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 The Revenue is aggrieved by the Tribunal’s order; it contends that the 

extension of interim order, beyond the period stipulated by the third proviso 

to Section 254(2A), i.e. 365 days, is not valid.   

At the outset, it is noticed that the said provision i.e. third proviso to 

Section 254(2A) was declared to be unconstitutional by the decision in Pepsi 

Foods P. Ltd. v. Assistant Commissioner of Income-Tax and Another (2015) 

376 ITR 87 (Del).  At that score, this appeal is not maintainable.  The same 

is dismissed. 

 

 

      S. RAVINDRA BHAT, J 

 

 

 

      SANJEEV SACHDEVA, J 
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