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Per B.M. Bivani, A.M.:

These three appeals ITA No. 245/Ind/2021, 246/Ind/2021 and
247 /Ind/2021 are directed by different assessees against the orders dated
08.11.2021 of learned Commissioner of Income-Tax (Appeals)-3, Bhopal [“Ld.
CIT(A)”] in Appeal No. CIT(A)-3/BPL/IT-11659/2018-19/681, CIT(A)-
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3/BPL/IT-11661/2018-19 and CIT(A)-3/BPL/IT-11686/2018-19, which in

turn arise out of the assessment-order dated 24.03.2021, 02.04.2021 and
29.05.2021 passed by learned ACIT, Central-2, Indore [“Ld. AO”] u/s 143(3)
of the Income-tax Act, 1961 [“the Act”] respectively. All these appeals relate
to Assessment-Year 2019-20. Since the facts and circumstances are common
in all appeals, therefore for the sake of brevity we would like to dispose of all

these appeals by way of this common order.

ITA No. 245/Ind/2021 - in the case of Shri Shyam Lal Goyal:

2. In this appeal, the assessee has raised following Grounds:

“1l. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law
the Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the provision of section 69A of the
Income Tax Act on the amount of additional income of Rs. 7,57,290/- as
offered during the course of survey on account of excess cash found
during survey even when the only source of income of the appellant was
Jrom his business and liable to tax under section 28 to 44 of the Income
Tax Act. Thus, the provision of section 69A of the Income Tax Act as
maintained by the ld. CIT(A) on additional income was neither legal nor
proper.

2. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law the
Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the chargeability of tax at higher rate
by invoking the provision of section 115BBE of the Income Tax Act on
additional income of Rs. 7,57,290/- as offered during the course of
survey on account of excess cash found. The tax as charged at higher
rate on additional income was neither legal nor proper.

3. The appellant reserves his right to add, alter and modify the grounds
of appeal as taken in the present appeal.”

3. The assessee is an individual engaged in the trading of grocery items. A
survey u/s 133A was conducted on 05.02.2019 wherein the assessee
admitted an undisclosed income of Rs. 32,37,290/- consisting of (i)
unaccounted sundry debtors of Rs. 24,80,000/- and (ii) excess cash of Rs.
7,57,290/-. While filing return of income, the assessee declared these
incomes as “income from other sources” and paid tax u/s 115BBE. During
assessment-proceeding, the assessee requested the Ld. AO to treat these

incomes as part of business income instead of income u/s 69/69A and also
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charge tax as per normal rates instead of section 115BBE. However, the Ld.

AO did not accede to the request of assessee and completed assessment by
taxing unaccounted sundry debtors u/s 69, excess cash u/s 69A and
thereby charging tax u/s 115BBE. Being aggrieved, the assessee filed appeal
to Ld. CIT(A). During first appellate proceeding, the Ld. CIT(A) accepted the
claim of assessee qua unaccounted sundry debtors but rejected qua excess
cash. Being aggrieved by the order of Ld. CIT(A), the assessee has come in
appeal and now before us. Presently the controversy between the assessee
and revenue is regarding the characterization of income i.e. whether the
excess cash of Rs. 7,57,290/- surrendered during survey is a business
income u/s 28 chargeable at normal tax-rate or an undisclosed income u/s

69A chargeable at a higher rate of tax u/s 115BBE.

