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Under Sectio n 129 DD(1) oI the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the

/Ordcr reiating to

(a)

1b)

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.

le)

(c)

(rr)

(tD'

)

(a)

(EI

)

(b)

(q)

(c)

(s)

(d)

4

effitr{saiMr++eoe

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but
at their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity
been unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at suc

which are not unloaded
of such goods as has not
h destination are short of

the quantity required to bc unloaded at that destination

962 q)3{utrqx 3{

(c) Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the ru les made

th c reu ndcr

3 &IUI

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verifie d in such manner as

may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

870 6 1 4

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.

3{tTrqnTRf{d 4

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

4

962

3rq-{$-d IDtg Eo-g ild smfr uq-Aar{ft {hsrtF{rn-drt+{ 2 00t

(Fqr+scl:t)qr{. I 0 0 0i -(6 qqqtF6lrr{qr7

i, +snffi , @. 3{R. 6 atdqftqi.
qftlIw. qfrrrqrqq,o.nqnrqrCs-otrerci@.2unr-
ffi.rooor-
The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.2O0/- (Rupees two

Hundred only) or Rs.1,OOO/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the

Hcad of other receipts, fces, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items being the fee

prescribed in the Custorns 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.2OO/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs. 1000/-.

c'{tl. 2

bortffi b34-fl qT@rtrdac-flWq,-rfrrm#+S
qrsr€ildtftTc 1eE2 alvrrl 12e g (1) $31$qqff$ g -3
++tcr{-ffi &=ft qugr-dgo."frr$-dlo.ir'+dorf trf -wr*"fi carFffi R{dq+w3rffi B

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, WeBt Zonal Bench

ffi,ihlfqcerqTo.EE-drnrqfrRqo{U
oiq,qf-ffi&ffi'a
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)s.c

,{gcrdqq{, sttiR 2nd Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad 380 016
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Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of
the Customs Acl, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

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

<g t0:
I o % or(rd-GER,ci-dia-{f,{sfa-d|(ia, rrfm{flqrSrll I

An appeal against this order shall lic before the Tribunal on payment of 107o of the duty
demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone
s in dispute.

12 e (g)

stqrffiqTqorfts . - orq{I
(f{)
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 ofan appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five
Hundred rupees.

li

+

5

(a)

(t{
)

(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 five lakh rupees or less, one thousand
rupees;

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 nfty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

3mrrr-dd qrtrEEr{rtCg

(TT)

tF-qcqlfl ElqFc\risdir{-frd;<T6ylT{Fqg.

(c)

(g)

$
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Mrs Manisha Kamlesh Bhathija, 402, Monica Apt., Opposite Nana Nani

Park, Ulhasnagar, Thane - 42lOOl (hereinafter referred to as *the

appellant") has filed the present appeal in terms of Section 128 of the

Customs Act, 1962 against Order in Original No.

161/ADC/VM lO&A/2023-24, dated 26.tO.2023 (hereinafter referred to as

"the impugned order") passed by the Additional Commissioner, Customs,

Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as "the adjudicating authorit;/,).

2. Briefly stalc.d, fa<:ts of the case are that on the basis of input

rcccivcd the appcllant having an Indian Passport bcaring No. X 7331547

arrived from Bangkok to Ahmedabad on 25.O8.2O23 by Thai Smile Flight

No. WE 341 at SVPI Airport, Ahmedabad. The AIU officers asked the

appellant if she has anything to declare, in reply to which she denied. The

appellant, as directcd by the AIU officers, removed all metallic objects such

as mobile, wallet, purse, lour Bangles etc. and kept the same in the plastic

tray and passed through the Door Frame Metal Detector (DFMD) machine.

