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g8 ufd 39 aufdd & Mt Iuam & fow gua o & 91t @ e 9 g8 IR fear man &,

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

Hrarges sfyfram 1962 @1 4RT 129 31 1 (1) (@1 GIUq) & i tarad ST &
AEl & T H B3 Afdd 39 TSN 8 U B 318d Heqd ST &) d 59 1AW I wIfey
1 ARG § 3 7 & 3fax R fya/dged wfya (endeq guiy=), faw damay, (e faum)
Gge A, 93 fawe @Y GAAEU 3M1deH UEd X I ¢.

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.

Frofafes awfRg o TRT/Order relating to :

(P)

W & ¥ F aarfad @I A,

any goods exported

(d)

WA H $13Td B o [P aT64 B a1a1 T41 Alpa HRA B STP T0F T 1R IaR 7 7T A<
7 39 T VT R IAR o1 & oy 3riférg 7rd Iar 9 o1 W 97 I T9s0 ™TH IR Ia
MU HTd 1 711 § 3raférd #ra @ &t g

(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 des:ination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

()

dHTged Sffefyam, 1962%e{mmxamw&?a{zﬂ:rquﬁtrﬁ%mwmmﬁ?
s, m

()

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

=T ﬁ
QA& $1de UF HiTd Frammad d [AfTey Urey 8 U ST 21 o d SraTd I A SIS
B W 3R 39 & Wiy Frufifad srera o e 9t ; i s
The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner aW

may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied Hy : '

(®)

FIC Bl UGe,1870 & AG 6.6 HIH! 1 & AU [UA [PT 7T SR 39 312 @ 4 Ui,
fSraet ve uftr & varw 99 @t ey g feee am T TR, ’

(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. ‘
\

]

(F)

TG ST & STl §1Y T AT B 4 aGT, T8 @l I

(b)

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

(1)

QAU & fore emdeq @1 4 ufaai

(c)

|

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

(¥)

AT STdeT TR YA & (¢ HATR[ed SAUTTaH, 1962 (FUT GYIYA) A MulRd B o |
3 THle, i, qus Srait o7 fafay wel & ot & orefl omar @ & %. 200/~ @ ) o=y ‘
®.1000/-(F T TS g9 AT ), 41 Ht 7r8en &), § 9w R yram & umiire garm 2.613.6 |
@I < yfedt. afe e, 7 a1 T, @ T gs @Y AR SR EUT U e a1 96 1 |

(d)

B‘ra‘rﬁ@uﬁn%wﬂx.zow-ﬁ?ﬁ@ﬁ]@ﬁ#ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁ.mow- f
!

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/-.

2 T Ha . 2 3 oA qrad ATE B Sf@TE o HTHdl & S A 1 aie iy afdd $9 SMTe¥ § MEd
ey &al 81 df 4 A SfUfE 1962 $T U 129 U (1) & ¢ wid Hlg.-3 &
ATges, FET IAR Led AR 91 7 afrar sfidRu & wwer Fafaf@d od w sdid 93
THd o

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 :
AHTged, Ha IUE Yo d a7 FX HUIfelg | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
G{TQET{UT, ufgdt &efig dis Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

Zo Hirer, sgaTel Had, e fReAR g, | 2+ Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

HRAI, 3fgHaEIG-380016
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

5. | TR SUTTUH, 1962 @) 4RI 129 U (6) & A, HHIe Mfufrgm, 1962 FF uRT 129
T (1) & 3 ordfta & wry FAofafad ged dav g a1fet-

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 -

@) | ordTa @ G HEA § ogl (e GTHTed USRI GIRT HIT T4 e SR ST quT
T €€ @) IHH G aRg ¥UC 91 399 HH g1 dl TP gWR UL,

(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;:

e © ST ATe A oel [ AT HUBRI g1 HiT 74T (e SR TS qYT T
T €5 F IHH Ui @@ w0 @ U g1 Afe $ud o9 ar@ § Sifye A g1 dl; Ui gWR

¥t

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 ;

0T © T ATEa 1 ot ! ST USRI gIRT A 74T e 3R TS U7
T €8 @ B UE 919 wUU ¥ U g1 dl; <F sWR ¥UT.

