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Passed by Shri Uma Shanker Commissioner (Appeals-l)Ahmedabad
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.-Arising out of Order-in-Original: AHM-CEX-003-ADC-DSN-013-16-17 Date: 30.08.2016
Issued by: Additional Commissioner, Central Excise, Din: Mehsana, A'bad-IIl.
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Name & Address of the Appellant & Respondent
M/s. Bhairav Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd.
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Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as
the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way :
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Revision application to Government of India :

(1) =i Seaed Yoo R, 1994 @ URT ofcfd A §AC MY AW B AR A
ﬁmﬁmﬁm—wa%qua%mgﬂﬁmm'mﬁﬁwm,
R darery, wrorE fawrT, Al Aive, Sheaw €9 wa, wag AT, g e ¢ 110001 B
B S AR | ‘

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision
Application Unit Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building,
Parliament Street, New Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the
following case, governed by first proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid :
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(i) " In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a
warehouse or to another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of
processing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse.
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(b) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported o any
country or territory outside India.
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(C) In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duty. : I
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(d)  Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final products
under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such order is passed by the

Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109 of the Finance (No.2) Act,

1998.
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The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under
Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the date on which the order
sought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by two copies each of
the OIO and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan
evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under 3ection 35-EE of CEA, 1944, under
Major Head of Account.
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The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the amount involved is

Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more than Rupees One

Lac.
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Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.
(1) =Y IURA Yob AT, 1944 BT &INT 35— 0L /35—-3 B Iiciai—
Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-
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To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal
(CESTAT) at O-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380 016. in
case of appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be accompanied against
(one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-, Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/-
where amount of duty / penalty / demand / refund is upto 5 Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac.
respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in favour cf Asstt. Registar of a branch of any
nominate public sector bank of the place where the bench of any nominate public sector bank_of
the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated
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In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.1.0. should be
pa_id in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact thet the one appeal to the Appellant
Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is filled to avoid
scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 Iacs fee of Rs.100/- for each. '
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One‘copy of application or O.1.O. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment
authority shall beer a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paisa as prescribed under scheduled-I item of
the court fee Act, 1975 as amended. ' ’
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Attention in invited to the rules covering these and othe- related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982..
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For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, it is mendatory to pre-deposit an amount
specified under the Finance (No. 2) Act, 2014 (No. 25 of 2014) dated 06.08.2014, under
section 35F of the Central Excise Act, 1944 which is also made applicable to Service Tax
under section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994 provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would
be subject to ceiling of Rs. Ten Crores,

Under Central Excise and Service Tax, “Duty demanded" shall include:

0} amount determined under Section 11 J;
(i) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit ta<en;
iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules.

SProvided further that the provisions of this Section shall not apply to the stay
application and appeals pending before any appellate authority prior to the
commencement of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014.
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(6)() In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on
payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or cuty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.”
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- ORDER-IN-APPEAL

This order covers 2 appeals filed against Order-in-original No.AHM-CEX-003-ADC-
DSN-013-16-17 dated 30/08/2016 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order’)
passed by the Additional Commissioner, Central Excis2, Ahmedabad-lll (hereinafter

referred to as ‘the adjudicating authority’). The appeals have been filed by

(i) M/s Bhairav Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd., Survey No. 76/3, At: Vadavi, Near Vamaj,
Taluka: Kadi, District: Mehsana (hereinafter referred to as ‘the appellant’) and

(if) M/s Super Traders, Plot No. 101/1/15, Sector-28, G.I.D.C., Gandhinagar
(hereinafter referred to as ‘M/s Super Traders’)

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case are that the appellant is holding Central
Excise Registration ECC No.AADCB5123HXMO001 and is engaged in the manufacture
of M.S. Pipes, M.S. Sheet and Scrap falling under Chapter 73 of the First Schedule to

the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985 (CETA, 1985). The appellant is availing CENVAT

credit of inputs and capital goods used in or in relation to the manufacture of its final
products under Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 (CCR, 2004). On the basis of information to
the effect that the appellant was indulging in clandestine removal of goods without
payment of Central Excise duty under the cover of perallel invoices, a search was
commenced on 20/07/2015 by Central Excise officers at the factory premises of the
appellant in the presence of independent Panchas and Shri Rakesh Kumar Suntwal,

