
Comments on the Payment Process 

By CA Dr Arpit Haldia  

Dear Sir,  

Following are my detailed comments on the payment process as provided in 

the Report of the Joint Committee on Business Process for GST on “GST 

PAYMENTS”. In these comments I would first put forward the relevant extract 

of the Draft Document and then my comment so that the same may be explained 

in greater detail and with more clarity.  

a) Request to Extend the time for submission of comments by one month: 

At the outset and without going into the details of the registration 

process, I would like to emphasize the point that although releasing of the 

draft document for public comments is a good initiative but the time limit 

provided is very short and loses its very significance. It looks more like a 

window dressing measure rather than an honest attempt to involve the 

public and government is trying to fast track the process and trying to 

cover up the time lost due to lack of political will and consensus. Common 

public being treated as stakeholder is expected to submit their comments 

within 15 days or so when it is well known that most of the persons are 

naïve to the subject. Thus at the outset it is requested to extend the time 

limit by at least one month so that the process may be taken to its logical 

end.  

 

b) Over the Counter payment (OTC) through authorized banks will be 

available for payments up to Rs. 10,000/- per challan only:  

The draft law provides for a limit of Rs 10,000.00 for over the counter 
payments. The limit is very low keeping in mind that the payment would 
be made by small town dealers who would not be having access to the 
Internet Banking. The challan for the Over the Counter payment would 
only be generated through GSTN only.  
 



Therefore, this limit needs to be increased to at least 25000.00 so that the 
persons who do not have access to the internet banking may make use of 
it.  
 
The dealers need to be given proper opportunity and timeframe for 
shifting to the Internet Banking Mode. Presently also in the states not all 
the dealers are required to pay taxes through electronic mode. Therefore 
it would be abrupt right from the implementation of GST to ask the 
dealers to pay the taxes through online mode. Gradually however, dealers 
may be shifted to Internet Banking.  
 
Comment: It is requested to kindly increase the limit to Rs 25000.00 and 
subsequently the limit may be reduced and all should be shifted to 
internet banking.  
 

c) Validity period of the Challan i.e. seven days too short:  
 
It has been provided in Para No. 35 of the Report that  

 
“After the challan is generated, it will be frozen and will not be allowed to 
be modified. The CPIN / challan so generated would be valid for a period of 
seven days within which payment is to be tendered.” 
 
It has to be understood that the validity period of seven days within 
which the payment has to be tendered is very low. It should be at least 
15-30 days as banks have now shifted to working wherein 2nd and 4th 
Saturdays are a Holiday. Therefore if a challan is generated on Thursday 
or Friday and is tendered for payment after the holidays through cheque, 
it might not be possible that the same may be cleared within the given 
span of time.  
 
Comment:  The time limit for validity of the challan should be increased 
to 15-30 days so as to facilitate the small taxpayers.  
 

d) Collection Charges to be levied on payment of taxes through internet 
banking or debit/credit card:  
 
 
 



Para 17 of the Business Process report provides that  
 
“The taxpayer will have option of choosing his preferred bank for Internet 
Banking. Credit and Debit Cards of all banks shall be accepted. However, 
the payment gateway services should be obtained by GSTN from the 
authorised banks or their payment gateway SPVs only. To encourage 
competition, preferably more than one such gateway should be provided on 
the GSTN portal, with display of their respective charge rate and service 
performance level. The taxpayer can choose any of the gateways available 
on the portal for making the payment. The exact charge should be 
calculated separately by the gateway service provider. The gateway 
provider should collect this amount separately over and above the challan 
amount. The challan amount should be fully credited to respective 
Government accounts maintained with the authorised bank (acquiring 
bank for CC/DC payments), while the gateway charges should be retained 
back by the gateway provider.” 
 
It is strange to see that at one place the business process provides that 
slowly the taxpayers would be shifted to online mode of payment of taxes. 
Para 9 of the business process provides that  
 
“It is desirable that under the GST regime, all taxpayers should gradually 
move to internet payment over an indicative time frame.” 
 
Wherein at one point the government is trying to move the taxpayers 
gradually from manual to online mode and on the other hand they are 
levying and collecting charges from the taxpayers for deposit of tax. This 
is not proper as taxpayers who are devoting there time to collect taxes on 
behalf of the government have to pay charges to deposit the taxes.  They 
are rendering services towards the government and they have to pay 
charges to deposit the taxes. The charges should either be waived or 
should be borne by the government. The tax is being collected and 
remitted to government account on real time basis and it’s the 
government which is being benefitted from such real time payment and 
charging the taxpayer for making early payment would be improper to 
say the least. 
 



Comment: There should be waiver of charges collected by the bank on 
payment of taxes or these charges should either be borne by the 
Government.  
 

e) Payment through NEFT/RTGS from any bank (Including Other Than 
Authorized Banks):  
 
This is a welcome step in GST that taxes can be paid through NEFT/RTGS 
on a real time basis. 
 

f) Charges being collected from the taxpayers by the bank for using 
NEFT/RTGS Facility:  
 
Para 62 of the Business process report provides that  
 
“The accepting bank should add its charges for doing NEFT / RTGS 
remittance and collect gross amount from the customer.” 
 
This is not proper as taxpayers who are devoting there time to collect 
taxes on behalf of the government have to pay charges to deposit the 
taxes.  They are rendering services towards the government and they 
have to pay charges to deposit the taxes. The charges should either be 
waived or should be borne by the government. The tax is being collected 
and remitted to government account on real time basis and it’s the 
government which is being benefitted from such real time payment and 
charging the taxpayer for making early payment would be improper to 
say the least.  
 
