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TAXDEMAND STAYS
OFFSET FACELESS
ASSESSMENT GAINS

dverse tax by taxautk ften resultin
A dditional tax liabiliti ly known as “tax

demand.” Under the Income Tax Act (IT Act), 1961, tax-
payers are requlrcd topay the tax demand mlhm 30 days of

d interest Ity conse

quences, Whilethey ha\v: Ulcr)ghllochillcngcanamervcnmcr
bdurcnhwxcr pp
aging thetax d i i ind i hall ne
that requires urgent attention due to procedural delays and
ndmlmalmll\c hurdles.

icer(AO) has the discretion togrant astay on
the I;lx(k‘mand“ hilean dpptal |spcndmgbcforc lhcu)mmls
sioner, provi idedthe taxpayer How-
ever,ob order isoften L linefficient
process, riddled wit h dolm 8. T axpayers ﬁ'v(plmll\ need to follow
up mulupk'um(s or P visits flice, facing
‘The lack of i pledwith theab

ofalegally dcl‘ned fi for pr

ly through faceless
assessments.

Tosecurea stay, the AO may require thetaxpayer to pay up to
20%of the disputed tax upfront. In specific cases, the AO can
demand ahigher percentage, but only under well-defined cir-
cumstances and with documvmcd mnmnsand prior approval
from Th dintheCentral
Board of Direct Taxes (C BDT) guidelines, which statethata stay
may generally be granted once 20% of the tax demand is paid
while filing an appeal with the Commissioner of Income Tax
(Appeals) [CIT(A)].

Yet, in practice, fter meeting th
often donotreceivea formal stay order
Stay delays ontime. Consequently, the outstand-
o fpuia 0 d
lead to refund taxpayer’s account, enabling the l:’“
adjustments department to automatically adjust
even after i insti H

paying 20% of the pending appeal. This issue arises
the tax demand  becausethe grantofstayorders is still
amanual and time-consuming pro-
was.uhcm.mnl‘und.xljmlmcnlsam
A through the C: i ing Centre (CPC),
oftenleadingtothefull (axdcm.mdbcmgwllcclcddcs[ulclhc
taxpayer sn;dn toastay.

Given the g i -aging tax technol-
og\an(lmlprmmgoompllmme itistime to digitize and stream-
line the stay applicati pr(x‘esmmuuug i hysical
paperworkand manual
form Idnotonly simplify
enhance efficiency, and

: Ani line plat
bmissi butalso

Xp:

Additionally, the government should introduce a statutory

cific timeframe for processing would make the system more

responsive and provide taxpayers with quickerrelief from dis-
puted taxdemands.

While CBDT sci nlaron the stay of demandis objective, it

i i andi Sii Taxpayers h:

e
areasonableright to astayin most casesafter payi ingup| 1020%

of the demand, as per the circular. However,
compromised when future refunds areautom:
against thedisputed tax demand—an unfairand arbitrary prac-
tice that needsurgent correction touphold taxpayer rights.

Te oa(klmclheﬁeconccrnsmld ease theburden on taxpayers,
th & muql P demi .hesm)

i limi dural ineffici One

potential solullon is lhe creation ofan mdopendcnl authority
with PAN-Ind|
tation ofCB[)Tigmdchnemn !mdemm\d ﬂn\ xThnnulhorm
would be responsible for
pliance with existing r1 iding timely
decisions on stay requests.

Wi hllc elTorls have been made to rcduc(' taxpayt L‘l’i ph\ ucnl
il h the tax de
mglhcxu) proc(sumukl I’urlhcrbmld lru~1 Anonlinesy: siem
woul
tions and safeguard ldxpd)cn right \uubt.nna stay of(lcm.m(l
until the matter is sub-judice.
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