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F.No. 5/46-234/CUS/AHD/24-25

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.

Fafafee gafRe TSGR/ Order relating to :

N & U § maifaa S1E A,

(a)

any goods imported on baggage.

URA # STATT P 8 (SU! a6 § A1G1 AT AST WRA | ITF TG ®IT W AT T
T AT T I T RIF W) IaR 91 & e sniféa ara Iar 9 91 @ 91 39 19

RIF W IR T 91d $t 96 § ifdd ara | ) &

(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
iIf goods unloaded at such destination are short of the quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

?ﬁmalﬁﬁmJ%z%mxammmﬂqmwﬁﬁf%mmm
@ g,

(c)

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

QRIGU 3HTdE U7 Wa (aarael § [Afey Wy #§ ueqd &1 e foad ot
IuF! wiE # st R 3w F wry Prafifdm sreme waw @ aite

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 :

PIC Bl TI,1870 & WG .6 ITYA 1 & = Fruffa e Te ouR 50 oty 37 4
yfedi, et oo ufa & vaw 3/ &t rarew yew Ree am g Tfkv,

(a)

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

WEE AWl & AHATal WY g ARSI 4 Ulagi, afe @l

(b)

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

gTar & fre smdes &t 4 wiar

(¢)

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

TRIIUT 3Tde STaR e & forg Wamgpess ofifw, 1962 (qurisifie) & Ruika oy

S Y¥le B 2us sraftol Rafdy wel & widd orfi omar & 9 3. 200/-(w=Tw 3@ o = yar

%.1000/<(FUQ TP IR A ) St it wren 818 grafia yrar & yeifore aor @ o6 @
gufe. TS e, [T 4T ST, 0T 147 68 @1 ARISHR T v g a1 IHE B9 8t 0
TR & &Y H $.200/- 3R afe v o | e 8 a) B & =9 7 5.1000/-

(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 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/-.

mﬁ.ztmﬁﬁamﬁﬁmmmﬁmﬂuﬁﬁémﬁrmm
ﬁmﬂmmﬁa}&meﬂrﬁmmazaﬂm129q(1)$anﬂ=rmﬁ

H.e-3 & Hurgew, F=ita Iae gew ok Far v onfter aftrewor ¥ wwer Prafifag ol
R Ifid s "od &
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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 :

. Pad IS qPeh d Tar &R Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal,
srdfergariteyur, ufdedt aeitg dis West Zonal Bench

qilfl H‘Erl?[@'ﬁl‘l’qﬁ Yo, Rde IR gd, | 2" Floor, Bahumali Bhavan, Nr. Girdhar Nagar Bridge,
HYRAI, AgHIEIG-380016 Asarwa, Ahmedabad-380 016

Hragew sifufean, 1962 &t 4RT 129 € (6) & rthH, Hues sfufaw, 1962 &t urT
129 € (1) & th= orfte & wry FPufafes yoo dom g1 aifide-

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 -

Jdter | T AT § ol [l AHIYed ATUPRI GRT AN 74T Yob AR TSl adl

Imm&ﬁmnﬁmmmmmﬁa‘rwmm.

(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;

Idtea & WErId ATHA | ol [pul ATHIYeP TSR GIRT HIT 4T Yeb R TS adT
a}mﬁwa‘zﬁmuﬁmmﬁ&fﬂmﬁﬂﬁmx@mwémqﬁ
. UId gVIR ¥4T¢

(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 .

Jfiea & TErd HHA | ogl [pul ATHIe® ATUBRT GRT AT T Yeb R T ayTl
ST T 48 B IPH UG 9@ ®UU § HfUF B a9 9 TR HUC.

(c)

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

(Y)

TH AW & [aog AUB0 S GHAAT T ED & 10 % Gl B IR, 981 Yo I Yoob Td &3 faarg
FEAWESHI0 % S XA R, 981 bad &3 fdarg # g, 3rdter @1 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.

