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Commissioner of Customs (Appeals),
Ahmedabad 4
I fa=i= DATE 10.07.2025
'L%'? afﬂ?rsrﬁ?'rm%ﬁrﬁ#. ERCCiED Order — In — Original B [
ARISING OUT OF ORDER-IN- 222/ADC/SRV/O&A/2024-25 ?\3&%\
L ORIGINAL NO. dated 09.01.2025 /é 3,
7 | srefier ster S A o femrw 10.07.2025"  jul JA® 1%
ORDER- IN-APPEAL ISSUED \* 53 Jy
ON: ' 1\\ '.*.,—-—’/:{""/
NV
o 1. Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai  ~ - .

g fteFat #1979 T 997 NAME
AND ADDRESS OF THE
APPELLANT:

Company)

Jain Dharamshala Building,
Marchipole, Ratanpole, |
Ahmedabad ‘

(Employee of M/s. Patel Madhavial Maganlal & ’

2. Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel |

Company)

Jain Dharamshala Building,

Marchipole, Ratanpole, |
Ahmedabad

(Employee of M/s. Patel Madhavial Maganlal & ’

3. MIs. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company |

(through Shri Hasmukhbhai H. Patel, Partner)

Jain Dharamshala Building,

Marchipole, Ratanpole, J
Ahmedabad
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This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the peréon to whom it is 'i
issued. '

ST amaE 1062 A T 129 A (1) (T ﬁ?ﬁfﬁﬁ)ﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂ%—ﬂrﬁﬁﬁ[
%mﬁ?ﬁmﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬁwaﬁﬂ%mﬁﬁmﬂw'w@ﬁmmmﬁ
afr & arfiE & 3 N ¥ siex T aia/ETw @t (T e, e e,
e fwTm) e A, A et A G SEET FEE A AR 2 '|

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 prefer a il
Revision Application to The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision |
Application), Ministry of Finance, (Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New i
Delhi within 3 months from the date of communication of the order.

fafafag grafeaa a@eer/Order relating to : 3 |

(3(

e ¥ &7 ¥ aFiaa Fg AL : B |

(a)

(&(

any goods imported on baggage “ P -._.I
mﬁmma@ﬁ?ﬁwﬁwwﬁﬁﬁmﬁaﬁmwwma
mmmwmmﬂmm%maﬁﬂwmﬁamﬂwwm
mﬂmwmﬁwﬁaﬁﬁm@wé’r. .

(b)

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into !ndia,—but which are not |
unloaded at 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. |

(T (

tﬂmﬂﬁaﬁﬁaﬂ,l%z%mxwmmmwfhﬁ%m{mm—ﬁ_]
sraTafY. |

(©)

Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules I
made thereunder.

memﬁwﬂﬁaﬁﬁemﬁma;ﬁﬁ_ﬁ?m—'_ﬁh

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 : |

mﬁmmw%mﬁvﬁmmm@%mﬁq: o L
|

()

a:-\iram,mo%mﬁ.ewl%mﬁmmma@??ﬂmﬁ}
m,ﬁﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁmﬁﬁwmﬁmm@mw. |

(a)

i o = P |
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. -

(®)

——— e A R S '

(b)

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documenté, if any_

Q)

gﬂﬁﬂw%ﬁt{aﬁaﬂﬁ::wﬁﬁ

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision. |

Wmﬁﬁmﬁ%ﬁq@ﬁm{ﬁaﬁm,1962m@aﬂfmﬁﬁaﬁiﬂ'ﬁaﬁﬁtﬁ{|
ey, zve, sradt iz faf wdt ¥ ofd F et araT & 3 7. 200/-(&9T; &1 &Y {rAAT £1000/-(FTCTF '
e AT ), e o AT, %mﬁuﬂwﬁ%mﬁmwﬁm.sﬁa’mﬁﬂuﬁﬁﬁ, i |
T SATST, FTAT T € i aﬂtmﬁ@aﬁﬂmﬁwaﬂﬂﬂnﬁq%mﬁazooi- A gl |
e T & s gy Ay i F §7 F %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 armended) 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/-. R |

- = - = ==
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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
Tribunal at the following address :

diwrqes, ¥ IR gk 9 #ar a7 | Customs, Excise & Service Tax |
afifers sfemoor, ofenft dsfig fis Appellate Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

gt wfoer, sgaTell waw, e freeme | 209 Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

T, HAHATLET, AgHRTET2-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad-380 016 |

5. | dvngew statm, 1962 41 awd 120 T (6) ¥ I, drmgew sfvfmw, 1962 # uwy |
129 ¢ (1) & aeft arfier ¥ are Rafofe g o 29 =1RRe-

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A

| gl) of the Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

() mamw&mwmmmmwwmmm

AT AT dT F @ 91T @19 TY AT I F9 8r a7 UF I w9T.

(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;

@) aﬁaﬁmﬁamﬁﬂmﬁ%ﬁﬁmaﬁﬂmﬂmwmaﬂtmw

mwé@ﬁwqﬁmmﬁaﬁw@ﬁﬁmmqﬂm%ma@iﬁ;

99 g ®9Y

(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 ;

() aﬁw%maﬁmwmﬁﬂ‘mgffhﬁﬁmmaﬁmﬂmaﬁnwwaﬁtww

ST AT ¥ f W UET 919 w9 & #fdw g an; 9 g evw.

