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+ :ITA 225/2017

THE PR. COMMISSIONEROF INCOMETAX-4 Appellant
Through: Mr. RuchirBhatiawith Mr. Gaurav
Khetarpal&Mr. PuneetRai, Advs.

versus

GH MONEY HNANCIALSHRVlCIiSPVT.LTD. Respondent
Through: Mr. SachitJolly,Adv. for

+ ITA 433/2017

triePRlKtCIPALCOMMISSIONEROF INCOMETAX, DELHI-2
^....Appellant .Through: Mr. Rahul Kaushik,SeniorStanding

Counselfor IncomeTax Deptt.

versus

. GE MONEYFINANCIALSERVICEPVT. LTD. .....Respondent
through: Mr. SachitJolly,Adv.

CORAM:

HON'BLEMR. JUSTICES. RAVINDRABHAT
HON'BLEMR/JUSTICESANJEEVSACHDEVA

ORDER

01.11.2017

The question of law urged by the Revenue is with respect to the
treatmentof loss on sale ofloan portfolio,which was not acceptedas falling
in the capital stream but treated as income. The assessee, anon-banking
financialcompany,had reliedupon Section36(2)(i)whichreads as follows:
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^^^^^of,thefollowmgprovisionsshallapply.
'"f deductionMl be allowedunless such deh,

been taken into account,n
€ the assesseeOfthepreviousyear in

'^^reofZntZiit
th„ ^^''^ents money lent inthe ordina^courseofthe businessofbankingor ,mn^
te"d,ngwhichis carriedon by theJsessee.^ ^ :

„ Courtnoticesthat the assesseerelied upon an identicaltreatmentofas.™lar^ountfor the previousyear i.e. A.Y. 2004-05and the orderoC
theTnbunal. "

Having regard to the above, the Court is of the opinion that no
substantialquestionoflaw arises. The appealsare thereforedismissed. •
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