4. Ld. AR appearing on behalf of assessee submitted that the assessee is
carrying on business and the survey was carried out at business premise. Ld.
AR submitted that impugned excess cash was found at the time of
verification of cash-balance held by assessee in the cash-box of business. Ld.
AR further submitted that the assessee is having only business as source of
income and except business there is no other source of income. Ld. AR
submitted that neither the authorized officer who conducted the survey nor
the Ld. AO who made assessment has discovered any other source for
generation of income by assessee. Ld. AR also submitted that section 69A
and 115BBE are deeming provisions which trigger only if the assessee is not
able to explain the source of income. But in the present case, since the
assessee is having business as sole source of income and there is no other
source available to the assessee, it is patently clear that excess-cash found in
the cash-box of business is a part and parcel of the business carried on by
the assessee and therefore represents business-income of assessee. Ld. AR

also relied upon following decisions:
(i) Hon’ble ITAT, Chandigarh in Famina Knit Fabs Vs. ACIT, ITA No.
14945/Chd /2017 order dated 08.02.2019

(ii) Hon’ble Rajasthan High Court in CIT Vs. Bajrang Traders, DBIT No.
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258/2017 dated 12.09.2017

(ii) Hon’ble ITAT Jodhpur in Lovish Singhal & Others V/s ITO, ITA No.
143/Jodh/2018 order dated 25.5.2018.

(iv) Hon’ble ITAT Ahmedabad Bench in Chokshi Hiralal Mangilal Vs DCIT,
ITA No. 3281 /Ahd /2009 dated 14.10.2009.

(V) Hon’ble ITAT, Guwahati in Abdul Hamid Vs. ITO (2020) 117

taxmann.com 986

(vi)  Hon’ble ITAT, Chandigarh in Shri Bhuwan Goyal Vs. DCIT, ITA No.
1385/Chd/2019

Lastly the Ld. AR also contended that during first appellate proceeding, the
Ld. CIT(A) has himself accepted the unaccounted debtors of Rs. 24,80,000/-
as part of business-income taxable at normal rate and the revenue has not
challenged this action of Ld. CIT(A), then there is no justification in giving a
different treatment to the excess-cash because both unaccounted debtors
and excess-cash were found during the course of same survey proceeding
conducted at the same premises and both belong to the very same business
carried on by the assessee. With these submissions, Ld. AR prayed that the
impugned excess-cash be directed to be treated as business-income taxable

at normal rate.

S. Per contra, Ld. DR supported the orders of lower authorities and
opposed the contentions of Ld. AR. He submitted that the assessee has not
been able to explain any source qua the excess-cash of Rs. 7,57,290/- and
therefore the lower authorities have rightly taxed the same u/s 69A read with

section 115BBE.

6. We have considered rival submission of both sides and perused the

material held on record.
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7. Section 115BBE reads as under:

“115BBE.
(1) Where the total income of an assessee, --

(a) includes any income referred to in section 68, section
69, section 69A, section 69B, section 69C or section 69D and
reflected in the return of income furnished under section 139; or

(b) determined by the Assessing Officer includes any income referred
to in section 68, section 69A, section 69B, section
69C or section 69D, if such income is not covered under clause

(@),
the income-tax payable shall be the aggregate of —

(i) the amount of income-tax calculated on the income referred to in
clause (a) and clause (b), at the rate of sixty per cent; and

(ii) the amount of income-tax with which the assessee would have
been chargeable had his total income been reduced by the
amount of income referred to in clause (i).

(2) XXX”

8. A perusal of section 115BBE makes it clear that once the total income
of an assessee includes any income referred to in section 69A, the tax is
payable in accordance with that section. There is no ambiguity in the law of
section 115BBE. Therefore, the short question we need to examine is whether
or not the excess-cash found during survey falls within the clutches of
section 69A or not. In order to verify this, the only material available with us
is the statement of assessee recorded on oath during survey proceeding
because no other material has been brought before us in this respect. The
relevant question and reply of assessee recorded in the statement is

reproduced below:

“Oe 3. 3MTST f&eTih 05.02.2019 &I U AE@IRAF IRIX A, IH
SIS, TYaT #H A FI SIARET & aR1A 9% IRET W W Cash box
A W oAre TR &1 39 FAeT $ifds Tcaoe fFhar &7 ud Fel dq9Ie
TR FIT 9,91,634/- IS IS | SAdfeh U G@RT falich 05.02.2019 Th AR
I TS W GETRT (Ah3) & HJHAR Tl o91G AY TR 8. 1,62,344/- crar
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IAT & | 3T PR ST &l 05.02.2014 & Y% IaqT ¥ FEfad o @l
QIR & AR AV 9lg TR vd $ifded FA0a & IFER 9IS IS Fel
G TR H T, 7,57,290/- (9,19,634-1,62,344) ST 19T, TRT 31fF I8 71 § |
FIAT 38 3UF S I Ao AR ¥.7,57,290/-F1 FNA FIT HY ?

