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I u-c rfr o-s aFh + ftifr vrftr & fdS Tw q A qrfr B ful}. <rq 16 qr$ fr.qr rrqr B.

i This copy is granted lree of cost Ior the private use of the perso;l to whom it is issued

eifuftqq-_..l 962 al ERr 12e S d 1r1 grn ftilfoa1 in
rrrc-d + gqq fr ot{ qfr rs qrtq t vr1 61 on-6d rrFils ernr d A tfi ont{r sft qrR

01 dr$ts * 3 c-fr+ + iiEr srct sfoslsg6 rfue lvrte rixfttr=t, Et dzreq, gr-"re frrnr1
rrfl-d qrrf, r-i ftfr a] g-{fiqflrr sfi+6{ c-q-d ol q-ot t.
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 pref:r 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.

any goods exported

E{FT IliI n rrg crfr
rrT tsTr q-rdr em w sTrt qr+ $ ftq oftferd qrm a-nt c qr+ tR rrr tsII qrrq lqr{ rn g-ilt
rrg qre ol qm C orfftrd crd t 6ff d.
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 d--stination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

orfUF+rq. r sArFs{tcrq x dTII qqlg TIT d-f,dIIF'
3{tlrwft

Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act. 7962 and the rules made
thereunder.

sful q,T dTId }ITFTI IrqlaE'€r
61 qrwft elFas & mq Frsftefi6'rrrqrdfrTnd+qrftq:
The revision applicatron should bt. in such form and shall be vr:rified in such m
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by:

gfrc, 1870 TT{ TI.6

'
I

rrg sIslrrsfr
M \rr cftfr q-{rstQ qffqrqrmq{io,Es-d crflEHr qrBs

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

1 5

prescr

(,

€EBi 3ftrrin rgT?r {d 4

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant docuh,:nts, if any

&rul 4

4 copies of the Application for Revision

erul
-GtiEa 

urrr 6rf S fr , 1962 (qql
rrq {+d, ote,qu-s,q-d .r{tr EEu c-d } sft{ + .rrft{ o{rfir t d,r. zoo/-Fcqa$maql
s.100o/-(Fqg qs Eqr{ ea 1, #rr fr qTqff d, i w< fua grrn r *' cclFra'TtrriA.orr{.5
End sftqi. qfr {-ff, {irtt rrql dns, erqrrr rrqr dg of TrRI ortr Frrg gs.qrg qr gre oq
ti*tSotstsq+ F.2oo/- 3ilr qA Cfi' qrq + offufi 6i d dts $ srq fr F. rooo/-

(d) The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing pa).ment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
Hundred only) or Rs. I ,0O0/ - (Rupees one thousand only) as th-- case may be, under the
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellant.ous Items being the fee

pplication. If the

(a]

(a)

(q)

(rr)

(c)

3

(rd)

(b)

Fr)

(c)

{q)

prescribed in the Cllstoms Act, I 962 (as amended) for filing a Revision A
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amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,
fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs. 1000/-.

rtil g. 2 SITTEI 3TdI qq{I a$ qftgs vrln i en-6a

T6qE inrdl dt d t Sqr{-tr.ilfuftrq re6z a1 URT 12e g (11 b r{tft-{ rFYd fr.q,-s fr
*ff{-tr, andtqtsilrq {ffi.ril{furo-t srfte r{Rr6-{urt rrsa ffifuaqtqt s{+fr or
H-s.ee
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 :

Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

2"d FIoor, Bahumali Bhavan,

Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmcdabad-380 0 16

, L962 qRI 12e g (6) . 1962 rhl tlrtr r29
q ( r) + s{ri-{ srfte t srq gsfrftrd {lo' rirrtr di qrBS-

q-dr EItr qirfl rrqr {ffi dIIET IIqI d'IIqI

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any oflicer o[
ustoms in the case to which the appeal relates is llve takh rupecs or less, one thousand

rC . rupees;i

q6r GI{r qrrn rr{tT Irtr drq f,2rl drnql

mI ds al tIoc qiE nrq rFqs t orft-o. d tfu{ sq} qqrq drcq fr rrft-6 c d d; cis trrrR
ECg

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 llve lakh rupees but not

exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees :

3Iftd q-dr El-{I rnrn rrql {EE' qrq dqT drnql
TIqT <s a1 TQ-q qqrtI ilaq 5-qq * sdte, d d; (s 6gn €q(.

