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T W IF e & (el SUAT & 1o7C O A & Sidl 8 1A A1H g8 SR} (a1 T €.

This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the persen to whom it is issued.

dTTed STuTTgd 1962 @1 URT 129 3 I (1) (TYT HRHT) b oA Fufar@a 4t &
T & g T # 7S ofad 39 TSy | U B ed HEYH vdl &1 df §9 1A% B U
e | 3 7ER ¥ ofex IR wiya/gge gfa (endeT W), faw darey, (rora faum)
wgg AT, 75 fowel &1 QAT A8 TR P §Hd ©.

Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the following
categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to
The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finance,
(Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of
communication of the order.

Frafafea saf2a snew/order relating to :

a9 & 9 | ATgifed $1g q1d.

(a)

any goods exported

(9)

TR B STATd B4 eq [bd1 arg- § dral 741 dfeh URd § 39 ad ®ITH W IdR A ¢ AT
g1 Y T VITH TR IR 9 & e erifdra ora Iar A W1 O 41 I <oy W W AN
QAT o1 AT A orafara ara § &t 8.

(b)

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at
their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity of such goods as has not been
unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at such destination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

m

drargres AfUfgH, 1962 & T X dUT 39S HeH SA1¢ T¢ A & dgd Yed arad! i
3ferai.

(c)

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

UARIE T SfTdeA U7 §ITd (Hgarae 3 fafray URed B Ukd ®3A1 307 (9d daid 39d] aid
@t wreht oz 39 & Wiy Frafaf@d srmema dem g9 =iy :

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

(%)

HIC W1 Tae,1870 & HE 6.6 H{HH! 1 & 1A (Ayfikd T 7T FTUR 39 M B! 4 Yladi,
et te ufy & garw 0@ & ey g fewe @m 41 T1fze.

(a)

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

(E)

TG A @ fardl 91y qo oW B 4 Udl, are 8l

(b)

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

(M

I & forg smdea 3t 4 ufaa

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

(¥)

QRIS 3MTdeA GTOR B & (g HIHRed ffaan, 1962 (@y1 wiifud) A fAuffea vy &1
3 THle, Wi, ave, oed! IR fafay weY & 3 & orsf= amar 8 3 5. 200/-(Fuuw @1 | @)
%.1000/-(FUY Ts gWR 714 ), a1 ft argen g1, | 9 gy & uanivre gare &.811.6
@1 Q1 ufaal. afe e, /i 741 SaT9, ST AT €8 B A Y FUC U o a1 399 B
g1 dl 38 B & ¥ F 3.200/- X 7fe te ara @ 3fi® g1 df B9 & €9 § %.1000/-

(d)

The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items being the fee
prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Revision Application. If the
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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/-.

4. | g 9. 2 & JYH Giud ArHal & SHATaT G AH & g A gie PIs oJiad 39 HeW ¥ Aed
Heqd ®Xal 8 df d HAged HfUfgm 1962 @1 4RT 129 T (1) & oflH »id dlu.-3 §
1w, FH1T INE Lo AR a1 H e sfuswo & wre Fafaf@d @ w odia a1
THd 8

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 :
HATRed, $alg IAE Yoo @ ¥d] HR Ulfery | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
i, ufsndt esfig die Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

gl Hivid, agarell Yad, Hoe fRYTTR g, | 27d Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

SHRAI, eHAEI&-380016
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

5. | dramees sfufam, 1962 @1 URT 129 T (6) & aefiw, Wiomgew srfufad, 1962 &1 4RI 129
T (1) & e ot & v FPafafa ger dau g arfee-

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

@) | erdla @ gafa AFd § Wl [ou] SIARe® ATUGRI gRT T 791 e S &ATS ayl
g1 €8 $ IDH Uid A€ T Y Y HH B 1 TP IR TUT.

(a) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand
rupees;

(@) | 3rdia @ gfd A 7 orgl fod! R AfUerRl gRT T 747 Yob R ST ayT Tl
Y] €8 B IPH Uld g ®uU ¥ e g dfeT Iud uEy e ¥ Hf® T 8 d); U™ guR
Uy

(b) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not
exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

@ | erdta € gafRd amd A wel fodl STHRes ATUSR gIR1 T 791 b AR TS ayT damdl
Y] €8 ¥ THH UITY 9 ¥ 9U ¥ SfUF g d); 9 g9R YT

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
(c) Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten
thousand rupees

(@) | 39 oy & v v & G, A T e B 10% 3al B W, 98 Yoo 41 Yoob U4 58 941G A 8, A1 48 & 10%
3a1 $39 UR, 9ef Haw <8 @ae 7 g, side v s | )

|
| s - .
| (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. | 3ad MUMTH B YR 129 (U) & A=<7d HUTd WIS  FHE GT9R Ydd Mg UA- (@)
A sy & forg a1 ot B GURA & ferg a1 feft e o & forg foeg g et « - squan
() srfier A7 TS UF W U & U areR $ded & 6y ¥ud uid 91 31 Yoo Hl Fau

B =R,

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

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

(b) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hundred rupees.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Appeal has been filed by M/s. Yara Fertilizers Indie Pvt. Ltd, 42, Suyog
Fusion, Dhole Patil Road, Sangamwadi, Pune, Maharashtra 411001 (hereinafter
referred to as the ‘Appellant’) in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962,
challenging the Order-in—Original no. MCH/ADC/MK/52/2023-24 dated
30.05.2023 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order’) passed by the
Additional Commissioner, Custom Mundra (hereinafter referred to as the

‘adjudicating authority’).

2 Facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant presented Bills of
Entry No.8272102/01.10.2018, 8640194/29.10.2018, 8734227/05.11.2018,
8903374/18.11.2018, 8903407/18.11.2018, 8906547/19.11.2018, and
8995721/26.11.2018 through their appointed Customs Broker M/s. Boxco
Logistics India Pvt. Ltd at Custom House, Mundra for clearance of imported
goods declared as "YARALIVA Nitrabor - Calcium Nitrate with Boron (Double Salt
of-Calcium Nitrate with Boron)' classifying the same under Tariff item 31026000
of first schedule of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975.

