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OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS(APPEALS), AHMEDABAD,
T HRA ath Floor, BB HaT HUDCO Bhawan, $%X HaF U IshwarBhuvan Road
TGETYRT Navrangpura, HBHGTETE Ahmedabad 380 009

GQRHISSHHTS Tel. No. 079-2658928 1

DIN - 20250671 MNOOOOOOSE 14

& BISASSAT FILE NO. S/49-88/CUS/JMN/2023-24
| SUTASTERIRIBAT ORDER-IN-
APPEAL NO. (HTaTew sfafam, JMN-CUSTM-000-APP-53-25-26
1962 BIYRT 128PH AT ) UNDER

SECTION 128A OF THE CUSTOMS
ACT, 1962) :

i IRA el PASSED BY Shri Amit Gupta
Commissioner of Customs (Appeals),
Ahmedabad
. |
g fe=ie DATE 30.06.2025
T | SeuAsdiaewe. aeae 03/ADC/2023-24 dated 06.07.2023 |
ARISING OUT OF ORDER-IN- @5@;}\
ORIGINAL NO. o AN
Cien 001 7
g | SIS TEITRIFRADICATBORDE 30.06.2025 -
R- IN-APPEAL ISSUED ON:

) | M/s Cellular World, 274 Floor, Om
PG CARIEE ] | Shanti Complex, BapaSitaramChowk,
NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE Ravapar Road, Vajepar, Morbi — 363641.
APPELLANT:

L | gg ufa 3w @fd & foft Sugin & fo qua & & st @ Rmd 918 a8 okl fear Tar g, |

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

2. | wraTges fUfTaw 1962 B URT 129 ST BT (1) (uT W) B ST Fratera |
Aol & wrrelt & Wy A B Al 59 oW R v #Y g HEww B4 8 A 59
3T @i Wty @t aiE | 3 7R F 3iew Iy wiva/ Ty wRie (amdeT ).
fa e, (o favm) ¥ wnl, ¢ Reeht o gdtar smded wega s wed 2.

Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as art;émd), in-;espect 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.
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| Fefefee wafRa s/ order relatingto:

t (@ 'aﬁaﬂsmﬁanmﬁfaﬁém

(a) arw ;,nmia imported on baggage

@ WRd W 7T B3 g fbdd) aTe W e AT S WIRe # S e T W FaR A
T /TS A7 I Taal WITH WX IR 04 & e riféra #rd Sar 9 91 u¥ a1 39 T=qe0
YT WX IAR T ATl $1 7iEA] H e A | w7
|any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at

(b) | 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.

L i?ﬂﬂfﬂ]ﬁ?mﬁ'ﬂ'ﬂ, 1962 b AT X AYT IHP U a47¢ 7¢ FAuH} & ded Yo arga!

e - e ———— e e e e

(© I"“lymem of drawback as pmwd(‘d in [hd]"l(‘i X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made
{thereunder.

3 | QAU TG UF €A fATae A fAffap YReU § U ST gNT o
D S BT e ok I & Wiy Prafifd srrera wew g o - |

I " The revision apput.(umn 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 :

(@) SR BITER,1670 F HG H.6 HIYH 1 S AN (UG [$Y T IR 9 1S A
- 4 vfo, et v vfa & garw U9 3 =marey e ffwe @ g wifRe.

(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.

(@) | T HITAS & SeTal HIY T TG B 4 yaai, afe g o

(b) [ 4 copies of ‘the Order-in- Original, in addition to relevant documents, lfany

an | grfterr & g e @t 4 whwr -

(c) | 4c npw-s of the App]imnon for Revision.

(‘a)‘ TS GTG AT h b ] MRewafufad, 1962 Ay
Afyiawasterafie v gvs asileiRfafaungiseiddadimamaeds. 200/-

| (TG RITHTE) TS, 1000/-(FUUUHEARATH

) Semies! R yTa s e g oM.6

| WWM@W@W@@@W
#%.200- HRAfUSTRERHfUBHEIAIE TR 1000/-

(d) | The dup]fcate 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 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 (He . 2 & A faa wmal & ordTaT A= HIel & S ¥ gfe $1s Afed 39
AT A T HEYH Bl 81 af @ Hraed Hfufaw 1962 B URT 120 T (1) &
et wid W .u. -3 & Nuges, H=y I Yob AR JaT HI A rfawvor &
| et Prafaf@d ud uv et wY wwd @

| | n 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 :

W,m Jdlc Yeob @ T4l ®7 | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
srdfifergarfieyu, ufysd esftg dis Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

2nd Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad_—_S_B_U 016
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5 [Wferges afifEm, 1062 N URT120 T (6) & el Hwrgew sfufmw, 1062 #

, URT 129 T (1) & 31l srdter & wry Fraferfe g wom g1+ arfee- |

| Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1‘)6Z_¢1_Il_;11)pedl under Section 129 A (1) of the |

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

@) | ol & wrafua A A wel fbul AR HUBRY gRT HIT 74T Yo 3R AT |
| YT ST AT §S W Y H UTd O T 1 IR FH § dl TP §HR $UT.

(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;

@) | srdte & WG ad § ot fadt dtamges SfeRt grT A mar Yo R are
YT ST 7T 8 B IBH Ul g T F $Hfe g dAfde Fud v are @ 4fie |
&1 I, UTd &9 Y
(h)i where the amount of duty and interest demanded and pumlly levied b by dny 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 ;

an | Srdte F wEfRa A | el el AIHRe® ATUSRT gRT AR 747 Yewb 3R TS

| TYT ST 7T &8 1 76 Tae 16 ¢ A St g1 dl; g §97R $9T.

| (c) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and paaﬁl‘;_lemed by any officer of

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

(¥) | 3HMERIB AT GBI, AU eeh b ' %10
HETHRAR, T e aT[ehudg saargie de s %10
TR, STeibaerc s faaTa e, i eR@msy | |

(d) | An appeal against this order shall liec before the Tribunal on pavnwnt of 10% of the duty |

| demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone is in
dispute.