Iaa fufraw Y uRT 129 (©) & afa rfter wiftresor & wHa IR Ud® 3deA Ua-
(@) AP AW & fow a1 Tafagl F gurRA & g a1 R o waew & fag P g
U : - fyar
(@) e a1 I UF BT YAEd & Y AR e & WY FUY Uid 6 T Yoo
Hau g1 d91f8u.

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. Meghmani Pigments, 11t floor, JMC House, Opp. Parimal Garden, Ellis Bridge,
Ahmedabad - 380006 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the appellant’) has filed the present appeal
In terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, against the Order-In-Original No. 45/DC/
[CD/IMP/REF /2024 dated 06.09.2024 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order’)
passed by the Deputy Commissioner of Customs, ICD-Khodiyar, Dist. Gandhinagar
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the adjudicating authority’). Vide impugned order, the
appellant’s claim for refund of interest of Rs.1,84,66,284 /- paid on delayed payment of IGST
has been rejected by the adjudicating authority.

2. Facts of the case in briefare that the appellant was importing various chemicals under

Advance Authorisation Scheme without payment of Customs duties including IGST leviable
under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975. According to the appellant, they had
exported the goods first and subsequently imported duty-free goods/inputs under Advance
Authorisation by availing Exemption under Notification No. 18/2015-Cus dated 01.04.2015,
as amended by Notification No. 79/2017-Cus dated 13.10.2017. Later, in view of the
Judgment dated 28.04.2023 of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Union of India vs.
Cosmo Films Ltd. [(2023) 5 Centax 286 (S.C.)], it was settled that the ‘Pre-import condition’
for imports under Advance Authorisation is valid and required to be fulfilled. The ‘Pre-
import condition” was omitted vide Notification No. 01/2019-Customs dated 10.01.20109.
Thus, during the period 0f 13.10.2017 to 09.01.2019 there was ‘pre-import condition’ in Para
4.14 of the Foreign Trade Policy 2015-20, which was held to be valid by Hon’ble Supreme
Court. So, during the period of 13.10.2017 to 09.01.2019, the importer was required to
import the inputs under Advance Authorisation Scheme first; and by using such inputs the
goods manufactured by them were required to be exported in discharge of their export
obligation. Whereas, in the present case, the appellant has made exports first and imported

inputs under Advance Authorisation later duty free, which was not proper.

3. Following the aforesaid Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court, the CBIC issued a
Circular No. 16/2023-Customs dated 07.06.2023, which clarified the procedure for paying
IGST and availing Input Tax Credit (ITC). The appellant had stated to have voluntarily paid
IGST of Rs. 2,40,01,736/- and Interest on IGST amounting to Rs. 1,84,66,284/-, which was
automatically calculated by the EDI System during the reassessment of their 16 Bills of Entry

as per the procedure prescribed in the said Circular.
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4, Thereafter, the appellant submitted a letter dated 05.10.2023 to the Commissioner of
Customs, Ahmedabad, citing provisions of Section 149 and Section 154 of the Customs Act,
1962, seeking amendment/reassessment of the subject BOEs and requesting the exclusion
of the amount paid equivalent to the interest amounting to Rs.1,84,66,284 /- from the subject
BOEs and to provide a refund of the said amount as per the provisions of Section 27 of the
Customs Act, 1962, along with applicable interest. Thereafter, the claimant has submitted a
letter dated 08.05.2024 (submitted on 10.05.2024) to the Deputy Commissioner of Customs,
ICD Khodiyar (with reference to their earlier letter dated 05.10.2023 addressed to

Commissioner of Customs) on this issue.

3, Thereafter, a Show Cause Notice dated 24.05.2024 was issued by the Deputy
Commissioner of Customs, ICD-Khodiyar, for rejection of refund claim. After considering the

written and oral submissions of the claimant, the adjudicating authority has rejected the

refund claim vide impugned order dated 06.09.2024. Being aggrieved, the claimant/

appellant has filed the present appeal under the provisions of Section 128 of the Customs
Act, 1962.