Senior Supervisor of the appellant. During the search ooeration, on opening a focked

labour quarter room, the officers recovered blank invoice books for preparing parallel
invoices that did not contain serially pre-printed numbers, one numbering machine to
print the invoice number, loose written papers, payment vouchers, gas bills, one private
note book containing details of what appeared to be illicit sales and purchase and used

as well as empty invoice book covers. The officers alsc found huge stock of finished

goods that were not accounted for in their books of accounts, ascertained on physical _

verification and confirmed by Shri Rakesh Kumar Suntwal as well as by Shri Jugal
Kishor Palod, Director of the appellant during the panchnama proceedings to be 120.65
MT valued at Rs.39,69,320/- lying in excess as compared to the R.G.-1 Register. These
goods were placed under seizure under Panchnama dated 20-22/07/2015 on the
reasonable belief that the excess goods not entered in R.G.1 register was intended to

be cleared without payment of Central Excise duty and the seized goods was handed

over to Shri Jugal Kishor Palod under supratnama dated 22/07/2015 for safe custody. In -

a statement dated 20/07/2015, Shri Rakesh Kumar Suntwal, Sr. Supervisor had

admitted fhat the appellant generated fake bills for illicit clearance of goods without

payment of Central Excise duty; that such bills were not entered in the official records o
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be returned after delivery of goods and the returned bills were destroyed. He also
agreed..with that facts narrated by Shri Rakesh Kumar Suntwal, Sr. Supervisor in his
-statement dated 20/07/2015. Another statement of Shri Rakesh Kumar Suntwal, Sr.
Supervisor was recorded on 21/07/2015 wherein he admitted the proceedings of the
Panchnama and the facts narrated in his statement of 20/07/2015. Further, Shri Jugal
Kishor Palod, Director of the appellant, in a statement reccrded on 21/07/2015 admitted
the proceedings of the Panchnama and corroborated the statements of the employees.
In another statement dated 03/08/2015, Shri Jugal Kishor Palod, Director once again

admitted the recorded facts.

3. Searches were also carried out at the premises of M/s Super Traders situated at
Plot No. 101/1/15, Sector 28, G.l.D.C., Gandhinagar on 21/07/2015 when certain
documents were withdrawn and stock taking of goods was undertaken. Shri Harishbhai
Bholabhai Patel, proprietor of M/s Super Traders admitted that he had purchased 38
M.T. of M.S. Pipes valued at Rs.15.49 Lakhs in cash from the appellant in the recent .
past without bills, out of which 8.954 M.T.s of goods valuec at Rs.3,53,667/- was lying in
stock, which was placed under seizure and handed over to M/s Super Traders. Shri
Harishbhai Bholabhai Patel, proprietor of M/s Super Traders, in a statement dated
22/07/2015 corroborated the facts recorded in the. panchiama. Thus it appeared that
the appellant had failed to record the production of 129.603 M.T.s of M.S. Pipes valued
at Rs.43.23 Lakhs (hereinafter referred to as the impugred goods) in its Daily Stock
Register and had failed to issue valid invoices rendering the goods liable to confiscation
under Rule 25(1)(b)&(d) of the Central Excise Rules, 20C2 (CER, 2002). Therefore, a
Show Cause Notice F.No.V.73/15-137/OFF/OA/1516 dated 15/01/2016 (hereinafter
referred to as ‘the SCN') was issued to the appellant proposing to confiscate the
impugned goods under Rule 25(1)(b)&(d) of CER, 2002; demanding Central Excise duty
amounﬁng to Rs.44,208/- under section 11A of the Central Excise Act, 1944 (CEA,
1944) along with interest under Section 11AA/AB of CEA, 1944; proposing to impose
penalfy on the appellant under Section 11AC of CEA, 1944 and Rule 25(1) of CER,
2002 and proposing to impose penalty on M/s Super Traders under Rule 26(1) of CER,
2002. The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order where the confiscation as
proposed in the SCN was confirmed and redemption fine of Rs.9,90,000/- was imposed
on goods seized from the pr‘emises‘ of the appellant and redemption fine of Rs.88,000/-
was imposed on goods seized from the premises of M/s Super Traders. The demand of
Central ‘Excise duty amounting to. Rs.44,208/- was confrmed under Section 11A of
CEA, 1944 along with interest under Section 11AA/ AB of CEA, 1944. A penalty of
Rs.44,208/- was imposed on the appellant under proviso to clause (a) of sub-section (1) (@
of Section 11AC of CEA, 1944 read with Rule 25 o CER, 2002. A penalty of
Rs.50,000/- was imposed on the appellant under Rule 25 cf CER, 2002 and a penalty of _
Rs. 10,000/- was imposed on M/s Super Traders under Rule 26(1) of CER, 2002.
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Being aggrieved by the impugned order, the appelant has preferred the instant