6. | IxRifFaaaiyRT 129 (@) FHTasfiamiieRusanaERudaedeTIus. ()

wm%mﬁtﬁﬁﬁuﬁ%ﬁwﬁﬂﬁmaqﬁﬁmm - 3yar

Under section 129 (a) of the said Att evcty dppllmtmn made before the Appellale T nbunal-
(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

M/s Cellular World, having their Principal Place of Business at 2nd
Floor, Om Shanti Complex, Bapa Sitaram Chowk, Ravapar Road, Vajepar,
Morbi, Gujarat-363641 (hereinafter referred to as “the appellant”) have filed the
present appeal in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 against
Order-in-Original No. 03/Additional Commissioner/2023-24, dated 06.07.2023
(hereinafter referred to as “the impugned order”) passed by the Additional
Commissioner, Customs (Preventive), Jamnagar (hercinafter referred to as “the

adjudicating authority”).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant is engaged in trading of
Mobile Phones and Accessories and is registered as proprietorship firm of Shri
Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara. Intelligence was received that various mobile
phones dealers/retailers in the arcas of Jamnagar, Rajkot and Morbi were
involved in selling of smuggled goods i.e., Foreign origin Mobile Phones and
their Accessories, mainly of Apple Brand without any invoices/Bills and thus

evading the Customs Duty including IGST.

2.1 Acting upon the intelligence, a search was carried out on 12.01.2022 at
the rectail / office premises of the appellant. During the search proceedings,
Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara, the owner/Proprietor of M/s Cellular
World, was asked to produce the stock of the mobile phones and accessories
available in the shop for verification of the same with available records. Shri
Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara was unable to produce any Invoices/Bills in
respect of mobiles phones, accessories & watches of Apple brand which were of
foreign origin. Further, on being asked, Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara
informed that the said mobile phones, accessories & watches were imported
goods and purchased from three different suppliers i.e. (1) M/s. Navrang
Mobile, Rajkot, (2) M/s. Mchul Telecom, Wankaner and (3) Shri Bharatbhai,
Jamnagar without invoices or other import documents. Search was conducted
under Panchnama dated 12.01.2022 and mobile phones, accessories &
watches of Apple Brand of Foreign Origin and some incriminating documents
were found at the premises of the appellant. Since, the appellant was unable to
produce the bills in respect of the mobile phones, accessories & watches of
Apple brand which were of foreign origin and without any supporting valid
import documents, the same were seized under the provisions of the Section
110 of the Customs Act, 1962, vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022, under the
reasonable belief that the said mobile phones, accessories & watches of Apple
Brand (hereinafter referred to as “the goods”) ofFor(lg/n Origin were liable to
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confiscation under the provisions of the Customs Act, 1962 and the
incriminating documents were also seized for further investigation.

2.2 Statement of Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujarawas recorded on
12.01.2022 under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962, wherein, he inter-alia
stated that he is sole proprietor of the firm M/s Cellular World, Morbi and he
looked after the sales and purchases of the firm and due to market demand of
foreign mobile phones without bill by the customers, he was compelled to do
the same to sustain in the market. He further stated that he was dealing in
smuggled mobile phones and accessories since six months and that he mainly
purchased smuggled mobile phones and accessories from different suppliers
viz. (1) M/s. Navrang Mobile, Rajkot concerned person Bablubhai, (2) M/s.
Mehul Telecom, Wankaner concerned person Mechulbhai and (3) Shri
Bharatbhai, Jamnagar without invoices and any other import documents; he
further stated that payments were made to the sellers through HM Angadiya
and he received all the payments from their customers in respect of smuggled
mobile phones through cash only and he further stated that he had sold the
smuggled mobile phones and accessories valued at Rs.49,32,600/-. Further,
Annexure-A to the statement dated 12.01,2022 was prepared on the basis of
'Kachha Hisaab' as mentioned in the Panchnama dated 12.01.2022, which was
shown to Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara and he put his dated signature
in token of having perused and agreed with the same that he had sold the
smuggled mobile phones and accessories valued at Rs.49,32,600/- as
mentioned in the said Annexure-A.

2.3 Further, the appellant had vide TR-6 Challan No. F-07/22-23, dated
21.04.2022 paid Customs Duty & Penalty amounting to Rs.6,33,191/- (Basic
Custom Duty Rs.2,49,082/- + Swachchha Bharat Cess Rs. 24,908/- + IGST
Rs.2,76,610/- + Penalty Rs.82,591/-) on the seized Mobile phones &
accessories. Further, the competent authority on request of the appellant
provisionally released the goods seized vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022 to
the appellant on execution of Bond for the full value of the seized goods and on
execution of Bank Guarantee of Rs.2,50,000/-.

Statement of Shri Ramesh P. Mulchandani alias Bablubhai, Partner of

submitted copies of the same and further stated that he had not sold any
smuggled phones to him. Statement of Shri Bharatkumar Udhavdas Aaswani,
Proprietor of M/s Mehul Telecom, Jamnagar was recorded on 12.08.2022
under Section 108 of the Act, 1962, wherein, he, interalia stated that he had
sold some mobile phones to Shri Darshanbhai of M/s Cellular World, Morbi
but he had not sold any smuggled phfnes or accessories to him. Statement of
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Shri Raymagiya Mehul, Proprietor of M/s Mehul Telecom, Wankaner was
recorded on 16.03.2022 under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962, wherein,
he, interalia, stated that he had sold mobile phones and accessories to M/s
Cellular World under proper bill/invoices and they had credited sale amount in
his bank accounts and further stated that he had never sold any smuggled
mobile phones and accessories to M/s Cellular World. He submitted copies of
bills / invoices which were raised in the name of M/s Cellular World, Morbi.

