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f-dFTg{f Navrangpura. 3l6rl(lclK Ahmedabad 380 009 q{qlqlf-CiQ- Tel. No. 079-
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olo No. 01 I AR I ADC I TUMB I 2o2
dated 23.11.2023 passed by The Additional

Commissioner of Customs, ICD-Tumb

20.o5.2025

1. M/s Hamilton Housewares Pvt. Ltd.
CTS No. 551111, Rakholi Sayali Road,

Sayali, Opp. Welspun factory,
Silvassa, Dadar & Nagar haveli-
396235.

2. M/s CBX Logistics , D-2123, Oberoi
Garden estate, Chandivali Farm Road,
Sani Kaka, Andheri East, Mumbai-
400072

3. M/s Delight Logistics Pvt. Ltd.
D-1226, Oberoi Garden estate,
Chandivali Farm Road, Sani Kaka,
Andheri East , Mumbat- 4OOO72
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q-6qft-dE-drffiF trrqre

Th is copy is granted liee of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued

*qrgoodUPt{c ie62 atunr 12e *S (r) 1utnffilqq

GrsgBrrlr0ss-CqFf ,q{ffi Crqcnnqqrqd-oT€-o-et

Under Section I 29 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the
following categories o1 cases, any person aggrieved by this order <:ar prefer a Revision
Application to The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry
Finance, (Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi \r'ithin 3 months from
date of communication of the order.

frqffrlffi(efitryo.d". retating to

(a) any goods imported on baggage

offa

(b)

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but'qhich 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.

flr) +cr{fdild}ftsc, 1e62 +s{tqrrx dqrir{Tbo{riTq-{rsqsfrqril+-ilra{-@-{rqffiordrqrft

(c) Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1912 and the rules made
thereunder.

sfrrcsbmffi
The revision application should be in such form add shall be verilied in such manner as

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

olCvtq.E,rS7o*-rq€.s or1{ff t t.errffi qffr |nft srrsrr{sr{sso nacr+1 4

qftqr, .

(a) a copi.J of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as

prescribcd under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870'

({d) qlq-f,{fi r-m}.}rdl-{rff Tw3{rt{r+t4qftqi,qffi

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

ffiHqffioq3{rffi I qftqi

4 copies of the Application for Revision

&rul , 1957 {

G+€. roo,-,ots,Eu-s,

(r{)

3 ersl

rF rI(*Sql=I)rIr5. 1 s e q, 1$!ggi[f,![l-{Ilfi[
;a"i'ffi,@3tn6ihtdrfrqt
qfrqro'.qirnrrqrqrq d(*ffiTzoo'-
ffitd-.,ooo,-

(d) The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challal evidencing payme nt of Rs.! 00/- (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 Miscellane ous It€ms being the fee

prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Revirrion Application. If the

amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is on: lakh rupees or less,

fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is F s. 1000/ -

) firi

t
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$qtffih .ilrN3rrc-rq-r{rrrtdl-trfrtfi
qrgFrurfufrqc 1e62 olum 12s g (1) &eift+witrft.9.-g

+mqrEev',WorfffisqqrF sftffiq-{orffii
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(b)

(r{)

Fr)

o{UI,qfM&ffio

tF-cq ;qi{trmr{{'qq

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 Iakh rupees but not
exceeding frfty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

oqqqrsqreFqceerf troad;q-tl-osnrqq.

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 rupecs, ten
thousanci rupees

fsrnMfu$4,3'{iMi,qitrrq{@b r o%

erameqt,sEi{crqr{@.q&BMt,qrqElh r o yo

erqro-Cqr,weBE-oAsMe G{flc{€ltnSflt
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.

s-frcrltrftssfrturtr 1 29 (q) er{rq-{c-&o3{r+fitri- (ir]

+o@.yqcdqn+ftqfuqrrqqfto : - orqo

rtr) 3rftcqr .

Under section 129 (a) ofthe 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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(q)
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In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggriev

by thii order can fiie an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in lor

C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following

address :

ed
m

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

2nd Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 O16

@qrrrrgd,snTR
dr,3rdqffirr(-380016

{a)

SqrgoodtftTq, is62 itlrrnr 12e g (6) tvtft+,dxrgwirftftw, 1e62 qffurrl 12e

q1r1},vfi1@
Under Section 129 A (61 of the Customs Acl, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of
the Customs Act, 1962 shall be 4ccompanied 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 five lakh rupees or less, one thousand
rupees;

(6)
6-qq@.