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

i (¢) | of Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, i
ten thousand rupees |

() | =7 a4 F fAwg afieor & ams, 706 70 97 F %10 AT FTA GT, TET §oF AT 9% U 23 faare &

&, AT 3T & %10 F&T F44 92, TET Faer &% faamg # &, sfter vy st |

f (d) | An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of the
duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where
penalty alone is in dispute. ‘

“ 6. | e sifafas Y arr 129 (@) F st srfier wfror F we R ¥AF awT - (%) OF A2 F |
e st i g ¥ forg am Rreft sy srftorer 3 forg favg g ardier : - araam () ardier am et |

Wﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁqwm%mmmmﬂﬂﬁﬁméﬁmﬁq

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appellate

Tribunal-

(a) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or for any other |

purpose; or

(b) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of

five Hundred rupees.

|
1
|
|
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ORDER IN APPEAL

M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company [Noticee No 4] and
its two employees Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai [Noticee No 5] and Shri
Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel [Noticee No 6],[referred to as 3 Appellants] have filed
appeals against O-1-O No. 222/ADC/SRV/O&A/2024-25 dated 09.01.2025 (hereinafter
referred to as ‘impugned order’) passed by Additional Commissioner of Customs,
Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as the ‘adjudicating authority’) against penalty
imposed under Section 112 (b) and 117 of Customs Act 1962.

2. Facts of the case in brief are that acting on specific intelligence that
certain individuals associated with various Angadiya firms, arriving from Mumbai
aboard the Saurashtra Mail train (No. 22945), might be carrying smuggled gold and
other contraband/high-value goods, officers of the Directorate of Revenue Intelligence
(DRI) conducted surveillance and intercepted 15 passengers in the 'Pick-Up" area
outside the Railway Station at approximately 04:50 hrs. on 07.06.2023. These
passengers were found carrying multiple bags and, upon inquiry, stated that they were
working for different Angadiya firms. Considering the volume of baggage and for
operational safety, the officers, with the consent of the passengers, escorted them to
the DRI Ahmedabad Zonal Unit office for detailed examination of their belongings. The
entire proceedings were recorded in the presence of independent panchas, and a
Panchnama dated 07.06.2023 was drawn accordingly. The examination of the
baggage was carried out separately in different rooms under respective Panchnamas
of the same date. During the examination of the baggage belonging to two passengers,
namely Shri Patel Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai (resident of 7/9C, Brahmanvas, Balol,
Mehsana, Gujarat) and Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel (resident of A-31, Swami
Vivekanand Nagar, Patan Road, Unjha, Mehsana, Gujarat — 384170), both stated to
be employees of M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company (Angadia firm), the officers
discovered various parcels in their bags. Each parcel was individually opened,
examined, and an inventory of all the goods was meticulously prepared. Upon
completion of the examination, certain parcels were found tc contain gold, which
appeared to be of foreign origin. As the individuals were unable to produce any
documents to establish legitimate import of the said goods, the goods in question were
reasonably believed to be smuggled, and proceedings were initiated accordingly.

2.1 The details of said gold, as identified vide the markings on the gold and .. -
labels of the parcels are given in Table- of the impugned O--C dated 09-01-2025 ash '
LAY
under:- {57
TABLE- &\
I, <\ N
S. | Description as mentioned on Weight Sender Addressed to T Paa
No. packet _ _[ _
1 2 Yellow colour bars (Without | 3286.160g Kalamandir, Auro Metal Refinery
markings) ms (as per | Surat Pvt. Ltd, Suruchi

XT\/ Page 4 of 19
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_’ packing House 10,44,
‘ list) Parimal Soc B/H
Docter House Ellis
‘ Bridge,
| Ahmedabad.
[ 8 Yellow colour Bars having 100gms Jainam Nevil Soni ,
: markings Argor Heraeus SA each Ahmedabd
2 Switzerland 100 g, Melter
Assayer 999.0 followed by
serial number (The serial
‘ number is partially scratched)
' ' 8 Yellow colour Bars having 100gms Jainam Nevil Soni ,
| markings sam 100 g Gold, each Ahmedabd
3 999.0 followed by serial
number (The serial number is
partially scratched)
2 Yellow Colour Bars having 100gms Jainam Nevil Soni ,
markings valcambi Suisse each Ahmedabd
4 100g gold 899.0 followed by
serial number (The serial
number is partially scratched)
1 Yellow colour Bar having 100 gms Jainam Nevil Soni ,
markings UBS 100 g gold Ahmedabd
5 999.0 Switzerland Melter
Assayer followed by serial
number (The serial number is
= partially scratched)
1 Yellow colour bar having 100 gms Jainam Nevil Soni ,
markings PAMP MMTC 100g Ahmedabd
6 GOLD 999.0 Melter Assayer
followed by serial number (The
serial number is partially
| scratched)
489.480 Pradeep bhai, | Abhishek bhai,
gms as per | Solanki 1328, Mandui Ni
1 Yellow Colour Bar (Without voucher Jewellers Pole Matawalo
’ markings) of irregular shape khancho Hari
kishandas sheth Ni
Pole, Astodia,
Ahmedabad
262.009 Gemcraft , Dhanlaxmi Chain,
gms as Mumbai Jitu Bhai, C.G
mentioned | Contact No. Road, Ahmedabad
3 Yellow colour Piece (Without | o the 8819790002 g;’g”éi"g‘g’;‘gg
8 markings) concealed in Indian r%aaﬁeir?gl
Currency of irregular shape indian
Currency
j value Rs
22750/-
1 (100 Damodar as Jaykumar
gms) and 1 | Jewellers, Labhchandra
(50 gms) Alkapuri Mandalia, 120,
. ; as per Arcade, R.C. | Zaveri Chambers,
9 | 2 Yellow colour Bars 'RRG invoice Dutt Road, Ratan Pole, Manek
Vadodara- Chowk,
390005 Ahmedabad-
380001
2. 100 gms Damodardas | Pramukh Jewellers, |
¢ 8 as per Jewellers, 1139-A,
oaed , \ invoice Alkapuri Pagathiyawalo
10 | 1 Yellow colour Bar 'RRG Arcade, R.C. | Khancho, Devji
Dutt Road, Saraiyani pole,
i A Manek Chowk,
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Vadodara- | Ahmedabad-
390005, 380001
100 gms Damodardas | RBZ Jewllers Pvt |
as per Jewellers, Ltd, Block D, |
invoice Alkapuri Ondeal Retail Park, |
11 | 1 Yellow colour Bar ‘RRG' Arcade, R.C. | Nr Rajpath Club, ‘
Dutt Road, SG Highway, '
Vadodara- Ahmedabad - |
390005, 380054 .
100 gms | RB Shilp Jewellers |
12 | 1 Yellow colour Bar 'JDR' a8 pel -
markings |
on the gold Tl =
781gms | LaxmiGold  Gujarat Gold Centre l
as per the ‘
5 Yellow colour pieces of _S"P_ found
13 | irregular shape along with inside the ‘
Indian Currency parcel.
Indian
Currency !
Rs. 1100/- . = " |
14 1 Yellow colour piece of Not found | Kalamandir, \fura Metal Refinery |
| irregular shape Surat Pvt Ltd My

