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FINAL ORDER NO.76185/2026 

 
 

DATE OF HEARING / DECISION: 16.09.2026 

 

 

ORDER: [PER SHRI R. MURALIDHAR] 

 

Being satisfied with the explanation given by the 

Ld. Consultant appearing on behalf of the appellant, we 

allow the early hearing application. 

2. Considering that the issue is in a narrow 

compass, we have taken up the appeal itself for 

disposal, with the consent of both the sides. 

3. The Ld. Consultant for the appellant submits that 

before the Commissioner (Appeals), they had filed a 

single appeal in respect of two Bills of Entry, along with 

their condonation petition. It is submitted that the 

Commissioner (Appeals) condoned the delay, but 
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dismissed their appeal on the ground that they should 

have filed two appeals whereas they had only filed one 

appeal. The Ld. Consultant points out that the entire 

amount in respect of both the Bills of Entry has already 

been paid and therefore, they meet the requirement of 

pre-deposit also. 

4. After going through the factual details, we find 

that non-filing of a second appeal before the 

Commissioner (Appeals) is only a small defect, which 

should have been pointed out by the Commissioner 

(Appeals), which could then have been cured by the 

appellant. However, this was not done by the 

Commissioner (Appeals).  We hold that non-filing of 

the second appeal by the appellant is a curable defect. 

We hold that the same stands cured. 

5.  Accordingly, the Commissioner (Appeals) should 

consider both the Bills of Entry as being litigated before 

him and pass a considered decision within a period of 

four months from the date of receipt of this Order. 

6. The appeal stands disposed of by way of remand. 

   (Dictated and pronounced in the open court) 
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