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M/s CEAT Ltd. 
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VERSUS 

 

Commissioner of Central Excise, Mumbai-III 
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APPERANCE: 
 

None for the Appellant. 

 

Shri Amrendra Kumar Jha, Deputy Commissioner,Authorised 

Representative for the Respondent. 
 

 

CORAM:  

HON’BLE DR. SUVENDU KUMAR PATI, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)  
HON’BLE MR. ANIL G. SHAKKARWAR, MEMBER (TECHNICAL)  

 
 

FINAL ORDER NO.  85076/2024 
 

 

Date of Hearing: 09.02.2024 

  Date of Decision: 09.02.2024  
  
  

 

PER:  BENCH 
 

 

None for the Appellant. 

 

2. One Letter of request is received today, the content of which is 

reproduced below: 
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   E/89875/2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Seeking adjournment for non-availability of the advocate due to certain 

personal and professional difficulty and instructing the Bench to conform the 

adjourn date by FAX, from a Law Firm of the stature of M/  s. Laxmikumaran 

& Sridharan is unexpected as beyond all judicial decorum, is unacceptable and 

therefore, we reject the same. 

 

4. On perusal of the appeal file, it is observed that on the last occasion i.e. 

on 14.11.2023 no one had appeared on behalf of the Appellant and on its 

previous date i.e. on 25.08.2023 an adjournment request was made by the 
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   E/89875/2013 

 

 

 

Learned Counsel for the Appellant. This is 3rd consecutive adjournment 

request received at this end despite the fact that the appeal was instituted 

way back in 2013, almost a decade back. 

 

5. We are, therefore, of the considered view that Appellant is not interested 

in diligently pursuing this appeal to its logical conclusion. As a consequence 

we dismiss the appeal for default and non-prosecution under Rule 20 of 

CESTAT (Procedure) Rules, 1982.   

 

 

(Dictated and pronounced in the open court) 

  

  
 (Dr. Suvendu Kumar Pati) 

Member (Judicial)  

 

 

 

(Anil G. Shakkarwar) 

Member (Technical) 
 

Kajal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


