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Ghansh.yam Talwatkar Marg, Fort, Mumbai
-400001.
4. M/s Bombay Minerals Ltd., Jeevan
Udyog Building, 3'a F\>or, 278, DN Road,
Fort, Mumbai - 4O0OOI

This copy is granted free of cost for the privat(: use of the person t,) whom it is issued

1 9 52 ihtqRl 12 9 fis rq2rFffiiirdr(1)

*sr onlcr$BrqHin-6rcE{€or-drffi{ff.}fi
t{r+1fi R-+tdrfr{i-S : q-ftibsrfi c{c-{sfus/ *igffi -{fuq ( cnfu{€: du{ ), f isrixeq,

( rlrirtlft r{rrr) riq-aqrrf ,Tiffi trurortm-qaor+roftB.

Under Section 129 Dt)(1) ofthe Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect ofthe
following categories of t:ases, any person aggrieved by this order c: n prefer a Revision
Application to The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision r\pplication), Ministry of
Finance, (Departmcnt of RevenutN Parliamenl Street, New Delhi wiLhin 3 months from the
date of communication of the order.

,/Order relating to

(c)

3

1

2

(a)

(a)

(ET)

(b)

(q)

(tr

any goods imported on baggage

ertfkaqe-cmt-+eriwqTs qrd-+ffiqfferaqr6$
6.ffi
any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but wltich are not unloaded
at their place of destination in India or so mu,:h of the quantity of s,uch goods as has not
been unloaded at any such destination if goocls unloaded at such iestination are short of
the quantity rcquired to be unloaded at thal d|stination.

r soz +c{tqrqx
,\\

,F

Paymcnt of drawback as provided in Chaptcr X of Customs Act, l9€2 and the rules

thereundcr

,1A70 6 I 4

qFdqi.

ma0

!z,Q '

The revision application should be in such for:n and shall be verifie<l in such manner as

may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by

srdsR-{s'

(a)

(tE ,qE3ffiol 4 qfdqrqfrF-

(b) 4 copies of the C)rder

(II) f+Saurtftca{rffi a qfrq"l

(c) 4 copies of the Application lor Revision

(E) efur ,1962

3rqrfi-d q+s,Eo-s $-ren'art+€ 200,-

(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 car;e 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 lf the

amount of duty and interest demande d, fine or penalty tevied is ont: lakh rupees or less,

fees as Rs.2OO/- and if it is rnore than one latkh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/

rstrqffiqrrlqr5. I 00 0/-(FqgqtEdwl{ql t{

; Brirftcrcgrd,tts<ft"ummatrcTFr6-qqrr-fl ..rrn.o +liffiql'
iif*+o*rnrrfiqrq.iln sh{-5qqq6-dr€dqrs{rffi+t+rhts}-5rr+5200/-

ffi.roou-

4 copies of this order, bearing Court
prescribed under Schedule 1 item 6

Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as

of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

in Original, in addition to relevant docume ntri, if any
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+iiO-*"ftra"m*A"rm*ffi 3naxrfu nEac-d-{fl ordrfrfr tS
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In respect of cases other than these rnention

by this order can file an appeal under Sectio

C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise an'1 Servi

ed under item 2 above, any person aggrieved

n 129 A(1) ofthe Customs Act, 1962 in form

ce Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following

Customs, Excise & Service Ta.:l Appellate
Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

2"d Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

1962

ad dres s

otq,q.fBd&ffi-d

tlT,3I6{fl61K-380016

q$ftq

, 
J{TIR

1962 olqr{r 129 q (6) tortic,fuJrfiffi
q(r)+-3{ri-{

lZe A (6) of ttte C\"tomi
cl, 1962 shall be accomp

Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A 11) o

anied by a fee of -

fUnder Section
the Customs A

oqqf@
where the amount of duty and interest demanded and pena

Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh
Ity levied by any officer of
rupees or less, one thousand

rfl",t.

rupees;

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 ;

Fcq{r€dr€Fqcs3m{tFffi iE*l6Yllte qq

t
tr
IE

t

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer o

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

rq ;rfffi

I

LO qT(sE

r o : er<rrrtrqq. qdrffiMe,.l$rrgqr\n.n 
I

An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payrnent of 1070 of the duty
demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone
is in dispute.

