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q6 r*I 5F II tr6 TITIT

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

1962 Er{T 129 (r ) (qql

drar,vbar:k as providcd in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the ruies made thereunder

noi{ afr5e vrtui olqi si rrrrdc-6q{rflinddrs.rfit{r61qrfrqffdrffqt s lrfi++ii(r
orqq eftsldSffi qfod 1ort6+ rFfrq, hn {zrmq, Fruna fr urrD fr-vq qr.f, T$ ffi 61 g-{frtIul,rra-fi
r<d6-{rr6te.
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
sccretary/Joint secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finarce, (Department of Revenue)
Parliament street, New Deihi within 3 months from the date of communication of the order.

(61

(a) any goods exported

(rs) lIT{d o{Tqnl ?116{ lIrfl rfql qrtd ITiTdI RIFI Irt ;I Tg Crd rII gfr
rrirq R{r{ tr{ rdrt qri fr ftq .]rfferd crd aflt a qri q{ qr Bq rrtrq eII{ Tr uilt rrq qrd et srfl t
srtfErd crstoftd.
any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at their place

(b)

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 quantitlr required to be unloaded at
that destination.

rr) , 1962 3fulTrl 1 trq1 qTrg rrg d-6d{@

(c) Payment of

3 9-qd $r;n qrE
rfrr ss & wq ffifrrd orrrqm frvs di qrldq :

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

(a) 4 coprcs of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in on. copy as pres der
Schedule I item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870

EI) FE& wrcrsru{d 4

(b) 4 copies of the Order-rn-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any

(rr)

\

c) 
I

4 copies of the Application for Revision

ffsr ETIR 1962 (91fl 3t-{I

ots.au-s,q-d 3i-r ffiq ciif +'st$ b srti-c a{rdr t t r. 2ool-6.ag g1* cT{qr F.looo/-(Fqq FF
6qrt cr, ), tsr rfr qmor d, fr nq fuo Urrn &.scrFro T6rq d.orr.o a1drfu. qBgo, cirr
rrtll qTcr, lrrtTqr rrql 6g +1 TIRI sft{ Fqg \16 Errc qr crs tF-q d d ts ots & sq t r.zool- s{t{ qfr
C6 drr{ t B{k6, d d pts & sq C r. roool-

/Order relating to

qft t q{R{ t$ qr1 qrqrmq {o, Erd Ern f.rt qrBq.
l6') rrg 3't-iER Eg 4 \16'

q€, l 870 Tr{ H.6 1

EfgI

(d) an evidencing pa].rnent of Rs.20O/- (Rupees two Hundred only)
or Rs. 1,000/- {Rupees one thousand only) as t.

fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items bc

he case may be, under the Hea
ing the fee prescribed in the

d of other receipts, fees,

Customs Act, 1962 (as

The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 chall
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II?i TI. 2 ,]EmIT 3f,dl TTET{,I {s 3rrild {6qs
orm fr d t Surgo otfttf+qc rsoz qff trrfl 12e g (1) & o{fi{ eYd fr.s.
gw utt*o or vfi-o srfuorur b vqu ffiR{fr of w g{ftsor sfiA B

-s idurEo, }-{qrc.r< 
I

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved by thts

order can lile 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 :

customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate

Tribunal, west zolral Bench

2"d Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

Nr, Girdhar Nagar Brrdge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

, 1962 rht ur{r 129 q (6) ffiftqq. re62 EI{r 129 q (1)

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 -

R-6I Er{r qrrn rrql {@ qrq ir?n trrnqr rrqr Eg el
riF-q qi{ tnq Fqg qr asfr oc d d \'6 EsE Fqq.

