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e U 39 oafe % T SUa B 1Y Au A 3 o @ fod A6 g a1 b T e

This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued.

AT SATUTTOH 1962 B URT 129 31 3 (1) (TUT quua) & HUH rErarad g @
oY B T S fd 39 12y @ TR B 31gd HeqH Bl g a1 g9 M P Wi
1 ardhE @ 3 TER ¥ ofeR R wfyd/gged wfva (snded FyE), fad wArem, o faumm)
dge arf, 7% feweft 3 qAdery arde yRqd FR 9@d ¢.

Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the following
categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to
The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finance, |
(Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of
communication of the order.

fafalad gafAid S/ Order relating to :

39 & ©U | gTad I3 AT

(a)

any goods exported

(9)
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mwmwmmmaﬁﬁiﬁuaﬂﬁmmmqaﬁmmwwwmmmﬁ
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(b)

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at
their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity of such goods as has not been
unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at such destination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

(1)

Hramres sifufyam, 1062 ¥ AT X a1 SGF U1 aA1Y 1 (a8 & aga e argd! i
e,

(c)

Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made
thereunder.

Wammwmmmwﬁmammﬁwﬁmﬁm
1 st ok 39 & wry Prufifa srerd dav g1 9ifet :

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

(P)

A TR 1870 $ 72 9.6 Iad 1 % o1 FuTiRa [ Y o8R 9 AT I 4 i,
R ve ufy o vay R @Y ey e fede @ g e ‘

(a)

4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as prescribed
under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870. |

(9)

TEE cAST B IdTal 91y 09 A B 4 i, a1e ol

(b)

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any

(1)

TARIEI0 & [ 3MraeHd @1 4 il

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

(9)

GeIT STdas QIR B & 1 ST AfuTaH, 1962 (@1 wYa) B Aufa o o
g Tie, WY 2vs, st o fafdy wel & oif & pefq s @ 9 . 200/-(FTT &1 §I HIH)T
?:.moo;-{mt@mmﬂ1,émmﬁrrmm€r,ﬁmﬁmw$mﬁmwﬂ.em.ﬁ |
mﬁa‘ruﬁmaﬁw,mwm,mwa@ﬁmaﬁ?mwmmmm
2 6 09 W & =9 & $.200/- R 4R 1H @ / #fUP &1 A B S FUH ¥.1000/-

(d)

The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (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 Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Revision Application. If the
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amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,
fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/-.

< ¥, 2 & 1Y fud Al & SfdTal o HTHG) & SR A gig DI Afad 59 ey § Hed
HEHE PRl g1 o @ e fufed 1962 # yRT 129 T (1) F ol wif Whu.-3 7
HHTgew, =1 IATE Yoob MR Va1 a dtd fraxur & gy Pafaf@g ud w odta 32
Iod 8

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved
by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following
address :

TSI, Belg IdIG Yob d 9al B AU | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
3ifereur, ufgedt ety dis Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

<ud Tfvre, agATel 4o, Fde RRYRTR qd, | 2 Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

SRAT, HeHQIEIG-380016
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

drrges sifufraw, 1962 T URT 129 T (6) & 31U, I HUTTTH, 1962 & URT 129
T (1) & 9 ordie & g1y Fafufes yo dau 8 wnfeu-

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of the
Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

(P)

it § Tafd ATHA | gl [ AHIed TSR] gIRT T ITT (e SR TS qT Tl
1 €8 1 IGH Uld I U U7 I $H 81 df TP §9R ST, |

(a)

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 five lakh rupees or less, one thousand

rupees;

(9)

it & G AT H o1 et WD SfUdRI gR1 Wi 74T {[e® SR TS qYT el
a1 8 P IHH Ul dr@ ¢ ¥ ffUw g1 afh syl ymry ar@ @ ofu® 7 8 41 uig 89
suv .

(b)

where the amount of dﬁt}r and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not
exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

(1)

e § TG AHA o orgl [a GraTs[ed AU gRT J1 741 Y[ed SR AT quT T
a7 8 1 IHH U9 9@ ¥ 09U F fUF 8 dl; 9 IR I,

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

S 1Y & [ao@ D S WA, Hi Y Yob & 10% el ST W, gl Yo 1 e 04 28 AR B &, 0128 F 10%
35l F W, 9gl dad &3 fare A 8, srdfte var s |

(d)

An appeal against this order shall lie 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.