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

@ | T I B a0E SE B A, 1 T e b 10% Ial XA W, 61 Yo I Yo U4 58 991G A ¢, A1 48 F 10%
i 3] 3 W, 98l $ad <3 faarg A ¢, srdie @ 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. | Iaq ATUTTaH @I URT 129 (U) $ SraTld ie UIUSRU & §He AR Ydd Sfided WH- (@)
I A2y F g a1 Tafdt & guRA & e ar et sy paeE & g feg e erdia - - sty
%igatﬁamaﬂé‘cmwwwmﬁ%hwwﬁw%mawﬂﬁazﬂwwmﬂw

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. Viral Corporation G-206, Lodhika GIDC, Kalawad
Road, Metoda, Rajkot-360021 (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Appellant) in terms of
Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, challenging the Crder—in—Original no.
MCH/ADC/MK/56/2023-24 dated 30.05.2023 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned
order’) passed by the Additional Commissioner, Custom House, Mundra (hereinafter

referred to as the ‘adjudicating authority’).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant filed tno Warehouse Bill of
Entry No. 5615320 dated 21.04.2023 & 5737671 dated 29.04.2023 “hrough their Custom
Broker M/s Luvkush Shipping Services (CINPS7215LCH002) for clearance of total weight
21.5 MTs of goods declared as "Guatemalan Cardamom Whole" under CTH 09083190
having total assessable value of Rs. 83,15,000/-. The details of both Bills of Entry are as

B\

under:-
Table-A
Declared CIF |
Sr. Qty Ex. Unit Price Assessable | Declared value
No. | BE No. & Date | (MTs) | Rate | Declared Value Duty
5615320 / | 415.75
1 21.04.2023 10.75 | 83.15 | 5 USD/KGS | 41,57,500/- | 35,69,214/- A
5737671/ | 415.75%
2 29.04.2023 10.75 | 83.15 | 5 USD/KGS | 41,57,500/- | 35,69,214/- | 2
|
Total 21.5 | 83,15,000/- @
2.1 The BE mentioned at Sl No. 1 of above table was assigned to Kolkata Sea

Port (INCCU1) and BE mentioned at SI. No. 2 was assigned to Tuticorin Sea Port (INTU1)
for assessment in FAG. Both Bills of Entry were pushed to PAG i.e. Mundra Sea Port
(INMUNT1) on the grounds that "The goods appear to be prohibited as CIF declared price
i.e. Rs. 415.75 per KG is less than MIP of Rs. 500/-KG as per DGFT Notification No.
109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated 06.02.2015. The query reply in this regard appeared
unsatisfactory in as much as there is no condition in the DGFT Notification which exempts

goods filed for deposit in warehouse and later on to be re-exported.

2.2 The appellant vide letter dated 17.05.2023 submitted that they have
received an export order for 50 MTS of Cardamom Green from their overseas buyer M/s
Montaz Uddin & Brothers, Bangladesh under purchase order No. SC/\VVC/41/22-23 dated
10.12.2022. For completing this export order, they had imported Cardamom Green vide
two warehouse Bill of Entry No. 5615320 dated 21.04.2023 & 5737671 dated 29.04.2023
They submitted that the goods are meant to be re-exported to their overseas buyer of

Bangladesh. The goods are not meant for clearance for home consumption, hence
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minimum Import price [MIP] is not applicable on the goods. Further, they had also filed
Warehouse Bill of Entry so that the goods can be directly re-exported from bonded

warehouse.

2:3 Further, they gave reference of Para No. 3(2F) of Foreign Trade (Exemption
from application of Rules in certain case) Amendment Order, 2018 dated 25.07.2017
issued by DGFT which is reproduced below:-

"Any good imported and bonded on arrival in India for re-export to any

country outside India, except Nepal and Bhutan.”

2.4 They submitted that when goods are imported for re-export purpose and put
into bonded warehouse on arrival, the goods are exempted for MIP criteria as imposed
vide Notification No. 109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated 06.02.2015 by the DGFT.

2:5 The DGFT vide their Notification No. 109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated
06.02.2015 had imposed MIP under CTH 090831. As per aforesaid DGFT Notification
No. 109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated 06.02.2015, import of Cardamoms is permitted
freely subject to CIF value of Rs. 500/- and above per Kilogram and provisions of FSSAI

Act, 2006. In the present case, the importer has imported Cardamom having CIF value of

. Rs. 415.75 per Kilogram, which is below the minimum floor price fixed of Rs. 500 per

prescribed rate of Rs. 500/- per kg in terms of above said DGFT Notification. Therefore,

the imported goods appeared to be liable for confiscation under Section 111 (d) &111(m)
of the Customs Act, 1962 and thereby rendering the appellant liable for penalty under
Section 112(a) of the Customs Act, 1962.