2.1 During the course of Audit covering the period from October 2018
to December 2018 conducted by the Customs Receipts Auditors of office of the
Principal Director of Audit (Central), Audit Bhavan, Ahmeclabad, it was noticed
that the Bills of Entry mentioned in Annexure-I to the Show cause Notice were
assessed wherein benefit provided at Sr.No.225(I)(b) of Notification No.50/2017-
Cus dated 30.06.2017 of concessional rate of basic Customs duty @ 5% was

availed by the importer. The entry 225 (1)(b) read as under -

Sr. Chapter or Heading or |
No. sub-Description of goods Description of Goods Standard
heading or tariff item rate
The following Water Soluble Fertilizers included in ,
225 31 Schedule 1, Part A of the Fertilizers Control Order, 5% i
namely:- (b) Calcium nitrate
2.2 Under the impugned Bills of Entry, the Appellant imported

"YARALIVA Nitrabor - Calcium Nitrate with Boron (Double Salt of-Calcium Nitrate
with Boron)' and availed benefit of concessional rate of duty under the above
said notification which is available only to Calcium Nitrate. The declared
description suggested that the impugned imported goods were different than
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Calcium Nitrate. Thus, it appeared that in the subject Bills of Entry, the
appellant has wrongly availed the exemption under Sr.No.225(1)(b) of
Notification No.50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017 for imported goods i.e.
"YARALIVA Nitrabor - Calcium Nitrate with Boron (Double Salt of-Calcium Nitrate
with Boron)' which is not calcium Nitrate and only Calcium Nitrate is covered
under the said notification. Therefore, it appeared that in the impugned Bills of
Entry, Basic Customs duty was liable to be charged at the prevailing tariff rate

1e. 7.5%.

2.3 Sr.No.225(1)(b) of Notification No0.50/2017-Customs allows
clearance at concessional rate of duty @ 5% on Calcium Nitrate, Otherwise
Customs Tariff Head 31026000 will attract Duty @ 7.5%. In the instant case the
Appellant had imported "YARALIVA Nitrabor - Calcium Nitrate with Boron (Double
Salt of-Calcium Nitrate with Boron)' and wrongly availed the benefit of Sr.
No0.225(1)(b) of Notification No.50/2017-Customs which was not allowed for
instead of correct rate of BCD @ 7.5%. Therefore, the Appellant appeared liable
to pay Differential Customs duty of Rs. 15,45,424/-.

2.4 Relevant Legal provisions, in so far as they relate to the facts of the

case are as under :-

A. Customs Notification No. 50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017;

B. The Customs Tariff.

C. Section 46 of the Customs Act, 1962 provides for filing of Bill of Entry upon
importation of goods, which casts a responsibility on the importer to declare
truthfully, all contents in the Bill of Entry. Relevant portion of Section 46 (4) is

reproduced below:-

¢ declaration as to the truth of the contents of such bill of entry and shall, in
support of such declaration, produce to the proper officer the invoice, if any,
and such other documents relating to the imported goods as may be

prescribed".

D. Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962 provides that "Where any duty has not
been levied or not paid or has been short-levied or short-paid or erroneously
refunded, or interest payable has not been paid, part-paid or erroneously

refunded, by reason of,+*
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(a) collusion; or

(b) any willful mis-statement; or

(c) suppression of facts,

by the importer or the exporter or the agent or employee of the importer or exporter,
the proper officer shall, within five years from the relevant date, serve notice on
the person chargeable with duty or interest which has not been [so levied or not
paid] or which has been so short-levied or short-paid or to whom the refund has
erroneously been made, requiring him to show cause why he should not pay the

amount specified in the notice".

E. Section 28(AA) of Customs Act, 1962 provides interest or. delayed payment of
duty-

(1) Where any duty has not been levied or paid or has been short-levied or
short-paid or erroneously refunded, the person who is liable to pay the duty
as determined under sub-Section (2), or has paid the duty under sub-Section
(2B), of Section 28, shall, in addition to the duty, be licble to pay interest at
such rate not below ten per cent, and not exceeding thirty-six per cent per
annum, as is for the time being fixed by the Central Government, by
notification in the Official Gazette, from the first day of the month succeeding
the month in which the duty ought to have been paid under this Act, or from
the date of such erroneous refund, as the case may be, but for the provisions
contained in sub-Section (2), or sub-Section (2B), of Section 28, till the date

of payment of such duty:

F. Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962 deals with the penalty by reason of
collusion or any willful mis-statement or suppression of facts. The relevant
provision is reproduced below:- ‘
W
114A - Penalty for short-levy or non-levy of duty in certain cases - Where the
duty has not been levied or has been short-levied or the interest has not
been charged or paid or has been part paid or the duty or interest has been
erroneously refunded by reason of collusion or any willful mis-statement or
suppression of facts, the person who is liable to pay the duty or interest, as
the case may be, as determined under sub-Section (8) of Section 28 shall

also be liable to pay aipenalty equal to the duty or interest so determined:
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Provided that where such duty or interest, as the case may be, as
determined under sub-Section (8) of Section 28, and the interest payable
thereon under Section 28AA, is paid within thirty days from the date of the
communication of the order of the proper officer determining such duty, the
amount of penalty liable to be paid by such person under this Section shall
be twenty-five per cent of the duty or interest, as the case may be, so

determined:

Provided further that the beriefit of reduced penalty under the first 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

in that proviso:

2.5 In order to sensitize the People of Trade (read Importer/Exporter)
about its benefit and consequences of mis-use; Government of India has also
issued 'Customs Manual on Self-Assessment 2011'. The publication of the
'Customs Manual on Self-Assessment 2011' was required as because prior to
enactment of the provision of 'Self-Assessment’, misclassification or wrong-
availment of duty exemption etc., in normal course of import, was not considered
as mis-declaration or mis-statement. Under para-1.3 of Chapter-1 of the above
manual, Importers/Exporters who are unable to do the Self-Assessmient because
of any complexity, lack of clarity, lack of information etc. may exercise the

following options:

/@T (a) Seek assistance from Help Desk located in each Custom Houses, or
e Sl ' .
] &% (b) Refer to information on CBEC/ICEGATE web portal (www.cbic.gov.in),

=

Appraising Group to allow provisional assessment, or
(d) An importer may seek Advance Ruling from the Authority on Advance

Ruling, if qualifying conditions are satisfied.