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of

Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten

thousand rupees

{s ,rq {s EE-ffir-il4*ft-E- tvtt{yt\

3615rf qq. .i-6i A?d iB fudrs fr ?. erfi-o tgr orqql

An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on pa)rment of toolo of the duty demanded where duty or

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

tstFI urtl 12e (gl frrIEf il{r{ Ti- (E)
yto- ont{r t ffrs qr rrfrffi a1{urri t, frs ql fu-S rrq q"+s{ + frs frg rrg 3rftf, 

' 
- 3{?rsr

(t{ orfim qr qr+6{ q* or u-srcf< t. ltq Err{ inifi s. qrq Fqi qY'q fr or go rff cet
di qrf6s.

4

frcrgtr, *-frqs-c,EVo stsror s{frfrq

sdD-f,{ur, qDrfr &*q q-6

6sfr cB(, qgryd rrac, B-*-e Frqtrr{rR gd,

el{l.4t, 3f{f,{EE-3800 16

5

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

(b)

Fr)

(c)

(!)

(d)

6

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

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

al or an application shall be accompanied by a lee of fivc Hundred rupees(b) for restoration of an appe
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ORDER.IN-APPEAL

The present Appeal has been filed by M/s. Sunflare ..mpex hrt Ltd, plot No.

21, Sunset Co. Op. Society, Opp. Democratic High School, Thaltej, Ahmedabad

- 380054 (hereinafter referred to as the'AppellantJ in terms of Section 128 of the

Customs Act, 1962, challenging the Orcter-in-Original No.

85 /ACl LRM / GPPL/ REF/ GPPL / 23 -24, dated 1 6. 03. 2023'hereinafter referred to

as the impugned orderJ passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Custom House,

Pipavav (hcrcinafter rcferred to as thc 'adjudicating authorityJ.

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant had frled a refund Claim

application dated 20.o9.2023 and 05.10.2023 for the interest paid amounting to

Rs. 64,034/ in respect of the Bill of Entry No. 5457279 dated 11.O4.2023. Tlne

aforementioned refund application was returned to the AJrpellant by the refund

sanctioning authority as the said refund application was not in proper format as

prescribed under section 27 of the customs Act, 1962 and for want of certain

documents which were necessary to determine the eligibility of the refund

amount to the Appellant. Further, vide letter dated, 1O.O2.2t024 the Appellant re-

submitted their refund claim in respect of Bill of entry' No. s4s7279 d,ated

11.o4.2023 along with the relcvant documents and further submitted that t
had paid customs duty amounting to {14,83,968/-

12.04.2023 under Cha_llan No. 2043625405, after facin

(more than four times) while attempting to register on the

via RTGS/NE

g repeated reje

ICEGATE portal.

State Bank of India confirmed through a letter dated 21.(t4.2023 that the
rztsD *

amount was credited ro the customs account on 12.04.20'.13, and no refund has

been received by them to date. Based on this payment, the customs department

manually cleared the cargo, referencing the successful dtrt5r payment reflected

in ICEGATE challan No. 2o4362540s under the benefic:ary name 'ICEGATE

NEW " However, due to a technical glitch in the ICEGATE) portal, interest was

erroneously calculated daily from the tsill of Entry date, i e., 11.O4.2O23. As a
result, they were compelled to repay the customs duty on 27.02.2023,

amounting to t I 5,48,002 / -, which included an interes,t component of Rs.