2l Further, the appellant’'s submission as mentioned was not sustainable as
there is no such condition in the DGFT Notification which exempts the goods (filed for
deposit in warehouse and later on to be re-export directly from warehouse) from MIP
imposed vide Notification No. 109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated 06.02.2015 by the DGFT.

2.8 The appellant, vide their letter dated 17.05.2023, requested to allow re-
export the goods imported vide warehouse Bills of Entry No. 5615320 dated 21 .04.2023
& 5737671 dated 29.04.2023 to a third country. Further, the appellant vide letter dated
23.05.2023 submitted that they do not want any Show Cause Notice or Personal Hearing
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in this matter.

2.9 Consequently the adjudicating authority passed a impugned order wherein

the adjudicating authority ordered as under :-

I. He ordered for confiscation of the goods imported vide Bills of Entry No. 5615320
dated 21.04.2023 & 5737671 dated 29.04.2023 having total assessable value of Rs.
83,15,000/- (Rupees Eighty-Three Lakh Fifteen Thousand Ony) under Section 111
(d) & 111 (m) of the Customs Act, 1962. However, he gave an option to the appellant
to redeem the confiscated goods on payment of redemption fine of Rs. 4,00,000/-
(Rupees Four Lakhs Only) under Section 125 dfthe Customs Act, 1962 for re-export

purpose only.

li. He imposed a penalty of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rupees Three Lakhs Only) on the
importer under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1962.

iii. He permitted to re-export of the goods on payment of redemption fine and penalty

and other charges as applicable as ordered above. @\""
X
& ;
1. SUBMISSIONS OF THE APPELLANT: S }
Vo,
VSN

Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant has filed the present apﬁa\g S

wherein they have submitted grounds which are as under:-

3.1 The appellant has clarified that goods were meant for re-export to
Bangladesh pursuant to Letter of Credit No. 011323010019 dated 04.04.2023 issued by
Standard Chartered Bank on application by Momtazuddin and Brothers, Chittagong,
Bangladesh. The appellant invited attention of the officers to Para 3 (2)(f) of Foreign Trade
(Exemption from Application of Rules in Certain Cases) Order, 1993 (“1993 Order”),
wherein, it is stipulated that when goods are imported for re-export purpose and put into
bonded warehouse on arrival, the same are exempted from the requirement of Minimum
Import Price fixed by DGFT.

3.2 The appellant has submitted that the Adjudicating Authority has erred in
failing to appreciate that goods are not liable for confiscation under Section 111 (m) of
Customs Act,1962 inasmuch as there is no mis-declaration of any material particular.
Hence, order for confiscation of goods under Section 111 (m) of Customs Act, 1962 is not
sustainable in the eyes of law. The appellant has submitted that the Acjudicating Authority

has erred in failing to appreciate that the goods are not liable for confiscation under
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Section 111 (d) in light of provisions of Para 3(2)(f) of 1993 Order, which provide for
exemption from restriction against import to goods which are imported and bonded on
arrival in India for re-export to any country outside India, except Nepal and Bhutan.
Inasmuch as there is no dispute over the fact that goods were imported, bonded and re-
exported to Bangladesh and not Nepal and Bhutan, orders for confiscation under Section
111 (d) of Customs Act, 1962, the Minimum Import Price prescribed in Notification No.
109/(RE-2013)/2019-2014 dated 06.02.2015 issued by DGFT would not apply to such

goods and hence, the goods under consideration are not liable for confiscation under

Section 111 (d) of Customs Act,1962.

3.3 The appellant has submitted that as per the settled legal position, no fine is
imposable on goods meant for re-export. In any case, fine is also pegged to margin of
profit, which, in this case, has not been computed. Therefore, on this ground also, the
impugned order imposing fine in lieu of confiscation is not tenable in the eyes of law. The
appellant has submitted that they were under a bona fide belief that their case is covered
by exemption in terms of Para 3 (2)(f) of the 1993 Order and as such they had no intention
to import any goods in contravention of the restriction in terms of Minimum Import Price
fixed by DGFT. On this basis, it is submitted that appellant is not liable to penalty under
Section 112 (a) of Customs Act,1962.

