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• . . 	 Bhagawati Oil Industries, Bharatpur & Ors Vs. CTO,AE,,Bharatpur 

& Ors 3Tt11 1&-1I 720/2011 	1 3T 	3i4)ci) 	 z?r t 

fZiT T1ZIT fu 	1'iicp 25062015 !i*c),c1 1cp.uI 	f 	1TI:rm 

ti 3ctc1 	 j 	1°1ii PI1-1I1k 	1Rs1c1 	- 

"(131) The Assessing Authority should have levied CSTfor year 
2006-07 in respect of the impugned evaded inter-State turnover 
in terms of clause (b) of sub section (2) of section 8 of the CST 

,.:.: 

	

	Act, 1956 existing as on March 31, 2007 at that stage. Herein, 
the impugned C-forms were found to have not been issued by 
the competent authority of the relevant circles in consonance 
with sub-section (4) of section 8 of the CSTAct, 1956 read with 
sub-rule (1) of rule 9 of the CST (Bihar) Rules, 1957, nor were 
they furnished in accordance with sub rule ('3) of rule 17 of the 
CST(Rajasthan) Rules, 1957 and /or sub rule (3) of rule. 9,0f 	• .. . 	•• 
the CST (Bihar) Rules, 1957, which caused the respondent 
Assessing Authority declare them fake considering them as of 
invalid origin, and, therefore the aforesaid inter-state sales 
being divested ofgenuine C-forms (emphasis) would be subject 
to tax in accordance with the scheme of tax as laid down in the 

• sub section('2) of the section 8 of the CST Act, 1953 (sic 195 6) 
which addressed to the sales without C-forms...... 

	

••. 	 "(162) At the backdrop of the analysis of the facts and law in 
the foregoing paragraphs, the Bench holds the view that since 
the main issue in the cases at hand was related to the 	 •. .. 

genuineness of the C-forms in question furnished by the 
appellants before the Assessing Authority, the version of the 
appellants of being handed out C-forms called in questioni by 
the brokers on behalf of the purchasing dealers coupled with 
the assertion that the appellants unsuspectingly accepted the 
impugned invalid C-forms as genuine ones could not be 
countered by the respondents as an act of tendering invalid C.-
forms maliciously before the Assessing Authority or that it was 
done with an ulterior motive of suppressed tax malafide 




