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of were also signed by Shri Pukhraj Padiyar. It is admitted fact that the appellant 

was aware that Shri Padiyar was no more partner in the firm. Thus, I find that the 

appellant was required to verify antecedent, correctness of 'Importer Exporter 

Code (IEC) number, identity of his client and functioning of his client at the declared 

address by using reliable, independent, authentic documents, data or information. It 

is also on record that when the search was conducted at another firm M/s 

Aayushrishi Multi Trade LLP premises 205, 2nd Floor, Kishor Niwas, Tripoliya bazaar, 

Jaipur on 27.12.2018 in a case that was booked by the DRI, Mumbai Zonal Unit in 

Mumbai. Shri 1-lemant Kumar Bhambi and Shri Dinesh Kumar Meghwanshi were shown 

partners of this firm. The office was found locked and the owner of the premises 

Shri Ashok Kedia said that the premises were taken on rent by the noticee no. 2 Shri 

Pukhraj Padiyar and no business activities was carried out at the premises from last 

six months. The address i.e. 205, 2nd Floor, Kishor Niwas, Tripoliya bazaar, Jaipur 

was incidentally the branch office of M/s Rishipusp Trading LLP also. This clearly 

indicates that the appellant had deliberately ignored this fact and had performed 

the import related activities at the behest of the Shri Pukhraj and abetted an act, 

which had rendered the impugned goods liable to confiscation under Section 111 (m) 

of the Act. I therefore hold that the appellant is liable for penal action under the 

provisions of Section 112 (a) (iii) of the Act. I further find that the facts as 

discussed above clearly indicate that appellant was knowingly and intentionally 

involved in fraudulent transaction of import by using the declaration, statement and 

document which are false and incorrect. Therefore, the appellant is also liable for 

penal action under section 114AA of the Act. 

7. 	In view of the above, I do not find any infirmity in the impugned order as far 

as the imposition of penalties upon the appellant is concerned. Accordingly, I reject 

the appeal filed by the appellant. 
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which is not the case in hand. Further, I find that though the investigation is carried 

out by the DRI in this case, still the value of the imported goods have been 

determined by the Additional Commissioner of Customs on the basis of the facts of 

the case. 

	

6.2 	I observe that the appellant has argued that in terms of Circular No. 7/97- 

Cus dated 31.03.1997, the case should have been adjudicated by the Commissioner of 

Customs when there is reduction in assessable value above Rs 50 lakhs. I find that 

the Circular dated 31.03.1997 was issued with reference to Circular No. 8/95-Cus., 

dated 23-1-1995, which clarified the position regarding adjudication of cases in 

accordance with the powers of adjudication at the relevant time. I find that the 

appellant himself has admittedly mentioned that the Act allows Additional 

Commissioner to adjudicate the case. Thus, I don't find any force in the contention 

put forth by the appellant. 

	

6.3 	The appellant has argued that DRI has no power to issue show cause notice 

under Section 124 of the Act and placed reliance on the judgment in the case of 

Navneet Kumar Vs UOI [2018(362) ELT 17 (Cal)]. I find that the said case had been 

reversed by the Hon'ble High Court vide judgment in the case of DG, DRI Vs Navneet 

Kumar [2020 (371) ELT 270(Cal)]. 

	

6.4 	I observe that the appellant has argued that there has been no pre notice 

consultation in the matter in terms of Notification No. 29/2018-Cus (NT) dated 

02.04.2018. I find that pre notice consultation is prescribed for the cases where 

duty has been evaded and proposed to be recovered with interest, which is not the 
instant case. Hence, no pre-notice consultation was required in this case. 

	

6.5 	I observe that the appellant has contested that his request for cross 

examination of Shri Hemant Kumar Bhambi (Partner), Shri Dinesh Kumar Meghwanshi 

(Partner) and Shri Pukhraj Padiyar was not considered by the adjudicating authority. 

