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Sr. no.
	Subject
	Comments / Recommendations

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to Section no.
Rule 11UB of IT Rules 1962 (referred in S. 9(1)(i) of ITA 1961)
Rule 10 of Draft IT Rules 2926 (referred in S. 9(2) of ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· The revised Rule 10(i)(iv) of the Draft IT Rules, 2026, contains an error in its cross-reference, as it incorrectly cites Section 9(10)(d)(iii) of ITA 2025 instead of the correct reference, which is Section 9(10)(d)(ii) of ITA 2025.
Recommendation:
· To ensure internal consistency, it is recommended that the incorrect reference made in Rule 10(1)(iv) be rectified by substituting the revised “S. 9(10)(d)(iii)” with the revised “S. 9(10)(d)(ii)”

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to Rule no.
Rule 11UB (referred in S. 9(1)(i))
Rule 11 (referred in S. 9(2))
	Rationale:
· The revised Rule 11(7) of the Draft IT Rules, 2026, contains an error in its cross reference, as it incorrectly cites revised Rule 11 and revised Rule 234, instead of the correct references, which are revised Rule 12 and revised Rule 235.
Recommendation:
· To ensure internal consistency, it is recommended that the incorrect reference made in Rule 11(7) be rectified by substituting revised R. 11 and revised R. 234 with revised R. 12 and revised R. 235, respectively.

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to section no.

Rule 11UC of IT Rukes 1962 (referred in S.9(1)(i) of ITA 1961)
Rule 12 of Draft IT Rule 2026 (referred in S.9 of ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· The revised Rule 12(1) of the Draft IT Rules, 2026, contains an error in its cross reference, as it incorrectly cites revised Section 9(2), instead of the correct reference which is revised Section 9(10)(a).
Recommendation:
· To ensure internal consistency, it is recommended that the incorrect reference made in Rule 12 be rectified by substituting revised “S. 9(2)” with revised “S. 9(10)(a)”

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to section no.
Rule 11UD of IT Rules 1962 (referred in S. 9 of ITA 1961)
Rule 13 of Draft IT Rules 2026 (referred in S. 9 of ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· Rule 13 of Draft IT Rules 2026 provides the for the threshold purposes of SEP. The provisions relating to “SEP” are contained in S. 9(9) of ITA 2025. 
· There is an incorrect referencing to sub section (8) instead of subsection (9) of S. 9 in Rule 13 of the draft IT Rules 2026. The correct reference of section number would be S. 9(9)(d)(i) and S. 9(9)(d)(ii).
Recommendation:
· To ensure internal consistency, it is recommended that the incorrect reference made in Rule 13 be rectified by substituting S. 9(8)(d)(i) and S. 9(8)(d)(ii) with 9(9)(d)(i) and S. 9(9)(d)(ii) respectively.

	1. 
	Remove duplication of definition of the term “date of commencement of operations” in Rule 36 of Draft IT Rules 2026.

Rule 11OA of IT Rules 1962 (referred in S. 35AD of the ITA 1961)
Rule 36 of Draft IT Rules 2026 (referred in S. 46 of the ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· Rule 36(5)(b) (affordable housing limb) states that “the date of commencement of operations of the project, being the date on which the project is sanctioned by the competent authority … shall be on or after 1 April 2011.” However, Rule 36(7)(b) already defines “date of commencement of operations” for affordable housing projects as “the date on which the project is sanctioned by the competent authority…”. 
· Re stating the definition inside the operative clause is redundant and departs from the “define once, apply many” drafting approach used elsewhere in Rule 36.
· Removing the repeated wording aligns the housing limb with clean drafting principles used elsewhere in Rule 36, avoids potential interpretive inconsistencies if future amendments touch only one location, and keeps the rulebase easier to maintain. The legal effect remains unchanged because the standalone definition in 36(7)(b) continues to govern; the clause would simply stipulate that the commencement date must be on or after 1 April 2011.
Recommendation:
· Delete the embedded definitional phrase from Rule 36(5)(b) and rely on the dedicated definition in Rule 36(7)(b).

	1. 
	Remove duplication of definition of the term “date of commencement of operations” in Rule 36 of Draft IT Rules 2026.