12 e (q) - (E)
+oentqrftfdqqF,rf,Fffigurri+ftqqrRrfi3t:ryffiqwerfto, - 3{qqr
(ts)

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.

- ---_,]

5

( tF'

)

(a)

ocq+Emr€FqC0odHAffi
(q

3dirfr-{m;qh-f,ql-{sw

%')

(c)

(q)

(d)

6
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ORDER,IN.APPEAL

Four appeals have been filed by different exporters as detailed in Table A

below (hereinafter referred to as "the appellants") in terlns of Section 128 of

the Customs Act, 1962 against the Orders-in-Original (Details as per

Table-A) (hereinafter referred to as 'the impugned ord:rs") passed by the

Assistant Commissioner, Customs Division, Jamnagar {hereinafter referred

to as "the adjudicating authority").

Table A

Order-in-Original

No. and Date

C rntract No. & Date

2SlAClTech/2Ol

8-19/ 12.06.2018

A\{r-lMrr/001/2014 dt

2l .t0.2014

29lACtlech/201

8-19/ 12.06.2018

AI\4LIMIT/001/2014 dt

21.1o.2014

s/49-

4OlCUS/JMN/MAY1202

s-26

s/49-

4IlCUS/JMN/MAYi2O2

5-26

M DDI,E/ALCLrcOI/20

14 Dr 12 02.2014

I l/AC/Tech/201 Br4 L/ALPH/001i28

8-19/ 12.06.2018 21 01 201 s

04

decided manner.

Page 4 of 'l,2

M/s

Bombay

Minerals

l.td.
l----

Since issue involved in all the four appeals are identical, hence all the

appeals are taken for disposal in this common Order'

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that in 2014-05 and 2015-

16, appellants have exported Bauxite Ore to the buyers in China under

different shipping bills on payment of appropriate custolns duty calculated

on the FoB value. As per terms of contracts between the appellants and

the buyers, the buyers would appoint an independent surveyor to carry out

the discharge port sampling and analysis of the cargo according to

internationally accepted sampling and analysis procedute and there would

be price adjustments based on quality related premiums and penalties The

premium and penalty shall be settled by issuing debit/credit notes in pre-

Namc of

Appellant

Sr

N

o

0l

02

st49-

38/CLJS/JMN/MA} /202

5-26

s/49-

39/CiLJ S/J MN/M n Y,/202

s-26

Appeal No

M/s

Ashapura

lntemation

al Ltd

\4/s

A shapura

Minechem

Lrd.

30/AC/Tech/201

8-t9/ 12.06.2018

M/s Ashok

Alco Chem

Ltd.

03
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2.1 The buyers raised debit notes on the appellants on the basis of

analysis conducted at discharge port and this resulted into reduction in

the invoice value and consequently FOB value of export goods' As the FOB

value got reduced compared to the FoB value on which export duty was

paid at the time of export of goo<ls, the duty payable on export goods also

reduced. since the duty actually paid at the time of export was more than

what was payable after reduction in FOB value, the appellants intended to

claim refund of surplus amount of export duty paid, and for that, the

appellants requested for amendrnent in shipping bills under Section 149 of

the customs Act, 1962 to the extent of revision in FoB value as per debit

notes issued by the foreign bu5'sl-5' The proper officer vide letter dated

16.12.2016, rejected the request for amendment. The adjudicating

authority issued rejection letter to the appellant accordingly'

2.2 Being aggrieved, the applicant filed an appeal against the aforesaid

letter I order dated 16.12.2016 to the Commissioner (Appeal), Customs,

Ahmedabad, who vide Order-ln-Appeal No. JMN-CUSTM-000-APP-030 to

o33/17-18 dated o8.08.2017 remitted the matter back to the proper officer

directing them to examine the available facts, provisions of law, documents

and evidences, submissions of the applicant and then pass speaking order

in the case after following principles of natural justice and adhering to the

provlslons.

.3 In de-novo proceedings, the adjudicating authority passed the

ugned orders dated 12,06.2018, wherein the appellant's applications

for amendment were rejected by the adjudicating authority on the ground

that the appellants wcre not having any docurnentary evidencc as

stipulated in the proviso to Section 149 of the Customs Act, '1962.