Admission of Appeal:

6. As the present appeal has been filed against rejection of refund claim, pre-deposit for
filing the appeal under the provisions of Section 129E of the Customs Act, 1962, is not
required. In the Form CA-1 of the Appeal Memorandum, the Date of communication of the
impugned order dated 06.09.2024 has been shown as ‘11.09.2024'. Whereas, the present
appeal has been filed on 05.11.2024. As the appeal has been filed within normal period of

60 days from the date of receipt of impugned order, as stipulated under Section 128(1) ibid,

it has been admitted and being taken up for disposal on merits.

Grounds of Appeal:
/ The appellant has raised various contentions in their grounds of appeal. Gist of the

same is as under:

P The appellant cited the judgment in the case of Sakar Industries Private Limited v.
Commissioner of Customs - Ahmedabad in CUSTOMS Appeal No. 10453 of 2024 [2024 (10) TMI
1141 - CESTAT AHMEDABAD] wherein the CESTAT ruled that a demand for IGST cannot be
raised if the department cannot prove that imported materials were not used in the
manufacture of exported goods. The appellant stated that the department has not made such
an allegation; that they have fulfilled their export obligations and applied for an Export

Obligation Disch_éi'ge Certificate (EODC) for all licenses in questiop.
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. The appellant argued that Section 3(12) of the Customs Tariff Act incorporates only
provisions relating to duty, refunds and exemptions from the Customs Act, but not interest.
There is no specific statutory provision under the Customs Act for charging interest on the
IGST component. They relied upon the Bombay High Court's judgment in Mahindra and
Mahindra v. Union of India [2022 (10) TMI 212 (Bom. HC)] which held that interest and

penalties cannot be levied without an explicit, substantive provision in the statute.

73 The appellant further contends that Circular No. 16/2023 cannot be the basis for
enforcing interest payment because administrative circulars cannot override statutory law.
The company notes that while the Supreme Court directed the CBIC to issue a circular to

clarify the procedure for ITC availment, it did not mandate the payment of interest.

7.4 The appellant further argued that the adjudicating authority misinterpreted the
conditions of their bond, which only requires a 15% interest payment if they fail to fulfil their

export obligation; but in this case they have fulfilled this obligation.

7.5 The Appellant was compelled to pay an amount equivalent to interest due to auto-
calculation by the EDI system, without any statutory mandate or discretion to correct it and
the same is liable to be refunded with compensatory interest @12% p.a., as recognized in
cases like Sandvik Asia Ltd. v. CIT - [2006] 150 TAXMAN 591 (SC) and Gujarat Fluorochemicals
Ltd. v. CIT - [2015] 55 taxmann.com 204 (Gujarat).

7.6 The appellant has relied upon numerous decisions in support of their contention that
interest is not payable on IGST and therefore, they have requested to refund the interest paid

by them with interest.

\dditional Written Submissi

8. Vide letter dated 11.08.2025, the appellant has submitted additional written

submissions, which are as under:

8.1  The Appellant has made detailed submissions from paragraphs 35 to 45 (in the
appeal submitted) basis legal position and the judicial precedents that imposition of interest
under section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962 is not justified in the absence of substantive

provisions for charging interest. The provisions under the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 as
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prevalent when the imports where done are inadequate regarding the imposition of interest

on additional duty of integrated tax as levied under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act,

1975 levied on imports of goods.

8.2  The Appellant would like to draw attention of the Bombay High Court Ruling in the
matter of A. R. Sulphonates Private Limited vs Union of India on the demand of interest,
penalty and redemption fine from the Petitioner in lieu of payment of IGST leviable under
Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 levied on imports of goods. The demand
originated on account of non-fulfilment of pre-import condition for imports made against
Advance Authorization. The demand for interest was made under Section 28AA of the
Customs Act, 1962 as in the present case of the Appellant. Thus, the facts are similar to the
current matter. Further, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court dropped the demand of interest,
penalty and redemption fine and also held that Circular No. 16/2023 -Customs dated 7% June
2023 issued by the Central Board of Indirect Tax and Customs to the extent it purports to

levy interest upon the IGST payment.

