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the penalty imposed in the impugned order appealed against is Rupees Five Lakhs
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not exceeding Rupees Fifty Lakhs and (iii) Rs. 10000/- in case where such amount
exceeds Rupees Fifty Lakhs, is required to be paid through a crossed bank draft in
favour of the Assistant registrar of the Bench of the Tribunal on a branch of any
nationalized bank located at the place where the bench is situated and demand

draft shall be attached to the Appeal.
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Page 2 of 36



B

rief Facts of the Case:

<

n

[u—

M/s.

8, Vashi, Navi Mumbai -
CB™), is the holder of'a Cy
ustoms, Mumbai, under R
vere strictly bound by the

naterial times.
Facts of the Case:

Nl [t is on record that N

11/2661, PAN: AAMCMT7
7(2)(b) of the Customs Br
150/2021-22 dated

No.

Commissioner of Customs

D2  The records furthe

suspended in connection

27.01.2023. The ma
44/CAC/PCC(G)/SI/CBS
part by the final order of
the Competent Authority,

operational in the ICES 1

2.3 In December 2024
'G' Category pass holder,
the issuance of a'G'/PA p

Section, Mumbai, in Janu

2.4 Tt is observed that

Mac Trans-O

regarding the demise of their 'F' C

ceanic

AMCM?7388Q), having their office

/s, Mac

okers Lic

r reveal t

with

tter

ass in his

ary 2025.

the CB,

400705
stoms Br
Legulatior

> statutor]

388Q)w

15.07.2

(Genera

F.No. GEN/CB/582/2022-CBS

Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661) (PAN No.
» address at B-40, 1st Floor, Ashoka Complex, Sector-
(hereinafter referred to as the "Customs Broker" or
oker License issued by the Principal Commissioner of
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who had passed away on 09.07.2024. Vide the said communication, the CB requested that
Shri Uttam Hiraman Gaikwad ('G'/PA holder) be permitted to act as the authorized person

under Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018.

2.5 Since the department was officially intimated about the demise of the 'E' Category
holder only after a considerable lapse of eight months, it appeared that the CB had
continued the clearance work and filing of Bills of Entry and Shipping Bills during a period
when the license had effectively ceased to be in force, owing to the absence of a person

qualified under Regulation 6 or a duly authorized 'G/PA holder.

2.6 As per the data retrieved from the EDI section, it was brought on record that the
Customs Broker had filed a total of 840 Shipping Bills and 242 Bills of Entry between the
date of license activation, i.e., 01.11.2024, and the date of the CB’s letter informing

Customs about the demise of their 'F' Category pass holder, i.e., 12.03.2025.
3. Summary of the Investigation

3.1 It is on record that M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd., holder of Customs Broker
License No. 11/2661, had appointed late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi as the Regulation
9 qualified person under the erstwhile Customs House Agents Licensing Regulations

(CHALR) (now corresponding to Regulation 6 of the CBLR, 201 ).

3.2 The investigation revealed that the CB, vide their letter dated 12.03 2025, informed
the department that late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi, their authorized signatory and 'F'
Category pass holder, had expired on 09.07.2024. Through the same communication, the
CB requested that their employee, Shri Uttam Hiraman Gaikwad, a 'G' Category pass
holder, be permitted to carry on the business as an authorized signatory until he clears the
Regulation 6 examination, relying on the proviso to Regulation 1 1(3) of the CBLR, 2018.
It was observed that the fact of the 'T' Category pass holder's demise on 09.07.2024 was
conveyed to the department only after a significant delay of eight months, i.e., on
12.03.2025. As per the statutory mandate of the CBLR, 2018, any change in the
constitution or status of the authorized signatory, including death or retirement, must be

communicated to the department promptly. It appeared that the failure to do so, and the
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3.6 . As per the data retrieved from the EDI section, it was established that the Customs
Broker had filed a total of 840 Shipping Bills and 242 Bills of Entry at INNSAI and
INBOM4 ports in the absolute absence of a valid authorized signatory. It appeared that
these customs clearance documents were filed under a license that had legally ceased to be

in force from the date of the death of the authorized employee.

4. In view of the aforementioned facts and investigative findings, it appeared that the
Customs Broker, M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661) (PAN:

AAMCMT7388Q), had contravened the provisions of the CBLR, 2018, on the following

grounds:

i.  Non-communication of the demise of their 'F' Category authorized signatory, late
Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi, who passed away on 9.07.2024. The department
was officially intimated about this event on 12.03.2025, reflecting a delay of eight
months, contrary to the regulatory requirement for prompt intimation.

ii.  Non-disclosure of the information regarding the demise of their Regulation 6
qualified signatory at the time their previously suspended license was restored on
01.11.2024.

iii.  Appointment of a 'G' Category pass holder as an employee and Power of Attorney
(PA) holder, and the subsequent obtaining of a 'G'/PA pass from the Customs
authorities, during a period when the foundational license had effectively ceased to
be in operation due to the absence of a qualified authorized signatory.

iv.  Seeking permission from the Customs authorities for the said 'G'/PA pass holder to
act as an authorized signatory under the proviso to Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR,
2018, based on a pass issued during a period when the license was not legally in
force. '

v.  Filing of 840 Shipping Bills and 242 Bills of Entry at INNSA1 and INBOM4 ports
during a period when the firm was operating without a valid and functioning license
under the CBLR, 2018, owing to the absence of an authorized 'F' Category

signatory.
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to secure the restoration of their previously suspended

license and continued cutoms clearance operations at various Customs Stations without
fact. Therefore, it appeared that the acts of omission and

commission by the CB wiere in contravention of the provisions of Regulation 11(3) of the
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3.2 Violation of Regulation 13(7), (8) and (11) of the CBLR, 2018:

Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018 stipulates that:

A Customs Broker shall authorize only such employee who has been issued a photo
identity card in Form F or Form G as the case may be to sign the declaration on the bills
of entry, shipping bills, annexure thereof or any other document generated in connection

with the proceedings under the Act or the rules or regulations made thereunder”.

