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           Sayali

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
ORDINARY ORIGINAL CIVIL JURISDICTION

WRIT PETITION NO. 4109 OF 2025

Florida Solvent Pvt Ltd …Petitioner

            Versus

The Superintendent Range II Thane
and Another

…Respondent

______________________________________________________

Ms. Aarti Agarwal with Ms. Neha Anchalia, for 
Petitioner.

___________________________________________________

CORAM: M.S. Sonak &
Advait M. Sethna, JJ.

DATED: 18  NOVEMBER 2025
ORDER (Per M. S. Sonak, J.)

1. Heard Ms. Aarti Agarwal, the learned Counsel for the

Petitioner. 

2. The Respondents  are  neither  present  nor  represented

despite service. 

3. On 15 October 2025, upon hearing, the learned Counsel

for the Petitioner, we had made the following order:-

 1. Heard Mr. Jain, learned Counsel for the Petitioner. 

2. Issue notice to the Respondents, returnable on
13  November  2025,  for  final  disposal  at  the
admission stage. 

3.   In  addition  to  the  usual  mode  of  service,
private service/humdast is allowed. 

4.    The Petitioner to file an affidavit of service. 

Page 1 of 4

SAYALI
DEEPAK
UPASANI
Digitally signed
by SAYALI
DEEPAK
UPASANI
Date: 2025.11.21
17:45:57 +0530



28-WP-4109-25F.DOCX

4. The  learned  Counsel  for  the  Petitioner  tenders  an

affidavit of service. 

5. Given our order of 15 October 2025, we issue the Rule

and return it forthwith.  

6. The challenge in this Petition is to the order dated 22

September 2025, by which the Petitioner’s GST Registration

was cancelled with effect from 15 June 2022. 

7. Ordinarily,  we  do  not  entertain  such  Petitions  but

relegate  the  Petitioner  to  avail  of  the alternate  remedy.

However, in this case, Ms Agarwal submits that even though

the  Petitioner  had  filed  a  detailed  reply  raising  several

contentions,  the  impugned order  cancelling the  Petitioner’s

GST registration contains no reasons but only a conclusion.

She submits  that  the  impugned order  is  non-speaking  and

unreasoned,  and passing  of  such  orders  amounts  to  a

violation  of  the  principles  of  natural  justice  and  fair-play.

Besides,  she  submits  that  non-consideration  of  the  various

defences raised by the Petitioner also amounts to a violation

of the principles of natural justice and fair play. 

8. We  have  perused  the  show-cause  notice  and  the

detailed replies filed by the Petitioner on 18 September 2025

(pages 41 to 46 of the paper book). Along with the replies,

the Petitioner had also annexed certain documents, including

copies  of  tax  invoices,  e-way  bills,  ledger  statements,  and

bank  statements  showing  sample  payments  made  to  the
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supplier.  None  of  the  contentions  in  the  replies  or  the

documents  accompanying  the  replies  appear to  have  been

considered while  making  the  impugned  cancellation  order

dated 22 September 2025.

9. The impugned cancellation order dated 22 September

2025 only records the following: -

This  has  reference  to  show  cause  notice  issued  dated
15/09/2025.

Whereas reply to the show cause notice has been submitted
vide  AA270925055833S  dated  22/09/2025and  you/  your
authorized  representative  attended  the  personal  hearing,
made  a  written/oral  submission  during  personal  hearing;
and whereas, the undersigned has examined your reply to
show cause notice as well as submissions made at the time of
personal hearing and is of the opinion that your registration
is liable to be cancelled for following reason(s):

1. Rule 21(e)-person avails ITC in violation of the provisions
of section 16 of the Act or the rules made thereunder.

10. The aforesaid  is more of  a conclusion than reasoning.

The  impugned  order  nowhere  reflects  consideration  of  the

Petitioner’s case or the documents produced by the Petitioner

along with the reply to the show cause notice.  The reasons

provide the link between the actual decision and the decision-

maker's mind. These are completely absent from the impugned

cancellation order of 22 September 2025.

11. Therefore, by accepting Ms Agarwal’s contentions about

the  failure  of  natural  justice,  we  quash  and  set  aside  the

impugned cancellation order dated 22 September 2025 and

remand the matter to the Respondent No. 1 with directions to

dispose of the show cause notice dated 15 September 2025 in
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accordance with law and on its own merits as expeditiously as

possible.

12. However,  we  are  not  inclined  to  accept  Ms  Agarwal’s

contention that we must quash the show cause notice and the

interim suspension as well. The show cause notice is certainly

not  “without  jurisdiction”.  The  arguments  about  the

allegations  therein  being  false  cannot  be  examined  by  this

Court in these proceedings. The interim suspension has been

in force for only the last two months. Given the allegation, we

cannot say that the action is completely without jurisdiction or

disproportionate. However, we agree that the adjudication of

the show cause notice should not be delayed.

13. Since  the  show cause  notice  suspends  the  Petitioner’s

GST registration,  we direct  that  such show cause  notice  be

disposed of in accordance with law and on its own merits as

expeditiously as possible and in any event within four weeks

of the Petitioner filing an authenticated copy of this order with

the Respondent No. 1.

14. The  rule  is  made  partly  absolute  in  the  above  terms

without  any  costs  order.  All  concerned  must  act  on  an

authenticated copy of this order.

(Advait M. Sethna, J)   (M.S. Sonak, J)
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