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आदेश / O R D E R 

PER RAMIT KOCHAR, Accountant Member: 

These are cross  appeals, filed by assessee and Revenue  for 

assessment year(s) (AY) 2009-10 and 2010-11 respectively , are 

directed against separate appellate order(s) both dated 30.03.2017 
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passed by learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-3, Mumbai 

(hereinafter called “the CIT(A)”) in Appeal No. CIT(A)-3/IT-116/ITO-

1(3)(2)/14-15 and CIT(A)-3/IT-144/ITO-1(3)(2)/14-15  , for assessment 

year‟s 2009-10 & 2010-11 respectively, the appellate proceedings had 

arisen before learned CIT(A) from separate assessment order(s) dated 

27.03.2014 and 28.03.2014 respectively  passed by learned Assessing 

Officer (hereinafter called “the AO”) u/s 143(3) r.w.s. 147 of the 

Income-tax Act, 1961 (hereinafter called “the Act”) for AY 2009-10 & 

2010-11 respectively. Since these cross appeals for both the AY‟s 

raises similar issues and common grounds, all these appeals were 

heard together and disposed of  by this common o der. 

2. First we shall take-up cross appeal in ITA no. 4196 & 

4404/Mum/2017 for AY 2009-10 filed by Revenue and the assessee 

respectively. The solitary issue revolves around bogus purchases 

allegedly made by the assessee from the hawala dealers who were 

allegedly engaged in providing accommodation entries by issuing 

bogus bills without supplying any material. The assessee is engaged in 

the business of printing, designing and layout , offset printing, digital 

printing, inject printing, drum scanning, flex/vinyl banners, four 

colour positives e c. . The assessee had turnover of Rs. 5.08 crores 

while purchases constituted major head of expenditure being Rs. 3.79 

crores. The case of the assessee was reopened by Revenue by invoking 

provisions of Section 147 of the 1961 Act and notices dated 

14.03.2013 u/s 148 of the 1961 Act was issued by the AO to the 

assessee. The assessment in the case of the assessee was earlier 

completed u/s 143(3) vide assessment order dated 30.11.2011. The 

reasons for reopening of the concluded assessment was furnished to 

the assessee. There is no dispute between rival parties so far as the 

above factual matrix is concerned. 

During reassessment proceedings conducted by the AO u/s 147 read 

with Section 143(3) of the 1961 Act, the assessee was asked to furnish 

details of purchases exceeding Rs. 5 lacs . The assessee submitted 
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details of these purchases. In order to verify these purchases, the AO 

issued notice to several parties u/s 133(6) of the 1961 Act. Some of 

the parties responded while some of the notices issued by the AO u/s 

133(6) returned un-served. The assessee was asked to reconcile the 

differences in purchases in those cases where replies were received 

from the parties while w.r.t. where notices u/s 133(6) returned un-

served, the AO show caused assessee as to why these purchases be 

not treated as bogus purchases and expenses be treated as 

unexplained purchases and added to total income. The following was 

the conclusion drawn by the AO w.r.t. the parties where the 

purchases were held to be unproved:  

1) Purchases from Shah Enterprises, Goregaon(E) 

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 28,60,676/- 

from this party. Notices u/s 133(6) were served on this party and 

this party denied to have any transaction with the assessee during 

financial year 2008-09(AY 2009-10). The said party alleged in its 

reply to the AO that its TIN was misused for issuing bogus bills. 

The assessee, however, before the AO submitted copy of ledger 

account of this par y, bank statement in support of its purchases. 

The AO observed that this party through its proprietor Shri 

Bhushan G  Shah has filed an affidavit wherein he averred to be 

issuing bogus bills without supplying any material. The AO , 

therefore, treated alleged purchases of Rs. 28,60,676/- made from 

Shah Enterprises as bogus and added the same to income of the 

assessee by invoking provisions of Section 69C of the 1961 Act. 

