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IN THE INCOME TAX APPELLATE TRIBUNAL CUTTACK BENCH CUTTACK

BEFORE SHRI GEORGE MATHAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
AND
SHRI MANISH AGARWAL, ACCOUNTANT MEMBER

ITA No.460 & 461/CTK/2024
(fRafwor af / Assessment Year : 2017-2018)

Arya Agri & Aqua Private Limited Vs | DCIT, Circle-1(1), Bhubaneswar
Plot No.A/10, Mancheswar
Industrial Estate, Bhubaneswar

PAN No. : AAJCA 5847 R

| (srfiarefT /Appellant) | ] (st / Respondent)
fAaifft it i@ /Assessee by | : | Shri P.R.Mohanty, Advocate
e $iT A & /Revenue by . | Shri S.C.Mohanty, Sr. DR
g9are &t arira / Date of Hearing : | 23/01/2025
=I9or %7 i@/ Date of Pronouncement | @ | 23/01/2025

AT/ORDER

Per Bench :

These two appeals are filed by the assessee against the order of Id.
CIT(A), National Faceless Appeal Centre (NFAC), Delhi, passed in IT
Appeal No.CIT(A), NFAC/2017-18/10048149 & CIT(A), Bhubaneswar-
1/10537/2018-19, vide DIN & Order No.ITBA/NFAC/S/250/2024-
25/1068127205(1) & ITBA/NFAC/S/250/2024-25/1065677607(1), both
dated 29.08.2024 & 14.06.2024 for the assessment year 2016-2017 &
2018-2019.

2. At the outset, on perusal of the appeal record, it is found that appeal
of the assesee for A.Y.2018-2019 is filed belatedly by 12 days and appeal
of the assesee for A.Y.2016-2017 is filed belatedly by 73 days. In both the
appeals, the assesee has filed condonation applications along with
affidavit stating sufficient reasons for delay in filing both the appeals. Ld.
Sr. DR did not object to condone the delay. Accordingly, we condone the

respective delay in filing both the appeals and appeals are heard finally.
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3. First, we shall take up the appeal of the assesee in

ITA

No.461/CTK/2024 for A.Y.2016-2017, wherein the assesee has raised the

following grounds :-

1.

That the impugned Appellate Order by the Commissioner of
Income Tax (Appeals), National Faceless Appeal Centre,
Income Tax Department, Govt. of India is bad in law and
without application of mind.

That the Ld. CIT(A) has erred in confirming the order of the
Assessing Officer assessing the taxable income of the
assessee based on erroneous facts and without applying his
mind while considering the agricultural income as unexplained
credit u/s 68 and accordingly made the addition of
Rs.1,88,34,720 and raised the demand against the assessee.
The assessee vehemently opposes such action of the
Assessing Officer and also aggrieved by the CIT(A) for not
allowing the appeal adjudicated in favour of the assessee
based on the facts of the case and consistent in recognizing
the income by the assessee for last several years. The
assessee prays before the Hon'ble Income Tax Appellate
Tribunal to reject the addition made by the AO and allow the
income as agricultural income and accordingly adjudicate the
matter in favour of the assessee. Therefore, the addition of
Rs.1,88,34,720 be deleted on the facts and circumstances of
the case.

That the Appellant craves the leave of the Hon'ble Bench to
add, alter, amend, modify, substitute, delete and/or rescind all
or any of the grounds of appeal, submit written submissions,
paper book and such other facts and figures before or at the
time of hearing of the case, if necessity so arises.

