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‘MET'HQDS\ DEPLOYED BY REVENUE FOR MAKING HIGH PITCHED

1) - ‘The Assessment Orders are drawn in complete v1olatcon of principles
of natm'al justice.

2) The Rcvenue has denied 1nspect10n of material used in the framing of
- the assessment order and providing copies of such matenal

3) That Wherever the assessee has asked for an opportumty of cross
exanunatlon of authers and providers of the material relied uporn for
i‘ammg the assessment order, the same has also been denied.

4) .The assesses nght to secure evidence lymg in the hands of third
- partieg has been denied despite legitimate requests to issue summons
u/s IBL to obtain such ev1dence

5} The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has deliberately- failed to cause enquiry and to
--ascertain —truth—-wherever it 'was possible *6 do so as to make
assumptzons and presumptlons and thereby make high pitched
add1t10ns

’6) - The Assessmg Officer has dehberately falled to make out his case so
‘ that the assessee cannot meet a rebut it. . :

7 That though the prov131ons of the IT Act prowde for it the Assessmg
- Officer has deliberately failed to seek explanations of the assessee
before . addltlons are made (e.g. Section 69 and other deeming -

provzsmns) ' ‘ ’

8) Despite havmg a duty the Assessing Officer has dehberately ignored
" recording or dealing with the explanations and submissions of the
: assessee and therefore passed orders which are not reasoned

9) The Assessmg Officer has deliberately reJected valid’ explanatzon
-~ given by the assessee to make high pitched additions.

10) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has made additions based on presumptions ,
o conJectures and ‘surtnises even Where 1t Was poss1b1e to ascertam
~facts. : :

. .

11) ‘The Assessmg O:Eﬁcer has made presumptton to make hlgh pltched
o add1t10ns W1thout adducmg any eV1dence in support thereof «

12) ‘The Assessmg Ofﬁcer in several cases made presumptxons for making
the addmons wh1ch are contrary tc ewdence on record and 1gnormg
ground realmes ' : : :

13) The: Assessmg Ofﬁcer has reJected the rehable evxdence of Books of
' Accounts W1th a v1ew to sustain patently high patchcd add1t10ns )

14) The Assessmg Officer has rejected books of accounts even after they
-~ were directed to be considered by superior authorltles viz. Hon’ble
ITAT. ' - A v

- 15) The Assesslng Officer has invoked the deeming provisions of the IT ‘
' “Act without -any valid justification and 1ncorrect1y apphed them SO as
to: malce h1gh p1tched assessment
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16)° The Assessmg Officer has made several~addlt10ns ‘without ralsmg any.

queries or disclosing the proposed addltlons so. that the assessee is
. not able to rebut the same. P

‘, 17) The Assessmg Officer instead of dlschargmg h1s onus has shlfted it on

the assessee by ashing him to verify the accuracy ‘of the compilations
of datsa ‘made by the department without disclosing the original
matenal to the assessee on which bas1s the department had comp11ed
the data L :

18) The Assessmg Officer has dehberately reserved a large number of .
- crucial queries and raised them at the fag end of the assessment and
progrésswely raise greater queries towards the end of time barring
assessment - 'to create a record but to depnve the assessee of an
opportumty to rebut them. : — :

19) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has made mulsiple add1t1ons for t.he same set of
transactmns both in the hands of brokers as well as chents

.20) The Assessmg Officer has assessed the brokerage firms for

transaclons undertaken for and on behalf-of clients by “presuming
tﬁat all such transact1ons are undertaken for self. ‘

‘ 21) The Assessmg Officer has deployed and changed the methods of

assessment for the same assessee year after year.

| 22) The Assessmg Officer has ignored / violated the b1nd1ng Judgments of

o superlor and h1gher courts without assigning any valid reasons.

23)  While the laW postulates making a best Judgment by estlmatmg an
income partlcularly taking into account the incomes earned in prior
‘years but by abusing the discretionary powers the Assessing Officer
has penahsed the assessee by making a worst possible estimate.

\

,24) The Assessmg Officer has violated well settled law and principles

govermng frammg of best Judgment assessments

; 25) The Assessmg Officer has palnted the assessee as a dehberate

~ defaulter a.nd created a record of non compliance so as to use it as an
‘excuse and a 11cense to make ‘a high pitched addltlons '

.26) The AsseSsmg Ofﬁcer has unjustifiably opposed apphcauons for

adducing addi#ional evidence at the appellate stage though he knew
very well the abnormal conditions prevailing with the assessee

27 ) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has denied credits for taxes already pa1d

28) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has disallowed 1eg1t1mate expenses

29) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has at several places used consohdated figures
-in the Assessment Order without providing for its breakup or
explaining the method and itemised break up of its. computation sc

S that assessee is denied an opportunity to rebut the false additions.

30) The assesses has not been granted insufficient time by the Assessmg
Officer to meet the queries and rejected the legltlmate applications for
seellng t1me for making comphance

: 31) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer when sees that the assessee has started malking

~compliance then prematurely closed the assessment proceedmgs
desp1te havmg time on hand.

32) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer stopped accepting subrmssmns and emdence -
well before the ﬁnahsatlon of assessment order though the law -



- stlpulates that- ewdence and submissions are bound to be accepted
and taken 1nto account t111 the order is signed.

33) . The Assessmg Officer resorted to backdatmg of the order for
- ALY, 1992~93 in order to shut out submissions and evidence.

- 34) The Assessmg Officer has sought enhancement ‘of the : income at the.
appellate stage by incorrectly applying / 1nvok1ng the prowsmn for
enhancement of income. «

SS) 'I‘he Assessmg Ofﬁcer has made several large but- totally incorrect
additions. by adoptmg the highest rates of stock’ pnces prevaﬂmg at

the em'i of the year

36) The Assessmg Officer has made several large but totaﬁ y- incorrect
additions by not takmg into account public information available
relating to’ stock prices, terms of 1nstruments such as eonversmn,
igno'rmg bonus 1SSue, etc. L

- 37) The Assessmg Ofﬁcer has lewed interest’ where 1t is not lewable in

. 38) ’I‘he Assessmg Oﬁ'icer has taken contrary stands to the stand taker Dy
- the revenue before the Hon’ble Special Court..

39) The ASse331ng Ofﬁcer has made presumptions that the shares are

Lo already sold by the notified entities at the highest pnces prevmhng on

31.8. 1992 even where the shares are not sold but in fact disclosed

- and handed over to the Custodian under the orders of Special Court.

- The Presumthon of sale is made contrary to the evidence collected by

“the revenue that shares have been reg1stered in the year 1893-94 in
names\ of several th1rd parties. :

40) V’I‘he Assessmg Officer has met certain large additions by doing a _}omt
o assessment of the three brokerage firms which is not permissible.





