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Under Section I 29 I)D( I ) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amende

i following categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this orde:
Application to The Additional Secretarv/Joint Secretary (Revisir

I Finance, lDepartment of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi

ffi,lMaefrtquorder retatinp to

1), in respect of the
' can prefer a Revision

'n Application), Ministry of
within 3 months from the

rrqqrd-otqr{rfu r+f kdqrd-+

date of communicatron oI the order

i6) +A-sars.qAslrqrft a-6tf q.r.

{a) y goods imported on baggagean

It{)

6SEi

(b) at rheir placc of destination in India or so much of the quartity of such goods as has not
1 
been un)oaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at surh destination are short of

]the quantity requlred to be unloaded at that destination.

rrD frqrgoed}ftqc, I962 +3{qrqx arflts-g}o{tllqsTlqTlgFr{fr#dil{-sqTrfi+fur-flq{ft

anv goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, bu1 which are not unloaded

as provided in Clhapter X of Customs Acl, 1962 and the rules made(c) Pavment of drawback
thereu nder

3 r{fr
@ITRc
The revision appiication should be in such fo rm and shall be ver: fied in such manner as
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by

6teqff(r.rd. r87o+-rrdfr .6 criqff t &sr$qfrEfftnftqrre 3lllHrr{Esfresr+1 4

qFdq.i,@q{@ffis.
6]

(a) 4 copies of this order, bearing Cou
prescribed under Schedule 1 item

rt Fee Stamp of paise fifty on y in one copy as
6 ofthe Court Fee Act, 1870.

(r{) FrE-f,ffi rlmesrdrqrsnr{-ds{rt{r614qFfqi,qm

(b) 4 copies of the Orde r'-in Original, in addition to relevant documr:nts, if any

m g-{Saq+frSi{r}fi+1 4 sfrqi

(q) ,1?67 |

700/-

(d) The duplicate copy ol the T.R.6 chal lan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
he case may be, under the
us Items being the fee
Revision Application. If the
is rne lakh rupees or less,
e ir; Rs.1000/-.

Llundred only) or Rs. 1,000/- (Rupee s one thousand only) as t
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneo
prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filinga
amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied
fees as Rs.2OO / - and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fe

cilTi. 2

In respect of cases other than these rtentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved
by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Curtoms Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Trit,unal at the following
address

(.) 4 copies of the Application for Revisior.r

&fur

borffia-mqdbordr<r@i31rrrrfqss-rdrd16+S
qr{@odfrftqq 1962 o1r{r{r 129 g (1) }errffiS.q.-a
i*cr{w., ardrcilrE{ffifu tqror.yfi -dsf V+{ur}-fiqaffi BiqAq-iorffie

Customs, Dxcise
Tribunal, West Zo

& Service Tax Appellate
nal Bencho-{uT,q'fffid-fqfl6
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2"d Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-38O O16

frqr{-ffidUftqq, 1e62 oluRr 12e g (6) tqft{,S{r{o-cifUfr{q, 1962 sftur*I 12e

qtrl&i,rrfi-{@
Under Section 129 A (6) ofthe Customs Acl, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) oI

the Customs Act, 1,962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

a;qq@.
where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any olficer o

Customs in the case to which the appeal relsttes is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand

rupees;

iF-c! ;qi-{6snTqg

f

fficer oI

levied by any oflicer oI

nst this order shall lic before the Tribunal on payment ol 10% of lhc dutl
re duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone

iro

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

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

exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

aqq"rfl -rrqFcqfu fu f,dtd;fi rtqrww.

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty

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

thousand rupees

{€.qra{fi fr 
'flgeiftmrlT&.-sTqt, qjtqg{@b 1o?,

srdT-6Tiq{ ,qEr$4qr$@\q-{sB{r{te,qr{s& l oY"

q6Til-{f,a6Bdrcie,qm-d{ErsTqn

appeal agai
anded whe
dispute.

ffiftrs{+t$rfl 12s ($ }srdrlds{MffisqerqrqTq-+fi-3r+fiq{- (o)

+o@orquffiCrrSs{ftfl : - srqql

(c{) orfi-cqr .