2.5 Thereafter, A Show Cause Notice No. ADC-10/2022-23, dated
20.03.2023 was issued to the appellant by the Additional Commissioner of

Customs (Preventive) Commissionerate Jamnagar, as to why: -

1. The smuggled / illegally imported foreign-made mobile phones,
accessories & watches of Apple brand seized from the premises of the
appellant vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022 totally valued at Rs.
19,04,000/- and provisionally relcased on execution of a Bond for full
value and a Bank Guarantec of Rs.2,50,000/- should not be confiscated
under Section 111(d), 111 (j) & 111(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

ii. The smuggled / illegally imported foreign-made mobile phones &
accessories of Apple brand alrcady sold by the appellant valued at
Rs.49,32,600/- should not be held liable for confiscation under Section
111(d), 111 (j) & 111(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

iii. Duty (Customs Duty + SWS + IGST) amounting to Rs.20,84,363/- not
paid in respect of smuggled / illegally imported foreign-made mobile
phones, accessories & watches of Apple brand seized from the premises
of the appellant vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022 and those already
sold by the appellant should not be demanded and recovered from the
appellant under Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962 and the duty of
Rs.5,50,600/- already voluntarily paid by the appellant should not be

appropriated against the duty demand.

iv. Interest under Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962 on the demand of

duty of Rs.20,84,363/- should not be charged and recovered from them.

v. Penalty under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962 should not be
imposed upon them and the amount of Rs. 82,591/- paid during the
investigation by the appellant should not be appropriated.

2.6 The adjudicating authority vide the impigned Order dated 06.07.2023
&/ - \ A
held as under: / < o\

& i
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a) Confiscated the smuggled / illegally imported foreign made Mobile
Phones and accessories of Apple brand valued at Rs.19,04,000/- seized
under Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022 under Section 111 (l) of the
Customs Act, 1962 and imposed fine of Rs.2,50,000/- in lieu of
confiscation under Section 125 (1) of the Customs Act, 1962 which shall
be in addition to any charges payable and ordered for encashment of
bank guarantee of Rs.2,50,000/- furnished at thc time of provisional
release of the goods and appropriated the same towards fine in lieu of

confiscation.

b) The smuggled / illegally imported foreign made Mobile Phones and
accessories of Apple brand valued at Rs.49,32,600/- already sold by the
appellant are liable to confiscation under Section 111 (l) of the Customs
Act, 1962. However, in view of non-availability of the goods for
confiscation, refrained from imposing any fine in lieu of confiscation

under Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962,

c) Confirmed the demand of customs duty of Rs.20,84,363/- under Section

28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962 in respect of smuggled /illegally imported

foreign made mobile phones, accessories and watches of Apple brand

seized from the premises of the appellant vide Seizure Memo dated

12.01.2022 and those already sold by the appellant. Further,

appropriated the amount of Customs duty of Rs.5,50,600/- already paid

@;ﬁﬂ;\ﬁNy the appellant vide TR-6 Challan No. F-07/22-23 dated 21.04.2022
"'" b ’% ainst the Customs duty demand.

e) Imposed penalty of Rs.20,84,363/- plus penalty equal to the applicable

interest under Section 28AA payable on the duty demanded and
confirmed above under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962 and
appropriated the amount of penalty of Rs. 82,591 /- already paid by the
appellant vide TR-6 Challan No. F- 07/22-23 dated 21.04.2022 against

the penalty imposed herein.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned Order, the appellant has filed the

present appeal and mainly contended that:

I
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e The impugned Order is devoid of merit and without understanding
provisions of the Customs Act, 1962 as well as facts available on records.
The Adjudicating authority miserably failed to appreciate the facts
available on records that they had purchased said goods viz. Mobile
Phone, Accessories and Watch of Apple brand from three suppliers who
have admitted that they have supplied the said goods to them and same
are not smuggled one. Just because the invoice or any import documents
are not available it cannot be said that goods are smuggled one especially
when its suppliers are available and same is admitted fact on record.
Even goods are not notified under Section 123 of the Customs Act, 1962,
therefore onus lies upon the department to prove that goods are
smuggled one. The investigation miserably failed to identify importer as
well as port/airport/land customs etc. from where same were smuggled,
by whom same were smuggled if same are smuggled one. Merely because
the goods are of foreign origin and invoices are not available it does not
empower the officer under the Customs Act, 1962 to presume about
smuggling of goods. Since, they are not importer of the goods, no duty
can be demanded from them. Duty can be demanded under Section 28 of
the Customs Act, 1962 which were not levied or not paid or short levied
or short paid in as much as when the proper officer had made an order
for the clearance of the goods or when duty was provisionally assessed
from the relevant date and not on the smuggled goods and/or seized
goods. Therefore, impugned order is liable to be set aside.

e The duty of customs can be levied on goods imported as provided under
Section 12 of the Customs Act, 1962 and can be charged and collected
from importer who is entering goods under Section 46 of the Customs
Act, 1962.

e [t is admitted fact on records that they have purchased the goods from
said three suppliers who have also asserted supply of goods, therefore,
they cannot be considered as importer of the goods. Even it is not the
casc of the department that appellant is the importer of the goods.
Therefore, by any standard no duty can be demanded from them on
seized goods and already sold goods.

e They cannot be considered as "importer" within the meaning of Section
2(26) of the Customs Act, 1962.

e Neither the seized goods nor goods already sold can be considered as
imported goods as goods which are cleared for home consumption are no
more imported goods. It is the case of the department that seized goods
and sold goods are of appellant which is situated in the Morbi Town only.
Goods were seized from their business premises only. It is not the case of
the department that goods were seized nearb])‘?plpﬁ, airp?r\t\or any land

r‘ll: ‘;";-}"' ] L b3 )
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customs station while attempting to smuggle etc. Therefore, goods
cannot be considered as imported goods at all within the meaning of
Section 2(25) of the Customs Act, 1962 and in support of the above
reliance is placed upon following decisions and ratio of the same is

squarely applicable in the facts and circumstance of the case.

» COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE, SURAT-II Versus
MAHADEV ENTERPRISE-2014 (301) E.L.T. 150 (Tri. Ahmd.)

» VIJAY KUMAR CHAUDHERY Versus COMMISSIONER OF
CUSTOMS, PATNA - 2015 (325) E.L.T. 788 (Tri. Kolkata)

e The goods are not notified under sub-section (2) of Section 123 of the
Customs Act, 1962 therefore burden to prove that goods are smuggled
one lies upon the department. Department failed to prove that goods are
smuggled one. Merely because they do not have any invoice or bill etc
and goods are of foreign origin it cannot be presumed that same are
smuggledgoods. Therefore, seizure of goods from their business premises
and from the town is totally illegal and liable to be lifted unconditionally.

Further, in support of the above contention, they placed reliance upon

following case laws:

'.‘P

METAL KING Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS (IMPORT),

MUMBAI - 2013 (292) E.L.T. 266 (Tri. Mumbai)

OM MERCHANTS EXPORTS P. LTD. Versus COMMISSIONER

OF CUSTOMS, LUCKNOW 2017 (358) E.L.T. 643 (Tri. - All.)

COMMISSIONER OF CUS. (PREVENTIVE), MUMBAI Versus

SHAILESH N.C. SHAH-2007 (218) E.L.T. 377 (Tri. Mumbai)

COMMISSIONER OF C. EX., INDORE Versus TOKYO

ELECTRONICS - 2007 (212) E.L.T. 86 (Tri. - Del.)

» VIJAY KUMAR CHAUDHARY Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUS.,
NEW DELHI -2006 (206) E.L.T. 307 (Tri. - Del.)

» SYED IBRAHIM Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS,
BANGALORE 2005 (191) E.L.T. 449 (Tri. - Bang.)

> A.K. HAMSA MOHIDEEN Versus COMMISSIONER OF
CUSTOMS, CHENNAI 2004 (171) E.L.T. 327 (Tri. - Chennai)

» MUNIYANDI Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, CHENNAI
(167) E.L.T. 215 (Tri. Chennai) 2004

» ASHOK PREMJI PATEL Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS,

MUMBALI - 2003 (157) E.L.T. 568 (Tri. - Mumbai)
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e The goods which are already sold as per kacha chits by any standard
cannot be considered of foreign origin and without any invoice in absence
of any evidence to that regard.

e The learned Additional Commissioner had ignored the statements of
three suppliers and not considered that thegoods were purchased from
open market. The statements of buyer i.e. appellant and said 3 suppliers
under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962 are valid piece of evidence,
merely in absence of invoices with the appellant it cannot take colour of
smuggled goods. Therefore, facts and circumstances of the case ratio of
the below referred decision is squarely applicable in the instant case.

= ANNAYAPPA Versus COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS,
BANGALORE - 2005 (191) E.L.T. 556 (Tri. Bang.)

e The proprictor has clearly deposed that goods were supplied by said 3
suppliers and their statements are also same except about issue of
invoices. It means it has purchased all the goods on proper invoice and
not in a position to co-relate with the invoices already on record. Merely
by that it cannot be considered as illegally imported goods and smuggled
goods.

e The investigation has considered the statements of said 3 suppliers as
correct and did not put any question to proprietor about availability of
invoice etc after recording their statement and simply presumed that
proprietor had made admission about dealing with smuggled goods. The
same is not permissible at all. Even his statement cannot be relied upon
without examining him as provided under Section 138B of the Customs
Act, 1962.

e The evidential value of statement recorded under Section 108 of the
Customs Act, 1962 is subject to Section 138B ibid and if same is not
considered on whatsoever ground such statement cannot have any
evidential value at all.

e The learned Additional Commissioner has totally mis-placed the reliance
upon decision in the case of Stalin Joseph Vs. Commissioner of Customs
(Airport), Chennai 2021(377) ELT 13 (Mad) as in the said case grounds of
cross examination were not stated in the request and even provisions of
Section 138B of the Customs Act, 1962 were not brought to the notice of
Hon'ble High Court which specifically provides for examination and cross
examination of witnesses by the adjudicating authority if their
statements are to be relied upon.

e The duty demanded on the goods already sold is arrived at as per
Annexure - A to the statement of proprietor. However, it is not forth
coming from anywhere that investigation has prepared such Annexure A
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and on which Kacha Chits, as no Kacha Chits were recovered during
search nor same were seized by the officer under Panchnama. Only
reference is made in Seizure Memo which is not part of panchnama nor
signed by Panchas and the officer before who such panchnama was
drawn. Apart from that such Kacha Chits arc neither relied upon in the
SCN nor furnished with the SCN. Therefore, Annexure -A's its
authenticity is also doubtful. The learned Additional Commissioner has
not given clear findings on the above submissions but considered such
Kacha Chits as valid piece of evidence that too without any base.

e Without admitting anything it is further submitted that since they have
already paid duty of Customs Rs. 5,50,600/- with nil interest and 15%
penalty Rs. 82,590/- well before 30 days as provided under sub- section
(5) of Section 28 of the Customs Act, 1962, then the proceedings in
respect of such person or other persons to whom the notice is served
shall be deemed to be conclusive as to the matters stated therein as
provided under sub-section (6) of Section 28 of the Customs Act, 1962.

e Without admitting anything, it is further submitted that interestunder

Section 28AA can be charged from the person liable to pay duty from the

first day of the month succeeding the month in which the duty ought to

have been paid, up to the date of payment of such duty. In the instant
case date of duty ought to have been paid is not available it is not
possible to compute the interest. Even department will also not be able to
compute the interest and it is the responsibility of the department to
compute the interest and communicate to the importer or the person
chargeable with duty. Therefore, in the present case interest is not paid
and if according to department same is payable department may
compute and communicate the same to it and as per settled position of
law time limit of 30 days as provided under Section 28 of the Customs

Act, 1962 starts from such date of communication only.

