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eci 1062 &} URT 128% F 3] JMN-CUSTM-000-APP-230-25-26

(UNDER SECTION 128A OF THE |
CUSTOMS ACT, 1962):

Shri Amit Gupta

T giika®dl PASSED BY Commissioner of Customs (Appeals),
Ahmedabad
g &l DATE 07.08.2025

I Ul TR &l 4. g feid

g ARISING OUT OF ORDER-IN- 187/CUS-REF/2024-25 dated 06.06.2024
ORIGINAL NO.
s U TGV SR} A B i 07.08.2025

ORDER- IN-APPEAL ISSUED ON: |

M/s Shirdi Steel Traders, Plot No 40, Ship |

£ 3didehal 1 19 d Udl NAME AND | Recycling Yard, P. O. Manar, Dist - |
ADDRESS OF THE APPELLANT: | Bhavnagar. |

1 w?wﬁ#%m%ﬁmﬁam%ﬁ%mwﬁ"ﬁ?
- | T 8.

This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued.
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AT & AHEl & T A o1 Afdd 59 AR @ AU DY MTEd HeHW YT @ )
T AW P Wi & aiE & 3 7g & ey HW whia iy wfaa (3mdgH |
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' 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.

[' a)

E fAgfafad gafRd Gﬂ%’d{ Order relating to :
@) a9 P U N Aad B A,

dny goods imported on baggage.

(@) YRd § ATqTd B4 2g (B! a6 # @G AT dfbd HRd § I T VM W

JdR 9 MU ATA I OF o] WH W IdN 91 & v féa ard SarR 9 91 W) a1
mwwmmwmﬁmﬂ&ﬁ&mmﬁﬁﬁ

(b)

dny 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.

M e fUfuH, 1962 & WY X 9UT SHS U §9T T [GH & ded Yob

AT &t ST

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

'thereunder.

U 3TdeA UF WA AgHIgel § Ay URSY § URgd $IAT 8NN forHd Srrd
IgD! Wg B St R I9 & Oy Fufafaa s gew R Tifge -

)

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 :

(@ I B TaT,1870 & HE 6.6 MG 1 ¥ HUT MURT [PT T FGER 39 MW

#! 4 ufagi, Rrge! te ufd & oy T} @ ey JYew Ree am g+ Tifge.

—— T NS

(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.

(@ OWg AWl & feral 919 o oW @Y 4 wfawr, afe @

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

(M

T ¥ R omdeT @ 4 whed

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

(4)

4.

YIIE0T HTAGH GTOR B & 11T UTHTYeb JTUTTTH, 1962 (TUT HRNTU) A frufiva Wi &Y 3=
wie, v, gue wsdl 3 fafay wef & =il & siefi= amar 8 A %. 200/-F 9T S I °AT=)TAT 3.1000/-
{mwmm; o oft AT 8, ﬁwﬁﬁwﬁ?wﬁwwﬁmﬂﬁa’f

T HiTIT 147 T, ammwasaﬁaﬁraﬁwmwmmmms’ra’rﬂﬁ
zun;-aﬁ?ﬂﬁwmﬁaﬁﬁs’riﬁuﬁﬂﬂ?mﬁﬁmm-

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
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/-.

WG €. 2 & AU gud ATHAl $ dmEl 3= "] & g § alg drs oAfad 59
AT F 3ATEd HE W BT 8 af 7 Jrer afifaw 1962 #Y URT 129 T (1) &
i wid Wt.u.-3 A Wues, g I Jgob R Aar R ydie ffwer &
yuey Fafaf@d gd w® orfla &Y 9od @

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(1l) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following
address :

:ﬁ?ﬂﬁlﬁi $o IdE e d a1 < Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
3ratferg fferep T, gigH &= dig

Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

' Jd, HARAI, HgHGIEIG-380016

TR A, SgHl Had, Fde ARYRATR : umali Bhavan,
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Ahmedabad-380 016

Hrarges ffAgw, 1962 @Y URT 129 T (6) & AU, GIHIeH ATUTTAH, 1962 @1

URT 129 € (1) & 4HH orfta & sy fFAufafad oo dou g aifge-

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 -

Iita & WHEfd AT B ogl (bl GHIYed AU gRT FAT AT Yeh AR T
dYT AT 4T &8 $t IPH Uld G ©UT I 399 $H g df TP gdR IUT.

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty:_fevied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand
rupees;

YT ERIAT AT §8 @ ¥HH Uld aRg ©UU & dfUe g8 dfds 39l yag arg 2
m?'@'?ﬁ;mmm

(b)

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 five lakh rupees but not
exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

()

It | FEfRd AHd § gl bl AAed ARUSRI gRT AR 14T Yeb AR AT
dYT AT T §8 Bl IHH YA a1E w9 ¥ 34f¥s g 9 g9 gWR 4T,

- _—

(c)

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

()

T AW & favg MHRU & qA, A T Yob d 103 Al B W, 9@ Yed a1

Yob Ud &8 fdarg d 8, a1 €8 & 103 9@ P4 W, Wgl Pad ¢8 faag ¥ g, e @
O[T |

(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

i1s in dispute.