I find that the allegations leveled against the appellant are based on his own 

statement dated 19.12.2018 and not based upon the statements of the persons, 

whose cross examination was sought for by him. From his statement dated 

19.12.2018, it is clear that all the works of M/s Rishipusp Trading LLP including fee 

payment of Custom clearance work and IGST payment were being done by Shri 

Pukhraj Padiyar and he had contacted the appellant for Custom clearance work, and 

the was also done by Shri Pukhraj Padiyar. Moreover, the KYC documents for the said 

firm was submitted to the appellant by Shri Pukhraj Padiyar and the KYC documents 
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(1) As regard statement of the appellant, the appellant was called 

telephonically on the same day and his statement were recorded by 
showing half documents and there were three related firms of the 
concerned persons and the appellant got confused with the details. 
The same could not be clarified subsequently due to non availability 
of the statements and all documents resumed by the investigation. 
However with the receipt of first Show Cause Notice under 
provisions of CBLR, the position was duly clarified. 

(2) The firm was found at the address, All the address of all the 
partners were found correct. None of them deposed anything 

against the appellant. In the end only the importers had been called 
upon as why goods needs not be confiscated. The consignment was 
handed over to employee under the written direction of the 
partners. 

(3) No basis made out in the entire Show Cause Notice of any 
knowledge of any mis-declaration whatsoever. Extended only the 
allegation of filing BoE without proper authorization whereas 
admittedly authorization is on record. No case made out that any of 
the documents so submitted by the appellant were forged or there 

was any discrepancies in the documents supplied by the importer 

and those filed by the appellant. The authorization was very much 
on record. No case made out of any knowledge or intention 
whatsoever. 

5. Personal hearing in the case was held on 13.08.2021 along with other appeals in 

similar case. Shri Arun Goyal, Advocate and Authorised Representative appeared on 

behalf of the appellants. He explained the cases in detail and reiterated the grounds 

of the appeal. Also submitted that in view of the Hon'ble Supreme Court's judgment 

dated 09.03.2021 in the case of Canon India, the SCN has been issued beyond the 

jurisdiction. 

6. I have gone through the facts of the case and submissions made by the 

appellant in their appeal memo, additional submissions and also the submissions put 

forth during personal hearing. I find that the moot question to be decided in the 

appeal is whether the appellant is liable for penalties under Section 112 (iii) and 

Section 114AA of the Act or not. 

6.1.1 At the onset, I observe that the appellant has contested that in case of M/s 

Cannon India Pvt Ltd Vs Commissioner of Customs, the Hon'ble Supreme Court has 

held that the officer of DPI are not proper officer to raise demand or issue Show 

Cause Notice under the Customs Act, 1962 and the act of issue of Show Cause 

Notice was held beyond jurisdiction. 

6.1.2 I find that the ratio of the judgment of the Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of 

Canon India Pvt. Ltd. (Supra) is not squarely applicable in the instant case as the case 

before the Hon'ble Court was related to Section 28(4) of the Customs Act, 1962, 
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law, subsequent confiscation cannot be termed in accordance with law and 
thus the impugned order deserves to be set aside. 

C. 	That the value of the goods involved and alleged declared in the matter 
was more than 50 lacs and hence the Additional Commissioner of Customs is 
not the proper authority to decide. the matter. Reference is drawn to CBEC 
Circular No. 23/2009-Cus., dated 1-9-2009. The said circular has not been 
rescinded or superseded by any other notification. Further in terms of Show 

Cause Notice as the declared value of the goods is alleged to be more than 50 
lakh, the proper officer in the matter is Commissioner of Customs as he alone 

can reduce the value for the payment of duty. Further as the goods are also 

liable to duty, therefore proper officer involving reassessment of goods 
alleged declared more than 50 Inas requires adjudication by the Commissioner 
of Customs and not by the Additional Commissioner of Customs, as done in 
impugned matter. Reliance is drawn to CBEC Circular no. 7/97-Cus., dated 31-
3-1997. Though the act allows Additional Commissioner to adjudicate the 
case, yet it has been observed that the Board issues suitable instruction to 
prevent overlapping and better distribution of work. It is wrong to presume 
that Additional Commissioner being also Commissioner of Customs under the 