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appel 1a tc

Tribunal-

(a) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectrfication of mistake or for any other purpose; or

(b) for restoration of an appeal or an applicaticn shali be accompanied bv a fee of five

Hundred rupees.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

M/s Sun Pharmaceuticals Industries Ltd. SPARCL, Tandalja, Vadodara-

394OO 12 (hereinafter relerred to a s "the Appellant") h.rve filed the present

appeal in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 196!) against the OIO No.

KDL/ADC/DPB / 13 /2023-24, dated 26.O3.2024 (hereinalter referred to as the

"impugned order") passed by The Additional Commissioner of Customs,

Customs House, Kandla (hereinafter referred to as the ,,adjudicating authori!,/,).

2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the Appella:et, holders of IEC No.

0392072823, was importing various duty-free materials irL terms of Notification

No. 18/201S-Customs dated 01.04.2015 as amended by Notification No.

79/2017-Customs dated 13.1O.2017. Further, the Directorate General of

Revenue Intelligence (DGRI), Kolkata Zonal Unit, vide letter F. No.

DRI/KZUIMISC-]9 1IGSTl2019, dated 02.06.2020 informed that the 
"pp!llg;,. _

was involved in the import of various duty free gc,ods under A4vfice:' ' .' ',
Authorization scheme issued under Chapter 4 of t'Le Foreign Trade poliqy iEfF,: ,, .".'-''3 f' 1i'i ' '; '

20 15 2O), in contravention to the conditions imposed vide Notifrcati_a$ i$B:-:r', i , ..j1'

18/2015 Customs, dared O 1.O4.2015 as amended by Noti.lcatior- No. 79/2d12-

Customs dated 13.1O.2O17 and the appellant did not cromply with the ple-

import condition, as laid down in Customs Notification No. Z9 l2OlT, dated

13.10.2017. The notifications exempted certain goods f:om customs duties,

subject to conditions, including a pre-import condition introduced in
Notification No. 79 12077. The conclition no. (xii), inserte d in Notification no.

18/2015 Customs under Notification No. 79/2017, dated 13-10-2017, was

omitted vide Notification no. 01/2019-Customs dated 11.01.2019 issued by

central Board of Indirect Taxes and customs (CBIC). Hence, the period during

which the pre-import condition was mandatory for the irnporter to adhere to

was for the period 13.1O.2017 to 09.r)1.2019.

2.1 Further, during the investigation, it appeared that the appellant had

imported goods under Advance Authorizations at Kandla pcrt during the period

13.10.2017 to 10.01.2019 and wrongly availed IGST exemption by availing

benefit of Notification No. 7912O17-Customs, dated 13th October, 2OlZ in
respect of 1 1 Bills of Entry against 6 Advance Authorizations as per below

mentioned under:
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Advance

Authorisation

no,

Advance

Authorisation

Date

Sr.

No.

BoE No. Date

2;.O4.20176046704 19.04.2018 s r 04023361

23958952).04.2O178431636 12.t0.201_8 5104023362

04.o1.2018 96420 |to.12.2014 5to4052279 18 1394

12271660.+.01.201891A254a 10.12.2018 5104052274

30.06.20175104032846324990 10.05,20185

10.05.201851040640623.05.20186 6496692

10.05.201812.10.2014 5 104064067 44297 4 t

12490 t8o'7.06.20145104067798179268 16. 10.20 1 8B

25686607.06.20145to406779847927 4 16. t 0.20189

31. 10.20 I 810 8684 108

5 1040745 I':gaa?Ns
---. ,'?\

31. 10.2018rL.

