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penalty was under Rule 9(2) and 52A. This Court in N.B. Sanjana v

Spg. & Wvg. Mitts Co. Ltd. 11971 (1 ) SCC 3371, ar page 348 hetd as under :

Page 7 of7

. Elphinstone

"To attract sub-rule (2) of Rule 9, the goods should have been removed in
contrcventjon of sub-rule (1). lt is not lhe case of the appellants lhat the respondents have not
compried \4,ith the provisions of sub.rure (1). we are of the opin,on that in order to auact sub-rure
(2), the goods should hav€ been removed clandesunely and wilhout assessment. ln lhis case lhere
is no such cland€stine removar without assessment. on the other hand, goods had been removed
wih the express permission of lhe Excise authorities and afier order of assessment was made. No
doubt ho duty payabrs under the assessment order was nir. That, in our opinion, wrrr not oring the
case under sub-rule (2).'

. _29. ln the present case there is not even an allegation much ress findino bv thedepartrnent that there has been any clandestine removal oigood" *iinori".."!",i.,it. n.such the penalty is liable to be set aside. The matter having-been settreo in-tne (aivivao
samadan scheme, 1998 the question of determination oir tne duty p"yioie or Lry otpenalty did not arise. ln our view, the^Tribunal.clearly ened in uptrotoirigih6 ru"v oi p"n.rtv.
Accordingly, civil Appeal No. 754 of 2001 filed by the assessee'is acceiteJ ,n,i tnu-pun.ny
levied is ordered to be deleled.

30. These two sets of appeals are disposed of in the above terms reaving theparties to bear their own costs.
INoTE : Text corrected as per Gorrigenda published in

2006 (204) E.L.T. 640 (25th Deiember, 2106 -Vot.2O4 : ri* a;1

using R.K. Jain's EXCUS. Copyright @ R.K,Jain
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D€mand and recovery- - show cause notice - Res judicata - period Aprir, 2019 toNovember' 2ol9 - rnterest- was deman;;J;;; derav in firing of GsrR-rB returns _Petitioner's appeat was 
^a[r*"a 

-ov']iiJ 
oiruiiu," Authority - Fresh ioluoicationproceedings were initiated for serfjsame caJs!-'or..a-ction,-ui.L.av'?i#iir".o by FirstAppellate Order - Two show cause notices issued-bv different authoriiies foilame perioa- HELD : Firsr Appelrate o"oer itt"iill- il;i,;x;J. se€tion ro7(16) of cGSf Act, 2o17 _Revenue courd not re-agitate ana is=u. iieJ"iiii"r"".notices again for same cause ofactron coverinq same Deriod against ;rriirr, .J"i pi"sea-by.rirsl 

"-oi"ur*l'i ],n ority hadbeen accepted bv oepartmeni 
";;:;;;';;o-ii,!ir"o finarirv - Fresh proceedinss wascontrary to set,ed raw - rmpugn€a sno* iuir# iloti.". were devoid oi jurisctiction andhit by res judicata - Those are to be qr".hJ;;; selsiae - section zs reaa'with section107 of central Goods and.servlces fJi i.i, ioiz"]'a.ctior 73 read with seiiion roz orJharkhand Goods and serv.ices. Tax A;;;;;'; ]nr;. rqz oJ centrat coods and services TaxRules, 2017 - Rute 142 or:narr<trano'Ll;;;.dH;r;.es Tax Rutes, zo'7. [paras e b 10]

Applicalion al!owed in fayour of assessee

R.K. Jainrs
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Electronic Library for cST, Customs, Exciso , EXIM, FEMA & Altied Lav/s

2023 (16) G.S.T.L. 191 (Jhar.)
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couRr oF JHARKHAND Ar RANCHTHongon Mukhopadhyay and De€p8k Roslan,'J.f:'
AMBEY MINING PW. LTD.

