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Summary of the order and demand after issue of order by the GST Appellate Tribunal

whether remand order : No

Order reference no. : ZA030371026000390H Date of order : 15/10/2026

1. GSTIN/Temporary ID/UIN - 092400028757TMP

2.
Appeal Case Reference no. - 
APL/126/LCK/2026

Date - 09/05/2026

3. Name of the appellant - SUNNY , sanjeevkum79@yahoo.com , 9700158000

4.

Name of the respondant - 
1. Shri Prakash Yadav Joint Commissioner(IT) State Tax Headquarters Lucknow , ctithqlu-
up@nic.in , 7235002314
2. SHRAWAN KUMAR MISHRA

5. Order appealed against - AD0909240091708

(5.1) Order Type - Enforcement Order

(5.2) Ref Number - ZD091125371008G Date - 20/11/2025
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6. Personal Hearing - 15/10/2026 22/09/2026 16/09/2026

7. Status of Order under Appeal - Reject - Order under Appeal is annulled

8.

Order in brief - M/s Shri Ashok Kumar Arora Oil Company challenged the penalty of Rs.6,76,694 
imposed under Section 129(3) of the CGST/UPGST Act, 2017, on a consignment of refined 
glycerine intercepted in Kanpur Dehat while destined for Ludhiana, Punjab. The Department alleged 
that the vehicle’s deviation from the declared route and the driver’s statement indicated an attempt to 
deliver goods to an undeclared local buyer. The Appellate Tribunal observed that the department’s 
own DRC-07 recorded Punjab as the place of supply, the goods were accompanied by valid tax 
invoices and an e-way bill, and route deviation alone did not establish a statutory contravention or 
intent to evade tax. Accordingly, the penalty order dated 23.08.2024 and the appellate order dated 
20.11.2025 were set aside, and refund of the deposited penalty was directed in accordance with law, 
subject to verification.

Summary of Order

9. If demand order then whether demand quantified: Yes

Section-I

Particulars Central tax State/UT tax Integrated tax Cess Total

  Disputed 
Amount

Determined 
Amount

Disputed 
Amount

Determined 
Amount

Disputed 
Amount

Determined 
Amount

Disputed 
Amount

Determined 
Amount

Disputed 
Amount

Determined 
Amount

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

(a) Tax 0 0 0 0 0 0

(b) Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0

(c) Penalty 0 0 676694 0 0 676694 0

(d) Fees 0 0 0 0 0 0

(e) Others 0

(f) Refund 0

Section-II

Place of Supply/Name of 
State/UT

Demand Tax Interest Penalty Other Total

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Amount in 
dispute

0 0 676694 0 676694

Amount 
Determined

0 0 0 0 0

10. For Other orders and Demand orders which are not quantified:
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Issues 
as raised 
by 
proper 
officer

Issues as determined by Appellate/Revisional authority

Order by 
GST 
Appellate 
Tribunal

Levy of 
Penalty

The Ld. First Appellate Authority upheld the order passed under Section 129 of 
the CGST/UPGST Act, 2017 and confirmed penalty amounting to 
Ã¢Â‚Â¹6,76,694/-. The Appellate Authority held that although the documents 
reflected transportation of goods from Karnataka to Ludhiana, Punjab, the 
vehicle was intercepted near Lahariya Oil Company, Kanpur Dehat and the 
driver, in his statement recorded during interception, admitted that the goods 
were intended to be unloaded there. On the basis of the driverÃ¢Â€Â™s 
statement and location of interception, the authority concluded that the actual 
buyer was a Kanpur based concern and that the transportation was being carried 
out with intent to evade tax through use of improper documentation. The 
Appellate Authority rejected the explanation furnished by the appellant regarding 
temporary halt of the vehicle and held that the defence raised by the appellant 
was an afterthought not supported by evidence. It was further held that the 
proceedings initiated under Section 129 were valid and justified and accordingly 
the penalty imposed through MOV-09 order dated 23.08.2024 was sustained.

The Appeal 
filed by the 
Appellant 
is allowed.

Place :LUCKNOW

Date : 16.10.2026

Signature

LUCKNOW ANAMIKA DEVI

Designation : Stenographer/Law researcher

Jurisdiction :Lucknow
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