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The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two

Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items being the fee

prescribed in the Customs Act, 7962 (as amended) for fi1ing a Revision Application. If the
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amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,

fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/-.
4
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address :
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OIA No. MUN-CUS'IM-1OO-APP-4O2 to 40A-25-26

ORDER-IN-APPEAL

M/s LG Electronics Limited, Plot No.51, Udyog Vihar Suraj pur Kasna

Road, Greater Noida - 201306 (hereinafter referred to as the Appellant) has filed

7 appeals in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, challenging the

assessment of the Bills of Entries as per details in Table-I belou, :

Table-I

S. No Appeal File No. Bill of Entry (BOE) No.& date

BOE No. 2646784, dated 13.06.2025l s/49-28 I /CUS/MLN/SEP/25-26

2 BOE No. 2644875, dated 13.06.2025

3 s/49-283,/CUS/MUN/SEP/25_26 BOE No. 2645319 dated 13.06.2025

4 si49-286 /CU S/MUN / SEP /25 _26 BOE NO. 267t842, dated 16.06.2025

5 s / 49 -287 / CU S IMLN/S EPi2 5_26 BOE NO.2652121 , dated t4.06.2025

6 s/49-288/CUS/MLN/SEP/2s-26 BOE NO. 2652119, dated 14.06.202s

7 s / 49 -289 / CU S /MUN/SEP/2 5 _26 BOE NO.2647657, dated 13.06.2025

2. As the issue invorved in all the 7 appeals is same, they are taken up
together for disposal. Facts of the case, in brief, are that vide Notification
17 12o15-2o2o, dated Sth septembe r 2019, the Directorate General of Foreign
Trade ("DGFT") amended the import policy in respect of the items falring under
Chapter 72, 73 and 86 of ITC (HS), 2017 from ,free, to ,free subject to compulsory
registration under steel Import Monitoring system, (,SIMS"). The effective date
of slMS was introduced i.e. 01 . I r.2org. As per the above Notification, the
importer/ s are required to mandatorily obtain registration and submit the
information of the imports in an onrine system, prior to importing the subject
goods falling under chapter 72,73 and g6. Further, the importer cannot apply
for the registration before the 6oth day of the expected day of arrival of the
subject goods and not later than the rSth day before the expected day of the
arrival of the consignment. The registration number obtained is valid for the
period of 75 days from the date of granting of the registration. Further the
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OIA No. MUN-CUSTM_OOO_App_402 
to 4rl8_25_26

importer sha, mention the SIMS number obtained post registration of theconsignment on every Bill of Entry fiied.

2'1 The Appeltant had imported goods from the Repubric of Korea. To compiywith the requirement of SIMS, the Appellant attempted to log in to thehttps:/ / dgft'gov'in to Iile an application for sIMS registration for t,"e imported
goods' However, the Appe,ant was unable to l0gin as the l0gin id of the Appellant
was blocked/ debarred from registration on SIMS portal. In order to understand
the reason for bl0cking the l0gin ID, the Appellant undertook scrutiny of past
filings' while going through their own registration history, the Appellant came to
know that in one of the previous applications filed for BoE No. 7gg6249 d,ated
20'o7'2025, has I,ed sIMS registration twice. while obtaining SIMS registration
for the goods imported vide BoE No.2g96249, the Appenant had generated an
application (apprication no. MossrMS2ool2sol4g2Sr on L2.o1.2025 and paid
the applicable fee. However, due to technical gritch on the portal the fee paid was
not reflecting, and therefore, the apprication was showing as pending for
payment in "pending payment" tab. The status of this application did not change
till 2o'o1'2025' To avoid deray in ciearance of consignme nt, on 2o.o7.2025, the
Appellant again generated a new application (application no.

,'}

MosslMS2O0 1250166421for the same consignment and paid the applicable fee

again. On the same day (i.e. 20.Ol.2O2S), the earlier SIMS application
(application no. MossIMS2Oo r2so 14928) started reflecting in application
"complete" tab from "pending payment tab,, (i.e., the system recognised the
payment that was made on 17.O1,.2025).

2.2 In the Bill of Entry No. 7a96249 dated 2O.O1.2O25, tine Appellant

mentioned SIMS Registration No. MOSSIMS2OO 125Ot6642 (i.e., the second

licence generated on 2O.OL.2025). Resultantly, the SIMS Registration No.

