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Under Section 129 DI)(1) of the Customs Act, 7962 (as amended), in respect of the

fotlowing categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order <:an prefer a Revision

Application triThe edditional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry df

f.i.rance, (Departmcnt of Rcvenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi vrithin 3 months from the

date of communication of the order.

(e)

/Order relating to

any goods imported on baggage

(E)
rqcrd-+1fi Trfr Gttf EfficffiSRrr;rqrs-diqri+FdS

6.ffd
dia, but .vhich are not unloaded
uantity cf such goods as has not
d at suclr destination are short of

(TI) , 1962teiurqx

(c) Paymen t o[ drawback as providcd in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made

thereunder

3

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into In
at their place of destination in India or so much of the q

been unloaded at anv such destination if goods unloade

the quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

&rul

The revision application should be in such form and shall be veriiied in such manner as

may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accomparierl by :

3r{€r-{riq

(a)

(ET

(tF' , 1870 5 1

4 copies of thc Order' in-Original, in addition to relevant docume nts, if any

HurbfuS3{rffi ; cfiqi

qfdqT,

4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as

prescribed under Schedule 1 ilem 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

ffTTqrffq{il3naxrol 4 cFdqi,qRd

4

.2001-

(c)

(ri)

(d)

,le62 (rl?.r|-{ililftrO

€{-q{$-{,ats,ED-s,

6F q\radcrilqF. I 0 0 0/-(6-rrg(EtErtqH

l,*srrnqmcr&,@.qn. 6 otdsftqi
qft cro', cirnrrqrqm ffi r6rdrtm. 2 u ui -

rffi.rooo/-
The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.2OO/- (Rupees two

Hundred only) or Rs. 1,OOO/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the

Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items being the fee

prescribed in the Customs Acl, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Rt:vision Application. If the

amount of duty and rnterest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,

fees as Rs.2O0/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the tee is Rs.100O/-

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, aily person aggrieved

by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Cl-.stoms Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Sewice Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following
address :

d-{uT,qf}frAfq!l6
Custome, Excise Ei Service Tax Appellate
Tribunal, West Zonrrl Bench

Hil{r . 2

bsrrtr+dBrqrErdbr{6rqT@fu rEdTl-6-{so,'{-drffi +S
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, 7962 12e g (6)

Under Section 129 A (6) of th
the Customs Act, 1962 shall

2',d Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-38o O16

1,29

e Customs Act, 1962 an.appeal under Section 129 A (1) of
be accomparied by a fee of -

where the amount of duty and interes
Customs in the case to which the app

t demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
eal relatcs is fivc lakh rupces or less, one thousand

rupees;

Q,-qqfq-6rsFcq$

where the arnount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than llve lakh rupees but not
exceedi4 fifty lakh rupees, five thopsafrd rugges I

s-cqsTsBr€{FcCAs{Yd-d}fr ;QW(qRtr(

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten
thousand rupees

10: sI{lcF{trl{, ,qffi
1 o ? 3rilf,Gq{,qdi+-{f,{sfrE|(it, 3rqErrsMrS.fl r

An appeal against this order shall lic before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of the duty
demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone
is in dispute.

12 e (q) (6)
no,@gnredqrtfdsf6,Cqserfto . - onrsr

rur.r0-eqr@@.
Under section 129 (a) ofthe said Act, every applioation rnadc before the Appellate
Tribr.rnal-

(a) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification oI mistake or for any other purpose; or

(b) fot restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five
Hundred rupees.
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Mr. Laiit D lsrani, BK No 318, Room No 2/3, Nagrani Niwas, 1st Floor,

Ulhasnagar, Thane - 421OOl (hereinafter referred to as "the appellant") has

filed the present aJrpeal in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962

against Order in Original No.160/ADC/VMIO&Al2023-24' dated

26.1O.2023 (hereinafter refcrrcd to as "thc impugned order") passed by the

Additional Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as

"the adjudicating authority").