(d)
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ORDER-IN.APPEAL

Three appeais, as per details given in Table belo.,v, have been filed i
terms of' Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 agairrst Order-in_Origin
(OIO) No. O1/AR/ADC/TUMBl2023-24, dated 23.1),.2029 (hereinafte:

referred to as "impugned order,') passed by the Additio:tal Commissioner o

Customs, ICD-Tumb (hereinafter referred to as "adjudicatin

g authority'')

S

No

Appeal File No Name of the Appellantr

s l4e-427 I cUS /
AHD /2023-24

s/4e-428/cusl
AHD /2023-24

s/4e-42e /cus I
AHD /2023-24

M/s Hamilton Housewares Pvt. Ltd.

CTS No. 55l1ll, Rakholi Sayali
Road, Sayali, Opp. Welspun facr-ory,

Silvassa, Dadar & Nagar haveli-
396235,

M/s CBX Logistics, D-2123, Obr:roi

Garden estate, Chandivaii Farm
Road, Sani Kaka, Andheri East,
Mumbai- 4OOO72

M/s Delight Logistics Pvt. Ltd.

D-1226, Oberoi Garden estate,

Chandivali Farm Road, Sani Kaka,

Andheri East , Mumbai- 4OOO72

,merits classificatic n under H

Appellqnt No

Appellant No

are

eading
Page l4

I

2

3 Appellant NoJ 3

2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the Appellant I{o. I had imported

various consignments of glass lids (hereinafter referred to as "impugned goods")

during the period June 2018 and March 2023 at ICD Trrmb. These impugned

goods were made of toughened glass with stainless steel rims and bakelite

knobs, were intended for use with cookware. Appellant No. I had classified the

goods under Customs Tariff Heading (CTH) 7O1O 20 O0 as "511ass stoppers, lids

and other closures," which attracted a Basic Customs Dut)' (BCD) of 10%. It

appeared that the Appellant No. t had been mis-declaring the impugned goods

under CTH 70 10 instead of CTH 70 13 which attracted 2O'/o BCD . Further, 
I

rluring the scrutiny it was revealed that the Appellant No. t had filed 10 Bi11s of

Entry during the said period through their customs broker i'e. Appellant No. 2 
|

and Appe llant No. 3

2.1 Further, it appeared that the impugned goods are ext-ensively found in

cookware, ovenware, kitchenware, and household ware and ate usually used for

cooking, steaming It appeared that the glass lidsheating

,E
tbg I

I

19,*

Hereinafter

referred to a

"kitchen/ cooking glassw
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lrsed for the conveyance or packing of goods and also includes closures for the

fVRe 
of containers provided for in heading 7010. It appeared that the closures /

ids/stoppers described in the Headings of 7010 does not include other glass

ontainers bein$ domestic glassware/ kitchenware. Therefore, it appeared that

he Appellant No. t had failed to self-assess the correct duty and have

isclassilied the goods under CTH 7010 instead of appropriate and correct CTR

013 with an intention of availing Tower BCD rate of 10%, instead of corrcct

CD rate of 2Oo/o resulting in evasion of Customs duty. Therefore, the impugned

oods imported which were self-assessed and cleared with declared assessable

alue of Rs. 1 ,25,96,285/ - appeared to be liable for confisiation under the

rovisions of Section 111(m) & Section 111(o) of the Customs Act,l962 and the

ppellant No. 1 rendered themselves liabie for penal provisions under Sectton

I tZla; ana 114 A and 114 AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

?.2 Appellant No. 1 through Appellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3 had filed the
t

{nstant 
bills of entry and it appeared that the CTH of imported goods is mis-

fieclared to take undue benefit. They had mentioned CTH 701O which attracted
I

[0% BCD on the goods imported by them through the instant bili of entries.
I

fppellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3, who is authbrize to work on behalf of the
I

fRRellant No. 1, are bestowed upon to file correct Bills of Entry on behalf of the

f nnelt^nt No. 1. Further, ,it was the obiigation of the Appeilant No. 2 &

f,ppellant No. 3 to exercise due diligence to ascertain the correctness o[ any
I

lnformation which they impart to Appellant No. 1 with reference to any work
I

felated to clearance of cargo. However, it appeared that in spite of knowing the
t

facts 
that goods imported by the Appellant No. 1 attracts BCD at 2Oo/o, tlne

f RRellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3 had failed to comply their obligations

lnentioned at lo(d), 10(e) and 10 (m) of the Customs Broker Licensing

fegulations, 2018 and rendered themselves liable for penalry under Section 117

tf the Customs Act, 1962.