3R 3. Al Sff, # TR I § o 3T foefih 05.02.2019 1 &
RGN & aRT A IEAds IRET ¥ A G § FEET Fol oA9g
A F.7,57,290/- 3AF IS IS L od W@ AR AN & 1 MR A o
IS ¥ FAehg TR ¥. 7,57,290/- AY IR HEINT EHidl & AT & 5 &
ST # sH%h FEId A TISEROT ol A A § | H g9 Ieiva
q AT s91g TR 3. 7,57,290/- 1 39 AT 3y @ afaRea 3w &
7 A e a¥ 2018-19 & AT FIRUT &q GG FAT € T 39 W T
Y T I ITFRY JfAfATH T URT 115BBE & g 31 #2019 Th
A T T Sl § |

Thus, in his reply the assessee has himself accepted that “the excess cash of

Rs. 7,57,290/- found from his premise is earned from undisclosed sources,

therefore he is unable to give explanation of its source”.

9. Now we proceed to check whether this statement of assessee fits in the

clutches of section 69A or not.

Section 69A

“69A. Where in any financial year the assessee is found to be the owner
of any money, bullion, jewellery or other valuable article and such

money, bullion, jewellery or valuable article is not recorded in the

books of account, if any, maintained by him for any source of

income, and the assessee offers no explanation about the nature

and source of acquisition of the money, bullion, jewelry or other

valuable article, or the explanation offered by him is not, in the

opinion of the Assessing Officer, satisfactory, the money and the value of
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the bullion, jewelry or other valuable article may be deemed to be the

income of the assessee for such financial year.”

Thus, section 69A is applicable if three conditions are satisfied, viz. (i) the
assessee is found to be owner of any money; (ii) such money is not recorded
in the books of account maintained for any source of income; and (iii) the
assessee offers no explanation about the nature and source of acquisition of
money. Reverting back to the statement of assessee, we observe that all three
conditions are clearly satisfied, viz. (i) the assessee was found to be owner of
money i.e. excess cash of Rs. 7,57,290/-; (ii) the excess cash was not
recorded in the books of account of any source (i.e. books of business in
present case) maintained by the assessee; and (iii) the assessee has himself
admitted that the excess cash of Rs. 7,57,290/- found from his premise is
earned from undisclosed sources, therefore he is unable to give explanation
of its source. Thus, we find that all ingredients of section 69A are satisfied
from the material held on record i.e. the statement of assessee. Being so we

do not have iota of doubt in the application of section 69A.

10. We are consciously aware of the decision of this Indore Bench in
Rajesh Kumar Bajaj ITA No. 16/Ind/2019, order dated 09.03.2020 where
an identical controversy was involved. While rejecting similar claim of

assessee, this Bench has concluded thus:

“13. Let us examine the statement given by the assessee during the
course of survey in reply to questions raised about the source of Excess
stock, Excess cash and undisclosed sundry debtors.

g9:73. 37193 Concern M/s R.R.Textile Mills & &J&70T &) Friargl 3 alrer
3793 GaRT F¥J cash book & AN ST fasfi# @I cash Balance &
17413.71 [G&GTIT 737 § ST913 S TcdrdsT 3 79181 &, 9,77,450/- GraT 17§ |
§H YR 3i19% Concern # & 9,60,036.29 /1€l a7 13T & | F9IT 5H e} &
9,60,036/- & FINUT & FTS€ FH |