* The Indian origin gold was also detained due to the non-availability of any

accompanying document viz. invoice etc. with the passengers.

The officers placed the said goods under detention for further investigation, on the
reasonable belief that these goods were liable for confiscation under the provisions of
the Customs Act, 1962.

2.1 During the course of investigation, Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel, Partner of
M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, voluntarily appearzd before the Senior
Intelligence Officer, DRI, Ahmedabad Zonal Unit on 15.06.2023, and his statement was
recorded on the same day. In his statement, Shri Patel stated that M/s Patel Madhavlal
Maganlal & Company is a partnership firm established in 1974, located at Jain
Dharamshala Building, Marchipole, Ratanpole, Ahmedabad, and is engaged in the
Angadia (courier) business. The firm specializes in the courer of various goods,
including precious and valuable items, documents, gems and jewellery, diamonds, etc.,
from one location to another as specified by the sender. For these services, the firm
charges GST at the applicable rate of 18% in accordance with the CGST Rules and
Regulations. He further stated that the firm's pickup vehicles also visit customers'
offices to collect parcels. In most cases involving precious items, the parcels are sealed
by the sender before being handed over, and the firm relies on the description provided
on the parcel by the sender. The freight is charged based on the value declared by the
sender. Upon accepting a sealed parcel for delivery, the firm issues a receipt which
contains printed terms and conditions, including a specific clause stating that prohibited
papers, chits, offending goods, or items banned by the Government for transportation

are not accepted, and if any such items are found inside the percel, responsibility lies

-l
4

\/
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solely with the sender. He clarified that in cases involving cash, if the amount is later
found to be unaccounted, the firm shall not be held liable, and it would again be the
responsibility of the sender. The firm generally insists on obtaining invoices or delivery
challans from customers; however, many customers inform that the same is either
enclosed inside the parcel or affixed outside. The delivery of parcels is done either at
the customer’s premises or, in urgent situations, customers collect them directly from
the firm's destination branch office. The firm does not accept parcels containing foreign
currency or gold of foreign origin in bar or any other form. However, there may be
Instances where customers intentionally mis-declare the description and nature of
goods in sealed parcels without informing the firm, and such mis-declaration is beyond
the firm's knowledge or control. He also confirmed that Noticee No. 4 (the firm)
possesses a valid GST registration and PAN issued by the Income Tax Department,
and maintains its business books of account in compliance with applicable laws

2.2 However, Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel, the proprietor of the Angadia firm M/s
Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, was unable to produce any documents related
to the gold bars listed at Serial Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 of Table-l, as the customers
(senders/recipients) had not provided any documentation at the time of dispatch. He
assured the investigating officers that he would once again contact the concerned
customers to obtain and submit the relevant documents pertaining to the
aforementioned gold bars. Pursuant to this, during the course of investigation, the
business premises of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels—identified by the Angadia firm as the
sender of the parcels listed at Serial Nos. 2 to 6 of Table-l and as per the labels on the
parcels—was searched under Panchnama dated 21.06.2023. The premises are
located at 51/53, Saas Bahu Plaza, 3rd Floor, 36A, Opposite Mangal Murti Temple,
Vithalwadi, Kalbadevi Road, Mumbai—400002. At the time of search, Shri Mahipal Jain
(father of Shri Jaiman Jain, proprietor of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels), and Shri Dashrath
Kumar, the firm’s principal employee, were present. Shri Mahipal Jain stated that his
son Shri Jaiman Jain is the proprietor of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels, which is engaged
in the business of gold bullion marketing and trading in gold jewellery. During the
search, in the presence of independent panchas, both Shri Mahipal Jain and Shri
Dashrath Kumar denied having handed over any parcels to any representative of M/s
Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company on 06.06.2023. To verify the claim, the officers
called Shri Dayabhai Babbaldas Patel, an employee of M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal
& Company, to the premises. In the presence of independent witnesses, Shri Dayabhai
Patel affirmed that he had personally collected two parcels from Shri Dashrath Kumar
on 06.06.2023 and also positively identified Shri Dashrath Kumar at the spot. Despite
this identification, Shri Dashrath Kumar continued to deny having handed over any
parcel to any person from the Angadia firm.

| 2.3 The residential premises of Shri Nevil Soni, the intended recipient of the
parcels as per records of the Angadia firm, located at BH-1A, 234, Apna Nagar, Near