.3. After the completion of investigation, a Show Cause Notice F. No

2llCD-TumblO&AIHQ/2023-24 dated 08.06.2025 was issued

ppellant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 proposes as to why:

The declared classihcation of the subject goods under CTH 7010 in
the Bills of Entry should not be rejected and the goods should not
be re-classified and re-assessed under CTH 7013 of the First
Schedule to the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 (51 of 19ZS);

the differential BCD amounting to Rs.12,59,628l- should not be
recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28$l of the Customs

q - * nr+,i

vrrr/ 10-

to the

+

(3{

(g

st
tr

Act, 1962;

ri
I

I

I . .r o) c', -)

I AHD-cusrM-000-APP-3 1-s2 -3s-2o2s'26

f o 13 whereas Heading 7010, specifically provides for certain glass contatners

I

I

Pase ls I

I

JJ,
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111, the differential SWS amounting to Rs.1,25,963/.. should not be
recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28(41 of the Customs
Act. 7962:

iv, the differential IGST amounting to Rs.2,49,407/- should not be
recovered fr'om Appellant No. 1 under Section 28$) of the Customs
Act, 1962;

v, Ali the goods imported vide Bills of Entry which wt:re self-assessed
by Appellant No. 1 and'have already been cleared, h.rving assessable
valuc of Rs. 1,25,96,285/- should not be held liabl: to conliscation
under Section 1 11 (m) & Section 111(o) of the Customs Act, 7962.
Since the said goods are aiready cleared and are not available for
confiscation, wh1, fine in lieu of confiscation shouid not be imposed
on them under Section 125 of the Customs Act, 1962

vt, appropriate Interest on above said amount should rot be recovered
from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962;

vu. Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellant No. .L under Section
11.24, l14A and 1 14AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

vll1 Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellanr_ Nos. 2 and 3
under Section I 17 of the Customs Aci, 1962.

3. Thereafter, the adjudicating authority vide the impug,ned order.held

that the Appellant No. t had mis-decalred the impugned gor>ds under CTH

7010 instead of CTH 7013 to evade the higher rate of Custc,ms duties and

also held that Appellant Nos. 2 and 3 had failed to compiy their obligations

and passed the following order:

a) He rejected the declared classification of the subject goods under

Customs Tariff Heading No. 701020O0 by Appellant No. 1 in the Bills

of Entry, ordered to re-classify the same under Cu.stoms Tariff

Heading No. 7O139900 of the First Scheduie to the Customs Tariff

Act, 1975 (51 of 1975) and reassess the subject Bills of Entry

accordingly;

He confirmed the demand of differential Customs Duty of Rs.

,59,6281- and ordered recovery of the same from Apllellant No. 1

terms of the provisions of Section 28$l of the Customs Act, 1962:

(b)

2

,D
,b

f
.F

4'
I

\ ut
I-lc confirmed the demand of differential SWS amou nting to Rs.

1,25,9631 - and ordered recovery of the same from Appellant No. 1 ln

terms of the provisions of Section 28$l of the Customs Ac.t, 7962;

(d) He confirmed the demand of differential IGST amounting to Rs.

2;4g,4O7 l- and ordered recovery of the same from Appeliant No. I in
terms of the provisions of Section 28(41 of the Customs A<:t, L962:

Pa ge 6

:t:

L/

1g

I

I

l

I

i

,d
I

I

I

I

I
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(e) He heid the subject goods having assessable value of Rs'

1,25,96,2851- imported by Appellant No. I by mis-classifying the

subject goods, liable to confiscation under Section 1 1 1(m) of the

Customs AcI, 1962. However, gave them the option to redeem th'e

goods on payment of Pine of Rs.12,59,629 l- under Section 125 of the

Customs Act, 7962;

(f) He ordered recovery of interest on the above confirmed demand of

Customs Duty, SWS & IGST (as at (b), (c) & (d) above) in terms of the

provisions of Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 7962;