8.3 The Hon'ble Court ordered in favour of the petitioner by considering various judicial
precedents and holding that the amended Sectior of the Customs Tariff A :

yrospective in nature and would apply only with effect from 16t Aug 2024.

8.4  The Appellant submits that the issue involved in the present appeal filed by the
Appellant is no longer res integra and stands decided in favour of the assessee by the order
of Commissioner of Customs (Appeals), Ahmedabad, in the matter of M/s. AWL Agri Business
Limited (formerly known as Adani Wilmar Limited) Versus Additional Commissioner of
Customs, Customs House, Mundra [Order in Appeal No. MUN-CUSTM-000-APP-114-25-26
dated June 30, 2025].

8.5  Given the above, since the ruling of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court and Order-In-
Appeal in case of M/s. AWL Agri Business Limited (Supra) is squarely applicable considering
the facts, the Appellant prayed to set aside the impugned order and grant the refund of the
amount deposited equivalent to the interest (i.e., Rs. 1,84,66,284/-). Furthermore, they have
requested that the Appellant be compensated by way of paying interest on the amount
already deposited at the rate of 12% p.a. from the date of deposit until the date of refund as

compensation.

8.6  Itispertinentto note that there is no contrary ruling as on date to the aforesaid ruling
from any other High Court or the Supreme Court. Thus, the principle of judicial discipline

ought to be followed, and relief be granted on the basis of the subject ruling.
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9. Vide letter dated 15.07.2025, the appellant has submitted an application for early
hearing on the ground that issue is no longer res integra and already decided by
Commissioner of Customs (Appeals), Ahmedabad, in the matter of AWL Agri Business Ltd.

(formally known as Adani Wilmar Ltd.) vide Order-In-Appeal No. MUN-CUSTM-000-APP-
114-25-26 dated 30.06.2025.

10.  Personal Hearing in this case was held in virtual mode, i.e. through video conference,
on 10.09.2025, which was attended by Shri Vaibhav Jajoo, Advocate, on behalf of the

appellant. He reiterated the written submissions made by them.

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS

11.  One set of the appeal memorandum has been sent to the Deputy Commissioner of
Customs, ICD Khodiyar, vide this office letter F.No. S/49-234/CUS/AHD/2024-25/3999
dated 04.12.2024 for comments, but no reply thereof has been received. Therefore, |

proceed to decide the appeal on basis of documents submitted by the appellant.

12.  Thave gone through the appeal memorandum and the additional submissions filed by
the appellant and also considered oral submissions made on behalf of the appellant during

personal hearing. The main issue to be decided in present appeal is whether the impugned

order rejecting refund of interest, paid towards delayed payment of IGST, under the
provisions of Section 27 of the Customs Act, 1962, in the facts and circumstances of the case,

is legal and proper or otherwise.

13.  The appellant has contended that payment of interest on IGST is unsustainable as
there is no charging provision under the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, authorizing the levy of
interest on IGST. In other words, Section 3(12) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 (as stood
prior to its amendment w.e.f. 16.08.2024) did not borrow the provision for charging interest
from the Customs Act, 1962. Further, Section 3(12), as it stood during the period of import
and payment of IGST, did not extend the provisions of the Customs Act, 1962, relating to
interest on delayed payment of IGST levied under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act,
1975. The issue pertains to legal interpretation of the ‘pre-import condition’, which was
ambiguous and subsequently clarified only after the Supreme Court’s ruling in Cosmo Films

Ltd. and issuance of the CBIC Circular No. 16/2023-Cus dated 07.06.2023.