This regulation mandates that a Customs Broker can authorize only those employees
who have been issued a valid photo identity card in Form 'F' or Form 'G' to sign declarations
on Bills of Entry, Shipping Bills, and other official documents generated under the Customs

Act.

From the available records, it is observed that the license of M/s. Mac Trans-
Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. legally ceased to be in force from 09.07.2024, following the demise of
their authorized 'F' Category signatory, late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi. It appeared that
despite the license being inoperative, the Customs Broker appointed a 'G' Category pass
holder as both an employee and Power of Attorney (PA) holder, and subsequently obtained

a'G'/PA pass from the Customs authorities.

Since the foundational license was not legally in force due to the absence of a
qualified authorized signatory, it appeared that the basis for the issuance and utilization of
the 'G'/PA pass was invalid. Furthermore, it was brought on record that the Customs Broker
filed 242 Bills of Entry and 840 Shipping Bills at various Customs stations (INNSA1 and
INBOM4) during this period. Consequently, it appeared that the CB engaged in customs
clearance activities and authorized the filing of statutory documents without an operative

license, thereby acting in contravention of the provisions of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR,

2018.

5.3 Violation of Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018:

Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018 stipulates that:
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must be communicated immediately to the relevant Customs authorities. Additionally, it
restricts customs clearance work exclusively to individuals holding valid 'F', 'G', or 'H'

cards.

From the facts on record, following the demise of late Shri Mulshankar Narshi I oshi,
the CB failed to promptly notify the Deputy Commissioner or Assistant Commissioner of
Customs regarding the change in their authorized signatory. Furthermore, by procuring a
'G'/PA pass during a period when the foundational license had effectively ceased to be in
force, and by continuing customs operations without a valid T’ card holder, it appeared that
the actions of the CB were in contravention of the provisions of Regulation 13(11) of the

CBLR; 2018.

6. The evidence on record indicated that the Customs Broker failed to exercise the
requisite standard of care and did not fulfill the statutory obligations cast upon them under
the CBLR, 2018. The investigative findings brought on record that the CB continued to
undertake customs clearance operations without a valid authorized 'F' Category signatory
or a legally approved 'G'/PA. Furthermore, the appointment of a 'G/PA and the subsequent
procurement of the said pass during a period when the foundational license was no longer
in force rendered the pass inherently invalid, as the prerequisite license for its issuance had
effectively ceased to operate. Additionally, the filing of 242 Bills of Entry and 840
Shipping Bills at various Customs stations (INNSA 1 and INBOM4) without a valid license

appeared to constitute a clear contravention of the statutory mandate of the CBLR, 2018.

7 In view of the findings of the investigation, action under the CBLR, 2018 was
initiated against the CB M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661).
Further, in view of the Board’s Instruction No. 24/2023 dated 18.07.2023, the case was not
considered appropriate for immediate suspension of the CB license under Regulation 16 of
the CBLR, 2018. However, action under Regulation 17 of CBLR, 2018 was initiated
against the CB M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. and accordingly, based on the

investigation report, the following articles of charge were framed against the CB:

(i)  Article of Charge-I: Violation of Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018.
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(ii) Article of Charge-II: Violat'rn of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018.

(iii) Article of Charge-IIl: Violation of Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018.

(iv) Article of Charge-1V: Violation of Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018.

Il Inlight of the above| a Show Cause Notice was issued to the CB M/s. Mac Trans-

ceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661) under the provisions of Regulation 17(1) of

e CBLR, 2018, wherein the CB was called upon to show cause, as to why:

a. The Customs Broker License bearing No. 11/2661 issued to them should not be

revoked under Regullation 14|read with Regulations 17 & 18 of the CBLR, 2018;

b. Security deposited b
with Regulation 17
¢. Penalty should notb

17 of the CBLR, 20

1.2 Smt. Medha Tiwa
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e imposed upon them under Regulation 18 read with Regulation

iry, Deputy Commissioner of Customs, was appointed as the
iduct the|inquiry proceedings against the CB M/s. Mac Trans-

>oulation| 17 of the CBLR, 2018.

.+ (hereinafter referred to as the ‘10°) concluded the inquiry
proceedings and submitted the Inquiry Report dated 26.12.2025 , wherein all the charges
evelled against the CB of violation of Regulations 11(3), 13(7), 13(8) and 13(11) of the
CBLR. 2018 were held ab “Proved”. Further, the 1O stated that the prescribed timeline

under Regulation 17 for completion of inquiry proceedings could not be adhered to as she

ry Officer in another case being conducted simultaneously, and

apart from her own charge, she was also handling additional charges of Group 2A, Legal,

FINDINGS OF THE INQUIRY OFFICER: -

9 The 1O submitted that she had gone through the Show Cause Notice No. 22/2025-

26 dated 30.07.2025, the records of the Personal Hearings and Defence submissions made
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during the personal hearings. The IO submitted that she had also gone through the alleged
Articles of Charges or contraventions mentioned in the Show Cause Notice as well as legal

provisions reflected in CBLR, 2018.

9.1  The IO submitted that she had taken on record the submissions made by the CB and

proceeded to discuss all these submissions & examine their merits.

