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AMI/ORDER

Per Sanjay Garg, Judicial Member:

The present appeal has been preferred by the assessee against the
order of the Learned Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals), National
Faceless Appeal Centre (NFAC), Delhi [hereinafter referred to as ‘CIT(A)’]
dated 20/06/2025 passed u/s.250 of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (hereinafter
referred to as ‘the Act’) for the Assessment Years (AYs) 2018-19.

2. The assessee, in this appeal, has raised the following grounds of appeal:
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“1. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case as well as law on the subject,
the learned commissioner of the Income Tax (Appeals) has erred in confirming the
action of the assessing officer in re-opening the assessment u/s.147 of the Act and
issuing notice u/s. 148 of the Income Tax Act.

2. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case as well as the law on the subject,
the learned Commissioner of the Income Tax (Appeals) has erred in confirming the
action of the Assessing Officer in making addition of Rs.22,85,010/- on account of
alleged unverified purchases treated alleged as unexplained credit u/s.68
rws.115BBE of the Income Tax Act, 1961.

3. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case as well as the law on the subject,
the learned Commissioner of the Income Tax (Appeals) has erred in confirming the
action of the Assessing Officer in initiating penalty proceedings u/s. 271AAC(1) of
the Income Tax Act, 1961.

4. On the facts and in the circumstances of the case as well as the law on the subject,
the learned Commissioner of the Income Tax (Appeals) has without considered
submission and passed ex-parte order and hence the case may please be set aside and
restored back to the CIT(A) or AO for sake of the interest of natural justice.

5. It is therefore prayed that the above addition may please be deleted as learned
members of the tribunal may deem it proper.

6. Appellant craves leave to add, alter or delete any ground(s) either before or in the
course of the hearing of the appeal.”

3. The brief facts of the case are that the assessee has filed his return of
income on 17/10/2018 of Rs.84,780/- for the year under consideration. As
per information through Insight Portal of the Department in respect of
enquiry conducted by Investigation Wing for the Financial Year (FY) 2017-18
relevant to AY 2018-19, the assessee had entered into transactions of
Rs.22,85,010/- with M/s.Namo Diamonds Pvt.Ltd., who was allegedly

engaged in bogus purchase/sale transactions during the FY 2017-18 relevant
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to AY 2018-19. The Assessing Officer (AO) reopened the assessment of the
assessee u/s.147 of the Act and finally, determined the total income of the
assessee at Rs.23,69,790/- making the addition of Rs.22,85,010/- on account
of alleged fictitious purchases from M/s.Namo Diamonds Pvt.Ltd.

4. Aggrieved order of the AQO, the assessee preferred the appeal before
the Ld. CIT(A). The Ld. CIT(A) confirmed the additions, so made by the AO.

5. We have heard the rival contentions of the Ld. Representatives of the
parties and gone through the record. At the outset, the Ld. Counsel for the
assessee has submitted that, in this case, the AO had made the impugned
additions merely on the basis of submissions without verifying the records
observing that the assessee had made bogus purchases from M/s.Namo
Diamonds Pvt. Ltd. He has further demonstrated that, in fact, the assessee
did not make the alleged purchases. The assessee, in fact, had made sales of
the said amount and the profit earned thereupon was duly offered for

taxation in the return of income.

6. We note that in this case, the AO had made the impugned addition
without application of mind and without correlating the information on
Insight Portal with the Income-tax return of the assessee. The AO had made
the addition on account of bogus purchases, whereas, the assessee, in fact,
had not made any such purchases. The profit element earned on the sales has
already been offered for taxation. Therefore, the impugned additions made
by the AO are not legally sustainable and the same are, accordingly, ordered

to be deleted.
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7. In the result, the appeal of the assessee stands allowed.

Order pronounced in the Open Court on 09/03/2026.

Sd/- Sd/-

( Narendra Prasad Sinha ) ( Sanjay Garg)
Accountant Member Judicial Member
UGG/ Ahmedabad, fa-i®/Dated  09/03/2026
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