Total

,
I
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Value IGST

135 1693 325091 .7

463464

193941

237344

70 130 I 168667 71

624699 t50244 .56

4791749 963828

269.14i1.4

55392.66

510407451 06.08.2018 32 14005 646470

0(i.08.2018 292 1a23 565200

1,96,98,456 40,39,O32

, it appeared that the appellant imported various duty free inputs

l

l

1:_

Jr
V1 e advance authorization as mentioned above, on thc strength ol the

subject notification and availed benefit of exemption from payment of IGST on

the goods so imported, leviable in terms of Sub-section (7) of Section 3 o[ the

customs Tariff Act, 1975, by deliberately suppressing the fact of non-

compliance of pre-import condition laid dcwn in the subject notification. Their

deliberate act of omission and/or commission by resorting to suppression of

material facts from the customs authority', appeared to havc resultcd in non-

payment of duty of Customs in the form of Integrated Goods & Service Tax

(IGST) to the extent of Rs.40,39,0321- wrrich appeared to be recoverable under

Section 28(41 of the customs Act, 1962, along with applicable interest, and also

appeared to attract provision of Section 111(o) of the Customs Act' 1962'

making the goods liable for confiscation and the company liable to penalty

under Section 114A & Section 1 12 (a) of Act ibid.

2.2Further,theappellanthadpaidtheIGSTamountofRs.2S,19,lSl.32/

alongwith interest of Rs.15,2 1,4gl.5ll- vide TR-6 Challan No 42' dated

o4.o5.2}22 in pursuance of directives received from DRI Kolkata vidc lcttcr

DRI I I<ZU I CF I INT-12 I 2O2O I 4182, dated 1 1.1 )'.2O2O against the import made

vide bitt of entries as mentioned in Table-I above'

2.3 Further, after the completion of investigation, the appellant was issued

Show Cause Notice asking them as to why:

NL
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a) Duty of Customs amounting to Rs 40,390321- it the form of IGST

savcci should not be demanded and recovered from them under section

2814) of the customs Act, 1962 read with the pr.visions of Section

1a3(3) of the customs Act, 1962 along with interest r.nder section 2gAA

of the Customs Act, 1962.

b) Subject goods having assessable value of Rs. 1,96,9g,456/_ imported

through Kandla Port vide 11 Bills of Entry under the subject Advance

Authorizations should not be held 1iable for confiscarion under Section

I 1 1(o) of the Cusroms Act, 1962;

c) Penalties should not be imposed upon them unrler Section 1i2(a)

and 1 144' of the Customs Act, 1962

d) Bonds executed by them at the time of import should not be

enforccd in terms of Section 143(3) of the Custotns Act, 1962 for

recovery of dues. .'1 ', ;

3. Thereafter, the Show Cause Notice was adjudicatect by the aa;udicqd$.; i
authoritv vide the impugned order, wherein the adjudi,:ating authopjly 6;d.i
passed the order as der.ailed below:

(i) He confirmed the Customs duty amounting to Rs.40, 39,032 / - in
the form ol IGST saved in course of imports ,:f the goods through

Kandla Port vide Eleven Bills of Entry under the cover of 6 Advance

Authorizations under Section 28(41 of the Customs Act, 1962 read

with the provisions of Section 1a3(3) of the Customs Act, 1962

which provides for recovery of the Customr: duty and interest

thereupon by way of enforcement of the Bonds executed by them at

the time of import.

He appropriated the IGST amount of Rs 28,19,151.32/- patd.

vide TR-6 Challan No. 42, dated 04.O5.2O22.

(ii) He ordered to recover interest at the applicable rate on the amount

of Customs duty of Rs.40,39,032/- under S,ection 2gAA of the

Customs Act, 1962 and appropriated the interest amount of
Rs. 15,21,43 1.51/- paid vide TR-6 Challan No. 42, dated

04.o5.2022.

(iii) He confiscated the subject goods having zrssessable value of

Rs. 1,96,98,.156/ -, imported through Kandla port under Section

1 1 1(o) of the Customs Act, 1962 for non-fulfillment of ,pre_import,

condition as enshrined in Customs Notifica tion No. 1g/ 20 l5_

Page l6
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Customs dated 01 .04.20 15, as amended by Notification No.

79 I 2Ol7 -Customs dated 13.l(r.2OI7 .

As regards the goods were not physically available for

confiscation, he imposed the redemption fine oi Rs-20,00,000/ -

(Rupees Twenty lakhs only) in lieu of confiscation under Section

125 of the Customs Acl, 1962.

