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1| TefesTEiR R r s R w e R Rr AT, | .
| This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued. : i
2| Hugewafifay 1962 #urt 120 Y (1) @y 0 |
B b LR bl R L G b S G R B bt B S i e B B L I e s L G S G )
! TEfeFaied 3 adRdsererRaRarigsaiia (smdeaasiy=), Ry,
| . | "
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- . — :
| Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the o : :
following categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision '
i 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. -l
1 - ———— II ——— -
| FafafeawmafRmendzorder relating to : [ e
b . : = | =1
| (a) |any goods imported on baggage. - =
RS ARSH S AU TS AR A RIS AR ARIA I (A AU faTes |
' HHE!. J :
|any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded | |
[ (b) lat 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
il the quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.
{ '.
o | aryrewarfufaam, 1962 Hertamax quewdHTATER TG o gemarii@ et :
| : 1
‘ e _F’z-;yrne:{t of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1952 and the rules made | ) :
| thereunder.
3 AT A AT A A TG P TRS U R SR e AT T T & 3 <71 T3 Wb o eI ah eTgay
1 rsuEafEfafaaereaaEauE ARy s
:l | S
The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as :-4:*
| may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by : o =
i P T
| (@) | PRGITE,1870HHGH.6 It 1 perdafufaferesgarswemize! 4 ‘
| wieai, RraauayfiramiRs ey s R Heams et
i (a) | 4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as %
prescribed under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870. - ] | »
’ @) | SrEseAv S ATaTHEsTeN®! 4 wfa afest | :
i| (b)y | 4 copiés of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any
U (M | gk fsmaeT®! 4 wfagi
il. (c) | 4 copies of the Application for Revision. ] "
@ TG UISTAGTGTIRETh T eTT A AT e ST, 1962 (TUTHITU) || e
| AR uRaraserie, B, ve, s Rfungiriddordfaemaiae. o s
! (ETEHTHATAATE. 1000/ (S TUTBHEHAIRHATA : e
| | ST, SRR S TS AEATE] R s St
| ! ; W‘mw— B &
|| R R T ArEa R s
| RaRTEarEdRH e aI® MG ETHS. 1000/- -
l]> e ; z = R W -
d) | The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two om0
i Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the :—#-4-:
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous !t_e ms belng the:- fee | B s
| prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a _Revlmon 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 ks.1000/-. |
1 | Lo -
l | - 4
[ | .
| | :
| |
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ERE:T
| %aﬁqﬁﬁmmamﬁwwmﬂmmmﬁmm |
" AryrenfufaT 1962 FIURT 129 ¥ (1) HrdiamiHi.e.-3 }
- sfevparsEf@ardwefiaeasds |
i | ATy, USRS RAATSR U 1
i B \ In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved |
P by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form |
i C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following I
g ! address : i
- Ararges, HElSTRYehaga@eUlfagfy | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate !
‘ o307 uigasEadis Tribunal, West Zonal Bench !
[ ’ i
| T, SgHTATHEA, (e e TRURATRYS, ¥R | 2nd Floor, BahumaliBhavan, 1
dl,3{gHaId1¢-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa, |
T ’ Ahmedabad-380 016
B ;ﬂwrgl?m'arﬁﬁtm 1962 BIYRT 129 T (6) B3t !ﬂmwarﬁrﬁw 1962 FIURT 129
) ]q{uamnﬂ:ranﬂa%ﬂmﬁuﬁﬁawmﬁﬂm%q
ot | Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of
ity i< | the Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -
o — S
- - - | HRATHAYTATANAGSHR
T @) | fedmalReATa A e R AT eh o U BTG R AR TR
g | HHUAAERS UGS HH S He B e WO UL, |
{ L y !
. . '| (a) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of !
S | 1 Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand |
v | rupees; |
4 (@) | S RS AT U R g RTH AT e 3 RS A e UG 8 1}

FHUATEE IR g AP riraaradsfusgial, ui
; UTdgwe Uy
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 ;

