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A /ORDER

PER MAHAVIR SINGH, VICE PRESIDENT:

This appeal by the assessee is arising out of the order of
Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals), National Faceless Appeal
Centre, Delhi in Appeal No. CIT(A), Chennai-6/10341/2019-20,
order dated 02.08.2021. The return of income was processed by the
ADIT, CPC, Bangalore for the assessment year 2018-19 u/s. 143(1)
of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (hereinafter the ‘Act’) vide order dated

12.02.2020.
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2. At the outset, the Id.counsel for the assessee drew our

attention to Ground No.5, which reads as under:-

5. The CIT(A) erred in deleting the appeal assuming that the issue involved
was deduction u/s.80P(2)(a) though in the appellants case, the issue
involved was exemption of the appellant’s income u/s.10(25)(iv).

3. The Id.counsel for the assessee took us through the order of
CIT(A) and stated that the issue before CIT(A) was adjudication of
exemption u/s.10(25)(iv) of the Act, whereas CIT(A)’s decision is on
the issue of 80P(2)(a) of the Act. The Id.counsel stated the CIT(A)
was not at all aware and it seems that it is a cut, paste order and

decision given on the facts of some other case.

4, When these facts were confronted to Id. Senior DR, he could

not controvert the above fact situation.

5. After hearing both sides and going through the order of
CIT(A) particularly decision, we noted that the issue before CIT(A)
for adjudication was exemption u/s.10(25)(iv) of the Act and not,
what he has adjudicated i.e., the claim of deduction u/s.80P(2)(a) of
the Act. Hence, we set aside the order of CIT(A) and remand the

matter back to his file for fresh adjudication. Needless to say, the
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CIT(A) will allow reasonable opportunity of being heard to the

assessee.

6. In the result, the appeal of the assessee is allowed for

statistical purposes.

Order pronounced in the open court on 28" June, 2022 at
Chennai.
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