3caR 3. HIAT HIIRN € 9,60,036/- F FTSC Fat H I HH & SHINT H AT &
TR & 9,60,036/- FH ANT TRISRIAT Fadei M/s R.R.Textile Mills @b
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fAIAT =T 3 3ie77arT JTIRFT 3T & &7 & f@e=Tr a9 2014-15 & GefoaT
e a9 2015-16 & 1T EHIT 3T FHIUT (surrender) 3775’7'5/37’77'377‘77'
& I BT YTl FXet BT Telad Gil 5\"/ /

g7 5. 3193 Concern ¥ HAETUT FIdTe] & GRTeT 13-14 3§11 7R, SUETAGR
9% M/s R.R.Textile Mills 3 90T # 3% FcdT9aT & GRIT ol i %
1,03,95,983/- T Yr4T 13T & STe13 IT9H AT T Jecdal 3 3afdi M/ s
R.R.Textile Mills &T ¥€ie e & 28,49,869/- GRIAT 19T & | S FhR Fol &
75,46,114/- &7 Feid 31&0% T 147 & | F991 3if8% 913 74 i I AR &
75,46,114/- & &7 &I €T H |

3ca¥ 5. #gled # M/s R.R.Textile Mills 3 Y07 # 318l g 13 &cier &
75,46,114/-3T FFIT TGO el H IGHLE | Ic: H $1ARY % 75,46,114/- I
T GIRISe T Fwdst M/s R.R.Textile Mills &) AIfAT 31T & 3erar
HIARFT 31T & &G H Qe ¥ 2014-15 & FF1ET fA€Ror 35 2015-16 3 forw
HET 3T AT (surrender) FRAT g{" 3R 3 G 8T T T YTl Fat
HT TIA GATE |

g7 6. # 319! BI-1 I5Teh#er T $1 ST 6T 6T § [ FeT 1 & 25 g3
ferf@ea & G Annexure-‘B’ H SgTof 37 19T & 571 3198 eIa @10 Tef 13-
14, 35319 7R, SETAYY 9% Gt Tt & | 9T 59 SR # awY dard &
SHH [ JFIN & STag got & ? 3N FIT I T3 e 319! [AIAT HEr
T H gt §?

3caR 6. Aol 3799 GaRT & 18 57K BI-1, IITehAT I $ o] R 86
forar & | 3a# 3137 Fr giafsear gof 8 577 &@rM /s R.R.Textile Mills &
AR &ar Gecrel Got o781 & | # so7 giafsedl & &ld 1 Eqse #7at H e
& | AT GoS FHTP 1 25 T H Got ol HAH F ARY ¥ 7,75,000/- H #Y
GIRTIeRT &1 M /s R.R.Textile Mills &I [AIAT 1T & 3ictrar FfaReFT
T I FAd §T FIRITT 8 FAMT FRA & IR 3T T [AFHFTR
JHTIFH T ST Fe T TeTA GATE |

14. Now in order to know that whether the assessee has offered any
explanation to the excess stock, excess cash or receivable from sundry
parties, from perusal of the statements in the reply given by the
assessee in Question No.3, 5 and 6 we find that assessee has
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categorically accepted that “he is unable to explain the source of excess
cash, excess stock and unaccounted receivables”. There is no other
evidence brought on record by the assessee to show that some
unaccounted purchases for the year or unaccounted sales or unrecorded
sales happened during the year or details of the debtors which can show
the nexus of the surrendered income as business income for the year
under consideration.”

We observe that the issue, facts and law involved in this decision are exactly
same as of the present appeal before us. Therefore, this decision is directly

applicable and we are bound to follow the same.

