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PER SHRI P.K. CHOUDHARY 

 The misc. application for condoning the delay of 494 days in filing the 

appeal before the Tribunal has been filed by the Department. 

2. The Ld. D.R. reiterated the grounds of appeal. 

 



Customs Appeal No. 75495/2019 

3. For the reasons as explained in the misc. application and the 

submissions made by the Ld. D.R. , the delay in filing the appeal before the 

Tribunal is condoned.  

 

4. With the consent of both sides, the appeal itself is taken up for 

hearing.  

5. Ld. Advocate appearing on behalf of the respondent submits that there 

is no infirmity in the order passed by the Commissioner and also filed a copy 

of the Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) –Authorisation certificate 

which was also filed before the concerned authorities on 6/11/2017.  

 

5. I observe that on the date of passing of the impugned order, they had 

applied for the (EPR) to Central Pollution Control Board and all the relevant 

documents were filed before the Adjudicating Authority. I do not find that 

the order passed by the Ld. Commissioner is ex facie illegal or without 

jurisdiction and no infirmity has been noticed in the impugned order as 

raised in the grounds of appeal filed by the Department. 

6. In view of the above discussion, the impugned order is sustained and 

the appeal filed by the Department is rejected. The stay petition gets 

disposed off.  

 

 (Dictated and pronounced in the open court) 

         Sd/- 

                                                         P.K. CHOUDHARY   
                                                     (JUDICIAL MEMBER)                               
 

       

k.b/- 

 


