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01 FACTS OF THE CASE

Shreyans Gems appealed dismissal of its challenge to the Settlement Commission’s rejection of a renewed
application for AY 2000-01. It claimed that Rs.66,31,434 of stock seized in a search of P.C. Dhadda’s business
belonged to it and sought joint settlement to avoid conflicting findings. An earlier application covered three years;
the renewed application was rejected on 14 May 2004.
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02 DISCUSSION BY THE HON'BLE COURT

The Commission found no demonstrated complexity requiring settlement: the mixed-stock plea did not appear in
the assessment or appeal grounds, and stock registers were said to exist. The Court accepted the limited
judicial-review approach and found no basis to replace that assessment. Ordinary assessment appeals had
proceeded, with a Tribunal appeal recorded as pending.

Source: PDF pp.8—15

03 JUDICIAL DECISION

The special appeal was dismissed. No mandamus was issued requiring the Commission to admit the settlement
application, and the rejection remained effective.

Source: PDF pp.14—15

04 OUTCOME / IN WHOSE FAVOUR

Revenue-favourable result on settlement admission. The Court did not itself settle or recompute the company’s
income, grant immunity, or finally determine the pending Tribunal assessment appeal. The judgment date is 10
October 2006.
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05 EXPERT COMMENTS

A connected person’s admitted application did not compel admission — The company relied on Dhadda’s
admitted settlement case and the asserted mixing of stock. The Commission assessed whether this applicant’s
case involved the claimed complexity; the Court accepted that the supporting history did not establish it.
Connected ownership and a desire for coordinated findings therefore did not create an automatic right to
admission under the historical procedure.

Trace the asserted complexity through the actual assessment record — The absence of the mixed-stock issue in
the assessment and appeal grounds, the changing explanation during search and the claimed availability of stock
registers informed the rejection. The judgment recounts and accepts the Commission’s reasons; it is not an
independent valuation of the seized goods. The total seized stock and the portion claimed by the company must
remain distinct.

Judicial review and the historical admission process have limits — The Court followed authorities distinguishing
review of the decision-making process from an appeal on factual merits, while recognising procedural and
natural-justice grounds for intervention. It refused mandamus on this record and noted the ordinary appellate
route. This 2006 ruling does not certify present settlement availability, or convert mere filing of an application
into immunity from assessment and recovery.
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Open cited source rendition

Source bytes and identity checked; see panel-specific references and disclosed source anomalies.

STATUTORY SCOPE

Sections and disposition are recorded only to the extent stated in this source order.

LATER TREATMENT

Source checked 2026-10-21. Subsequent treatment not independently verified.

AI DISCLOSURE

Al-assisted research checked against the identified source. Extraction, interpretation or omission errors remain possible.
Source review does not mean independent approval by a practising professional. Verify every material statement against the
complete original judgment.

PROFESSIONAL DISCLAIMER

General research information only; not legal or tax advice, a certified judgment or a substitute for the full order. Applicability
depends on facts, assessment year, statutory version and jurisdiction. Subsequent treatment is unverified unless identified
sources are expressly stated. Downloading does not create a professional engagement. Obtain case-specific advice before
reliance.
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