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"12. A general caution is required to be given to the authorities in respect of the non-

assistance and nonproviding the relevent documents to the counsel appearing on
behalf of respondent authorities resulting in failure of the department's lawyers
to defend the case of the department in an effective manner. It is to be noted that
this Court on several occasions has passed orders in favour of the assessee as the
department has not able to defend its case by timely providing relevant °
documents to the State counsel.

13. The Commissioner, State Tax, U.P. is directed to take note of this fact and
ensure that in future proper assistance is provided to the counsel appearing on

behalf of the State/respondents. Registrar Compliance is directed to
communicate this order to the Commissioner, State Tax, U.P. forthwith." :

momwmwaﬁﬂwﬁ%ﬁ@mﬁaﬁw,mﬁm
zm,eoqozﬁw%ﬁéﬁﬁwmmaﬁa%ﬁ%wﬁﬁﬂﬁél

o Re aifreT ae—574 /2019 Al Hoarso 1B aax wrofero I
3090 TRHR T g dern Re e w827 /2019 Fds Po ue BT wiofeto
T F0Y0 TRHR T AT B AMel H A0 ST YT, Fefleidla o fof s
13.05.2024aﬁQﬁIanﬂﬁfﬁﬁWﬁ@ﬁéﬁmmmé%%WW
mﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬂa%axwﬁmmﬁﬂwwﬂaﬁmﬁﬁaﬁwaﬁam
W%momw%waa%lamﬁmﬁzﬁw«aﬁmwm :




qifesd gt /Sifiel deRel W g Rl sifdiaar /R e e e, Sw e
AT, SATEIETE Bl JHTd] URdl 8] SUART YT O ai¢ & aiftad Y8+ ab Iy
WOWW@@WWWW@WWWIWEEW;
W HOR HRIATE B SARA |

I8 U3 HATR, qIST 3, GOQO?WWW%&TGTW?I
W Th—SURI AT |

HI,

(@R |11 I1<a)
TS BTR (), oy @y,
IR U, TGS, |

YSSidh-1 9o e 9 fois Sad|

gfafearf—fr=faReaa & gamaref vd smazae srfard) eq dftd |

(BRSINEE %‘fﬁ?ﬂ'\’ﬁ@'—1/2 (So=qowT), AT F, YATRIST / S BT ¥gaes
\/wgawﬁw(aﬁoﬁo) ATy R, Y& &1 39 K9 & 91 & Saaq &1
fanmfia devrge )G9 sIrwRat & aeef yb1fe B &1 o o | u

: 95

P

USIeHe wffeR (fS), Tty &=,
IR U, TGS | '







Neutral Citation No. - 2024:AHC:86051)

[] 0. -1
Case :- WRIT TAX No. - 827 of 2019

Petitioner :- M/S Kay Pan Fragrance Put. Ltd.
Respondent :- State Of U.P. And 4 Others
Counsel for Petitioner :- Pooja Talwar

Counsel for Respondent :- C.5.C. A.5.G.1. Krishna
Agarawal

Hon'ble Shekhar B, Saraf,J.

1. Heard Mrs. Pooja Talwar, learned counsel for the
petitioner and Sri Arvind Kumar Mishra, learned Standing
Counsel appearing for the respondents.

2. The is a writ petition under Article 226 of the Constitution| |
of India wherein the writ petitioner is aggrieved by :
seizure order dated August 13, 2018, the order dated Augus@ :
14, 2024 imposing penalty under Section 129(3) of the Uttar !
Pradesh Goods and Service Tax Act, 2017 and the appellate
order dated April 22, 2019,

3. Mrs. Pooja Talwar, learned eounsel for the petitioner ﬂ
submits that the relevant documents were present in
vehicle and the goods matched invoice and the e-way bil 4
The sole ground on which the goods were detained and’f
seized and penalty order was passed, was the statement -
supposedly given by the Driver of the vehicle who submitted
that he was transporting the goods for the second time with

the same documents. She further submitted that the primary
documents being MOV-01 wherein the statement of the
Driver is recorded has never been provided to the petitioner. &
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4. Upon such query being put by the Court, counsel

appearing on behalf of the respondents submits that he tried .
to obtain MOV-01 and the statement of the Driver, However, 4
it appears that the Officer concerned has not been able 0

provide the MOV-01 till date, in spite of several requss“
made to him. Today, the counsel appearing on behalf of rh f

respondents has provided a sheet of paper that is
supposedly the statement given by the Driver. However, the
same is not accompanied by the MOWV-01.