Rule 11OB of IT Rules 1962 (referred in S. 35AD of the ITA 1961)
Rule 36 of Draft IT Rules 2026 (referred in S. 46 of the ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· Redundant language in Rule 36(6)(c): The clause presently reads “the date of commencement of operations, being the date on which the commercial production of the unit commences, shall be on or after the 1st day of April 2014.” 
· However, Rule 36(8)(b) already defines “date of commencement of operations” for semiconductor units as “the date on which the commercial production of the unit commences.” This repeats the same definition in the operative condition, causing surplusage and an asymmetry vis à vis the housing limb (where the definition is housed only in its definitions sub rule 36(7)(b)).
· This duplication might create drafting inconsistency and is unlike the affordable housing limb, where the definition appears only in Rule 36(7)(b). Removing the repeated phrase will streamline the rule, avoid interpretive conflict, and maintain parallelism. The revised clause would simply state that the “date of commencement of operations shall be on or after 1 April 2014,” relying on the definition in 36(8)(b).
Recommendation:
· Delete the embedded parenthetical in Rule 36(6)(c) and rely on the definitions limb.

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to section no.
Rule 6ABBA of IT Rules 1962 
Rule 48 of Draft IT Rules 2026

	Rationale:
· Rule 48 of the draft IT Rules 2026 defines other electronic modes of payment for the purpose inter-alia Schedule VIII [Table: Sl. No. 1 clause (e) of column (D)]
· Schedule VIII to ITA 2025 provides for income not to be included in total income of political party and electoral trust. Column D of Sr. No. 1 provides for conditions to be satisfied to be eligible for exemption. Clause (d) & (e) of Column D reads as follows:
“(d) no donation exceeding ₹ 2,000 is received by such political party otherwise than by an account payee cheque drawn on a bank or an account payee bank draft or use of electronic clearing system through a bank account or through such other electronic mode as prescribed or through electoral bond; 
(e) the treasurer of such political party or any other person authorised by that political party in this behalf submits a report under section 29C (3) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) for such tax year;”
· As can be seen above, there is no reference to other electronic modes in clause (e). Thus, the reference is misplaced, and clause (d) should be referred.
Recommendation:
· To ensure internal consistency, it is recommended that the incorrect reference made in Rule 48 be rectified by substituting “[Table: Si.No 1 clause (e) of column (D)]” with “[Table: Si.No 1 clause (d) of column (D)]”

	1. 
	Erroneous reference to old/existing rules to be removed
Rule 6H of IT Rules 1962 (referred in S. 50B(3) of ITA 1961)
Rule 54 of Draft IT Rules 2026 (referred in S. 77(4) of ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· The revised Rule 54 of the Draft IT Rules, 2026, mistakenly starts with the text "6H." – which actually belongs to the existing Rule 6H under the erstwhile IT Rules, 1962. Although Rule 54 is meant to be independent in the new framework, this error causes confusion by incorrectly connecting it to the previous numbering system. 
Recommendation:
· The residual reference “6H.” should be deleted from revised Rule 54 to ensure clarity, accuracy, and proper alignment with the structure of the 2026 Rules.

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to Rule no.
Rule 10B of IT Rules 1962 
Rule 79 of the Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale:
· Rule 79(5) states that in a case where the most appropriate method for determination of the arm's length price of an international transaction or a specified domestic transaction is resale price method or cost plus method or transactional net margin method, then, irrespective of anything contained in sub-rule (10), the data to be used for analysing the comparability of an uncontrolled transaction with an international transaction or a specified domestic transaction shall be...
· Correction - sub-rule (10) should be substituted with sub-rule (4)
Recommendation:
· Correction – In Rule 79, sub-rule (10) should be substituted with sub-rule (4)

	1. 
	Rectification of incorrect reference to Rule no.
Rule 21AJA of IT Rules 1962 (Section 10(4D) of ITA 1961)
Rule 142 of Draft IT Rules 1962 (Schedule VI Note 1(g)(ii)(B) to ITA 2025)
	Rationale:
· In Rule 142(2) refers that exemption would be available only upon satisfaction of conditions specified in sub-rule (3) and (4). However, there is sub-rule (3) does not have any conditions and there is no sub-rule (4) in Rule 142. The condition regarding filling of Form 70 is specified in Rule 141(3).
Recommendation:
· In Rule 142(2), referencing of sub-rule to be updated to ‘sub-rule (3) of Rule 141’