Act can exercise powers beyond the circular issued by Board. The Board 
under Section 156 of the Customs Act, 1962 has to issue instruction under 
the Act for purpose of uniformity and overlapping of jurisdiction. Else the 
Additional Commissioner would be sanctioning prosecution and ordering arrest 
which is not the case. 	 • 

D. 	With all odds, none of the statements retracted or otherwise of the 
IEC holder or its employees admitted mis declaration or over valuation. None 

alleged any role. None of the statement of the appellant himself established 
any role warranting any imposition of penalty. The authorization to file 
documents for imports from the partner of LLP is on record. No discrepancies 
is noticed in any documents. None of the documents either way reflect any 
violation of Customs law. The valuation is not within the purview of the 
appellant as the CHA and the goods were never inspected before filing 
documents nor was expected to inspect. The learned Additional Commissioner 
and Adjudicating Authority had heavily relied upon the statement of the 
appellants / co accused recorded under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962. 

It may again be noted that the statements referred in the impugned order 
has been recorded by Senior Intelligence Officer, DRI, Jaipur who is not the 
Customs officer in view of Hon'ble Supreme Court ordered in M/s Cannon 

India Pvt Ltd. Only statements recorded by any gazette officer of Customs 

can be termed under Section 108. for this reasons too, the impugned Show 
Cause Notice and subsequent 0I0 fails. Since the entire proceedings were 

initiated by an authority who lacked the jurisdiction, applying the aforesaid 
decision of the Supreme Court, the order in original itself needs to be set 
aside. 

E. That the Show Cause Notice has been issued under Section 124 of the 
Customs Act, 1962 and none of the'provisions mentioned in the Show Cause 
Notice including provisions of Section 124 of the Customs Act, 1962 permit 

reassessment of the declared value and quantification of duty. The impugned 
Order has thus traversed beyond the Show Cause Notice and also the Show 
Cause Notice under Section 124 proposing reassessment of the value of goods 
is not permissible under law. 

F. Specific submissions- 
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establishing its bonaf ides and correct KYC verification and to establish that 
the allegations on the appellant are false both in respect to Regulation 11(d) 
(n), but the same was also never dealt with. 

L. It is alleged that there are no mines in Hong Kong does not make Hong 
Kong a place from where imports cannot be made. Hongkong being a FREE 

WORLD PORT is the easiest destination and has a very big market for all sort 
of goods. Hong Kong has specialized firms who procure rough natural stones 
from various countries having mines and thereafter sell them to various 
counties after sorting value wise. Admittedly the impugned consignments were 
consigned from HONG KONG and hence there is no impropriety in mention of 
Country of Origin as Hongkong. No offence appears to have been committed in 
reflecting the Country of Export as Country of Origin especially when no 
Country of Origin Rules has been promulgated under the Act for the 
commodity in question or for Hongkong. 

M. Penalty under Section 112(a)&(b)(iii) and 114AA of Customs Act, 1962 
not imposable the impugned appellant as the CB has not indulged in any 
transportation and also there is no mis-declaration of description of the 
goods. The valuation aspect being nqt in domain of the appellant. The alleged 
mis-declaration stands not proved and even if so the appellant cannot be 

blamed for things not known to him. Nothing has been placed on record that 

the appellant was in any manner aware of any mis-declaration or 
undervaluation and therefore also no cause to invoke any penal provisions on 
the appellant. There is not a single allegation that the appellant manipulated 
any documents. That there is no allegation or evidence on record that the 
appellant was aware of any undervaluation/ over valuation/ mis-declaration. 
There is not an allegation that the appellant in any manner abetted any act of 
the importer. There is no allegation that the appellant was in any way aware 

that any of the documents so presented before Customs in course of 

transaction of business of importer was forged or were not correct. There is 
no allegation that the appellant presented any false declaration which was not 
in consonance with the declaration of the importer. 