(i") He imposed the penalty equal to duty confirmed at (i) above pius

interest thereon, under Section 114,q of the Customs Act, 1962. lf

the duty and interest as confirmed above is paid within 30 days of

communication of this order, the amount of penalty imposed would

be 25ok of the duty and interest as per the first proviso to Section

114A ibid subject to the condition that the amount of penalty so

determined is also paid within said period of 3O days.

(v) He refrained from imposing penalty under Section i 12(a) the

Customs Act, 1962.

E

tv

He enforced the Bond in terms of Section 143(3) of the Customs

Act, 1962 executed by the appellant at the time of import, for the

recovery of Customs duty, interest and penalty/fine.

That the imports were correctly made under Advance Authorization,

satisfying a1l terms of the exemption and the impugned order wrongly

concludes that the appellant availed exemption under Notification No'

18/201S-Cus without complying with the pre-import condition.

That DGFT Public Notice No. 52l2015-20 dated 18.01.2019 clarilied that

pre-import condition applies only to certain items (e.g., gold), not

pharmaceutical products like those i:nported by the appellant.

That the impugned order incorrectly relies on CBIC Circular No.3/2O19-

Cus dated 16.01 .2O 19, which was later clarified by CBIC Circular No'

14l2Ol9-Cus dated 03.06.2O l9-confirming that no recovery is to be

made if goods are used for manufacture and export'

That the impugned order erroneously demands IGST despite thc imports

being used for export production, wlrich fulfills the essential condition for

exemption under Advance Authorization.

J

Page 7

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

present appeal and mainly contended the following:
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That the Adjudicating Authority failed to provide an adequate opportunity

for the appellant to rebut the allegations or respond to evidence relied

upon.

That since final products were exported under bond/LUT, there is no

revenue loss to the Government, reinforcing the eligibiiity of the

exemption and the benefit of exemption cannot be denied for a mere

procedural lapse or incorrect interpretation of a condition (pre-import),

especially when substantive conditions (export obligation) were met.

They have relied upon the various case laws, few of ',r.hich are as under:

a. Bharti Airtel Ltd. u. CC, Banqalore 2027 (378) E.L.'f.21 (Tri.-Bangt.. 
.7,,)

b. Sika India Put. Ltd. u. CC, Bangalore 2O2O (373\ E.L.T. 166 [ri.-Bang)- '.

PERSONAL HEARING

5.1 Further, due to change in appellate authority, a fresh PH was provide to

the appellant to which Ms. Madhur Azad, Advocate, att.ended the personal

hearing on 06.05.2025 in virtual mo<le on behalf of the app,:llant. She reiterated

thc submissions and also filed a writren submission dated Cr6.05.2025.

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS

6. I have gone through the appeal memorandum fi1el by the appellant,

rccords of the case and submissions made during personal hearing. The main

contention in the appeal is that there shall be no reco'uery of IGST as the

appellant had imported the goods under Advance authorization scheme which

are used for export purpose. Therefore, the main issues to be decided in present

appeal are whether the impugned order coniirming the IGSI| along with interest

undt-'r Section 28(1) and Section 28,4A respectively of the Customs Act, 1962,

conliscating the subject goods under Section 1 1 1(o) of the Customs Act, 1962,

]-t
Page l8

5. Shri Shobhit Jain and Ms. Madhur Azad, both Ad1'ocates, attended the

personal hearing on 18.03.2025 on behalf of the Appellan,-. They reiterated the

submission made in the appeal memorandum and vide the:.r written submission

stated that the impugned order is unsustainable as appelllnt compiied with all

conditions, including using importe<l inputs to manufacttLre taxable goods for

export. The Advance Authorizations qualify for ciubbing, negating the alleged

prc-import violation. The case is revenue neutral, and no :nterest or penalt5r is

leviable as per t}:.e Mahindra & Ma.hindra judgment upheld by the Supreme

Court. The demand is time-barred, zrnd redemption fine is not applicable since

the goods were lawfully cleared and are no longer available :or conliscation.
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imposing redemption fine under Section 125 ol the Customs AcL, )962,

imposing penalty under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962 and enforcing

the Bond in terms of Section 1a3(3) of the Customs Act, 7962 in the facts and

circumstances ofthe case, is 1egal and proper or otherwise.