While passing through the DFMD Machine, no beep sound was heard

indicating that there is no metallic thing on the body. The appellant.

confessed that she was c:arrying raw gold in jewellary form i.e. Four. Gold

Bangles. ' ;- "r' '

2.1 The Government Approved Valuer, Shri Soni Kartikay Vasantiai-,.,,

vide valuation report dated 25.08.2O23, certilied that four gold bangles

totally weighing 349.930 grams were of 24Kt/999.0 purity having Tariff

Value of Rs. 18,11,458/- and Market Value of Rs.21,18,826/- calculated

as per the Notification No. 04 /2O21-Customs(N.T.), dated 15.01.2021

(Gold) and Notification No. OS/2}2l-Customs (N.T.), dated 2t.Ot.2\2l
(Exchange Rate).

2.2 The appellant had actively involved herself in the instant case of

smuggling of gold into india- The appellant had improperly imported four

gold bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.O totally weighing 349.930

grams, hawing tariff value of Rs. I 8, 1 I ,4SB /- and Market Value of Rs.

21,18,826/- without declaring it to the Customs. She opted for Green

Channel to exit the Airport with a deliberate intention to evade the

payment of customs duty and fraudulently circumventing the restrictions

and prohibitions imposed under the customs Act, 1962 and other allied

Acts, Rules and Regulations. Therefore, the improperly imported gold by

the appellant without declaring it to the customs on arrival in India cannot

be treated as bonafide household goods or personal effects. The appellant

has thus contravcncd thc Foreign 1'rade policy 2ols-2o and section 11(1)

s/49-388/CUSiAHD t2023 -24 )4- Page 4 of 12
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of the Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992 read with

Section 3(2) and 3(3) of the Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation)

Act, 1992.8y not declaring thc value, quantity and description of the goods

Imported by her, the said appellant has violated the provisions of Baggage

Rules, 2016, read with Scction 77 of t]ne Customs Act, 1962 and

Regulation 3 of the Customs Baggage Declaration Regulations, 2013.

2.3 The improperly imported gold by the appellant, without declaring it

to the Customs is thus liable for confiscation under Section I l1(d), 111(0,

111(i), lll0), 111(1) & 111(m) read with Section 2(221, (331, (39) of the

Customs Act, L962 and further read in conjunction with Section 1 1 (3) of

Customs Act, 1962. As per Section 123 of Customs Act 1952, the burden

of proving that the said improperly imported gold articles, i.e. four gold

bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 totally weighing 349.930 grams,

having tariff value of Rs. 18,11,458/- and Market Value of Rs.

21,18,826/- without declaring it to the Customs, are not smuggled goods,

is upon the appellant.

2.4 The appellant vide his letter dated 11.O9.2023, through his

Advocate Shri O. M. Rohira, submitted that he wants to finish up the case

at the earliest, hence he waives the issue of Show Cause Notice and

quest for early personal hearing in the matter

2.5 The Adjudicating authority, vide the impugned order, has ordered

for absolute confiscation of four gold bangles ol 24 KL gold having purity

999.0 totally weighing 349.930 grams, having tariff value of Rs.

18,11,4581- and Market Value of Rs. 21,18,826/-, under Section 111(d),

111(0, lll(i), 111(J), 111(l) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962. The

adjudicating authority has further given an option to the appellant to

redeem the seized four gold bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0

totally weighing 349.930 grams, having tariff value of Rs. 18, I I ,458/- and

Market Value of Rs.2 1 ,18,826/- on payment of redemption fine of Rs.

5,50,000/- under Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in addition to

the duty chargeable and any other charges payable in respect of the

imported gold as per Section 125(21 of the Customs Act, I 962. The

adjudicating authority has also imposed penalty of Rs. 1,O0,OOO/- on the

appellant under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act,1962.

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

the present appeal and mainly contended that;

..:'gi
'..is

.,l}l
;.F-n i

n

r The Appellant humbly submits that the order of the confiscation of

the Gold was not at all justified. The Appellant had clearly stated

before lower authority tha\he.had not contravened any provisions

.Y
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of C.A. 1962 or any other allied Laws for the time being in force and

he had no malafide intention to hide anything from Customs to

avoid payment of duty as wrongly alleged.

