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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALGRE

DATED THIS THE 11" DAY OF APRIL 2014

BEFORE

THE HON’BLE Dr.JUSTICE JAWAD RAHIM

Y
AZC Lﬁ’(

W.P. Nos. 54859-60/2013 (T-RES)

BETWEEN:

1.

ND

1.

SRI. O. CHANDRASHEKAPAPPA
S/O VEERABHADRAPPA '
AGED £BCUT 52 YEARS:

OLD P.B. ROAD

HARIHAR. 577 601

. SRI. O. NAGALINGAPPA

$/0 VEERABHADRAPFA
AGED ABQUT 45 YEARS
NO. ¢85, SO
HARIHAR, 577 601

WERE PARTNERS OF
M/S. SALESHWARA INDUSTRIES
MAHAJENAHALLI HARIHAR

BHA TALKIES ROAD,

..PETITIONERS

(BY SRI. ATUL KRISHNA RAO ALUR, ADV.))

THE COMMERCIAL TAX OFFICER

(RECOVERY), COMML TAX BUILDING

HARIHAR - 577601



2. 0. BASAVARAJAPPA

S/0. VEERBHADRAPPA

R/O. HARIHA, PARTNER

M/S. SALESHWARA INDUSTRIES

HARIHAR - 57601. ... RESPONDENTS
(BY DR. S.V. GIRIKUMAR, AGA, FOR R1)

THESE WPs ARE FILED UNDER ARTICLFES 226 & 227
OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA PRAYING TO QUASH
THE IMPUGNED ©ORDER PASSED BY THE CIVIL JUDGE
(JR.DN) & IMFC, HARIHAR, CR. MISC.NO.10/2009 DT:
19.5.2010 VIDE ANNX-P ETC.,

THESE W.Ps. ARE COMING ON FOR PRELIMINARY
HEARNG THIS DAY, THE COURT MADE THE FOLLOWING:

ORDER

The petitioners héve Sought writ in the nature of
certiorari to quash the order dated 19.5.2010 in
Cr.Misc.N¢.10/2009 vide Annexure-P and they also seek
to declare the petitioners No.1 and 2 are not the partners
of the firm M/s Saleshwar Rice Mill, Harihar and further to
nold they are not liable to pay any arrears of sales tax in

respect of the said firm.



2. On pr;eliminary hearing Dr. Girikumar, learned
Government Advocate taken notice for the respondent
No.1.

3. Heard.

4. The petitioners’ claim they were partners of M/é
Saleshwar Industries Wh_ich was engaged in hulling rice.
Originally the partnership consisted of four partners. One
of the partner Sri. H Ve'erabhadrappa died in the year
1990. The partrersnip was continued with the remaining
partners. The firm iz entitled to claim exemption under the
Industriai.bolicy as it is a small scale Industry. It was
reaisterad under ‘the provisions of Karnataka Sales Tax
Act.

- 5. The first respondent collected assessment for the
period 1880-81 to 1984-85 under the KST Act. After
asseAssrﬁe-nt orders were passed the partners of the firm
inciuding‘ the petitioners cbuld not pay tax assessed by the
first respondent. There was dispute between the partners

of the .ﬁrm over the properties owned. ?y intervention of






