
  

 

आयकर अपीलीय अिधकरण ‘ए’ �ायपीठ चे�ई म�। 
IN THE INCOME TAX APPELLATE TRIBUNAL 

‘A’ BENCH, CHENNAI  
 

 

माननीय +ी मनोज कुमार अ/वाल ,लेखा सद4 एव ं
माननीय +ी मनु कुमार िग7र, �ाियक सद4 के सम8। 

BEFORE HON’BLE SHRI MANOJ KUMAR AGGARWAL, AM 
AND HON’BLE SHRI MANU KUMAR GIRI, JM 

 

आयकरअपील स.ं/ ITA No.439/Chny/2024 

(िनधा9रणवष9 / Assessment Year: 2017-18) 
Smt. Jayasudha Ravikumar 

#63, Dr.Radhakrishnan Nagar, 

Thiruvottiyur, Chennai-600 019. 

बनाम/  
Vs. 

ITO 
Non-Corporate Range-4 

Chennai. 

�थायीलेखासं./जीआइआरसं./PAN/GIR No. ALCPR-8770-R 

(अ पीलाथ�/Appellant) : (� थ� / Respondent) 
 

अपीलाथ� कीओरसे/ Appellant by : Shri Y. Sridhar (FCA) -Ld.AR 

� थ�कीओरसे/Respondent by : Shri R. Mukundan (JCIT)-Ld. Sr. DR 

 
सुनवाई की तारीख/Date of Hearing  : 12-06-2024 
घोषणा की तारीख /Date of Pronouncement : 18-06-2024 

 

आदेश / O R D E R 
 
Manoj Kumar Aggarwal (Accountant Member) 
 

1.  Aggrieved by confirmation of penalty u/s 271D for Rs.7.50 Lacs for 

Assessment Year (AY) 2017-18, the assessee is in further appeal before 

us. The impugned order has been passed by learned Commissioner of 

Income Tax (Appeals), National Faceless Appeal Centre (NFAC), Delhi 

[CIT(A)] on 17-01-2024 in the matter of impugned penalty levied by Ld. 

Assessing Officer [AO] u/s. 271D of the Act vide order dated 29-09-2022.  

In the penalty order, the penalty has been levied on the finding that the 

assessee along with other three joint owners sold certain property for 



2 

  
 

 

 

Rs.70 Lacs. The amount of Rs.40 Lacs was received through cheques 

but the remaining payment of Rs.30 Lacs was apparently received in 

cash. The Ld. AO, invoking the provisions of Sec.269SS, show-caused 

the assessee for levy of penalty u/s 271D. Though the assessee 

submitted that she received cash of Rs.0.75 Lacs only, the same could 

not be established. Accordingly, Ld. AO levied proportionate penalty of 

Rs.7.50 Lacs. The Ld. CIT(A) confirmed the same against which the 

assessee is in further appeal before us. 

2. The Ld. AR has relied upon the decision of Chennai Tribunal in the 

case of Nordeen Ahmed Amina (ITA No.1118/Chny/2022 dated 26-07-

2023) as well as another decision in the case of Shri R. Dhinagharan 

(HUF) (ITA No.3329/Chny/2019 dated 29-12-2013) deleting penalty on 

similar facts. The copies of the orders have been placed on record. 

3. Upon perusal of these decisions, we find that Tribunal in the case 

of Nordeen Ahmed Amina (supra)  has deleted the penalty on the 

ground that substantial sale consideration was received in cheque. The 

sale transaction was duly evidenced by registered document / deed. The 

provisions of Sec.269SS were mainly to curb generation of black money 

which component was absent in the facts of the case. Accordingly, the 

penalty was deleted. Similarly, in the case of Shri R. Dhinagharan 

(HUF) (supra), the bench observed that the new penal provisions as 

brought in by Finance Act, 2015 would apply only to advance receivable 

and the provisions would not apply to transaction that has happened at 

the time of final payment and at the time of registration of sale deed 

when the payment has happened before sub-registrar. Applying the ratio 

of these decisions, we delete the impugned penalty. 
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4. The appeal stand allowed.  

Order pronounced on   18th June, 2024 

 
 

                           Sd/-    
            (MANU KUMAR GIRI) 

�ाियक सद4 / JUDICIAL MEMBER  

 
 

                           Sd/- 
      (MANOJ KUMAR AGGARWAL) 

लेखा सद4 / ACCOUNTANT MEMBER 

 
चे4ई Chennai; िदनांक Dated :  18-06-2024 
DS 
 

आदेशकीNितिलिपअ/ेिषत/Copy of the Order forwarded  to : 

1. अपीलाथ�/Appellant  

2. � थ�/Respondent   

3. आयकरआयु=/CIT, Chennai. 

4. िवभागीय�ितिनिध/DR  

5. गाडBफाईल/GF  