Thus, in view of the above, the proceeding in respect of Appellant is

‘#: ﬁ_\deemed to be conclusive for the matters stated in impugned show cause

fotice at least for the duty demanded and paid on seized goods. In other

ords, seized goods cannot be confiscated nor fine can be imposed in

\,,533 "//l1eu of confiscation nor same can be held liable to confiscation nor any
DL
further penalty can be imposed under Section 112 and/or Section 114A
of the Customs Act, 1962. Appellant in support of the above, placed
reliance upon the decision in case of ORBIT JEWELLERS Versus
COMMR. OF CUS., AIR CARGO (EXPORTS), NEW DELHI - 2016 (338)
E.L.T. 620 (Tri. - Del.).
* As per Section 28(5) ibid even if part of the duty accepted and paid then

the department was bound to isgue SCN for balance amount only. Since,
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they had discharged entire duty on seized goods with 15% penalty (as no
interest was payable as discussed in para above)no notice was required
to be issued for demanding duty, interest and penalty and even proposal
for confiscation of seized goods. The learned Additional Commissioner
failed to follow the clear dictum of the said provisions and judicial
discipline too.

o Since, proceedings under Section 28(6)(i) ibid is concluded as to the
mattersstated in the SCN for at least seized goods therefore, no fine is
imposable in lieu of confiscation of goods under Section 125(1) of the
Customs Act, 1962. In view of the above, entire demand may be set aside
and seized goods may be released unconditionally. Alternatively, matter
may be concluded for the seized goods and seized goods may not be
confiscated and no fine may be imposed in lieu of confiscation of seized
goods.

e Further, since no duty is payable by them on seized goods as well as
goods sold under Section 28 of the Customs Act, 1962, no penalty under
Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962 is imposable upon them.

e Without admitting anything further submitted that valuation arrived at
by taking Market Value of the goods by making reverse calculation so as
to arrive at assessable value are also alien to Section 14 of the Customs
Act, 1962 and Rules made thereunder. Impugned SCN as well as letter
dated 30.05.2023 is silent on how Market Value of Seized goods and
goods already sold are arrived at and what basis. How same can be
adopted? Valuation of any goods under the Customs Act, 1962 is to be as
per Section 14 read with Customs Valuation Rules, 2007 only and not by
any other method other than prescribed under the Act and Rules.The
learned Additional Commissioner has passed cryptic findings on this and
failed to follow the provisions of Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962.

e The learned Additional Commissioner has failed to understand the issue
before him and follow the clear dictum of the Customs Act, 1962
especially above referred provisions. He has simply tried to distinguish
the decision cited by the appellant on one or other ground without
appreciating the facts and circumstance of the impugned matter. He has
erred in relying upon decision on clandestine removal under the Central
Excise Act, 1944, ratio of such decisions by any means cannot be applied
in the facts and circumstances of the case.

e The seized goods and sold goods are not prohibited goods not notified
under Section 11 of the Customs Act, 1962, therefore same cannot be
confiscated or held liable to confiscation qgcj.g:‘x_:.'_Section 111(d) of the
Customs Act, 1962, K’" Pl
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e The seized goods are not liable to confiscation under Section 111(j) of the
Customs Act, 1962 as it is not the case of the department that goods are
brought from a place outside India nor it had imported or attempted to
be imported goods or brought within the Indian Customs waters for the
purpose of being imported are seized in the customs area, therefore,
seized goods cannot be confiscated under said clause (j) nor sold goods
can be held liable for confiscation under the said clause (j).

e The seized goods are not liable to confiscation under Section 111(l) of the
Customs Act, 1962 as it is not the case of the department that dutiable
goods are not included or are in excess of thosce included in the entry
made under this Act means in the bills of entry, therefore, seized goods
cannot be confiscated under said clause (l) nor sold goods can be held
liable for confiscation under the said clause (l).

e The learned Additional Commissioner has erred in holding the goods
liable to confiscation under Section 111(l) without appreciating the
provisions of the said section as appellant is not importer and not

required to file bills of entry.

4, Personal hearing in the matter was held on 29.05.2025 which was
attended by Shri P. D. Rachchh, Advocate on behalf of the appellant. During
the personal hearing, he reiterated the submission made in appeal
memorandum and submitted a synopsis and compilation of case laws and

requested to allow the appeal.

5 I have carefully considered the submissions made by the appellant along
with relevant case laws, relied upon documents, additional submission and the

impugned order. The main issues to be determined in the present matter are:

a) Whether the impugned order confiscating the Mobile Phones and

accessories of Apple brand having foreign origin scized from the premises

' \n \of the appellant under Section 111 (l) of the Customs Act, 1962 and

5 ‘Aﬂllowmg its redemption on payment of redemption fine in lieu of

;‘ onfiscation of goods under Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in

/the facts and circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise.

b) Whether the impugned order confiscating the Mobile Phones and
accessories of Apple brand alrecady sold by the appellant as per kaccha
chits under Section 111 () of the Customs Act, 1962 in the facts and
circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise.

¢) Whether the impugned order confirming the demand of duty under

Section 28 (4) of the Customs Act, 1962 on the Mobile Phones, Apple

watches and accessories of /ﬁ;br\and having foreign origin seized from

S/49-88/CUS/IMN/23-24 Page 13 of 22

__.-"'""



the premises of the appellant and those already sold by the appellant as
per kacha chits, along with interest under Section 28 AA of the Customs
Act, 1962, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is legal and proper
or otherwise.

d) Whether the impugned order imposing penalty on the appellant under
Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962, in the facts and circumstances

of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise.