(

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penaity levied by any officer r)f Customs in t

case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand rupees;

Gr6I EI{I qrrn rrqr {@ aITcI dqr sqrfl {rqr (E:

r6q frq drq Fcq i 3ifu6, d tfu-{ Eqt qirs int{ * .rltro a d d; qis 6{R Fqq

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and pena)ty levied by any officcr oI Customs

in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not cxcccding lilLl laklr

rupees, lle thousand rupees ;

q6I gr{I qrrn rrqr {@ qrq a?fl d.nqt rrqr dg o1

TS-q qErs drg Fqq fr s{nrtF. d d; as il{r{ Fcg.

hc

ficer of Customs in the

dcd

t3

ere the amount oI duty and interest demanded and penalty levred by any ol

to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees

rrs{@ 10% 3rE-T q{, sdr {@ qr {@ (rq 4s

ft 1ev" esEl 5qi qr, sdi +-{d iis Ia-qK A A, 3r4-( {sr qtqqr 
I

qI

F
t

An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on pal,Tnent of 10% of the duty deman

where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute

StkI Ur{I 12e (g) Fq&{ erq{fu ;;rFc, {o) t6ifr{Ie
frq qrrrdffrdt6l gtrr*i A
q-d6ru-flrird-{}frqilT{

frq qr Gd srq q+tr{ } ftq fuq qq qfi-s , - 3{?.ftrl (r$ 3{ftd qr qrilfi
s{rt6{ + sr?r Eqt fu Tfr +r qw 1fr rid.J di qlftq.

under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made belore the Appellate Tribunal- (a) in an

appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or for any other purpose; or (b) for resloration of

an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hundred rupees.

amended) for filing a Revision Application, If the amount oI duty and interest demanded, lin€ or

penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less, fees as Rs.2o0/- and if it is more than one iakh rupees, the

fee is Rs.1O0O/-.

ffiffi,S-ffq son {.o q +sr il 3{fifilq

3{fqfirTr, qM A-flqfr-d

-ffi-il, dgqrdr r+q, F-rd Frtsrfirn g-d,

3ftIrftll, 3[ EFIE-380O16

(6)

(a)

(td)

(b)

(TT}

G>

-

,:/
(d)

6
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"rBs

a

4. qEkr rITrrdI tF

5.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Appeal has been filed by M/s. Benchmark Shipping and Logistics, Office

no. M-8, Mezzanine Floor, Ratnakala Arcade, Near IDBI Bank, Adani port Road,

Mundra, Kutch, Gujarat-370427, (hereinafter referred to as the Appellant) in
termsof Section 128 of the customs Act, 1962, challenging the order-in-original

no. MCH/ADC lAKl88l2024-25 dated o9.oz.2024 (hereinafter referred to as'the

impugned order') issued by the Additional Commissioner, Customs House,

Mundra (hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority ).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that M/s Gajwani Global (IEC:

BITPM9 155N) having address at Bunder Road, Mundr a-E, 212196163, behind

Hospital, Mudra Kachchh, Gujarat- 3ZO42l (hereinafter referred to as ,the

importer' or 'the Noticec' for sake of brevity) filed a Bili of Entry No. 579044g

dated 04.05.2023 through their CB M/s. Benchmark Shipping and Logistics

(PAN No. cosPM1345E) for import and clearance of 'parts and accessories of

printing machine' (hereinafter referred to as ,the goods) having declared

assessable value of Rs. 6,3O,473 / -. The subject goods were imported from M/s.

Electronic way Trading LLC, Dubai (uAE). The subject goods were classified

under crH 8443 9990 of custom Tariff Act, 1975. The total duty was assessed

to Rs. 1,74,863/- (lncluding IGST).

consignment examined under panchnama dated 1s.05.2o23 by the officers of

SIIB, in the presence of representatives of Customs Broker, empanelled

Chartered Engineer, representatives of CFS and Importer. During the

examination of the consignment, goods appeared as old and used

parts / accessories of photocopier machine and aiso found hard disc drive which

were not declared in Biil of Entrv.

2.2 During examination, all the cartons were opened one by one and

examined thoroughly goods found as old and used and some cartons contained

2.1 NCTC has issued alert wherein intelligence conveyed that the

consignmcnt appcared t.o be a risky in re lation to mis-declaration, IpR violatiofi. '''",
BIS non-compiiance etc. on the basis of the said a1ert, Bill of Entry szgoh{-s ,,

.: ,': .
dated 04.O5.2O23 lilcd by M/s. Gajwani Global declaring the goods as parts ,? 