5, In light of the same, this document is of very little 3

evidentiary value,

6. Mrs. Pooja Talwar, counsel appearing on hehalf of th :
petitioner has placed reliance on a judgement of a' '
coordinate Bench of this Court authored by Hon'ble Saumitra
Dayal Singh, J., in Mis Anandeshwar Traders v. State of
U.P. and Others reported in (2021 U.P.T.C. [Vol.107]-421),

wherein his Lordship has held as follows -

“10, Even if the dealer does not cancel t;:e g-way bill withir *. 13
hours of its generation, it would remain a matter of inguiry r; f«}
determine on evidence whether an actual transaction had taxen
place or not. That would be subject to evidence received by the
authority. As such it was apen (o the seizing authority to make
all fact inquiries and ascertain on that basis whether the goous
had or had not been transported pursuant 1o the e-way bills
gengrated on 24,11.2019. Since the pelitioner-assessee had
pleaded a negative fact, the initial onus was on the assessing (49|
authority to lead positive evidence 10 establish that the uu.-;_;ff ki
had been transported on &n earfier occasion. Neither amh 1
inquiry appears to have been made at that stage fron e R

purchasing dealer or any toll plaza or other source, nor the
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pelitioner was confronted with any adverse material as
have shifted the onus on the assessee to establish
ransportation of goods on an earlier occasion.

11. The presumption could not be drawn on the basis of the
exisience of the e-way bills though there did not exist evidence
of actual transaction performed and though there is no staturory
presumption available. Also, there is no finding of the assessing |
authority to that effect only. Mere assertion made at the end of __ »
the seizure order that it was clearly established that th
assesses had made double use of the a-way bills is merely 5
conclusion drawn bereft of material on record, It is the TEASONT g8
based on facts and evidence found by the assessing authority ™

that has to be examined to test the correctness of the order and |
not the conclusions, recorded without any material on record,”

7. In view of the ratio laid down in the above judgement, it is ‘-
clear that it is the duty of the authorities to ascertain that g
whether the double movement of the goods has taken placdy |
actually. In the present case, no such burden of proof ha St 2l
been discharged by the respondents. '

8. From the documents available, it is clear that the
respondent authorities have not been able to indicate or
prove any mens rea for evasion of tax,

9. In light of the same, the impugned orders dated August &

reliefs to follow,

10. The amount of penalty and security that has been

deposited by the petitioner to be refunded within a period of
six weeks from date.
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11. Accordingly, this writ petition stands allowed.

"

12. A general caution is required to bhe given to the

authorities in respect of the non-assistance and non-

v

T ———————————

prowdmg the reIevant documents to the counsei appearing

“on behalf of respcmdem authorities resulting in failure of the
| department’s lawyers to defend the case of the deparlme;
in an effective manner. It is to be noted that this Court ¢
several occasions has passed orders in favour of the®
assessee as the department has not able 10 defend its case

! hy timely providing relevant documents to the State counsel.

13. The Commissioner, State Tax, U.P. is directed to take
note of this fact and ensure that in future proper assistance
is provided to the counsel appearing on behalf of th
Statefrespondents. Registrar Compliance is directed B |
communicate this order to the Commissioner, State Tax, ur i

forthwith.

L

Order Date :- 13,5.2024
Dev/-

(Shekhar B. Saraf,J.)
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AFR
Neutral Citation No. - 2024:AHC:86051

Court No, - 1
Case :- WRIT TAX No. - 574 of 2019

Petitioner :- M/S K ¥ Tobacco Works Pvt. Ltd.
Respondent ;- State Of U.P. And 4 Others
Counsel for Petitioner :- Pooja Talwar
Counsel for Respondent ;- C.5.C. A.S.G.L

1. Heard Mrs. Pooja Talwar, learned counsel for the

petitioner and Sri Rishi Kumar, leamed Additional Chief
Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents.

2. The is a writ petition under Article 226 of the Constitution
of India wherein the writ petitioner is aggrieved by the
seizure order dated August 13, 2018, the order dated August
14, 2024 imposing penalty under Section 129(3) of the Uttar
Pradesh Goods and Service Tax Act, 2017 and the appellate
order dated January 8, 2019.