11. Now we would like to deal with the decisions cited by Ld. AR. In
Hon’ble ITAT, Chandigarh in Famina Knit Fabs Vs. ACIT, ITA No.
14945/Chd/2017 order dated 08.02.2019, the issue was related to set-off
of loss against undisclosed income which is not before us. Further, there was
undisclosed income comprising of unaccounted receivables, sundry creditors
& advances of business, gross profit on unrecorded sales, investment in kothi
and loose papers but there was no issue of excess cash. Moreover a closer
scrutiny of the decision demonstrates that the Hon’ble Bench has accepted
only unaccounted receivables, sundry creditors & advances of business and
gross-profit as business-income. But the Hon’ble Bench has clearly held the
investment in Kothi and income arising from loose papers was taxable u/s 69
to 69C for the reason that the assessee had not explained the source of those
incomes. Next is the decision of Hon’ble Rajasthan High Court in CIT Vs.
Bajrang Traders, DBIT No. 258/2017 dated 12.09.2017, wherein the issue
involved was of excess stock of business. Next is the decision of Hon’ble
ITAT Jodhpur in Lovish Singhal & Others V/s ITO, ITA No.
143/Jodh/2018 order dated 25.5.2018. This decision of Hon'ble Jodhpur
Bench is also not applicable since the decision is of the Single Bench and is
not binding on double bench of Tribunal. With this very reasoning, the Indore
Bench has already dissented from this decision of ITAT Jodhpur, in Rajesh
Kumar Bajaj ITA No. 16/Ind/2019, order dated 09.03.2020 (supra). Next
decision of Hon’ble ITAT Ahmedabad Bench in Chokshi Hiralal Mangilal
Vs DCIT, ITA No. 3281/Ahd/2009 order dated 14.10.2009 is also not
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relevant because section 115BBE was not existing in the statute at that time.
Next decision of Hon’ble ITAT, Guwahati in Abdul Hamid Vs. ITO (2020)
117 taxmann.com 986 was concerned with the undisclosed income
embedded in the undisclosed business receipts / turnover. Lastly in the
decision of Hon’ble ITAT, Chandigarh in Shri Bhuwan Goyal Vs. DCIT, ITA
No. 1385/Chd/2019, the assessee explained his real estate business as
source of undisclosed income. Further the Hon’ble Bench also observed that
section 115BBE, as existing at that time, was not applicable because the
assessee declared undisclosed income in the return filed u/s 153A and not in
the return filed u/s 139. Thus, we observe that all these decisions have
different facts or law and do not help the assessee. At the same time, we also
observe that the decision given by this Indore Bench in Rajesh Kumar Bajaj
ITA No. 16/Ind/2019, order dated 09.03.2020 (supra) is directly

applicable to the assessee.

12. We would also like to address one important plea taken by Ld. AR
about the contradictory approach of Ld. CIT(A). The Ld. CIT(A) has accepted
the unaccounted debtors of Rs. 24,80,000/- as part of business-income u/s
28 taxable at normal rate and the revenue has not challenged this action of
Ld. CIT(A). But the Ld. CIT(A) has concluded excess-cash as deemed income
u/s 69A taxable at higher rate u/s 115BBE. For this plea taken by Ld. AR,
we have perused the order of Ld. CIT(A). We observe that the Ld. CIT(A) has
given sufficient findings and analysis of legal precedents for arriving at his
conclusions. Ld. CIT(A) has also reproduced the statements of assessee in his
order. Based on those statements, the Ld. CIT(A) has observed that the
assessee has co-related unaccounted debtors with the business, but when it
came to excess-cash, the assessee has stated it to be from undisclosed
sources. Therefore we do not find anything wrong in the conclusions made by

Ld. CIT(A).

13. In view of above discussion, we are of the considered view that the
impugned excess cash of Rs. 7,57,290/- found by the revenue during survey-

proceeding attracted section 69A as well as section 115BBE of the act.
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Therefore, we agree that the lower authorities have rightly invoked /

confirmed that the excess cash is taxable u/s 69A read with section 115BBE.

The conclusions taken by lower authorities do not require our interference.

14.

In the result, ITA No. 245/Ind/2021 is dismissed.

ITA No. 246/Ind/2021 - in the case of Shri Lokesh Mangal:

15.

