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Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the
following categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can orefer 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.

Frafaf@aa@Rasndw/Order relating to :

(@) |SNTBE TR Id®ISHTd .
] (a) |any goods imported on baggage. =1
[@) | HRAHSAATdBIAG DU TaTgTHATGNTATA b HIRAH 3 1T o IR XA TUHTEUTIH T ‘
R TAIRG ARSI ST AT TS AR AN URA TS G T+l R TTUR G AT T H T [ H AT H S erarerd
FHE!.
any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded
(b) |at their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity of suich 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.
(M) | ST AT, 1962 HHATIX AUTSYSH HYTHTATGTU TR G agaR s a6 e, !
(¢) |Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made
thereunder.
3. gﬁmmmeﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁWWmWﬁaﬁwﬁ
yfmfafaasreradaag-anee -
The revision application 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 :
(B | dIEWITae,18705HeH. 6 3gdl 1 dtiAFuiRafEumusaRsa wdwe®! 4
) | wfawi Restteufriraa s aaTaaRes e scaieaisy.
(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.
(@ | g awd HAEEYHaAeu®! 4 ufodiafes
) f
(b) | 4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any ¥
(M | e ursiausndeA®t 4 Ul '
(c) | 4 copies of the Application for Revision. . N . 1
(1) | gdeuedeAaraRa < b U e AT -1aH, 1962 @UTHITYG) ‘ R
Afyufawiasisratdis, vy gvs, wsieifaftyrasiissdiasmimeds. 200
(FUUG T IHTH)UTS.1000/-(FTCCHEATRHTS
), SHET [T S THIEEAEL .6 B,
gfegIes  HITTTaTeaTS, @ATTATE S RIS E TG aTE U a S HE a8 B [HHh & UH€.200/-
Aafeuamarad HUEeam aeEuHs. 1000/
(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 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. e . 2

&I gfaaues saTare I b aE Y Hafgw IS ufddgu e uR Eaag b IdIga dd]
A U 1962 BIURT 129 T (1) HHfFwidd.v. -3
AfTges, FusdEes AR aeadasfrarns g fafaf@ardmwerdiaesasde

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved
by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form

C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tritunal at the following
address :

HHTeeh, HLTIACYchaaaHRUIEsy | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate

&Ry, ufrdtadadts Tribunal, West Zonal Bench
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Nﬂﬁaa@ﬁﬁmﬁﬁ?ﬁmm 274 Floor, BahumaliBhavan, o

41, 3{8HITEIG-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of |
the Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of - |

(a) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of h—|i
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand |
rupees;

(_@) 5 "—._‘Ii_,._.‘:‘-_':ﬁ:-.\‘_‘ RIS — _ = T = — 5 /
WWWWWW |

(b) | 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 ; '

(M | SRR gt PP RIgREA TR esave TGS ®HR |
Wmamﬁaﬁﬁa’r,mm. |
where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of |

(c) Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten '
thousand rupees .|
]

l on payment of 10% of the ciuty_l|
or penalty, where penalty alone |

|
!

129 () %«w«ﬂmﬁwwwmeﬂﬂam- () l'

|
It : - aryar
@) a{ﬂm“"'aiﬁmmmﬂa%ﬁqw T '
Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appellate
Tribunal- '
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

M/s. Suncity Metals and Tubes Private Limited having address 503/2,
520/P2, Guntha, Gundala, Gandhidham Mundra Highway, Mundra, Kachch-
370421 (hereinafter referred to as the “appellant”) have filed the present appeal
in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 against the OIO No.
2101/2023—24/DC/Gr.I_V/NS-III/CAC/JNCI—I dated 06.03.2024 (hereinafter
referred to as the “impugned order”) issued by the Assistant Commissioner of
Customs, Gr-1V, JNCH, Nhava Sheva (hereinafter referred to as the “assessing

authority”).

