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IN THE INCOME TAX APPELLATE TRIBUNAL
CHANDIGARH BENCH, ‘SMC’, CHANDIGARH

st gorw et, FRF AT
BEFORE SHRI SANJAY GARG, JUDICIAL MEMBER

3T 319Ter T,/ ITA No. 434/CHD/2019
AT 3§ / Assessment Year: 2014-15

Shri Vijay Kumar, Vs. The ITO, Ward-1,
H. No. 90/2, Chah Mugla, FATH Patiala

Mohlla, Old Lal Bagh,

Patiala

Punjab 147001
TARN 9@ T./PAN NO:  AJIPK3728R

3rdrereff/Appellant gegdf/Respondent

TR 1 30T A/Assessee by : Shri Kuldeep Dhiman, Advocate
TSIET T AR A/ Revenue by  : Sh. Rohit Mehra, Sr.DR

gﬂﬁ'l’é‘aﬁfa'l'ﬁ@/Date of Hearing : 12.09.2019
3SHIYUTT T dRI@/Date of Pronouncement 12.09.2019

amgar/Order
The present appeal has been preferred by the assessee against the
order dated 22.01.2019 of the Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals),

Patiala [hereinafter referred to as ‘CIT(A)’].

2. The assessee in this appeal has taken following grounds of

appeal:-

1. That the order of the Ld. Commissioner of Income Tax Appeal (s)
Patiala is bad in law and against facts of the case.

2. That the Ld. Commissioner of Income Tax Appeal (s) Patiala is not
Jjustified in restrict the addition of Rs. 2,00,000/- on cash deposited
in bank which is not part of the limited scrutiny.
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a.) The assessing officer had also erred in making
addition of Rs. 282500/- on account of cash
deposited in saving bank account which was
deposited out of gross receipt which shown in
Income tax Return.

b.) The assessing officer had also erred in making
addition on cash deposited which was not bases of
the opening of limited scrutiny. The assessing
officer in erred in not following the guidelines and
instruction of CBDT dated 29/12/2015, 14/06/2016.

c.) That the Assessing officer made addition without
issuing proper Show causes notice while make
adverse view of the reply of the assessee.

3. That the Ld. Assessing officer in erred in computing tax under
section 115bbe of Income Tax Act 1961.

4. That the Ld. Commissioner of Income Tax Appeal (s) Patiala is
erred in illegally charging interest u/s 234B.

5. The appellant Craves leave to add, amend or delete any of the
grounds (s) of appeal before it is finally heard.

3. The main contention of the Ld. Counsel for the assessee is that the
Assessing Officer while making the impugned additions has exceeded
his jurisdiction. That the case of the assessee was selected for limited
scrutiny issue i.e. regarding security transaction. The Assessing Officer
could not find any reason to make any addition in respect of issue for
which the limited scrutiny was done. However, the Assessing Officer
made the certain other additions for which the Assessing Officer did not

have any jurisdiction.
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4. The Ld. DR has been fair enough to admit that the impugned

additions have been made by the Assessing Officer on certain other

issues, whereas, the case of the assessee was selected for the purpose of

limited scrutiny relating to security transactions

5. I find that the additions made by the Assessing Officer, thus,

being exceeding his jurisdiction are not sustainable in the eyes of law

and the same are accordingly ordered to be deleted.

In the result, the appeal of the assessee is hereby allowed.

Order dictated and pronounced in the Open Court immediately on

completion of hearing.

Sd/-

(§TT 137 / SANJAY GARG)
1A% ST/ Judicial Member

Dated : 12.09.2019
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