4. 	The appellant filed additional submissions as under- 

A. That Show cause Notice has been issued by DU. That the issue 
whether the officers of DRI are prbper officer and has jurisdiction to issue 
any notices under the Customs Act, 1962 was settled by the larger Bench of 
Hon'ble Supreme Court on 09 March, 2021 in case of M/s Cannon India Pvt Ltd 
Vs Commissioner of Customs. It has been held that the officer of MI are not 
proper officer to raise demand or issue Show Cause Notice under the Customs 

Act, 1962 and the act of issue of Show Cause Notice was held beyond 
jurisdiction. It was specifically held that the officers of DRI were never 

appointed officers of Customs under Section 6 of the Customs Act, 1962. The 
impugned appealed order has been passed in reference to the Show Cause 
Notice issued by DRI beyond jurisdiction and deserves to be set aside on this 
ground itself without going into merits. 

B. In the matter there has been no proper seizure, as no seizure order 
was passed in accordance to CBIC Instruction No. 01/2017-Cus. (F. No. 
591/04/2016-Cus. (AS)) dated 8.2.2017 stating that the Delhi High Court in a 
reasoned order has held that the Panch and statement by Ponchos (witness) 
cannot be taken to be an order passed by the proper Officer under Section 

110 of the Customs Act and in terms of the said position in all the future 
cases following may be adhered to. As the initial act is not in accordance with 

Page 6 of 10 



File No.GAPPIJCOM/CUSP/26/2021-APPEAL-0/o COMMR-CGST-APPL-JAIPUR 

1983 (12) ELT 322 (Mad) & M/s Delco Precitone Jewellers (P) Ltd Vs 
Commissioner-2000 (124) ELT 1105 (Tri) and upteem others. 

C. 	The LAA failed to appreciate following provisions of law in real sense- 

(i) The appellant strongly contended that the statute prescribes the 
mandatory time limit for adjudication to six months. As the case has not been 
adjudicated within a period of six months, rather no personal hearing in the 
matter was issued within a period of six months and also that nothing had 
been communicated that the said period has been extended by the proper 
authority, the notice deserved to be•quashed unconditionally. 

(ii) It is settled law that the Customs Broker cannot be penalized under 
Customs Act, 1962. 

(iii) That the Show Cause Notice has been issued by DRI. DRI has NO 

power to issue Show Cause Notice under Section 124. Relied upon case law -

2018(362) ELT 17 (Cal) NAVNEET KUMAR Versus UNION OF INDIA 

(iv) 	That there has not been any pre notice consultation in matter as per 
Notification NO 29/2018 Customs (NT) dated 02.04.2018. The entire Show 
Cause Notice is thus vitiated. 

D. 	Fallacious findings that the CB failed to verify address and antecedent 
of the actual importers and performed activities at behest of others. 

E. 	The entire order impugned in the present appeal is based on 
misconstrued statement of the appellant before the DRI. 

F. 	Incorrect finding that the investigation has proved that Shri Pukhraj 

was the key person and partners were façade used for the purpose. 

G. 	It has been maliciously observed that the firms were operated not by 
IEC holders and controlled by the third person without any statement on 
record of any of the IEC holder or the alleged third person. 

H. 	The appellant had undertaken customs clearance work of M/s 
Rishupushp Trading LLC who are IEC code holder, their IEC Code number 

being 5217506652. The appellant. was not concerned whether or not its 
Partners individually held TEC Code. Change of Partners in the LLP firm did 
not render the said firm in-operative. All imports were done by this firm only. 
There is no question of the appellant allowing import related activities at the 
behest of the persons who were not the IEC holders 

I. Appellant as customs broker cannot be penalized for any valuation matter. 

J. 	The penalty on the appellant has been proposed under Section 112 (iii) 
and 114AA of the Customs Act, 1962 for alleged violation of Regulations under 

CBLR, 2013 viz. filing of the documents without authorization, non verification 

of KYC details including business address and conducting of the business of 
the firm at behest of other persons than the IEC holder. Such violations are 
governed by the CUSTOMS BROKERS LICENSING REGULATIONS, 2018 
(earlier, Customs House Agents Licensing Regulations, 2009) which provide 
specific provision of penalty under its Regulation 14. 