2 Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the appellant, holders of IEC
1304009815, had imported the as 'Stainless Steel Cold Rclled Coils (Grade-J3-
Finish-2B)’ by classifying the said goods under CTH 72193 390 vide Bill of Entry
No. 9773034 dated 22.01.2024 declaring the assessable value of the goods as
Rs. 2,08,25,039/- and duty of the goods as Rs. 57,75,825/-. The said Bill of
Entry was filed on 2nd Check basis and the appellant had uploaded Invoice,
Packing List and NOC from Technical Division, Ministry of Steel, since the

import of the impugned goods was allowed subject to compliance of mand‘atq‘s-'.y;-'_l‘_

provisions of BIS as per the IS No. 6911: 2017.

& \
e

2.1 Further, the said Bill of Entry was allotted tc FAG at JN'C'H"-_I for -

assessment wherein it appeared that the appellant had dsclared the Unit"'-lériqel- el

of the said goods as 1.185 USD/Kgs which was on lower side as per »

contemporaneous import data at JNCH. Further, it was noticed that the
impugned goods were a regular commodity in import at JNCH and the NIDB
data for the said commodity reflected the contemporaneous import price much
higher than the price declared by appellant in the said B/E. The declared value
of ‘Stainless Steel Cold Rolled Coils (Grade-J3-Finish-2B) was low as compared
to other contemporaneous imports for similar goods, hence system query was
raised in this regard for the said Bill of Entry and the appellant was asked to
explain the observed discrepancy in value. Since the declared value was very
Jow and not supported by further documentary evidences, demanded by proper
officer, in terms of Rule 12 of the Customs Valuation Rules, 2007, it appeared

that the importer had deliberately declared lower value.

3 Thereafter, the assessing authority found the declared value liable for
rejection under Rule 12 read with Rule 3 of the Customs Valuation Rules, 2007,
and as identical goods were not available in contemporansous import data, Rule
4 could not be applied. However, data for similar goods with comparable

grade/ type/specifications was found in the NIDB, enabling consideration under
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" Rule 5 and assessing authority vide the impugned order passed the following

order as:

(i) I reject the declared unit value of 1.185 USD/KGS of the goods
covered vide BE No. 9773034 dated 22.01 .2024 (total declared value
Rs. 2,08,25,039/-) and re-determine the same @1.30 USD/KGS (total
re-determined assessable value Rs. 2,28,46,034/- under Rule -5 of
Customs Valuation (Determination of Value of Imported Goods) Rules

2007. I order to assess the said Bill of Entry accordingly.”

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant have filed the

present appeal and mainly contended the following:

* That the assessing authority illegally skipped the Rule 4 (identical
goods) and directly applied Rule 5 (similar goods), violating the
mandatory sequential method required by Rule 3(4).

e That impugned order falsely claimed that no identical import data was

available, while such data was provided by the appellant through

assessed Bes and the appellant provided evidence of contemporaneous
imports of identical goods (same supplier, same port, same time) which
were ignored despite being assessed at similar declared values.

That even under Rule 5, the assessing authority failed to adjust for

3 ./ differences in commercial level, quantity, and product characteristics,

N j“_{// as required under Rule 5(2) and Rule 4(1)(c).

* That the assessing authority enhanced the value without issuing a

proper SCN or offering a personal hearing, even after a specific request
and no copies of Bills of Entry or invoices relied upon for value
enhancement were provided to the appellant, violating principles of
natural justice.

* That the declared value was the sole consideration for the imports,
with no evidence of under-invoicing or extra-commercial
considerations and other BEs with identical goods from the same
supplier were accepted and assessed by the department itself,
establishing credibility of the declared price.

* They have relied upon the following Judgments:

> Siddhartha Polymer Limited Versus Commissioner of

Customs, New Delhi 2007(216) ELT 604(Tri-Del)

> Global Industries Versus Commissioner of Customs, Cochin
P -2011 (272) E.L.T. 724 (Tri. - Bang)
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- Shree Panchganga Agro Vs Commissioner of Customs,
Nhava Sheva -2010 (250) E.L.T. 55 (Tri. - Mumbai)

> Commissioner of Central Excise and Service Tax vs Sanjivani
Non-ferrous trading Pvt Ltd Civil Appeal No. 18300-19305 of 2017)

PERSONAL HEARING

S. Shri Shyam Lal Bansal, consultant of the appellant attended the personal
hearing on 15.05.2025 in virtual mode on their behalf He reiterated the

submission made in the appeal memorandum.