MOSSIMS200L25OI4928 remained unutilized. The NOC obtained by the

Appellant was debited twice against the same of Bill of Entry. In view of the

double utilization of NOC for the same BOE (due to abovementioned system

issue), the login ID of the Appellant was blocked/debarred.

2.3 It is pertinent to note that NOC is issued for the intended import of steel

with a total quantum to be imported within the next 6 months time frame. On

6a (,
NOC, importer is required to enter details of individual consignments

a-r4-

t
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within the total quantum for which NOC was given' Ledger for consignment

imported and balance against the NoC is maintained by the system'

2.4 In pursuance to the above' the Appellant wrote multiple emails to

simshelpdesl<@msteindia'in communicating the diffrculties faced by the

AppellanttoobtaintheSIMSRegistration'Videthesaidemails'theAppellant

requested to release their blocked login id as the same was causing delay in the

clearance of shipment, thereby impacting the production' Further' the Appellant

also wrote a letter d'ated' 12'06'2O25 the Additional Secretary & Financial

advisor, Ministry of Steel intimating them that the iogin id of the Appellant has

beenblockedandtheyareunabletoobtainSIMSregistrationfortheimported

goods.

2.SDuetotheirinabilitytologintotheslMSportal,theAppellantwasnot

able to file the bill of entry in respect of the imported goods' On 26 '06 '2025 ' 
the

AppellantreceivedanemailfromslMSHelpdeskinformingthatdebarmenthas

been lifted for 24 hours and that the Appeliant is allowed to generate all pending

SIMSapplications.OnaccountofdelayinlilingoftheimpugnedBillofEntry,

the Appeliant was made liable to pay late fee/fine under section 46(3) of the

Customs Act, 1962

3. Being aggrieved with the imposition of fine on delay in filing of the

impugned Bills of Entry, the Appellant has fiied the present appeals wherein they

have submitted grounds which are as under:-

(i) ITC Ltd. v. Commissioner of Central Excise, Kolkata, 20 19 (368) ELT
216 (sc)

(ii) M/s. Ruchi Soya Industries Limited v. Commissioner of Customs,
Jamnagar, 2013 (296) ELT lI4 (Tribunal-Ahmedabad)

Page 5 of 15

SUBMISSIONS OF THE APPELLANT:

3.1 It is submitted that a bill of entry, even if self-assessed, is an appealable

order. The said principle has been upheld in a plethora of cases. Reliance in this

regard is placed on following case laws:-
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(iii)Commissioner of C":.,"j11 ICD, TKD, New Dethi v. M/s. DieitalComputers, 2 o I 2 (2 8 4) ELT 1 2 3 1r.i U"1i"i_ 
"o 

_rn!

(iv)M/s. J.M. Industries v. Commissioner of Customs, Jamnagar, 2003(156) E.L.T. 977 (Tri. - Det]

(v) Jan-tan Enterprises v. commissioner of customs, New Delhi, 2006(198) E.L.T. 215 (Tri. - De1.)

Therefore, by virtue of the afore-mentioned judiciai decisions, it is clear that the
impugned BoE basis which the Apperlant cleared the impugned goods are
appealable orders and therefore, an appeal against the same is maintainable.

3.2 Vide the impugned Bills of Entry, fine has been imposed for delay in
Iiiing of appeal in each case. The said fine is imposed in terms of section 46(3)
of the customs Act read with Regulation 4 of B r of Entry (Forms) Regulations,
7976.ltcan be observed from the provisions of Section 46(3), that a BoE should
be liled preceding the day on which the aircraft or vesser or vehicle carrying the
goods arrives at the customs station. As per Reguiation 4, if the BoE is not fired
within the stipulated time, then charges for delay in filing wourd be imposed for
each day of default. Further, as per second proviso to section 46(3), in case of
delay in liling of BoE, the proper officer should consider the reasons for such
delay and thereafter require the importer to pay the charges. In other words,
the imposition of fine/ charges for delay in firing of BoE is not automatic but
has to be considered on a case-to-case basis. FurtJrer, after considering the
facts of each case the proper officer shourd decide whether the fine/charges are
imposable. As per Regulation 4 as well, the imposition of fine/charges for delay

in Iiling of BoE is not automatic and should be considered on case-to-case

basis and if the proper officer is satisfied with the genuineness of delay in filing
the BoEs, then no fine/charges are payable. Reliance in this regard is placed

on the decision of Kirtilal Kalidas Jewellers pvt. Ltd. [2019 (3ZOl E.L.T. 396 (Tri.