4. Brief facts of the case are that the assesee is a private limited

company, engaged in the business of cultivation of agriculture produce

and fishery products. The case of the assesee was selected for limited

scrutiny to verify the agriculture income claimed as exempt and the

assessment was completed vide order dated 29.12.2018, wherein the

addition of Rs.1,45,00,000/- was made u/s.68 of the Act by holding that

the agricultural income declared by the assesee is unexplained cash

credit. The assesee has claimed net agriculture income of Rs.96,28,307/-



ITA No.460&461/CTK/2024

out of gross receipt of Rs.1,45,40,415/- as exempt, however, since the
AO was of the opinion that no agriculture activity was carried out, he held
the agriculture income as unexplained and made the addition on the gross
agriculture income of Rs.1,45,00,000/- as unexplained cash credit u/s.68
of the Act. In first appeal, Id. CIT(A) confirmed the addition. Thus, the
assesee is in appeal before us.

5. During the course of hearing, Id. AR of the assesee submitted that
the assesee is having total approx 200 bighas of land situated in two
different areas and undisputedly the land in question is agricultural in
nature. On both the pieces of land, the assesee is having many ponds
where fishery products are produced and besides this agricultural produce
are also cultivated on the remaining part of the land. During the year out
of the total receipts of Rs.6,78,95,547/-, the sale of fishery products was
of Rs.5,33,55,132/- and sale of agricultural produce was of
Rs.1,45,40,415/-. The Id. AR submitted that the AO has not doubted the
income from fishery products, however, has doubted the agricultural
activity and made the addition on Rs.1.45 crores out of total agriculture
receipts holding the same as unexplained cash credit. The Id. AR
submitted that the assesee has claimed expenses which includes the
expenses on purchase of seeds for both the activities and while alleging
the agricultural income as unexplained, the AO observed that the assesee
has failed to produce the bills of seeds purchased. However, while
alleging so, the AO has adopted double standards where on one hand he

allowed the deduction towards purchase of seeds for fishery products and
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on other hand has doubted the purchase of seeds for agricultural
products. He further submitted that during the course of assessment
proceedings the Ward Inspector visited the land of the assesee to verify
as to whether the agricultural activities were actually carried out or not. He
further submitted that no order authorizing the inspector to make such
verification is made as is evident from the perusal of order sheet which is
placed in paper book. Ld. AR stated that as per the Inspector’s report, he
observed that there were no trees etc. were available as claimed by the
assesee for having agricultural income at the time of his visit which was
carried out in October, 2018. As per the Id. AR the Inspector visited the
land in October, 2018 when the assesee has almost shut down the
agricultural activity, therefore, when the Inspector visited lands of the
assesee, he could not find the trees from which the assesee has claimed
the agricultural income. Ld. AR stated that the visit of Inspector was after
more than 2 years from the end of previous year relevant to assessment
year under appeal. He further submitted that the inspector has made
verification from the local villagers, however, no enquiry whatsoever was
made from the employees of the assesee, who were available at the
premises and were involved in agricultural activity. Since the local
villagers are totally unrelated and outsiders, were not aware of activity that
was carried out by the assesee, thus, their version could not be relied
upon. Had the Inspector made the enquiry from the correct persons, the
true picture of the real nature of the activity carried out by the assesee

would come to surface. Ld. AR also filed certain photographs in the paper
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book which are placed at pages 103 to 108 containing the photos of
ponds as well as agricultural produces are clearly visible. Moreover,
during the course of hearing, a pen drive containing the video of total land
owned by the assesee was also submitted, which were played during the
course of hearing through computer and both the parties i.e. the Id. AR of
the assesee and the Id. Sr. DR had a look on the video. As per the said
video it is clearly visible that both agricultural as well as fishery production
activities were carried out by the assesee. These pen drives are placed
on record. The Id. AR also drew our attention to the report of Inspector
where he observed that some standing crop of paddy is there at the land
of the assesee in isolation patches which further established that
agricultural activities were carried out on the said laid while the Inspector
has visited. Ld. AR further drew our attention to the sanctioned letter
issued by the Bank of India, Jaydev Vihar Branch, Bhubaneswar where
the bank has allowed the credit facility to the assesee on the said land
and the funds were allowed to the production used for fisheries,
agricultural etc. From the perusal of the balance sheet also it appears that
during the year under appeal, there were outstanding balance of the bank
loan and it is an admitted fact that when a nationalized bank had made
the advances it had carried out the periodical visits to the borrowers
premises to confirm that the funds were utilized for which they were
granted and further periodic stock statements were also obtained by the
bankers to ensure that the credits facility was properly utilized and duly

supported by the securities. In view of these facts, the Id. AR prayed that
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assesee was actually carried out agriculture activity on the land besides
having fishery production, thus, the addition made by the AO holding
agricultural income as unexplained cash credit deserves to be deleted.