Page 8 of 12




F.No. S/46-234/CUS/AHD/24-25

14. In this regard, it is observed that the appellant has relied upon various judicial
pronouncements to support their claim. However, particular attention is drawn to the
decision of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court in Mahindra and Mahindra Ltd. v. Union of
India [2022-VIL-690-BOM-CU = (2023) 3 Centax 261 (Bom.)], wherein the Court
categorically held that in the absence of a specific charging provision under the Customs
Tariff Act, the levy of interest and penalty on IGST is unsustainable. Against this Judgment,
Customs Department had filed an SLP (C) Diary No. 18824/2023 with Hon’ble Supreme
Court. Vide Order dated 28.07.2023, the said SLP has been dismissed by Hon’ble Supreme
Court by observing, “We do not find any merit in the Special Leave Petition.”. Against this
dismissal, Customs Department has filed a Review Petition (C) Diary No. 41195/2023 with
Hon'ble Supreme Court; however, the same has also been dismissed vide Order dated
09.01.2024. Thus, the decision of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court in the case of Mahindra
and Mahindra Ltd. (supra) became final.

15.  This view was reaffirmed and applied in the case of A. R. Sulphonates Pvt. Ltd. v.
Union of India [(2025) 29 Centax 212 (Bom.) = 2025 (4) TMI 578 (Bom.)], where the Hon’ble
High Court quashed the demand of interest and penalty on IGST levied under Section 3(7) of
the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, and also held that CBIC Circular No. 16/2023-Cus, to the extent
it seeks to recover interest, is not legally tenable. Both decisions establish that Section 3(12)
of the Customs Tariff Act, prior to its amendment effective from 16.08.2024, did not extend
the provisions for charging interest to IGST, thereby rendering such demands devoid of legal

authority.

16.1 In this regard, I have perused the aforesaid judgments and the relevant para of the

Hon’ble Bombay High Court in the case of A.R. Sulphonates Pvt. Ltd. vs. Union of India

(supra) are reproduced below (emphasis supplied):

“70. In our view, for all the reasons stated hereinabove, the impugned Order, to

the extent that it levies interest and penalty, is without the authority of lav
 is liable t hed L set aside

71. As far as Circular No. 16/ 2023-Customs dated 7th June, 2023 is concerned,
it seeks to recover interest along with IGST. The relevant part of the said Circular

reads as under:-

“(a). for the relevant imports that could not meet the said pre-import

condition and are hence required to pay IGST and Compensation Cess to that

b
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extent, the importer (not limited to the respondents) may approach the

concerned assessment group at the POl with relevant details for purposes of

payment of the tax and cess along with applicable interest."”

72. In our view, for all the reasons stated herein above, the said Circular, to the

extent that it seeks to recover interest, is bad in law.

73.  As far as redemption fine imposed by the impugned Order is concerned, the
same is demanded in lieu of confiscation of goods under Section 111(0) of the
Customs Act. As per Section 111(0) of the Customs Act, the goods shall be liable for
confiscation in the event the condition subject to which the goods are exempted
from duty is not observed. As already held by us on the basis of the Judgement of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Orient Fabrics Limited (supra), Section
3 (12) of the Tariff Act, after its amendment by Finance (No.2) Act, 2024, dated
16th August, 2024, makes applicable the provisions relating to interest, offences
and penalties of the Customs Act to the Tariff Act. As already held by us, Section 3
(12) of the Tariff Act, as amended, is applicable only after 16th August,2024
and is not applicable to the present case. Accordingly, in the present case, no

confiscation could have been imposed.

74.  Further, the Joint Director General of Foreign Trade, by Trade Notice No. 7
of 2023-24 dated 8% July, 2023 clarified that all imports made under the Advance
Authorization Scheme on or after 13 October, 2017 and upto and including 9t
January, 2019, which could not meet the pre-import condition, may be regularized
by making payments as prescribed in the Customs Circular No. 16/2023 - Customs
dated 7% June, 2023. For this reason also, no confiscation can be done nor any

redemption fine can be imposed.