2.6 Para 3 (a) of Chapter 1 of the above Manual further stipulates that
the Importer/Exporter is responsible for Self-Assessment of duty on
imported/exported goods and for filing all declarations and related documents
and confirming these are true, correct and complete. Under para-2.1 of Chapter-
1 of the above manual, Self-Assessment can result in assured facilitation for

compliant importers. However, ‘delinquent and habitually non-compliant
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importers/exporters could face penal action on account of wrong Self-
Assessment made with intent to evade duty or avoid compliance of conditions of
notifications, Foreign Trade Policy or any other provision under the Customs Act,
1962 or the Allied Acts.

2.7 It appeared that the appellant had willfully mis-stated the facts &
wrongly availed Customs duty exemption benefit of Sr. No. 225(1)(b) of
Notification no. 50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017 by paying 3CD at lower rate i.e.
@ 5% instead of correct rate of BCD @ 7.5% as per Custorns Tariff. In the light
of the documentary evidences, as brought out above and the legal position, it
appeared that a well thought out conspiracy was hatchec by the appellant to
defraud the exchequer by adopting the modus operandi of mis-declaring the

description/classification of the goods imported.

2.8 It was apparent that the appellant was in complete knowledge of the
correct nature of the goods nevertheless, the appellant claimed undue
notification benefit for the said goods in order to clear the goods by wrongly
availed Customs duty exemption benefit of Sr. No. 225(1)(b) of Notification no.
50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017 by paying BCD at lower i.e. @ 5% instead of
correct rate of BCD @ 7.5%. With the introduction of self-assessment under
Section 17, more faith is bestowed on the importers, as the practices of routine
assessment, concurrent audit etc. have been dispensed with. As a part of self-
assessment by the importer, has been entrusted with the responsibility to
correctly self-assess the duty. However, in the instance case, the appellant
intentionally abused this faith placed upon it by the law of the land. Therefore,
it appeared that the appellant had willfully violated the provisions of Section
17(1) of the Act in as much as appellant had failed to correctly self-assessed the
impugned goods and has also willfully violated the provisions of Sub-section (4)
and (4A) of Section 46 of the Act.

2.9 It appeared that the appellant willfully claimed undue notifications
benefit for the impugned goods resulting into short levy of duty. For such
act/omissions, the appellant also appeared to have rendered themselves liable
to penalty under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962. Further, it appeared
that in respect of the Bills of Entry detailed above, such wrong claim of
notifications benefit on the part of the appellant had resulted into short levy of
duty of Rs. 15,45,424/- (Rupees Fifteen Lakhs Forty Five Thousand Four

Hundred Twenty Four only) for 07 Bills of Entries, which was recoverable from
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the appellant under the provisions of Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962
(hereinafter referred to as 'the Act) along with interest as applicable under
Section 28AA of the Act. By the said deliberate wrong claim of notification benefit,
the appellant also appeared to have rendered themselves liable to penalty under
Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962.

2.10 In view of the above observation, a Show Cause Notice under
F.No.CUS/APR/MISC/5524/2022-GR.2 19.12.2022 was issued to the Appellant
proposing, as to why:

i. The goods imported vide 07 Bills of Entry should not be re-assessed at
correct rate of BCD i.e. @ 7.5% and consequently benefit of Sr. No.
225(1)(b) of Notification no. 50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017 should not be
denied to the above said goods.

ii. The differential duty worked out as short levy amounting to Rs.1545424 /-
(Rupees fifteen lakhs forty five thousand four hundred and twenty four
only) for 07 Bills of Entries should not be recovered from importer under
Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962 along with the interest thereon as
per Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962, as applicable.

iii.  Penalty should not be imposed upon them under Section 114A of the
Customs Act, 1962.

2.11 Consequently, the adjudicating authority passed a impugned order

wherein the adjudicating authority ordered as under :-

(1) She rejected the Appellant’s claim of exemption under Serial No. 225(1)(b)
of Notification No. 50/2017-Cus., dated 30.6,2017, in the Bills of Entry as
detailed in the Show Cause Notice mentioned in Para 2 above.

(2) She confirmed and ordered to recover the differential Customs duty of Rs.
15,45,424 /- from the Appellant for wrongly availing exemption under
Serial No. 225(1)(b) of Notification No. 50/2017-Cus., dated 30.6.2017
under Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962.

(3) She ordered to charge and recover interest from the Appellant on the
confirmed duty at Sr. No. (2) above under Section 28AA of the Customs
Act, 1962.

(4) She imposed penalty of Rs. 15,45,424 /- on the Appellant under Section
114A of the Customs Act, 1962.
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3. SUBMISSIONS OF THE APPELLANT:

Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant has filed the present

appeals wherein they have submitted grounds which are as under:-

3.1 The Appellants are, inter alia, engaged in import and distribution of
various types of and various grades of fertilizer (including micronutrients
fertilizers), in India. They have been in this business since the year 2011. The
Appellants are a subsidiary of M/s. Yara International ASA Norway (hereinafter
referred to as 'Yara International’) which is a global leader in agricultural
products and environment protection agents including nitrates, calcium nitrate,
micronutrients, and NPKs. The Appellants have been issued with valid licenses
for import and trading of fertilizers imported by them in terms of the Fertilizer

(Control) Order, 1985.

