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आदेश / O R D E R 

 

PER B.R. BASKARAN, ACCOUNTANT MEMBER   

 

The revenue has filed this appeal challenging the order dated 

28.03.2013 passed by Ld CIT(Appeals)-XII, Chennai and it relates to 

the assessment year 2006-07.  The revenue is aggrieved by the 

decision of Ld CIT(Appeals) in deleting the addition of ` 1.61 crores  
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made by the assessing officer relating to the difference in the 

outstanding balance of a creditor. 

 

 2.     We heard the parties and perused the record.  We notice that 

the revenue has carried out search and seizure operations u/s 132 of 

the Act on 26.7.2006 in the hands of Dodanavar Group of cases.  The 

assessee was also one of the companies of that Group.  The Assessing 

Officer noticed from the cash book seized at the time of search that 

the balance outstanding in the name of another concern named M/s 

Doddanavar Brothers was shown as `12,89,881/- as on 31.3.2006.  

The cash book pertained to the period from 3.12.2005 to the date of 

search.  However, in the balance sheet the outstanding balance 

against the above said party was shown as `1,74,48,075/- as on 

31.3.2006.  Hence the assessing officer assessed the difference 

between the two figures cited above, i.e. `1,61,58,194/- (wrongly 

mentioned as `1,16,58,194/-) as income of the assessee.  The Ld 

CIT(Appeals), however, deleted the said addition and hence the 

revenue is aggrieved. 

3.     A perusal of the order of Ld CIT(Appeals) shows that the first 

appellate authority has given a finding that the cash book seized at the 

time of search was  a petty cash book, which normally does not  
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contain Journal entry transactions.  Further he has noticed that the 

creditor cited above also belong to the same group and same set of 

employees were maintaining the books of both the companies.  

Further the above said party, M/s Doddanavar Brothers has shown the 

assessee as a debtor and has disclosed the outstanding balance as 

`1,76,41,469/-, which was higher than the amount disclosed by the 

assessee in its Balance Sheet.  Under these set of facts, the Ld 

CIT(Appeals) has held that the Assessing Officer was not justified in 

making this addition. 

 

4.     From the forgoing discussions, it may be noticed that the 

assessing officer has made the impugned addition by comparing the 

rough cash book with the Balance Sheet.  There should not be any 

dispute that the rough cash book is a temporary register maintained by 

the accounts department.  Further it is not the case of the revenue 

that any of the receipt shown in the rough cash book was not 

accounted for in the main cash book.  In the absence of such a 

finding, in our considered opinion, the rough cash book cannot form a 

basis for making the impugned addition.  Even otherwise, we notice 

that the Ld CIT(Appeals) has compared the balance available with the  
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other party and accordingly he has  rendered his decision.  Under 

these set of facts, we do not find any reason to interfere with the  

order passed by Ld CIT(Appeals).                       

   

5.    In the result, the appeal filed by the revenue is dismissed.      

 

     Order pronounced on the 19th day  of January, 2015, at Chennai. 
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