(g) He imposed a penalty of Rs. 16,34,9981- on Appellant No. 1

under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962; however, in view of the

proviso to Section 1 14(A) of the Customs Act, 1962, provided that

where such duty, as determined under section 28, and the interest

payable under section 28AA, is paid within thirty days from the date

of the communication of this order, the amount of penalty liable to be

paid'by such person under this section shall be twenty five per cent

of the. duty so determined, provided further that the benelit of

reduced penalty under the lirst proviso shall be available subject to

the condition that the amount of penalty so determined has also been

paid within the period of thirty days referred to that proviso;

(h) He imposed a penalty of Rs. 12,59,629 l- on 4ppeilant No. 1 under

Section 114AA of the Customs Act, \962.

(i) He imposed a pena-lty of Rs. 1,00,0001- eac:,l,^ on Appellant Nos. 2

and 3 under Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962.

. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellants have filed thc

resent appeal and mainly contended the following:

That the impugned goods were correctly classified under CTH 7O1O.2O.OO

("stoppers, lids and other closures of glass"), which is a specific entry that

directly covers such goods. The customs authority's reclassification under

CTH 7013 (a general entry for glassware) is incorrect and contrary to

established classifi cafion rules.

The doctrine of ejusdem generis was wrongly applied. Heading 7010

clearly includes lids and closures as a distinct group, separate lrom

containers or jars.

That the classification is supported by the HSN Explanatory Notes and

the World Customs Organization [WCO) Classification Opinion (2022),

oth of which confirm that heat-resistant glass lids used for cookware are

sifiable under 70 10.20

t under Rule 3(a) of the General Rules for Interpretation (GIR),

I

d

':

a more

7010specific description must prevail over a general one. Since CTH

I

l

I

I

0.t,, , , 
j-W
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specifically covers 'rglass lids,,' it should take precr:dence over the mo

That all Bitls ol Entry clearly described the goods as glass lids, wi#r
consistent documentation (invoices, packing lists, erc.). Hence, there wJs

I

no misdeclaration or suppression of facts, and self_assessment was made
in good faith. The extended limitation period undr:r Section. 2g(4) w
wrongly invoked, despite full disclosure of facts in thr: bills of entry.

Goods were correctly declared and already cleared for home consumptio
Hence, confiscation under section 1 1 1(m) is invarid. \o goods were seize

or released on bond; therefore, redemption fine unde:r Section 125 is n
legally tenable.

S

No fraud, collusion, or suppression proven; thus, penalties unde
Sections 114A and 1l4AA imposed on Appelant No. l are not warranred I : :

That the Appellant No. 2 and 3, as customs Brokerr;, discharged dutiel ;"':
I

responsibly and in good faith. There is no evidence of negrigence or willfu[ p' 
:

violation under Regulation IO of the CBLR, and henct:, the penalty undei
Section 1i7 is unjustified.

That the same classification was accepted by custorr s for several yearsi

The retrospective demand violates the principre of certaint5r and trust ir:

past clearances.

They have relied upon the various case laws, few of wh::ch are as under:a

a. M/s. Oberoi Constructions Ltd. and M/s. Oberc,i Realty pvt. Ltd.

Vcrsus Commissioner of Customs (Import), Nhava Sheva - 2022 (12\

TMI 1339 - CESTAT MUMBAI.

b. Mauri Yeast India vs. State of UP - 2OO8 (225) trLT 321 (SC)

c. Manisha Pharma Plasto Vs. UOI (112) DLT 22 (Del.l

d. Bharat Forge and Press Industries vs. CCE - 1990 (45) ELT 525 (SC)

e. Manisha Pharma Plasto vs. UOI - 1999 (112) ELT 22 (DeL.)

f. Raja Impex vs. CC - 2008 (2291 EIT 185 (P&H HC)

5. Shri Vinay Sejpal along with Shri Sanjay Shukla both Advocates, Shri

Rakcsh Pillai (Partner) and Shri Vijayan Nambiar (Managing Director) attended

personal hearing on i3,05.2O25 in virtual mode on behalf of the Appellant No.
,e

1, Appellant No. 2 and Appellant No. 3 respecti?ely. They reiterated the

submission made in the appeal memorandum and submitted the copy of

ment of Hon'ble CESTAT 12525-12586 / 2024 dated 06.1 1.2024

PERSONAL HEARING

g0
lc' ffii

Judg

t
o.