Sad MAFTH P URT 129 (T) & IHiid UTd WIUSI0T & 9HE SO¥ TP HTae
UF- (B) AP AW & fore g7 Tafay) & gura & e o Al o= yaiew & e
fbg Qg ordter : - sryar

(@) e a1 e U &1 YQadd & U qraw e & 9y ¥Ud UG @ B Yodb

Wt Jew g1 =91iRu.

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

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

(b) 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

M/s Shirdi Steel Traders, Plot No 40, Ship Recycling Yard, P. O. Manar,
Dist — Bhavnagar (hereinafter referred to as “the appellant”) have filed an
appeal in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 against the Order-
in-Original No. 187/CUS-REF/2024-25 dated 06.06.2024 (hereinafter
referred to as “the impugned order”) passed by the Assistant
Commissioner, Customs Division, Bhavnagar (hereinafter referred to as

“the adjudicating authority”).

2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the appellant, having their
Ship Recycling Yard at Plot No 40, Ship Recycling Yard, P. O. Manar, Dist —
Bhavnagar, had imported one vessel MV UTRILLO for breaking
up/recycling and filed Bill of Entry No. 8214585, dated 20.07.2020 under
Section 46 of the Customs Act, 1962. They had self-assessed the goods viz.
Vessels for breaking under CTH 89.08, Bunkers under CTH 27.10 &

Consumables under CTH 98.05 and paid the assessed customs duty.

2.1 There were some dispute with regard to assessment of customs
duty on the Fuel and Oil (Fuel Oil, Marine Gas Oil, Lub. Oil) contained in
Bunker Tanks inside/outside the engine room of the vessel. The appellant
claimed that Fuel and Oil contained in Bunker Tanks inside/outside the
engine room of the vessel was to be assessed to duty under CTSH 89.08
along with the vessel. The Department was of the view that Fuel and Qil
contained in Bunker Tanks were to be assessed to duty under respective
CTH 1.e., Chapter 27. Thereafter, the subject Bill of Entry was assessed

provisionally for want of original documents.

2.2 Further, Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad, vide its Order No. A/11792-
11851/2022, dated 17.10.2022/01.12.2022 had held that the oil
contained in the Bunkers Tanks in the engine room of the vessel is to be
assessed to duty under CTH 8908, along with the vessel for breaking up.
Further, in view of the aforesaid order of the Hon'ble CESTAT, the
Assistant Commissioner, Customs Division, Bhavnagar vide Final
Assessment Order No. 477/2519048/SBY/2023-24, dated 09.02.2024
held that Bunker Tanks containing oil are to treated as part of vessel's
machinery and the Oils contained in them are to be classified under CTH
8908 along with the vessel, as covered under Para 2(b) of Circular No
37/96 — Cus, dated 03.07.1996. The Bill of Entry was finally assessed vide
Final Assessment Order No. 477/2519048/SBY/2023-24, dated
09.02.2024 passed by the Assistant Comm‘igsian.e‘r Customs Division,

TN
Bhavnagar. Consequently, the appellant ha,di ‘ 3 idl, claim which was

decided vide the impugned order.
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2.3 The adjudicating authority observed that the appellant has
submitted a copy of Certificate dated 13.03.2024 issued by CA M/s
JAYESH MEHTA & ASSOCIATES, in which it is mentioned that Rs. Nil has
been shown as receivable from Customs department under heading of
current assets or other current assets or loan and advances in balance
sheet for the F.Y. ended 31.03.2021 and Rs. Nil has been carried forward

in the audit report in the subsequent financial years till date. This implied

that the duty paid was shown as expenditure and formed part of Profit and
loss account of the claimant. Therefore, as a settled position in law that
where the claimant has itself treated the refund amount due as
expenditure and not as "claims receivable", the claimant cannot be said to
have passed the test of unjust enrichment. Thus the appellant having
failed to prove that incidence of customs duty has not been passed on to
any other person, the amount of refund instead of being paid to them is
liable to be credited to the Consumer Welfare Fund. Therefore, the
adjudicating authority has sanctioned the refund claim of Rs. 7,15,347/-

in terms of Section 27 of the Customs Act, 1962 and credited the same to

the consumer welfare fund.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned Order, the appellant has filed

the present appeal contending on grounds as mentioned in the grounds of

appeal.

4. Shri Rahul Gajera, Advocate, appeared for personal hearing on

25.06.2025 on behalf of the appellant. He reiterated the written submission

made at the time of filing appeal.