 

2) Purchases from Yash Impex, Kandivili  

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 41,34,364/- 

from this party. Notice issued by the AO u/s 133(6) to this party 

returned un-served. The assessee submitted that this party is 

supplying flex and other raw material wherein margin is very thin 

due to fierce competition. The assessee also submitted that this 
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party has closed business or relocated its business to some other 

place.  The assessee filed copy of bank statement to show that 

payments were made to this party. The assessee could not produce 

the correct address of this party before the AO. It was observed by 

the AO that this party has deposed before Sales Tax Authorities 

through affidavit filed by its proprietor Mr Hemant C. Shah that he 

has only issued bogus bills without supplying any material. It was 

also averred by the proprietor that his concern Yash Impex was 

used by Mr Dharmesh R. Hakani who used his TIN and he received 

Rs. 16,000/- from said Mr Dharmesh R. Hakani. The AO added the 

said alleged bogus purchases to the tune of Rs. 41,34,364/- from 

Yash Impex as income of the assessee being unexplained 

expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act. 

 

3. Purchases from Jain Corporation  

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 37,85,392/- 

from this party. Notice issued by the AO u/s 133(6) to this party 

returned un-served. The assessee submitted that this party is 

supplying flex and other raw material wherein margin is very thin 

due to fierce competition. The assessee also submitted that this 

party has closed business or relocated its business to some other 

place.  The assessee filed copy of bank statement to show that 

payments were made to this party. The assessee could not produce 

the correct address of this party before the AO.  It was observed by 

the AO that this party name is published by Sales Tax Authorities 

as one who has issued false bills without delivery of goods as a 

„hawala dealer‟  and the assessee is listed as beneficiaries of these 

transaction. The AO added the said alleged bogus purchases to the 

tune of Rs. 37,85,392/-  from  Jain Corporation  as income of the 

assessee being unexplained expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act. 

The Revenue also conducted survey u/s 133A of the 1961 Act on the 

assessee‟s premises on 19.12.2012. During course of survey 
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proceedings, statement of Director of the assessee namely Shri 

Kishore Shah was recorded. The copy of said statement was given by 

the AO to the assessee. Shri Kishore Shah had stated in his statement 

that the assessee used to place purchase orders over the telephone to 

a particular individual who used to supply material without any 

transportation charges which were borne by supplier. It was stated 

that even after getting supplies, they were not aware from which 

concern they will get bill and it was as per wish of that person on 

whom order were placed, the bill used to come from. It was stated that 

the assessee never placed an order on these concerns and it was 

further stated that the assessee never had business relations with 

these concerns except receiving bills from these companies. It was also 

stated that the material covered by these invoices were imported 

material and there was no major Indian supplier for all these 

materials. It was further stated that the assessee was forced to buy 

these material from grey market and to account for purchase, the bills 

were obtained from these parties  

The assessee in response to statement of Mr Kishor Shah, Director of 

the assessee submitted that it used to buy material through brokers 

who supplies goods at premises. The broker used to issue the bills 

and the assessee made the payment. It was submitted that the 

payments are genuine and the assessee does not know the suppliers. 

It was submitted that just because, the assessee does not know the 

supplier will not made these transactions as not genuine. The 

assessee duly filed copies of bank statements from whom payments 

were made to these parties.  

The AO concluded that the parties through whom the purchases were 

made and the parties to whom payments were made are different. The 

AO also observed that it would be incorrect to hold that all the 

purchases made form broker are bogus. However, for these three 

parties namely (i) Jain Corporation (ii) Yash Impex and (iii) Shah 

Enterprises wherein these parties have filed affidavit/statements 
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before Maharashtra Sales Tax Department to be involved in bogus 

accommodation entries being hawala dealers issuing bogus bills 

without supplying any material, the AO observed that the modus 

operandi was to deposit cheque received from the beneficiaries and 

return them after retaining commission and these expenses were 

treated as unexplained expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act and 

added to the income of the assessee , vide assessment order dated 

27.03.2014 passed by the AO u/s 143(3) read with Section 147 of the 

1961 Act. 

3. The assessee carried the matter in appeal before learned CIT(A), 

who  was pleased to confirm additions to the tune of 12.5% of the 

alleged bogus purchases vide appellate order dated 30.03.2017, by 

observing as under: 

“ 6.1 During the course of appellate proceedings, the appellant 
submitted details of invoices  ledger account, etc. which were 
forwarded to the AO for reconsideration and to submit its report. 
The AO submitted that the purchases were effected through the 
brokers and as per the direction of the brokers payment by way 
of cheque / RTGS made & goods are received with bills. The 
appellant has no occasion to verify the authenticity of the persons 
supplying the goods along with the bills and the same is the 
trade practice prevailing. Nothing wrong in the transaction as the 
very goods are sold on which income offered in the return of 
incomes. Payments were made against bills not only that the 
goods are further sold. 