9.2  Article of Charge -I- Violation of Regulation 11(3) of CBLR, 2018:

The IO found that the CB submitted that they were totally unaware of the demise of
their 'F' category authorized signatory, Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi J oshi, on 09.07.2024,
that they only came to know about it on 10.03.2025 via a WhatsApp message from an
acquaintance, and immediately informed the department on the next working day, i.e.,
12.03.2025. Thus, the CB contended that there was no intentional failure on their part to
comply with the provisions of Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018, citing the Doctrine of

Impossibility as the event was allegedly beyond their control.

The IO found that the charged CB M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. had appointed
Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi as their Regulation 6 qualified person. The IO found
from the records that the said 'F' category pass holder expired on 09.07.2024.
Consequently, the CB's license legally ceased to be in force from 09.07.2024 as per the
strict provisions of Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018. The IO found that despite the
license ceasing to be in force, the CB continued their customs clearance operations and
filed a total of 840 Shipping Bills and 242 Bills of Entry at INNSA1 and INBOM4 ports
during the period between the demise of the 'F' card holder and the date of intimation to
the department.

The defence submission stated that they had regularly deposited the salary in Late
Shri Mulshankar Joshi's account up to February 2025, WhiCh they claimed proved their
bona fide lack of knowledge. The 10 found that while the CB relied on a WhatsApp chat
dated 10.03.2025 as proof of their first knowledge of the death, this did not constitute
verified or acceptable evidence to absolve them of their statutory obligations. The IO found

that it was mandatory under CBLR, 2018 to report any change in the status of the
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authorized signatory, including death or retirement, promptly. The 1O submitted that the

CB's previously suspended [license was restored on 01.11.2024, and during this restoration

the Customs authorities about the demise of their

signatory. Thus, it is apparent that the CB’ operated without meeting the necessary

r¢gulatory requirements, making the restoration and subsequent operations invalid.

The 10 submitted that the CBJs argument regarding their lack of awareness for eight

Jonths due to the employee's old age and health issues is legally unacceptable. The 10

sund that the monitoring af the presence or absence of office staff, and the supervision of

name, is the fundamental responsibility of the Customs

that regular customs clearance work was carried out

ver a span of eight months in the name of a deceased pass holder could not happen without

gence. The 10 also found that the CB had improperly
ry pass holder (Shri Uttam Hiraman Gaikwad) and

2025, despite the foundational license being invalid.

lence. the IO submitted that the CB's reliance on equitable principles and the Doctrine of

the instant case.

statutory responsibility of the CB to promptly inform
e of their authorized signatory and seek approval for a
of operations. Thus, the 10 found that the CB had
\andatory obligation, suppressed material facts, and

ustoms clearance activities. Accordingly, the IO held

the Article of Charge alleging violation of Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018 as

ation of Regulation 13(7) of CBLR, 2018:

The 1O stated that the defence submission stated that the SCN alleged that the CB

ties without a valid license; that the CB contended they
wn procedure for the issuance of a'G'/PA pass for their

kwad; that they were totally unaware of the demise of
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their ' category signatory on 09.07.2024 and only came to know about it on 10.03.2025,
thereby filing the subject Bills of Entry and Shipping Bills without any malafide intent.
The IO found that the article of charge II, i.e., violation of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR,
2018, was intricately linked to Article of Charge-I, i.e., violation of Regulation 11(3) of
the CBLR, 2018. Hence, the 1O submitted that her findings on this article of charge were

similar and stated her findings as under:

The IO found from the records that the license of M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd.
had legally ceased to be in force from 09.07.2024, the date of the death of their authorized
I category signatory, Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi. The 10 found that despite the
license being inoperative, the Customs Broker improperly appointed a 'G' category pass
holder as both an employee and Power of Attorney holder, and obtained a'G'/PA pass from
the Customs authorities in January 2025. The IO found that in the absolute absence of a
qualified authorized signatory, the foundational license itself was not in force, thereby
rendering the issuance of the 'G'/PA pass inherently invalid. Furthermore, the IO found that
the CB's claim of being unaware of the demise for eight months was unacceptable, as
regular customs clearance work was continuously carried out over this long span, which

could not have occurred without the CB's knowledge and supervision.

The IO found that it was the statutory responsibility of the CB to authorize only
validly issued identity card holders to sign declarations under an actively functioning
license. Thus, the 10 found that the CB had engaged in customs clearance activities and
filed 242 Bills of Entry and 840 Shipping Bills at various Customs stations without a valid
operative license. Accordingly, the IO submitted that the CB failed to comply with the
statutory mandates while authorizing the clearance of the subject consignments and
accordingly, the Article of Charge alleging violation of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR,

2018 was "Proved".
9.4  Article of Charge —III- Violation of Regulation 13(8) of CBLR, 2018:
The IO stated that the defence submission stated that the SCN alleged that the CB

failed to notify the Customs authority promptly regarding the change in authorization of
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3 contended they had promptly informed the department on

12.03.2025, immediately on the next working day after allegedly becoming aware of the

.nkar Natshi Joshi on 10.03.2025; and that they had regularly

2025, which they claimed established their bona fide

found that the article of charge I1I, i.e., violation of Regulation
was intricately intertwined with the findings of the preceding

mitted that her findings on this article of charge were similar

the records that following the demise of their authorized 'F'
72024, the CB was legally mandated to give prompt notice in

writing to the Deputy Commissioner or Assistant Commissioner of Customs regarding the

authorization. The TO found that the CB's contention

of relying on a WhatsApp chat from an acquaintance after a lapse of eight months to

is completely unacceptable. The 10 submitted that the

tesponsibility of informing the Customs department of any change or demise of the pass
the Customs Broker. The 10 found that the monitoring of the
presence or absence of office staff is the fundamental duty of the CB, and the fact that
regular clearance work was carried out in the firm's name over a span of eight months

without the CB's supervision or knpwledge constitutes a severe regulatory lapse.

it was the strict statutory responsibility of the CB to promptly

notify the department regarding any change in the authorization of an employee to sign

the 10 found that the CB had not only failed in their

mandatory duty to inform the department about the cessation of authorization but also

various Customs stations without a validly authorized

signatory. Accordingly, the 10 submitted that the CB failed to comply with the prescribed
regulatory procedures and accordingly, the Article of Charge alleging violation of

Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018 was "Proved".

