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Heard both sides and perused the records.
2. Eligibility for concessional duty in respect of the subject goods
under Sr. No. 289 of Notification No. 12/2012-Cus. dated 17.03.2012
is the subject matter of the present dispute. As per the said
notification, the appellant had claimed that the goods imported by it is
‘other than Nylon’ classified under CTH 5402 1110 and as such the
benefit of 5% duty in terms of the said notification should be available

to it.
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3. On the contrary, Department contended that since the imported
goods ‘Aramid’ were covered by the term ‘Nylon or other Polyamides’,
the benefit of concessional rate of duty of 5% should not be available

and the appropriate duty liability should be 7.5%.

4, We find that the learned Commissioner (Appeals) in the
impugned order dated 19.12.2013 has also confirmed that Aramid
and Nylon are different but has denied the benefit of concessional rate
of duty only on the ground that both the category of goods are
Ployamides. We find that the exemption notification dated 17.03.2012
has only categorized the product under chapter heading 54.02 under
“(i) all goods other than those of Nylon” under Sr. No. 289 , and (ii)
“all goods of nylon” under Sr. No. 290. Since the appellant has
imported the goods of other than nylon origin, we are of the view that
concessional rate of duty provided under Sr. No. 289 of the said

notification should be available to it.

5. In view of the above, we do not find any merit in the impugned
order insofar as it has held that the concessional rate of duty as per
Sr. No. 289 of the Notification dated 17.03.2012 should not be
available to the appellant. Therefore, the impugned order is set aside
and the appeal to such extent is allowed in favour of the appellant.

(Dictated and pronounced in open court)

(S.K. Mohanty)
Member (Judicial)

(M.M. Parthiban)
Member (Technical)

Sinha