6. On the other hand, Id. Sr. DR vehemently supported the orders of
the lower authorities and submitted that the assesee has failed to
controvert the finding of the AO with regard to the agricultural activity
carried out at the land which are based on spot enquiry by Inspector.
Further the assesee has not produced entire bills & vouchers of expenses
claimed against agriculture income. Therefore, he requested for the
confirmation of the addition so made and confirmed by the lower
authorities.

7. We have heard the rival submissions and perused the material
available on record. In the instant case, one thing is not disputed by either
of the party that the land in question was agricultural land and is used for
agricultural purpose only. This fact is further confirmed by the Ward
Inspector, who visited the land for verification of the agricultural activities.

The report so submitted by the Inspector is reproduced as under :-
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8. From the perusal of the report of the Inspector, it is seen that he
admitted that in isolated patches standing crop of paddy is available.
Moreover, from the perusal of the report, we find that the Inspector has
failed to make proper and adequate enquiry nor had recorded statements
of any person. Further the Inspector had made enquiries from the local
villagers and had not confronted the employees of the assesee who were
not only taken care of the land but also actively engaged in the
agricultural activities and were available when he visited the land. It
appears that the Inspector chose not to make any enquiry from them to
ascertain true nature of the activity carried out. It is further seen from the
copy of the order sheet placed in the paper book pages 73 to 74 where
there is no entry of the AO deputing the Inspector for making spot
verification nor any entries made for submission of the report to the AO or

its further examination. The said order sheet is reproduced as below :-
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YA AGRI 8 AQUA PRIVATE LIMITED PAN : AAICASBATR
OT NO. A/10, MANCHESWAR LE. Asst. Year : 2016-17

ULGARH
Status : Compa
B IUBANESWAR -751010 e

Thir sssessee has e-filed return of income for the Assessment Year 2016-17 on 17/10/2016
disklosing total loss of Rs.40,09,417/-.

Thi above case has been selected for scrutiny assessment through CASS under “Limited” category.

Acqardingly notice u/fs 143(2) is issued to the assessee fixing the date of compliance on 29/08/2017
at £1:00 P.ma.

e e
oo

>o VY
e W S T N (e T S ~—
P [ | PSSP NS S e L %
( Clrctle — v Cud s e |
) NOTE Pl
SHEET 1 ERANRARAS
17O,
04.05.201 The digitally signed notice u/s.142(1) dtd.04.05.2018 generated from the ITBA and issued to -
the assessec through emall fixing the date of compliance on dtd.11.05.2018.

sl ssle 1R of e murecet T e i Reset
LN ’
::f.bw heari~e. . He 5 ortfes § O D . :H:{
@ ripev-dipvesr Lmtcle wolated S gt
-"v\o‘)_aquo_ = e vrewt Ratg of bosviog
| A G ag il >a e _.%f;:
‘ V/\*‘\\“ V Certified to bs True Copy

; ~ sF7  oAff T

faz= Marenan Roy
SRS WEree ey



8
ITA No.460&461/CTK/2024

9“2}}3!:.\’ A@\ The aateiece Ga 122 LD F\j\“’vc‘*\wq_- 3 \
’W{”fcz iu (L’PFQAY on ‘9’“2]9&!8.
A

Req

Bllif2ef #IR of-Ha attevee 0 Bs-tudvdls Fen
MPMY&J ‘Pn' [w"'""f o~ Aardi it WV;H%QK}’M:»
\