The Appellant humbly submits that she had also requested that he

was also ready to pay the duty on the Gold Jewellery, particularly

when the Gold Lrangles was worn on her body & she had declared

the Gold in thc red channel. It was not her intention to evade the

Customs duty by crossing through green channel. On the basis of

her statement & also on the genuine facts, the lower authority had

released all the Gold jewellery on pa5rment of heavy R/F & P.P.

The Appellant humbly submits that she had correctly stated in her

original statement that all the Gold Jewellery belonged to her only

& nobody else. The Appellant claimed the ownership of the Gold

jewellery. Hence the appellant denies all the charges & allegations

leveled in the order in toto. Further the Gold Jewellery was neither

banned nor restricted under the B. Rules (Amendment) 
' 
2016.

The Appellant humblY submits that the order of the lower autho;ity

in releasing the Gold jewellery on heavy fine & P.P. was not 4t

justificd. The Appellant has cleared all the Gold Jewellery due

sentimental reasons as it was his own personal Gold Jewellery but

the cost, duty, fine & P. P. taken together would be more than

market values of the Gold Jewellery. She had also stated in her

statement that a1l the Gold Jewellery were worn on the body & it

was visible & it was not concealed in any manner whatsoever. She

had not violated any provisions of the C.A. 1962 or FEMA 1999 or

any other allied iaws for the time being in force in India. Hence in

the interest of justicc, the R/F of Rs. 55O0O0/- & P.P' of Rs'

lOOOOO/- deserves to bc set aside or atleast drastically be reduced,

so that the appellant can claim the refund.

The Appellant humbly submits that she is not a frequent visitor &

this is the I st time she had brought the Gold & she had claimed

the ownership of the Gold as it was meant for her personal &

household use & it was not meant for any sale or trade purpose.

The Appellant has suffered economically; mentally & physically &

she deserves utmost leniency by way of ordering the reduction in

the fine & P.P.

4. Shri O. M. Rohira, Advocate, appeared for personal hearing on

1O.06.2025 on behalf of the appellant through virtual mode. He reiterated

the submissions made in the appeai memorandum. During hearing the

advocate of the appeliant submitted that the gold jewellary (04 gold

s/49-l ttti/cus/AH D / 2023 24 Page 5 of 12



Frr.

bangles) were worn on the body of the appellant and it was not ingeniously
concealed. Further, as per para 30 of the impugned order the adjudicating
authority has referred has referred the order (RA) No. 34s/2022 and hence

RF & PP to be reduced. The appellant has already cleared the gold.

5. I have gone through the facts of the case available on record,
grounds of appeal and submission made by the appeilant at the time of
personal hearing. It is observed that the issues to be decided in the
present appeal are as under:

(a) Whether the quantum of Redemption Fine of Rs. 5,50,000/_

imposed in the impugned order for redeeming confiscated four gold

bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.O totaily weighing 349.930

grams, having tariff value of Rs. 18,11,4591. and Market Value of
Rs. 21,18,826/- under Section 125(1) of Customs Act, 1962, in |ne
facts and circumstances ofthe case, is legal and proper or otherwise;

and

(b) Whether the quantum of penalty amounting to Rs.

1,0O,00O/- imposed on the appellant, under Section 1 12(a)(i) of the

Customs Act, 7962, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is
legal and proper or otherwise.

i
\ .it

.i'\.\
itI:.

6. It is observed that the facts and circumstances leading to
interception of the appellant, holding Indian passport No X 7331542, by

the officers of Customs, AIU, at SVp International Airport, Ahmedabad, on

25.08.2023 and recovery of seized four gold bangres of 24 Kt. gold having
purity 999.0 totally weighing 349.93o grams, having tariff value of Rs.

18,11,458/- and Market Value of Rs. 21,18,826/- is undisputed. The

appellant did not declare the said gold before customs with an intention to
escape payment of duty. These facts have also been confirmed in the

statement of the appellant recorded under Section I og of the customs Act,

1962 on the same day. There is no disputing the facts that the appellant

had not declared possession of gold at the time of his arrival in India.