Versus
COMMISSIONER OF STATE TAX, DHURWA

W.P, m No. 961 ot 2O2g, decided on 17-Z-ZO2|

. [Para 8]

commrssroner v. Gujaht srate Fertjlisers ' cAsEs clrED
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ff*::l 3ffiri,:Tr1 ;,T:ffl,iy -@;iii'"' v 1l"i6,na,""," o,

unronorrnoJi-,i;;;il,1il:llil"rZ"#ff rrCIrqi#H:ilI;:*,;::g
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q,s
ouroortedexerciseolpowelsconlerredundersectionT3ollheJharkhandGoodsa^dservicesTaxAcl.20lTreadwilhRuta
'"''"",?iili"f 

"i,r,"lhalkhand 
Goocis and servlces Tax Rules' 2017:

3.TheblieflactofthecaseisthalthepelitionerislegisteredwiththestateGsTAuthoritiesUndertheJharkhand
Goods and services Tax Acr, zorzicerirar'EoJs'd s"rri"". r"i e"t, zoririie csiirl No 2oAAFCA25TsR1zD Thecaseof

rhe oetirioner is that rwo show 
""rr" 

";;ii;;;;;"i"!r"J 
"io 

t.rl impugned show cause notices are for the same period lor

rhe setf-same cause of acrion t"r""pJi"#ii,'i"oioii""r-"J lv r*" difflreitt authorities i e'' thc Deputy commissioner of stale

Tax. West circte, Ranchi. tn" n".pl,ii?ii"r'[.-i'"i-Jir,i-ir".i"tunt commissioner of state Tax, west circle Ranchi' the

Resoondent No. 3. Both tne impugnJi:;o; "l'iJnotit"' 
(excepr to tt'e eiient of March' 2o2o) atternpled to shrt a fresh

adjudication proceeding in ,".p""t otiiu"!Jril";;;-";;;;f ;;ti"n whlctr tras atreaov attained finalitv bv First Appellate order

Page 2'of 4

dated 16-1-2021'
GSTR-3B ratums tor the following monlhs under Section 39 of tho JGST Ac'Rule 61

As per the Detitioner, their monthly
were filed with some delay as labulated below ;

of the JGST Rules
Delay tn filing GSTR'3B retuns

Date ol lillng_ Delay

1 20-5-2019 14-6-2019 25

0'19 20-6-2019 61

20-1-2419 21-B-2019

4 20-9-2019 _ 21-9-2019 1

5. March,2020 204-2024 16

Precisely, there was delay in flling retums on which interest is demanded, As iar as delaYe d payment of tax is concernedi

Petitioner has already discharged interest of Rs. 23,95,5001wh ich is not the subject matter of dispute in the instant cas6,

4, By thG impugn ed show cause notic6 dated 16-9-2022 interest is demanded not for delayed payment of tax but lor

delay
14-3-2020 (Ref. No

ed filing of GaTp-'lR returns, ln ths firsl the respondent No. 2, straig ht away passed order No. 22, dated

. 2A200320001253R) in se of powers under Secuon 73 of the JGST Act and issued

Summary Order in FORM DRC-07, datod 1 6-3-2022 in exercise of powers under Rule 100lRule 142( 5) confirning inlerest

demand of Rs' 61,45,233.94/- (IGST Rs.3,17,399,96 + CGST Rs. 28,99,045,40 + SGST Rs. 29,28,788.s8)
1) cf the JGST

lor the period APril.

2019lo November, 2019 for Pulporled delay in filing o, GSTR-3B relums undet Section 39( Act read with Rule

61(5) Of th6 JGST Rules, 2017 for the period April . 2019 to November, 2019. Ths Respondent No. 2 before passing the said

adiudication Order dated 14-3-2020 did not issus any show causa notico as mandated under Section 73 of the JGST Act, 2017,

and on this g round the Petitioner-ComPanY challenge d the order dated 14-3-2020/DRG07, dated'l 63-2020 befors the Joint

Commissioner of State Tax (APPeals), Ranchi U/s. 107 of the JGST Act.

