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 O R D E R 

Per Pavan Kumar Gadale, JM 

 This is an appeal filed by the Revenue against the order of the 

CIT(A)-1, Bhubaneswar dated 24.3.2017  for the assessment year 2010-

2011. 

2. Following grounds of appeal are raised by the Revenue: 

“1.   On the facts and in the circumstances of the case, the Ld. CIT 
(A) is not justified in law as well as on facts in deleting addition of 
Rs. 6,11,91,779/- by way of disallowance of double deduction of 
expenses incurred on cost of stock in trade. 
 
2.  On the facts and in the circumstances of the case, the Ld. CIT 
(A) is not justified in law as well, as on facts in deleting addition of 
Rs. 18,11,820/-towards short disclosure of finished goods (Iron ore 
fines). 
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6. Before us, ld D.R. submitted that the CIT(A) has deleted the 

additions on the basis of materials filed by the assessee before him, which 

were not furnished during the assessment proceedings.  Therefore, the 

order of the CIT(A) is not sustainable in the eye of law. 

7. Contra, ld A.R. of the assessee supported the order of the CIT(A). 

8. We have heard the rival submissions, perused the orders of lower 

authorities and materials available on record.  The ld D.R.’s contention 

that the assessee has filed written submissions and all material evidences 

before the CIT(A)  and the CIT(A) should have called a Remand Report 

from the Assessing Officer on the specific issues.  Whereas ld A.R. 

submitted that the CIT(A) has considered the information which was also 

filed before the Assessing Officer during the course of assessment 

proceedings and the Assessing Officer has not given specific findings 

except making additions.  We found that the assessee has given written 

submissions in the appellate proceedings substantiating the grounds on 

the claim of double deduction on cost of stock in trade, shortage of 

finished goods, shortage of closing stock and coal fines.  The Assessing 

Officer has made a detailed observation on the disputed issues and the 

CIT(A) after considering the findings of the Assessing Officer and the 

submissions has unilaterally dealt on the additions and granted relief.  

The contention of ld A.R. that there is no new evidence filed whereas ld 

D.R. supported the order of the Assessing Officer and submitted that the 

CIT(A) should have called for the comments of the Assessing Officer on 