2.4 Being aggrieved, with the impugned orders dated 12.06.2018 the

applicant filed an appeal before the Commissioner (Appeal), Customs,

Ahmedabad, who vide Order-In-Appeal No. JMN-CUSTM-000-APP-059 to

062/19-20 dated 29.12.2020 rejected all the appeals on the ground of

limitation as provided under Section 128 of Customs Act, 1962 without

going into merits of the case.

2.5 Being aggrieved by Order in-Appeal Nos. JMN-CUSTM-000-APP-059

to 062119-20 dated 29.12.2O2O, issued by the Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad, the appellant preferred appeals before the Hon,ble

CESTAT, Ahmedabad. The Honble Tribunal, vide Final Order Nos. 12742_

1274512023 dated t1.12.2023, held that the appeals before the

Commissioner (Appeals) were not barred by limitation. Accordingly, the

Honble Tribunal set aside the aforesaid Orders-in-Appeal and remandld
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the matters to the Commissioner (Appeals) for de novo adjudication on

merits, without going into the issue of limitation. In view of the directions

contained in the Tribunal's Final Order dated 11.12..2023, the present

appeals filed by the appellant against the original orders dated 12.06.2018

are now taken up for fresh consideration on merits

3. It is observed that the appellant being aggrieve<l with the impugned

orders, has mainly contended that;

o The impugned order is a non-speaking one. The Ld. Assistant

Commissioner has not considered all the submissjions made by the

appellants. The Ld. Assistant Commissioner has failed to consider the

documents (purchase order, contract, etc.) submittec' by the appellants.

Hence, the impugned order is liable to be set aside on ihis ground alone.

. The amendment in the Shipping Bills sought by the appellants is in

accordance with Section 149 of the Customs Act, 196:2. Appellants states

and submits that they ixported the goods to the foreign buyers in terms

of the Contract which provide that the final price adjurstment will be done

on the basis of the surveyor report at the discharge l)ort. The extract of

Clause 14 and 16 of the Contract dated 21.L0.2O14 i:t respect of a

mentioned at Sr. No. 01 of the 'lable ,A. above is reprodltced as und

1 4. FINAL DETERMINATION OI.' WT,IGHT

rt

E
16

Seller shotL, at its cost, arrange for the determination <tf the ueigh
6

Shipload cs-t the Load port bg means cf draft suruey be.1'ore commence Q,

and after completion of toading and shall obtain a certirtcatu of ueight fiom t,t 
"r:.-

on intemational recognized surL,eAor. The load Port sun)eAor's .- .

determination of ueight shall form the basis for the Seller's prouisional

tnuoLce

BuAer at their cost shall organize a draft suruey by CCIC OR ANY OTHEI\

INTERNATIONAL REPUTED SURVEYOR OTHER 213-7Y SI?S & INTERTEK, tO

ascertain the quantita. such certificate of ueight as determined bg the draft

surueA at dischorge port shalt form the basis ,?or final quantitg

d.etermination and issue of SelLer's final commerciaL inuoice ' Buger to

despatch by DHL/TNT/UPS air couri.er the original draft surueg report of

the dLscharge port to the seller (address r.-s per 26. Notices) within 3o dag s

of completion of the di-scharging of the cargo.

16. PRICE ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON QUALITY RELATED PREMIUMS AND

PENALTIES

Ba.sed- on the analgsis result of CCIC di.scharge port u.thich k descibed in

clause I 3 aboue, the premium ana penaltg shall be settle by lissuing

Debit/ Credit notes as belaw:
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Al2O3: P'or eucry percent incr<=Qse of At2o3 ctbou<: 43'% the price shall be

increasebgUSDo.ToperDMTctndforeuerypercentdecreaseinAl203

belout 43% the pice shall decrea.se bg USDO.TO per DMT, Fractions shall be

prorated. $102: For euery percertt increase in Si02 aboue 7%, the pice shalL

be decreased bg USDO.TO per DMT and for euery percent decrease in si02

below 6%; the pice shaLt be increased by USDO'7) per DMT' Fractions

shall be prorated"

. The appellants submitted that from a perusal of the above clause, it

becomes clear that the price adjustrrlent shall be madc by the buyer

based on thc quality of the cxport products 'l'he quality of export

products shall be determined by the cclc at dtscharge port. In terms of

price adjustment clause of the Contract dated 2\'lO'2O14' the buyer

would issue the debit/credit notes to the appellant on the basis of

analysis report of CCIC, Singapore at discharge port, taking into

consideration contents of AI2OIJ and SiO2 in the Bauxite ore received by

the buyer. The said clause prol'ides that the contract price adjustment is

based on quality and penalties / bonuses settled by issuing debit/credit

notes. Hence, from perusal of the contract, rt is clear that the buyers shall

make the final payment after :rdjustment of dcbit notes/credit notes, if

; and the same shall be considered as contract price. It is an admitted

t in the impugned orders that the buyer has issucd a debit note to the

peliant.

