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I.A.No.1 of 2025 

 Heard on I.A.No.1 of 2025. 

 The matter was taken on ‘for being mentioned’ 

today. 

 Learned counsel appearing for the appellant 

pointed out that inadvertently the name of the counsel 

appearing for the respondent has been wrongly 

reflected.  So also, due to clerical error, the name of 

the Tribunal has been wrongly reflected as STAT in 

the place of ITAT.  In addition, the learned counsel 

for the petitioner/appellant pointed out that there were 

substantial questions of laws which were framed at 

the time of filing of appeal, but which were not 

pressed by the appellant, except for Question No.1.  

However, the Bench while deciding the matter have 

also answered the questions of law which were not 

pressed by the appellant. 

 Given the facts and circumstances of the case, 

 
Transferred to 

i/o folder, 
before 

corrections, if 
any. 



 2

so far as the clerical error that has occurred insofar as 

reflecting the name of counsel for the respondent is 

concerned, we of the considered opinion that in the 

place of Mr. Swaroop Oorilla, learned Special 

Government Pleader for State Tax, let the name of 

Ms.J.Sunitha, be reflected as the Senior Standing 

Counsel for the Income Tax Department. Likewise, in 

paragraphs 5, 9, 12, 15, 16, 19 and 21, the name of 

the Tribunal has been reflected as STAT. The same 

be corrected as ITAT in the place of STAT. 

 Let these modifications be made in the order 

dated 24.10.2025 passed by this Bench.  However,  

so far as the other ground raised by the petitioner/ 

appellant insofar as having not pressed upon any 

other grounds, other than the substantial question 

No.1, we are of the considered opinion that in respect 

of the same, the correction if it has to be done, only 

be done upon a review petition to be filed.  The said 

correction cannot be made on an interlocutory 

application filed for ‘for being mentioned’. 

 Reserving the right of the petitioner/appellant 

for taking appropriate recourse, as suggested, 

I.A.No.1 of 2025 stands partly allowed. 
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