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The petitioner’s grievance in these proceedings is with respect 

to the order of the Tribunal. It is submitted that the order setting down 

the appeals for hearing and refusing accommodation at least on one 

date to the assessee and seeking undertaking that it would never seek 

adjournment in the future on one hand and granting accommodation 



to the Revenue counsel on the other hand, leads to reasonable 

apprehension about its ability to hear the appeals objectively.  

We have heard learned counsel for the parties and are of the 

opinion that since the appeals are listed on Monday, (06.08.2018) or 

any other date the Bench may fix for hearing at its earliest 

convenience, the ITAT will not accommodate counsel for either party 

and proceed to hear the appeals (since in its opinion they warranted an 

early hearing and disposal). It is clarified that the request for 

adjournment by either party would be rejected. All rights and 

contentions of the parties to urge their submissions on merit of the 

appeal are reserved. 

The writ petitions are disposed of in the aforesaid terms.  

Order dasti.  
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