	1. 
	Faceless assessment framework
Section 144B of the Income Tax Act, 1961, Rule 176 of Draft IT Rules 2026

	Rationale 
· Draft Rule 176 operationalises the faceless assessment framework under the Income-tax Act, 2025. However, certain drafting inconsistencies require correction to ensure procedural clarity and alignment with legislative intent.
· Rule 176(2)(i) provides that the Assessment Unit shall serve a notice under section 271 upon the assessee referred to in sub-rule (3)(h), calling upon the assessee to show cause as to why the assessment should not be completed to the best of judgment. However, the reference to sub-rule (3)(h) appears to be incorrect, as sub-rule (2)(h) deals with assessees who fail to comply with notices issued under the faceless assessment procedure. This is an apparent typographical error by referring to sub-rule (3)(h), whereas the relevant category of assessees—those who fail to comply with notices—is covered under sub-rule (2)(h).
Recommendation
· Recommend correction of the incorrect cross-reference in Rule 176(2)(i) from sub-rule (3)(h) to sub-rule (2)(h). Further, recommend suitable amendment to Rule 176(2)(x) to align with the Finance Bill, 2026 by providing for issuance of a single consolidated order for assessment and penalty.

	1. 
	Report of audit in the case of registered non-profit organisations under section 348 of ITA 2025

Section 12A(1)(b)(ii) of ITA 1961
Rule 188 of Draft IT Rules 2026 read with section 348 of ITA 2025
	Rationale
· Rule 17B read with Section 12A(1)(b)(ii) of the Income-tax Act, 1961 presently specifies Forms 10B and 10BB for furnishing the audit report. Rule 18B of the Draft Income-tax Rules, 2026 proposes Form 112 as the prescribed format for submission of the audit report. Form 112 structures the required disclosures through a series of schedules.
· However, the numbering of these schedules is not sequential, and certain schedule number C appears to have been inadvertently omitted. Although this appears to be a drafting or formatting oversight, it may lead to practical challenges in implementation.
Recommendation
· It is therefore recommended that Form 112 be reviewed and appropriately amended to ensure complete and sequential numbering of all schedules. Rectifying the numbering structure would remove ambiguity, improve clarity, promote consistency in reporting, and facilitate smoother compliance and administrative processing.

	1. 
	Method of valuation for the purposes of computing fair market value of assets and liabilities under section 352(2) of ITA 2025 for accreted income

Rule 17CB of IT Rules 1962 read with section 115TD of ITA 1961
Rule 189 of Draft IT Rules 2026 read with section 352(2) of ITA 2025



	Rationale
· Rule 17CB sets out the method for determining the fair market value of a charitable trust’s assets for computing accreted income under Section 115TD, which levies exit tax when a trust ceases to be eligible for exemption—such as on conversion, or dissolution without proper asset transfer.
· Accreted income becomes taxable when a charitable trust loses its exempt status due to events such as conversion into a non‑charitable form, merger with a non‑charitable entity, or dissolution without transferring its assets to another eligible charitable institution. 
· Similarly, Rule 189 read with section 352(2) of the ITA 2025 provides the valuation rules to be followed for determining the fair market value of assets aligned with this section. 
· However, an inconsistency appears within Rule 189(2)(IV). Rule 189(2)(IV) uses the wrong cross‑reference when describing how to value ‘other assets.’ It points to clauses (a), (b) and (c) when specifying the valuation approach for ‘other assets’, whereas the correct references should be (I), (II) and (III). This incorrect reference can create confusion for taxpayers as well as the tax department as it disrupts the internal consistency of the valuation structure and may lead to practical difficulties in interpreting the rule correctly.
Recommendation
· It is recommended that the cross‑reference in Rule 189(2)(IV) be corrected to refer to clauses (I), (II) and (III). Correcting the reference will ensure clarity, prevent misinterpretation, and maintain coherence across the valuation provisions. This small but essential amendment will support consistent application of the rule and reduce ambiguity for all stakeholders involved

	1. 
	Rule 44DAD of IT Rules 1962, (Section 245MA of ITA 1961)

Rule 199 of Draft IT Rules 2026 (section 379 of ITA 2025)