64,o34/-, even though the original payment was successrfully credited to the

Customs account. The additional interest incurred due to no fault at their end

but solely due to ICEGATE's technical issue. They communicated this concern

to ICEGATE via emails sent on 2s.or.2023 and 0g.0g.2023, but has not received

any satisfactory responsc or refund of Rs. 64,034 /- patd as interest under
compulsion.

t

t
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2.L The Adjudicating authority after considering the submissions made by the

Appellant and relevant documents rejected the refund claim of the Appellant

mainly on the grounds as under:

o It is not justifiable whether the delay is attributable indeed to the glitches

in the ICEGATE system or attributable to the delay/laxity on the part of

the claimant

. The onus to prove that refund is due is on the claimant, therefore unless

refund application complete in all respEct is submitted, the onus placed

on the claimant cannot be considered discharged

;r,Ef,:t
w',;I
A;"$,a

s:S)

e claimant has not produced any evidence to the effect that incidence of

not been passed on and that theirs is not a case of

the impugned orde r, the Appellant has filed the

present appeal and mainly contended that they paid t 14,83,968/- as customs

duty for Bill of Entry No. 5457279 dated 11.O4.2O23, via RTGS/NEFT on

12.04.2023, as ICEGATE login credentials were not available at that time.

Despite multiple attempts, ICEGATE registration was repeatedly rejected due to

the same error, and the portal typically takes 7-10 days for processing after

document submission. Following the payment, the Customs officer requested a

certified bank letter con{irming that the duty amount had been credited to the

beneficiary account and not returned to them, which was duly submitted along

with the bank statement and other supporting documents, including ICEGATE

Challan No. 2043625405.

3.1 They further submitted that although several customs duty payments

were successfully made using the same RTGS/NEFT method afler 12.O4.2023,

ICEGATE continued to levy interest on Bill of Entry No. 5457279 dated

I I .O4.2023. They eventually received ICEGATE login credenti als on 20.O7 .2023.

At that time, the Pipavav Customs officer held up the Bill of Entry and compelled

them to make another paJrment of t 15,48,O02 I - on 27 .O7 .2023, which included

<64,0341- as interest. This additional interest arose solely due to a technical

glitch in the ICEGATE/Customs portal and not due to any fault at their end

Accordingly, they submitted a request for interest waiver/refund via email to the

ICEGATE helpdesk on 29.07.2023 and 08.08.2023, and also approached the

Pipavav Customs House with all supporting documents.

Page 5 of 11

enrichment.

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. Personal hearing was held on 1O.06.2025 wherein Shri Rakesh Jakasania,

Director of M/s. Sunflare Impex P\rt Ltd, appeared. He reiterated the submissions



made in the Appeal mr--morandum

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5. I have carefully examined the case records, the impugned order passed by

the Assistant Commissioner, Custorn House, Pipavav, as vrell as the grounds of

appeal and submissions made by the Appellant.

5.1 It is observed that the primary issue that'arises for determination in the

present appeal is whether the Appellant is entitled to a rr:fund of Rs. 64,034/-

paid as interest in respect of Bill of Entry No. 5457279 dated I I.O4.2023, having

regard to the facts and circumstances of the case.

5.2 In this context, it is pertinent to note that the Adjurlicating Authority, at

paragraph 8 of the impugned order, has recorded the follorving observations:

"the cLaimant had filed Bill of Entry No. 5457279 dated 11.O4.2O23

for clearance of goods uiz,. "PVC Mass Resrn B- 57' imported from
Taiuan. On perusal of the subject Bill of Entry in ICEti, I obserue that

the superintendent (OOC) has remarked in BE in ICIiS (EDI module)

that "dutA debited and paid. OOC giuen" on 12.04.2C23. Theg nwde

a pagment of Rs. 15,48,OO2/- (Rs. 14,83,968/-,zs dury + Rs.

64,O34/ - o^s interest) uide challan no. 2O4625405 dated 27.07.2023.

Bill of entry Ls marked out of charge on 27.07.2O2t3 in ICES. On

perusal of Bank Certificate dated 21.O4.2O23 and e-pag Order No.