6.2 I have carefully considered the rival submissions and the 
facts of the case. This is a case in which the AO held the 
purchases as bogus and the appellant argued academically that 
the payments were made by cheques and the bills were issued 
and the transactions were reflected in the books of accounts and 
the return of income. The fact remains that the appellant has not 
produced the detail of the parties transacted and even the parties 
were not found located when issued notices u/s 133(6). Though 
the payments have been shown to be made by cheque/RTGS , 
the parties remained unidentified , who have not confirmed the 
transactions either during the assessment proceedings or during 
the appellate proceedings. However, since the sales have been 
reflected in the books of accounts, which are not being doubted 
by the AO, the transactions remain suspicious. In such cases, the 
department has taken a uniform decision keeping in view the 
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various Tribunal judgments on the issue of book profit to further 
tax the income of the appellant @12.5% of the transacted amount. 
Since the amount in dispute is Rs. 1,07,80,426/- , on which 
12.5% is calculated. Thus, an amount of Rs. 13,47,553/- is 
confirmed and the balance of Rs. 94,32,873/- is deleted. 
Therefore, Grounds No. 1 to 4 are partly allowed. 

7. In the result, the appeal for A.Y. 2009-10 is partly allowed.” 

4. Now, both the Revenue as well the assessee have filed cross appeals 

before the tribunal. The assessee is aggrieved by confirmation of the 

additions to the tune of 12.5% of the alleged bogus purchases by 

learned CIT(A) while Revenue is aggrieved with non conducting of the 

enquiry by learned CIT(A) with a view to uphold 100% disallowance as 

was done by the AO. The learned counsel for the assessee submitted 

that the assessee is in printing business both offset and digital. It was 

submitted that assessment for AY 2009-10 was framed u/s 143(3) and 

later the assessment was reopened by invoking provisions of Section 

147 of the 1961 Act. The AO has added 100% of the alleged bogus 

purchases while learned CIT(A) has restricted the same to 12.5% . it 

was submitted that GP earned by the assessee was 25.14% for AY 

2009-10 and 21.1% for AY 2010-11. It was submitted that survey was 

conducted by Revenue on 19.12.2012 u/s 133A of the 1961 Act and 

statement of Director was recorded on 19.12.2012. The assessee relied 

upon decision of Division Bench of ITAT, Mumbai is in the case of 

Nikhil Kishore Gandhi v. ACIT in ITA no. 315/Mum/2016 , order 

dated 04.08.2017 and decision of SMC of ITAT, Mumbai in the case of 

Mr. Muuffazal Hakim Penwala v. CIT(A) in ITA no. 3739/Mum/2017 

vide orders dated 20.09.2017. Based on these decisions, it was prayed 

that additions to the tune of 2% be estimated. The learned DR on the 

other hand submitted that the assessee has allegedly obtained bogus 

accommodation entries towards purchases from these three parties. It 

was submitted by learned DR that the assessee did not substantiated 

the transactions of purchases made from these three parties. It was 

submitted that genuineness of these purchases could not be proved 

by the assessee. It was submitted that the AO rightly made additions 
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to the tune of 100% while learned CIT(A) erred in restricting the 

additions to the tune of 12.5% . It was submitted that delivery of 

goods could not be proved. The learned DR relied upon decision of 

Hon‟ble Gujarat High Court in the case of CIT v. Bhola Nath Poly Fab 

Private Limited reported in (2013) 355 ITR 290(Guj.) 

The learned counsel for the assessee in rejoinder submitted that 

details of invoices are on record. It was submitted that learned CIT(A) 

called for remand report from the AO . The transactions were from 

banking channel.  The assessee relied upon judgment of Hon‟ble 

Gujarat High Court in the case of Pr. CIT v. Tejua Rohitkumar 

Kapadia in Tax Appeal No. 691 of 2017 , dated 18.09.2017 .The 

assessee further submitted that SLP filed by Revenue against said 

decision of Hon‟ble Gujarat High Court before Hon‟ble Supreme Court 

stood dismissed vide orders dated 04.05.2018 in SLP(Civil) Diary 

No.(s) 12670/2018.  