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS

6. I have gone through the appeal memorandum filed by the appellant,
records of the case and submissions made during personzl hearing. The main
contention in the appeal is that assessing officer wrongly rejected the declared
value and skipped Rule 4 despite the availability of contemporaneous identical
goods, violating Rule 3(4) of the Customs Valuation Rules, 2007. Therefore, the
main issue to be decided is that the impugned order enhancing the assessable De—
value under Rule (5) of Customs Valuation Rules, 2007 in the facts and ““‘? e

circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise. [ [ &

6.1 Before going into the merits of the case, I find that as per CA=
Form of the Appellant, the present appeal has been filed 01 26.03.2024 agalnst
the impugned order dated 06.03.2024 which is within the statutory time limit of
60 days prescribed under Section 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962. As the
appeal has been filed within the stipulated time-limit, it has been admitted and
being taken up for disposal in terms of Section 128A of the Customs Act, 1962.

6.2 It is observed that the appellant has contended that the assessing
authority has erred in rejecting the declared transaction value under Rule 12 of
the Customs Valuation Rules, 2007, without properly applying Rule 4 of the
Customs Valuation Rules, 2007, despite availability of contemporaneous
imports of identical goods at the same port and from the same supplier. Instead,
assessing authority applied Rule 5 of the Customs Valuation Rules, 2007
bypassing the mandatory sequential application of valuation rules as per Rule
3(4) and no evidence was provided to them regarding comparability in
commercial level, quantity, or product characteristics. Further, appellant stated
that they had himself supplied the contemporaneous price of “identical goods”
imported at same port of import, i.e. Mundra vide their reply dated 01/02/2024
by submitting the copies of two Bills of Entry i.e., BOE No. 9774383 dated
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another BOE No. 9540008 dated 05/01/2024 (assessed at declared assessable
value of 1.16 USD/kg to 1.19 USD /kg) which were not taken into account and

“identical goods” was available as per Rule 4 of CVR 2007.

documents submitted by the appellant, particularly with respect to
contemporaneous imports of identical goods. As per the mandate of Rule 3(4) of
the Customs Valuation (Determination of Value of Imported Goods) Rules, 2007,
the assessing officer is required to apply the valuation methods sequentially
from Rule 4 to Rule 9 of CVR 2007 when the transaction value is rejected under
Rule 12 of CVR 2007. However, in the present case, the assessing officer has

bypassed this statutory requirement without providing sufficient justification. In

appellant in the present appeal has on record, become sine qua non to meet the
ends of justice., Accordingly, the case is remanded back to the adjudicating
authority, in terms of sub-section of (3) of Section 128A of the Customs Act,
1962, for passing a fresh order by following the principles of natural justice, In
this regard, I also rely upon the Jjudgment of Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat in
case of Medico Labs - 2004 (173) ELT 117 (Guj.), judgment of Hon’ble Bombay
High Court in case of Ganesh Benzoplast Ltd. [2020 (374) E.L.T. 552 (Bom.)]
and judgments of Hon’ble Tribunals in case of Prem Steels Pvt. Ltd. [2012-TIOL-
1317-CESTAT-DEL] and Hawkins Cookers Itd. [2012 (284) E.L.T. 677 (’I‘r‘i.-DeQJ
holding that Commissioner (Appeals) has power to remand the case under

Section - 35A (3) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 and Section — 128A (3) of the

Customs Act, 1962,
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7. In view of the above discussion, 1 allow appeal by way of remand to the
assessing authority with the direction to pass the fresh speaking order

considering the submissions made by the appellant.
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Copy to:

\)/ The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House, Ahmedabad.
2 The Commissioner of Customs, Customs Mundra.
3 The Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Gr-1V, JNCH, Nhava Sheva.
4 Guard File.
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