	Rationale 
Omission of Explanation in clause (i)(e) of Rule 199
· Under the earlier Rule 44DAD (2022 regime), clause (ii)(e) expressly included an Explanation:
“For the purposes of clause (e) of sub‑rule (ii), the variation in the specified order relating to default in deduction or collection of tax at source, shall refer to the amount on which tax has not been deducted or collected in accordance with the Act.”
· Such explanation provided clarification on how to compute the “variation” in orders under section 201 (TDS default) and section 206C(6A) (TCS default) and ensured uniform treatment of TDS/TCS default cases, preventing officers from inflating the “variation” by including interest, consequential additions, etc.
· However, in the new Rule 199 (Definitions for Rule 196 to 198 under the Section 379 of IT Act 2025), the corresponding clause (i)(e) includes no such Explanation, and no equivalent clarification exists in the Rule.
· Such omission creates material ambiguity because the term “aggregate sum of variations” is used identically in the new rule but is undefined—unlike the earlier rule.
Ambiguity in the ‘specific conditions’ for an Applicant under DRC regime in clause (ii)(E) of Rule 199:
· Clause (ii)(E) of Rule 199 states that a person is eligible only where proceedings under the Black Money Act (BMA) “have not been initiated” for the relevant tax year.
· Relevant extract reproduced below:
“(E) where he is not a person in respect of whom proceedings under the Black Money (Undisclosed Foreign Income and Assets) and Imposition of Tax Act, 2015 have not been initiated for the tax year for which resolution of dispute is sought.”
· Such draft, contains a double negative ~ “is not a person” & “in respect of whom proceedings… have not been initiated”
· On literal interpretation, clause means that taxpayer must be a person in respect of whom BMA proceedings have been initiated—because:
“Not a person in respect of whom proceedings have not been initiated”

logically resolves to:
“A person in respect of whom proceedings have been initiated.”
· This is opposite of the intended statutory purpose of DRC framework (which excludes persons with BMA proceedings) which is clearly expressed in erstwhile Rule 44DAD therefore suggesting an inclusion rather than an exclusion, thereby creating an internally contradictory definition of “specified person”.
Recommendation
· Omission of Explanation in clause (i)(e) of Rule 199
To maintain consistency with the earlier DRC design, ensure definitional continuity, and prevent arbitrary disqualification, it is recommended to reinstate or explicitly insert an Explanation in Rule 199 similar to the former Rule 44DAD text.
· Proposed text:
“Explanation —For the purposes of clause (i)(e), in respect of orders relating to default in deduction or collection of tax at source, the ‘variation’ shall mean only the amount on which tax has not been deducted or collected in accordance with the Act”
· Ambiguity in the ‘specific conditions’ for an Applicant under DRC regime in clause (ii)(E) of Rule 199:
Redraft the Rule to align with the original intent and ensure the clause operates as an exclusion, not an inclusion.
· Proposed text:
“(E) he is not a person in respect of whom proceedings under the Black Money (Undisclosed Foreign Income and Assets) and Imposition of Tax Act, 2015 have been initiated for the tax year for which dispute resolution is sought.”
· This removes double negative restoring clause’s original intent.

	1. 
	Application for grant of certificate for determination of appropriate proportion of sum (other than Salary), payable to non-resident, chargeable in case of the recipients

Rule 29BA of IT Rules 1962 (Section 195 of ITA 1961)
Rule 214 of Draft IT Rules 1962 (Section 395 of ITA 2025)


	Rationale
· Omission of reference to Electronic Filing and Verification (DSC/EVC)
The draft Rule 214(1) does not make reference for furnishing respective Form electronically and verified via DSC or electronic verification code (‘EVC’).
· Omission of system management role of PDGIT/DGIT (Systems)
No reference in draft Rule 214 vis-à-vis existing Rule 29BA relating to ‘PDGIT or DGIT (Systems) must create and manage all technical systems, security processes, and data‑handling standards needed for safely receiving Form 15E and issuing the related certificate’.
· Omission of reference to Electronic Filing and Verification (DSC/EVC)
The omission of furnishing form electronically and verification via DSC or EVC appears unintentional.
Recommendation
· Omission of system management role of PDGIT/DGIT (Systems)
Provision on PDGIT/DGIT (Systems) oversight of Form 15E systems should be included in the draft rule. Whereas the procedures and formats have already been provided under the rules and form, the language used in the existing Rule 29BA(7) may be reinstated by removing reference to procedures and formats.
· Proposed Text
“(6) The Principal Director General of Income-tax (Systems) or the Director General of Income-tax (Systems), as the case may be, shall lay down standards for ensuring secure capture and transmission of data and uploading of documents and the Principal Director General of Income-tax (Systems) or the Director General of Income-tax (Systems) shall also be responsible for evolving and implementing appropriate security, archival and retrieval policies in relation to the furnishing of Form No. 15E and issuance of Certificate under sub-rule (3).”