2. Brir:fly stated, facts of thc case are that on the basis of input

received the appellant having an Indian Passport bezLring No. X8336776

arrived from Bangkok to Ahmedabad on 25.08.2023 by Thai Smile Flight

No. WE 341 at SVPI Airport, Ahmedabad. The AIU officers asked the

appellant if he has an)'thing to declare, in reply to w.eich he denied. The

appellant, as directed by the AIU officers, removed all rnetallic objects such

as mobile, wallet, purse, one gold chain and one kaca etc. and kept the

same in the plastic tray and passed through the Door Frame Metal

Detector (DFMD) rrtachine. Whrle passing through the DFMD Machine, no

beep sound was heard indicating that there is no rr etallic thing on the

body. 'lhc appellant conlcssed that he was carrying rew gold in jewellary

form i.e. one gold charn and onc gold kada.

2.I The Government Approved Valuer, Shri Soni Kartikay Vasantrai,

vide valuation report dated 25.08.2023, certified that C3 gold chain and 01

gold kada totally weighing 2 5 1 .2 10 grams were of 24K11999 .0 purity

havrng 'lariff Value of Rs. 13 ,OO ,421 / - and Market Value of

Rs.15,21 ,O77 I calculated as per the Notification No. 04/2021-

Customs(N.T.), da1,ed 15.01.2021 (Gold) and Notific;rtion No. 05l2O21'

Customs (N.T.), dated 21.O1.2021 (Exchange Rate).

2.2 The appellant had actively involved himself in the instant case of

smuggling of gold into india. 'lhe appellant had improperly imported One

Gold Chain and One Gold Kada of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 totally

weighing 25l.nO grams, having tariff value of Rs.13,CO,421/- and market

value of Rs. 15,21,077/- without declaring it to the Cttstoms' He opted for

Green Channel to exit the Airport with a deliberate intention to evade the

payment of Customs duty and frauduiently circumverrting the restrictions

and prohibitions imposed undcr the Customs Act, 11162 and other allied

Acts, Rules and llegulations. Therefore, the improperly imported gold by

o the Customs on atrival in India cannot

. The appellant

d Section 1 1(1)
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of the Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992 read with

Section 3(2) and 3(3) of the Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation)

Act, 1992. By not declaring the value, quantity and description of the

goods Imported by him, the said appellant has violated the provisions of

Baggage Rules, 2016, read with Section 77 of tl;re Customs Act, 1962 and

Regulation 3 of the Customs Baggage Declaration Regulations, 2013.

2.3 The improperly imported gold by the appellant, without declaring it

to the Customs is thus liable for confiscation under Section 11 1(d), 111(0,

111(i), 111(J), 111(1) & 111(m) read with Section 2(22\, (331, (39) of the

Customs Act, L962 and further read in conjunction with Section 1 1 (3) of

Customs Act, 1962.As per Section 123 of Customs Act 1952, the burden of

proving that the said improperly imported gold artlcles, i.e. One Gold

Chain and One Gold Kada, totally weighing 251..210 grams having tariff

value of Rs.13,00,421/- arrd market value of Rs.15,21 ,O77 l- wilhout

declaring it to the Customs, are not smuggled goods, is upon the appellant.

2.4 The appellant vide his letter dated 1 1 .O9 .2023 , through his

Advocate Shri O. M. Rohira, submitted that he wants to linish up the case

at the earliest, hence he waives the issue of Show Cause Notice and

request for early personal hearing in the matter.

2.5 The Adjudicating authority, vide the impugned order, has ordered

for absolute confiscation of One Gold Chain and One Gold Kada, totally

weighing 251.21O grams of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 having tariff

value of Rs.13,0O,42 1/- arrd market value of Rs.15,21,077/-, under

Section 111(d), 111(0, 111(i), 111(1), 111(U and 111(m) of the Customs Act,

1962. ^th,e adjudicating authority has further given an option to the

appellant to redeem the seized One Gold Chain and One Gold Kada, totally

weighing 25l.2lo grams of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 having tariff

value of Rs.13,00,421/- arrd market value of Rs.15,21,077/- on payment

of redemption fine of Rs.4,50,0O0/- under Section 125(1) of the Customs

Acl, 1962 in addition to'the duty chargeable and any other charges

payable in respect of the imported gold as per Section l25l2l of the

$r1 d ustoms Act, 1962. The adjudicating authority has also imposed penalty

.1,00,OO0/- on the appellant undcr Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs

962.
6
+

il

x.
Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant has filed

sent appeal and mainly contended that;

The Appellant humbly submits that the order of the confiscation of

the Gold was not at all justified. The Appellant had clearly stated

before lower authoritY that he not contravened any provisions

the pre

a
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of C.A. 1962 or any other allied Laws for the tirne being in force and

he had no malafide intention to hide anythi ng from Customs to

avoid payment of duty as wrongly alleged.

o The Appellant humbiy submits that he had also requested that he

was also ready to pay the duty on the Gold Jewellery, particularly

when thc Gold Chain & Kada was worn on his body (i'e. Chain in

his ncck & Kada in his hand) & he had declared the Gold in the red

channel. It was not his intention to evade the Customs duty by

crossing through green channel. On the basis of his statement &

also on the genuine facts, the lower authority had released all the

Gold jewellery on paJ,/rnent of heary R/F & P.P.

o The Appellant humbly submits that he had correctly stated in his

original statement that ali the Gold Jewellery 'relonged to him only

& nobody else. The Appellant claimed the ovmership of the Gold

jcwellery. tlence the appellant denies all the charges & allegations

leveled in the order in toto. Further the Gold .tewellery was neither

banned nor restricted under the B. Rules (Amendment) , 2016.

o The Appellant humbly submits that the order of the lower authority

in releasing the Goid jewe1lery on heavy fine tk P.P. was not at all

justified. The Appellant has cleared all the Gold Jewellery due to

sentimental reasons as it was his own persontrl Gold Jewellery but

the cost, duty, fine & P.P. taken together vrould be more than

market values of the Gold Jewellery. He ha,1 also stated in his

statement that all the Gold Jewellery were w()rn on the body & it

was visible & it was not concealed in any manner whatsoever. He

had not violatcd any provisions of the C.A. 1962 or FEMA 7999 or

any other allied laws for the time being in for<:e in India. Hence in

the interest of justice, the R/F of Rs. 450O00/- & P.P. of Rs.

100000/- deserves to be set aside or at least drastically be reduced,

so that the appellant can claim the refund.

o The Appellant humbly submits that he is not a frequent visitor &

this is the 1 st time he had brought the Gold 8r he had claimed the

ownership of the Gold as it was meant for his personal & household

se & it was not meant lor any sale or trade purpose. The Appellant

as suffered economically; mentally & physically & he deserves

tmost leniency by way of ordcring the reduction in the fine & P.P

hri O. M. Rohira, Advocate, appeared for 1:ersonal hearing on

1O.06.2025 on behalf of the appellant through virtual mode. He reiterated

the submissions made in the appeal memorandum. During hearing the

advocate of the appellant submitted that the gold jewellary (gold chain and

s/49-3 89/CU S/AHD I 2023 -24 Page 6 of 12
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gold kada) were worn on the body of the appellant and it. was not

ingeniously concealed. Further, as per para 30 of the impugned order the

adjudicating authority has referred has referred the order (RA) No.

345 /2022 and hence RF & PP to be reduced. The appellant has already

cleared the gold.

5. I have gone through the facts of the case available on record,

grounds of appeal and submission made by thc appellant at the time of

personal hearing. It is observed that the issues to be decided in the

present appeal are as under:

(a) Whether the quantum of Redemption Fine of Rs.4,50,00O/-

imposed in the impugned order for redeeming confiscated One Gold

Chain and One Gold Kada, totally weighing 251.210 grams of 24 Kt.

gold having purity 999.0 having tariff value of Rs.13,00,421/- and

market value of Rs.15,2 1,077/-under Section 125(1) of Customs Act,

1962, in the facts and circumstances ol thc case, is legal and proper

or otherwise; and

(b) Whether the quantum of penalty amounting to Rs.

1,00,000/- imposed on the appellant, undcr Section 112(a)(i) of the

Customs Act, 7962, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is

legal and proper or othcrwisc.