3.2 "YaraLiva Nitrabor" is the brand name of the product "Calcium
Nitrate with Boron (Double salt of Calcium Nitrate with Boron)". It is a fertilizer.
The license issued to the Appellants under Fertilizer (Contral) Order 1985 (FCO)
includes Yaraliva Nitrabor. 'Calcium Nitrate with Boron (Double salt of Calcium
Nitrate with Boron)' is covered under the category of 'Fortiied Fertilizers' at SI.
No. 9, Sub-Heading 1(h) of Part A of the Schedule I of the Fertilizer (Control)
Order, 1985 (FCO). The Appellants describe the imported goods as 'Calcium
Nitrate with Boron (Double Salt of Calcium Nitrate with Boron)' in the Bills of
Entry, whenever they are imported. Along with the description, the Appellants

also declare the brand name "Yaraliva Nitrabor".

3.3 Ever since the commencement of the imports, the imported goods
are classified under Tariff Item 31026000 of the First Schedule to the Customs
Tariff Act, 1975. Further, the Appellants claim exemption from payment of basic
Customs duty under Notification No.12/12Cus., [Sl. No. 202 (I)(b)] and after
amendment under Notification No. 50/ 17-Cus, [Sl. No. 225(')(b)]. This exemption
applies to specified water-soluble fertilizers which are included in Schedule 1,
Part A of the Fertilizers Control Order. "Calcium Nitrate" is specified by name in
SI. No. 202 (I)(b) of Notification No. 12/12-Cus and now in SI. No. 225(I)(b) of
Notification No. 50/17-Cus. Accordingly, effective rate of basic custom duty was
5% by virtue of Notification No. 50/17-Cus., [Sl. No. 225 (I) (b)] for imported

goods in question.
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3.4 The Appellants filed documents viz., a) bill of landing, b) commercial
invoice, ¢) certificate of weight and analysis, d) certificate of origin, and e) end-
use declaration to the effect that these goods are being used as manure and
fertilizer and is intended for sale as fertilizer only to duly registered entities under
the provisions of the Fertilizer (Control) Order 1985, with the Customs
department along with the Bills of Entry, with respect to the imported goods.
Certificate of weight and analysis shows percentage of various constituents

present in the fertilizers under import.

3.5 The Customs department draws representative samples at discharge
port and sends them for testing to ascertain whether it meets the parameters of
the fertilizer specified in the FCO. The drawing of samples and testing is done
every time any fertilizers is imported into India, including YaraLiva Nitrabor.
YaraLiva Nitrabor has been found to be meeting the specification of "Calcium
Nitréte" mentioned in 1(g) to Part A of Schedule 1 to the FCO. Accordingly, the
customs department has always extended the exemption under Notification
No.50/17-Cus., [S]. No.225(I)(b)] considering YaraLiva Nitrabor as 'water soluble
fertilizers' as specified in 1(g) to the Part A of Schedule 1 to the FCO.

3.6 Pursuant to an audit during the period of October 2018- December
2018, the auditors of the Principal Director of Audit (Central), Ahmedabad raised
objection with respect to past imports of Yaraliva Nitrabor by the Appellants by
availing exemption from payment of Customs duties. As per the department, the
exemption benefit under Notification No. 50/2017-Cus., dated 30.06.2017 [SI.
No. 225 (I) (b)] is not available to the imported goods since it failed to meet
specifications of Calcium Nitrate specified in FCO, under Item 4 to 1(h) category
i.e., 100% water soluble complex fertilizers mentioned at Part A of the Schedule

I to the FCO.

3T Customs department in the past has issued multiple Show Cause
Notices to the Appellants with respect to Yaraliva Nitrabor imported from Mundra
as well as other ports. Approximately eight (8) SCNs pertaining to the period from
29.08.2019 to 30.06.2021 have been issued by the Mundra Port itself. The
aforesaid investigation culminated in SCN dated 19.12.22. Vide this SCN, the
Additional Commissioner proposed to demand differential duty with respect to
imports of Yaraliva Nitrabor by denying exemption benefit claimed under

dfication No. 50/2017-Cus., dated 30.06.2017 [Sl. No. 225 (I) (b)]. Without

ring and appreciating the various submissions made by the Appellants,
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the Adjudicating Authority, vide the impugned Order dated 30.05.23 confirmed
the duty demand by denying the benefit of exemption Notifications.

3.8 The very issue regarding eligibility of exemption benefit under Sr.
No. 225 I(B) of Notification No.50/2017-Cus., on import of Yaraliva Nitrabor is
pending with the Hon'ble CESTAT, Bengaluru in Appeal No. C/21092/2017 filed
by the Appellants and the matter is sub judice.

3.9 The SCN in the present case had invoked extended period of
limitation in terms of Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962 and the impugned
Order has confirmed the duty by allowing the same. It is submitted that the
Customs department has issued Show Cause Notices in the past for Yaraliva
Nitrabor imported from the very same port i.e., Mundra. It is a settled legal
position that in case of any delay in the issuance of a show cause notice by the
department, after having knowledge about the alleged trensactions, extended
period of limitation cannot be invoked. In other words, what has been done now
could have been done at the time of assessment / or within normal period of
limitation. The appellant refers to The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Nizam Sugar
Factory Vs. CCE - 2008 (9) STR 314 (SC) in paras 9 & 10 has held that there
was no suppression of facts on part of assessee/appellant as all relevant facts
were in the‘knowledge of the authorities when the very first SCN was issued.
Therefore, while issuing subsequent show cause notices, suppression of facts on
part of assessee cannot be alleged by the department. Similarly, the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in ECE Industries Vs. CCE- 2004 (164) ELT 236 (SC) in paras 4-
7, has held that when the department has issued show cause notices in the past,
then in such circumstances, it could not be said that there was any willful
suppression or mis-statement on part of the assessee. Accordingly, extended
period of limitation under Section 11A cannot be invcked. Therefore, the

impugned Order is liable to be set aside on this ground alone.