FHIAN OGS IR A USHEId; GHEHAREUT.
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

| TR s PR UHHH, AU S 10%

HATHTAT, TGP AP YL SaarGe, qesd 10%
ETHAR, Tgidbaadsfaareis, it

(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. IFAARITHSTIURT 129 (T) FarmmiasrfauievdagaerRyQ s HTacTu3-

wmmmmﬁﬁmﬁmmﬁqmm - 3ryar

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appr'llate
Tribunal- q

(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 :i::
- ¥ <
Three appeals, as per details given in Table below, have been filed in v 4
terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 against Order-in-Original 2 &
o »
(O10) No. O01/AR/ADC/TUMB/2023-24, dated 23.11.2023 (hereinafter -
referred to as “impugned order”) passed by the Additional Commissioner of e
Customs, ICD-Tumb (hereinafter referred to as “adjudicatin |
g authority”): - |
I Sr. | Appeal File No Name of the Appellant Hereinafter l woP
| il - -
‘ No. referred toag  |& *
1 [S/49-427/ CUS/ M/s Hamilton Housewares Pvt. Ltd. | Appellant Noj 1 | .
Il AHD/2023-24 CTS No. 55/1/1, Rakholi Sayali Mg
| Road, Sayali, Opp. Welspun facrory, fo-
| Silvassa, Dadar & Nagar haveli- -

396235. L
2 [ S/49-428/CUS/ | M/s CBX Logistics, D-2123, Oberoi. | Appellant No| 2 .. |,
| AHD/2023-24 | Garden estate, Chandivali Farm ' ol
g Road, Sani Kaka, Andheri East , o
| Mumbai- 400072 -
3 S/49-429/CUS/ M/s Delight Logistics Pvt. Ltd. Appellant No.i 3
AHD/2023-24 D-1226, Oberoi Garden estate, ;
Chandivali Farm Road, Sani Kaka, b
Andheri East , Mumbai- 400072 e
2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the Appellant No. 1 had imported > i
various consignments of glass lids (hereinafter referred to as “impugned goods”) .. -
during the period June 2018 and March 2023 at ICD Tumb. These impugned| T g
goods were made of toughened glass with stainless steel rims and bakelite ' uﬁ—?-*

knobs, were intended for use with cookware. Appellant No. 1 had classified the
goods under Customs Tariff Heading (CTH) 7010 20 00 as “glass stoppers, lids
and other closures,” which attracted a Basic Customs Duty (BCD) of 10%. It
appeared that the Appellant No. 1 had been mis-declaring the impugned goods‘1
under CTH 7010 instead of CTH 7013 which attracted 20% BCD. Further,i
during the scrutiny it was revealed that the Appellant No. 1 had filed 10 Bills of |

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

- and Appellant No. 3.

' 2.1 Further, it appeared that the impugned goods are extensively found in
cookware, ovenware, kitchenware, and household ware and are usually used for

“Baking. It appeared that the glass lids are

\!':l

| heating, cooking, steaming

'%\meﬂts classificaticn under Heading
£ Page | 4
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7013 whereas Heading 7010, specifically provides for certain glass containers
psed for the conveyance or packing of goods and also includes closures for the
type of containers provided for in heading 7010. It appeared that the closures /
iids/ stoppers described in the Headings of 7010 does not include other glass
ontainers being domestic glassware/kitchenware. Therefore, it appeared that
he Appellant No. 1 had failed to self-assess the correct duty and have
isclassified the goods under CTH 7010 instead of appropriate and correct CTR
013 with an intention of availing Tower BCD rate of 10% instead of correct
BCD rate of 20% 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 confiscation under the
rovisions of Section 111(m) & Section 111(0) of the Customs Act,1962 and the
ppellant No. 1 rendered themselves liable for penal provisions under Section
112(a) and 114 A and 114 AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

|
.2 Appellant No. 1 through Appellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3 had filed the

nstant bills of entry and it appeared that the CTH of imported goods is mis-
Leciared to take undue benefit. They had mentioned CTH 7010 which attracted
|

0% BCD on the goods imported by them through the instant bill of entries.
ppellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3, who is authorize to work on behalf of the

- “Appellant No. 1, are bestowed upon to file correct Bills of Entry on behalf of the |

ppellant No. 1.‘ Further, it was the obligation of the Appellant No. 2 &

ppellant No. 3 to exercise due diligence to ascertain the correctness of any
information which they impart to Appellant No. 1 with reference to any work
i‘elatéd to clearance of cargo. However, it appeared that in spite of knowing the
Tacts that goods imported by the Appellant No. 1 attracts BCD at 20%, the
Appellant No. 2 & Appellant No. 3 had failed to comply their obligations
mentioned at 10(d), 10(e) and 10 (m) of the Customs Broker Licensing
regulations, 2018 and rendered themselves liable for penalty under Section 117
%f the Customs Act, 1962.

#.3. After the completion of investigation, a Show Cause Notice F. No. VIII/ 10-
32/ICD-Tumb/O&A/HQ/2023-24 dated 08.06.2023 was issued to the
Appellant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 proposes as to why: i

1. The declared classification 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
:a? Schedule to the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 (51 of 1975);

the differential BCD amounting to Rs.12,59,628/- should not be
recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28(4) of the Customs

o
Act, 1962; i )
| ,/ Page | 5
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il the differential SWS amounting to Rs.1,25,963/- should not be

V.