Ambaji Temple, Gandhidham, Kutch 370201, were searched on 21.06.2023 under
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Panchnama of the same date. During the search, Shri Nevil Soni informed the officers
that he, along with his father Shri Kantilal Soni, is primarily engaged in the property
agency business. Subsequently, Shri Nevil Soni appeared before the Senior
Intelligence Officer, DRI, Ahmedabad Zonal Unit (Regional Unit -- Gandhidham), on
21.06.2023, in response to a summons issued to him. In his statement, he confirmed
that he uses mobile numbers 8758429797 and 8238979797 He further stated that M/s
R.K. & Company is a proprietorship firm, with his father Shri Kantilal Soni as the
proprietor, and that he, his father, and one Shri Balbhadra Singh (engaged as office
boy) are associated with the firm. He also stated that, in addition to property dealings,
the firm is involved in local trading of rough gold and silver, where "rough gold" (locally
referred to as ‘Rani gold’) is derived from melting old gold ornaments. He clarified that
their firm is not involved in any import or export activities. While acknowledging
awareness of M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, Angadia firm (with a branch
in Gandhidham), he categorically stated that they have never engaged in any business
transactions with the said Angadia firm and do not have contact details of any of its
personnel. He also denied having purchased any gold from Murnbai and claimed to
have no knowledge of any individual named Jainam. Shri Nevil Soni was shown
Annexure-B of the Panchnama dated 07.06.2023, which detailed the seizure of 20 gold
bars of foreign origin, weighing 2 kilograms in total, recovered from the baggage of M/s
Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, Ahmedabad. When confronted with the fact that
these gold bars were consigned in his name and were reportedly sent by an individual
named Jainam from Mumbai through the Angadia firm, Shri Newvil Soni denied any
knowledge of such a person and denied any business transactior with him. He further
affirmed that the said gold did not belong to him or his firm.

2.4 During investigation, on production of documents pertaining to their
Indian origin gold detained under Panchnama dated 07.06.2023, except the goods
mentioned at Sr. Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the above Table-l , were released to the
Angadia firm. The proceedings thereof were recorded unde- Panchnama dated
22.06.2023 in presence of independent panchas and Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel, the
representative of Angadia firm M/s Patel Madhavalal Maganalal & Company.

2.5 Thus, the seized goods (20 Gold Bars) without legitimate documents, as
detailed in below Table-II, were not released and continued under detention for further
investigation:-
TABLE- Il
S, | Parce | Item Description Details of Details of |
No. | INo. sende! | recipient
1 2 8 Yellow Colour Bars having markings Jainam,
Argor Heraeus SA Switzerland 100 g, 7715036590 Nevil Soni
Melter Assayer 999. Followed by serial / Abtrns dabaﬁ
no.(partially scratched) 8866820836 8238979797
2 3 8 Yellow colour Bars having markings 51/53, Vittal
| sam 100 g Gold, 999 followed Va% Saas | |
(AR
( s S
i | Yy S
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by Serial Number (The serial number is Bahu
partially scratched) Buiding,
3 4 2 Yellow Colour Bars having markings Third Floor,
Valcambi Suisse 100 g Gold 999 followed Kalba Devi
by serial number (The serial number is Mumbai
partially scratched)
4 5 1 Yellow Colour Bar having markings UBS

| - 100 g gold 999 Switzerland Melter Assayer
| followed by Serial number (The serial
}_ number is partially scratched)
5 .8 1 Yellow colour Bar having markings PAMP
‘ | MMTC 100 g Gold 999 Melter Assayer
followed by serial number (The serial
i number is partially scratched)

2:8 Shri Kartikey Vasantrai Soni, the Gold Assayer examined the detained
gold in presence of independent panchas and Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel under
Panchnamas dated 07.06.2023 & 22.06.2023, both drawn at DRI office situated at Unit
No. 15, Magnet Corporate Park, Near Sola Flyover, Behind Intas Corporate Building,
Thaltej, Ahmedabad. The Gold Assayer certified the purity of Gold, weight, rate of gold
for detained 20 Gold Bars vide his valuation report dated 18.09.2023. As per the
valuation report, the gold bars, total 20 in nos., are having Imported Markings, weigh
2000 grams or 2 kg in total, having 999 purity and are valued at Rs. 1,21,00,000/-. In
view of the same, the detained goods were placed under seizure on 05-10-2023 under
the provisions of Section 110 of Customs Act, 1962, under the reasonable belief that
the same were liable to confiscation under the provisions of Customs Act, 1962.

2.7 During the course of further investigation, the statement of Shri
Hasmukhbhai Patel, Partner of M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, was
recorded on 29.01.2024 under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962. During his
examination, he was shown the Panchnama dated 21.06.2023, wherein Shri Mahipal
Jain (father of Shri Jaiman Jain) and Shri Dashrath Kumar, an employee of M/s Shree
Jainam Jewels, had denied having handed over any gold to M/s Patel Madhavlal
Maganlal & Company on 06.06.2023. In response, Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel reaffirmed
that on 06.06.2023, Shri Dashrath Kumar had indeed booked a parcel with their firm
for delivery to Shri Nevil Soni, Ahmedabad, and that the said parcel contained the 2
Kgs of gold which was subsequently seized. He further stated that Shri Dayabhai
Babbaldas Patel, an employee of their firm, had personally collected the parcel from
Shri Dashrath Kumar at the premises of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels on the
aforementioned date. He also confirmed that a receipt was issued at the time of
booking, and a corresponding entry was made in the firm's booking register. Shri
T Hasmukhbhai Patel asserted that the claims made by Shri Mahipal Jain and Shri
S Ja (,3, », Dashrath Kumar, denying the handover of any parcel to their firm on 06.06.2023, were
alse and misleading.

