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A /ORDER

PER S.S.Godara, Judicial Member:-
This assessee’s appeal for assessment year 1P0Qfrses against the

Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-Jalpaigurides dated 18.04.2018 passed in
case No.51/CIT(A)-4/JAL/2015-16, involving proceegk u/s 143(3) of the Income
Tax Act, 1961; in short ‘the Act'.
Case called twice. None appears at the assessdeesthdespite the fact that
registry has already sent it an RPAD notice dat@dl2.2019. Case file
indicates that the assessee had not put in apmeaoarthe last hearing date i.e.
10.12.2019 as well. It is accordingly proceed&garte The case is now taken
up for adjudication on merits.
2. A perusal of the instant case file reveals that assessee’s sole substantive
grievance seeks to reverse both the lower autbsritiction adding an amount of

%31,90,000/- on the basis of the alleged voluntasgldsure during the course of
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survey proceedings u/s 133A of the Act representimglisclosed income. The
assessee’s case throughout has been that the sasnaotvbased on any material
found or seized during the course of the survey. WMgace that the CIT(A) has
considered all the relevant facts as well as aneatef case law alongwith the
assessee’s authorized person’s survey statemevetlbas the evidence found during
the course of survey to hold that the latter’sreetion would have no bearing on the
impugned addition. Learned departmental represeataas also argued in the same
tune only. We thus hold that the since there israbuttal coming from the assessee’s
side to the CIT(A)’s clinching finding of the fatiiat the impugned addition is based
on physical evidence found during survey, its salbstantive grievance deserves to
be rejected. We order accordingly.

3. This assessee’s appeal is dismissed.

Order pronounced in open court on _31/01/2020
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