Vi,

vil.

recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28(4) of the Customs
Act. 1962:

. the differential IGST amounting to Rs.2,49,407/- should not be

recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 28(4) of the Customs
Act, 1962;

All the goods imported vide Bills of Entry which were self-assessed
by Appellant No. 1 and have already been cleared, having assessable
valuc of Rs. 1,25,96,285/- should not be held liable to confiscation
under Section 111 (m) & Section 111(o) of the Customs Act, 1962.
Since the said goods are already cleared and are not available for
confiscation, why fine in lieu of confiscation should not be imposed
on them under Section 125 of the Customs Act, 1962

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

Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellant No. | under Section
112A, 114A and 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962.

Vi, Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellan: Nos. 2 and 3

under Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962.

Thereafter, the adjudicating authority vide the impugned order -held

that the Appellant No. 1 had mis-decalred the impugned goods under CTH
7010 instead of CTH 7013 to evade the higher rate of Customs duties and
also held that Appellant Nos. 2 and 3 had failed to comply their obligations

| and passed the following order:

a) He rejected the declared classification of the subject goods under
Customs Tariff Heading No. 70102000 by Appellant No. 1 in the Bills
of Entry, ordered to re-classify the same under Customs Tariff
Heading No. 70139900 of the First Schedule to the Customs Tariff
Act, 1975 (51 of 1975) and reassess the subject Bills of Entry
accordingly; '

(b) He confirmed the demand of differential Customs Duty of Rs.

2,59,628/- and ordered recovery of the same from Appellant No. 1
ini terms of the provisions of Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962;

) He confirmed the demand of differential SWS amounting to Rs.

%/1,25,063/- and ordered recovery of the same from Appellant No. 1 in

terms of the provisions of Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962;

(d) He confirmed the demand of differential IGST amounting to Rs.
2,49,407 /- and ordered recovery of the same from Appellant No. 1 in
terms of the provisions of Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962;

Page | 6 |
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e (e) He held the subject goods having assessable value of Rs.
R 1,25,96,285/- imported by Appellant No. 1 by mis-classifying the
e ; subject goods, liable to confiscation under Section 111(m) of the
"‘“”"‘“‘l - Customs Act, 1962. However, gave them the option to redeem the
o st 2 goods on payment of Fine of Rs.12,59,629/- under Section 125 of the
o Customs Act, 1962;
el e
3 (f) He ordered recovery of interest on the above confirmed demand of
e Customs Duty, SWS & IGST (as at (b), (c) & (d) above) in terms of the
- provisions of Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962;
[ S S |
' (g) He imposed a penalty of Rs. 16,34,998/- on Appellant No. 1
under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962; however, in view of the
S proviso to Section 114(A) of the Customs Act, 1962, provided that
T where such duty, as determined under section 28, and the interest
- payable under section 28AA, is paid within thirty days from the date
Sy of the communication of this order, the amount of penalty liable to be
e : paid by such person under this section shall be twenty five per cent
oF o of the duty so determined, provided further that the benefit of
i b s reduced penalty under the first proviso shall be available subject to
__'.‘ w2 the condition that the amount of penalty so determined has also been
e s 58 paid within the period of thirty days referred to that proviso;
&
o9 2
' (h) He imposed a penalty of Rs. 12,59,629/- on Appellant No. 1 under
, B Section 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962.
P r | (i) He imposed a penalty of Rs. 1,00,000/- each on Appellant Nos. 2
_- | and 3 under Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962.
4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellants have filed the
resent appeal and mainly contended the following:
¢ That the impugned goods were correctly classified under CTH 7010.20.00
ol ("stoppers, lids and other closures of glass"), which is a specific entry that
m directly covers such goods. The customs authority's reclassification under
-:m CTH 7013 (a general entry for glassware) is incorrect and contrary to
: 3 established classification rules.
3 * The doctrine of ejusdem generis was wrongly applied. Heading 7010
3 clearly includes lids and closures as a distinct group, separate from

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
o« ¢lassifiable under 7010.20,

<4
‘S-qi‘?fz:ﬁﬂﬂv,;’/ 'I‘hgt under Rule 3(a) of the General Rules for Interpretation (GIR), a more
- gt specific description must prevail over a general one. Since CTH 7010

