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AMEA/ORDER

Per Bench :

This is an appeal filed by the assessee against the order, dated
31.12.2024 passed by the Id. CIT(A), National Faceless Appeal Centre
(NFAC), Delhi for the assessment year 2016-2017.

2. It was submitted by the Id. AR that the assessment order is a
separate order. The Assessing Officer had brought to tax the cash deposit
of Rs.32,58,000/- in the savings bank account of the assessee. It was the
submission that the bank account was used in the business activity of the
assessee. It was the submission that the assessee is in the business of
retail trade of cement, rod and other infra materials like order supply of
sand, solil, bricks etc. and also retail trade of paddy and other agricultural

products in his remote village. It was the submission that even before the
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|d.CIT(A) proper evidence have not been produced. It was the submission
that the assessee may be granted another opportunity to produce the
evidence before the Assessing Officer.

3. In reply, 1d.Sr. DR vehemently supported the orders of the Id.AO
and Id.CIT(A). It was the submission that the assessee’s business activity
itself is questionable. Ld. Sr. DR drew our attention to the assessment
order at page 3 para 4 wherein the Assessing Officer himself has stated
that the assessee has not provided any explanation regarding the nature
of the business. It was the submission that the order of the Assessing
Officer and Id. CIT(A) are liable to be upheld.

4, We have considered the rival submissions. A perusal of the present
facts of the case clearly shows that in pra 5.2 of the order, the Id.CIT(A)
has stated that the contention of the appellant/assessee is not acceptable
as no documentary evidence was provided by the assessee to prove its
claim. As it is noticed that the assessee has not produced any evidence
before the Id.AO nor before the Id.CIT(A), therefore, in the interest of
justice, the issues are restored to the file of the |d.AO for reajudication
after granting the assessee adequate opportunity of being heard.

5. In the result, appeal of the assessee is partly allowed for statistical
purposes.

Order dictated and pronounced in the open court on 14/08/2025.
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