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ARISING OUT OF ORBERAN: 13/AC/ICD-SND/AHD/2024-25 dated 20.03.2025
& ORIGINAL NO.
Ut ST SR} B Y feAid
¥ ORDER- IN-APPEAL ISSUED ON: 01,09.2025
M/s Arvind Polser Engineered Composite Panel Pvt.
S{dterenell 1 A1 9 Gl Ltd. (now merged with M/s Arvind Advanced
ﬁ;g,l, :&“T'? ADDRESS  OF THE | Materials Limited) situated atSurvey No. 12, Final
E ' Plot No. 10, Arvind Mills Premises, Naroda Road,
' Ahmedabad 380025
g Wi 39 cfad & frell UGN & fore HUa § &1 SiTd! § 197 A1 U8 SR} 16T T &.
This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued.
Ao ATUFras 1962 B URT 129 € S (1) @y FfE) & srdfi= Pl 3Rmt & smal &
T H B ol § TSR R U BT ITEA HEGH BT 61 f 39 e B Iy B A | 3
HEA & SigY IR wivaRiged wiva (emde W), s warey, Rrona fum) v anf, 7€ Reh
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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.
forfaa wwaf=ra 3mexmorder relating to : h
@) | §9 & =u F smarferd Bis Ara.
(a)
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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.

an

Hramgrew fufFram, 1962 & Srwama X auT IWd U 41E T (1! S ded Yoo aTqH! B argra. |

(c)

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

YARI&UT STAGH UF T (AHTae 3§ [QIATGE WIRed H URqd BT 171 O =i SHS| ofd B
St ofk 3w & Y FafefEa srera da g aifge

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 :

BIC B Tae, 1870 B WG 0.6 HTGAT | B SHUTH [TUTTE (9T T IR §H ATSW BT 4 Wrerdy, foraat
us wfa # varw 3R Y wrare Yo Ree am @ aie

(a)

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

T ST & feTal |IY Hol AT B 4 UrawdT, A 81

(b)

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

E

TRIe & forg amdes @t 4 ufaar

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision,

YARIEUT 3MTd GIUR PR & (018 WIATYeD HTUTTTH, 1962 (AUTHRNYA) H (UG B S
e Wi, gue, wi=iteny fafdy wef & <ifd arh= amar & # %, 200/-=9T S | 513 )41 %.1000/-
(FUT U 5WR A1 ), 9T W araen 81,8 arfRid W & e ga L6 31 qwfaal, afy
X[, {ITT 7T ST, @A 747 58 1 ARSI FUC U a1 U1 I6E $H &1 dl 0F B & U #
¥.200/- 3R gfe us o | s 8 at v & =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. [f 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/-.

Haﬁ.z%a{gqﬁ wﬁ%mwngﬁ%wﬂmﬂ;ﬁaﬁﬁmwﬁm%m
HEgH Hdl Hrargres sfufaw 1962 FT URT 129 T (1) g3 F Hiargres,
H=1T IATE Yoo R Fa1 o dier aftrevo & wqey Pafaf@a @ w sfa srasa &

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 :

,ﬁﬂaala Y[cP g ¥al B Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal,
srdifermsifirazor, ufgdt geita dis West Zonal Bench

G dfvre,agarel Ha, Aee fRermR ger, | 2 Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,
SHNG], HeHQIE1G-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa, Ahmedabad-380 016

Hrargres U, 1962 B URT 129 T (6) B srdfl=, Aramyes aiffram, 1962 BT URT 120 T (1) &
s ardfte & wry Prafaf@a goo daa e ol

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 -

fter & wrafua ArHa | Set fe STHTRIed ATUSRT gRT AR 747 Yo 1% Te a4 ST T
S 31 {HH Uld 9Ra ¥UT IT IHA HH &1 a1 TP §9R U,

(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;

y
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(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 :
@) | 3rder & weaf=ra ATt § et fwt SIS GRT /I 74T Yo 3R TS q4T 04T 77
%S I Yo H TN 19 ¥UT F 34f¥® g1 dl; 39 §WR $UT.
(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
(%) | 39 3me & v TSR0 & A=, A T e & 10 % 3T B U, 5181 Yob U1 Yewb U4 2.8
iR AT IS F10 % a1 HA R o1 Haa ¢s faarg & &, srdte war smam)
(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.
6. | o SATUTTTH BT URT 129 (T) F SH=<T1a et WABRT & WHE AR Ul ST U3- (P)

AP e & forg an rafadt &Y guRa & forg ar feelt s wate= & fore fve 7w orfter - -
SHYdr