K. 	The appellant requested for cross examination of both the partners of 
M/s Rishipushp Trading LLP and' also Shri Pukhraj Padiyar for further 
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Imported Goods) Rules, 2007 and redetermination of value as Rs. 9,47,510/- in terms 
of Rule 9 of the Customs Valuation (Determination of value of Imported Goods) 
Rules, 2017 and also confiscation of the goods under Section 111(m) of the Customs 
Act, 1962. Imposition of penalties under Section 112(iii) and Section 114AA of the 
Act upon the importer M/s Rishipushp Trading LLP, Shri Pukhraj Padiyar(Former 
partner), Shri Hemant Kumar Bhambi (Partner), Shri Dinesh Kumar Meghwanshi 
(Partner) and the appellant. 

	

2.8 	The show cause notice dated 28.03.2019 culminated into the impugned order, 
wherein it was held as under- 

(1) 	The declared value of Rs.1,93,68,833.75 of the imported goods was 
rejected under Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962 read with Rule 12 of 
the Customs Valuation (Determination of value of Imported Goods) Rules, 
2007 and re-determined to Rs. 9,47,510/- under Rule 9 of the Customs 
Valuation (Determination of Value of Imported Goods), 2007; 

(ii) Seized goods actually valued at Rs. 9,47,510/- (re-determined Assessable 

Value) confiscated under Section 111 (m) of the Customs Act, 1962. Option 
of redemption on payment of a fine of Rs.9,00,000/- and on payment of 
duty in terms of Section 125 of the Customs Act, 1962 to the importer. 

(iii) Penalty of Rs.2,00,000/- imposed under Section 112 (a)&(b) (iii) of the 
Customs Act, 1962 upon the importer. 

(iv) Penalty of Rs.1,00,000/- each imposed under Section 112 (a)&(b) (iii) of 
the Customs Act, 1962 upon Shri Pukhraj Padiyar, Shri Hemant Kumar 
Bhambi, Shri Dinesh Kumar Meghwanshi and the appellant. 

(v) Penalty of Rs 1,00,000/- each imposed under Section 114AA of the 
Customs Act, 1962 upon the importer M/s Rishipushp Trading LLP, Shri 

Pukhraj Padiyar, Shri Hemant Kumar Bhambi, Shri Dinesh Kumar 
Meghwanshi and the appellant. 

	

3. 	Being aggrieved with the impugned order the appellant has filed appeal inter 
olio on the following grounds- 

A. The impugned order is not a speaking order and thus violation of 
principal of natural justice in as 'much as the LAA has ignored various 

submission made by the appellant, with evidences placed on record. He failed 
to discuss any of the grounds in favour of appellant and rested in sole 
confirmation of the allegation in the impugned Show Cause Notice. The 
learned Additional Commissioner has also neither followed the ratio of the 
judgments cited by the Appellants in support of various pleas raised by them 
in defence, nor has made any attempt to distinguish the facts involved in the 
present case and the facts involved in the said judgments. He even failed to 

appreciate the various provisions of law and instructions of the department, 
highlighted by the appellant. 

B. The LAA has Traversed beyond the show cause notice in as much as 
the LAA has imposed penalty under Section 112 (a) (b) (iii), when no such 
provisions exists in law nor the Show Cause Notice proposes such penalty. 
Neither the Show Cause Notice nor the Adjudication Order clearly spell out 
the offence alleged to be committed was under Clause (a) or (b) of Section 
112. The law in the matter is clearly settled by Hon'ble Apex Court in M/s 
Amrit Foods Vs CCE reported in 20Q5(190) ELT 433 SC, wherein it has held 
that when the statute specifies different types of offences under different 
clause [Clause (a) or (b)], invoking a clause is necessary for penalty so as to 

put to party to notice exact nature of contravention for which it was liable. 
The same view has also been held in case of M/s B lakshmi Chand Vs GOI- 
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Value as declared 

