct the Respondent to promptly extend all co-operation
to the DGAP and furnish the data/ information/ documents in the
manner required by the DGAP expeditiously failing which final
order may be passed based on the available records otherwise
we will have no hesitation in adopting the report of the DGAP.

As per the provisions of Rule 133 (1) of the CGST Rules, 2017
this order was required to be passed within a period of 6 months
from the date of receipt of the Report from the DGAP under Rule
129 (6) of the above Rules. Since the present Report has been
received by this Authority on 13.05.2020 the order was to be
passed on or before 12.11.2020. However, due to the prevalent
pandemic of COVID-19 in the country, this order could not be
passed on or before the above date due to force majeure.
Accordingly, this order is being passed today in terms of the
Notification No. 65/2020-Central Tax dated 01.09.2020 issued by

the Government of India, Ministry of Finance (Department of

%
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Revenue), Central Board of Indirect Taxes & Customs under
Section 168 A of the CGST Act, 2017.
32. A copy of this order be supplied to the Applicant and the

Respondent. File of the case be consigned after completion.
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