(@) 4TS U1 TS U7 FT YA & [T R 3Tde & |14 YA ure §) &7 goob it
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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 Arvind Polser Engineered Composite Panel Pvt. Ltd. (now merged with
M/s Arvind Advanced Materials Limited) situated atSurvey No. 12, Final Plot No.
10, Arvind Mills Premises, Naroda Road, Ahmedabad 380025 (hereinafter referred
to as ‘the appellants’ for the sake of brevity) have filed the present appeal
challenging Order-in-Original No. 13/AC/ICD-SND/2024-25 dated 20.3.2025
(hereinafter referred to as 'the impugned order) passed by the Assistant
Commissioner of Customs, ICD Sanand, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as

'the adjudicating authority').

2 Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant had imported ‘Second
Hand Continuous Lamination and Moulding Machine for GRP (Glass Fibre
Fabrics)’ under Bill of Entry No. 3520313 dated 4.6.2019. The said Bill of Entry
was provisionally assessed as the matter was referred to SVB on the ground of
relationship of the recipient and the supplier. The investigation report of the SVB,
Mumbai was issued vide letter dated 5.8.2021 issued from F. No. S/9-88-
SVB/2019-20 NCH MUM wherein it was concluded as under:

a) The importer viz. M/s Arvind Polser Engineered Composite Panel P Ltd and
the supplier viz. M/s PolserSeffaf Cat iOtruleri San Tic A.S., Turkey are
related in terms of Rule 2(2)(iv(v) of the Customs Valuation (Determination
of Value of Imported Goods) Rules, 2007 (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Rules’ for sake of brevity)

b) The transaction value may not be accepted under Rule 3(3) of ‘

provisions of Rule 10(1)(e) of the Rules.

c) If contemporaneous imports at higher prices are noticed or there exists
reasons to doubt the value, the assessing group may evaluate the value of
the imported goods under appropriate provision of the Customs Act and the

rules made thereunder.

2.1 Subsequently, Show Cause Notice F. No. CUS/SVB/MUM/51/2024-1CD-
SNND-CUS-COMMRTE-AHMEDABAD dated 14.5.2024 was issued by the
Assistant Commissioner, ICD, Sanand, Ahmedabad wherein the Provisionally

assessed Bill of Entry No. 3520313 dated 04.06.2019 was proposed to be finally
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assessed under Section 18(2) of the Customs Act, 1962 after adding USD

5,00,000 paid towards one-time technical know-how fee in the assessable value.

3. The Show Cause Notice was decided vide Order-in-Original No. 13/AC/ICD-
SND/2024-25 dated 20.3.2025 wherein the adjudicating authority ordered that
the one-time technical know-how fees should be included in the value of the
imported goods. Accordingly, the differential duty was demanded alongwith

interest under Section 28AA of the Customs Act.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the adjudicating
authority, the appellants have filed the present appeal. They have,inter-alia, raised
various contentions and filed detailed submissions in support of their claims

which are summarised as under:

» The sole ground for inclusion of the technical know-how fees is the SVB
report wherein it has been observed that the payment towards technology

transfer is a condition for sale.

» The payment of technology transfer is a condition for sale of ‘contractual
machinery’ in terms of JV agreement between M/s PolsorSeffaf Cati Urtuleri
Tic A.S. (M/s Polser for short) and would not apply to other goods or

machinery.

» The second-hand machinery imported under Bill of Entry No. 3520313
dated 4.6.2019 was not the contractual machinery in terms of JV
agreement between M/s PolsorSeffaf Cati Urtuleri Tic A.S. Thus, the
technology transfer amount of USD 0.50 million will not be includible in the

-/ assessable value of the goods under import.

» The ‘contractual machinery’ is the equipment and goods which are to be
supplied in kind basis through transfer of ownership and delivery of the
machinery by M/s Polser as a part of their initial capital commitment which

s evident from para 12 of the JV Agreement. However, the machinery

» In the instant case, M /s Polserhad raised Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated
27.11.2018 wherein a value of USD 7,00,000 had been quoted by the

supplier and such offer by way of Proforma Invoice was accepted by the

appellants. Thus, the contract in terms of Section 2 of the Indian Contract

Act under which the goods under considerauﬁ been procured is
- Page 5 of 11 .
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Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018. Thus, the goods unéler
consideration have been supplied under the contract in the form of
Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018 and were not part of th-

‘contractual machinery’ of the JV Agreement.

Y

M/s Polser had certified that the goods under consideration were not a part

of the ‘contractual machinery’ as appearing in the JV agreement dated
29.10.2018.