L a

3. Mrs. Pooja Talwar, learned counsel for the petitioner
submits that the relevant documents were present in the
vehicle and the goods matched invoice and the e-way bill,
The sole ground on which the goods were detained and
seized and penalty order was passed, was the statement
supposedly given by the Driver of the vehicle who submitted
that he was transporting the goods for the second time with
the same documents. She further submitted that the primary
documents being MOV-01 wherein the statement of the
Driver is recorded has never been provided to the petitioner.

4. Upon such query being put by the Court, counsel
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appearing on behalf of the respondents submits that he tried
to obtain MOV-01 and the statement of the Driver. However,
it appears that the Officer concerned has not been able to
provide the MOV-01 till date, in spite of several requests
made to him. Today, the counsel appearing on behalf of the
respondents has provided a sheet of paper that is
supposedly the statement given by the Driver. However, the
same is not accompanied by the MOW-01.

5. In light of the same, this document is of very litlle
evidentiary value,

6. Mrs. Pooja Talwar, counsel appearing on behalf of the
petitioner has placed reliance on a judgement of a
coordinate Bench of this Court authored by Hon'ble Saumitra
Dayal Singh, J., in Mls Anandeshwar Traders v. State of
U.P. and Others reported in (2021 U.P.T.C. [Vol.107]-421),
wherein his Lordship has held as follows :-

"10. Even if the dealer does not cancel the e-way bill within 24
hours of its generation, it would remain a matler of inquiry to
determine on evidence whether an actual transaction had taken
place or not. That would be subject to evidence received by the
authority. As such it was open to the seizing authority to make
all fact inquiries and ascertain on that basis whether the goods
had or had not been transported pursuant to the e-way bills
generated on 24.11.2019. Since the petitioner-assessee had
pleaded a negative fact, the initial onus was on the assessing
authority to lead positive evidence to establish that the goods
had been transported on an earlier occasion. Neither any
inquiry appears to have been made at that stage from the
purchasing dealer or any toll plaza or other source, nor the
petitioner was confronted with any adverse material as may

~have shifted the onus on the assessee o establish non-
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transportation of goods on an earlier occasion.

11. The presumption could not be drawn on the basis of the

gxistence of the e-way bills though there did not exist evidence
of actual transaction performed and though there'is no stalutory
presumplion available. Also, there is no finding of the assessing
authority to that effect only. Mere assertion made at the end of
the seizure order that it was clearly established that the
assessee had made double use of the e-way bills is merely a
conclusion drawn bereft of material on record. It Is the reason
based on facts and evidence found by the assessing autharity
that has to be examined to test the correciness of the order and
not the conclusions, recorded without any material on record.”

7 In view of the ratio laid down in the above judgement, it is
clear that it is the duty of the authorities to ascertain that
whether the double movement of the goods has taken place
actually. In the present case, no such burden of proof has
been discharged by the respondents.

4. From the documents available, it is clear that the
respondent authorities have not been able to indicate of
prove any mens rea for evasion of tax.

9. In light of the same, the impugned orders dated August
13, 2018, August 14, 2024 and the appellate order dated
January 8, 2019 are guashed and set aside. Consegquential

reliefs to follow.

10. The amount of penalty and security that has been
deposited by the petitioner to be refunded within a period of
six weeks from date.

11. Accordingly, this writ petition stands allowed.



12. A general caution is required to be given to the

authorities in respect of the non-assistance and non-
providing the relevant documents 1o the counsel appearing
on behalf of respondent authorities resulting in failure of the
department's lawyers to defend the case of the department
in an effective manner. It is 10 be noted that this Court on
several occasions has passed Orders in favour of the
assessee as the department has not able to defend its case

by'timely providing relevant documents 10 the State counsel.

13. The Commissioner, State Tax, U.P. is directed to take
note of this fact and ensure that in future proper assistance
is provided to the counsel appearing on pehalf of the
State/respondents. Registrar compliance 1S directed 10
communicate this order 0 the Commissioner, State Tax, U.P.
forthwith.

Order Date :- 13.5.2024
Devil-

(Shekhar B. Saraf,J.)
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