Appeal against Order dated 24/01/2017 of the Commissioner of Income-tax (Appeals) 43, New Delhi in the case of Jimmy Resorts Pvt Ltd in order dated 03/02/2014 under Section 201(1) /(1A) passed by Assistant Director of Income-tax (International Taxation), Chandigarh:
Grounds of Appeal 
1. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned Commissioner of Income-tax (Appeals) [CIT(A), In short] has erred in confirming / sustaining the order dated 03/02/2014 of learned Assistant Director of Income-tax (International Taxation) (In short, the AO) passed under section 201 (1)/(1A) of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (In short, the Act) by holding the appellant as assessee-in-default for the purpose of  Section 195 of the Act;
2. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in holding that irrevocable power of attorney was given by Ms. Karamjit Kaur, the daughter to her father, Shri S. Rachhpal Singh only to manage and sign on her behalf;
3. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in holding that property effectively and actually remained in the ownership of the daughter, Ms. Karamjit Kaur; 
4. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in holding that prima facie default of the Payer, That is, the appellant is established;
5. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in holding that father, Shri S. Rachhpal Singh was merely acting as agent of the non-resident seller, Ms. Karamjit Kaur;
6. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in holding that Shri S. Rachhpal Singh never became the de facto owner of the property thus misinterpreting relevant provisions in respect of power of attorney;
7. [bookmark: _GoBack]On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in treating the payer-appellant as assessee-in- default notwithstanding the fact that no assessment has been made either of Ms. Karamjit Kaur, the non-resident nor of Shri S. Rachhpal Singh as agent of the  non-resident daughter Ms. Karamjit Kaur;
8. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case and in law, learned CIT(A) has erred in placing reliance on certain case laws by mis-reading, Mis-construing, mis-interpreting and erroneously applying to the facts and circumstances of the present case.    


