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The Revenue argues in these petitions that the ITAT could not 

have extended the interim order beyond the period of 365 days, 

prescribed by Section 254(2A) of the Income Tax Act, 1961. This 

issue is now covered by the judgment of this Court in Pepsico Foods 

Pvt. Ltd. v. ACIT 376 ITR 87. The writ petitions are accordingly 

dismissed along with the pending applications. 
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