CKW6359455 submitted by the claimant I jlnd that theA deposited

dutq pagment amounting to Rs. 14,83,968/ - through RIGS on

12.O4.2O23 uide challan no. 2043625405 (e-pog Order No.

cKW6359455),"

5.3 Further, at paragraph 8.1 of the impugned orde,r, the Adjudicating

Authority has further observed as under:

"I obserue that ECL does not shout the credit of deposit touards dutg

amounting to Rs 14,83,968/.on 12.04.2023 itt the: ECL. On the

contrary, it appears that theu pctid Rs. i5,48,002/- (Rs, 1a,$,968/-

as dutg + l?s. 64,0{}4/ - rts intercst) uide challan no. 20.t625405 dated

27.07.2023. Further, it is not discemible whether utas indeed credtted

to the ECL on 12.O4.2O23 whether Rs 14,83,968/ - deposited toward-s

custorn-s duty u-tas indeed credited in the ECL and uas not re-cred.ited

in the Bank account of the claimant.

Page 5 of 11
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In order to further ueifg the ueracity of their claim, I obserue that theg

haue submitted Bank Account Statement only for tun dates uiz,.

12.04.2023 and 27.07.2023. I find that they mad.e d.eposit toward.s

dutg payment amounting to Rs 14,83,968/ - on 12.04.2O23. Howeuer,

it is not apparent from the perusal of satd" submitted, bank statement

whether they receiued Rs. j4,83,968/ which were d-eposited. and

were not re-credited in the Bank Stotements since there i.s no entry
dated 12.O4.2O23 in the ECL."'

5'4 It is observed that the findings recorded by the Adjudicating Authority at
paragraph 8.1 of the impugned order are not legally sustainabie. The

Adjudicating Authority has failed to appreciate that the Appellant was unable to

effect pa5rment through the Electronic cash Ledger (ECL) due to a technical

malfunction on the ICEGATE portal. consequently, the Appellant discharged the

customs Duty liability through RTGS/NEff on t2.o4.2o23, vide challan No.

lq?
o4 3625405. In light of this pa5rment, the Out of Charge (OOC) clearance int1

ct of Bill of Entry No. 5457229 dated 11,.O4.2O23 was granted by the
.ffi
/t *i$

S ntendent (OOC).

Furthermore, the Adjudicating Authority did not take into account the

remarks recorded by the superintendent (ooc) in the ICES (EDI module)

concerning the said Bill of Entry, wherein it is specifically noted that ,,duty

debited and paid. ooc given on 12.o4.2o23." This observation cleariy

corroborates the Appellant's contention that the duty paJrment had been duly
made in time and acknowledged by the proper of{icer.

5.6 It is also relevant to note that the Appellant had submitted a letter dated

21 .o4.2023 issued by the Deputy Manager, state Bank of India, which certifies,

inter alia, that "an amount of t14,83,968/- towards customs Duty has been paid

in respect of B/E No. 5457279 dated 11.04.2023 from Account No.

34858063111 maintained in the name of M/s Sunflare Impex private Limited at

the C.G. Road branch on 12.O4.2023 to Account No: 3243094837 (E-CUSTOMS

POOLING A/c), and as per their records, the said amount has been credited vide

transaction reference number 007000BEINPAV 1 4 122o23o602cKw635945s."

Despite the signifrcance of this document, no findings have been recorded by the

Adjudicating Authority in relation to the same, thereby rendering the order

incomplete and non-speaking to that extent.

a
vJ t*
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5.7 I havc also cxamincd the relevant ECL summary produced by the

Adjudicating Authority at paragraph 8. 1 of the impugned order. The said

summary reflects that an amount of Rs. 14,83,968/- u,as merged into the

Appellant's Electronic Cash Ledger on 1,5.O6.2O23 vide Challan No. 100000O0O0.

