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THOTTATHIL B.RADHAKRISHNAN
&
K.HARILAL, J1J.

Dated this the 30" day of March, 2015

JUDGMENT

Thottathil B.Radhakrishnan, J.

We have heard the learned counsel appearing for the
appellant and the learned counsel for the respondents.

2. The appellant filed the writ petition challenging the
condition imposed while granting stay in the statutory appeal
under the K.V.A.T. Act.

3. The crux of the contentions in the statutory appeal
against the assessment order revolves around the allegation
raised by the appellant that another dealer had made fraudulent
returns and fabricated documents. The fact of the matter
remains that the appellant did not respond in time to the pre-
assessment notice. The appellate authority has stated reasons
for imposing condition while granting the interim order of stay.

The learned single Judge has also considered the relevant aspects
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to conclude as to whether the discretionary order granted by the
appellate authority warrants interference. The learned single
Judge found no way to interfere, having examined the materials
in the light of the submissions made, including that only on a
proper investigation or enquiry, the fraudulent activities of
another dealer as projected by the appellant would come out.

4. We are of the view that the learned single Judge was
justified in dismissing the writ petition. We, therefore, see no
merit in the writ appeal, and hence it fails.

In the result, this writ appeal is dismissed.

Sd/-

THOTTATHIL B.RADHAKRISHNAN
JUDGE

Sd/-
K.HARILAL
JUDGE
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