6. 1 Before going into the merits of the case, I find that as pcr CA I

Form of the Appellant, the present appeal has been filed on 16.05.2024 against

the impugned order dated 26.03.2024 which is within the statutory time limit of

60 days prescribed under Section 128(i) of the Customs Act, 1962. As the

appeal has been frled within the stipulated time-limit, it has been admitted and

being taken up for disposal in terms of Section 128A of the Customs AcL, 1962

6.2 It is observed that the appellant has contended that they had

substantively complied with the pre-import condition, as the imported inputs

were used in the manufacture of taxable goods which were physically exported,

thereby fulfilling the core intent of the conclition - to avoid double bencfits and

they emphasi ze that the situation is revenue neutral, as any IGST paid would

have been claimable as ITC or refund. In this regard, it is observed from the

Para 15.3 to 18.2 of the impugned order that the appellant, at most instances,

"had made the exports uide different Shipping Bills before imporling ana rou)

mateial against the said Aduttnce Authoiscttion. This clearly proues that in order

to effect exports, tle importer had proanred required ratu mateial from domestic

market and as and when the dutg free mateials tuere imported, such duty free

mateial was used as replenishment against the dutg paid domestically proanred

mateial/ inputs. It is crystal clear that the imparler uiolated pre-import condition

and did not phgsically incorporate the duty free imported mateiql in the export

good{.

' Further, I rely on the Hon'ble Supreme Court Judgment in the case of

Union of India vs. Cosmo Films Ltd., 2O23-VLL'47 -SC, upheld the v:rliditv of

the pre-lmport condition for availing IGST exemption under Advancc

Authorisation as per Notification No. 79 l2Ol7 -Cus, dated 13.10.2017 u'hercin

The Hon'ble Supreme Court reversed the Gujarat High Court's

decision in Maxim Tubes Compony Put. /-td., which had declared thc

pre-import condition unconstitu-'ionai.

The Hon'lcle Supreme Court held that the pre-import condition is a

valid and reasonable restriction to prevent misuse (i.e ., double

benelit of IGST exemption on import and IGST refund on export).

The Hon'ble Supreme Court ruled that exporters cannot clzrim

exemption under Advance Authorisation, if inputs wcre not importcd

before export - 
i.e., back-to-back imports after fultiliing exPort

obligation are not permitted under the pre-import regime.

Page l9
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In view of the above, I am of the considered vierv that IGST saved in
course of imports of the goods through Kandla port vide 1 I Bills of Entry under
the cover of 6 Advance Authorizations under Section 2\(z-l of the customs Act,

1962 read r,r,ith the provisions of Section 143(3) of the Oustoms Act, 1962 as

confirmcd vide impugned order is legally sustainable, since the impugned order

clarifies that the goods imported, under Advance authorization and claiming the

exemption benefit of the subject notification, 'i/ere not used in the dedicated

exports and the appellant have misused the imported gooc s as replenishment of
thc goods procured lrom the domestic market, thus violating the pre-import

conditions. Therefore, the contention of the appellant is liable to be rejected.

6.3 Further, regarding the levy of interest under section 28AA of the customs
Act, 1962, conllscation of the subject goods under Section 111(o) of the

Customs Acl, 7962, imposition of redemption fine under Section 12S of the

Cusloms AcL, 1962, rmposition of penalty under Section 114A of the Customs

Act, 1962, the appellant has relied on the decision of the l{on,ble Bombay High

Court in Mahindra & Mahindra Vs. UOI - 2O22-V|L-69O-BOM-CU and

Judgment cited by Hon'ble Bombay High Court in the casr: of A.R. Sulphonates

vs. Union of India & Ors, 2025 (4) TI\{t 578.

Irr this regard, I have peruseci thc aforesaid judgme nts and the relevarrt ,,
para of thc Hon'ble Bombay High Court in the case of A .R. Sulphona vs.