	1. 
	Rule 30/37CA  - Time and mode of payment to Government account of  tax deducted at source or tax paid under section 192(1A) or tax collected at source under Section 206C of the Income-tax Act, 1961
Rule 218 - Time and mode of payment to Government account of tax deducted or collected at source or tax paid under Section 392(2)(a)
	Rationale 
· There is no substantial change in the rule except time limit for payment of TCS pertaining to the month of March has been extended till April 30 in line with TDS provisions. 
· Draft Rule 218(3), does not provide extended time limit of 30 days from end of the month for deposit of TDS deducted by Individual / HUF on commission (excluding insurance commission) or brokerage (as covered in erstwhile section 194M). This appears to be inadvertent error since existing Rule 30(2C) covers such payments.   It is also supported by the fact these two payments have been mentioned in new draft Form 141.
· Modes of electronic remittance were mentioned / defined in old rules which have not been included in draft IT Rule 218.
· Under the new draft IT Rules, Form 36 is referenced as prescribed form for obtaining an AIN (Accounts Office Identification Number). However, the draft Form 36 is for “Certificate under section 151(5) of the Act for Authors of certain books in receipt of Royalty Income”.
Recommendation
· Form 136 is for obtaining an AIN (Accounts Office Identification Number) which has been incorrectly mentioned as Form 36 in the draft IT Rules. Also, in Rule 218 (3), the reference to deposit of TDS deducted by Individual / HUF on commission (excluding insurance commission) or brokerage (as covered in erstwhile section 194M) should be inserted on lines of existing Rule 30(2C).

	1. 
	Clause (g) of the Explanation to Rule 114F(1) of IT Rules 1962

Clause (g) of the Explanation to Rule 238(1) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· Clause (g) contains-
“(E)…………...so, however, that the provisions contained in sub-clause (A) and sub-clause (E) shall not apply in case of a U.S. reportable account;”
· Based on the drafting of the rule, the proviso appears to apply only to Explanation (g)(ii)(E). This relates to the entire clause (g) and not to sub-clause (E) only.
Recommendation
· Based on the interpretation of the Rule 238(1) and as per the ITA Rules 1962, the language should be split from clause (E) and brought outside to refer to the wider clause(g).

	1. 
	Clause (f) of the Explanation to Rule 114F(6) of IT Rules 1962

Clause (f) of the Explanation to Rule 238(6) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale
· The Rule is not in line with the OECD CRS Consolidated Text in the context of passive income definition.
Recommendation
· Based on the OECD CRS Consolidated Text, sub clause (vi) of clause (F) to the Explanation to Rule 238(6) should be redrafted by deleting the words noted in the strikethrough below-
“(vi) the excess of gains over losses from the sale or exchange of financial assets which gives rise to the passive income”
· The deletion of these words will align the Indian legislative provisions with the OECD CRS Consolidated text and thereby minimize the scope for divergent interpretations of the clause across different CRS participating jurisdictions.

	1. 
	Rule 114G(1)(e)(ii) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 239(1)(e)(ii) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· Drafting of the said rule is not in accordance with OECD CRS 2.0 amendments which includes the wordings, “or with respect to” in the Commentary to the relevant provisions of OECD CRS
Recommendation
· Based on the OECD CRS consolidated text, rule should include (text highlighted in bold) and be redrafted as follows –
“the total gross proceeds from the sale or redemption of financial assets paid or credited to or with respect to the account during the calendar year with respect to which the reporting financial institution acted as a custodian, broker, nominee, or otherwise as an agent for the account holder;
· The redrafted provision reflects the exact wording used in the OECD CRS consolidated text to ensure full conformity with the globally accepted definition of “gross proceeds” for Custodial Accounts. This alignment removes scope for varied interpretation, provides clarity on when reporting is triggered in a custodial or agency capacity, and promotes consistent, accurate, and comparable reporting across jurisdictions participating in the CRS framework.