3.10 The goods namely, 'Yaraliva Nitrabor' imported by the Appellants
were cleared for home consumption on the strength of duly assessed Bills of
Entry and 'Out of Charge' orders issued by the proper officer under the authority
of the provisions of Section 17 and Section 47 of the Customs Act. There is no
dispute on this factual position. It is submitted that these orders were passed on
the satisfaction of the proper officer that the said goods have been properly
assessed before clearance for home consumption. It is further submitted that

the aforesaid arders (Out of Charge), being quasi-judicial orders, can only be set
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aside by an order of the competent appellate authority in appellate proceedings.
It is submitted that quasi-judicial orders cannot be sought to be set aside by
mere issuance of a show cause notice, which has proposed to declare the goods
to be liable for confiscation. This position has been affirmed in the case of CCE
Kanpur Vs. Flock (India) - 2000 (120) ELT 285 (SC). The Hon'ble Supreme Court
maintained that if an order appealable under the Act is not challenged, then the
order is not liable to be questioned and the matter is not to be reopened in a
separate proceeding. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has once again affirmed this
position 1n ITC Limited Vs. CCE, Kolkata IV - 2019 (368) ELT 216 (SC), where
the court has specifically held that the order of self-assessment is also an

assessment order appealable by any person, revenue as well as assessee.

3:.11 As the order of self-assessment is nonetheless an assessment order
passed under the Act, obviously it would be appealable by any person aggrieved
thereby. The expression 'Any person' is of wider amplitude. The revenue, as well
as assessee, can also prefer an appeal aggrieved by an order of assessment. It is
not only the order of re-assessment which is appealable but the provisions of
Section 128 make appealable any decision or order under the Act including that
of self~-assessment. The order of self-assessment is an order of assessment as per
Section 2(2), as such, it is appealable in case any person is aggrieved by it. There
is a specific provision made in Section 17 to pass a reasoned/speaking order in
the situation in case on verification, self-assessment is not found to be
satisfactory, an order of re-assessment has to be passed under Section 17(4).
Section 128 has not provided for an appeal against a speaking order but against
"any order" which is of wide amplitude. The reasoning employed by the High
Court is that since there is no lis, no speaking order is passed, as such an appeal
would not lie, is not sustainable in law, is contrary to what has been held by this
Court in Escorts (supra). The above principle has been applied by the Hon'ble
Punjab and Haryana High Court in Jairath International Vs. UOI - 2019 (370)
ELT 116 (P & H). Also, in the case of Vittesse Export Import Vs. CC (EP), Mumbai
- 2008 (224) ELT 241 (Tri. -Mumbai), it was held that once the shipping bills
have been assessed, they attain finality and cannot be re-assessed on the
grounds of mis-declaration. Further, the Hon'ble Tribunal held in the case of
Ashok Khetrapal Vs. CC, Jamnagar - 2014 (304) ELT 408 (Tri. Ahmd.) that once
the Bills of Entry have been assessed, they gain finality and assessment cannot
subsequently be reopened by the Revenue by way of demand under Section 28
of the Customs Act by invoking extended period. Similarly, in the case of
nth Polymers Vs. CC, Kandla - 2009 (90) RLT 188 (Tri. -Ahmd.), in the
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context of demand under Section 28 of the Customs Act for recovery of additional

duty of Customs not levied, Hon'ble Tribunal held that the cdemand of duty is not
sustainable when the Bill of Entry is not challenged.

212 It is submitted that ratio of the aforesaid judgments is equally
applicable to the case of the Appellants. In the present case also, the Customs
Department has sought to propose a demand without challenging the Bill of
Entry and the resultant out of charge orders. In absence of any appeal against
the said Out of Charge orders/ Bills of Entries which have been assessed by
proper officers, it must be understood that the assessment has gained finality,
which cannot be challenged or negated by issuance of the SCN. Hence, on this

ground alone, the present proceeding is liable to be set asicle.

3.13 The appellant has submitted that the aforesaid exemption is
available to the water-soluble fertilizers mentioned in the customs notification,
which are also included in Schedule 1, part A of the FCO. Calcium Nitrate
fertilizer is specified as water soluble fertilizer in Customs Notification and also
in FCO. It is submitted that YaraLiva Nitrabor is classified, marked and used as
"Calcium Nitrate" fertilizer as the major ingredient is calciura nitrate with 99.5%.
Addition of minuscule quantity of boron does not alter either the character of it
being a calcium nitrate fertilizer or its water solubility. There is no 100% water
solubility mentioned as for as calcium nitrate is concerned, either in the Customs
Notification or under the FCO. Whereas, for e.g. monopotassium phosphate (0-
52-34), NPK (13-40-13), NPK (18-18-18), NPK (13-5-26), NPK (6-12-36), and NPK
(20-20-20), the FCO contemplates 100% water solubility. Further, in terms of
Rule 3(a) of Interpretative Rules to Customs Tariff, going by the essential
character, the goods in question are to be treated as calcium nitrate, even for the
Customs notification. For the purposes of classification under Heading 31.02,
the Customs department has treated the goods to be calcium nitrate, a mineral
based fertilizer. Hence, the impugned Order-in-Original is incorrect in denying
the exemption under SI. No. 225(I)(b) to the goods in question. It is submitted
that when the presence of boron in calcium nitrate does not alter the composition
of calcium nitrate, the said product remains to be calciura nitrate which is a

water-soluble fertilizer and not boron which is a fortified fertilizer.

3.14 In the impugned Order, the Adjudicating Authority did not even
dispute the classification of the goods in question under Heading 31026000,

which covers double salts and mixture of calcium nitrate anc ammonium nitrate.
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It is submitted that the classification of the goods in question has a substantial
bearing on the present dispute. The classification of the goods under Tariff Item
3:02 6000 of the Custom Tariff and its acceptance by the Department is a strong
indicator of the fact that even the Department is of the view that calcium nitrate
is the major constituent of the goods in question. Once the Department accepts
that the goods in question are essentially calcium nitrate, there is no fathomable
reason as to why it should deny the exemption benefit to the Appellants. It is
submitted that calcium nitrate is the main constituent of the impugned goods,
and the addition of a minuscule quantity of boron does not alter either the

character of it being a calcium nitrate fertilizer or its water solubility.