Tha Joint Commi ssloner of State Tax (APPeals) Ranchi vide 1st APPellato Order dated 16-1-2021 accePted tho

contentions of the Petilioner and allowed the aPpeal liled bY the Petitioner and . deteiinined thE interest as NlL. The FlrSt

Appei late Authority held that the Respondent No. 2 should have started proceedings in accordance with Provi sions of Section

73 ol fte JGST Act befote creating tho lnterest demand following iudgmenls of this Court in Aodavai Commodilies Ltd. v. uol

= 120201 11 4 t?xmann.com 563 (Jhar.\l and Mahadev Construction Co. v. UOI f2020 {36)

round of liligation,
purported exerci

6 taxmano.com 262t12O20181 G9-t 271 (JharkhandI.

However, after more lhan 20 months of Passing of 1st Appella te Order dated 16-1-2021 bY ths Joint Commissl'oner oi

State Tax (APPeal) Ranchi, the Respon denl No. 3, initia ted fresh proceeding by way of the impug ned Show Cause Notice

bearing Ref. No. 113 '1 under Section 73(1) read with Section 75(12) of the JGST Act , 2017 read with Ruls 142(1) of the JGST

Rules,2017 demanding inlerest of Rs' 45,59,626.86/- for the same Period Le., April, 2019 to November, 2019, and for the same

cause of action which was already adiudicated and Petidoneis appeal was allowed bY the First APP9llate Authority. ln the

impugned Show Cause Notice interest ol Rs. 6,63,025/- is also additional ly demanded for the month ot M3rch, 2020, a per'

which is not covered in tha 1st Appellato Order dated 1&1-2021

The Petitioner vida its rePlY dated 21-9-2022 challenge d the jurisdictional legality and authority of the Respondent No' 3

in issuing the impugned show causo notice dated 16"9-2022. The ResPon dent No. 2, after issuance of impugned first Show

Cause Notice dated '16-9-2022, issu ed the impugned Second Show Causa Notice dated 2P'19-1a22 bearing Ref. No. 1510

along with Summary ol Show Cause Notice dated ?2-1 0-2022 in Form GST'O RC-01 in Purported exercise ol powers conferred

unCer Section 73 of the JGST Act' 2017 read with Rute '142(1) of the JGST Rules, 20'17 lor the second time, for the same

period i.e., APril, 2019 1o November, 2019, proposing d€mand oI interest of Rs . 37,49,732.7s1- (lGs., Rs. 2,05,233.63 i CGST

Rs. 18,58,308.02 + SGST Rs. 16,86, 191.10) und€r Sectlon 50 for the same causa ol action which ls aheady adiudicated and

frrst aPPe al is allow€d vide First APPellate Order dated 16-'1-202 1 and has atlained finality. ln this impugned shor cause notics

the period of March,2O2O is not included'

5. Mr. K. Kurmy, Leamed Counsel for ths Petitioner assisted bY Mr. N.K' Pasari and Ms. Sidhi Jalan submits that the

lnitiation of fresh Proceeding s oncg aEain by the imPugned show Cause Notlces (AnnexurB- 1&Annexure2)bY lho Respondent

o- 3 & Responderit No, 2 {or tha same cause of actlon (except month of March, 2020 in Annexule'l) sven after th€ First

E$f*.sffihjflJj3iril

N
Appellala Order dated 16'1 -2021 which was decided in taYour of the Petitioner and has attained Jinality; is wholly without

iurisd lction and bad in law and procedure Lnd is also against ths Principles of t9s judicala conlemPlated in Seclion 11 of the

Code of Civll ProcedurB, 1909.

mils that in the case ol UOI v. Vicco Labontoies reporied in 2OO7 (218) E.L.T- 647 (s.c.)