» The finding of the adjudicating authority to the effect that the acquisition
value of the said machinery has been shown as Rs. 8,49,83,650.36 in the
books of accounts of M/s Arvind Polymer Textiles which comes to USD
12,00,000 is factually incorrect in as much as the exchange rate is to be
considered as on the date of filing the Bill of Entry in terms of the provisions
of the 3 proviso to Section 14 of the Customs Act. The exchange rate on
4.6.2019 i.e. the date of filing of BoE was Rs. 71.15 in terms of Notn. No.
37/2019-Cus(NT) dated 16.5.2019 and as such the conversion of an
amount of Rs. 8,49,83,650.36 comes to USD 11,94,429.37.

» Sub-section (1A) of Section 18 of the Customs Act read with Regulation S of
the Customs (Finalisation of Provisional Assessment) Regulations, 2018
makes provisions for completion of the final assessment within a prescribed
time frame. The finalisation of the assessment ought to have been
completed by January 2022 even after considering the permissible
extension of time limit. However, the finalisation of provisional assessment
has been done vide the impugned order dated 20.3.2025 which is:-'weli;"‘

beyond the stipulated time frame.

S. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 07.08.2025 wherein Sk,

Christian, Consultant and Shri Ashish Jain, Consultant appeared on beh

appellants and they reiterated their written submissions.

6. I have carefully gone through the impugned order, appeal memorandum
filed by the appellants, submissions made by the appellants during course of

hearing as well as the documents and evidences available on record.

T The key issue for consideration is whether the technical know-how fees
should be included in the assessable value of the goods imported under Bill of
Entry No. 3520313 dated 4.6.2019. In this context, I note that the matter was
referred to the SVB due to the relationship between the importer and the supplier.
Before delving into the merits of the case, it is crucial to highlight that the SVB
' mpOrt dated 5.8.2021 (F. No. $/9-88-SVB/2019-20 NCH MUM) does not mention
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that the price is influenced by the relationship between the supplier and the
impbrt‘er. The inclusion of the value of technology transfer in the assessable value
is being argued solely on the basis that it constitutes a condition of sale. This is
evident from paragraph 13 of the investigation report, which is reproduced below

for ease of reference:

In the present case, the delivery of contractual machinery is clearly
made subject to the payment of USD $0.50 million towards technology
transfer by the buyer to the seller in advance in full, As such the
payment towards technology transfer is clearly a condition for sale and

as such shall be addable to the transaction value. Hence, it clearly

appears that the technology transfer is a condition of sale and the said

one-time_technical know-how fee is addable to the transaction value
under Section 10(1)(e) of the CVR, 2007.

The above clearly indicates that the technology transfer fee is includible only with
respect to the ‘contractual machinery,” i.e., the goods imported under the JV
agreement. Conversely, such fees would not be applicable if the goods in question

are not covered under the terms of the JV agreement.

8. It is the contention of the appellants that the goods covered under Bill of
Entry No. 3520313 dated 04.06.2019 are not the goods covered under the JV
ecement. I find force in the argument of the appellants in as much as the

ce available on record clearly indicate the same. I would discuss the

cdhkes pointed out by the appellants as under.

A

The ‘contractual machinery’ was to be supplied in kind basis through
transfer of ownership and delivery of the machinery by M/s Polser as a part of
their initial capital commitment which is evident from para 12 of the JV

Agreement which reads as under:

12 FUNDING PLAN & WORKING CAPITAL

Initial Capital of US$ 1.75 Million shall be infused by the Sharcholders in the ratio of 60:40 by
Arvind and Polser respectively. The contribution from Polser in the initial capital will be in the
form of supply of capital equipment required for the Company. Arvind shall fulfill its initial capital
contribution within 2 (two) weeks afier the opening of bank account in the name of the ( ompany
I'his Bank Account shall be opened within 2 (two) weeks at the latest following the company
incorporation. The shipment of the production line will be made only after the receipt of payment
for the know-how transter. Polser will issue a separate invoice for the know-how transfer to the
JV Company. Parties agree that the know-how that is the subject of this agreement is limited to
the production of the FRP/epoxy sheets listed under Article 10. Polser shall fulfill its capital
contribution on capital in Kind basis through transfer of ownership and delivery of the machinery.
equipment and goods listed in Annex B. In order to avoid any contlict. the Parties jointly agreg
that these listed goods are fully offset and compensate initial capital commitment of Polser heyGm 3
The Company and/or Arvind cannot ask or claim Polser any igitial or additional
contribution in cash for said initial capital.
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However, in the instant case, the appellants have made the payment towards the
machinery under consideration and the document evidencing such payment has

been submitted by the appellant which is reproduced as under:

HDFC Bank Lud., !
Trude Finance Department .-

2nd Flaor, Tej Enclave,

Above Emrald Honda Showroom,

Opp. Gundhigram Rnitway Station,

Off Ashram od - 380009,

Fhone No;079-61561009

Fax No:079-61561076

Email; tfesil shmedabad@hdfchank com

Swift Code : HDFCINBRAHM

PATE : 03-)uN-~2019 PAGE : 1
DEBIT ADVICE CUM INVOICE

IMPORT COLLECTION BILL

‘ARVIND POLSER ENGINEERED COMPOSITE PANEL
C/0 ARVIND POLSER ENGINEERED COMPOS s
SURVEY N0 12 FINAL PLOT NO 10

ARVIND LIMITED PREMISES NARODA ROAD

AHMEDABAD 380025

ﬁ. -

OUR BILL REFERENCE NO. : (00GBCO5191410013

USER REFERENCE NO, : 00060c0519001190

CORR DANK REF NO. i 9826119000c001

DRAWER NAME ! POLSER SEFFAF CATI ORTULERT SANAYI

BILL T :ousp 00,.000.00

BILL AMT LIQUIDATED  : usp 700,000. 00

FX RATE (USD /INR ) : @ 69,482

DE.;CRI‘PTION cCcY AMOUNT Dﬂl-:;-

BILL AMT LESS EEFC LIQD " 48,637,400.00 or.

8117 Commission INR 2,500.00 or.
-m-r ON BILL COMMISSION AT LIQD INR 5,052.37 or.

Swift 5 INR 500.00 Or.

BGST ON COMM AT LIqQp INR S,DSZ.J? or.

DETAILS :

TOTAL AMOUNT DEBITED INR 48,650,504.74 or.

(RUPEES FORTY EIGHT MILLICN SIX HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND FIVE HUNORED FOUR PAISE SEVENTY FOUR oNLY)

VALUE DATE @ 03-)Un-2018

WE HAVE DEBITED YOUR ACCOUNT NO. 57500000317261

niémgns.o OFFICE ADDRESS: HOFC BANK HOUSE, SENAPATI BAPAT MARG,

LOWER PAREL

IN CASE OF ANY DISCREPANCY, PLEASE CONTACT US WITHIN 7 DAYS,

KINDLY HOTE THAT RET MANDATES TMPORTERS TO SUSMIT OATA

OF ALL NON-PHYSICAL IMPORTS INTO INDIA SUCH AS SOFTHARE

CR DATA THROUGH INTERNET/DATACOM CHANNELS /ORAWINGS/DESTGNS RECEIVE THROUGH
CUSTOMER. AUTHORITIES.,

THIS IS5 A COMPUTER GENERATED ADVICE DOES NOT REQUIRE ANY SIGNATURE. %

www.hdfchank.com

Regd Office - HDFC Bank Ltd., HDFC Bank Houss, Senapati Bapat Marg, Lower Parel (West), Mumbal - 400 013
Corporate Ideatity No.L65920MH 1994PLC0S06 18

The above clearly establishes that the appellants made a payment of USD
7,00,000 to M/s Polser for the goods imported under the impugned Bill of Entry.
In other words, the goods in question were not supplied by M/s Polser as a
contribution to their capital investment, but were instead supplied in exchange for

the specified payment.

82 The impugned goods were supplied by M/s Polser under Commercial

EDPPEE TRE
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careful review of this invoice reveals that the goods were supplied in accordance
with Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018. If the impugned goods were
part of the 'contractual machinery' under the JV agreement, there would have
been no necessity to issue a Proforma Invoice with associated terms and
conditions. These facts suggest that the goods in question were supplied under a
separate contract, as outlined in Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018,
and are not part of the 'contractual machinery’ of the JV Agreement. It is
important to note that each contract must be assessed independently, and the
terms of one contract cannot be applied to another. In this case, the contract
under the JV agreement is separate from the contract under Proforma Invoice No.
31016 dated 27.11.2018, meaning the terms of the JV agreement do not apply to

this distinct transaction.

8.3 The supplier of the goods, M/s Polser, has certified that the goods in
question are not part of the ‘contractual machinery’ as defined in the JV
agreement dated 29.10.2018. This certification further supports the conclusions

drawn from the documents available on record.