,. 1: 
.

and accessories of prin,ing machine and classifying the same under chapter r'

Tarilf Heading (CTH) 3443 of Custom Tariff Act, 1975, was put up on hold and

Page 4 of 13
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another small carton and on opening the small cartons, the goods found as

hard disc drive in the packaging. The hard disc drive has different storage size

and some are manufactured in Thailand and some in China. The goods appear

to be old and used. Therefore, some of goods appeared to be mis-declared in

terms of description, quantity and country of origin. Further, as the goods

appear to be old and used, the goods appear to be prohibited for import under

FTP (2015-20) and the Hazardous and Other Waste (Management and

Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016. Further, the empanelled Chartered

Engineer vide its report dated 08.12.2023 reported that the goods were old and

used and not re-conditioned.

2.3 The said goods were seized vide Seizure Memo dated 24.06.2023

under the provisions of Section 1 10 (1) of the Customs Act, 1962 under the

reasonable belief that the importer has contravened various provisions of

Customs Act, 1962, F*fP (2015-20), Foreign Trade (Development & Regulation)

Act, 1992, Foreign Trade (Regulation) Ru1es, 1993 etc. which made goods liable

for confiscation under the provisions of Section 11 1 (d) and 1 11 (m) of the

Customs Act, 1962. The goods were seized vide Seizure Memo dated

24 .06.2023, said goods were handed over under Supratnama d aled 24 .06.2O23

e representative of M/s. Empezar Logistics Pvt. Ltd. CFS, APStrZ, Mundra

Cl-lStody and representative of CFS, unde rtake lhat thcy rz"ill not removc,

with, deal with the goods without prior permission from the

authority.

As the goods were found mis-declared and the goods were liable to

confiscation, a search was conducted at the premises of importer as necessary

to collect evidences for further investigation. During search, it was found that

there is no such oflice in existence in the name of M/ s. Gajwani Global.

Thereafter, various summons was issued to Mr. Mahefuzkhan Mahammad

Yunus Malek, Proprietor of M/ s. Gajwani Global under the provisions of

Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962 directing them to appear before the

Investigating Officer to give the evidence in the ongoing investigations on

02.06.2023 & 09.08.2023 but nelther anyone appeared on behalf of importcr

nor any written submission was received by this office against said summons.

2.5 During investigation, as the importer was not responding and

found nonexistence, CB namely M/s Benchmark Shipping and Logistics was

t
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also summoned directing them to appear before the Investigating oflicer to give

the evidence in the ongoing investigations on 02.06.2023, 26.06.2023 &

o9.o8.2o23 but neither anyone appeared on behalf of cB nor any written

submission received by this office against said summons. Further, a letter was

written to cB section that cB, M/s Benchmark shipping and Logistics is not

cooperating in the investigation, hence appropriate action was initiated against

said CB.

2.6 As the importer was not responding against summons in respect

of the goods covered under Bill of Entry no sz9o448 dated o4.05.2023 (having

total assessable value of Rs. 6,30,473/-) and as per CE certificate, goods are

old and used, there is reasonabie doubt to reject the declared Assessable value

under Rule 72 ol t]ne customs Valuation (Determination of value of Imported

Goods) Rules, 2007 ibid. Assessable value of the goods has been derived as

under of the goods worked out as below:

Descriptio
n of Goods

Parts and

accessories

of Printing

Machine

Quantit
v

120

Boxes

Total
Average

C&F
Value
(approx.

)

15.569t-

CIF Value
(c&F
Value
*insuranc
e amount
in l.l2Soh
of C&F))

15.7 441-

CIF
Value in
INR
(Exchang

e Rate:

1$-83.15

Rupees)

Duty
(7.5"

BCD +

l00A
SWS +

18.
IGST)

.t

4.7 In view of the above it appeared that the importer had

mis-declared the description of the goods against Bill of Entry No. 57

04.o5.2o23 with an intention to import restricted items, viz. old and used parts

and accessories of printing machine without obtaining any permission or

authorization from Ministry of Electronics & Information Technolog. or DGFT

respectively. Therefore, these acts of omission and commission on the part of the

importers have made the goods Iiable for confiscation under the provisions of

section 111 (d) and 111 (m) of the cA, 1962 ar,d the importing firm has rendered

themselves liable for penal action under section 112 of the customs Act, 1962.