2008 taxmann com 520 (SC), it is held that reopenlng concluded assessment amounls to abuse of the Process of law' It is heldLeamed Counsel further sub

that when lhero is abuss of the Process of law, writ under Article 226 would be maintainabl e. The Hon'ble APex Court ln the

file:/l/C:/Program%20Files%20(x86)/GST-ExCusPRINT'HTMh*2024030618230077
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'l
case of Durcans lndusties Ltd. v, CCE reported in Zggo-l?glheld that fot the samu p"rloo-r*o 

""."...ents are not permissibl" in r#ry 
(s'c ) = 2q96 hxoann.com 1489 (sc), has

6' with respect ofdemand.for March, 2020, Leained counser contended thar the demand ot interest of Rs. 6,63,02s/-
in lhe impusned first show cause Notic. dalJ;6$-;o;;'a;;,r:1) is erroneous 

""a,.-#,.".v i"'iiire cSr r,lour,carioaNo 4s1' dated 2s-7'2017 as amended,bv N"rifr""ii- i;;;;ii6-'i[r" r",, o"rca zs-o-ioi-o 
""J'Jo)i'""'ionoing c"nr.u, csrlllt,#li |i";J3lr,l;r;:T[:l*]_0"i" d 28.6.2011". 

","r,i"jov ru"tiricarion No. j,;;r#".r;;:,. 
3.4-2020, whu,.ebvt *""ri", i"'p'['* L;;,;::;;trt."j,::?H*"'ilgji f;1;ff*::nii"U;,ifiil;", ',ff,',= 
" 

.,j, 
"". i,lIt has been contended $at since lhe annual tumover of ths pelitioner.is above Rs. S.OO Cr.; hence, they are entjr ed to

the benefit of said notlfication. considering 0r" 
"ui"" "ii"".r"'oi rim"itation ro, nring 

"r 
osrn+E ilirrr"."and reducrion rn the

[ii"a.i!ti,:{:1i:jllffitl1T1l*fi';,'#{^5"?ii"*,,t,* -rv-r-,," ",""-,r,'"i'i,ii,in, z*o as asainsr
Rervins upon thB uro,"",ii 

"oni"nrion', 
ur,. x,,,iv"",r.iii;;,;:"d;r}?ffi,$iitrii;t llilll1* ff":IjtT:T[jli1:

u*::l*#*l:g*.g,qu*Hrtffir

,u*lr*lrrtm,ffi,t8#nrugrifr **+?il.ij$

",,n,n,*i",ffll?t1?f"?:!X."."1^9:r?-,1!? 
proceedrns 

_as initiared ufdqr Section. 73 or rh6 JGSr Acr by the .Ass 
irantons proceedins ,no"i-s""t:on-zi-o'iff:131f'f:,:l X5,?"*'thcj"Tl::l:*'. 

ot state r;x;sl wIJt'cti[, n"ncni anci onivauthoriries ror th6 same perioJ wis an adminisrrawe'p cekl';d,.[ ;SJ:lXXT,3?"""?1XUl3ij""ti", ze b"roiu *" iii
He laslly submits that lhs instant writ appricati;n is de;; ; a;;merit and deserves ro be dismissed.

"**,,3'"#",I,311i,,,1,0""*"ff1ff,#:#i1""6:1tm,":l:l,l,ul*ulsul"trmiui.;un;;,..jH?
:"",#i::Tfffi.tlX':,,I1"tff:ll:1, ^:'"t'i 

*'" 
"i'+ii'i'[v ir""'iii

same is contrary to s"*"0 o,"o""r,il6i", ffi]J;;1":',"J:I*IIJ;::[:[T:lml"":"1flffii[T ,:fi l1."t*i;lii"ll:

