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AT 41T 9./ITA No.350/Chny/2019
ﬁ%ﬁ'{UTaEf/Assessment Year: 2012-13

Smt. M. Vidya, The Income Tax Officer
W/o Shri P. Murali, Ward-2,

No.51, Subramaniapuram, Vs. No.1, Sekkankanni Street,
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3{dieml @t 3R T/ Appellant by : Mr.N. Arjunraj, C.A.
for Mr. S. Sridhar, Advocate
Tl ®t 3R ¥ /Respondent by : Ms. R. Anitha, JCIT
Wl'scﬁ dRIG/Date of Hearing ; 17.03.2020
YU & dRIG /Date of Pronouncement 17.03.2020
3EA/ORDER

PER GEORGE MATHAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER:

This is an appeal filed by the assessee against the order of
the learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-1, Trichy in
appeal No.l.T.A. No0.242/2015-16/CIT(A)-1/TRY  dated

01.11.2018 for the Assessment Year 2012-2013.
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2. Mr. N. Arjunraj, Chartered Accountant for Mr. S. Sridhar,
Advocate represented on behalf of the Assessee and Ms. R.

Anitha, JCIT represented on behalf of the Revenue.

3. It was submitted by the learned Authorized Representative
that the assessee is an individual who had sold certain
immovable properties and had invested in residential house at
Neelangarai. It was a submission that in the course of
assessment, the Assessing Officer did not accept the claim of
the assessee on multiple grounds. It was a submission that on
appeal, the learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals) had
not allowed the assessee’s claim of deduction u/s.54F of the
Income Tax Act, 1961. It was a submission that the learned
Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals) had not granted the
assessee adequate opportunity to substantiate her claim. It
was a submission that the assessee may be granted another
opportunity to substantiate her claim in respect of the deduction
u/s.54F of the Income Tax Act, 1961 before the learned

Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals).
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4. In reply, the learned Departmental Representative
vehemently supported the order of the Assessing Officer and

the learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals).

5. | have considered the rival submissions and perused the

materials available on record.

6. In Ground No.5 of the assessee’s appeal, the assessee
had claimed that the assessee had not been granted proper
opportunity before passing the impugned order. A perusal of
the order of the learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)
shows that the arguments of the learned Authorized
Representative in respect of the claim of deduction u/s.54F is
not coming out of the said order.

This being so, in the interest of natural justice, the issue in
this appeal in respect of the claim of deduction u/s.54F of the
Income Tax Act, 1961 is restored to the file of the learned

Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals) for re-adjudication after
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granting the assessee adequate opportunity to substantiate her

case.

7. In the result, the appeal of the assessee in I|.T.A.

N0.350/Chny/2019 is partly allowed for statistical purpose.

Order pronounced in the open Court on 17" March, 2020 in Chennai.
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