appeal mainly on the following grounds:

The adjudicating authority has passed the impugned order in violation of the
principles of natural justice as he had failed to discuss the submissions made by
the appellants and failed to negate the disagreed points. The adjudicating
authority in para 47.1 of the impugned order has considered some extraneous
and irrelevant facts not connected with the present proceedings. The seizure of
blank invoice book, franking machine, loose papers, gas bills etc. does not ipso
facto lead to the conclusion .that goods lying in the factory premises were in
ready to dispatch condition and the same was intended to be cleared without
accounting and without payment of duty. The cross 2xamination of the production

supervisor which was disallowed without assigning any reason. The Hon’ble High -

Court of Haryana and Punjab in the case of Jindal Drugs Pvt. Ltd. vs UOI - 2016 Q

(340) E.L.T. 67 (P&H) has held that the statements recorded during investigation
cannot be straight away relied by the adjudicating authority without aIloWing
cross examination. In the case of Mahek Glaze Pvt. Ltd. vs UOI — 2014 (300)
E.L.T. 25 (Guj.) it was held by Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat that the request for
cross examination has to be dealt with by a separate order. The adjudicating
authority had distinguished the citations relied ugon by the appellant in their
defence submissions without considering the facts. The appellant’s claim that the
weighment of the seized goods were carried out 01 the basis of eye estimation
has been set aside without substantiating the correctness by way of weighment
slips. The goods had not reached the stage and form in which they were to be
dispatched and hence the same was not accounted for in R.G.1 register.

As regards the confiscation of goods seized from the premises of M/s Super
Traders, the proprietor in his statement had deposed that the purchases were
made from the appellants in cash through a certain Mr. Vivek Pandey and
provided the contact details of the person. However, no evidence had been
brought on record from the side of Mr. Vivek Pardey. No duty liability can be
fastened on the basis of deficient investigation and the onus was on the
department to bring on record positive and tangible evidence in support of
clandestine ‘manufacture and clearance of goods. No reason whatsoever has
been given in the impugned order for imposing huge redemption fines oh the
confiscated goods. The quantum of redemption fine should be the margin of

profit which the manufacturer would have normally earned on the said goods.

The adjudicating authority had not made any. attempt to determine the margin of
profit and hence the order imposing redemption fine was not sustainable. It is n?t’{es‘o“f

R
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brought on record as to what facts had been suppressed by the appellant aE\

hence imposition of penalty under Section 11AC was not sustainable. Furthe




V2(73)79/Ahd-111/16-17

V2(73)80/Ahd-1il/16-17

penalty has been imposed on the appellant under Rule 25 for offences described
under clauses (a), (b), (c) and (d) of Rule 25 of CER, 2002, whereas these
clauses are not applicable to goods lying in the factory. As regards recovery of

' ihterest, the same has to be imposed after determining the duty liability. There
was no evidence that the goods seized from the pramises of M/s Super Traders
were manufactured and cleared clandestinely by the appellant and hence interest

was not recoverable from the appellant.