'n" oJ!*f"T#:i[il#i"si"]i::'^T1!91 "I'he 
JGsr Ac provi(

;Lri*1gp,g*f*8ff,rif,t]i""fq[ i,iil}Jl#

:F1."."fri|":ifi-'i:i:,fJ,L["Y:,ffi;,it?"?iX;i1?i;',?l#li#,"rrn"o,n 
(2ois) ,s SCC 725 = 2o1s B2?, E Lr

snow causo notice on same cause c

"1**#;",rff rrff *g;tiq#**j.n:#*ff liiT'j*#ii":,J''{'ffi 
*

vieJv rllreor, 
"..ioi'til'ili,,'lr",ili:1""*flflfi:y"i11lTg"""o.T-0,'*"0'"e,.",""ptins 

th" 
"[;iar:o'n"ru.nisn"a. rn

b€hall 
'.vo do not |ind any error ln the order pa.sua lv iilini:----"s irrow caus€ notice on the same c€use of act]'on. ln this

fi[ifr"-I",""8:i,"""i'f"H''J:,';fli?iiilif,li#,i,*Tx"",i::,f,1,,,ff'"1,i',^.::4€-=^4p+4!e.rl_s (s.c )ir is

msliw,s;",,*fl,["txi*r:r:;In':T'^[r;ifitr$!:y,.e,#*!ifi1,F",ff#ffiF;:"":irxifl:i:
.9. 

On he second cor

ffi:g*#dfulst;H}*l'=tr$,qo*i,,ffi ;i,,,::{iil*ffi
l;j:"4?';l:$#i:l,"$:i'.if#ll,"{;ffim,$H#h;;iiirp[{i.;l.j;*'f#:j"*!:r*?,+H?I"T"",,l!

fire!//c:lprogramo/o2,Fi1esyo20(x86/GST-ExcusrpRINT.HTM?v=2 
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q{
Dumose of satistying himsel( as to the legality or propriety oI the said order may, by order, direct any oflicer subordinate

to hirn io ippty to the Appe ar€ iritr"ii *ii-n", ii* mtnths iiom tire oa-te-on wtriiri me said order has been passed' for

determination o[ such poinrs 
"u",ng 

oJ Ji =ali orae, as may bo specilei'r'v itt"-6otmis"ton"r in his order' Further' section

112(4) ot rhe JGST Act provrdes rn"iiii';.i" 
-prliir"n* ,ir'"n order undii iection 112(3) lhe authotized offlcer makes an

aooiicarion ro the Apperare rrun"r,'"li1i'Ippiill"^-it itt ue aeatt witr'6f tne nppettate'rriuunat as if il ls an appeal mad8

:!:ffiiil': ;'i;;,j,;:i Section (r r) br sectidri t oz'

The Rsspondents in the inslant case being not aggrieved by rhe First Appellats order dated 16-1-2021' did not

chalenqe the same or avaited ,"r.iii"'"uIlliul" un'der the iiw but aci"piJa tt'i "'thi 
and allowed the same to atlain linalitv:

rhus now lhey c5nnor ba 
"rro*.0 

to'i,],i'r-iJ,ini li,Jij*sitrt" a matttiiifreiir wtrictr has already come to an eid bv due

oto""""rlt 
'uX',. also relsvant to indicate that s€ction 107(.11) envisages that the I st Appellats Authority cannot remand the

matter back. ln such circumstance", ii'uvp.J" irr" 
"*bargo 

of law, resiar{ng fresh proceedlng by lower authorries amounts to

dorno somerhing indirec y whrch .r#"i'J"";;;;"",lrln. pur s""tion iolz(11) or the JGST Act, no power ls vest'd on lhe

First Appeltate Aurhority to remand;;;;ilil;iie asiessing 
"rti,oritv 

tt,ut passed the order. Therefore' since there is

no Dowsr vested in th6 first "ppr'#rrtrioy 
i" iimano ttre .att-", u"ci to the Respondent No' 2 or Respondent No' 3 to

init;te a de noyo proceeding: fn" f,li"pp"if it"-"rtl',of ty accordingly anO riohtlv so, dicl not remand the matter back to the

