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MEA/ORDER

PER V. DURGA RAO, JUDICIAL MEMBER:

Both the appeals filed by the assessee are directed against
different orders of the Id. Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-15,
Chennai dated 28.08.2018 and 27.08.2018 relevant to the assessment

years 2013-14 and 2014-15 respectively.

2. In the assessment order under section 143(3) of the Income Tax
Act, 1961 [*Act’ in short] dated 28.03.2016, the Assessing Officer

made addition on account of unexplained cash deposits of
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%.59,68,923/- as well as unexplained expenses to %.25,01,374/- as well
as interest income of %.7,734/- for the assessment year 2013-14.

Similarly, Assessing Officer has made addition towards unexplained

cash deposits of %.1,08,35,000/- and undisclosed expenses of

.27,59,000/- as the assessee has not provided any sufficient evidence

to substantiate her claims.

3. Against the above assessment order, the assessee preferred
further appeal before the Id. CIT(A) with regard to the addition made
under section 68 of the Act for both the assessment years. During the
course of appellate proceedings, so far as addition towards
unexplained cash deposits in both the assessment years 2013-14 and
2014-15 is concerned, the assessee has not chose to rebut the
averments of the Assessing Officer in the assessment order by filing
necessary explanation for the source for deposits into the bank
account. As the burden of proof lies on the assessee to satisfactorily
explain the source for the cash deposit and in the absence of
satisfactory explanation advanced by the assessee, the Id. CIT(A)
confirmed the addition of unexplained cash deposits for both the

assessment years 2013-14 and 2014-15.
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3.1 With regard to the addition towards unexplained expenses, after
considering the submissions of the assessee, the Id. CIT(A) directed
the Assessing Officer to delete the addition of unexplained expenses

for both the assessment years 2013-14 and 2014-15.

4. On being aggrieved the assessee is in appeal before the Tribunal
for both the assessment years under appeal towards addition made
under section 68 of the Act. The Id. Counsel for the assessee has
prayed for one more opportunity of being heard to the assessee to

substantiate her case before the Id. CIT(A).

5. On the other hand, the |d. DR has seriously objected to the
submissions of the Id. Counsel and also submitted that the assessee

has not brought on record any details relating to the transactions.

6. We have heard both the sides, perused the materials available
on record and gone through the orders of authorities below. In the
assessment year 2013-14, the Assessing Officer has noted that the
assessee has cash deposit of %.1,50,22,000/- in her saving bank

account and the assessee was asked to explain the source on various

occasions. However, the assessee has not offered any satisfactory
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explanation. On verification of previous year balance sheet as on

31.03.2012, the Assessing Officer noticed that the assessee had
shown £.88,00,000/- as sundry debtors. On verification of balance
sheet as on 31.03.2013, the sundry debtors has shown %.6,00,000/- by
cash from the debtors. The assessee could not able to produce any
evidences/substantiate the balance cash deposits of ¥.59,68,923/-
[%.1,50,22,000 - 82,00,000 — 8,53,077 — 59,68,923] and accordingly,

the Assessing Officer assessed to tax as unexplained cash deposits

under section 68 of the Act.

6.1 Similarly, in the assessment year 2014-15, the Assessing Officer
has noted that the assessee has cash deposit of %.2,10,69,500/-. On
verification of the bank account statement, the Assessing Officer
noticed that an amount of %.1,02,34,500/- [IOB a/c No. 505 -
%.52,54,000 + 10B a/c No. 901 — %.49,80,000) was withdrawn through

cash withdrawals from ATM & self cheques by the assessee. However,

the assessee has not produced any evidence to substantiate the

balance cash deposits of .1,08,35,000/- (IOB a/c No. 505 -

%.37,79,500 + 10B a/c No. 901 — %.47,68,000 + HDFC - .22,87,500]
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and therefore, the Assessing Officer assessed the amount as
unexplained cash deposits under section 68 of the Act and brought to

tax.

6.2 Since the assessee has not furnished any evidence for the
source for the cash deposit and in the absence of satisfactory
explanation advanced by the assessee and the assessee has not rebut
the averments of the Assessing Officer, the Id. CIT(A) confirmed the
addition of unexplained cash deposits for both the assessment years
2013-14 and 2014-15. We find no infirmity in the order passed by the
Id. CIT(A) on this issue for both the assessment years. Accordingly, the
grounds raised by the assessee for both the assessment years are

dismissed.

6.3 We have considered the plea of the Id. Counsel for the assessee.
However, in case any piece of evidence is available with the assessee
or any explanation for the source of cash deposits, the assessee would
have submitted before the Id. CIT(A) and the Id. CIT(A) would have
considered the same. When the assessee has not rebut the averments
of the Assessing Officer before the Id. CIT(A), there is no question of

remitting the matter back to the file of authorities below for affording
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one more opportunity of being heard since the assessee has not
furnished any piece of evidence or any explanation for the source of
cash deposit, we are unable to accept the plea raised by the Id.
Counsel for the assessee and accordingly, the plea of the Id. Counsel

is rejected.

7. In the result, both the appeals filed by the assessee are
dismissed.

Order pronounced on 12" April, 2022 at Chennai.
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