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1. At the time of hearing, none appeared for assessee. However, the

material on record was sufficient for disposal of this appeal filed by

revenue. Therefore, the matter was proceeded with for disposal. The

department is challenging the action of Ld. first appellate authority in

restricting certain addition on account of alleged bogus purchases.
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2. The assessee was subjected to reassessment proceedings for the
year under consideration pursuant to receipt of certain information from
DGIT(Inv.) that the assessee entered into hawala transactions of
purchases aggregating to Rs.22.69 Lacs from two entities. The details of
the same have already been extracted in para-3 of the assessment order
dated 29/01/2016. Notices issued u/s 133(6) to both the entities elicited
no response. The assessee failed to produce any of the suppliers to
confirm the transactions. However, the assessee submitted invoices,
ledger accounts along with copies of bank statement evidencing
payment through banking channels. However, opining that the
purchases were not verifiable, Ld. AO estimated addition of 12.5%
against these purchases.

3. Before Ld. first appellate authority, the assessee, inter-alia, pointed
out that it already offered Gross Profit Rate of 9.20% and the sales were
not doubted. Accepting the said plea, Ld. AO was directed to give the
benefit of GP rate already offered by the assessee and restrict the
additions to 3.3% of suspicious purchases. Aggrieved, the revenue is in
further appeal before us.

4. Upon due consideration of factual matrix as enumerated in
preceding paragraphs, we find no infirmity in the action of Ld. CIT(A) in
granting the benefit of GP rate already offered by the assessee since
making further additions of 12.5% would enhance the GP rate to
abnormal levels of 21.70%. Therefore, finding no substance in the

appeal, we dismiss the same.
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5. The appeal stands dismissed.

Order pronounced on 25" November, 2020.
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