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This appeal by the Revenue unrder Section 26DA of tl;e Income-tax
Act, 1961 is directed against an order, dated 27Jannary 2003, passed by the
Income-tax Appeltate Tribunal Dethi Bench-D, New Dethi (for short the
Tribunal) in TTA No.1151/Del/98 pentaining to the assessment year 1995-96.
4 According to the Revenue, the following suhstantial questions of

law arise out of the impugned order:

“1. Whether the TTAT was correct in confirming the order
of the CIT(A) and thereby holding that the depreciation of
Rs.60,75,236/- is to be allowed to the assessee on the
increased cost of machinery due to fluctuation in the ratio of
exchange as on the last date of the accounting year ?

2. Whether the TTAT was correct in allowing the increased
depreciation on the increased cost of plant and machinery
when the increased liahility to pay did not accrue during the
relevant year ?
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3. Whether the ITAT was correct in allowing the
depreciation of Rs.60,75,236/- computed on increased

cost/WDV of plant and machinery on account of exchange
rate fluctuation accounted for in the earlier years 77

We find that while dismissing the Revenue's appeal on the issues
raised, the Tribunal has merely relied on its earlier orders in the case of the
assessee itself for the assessment years 1990-91 to 1992-93. Mr. R.C. Pandey,
learned senior standing counsel for the Revenue, candidly admits that orders of
the Tribunal pertaining to the said assessment years have attained finality,
inasmuch as these have nnt heen challenged by the Revenue. ’

In view of the statement of the learned counsel and having regard to
the fact that in the impugned order there is no discussion by the Tribunal on the
issue, we are of the view that the order of the Tribunal is incapable of being
examined by this Court. 1n this factual scenarin, the impugned order does not
involve any substantial question of law.  Accordingly, we decline to enterain

the appeal. Dismissed.
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