41 Inthe grounds of appeal filed by M/s Super Traders the main reference is to the
submissions made by the appellant in their defence submissions before the adjudicating
authority and it has been submitted that the department had not considered the
recorded facts in the seized computer and that the Panchnama was fabricated and the
contents of the Panchnama and statements were not retracted as the seized computer

had not been released by the department.

5. Personal hearing was availed by M/s Super Traders 19/04/2017 when Shri M.K.
Kothari,.and Shri B.R Pathan, both Consultants appeared and reiterated the grounds of
appeal. In the case of the appellant, the personal hearing was held on 17/05/2(317 when

Shri N.K. Tiwari, Consultant appeared and reiterated the grounds of appeal.

6. | have carefully gone through the facts of the case on records and submissions

‘made by the appellant as well as M/s Super Traders in taeir grounds of appeals. The

pertinent fact of the case is that on the basis of specific intelligence that the appellant
was indulging in clandestine manufacture and clearance of goods, the officers of the
department had searched the factory premises of the appellant and the premises of M/s
Super Traders Ieéding to detection of unaccounted finished goods at both the premises.
Further, materials such as unnumbered invoice books, a numbering machine, a private '
note-book containing details of unaccounted purchases and sales etc were recovered
from a closed room in the factory premises of the appellant. During inquiries in the
course of the search operations in the form of statements recorded under Section 14 of
the CEA, 1944, it was admitted by the employees of the appellant and affirmed by the
Director of the appellant as well as corroborated by the proprietor of M/s Super Traders

that the appellant had manufactured and cleared goods clandestinely without payment

of Central Excise duty under the cover of fake / parallel invoices. It has been recorded
by the adjudicating authority in paragraph 50.2 of the impugned order that Shri Rakesh
Kumar Suntwal, Senior Supervisor of the appellant and Shri Jugal Kishor Palod,
Director of the appeliant, in their respective statements dated 21/07/2015, 03/08/2015,
20/07/2015, 21/07/2015 and 30/07/2015 had confirmed and corroborated the modus
operandi of clandestine clearance of goods manufactured by the appellant out of raw
materials purchased from local market in cash; using coal for furnace purchased from

local retail market in cash: by hiring laborers who were paid in cash and the goods
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manufactured were cleared without payment of Central Excise duty under cover of
parallel / fake invoices. It is also noteworthy that none of the statements relied upon in

the instant case have been retracted at any stage by the deponents.

7. The entire basis of the appeal filed by the appellants is to challenge the
Panchnama and statements of various deponents in as much as the method of
weighing of impugned goods carried out by the officers has been contested and the
reliance placed by the adjudicating authority on the statements in order to confirm
confiscation of the impugned goods and confirm demand of duty and interest as well as
imposition of penalty has been disputed by the appellant. The appellant has also raised
the issue of natural justice on the ground that cross-examination of the deponents was
not allowed by the adjudicating authority. The case laws cited by the appellant also
p.ertain to these contentions. M/s Super Traders have referred to the defence reply filed

the appellant in order to contest the penalty imposed by the adjudicating authority. O

8. As regards the veracity of the weighment of seized Joods, the details of the long-
drawn-out process of weighing such as registration numbers of vehicles used in the
process, the laborers being given adequate rest by halting the weighing process in the
evening and resuming the activity on the following morning etc. have been clearly
recorded in the Panchnama written in Hindi Language. The contents of this Panchnama
including the quantities of M/S. Pipes , M.s Sheets and M.S. Scrap as arrived at by way
of the weighing process has been corroborated by the Director of the appellant in all his
statements recorded under Section 14 of the Central Excise Act, 1944. No discrepancy
was pointed out by the employees of the appellant or the Director during the
Panchnama proceedings. The appellant had never submitted any communication
pointing out any error or correction required to be made in the details recorded in the O
Panchnama. The statements of the employees as well as the Director that corroborate |
the details recorded in the Panchnama have never been retracted. In such a scenario,
the appellant fails to explain as to how the Panchnama details can be held to be
erroneous. There is no claim that any force or coercion was exerted by the officers
during the proceedings. The objections raised by the appellant are not backed by any
facts or any corrected details to evidence error in the Panchnama. There is no
disagreement on part of the appellant that excess stock was detected during the search
operations. It is not a case where the appellant is challenging the quantity of such
excess stock with a different set of numbers. The appellart is only disputing the method
of weighment carried out during the Panchnama process. In such a factual matrix, the