3.15 Calcium Nitrate, as provided in the FCO has almost the same
specifications, minus the boron. Merely adding 0.3% of Boron does not change
the nature of the product. Since boron itself is a non-soluble element, getting
mixed with calcium nitrate, it loses its property of insolubility. This shows that
the essential constituent of the impugned goods is only Calcium Nitrate and all
different kinds of Calcium Nitrate mentioned in Schedule I, Part A of the FCO
should come under the exemption benefit. In view of above, it is submitted that
that since the impugned goods fulfill all the conditions, it is imperative that the
benefit of exemption should be granted to the appellants. Merely because the
fertilizer contains a miniscule amount of boron and put in a different category of
FCO does not take the product out of the exemption benefit, moreover when the

notification refers to entire Schedule [ Part A.

3.16 The appellant has submitted that Sl. No.225(I) of the Notification
No.50/17-Cus., grants exemption to other fertilizers which comply to the specific
composition e.g., potassium Nitrate (13:0:45), however, no such requirement is
mentioned for Calcium Nitrate. This implies that exemption shall be extended to
all fertilizers which are water soluble and contain Calcium Nitrate as major
constituent, irrespective of other miniscule ingredients. In view of the above,
Yaraliva Nitrabor being Calcium Nitrate fertilizer having water solubility of
99.5%, is correctly eligible for exemption benefit Sl. No. 225 (I) (b) of the
Notification No. 50/2017-Cus. Accordingly, the impugned Order is incorrect and
is liable to be set aside. It is submitted that the Notification grants exemption to
water soluble calcium nitrate fertilizer listed in Schedule I Part A of the FCO.

There is no 100% water solubility mentioned for calcium nitrate, either in the

Customs Notification or under the FCO.
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3.17 It is settled law that exemption notification must be read strictly.
Therefore, had there been any intention to extend exemption to 100% water
soluble complex fertilizer, the legislature would have explicitly mentioned so in
the exemption notification itself. In absence of specification, exemption is
correctly available to all water-soluble fertilizers which has Calcium Nitrate as a
major constituent, subject to same being listed in Schedule I Part A to the FCO.
It is submitted that Yaraliva Nitrabor has Calcium Nitrate as a major ingredient
and has 99.5% water solubility. It, therefore, satisfies all the conditions required
for extending the exemption benefit under SI. No. 225 (I) (b) of the Notification
No. 50/2017-Cus. Hence, the impugned Order is incorrect in denying the

exemption benefit.

3.18 It is submitted that the impugned Order has ircorrectly denied the
exemption benefit to the imported goods only on the basis that it is not '100%
water soluble complex fertilizers' as mentioned in category 1(h) to Part A of the
Schedule I of the FCO. It is submitted that evidently, there is a clear misreading
of the notification. Notification grants exemption to water souble calcium nitrate
fertilizer listed in Schedule I Part A of the FCO. There is no 100% water solubility
mentioned as far as calcium nitrate is concerned, either in the Customs

Notification or under the FCO.

3.19 It is settled law that exemption notification should be read strictly.
Therefore, had there been any intention to extend exemption to 100% water
soluble complex fertilizer, the legislature would have explicitly mentioned in the
exemption notification itself. In absence of specification, exemption is correctly
available to all water-soluble fertilizers which has Calcium Nitrate as major
constituent, subject to same is listed in Schedule I Part A to the FCO. It is
submitted that YaraLiva Nitrabor has Calcium Nitrate as major ingredient, and
has 99.5% water solubility, therefore, it satisfies all the conditions required for
extending the exemption benefit under Sr. No.225(I)(b) of Notification
No0.50/2017-Cus., dated 30.06.2017. Hence, the denial of the exemption benefit

is bad in law and the impugned Order is liable to be set aside.

3.20 It is submitted that in the absence of a statutory definition, trade
parlance is to be relied upon to understand the meaning of a product. In the
instant case, the impugned products are calcium nitrate with boron. However,
the said product is used and understood as calcium nitrate in common trade

parlance. Appellant has relied on CCE, New Delhi Vs. Connaught Plaza
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Restaurant (P) Ltd. - 2012 (286) ELT 321 (SC) wherein the Apex Court
distinguished the case of Akbar Badruddin Jiwani Vs. Collector of Customs -

1990 (47) ELT 161 (SC).
3.21 The appellant has relied on following decisions:

a) Ramavatar Budhaiprasad Vs. Assistant Sales Tax Officer
reported (1962) 1 SCR 279: 'Betel leaves' were held to be not
falling under the entry of 'Vegetables' by construing the entry in

popular sense.

b) Commissioner of Sales Tax, Madhya Pradesh Vs. Jaswant Singh
Charan Singh reported AIR 1967 SC 1454: 'Charcoal' was held
to be included in 'Coal in commercial sense even though
Technically Coal is a Mineral Product while Charcoal is

manufactured by Human Agency.

¢) South Bihar Sugar Mills Ltd Vs. Union of India reported in 1978
(2) ELT 336: What a Sugar manufacturer produces was held to
be known as 'Kiln Gas' and not Carbon Di-Oxide even though

one of its constituents was Carbon Di-Oxide.

3.22 The appellant has also submitted that extended period of limitation
has been incorrectly invoked since there is no mis-statement or suppression of
facts by the appellants in respect of the imports in question. The appellant have
also submitted that goods have been correctly described in the Bills of Entry and
therefore, allegations of mis-representation or suppression are baseless and that
penalty has been incorrectly imposed under section 114A of the Customs Act,
1962. The appellant has also submitted that no interest under Section 28AA of

the Customs Act, 1962 when demand itself is not sustainable.