hrgs t

I

general CTH 7013.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

l

},
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lr cnr-,.o Coating pvt. Ltd. Vs Commissioner of Customs Ahmedabad whereln

lre Hon'ble CEST in the similar issue has decide the matter.

d. I have gone through the appeal memorandum fi1ed by the appellant,

records of the ca

Jontention in the

6

se and submissions made during personal hearing. The main

appeal is whether the imported goods fall under CTH 7010 or

TH 7013. The department contention is that the goods fa11 under CTH 7013

hereas the Appellants contention is that the impugned goods fa1l under CTH

010. Therefore, the main issues to be decided in present appeal are whether
'e impugned order classifuing impugned goods under CTH 7013, confiscating

e goods under Section 1 1 I (m) and 1 1 1 (o), imposing redemption fine under

ectron 125, confirming duty along with interest under Section 28 and imposing

nalty under Section 112(a), 114A and 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962 on 
I

e Appellant No. 1 and imposing penalty under Section 117 of the Customs

ct, 1962 on the Appellant Nos. 2 and 3 , in the facts and circumstances of the

ase, is legal and proper or otherwise.

.i Before going into the merits of the case, I find that as per CA-1

orm of the Appellant No. 1, the present appeal has been filed on 31.01.2024

nst thi impugned order dated 23.17.2023 received by the Appellant on

4.12.2023 which is within the statutory time limit of 60 days prescribed under

ection 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962. 'As the appeal has been filed within

e stipuiated time-limit, it has been admitted and be.ing taken up for disposal

tcrms of Section 12BA of.the Customs Act, 7962.

.1.1 .Further, for the Appellant Nos. 2 and 3, the present appeals have

ot been filed within statutory time limit of 60 days prescribed under Section

28( 1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

1.2 In this regard, it is relevant to refer the legal provisions governing

ing an appeal before the Commissioner (Appeals) and his powers to condone

e delay in filing appeals beyond 60 days. Extracts of relevant Section 12g of
e Customs Act, L962 are reproduced below for ease of reference:

SECTION 128. Appeals to [Commissioner (Appeals)]. 
- (1) Any person

aggieued by ang decision or order passed under this Act by an officer of
customs louer in rank than a [Principal Commissionef of Customs or
Commissioner of Customsl mag appeal to the [Commissjoner (Appeats)]
within sirtg dagsl from the date of the communication to him of such

ision or order.

i
6.

+1

*.,
i

qh

I

I
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lProuided that the Commissioner (Appeals) mag, if fu: is satis;fie d that t\
appellant u)as preuented by sufficient cause from tr 

ysssnling the appe)
tDithin trle oforesaid. period. of sixtg d.ags, allotu it to be presented. uithin
fufther peiod. of thirtg dags.l 

*-'-" 
)

section 128 of the custbms Act, 1962 makes it clear that the appear ha
to be fi1ed within 60 days from the date of communication of order. Further, I

the commissioner (Appeals) is satisfied that the appella.t was prevented b.

e

tI

d

S

f

{

6. 1.3

Nos.

It is observed from the Appeal Memorandums that the Appellan
2 and 3 had received the impugned order on 23.11.2023 and both th

appeals have been filed on 31.o1.2024 resulting in a delay c,f o9 days in filing o
appeal beyond the time limit of 60 days presiribed under siection 128(1) of th
customs Act, 1962. Appellants Nos. 2 and 3 have requested for the condonatio
of delay. In light of the above provisions of law and consider:.ng the submission

*..rL,ii

of the Appellant and also considering the fact that the app,:als have been file
within a further period of 30 days. I allow the condonation of delay in filing th
appeal, taking a lenient'iew in the interest ofjustice in the lrresent app.eal.

6.2 Now, I am going to decide the classification of the rmport.a lrnprgo.J
goods. It is observed that the Appellant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 have heavily emphasizedl

on the Judgment cited by the Hon'bte CESTAT Ahmedabarl in the matter od

Gfluro Coating tlvt. Ltd. Vs Commissioner of Customs Ahmedabad videl

Order No. 12525|r25a6l 2()24 dated O6.11.2(124 and sul:mitted tf,. .opy o{

the same stating that the Hon'ble CESTAT vide the sard order has already]

decided the issue in the same matter and has classified the impugned goods

under CTH 7010.