6. It is observed that the facts and circumstances leading to

interception of the appellant, holding Indian Passport No X 8336776, by

the officers of Customs, AIU, at SVP International Airport, Ahmedabad, on

25.08.2023 and recovery of seized One Gold Chain and One Gold Kada,

totally weighing 251 .21O grams of 24 Kl. gold having purity 999.0 having

tariff value of Rs.13,00,421 /- and market value of Rs.15,21,077/-is

undisputed. The appellant did not declare the said gold before Customs

th an intention to escape payment of duty. These facts have also been

lrmed in the statement of the appellant recorded under Section 108 of

Customs Act, 1962 on the same day. There is no disputing the facts

t the appellant had not declared posscssion of gold at the time of his

arrival in India. Thereby, he has violated the provisions of Section 77 of the

Customs AcL,1962 read with Regulation 3 of the Customs Baggage

Declaration Regulations, 2013. It is observed that the appellant, in the

statement, had admitted the knowlcdge, possession, carriage, non-

declaration and recovery of the said gold. Therefore, the confiscation of

gold by the adjuCicating authority was justified. Since the confiscation of

the seized gold is upheld, the appellant had rendered himself iiable for

penalty under Section 112(a)(i) of th

s/49-3 8 9/CUS/AH D I 2023 -24
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6.1 The appellant is not contesting confiscation of gold but is in the

appeal only for the rcdemption fine imposed in respect of redeeming seized

gold and penalty. Hence, my finding will be restrictec. to the quantum of

redemption fine and penalty.

6.2 I have perused the decisions of the Government of India passed by

the Principal Commissioner & ex officio Additional Secretary to the

Government of India on simiiar issue. I find that the Revisionary Authority

has taken a view that failure to declare the gold and failure to comply with

the prescribed conditions of import has made the impugned gold

"prohibited" and therefore they are liable for confiscation and the appellant

is consequently liable for penalty. Thus, it is held that the undeclared One

Gold Chain and One Gold Kada, totally weighiog 25L.21O grams of 24 Kt.

gold having purity 999.0 having tariff value of Rs'13,0O,421 l- and market

value of Rs. 15,2 1 ,077/- are iiable to confiscation and the appellant is also

liable to penalty.

6.3 In this regard, I also rely the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court in the case of Om Prakash Bhatia Vs Commissioner bf Customs,

Delhi 2003 (155) E.L.T. 423 (SC) wherein it is held that;

"..... ......... (a) if there is ang prohibition of import or export of

goods und-er the Act or any other ktut for the time being in force, it tuould

be consi.dered. to be prohibited goods; and (b) this uould not include ang

such goods in respect of tuhich the conditions, subject to uthich the goods

are imported or exported, haue been complied uith. Thi"s tttould mean

that if the conditions prescibed for import or export of goods are not

complied uith, it would be considered to be prohibit'zd goods. Thi's uould

also be clear from Section I 1 uthich empowers the Central Gouemment to

prohibit either 'absolutelg' or 'subject to such conclitions' to be fulfilled 
_

before or after clearance, as maA be speciiied in the notiftcation, the

import or export of the goods of any specified description. The notifbation

can be issued for the purposes specifi-ed in su'ic-section (2). Hence,

prohibition of importation or exportation could be subject to certain

prescibed conditions to be fulfilled before or after clearance of goods. If

conditions are not futfilled, i.t maA amount to prohibi"'.ed goods.. ' ......"

It is apparent from the above judicial pronouncemerlt that even though

gold is not enumerated as prohibited goods under Section 11 of the

Customs Act, 1962, but it is to be imported on tulfilment of certain

conditions, still, if the conditions for such import ar(l not complied with,

then import of gold will fall under prohibite

:',1

': .'.,

s/49-3 89/CU S/AllD 12023 -24 Page 8 of 12}!



6.4 It is observed that the adjudicating authority in the instant case

had ordered for confiscation of seized One Gold Chain and One Gold Kada,

totally weighing 25l.2lO grams of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 having

tariff value of Rs.i3,00,421 l- and market value of Rs.15,21,077 l-. Tlne

adjudicating authority using his discretion gave an option to the appellant

to redeem the seized gold on payment of redemption fine as provided under

Section 125 of the Customs Act 1962.