Page | 7
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specifically covers "gla;ss lids," it should take precedence over the more -r 4
general CTH 7013, - ‘
e That all Bills of Entry clearly described the goods as glass lids, with :
consistent documentation (invoices, packing lists, etc.). Hence, there wa!s
no misdeclaration or suppression of facts, and self-assessment was made 4
in good faith. The extended limitation period under Section. 28(4) wals :*“ :
wrongly invoked, despite full disclosure of facts in the bills of entry. - oy
* Goods were correctly declared and already cleared for home consumption. & 1
I—Ience confiscation under Section 111(m) is invalid. No goods were seized - i;i_
or released on bond; therefore, redemption fine under Section 125 is not :"“ z,'
legally tenable. -:-'*'1”
* No fraud, collusion, or suppression proven; thu S, penalties under -yl
Sections 114A and 114AA imposed on Appellant No. 1 are not warranted. oreq
e That the Appellant No. 2 and 3, as Customs Brokers, discharged duties t.
resp'onsibly and in good faith. There is no evidence of negligence or willfu!l oo
violation under Regulation 10 of the CBLR, and hence, the penalty under
Section 117 is unjustified. :
¢ That the same classification was accepted by customs for several yearsJ! = :
The retrospective demand violates the princible of certainty and trust in "“’ 4
past clearances. o 4
* They have relied upon the various case laws, few of wh ch are as under: : .
' =5
a. M/s. Oberoi Constructions Ltd. and M/s. Oberoi Realty Pvt. Ltd. g::
Versus Commissioner of Customs (Import), Nhava Sheva - 2022 (12) e
TMI 1339 - CESTAT MUMBALI.
b. Mauri Yeast India vs. State of UP — 2008 (225) ELT 321 (SC) ‘ -
-c. Manisha Pharma Plasto Vs. UOI (112) ELT 22 (Del.) \ :
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 (229) ELT 185 (P&H HC) | .

PERSONAL HEARING

11, Appellant No. 2 and Appellant No. 3 resp.ecti‘_%ly. They reiterated the

5. Shri Vinay Sejpal along with Shri Sanjay Shukla both Advocates, Shri
Rakesh Pillai (Partner) and Shri Vijayan Nambiar (Managing Director) attended
personal hearing on 13.05.2025 in virtual mode on Eehaif of the Appellant No.

submission made in the appeal memorandum and submitted the copy of
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df Gfluro Coating Pvt. Ltd. Vs Commissioner of Customs Ahmedabad wherein

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

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS

6. I have gone through the appeal memorandum filed by the appellant,
r! cords of the case and submissions made during personal hearing. The main
ontention in the appeal is whether the imported goods fall under CTH 7010 or
TH 7013. The department contention is that the goods fall under CTH 7013
hereas the Appellants contention is that the impugned goods fall under CTH
010. Therefore, the main issues to be decided in present appeal are whether
he impugned order classifying impugned goods under CTH 7013, confiscating
e goods under Section 111(m) and 111fo), imposing redemption fine under
ection 125, conﬁrmin'g duty along with interest under Section 28 and imposing
enalty under Section 112(a), 114A and 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962 on
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
c#ase, is legal and proper or otherwise.

6 1 Before going into the merits of the case, I find that as per CA-1
Form of the Appellant No.1, the present appeal has been filed on 31.01.2024
against the impugned order dated 23.11.2023 received by the Appellant on
04.12.2023 which is within the statutory time limit of 60 days prescribed under
Section 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962, "As the appeal has been filed within
the stipulated time-limit, it has been admitted and being taken up for disposal
ih terms of Section 128A of'the Customs Act, 1962.

6.1.1 -Further, for the Appellant Nos. 2 and 3, the present appeals have
not been filed within statutory time limit of 60 days prescribed under Section
28(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

1
r
I
6 1.2 In this regard, it is relevant to refer the legal provisions governing
ﬁlmg an appeal before the Commissioner (Appeals) and his powers to condone
t‘he delay in filing appeals beyond 60 days. Extracts of relevant Section 128 of

ﬁ.ihe Customs Act, 1962 are reproduced below for ease of reference:

SECTION 128. Appeals to [Commissioner (Appeals). — (1) Any person
aggrieved by any decision or order passed under this Act by an officer of
customs lower in rank than a [Principal Commissioner of Customs or
Commissioner of Customs| may appeal to the [Commissioner (Appeals)|
”wn:hm sixty days] from the date of the communication to him of such
cision or order.

Page | 9
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[Provided that the Commissioner (Appeals) may, if he is satisfied that the
appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the appeq

within the aforesaid period of sixty days, allow it to be presented within @
further period of thirty days.]