5.1 It is observed that the appellant is engaged in trading of Mobile Phones
and Accessories and is registered as proprictorship firm of Shri Darshan
Ghanshyambhai Pujara. A search was carried out on 12.01.2022 at the retail /
office premises of the appellant by the officers of Customs, Preventive,
Jamnagar. The search proceedings were recorded under Panchnama dated
12.01.2022 and the mobile phones, accessories & watches of Apple Brand of
Foreign Origin were found at the premises of the appellant. Since, the appellant
was unable to produce the bills in respect of the mobile phones, accessories &
watches of Apple brand which were of foreign origin and without any invoice or
valid import documents, the same were seized under the provisions of Section
110 of the Customs Act, 1962 vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022, under the
reasonable belief that the mobile phones, accessoriés & watches of Apple Brand
of Foreign Origin were liable to confiscation under the provisions of the
Customs Act, 1962 and the incriminating documents were also seized for
further investigation. Further, it is also observed that some kacha chits were

also seized vide Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022.

5.2 . Statement of Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara was recorded on
12.01.2022 wherein he, inter-alia, stated that he mainly purchased smuggled
mobile phones and accessories from different suppliers viz. (1) M/s. Navrang
Mobile, Rajkot concerned person Bablubhai, (2) M/s. Mehul Telecom,
Wankaner concerned person Mechulbhai and (3) Shri Bharatbhai, Jamnagar
without invoices and any other import documents.The appellant vide TR-6
Challan No. F-07/22-23, dated 21.04.2022 paid Customs Duty & Penalty
amounting to Rs.6,33,191/- in respect of the seized Mobile phones &
accessories. Thereafter,the seized goods .were provisionally released on his

request by the competent authority on execution of Bond for full value and — .

(i

Bank Guarantee of Rs.2,50,000/-. N
< 7 P.‘?é&
3Gl
._v::‘f«_-e'._.'_’;‘;;l Y2
5.3 Statement of Shri Ramesh P. Mulchandani alias Bablubhai, Partner of .

M/s Navrang Mobile, Rajkot was recorded on 25,07.2022 under Section 108-;_01;;‘:.‘_?.‘_";

the Act, 1962, wherein, he, inter-alia stated that he had sold some mobile o

phones to Shri Darshanbhai of M/s Cellular World, Morbi on proper invoices
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and submitted copies of the same. He further stated that he had not sold any
smuggled phones to him. Statement of Shri Bharatkumar Udhavdas Aaswani,
Proprietor of M/s Mehul Telecom, Jamnagar was recorded on 12.08.2022
under Section 108 of the Act, 1962, wherein, he, inter-alia, stated that he had
sold some mobile phones to Shri Darshanbhai of M/s Cellular World, Morbi
but he had not sold any smuggled phones or accessorics to him. Statement of
Shri Raymagiya Mehul, Proprietor of M/s Mehul Telecom, Wankaner was
recorded on 16.03.2022 under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962, wherein,
he, inter-alia, stated that he had provided mobile phones and accessories to
M/s Cellular World under proper bill/invoices and they had credited sale
amount in his bank accounts and further stated that he had never provided
any smuggled mobile phones and accessories to M/s Cellular World. He
submitted copies of bills / invoices which were raised in the name of M/s

Cellular World, Morbi.

5.4 In respect of the first issue i.e., confiscation of seized Mobile Phones,
Apple Watches, and Apple-branded accessories under Section 111(l) of the
Customs Act, 1962, and redemption fine under Section 125(1) of the Customs
Act, 1962, in lieu of confiscation, it is essential to determine whether the goods
seized from the premises of the appellant can be considered as smuggled
goods. This determination is crucial for the applicability of Section 111(l) and

the question of liability for redemption fine under Section 125(1).

5.5 I have carefully gone through the Panchnama dated 12.01.2022, the
Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022, and the statement of Shri Darshan
Ghanshyambhai Pujara, proprictor of M/s Cellular World. It is observed that
during the course of the Panchnama, Shri Darshan Ghanshyambhai Pujara
stated that he had purchased the secized goods from three different sellers,
specifically naming those sellers. However, the sellers, in their statements,
never admitted to having sold smuggled goods to Shri Darshan
Ghanshyambhai Pujara. Moreover, the sellers provided copies of invoices raised
in respect of the mobile phones and accessories supplied to the appellant. The
;?ods were seized under the Seizure Memo dated 12.01.2022, based on a
, able belief that they were liable for confiscation under the Customs Act,

rimarily due the fact that the appellant could not produce any invoices

import documents for the goods, which were of foreign origin.

5.6 The adjudicating authority, at Para 22 of the impugned order, concluded
that the department had discharged its initial burden of proving that the
appellant had procured the goods through smuggling. This conclusion was

based on the fact that the appellant s not having any invoices or valid

5/49-88/CUS/IMN/23-24 Page 15 of 22



import documents for the goods, and the appellant had not retracted his
admission and confession made in his statement. The adjudicating authority
considered the appellant's statement to be legally significant in proving that the
goods were procured through smuggling. In support of this, reliance was placed
on the decision of the Hon'ble Madras High Court in the case of Stalin Joseph
v. Commissioner of Customs (Airport), Chennai (2021 (337) E.L.T. 13 (Mad.)),
wherein it was held that when statement is not retracted the same is binding
as per law, and subsequently rejected the appellant's contention that he was

not the importer, solely on the basis of the aforementioned findings.

5.7 The appellant contended that they had purchased the seized goods—
namely, Mobile Phones, Accessories, and Watches of the Apple brand—from
three suppliers who have confirmed that the goods were supplied to the
appellant on proper invoice, and they have asserted that these goods are not
smuggled. The appellant argues that just because invoices or import
documents are unavailable, it cannot be conclusively presumed that the goods
are smuggled, especially when the suppliers have acknowledged the supply of
these goods. The appellant further asserts that since the goods are not notified
under Section 123 of the Customs Act, 1962, the burden of proving that the
goods are smuggled lics upon the department. The investigation failed to
establish the identity of the importer, nor did it trace the port, airport, or
customs station from where the goods were allegedly smuggled, if they were
indeed smuggled. The appellant emphasizes that merely because the goods are
of foreign origin and invoices are not available, the officer cannot presume that
the goods are smuggled under the Customs Act, 1962. Further, the department
does not contend that the appellant is the importer of the goods. The appellant
further argues that neither the seized goods nor the goods already sold can be
considered as "imported goods" because goods cleared for home consumption
are no longer regarded as imported goods. The goods in question were seized
from the appellant's business premises in Morbi Town, and it is not the
department's case that the goods were seized from a port, airport, or any
customs station while attempting to smuggle them. The appellant has relied

upon some case laws as detailed in para 3 above.

