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ORDER [PER R. MURALIDHAR]:

This appeal has been filed by the appellant being aggrieved by
the penalty of Rs. 2,00,000/- imposed on them under Rule 25 of CER,
2002. The appellants have been granted Form CT-1 dated
12/09/2014 for supply of 100 numbers of Rolls valued at Rs.
1,80,00,000/-. On the ground that the appellants have used the same
CT-1 Form for export of 179 rolls, proceedings were initiated. After
due process, all the other proposals were dropped and only penalty of
Rs. 2,00,000/- imposed on the appellant. Being aggrieved, the

appellant is before us.

2. The Learned Authorized Representative appearing on behalf of
the appellant submits that though under the CT-1 Form dated
12/09/2014, they were given the permission to export 100 rolls



E/75326/2016
during the period under consideration. However, he submits that the

value never exceeded permitted value of Rs. 1,80,00,000/-.
Therefore, at no point of time, the Revenue had to face any likely loss
by this activity of the appellant. He submits that by following this
procedure, they have exported the goods which has resulted in
earning of valuable foreign exchange for India. Considering these

facts, he prays that the penalty imposed may be set aside.

3. The Learned AR reiterates the findings of the lower authorities

and justifies the penalty imposed.

4. We find that the appellant was given permission to clear 100
Rolls under the CT-1 dated 12/09/2014. However, they have
exceeded this limit and clear 179 rolls. As pointed out by the
Authorized Representative of the Appellant, this has not resulted in
the Revenue loss. But the fact remains that the appellant has
contravened the provision. Therefore, they are required to be
imposed with penalty. However, we take the view that considering the
factual details imposing of penalty of Rs. 2,00,000/- is on the higher
side. Accordingly, we reduce the penalty to Rs. 25,000/-.

(Dictated and pronounced in the open court.)
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