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 16.01.2025 in virtual mode.
Shri Nayan Singhal, Advocate, appeared for hearing representing the appellant.
He had reiterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum and made
in_the compilation of case laws mailed on 1_6.01.25 as under :-

H. 3
A2 XF25N (1) Vikram Pasticizer Vs. CCE -2023-VIL-697-CESTAT-AHM-CU

-~

2
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(2) Deepak Frtilizersd & Petrochemicals Vs. CC-2002(139)ELT328 (Tri-
Mum)

(3) Deepak Agro Solutions Vs. CC-2008(227)ELT 52(SC)

(4) DCM Shriram Vs. CC-2024(3) TMI 648

(5) Northern Plastic Vs. CCE 1998 (101) ELT 549 [SC)

(6) Midas Fertchem Impex Vs. Principal CC 2023 1) TMI 998

(7) Lewek Altair Vs. CC 2019 (366) ELT 318 (Tri.-Hyd.)

(8) Nizam Sugar Factory Vs. CCE 2008 (9) STR 314 (SC)

Due to change of the appellate authority, fresh personal hearing was held on
15.05.2025 in virtual mode. Shri Nayan Singhal Advocate, appeared for hearing
representing the appellant. He reiterated the submissions made in the appeal
memorandum as well as those submitted during the earlier hearing held on

16.01.2025. He further submitted as under :-

» The presence of miniscule quantity of boron (i.e. 0.3%) will not alter the
character of the imported goods. The said goods would remain 'Calcium
Nitrate as specified in Schedule-I, Part-A of the FCO and would be eligible
for concessional duty benefit in terms of Sr.No. 225(1)(b) of Notification No.
50/2017-Cus dated 30.06.2017

» Reliance was placed on the Hon'ble CESTAT decision n the case of Vikram
Plasticizer (Sr. No. 3 of the Compilation) wherein it was held that even
though some additives in very miniscule percentage exists in the
composition but chemical character of the product i.e.. high density
polyethylene does not get altered and the same cannot be classified in any
other entry other than high density polyethylene and therefore are clearly
exempted in terms of Sl. No. 237 of Notification No. 12/2012-Cus, dated
17.03.2012

» We further relied upon Deepak Fertilisers & Petrochsmicals and Deepak
Agro Solutions (Sr No. 4 & 5 of the Compilation, respectively) to submit
that since the essential constituent of the imported goods is Calcium
Nitrate (99.5%), they are correctly eligible for the concessional rate of duty
benefit under Sl. No. 225 (1) (b) of Notification No. 50/2017-Cus., dated
30.06.2017

» The impugned Order adjudicated upon the show cause notice issued
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invoking extended period of limitation as per section 28(4) of the Customs
Act, 1962. The period of imports is between October 2018 to November
2018, and the Show Cause Notice was issued on 19.12.2022. Therefore,
the entire demand is barred by limitation. Further the only allegation in
the present case is of claim of concessional rate of duty under Notification
50/2017-Cus, dated 30.06.17 It is a settled law that claim to an exemption
notification is a matter of bona fide belief and no misdeclaration can be
alleged in such cases. Reliance is placed on the decisions cited at Serial

No. 7-10 of the Compilation

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5. I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned order passed by
the Additional Commissioner, Customs Mundra and the defense put forth by the

Appellant in their appeal.

5.1 On going through the material on record, I find that the prime issue to be
decided in the present appeal is whether the imported good by the appellant are
eligible for exemption under Sl. No. 225(I)(b) of the Notification no. 50/2017-Cus
dated 30.06.2017. It is observed that other issues viz. payment of interest,

penalty revolve around the decision of the prime issue.

5.2 The core issue is whether “Yaraliva Nitrabor,” with 99.5% calcium nitrate
and 0.3% boron, qualifies as “Calcium Nitrate” under Sl. No. 225(I)(b). The
notification grants a 5% BCD for water-soluble fertilizers listed in Schedule I,
Part A of the FCOQ, including “Calcium Nitrate.” The Adjudicating Authority have
found that that boron renders the product a “fortified fertilizer,” ineligible for the

exemption.

5.3 It is observed that the Adjudicating Authority has not disputed the
classification of the goods in question under Heading 3102 60 00, which covers
double salts and mixture of calcium nitrate and ammonium nitrate. It is
observed that the classification of the goods in question has a substantial
bearing on the present dispute. It is also observed that calcium nitrate is the
main constituent of the impugned goods, and the addition of a minuscule
quantity of boron does not alter either the character of it being a calcium nitrate

fertilizer or its water solubility.
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5.4 It is observed that the Calcium Nitrate, as provided in the FCO has
almost the same specifications, minus the boron. Merely adding 0.3% of Boron
does not change the nature of the product. Since boron itself is a non-soluble
element, getting mixed with calcium nitrate, it loses its preperty of insolubility.
This shows that the essential constituent of the impugned goods is only Calcium
Nitrate and all different kinds of Calcium Nitrate mentioned in Schedule I, Part

A of the FCO should come under the exemption benefit.

5.5 It is also observed that that Sl. No0.225(1) of the Notification
No.50/17-Cus., grants exemption to other fertilizers which comply to the specific
composition e.g., potassium Nitrate (13:0:45), however, no such requirement is
mentioned for Calcium Nitrate. This implies that exemption shall be extended to
all fertilizers which are water soluble and contain Calcium Nitrate as major

constituent, irrespective of other miniscule ingredients.

5.6 It is observed that Yaraliva Nitrabor has Calcium Nitrate as a major
ingredient and has 99.5% water solubility. It is observed that Yaraliva Nitrabor
is imported is commercially treated and traded as calcium nitrate, then
classification adopted should be as calcium nitrate itself for the purpose of

exemption notification. In this regard, I rely upon the following decisions

i. Decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of Commissioner Of Central
Excise vs Amrit Food [2015 (324) E.L.T. 418 (S.C.)| wherein at para 10
it is observed as under:

“11. The Commissioner has himself noied that no chemical
name of the stabilizer is used and the role played by the
aforesaid ingredients of the stabilizer is to maintain a uniform
emulsion of oil in water, throughout the shelf life and to improve
the body and texture and to impart smoothness to the products.
Thus, as far as the basic product is concerned, it demonstrates
the same and the purpose is only to impart smoothness to the
product and to maintain the product consistency during storage
and transportation and throughout its she!f life.