Respondent No. 2 o, nesponoent uo]i-tli initr"u* of any fresh proceedins.]una"t th" circumstances tho Respondent No' 2

and/orlhe Respondent No.3 ar" r";;i;l;il;;*", io i".r" n" i,pugn;d Show Caus€ Notices

Havingregardlolhediscussionsmad€hsreinabovatheRavenugcannotrs.agitateandissuefr6shshowcausenotices
aoain for the same cause 

"f "o* *'"'i"n t"" pla"a 
9g-uln:l 

*!1 tt'e orOer pa-ssea by th€ First Appellate Authority !'"s

b6en accepted by the Respondents *i'=r"r"" n"r '",t"ined-finality. The a"tions ot it'" Respondent No' 2 and the Respon\-'t

No. 3 ls therefore bad in taw *d t"';i;;;i irrt"dl"iion "no 
i, r'rrtn"r.nri uy tt," Principles of rcs judicata and Is clearlv not

oermissible under the taw. e" .o,"i'i"i"i, iuove, after passing of-the tst appellate order, only courss available with the

hespondents were to chaltense ,#;il;il;i; ii,o", oluo r5-r-zozi t"ioit ttt" Appellate Tribunal uflder Sectlon 1 12 of

rhe JGST AcL :f at ag aggrieved, 
""0 

ir.r,ilirre 1r" impugned show cause Notice! are wholly without iurlsdiction' without

auitrotiV ot la", ana also bined by principles of rosiud'ca'a'

. .1,1. so far as lhe o"r"no ot int"r"ut *ith respect of March, 2o2o is concem: lho demand of lnteresl of Rs' 6'63'025/-

in the impugned first show c"r""' ttiiic" 
-a"t"a 

$-g-2oi2 tennexuJi ls also enoneous and is contrary to stat6 GST

Noriltcation No. 451, dated z+z-zoii'"" "r""a"a 
by Notilication No. sili'ozbst"t" r"", dated 2ffi-2020 and cotresponding

centrat GsT Notification No. rs/roili"ri;"] i"x alr"a 284-2017 ". "."no"o 
by Notiffcation No. 31/2O2GC'T" dat6d 3-4-

2020. As oer Norifica{on N". Srriioii;r"' r"i; dated 256-2020 anJi.l"rin""tio" No. 31/20204'T', .datad 
3-4'2020 as a

covlD-19 retaxaticn r!lur"rru., ri,u"i"t""#ft#;i r;;;;;,h of Februarv. 2020 to April, 2o2o was reduced to N'l for firsl '15

daw of delav and sv. uerean"r in'pt'"'1"";l;U; f:;';s1ti"*.9 1311i1 
n"t"o annual turnover above Rs' 5'00 cr' since the

annual tumover of thE petitioner is a'uoie'n". i.ot cr.; r,in"", rhey are entiued to the bsnefit of said notitlcation'

consideringthsabov'extgnsionoflimltationlorfilingotGSTR.3Bietumsandreductioninlherateoflnlerest,amount
of lnterest demand shourd have u!"i n". r'i,igr,+a/. onry iorthe_ month of March, 2020 ae against demand ot inlerest of Rs'

6,63,026/- tn rhe impugn"o st o* ;';r.;'r.r"ii"" ari"o iojs-zozz to, th" ,onth of March, 2020' Thus; the Petitloner 
is llable to

pay interest of Rs. .12,791.44l- otiv [i tn" 
'"nth 

of March, 2o2o 
"r 

,orinit demand of interest of Rs. 6,63,026/-' Thus' the

petitioner is directed to p"v *" ""1,."".Ju;;;tffi " ;"il 
ot t*o *11i.., it not paid, from the date of receipuproduction of

copy of this order' ' lcements' both the impugned show cause rotices' ore
12. ln view of tho atoresaid findings and the ludlcial proBoun

hereby, quashed anO set-asiOe. lii ri;ii:;ilJil'*tit 
"ppti*Uon 

l" 
"Uot "a 

in tho manneiindlcat'd herein abow' l"-'f
any, also stands disPosed of.