- Chennai)l

3.3 For import of goods covered in the impugned BOEs, the Appellant was

required to obtain SIMS registration on the portal. The Appellant was required

to mention the SIMS registration number in the BOEs. As mentioned above,

the compiiance with the SIMS registration could not be done due to glitch on

the portal. In view of the above, it is clear that there existed a situation which

prevented the Appellant from fiiing the impugned BOE within the stipulated

time. Given this, imposition of fine on the Appellant is unjustified and the same

, ...:-: ' ,"' \ eage T of 15
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3.4 As stated above, Section a6(3) and Regulation 4 requires the proper

officer to consider the circumstances for delay in fi1ing of BoE. Resultantly, the

proper officer was required to consider the difficulties faced in obtaining the

SIMS registration which prevented the Appellant from filing the BOE within the

stipulated time. The proper officer ought have passed a speaking order

categorically mentioning what was the basis for imposing late filing charges'

The proper officer has failed to pass an speaking order and hence collection of

late filing charges is without the authority of law'

4. Personal hearing was granted to the Appellant on 07.1O.2O25, following

the principles of natural justice, wherein Shri Shankar Rochlani, Chartered

Accountant, appeared for the hearing, and he reiterated the submission made at

the time of filing the appeal.

5. I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned Bills of Entries,

the defense put forth by the Appellant in their appeal, arguments advanced

during the course of the personal hearing. Before going into the merits of the

't,

i5

6

'Q1
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shouldbesetaside.RelianceisplacedonthejudgementofT.G.SilksVersus

Commissioner of Customs, Chennai-Il Commissione rate - 2027 (378) E'L'T'

624 (Tri. - Chennai), wherein the Hon'ble Chennai Tribunal held that late fee

chargesleviedontheAppellantonaccountoftechnicaiglitchiSuntenable.In

viewoftheabove,theimpositionlatefineintheinstantcaseisunjustifiedand

the same shall be liable to be set aside'

3.5 It is humbly submitted that the penalty imposed on the Appeliant is

without any fault of the Appellant and the delay in filing the impugned BOE is

onaccountofatechnicaiglitch.Consequently,itissubmittedthattheamount

paid by the Appellant as Iine is not payable in the present case' Therefore' the

same is liable to be refunded along with interest as per the applicable law ln

iight of the facts stated, arguments advanced, and judicial precedents cited, it

is humbly submitted that the impugned BoEs be modilied and the Iine paid at

the time of import be refunded to the Appellant.

PERSONAL HEARING:

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

:l-



CASC
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I find that none of the 7 appeals have been filed within the time limit, 1.ewithin 60 days from the assessment of Biits of Entries. It is further observed that
4 out of 7 appeals have not been filed within condonable period of 30 days
beyond the stipulated 6O days. As per Section 128(1) of the Customs Act 1962
appeals before Commissioner (Appeals) can be filed within sixt5r days from the
date of communicati on of decision or order. In the present cases, no speaking
order has been passed. However, the appeiiant has filed appeals against the
assessment of B rs of Entry wherein late fee / fine has been imposed for late
filing of the impugned Bi1ls of Enry. Assessment of Bill of Entry can be treated
as decision or order; and appear against assessment (including self-assessment
and re-assessment) can be fiied by importers with appelrate authorit5r as herd by
Hon'ble Supreme court in the case of ITC Ltd. vs. Commissioner of centrar Excise,
Kolkata-IV [2O19 (368) E.L.T. 216 /S.C.i/. So, the appeai against assessment is
required to be Iiled within 60 days or within condonable period of further 30
days, from the date of communication of assessment as per Section 12g(1).

5' 1' Now it is to be ascertained on which dates the Assessment of the
impugned Bills of Entry have been communicated to the appelant. section I53
of the customs Act, 1962, prescribes modes for services of notice, order etc. As
per clause (ca) of Sub-Section (1) of Section 153, an order, decision, etc. may be

served by making it available on the common portal. As per Section 2(7B) of the
customs Act, 7962, the term 'common portal' has been defined as common
customs Electronic Portal referred to in Section 154c. Notification No. 33l2o2l-
cus (NT) dated 29.03.2021 has been issued under the provisions of Section

154C, through which the URL https://icegate.goa.in .has been notified as

'common portal'. So, I am of the view that the Assessments of Bills of Entry done

through Customs EDI System and made availabie in the common portal

ICEGATE are to be treated as served to the appellant as per the provisions of

Section 153(1)(ca) of the Customs Act, 1962, as amended by the Finance Act,

2021. So, the appellant was required to file appeals within the normal period of

60 days or within further condonabie period of 30 days from the date the

assessment.

