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i. VTheie twb :^eals; ^ eommon questions of 1^, though for
s^atate y^s i.e. A.Y. 2010-1:1 and The first question is with
respect to the taxability of sale of software and subscription, and the

amounts received therefor by the assessee/respondent. The Revenue urged
that this income was n
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: I W#ig ttiat* amtiuia. reeeived'Was notroyaty. We notice that the issue is covetelagainst the
Revalue by the deci^on dfthis Ccmrt in The ConMssioner' .fMm Tax
V.„„,

,,, . 2. The second question urged again for both years is with respe^ to
interest chargeable uiider Section 234B. Here again, the ITAT ruled in
favour of die assessee. The ITAT set aside the decision of the DRP ted

, noticra that .the, issue is covered against the Revenue, in tiie judpient
^ ^ G£.ft,cfe^ Pmer Cmimmimho.

' ' ' of law are covered' agaiiist; the revenue, the
:;, , , are accordingly dismissed.
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