Article of Charge —1V- \Tolaﬁon of Reguiation 13(11) of CBLR, 2018:
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The IO stated that the defence submission stated that the SCN alleged that the CB
failed to promptly notify the Customs authorities regarding the change in their authorized
signatory and continued operations without a valid 'F' card holder; that the CB contended
they had communicated the change "forthwith" on 12.03.2025 immediately after allegedly
discovering the demise on 10.03.2025; and that there was no procedural deviation as they
had appointed a 'G' card holder to carry on the business following the laid down procedures.
The IO found that the article of charge IV, i.e., violation of Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR,
2018, was factually connected to the prior charges. Hence, the 10 submitted her findings

on this article of charge as under:

The 1O found from the records that following the death of their 'F' category
signatory, Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi, on 09.07.2024, the CB was legally required
to communicate the change in the person actually engaged in the work at the Customs
Station "forthwith" to the Deputy Commissioner or Assistant Commissioner of Customs.
The IO found that the CB failed to notify this crucial change for over eight months. The 10
submitted that the CB's defence regarding their delayed date of knowledge, based on a
WhatsApp message from an acquaintance, could not be accepted. The 10 found that it is
the fundamental duty of the CB to monitor their staff and operations, and the fact that
regular customs clearance work was carried out over an extended period under a deceased

person's pass cannot be excused by a claim of ignorance.

The TO found that the CB not only failed to communicate the change forthwith but
also improperly allowed customs clearance work to continue without a valid 'F' card holder,
thereby filing numerous Bills of Entry and Shipping Bills. Furthermore, by procuring a
new 'G'/PA pass during a period when the underlying license had effectively ceased to be
in force, they allowed a person to act as an authorized employee under an invalid license.
Accordingly, the IO submitted that the CB failed to adhere to the strict compliance
requirements regarding authorized personnel and accordingly, the Article of Charge

alleging violation of Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018 was "Proved".

10. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS:
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The IO concluded the findings of the inquiry as under:
1. | Violation of Regulation 11(3) of CBLR, 2018 | Proved
2. | Violation of Regulation 13(7) of CBLR, 2018 Proved
3. | Violation of Regulation 13(8) of CBLR, 2018 Proved
4. | Violation of Regulation 13(11) of CBLR, 2018 | Proved
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fundamental prerequisite an offence report was missing, rendering the entire SCN liable to

be dropped.

12.2 Further, the CB submitted that the allegation pertained to an administrative delay of
around eight months in intimating the death of their authorized 'F' category signatory, Late
Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi. They argued that such delays are typically dealt with by
issuing a Show Cause Notice and passing an administrative order, often waiving the need
for a formal inquiry or personal hearing. The CB cited previous orders passed by the
Principal Commissioner of Customs (General) in the cases of M/s. Damco India Pvt. L.y
M/s. Hind Ship Airways, and M/s. VS Logistics, where delays ranging from six months to
three years in intimating the death/resignation of 'F' card holders were adjudicated
summarily with minor penalties (Rs. 5,000/~ to Rs. 25,000/-) without resorting to
Regulation 17 proceedings. The CB stated that the department cannot adopt different

practices for similar issues and must maintain uniformity.

12.3  The CB submitted that in the aforementioned past cases, the department had levelled
charges of violation of Regulation 7(2)(b) of the CBLR, 2018 (which mandates at least one
qualified person to hold a license). However, they highlighted that no such article of charge
under Regulation 7(2)(b) was levelled against them in the present SCN. Therefore, they

argued that the department's allegation that their license had become invalid "does not hold

water" and was outside the scope of the inquiry proceedings.

12.4  The CB further contended that the mandatory timeline stipulated under Regulation
17(5) of the CBLR, 2018 was not maintained. They pointed out that the SCN was issued
on 30.07.2025, and the Inquiry Officer was bound to submit the report within 90 days, i.e.,
by 28.10.2025. However, the Inquiry Report was dated 26.12.2025, reflecting a delay of
two months without any recorded reasons for the delay in the report itself. In this context,
the CB placed reliance on judgments from the Hon’ble High Courts of Delhi and Madras
(e.g., LEO Cargo Services vs. Commissioner of Customs, KTR Logistics Solutions) to

argue that the SCN is liable to be dropped due to the breach of statutory timelines.
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hat the inquiry conducted by the 10 was an "empty formality."
[O held the charges under Regulations 11(3), 13(7), 13(8), and
tailed findings and discussions in the report were exclusively
The CB stated that there were absolutely no specific findings,
discussions, or conclusive statements regarding Regulations 13(7), 13(8), and 13(11) in the

10's report, rendering the conclusions inconsistent and legally flawed.