Appellants states and sutrmits in respect of appeal mentioned at Sr.

No. 01 of the Table A above tha: the foreign buyer had issued a debit note

on them in terms of the Contract dated 21.10.2014 for the differential

amount, thereby reducing the POB value of the Shipping Bills. Since, the

export duty was paid on the FOB value at the time of Export, and

subsequently, the FOB value of the goods was reduced, the appellants

shall be a-[owed to amend the FOB value declared in thc Shipping Bills in

terms of Section 149 of the Customs Act, 1962 and consequently, the

excess duty paid at the time of r:xport shall be refunded to the Appellants.

. The adjudicating authority rejected the request of the ppellants to

amend the Shipping Bills on the ground that the new FOB value was not

shown in any documents at the time of exports. Appetlants states and

submits that the above finding of the Ld. Assistant Commissioner is

incorrect in law as well as facts, Section 149 of the Customs Act, 1962 is

reproduced below for ready reference:

"Section 149: Amendment of tTocuments: - Saue as otherwise prouid.ed.

tn Section 3O and 4 I , the proper ofilcer maA, in his dbcretion,

authortz,e ang document, aft<tr it has been presented. in the Custom

House to be amended:
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Prouided that no amendment of abill of entry or a sl,.ipping bill or bill of

export shall be so authorized to be amended after the imported goods

haue been cleared for home consumptbn or deposifud in a warehouse,

or the export goods haue been exported, except on the bo,si-s of

documentary euidence uthich uas in existence at the time the goods

u,tere cleared, deposited or exported, a.s the case may be.'

o In terms of proviso to the Section 149 of the {lustoms Act, 1962,

when the goods already left and are exported, then th<: amendment has to

be done on the basis ol the documentary evidence, which was in existence

at the time of export. This proviso has been brought ir statue so that the

genuine exporter does not lose out their bonafide export benefits. The

appellants states and submits that in the present case also, the

amendment in the Shipping Bills are sought onl.r on the basis of

documents available at the time of export i.e., the c()ntract. In the said

Sales & Purchase Contract dated 21.1O.2014 in respect of appeal

mentioned at Sr. No. O1 of the Table A above, it is catellorically stated that

the export price is liable to char:ged based on the contract terms

depending upon the quality analysis at the discharge l)ort and such pri q,

will be treated as final for the purpose of export valuat on and realizati

There is no new document crcated after the export of goods, but the pri$e

changes as per the quality analysis, at the dischat ge port. The onl

amendment is required to be made is that instead of the FOB vaiU;:

fu/
:':'-/

declared at the time of export, the new FOB value arrived at hfter . '. 
,

reducing the value to the extent of penaity as per the quality of the.-'r'"

product at material time. In the said contract dated 27.10.2014, it is

clearly mentioned and agreed upon vide clause 16 theLt the methodolory

used for issue of debit note which deals with the frna.l determination of

the weight and quality. Hence, the appellants should bt: allowed to amend

the Shipping Bills in disputc under any circumstances'

. The appellant relied upon the following case laws in support of their

contention:

(i) Kims Health Care Management Ltd. V/s. CCE, Cochin reported in

20 1 4 (308) ELT 95 (Tri' Bang)'

(ii) CC Vs. KBL Biotech Ltd. reported in 2Ol7 (341t) ELT 305 (Tri' -

Mum).

(iii)PratibhaPipes&Structural(P)Ltd.Vs.CC(EP),M-umbaireportedin

2014l3r4l ELT 161 (Tri. Mumbai.)

o In view of their above submission, the appellants submitted that

they shall be allowed to amend the said shipping Bills and consequently

refund claims which were filcd for differential duty prrid in excess may

also be sanctioned and the impugned order be set aside
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4. Shri Shrikant Ghafat, Adv()Cate and Shri Anshul Jain, Advocate,

appeared for persona-l hearing on 23.05.2025' They reiterated the

submissions made at the time of filing appeal.