=T
—

Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 makes it clear that the appeal hak
to be filed within 60 days from the date of communication of order. Further, if
the Commissioner (Appeals) is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by
sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the aforesaid period of 6&1')

days, he can allow it to be presented within a further period of 30 days.

|
|
6:.1.3 It is observed from the Appeal Memorandums that the Appellant
Nos. 2 and 3 had received the impugned order on 23.11.2023 and both th
appeals have been filed on 31.01.2024 resulting in a delay of 09 days in filing o
appeal beyond the time limit of 60 days prescribed under Section 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
of the Appellant and also considering the fact that the appeals have been file
within a further period of 30 days. I allow the condonation of delay in filing th

appeal, taking a lenient view in the interest of justice in the present appeal. I

6.2 Now, I am going to decide the classification of the imported impugnecf
goods. It is observed that the Appellant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 have heavily emphasizedi
on the Judgment cited by the Hon’ble CESTAT Ahmedabad in the matter oi:‘
Gfluro Coating Pvt. Ltd. Vs Commissioner of Customs Ahmedabad vide
Order No. 12525-12586/ 2024 dated 06.11.2024 and submitted the copy of
the same stating that the Hon’ble CESTAT vide the said 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 Judgrient is reproduced

as below:

W

5. On the other hand, heading 7013 does not have any specific entry in
respect of Glass Lids, therefore, irrespective of the use of lids if the same
is made of glass, the lid is correctly classified under 7010. We find that |
on this particular issue recourse can be made to Rule 3(a) of General |
Rules of Interpretation which provides that specific heading has to be |
given preference to a general heading. In the facts of th2 present case,
undisputedly the lids made of glass is specifically provided in heading
No. 7010 and the same is not provided in 7013. Therefore, as per Rule
3(a) of General Rules of Interpretation also ,lids of glass" which is
specifically provided un,der '70;\10, the same is correct classification. Tariff

Page | 10
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heading 7013 being a general tariff entry will not prevail over the specific .
entry. All the submissions made by learned department's authorised

! representative clearly fail in view of the above interpretation of the tariff ‘

entry made on the basis of not only Rule 3(a) but also the various
judgments cited by the appellant which are as under:
. Ascent Meditech Ltd. vs CC [2014 (309) ELT 712 (Tri. Amd) upheld
by Supreme Court 2015 (320) ELT A281 (SC)]
e Page Industries Ltd. 2022 (382) ELT 130 (Tri. Chennai)
e Moorco (India) Ltd. 1994 (74) ELT 5 (SC)

e Zymountrients Pyt Ltd. 2020 (372) ELT 458 (Tri.)

As per our above discussion, we are of the view that the appellant have
correctly classified the goods namely, “G Type Tempered Glass Lids”
under heading 7010. All other issues raised by both the sides are not

addressed. As per our above discussion and finding, the impugned order

is set aside. Appeals are allowed.”

|
6"3 | find that the matter involved in the case of Gfluro Coating Pvt. Ltd. Vs

d_ommissioner of Customs Ahmedabad, decided by Hon’ble CESTAT Ahmedabad
vide Orde;' No. 12525-12586/ 2024 dated 06.11.2024, is identical in nature and
squarely covers the present case as they had also dealt with the classification of
identical goods as that of the impugned goods in the present case. It is observed
that the said Judgment was decided after the issuance of the impugned order.
h view of the same, the adjudicating authority shall examine the facts of the

i

case and decide the issue on the basis of the said Judgment of Hon’ble CESTAT,
ﬁhmedabad,
|

=

—

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

remand to the adjudicating authority with the direction to pass the fresh
speaking order in light of the aforesaid judgment.

|
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(AMIT GUPPA]
COMMISSIONER (APPEALS)
CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD

K. Nos. $/49-427 to 429/CUS/AHD/23-2V Dated - 20.05.2025
By Registered Post A.D. &g

To,

| Road, Sayali, Opp. Welspun factory, Silvassa, Dadar & Nagar haveli
! 396235.

| -;.,(unqqu'r;/ero

|

|

J

‘ srefers/SUPRERINTENDENT |
N I (ardiew), sremarara, I

CUSTOMS (APPEALS). AHMEDABAD |
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1. M/s Hamilton Housewares Pvt. Ltd. CTS No. 55/1/1, Rakholi Sayali |



|
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f

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, Mumbai- 400072

Copy to:
7 The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Custoras House, Ahmedab

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

3. Thel 3 Commissioner of Customs, Customs Ahmedabad.
4. Guard File. ' '

5 The Mlifonal WuM'bc‘“—Ml. Le8=T: -
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