L HEARING:

Personal hearing was granted to the Appellant on 27.12.2024 following the
principles of natural justice wherein Shri Vikas Mehta, Consultant, appeared on behalf of
the Appellant. He reiterated the submissions made in the appeal. Due to change in
Appellate Authority, fresh Personal hearing was held on 20.05.2025. Shri Vikas Mehta,
Consultant, appeared for hearing representing the Appellant. He had reiterated the
submissions made in the appeal memorandum. He has also filed additional submissions
vide Email dated 17.02.2025 as under :-

> Itis held by Hon'ble Tribunal in the case of Opus Asia Technologies Pvt. Ltd.
v/s Commissioner of Cus. (Sea), Chennai, 2004 (168) ELT 72 (Tri.-Chennai)
that if the margin of profit is wiped out, then the question of imposing

redemption fine may not arise in the matter.

» The matter of re-export of goods has come up for deliberation before various

appellate forums as detailed below:

A\
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(1) M/s. Selvam Industries Ltd. v/s Commissioner of Cus:oms, Tuticorin, 2021

(377) ELT 458 (Tri-Chennai).

(2) M/s SDS Ramcides Crop Science Pvt. Ltd. v/s Commr. of Customs,
Chennai-ll. 2018 (359) ELT 239 (Tri.-Chennai)

(3) M/s. Kenda Farben India Pvt. Ltd. vis Commissioner of Customs, Noida,
2019 (369) ELT 1225 (Tri.-AlL)

In the decisions cited above, the appellate forums have taken & view that imposition

of redemption fine is not justified while permitting re-export of the goods.

» Further, it is prayed that penalty may be fixed commensurate to the offence,
if any, after taking into consideration the extenuating circumstances, as duly
held by Hon'ble Tribunal in the matter of Opus Asia Technologies Pvt. Ltd.
supra. In this case, interpretation of the Exemption Order is involved. There

is no mala fide on the part of appellant and hence, the appellant is not liable

to penalt : P
p y . o\

ISCUSSION AND FINDINGS: te

‘\‘ '-“ =
9, I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned order passed by the /"

p "

Additional Commissioner, Custom House, Mundra and the defense put forth by the

Appellants in their appeal.

5.1 On going through the material on record, | find that following issues are to be

decided in the present appeal which are as follows:

(i) Whether the goods are liable for confiscation under Section 111(d) and
111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962, in light of Para 3(2)(f) of the Foreign Trade
(Exemption from Application of Rules in Certain Cases) Order, 1993.

(ii) Whether the imposition of redemption fine under Section 125 of the

Customs Act, 1962, is justified when re-export is permitted.

(i)~ Whether the imposition of penalty under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs
Act, 1962, is justified in the facts and circumstances of the case, particularly

in the absence of mala fide.
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5.2 Firstly, | take up the issue whether the goods are liable for confiscation
under Section 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962, in light of Para 3(2)(f) of the
Foreign Trade (Exemption from Application of Rules in Certain Cases) Order, 1993. The
adjudicating authority held the goods liable for confiscation under Section 111(d) and
111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962, primarily because their CIF value was below the
prescribed MIP. Section 111(d) deals with goods imported contrary to any prohibition,
and Section 111(m) deals with goods that do not correspond in value or any other

particular with the entry made.

5.9 The Appellant's primary contention is that the MIP notification does not
apply to goods imported for re-export and warehoused on arrival, citing Para 3(2)(f) of the
Foreign Trade (Exemption from Application of Rules in Certain Cases) Order, 1993. This
provision states: "Any good imported and bonded on arrival in India for re-export to any
country outside India, except Nepal and Bhutan.". This provision clearly provides an
exemption from the application of "Rules" (which include Import Trade Regulations and
thus, notifications imposing restrictions like MIP) for goods that are imported, bonded on
arrival, and meant for re-export to countries other than Nepal and Bhutan. It is an

undisputed fact that the goods were imported, warehoused, and intended for re-export to

The adjudicating authority. in the impugned order, merely stated that the
t's submission regarding Para 3 2 (which refers to Para 3(2)(f) of the 1993 Order)

t sustainable as there is no such condition in the DGFT Notification which exempts

the goods (filed for deposit in warehouse and later on to be re-export directly from
warehouse) from MIP imposed vide Notification No. 109/(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated
06.02.2015 by the DGFT." This reasoning is flawed. The exemption is provided by the
Foreign Trade (Exemption from Application of Rules in Certain Cases) Order, 1993, which
is a separate statutory instrument issued under the Foreign Trade (Development and
Regulation) Act, 1992. It is not necessary for the DGFT Notification itself to contain the
exemption, as the exemption flows from the superior Order. The adjudicating authority

has failed to properly interpret and apply the provisions of the 1993 Order.