Iad fufgn Bt uRT 129 (U) & Sfa ordia WIfexy & qHE AR U@ HMdcd U3- (@)
b e & oy a1 Taferdt & guRA & fou an fadt oy warerT & e fvw o st : - spuan
gﬁmmﬂmmmmwﬁ%ﬁnw%%mmﬁaﬁmwxﬂm

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appellate Tribunal-

Ha) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or for any other purpose; or

AL
-

f,?t_:) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hundred rupees.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Appeal has been filed by M/s Shrutam Metals Private Limited, Basement
Shed No 23 Wazirpur Industrial Area Delhi-110052, (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘Appellant) in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, challenging
MCH/ADC/AK/25/2024-25 dated 29.04.2024

(hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order’) passed by the Additional

the Order-in-Original no.

Commissioner, Customs House, Mundra (hereinafter referred to as the

‘adjudicating authority’).

2
following Bill of Entry for import of "Cold Rolled Stainless Steel Coils Grade J2"

Facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant had filed the

at Mundra Port through their CB M/s Kashish Impex:

TABLE - A
Bill of Entry |Description off CTH | Qty. (Net| Declared |Declared Duty
No. & Date Goods wt.) Kgs. |Value in (INK)| Payable (INR)
8665899 Cé)ig. Rlnlled 72199090 5148193
dated g 55236 1427850
07.11.2023 Steel Coils
i Grade J2
Total 5148193/- 1427850/ -
2.1 As per Circular dated 20.10.2023 issued by Ministry of Steel, it is

mandatory for all the steel importers to apply and seek clarification for each and

every consignment which BIS
license /certification. Further, vide CBIC letter F.No.401/88/2023-Cus.III dated
09.11.2023, it is further clarified that mandatory clarification is required only

is imported in the country without

for steel products of those ITCHS codes which have been mapped with the Indian
Standards notified under the Quality Control Order issued by Ministry of Steel.
Accordingly, as declared CTH 72199090 is mapped with the Indian Standards
notified under the Quality Control Order issued by Ministry of Steel, therefore,
mandatory clarification/NOC from Ministry of Steel was required in the instant

case before clearance of the said goods.

2.2 The Importer vide letter dated 15.03.2024 addressed to the Deputy
Commissioner, Dock Examination Section submitted the BIS NOC. During the
course of verification of documents in RMS Cell, Dock Examination Section, it

was observed that: -

\
I~ ! .I'
\ \ m,,
\
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"In response of Dept's mail for NOC verification, the MoS replied that 'the
attached letter was not issued by Ministry of Steel'. It is evident from said
mail, Importer has submitted fake/forged NOC."

2.3 In view of the above, it appeared that the imported goods have
become liable for confiscation under Section 111(o) of the Customs Act, 1962.
Accordingly , the Appellant appeared liable for penal action under Section
112(a)(i1) of the Customs Act, 1962. Further, it is clear that the Appellant had
submitted fake/forged Ministry of Steel NOC for clearance of the imported goods.
Therefore, the Appellant also appeared liable for penalty under Section 114AA of
the Customs Act, 1962.

2.4 Being Custom Broker (CB), M/s Kashish Impex is bound to comply
with Customs Brokers Licensing Regulations (CBLR), 2018. As per CBLR, 2018,
it is the duty of a Customs Broker (CB) to advise his client to comply with the
provisions of the Act, other allied Acts and the rules and regulations thereof, and
In case of non-compliance, shall bring the matter to the notice of the Deputy
Commissioner of Customs or Assistant Commissioner of Customs, as the case
may be. However, M/s Kashish Impex has failed to advise their client M/s
Shrutam Metals Private Limited regarding submission of genuine BIS NOC from
Ministry of Steel. Further, M/s Kashish Impex has failed to discharge their duties
properly as they have not brought the fact of submission of forged/counterfeit
BIS NOC to the notice of the Customs which indicates their involvement in
attempting to clear the impugned consignment by submission of
forged /counterfeit BIS NOC purported to be issued by Ministry of Steel and in
suppressing the said facts with a malafide intention by collusion with the said
Importer. Therefore, M/s Kashish Impex has contravened Customs Brokers
Licensing Regulations (CBLR), 2018 made under Section 146(2) of the Customs
Act, 1962. From above, it appears that M/s Kashish Impex is liable for penal

action under Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962.