2.6 With respect to charge of violation of Regulation 11(3) of CBLR, 2018:

that Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi, their authorized 'T
away on| 09.07.2024 at the age of 94 years. Due to his old age
And health issues, he was njot visiting their office for a few months. The CB submitted that
of his demise and had regularly deposited his salary into his
5. whichlthey claimed proved their bona fide lack of knowledge.
Therefore, the CB submitted that there was no intentional failure in complying with the
1(3), as they only came to know about the death on 10.03.2025
at 12:45 p.m. via a WhatsApp message from an acquaintance. The CB submitted that they
department on the next working day, i.e., 12.03.2025, and also
requested permission to darry on the business by allowing their 'G' card employee, Shri
to appear for the Regulation 6 exam.

The CB further submitted that the non-compliance with the law occurred due to a

their control, and there was no malafide intention to

continue the work without an 'F' card holder. Therefore, they argued that the charge under

does not sustain and merits to be withdrawn. For this
that they placed reliance upon the "Doctrine of

been treated as a principle of equity in taxation matters

12.7 With respect to charge of violation of Regulation 13(7) of CBLR, 2018:

The CB submitted that Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018 is a laid-down

tion of 'F' and 'G' card holders. They contended that they
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had specifically requested the issuance of a 'G'-card Customs Pass for their employee, Shri
Uttam Hiraman Gaikwad, and the Customs Broker Section, New Custom House, Mumbai,
issued the said pass after due scrutiny of documents and following the proper procedure.
Therefore, the CB submitted that any Customs Broker can appoint a 'G' card holder to carry

on business, and there was no procedural deviation on their part.

Regarding the allegation of operating under an invélid license, the CB submitted
that they were totally unaware of the death of Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi on
09.07.2024 and only discovered it on 10.03.2025. The CB stated that they had regularly
deposited his salary up to February 2025, proving their bona fide lack of knowledge.
Hence, the CB submitted that the question of improperly appointing a 'G'/PA employee or
filing Bills of Entry and Shipping Bills under an invalid license does not arise. Furthermore,
the CB submitted that the Inquiry Officer had not given any specific observations regarding
Regulation 13(7) in the report. Therefore, the charge is based on assumption and

presumption and merits to be dropped.

12.8  With respect to charge of violation of Regulation 13(8) of CBLR, 2018:

The CB submitted that Regulation 13(8) mandates notifying the Customs
Department regarding a change in the authorization of an employee. The CB contended
that they came to know about the sad demise of Late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi on
10.03.2025 (Saturday) and immediately, on the next working day (12.03.2025), they
promptly informed the Customs authority. Hence, the CB submitted that there is no
question of a failure in their duty to inform the department about the change in
authorization.

The CB further submitted that the onus is on the department to show that the CB
had prior knowledge of the death, and the department has provided no documentary or oral
evidence to establish the exact date of knowledge. The CB argued that in order to count
the delay in intimation, the factor of "knowledge of death"” is vital, which they established
via the WhatsApp chat dated 10.03.2025. The CB also stated that since the department did

not level an article of charge under Regulation 7(2)(b) of the CBLR, 2018 for operating an
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establish that the CB's authorized 'F' Category signatory, late Shri Mulshankar Narshi
Joshi, passed away on 09.07.2024. Consequently, in terms of Regulation 11(3) of the
CBLR, 2018, the license ceased to be in force from the date of the said demise. However,
the CB failed to intimate the department regarding this material change for a period of eight
months, providing the information only via a letter dated 12.03.2025. During this interim
period, the CB’s previously suspended license was restored on 01.11.2024 without the CB
disclosing the demise of the 'F' card holder to the competent authority. Furthermore, the
investigation revealed that the CB filed 242 Bills of Entry and 840 Shipping Bills at
INNSA1 and INBOM4 ports while operating without a valid Regulation 6 qualified
signatory or a duly authorized 'G'/PA holder. While the CB contended they had no
knowledge of the death 1'1ntil 10.03.2025 and continued to deposit salary in good faith, the
SCN alleges a gross failure in their statutory responsibility to monitor their staff and ensure
the validity of their authorization. Consequently, the CB is charged with violating

Regulations 11(3), 13(7), 13(8), and 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018.

14.1 1 observe that the Inquiry Officer, in the report dated 26.12.2025, has meticulously
examined the CB's defense, including the "Doctrine of Impossibility" and the claim of bona
fide ignorance. The 10 has observed that a Customs Broker is legally obligated to maintain
an operative license by ensuring at least one qualified person is present, and the
responsibility of informing the department of any change in status lies solely with the CB.
The 1O further noted that regular work was conducted using the credentials of a deceased
person for eight months, which indicates a serious lapse in supervision and monitoring of
office staff. Although the CB eventually appointed an T Category signatory (Shri Harish
Prabhashanker) in December 2025 and requested the condonation of the delay, the IO
concluded that the charges of operating without valid authorization and failing to notify the
department promptly stand proved. For the various acts of omission and commission by
the CB, which appear to have resulted in the unauthorized filing of 1,082 customs
documents, the CB has rendered themselves liable for penal action under the provisions of

the CBLR, 2018.
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(c)  The CB in this regard submitted that they were totally unaware of the demise of Shri
Mulshankar Narshi Joshi until 10.03.2025, when they received a death certificate via a
WhatsApp message from an acquaintance. They contended that they ‘had regularly
deposited salary into the deceased employee's account up to February 2025, which they
claimed established their bona fide lack of knowledge and lack of malafide intent. The CB
further invoked the "Doctrine of Impossibility," arguing that the event was beyond their
control and that they had promptly informed the department on the néxt working day,
12.03.2025, immediately after gaining knowledge. The CB submitted that they had
complied with the proviso to Regulation 11(3) by requesting permission for a 'G' card

holder to appear for the Regulation 6 examination to maintain the license.

