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(1) As per the judgment of State of Rajasthan V/s D P Metals (SC) STC 2001

page 611 it is clearly stated that "Provision as to notice before imposing

penalty is not an empty formality for imposing penalty, but in intended to
give an effective opportunity fo hearing as show that no penalty is at all
leviable. If it is reasonably established that such default, is not with any
intention to evade or avoid tax, but is bona fide default, the breach does not
travel beyond technical breach, for which it is not compulsory to impose
penalty."
(2.) IN THE HIGH COUT OF JUDICATURE FOR Rajasthan AT JODHPUR
CIVIL REVISION No. 555 0f 2003 ACTO, F/S. SRIGANGANAGAR V/s

M/s DEV TRADING CO. Order date 05.09.2007
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