The description and type of transaction therein suggest that this entry pertains

to a system-generated merger rather than a user-initiated ledger top-up, which

is typically undertaken to maintain sufficient balance in the ECL. This further

supports the Appellant's case that the said amount corr'lsponds to the duty

paJment made on 12.04.2023 through RTGS/NEFT, an,l was subsequently

credited to the ECL through backend adjustment.

5.8 In view of the above, it is evrdent that the Adjudicatinll Authority has erred

in disregarding material evidence on record and has not prorided cogent reasons

for denying the refund of interest amounting to Rs. 64,034/-. The failure to

consider the Bank's certification, the remarks of the proper. oflicer in ICES, and

the nature of ECL entry, coilectively vitiates the findings in the impugned order.

5.9 Furthermore, the Adjudicating Authority, at paragraph 9.4 of

impugned order, observed that the Appellant had not produced evidenc

demonstrate compliance with the procedure outlined in prrragraphs 2(a),1

2(c), and 2(d) of the ICtr,GATE Advisory dated 27.O7.2023.

5.10 I have carefully examiped the said ICEGATE Advisory titled ,'Advisory for

Operationalization of the Customs (Waiver of Interest) Thirri Order, 2023 dated

Aprll 17 , 2023 and the Consequential Regularization of Ele<:tronic Bills of Entry

in Case of Manual Out of Charge (OOC) Given in the Wal.e of Glitches in the

Implementation of ECL Facility Since April O1,2023.. For clarity, the relevant

portions of the Advisory are reproduced hereinabove.:

Subject: Ad.uisory Jor operationalisation of the Customs

(Waiuer of Interest) Third Ord.er, 2O2S d.ated. Aprit 72, 2O23

and. the consequefitial regularisation oJ electn nic Bills of
Entry in case of manual Out of Charge (OOC) giuett in the uake
of glitches in the implenentatiofi oJ0CLfacilitg since April 07,

2023.

It has been noticed that due to glitches in the functioning of Electronic

Ca-sh l.edger (tlCL) focilitg, as q trade facilitatiorl mec,.sure, ma4ual

the
,.ii

),
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Out of Charge was giuen bg the field formations to the cargo requiring

urgent clearance. Since ECL factlity has stabiliz,ed and the duty paid

by the trade is either getting integrated or tn case of failure, auailable

for reinitiation of paAment in the ECL.

2. In order to operationalise the Customs (Waiuer of Interest) Thtrd

Order, 2023 dated April 17, 2023 and to regularise such Bills of Entry

in the System for which monual OOC was giuen, the Board i.e. CBIC

has approued the following procedure:

(a) Users need to select the unpaid challqns (against those Bills of

Entrg, tuhere the duty payment could not be integrated in the Custom-s

sAstem) and pag duty (including interest) within three dags of issue

of thi"s, Aduisory.

(b) Whereuer the users are unoble to uiew the 'Unpaid Challans', the

screenshots of the same along uith the date mag be brought to the

r Yq') tice of DG Sgstems, utho would take steps to get the challansd)

layed to the User in hi.s login under 'Unpaid Challans'.

IJ w
.t

er integration of the dutg paAment in the Customs System, the

aid Bill(s) of Entry shall be regularised bg the respectiue Customs

fonnations bg marking 'Out of Charge' on the SAstem.

(d) After pagment of dutg (within 3 dags from the 'Date of Remoual of

Sgstem Inabilitg'), integration of the duty in the Custom.s System and

getting the Btll(s) of Entry Out-of Charged, User can apply for refund

of interest amount charged and paid, at the respectiue Customs

formations.

(i) For the ICEGATE registered users whose wallets containin4 the

released blocked funds u.tere made accessible as on the date of this

Adui.sory, 'Date of Remoual of the Sgstem Inability' utould be deemed

as the date of issue of this Adubory;

Page 9 of 11

(e) For the purpose of point (d) aboue, the 'Date of Remoual of

Sgrstem Inabilitg' utould be to'ken as under:

f,,
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For example, if the date of issue of this aduisorg ts, sag, Julg 22,

2O23, then the user u.tould houe to pag dutg atong ulith interest by

Julg 30, 2023. Failure to do so utould make him inet;gible for interest

utaiuer bg utay of subsequent refund of the same in tenns of the

Cusfoms (Waiuer of tnterest) Third Order, 2O23 dated Apil j7, 2023.

