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Date of Hearing: 03.12.2025
Date of Decision: 03.12.2025

PER: S.K. MOHANTY

Heard both sides and perused the case records.

2. Classification of the imported goods i.e. “(Dual Pump Head -
Fabispray) - Nasal Spray” is the subject matter of the present dispute. The
appellants had claimed the classification of the said goods under CTI 8413
50 10 and the Department had classified the same as “Scent spray and
similar toilet spray” under CTI 9616 10 20 and accordingly, reassessed the
already self-assessed Bill of Entry by the appellant. With regard to Nasal
Spray, this Bench of the Tribunal in the case of the appellants themselves

(in Customs Appeal No. 87155 of 2023), vide Final Order No. A/85262/2025



C/85033/2023

dated 25.02.2025 had decided the appropriate classification of the goods
under CTI 8413 50 10. The said order dated 25.02.2025 was assailed by the
Revenue before the Hon'ble Supreme Court and the Civil Appeal filed by the
Revenue was dismissed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court vide judgement dated

17.07.2025.

3. Therefore, the issue with regard to classification of the imported goods
in the present dispute is no more res integra, in view of the judgment dated
17.07.2025 delivered by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in upholding the above
order of the Tribunal. Thus, we are of the view that the impugned order
confirming the adjudged demands on the appellant in changing the
classification of the said goods is not sustainable. Accordingly, we do not find
any merits in the impugned order and therefore, by setting aside the same,

the appeal is allowed in favour of the appellant.

(Dictated and pronounced in open court)

(S.K. MOHANTY)
MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

(M.M. PARTHIBAN)
MEMBER (TECHNICAL)

Sinha