TRcane & olsstias wh *&‘m
\g §£‘T
] ‘B'V"f\\-k
25 . 12 218
Avremed e 142(2) of e IT Acd, 19¢4 on o doded Ancome, -f R

& 7 | 1,04 9 a {
‘q.-"‘\ﬁ §,90.986 /., reinivg %.L;g- Ro. 45,237,815/, YWayeod Nols,
s We 166 4- 4. IT Ac), 1061 oo 4 ' é
s |’ + Copy € arerrmend— ovclan | @ermpvetin sl
7 E |4 farad g Hae ‘o l
"r’SHEET | i omenres . Nokbee, e 1F4 wice O] .?"Hu. IT Aey
: s Ptuad o Heo ~mcen, B -Fw*wvm‘alm‘n? nace e ls mhb:.b,.a

Ko

27.02.2019 Puwlﬁ,' ohew ‘ e

Comme. modiea i |HM¢4°"‘MM. p

: CIT,
dati r{- covpliomen o 15.03 . 2040 :g"

|

| 5

|
is- 03 , \ \
20|49 || \&.m:uv\a, W AW ol Bt 2 fennQion © % e
. cLese g4
Ly BN - iy
‘ ‘ p-nrulvb} P«,-Lw.».nn‘ha ulst 290 C) e~ 2L E-T*-tf
Inftlatad o o 2018w et b g,
!-hU. Artpat R oF  4at e ppPwad | B

- Certified to be True Copy : ¥§/
R ey hoy Wiy

Asst {:amm.-‘.:sbner of Ince
ome Ta;
him.uu.uﬂ-rwc.ﬂ-‘.tllﬂmm-a?

9
9. The assesee has claimed expenses towards purchases of seeds.
The expenses pertaining to fishery business were allowed as claimed,
however, the AO has doubted the expenses claimed against agricultural

income by alleging that the same were without any supporting. Further

from the perusal of the video clip submitted by the assesee, the Id. Sr. DR
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has not doubted the agricultural activities carried out at the land. From the
perusal of the photographs also we found that the agricultural activities
were carried out on the said land. The Id AR also drew our attention to
few copies of the bills for purchase of fertilizers which are in paper book
placed before us. As perusal of the bills, it is seen that the bills are
relating to DAP, UREA, pesticides etc. which could only be used for
agricultural production and not for fishery production. All these facts lead
to believe that assesee was actively engaged in the agricultural activity
and, therefore, the receipts from the agricultural produce cannot be
doubted. This view is also supported by field enquiry report of the
Inspector where he very categorically observed that paddy was available
in patches at the land of assesee. Under these circumstances, we are of
the view that the assesee has been able to establish that agricultural
activity was carried out by it and further able to substantiate the
agricultural income earned from the sale of agricultural produce which
were cultivated on the land owned by it with all plausible evidences and,
therefore, the addition made on this account is hereby deleted and the
grounds of appeal of the assesee are allowed.

10.  Now, we shall take up the appeal of the assesee for A.Y.2018-2019
filed in ITA No.460/CTK/2024, wherein the facts are pari materia to the
facts discussed in the appeal for A.Y.2016-2017. As the arguments put
forth by both the parties are identical to the grounds raised for both the
years under consideration, except different in figures, therefore, the

reasoning given by us in the appeal i.e. ITA No0.461/CTK/2024 shall apply
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mutatis mutandis to the appeal of the assesee for A.Y.2016-2017 also.
Accordingly, we hold that the agricultural income declared by the assesee
is genuine and addition made in this regard is hereby deleted. Thus,
grounds of appeal of the assesee for this year also are allowed.
11. Inthe result, both appeals of the assesee are allowed.

Order pronounced in the open court on 23/01/2025.

Sd/- Sd/-
(GEORGE MATHAN) (MANISH AGARWAL)
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