(ii) For other ICLIGATE regLstered users, if ang, the 'Date of Remoual

of the SAstem Inabilitg' Luould be the date on uthich thg wallet

containing the released blocked funds would be made auailable. Such

users u,ould be communicated through e-mail bg ICE:GATE HelpDesk

about the remoual of such Sgstem Inabilitg.

For example, if the date on which the uallets contointng the released

blocked funds utere made accessible Ls sag August O: , 2023, then the

user u.tould haue to pag dutg alonq u.tith interest bg August 04, 2025.

Failure to do so u-tould make him ineligible for intetest waiuer and.

subsequent refund of the same in terms of tfue Custom-s (Waiuer of
Interest) Third Order, 2023 dated Apil tZ, 2O23.

(iii) For the IECs ulhich are not Aet registered at ICEGATE, the

of Remoual of the Sgstem Inabilitg' tuould be the d.ate on uhich

ICEGATE HelpDesk on the regLstered e,mail Id of the IEC

containing the credentiab for logging into the ICEGAIE portat.

5.11 upon perusal of the records and the Advisory, I fr,d that the Appellant

had, in fact, complied with the prescribcd procedure. specifically, the Appellant

made pa5,'rnent of customs Duty, including interest, against the unpaid challan

linked to the relevant I3ill of Entry (whercin duty integration had initially failed)

on 27.07.2023, i.e., the date on which the system glitch was officially

acknowledged as resolved. Following such pa5rment, the Bill of Entry was

regularized by way of electronic 'out of charge' being recorded in the system. It
is evident that the Appeilant's case squarely falls within clause 2(e)(i) of the

Advisory, which stipulates that for ICEGATE-registered users whose wallets
containing blocked funds were made accessible as on the date of the Advisory
(i.e.,27.o7.2023), the'Date of Removai of system Inability, shall be construed as

the same date. Accordingiy, duty was required to be pa:.d within three days

thereafter to be eligible for a refund of interest under the customs (waiver of
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Interest) Third Order, 2Q23 dated 17.O4.2023. The Appellant complied with this

directive in both letter and spirit.

5.L2 Therefore, the finding of the Adjudicating Authority that the Appellant

failed to adhere to the procedural requirements under paragraphs 2(a) to 2(d) of

the Advisory is factually incorrect and legally unsustainable. The evidence on

reqord clearly demonstrates compliance, and the denial of interest refund on

such a ground is unjustified.

5.13 In view of the foregoing findings, I find that the Appellant is duly entitled

to a refund of Rs. 64034/- paid as irrterest due to tcchnical glitch on the

ICEGATE portal, subject to the condition of establishing the absence of unjust

enrichment in accordance with Section 27 of th,e Customs Act, 1962.

6 In light of the above, the refund setnctioning authority is directed to

sanction the refund of Rs. 64,034/- to the Appellant, in accordance with the

provisions of Section 27 of lh.e Customs Act, 1962.

di

i Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

F. No. S/49-169/CUS/JMN /2023-24---< Date: 77.06.2025
-Tqts

By Registered post A.D/E-Mail
10,

M/s. M/s. Sunflare Impex Pvt Ltd,

Plot No. 21, Sunset Co. Op. Society, Opp. Democratic High School,

Thaltej, Ahmedabad - 380054

-L \.W

I

?v to:

The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom

Ahmedabad.

The Commissioner of Customs (Preventive), Jamnagar.

The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom (Preventive),

Jamnagar.

Guard File.

ATTESTED

$6ar6/ PRE RINTENDENT

2

3

4

rlllql vrt'o t g{ftefi) 
' 
3rFqarenE '

cuJroui (APPEALS), AHMEoABAo

Page 11 of 11

House,