5.  We have considered rival contentions and perused the material on 

record including cited case laws. We have observed that the assessee 

is engaged in the business of printing, designing and layout , offset 

printing, digital printing, inject printing, drum scanning, flex/vinyl 

banners, four colour positives etc. . The assessee had turnover of Rs. 

5.08 crores while purchases constituted major head of expenditure 

being Rs. 3 79 crores. The case of the assessee was reopened by 

Revenue by invoking provisions of Section 147 of the 1961 Act and 

notices dated 14.03.2013 u/s 148 of the 1961 Act was issued to the 

assessee. The assessment in the case of the assessee was earlier 

completed u/s 143(3) vide assessment order dated 30.11.2011. The 

reasons for reopening of the concluded assessment was furnished to 

the assessee. The AO issued notice u/s 133(6) of the 1961 Act to the 

parties from whom the assessee made purchases . The notices issued 

by the AO u/s 133(6) with respect to the following parties returned 

unserved. The assessee could not produce these parties before the 
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authorities below nor produce their correct addresses. Thus, the AO 

could not conduct an enquiry with respect to these parties,as under.  

 Purchases from Shah Enterprises, Goregaon(E) 

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 28,60,676/- 

from this party. Notices u/s 133(6) were served on this party and 

this party denied to have any transaction with the assessee during 

financial year 2008-09(AY 2009-10). The said party alleged in its 

reply to the AO that its TIN was misused for issuing bogus bills. 

The assessee, however, before the AO submitted copy of ledger 

account of this party, bank statement in support of its purchases. 

The AO observed that this party through its proprietor Shri 

Bhushan G. Shah has filed an affidavit wherein he averred to be 

issuing bogus bills without supplying any material. The AO , 

therefore, treated alleged purchases of Rs. 28,60,676/- made from 

Shah Enterprises as bogus and added the same to income of the 

assessee by invoking provisions of Section 69C of the 1961 Act. 

 

Purchases from Yash Impex, Kandivili  

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 41,34,364/- 

from this party. Notice issued by the AO u/s 133(6) to this party 

returned unserved. The assessee submitted that this party is 

supplying flex and other raw material wherein margin is very thin 

due to fierce competition. The assessee also submitted that this 

party has closed business or relocated its business to some other 

place.  The assessee filed copy of bank statement to show that 

payments were made to this party. The assessee could not produce 

the correct address of this party before the AO. It was observed by 

the AO that this party has deposed before Sales Tax Authorities 

through affidavit filed by its proprietor Mr Hemant C. Shah that he 

has only issued bogus bills without supplying any material. It was 

also averred by the proprietor that his concern Yash Impex was 

used by Mr Dharmesh R. Hakani who used his TIN and he received 
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Rs. 16,000/- from said Mr Dharmesh R. Hakani. The AO added the 

said alleged bogus purchases to the tune of Rs. 41,34,364/- from 

Yash Impex as income of the assessee being unexplained 

expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act. 

 

 Purchases from Jain Corporation  

The assessee had shown purchases to the tune of Rs. 37,85,392/- 

from this party. Notice issued by the AO u/s 133(6) to this party 

returned unserved. The assessee submitted that this party is 

supplying flex and other raw material wherein margin is very thin 

due to fierce competition. The assessee also submitted that this 

party has closed business or relocated its business to some other 

place.  The assessee filed copy of bank statement to show that 

payments were made to this party. The assessee could not produce 

the correct address of this party before the AO.  It was observed by 

the AO that this party name is published by Sales Tax Authorities 

as one who has issued false bills without delivery of goods as a 

„hawala dealer‟  and the assessee is listed as beneficiaries of these 

transaction. The AO added the said alleged bogus purchases to the 

tune of Rs. 37 85 392/-  from  Jain Corporation  as income of the 

assessee being unexplained expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act. 