(d)  Regulation 11(3) of the CBLR, 2018 provides a transition mechanism when a
license ceases to be in force because of the death of an authorized employee, requiring the
firm to promptly apply for a replacement. Having gone through the facts and records of the
case, I find it established that the license of M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. legally
ceased to be in force on 09.07.2024 upon the death of their only Regulation 6 qualified
signatory. I find that the CB’s plea of ignorance is difficult to accept, given that they are
prqfessionals expected to maintain active supervision over their authorized signatories and
the statutory documents filed under their license. The failure to disclose this material fact
during the restoration of the license on 01.11.2024 is a serious omission that vitiated the
restoration process. The proactive duty to notify the department of such a change is
absolute and cannot be contingent upon information received from third-party
acquaintances months later. Consequently, the operation of the license and the filing of
1,082 documents during this period was unauthorized. Accordingly, I am of the firm
opinion that the CB failed to discharge their statutory obligations under Regulation 11(3)

of the CBLR, 2018, and I uphold the charge.

152 Violation of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018:

(a) I find that the charge of violation of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018 was

levelled against the CB on the grounds that they authorized the filing of 242 Bills of Entry
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pass for|their employee, Shri Uttam Hiraman Gaikwad, and that
r due scrutiny of their documents. They contended that
and that any Customs Broker is entitled to appoint 'G'
I'he CB reiterated that they were unaware of the demise
for eight months and therefore lacked any malafide intent.
e the department had not explicitly charged them with a

1e allegation of operating under an invalid license was

mandates that a Customs Broker shall authorize only such

valid identity cards to sign declarations on Bills of Entry
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and Shipping Bills. Having meticulously perused the records, I find that the core of this
violation lies in the fact that these authorizations were granted and utilized under a license
that had legally ceased to exist. A 'GY/PA pass is an extension of a valid and operative
license, once the license becomes inoperative due to the absence of a Regulation 6 qualified
person, any subsequent authorization or document filing becomes unauthorized. The CB's
argument that they followed the procedure for the 'G' pass does not cure the defect that the
primary license itself was not in force. The filing of over a thousand customs documents
without a validly authorized signatory is a serious regulatory lapse that cannot be
overlooked. Accordingly, I disagree with the CB's contention and uphold the charge of

violation of Regulation 13(7) of the CBLR, 2018.
15.3  Violation of Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018:

(a) I find that the charge of violation of Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018 was
levelled against the CB on the grounds that they failed to give prompt notice in writing to
the Deputy or Assistant Commissioner of Customs regarding the modification or
withdrawal of the authorization of their 'F' Category signatory. The investigation
established that although the authorized signatory, late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi,
passed away on 09.07.2024, the department was only notified of the cessation of this
authorization on 12.03.2025, after a delay of eight months. This failure to provide prompt
intimation appeared to be a direct contravention of the notification requirements stipulated

under Regulation 13(8).

(b)  Ifind that the Inquiry Officer (I0), in this regard, has observed that the responsibility
of informing the Customs department of any change or demise of a category pass holder is
the absolute duty of the Customs Broker. The 10 found that the CB’s claim of only learning
of the death eight months later via a WhatsApp message did not constitute a valid legal
excuse for the failure to provide prompt notice. The IO reasoned that the monitoring of
office staff and the supervision of work conducted on behalf of the firm is a primary

responsibility of the CB, and a lapse of eight months cannot be overlooked. Consequently,
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eging violation of Regulation 13(8) of the CBLR, 2018

itted that they provided prompt notice on 12.03.2025,

vhich was the next working day after they allegedly discovered the demise on 10.03.2025.

> of death" is a vital factor in calculating any delay, and
ebruary 2025 to establish their bona fide ignorance of
the absence of evidence showing they had earlier

| be charged with a failure to provide "prompt" notice.

that a Customs Broker shall give prompt notice in
nployee to sign documents is modified or withdrawn.
hat "promptness” is an essential statutory requirement
y authorized individuals operate within the Customs
e of the status of their only qualified 'F' card signatory
a serious lack of internal control and supervision. A

e death of the signatory and the intimation to the

cpartment cannot, under any reasorllable interpretation, be considered "prompt" notice as

- Accordingly, I uphold the charge of violation of Regulation

1) of the CBLR, 2018:

ation of Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018 was
unds that they failed to communicate forthwith the

card following the demise of Shri Mulshankar Narshi

1blished that the CB continued clearance work without a valid
ly obtained a 'G'/PA pass during a period when the license had

ree. It appeared the CB allowed personnel to act as authorized

e, contrary to the restrictive requirements of the
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(b) I find that the Inquiry Officer (I0), in this regard, has observed that any change in
the persons issued an 'F', 'G', or 'H' card and engaged in customs station work must be
communicated forthwith to the Deputy or Assistant Commissioner. The 10 found that the
CB’s reliance on the date they received a death certificate via a third-party WhatsApp chat
could not be accepted as a valid legal reason for the eight-month delay in notification. The
IO reasoned that the CB is responsible for monitoring the presence or absence of office
staff and that carrying on work under a deceased person’s pass for an extended period
constitutes a clear regulatory violation. Accordingly, the IO held the Article of Charge

alleging violation of Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018 as proved.

(¢)  The CB in this regard submitted that they complied with the regulation by informing
the department on 12.03.2025, immediately after learning of the demise on 10.03.2025.
They contended that the deceased signatory, aged 94, was not visiting the office due to
health issues and that they had continued to deposit his salary in good faith up to February
2025. The CB argued that they had lawfully appointed a 'G' card holder after following
proper department procedures and that there was no procedural deviation or use of

unauthorized personnel on their part.