12. We find from the aforesaid that the main purpose'is to
maintain the product consistency during storage and
transportation as well as to improve the shelf life. Merely
because it improves the body and texture of the product and
adds some smoothness thereto, that would not change the
basic character of the produce. We also note that the CESTAT
has concluded from the Hawley’s Condensed Chemical
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Dictionary Eleventh Edition meaning of the substance and the
aforesaid dictionary defines stabilizer as : -

“Any substance which tends to keep a compound, mixture, or
solution from changing its form or chemical nature. Stabilizers
may retard a reaction rate, preserve a chemical equilibrium, act
as antioxidants, keep pigments and other compounds in
emulsion form, or prevent the particles in a colloidal suspension
from precipitating.”

13. Insofar as Chapter Note 4 on which reliance is placed by
the learned counsel for the appellant is concermned, we are of
the opinion that even that would not advance the case of the
appellant. It has to be noted that the description given there is
open ended inasmuch as the Chapter Note itself uses the
expression “inter alia”. Further, while mentioning the products
which would be covered under the said Chapter Heading
04.04, and stating about the additions which could be made,
the crucial words are “whether or not”. Therefore, the additives
which can be added while making the product are illustrative
only and merely because stabilizer is not mentioned therein
would not mean that after adding the stabilizer the product in
question ceases to be dairy produce.”

ii. Decision of Hon’ble Tribunal in case of Nestle India Ltd. Vs
Commissioner of Central Excise (LTU), Delhi [2018 (8) G.S.T.L. 211 (Tri.
- Del.)] wherein at para 10 it is observed as under:

“10.

Thus, even when the stabilizers were not specifically mentioned
in the Chapter Note 4 of the Central Excise Tariff Act, still the
milk shake mixes containing the same were held classifiable
under the Tariff Heading 0404 by CESTAT as well as the
Hon'ble Supreme Court on the ground that stabilizers do not
interfere with basic characteristics of the milk products and are
added merely to impart stability to the product. The same
analogy can be drawn in the present case where flavouring
agent of 0.03% of the total composition is added, which does
not change the basic characteristic of the product and the
product remains a nutritious milk drink only.”

5.7 It is observed that it is a well settled issue that when miniscule

quantity of the total composition is added, which does not change the basic
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characteristic of the product and the product remains the same, its classification
cannot be considered to be changed. The presence of 0.3% boron does not alter

the essential character of “Yaraliva Nitrabor” as “Calcium Nitrate.”

5.8 It is observed that the appellant’s Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS)
and certificates of analysis confirm that “Yaraliva Nitraber” is 99.5% calcium
nitrate, with 0.3% boron as a micronutrient. It is also observed that Calcium
nitrate, being the dominant constituent, defines the product’s fertilizing
properties. Further, the FCO lists “Calcium Nitrate” without specifying purity or
excluding minor additives. Unlike other fertilizers (e.g., NPk 13:40:13, requiring
100% water solubility), no such condition applies to calcium nitrate. The
notification’s reference to Schedule I, Part A, implies inclusivity of products

predominantly composed of listed fertilizers.

5.9 It is observed that the presence of 0.3% boron does not alter the
essential character of “Yaraliva Nitrabor” as “Calcium Nitrate.” The product
satisfies the notification’s criteria, being a water-soluble fertilizer listed in the

FCO, and is eligible for the 5% BCD.

5.10 On the issue of imposition of penalty, it is observed that the issue
involved is one of classification or interpretation of terras of an exemption
Notification, so penalty cannot be imposed as there was no intention to evade
payment of duty. Further, in the above paras, it is already established that the
appellant is eligible for exemption notification. Reliance is placed on the decision

in the cases of :-

(i) Whiteline Chemicals v. Commissioner of Central Excise, Surat [2008
(229) E.L.T. 95 (Tri. - Ahmd.)] wherein it was held as follows :-

“5. However, we find that the issue involved is bona fide
interpretation of notification and does not call jor imposition of any

penalty upon the appellants. The same is accordingly, set aside.”

(11) Vadilal Industries Ltd. v. Commissioner of Central Excise, Ahmedabad
[2007 (213) E.L.T. 157 (Tri. - Ahmd.)] wherein it has been held as :-

“10. However, the Learned Advocate submits the following

alternative pleas that the price realised by them, should have been
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treated as cum-duty price and no penalty should have been imposed
‘as this is a case of difference in interpretation. There is no issue of
limitation involved as the show cause notices were issued within the

normal period of limitation.”

5.11 Considering the above facts that the appellant is a regular importer
of the product and also considering that the supplier is reportedly adopting the
above classification globally, | am of the opinion that attributing any mala fide
intention or motive for adopting such classification or claiming exemption benefit
of the Notification is not justified in the facts of this case. Further, appreciating
the ratio decidendi on the issue as discussed above, I hold that the imposition of

penalty is not justified and so ordered to be set aside.

6. In view of the above discussions, the appeal filed by M/s Yara
Fertilizers India Pvt. Ltd. 1is allowed. The Order-in-Original No.
MCH/ADC/MK/52/2023-24 dated 30.05.2023 is set aside. The differential duty
demand of Rs. 15,45,424/-, interest under Section 28AA, and penalty under
Section 114A are quashed. The appellant is entitled to the 5% BCD under Sl. No.
225(I)(b) of Notification No. 50/2017-Cus. dated 30.06.2017 as amended, in

respect of import under the seven Bills of Entry mentioned above.
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By Registered post A.D/E-Mail

To,

M/s. Yara Fertilizers India Pvt. Ltd,

42, Suyog Fusion, Dhole Patil Road,
Sangamwadi, Pune, Maharashtra 411001
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Copy to
\/ The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House,

Ahmedabad.
2 The Pr. Commissioner of Customs, Customs House, Mundra.
3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mundra.

4. Guard File.
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