challenge raised by the appellant in the grounds of appeai against the Panchnama and

C

reliance on the facts recorded in the Panchnama as confirmed by the employees ﬁf‘

d
Director of the appellant that are in the form of candid admissions evidencing lllgt&

clearances of goods without payment of Central Excise duty. The details recovered. fromV
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the private sheets of paper were corroborated in several confessional statements
tendered by the employees and the Director of the appellant on different occasions,
which shows that in their subsequent statements, the Director as well the Supervisor for
the appellant had ample opportunity to challenge or correct the details of the
Panchr_]ama and their earlier statements. But all the subsequent statements confirm and
corrob‘orate the facts recorded in the earlier statements. The investigations carried out
at the end of M/s Super Traders also revealed that the impugned goods were cleared
clandestinely by the appellant without payment of Central Excise duty, which was
admitted by the proprietor in his statement. The facts admitted and corroborated in all
the statements are valid as these statements have nsver been retracted by the
deponents. This view has.been upheld by Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in the case of
TULIP- LAMKRAFT PVT, LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF CENTRAL EXCISE - 2015
(316) E.L.T. 417 (Guj.), as reproduced below:

“4, It can thus be seen that the Dispatch Supervisor as well as one of the Directors
of the company who was responsible for the day-to-day functioning of the company had
in unequivocal terms admitted the clandestine removal of the goods without paymient off
Excise Duty. Matching entires were found in their diaries waich did not form part of the
final records. Raw material was purchased in cash. Clearances were made without raising
bills or invoices. Significantly and admittedly these statements were never retracted. The
atithorities were, therefore, entitled to rely on such statemznts. When the adjudicating
authority and two appellate authorities found that there was enough evidence of
clandestine removal of goods, in our opinion, the appeal does nol give rise to any
question of law. We are prepared to accept the appellant’s contention that the question of
additional consumption of electricity and procurement of raw material was raised before
the lower authorities or that it could have been raised for the first time before the
Tribunal. However. such question was not germane at all. When there was overwhelming
evidence of unretracted unequivocal confessional statements. mere failure on the part
of the Excise authorities to produce additional evidence of extra consumption ol
electricity or source of procurement of raw material would pale into insignilicance. The
Tribunal’s remarks were merely in the nature of passing thoughts. Vulnerability of such
observations would not vitiate the order itself.

5. In the result, the Tax Appeal is dismissed.”

Following the above ratio, it is seen that the deficiency pointed out by the appellant that
additional evidence had not been adduced by investigatibn such as statement of the
broker Shri Vivek Pandey or details of weighing slips etc. is not significant enough to
override the evidentiary value of the confessional statements that remain unretracted on
records. Therefore, the adjudicating authority was justified in placing reliance on the
Panchnama as corroborated by the confessional and unretracted statements to confirm
confiscation of goods, confirm demand of duty along with interest and to impose penalty
~ on the appellant. The penalty imposed on M/s Super Traders is also justified because
the proprietor of M/s Super Traders had admitted to the receipt of the impugned goods
improperly without payment of Central Excise duty indicating that he had dealt with

goods that he had reason to believe were liable for confiscation and such confession

has never been retracted by him.
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9. The appellant has raised the issue of natural justice and contended that the