"/ éhrt Hasmukhbhai Patel was shown the statement of Shri Nevil Soni dated 21.06.2023.
Upon being asked to specifically peruse Questions 7 and 10—which pertain to the

IS
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contact details of M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company and the 2 Kgs of foreign-
origin gold detained by DRI under Panchnama dated 07.06.2023—-he responded that
he had inquired with his office and found that parcels had previously been delivered by
their firm to Shri Nevil Soni as well. He further stated that the parcel detained under
Panchnama dated 07.06.2023 was wrapped with a paper label thet clearly mentioned
the sender as "Jainam" and the intended recipient as "Nevil Soni", along with their
respective phone numbers. On this basis, he asserted that Shri Nevil Soni's denial—
that he neither knew Jainam nor conducted business with the firm-—was untruthful. He
added that, as per information received from his staff, Shri Nevil Soni had come near
the DRI. Ahmedabad office on the morning of 07.06.2023 upon learning that his parcels
had been detained by the officers. He also stated that, in May or June 2023, two
additional parcels sent from Mumbai were delivered by their firm w0 Shri Nevil Soni in ‘
Ahmedabad, and that Shri Nevil Soni had personally collected those parcels from their
Ahmedabad office. Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel assured that he would submit
documentary proof of these earlier deliveries within three days, and accordingly, he has
submitted copies of the relevant receipts. Regarding the foreign-origin gold weighing 2
Kgs, he clarified that he had no knowledge of the source from which Shri Jaiman of M/s
Shree Jainam Jewels had procured the said gold. He em phasized that their firm merely
collected sealed parcels from the shop of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels, with the gold being
handed over in sealed plastic wrapping. He categorically stated that the ownership of
the gold lies either with M/s Shree Jainam Jewels, Mumbai, or with Shri Nevil Soni, and
not with his firm.

2.8 During the course of further investigation relating to the seizure of 2 Kgs
of gold valued at Rs. 1,21 100,000/-, summons dated 21.06.2023 and 27.05.2024 were
issued to Shri Jaiman Jain, Proprietor of M/s Shree Jainam Jewels, and Shri Dashrath
Kumar, an employee of the same firm. In response, Shri Jaiman Jain, through his letter
dated 22.06.2023, submitted that the summons issued on 21.06.2023 appeared to be
vague in nature, and requested permission for the presence of an advocate during the
recording of his statement. However, neither he nor Shri Dashrath Kumar appeared for
the scheduled statement proceedings on the specified date and time. Similarly, Shri
Nevil Soni, in response to the summons, sent an email to the official email 1D of DRI,
Ahmedabad Zonal Unit on 25.01.2024, stating that he was attending a training program
in Dubai at the time and would be unable to appear before DRI off cers until 27.02.2024.
He further requested that his earlier statement recorded on 21.06.2023 be treated as
his submission on record. However, it was noted that Shri Nev|l Soni did not appear
before DRI officers for further investigation up to the date of reporting. As the
investigation could not be completed within the stipulated period of six months from the
date of detention of the goods, the competent authority, in accordance with the first
proviso to Section 110(2) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended by the Finance Act,
2018), granted a six-month extension for issuance of the Show Cause Notice, vide
letter dated 01.12.2023.
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3. Thereafter, a Show Cause Notice 03.06.2024 was issued vide F. No.
VII1/10-82/DRI-AZU/O&A/HQ/2024-25 dated 03.06.2024 to following persons:-

l. Shri Jainam Jain, Proprietor of M/s. Jainam Jewels, 51/53, Saas Bahi Plaza,
3rd Floor, 36A, Opposite Mangal Murti Temple, Vithalwadi, Kalbadevi Road,
Mumbai-400002;

Il Shri Dashrath Kumar, C/o M/s. Jainam Jewels, 51/53, Saas Bahu Plaza, 3rd
Floor, 36A, Opposite Mangal Murti Tounch, Vithalwadi, Kalbadevi Road,
Mumbai- 400002:

1. Shri Nevil Soni, S/o Shri Kantilal Soni, A-234, Apna nagar, Nr. Ambaji Temple,
Gandhidham, Kutch-370201;

V. M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, Jain Dharamshala Buuilding,
Marchipole, Ratenpole, Ahmedabad, Gujarat;

V. Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai, residing at 7/90, Brahamanvas Balol,
Mehsana, Gujarat (employee of M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company)

and

VI. Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel, (employee of M/s. Patel Madhavlal

Maganlal & Company) residing at A-31, Swami Vivekanand Nagar, Patan
Road, Unjha, Mehsana, Gujarat — 384170;

by the Additional Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad to show cause as to why:-

a) The 20 gold bars having imported markings and weighing 2000 grams or 2 Kg
in total, having purity 999 and valued at Rs.1,21,00,000/-(Rupees One Crore
Twenty-One Lakhs Only) pertaining to M/s. Shri Jainam Jewels and Shri Nevil
Soni, Gandhidham placed under seizure vide seizure memo (DIN-
202310DDZ10000611838) dated 05.10.2023, should not be absolutely
confiscated under the provisions of Section 111(d), 111(), 111(I) and 111(m) of
the Customs Act, 1962.

b) Penalty should not be imposed on Shri Jainam Jain, Proprietor of M/s. Jainam
Jewels, 51/53, Saas Bahi Plaza, 3rd Floor, 36A, Opposite Mangal Murti Temple,
Vithalwadi, Kalbadevi Road, Mumbai-400002 under section 112 (a)/112
(b)/1170f the Customs Act, 1962;

c) Penalty should not be imposed on Shri Dashrath Kumar, C/o M/s. Jainam
Jewels, 51/563, Saas Bahu Plaza, 3rdFloor, 36A, Opposite Mangal Murti Tounch,
Vithalwadi, Kalbadevi Road, Mumbai-400002 under section 112 (a)y112
(b)/1170f the Customs Act, 1962;

d) Penalty should not be imposed on Shri Nevil Soni, S/o Shri Kantilal Soni, A-234,