5. Before going into the merits of the case, it is observed that the date

of communication of the impugned order as per appeal memorandum is

10.06.2024 and the present appeal was filed on 16.12.2024, i.e., after 189

days. In this regard, I have gone through the provision of limitations for

filing an appeal as specificd under Section 128(1) of the Customs Act,

1962. The same is reproduced hereunder:
“SECTION 128. Appeals to [Commissioner (Appeals). — (1) Any

person aggrieved by any decision or order passed under this Act by an

officer of customs lower in rank than a [Principal Commissioner of

s oo MU Customs or Commissioner of Customs] may appeal to the [Commissioner
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Pa "'xﬁl(iffppeals)j [within sixty days] from the date of the communication to him

o ML g

of such decision or order.

'[ﬁrovided that the Commissioner (Appeals) may, if he is satisfied that

" the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the

appeal within the aforesaid period of sixty days, allow it to be

presented within a further period of thirty days.]”
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2.1 As per the legal provisions under Section 128 of the Customs Act,
1962, the appeal has to be filed within 60 days from the date of
communication of order. Further, if the Commissioner (Appeals) 1s
satisfied that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from
presenting the appeal within the aforesaid period of 60 days, he can allow
it to be presented within a further period of 30 days.

5.2 It will also be relevant to refer to the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme
Court in case of Singh Enterprises — [2008 (221) E.L.T. 163 (S.C.)|, wherein
the Hon’ble Apex Court had, while interpreting the Section 35 of the
Central Excise Act, 1944, which is pari materia to Section 128 of the
Customs Act, 1962, held that the appeal has to be filed within 60 days, but
in terms of the proviso, further 30 days’ time can be granted by the
appellate authority to entertain the appeal. The proviso to sub-section (1) of
Section 35 makes the position crystal clear that the appellate authority has
no power to allow the appeal to be presented beyond the period of 30 days.

The relevant para is reproduced below:

“8. The Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals) as also the
Tribunal being creatures of Statute are vested with jurisdiction to
condone the delay beyond the permissible period provided under
the Statute. The period upto which the prayer for condonation can
be accepted is statutorily provided. It was submitted that the logic
of Section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1963 (in short the
‘Limitation Act’) can be availed for condonation of delay. The first
proviso to Section 35 makes the position clear that the appeal has
to be preferred within three months from the date of
communication to him of the decision or order. However, if the |
Commissioner is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by
sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the aforesaid
period of 60 days, he can allow it to be presented within a further
period of 30 days. In other words, this clearly shows that the
appeal has to be filed within 60 days but in terms of the proviso
further 30 days time f:c:;zn be granted by the appellate authority to
entertain the appeal. The proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 35
makes the position crystal clear that the appellate authority has no
power to allow the appeal to be presented beyond the period of 30

days. The language used makes the 'pﬂsitiun clear that the _ -~ .~
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complete exclusion of Section 5 of the Limitation Act. The
Commissioner and the High Court were therefore justified in
holding that there was no power to condone the delay after the

expiry of 30 days period.”

9.3 The above view was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
Amchong Tea Estate [2010 (257) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)]. Further, the Hon’ble High
Court of Gujarat in case of Ramesh Vasantbhai Bhojani - [2017 (357)
E.L.T. 63 (Guj.)] and Hon’ble Tribunal Bangalore in the case of Shri Abdul
Gafoor Vs Commissioner of Customs (Appeals) [2024-TIOL-565-CESTAT-

BANG] took a similar view while dealing with Section 128 of the Customs
Act, 1962.

5.4 In terms of legal provisions under Section 128 of the Customs Act,
1962 and in light of the judicial pronouncements by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court, Hon’ble High Court and Hon’ble Tribunal Bangalore, it is settled
proposition of law that the appeals before first appellate authority are
required to be filed within 90 days, including the condonable period of 30
days as provided in the statute, and the Commissioner (Appeals) is not
empowered to condone any delay beyond 30 days.

9.9 In light of the above observation, I find that the appeal has been
filed after 90 days from the date of receipt of the order. I am not empowered
to condone the delay in filing the appeal beyond the period specified in
Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962. Hence, the same is held to be time
barred.

0. In view of above, I reject appeal on the grounds of limitation without

going into the merits of the case.

i Bl (AMIT UPZA;
HEGTIATTESTED COMMISSIONER (APPEAES]
M CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD.

LTy SHPRERINTENDENT
Tour s Candiewy) . aIRTETaTE

F. Nos. 5/49-410%GSEJMNfQéQ&J%ﬂ*D Dated — 07.08.2025

To, 4"

1. M/s Shirdi Steel Traders, Plot No 40,
Ship Recycling Yard, P. O. Manar, Dist — Bhavnagar,

Copy to:
ﬁhe Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House,
Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner of Customs, Customs, Jamnagar.

3. The Assistant/Deputy Commissioner of Customs, Customs Division,

Bhavnagar.
4. Guard File
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