5.8 The appellant also contended that since the goods are not notified under
Section 123(2) of the Customs Act, 1962, the burden to prove that the goods
are smuggled lies with the department. They argue that mere absence of
invoices or bills, and the foreign origin of the goods, does not empower the
department to presume that the goods are smuggled. Therefore, the seizure of

the goods from the appellant's business premises and from within Morbi Town

S/49-88/CUS/IMN/23-24




the seizure. The appellant has relied upon some case laws as detailed in para 3

above.

5.9 The appellant's primary argument is that the seizure cannot be justified
merely on the basis that the goods are of foreign origin or that invoices are
missing. The department has not proven that the goods were smuggled or that
the appellant is the importer. Consequently, the appellant contends that the
seized goods should not be considered smuggled and that the seizure should be
lifted. The appellant has relied upon some case laws as detailed in para 3

above.

5.10 I have -carefully gone through the statement of Shri Darshan
Ghanshyambhai Pujara and it appears that the Investigating Officer has failed
to make a reasonable effort to establish that the scized goods are indeed
smuggled. Instead, the Investigating Officer prematurely concluded that the
appellant was involved in the trade of smuggled goods, as evident by the
question posed to the appellant: “For how long have you been dealing in
smuggled mobiles and accessories?”. In my considered view, it is essential that
the Investigating Officer first establish the smuggled nature of the goods before
concluding the appellant’s involvement in smuggling activities, especially when
the goods were seized from the appellant's premises, and not from any
Customs-controlled area. Mere absence of invoices or other import documents
is insufficient to conclusively prove that the goods are smuggled. Further, the
adjudicating authority wrongly treated the appellant's statement as a critical
piece of evidence, despite the fact that the appellant’s statement directly
contradicted the statements of the sellers. The sellers asserted that they had
supplied the goods to the appellant with proper invoices and had never
engaged in dealing with smuggled goods. Under these circumstances, the
appellant’s statement, not corroborated with the statement of seller’s, cannot

- form the basis that the goods are smuggled.

"5 \1"'“}“ It is observed that the adjudicating authority relied upon the decision of
: t];{e .Madras High Court in Stalin Joseph v. Commissioner of Customs (Airport),
&hennal (reported at 2021 (337) E.L.T. 13 (Mad.)) wherein it was held that
~ when statement is not retracted the same is binding as per law. However, it is
observed that this decision is not applicable to the facts and circumstances of
the present case. If the appellant’s statement were to be accepted as true and
relied upon, it would render the suppliers’ statements false or contradictory,
thus making them irrelevant. Therefore, in either scenario, the allegations set
forth in the show cause notice cannot stand. It is also observed that no further

statement from the appellant was recorded after the three sellers explicitly
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denied having sold any smuggled goods. Further, there is no indication in the
investigation records that the invoices provided by these three sellers were
cross-verified against the goods scized from the appellant's premises or the
goods previously sold by the appellant. The adjudicating authority also erred in
concluding that the department had fulfilled its initial burden of proof to
establish that the appellant procured the goods through smuggling. This is
particularly significant as the show cause notice does not allege that the
appellant procured the goods through smuggling or that the appellant imported
the goods into India without paying the applicable customs duties. Instead, the
show cause notice merely allege that the appellant procured smuggled goods
based on his own statement and his failure to produce invoices for the seized
goods, which were of foreign origin. It is important to emphasize that the mere
unavailability of invoices is insufficient evidence to establish that goods of
foreign origin, which can be freely imported under a general license, are
smuggled goods. It is also observed that no investigation was conducted in
respect of the buyers of the said goods. Thus, the appellant's confessional
statement, not corroborated by the statement of seller, cannot be considered
for holding that the goods are smuggled, as previously discussed.
Consequently, the findings of the adjudicating authority regarding the
smuggled nature of the goods are not substantiated and are, therefore,

unjustifiable.

5.12 Further, | have pcrused Para 26 of the impugned order, wherein the
adjudicating authority has provided cxplanations regarding the non-
applicability of the casc laws cited by the appellant. The appellant had cited
certain case laws to support their contention that the goods in question were
not notified under sub-section (2) of Section 123 of the Customs Act, 1962,
thereby placing the burden of proving that the goods were smuggled on the
department. Upon carcful consideration, it is observed that the findings of the
adjudicating authority in Para 26 are neither proper nor justifiable. 1 have gone
through the case laws relied upon by the appellant, and the common facts of
these cases were that the seizure of the goods was a town seizure, the goods
were not notified under Section 123 of the Customs Act, 1962, and the
smuggled nature of the goods was not proven by the department. The facts of
the present case bear a striking similarity to those in the case laws cited by the

appellant.

5.13 In view of the above, in my considered view, the department has failed to
establish that the goods in question arc smuggled goods. Therefore, it is not

justifiable to classify these goods as smuggled goods. 71 "~

e
- el ~
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5.14 With regard to the confiscation of goods under Section 111(l) of the
Customs Act, 1962, it is observed that Section 111(l) provides for the
confiscation of any dutiable or prohibited goods that are either not included or
are in excess of those included in the entry made under the Customs Act,
1962, or, in the case of baggage, in the declaration made under Section 77 of

the Customs Act, 1962.

5.15 Further, at Para 34 of the impugned order, the adjudicating authority
had held the goods liable for confiscation under Section 111(l) of the Customs
Act, 1962, on the basis that the appellant had imported the seized goods and
those previously sold by way of smuggling, without making the requisite entry

under the Customs Act, 1962, or paying the applicable duties.