Thereby, she has violated the provisions of Section ZZ of the Customs

Act,L962 read with Regulation 3 of the Customs Baggage Declaration

Regulations, 2013.It is observed that the appellant, in the statement, had

admitted the knowledge, possession, carriage, non-declaration and

recovery of the said gold. Therefore, the confiscation of gold by the

adjudicating authority was justified. Since the confiscation of the seized

gold is upheld, the appellant had rendered herself liable for penalty under

Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1962 \,.^

Page 7 of LZs/49-3 88/CUS/AHD I 2023 -24



6.2 I have perused the decisions of the Government of India passed by

the Principal Commissioner & ex officio Additional Secretary to the

Government of India on similar issue. I find that the Revisionary Authority

has taken a view that failure to declare the gold and failure to comply with

the prescribed corrditions of import has made the impugned gold

"prohibited" and therefore they are liable for confiscation and the appellant

is consequently liable for penalty. Thus, it is held that the undeclared four

gold bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 totally weighing 349'93O

grams, having tarifl value of Rs. 18,1 1,4581- and Market Value of Rs.

21,18,8261- are liable to confiscation and the appellant is also liabie to

penalty.

6.3

Court

Delhi

In this regard, I also rely the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme'-

in the casc of Om Prakash Bhatia Vs Commissioner of CustomS,

2OO3 (155) E .l,.T, 42:) (SC) wherein it is held that; ' '.'i'., '

.,t .,

"...............ta) if tharc is anq prohtbition ol imporl or exporr of . . .

goods under the Act or ang other Laut for the time being in force, it unuld

be considered to be prohibited goods; and (b) this tttould not include any

such goods in respect of uthich the cond-itions, subje,ct to tlthich the goods

are imported or exported, haue been complied uith' Thi.s tuould mean

that if the conditions prescribed for import or export of goods are not

complied uith, it ulould be considered to be prohibited goods' This unuld

also be clear from Section I I u-thich empoLuers the Central Gciuettment to

prohibit either 'absolutelg' or 'subject to such conditions'to be fulfiIled

before or after clearance, as maA be specified in the notificatiory the

import or export of the goods of any specified description. The notification

can be Lssued for the purposes specified in sub-sectian (2). Hence,

prohibition of importation or exportation could be subject to certain

prescibed conditions to be fulfilled before or after clearance of goods. If

conditinns are not fuffilled, it may amount to prohibited goods'. ......."

s/49-.18tt,('t;s/,\ I |)t2023 )4 Page 8 of 12

6.1 The appellant is not contesting confiscation of gold but is in the

appeal only for the redemption fine imposed in respect of redeeming seized

gold and penalty. Hence, my finding will be restricted to the quantum of

redemption fine and penalty.

It is apparent from the above judicial pronouncement that even though

goid is not enumerated as prohibited goods under Section I 1 of the

Customs Act, 7962, but it is to be imported on fulfilment of certairt

conditions, stil1, if the conditions for such import are not complied with,

then import of gold will fall under prohibited goods.



6'4 It is observed that the adjudicating authority in the instant case
had ordered for confiscation of seized four gold bangles of 24 Kt. gord,

having purity 999.0 tota,lly weighing 349.930 grams, having tariff value of
Rs. 18,11,458/- and Market Value of Rs. 21,18,826 /_. Tine adjudicating
authority using his discretion gave an option to the appe,ant to redeem
the seized gold on paJrment of redemption fine as provided under section
125 of the Customs Act 1962.

held that:

i.ilmt.

"28. I further Jind that ingenious concealment is one of the important
aspects for decid.ing on the redemption/ non-redemption of the goods.
Further, while deciding the case, the CBIC Circular / Instruction F. No:
275/17/2O15-CX.8A dated. i1.03.2O15 is atso tooked into, uthich
emphasiz,ed that Judiciat di.sctpline should be foilowed u.thile d.ecid.ing
pending shout cause notices/ appeals.