5. I have carefully gone through the impugned order, appeal

memorandum and submissions made by the appellant and the

submissions made during personal hearing as well as the documents and

evidences available on record. The limited issue to be decided in the

present appeals is whether the impugned order rejecting the appellants

request for amendment in the shipping Bills under Section 149 of the

Customs Act, 1962, in the fact and circumstances of the case is legal and

proper or otherwise.

5.1 During the years 2014-O5 and 2015-16, the appellants have

exported Bauxite Ore to buyers in China under various shipping bills,

paylng export duty on the FOB value declared at the time. As per the

contractual terms, the buyers appointed independent surveyors to conduct

discharge port sampling and analysis, with price adjustments made

through debit/ credit notes based on quality-related premiums and

penalties. Following discharge port analysis, the buyers issued debit notes,

resulting in a reduced invoice and FOB value, thereby lowering the export
{q ,

ty liability. Since duty had already been paid on the original, higher FOB

l,
ll ue, the appellants sought a refund of the excess duty by requesting

endment of the shipping bills under Section 149 of the Customs Act,

1962. However, their request was rejectcd by the proper officcr via letter

dated 16.12.2016. Aggrieved, the appellants filed an appcal before the

Commissioner (Appeals), Custorns, Ahmedabad, who, through Order-in-

Appeal No. JMN-CUSTM-000-AI']P-030 to O33lL7-18 dated 08.08.20i7,

remanded the matter for issuance of a speaking order.

5.2 In the de novo proceedings, the adjudicating authority passed

orders dated 12.06.2018 rejecting the appellants' request for amendment of

shipping bills on the ground that they lacked documentary evidence as

required under the proviso to Section 149 of the Customs Act, 1962.

Aggrieved, the appellants filed appeals before the Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad, who, vide Order,in-Appeal No. JMN_CUSTM_0OO_

APP-059 to 062/ 19-2O dated 29.t2.2O2O, dismisscd the appeals on the

ground of limitation. on further appeal, the Hon'ble Tribunal, Ahmedabad,

vide Final order No. r2742-r27qs/2o23 dated. rr.r2.2o23, held that the
appeals were not time-barred and remanded the matter to the
Commissioner (Appeals) for decision on merits.

5.3 It is observed that the adjudicating authority vide the impugned

orders rejected the appellant's request for amendment in the shipping Bills

I
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under Section 149 of the Customs Act, 1962 on tre ground that the

appellants were not having any docunrentary evidence as stipulated in the

proviso to Section 149 of the Customs Acl, 1962.

5.4 In t.his regard, it. is observed that the appellants, in their grounds of

appeal, have contcnded that as per the proviso to Section 149 of the

Customs Acl, 1962, once the goods have been exported, any amendment to

the shipping bill must be based on documentary evidr:nce that existed at

the time of export. The appellants submitted that in ttre present case, the

amendment sought is based solely on documents available at the time of

export i.e., the Sales and Purchase Contract. The said contract expressly

states that the export price is subject to adjustment based on quality

analysis conducted at the discharge port, and the linal price determined in

this manncr would be considered for cxport valuation and realization. It is

further submitted that no new docunrcnts were creatt d post-export. The

FOB valuc was mercly adjusted in accordance with pre-,1greed terms in the

contract, based on debit notes issued after qua. ity analysis. The

amendment sought is thus limited to revising the initially declared FOB

value to reflect the reduced value, as per contractual terms. The contracts

clearly outline the methodologz for issuing debit notes which govern $qt

final determination of weight and quatity, thereby justilying the requ

i ,i,
!

amendment.

5.5 I have also perused the relevant Section 149 of the Customs

7962 and the same is reproduced as under:

rSE;CTION 749. Amendment oJ documents. - Sarc as otherwi'se

prouided in sections 3O and 4 I , the proper offrce'r mag, in his

dbcretion, authorise any document, after it has been presented in the

custom house to be amended [in such form and manr 'er' utithin such

time, subject to such restictions and conditions, as rau be prescibedl:

Prouided that no amend-ment of a bill of entrg or a shioping bill or bill

of export shall be so authorised to be amended aftetr the imported

good-s haue been cleared for homet consumption or depostted in a

u.tarehouse, or the export goods ho-ue been exported, except on the

basi.s of documenLary euid-ence whictt was in existence at the time the

good.s were cleared-, d-eposited or exported, as the case nag be:"

