/) S
— - AIETRIBUNAL INpAND Reve " Sy o

LAHORE. -NUE, LAHORE BENCH,
ITA No.1302/LB/2014 ©
( Tax Year 2009 ) -
M/s. Rawal Texti 3
. extile Mill :
s Ltd., Lahore, Appellant
Versus
The CIR, Zone-I, RTO, Lahore. ...Respondent
A g . H
Rg;)ellagt .by. Mr. Faisal Iqgbal Khawaja, Advocate
pondent by: Mr. Tahseen Muzafar, DR
Date of Hearing: 07.12.2015
Date of Order: ., 07.12.2015
ORDER
. Nazir Ahmad, (Judicial Member): The titled further appeal
~ g
F _ pertammg to tax year 2009 filed at the instance of the l'axpa\’("

from running a textile unit. Original assessment for the year
under consideration was ﬁna_lized ey 1617205 of the of the

A Income Tax Ordinance, 2001 (hereinafter called ‘the Ordinance’)
' : by treating the taxpayer company as taxpayer in default. The
said treatment was challenged in appeal before CIR(Appeals),

| 'who'vlde orcer dated 30.09.2011 remanded the case for denovo
proceedings. In compliance with the said order, the taxation

officer initiated re-assessment proceedings by way of issuance of
notice u/s 124/161/205 of the Ordinance dated 11.03.2013,

| -‘»f;,gwhlch was partially complied with by the taxpayer. Resultantly,
' .\roceedmgs culminated in passing of order u/s 124/161/205
e'l'rdmance dated 30.06.2013 creating a tax demand of
for the vyear under consideration.  Feeling
‘ yer preferred appeal before CIR(Appeals-11)
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4 Addition r,

Was uphelq. € on account of Salaries & Wages
") Addition made

on account of Travelling &
Conveyance Wwas deleted. ;

Jhe case on the issue regarding addition made
On account of Packing Material & Store
Consumpl:ion was r

iv)

€manded.

V) Addition Mmade on account of Freight & Carriage
Expenses was upheld.

Vi) Addition Mmade on

account of Forwarding
Expenses was upheld.

- Still discontented, the taxpayer has come up in further appeal

before this Tribunal on the strength of following grounds taken
ds per memo of appeal:-

i) That order No.40 dated 31.12.2013 received
2N 04.06.2014 passed by the CIR(App_eals-II.),
\NOre against order u/s 124/161/205 is bad in
and on the facts of the case.

“Pyfirmed  surcharge charged u/s 221'
‘ 00,035/- on purchases of raw materia
from sister concern.

e D) gt SR GIR (Appeals-11), Lahore has grred in
sl ok ~ confirming the following tax charged on:-

~

¥ ies & Wages. Rs.l,134,617//—
0 Professi harges. Rs. 9,884/-
: rqfe,s{sxonal Charg IS oy |
RSB )

Rsowidb 654/

ounting to
erial from
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Judgments has discouraged such like %
itude Therefore N the light of foregomg discussion, we have !
Option except g delete the addition Made under the heaq |

salaries and wages’. We ¢

( NAZIR AHMAD )
Judicial Member
. - Sd] ~
( MASOOD AKHTER SHAHEEDI )
Accountant Member
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