5.2 In the Form C.A.-1, at Sr. No. 4, the appellant has mentioned the Date of

Out of charge date as 'Date of communication of decision or order' and

accordingly calculated the limitation period for filing appeal. However, I find no

provision of law under which the date of out of charge can be taken as date of

refore, I am of the considered view that time-1imitcommunication of
:rde t..,
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OIA No. MUN-CUSTM-o0o-APP-402 to 408-25-26

for filing appeal starts from the date of assessment of Bill of Entry' which has

been served and communicated to the appellant through ICEGATE portai' as per

the provisions of Section 153(1)(ca) of the Customs Act' 1962'

5.3Inviewoftheabovediscussion,theTappealscoveredinthepresentorder

havebeendividedintwopartsfortlrepurposeofconsideringlimitationperiod

as under as per Table-II and Tablelll respectively as under:-

oeriod of 60+30 davs from the date
IA]

of

APoeals filed within condonable

asse ssment

Table-II

Appeals mentioned at Sr. Nos. 1,2 , & 3 of Table-II have been filed beyond

normal period of 6O days, but within condonable period of further 30 days, i.e.

total 90 days from the date of assessment, as stipulated under Proviso to Section

128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

In respect of all the 7 appeals , the Appellant has filed application for

condonation of delay wherein it is submitted as under :-

F they had imported goods to be utilized in course of their business vide the

impugned BOEs. As per Notification No. 17 /2O15-2O2O (hereinafter

referred to as "Notification"), the Appellant was supposed to file for SIMS

application in respect of the imported goods within the time limit as

prescribed in the Notification. However, due to the technical glitch on the

SIMS Portal, the SIMS registration in respect of the imported goods could

not be obtained on time which was found to be in violation of the

Notification. The technical gtitch on the SIMS Portal was beyond the

control of the Appellant. It is further submitted that Since blocking of

SIMS portal was exceptional situation, the Management of the Company

)

+

Sr.

No
Appcal File No.

Bill of Entry
(BoE) No.&

date

Date of
assessmenl

Date of
Communic
ation as per

cA-1

Date of
filling
appeal

delay

beyond 60

days from
date of

asseessment

l

BOE No.

26'71842, dated

t6.06.2025

03t0712025 0410712025 1210912025 2l

2

BOE

No.2652121,

dated

14.06.2025

03/0'712025 04to'1 /2025 2210912025 21

3 s/49-288/CUS/MUN/SEP/25 -26

BOE No.

26521 19, dated

14.06.2025

0310't 12025 0410'712025 2210912025 21

,t.
/t'

+ t
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took time to decide the right course of action and whether or not to fi,e theappeal in consultation with their legal counsel. coordination anddiscussion with rega-l counsel and internal departments of the Applicant,
took time to decide on filing of the present appeal.
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y. In view of

Page 11 of 15

) Besides the above, the Applicant was of the view that the jurisdictional
officer would pass a speaking order against which the appeal can be filed.

' The Applicant visited the customs Department and was informed that no
order/ s would be issued in the given case. Co_ordination with the
Department also delayed the filing of the present bitls of entry.

) As per section 128(r) of the customs Act, 1962 (hereinafter referred to as
"customs Act") an appeal under the said section is to be filed within a
period of sixty days from the date of communication of the order appealed
against' The Applicant most humbly submits that in terms of the proviso
to the said section, the Appelrate Authority has the power to condone the
delay of up to thirty days on sufficient cause being shown by the Applicant.

! It is submitted that in the present case, the appeals have been fired within
the condonable period of 30 days. Therefore, the present appear has been

filed within the period of limitation. Further, the delay is not on account

of any intentional omission on the part of the Applicant but due to
unforeseen circumstances which were beyond the control of the Applicant.

) The Applicant humbly submits that in allowing this application, no

prejudice would be caused to the respondent department, whereas in the

event of rejection of this application, the Applicant would be saddled with

a liability not legally due, otherwise.