(INR) 

1,93,68,833.75/- 

Identification of goods and value given by the valuers in INR 
Shri Mano j bhandia 
Sapphire rough 
7,28,860/- to 947,510/- 

Shri Bhag Chand Agarwal 
Precious Sapphire Natural 
1,65,900/- 
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ORDER IN APPEAL NO.162(SM)/CUS/JPR/2021  
PASSED BY SHRI SUGRIVE MEENA, COMMISSIONER (APPEALS) 

CENTRAL EXCISE AND CENTRAL GOODS & SERVICES TAX, SA/PUR 

This appeal has been filed under section 128 of the Customs Act, 
1962(hereinafter also referred to as "the Act") by M/s Purushottam Kumar Jain, T-
16, Mayur Tower, Nehru Bazar, Jaipur- 302001 (hereinafter also referred to as 
"the appellant") against the Order-in-Original No. 38/2020-ADC Customs dated 
29.05.2020(hereinafter referred to as "the impugned letter") issued by the 

Additional Commissioner of Customs, Jaipur (hereinafter also referred to as "the 
adjudicating authority"). 

2.1 	The relevant facts for the purpose are that the office of Jaipur Regional 
Unit of Directorate of Revenue Intelligence, Jaipur (hereinafter referred to as 
"DPI, Jaipur" also) developed an intelligence that various importers are importing 

Rough Precious Stones by making huge overvaluation through Customs Station, Jaipur 
Gemstone Exchange, Diggi House, Jaipur and Air Cargo Complex, Sanganer, Jaipur. 

On verification of certain official addresses of such type of importers, it was found 

that these are not actual importers and some other person/persons is/are behind 

this to manage these import activities. Acting upon the intelligence, the DRI, Jaipur 
on 12.10.2018, examined consignment of M/s Rishipushp Trading LLP, imported vide 
Bill of Entry No. 5980998 dated 14.04.2018, lying at Air Cargo Complex, Sanganer, 
Jaipur and the importer had not presented the said bill of entry before Customs for 
clearance. A print out of the Bill of Entry was obtained from EDI system. In the said 
Bill of Entry, the goods were declared as rough precious stone Sapphire and their 

country of origin was declared to be Hong Kong. The value was declared to be 5.35 

USD per carat for 19930 carats, 5.10 USD per carat for 18120 carats and 5.50 USD 
per carat for 17250 carats. Accordingly in INR the value of 55300 carats was 
declared to be Rs. 1,93,68,833.75/-. Identification and valuation of the above 
imported goods was got carried out through Govt. approved valuer 5hri Manoj 
Dhandia and one independent market expert Shri Bhag Chand Agarwal, Member of 

Jaipur Jewelers Association. Outcome of valuation as per valuation certificate issued 
by Govt. approved valuers is as below:- 

	

2.2 	The goods were seized under section 110 of the Customs Act, 1962 under 
seizure memo dated 12.10.2018 on the reasonable belief that the imported goods 
were highly overvalued. During this proceeding samples were also drawn for further 
investigation. 

	

2.3 	From the investigation of the case, it appeared that the importer M/s 
Rishipushp Trading LLP had mis-declared (overvalued) the value of the imported 
goods. 5hri Hemant Kumar Bhambi and Shri Dinesh Kumar Meghwanshi, both partners 

of the firm were concerned in purchasing of the goods. Shri Pukhraj Padiyar used the 
firm for importing the goods by gross over valuation. The appellant Customs Broker 

M/s Purshottam Kumar Jain appeared to have failed to fulfill its obligation and 
deliberately and knowingly ignored the fact and performed at the behest of the 
persons, who was not IEC holder. 

