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Learned counsel for the Appellant seeks an adjournment once again in 

this case on the ground that their arguing counsel Mr. Chirag Shetty is unwell 

today.  

2. Learned Authorised Representative objects to such request on the 

ground that there were seven adjournments granted in this case and appeal 

though instituted in 2013, no hearing has commenced yet. 



2 

 

E/87173/2013 

3. On perusal of orders, it is noticed that on 10.10.2023 learned counsel 

Mr. Ansh Agal who appears today, took adjournment on the ground that their  

arguing counsel Mr. Jitendra Motwani is pre-occupied before the Hon’ble 

Bombay High Court.  

 

4. We are, therefore, of the opinion that Appellant is not interested to 

pursue its appeal and only taking repeated adjournments, unnecessarily 

wasting the  time of this Bench and the very  request from its counsel taking 

different names of the arguing counsel would substantiate that dilatory tactics 

is adopted to even matters  which are quite year old.  

5. We, therefore, refuse to entertain the adjournment request and dismiss 

the appeal for Default and non-prosecution under Rule 20 of CESTAT 

(Procedure) Rules, 1982.  

 

(Order pronounced in the open court on 16.10.2024) 

 

 

 

 

(Dr. SUVENDU KUMAR PATI) 

MEMBER ( JUDICIAL ) 

 

 

 

 

 

(ANIL.G.SHAKKARWAR) 

MEMBER ( TECHNICAL ) 

 

 

 