denial of cross-examination of the deponents amounted to violations of the principles of
natural justice. On considering the case laws cited by the appellant in this regard, it is
seen that both in the case of Jindal Drugs Pvt. Ltd. vs U.O.l. — 2016 (340) E.L.T. 67
(P&H) and Mahek Glaze Pvt. Ltd. vs U.O.l. — 2014 (500) E.L.T. 25 (Guj.), cross-
examination of third party deponents were sought for as the statements of these third-
party deponents had been relied upon in the adjudication process. The facts of the
instant case are distinguished because, as already emphasized in the above paragraph,
the adjudicating authority has relied upon the unretracted statements of Shri Rakesh
Kumar Suntwal, Senior Supervisor of the appellant and Shri Jugal Kishor Palod,
Director of the appellant, recorded on 21/07/2015, 03/08/2015, 20/07/2015, 21/07/2015
and 30/07/2015. These statements were not made 'by third-party deponents but are
confessional accounts of persons directly concerned with daily affairs of the factory who
have clearly admitted clandestine clearances by the appellant. These confessional
statements have never been retracted and hence cross-examination would have served
no purpose. In the Caée of SHALINI STEELS PVT. LTD. vs COMMISSIONER OF
CUSTOMS & CENTRAL EXCISE, HYDERABAD — 2011 (269) E.L.T. 485 (A.P.), it has
been held by Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh that cross examination of
employee who had admitted the offence was futile as the Managing Director had

accepted the veracity of such statement. The relevant extracts are reproduced below:

“I1. In the case on hand the statement of Sri Om Prakash Sharma was relied upon. by
the Commissioner of Customs and Central Excise. in demar.ding payment of excise duty
by, and in levying penalty on, the appellant. The statement of Sri Om Prakash Sharma.
who was an employee of the Appellant company. was accepted to be true by none other
than the Managing Director of the Appellant company. It is evident. therelore. that no
prejudice was caused to the appellant on their being denizd the opportunity of cross-
examining Sri Om Prakash Sharma when its Managing Direztor had himself accepted the
said statement to be true. Even otherwise nothing prevented the Appellant company. if
they so chose, from producing Sri Om Prakash Sharma. (who was their employee). as a
.witness in their defence and o examine him on their behalf. It is evident. therelore. that
this plea of denial of opportunity to cross-examine Sri Om Prakash Sharma is an
afterthought, and was raised only to wriggle out of the demand of excise duty and the
penalty levied on them.

12. No substantial question of law arises for consideration in this appeal necessitating
interference by this Court under Section 35-G of the Act. The Appeal lails and is.
accordingly, dismissed.” '

Following the above principle, even in the instant case, no prejudice has been caused to
the appellant by denial of opportunity for cross-examination because the confessions
made by the Senior Supervisor has been corroborated by the Director in all his
statéments recordéd on different dates. Thus the challenge of the impugned order by
the appellant on the grounds of violation of the principles of natural justice is not Vali

sustainable.
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10.  In view of the above, the confiscation of impugned goods, the confirmation of
demand and interest and the imposition of penalties in the impugned order are justified
and are liable to be upheld. Accordingly, there is no need to intervene in the impugned

order and the appeals filed by both the appeals are rejected.
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The appeals filed by both the appellants stand disposed of in above terms. Wﬂ
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Date:(0/08/2017

Superintendent (Appeals-1)
Central Excise, Ahmedabad.

By R.P.A.D.

1) To :
M/s Bhirav Rolling Mills Pvt. Ltd.,
. -Survey No. 76/3, At Vadavi, Near Vamaj,
Taluka: Kadi, District Mehsana.

2) M/s Super Traders,
Plot No. 101/1/15, Sector 28,
G.1.D.C., Gandhinagar,

Gandhinagar.
Copy to:

1 The Chief Gommissioner of Central Exéise, Ahmedabad.

2. The Commissioner of Central E%%‘e Ah;pe;:labad—lll.

3. The Additional Commissioner, CentraL%gﬁse (System), Ahmedabad-lii.

4. The Deputy Commissioner, Central Exeise Division: Kadi, Ahmedabad.
~ Guard File.

6. P.A.