29. I find that, the option to red.emptbn has been granted, and.
absolute confi.scation is set-a-sid.e uide order No. l2/ 2O2 l _

CUS(WZ)/ASAR dated i8.O1.2O21 by the Reui_sion authority, GOI
i-ssued under F. No: 371/44/8/201S_RA/785 d-ated, 29.01.2O2j.
Similar uieut was taken by Reuision Authoritg uid,e Ord.er No.
287/2O22-CUS(WZ)/ASAR/Mumbai dated jO.jO.2O22; Order No.
245/2021- CUS(WZ)/ASAR dated 29.09,2021 issued- und.er F. No:
371/44/8/ 1S-tuq/2O20 dated. 06. 1O.2O2t and Ord.er No: 314/2O22
Cus(WZ)/ASAR/Mumbai dated. 31.JO.2O22 issued from F. No.
371/273/B/WZ/2O18 dated 05.1j.2022. Further, the aboue
mentioned 3 orders of RA has been accepted. by the d.epartment.

thot in Order No. 345/2O22-CUS (WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI
O22, in the case of Mrs. Manju Tahelani Vs. prtncipal
of Custom^s, Ahmedobad., passed bg the Reuision

I

I

30. I also find
d"ated 25.1 1.2

Commbsioner
Authority, Gouemment of India, Mumbai in which it was held in para
13 that -

"In the instant case, the quantum of gold. und.er import i^s small
and is not of commercial quantitg. The impugned gotd jeweLtery
had been worn by the appLicant on her person and. Gouemment
obserues that sometimes passengers resort to such methods to
keep their ualuables/ precious possessjons safe. There are no
allegations that the applicant is habitual offender and. utas
inuolued in similar offence earlier. The fact of the case indicate
that it is a case of non-declaration of gotd., rather than a case of
smuggling of commercial consideration. "

31.I also find that in Order No. 245/202 j CUS(WZ)/ASAR/MUMBAI
dated 29.O9.2021 in case of Shri Memon Anjum, the Reui.sionarg

s/49-3 88/CUS/AH D I 2023 -24
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6'5 In respect of arowing redemption of the seized gold on pa,rment of
fine, it is observed that the adjudicating authority after considering facts
and circumstances of the case at para 2g to 33 of the impugned order has



Authoityseta-sid.etheorderofabsoluteconfiscation,TheReuisionary
Authoritg in Para obserued as under:

"GouenTment notes that there is no past history of such

offence/ uiolation by the applicant. The part of impugned gold

jeuetlery tuas concealed but thi,s at times is resorted to bg

trauellers uith a uiew to keep the precious goods secure ond

safe. The quantitg/ tgpe of gold being in form of gold chain and 3

ings Ls jeutellery arul i.s not commercial in nature' Under the

circumstance, the Gouernment opines that the order of absolute

conft-scation in the impugned cose tb in excess and unjustified'

The ord.er of the Appetlate authoritg is therefore liable to be set

asid,e and. the goods are liable to be allou.ts redemption on

suitable redemption fine and penaLtg."

32 I further find that the Hon'ble High Court of Delhi in a recent

judgement d.ated. 21.08.2O23 in the case of Ni.dhi Kapoor and others,

in para 1 56 of its order obserued thot -

"The Court holds that an infraction of o condition fot import of

goods u.tould also fall within the ambit of Section 2(33) of the Act

and- thus their redemption and release uould become subject to , -"' .

the dlscretionary pou.)er of the Adjud-icating Officer' For reosond -. .- -. -
aforenoted, the Court finds no illegalitg in the indiuidual ordets.' ,'^.

pussed, bg the AdjudtcaLing Offtcer and uthich were impugnea ifr '::.;l':;:..',il :ii i

these writ petitions." \.1t. r.''-"-iL//..," i'-r

33 I find that hiding the seized goods by ueaing on the bodg 
"on;odi'':':i 'i "'

be considered. as an ingenious concealment euen though the charge of

non-declaration of the seized gotd is establi.shed' Further, the

ou.tnership of the seized gdld. bg Shi Lalit Israni cannot be denied, as

he clrrims ounership of seized gold and al.so produces purchase bill'

Further, he brough.t gotd for the ilrst time and hence it is not a case of

habitual offender. Looking to the facts that thb is not a ca'se of

ingenious concealment, I am of the considered opinion that under

Section 125 of the Customs Act, 1962, the option for redemption can

be granted. I further find that the passenger submitted copg of Bill No'

25 dated 23.08.2023, issued in the name of her."