Apna nagar, Nr. Ambaiji Temple, Gandhidham, Kutch-370201 under section 112

2\(@)/112 (b)/1170f the Customs Act, 1962:
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e) Penalty should not be imposed on M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal& Company,
Jain Dharamshala Buuilding, Marchipole, Ratenpole, Ahmedabad, Gujarat
under section 112 (a)/112 (b)/1170of the Customs Act, 1962;

f) Penalty should not be imposed on Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai, residing
at 7/90, Brahamanvas Balol, Mehsana, Gujarat(employee of M/s. Patel
Madhavlal Maganlal & Company)under section 112 (a)/112 (b)/1170f the
Customs Act, 1962;

g) Penalty should not be imposed on Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel,
(employee of M/s. Patel Madhavilal Maganlal & Company) residing at A-31,
Swami Patan Road, Unjha, Mehsana,
384170under section 112 (a)/112 (b)/1170f the Customs Act, 1962

Vivekanand Nagar, Gujarat —

4. M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company, [Noticee No 4 ] and its 2
employee Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai, [Noticee No 5 ] and Shri Ramanbhai
Kacharabhai Patel, [Noticee No 6 ] filed their Reply to the SCN datzd 03-06-2024, have
objected the SCN and proposed action against them for imposing penalty under
Section 112 and 117 of Customs Act 1962. Shri P. P. Jadeja, Consultant attended the
personal hearings allowed on 29.11.2024 on behalf of Angadia firm M/s Patel
Madhavlal Mahendrabhali
Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai K. Patel and reiterated written submissions with a

Maganlal & Company and their employees Shri
request to drop the penalties proposed in the SCN, qua Appellant and their both the
employees. However, vide O-1-O No. 222/ADC/SRV/O&A/2024-25, dated 09.01.2025
issued by the Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ahmedabad has
ordered absolute confiscation of seized gold and imposed penalty under Section 112(b)
and 117 of the Customs Act 1962 qua Appellant and their 2 emplcyees also, apart from
imposing penalty on sender of the gold and receiver of the seizzd gold, as shown in

the O-1-O against all the Noticee.

5. Being aggrieved with the impugned Order on absolute confiscation of
seized gold and imposed penalty under Section 112 (b) and 117 of the Customs Act
1962 qua Appellant and their 2 employees, the Appellant and th=ir 2 employees have

preferred their appeals on various ground as mentioned in the grounds of Appeals.

5.1 The O-1-O dated 09-01-2025 has imposed penalties as under:-
Noticee Penalty u/s | Penalty u/s | Total penalty Pre-deposit @ 7.5 |
112(b) of 1170of Act [2 +3=4] % of total penalty
Act Rs. u/s 129E of
Rs. Customs Act 1962
1 2 3 4 5
M/s Patel 200,000/~ | 25,000~ | 225,000/ 16,875/
Madhavlal
L Maganlal & il

A%
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Company, deposited vide TR-6 |
[Noticee No 4 ] challan No. 7479
- dated 30-01-2025/-
Shri | 50,000 | 10,000/- 60,000 4500/-
Mahendrabhai deposited vide TR-6
Shambhubhai, challan No. 7479
[Noticee No 5] dated 30-01-2025
Shri Ramanbhai 50,000 10,000/- 60,000 4500/-
Kacharabhai deposited vide TR-6
| Patel, [Noticee challan No. 7479
| No 6] dated 30-01-2025
' Total 3,00,000 45,000/- 3,45,000/- 25,875/-
‘ deposited vide TR-6
challan No. 7479
| dated 30-01-2025/- |

5.2 Since these 3 Appeals have been filed on 13.02.2025 against the
impugned O-1-O dated 09.01.2025, these Appeals are filed within time limit of 60 days
under Section 128 (1) of Customs Act 1962. The Appellant M/s Patel Madhavlal
Maganlal & Company have pre-deposited total amount of 25,875/- under Section 129E
of Customs Act 1962 on behalf of these 3 Appellants vide TR-6 challan No. 7479 dated
30-01-2025, they comply with the requirement of mandatory pre-deposit u/s 129E of
the Customs Act 1962. Hence, these 3 Appeals have been taken up for final disposal

by a common order.

PERSONAL HEARING

6. Personal hearing was held on 02.07.2025. Shri P. P. Jadeja, Consultant
and Practitioner appeared for PH. He reiterated submissions in Appeals, requested to
set aside penalties and to allow the appeals with consequential reliefs. in the interest

of justice.

DISCUSSIONS & FINDINGS:-

7. | have carefully gone through the Appeal Memorandum as well as records
of the case and submissions made on behalf of Appellants during hearing. The issues
to be decided in these 3 Appeals are whether the impugned Order passed by
adjudicating authority is proper or otherwise on question of absolute confiscation of the
seized gold and for imposing penalties under Section 112 (b) and Section 117 of the
Customs Act, 1962 on these 3 Appellants.

7.1 I find that this impugned O--O dated 09.01.2025 has ordered the
=\ "absolute confiscation” of the seized 20 gold bars weighing 2000 grams or 2 Kgs,
3 having purity 999 and totally valued,at Rs.1,21,00,000/-. The O-I-O has also imposed

I
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penalty under Section 112 (b) and other penalty under Section 117 of the Customs Act
1962. For imposing penalties under Section 112 (b) and 117 of Customs Act 1962
against these 3 Appellants, this O-1-O has given findings as under:-

“Para 22.5.16 | find that in present case, two employees namely Shri
Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel of M/s.
Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company (‘Aangadia Firm”) were intercepted by
the officers of DRI in the ‘Pick up’ area outside the Kalupur Railway Station,
Ahmedabad and on the examination of the baggage of the those two employees,
the officers of DRI found that certain parcels containing gold which appeared lo
be of foreign origin. | find that the employees of the Aangadia Firm could nol
produce any documents showing legitimate import of the said goods and these
goods appeared to be of the nature of smuggled goods. | find from the statement
of Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel, Partner in M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal &
Company recorded under section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962 on 15.06.2023,
that M/s. Patel Madhavial Maganlal & Company is specialized in courier services
of Precious and valuable goods, documents, Gems and Jewellery, Diamonds
etc. and the said parcels were carried by their employees Shri Mahendrabhai
Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel for delivery to concerned
recipients. Further, as discussed in foregoing paras, 20 Gold bars weighing 2000

- grams having foreign marking sent by Shri Jainam Jain of M/s. Jainam Jewels
were found to be smuggled Gold and found to be liable for confiscation under
Section 111 of the Customs Act, 1962.

