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q6 stl sqfiI&ft(EW a ilq qd qRl fu-q rrqr

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

dut1-@ L962 ERr 129 d (1) (qt{T 3t
qtc-d'& sEr+I i Eti Efr is 3{rt{r € G{q=l o1 orrEd qt{s 6{rr d A {s ena{r e1 mE
61 drfru $ 3 q-Sl & eiat oiqs vfuo7qg6 efua lenle+ Sur1, fua riflTq, (rturs ftq1qy
€e-{ crlf, r-{ fudl o1 gl-fraoT wtet rgo a-{ s-f,a e.
Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respectof the following
categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to
The Additional secretary/Joint secretary (Revision Applicatio r), Ministry of Finance,
(Department of Revenue) Parliament street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of
communication of the order.

d d 3{I /Order relating to :

5q crd.

any goods exported

ql{fr 3{TqTtl Er{{ dIdT TEIT qr{d s{b q1rq e{FJ w U-oft I rq qpg
qr str IErq RIFI q{ rdrt qH & ltc srtlgo qro g-ort q qri q{ qT s{r rtddr R{r;r qr sdrt
rrS crc of ql,r C efti4ra qlo € 6d d.
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 ofthe quantity of sucrh goods as has not been
unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at such des:ination are short of the
quartity required to be unloaded at that destjnation.

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

qfUI q-T €TKI d qrsqqrqoo-{{rF
e1 qtqt rir ss a"€Te{ ffifua orrrora sos fri qrBq ,

The revision application should be in such form and shall be veritied in such manner a
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied :y :

(r€,1870 cil q.6 rrg 3r$IR {s 4 qldqt,

mqTgdt
3G]qTft.

Head of other receipts, fees, fines,
prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962

, ts62 d sfqrq x dqT 3i firq Tq (1=ild {@

nd Miscellaneous Items being the fee

) for filing a Revision Application. If the

1 3f

fugo1 q-6 qfr d qErs frS o1 qrqrcq {-@ ft.f,e orr fiir qrft!..

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

SEId qR q) 3{Erdr sI2{ {( etT o1 +

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documenl s, if anv

e{ur & ftrq ot+

4 copies of the Application for Revision

ffierur a:lzR cr) , 1962 (qe{] S{ )fr q]
2oo/-(5w d s} ualar
r q-qrFr6 ?TIrl 4.3{l'{.6
rq \rf, srtq qr sse oc
& sq C q.rooo/-

srq rdld, ots,ao-s,qd} e}t ffiq c-A m {N&. ertfh +nm B I r. I

o.tooor-,.* * o'ST{cr, 1, Ger rfiurrorf,1, € vw fuo r{16|r I
d a !.ft+i. qfr 1-Gr, qiTr rmr qrq, (rlrut rqT es o1 ufu efrt sr
d A N ots $ sq t r;.zool- 3lrq qfr \'fi orrs € rfcr6 E] d a't's
The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.2OO/- (Rupees two
Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- {Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the

forfeitures a
(as amended

ale r

(d)
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amount of duty and interest demallded, penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,

- and if it is more than one lakh ruPe
fine or

fees as Rs.200/ es, the fee is Rs.1000/-.

so-a a

qil{s
n 3{TEf,{ssE;ud,)stdl3t dt-dT3{€ aqd

i'fiq eic di 31 cr) 3{ qERI o1 9ch9L a6 getfirF{qn'anlOlclT Er $ry{f@
3{fi-dq{ o{qasca' FrsfuRoqmf,6{ 3di{f,{q€Er3r't{E{r{a-dE {@dlqr{-tr

In respect of cases other tha
by this order can file an aPP

C.A.-3 before the Customs,

n these mentioned u
eal under Section 12

Excise and Service

nder item 2 above, any person aggrieved

9 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form
Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following

address

Customs, Excise & Service Tax APP ellatedlqrE_tr, &-ftqsora{wq
otlrr6'r!r, qfH*fqfi-d

6{

2"d F1oor, Bahumali Bhavan,

Nr. Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
q-gr{fl, erdq{EE-380016

qclffi{, F-m-cE{fl

q (1) & ei{t{ erffo d stq ffiRa go vor di utltc'
qrfl 129, t9623itTl{,. 1962 ur{r 129 q (61dlqr{-trD

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Acl, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (l ) of the

Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

rrqr <-s E1 {[q qia mrc Frrq qt sfl€ 6-c d d C{ Eqrr wC.
dlrq ae{T dq-Iqlgr{r qirn rrqr {ffi'q6]3Jfifl d(o)

demanded and penalty levied by any officer of

customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand

rupees;.