2.7 A show cause notice dated 28.03.2019 was issued, proposing therein rejection 
of the declared value of Rs.1,93,68,833.75 under Section 14 of the Customs Act, 

1962 read with Rule 12 of the Customs Valuation (Determination of value of 
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Appeal to Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal 

Tfl" 31Ttqr 	 -1.04-04Tr 1962 fr situ 1297* ata-41--a 4-11 1. ,\3V-IIGCI"V ,A-TM 
arft*Zi vrftwor eiA1-9-T7 t=1.  arafersr Tau r*T111 ,Atii f 414-ii RI- 31f4r4z111.  1962 *t UM 129 A-  zTrtim (3) *51-1-44T9)- 4f7A 1 311t4 * 31"mr 	,Pki4 	Rukur 
3t7r rriTf * 17.4 74-  Tfl-1:rr RF- 	 di 	fic41,1 wf4-q-cur T .ft4Icr 	,tritrrr 
<AIN, ,MT.t.t41 ,Ft-t *I-  an ti4011 wIrr 31-04. 	 N1-zr tfla 

Under section 129A of Customs Act, 1962 an appeal lies to the Registrar, North regional 
bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at West Block No. 2, R.K. 
Puram, New Delhi- 110066. 

Vir6T 	(31 1)N114c t 1982 A t1171 6 	31-It1 rrEIT tt7-3 	AtTiltdit-c 6.171R8ltitA7F 
.141+41 chX,TP -11111 * qtrd7 	 13T0E-311-kW 	* 1=4 -  otifl-FWq Trg art-4'4Wmffsrfaltfto P-14 	i 	wizr .crw 9-9ifta.  rift 	/- 	4 t, ) 	qc.i <t 1161q< •(-K 	91,4 	_411-4,ctalcr>)114'd 	1944ti4c 	.*r 	-fri I ar 	in•re 3Zt WT-ter 1-4,41-8Pot8.4vii)4/ 	1* A Ynt4i wr Elvi \471,41414r0,1 i trd-Nrdt 

(2) 	The appeal to the appellate Tribunal shall be filed within three months in quadruplicate in 

3 

(16) 

(u) 

(Tr) 

1-111( 	sj- zi-Rrr4zpi, 	1962 	t tim129A(6) 3153TRaita" t 	S'W 	111,4(dIi? Cl."4114fclq 

5,00,000/-12Tu-r 	ant t, cal 

5,00,000/- 	arftwdzif 

50,00,000/- 	ar10-4, 

.1c,nq .4)(COLIrt Fee Stamps),17n -drErprcnt 7TrRnt9m-ft7s- 

,‹11)1 

1-1 

taroarrbrilTrfTr 	> 	Tr 	ITT Y 	i, aim 7-43TRIRffl.  7iffttr 
1,000/-; 

zdtlp3r1tzr4TriTr A T1-4Tir 	743if-trIta.  viff*r 
50,00,000/-mt, 	5000/-; 

zrftV3Trtzr*IPT 	Trt#11Tr 	uuur ToNtrItu 
10,000/- 

An appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall irrespective of the date of demand of duty and 
interest or of levy of penalty in relation to which the appeal is made, be accompanied by a 
fee of— 

Laj 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; 

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; 
LI 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 fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand 
rupees: 

34R-4i 	 *4.R1 \INK t1414v1-3TcilAtzf rRrrIZrmirr (chiqin 	,19(12 ' 	41 

Attention in also invited to the rules covering these and other related matters contained in 
the Customs, Excise, and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982. 

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. 

1. 

(1)  

(2)  

form CA-3 as prescribed under rule 6 of Customs (Appeals) Rules, 1982 and shall be 
accompanied with the copy of order appealed against one of which at least be a certified 
copy and should be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 200/- (Rs. Two Hundred only) in the form 
of crossed bank draft in favour of Asst. Registrar of a branch of any nominate public sector 
bank of the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated. 
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M/s Purushottam Kumar Jain, 1-16, Mayur Tower, Nehru 
Bazar, Jaipur- 302001 

  

38/2020-ADC Customs 
dated 29.05.2020 

 

Additional Commissioner of 
Customs, Jaipur 

  