Comment: There should be waiver of charges collected by the bank on 
payment of taxes. This charges should be borne by the Government and 
not by the Taxpayer.  
 

g) Provision to bar the tax payer from using RTGS/NEFT Facility : 
 
Para No. 53 of the Business Process report provides that  
 
“Beside this, it was also decided that there should be a provision in the GST 
law whereby any taxpayer using this mode beyond the validity period 



(seven days) of the CPIN more than two times would be barred by GSTN 
from availing this mode of payment.”  
 
This is not a prudent provision as why the taxpayer is being blamed for 
using the challan beyond the validity period of seven days. The challan 
should either be removed from the system. It is to be understood that the 
taxpayers in this country are not techy savvy and they are rendering 
services to the government and when they are not tech savvy, whether 
putting such an onerous responsibility on them would be valid.  
 
The system should automatically remove such challan from their 
database. The check should be made at the banks level when the taxpayer 
approaches the bank for the payment of taxes through NEFT/RTGS mode. 
The lawmakers it seems are looking at the law from their point of view 
and not from the point of view of the taxpayer. Onerous and illogical 
provision to say the least. 
 

h) Challan Correction Mechanism:- ERROR IN GSTIN: 
 

Para 123 of the report provides that  
 
“Further once the payment confirmation is received by GSTN from the 
concerned bank then the amount will be credited to the ledger of the 
taxpayer whose GSTIN is mentioned in the electronic string that is relayed 
by the bank to GSTN (earlier the same GSTIN was communicated by GSTN 
to bank). Therefore taking into account both the above factors as well as 
the fact that Challan has been generated either by the taxpayer himself or 
through his authorized representative and the mistake being committed 
has no impact on the funds with tax administration, there is no need for 
providing an error correction mechanism for the same.  
 
It further goes on to provide the most irrational reasoning that  
 
“The authorized representative, acting as an agent for the taxpayer should 
be responsible to the principal for any error committed while performing 
authorized acts and tax administration should have no role to play in this 
matter.” 
 



This is the most irrational and erroneous reason for not providing 
mechanism to correct challan deposited in wrong GSTIN. There can be 
genuine error by the taxpayer in depositing amount in wrong GSTIN and 
to provide that there is no need for providing an error correction 
mechanism as authorized representative is acting as an agent of the 
assessee and he would be responsible to the principal is erroneous to say 
the least.  
 
How the government can just shed themselves away from the 
responsibility of saving the interest of genuine taxpayer when a genuine 
error has been made by the taxpayer or his authorized representative. 
Government cannot claim benefit of the genuine fault of the assessee and 
make the dealer to whose account the amount has been credited to take 
away the hard earned money of the taxpayer. The genuine taxpayer is left 
in a helpless condition wherein he cannot do anything on his own and 
government does not want to do anything for the taxpayer.  
 
It is surprising to see that if there is error in major head which impacts 
the transfer of funds to the account of the respective governments, 
therein there is a mechanism to withdraw funds from wrong account and 
credit to the correct account. Thus where funds of one government are 
credited to another government, there is provision of transfer of funds 
from one government head to another government head, then why 
mechanism has not been provided to reduce the sufferings of the genuine 
taxpayer.   
 
It is surprising to see that government has provided the process to 
recover the amount credited to wrong account head and safeguard their 
own interest in case of error in crediting of taxes to the correct account 
head, then why on the same grounds hard earned money of the taxpayer 
be allowed to be lost in case of mistake.   
 
Comment: The government should bring the challan correction 
mechanism in GST as has been provided in the present Income Tax and 
TDS Payment structure.  
 

i) Debarring of the taxpayer from using the OTC facility for payment of 
taxes if the cheque is bounced once:  
 



Para 52 of the Business process report provides that  
 
“It is also important to provide for a mechanism in GST Law to debar those 
tax payers whose cheques have once bounced from using this mode of 
payment. The most effective mechanism will be through GSTN which should 
debar such defaulters from using this mode.” 
  
This is the one of the most irrational provision to provide that the 
taxpayer would not be allowed to use the OTC facility for payment of 
taxes if once cheque of the taxpayer is bounced. 
 
There are many reason for cheque being returned other than shortage of 
funds like signature mismatch, date correction, validity period of cheque 
expired etc. and even if once considering that the cheque is returned due 
to shortage of funds then whether its proper to hang the taxpayer for just 
one default.  
 
Continuous Defaulters should be banned but genuine taxpayers should 
not be made to suffer. 
 
Comments: This suggestion is irrational and should be avoided and a 
process may be designed to identify wilful defaulters like continuous 
cheque bounce for two or more times or cheque bounce for three time 
out of the last five times etc. However this debarring should also be for a 
specific period and not for life time.    
 
a) General Submission in case of Business Process Report or 

document issued for public comments: 

It can be outlined that document published in general for submission of 

comments from common public who have been treated as stakeholder, should 

have following salient features: 

a) Document should be detailed enough so as to have easy understanding of 

the subject by the stakeholders. It is paramount to understand that the 

general public is not part of the process of drafting of such document and 

therefore do not have the knowledge of the backdrop in which particular 



issue has been referred in the document. Therefore an effort should be 

made to spell out every detail on the subject. 

 

b) Clear and unambiguous terms should be used so to communicate clearly 

with the public. Releasing of document and submission of comments is at 

the outset one way communication and even if one argues that it’s a two 

way communication as comments have been invited from public, it’s not 

a real time two way communication. General public cannot clarify their 

doubts if any on the understanding of the subject. Therefore, public gives 

comments on the basis of its own understanding whether the same might 

be correct or not. Easy and clear words provide the public with better 

understanding of the subject matter.  

 

c) Details should be grouped in such a manner so that each subject can be 

identified and located at one place in the document.  

 

d) Document should have examples so as to lay down the details in a lucid 

manner.  

 
With Kind Regards  

 
 

CA Dr Arpit Haldia  