8.4 In view of the above documentary evidence, it is evident that the machinery
under consideration is covered under a distinct contract and the condition for sale

as agreed upon under the JV agreement would not be applicable to the said

Turning to the findings of the adjudicating authority, one of the reasons for

onsidering the appellants' submissions is the fact that the cost of the

USD 1.75 million, as specified in the JV agreement. However, I find that the value
of the machinery cannot be treated as definitive evidence to establish the contract
under which it was procured. This is particularly relevant given that the price of
standard goods is typically fixed, even if sold under different contracts. For
illustration, the price of a specific model of a mobile phone is the same for all
customers, with multiple invoices for the same price being issued to different
buyers. Moreover, the price of the machinery has also been quoted at USD
7,00,000 in Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018. In these
circumstances, it cannot be concluded, based solely on price, which contract the
machinery pertains to. Furthermore, the documents submitted along with the Bill
of Entry clearly indicate that the goods in question are covered under Proforma
Invoice No. 31016 dated 27.11.2018, as discussed earlier. Therefore, 1 find that
price alone cannot be the determining factor in concluding that the impugned--

70 Fhu
goods constitute the ‘contractual machinery’ specified in the JV agreement /4}."6 J i)
]
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9.1 The adjudicating authority has come to the conclusion that the goods und:cr
consideration are ‘contractual machinery’ on the ground that the acquisition value
of the said machinery has been shown as Rs. 8,49,83,650.36 which comes to USD
12,00,000. At the first instance, the reliance on the acquisition value cannot be
taken as a base for the very fact that the same is as per the books of accounts of
M/s Arvind Polymer Textiles Ltd. which is evident from the document relied upon
as evident from para 6.13 of the impugned order which is also reproduced under
for ease of reference:

- -y

el T e e lSY
00 iz 000 @5s v i oy |

18edng
| v s dess u

=F

N il |
-gnuduﬁ Al EE[E

Fomata-s
| Edgmion |
D205 It mewetapisasl)
vgoamlmwﬁs i
B0 e |

“*~~“The transaction in question is between M/s Arvind Polser Engineered Composite
Panel Pvt. Ltd. and M/s Polser. The acquisition value has been derived from the

books of accounts of M/s Arvind Polymer Textiles Ltd., and such value cannot be

used as a basis to determine the transaction value between M/s Arvind Polser
Engineered Composite Panel Pvt. Ltd. and M/s Polser. Furthermore, as discussed
earlier, the value of the machinery is not a relevant factor in establishing whether
the goods in question constitute ‘contractual machinery.” Additionally, the value
in USD terms amounts to 11,94,429.37, based on the exchange rate of Rs. 71.15
at the relevant time, as per Notification No. 37/2019-Cus(NT) dated 16.5.2019.
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Therefore, even on this count, the finding is insufficient to establish that the

machinery is the ‘contractual machinery’ as defined in the JV agreement.

10. In light of the above, I find that there is no evidence on record to establish
that the machinery covered under Bill of Entry No. 3520313 dated 4.6.2019
qualifies as the ‘contractual machinery’ under the JV agreement. Conversely, the
documentary evidence submitted by the appellants, as discussed above, strongly
indicates that the goods in question are not covered under the JV agreement. In
these circumstances, the SVB report cannot be applied to the goods under
consideration. Consequentiy, the inclusion of the technology transfer charges is
not justified, as the condition of sale under the JV agreement does not apply to
the purchase under the independent Proforma Invoice No. 31016 dated
27.11.2018. Therefore, 1 set aside the impugned order, with any consequential

relief as applicable.

Therefore, the impugned order, which includes the one-time technical know-how
fee in the assessable value of the goods imported under Bill of Entry No. 3520313
dated 4.6.2019, is not sustainable and accordingly set aside.

11. Accordingly, I set aside the impugned order with consequential relief if any.

AR

) (Amit Gupta)
/ ES i “@mmissioner (Appeals)
Customs, Ahmedabad
- : sieheras/SUPERINTENDENT
F.No.: $/49-68/CUS/AHD /2025264ty spees (i), 3eRE@01.09.2025
CUSTOMS (APPEALS), AHMEDABAD.

By Registered Post A.D.
To, 3187

M/s Arvind Polser Engineered Composite Panel Pvt. Ltd.
(now merged with M /s Arvind Advanced Materials Limited)
situated atSurvey No. 12, Final Plot No. 10,

Arvind Mills Premises, Naroda Road,

Ahmedabad 380025

Co to :-
: ;.%iihe Chief Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad zone, Customs House,
Ahmedabad.

2. The Pr. Commissioner of Customs, Customs House, Ahmedabad.

3. The Dy/Assistant Commissioner of Customs, ICD Sanand, Ahmedabad.
4. Guard File.
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