The Revenue also conducted survey u/s 133A of the 1961 Act on the 

assessee‟s premises on 19.12.2012. During course of survey 

proceedings u/s 133A, statement of Director of the assessee namely 

Shri Kishor Shah was recorded. The copy of said statement was given 

by the AO to the assessee. Shri Kishor Shah had stated in his 

statement that the assessee used to place purchase orders over the 

telephone to a particular individual who used to supply material 

without any transportation charges which were borne by supplier. It 

was stated that even after getting supplies, they were not aware from 

which concern they will get bill from and it was as per wish of that 

person on whom order were placed, the bill used to come from. It was 
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stated that the assessee never placed an order on these concerns and 

it was further stated that the assessee never had business relations 

with these concerns except receiving bills from these companies. It 

was also stated that the material covered by these invoices were 

imported material and there was no major Indian supplier for all 

these materials. It was further stated that the assessee was forced to 

buy these material from grey market and to account for purchase, 

the bills were obtained from these parties. 

The assessee in response to statement of Mr Kishore Shah, Director of 

the assessee submitted that it used to buy material through brokers 

who supplies goods at premises. The broker used to issue the bills 

and the assessee made the payment. It was submitted that the 

payments are genuine and the assessee does not know the suppliers. 

It was submitted that just because, the assessee does not know the 

supplier will not made these transactions as not genuine. The 

assessee duly filed copies of bank statements from whom payments 

were made to these parties   

The AO concluded that the parties through whom the purchases were 

made and the parties to whom payments were made are different. The 

AO also observed that it would be incorrect to hold that all the 

purchases made form broker are bogus. However, for these three 

parties namely (i) Jain Corporation (ii) Yash Impex and (iii) Shah 

Enterprises wherein these parties have filed affidavit/statements 

before Maharashtra Sales Tax Department to be involved in bogus 

accommodation entries being hawala dealers issuing bogus bills 

without supplying any material, the AO observed that the modus 

operandi was to deposit cheque received from the beneficiaries and 

return them after retaining commission and these expenses were 

treated as unexplained expenditure u/s 69C of the 1961 Act and 

added to the income of the assessee. The learned CIT(A) had forwarded 

additional evidences filed by the assessee by way of invoices, ledger 

account etc for submissions of Remand Report. The assessee had 
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claimed that purchases were made from brokers and then bills used 

to come from brokers in favour of different parties to whom payments 

were made and the assessee never got opportunity to verify 

authenticity of the persons supplying material but however it was 

claimed that the very goods were sold on which income was offered to 

tax in the return of income. . The learned CIT(A) then restricted the 

addition to 12.5% of alleged bogus purchases by estimating profits 

embedded in the said alleged bogus purchases. As we have seen that 

the findings are there that goods so purchased were sold by the 

assessee and under these circumstances, profits embedded in these 

alleged bogus purchases has to be estimated. It is also averred by the 

Director of the assessee Mr Kishor Shah in statement recorded on 

19.12.2012 that the assessee used to buy material from grey market 

and bills were procured from these brokers. It is also averred by said 

Directors that these are imported material and there are hardly any 

suppliers in India for supply of the material covered by these invoices. 

These parties from whom the assessee allegedly made purchases have 

filed an affidavit/statement before Maharashtra VAT authorities that 

they were only involved in issuing bogus bills without supplying any 

material. The notices issued to these parties by the AO u/s 133(6) 

returned unserved. These parties could not be produced by the 

assessee before the authorities below nor the assesses could supply 

correct addresses of these parties. These purchases are appearing in 

the books of the assessee and there is an uncontroverted admission 

by the Director that only bills were obtained from these parties while 

the material which was imported was obtained from grey market. 

Thus, under these circumstances not only did assessee obtained 

advantage of lower prices by obtaining material from grey market 

without bill but also got advantage of VAT/CST and also custom duty 

on imported material in the form of basic custom duty, additional 

duty, CVD etc. while at the same time inflated purchase bills were 

obtained. Thus, in such cases book results are not reliable and an 

estimation of profits embedded in purchases is to be done which 
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involves estimation which should be fair and honest. The reliance is 

placed on the decision of Hon‟ble Gujarat High Court in the case of 

CIT v. Bholanath Ploy Fab Private Limited reported in (2013) 355 ITR 

290(Guj.) , wherein Hon‟ble Gujarat High Court held as under: 