2.9 The Appellant vide letter dated NIL received on 16.04.2024
submitted that they received a call from Number +919717929681 with name
Shyam who ensured about NOC and after some days they received mail from
teqco@gov-steel.com and got NOC and that after submission of NOC, they came
to know that the NOC was forged and that they called on that mobile number

too many times but no response was received. The Importer has further
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08.04.2024 which was verified by the Customs. The Appellant

further submitted that they do not want Show Cause Notice and Personal
Hearing and requested to release the goods as demurrage charges are almost
50% of the cargo. The CB M/s Kashish Impex vide letter dated 22.04.2024
submitted that they received BIS NOC from the Appellant vide letter dated
15.03.2024 and submitted the same in RMS Cell, Dock Examination Section, for
verification from issuing authority and that on receipt of instructions from RMS
Cell, they uploaded the NOC in e-Sanchit and after verification of the same by
department, they came to know that the said NOC has not been issued by
Ministry of Steel and that there is no type of involvement from their side. The CB
has further submitted that they do not require Show Cause Notice and Personal

Hearing.

2.4 Consequently, the Adjudicating Authority passed the following

order:

1. He refrained from holding the goods imported vide Bill of Entry No.
8665899 dated 07.11.2023 having declared assessable value of Rs.
5148193/-, liable to confiscation under Section 111(o) of Customs

Act, 1962.

il. He refrained from imposition of penalty under Section 112(a)(i1) of

Customs Act, 1962 on the Appellant M/s Shrutam Metals Private
Limited.

iii.  He ordered to impose a penalty of Rs. 13,50,000/- (Rs. Thirteen Lac
Fifty Thousand Only) on the Importer M/s Shrutam Metals Private
Limited under Section 114AA of Customs Act, 1962.

iv.  He ordered to impose a penalty of Rs. 2,50,000/-(Rs. Two Lac Fifty
Thousand Only) under Section 117 of Customs Act, 1962 on the CB
M /s Kashish Impex.

V. The goods imported vide Bill of Entry No. 8665899 dated 07.11.2023

are to be released only after payment of applicable duties and

Penalties as above.
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SUBMISSIONS OF THE APPELLANT:

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant has filed the

present appeal wherein they have submitted grounds which are as under:-

3.1 The impugned Order-in-Original passed by the Additional
Commissioner of Customs, Mundra, is bad in law that all the allegations levelled
against this appellant in the impugned Order-in-Original are denied as baseless,
unfounded, untenable and lacking in credence and therefore unsustainable, on
each of the following grounds, which are taken separately without impinging

upon each other to overall proved non liability for any penalty:

3.2 No mens rea no penalty- That after importation of goods and filing
of Bill of Entry the Appellant came to know that obtaining NOC from the Ministry
of Steels was mandatory in the light of Circular dated 20.10.2023 issued by the
Ministry of Steels. Thus, efforts were made to obtain NOC and the Appellant was
approached by a person named Shyam who assured them to provide the NOC
hassle free and the same was also provided within time frame, further the
Appellant bonafidely submitted the NOC to the Department assuming it to be
necessary document for clearance of goods; the so obtained NOC was submitted
to the Department on bonafide belief that the goods will be cleared by the
Department after submission of the same. However, the Department on
verification found it fake, and that the Appellant only came to know about the
fakeness of the NOC upon intimation by the Department. It is submitted that the
Appellant had no means to verify the authenticity of the NOC and is in fact a
victim of a fraud committed against them by someone else. As the Appellant had
no knowledge about the fake NOC being submitted by it, there is no mens rea
on the part of the appellant, therefore, penalty under Section 114AA of the
Customs Act, 1962 cannot be imposed upon the Appellant. That the sole reason
given by the Adjudicating Authority for imposing penalty on the Appellant is that
it had received the NOC from third person which was forged. However, the
Adjudicating Authority has failed to appreciate that for imposition of penalty
under Section 114AA, the requirement is that the person should be "knowingly
or intentionally" submitting false documents. There is nothing on record (no

jn?}:lé?atm'y statement or any other evidence) to show that the Appellant was
,-- a l?;.
5 -
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aware that the NOC being submitted by it was forged. Accordingly, no penalty is
imposable on the Appellant under Section 114AA.

3.2 Reliance in this regard is placed on the following case law:

e INGRAM MICRO INDIA P. LTD. Versus C.C., AIR CARGO
COMPLEX (), NEW DELHI [2019 (369) E.L.T. 1668 (Tri. - Del.)]

