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Manoj Kumar Aggarwal (Accountant Member)

1. At the time of hearing, none appeared for assessee. No valid
adjournment application is on record. The registry has noted that
the appeal is defective since it has been filed with a delay of 300
days. Despite notice, no condonation petition is on record. We also
find that the assessee did not attend the appellate proceedings and
the impugned order is an ex-parte order. The overall conduct of the

assessee does not inspire us to grant another opportunity of




hearing. Therefore, we dismiss the appeal on the preliminary
ground of delay.
2. The appeal stands dismissed.

Order pronounced on 29" December, 2020.
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