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(1) This writ petition is directed against the assessment order dated 29.12.2017
passed under Section 143 (3) read with Section 147 of the Income Tax Act, 1961
(henceforth “Act, 1961”).

(2)  Learned counsel appearing for the petitioner would submit that impugned order
is without jurisdiction and without authority of law, which is liable to be set aside and
relied upon the judgment rendered by this Court in Writ Petition (T) No. 177 of 2016,
decided on 19.06.2017 (Smt. Kamala Ojha Vs. Income Tax Officer-1 and four

others).



D/-

(3)  Per contra, learned counsel for the respondents would submit that order of
assessment dated 29.12.2017 is appealable under Section 246-A of the Income Tax
Act, 1961 (henceforth “Act, 1961”) before the Commissioner, Income Tax (Appeals)
and even against order of Commissioner, Income Tax (Appeals), the petitioner can file
appeal before the Income Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 254 of the Act, 1961
and then he has further remedy of filing appeal before this Court under Section 260-A
of the Act, 1961 there-against, therefore, the instant writ petition, which is directly filed

before this Court, is not maintainable.

(4) | have heard learned counsel appearing for the parties and perused the order
impugned with utmost circumspection.

(5)  Since the alternative efficacious remedy under Sections 246-A, 254 & 260A of
the Income Tax Act, 1961 is available to the petitioner, this Court is not inclined to
entertain this writ petition and the judgment in case of Smt. Kamla Ojha (supra) is
clearly distinguishable to the facts of the present case. However, petitioner is granted
three weeks' time to prefer appeal before the said authorities and, in turn, the said
Authorities shall consider and decide the same on merits in accordance with law

expeditiously.
(6)  With the aforesaid observations, the writ petition stands finally disposed of.

Sd/-

(Sanjay K. Agrawal)
Judge