  

File No.GAPPUCOM/CUSP/26/2021-APPEAL-0/o COMMR-CGST-APPL-JAIPUR 

, \ 

	 ad 	 ."-Ca 
.4)14.1 ON 3741-0. (artRi) 	 O\CX ii 

OFFICE OF 1 	HE COMMISSIONER (APPEALS) 
.3rii<&T-41-zra kr-4*-q-r TT, wrgv 

CENTRAL EXCISE & CGST, JAIPUR 
9-avrowrItaR• 	qv— 302005 

NCRB, STATUE CIRCLE, JAIPUR-302005 
Phone No. — 0141-2385235 

Email — appeal 1(W rediffmail.com 	 Website — cgstappealsjaipur.gov.in  

.Rt. APPL/JPR/CUS/JP/102/VI/2020 	 Date: 
DIN No.: 20210963RW0000777C95 

)09.2021 

Order-in-Appeal No. 162(SM)/CUS/JPR/2021 dated 07.09.2021  
Passed under Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 

4101-q" Thr6117Tf 	 Tchcict).- 7iNtia, 797 kit-iiRd 
Passed by Shri Sugrieve Meena, Commissibner (Appeals), Central Excise & CGST, Jaipur 

arttrFwe 
Appellant 

    

    

Letter/010 No. Respondent 

     

nit Atwfdcrt-fr 3,-ft—arthr tr attic 	'n 	of er aE i sift t 	712MP-ea. 4r4 OCIN Trq aiftrtr arft zrr 7-traur 30-49' ARTffi 	t 
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-appeal may file an appeal or revision 
application, as the case may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the 
following way:- 

1- 	 Vtf8T-tlT31T 	:— 
Revision Application to Government of India  

rflHr •sj- 3.arf 1igf , 1962 51I EMI 129 (0 	3T— rfe4-4-4-d17 N 	t <41 	chi tIRT 126 (3f) wr 34-11TRT (1) 	u2 	5* 3faTfalpteTrviri#7Vrie44, li-RUMWR RCP-17111CW, '<isritgra'11.1, 
7A-1-4ff 41LOTEfri, 	titi 4+11'f, iiRevft- 110001 A vii-Nifki 
A revision application lies to the Joint Secretary, Govt. of India, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Revenue, IVth floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New Delhi -
110001 under -Section — 129 DD of the Customs Act, 1962, in respect of the following 
cases covered by first proviso to subsection (1) of Section 129A ibid; 
Lal any goods imported or exported as baggage; 
I) any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, 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; 

Lci payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X, and the rules made thereunder: 

(2)   o ,3, l 	ci1I pirNlcf 1982   8 (7)3171df4 tqltinTrq--A' titer 3. 5. 8 4-4mil-ati)4, 
~lfda31- z trItairtsr4fire4-9-(w 	&vim 	tu7.11F—an-a-vr T43FITF-3TT'M Th`t 	 

Wit-MT •tginf 	 ataTfff v-ie/ 200/— (t 	cq 	cf 
ft#13atb 	 04-€1. 3TR-6 zildi-f Thrt TTY I (eft irestrkwTer) •44,44es ciio 

31-I4Wet 1000/— w-0) 

(2) 	The above application shall be made in duplicate in form No. C.A.- 8 as specified under 
Rule 8A of the Customs (Appeals) Rules, 1982, within 3 months from the date on which 
the order, ought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by an 
equal number of copies each of the Order in Original and Order-in-Appeal, one of which 
at least be a certified copy. It should (le also accompanied by a copy of TR-6 challan 
evidencing payment of prescribed fee of Rs. 200/- (Rupees Two Hundred only) under 
Major Head of Account and Rs. 1000/- if the amount of Order in Original exceeds Rs. 
1,00,000/-. 

2- 	Tflzrr nT-A5, 	 n7..w 7 -4T-731-cfMlzf 7-Turvrfliwv9r '$ of'aaTtfra 

(1) 

(1) 
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