Reply against detention order passed under section 129 on account of Bill from - Dispatch from model of E-way bill
Date………………
To
……………………….
……………………….
Sub— Reply against detention order passed under section 129 on account of bill from - dispatch from model of E-waybill
Respected Sir/Ma’am,
We …………………….., holding GSTIN- .......................... are in receipt of a demand order issued under section 129(3) of the CGST/SGST Act. In reference to the above subject matter, your goodself has alleged that E-way bill generated by us is not valid for movement of goods as the location of supplier (vendor) and location of the place from where goods were actually dispatched is different and on account of it there was a possibility of evasion of payment.
The transaction in question involved a sale from the vendor (location of supplier) to the purchaser in (location of purchaser), and pursuant to some business requirement the vendor moves the consignment from other address (which is vendor’s additional place of business).
In this regard, we submit our reply as follows –
The brief facts of the case is that In the normal course of business, we have received order for supply of ……………..(name of product) from (name of buyer) and prepared the Tax invoice. However in few cases, we prepare the bill from our business premises to consignee, but move the consignment from our additional place of business. In this case also we have dispatched the goods from our additional place of business instead of our principal place of business.
We submit that the tax invoice issued in this regard, under the Central Goods and Service Tax Act and Rules, clearly indicated that the sale was from the vendor (location of vendor) to the purchaser in (location of purchaser) and the movement of consignment was done from additional place of business.
The E-way bill that was prepared for covering the transportation also indicated the same details. Nevertheless, the goods were detained by the respondent on the ground that there was a possibility of evasion of payment of tax.
We submit that the E-way bill clearly covered the transaction from (location of vendor) to (location as instructed by the buyer where goods are required to be delivered), and the invoice that covered the transaction was a Bill from - Dispatch from model, which was permissible under the CGST/SGST Act and Rules.
One of the faqs issued by CBIC on the issue of Bill from- Dispatch from model is as follows-
How to Handle “Bill From” - “Dispatch From” Invoice in E-way Bill System?
Sometimes, the supplier prepares the bill from his business premises to consignee, but moves the consignment from some others’ premises to the consignee as per the business requirements. This is known as ‘Billing From’ and ‘Dispatching From’. E-way bill system has provision for this in the "Transaction Type". Select the "Bill From - Dispatch From" in Transaction Type dropdown, then system will enable the Dispatch From field for entering different Dispatch state pincode for the Consignment.
Press release dated 23.04.2018 also clarified issues regarding “Bill from- dispatch from” for e-Way Bill under CGST Rules, 2017.
There was no justification for detention of the goods in terms of Section 129 of the CGST/SGST Act. This is more so because the reasons stated in the detention order are wholly irrelevant for the purposes of Section 129 of the Act.
We humbly request your good self to consider the above submissions and drop the proceeding under the said demand order. We pray for a personal hearing on the matter and submit that the above grounds are without prejudice to one another.
Thanking you,
Yours faithfully,
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