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1. Aforesaid appeal by Revenue for AY 2010-11 arises out of the
order of Ld. Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-12 Mumbai [CIT(A)]
dated 26/11/2019 in the matter of assessment framed by Ld. Assessing
Officer (AO) u/s 143(3) r.w.s. 147 on 14/03/2016. The Ld. CIT(A) has
granted partial relief to the assessee on account of alleged bogus

purchases against which the revenue is in further appeal before us.



2. At the time of hearing, none appeared for assessee. However, the
material on record was sufficient for disposal of the appeal. The Ld. DR
pleaded for restoration of assessment as framed by Ld. AO. The
assessee being resident individual is stated to engaged in printing of
stationery items.

3. The case was reopened pursuant to receipt of certain information
from Sales Tax Department, Maharashtra on the basis of which it was
alleged that the assessee made suspicious purchases of Rs.3.87 Lacs
from 4 entities as detailed in para-2 of the assessment order. Notices
Issued u/s 133(6) did not elicit satisfactory response and accordingly,
these purchases were added back to the assessee’s income u/s 69C.
The deprecation of Rs.0.10 Lacs claimed on fixed assets purchased
from these parties was also disallowed.

4. The Ld. CIT(A) noted that the assessee had filed copies of
purchase invoices, ledger extracts & bank statements evidencing
payment through banking channels. Therefore, the addition was to be
restricted to the extent of 12.5%. The depreciation disallowance of
Rs.0.10 Lacs was deleted since the assessee had furnished all the
requisite details and documentary evidences. Aggrieved, the revenue is
in further appeal before us.

5. After going through impugned order, we find that Ld. CIT(A) has
clinched the issue in the right perspective. The assessee’s turnover was
not under doubt and there could be no sale without actual purchase of
material keeping in view the nature of assessee’s business. The
purchases were backed by purchase invoices, ledger extracts and bank
statements. Therefore, the estimation of 12.5% was quite fair &

reasonable. The separate disallowance of depreciation was not justified



since the assessee had filed all the requisite details and documents.
Finding no reason to interfere in the impugned order, we dismiss the
appeal.

6. Inthe result, the appeal stands dismissed.

Order pronounced on 02" September, 2021.
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