(d)  Regulation 13(11) mandates that any change in the persons issued an 'F','G', or 'H'
card shall be communicated forthwith to the relevant Customs authorities. Having perused
the records, I find that the statutory requirement to communicate such changes "forthwith"
is an essential safeguard to ensure that only authorized individuals conduct customs
business. The CB’s failure to report the death of their only 'F' card holder for eight months,
while filing over a thousand statutory documents, represents a significant breakdown in
professional supervision. The subsequent procurement of a"G'/PA pass under a license that
was no longer legally in force further confirms the CB's failure to ensure they were
operating with valid authorization. Accordingly, I uphold the charge of violation of

Regulation 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018.

17. 1 find that a Customs Broker occupies a very important position in the Custom

House and is expected to safeguard the interests of both the trade and the Customs
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degree of trust is placed in a licensed Customs Broker by

their acts of omission and commission, the Customs
Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661), has violated

13(11) of the CBLR, 2018. I find that for the violation

s specifically the unauthorized operation of the license for eight

'I'" card holder and the subsequent filing of 242 Bills

3ills without a validly authorized signatory the Customs Broker

ction under Regulations 14, 17, and 18 of the CBLR,

ter, I rely on the following case laws:

me Court in the case of Commissioner of Customs V/s. K.

appeal no. 2940 of 2008 upheld the observation of

M/s. Noble Agency V/s. Commissioner of Customs,

vortant position in the Custom House. The Customs

The importers have to deal with a multiplicity of

s, custodians like BPT as well as the Customs. The importer

ble to clear his goods through these agencies without wasting

time. The CB is supposed to safeguard the interest of both the

lot of trust is kept in CB by the importers/exporters
gencies. To ensure appropriate disharge of such trust,

amed. Regulation 14 of the CB Licensing Regulations

of the CB. Any contravention of such obligations even without

TAT D

1S \requir

ficient to

invite upon the CB the punishment listed in the

elhi in case of M/s. Rubal Logistics Pvt. Ltd.

oner of/Customs (General) wherein in (para 6.1) it is

e the Customs Broker to exercise due diligence to

ness of dany information and to advice the client accordingly.
zcceptejas having no mensrea of the noticed mis-declaration
mis-quantification but from his own statement acknowledging
part to properly ensure the same, we are of the opinion that

mmitted violation of the above mentioned Regulations. These

a mandaqtory duty upon the CB, who is an important link
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between the Customs Authorities and the importer/exporter. Any dereliction/lack of
due diligence since has caused the Exchequer loss in terms of evasion of Customs
Duty, the original adjudicating authority has rightly imposed the penalty upon the

appellant herein."”

18.  As discussed above, I conclude that the CB, M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB
License No. 11/2661), is guilty of violating Regulations 11(3), 13(7), 13(8), and 13(11) of
the CBLR, 2018. In view of the detailed discussion and analysis above, it is established
that the CB has failed to discharge the professional and statutory obligations mandated
under the Customs Brokers Licensing Regulations, 2018. The evidence on record confirms
that the Customs Broker failed to promptly inform the department regarding the demise of
their 'F' Category authorized signatory, late Shri Mulshankar Narshi Joshi, which occurred
on July 9, 2024. Furthermore, by continuing customs clearance operations and filing 242
Bills of Entry and 840 Shipping Bills during the eight-month period when the license was
effectively inoperative due to the absence of a Regulation 6 qualified person, the Customs

Broker failed to exercise the requisite degree of supervision and monitoring of their staff.

Further, the records indicate that the CB continued to deposit salary into the bank
account of the deceased employee up to February 2025, which suggests that the failure to
intimate the death may not have been a case of systemic fraud or malafide intent, but rather
a severe lapse in administrative judgment and internal control. Thus, the unauthorized
operation appears to be a consequence of diminished diligence rather than deliberate
connivance. | also take note of the CB’s submission regarding previous administrative
orders in cases such as M/s. Damco India Pvt. Ltd., M/s. Hind Ship Airways., and M/s. VS
Logistics, where delays in intimating changes to authorized signatories were adjudicated
by imposing penalties rather than the extreme step of revocation. Considering that the CB
has now appointed a new 'F' Category qualified person (Shri Harish Prabhashanker) to
regularize their operations, I find the extreme action of revocation of the Customs Broker’s
License or the forfeiture of the security deposit to be unwarranted. Hence, under the factual
matrix of the case and applying the Principle of Proportionality, I am not inclined to revoke

the License or forfeit the security deposit, as such punishments would be disproportionately
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inistrative nature of the primary infraction. However, I am of

e ends of justice will be met by imposing a penalty on the CB

CBLR, 2018, which suffices both as a corrective measure for

1s a deterrent to future lapses in statutory compliance. In this

he following case laws:

Delhi High Court has, in the|case of Falcon Air Cargo and Travels (P) Ltd [2002

(140) ELT 8 (DEL)]

held as [follows:

"13. By order dated | 5-7-2000, licence was revoked. It is not clear how there could

be revocation when the licence itself was not functional after 13-1-2000. Licence

can be suspended or
It is, therefore, clear
open to the Commiss

it. Suspension would

revoked pn any of the grounds as mentioned in Regulation 21.