16.

In this appeal, the assessee has raised following Grounds:

“1. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law
the Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the provision of section 69A of the
Income Tax Act on the amount of additional income of Rs. 2,68,555/- as
offered during the course of survey on account of excess cash found
during survey even when the only source of income of the appellant was
Jrom his business and liable to tax under section 28 to 44 of the Income
Tax Act. Thus, the provision of section 69A of the Income Tax Act as
maintained by the ld. CIT(A) on additional income was neither legal nor
proper.

2. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law the
Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the chargeability of tax at higher rate
by invoking the provision of section 115BBE of the Income Tax Act on
additional income of Rs. 2,68,555/- as offered during the course of
survey on account of excess cash found. The tax as charged at higher
rate on additional income was neither legal nor proper.

3. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law,
the Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining addition of Rs. 9,962/- to the total
income of the appellant in respect of Gross Profit on shortage of stock
of Rs. 99,624/- was neither legal nor proper.

4. The appellant reserves his right to add, alter and modify the grounds
of appeal as taken in the present appeal.”

First we take up Ground No. 1 and 2 which deal with the

characterization of excess-cash of Rs. 2,68,555/- found during survey. We

observe that the facts and law are identical to ITA No. 245/Ind/2021. But

there is some difference in the wording of question raised by authorized

officer and reply given by the assessee, which for the sake of completeness,

we reproduce below:
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“UReT 241  GIRTUT HRAATEY & GRIeT 3Tk cTGHT IR & Fel w73Te; TR 2. 9,55,850/-

9Tecl €5 & Siafeh 3ass Balance Sheel & 37eToR =i 05.02.2019 & Cashin
Hand %. 6,87,295/- & | 3 YehX 191G, UTA ¥. 2,68,555/- 37Tk Ue g3 g
5 3718 TRY Y HoAT TS Y |

3cck- AT, 3 T AR T, 2,68,555/- I TISE Flel H AL | 5600 AT & H 50

TRy Y 3 ATe] faec I b 3TENI 3T AT §U AIRIIVT & FATIA T §

| 36 9 ST Y T AT ITTAA AT & §I H FHY I 3Tl FleT I T
g | ¢

However, we find that the essence and effect is same as in ITA No.
245/Ind/2021. Therefore, following our view in earlier paragraphs, we

dismiss assessee’s Ground No. 1 and 2.

17. Now we take up next Ground No. 3 which relates to the addition of Rs.
9,962 /-. During survey proceeding the physical verification of stock was
carried out wherein it was observed that the available stock was of Rs.
31,25,338/- as against the stock of Rs. 32,24,962/- shown by books of
account. Thus, the physical stock was found to be short by Rs. 99,624/-.
During assessment-proceeding, the Ld. AO treated this short-stock as
unaccounted sales out of books of account, estimated profit @ 10% on Rs.
99,624 /- and thereby made an addition of Rs. 9,962/-. Ld. CIT(A) has also
confirmed this addition. Before Ld. AO as well as Ld. CIT(A), the assessee
submitted that the difference of Rs. 99,624/- is a very petty difference which
can occur due to hasty physical verification as well as sudden preparation of
books of account and hence the difference should be ignored. However, the

lower authorities did not accept this submission of assessee. Before us, the
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Ld. AR pleaded the same submission. We observe that the difference of Rs.

99,624 /- is very nominal and it can happen despite of all care in carrying out

physical verification as well as preparation of books. Further, the difference

of Rs. 99,624 /- has ultimately resulted into addition of Rs. 9,962/-. We

observe that the tax effect on Rs. 9,962/- shall be very negligible. Hence in

order to impart a justice and taking a holistic and practical view, the addition

of Rs. 9,962/- deserves to be deleted. We, therefore, direct the Ld. AO to

delete this addition. Accordingly, Ground No. 3 of assessee is allowed.

18.

In the result, ITA No. 246/Ind /2021 is partly allowed.