where the amount of duty and interest(a)

(s)
]rqr as a1 {f,q qiq (rs Fqq € +r1}ro d tm-< {q-A !-s|q drs Q 3]f€rf, q d d; qiq E-VIR

Eqq

Ef{rqFnrrIIT{@ qTul AqT qlrlfqt$qrg_trdflsa q6r

customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not

exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

ded and penalty levied by any officer ofwhere the amount of duty and interest deman

./t"'l qlq dqI dqTTIT3tfr-o qE,Ro .{Rr+-n1 gro cFr rlqr {[owfl

(c)

ded and penalty levied by any offrcer of

customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten

thousand rupees

where the amount of duty and inLerest deman

3Gr 6{A rR, {di ai{d <s fuqE fr t, erd-o rw qnrn t

,qT(g 10'/.q{, s6i {@ ql {6 \td (sl0% 3f{II {q {G'

the Tribunal on pa],ment of 10olo of the duty demanded where duty or

duty and penalty are in dispute, o. penalty, v/here pena.lty alone is in dispute
An appeel aga.rnst this order shall lie belore

rlo entsT
g1 orfto
aiilEc.

trr- (o)
: - 3{t{tIT

{t q-fl{

&iSq (ERqrlg6-{urcf,cbl 1E|{I 9a qtsffi ( )
3{fr-d&qfrqc(, qT 3{qtu'fl tuc qgs]rromql^^ Er{a lficcr) gT ft(rdc {

s1 6-t& qST gTiIEqE-,b 3{rtfiorq;I q-sl{dl AFRqT 3{r+er Ttrrdr

Under section 129 (a) o( the said Act, every aPplication made b

(a) rn an appeal for grant of stay o, for rectifi(ation of mistake or ior any other purpose; or

ation shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hundred rupees

efore the Appellate Tribunal

(b) for restoratron of a.n appeal or an applic
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Appeal has been filed by M/s. Viral Corporation G-206, Lorlhika GIDC, Kalawad

Road, Metoda, Rajkol360021 (hereinafter referred to as the ,Appellant,) in terms of
Section 128 of the customs Act, 1962, challenging the o rder-in-original no.

MCH/ADC/Mt(5612023-24 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 t,vo warehouse Bill of
Entry No. 5615320 daled 21 .04.202J & s237671 dated 29.04.2023 :hrough their custom
Broker M/s Luvkush shipping Services (clNps7215LCH002) for clearance of total weight
21.5 MTs of goods declared as "Guatemalan cardamom whole" under crH 09083190
having total assessable value of Rs. 83,15,000/-. The details of botr Bills of Entry are as

under:-

Table-A

5r.
No BE No. & Date

Qtv
(MTS)

Ex.
Rate

Unit Pri:e
Declared

Declared
Assessable
Value

1

5615320 I
21.04.2023 10 75 83 15 5 USD/KGS 41,57,500t-

2
5737671 I
29.04.2023 5 USD/KGS 41,57,500t-

Total 21.5 83,15,000/-

Declared
Dut

35,69,2141-
415

35 69 214t-

2.1 The BE mentioned at Sl No. .l of above table was assil;ned to Kolkata Sea
Port (lNCCUl)and BE mentioned at Sl. No. 2 was assigned to Tuticorin sea port (lNTU1)

for assessment in FAG. Both Bills of Entry were pushed to pAG i.r:. Mundra sea port

(lNMUNl) on the grounds that "The goods appear to be prohibited ar; clF declared price

i.e. Rs. 415.75 per KG is less than Mtp of Rs. soo/-Kc as per DC;FT Notification No.

109(RE-2013)12009-2014 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 retter dated 17.0s.2023 submittr:d that they have
received an export order for 50 lvrs of cardamom Green from their overseas buyer M/s

Montaz uddin & Brothers, Bangladesh under purchase order No. sctvct41t22-23 dated
10.12.2022. For completing this export order, they had imported caniamom Green vide
twowarehouseBill of EntryNo.5615320 dated2l .04.2023&s73767,i dated29.o4.2023.
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

Page 4 of 12
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minimum lmport price [MlP] 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

wa rehouse

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 lndia for re'expott to any

country outside lndia, 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)t2OO9-2014 dated 06.02.20',l5 by the DGFT

2.5 The DGFT vide their Notificatron No. 109i(RE-2013)/2009-2014 dated

06.02.2015 had imposed I\/lP under cTH 090831. As per aforesaid DGFT Notification

No 109/(RE-2013)l2OOg-2014 dated 06.02.2015, import of cardamoms is permitted

freely subject to clF value of Rs. 500/- and above per Kilogram and provisions of FSSAI

Act, 2006. ln the present case, the importer has imported cardamom having clF value of

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

ln view of the above notification of DGFT, it was observed that the clF value

goods as per import documents is Rs. 415.75l- per kg which is below the

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

ram

the imported goods appeared to be liable for confiscation under section 111 (d) &1 1 1(m)

of the customs Act, 1962 and thereby rendering the appellant liable for penalty under

Section 1 12(a) of the Customs Act' 1 962.