	1. 
	Rule 239(7) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· The rule reference provided in the sub-rule (7) of Rule 239 is incorrect. The Rule reference in said rule has been given for Rule 239(1)(ii)(e). However, the rule reference should be given for Rule 239(1)(e)(ii).
Recommendation
· The Rule 239(7) should be redrafted by replacing “sub-rule (1)(e)(ii)” with “sub-rule (1)(ii)(e)” as follows-
“Irrespective of sub-rule (1)(e)(ii) and unless the reporting financial institution elects otherwise with respect to any clearly identified group of accounts, the gross proceeds from the sale or redemption of a financial asset are not required to be reported to the extent such gross proceeds from the sale or redemption of such financial asset are reported by the reporting financial institution under the Crypto-Asset Reporting Framework; so, however, that the provisions of this sub-rule shall apply in respect of an account other than U.S. reportable account.”

	1. 
	Rule 114G(7) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 239(8) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· The Rule 239(8) contains incorrect section reference of Income-tax Act, 2025.
· The current rule cites a provision from the repealed legislation, whereas it should refer the corresponding section under the new Act. 
Recommendation
· The rule should be redrafted by replacing the section “285BA(1)(k”) with “Section 508(1)(k)” as follows-
“The statement of reportable account required to be furnished under section 285BA(1)(k) 508(1)(k) shall be furnished by a reporting financial institution in respect of each account which has been identified, pursuant to due diligence procedure specified in rule 240, as a reportable account; so, however, that where pursuant to such due diligence procedures no account is identified as a reportable account, a nil statement shall be furnished by the reporting financial institution.”  
· The proposed amendment corrects this discrepancy and ensures that the rule is aligned with the prevailing statutory framework.

	1. 
	Rule 114G(10) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 239(11) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· Rule 114G(10) of the IT Rules, 1962 contains explanation as follows –
“Explanation. —For the purposes of this sub-rule,— 
(a) "Designated Director" means a person designated by the reporting financial institution to ensure overall compliance with the obligations imposed under section 285BA and the rules made thereunder and includes— 
(i) the Managing Director or a whole-time Director, as defined in the Companies Act, 2013 (18 of 2013), duly authorised by the Board of Directors if the reporting financial institution is a company; 
(ii) the managing partner if the reporting financial institution is a partnership firm;
(iii) the proprietor if the reporting financial institution is a proprietorship concern; 
(iv) the managing trustee if the reporting financial institution is a trust; 
(v) a person or individual, as the case may be, who controls and manages the affairs of the reporting financial institution if the reporting financial institution is an association of persons or a body of individuals, or any other person;
(b) "Principal Officer" means an officer designated by the reporting financial institution; 
"regulator" means a person or an authority or a Government which is vested with the power to licence, authorise, register, regulate or supervise the activities of the reporting financial institution.”
· Under the existing framework, Rule 114G(10) of the IT Rules, 1962 provided explicit definitions for key terms such as “Designated Director,” “Principal Officer,” and “Regulator,” ensuring clarity in the application of compliance obligations under section 285BA. 
· In the newly issued IT Rules, 2026, this explanatory provision has been omitted. As a result, the terms used in sub‑rule (11) lack corresponding definitions within the rule itself, creating ambiguity in interpretation and implementation. The omission leaves reporting financial institutions without clear statutory guidance on the roles and responsibilities associated with these terms, necessitating corrective inclusion or cross‑reference to restore definitional clarity. 
Recommendation
· Accordingly, it should be included in the explanation to Rule 239 (11).

	1. 
	Rule 114G(11)(a)(i) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 239(12)(a)(i) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale 
· The reference in Rule 239(12)(a)(i) is incorrect, as it relates to provisions under the previous set of rules.
· The Rule reference in said rule has been given for Rule 114F to 115H. However, the rule reference should be given for Rule 238 to 240.
Recommendation
· The rule should therefore be updated to correctly cite the applicable requirements under the current framework.
· The rule 239(12)(a)(i) should be redrafted by replacing the “rules 114F to 114H” with “rules 238 to 240” as follows –
“incorporate the requirements of reporting and due diligence procedure specified under rules 114F to 114H 238 to 240”
· This amendment ensures accuracy and proper alignment with the operative rules.