Upon a plain reading of Section 149 of the customs Act, 1962, it is evident

that the provision permits amendment of a shipping bill on the basis of

.,';r.

ll,:i .
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documentary evidence that was in existcnce at the time of exPort of Soods'

I have carefully examined the grounds of appeal submitted by the

appellant. It is observed that the amendment to the Shipping Bill in the

present case has been sought solely on the basis of documents that were

available at the time of export i.e., the sales & Purchase contract. The said

contract clearly stipulates that the export price is subject to revision based

on quality analysis conducted at the discharge port. It further states that

the final price, determined upon such analysis, shall be treated as the final

value for the purposes of exporl valuation and realization. In view of the

above, the reduction in the Fol3 valuc has arisen strictly in accordance

with the contractual terms that were in force at the time of export'

Accordingly, the appellant has requested an amendment to the Shipping

Bills to reflect the revised FOB value. Therefore, it is evident that the

request for amendment is consistent with the scope and intent of section

149 of the Customs Act, 1962, as it is based on contemporaneous

documentary evidence that existed at the time of export'

5.6 I am of the considered view that the request for amendment of the

shipping bills is squarely covered undcr the provisions of section 149 of

the Customs Act, \962. This section permits 
. amendments to export

ocuments, including shipping trills, provided the request is supported by

cumentary evidence that was in existence at the time the goods were

t xported. In the present case, the appellants have sought amendment of

the FOB value declared in the shipping bills. This request is based on the

Sales & Purchase Contract, a document that was undeniably in force and

available at the time of export. The said contract explicitly outlines that the

final export price would be determined based on quality analysis at the

discharge port, and that such price would be considered final for the

purpose of cxport valuation and realization. Thc revised FOB value,

therefore, is not the result of any post-export development or newly

introduced information, but rather a direct outcome of contractual terms

that governed the transaction from thc outset. The reduction in the FOB

value is thus a reflection of the agreed pricing mechanism laid out in the

original contract. since the amendment sought pertains to a valuation

adjustment grounded in pre-existing contractual terms and supported by

documentary evidence available at the time of export clearance, I am of the

considered view that the conditions stipulated under section 149 are fully
met in this case. Accordingl;2, the request for amendment merits
consideration within the legal frarnework provided under the said section.

tiq
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6 In view of thc foregoing, I set aside the impugned orders and allow

the appeals. The proper officer is directed to amend tee Shipping Bills in

accordance with Section 749 of the Customs Act, 1962, and to grant

consequential relief, if any, as admissible under 1aw

U|'
MIT GUPIA)(A

COMMIiiSIONER (APPEALS)

CUSTC)MS, AHMEDABAD.

Datcd -30.05.2025

By Resistcrcd Posl n.D.

F Nos. s/4e-38-4 l /cus/JM N / 2o2+Tdp

/
1/ M/s Ashapura lnternational Ltd,

\'/ Jeevan Udyog Building, 3'd Floor,
278, DN Road, Fort, Mumbai - 40O0O1,

2. M/s Ashapura Minechem Ltd.,
Jeevan Udyog Building, 3'd Floor,
278, DN Road, Fort, Mumbai - 40O0O1,

a

3

4

5

M/s Ashok Alco Chem Ltd., Room No 104,

Vcgkatesh Chambers, I "t Floor,
Ghanshyam 'lalwatkar Marg, Fort, Mumbai - 40C 0O 1 ,

M/s Bombay Minerals l,td., Jeevan Udyog Buildir-rg,

3'd Floor, 278, DN Road, Fort, Mumbai - 400001

SRA Consulere Advocates, 7O2-g,, Hubtown Solar s,

N. S. Phadke Marg, Near East-Wcst Flyover,

Opposite Ginger Hotel, Andhcri (E), Mumbai - 400069

coDv to:

l. The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Custonrs House'

Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Customs' J'lmnagar'

3. The Deputy Commissioner of Customs, Customs Divtsion' Jamnagar

4. Guard File

TTESTED

,dt*/ }tDENT

CUSTOMS 
(A

*qt r1t'tl ( r{t[.fl),
PPEALS), AHMEDABAD

3'-aq(r{ra
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