« SREE AYYANAR SPINNING & WEAVING MILLS LTD. Versus C.C.,
TUTICORIN [2019 (370) E.L.T. 1681 (Tri. - Chennai)]

3.9 It is surprising that the Additional Commissioner on one hand
despite noting in Para 19 of his findings that "However, the Importer vide letter
dated 10.04.2024 submitted Ministry of Steel NOC which was sent for
authentication from the Ministry of Steel vide e-mail dated 25.04.2024. In reply,
Ministry of Steel vide e-mail dated 26.04.2024 has informed that the said NOC/
clarification is found correct/true. As the condition of mandatory NOC has been
fulfilled by the Importer, therefore, the import stands regularised and Section
111 (o) of Customs Act, 1962 becomes inapplicable." and finds that the goods
are not liable to confiscation and on the other hand proposes/imposes and
confirms penalty upon the Appellant. It is respectfully submitted that when
goods are not liable to confiscation, penalty cannot be imposed. Order, therefore

is improper and liable to be set aside.

3.4 The Appellant had no means to verify the genuineness of the NOC
provided to them by a person named Shyam, therefore, the same was submitted

to the Department to get the same verified from the concerned Department, and
as a result of verification by the Department this fact also came to knowledge of
the Appellant which made them disappointed. However, this mistake has already
been corrected and another certificate was obtained and produced by the
Appellant to the Department prior to issuance of the impugned order, which was

found to be correct.

19. "However, the Importer vide letter dated 10.04.2024 submitted Ministry
of Steel NOC which was sent for authentication from the Ministry of Steel
vide e-mail dated 25.04.2024. In reply, Ministry of Steel vide e-mail dated
26.04.2024 has informed that the said NOC/clarification is found
correct/true. As the condition of mandatory NOC has been fulfilled by the
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Importer, therefore, the import stands regularised and Section 111 (o) of

Customs Act, 1962 becomes inapplicable."

'21. However, I find that the Importer vide letter dated NIL received on
16.04.2024 has admitted that they received NOC from third person. I further
find that the Importer vide letter dated 15.03.2024 addressed to the Deputy
Commissioner, Dock Examination Section submitted the said NOC.
Therefore, it is evident that the Importer did not follow the due procedure by
applying to Ministry of Steel for BIS NOC and submitted forged NOC
purported to be issued by Ministry of Steel for clearance of the impugned
consignment, therefore, I hold that the Importer is liable for penal action
under Section 114AA of Customs Act,1962."

Since, the mistake has already been rectified by the Appellant, well before the
issuance of the impugned order which made the goods not liable to confiscation,
and the Adjudicating Authority also refrained from confiscation of goods,

therefore, penalty under Section 114AA cannot be imposed.

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. Personal hearing was granted to the Appellant on 27.05.2025,
following the principles of natural justice wherein Shri Salil Arora, Advocate
appeared for the hearing and he re-iterated the submission made at the time of
filing the appeal. He also submitted that no penalty is imposable on the Appellant
under Section 114AA, as the same was introduced to penalise the fraudulent
exporters as per the 27th report of the Standing Committee in 2005. He placed

reliance on the following judgments (copies of which have been provided):

e 2022 (379) E.L.T. 120 (Tri. Bang.): ACCESS WORLD WIDE CARGO Versus
COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, BANGALORE

e (2024) 25 Centax 37 (Tri. Del):- A. V. Global Corporation Pvt. Ltd. Vs.

Commissioner of Customs (Import & General), New Delhi.

(P
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5. I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned order
passed by the Additional Commissioner, Customs House, Mundra and the

defense put forth by the Appellant in their appeal.

B On going through the material on record, I find that the following

1ssues need to be addressed:

(1) Whether the penalty imposed under Section 114AA of the Customs Act,
1962, on the importer M/s Shrutam Metals Pvt Ltd for the use of a

forged document is legally justified and sustainable.

(i) Whether the argument that Section 114AA of the Customs Act,

1962applies exclusively to fraudulent exporters holds merit in the facts

of the instant case.

(11 Whether the Appellant's claim of absence of mens rea (1.e., acting as an

innocent victim of fraud) negates the imposition of penalty under

Section 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

5.2 The Appellant contends that Section 114AA of the Customs Act,
1962 is only for 'fraudulent exporters', relying on the 27th Report of the Standing

Committee in 2005. However, this is a misinterpretation of the statutory

provision's scope. Section 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962, reads as under:

"If a person knowingly or intentionally makes, signs or uses, or causes to be
made, signed or used, any declaration, statement or document which 1s
false or incorrect in any material particular, in the transaction of any
business for the purposes of this Act, shall be liable to a penalty not

exceeding five times the value of goods.".

0.3 The plain reading of the Section uses the word "person" and the
phrase "in the transaction of any business for the purposes of this Act". This
language is broad and inclusive, clearly extending beyond the category of
'‘exporter' to cover any person dealing with Customs for any purpose under the

Act. The historical context of the section's introduction, as found in a Standing
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Committee Report, can be used to understand its purpose but cannot limit the

plain, unambiguous scope of the law as enacted by Parliament. The clear,

unambiguous language of the Act must prevail.