In view of the same, the relevant para of the said Judgr:rent is reproduced

as below:

5. On the other hand, heading 7013 does not haue ang .;peciJic entry in

respect o.,f Glass Lids, therefore, irrespectiue of tlrc use of lids if the some

is made of glass, the lid is conectlg clossified under 7O1O. We find that

on this partianlar issue recourse can be made to Rule 3(a) of General

Rules of Interpretation which prouides that specific heading has to be

giuen preference to a general heading. In the facts of thz present case,

undisputedlg the tid.s made of glass is specifically proui,Ted in heading

No. 7010 and the same is not prouided in 7013. Therefore, as per Rule

3(a) o.f General Rules of Interpretation also ,lids of giass" uhich is

same is correct clas:;ification. Tariffspecificallg prouid
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sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the a_fcresaid period of 6{i)

days, he can allow it to be presented within a further period of 3O days. i
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headingT0l3beirLgageneraltaiffentrywillnotpreuailouerthespecific

entru. All tle submissions made bg leamed department,s authoised

representatiue clearlg fail in uiew of the aboue interpretation of the tunff

entry made on the basis of not onlg Rule 3(a) but also tle uaious

judgments cited bg the appellant uhich are as under:

..Ascent Meditech Ltd. us CC [2014 (309) ,ELT 
712 [ri. Amd) upheld

bg Supreme Court 2015 (32q ELr A281 (SC)l

. Page Industies.Ltd. 2022 (382) ELT 130 (Tri' Chennai)

o Moorco (India) Ltd. 1994 (74) ELT 5 (SC)

. zamountients Put Ltd. 2020 (372) ELT 458 [n.)

As per our aboue discussion, u)e are of the uiew that the appellant haue

correctlg ctassified the goods namely, "G Tgpe Tempered Glass Lids"

under heading 7010. All other issues raised bg both the sides are not

addressed. As per our aboue disanssion and finding' the impugned order

is set aside. Appeals are alloued."

.3 I find that the matter involved in the case of Gfluro coating Pvt. Ltd. Vs

iommissioner of Customs Ahmedabad, decided by Hon'ble CESTAT Ahmedabad

[de Order No. 12525- 12 586 I 2024 dated 06. 1 1.2024, is identical in nature and

huarelv covers the present case as they had also dealt with the classification of

fientical goods as that of the irtrpugned goods in the present case. It is observed

i-rat the said Judgment was decided after the issuance of the impugned order.

: view ol the same, the adjudicating authority shall examine the facts of the

V In view of the above discussion, I allow all the 03 appeals by way oi

rLmand to the adjudicating authority with the direction to pass the fre sh

sleaking order in light of the aforesaid judgment.
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. Nos. S/49-427 to 429/CUS/}.}lD/23-

r\
MrT Q1.,pa61--

COMMISSIONER (APPEALS)

CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD

Dated - 20.05.2025,K9
Re stered Post A.D.

t. M/s Hamilton Housewares Pvt. Ltd.
Road, Sayaii, Opp. Welspun factory,

396235.

55llll, Rakholi Sayali

Dadar & Nagar haveli

CTS No,

Silvassa,

i-i s.;Ifl '*{!/A T ED
:;*

s.EftalE /sUpRERINTENoEl{?
*trn vJrer t gr*N) 

, sratqrrfla,
c uSioME (APPEALS). AHi{i;AB;O
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clase and decide the issue on the basis of the said Judgment of Hon'ble CESTAT,

{hmedabad.
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M/s CBX Logistics, D-2123, Oberoi Garden estilte, Chandivali
Road, Sani Kaka, Andheri East, Mumb ai- 4OOOZ2

3. M/s Delight Logistics pvt 
!td., D_1226, Oberoi Gar<len estate, Chandiv

Farm Road, Sani Kaka, Andheri East, Mumba i_ 4OOOZ2

Copf to:

1f ft* Cnref Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Custor:rs House, Ahmeda
The Pr. -Commissioner of Customs, Customs Ahmedabad.

^ MAlin .L
t ne Jr€p++t#4€€i€teRt Commissioner of Customs, Customs Ahmedabad.

iflt "[r*"- (p,,-*ns,i'tt- c[ ailr',r't, ,ev-Tur'$
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