22.5.17 | find that M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company and its
employees Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhati
Patel had concemned themselves into smuggling of Gold as they had taken up
to carry and deliver the said Gold without verifying the legitimate documents of
import of such foreign origin gold from respective senders. | find that Shri
Hasmukhbhai Patel, Partner in M/s. Patel Madhavial Maganlal & Company
admitted in his statement dated 15.06.2023 that they cannot accept the parcels
containing foreign origin gold for transport. The quoted texied is reproduced
below:-

“On being asked that which type of goods we may fransport in the
parcels, | state that any legitimate goods with proper Invoice can
be transported but we mainly accept parcels related fo precious and
valuable goods, documents, Gems and Jewellery, Diamonds. On
being specifically asked whether we can accept fcreign currency,
Foreign Origin gold, | state that we can not accept the parcels related
to foreign currency, Foreign origin gold in bars or any other form, but
sometimes it may be possible that the customer may mis declare the
correct description and nature of goods in the parce'.”

22518 | find from the statement of Shri Hasmukhbhai Patel that they failed in
their obligation to report the possession of foreign origin gold which are liable for
confiscation under Section 111 of the Customs Act, to raspective revenue
authorities. By indulging themselves in such acts of ommission and commission,
i.e. “any way concemned in carrying, removing, dep/ﬂmgf.ﬂ‘zfrbourfng, keeping,

ositi
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concealing, selling or purchasing, or in any other manner dealing with any goods
which he knows or has reason to believe are liable to confiscation under section
111,” they rendered them liable for penal action under Section 11 2(b) of the
Customs Act, 1962.

22.5.19 I find that the employees Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai and  Shri
Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel of M/s. Patel Madhavial Maganlal & Company
are well aware of their company’s work as well as nature of their own Jjob. They
have to deal with delivery of precious and valuable goods, documents, Jewellery,
diamonds, cash etc. They were supposed to know the documents required with
each type of goods mentioned above and the laws and rules governing their
possession, carrying, selling, purchasing etc., ignorance of law is no excuse. |
find that merely acting upon the directions of their employer M/s. Patel Madhavial
Maganlal & Company, was not expected from them however while receiving the
parcels containing smuggled Gold, they should have checked the documents of
legal purchase/import of the said smuggled Gold. | further find that both Shri
Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel had
concerned themselves in carrying of the smuggled goods i.e. said Gold Bars
which they know or have reasons to believe were liable to confiscation under
Section 111 of Custom Act, 1962.

22.5.20 | also find that Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai and Shri Ramanbhai
Kacharabhai Patel are liable for penalty under Section 117 of the Customs Act,
1962 as they have contravened the provisions of the Customs Act and failed to
comply with the provision of the Customs Act by not reporting to the concerned
authorities about the smuggled gold.”

7.2 It is seen from the case records that Appellant has contended the entire
case is made out qua Appellant and its 2 employee only on erroneous base. There is
no definite conclusion with evidence. This is on assumption or “suspicion”.
It is settled principle of law that suspicion, however, great it may be, it can
not take place of truth. In facts of this case, DRI investigation has not come
out with any contrary evidence against documents submitted by Appellants.

7:3 The Appellants have submitted that the impugned Order-in-Original
(O-1-0) has imposed penalties without properly and judiciously appreciating the
statements and documentary evidence placed on record by the Appellants, including
their reply to the Show Cause Notice dated 30.06.2024. Accordingly, the penalties
imposed under Section 112(b) of the Customs Act, 1962 are neither justified nor legally
sustainable in respect of the present Appellants. The Appellants have further
contended that, for a penalty under Section 112 (b) to be lawfully imposed, the
presence of mens rea (guilty intent), supported by positive and cogent evidence, is a
mandatory requirement. However, the impugned order dated 09.01.2025 does not
bring on record any such evidence establishing guilty knowledge or intent on the part
of the Appellants. It is relevant to note that the adjudicating authority has rightly
reframed from invoking Section 112 (a) of the Customs Act, thereby acknowledging the
a'béence of direct involvement in acts of smuggling or improper importation. The
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findings rendered in the O-I-O, in the absence of evidence proving mens rea, cannot
be the basis for sustaining a penalty under Section 112 (b). Furthermore, the
adjudicating authority has failed to duly consider the factuail matrix and the
documentary evidence submitted by the Appellants during the investigation, in their
reply to the Show Cause Notice, and in the present appeal proceedings. The Appellants
also submit that the documents produced in their defense should have been given due
credence, and ought to have been considered sufficient to absolve them from any penal
consequences. While the absolute confiscation of the gold bars which remain
unclaimed may be justified on legal grounds, the penalties imposed under Sections 112
(b) and 117 of the Custorns Act, in the absence of mens rea, aie unwarranted and
therefore deserve to be set aside.