! It is submitted that the Applicant has a strong case and therefore, it is

submitted that the delay, being unintentional, be condoned and the

appeals should be admitted. Reliance in this regard is placed on the

decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court in Land Acquisition Officer, Anantnag

and Anr. v. MST Katiji and Others, 1987 (28l, ELT 185 (Supreme Court)

In this regard, I refer the Judgment of Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case

of Collector, Land Acquisition Anantnag and Another vs. Mst. Katiji and Others

reported in 1987 (28) ELT 185 (SC) wherein it has been held that a justifiable

liberal approac h should be adopted in cases of condonation of dela
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the above position, I condone the delay up to 30 days in filing Appeals as per the

first proviso to Section 128(1) of the Customs Act' L962 
' 
and admit the 3 appeals'

as mentioned at Sr' Nos' l'2 &3 of Table-ll above '

filed b on th co donable eriod of50 +30da from ate of asses ment

tBl A eals

Table-III

Date of
filling
appeal

1610912025

(i) As per the proviso to Section 123(1) of Customs Act, 1962, if tl.e

Commissioner (Appeals) is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by

sufficient cause from presenting the appeal within the aforesaid period of 60

days, he can allow it to be presented within a further period of 30 days. Thus,

the Commissioner (Appeal) has no statutory power to condone the delay beyond

the period of3O days.

(ii) In this regard, I rely upon the Judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in

case of Singh Elnterprises Vs. Cornmissioner of C.Ex., Jannshed.pur 12008

(221l, E.L.T. 163 (S.C.)1, wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court while interpreting the

Section 35 of the Central Excise Act, 1944, which is pari materia to Section 128

of the Customs Act, 1962, held that the appeal has to be filed within 60 days,

but in terms of the proviso, further time of 30 days can be granted by the

appellate authority to entertain the appeal. The proviso to sub-section (1) of

Section 35 makes the position crystal clear that the appellate authority has no

power to allow the appeal to be presented beyond the period of 30 days. The

relevant para of the said Judgment is reproduced below (underline supplied):

A/

/S

a5,

delaY

beyond 60

days from

date of
asseessment

Date of
Communic

ation as

per CA-1

BiU of
Entry
(BoE)

No.& date

Appeal File No.

l'11061202st310612025

BOE No.

2646'784,

dated

13.06.2025

s/49-28 I /CUS/MUN/SEP/25-26

35tt;t0912025'161061202513106/2025

BOE No.

264487 5,

dated

13.06.2025

s/49-282lCUS/MUN/SEP/25-262

35181061202513106/202s

BOE No.

26453t9
dated

13.06.2025

s/49-283/CUS/MUN/SEP/25-263

4t2.2.109t202524/06/202513106/2025

BOE

No.2647 657 ,

dated

13.06.2025

4

s

+
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Date of
assessmentSr.

No.

35

t6/0912025

s/49-289/CUS/MUN/SEP/25-26
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(iv) In terms of legal provisions under Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962

and in light of the judicial pronouncements by Hon'lcle supreme court, Hon',ble

High Court and Honble Tribunal, it is settled proposition of law that the appeals

before first appellate authority under the provisions of customs Act, 1962, ate

required to be filed \i/ithin 90 days, including the condonable period of 30 days,

as provided in the statute; and the Commissioner of Customs (Appeals) is not

empowered .to condone anY de
., ' itj') i..

beyond 3O days.

Page 13 of 15

o8. The Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals/ as also the Tibunal

being creafitres of Stafute are uested uith juisdiction to condone the delag

begond the permissible peiod prouided under tle Statute. Tle peiod upto

ruhich th.e prager for condonation can be accepted is statutoilg prouided. It

uas submitted that tte logic of Section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1963

(in short, tlrc 'Limitation Act') can be auailed for condonation of delog. Tlrc

first prouiso to Section 35 mqkes th.e position clear that tle appeal hc"s to be

preferred u.tithin three month.s from tlle date of communication to him of the

decision or order. Hou-teuer, if the Commissioner is satisfied that the

appellant was preuented bg sufficient cause from presenting the appeal

within the aforesaid peiod of 60 dags, he can allottt it to be presented within

a further period of 30 dags. In oth.er uords, this clearlA shows that tte

appeal has to be filed utithin 6O dags but in terms of tle prouiso further 3O

days time can be granted bg the appellate authority to entertain the appeal.

The prouiso to sub-section (1) of Section 35 makes tle position crystal clear

that tlw apoellate authoit! has no power to allow the aopeal to be

presented beuond the Deriod of 30 daAs. The language used makes the

position clear that the legislature intended tlw appellate authoity to

entertain the appeal bg andoning delag onlg upto 30 dags afier the expiry

of 60 dags which is the nonnal peiod for preferring appeal. Tlerefore, there

is comolete exclusion of section 5 of th.e Limitation Act. Tle commissioner

and th.e High Court were tLwrefore justified in holding that ttere utas no

oower to condone tlrc delau afier tle expiru of 30 dags period."