2.7 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-2Afi)/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

any Show Cause Notice or Personal Hearing

2
I

, f e said
3r(q

rescribedp

23.05.2023 submitted that they do not wa

Page 5 of 12
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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 rf Entry No. 5615320

daled 21 .04.2023 & 5737671 dated 29.04.2023 having total assessable value of Rs.

83,15,000/- (Rupees Eighty-Three Lakh Fifteen Thousand On y) under Section 1 1 1

(d) & 1 I 1 (m) of the Customs Act, 1 962. However, he gave an c,ption to the appellant
to redeem the confiscated goods on payment of redemption i.ine of Rs. 4,0o,ooo/-
(Rupees Four Lakhs only) under section 125 of the customs A.ct, 1962 for re-export
purpose only.

ii. He imposed a penalty of Rs. 3,00,000t (Rupees Three Lakhs Onty) 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

Being aggrieved with the intpugned order, the Appellant h

wherein they have submitted grounds which are as under:-

as filed the present a

3.1 The appellant has clarified that goods were meant for re-export to

Bangladesh pursuant to Letter of credit No. o1 1323010019 dated 0,1.04.2023 issued by

standard chartered Bank on application by Momtazuddin and B'others, 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, 'lr)93 ("1993 order"),
wherein, it is stipulated that when goods are imported for re-export t urpose and put into

bonded warehouse on arrival, the same are exempted from the requ rement of lvlinimum

lmport 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 1 I I (m) of cust,rms Act,'1g62 is not

sustainable in the eyes of law. The appellant has submitted that the Acjudicating Authority
has erred in failing to appreciate that the gooos are not liable for confiscation under

qI

' tt tl*

,+

IE
,
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section 111 (d) in light of provisions of Para 3(2)(0 of '1993 Order, which provide for

exemption from restriction against import to goods which are imported and bonded on

arrival in lndia for re-export to any country outside lndia' except Nepal and Bhutan.

lnasmuch 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 Minirnum lmport Price prescribed in Notification No.

109/(RE-2013) l2}lg-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 1 1 I (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-expor1. ln 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)(fl of the 1993 Order and as such they had no intention

to import any goods in contravention of the restriction in terms of Minimum lmport 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.

S L HEARING:

3{c'}d

,

I
\,

4 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 :-

) lt is held by Hon'ble Tribunai 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.

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

appellate forums as detailed below:
\r\'\

--f1- 
| ^ PaEeT of L2
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(1) M/s. Selvam lndustries Ltd. vis Commissioner of Cus:oms, Tuticorin, 2021

(377) ELT 458 (Tri-Chennai).

(2) M/s SDS Ramcides Crop Science Pvt. Ltd. v/s C ommr. of Customs,

Chennai-ll. 2018 (359) ELT 239 (Tri.-Chennai)

(3) M/s. Kenda Farben lndia Pvt. Ltd. vis Commissioner of Customs, Noida,

2019 (369) ELT 1225 (Tri.-AlL)

ln the decisions cited above, the appellate forums have taken a view that imposition

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

F Further, it is prayed that penalty may be fixed commensurate to the offence,

if any, after taking into consideration the extenuating cir,:umstances, as duly

held by Hon'ble Tribunal in the matter of Opus Asia Technologies Pvt. Ltd.

supra. ln this case, interpretation of the Exemption Ordt:r is involved. There

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

to penalty

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5. I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned c,rder passed

Additional Commissioner, Custom House, Mundra and the defen;e put forth

Appellants in their appeal.

5.1 On going through the material on record, I find that followirrg rssues are to be

decided in the present appeal which are as follori,rs:

(i) Whether the goods are liable for confiscation under Section 1 11(d) and

1 1 '1 (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 S,ection 125 of the

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

(iii) Whether the imposition of penalty under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs

Act, '1962, is.lustified in the facts and circumstances of ttre case, particularly

in the absence of mala fide.

by the

by the

Page 8 of 12



5.2 Firstly, I take up the issue whether the goods are liable for confiscation

under section 1 1 1 (d) and 1 1 1 (m) of the customs Act, 't 962, 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 clF value was below the

prescribed MlP. Section 111(d) deals with goods imported contrary to any prohibition,

and section 1 1 1(m) deals with goods that do not correspond in value or any other

particular with the entry made.