ITA No. 247/Ind/2021 - in the case of Shri Aashish Mangal:

19.

20.

In this appeal, the assessee has raised following Grounds:

“1. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law
the Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the provision of section 69A of the
Income Tax Act on the amount of additional income of Rs. 8,15,000/- as
offered during the course of survey on account of excess cash found
during survey even when the only source of income of the appellant was
Jrom his business and liable to tax under section 28 to 44 of the Income
Tax Act. Thus, the provision of section 69A of the Income Tax Act as
maintained by the ld. CIT(A) on additional income was neither legal nor
proper.

2. That on the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law the
Ld. CIT(A) erred in maintaining the chargeability of tax at higher rate
by invoking the provision of section 115BBE of the Income Tax Act on
additional income of Rs. 8,15,000/- as offered during the course of
survey on account of excess cash found. The tax as charged at higher
rate on additional income was neither legal nor proper.

3. The appellant reserves his right to add, alter and modify the grounds
of appeal as taken in the present appeal.”

These Grounds deal with the characterization of excess-cash of Rs.

8,15,000/- found during the survey. We observe that the facts and law are
identical to ITA No. 245/Ind/2021. But there is some difference in the

wording of question raised by authorized officer and reply given by the

assessee, which for the sake of completeness, we reproduce below:
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IS AT FIISSTT TR FHETOT FIIAET & SRIT Ahs H1 Hifaw
g9 fohar a1 ToTereh 3TER 31T cqaaTiae IRER & el 3. 21,96,630/-
I I § STafoh MU WMaTSedl ¥l A, AT ShTolehl <1397 7 3T &I AHs AV
%. 7,82,608/- 3TUehT oFE 3Tt UehI3UC H HTTET & | HUAT S e T T 1
TIST HL ?

ot & Het qF A gdrn &% 58 cgaaris aRew & A T i sl
et HT TerehT CFZaT & AT & A 1S 4 Sraes FHarel AT WISy Hhed AT
feear S ot Femfore &1 STl & | 2l el shr oier afgar off &t aRe &
FHeged 9¥ Telly HITred3i OX HeT & STTell § T el shdfet T Uehs of Tgr
R T STl & | & AEd srforer i3 gur Ay fear 23 &1 3mer fr s
T EII ol T Y T § | Toraeh 31eTar A4 A7 hiforehr 391 7 Aehg
AV F. 7,82,608/- G Wr & aur Ay feear ¢fEar 1 A3 A i 5. 5,99,022/-
i SE ST Fevell § | 38 YR U 2l el & Ahs AY el 3.

13,81,630/- (iRt 7,82,608/- + fe=ar 599,022/-) oA 3% TS &
3TTER 3T § 3T 37 T AR . 8,15,000/- Bl ¢ i fob 3meh 2@ sitfaien
AT & 39T Uhs T & & 7 37 W & | 3T Ushs i Fr afy

3. 8,15.000/-afrﬁwwamﬁm€r§ | ﬁ?ﬁ?&aﬁmméﬁsa@m
i i TfA 5. 8.15.000/- AN IrN™T Tl & 3T & T & awgor &
forT =ref fareat a 1 31 & &9 # gAfdT AT g | ¢

However, we find that the essence and effect is same as in ITA No.

245/Ind/2021. Therefore, following our view in earlier paragraphs, we

dismiss assessee’s Ground No. 1 and 2.

21. In the result, ITA No. 247/Ind/2021 is dismissed.
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Shri Shyamlal Goyal & others
ITA No.245 to 247/Ind/2021
Assessment year 2019-20

22. Thus, in the result, ITA No. 245/Ind/2021 is dismissed, ITA No.
246/Ind /2021 is partly allowed and ITA No. 247/Ind/2021 is dismissed.

Order pronounced as per Rule 34 of LT.A.T. Rules 1963 on
29.06.2022.

Sd/- Sd/-
(MAHAVIR PRASAD) (B.M. BIYANI)
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