Union of India & Ors is reproduced as below

7O. In our uieut, for all the reasons stated hereinaboue, tlrc impugned
Order, to the extent that it levies interest and pert4 is u.tithout
the authorita of laut and is llable to quashed. and set aside

71. As far as Circular No. 16/ 2o23-Customs dated ,.7 th Julle, 2O23 is
concerned, il seeks to recouer interest along with I<)ST. The releuant
part of the said Ciranlar reads as under:-

"(a):- for the releuant imports that could not meet the said pre_import
condition and are hence required to pag IGST and. C<tmpensation Cess
to that extent, the importer (not limited to the r,zspond_ents) may
approach the concerned ossessment AZRIL Og, 2Ot'S S.R.JOSHI 13_

rup-l9366-2024-judgement.doc group at the pOI uittx releuant details
for purposes of pagment of the tax and cess alon1y u.tith applicable
interest."

72. In our uieut, for all the reasons stated herein aboue. the said
Circular, to the extent that it seeks to recouer interest, is bad in

:.'\
I

'r.

law.

\-\
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73. As far as redemption fine imposed by the impugned Order is

concerned, tlv same is demanded in lieu of confiscation of goods

under Section 111(o) o/ tlrc Customs Act. As per Section lll(o) of the

Customs Act, the goods shall be liable for confiscation in the euent the

condition subject to which the goocls are exempted from duty is not

obserued. As already held by us on the bosis of the Judgement of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case o/ Oricnt Irabncs

Limited (supra) Section 3 (12) of the Toriff Act, afier its amendment by

Finance (No.2) Act, 2024, dated 16 lh Augus| 2024, makes applicable

the prouisions relating to interest, offences and penalties o/ rhe Customs

Act to the Tariff Act. As already held by us, Section 3 (12) of the TaiJf

Act, as amended, is applicable onlg afier 16 th August,2024 and is not

applicable to the present case. Accordingly, in the present case, no

confiscation could haae been imposed.

74. Flrther, the Joint Director General of Foreign Trade, by T'rade

Notice No. 7 of 2O23-24 dated 8 th Julg, 2023 clarified that all imports

made under tlrc Aduance Authoriz,ation Scheme on or afier 13 th
October, 2O17 and APRIL 09, 2025 S.R.JOSHI 13'wp-19366-2024-

judgement.doc upto and inctuding 9th January, 2019, tuhich could not

meet the pre-import condition, maA be regulaized bg making paAments

as prescibed in the Customs Ciranlor No. 16/ 2023 - Customs dated 7

th June, 2023. For this reason also, no confiscatlon co,n be done nor

anu rede n fine can be imoosed.

75. Further, in the present case, once the Petitioner poAs the IGST' it

would amount to the Petitioner not hauing auailed the benefit of the

exemption and the issue uould be regularized. Therefore, the

prouisions of Section 1 1 1 (d of tLe Customs Act tttill not be attracted

aa( nsequently, no fine and Penalta utould be recouerable from ths

tioner.

t:

s/

G ew of the above, it is observed that the issue involved in the aforesaid

I

VT

judgments is identical in nature and squarely covers the present case as Lhcy

had also dealt with the recovery of interest, redemption line and penalty as in

the present case. In view of the same, the adjudicating authority shall examinc

the facts of the case and decide the issue on the basis of the aforesaid both the

Judgments of Hon'ble Bombay High Court.

7. In view of the discussions made above, I pass orders as detaile d below:

I uphold the impugned order to the extent of recovery of Customs duty

under Section 28$l ol the Customs AcL,7962.

I allow the appeal by way of remand to the adjudicating authority with

the direction to pass the fresh speaking order in light of the aforesaid

judgments to the extent of recovery of interest, confiscation of thc
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goods, and imposition of redemption fine and penaJty under various

provisions of Customs Act, 1962.

The appeal is disposed of in above terms.

L- )
)

F. Nos. s/4e-oelcusi KDL I 24-25,/*iJ\ Dated - 29.O5.2O25

Bv Reqistered Post A. D .

To,
M / s Sun Pharmaceuticals Industries Ltd.,
SPARCL, Tandalja,
Vadodara- 394OO12

Copv to: +

The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Custorrs House, Ahmedabad.

The Commissioner of Customs, Customs, Kandla.

The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Customs l{ouse, Kandla.

Guard File.
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