75.  Further, in the present case, once the Petitioner pays the IGST, it would
amount to the Petitioner not having availed the benefit of the exemption and the
issue would be regularized. Therefore, the provisions of Section 111 (o) of the

Customs Act will not be attracted. Consequently, no fine and penalty would be

recoverable from the Petitioner.

76.  For all the aforesaid reasons, we pass the following orders:-

K
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(i) It is declared that Circular No.16 of 2023-Customs dated 7th June, 2023, to

the extent that it purports to levy interest upon the IGST payment, is beyond
the provisions of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 and is bad in law;

(ii) The impugned Order dated 1st August, 2024, to the extent that it seeks to
recover interest, confiscate goods, impose redemption fine and impose

penalty, is quashed and set aside;

(iii) It is declared that the amendment to the provisions of Section 3 (12) of the
Customs Tariff Act, 1975 by Finance (No.2) Act, 2024 dated 16th August,
2024 is prospective in nature and is applicable only from 16th August, 2024

onwards;

16.2 Inview of the above, it is observed that the issue involved in the aforesaid judgments
is identical in nature and squarely covers the present case as they had also dealt with the
levy of interest on IGST as in the present case. Further, at the time of passing the impugned
order-in-original dated 06.09.2024, the judgment dated 09.04.2025 of Hon’ble Bombay High
Court in the case of A. R. Sulphonates Pvt. Ltd. (supra) was not available. Therefore, the
adjudicating authority had no opportunity of examine the present case in light of the said
Judgment. The decisions relied upon by the adjudicating authority in the impugned order
are regarding levy of interest/penalty on Cess or Additional Duty, but none of them is
regarding levy of interest on IGST prior to 16.08.2024. Whereas, the Judgment dated
09.04.2025 of Hon’ble High Court of Bombay in the case of A.R. Sulphonates Pvt. Ltd.
[(2025) 29 Centax 212 (Bom.)] specifically deals on this issue, which is involved in the
present case. Therefore, | am of the considered view that the matter needs to be remanded
back to the adjudicating authority, who shall examine the facts of the case and decide the

issue on the basis of the aforesaid Judgments.

17.  In view of the discussions made above, I allow the appeal by way of remand to the
adjudicating authority with the direction to pass the fresh speaking order in light of the
aforesaid judgments. As regards powers of Commissioner (Appeals) to remand cases, | rely
upon the judgment of Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat in case of Medico Labs - 2004 (173) ELT
117 (Guj.), judgment of Hon’ble Bombay High Court in case of Ganesh Benzoplast Ltd. [2020
(374) E.L.T. 552 (Bom.)] and orders of Hon’ble Tribunal in case of Prem Steels P. Ltd. [2012-

8% aid Hawkins Cookers Ltd. [2012 (284) E.L.T. 677 (Tri. - Del)]
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wherein it has been held that Commissioner (Appeals) has power to remand the case under

Section-35A(3) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 and Section-128A(3) of the Customs Act,
1962.

18.  The appeal is allowed by way of remand.

( GUPTA)
COMMISSIONER (APPEALS)
CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD

F.No.S/49-234/CUS/AHD/2024-25 Dated 26.09.2025
By email (as per Section of the Custo Act, 19€
To

M/s. Meghmani Pigments,

11 floor, JMC House, Opp. Parimal Garden,
Ellis Bridge, Ahmedabad - 380006.

(email: exports@meghmani

Copy to:

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

(email: ccoahm-guj@nic.in )

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

(email: cus-ahmd-guj@nic.in rra-customsahd@gov.in )

3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner of Customs, ICD-Khodiyar, Dist. Gandhinagar.

(email: icdkhd-ahd@gov.in , icd ahd@yahoo.co.in )

4, Shri Vaibhav Jajoo, Advocate, Ahmedabad

(email: vaibhav.jajoo@dhruvaadvisors.com )

- Guard File.

* % % %
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