6.5 In respect of allowing redemption of the seized gold on pal,rnent of

fine, it is observed that the adjudicating authority after considering facts

and circumstances of the case at Para 28 to 33 of the impugned order has

held that:

"28. I further find that ingenious concealment is one of the important
aspects for deciding on the redemption/ non-redemption of the goods.

Further, while dectding the case, the CBIC Circular / Instruction F. No:

275/ 17/2O15-CX. 8A dated 11,O3.2O15 is also looked into, uthich

emphasized that JudiciaL discipline should be followed while deciding
pendirlg show cause notices/ appeals.

29. I find that, the option to redemption has been granted and
absolute confi.scation is set-a-side uide order No. 12/ 2O21-

CUS(WZ)/ASAR dated 18.01.2021 bg the Reuision authoitA, GOI

bsued under F. ltro: 371/44/B/2O15-RA/785 dated 29.01.2021.

Similar uieu uas taken by Reuision Authoitg uide Order No.

287/2022-CUS(WZ)/ASAR/Mumbai dated 1O.1O.2O22; Order No.

245/2O21- CUS(WZ)/ASAR doted 29.O9.2O21 issued under F. No:

371/44/8/ 1S-RA/2O2O dated 06. 1O.2O21 and Order No: 314/2022-
Cus(WZ)/ASAR/Mumbai dated 31.10.2022 i.ssued from F. No.

371/273/B/WZ/2018 dated 03.11.2022, Further, tLLe aboue

mentioned 3 orders of RA has been accepted by the department.

30. I also find that in Order No. 345/2O22-CUS (WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI

dated 25. 11.2022, in the case of Mrs. Manju Tahelani Vs. Principal

Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedobad, passed bg the Reubion

Authorifu, Gouernment of India, Mumbai in uthich it uas held in para
13 that -

t.

iTil

)j'

"In the instant case, the quantum of goLd under import is smaLl

and i.s not of commercial quontity. The impugned gold jeutellery

had been uom by the applicant on her person and Gouernment

obserues that sometimes passengers resort to such methods to

keep their ualuables/ precious possessions safe. There are no

allegations that the applicant is habitual offender and was

inuolued in similar offence earlier. The fact of the case indicate

that it is a case of non'declaration of gold, rather than a case of
smuggling of commercial consideration. "

31,1also find that in Order No. 245/2O21-CUS(WZ)/ASAR/MUMBAI

dated 29.O9.2O2 1 in case of 

USftl,Ucmon 

Anjum, the Reui-sionary

-)Y t-?/
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Authoritg set oside the order of obsolute confiscatiott. The Reuisionary

Authoitg in Para obserued as under:

"Gouernment notes that there is no po.st history of such

offence/ uiolation bg the applicant. The part o-F impugned gold

jewellery wa^s conceoled but this at times i;: resorted to bg

trouellers with a uieul to keep the precious goods secure and

safe. The quantitg/ tgpe of gold being in form of gold chain and 3
rings b jeuellery and i-s not commercial in nature. Under the

circumstance, the Gouernment opines that the order of absolute

conflscation in the impugned case is in excess ond unjustified.
The order of the Appellate authoritg is therefor,z liable io be set

a.si.de and the goods are ltable to be allow:; redemption on

suitable redemption fine and penaltg."

32 I further find that the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in a recent
judgement dated 21.08.2023 in the cose of Nidhi hapoor and others,

in para 156 of tLs order obserued that -

"The Court holds that an infraction of o condition for import of
goods u.lould also fall within the ambit of Section 2(33) of the Act
and thus their redemption and release u.tould become subject to

the di.scretiondry pou.)er of the Adjudi.cating Ofilcer. For rea-sons

aforenoted, the Court finds no illegalitg in the indiuidual orders
passed bg the Adjudicating Officer arld uhich uere impugned in
these urit petitions."