7.4 The Appellant submits that Section 112 (b) of the Customs Act, 1962
clearly stipulates that a penalty may be imposed on any person who, by any act,
omission, or abetment, is concerned in carrying, removing, depositing, harbouring,
keeping, concealing, selling, purchasing, or in any manner dealing with goods which
he knows or has reason to believe are liable to confiscation under Section 111. This
statutory provision unequivocally establishes that penalty under Section 112 (b) can
only be imposed where there is a conscious or deliberate act, and where the person
knows or has reason to believe that the goods in question are liable to confiscation
under Section 111. In the present case, the Show Cause Notice merely proceeds on
assumptions, alleging that the Appellant was involved in transporting or dealing with
smuggled gold from Mumbai to Ahmedabad. However, the Appellant has categorically
clarified that their firm does not knowingly transport or deal wth any smuggled or
prohibited goods, and that the gold in question was handed over to them in a sealed
packet, with no disclosure or indication that the contents were srnuggled. There is no
evidence on record, either in the Show Cause Notice or as uncovered during the DRI
investigation, to suggest that the Appellant had any knowledge or reason to believe
that the said gold was of smuggled origin or liable to confiscation under Section 111.
There is also no material on record to establish any act, omission, or abetment by the
Appellant that would attract the provisions of Section 112 (b). Mere possession or
transportation of a sealed parcel absent any mens rea or culpable knowledge cannot
justify penal action under the said section. In the absence of eny credible evidence
establishing guilty knowledge, intent, or complicity, the penalty imposed under Section
112 (b) of the Customs Act, 1962 is legally unsustainable and deserves to be set aside
in its entirety.

7.5 In my considered view, the penalty imposed on the Appellants under
Section 112 (b) of the Customs Act, 1962 is not sustainable in the facts and
circumstances of the present case. Section 112 (b) provides for the imposition of
penalty on any person who acquires possession of, or is in any way concerned with
carrying, depositing, concealing, selling, purchagj_rlg_gifthemis;e dealing with goods,
< AW,
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knowing or having reason to believe that such goods are liable to confiscation under
Section 111 of the Act. The Order-in-Original (O-1-O) holds that the Appellants were
concerned with the transport or handling of smuggled gold, thereby attracting liability
under Section 112 (b). However, upon perusal of the investigation records, it is evident
that no direct evidence has been brought on record by the DRI beyond the seizure of
2 Kgs of gold and the statements of the Appellants to establish that the Appellants had
knowledge or reason to believe that the said gold was smuggled or liable to
confiscation. It is a settled legal principle that penalty under Section 112 (b), being
quasi-criminal in nature, requires proof of mens rea or conscious knowledge, and
cannot be imposed merely on assumptions or presumptions. From the available
records, there is nothing to indicate that the Appellants were aware that the seized gold
was smuggled into India or that it was liable to confiscation under Section 111. Their
statements are exculpatory and do not reveal any incriminating knowledge or
involvement. The evidentiary value of the materials on record is not sufficient to arrive
at a definite conclusion that the Appellants had knowingly and consciously dealt with
smuggled gold. The circumstantial evidence relied upon is not conclusive, and such
evidence cannot substitute for direct proof of culpable knowledge, which is essential to
attract penalty under Section 112 (b). It is also relevant to note that penalty has been
imposed solely under Section 112 (b), and not under Section 112 (a), reinforcing that
the allegation is not based on any direct act of improper import but on alleged
subsequent dealing. The essential ingredients of Section 1 12(b) notably mens rea have
not been established against the Appellants. Accordingly, | find force in the Appellants'
submission that, in the absence of positive and conclusive evidence to prove guilty
knowledge, the penalty imposed under Section 112 (b) is not justified. Therefore, the
penalty imposed against the three Appellants under Section 112 (b) of the Customs
Act, 1962, deserves to be set aside.

7.6 It is further observed that the impugned Order-in-Original has also
imposed penalty under Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962. However, Section 117
is a residual provision, applicable only in cases of contraventions where no express
penalty is elsewhere provided under the Act. The section stipulates that any person
who contravenes any provision of the Act, or abets such contravention, or fails to
comply with any provision of the Act with which it was his duty to comply, shall be liable
to a penalty not exceeding four lakh rupees, only where no specific penalty is otherwise
prescribed. In the present case, the Show Cause Notice dated 30.06.2024 and the
Order-in-Original dated 09.01.2025 have already invoked and imposed penalty under
Section 112 (b) of the Customs Act, which is a specific and express penal provision
applicable to the facts of this case. No distinct contravention, independent of what is
already covered under Section 112 (b), has been established to warrant a separate
penalty under Section 117. Moreover, the impugned order does not record any clear or

y .~ndependent finding justifying the invocation of Section 117 in addition to the penalty

s -'f‘-"‘imposed under Section 112 (b). In the absence of such a justification and given that

T
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Section 112 explicitly applies, the invocation of Section 117 is unwarranted.
Accordingly, | am of the considered view that the penalty imposed under Section 117
of the Customs Act, 1962, is not justified in the facts and circumstances of this case
and therefore deserves to be set aside.

8. In view of the above findings, | am of the considered opinion that the
impugned Order-in-Original No. 222/ADC/SRV/O&A/2024-25, cated 09.01.2025 is
liable to be modified to the extent that:

(1) Penalties imposed under Section 112 (b) and 117 of the Customs Act 1962 on
Appellants M/s Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company [Noticee No4]and
its two employees Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai [Noticee No 5] and Shri
Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel [Noticee No 6] are set aside.

(2) Remaining part of the impugned Order-in-Original dated 09-01-2025 is not
interfered, at this stage.

9. In view of the above, the Appeals filed by the 3 Appellants are allowed in
above terms, with-consequential reliefs, if any, in accordance with the law.
B o N
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=l AHMEDABAD, Date: 10.07.2025

By Registered Post A.D
To,

1.  Shri Mahendrabhai Shambhubhai]
(Employee of M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company)
Jain Dharamshala Building,
Marchipole, Ratanpole,
Ahmedabad

2. Shri Ramanbhai Kacharabhai Patel
(Employee of M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company)
Jain Dharamshala Building,
Marchipole, Ratanpole,
Ahmedabad

3. M/s. Patel Madhavlal Maganlal & Company]
(through Shri Hasmukhbhai H. Patel, Partner)
Jain Dharamshala Building,
Marchipole, Ratanpole,
Ahmedabad
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Copy to:

\J./f he Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Custom House, Ahmedabad.
2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ahmedabad.
3. The Additional Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad.
4 Guard File.
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