5.16 Further, the act of smuggling has not been proved by the department,
nor is it alleged in the show cause notice that the appellant imported the goods
by way of smuggling. As discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the goods
cannot be considered as smuggled. Therefore, the confiscation of goods under
these circumstances is not sustainable. Furthermore, for confiscation to be
valid under Section 111(l) of the Customs Act, 1962, there must be a bill of
entry filed by the importer, or in the case of baggage, a declaration made under
Section 77 of the Customs Act, 1962. In the present case, neither of these
conditions has been fulfilled. Consequently, the confiscation of goods by the
adjudicating authority is not legally justified under the facts and circumstances
of this case, nor in accordance with the provisions of Section 111(l) of the
Customs Act, 1962.In view of the above, | hereby set aside the confiscation of
goods under Section 111(l) of the Customs Act, 1962 and consequently, no

redemption fine is imposable under Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

5.17 With regard to the liability to pay duty under Section 28(4) of the
Customs Act, 1962, on the Mobile Phones, Apple Watches, and Apple-branded

-~ acegssories of foreign origin seized from the appellant's premises, and those

jon 12 of the Customs Act, 1962. The appellant further asserts that
Nen s duty is chargeable from the importer, who is required to make an
entry of the goods under Section 46 of the Customs Act, 1962. The appellant
states that he purchased the goods from the three suppliers who have asserted
the supply of goods to him and, therefore, cannot be considered the importer of
the goods. Moreover, it is not the department’s case that the appellant is the
importer of the goods. The appellant also argues that necither the seized goods

nor those already sold can bg¢ considered as imported goods, as goods cleared

$/49-88/CUS/IMN/23-24 Page 19 of 22




for home consumption are no longer imported goods. The appellant further
contests the valuation provided by the department, asserting that the valuation
does not comply with Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962 and the Valuation
Rules, 2007.

5.18 The adjudicating authority at Para 26 of the impugned order, held that
the appellant did not contest ownership or possession of the impugned goods,
and that the sale of goods by the appellant had been established on record. The
adjudicating authority concluded that illicit importation and clearance for
home consumption, without filing the necessary Bill of Entry and without
paying the applicable customs duties, had been proven, and therefore the duty
was correctly demanded under Section 28 of the Customs Act, 1962 for both
the seized goods and those already sold. Further, at Para 32, the adjudicating
authority held that the goods in question were cleared through smuggling and
not by filing a Bill of Entry under Section 46 of the Customs Act, 1962.
Therefore, the valuation was based on the sale price of identical or similar
imported goods in India, with the Customs duty element deducted, due to the

unique circumstances of the case.

5.19 In view of above I am not in agreement with the findings of the
adjudicating authority since the smuggled nature of the goods and the act of
smuggling by the appellant has not been established, as discussed earlier.
Further, I do not accept the justification provided by the adjudicating authority
regarding the valuation of the goods. The market price of imported goods
generally includes Customs duty, the seller's profit margin, and other
expenses, making it impossible to accurately determine the assessable value by
reverse-calculating the Customs duty component. I find that, in accordance
with the provisions of the Customs Act, 1962, the valuation of goods should
only be determined in compliance with Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962
and the Valuation Rules, 2017. The adjudicating authority has made a material
error in accepting the valuation provided by the department, and this cannot

be sustained.

5.20 Further, it is observed that the appellant's reliance on the decision in
Commissioner of Central Excise, Surat-Il v. Mahadev Enterprise (2014 (301)
E.L.T. 150 (Tri- Ahmd)] is directly applicable to the present case. The relevautf =
portion of the judgment, reproduced below, highlights the following: r ¥

"From the above definition of 'importer’, it is evident that in relation .
to any goods, only between their importation and the time when

they are cleared for home consumption, includes any owner or any
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person holding himself out to be the importer. So, the word 'importer’
has to be read in the context of the time between their importation
and till they are cleared for home consumption, which is the time
when the imported goods are in the Customs area. Accordingly, it is
held that Customs duty cannot be demanded in town seizures in
addition to the redemption fine from the person from whose
possession the smuggled goods are seized, because the value/price
of the seized/c:onﬂscafed goods is deemed to include the duty
element levied/leviable with respect to such goods, and the officer
adjudicating the case has considered the same while imposing the
redemption fine.”
This decision was relied in the case of Vijay Kumar Chaudhery v.

Commissioner of Customs, Patna (2015 (325) [£.1..T. 788 (Tri Kolkata)]|.

5.21 In view of the above, and following the decision of Hon'’ble Tribunal
Ahmedabad and Kolkata, I am of the considered view that demand for Customs
duty from the appellant does not survive in the facts and circumstances of this
case. Accordingly, the demand for duty under Section 28(4) and consequently,

interest under Section 28AA of the Customs Act, 1962, is hereby set aside.

5.22 Further, since the confiscation of goods and the demand for duty have
already been set aside in the preceding paragraphs, the penalty imposed under
Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962, cannot be sustained. Consequently,

the penalty under Section 114A is also hercby set aside.

6. In view of above, the appeal filed by the appellant is allowed with

Al
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COMMISSIO‘\II:.R (APPEALS)
CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD.

consequential reliefs, if any.

F.Nos. §/49- 88/CUS/JMN/2023_,{L,/ Dated -30.06.2025
To, 15’62’

1. M/s Cellular World ,2nd Floor,
Om Shanti Complex, BapaSitaramChowk,
Ravapar Road, Vajepar, Morbi, Gujarat-363641,

2. P. D. Rachchh, Advocate,
P R Associates, 901 - B,
The imperial Heights, 150 Feet Ring Road,
Rajkot - 360001
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Co to:

I~ The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House,
Ahmedabad.

2. The Commissioner of Customs, Customs (Prev), Jamnagar.

3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Customs(Preventive),

Jamnagar.
4. Guard File
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