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PER SATBEER SINGH GODARA, JM

This assessee’s appeal for assessment year 2018-19, arises
against the Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)/National
Faceless Appeal Centre [in short, the “CIT(A)/NFAC”], Delhi’s DIN
and order no. ITBA/NFAC/S/250/2024-25/1072279835(1), dated
17.01.2025 involving proceedings under section 147 r.w.s. 144 of
the Income-tax Act, 1961 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act)).

Heard both the parties. Case file perused.
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2. It transpires during the course of hearing at the outset that
both the learned lower authorities have treated the assesseee’s
exempt dividend income amounting to Rs.40,53,468 /- derived from
its investments made as unexplained cash credits under section 68
r.w.s. 115BBE of the Act in assessment order dated 27t March,
2023 as upheld in the lower appellate discussion.

3. We have given our thoughtful consideration to the assessee’s
and the Revenue’s respective vehement submissions against and
in support of the impugned addition. The Revenue, more
particularly, seeks to buttress the point that the learned
departmental authorities had carried out a search in question in
the “payee” group wherein it came across various serious
irregularities in payment of such dividends as discussed in the
Assessing Officer’s assessment findings.

4.  We find no reason to sustain the impugned addition. We make
it clear that not only the assessee/appellant has filed all the
relevant details in support of its dividend income but also there is
no nexus of any irregularity proved between this assessee and the
payer group which could warrant the impugned addition under

section 68 of the Act going by Sumati Dayal Vs. CIT (1995) 214 ITR
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801 (SC), CIT Vs. Durga Prasad More (1971) 82 ITR 540 (SC) and
PCIT Vs. NRA Iron & Steel Co. (2019) 412 ITR 161 (SC). We further
reiterate that the assessee has all along filed its entire detailed
evidence which has nowhere been specifically rebutted in both the
lower proceedings. We thus find merit in the assessee’s instant sole
substantive ground to delete the impugned addition of
Rs.40,53,468/- in very terms.

All other remaining pleadings between the parties stand
rendered academic.
4.  This assessee’s appeal is allowed.

Order pronounced in the open court on 22" January, 2026

Sd/- Sd/-
(AMITABH SHUKLA) (SATBEER SINGH GODARA)
ACCOUNTANT MEMBER JUDICIAL MEMBER

Dated: 22rd January, 2026.
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