6.6 It is further obscrved that the appellant has relied upon some

decisions in the grounds of appeal wherein it was held that in such cases

of alleged non declaration under Section 77 of Customs Act 1962,

confiscation was upheld but gold was allowed to be released on paJrment of

redemption fine. In the present case also, the adjudicating authority after

considering all the submissions advanced by the appellant and relying

upon the decisions of the Hon'ble revisionary authority, and using his

discretion gave an option to the appellant to redeem the seized gold on

payment of redemption fine of Rs 5,50,O0O/- as provided under Section

125 of the Customs Act, 1962. The appellant in the appeal before me has

relied upon the decisions were also gold was allowed to be redeemed on

paJ,.rnent of fine. The appellant has not given any grounds for challenging

s/49-3 88/CUS/AHD 12023 -24 Page 10 of 12
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the quantum of redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating authority.

Thus, in my considered view, the adjudicating authorit5r after judiciously

exercising his discretion had imposed redemption fine of Rs. 5,50,000/- in

lieu of confiscation of seized gold.

6.7 In respect of penalty imposcd, it is observed that thc adjudicating

authority after considering facts and circumstances of the case at Para 34

of the impugned order has held that:

"34 I further find that the passenger had agreed ond admitted in the

statement recorded that he trauelled with the said gold made up of
999.0/24Kt. puitg gold hauing net weight of 349.930 Grams from
Bangkok to Ahmedabad. Desptte his knowledge and belief that the gold
carried bg him in his person is an offence under the prouisions of the

Customs Act, 1962 and the Regulations mode under it, the passenger

attempted to carry the said gold. The passenger in her statement dated
25.08.2023 stated. that she did not declare the impuqned gold as she

u-nnted to clear the same iLlititly and euade the Cusfoms Dutg. Thus, it
is clear that the pcLssenger ha^s inuolued herself in carrying, remouing,

keeping and dealing u.tith the undeclared gold which he knows uery u-tell

and has rea.son to belieue that the same are liable for conft-scation under
Section 1 1 1 of the Custom.s Act, 1962. Therefore, I find that the
pa.ssenger i"s liable for penaL action under the prouisions of Sections 112

of the Act and I hold accordingly. "

6.8 Further, in respect of quantum of pena-lty amounting to Rs

1,00,000/- imposed on the appellant for non-declaration of seized four gold

bangles of 24 Kt. gold having purity 999.0 totally weighing 349.930 grams,

having tariff value of Rs. 18,1 1,458/- and Market Value of Rs.

21,18,8261-, I am of thc considered vicw, that the penalty of Rs.

1,00,000/- imposed on the appellant under Section 112(a)(i) of the

Customs Acl, 1962, in the impugned order by the adjudicating authority,

is appropriate as per provisions of Section I I 2 (a)(i) of the Customs Act,

7962 ar:d commensurate with the omissions and commissions of the

appellant. Therefore, there is no infirmity in the impugned order and the

same is upheld.

7. In view of the above, the appeal filed by the appellant is rejected.

\r--4
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'l'o

Mrs Manisha Kamlesh Bhathija,
402, Monica Apt., Opposite Nana Nani Park,
Ulhasnagar, 'lhanc - 421OO1 ,

(ii) O. M. Rohira,Advocate,
l48l301 Uphaar Mandir
1Oth Road, Khar(W), Mumbai - 4OOO52

Copy to:

l. The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House,

Ahmedabad.

(i)

2. Thre Principal Commissionbr of Customs, Customs,Ahmedabad.

3. )he Additional/Joint Comtnissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad.
j/ Guard File
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