“6. We are of the opinion that the Tribunal committed no error. Whether 
the purchases themselves were bogus or whether the parties from 
whom such purchases were allegedly made were bogus is essentially a 
question of fact. The Tribunal having examined the evidence on record 
came to the conclusion that the assessee did purchase the cloth and 
sell the finished goods. In that view of the matter, as natural corollary, 
not the entire amount covered under such purchase, but the profit 
element embedded therein would be subject to tax. This was the view 
of this court in the case of Sanjay Oilcake Industries v. CIT [2009] 316 
ITR 274 (Guj). Such decision is also followed by this court in a judgment 
dated August 16, 2011, in Tax Appeal No. 679 of 2010 in the case of 
CIT v. Kishor Amrutlal Patel. In the result, tax appeal is dismissed.” 

 The reliance is also placed on decision of Hon‟ble Supreme Court in 

the case of Kachwala Gems v. JCIT reported in (2007) 288 ITR 10(SC), 

wherein Hon‟ble Supreme Court held as under:  

11. It is well-settled that in a best judgment assessment, there is 
always a certain degree of guess work. No doubt the authorities 
concerned should try to make an honest and fair estimate of the income 
even in a best judgment assessment, and should not act totally 
arbitrarily, but there is necessarily some amount of guess work 
involved in a best judgment assessment, and it is the assessee himself 
who is to blame as he did not submit proper accounts. In our opinion, 
there was no arbitrariness in the present case on the part of the 
income-tax authorities. Thus, there is no force in this appeal, and it is 
dismissed accordingly. No costs.” 

Under these circumstances keeping in view nature of goods / industry 

in which the assessee is dealing and keeping in view that goods 

involved are imported being purchased from grey market who had 

brought these goods in Indian market without payment of custom 

duties  , it will be fair and reasonable to estimate profits embedded in 

these purchases to the tune of 25% ( twenty five percentage) of the 

alleged purchases as income to be brought to tax over and above what 

was declared by the assessee in its books of accounts to cover 

advantage it got by way of inflated purchase prices due to buying from 

grey market, tax advantage by way of VAT/CST and custom duty 

saved on imported goods being bought from grey market who 
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obviously brought goods in Indian territory without paying custom 

duties. The reliance on the assessee on other case laws to contend 

that addition of 2% is warranted lacks merit as each case is to be 

decided on its own merit keeping in view nature of product and 

circumstances surrounding the same.  We order accordingly. 

6. In the result, appeal of the Assessee in ITA no. 4404/Mum/2017 

for AY 2009-10 is dismissed while appeal of the Revenue in ITA No. 

4196/Mum/2017 for AY 2009-10 stood partly allowed as indicated 

above. 

7. Our decision for AY 2009-10 with respect to cross appeals filed by 

the assessee and revenue shall apply mutatis mutandis to cross 

appeal filed by the assessee and revenue for AY 2010-11 in ITA no. 

4405/Mum/2017 and ITA no. 4202/Mum/2017 respectively for AY 

2010-11 as the facts are similar in both the years. 

8.In the result, appeal(s) of the assessee in ITA No.4404-

4405/Mum/2017 for AY 2009-10 and AY 2010-11 respectively and 

Revenues appeal in ITA no  4196/Mum/2017 and 4202/Mum/2017 

for AY 2009-10 and 2010-11 respectively stood partly allowed as 

indicated above. 

   Order pronounced in the open court on   13.02.2019. 

आदेश की घोषणा खऱेु न्यायाऱय में ददनांकः    13.02.2019 को की गई  

                  

     Sd/-       Sd/- 

                      (SAKTIJIT DEY)                         (RAMIT KOCHAR) 

                   JUDICIAL MEMBER                       ACCOUNTANT MEMBER 
 

    Mumbai, dated:    13.02.2019 

 Nishant Verma 

 Sr. Private Secretary 
 

TAXPUNDIT.O
RG



    I.T.A. No.4196,4202,4404-4405/Mum/2017  
 

15 
 

              copy  to… 

1. The appellant 
2. The Respondent 
3. The CIT(A) – Concerned, Mumbai 

4. The CIT- Concerned, Mumbai 
5. The DR Bench,  

6. Master File 
     // Tue copy// 

        BY ORDER 

       DY/ASSTT. REGISTRAR 
     ITAT, MUMBAI 

 

 

 

TAXPUNDIT.O
RG