5.5 Since the goods squarely fall within the exemption provided by Para 3(2)(F)
of the 1993 Order, the restriction of MIP does not apply to them. Consequently, the goods
cannot be considered "prohibited" for import under Section 111(d) due to non-adherence
to MIP. Furthermore, if the MIP is not applicable, there is no question of mis-declaration
of value under Section 111(m) on this ground. Therefore, the confiscation of goods under
Section 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962, is not sustainable.

1 ‘ Page 9 of 12
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5.6 Now, | take up the issue regarding imposition of redemption fine. The
adjudicating authority imposed a redemption fine of Rs. 4,00,000/- under Section 125 of
the Customs Act, 1962, allowing re-export. Section 125 allows for redemption fine in lieu
of confiscation. However, a consistent view has been taken by various appellate forums
that when re-export is permitted, especially for goods that were alvays intended for re-

export, the imposition of a redemption fine may not be justified or should be nominal.

Dl The Appellant has rightly cited several judgments in support of this
contention:
. Opus Asia Technologies Pvt. Ltd. v/s Commissioner of Cus. (Sea),
Chennai, 2004 (168) ELT 72 (Tri.-Chennai), which held that if the margin of
profit is wiped out, the question of imposing redempticn fine may not arise.
In this case, the goods are being re-exported, implying no domestic sale
and thus no profit from the alleged undervaluation for domestic
consumption.
. The judgments in M/s. Selvam Industries Ltd., M/s. SDS Ramcides
Crop Science Pvt. Ltd., and M/s. Kenda Farben India >vt. Ltd. consistently
support the view that redemption fine is not justified when re-expol’f-:'ié" &

permitted. B A \ )

5.8 Given that the goods are not liable for confiscation in the first place (l:i‘ue, to . Al
the applicability of the 1993 Order's exemption, the question of imposing a redehpﬁoa‘_;;g.ﬂ o
fine does not arise. Even if, arguendo, they were liable for confiscat on, the intent for re-
export and the judicial precedents would strongly influence against the imposition of a

substantial redemption fine.

5.9 Now, | take up the issue regarding imposition of Penalty under Section
112(a)(i). The adjudicating authority imposed a penalty of Rs. 3,00,000/- on the Appellant
under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1962. Section 112(a) applies to any person
who "does or omits to do any act which act or omission would render such goods liable
to confiscation under section 111, or abets the doing or omission of such an act." Section

112(a)(i) specifies the penalty for goods in respect of which any prohibition is in force.

5.10 For a penalty to be imposed under Section 112(a), there must be an act or
omission that renders the goods liable to confiscation. As established in above, the goods
are not liable for confiscation because the MIP restriction does not aoply to them due to
the exemption in the 1993 Order. Therefore, the very premise for mposing a penalty
under Section 112(a) collapses.
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5.11 Furthermore, the Appellant has consistently argued that they acted under a
bona fide belief that their case was covered by the exemption. There is no evidence of
mala fide intent or deliberate contravention on their part. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in
Hindustan Steel Ltd. v/s State of Orissa [1978 (2) ELT (J159) (S.C.)] held that "penalty
will not ordinarily be imposed unless the party obliged either acted deliberately in defiance
of law or was guilty of conduct contumacious or dishonest, or acted in conscious disregard
of its obligation. Penalty will not also be imposed merely because it is lawful to do so." In
the present case, the dispute is one of interpretation of law, and there is no indication of
dishonest or contumacious conduct by the Appellant. Therefore, the imposition of penalty
on M/s. Viral Corporation under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1962, is not

sustainable.
6. In view of the detailed discussions and findings above, | pass the following order:

(i) | set aside the order of confiscation of the goods, namely, "Guatemalan
Cardamom - Whole," under Section 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962.

(i) Consequently, the redemption fine of Rs. 4,00,000/- imposed under Section 125

of the Customs Act, 1962, is also set aside.

(iii) | set aside the penalty of Rs. 3,00,000/- imposed on M/s. Viral
Corporation under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1962.

7. The appeal filed by M/s. Viral Corporation is hereby allowed.

A

(AMIT GUPTA)
Commissioner (Appeals),
Customs, Ahmedabad

F. No. S/49-79/CUS/MUN/2023-24 1431 Date: 30.05.2025

By Registered post A.D/E-Malil

To,

M/s. Viral Corporation, it

G-206, Lodhika GIDC, == %

Kalawad Road, b .
Metoda, Rajkot-360021 A et 2a?

o 210
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Copg to:
¥ The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House, Ahmedabad
_ The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mundra.
3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mundra
4. Guard File.
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