(31 adesh, which is not NePal or Bhutan

The adjudicating authority, in the impugned order, merely stated that the

t,s submission regarding Para 3 2 (which refers to Para 3(2)(0 of the 1993 Order)

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)12009-2014 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. lt 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 1'1 1(d) due to non-adherence

to MlP. Furthermore, if the MIP is not applicable, there is no question of mis-declaration

of value under Section 1 1 1(m) on this ground- Therefore, the confiscation of goods under

Section 'l 1 1 (d) and 1 1 1 (m) of the Customs Act, 1962, is not sustainable.

5 .rl
5t

a

rl
t
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5.3 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(2X0 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 lndia for re-export to any

country outside lndia, except Nepal and Bhutan.". This provision clearly provides an

exemption from the application of "Rules" (which include lmport 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. lt is an

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

+>
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5.6 Now, I take up the issue regarding imposition of .edemption fine. The

adjudicating authority imposed a redemption fine of Rs.4,0o,ooo/- 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 var,ous appellate forums

that when re-export is permitted, especially for goods that were al,,vays intended for re-

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

5.7

contention:

The Appellant has rightly cited several judgment{; in support of this

. Opus Asia Technologies pvt. Ltd. v/s Commis;ioner of Cus. (Sea),

Chennai, 2004 (168) ELT 72 (Tri.-Chennai), which hel,l that if the margin of
profit is wiped out, the question of imposing redemptic n fine may not arise.

ln 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 lndustries Ltd., M/s. SDS Ramcides
Crop Science Pvt. Ltd., and M/s. Kenda Farben lndia rvt. Ltd. consistenfly

support the view that redemption fine is not justifie J when re_exportri$' f i
permitted

5.8 Given that the goods are not riable for confiscation in the first place due to-- 
_ _

the applicability of the 1993 order's exemption, the question of imposing a redemptronl . -

fine does not arise. Even if, arguendo, they were liable for confrscat on, the intent for re-
export and the judicial precedents would strongly influence againsl the imposition of a
substantial redemption fine.

5.9 Now, I take up the issue regarding imposition of pe ralty under Section
112(a)(i). The adjudicating authority imposed a penalty of Rs. 3,00,0tr0/- on the Appellant
under section 112(a)(i) of the customs Act, 1962. section 112(a) alrplies to any person
who "does or omits to do any act whrch act or ornission would render such goods liable
to confiscation under section 1'1 1, or abets the dc,ing or omission of s rch an act.,, Section
112(a)(i) specifies the penalty for goods in respect of which any proh bition is in force.

5.1 0 For a penarty to be imposed under section 1 12(a), there must be an act or
omission that renders the goods liable to confiscation. As established rn above, the goods
are not liable for confiscation because the Mlp restriction does not arply to them due to
the exemption in the 19g3 order. Therefore, the very premise for mposing a penarty
under Section 1 12(a) collapses.

\J
,)l
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5.1 .1 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 t1978 (2) ELT (J159) (s.c.)l held that "penalty

will not ordinarily be imposed unless the party obliged either acted deliberately in defiance

of law orwas guilty of conduct contumacious or dishonest, or acted in conscious disregard

of rts obligation. Penalty wili not also be imposed merely because it is laMul to do so " ln

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. Vira| Corporation under Section 1 12(a)(i) of the Customs Act, 1 962, is not

sustainable.

(ii) consequen|y, the redemption fine of Rs. 4,00,0001 imposed under section 125

of the Customs Act, 1962, is also set aside

(iii) I set aside the penalty of Rs. 3,00,000/- imposed on [VI/s Viral

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

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

3{qJd1

(AM GUPTA)

Commissioner (APPeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

.at

.'
F
iE

F. No. S/49-79/CUS/MUN/20n-24 yl-3 1-

By Registered post A.D/E-Mail

To,

It/l/s. Viral Corporation,
G-206, Lodhika GIDC,
Kalawad Road,

Metoda, Rajkot-360021
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6. ln view of the detailed drscussions and findings above, I pass the following order:

(i) I set aside the order of confiscation of the goods, namely, "Guatemalan

Cardamom - Whole,.. Under Section 1 
,1 

1 (d) and ,1 
1 

,1 (m) of the Customs Act, 1962-

Date: 30.05,2025
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to

&s,The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom Hous e, Ahmedabad E
l,t,

The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mrrndra.
The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ivlundra
Guard File.

7.

!i)*
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