5.4 The Appellant, being an importer , used a forged NOC , which is a
document that is false or incorrect in a material particular, in the clearance
process of the imported goods. The condition of obtaining a mandatory NOC was
a prerequisite for the clearance of the said goods. Therefore, the act of submitting
a forged document squarely falls within the ambit of the offence defined under

Section 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

9.9 The cases cited by the Appellant are distinguishable because they
relate to the liability of Customs House Agents (CHAs) who merely processed
documents on behalf of their clients without proven mens rea (lack of mala fide
and wilful mis-representation by the CHA was noted in the judgment ). In the
instant case, the penalty is imposed on the importer (M/s Shrutam Metals Pvt
Ltd), who is the principal beneficiary and primary actor in the import transaction,
and the submission of the false document was for their direct benefit. The
Adjudicating Authority, in the impugned order, has correctly applied the section

to the primary party responsible for the use of the false document.

5.6 The Appellant claims the absence of mens rea (criminal intent),
arguing they were victims of a fraud by a third party named 'Shyam'. However,
the admission of the Appellant itself suggests a deliberate disregard for the
prescribed due procedure. Section 114AA requires that a person "knowingly or
intentionally” uses a false document. The Appellant's statement shows they did
not follow the due procedure of applying to the Ministry of Steel directly. Instead,
they followed an unscrupulous route by receiving a call from an unverified third
person named 'Shyam' and accepted an NOC via a non-official email ID
(tcqco@gov-steel.com - later clarified as forged by the MoS). The Adjudicating
Authority rightly concluded that the submissions of the Importer "do not stand
ground as the Importer did not follow the due procedure by applying to Ministry

of Steel for BIS NOC and rather followed unscrupulous route for procuring NOC".

o Where the facts demonstrate a deliberate bypassing of the legal and
mandatory procedure to expedite clearance using a document obtained through
unverified channels, the element of mens rea—if not direct knowledge, then

,w__'_}‘#}}ﬂfyl blindness or reckless disregard of the truth and accuracy of the

-
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document—can be inferred. The reliance on SREE AYYANAR SPINNING &
WEAVING MILLS LTD. is misplaced. That judgment required the Revenue to
prove mala fides and culpability. In the instant case, the Adjudicating Authority
has established the culpability by finding that the Appellant actively avoided the
official procedure and knowingly engaged with an external, non-official entity for
a mandatory NOC. The initial forged NOC was submitted on 15.03.2024 even
though the Bill of Entry was dated 07.11.2023, indicating a clear and active
attempt to facilitate clearance with the forged document. The subsequent
obtainment of a genuine NOC and regularisation of the import only addresses
the confiscation aspect (Section 111(0)), not the past offence of using the forged

document (Section 114AA).

5.8 The Appellant's actions constitute a reckless, deliberate disregard
for the legal process, and their engagement with an unverified third party to
procure a mandatory document instead of following the official route
demonstrates an intent to circumvent the law. This satisfies the requirement of

"knowingly or intentionally uses" under Section 114AA.

5.9 As both the conditions of 'use of a false document in a material
particular' and the presence of 'mens rea' (as inferred from the wilful
circumvention of the prescribed procedure) are satisfied, the imposition of
penalty on the Appellant is legally justified and sustainable. The rejection of the
confiscation under Section 111(0) and penalty under Section 112(a)(ii) (as the
goods ultimately complied with the condition) does not absolve the importer of
the separate, distinct, and completed offence of using a forged document under

Section 114AA.

5.10 The penalty of Z 13,50,000/- imposed by the Adjudicating Authority
is well within the maximum prescribed limit of five times the value of the goods
(where the declared value is ? 51,48,193/- ), and is therefore proportionate and
legally valid.

6. In exercise of the powers conferred under Section 128A of the

Customs Act, 1962, I pass the following order:

(i) The imposition of penalty of 13,50,000/- (Rupees Thirteen Lakh Fiity
Thousand Only) on the importer M/s Shrutam Metals Pvt Ltd under Section
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114AA of the Customs Act, 1962, for the offence of using a forged document is
upheld.

(11) The appeal filed by M/s Shrutam Metals Pvt Ltd is hereby rejected.
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By Speed Post/E-Mail

To,

M /s Shrutam Metals Private Limited,
Basement Shed No 23,

Wazirpur Industrial Area Delhi-110052

Copy to:
VL./ The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House,

Ahmedabad.
2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House , Mundra.

3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mundra.
4. Guard File.
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