(iii) The above view was reiterated by the Honble Supreme court in the case

of Amctang Tea Dstate [2010 (257) E.L.T' 3 /S.C.i/' Further, the Hon'ble High

Court of Gujarat in case of Ramesh Vasantbhai Bhojani [2017 (357) E'L'T' 63

(Guj.)l and the Hon'ble Tribunal, Bangalore in the case of shri Abdul Gafoor vs

commissioner of atstoms (Appeats) [2024-TIOL-565-CESTAT-BANG] took a

similar view while dealing with Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962'
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(") In light of the above observation, I am of the view that the appeals, which

have been filed after delay of more than 30 days, beyond the statutory time-

limit of 60 days, are time-barred in terms of Section 128(1) of the Customs Act,

1962. Thus,4 appeals mentioned at Sr. Nos. 1,2,3 and 4 of Table-III above are

iiable to be rejected on the grounds of limitation without going into merits.

5.4 Now coming to the merits of the case involved in 3 appeals i.e Sr. No. 1,

2 arrd 3 in Table-II above , I find that the issues involved is whether the late

feef fine imposed on the Appellant for late filing of Bills of Entry is legal and

proper or otherwise.

5.5 It is observed that on account of delay in filing of the impugned Bills of
Entry, the Appellant was made liable to pay late fee/fine under Section 46(3) of
the Customs Act, 1962. However, no speaking order by the proper officer in the

matter is available. Hence, I find that entire facts are not available on records to

verify the claims made by the appe ant. copies of appeal memorandum were

also sent to the jurisdictional officer for comments. However, no response have

been received from the jurisdictional office. Therefore, I find that remitting the
case to the proper officer for passing speaking orders in each case becomes sine
qua non to meet the ends of justice. Accordingry, the case is required to be
remanded back, in terms of sub-section (3) of section l2gA of the customs Act,
1962, for passing speaking order by the proper officer under section 17(5) of the
customs Act, 1962 by following the principles of natural justice. while passing
the speaking order, the proper officer shall also consider the submissions made
in present appeals on merits. In this regard, I also rely upon the judgment of
Hon'ble High court of Gujarat in case of Medico Labs - 2oo4 (rz3l Ew 1rz
(Guj.), judgment of Hon'ble Bombay High court in case of Ganesh Benzoplast
Ltd. l2o2o (37 4l E.L.T. s52 (Bom.)l and judgments of Hon'ble Tribunals in case
of Prem Steels P. Ltd. | 2or2.Trol- r 3I7-CESTAT-DELI and the case of Hawkins
cookers Ltd. 12012 (284r E.L.r. 6zz(Tri. - Der)l wherein it was held that
commissioner (Appears) has power to remand the case under section-3sA(3) of
the central Excise Act, 1944 and. section- 12gA(3) of the customs Act, 1962.

I

+/i;
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In view of the above discussion and findings, I order as under :_

I reject the 4 appeals, as mentioned at Sr. Nos. 1, 2 ,3 and4 in Table_
III above , being time_barred as per the provisions of Section 12g of the
Customs Act, 1962.

I allow the 3 appeals at Sr. No. l, 2 and 3 as per Table_ll by way of
remand as per para S.5 above.

(i)

(ii)

66

!)
0
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(AMIT GUPTAI

Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad* t
1ftq'1 t1pqi; 3, . '.r. :lt;,', .
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F.No. Si49-28 1/CUS/MIIJ/SEP/25-26

F.No. S/49-282lCUS/MUN/SEP/25-26

F.No. S/49-283/CUS/MUN/SEP/25-26

F.No. S/49-286/CUS/MLrN/SEP/25-26

F.No. S/49-287lCUS/MUN/SEP/25-26

F.No.S/49-288/CUS/MUN/SEP/25-26
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By Speed post A.D/E-Mail

Date: 18. 11.2025

To,
M/s LG Electronics Limited,
Plot No.51, Udyog Vihar Suraj Pur Kasna Road,
Greater Noida - 201306

Copy to:

,V The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad zone, Custom House,

Ahmedabad.

2, The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House Mundra'

3. The AdditionallJoint Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Mundra.

4. The Deputy /Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Custom House,

Mundra.

5. Guard File.
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