\

Sr

N

o

l
3,63,0831
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2.8 It also appeared that the CB hrm M/s. Benchmark Shipping and

Logistics aided and abetted in clearance of restricted goods in violation of

Import Policy and accordingly contravened the provisions of Regulation 10 of

CBLR, 2018. Therefore, it appeared that the CB firm M/s. Benchmark

Shipping and Logistics also contravened the provisions of Regulation 17 (9) of

CBLR, 2018 as they failed to supervise the acts of their employees to ensure

the proper conduct of his employees in the transaction of business and he shall

be held responsible for all acts or omissions of his employees during their

employment.

2.4 Based on the above SCN was issued to the importer, M/s Gajwani

Global, for demand of duty, interest, penalty and the appellant was callcd upon

to show cause to the Additional Commissioner, Custom House, Mundra, as to

why:-

i. Penalty should not be imposed on M/s. Benchmark Shipping and

Logistics under section 117 of the Customs Act, 7962 for violating section 108

of the Customs Act, 1962 and for omission and commission in executing his

role as a Custom Broker under Regulations 11 (d), (e), (0, (m) & (n) of CBLR,

2013 by not presenting himself before summons.

2.5 Consequently, the adjudicating authorily confirmed the demand against

the importer along with applicable interest and penalty and passed rhe

following order with regard to Appellant:

He imposed penalty of Rs. 2,50,000/-(Rs. two lakh Fifty Thousand only)

s. Benchmark Shipping and Logistics under section 117 of the Customs

62.

SUBMISSI ONS OF THE APPELLANT:

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

present appeal against the order passed by the Additional Commissioner,

Custom House, Mundra.

3.1 The appellant asserts that the impugned order is fundamentally

flawed as it was passed without considering the written submissions dated

october 17,2023, and March 7,2024. Purthermore, the adjudicating authority

Page 7 of 13
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is accused of traveling beyond the scope of the show cause Notice (scN). while
the scN alleged violations under the 2013 regulations, the penalty was

ultimately imposed based on the 2018 regulations, a move the appellant claims

violates the principles of natural justice and the right to audi alteram partem.

3.2 The appellant contends that they acted with due diligence and

fulfilled all legal requirements regarding the verification of importer credentials.

Before accepting the assignment, the appellant collected comprehensive Know

Your Customer (KYC) documents, including the Import Export Code (IEC), GST

registration details, and address proof for M/s Gajwani Global. They argue that
as a customs Broker, their responsibility was to file the Bill of Entry based on

the documents provided by the importer, such as the bill of lading and invoice.

3.3 The appeal challenges the adjudicating authority,s lindings as being

based on assumptions and presumptions rather than corroborated documenta4r

evidence. The appellant highlights that they have no role in any mis-declaration,

as the discrepancies were identified during examination and immediately

reported to the officers. They further argue that there was no mens rea (guilty

mind) or deliberate negligence, citing legal precedents where brokers were not
held liable for importer mis-deciarations when acting as a bona fide facilitator.
3.4 A significant ground for appeal is the importer's own declaration and

subscqucnt response to the scN. M/s Gajwani Global explicitly stated that they

are solely responsible for any irregularities or mis-declarations and that the

customs Broker was not consulted regarding the ordering of goods. In their
reply, the importer categorically absolved the appellant of any responsibility,

noting that the broker was unaware of the true nature of the commodities and
requested that they not be penalized. ;\ rrl:n

5\

4' Personal hearing was granted to the Appellant on ro.r2.2o2s
following the principles of natural justice wherein shri vishal Ajay kumar,
consultant appeared for the hearing through virtual mode and re-iterated the
submissions made at the time of filing the appeal.

Page 8 of 13
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5. I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned ordcr

passed by the Additional Commissioner, Custom House, Mundra and thc

defense put forth by the Appellant in their appeal. It is placed on record that one

set of the appeal papers was forwarded to the adjudicating authority, namely the

Additional Commissioner, Custom House, MP & SEZ, Mundra, vide office 1<:ttt:r

dated 30.12.2024. However, no reply has been received till date . Accordingll', in

the absence of any response, the submissions made by the appellant arc being

considered for deciding the present appeal.