33 I find that hiding the seized goods by uearing on the bodA cannot

be consid.ered as an ingenious concealment euen though the charge of
non-declaration of the seized gold is establist..ed. Further, the

outnership of the seized gold bg Shn Laltt Israni cantnot be denied, as

he claim-s ou,nership of seized gold and also prodt ces purcho.se bill.

Further, he brought gold for the first time and hence it is not a co.se of
habitual offender. Looking to the facts that this i-s not a ca-se of
ingenious concealment, I am of the considered opinion that under

Section 125 of the Customs Act, 1962, the option jtr redemption can

be granted. I further find thnt the passenger submitted copg of Bill No.

26 dated 23.08.2023, issued in the name of him. "

6.6 It is further observed that the appellant ha,s relied upon some

decisions in the grounds of appeal wherein it was hell that in such cases

of alleged non declaration under Section 77 of (lustoms Act 1962,

con{iscation was upheld but gold was allowed to be rel:ased on pa5rment of

redemption Iine. In the present case also, the adjudicating authority after

considering all the submissions advanced by the appellant and relying

upon the decisions of the Honble revisionary authority, and using his

discretion gave an option to the appellant to redeen: the seized gold on

payment of redemption fine of Rs 4,50,000/- as pro'rided under Section

25 of the Customs Act, 1962. The appellant in the appeal before me has

t lred upon the decisions were also gold was allowed to be redeemed on

yment of fine. The appellant has not given any gror.rnds for challenging
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the quantum of redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating authority.

Thus, in my considered view, the adjudicating authority after judiciously

exercising his discretion had imposed redemption fine of Rs. 4,5O,OOO/- in

lieu of confiscation of seized gold.

6.7 In respect of penalty imposed, it is observed that the adjudicating

authority after considering facts and circumstances of the case at Para 34

of the impugned order has held that:

"34 I further find that the passenger had agreed and admitted in the

statement recorded that he trauelled ulith the said gold made up of
999.O/24Kt. puitg gold hauing net weight of 251.210 Grams from
Bangkok to Ahmedabad, Despite his knotuledge and belief that the gold

carried by him in his person b an offence under the proui.sions of the

Customs Act, 1962 and the Regulations made under tt, the passenger

attempted to carry the said gold. The passenger in hi,s statement dated
25.08.2023 stated that he did not declare the impugned gold as he

uanted to cLear the some illicitLy and euade the Custom.s Dutg. Thus, it
i.s clear that the passenger has inuolued himself in corrying, remouing,

keeping and dealing utith the undeclared gold which he knous uery uell
and has reason to belieue that the same are Liable for confi.scation under
Section 111 of the Customs Act, 1962. Therefore, I find that the

passerlger is liable for penal action under the prouisions of Sections 1 12

of the Act and I hold accordinglg. "

6.8 Further, in respect of quantum of penalty amounting to Rs

1,OO,000/- imposed on the appellant for non-declaration of seized One

Gold Chain and One Gold Kada, totally weighirg25l.2lO grams of 24 Kt.

gold having purity 999.0 having tariff value of Rs.13,O0,427 /- and market

value of Rs.15,21,O77 l-, 1 am of the considercd view, that the penalty of

Rs.1,00,0O0/- imposed on the appellant under Section 1 12(a)(i) of the

Customs Act, 1962, in the impugned order by the adjudicating authority,

is appropriate as per provisions of Section 1 1 2 (a) (i) of the Customs Act,

1962 and, commensurate with the omissions and commissions of the

appellant. Therefore, there is no infirmity in the impugned order and the

same is upheld.

7. In view ofthe above, the appeai filed by the appellant is rejected.
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To,

(i) Mr Lalit D Israni, BK No 31B,
Room No 2/3, Nagrani Niwas,

1st Floor, Ulhasnagar, Thane - 421OOl,

(ii) O. M. Rohira,Advocate,
148/301 Uphaar Mandir
1Oth Road, Khar(W), Mumbai - 400052

Copy to:

.5.4n Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Cust,)ms House,

Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Customs, Ahmedabad.

3. The Additionai/Joint Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad.
4. Guard File
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