f

Printed usinq R.K- Jain's EXCUa. copydght@ R.K.Jain

06-03-2024
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Profile Place of
Business

GSTIN/UIN

35ADBFS3288A2Z7

Trade Name

SILVER OAK VILLAS LLP

centre lurisdiction

commissionerate -
SECUNDERABAD,Division -
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RAMGOPALPET-UI (Jurisdictional
Office)

Constitution of Business

Limited Liability PartnershiP

GSTIN ,/ UIN Status

Active

Compliance Rating

NA

Address and
Contacts

Legal Name of Business

SILVER OAK VILLAS LLP

Geocoded
Places of
Business

State Jurisdiction

State - Telangana,Division -
Begumpet,Circle - M.G,ROAD -
S.D.ROAD

Date of Registration

09 / oe l2ot7

Taxpayer Type

Regular

Field Visit Conducted?

No

Name of the Proprietor / Directo(s) / Partner(s) / Promoter(s)

Nature of Business Activities

1. Works Contract
2. Suppller of Services

i
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I

i

I

1

I

I

I
I

I

i
I
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i
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I

i
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https://services,qst.gov.ln/services/auth/mypronle
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Mernorandum of Writ petition M.iscellaneous petition
(Under Article 15 I of Constitution of India)

IN HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

LA.No. OF2024
IN

WP. No. OF ZOZ4

BET\YEEN

Iv{/s. Silver Oak Villas LLp,
5-4-187 /3, 2nd Floor, Soham Mansion,

M.G Road, Secunderabad,

Telangana- 500003

Represented by the partner,

Slui. Soham Satish Modi, S/o Shri. Satish Modi,
Aged 55 years, R/O. plot No. 290, Road NO. 2j,
Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad-5000034, Telangana

AND

.. . Pctitioner

L The Assistant Commissioner (ST),

Begumpet Division, M.G. Road- S.D. Road Circle,
Pavani Prestige, Above R.S. Brothers,

Ameerpet, Hyderabad-5000 1 6.

2. The Additional Commissioner of Central Tax,

Secunderabad Commissionerate,

GST Bhawan, L.B. Stadium Road,

Basheerbagh, Hyderabad - 500 004.

3. State ofTelangana. /_

Rcp. by its principal Secrcrary 1n"u.nr"\fl/ur,nr.nr,
Telangana, Secretal iat Buildings, I-Iyderabad.



4. Union ol India,

MinistrY of Finance,

Represented bY its Secretary,

North Block, Nerv Delhi-l10 00i'

5. Central Board oflndirect Taxes and Customs'

GST PolicY Wing, New Delhi

rep bY its Corunissioner.

circumstance s of the case'

For tlte reasons stated accompanying in the affidavit it is humbly prayed that this

I'Ion'ble Court may be pleaseti to stay the opcration of Order vide Relerence No'

zD36l223ll5515Rdated08,t2.2023passedbytlieRespondentNo'1and/orpasssuch

furtl1er or other order (s) as this Hon'ble Court may deem frt and proper in the

Date :lf

Place:

.$.2424

Js'r^b

Respondents

lltt''/
Counsel foithe Petitioners
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I.A. No. of 2024

W.P.No.

FILED ON:

COUNSEL FOR PE,TITIONERS

a;- d. at-oz-k6d^-lt I

T

DISTRICT: $vclq,.^cJ

IN HIGH COURT FOR THE STAI

OFTELANGANA

IN

STAYPETITION

FILED BY:
M Naga DeePak (1 84 I 1)

M olr ainm ad Shab az (22207 )

Venkat Prasad P

Jaishankar D
AnkitaMehta