5. 1 A Customs Broker (CB) occupies a unique, highly sensitive, and vital

position within the framework of the Customs Act, 1962. They are not merely

facilitators of trade or commercial agents representing a ciient; rather, they are

"extended arms" of the Customs Department. The license granted to a CB is a

privilege that carries with it a high degree of responsibility, trust, and a mandate

for absolute integrity. The Department places significant reliance on the

declarations made by a CB. In an era of Self-Assessment and "Fast Track"

clearances, the CB serves as the first line of defense against commercial fraud,

smuggling, and revenue leakage. If a CB fails to exercise due diligence, the entire

clearance system becomes vulnerable to exploitation by

ulous importers.

The Appellant's contention that they are not an "investigating

I..{:,

t

ti

3l(
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

agency" is fundamentally flawed. While a CB is not expected to be a detective,

the law (CBLR, 2018) imposes a "standard of Care" that exceeds that of a normal

commercial agent. The obligation to verify the "functioning" of a client at a

declared address is a proactive duty. The relationship between a CB and the

Customs Department is frduciary. This means the CB has a legal and ethical

obligation to act in the best interests of the Revenue when it comes to compiiance

with the Act. By failing to verify that M/s Gajwani Global was actually operating

from the declared premises, the Appellant failed in this fiduciary duty. It shows

a complete disregard for the professional standards mandated under Regulation



10 ol GBLR, 2018. such a "hands-off' approach is antithetical to the very

purpose of licensing Customs Brokers.

5.3 Regulation 10(n) of the CBLR, 2018, is the cornerstone of the,,Know

Your client" (KYC) framework within the customs ecosystem. It stipulates that
a customs Broker "sha11 verify correctness of Importer Exporter code (IEC)

number, Goods and Services Tax Identification Number (GSTIN), identity of his

client and functioning of his client at the declared address by using reliable,

independent, authentic documents, data or information." The Appellant,s

defense rests on the premise that they validated the GSTIN and IEC on the official

government portals. However, there is a distinct legal difference between

"validating" a document's existence and ,,verifying,' the client,s identity and

functioning. Validation is a passive check; verification is a proactive obligation.

5.4 The purpose of phrase "functioning of his critnt at the decrared

address" in the regulations to ensure that the cB does not deal with ,,fly-by-

night' operators or "paper companies." If a cB merely checks a website to see if
a GST number exists, they are not verifying if a business is actuaily
"functioning." In this case, the investigation by the department revealed that the

importer was non-existent at the declared premises. This fact alone establishes

a prima facie failure of the cB to satisfy the "functioning" limb of Regulation

10(n). By abdicating the KYC process, the Appellant effectively bypass

security checks intended by the legislature. This "delegation of diligence,,

permissiblc under the CBLR.

5.5 The Appellant argued that there is no requirement for ,,physical

verification' of the premises. while the regulation does not explicitly use the word

physical," it mandates the use of ,,reliab1e, independent, and authentic
documents or information" to verify functioning. If documents (like utility bills
or rent agreements) are forged-as is common in mis-declaration cases-the cB
is expected to look for "independent" corroboration. The failure to verify M/s
Gajwani Global 1ed directly to the facilitation of undervalued imports. The Kyc
norms are not just procedural formalities; they are tools to prevent economic

Page 10 of 13
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offenses. A CB who fails to identify a non-existent importer provides a verl ol

legitimacy" to fraudulent transactions. Therefore, the violation of Regulation

10(n) in the present case is not a "technical' lapse but a substantive lailure that

warrants the rejection of the appeal.

5.6 Regulation 10(d) of the CBLR, 2018, mandates that a Customs

Broker "shall advise his client to comply with ttre provisions of the Act, othcr

allied Acts and the rules and regulations thereof, and in case ol 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." The Appellant

contends that they were unaware of the mis-declaration and undervaluation,

and therefore, could not have advised the client otherwise. This 
.argument 

is

iegally fallacious. The duty to "advise" is not a passive one that only arises upon

actual knowledge of a crime. It is an ongoing professional obligation to ensure

that the documents being filed are in accordance with the law.