	1. 
	Rule 114H(6)(a)(ii) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 240(6)(a)(ii) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale
· The Rule is not drafted in accordance with the OECD CRS Consolidated Text in the context of the Passive non-financial entity that are controlled by a listed entity (New entity account).
Recommendation
· Based on the OECD CRS consolidated text, rule should additionally include (Text highlighted in the bold below) the following –
“for purposes of determining the controlling persons of an account holder, a reporting financial institution may rely on information collected and maintained in accordance with the rules made under the Prevention of Money laundering Act, 2002 (15 of 2003). Where a publicly listed company exercises control over an Account Holder that is a Passive NFE, there is no requirement to determine the Controlling Persons of such company, if such company is already subject to disclosure requirements ensuring adequate transparency of beneficial ownership information; so, however, that in the case of an account other than a U.S. reportable account, if the reporting financial institution is not legally required to collect and maintain information in accordance with the rules made under The Prevention of Money-laundering Act, 2002 (15 of 2003), it must apply substantially similar procedures for the purpose of determining the controlling persons;”
· This clause clarifies that when a publicly listed company controls an Account Holder that is classified as a Passive NFE, the Reporting Financial Institution is not required to identify the company’s Controlling Persons, provided the company is already subject to public disclosure and beneficial ownership transparency requirements. The intent is to avoid duplicative due diligence where adequate transparency already exists, while maintaining alignment with the OECD CRS framework.

	1. 
	Rule 114H(8)(d) of IT Rules 1962

Rule 240(8)(d) of Draft IT Rules 2026
	Rationale
· The Rule reference in said rule has been given for Rule 114G. However, the rule reference should be given for Rule 239.
Recommendation
· The Rule 240(8)(d) should be redrafted to include the correct rule reference-
“the reporting financial institution shall report the information specified in rule 114G 239 in respect of any closed account which is identified under clause (c) as a U.S. reportable account or as an account held by a non-participating financial institution, as applicable, by the date that is the later of,- 
the 31st of May next following the date on which the account is identified as a U.S. reportable account or as an account held by a non participating financial institution, as applicable; and 
forty-five days after the account is identified as a U.S. reportable account or as an account held by a non-participating financial institution, as applicable; so, however, that in respect of all new entity accounts or a clearly identified group of such accounts which are U.S. reportable accounts opened on or after the 1st July, 2014, and before the 1st January, 2015 the reporting financial institution may, in lieu of the procedure specified in clauses (a) to (d), treat such accounts as pre-existing entity accounts and apply the due diligence procedure related to pre-existing entity accounts specified in sub-rule (5) without regard to the account balance or value threshold specified in clause (a) of sub-rule (5).”
· The reference of Rule 239 was incorrect, as it related to provisions under the previous set of rules. The rule should therefore be updated to correctly cite the applicable requirements under the current framework. This amendment ensures accuracy and proper alignment with the operative rules.

	1. 
	Special provision for payment of tax by certain companies
Form 29B[115JB of ITA, 1961][Rule 40B of Income Tax Rules, 1962]
Form 66 [206 of ITA 2025] rule [Rule 137 of Draft Income Tax Rules 2026]
	Rationale:
· Reference error in mentioning Ind-AS.
· In Part C – Clause 16(ii)(d) of the form, it provides for adjusting “Amount or aggregate of amounts adjusted in Revaluation surplus for assets in accordance with the Indian Accounting Standards 12 and Indian Accounting Standards 38 adjusted on the convergence date.”
· It appears that Indian Accounting Standard 12 which is on Income Tax has been wrongly referred. Even in section 206(1)(t)(vi) of ITA, 2025, it is mentioned Accounting Standard 16 – Property, Plant and Equipment.
Recommendations:
· The referencing error must be corrected in final form and accordingly, in Part C – Clause 16(ii)(d) of the form Ind-AS 16 should be referred, instead of Ind-AS 12.
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