5.7 A Customs Broker is a technical expert in Customs law. Whcn an

importer presents documents showing a price that is significantly lou'er than the

market value, a diligent CB is expected to query thc client, scek supporting

evidence (1ike price lists or catalogs), and advise the ciient on the legal

repercussions of undervaluation. In this case, the Appellant processed the llill

of Entry blindly, acting as a mere "post oflice lor the importer's fraudulent da1:r'

The case records contain an undertakin g from M/s Gajwani Global stating: "We

undertake that we are sole1y responsible and liable for any action. . and

CHA for any responsibility whatsoever." I find that such "indemnity

r "authorizations" have zero legal standing to absoive a Customs Brokcr

statutory duties under the CBLR. Statutory obligations under Regulation

(d) are mandatory and cannot be "contracted out' through private agreements

between the importer and the CB.

5.8 The investigation revealed a gross mis-match between the declared

value and the actual market value of the imported goods. A customs Broker, by

virtue of their license, is deemed to have specialized knowledge of trade patterns

.l

\i
,.
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and valuation. The failure to notice and advise against such blatant

undervaluation constitutes professional misconduct. By tailing to meet the

proprietor and relying on an intermediary, the Appellant effectively ensured that
no such advice couid ever be given, thereby intentionaiiy creating a "knowledge

gap" to facilitate the fraud.

5 9 The Appcllant has contended that the mis-declaration was carried

oul by thc importer and they had no personal knowledge of the fraud. This

delense is lega11y untenable in the context of the CBLR. A customs Broker is

strictly liable for the acts and omissions of their employees and any person

auth.rized ro handle clearance on their behalf. The Appellant's failure to

supervise the documentation process and their reliance on scanned copies

provided by third parries constitute "passive complicity.', The CBLR does not

require the Department to prove "mens rea" or active intent to defraud. The mere

lailurc to follow the prescribed "Standards of conduct" is sufficient for penal

actiorr.

5.10 The Adjudicating Authority's finding that the CB acted as a ,,conduit',

is well-founded. when a cB operates in a manner where they merely affix their
signature and stamp for a commission, they abandon their role as a professional

and become a tool for tax evaders. This behavior degrades the professional

standards of the entire customs Broker communit5r and poses a systemic risk to

the automated EDI system. The Appellant has argued that the penalty is too

harsh. However, given the gravity of the undervaluation and the fact that the

importer was non-existent, the breach of Regulation 10 is absolute. In cases

involving the facilitation of non-existent entities, the revocation or suspen

the license is a proportionate response to protect the Revenue and main

integrity of the Customs clearance process.

5.1 1 The Appellant has failed to provide any evidence that th
independent steps to verify the "functioning,, of M/s Gajwani G1obal. The reliance

on an intermediary is a violation of the professional conduct expected of a
licensed customs Broker. The mis-declaration of goods has caused a direct loss

to the exchequer, and the cB's negligence played a pivotal role in facilitating this.

The Adjudicating Authority has correctly applied the law and the judiciai

precedents regarding cB liability. The arguments of the Appellant regarding

"good faith" and "no physical verification requirement" are rejected in light of the
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specific language of Regulation 10(n). There is no merit in the appeal. The

findings of the Adjudicating Authority are well-reasoned and supported by the

evidence on record.

6.

order:

In view of the above discussion and findings, I pass the fotlowing

a. The Appeal filed by M / s Benchmark Shipping and Logistics is hercby

REJECTED.

b. The Order-in-Original No. MCH/ADC/AKI88l2024-25 dated OB.O7 2024

is UPHELD in its entiretv.

,3 iydlD7 L)

F. No. S/49-283/CUS/MUN 124-25

By Registered post A.D/E-Mail

(AMIT

Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

Dt.30.01.2026

H ouse,

rl
"Jl

To,

M/s. Benchmark Shipping and Logistics,

Office no. M-8, Mezzanine Floor, Ratnakala Arcade,
Near IDBI Bank, Adani Port Road,

Mundra, Kutch, Gujaral-37 O42I

Email: benchmarken 1@smail.com

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom
Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Mundra.
3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom, Mundra.
4. Guard Fi1e.
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