that if any of the grounds enumerated existed, two courses are
ioner. One is to suspend the licence and the other is to revoke

obvz'ous[i' mean that licence would be for a particular period

inoperative. An ordey of revocation would mean that licence is totally inoperative

in future, it loses its

currency irretrievably. Obviously, suspension/revocation, as

the case may be, has to be djrected looking to the gravity of the situation in the

background of facts. For minoy infraction or infraction which are not of very serious

nature order of suspension

may suffice. On the contrary, when revocation is

directed it has to be only in| cases where infraction is of a very serious nature

warranting exemplary action|on the part of the authorities, otherwise two types of

actions would no

have |been provided for. Primarily it is for the

Commissioner/Tribunal to decide as to which of the actions would be appropriate

but while choosing
consider all relevant
and mitigating circun
warranting revocatio
dealing with individu
non-renewal of licen

somewhat similar po

any of the two modes, the Commissioner/Tribunal has to
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stances. The difference in approach for consideration of cases
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al cases. \In a given case the authorities may be of the view that
ce for a period of time would be sufficient. That would be in a

sition to that of suspension of licence though it may not be so

in all cases. On the other hand, there may be cases where the authorities may be of

the view that licencee does not deserve a renewal either. Position would be different

there. Though we have not dealt with the question of proportionality, it is to be noted

that the authorities while dea

ling with the consequences of any action which may

give rise to action foy suspension, revocation or nonrenewal have to keep several

aspects in mind. Pri

or profession in the

narily, the effect of the action vis-a-vis right to carry on trade

background of Article 19(1)(g) of the Constitution has to be
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noted. It has also to be borne in mind that the proportionality question is of great
significance as action is under a fiscal statute and may ultimately lead to a civil

death."”

b) Delhi High Court has in case of Ashiana Cargo Services [2014 (302) ELT 161
(DEL)] held as follows:

"11. Viewing these cases, in the background of the proportionalily doctrine, it
becomes clear that the presence of an aggravating factor is important to justify the
penalty of revocation. While matters of discipline lie with the Commissioner, whose
best judgment should not be second- guessed, any administrative order must
demonstrate an ordering of priorities, or an appreciation of the aggravating (or
mitigating) circumstances. In this case, the Commissioner and the CESTAT
(majority) hold that —there is no finding nor any allegation to the effect that the
appellant was aware of the misuse of the said G cards, but do not give adequate, if
any weight, to this crucial factor. There is no finding of any mala fide on the part of
the appellant, such that the trust operating between a CB and the Customs
Authorities (as a matter of law, and of fact) can be said to have been violated, or be
irretrievably lost for the future operation of the license. In effect, thus, the

proportionality doctrine has escaped the analysis”.

¢) In the case of ACE Global Industries [2018 (364) ELT 841 (Tri Chennai)],

Hon’ble Tribunal observed as follows:

"6. We are unable to appreciate such a peremptory conclusion. The CBLR, 2013
lays down that stepwise procedures are to be followed before ordering any
punishment to the Customs broker. True, the said regulations do contain provisions
for revocation of the license and for forfeiture of full amount of security deposit,
however these are maximum punishments which should be awarded only when the
culpability of the Customs broker is established beyond doubt and such culpability
is of very grave and extensive nature. In case of such fraudulent imports, for
awarding such punishment, it has to be established without doubt that the Customs
broker had colluded with the importer to enable the fraud to take place. No such

culpability is forthcoming in respect of the appellant herein.....”

d) Hon’ble CESTAT, Mumbai in the matter of Setwin Shipping Agency Vs. CC
(General), Mumbai — 2010 (250) E.L.T 141 (Tri.-Mumbai) observed:

“it is a settled law that the punishment has to be commensurate and proportionate

to the offence committed’ .
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ry Report against the SCN dated 30.07.2025 in the present case

was received on 29.12.2025. The IQ attributed the delay in submitting the Inquiry Report
to the fact that she was handling multiple sensitive charges, including Group 2A, Legal,
Licence, and AEO, alongside being an Inquiry Officer in another simultaneous case.
Further, upon receipt of the Inquiry Report, a Personal Hearing was granted to the CB on

10.02.2026. Adv. Shri Prashant Kubal and Shri Manish Chatwani, Director of the CB firm,

ubmitted a written reply, and reiterated their earlier contentions.

was taken up for adjudication based on the facts, written

submissions, and evidence available on record. With respect to the timelines prescribed

e CBLR, 2018, and the CB's contention regarding the delay in
iry Report, I observe, while relying on the following case laws,

HALR/CBLR are directory in nature and not mandatory:

yurt of (]udicature at Bombay in the case of Principal
ms (General), Mumbai Versus Unison Clearing P. Ltd.

..T. 321 (Bom.), observed that:

aforesaid discussion, the time limit contained in Regulation 20
d to be mandatory and is held to be directory. As it is already
t though the time line framed in the Regulation need to be rigidly
ould demand that when such time limit is crossed, the period
imed for| completing the inquiry should be justified by giving
uses on account of which the time limit was not adhered to. This
the inquiry proceedings which are initiated are completed
w0t prolonged and some checks and balances must be ensured,
he unnecessary delays can be curbed is recording of reasons for
Therence|to this time limit by the Officer conducting the inquiry

countable for not adhering to the time schedule. These reasons

to derive a conclusion whether the deviation from the time line

prescribed in the Regulation, is "reasonable”. This is the only way by which the

provisions contained in Regulation 20 can be effectively implemented in the interest

of both parties, namely, the Revenue and the Customs House Agent.”

The Hon’ble High Court of Telangana, in the matter of M/s. Shasta Freight

Services Pvt Ltd vs Principal Commissioner of Customs, [Writ Petition No. 29237 of
2018] held that: -
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“42. Therefore, if the tests laid down in Dattatreya Moreshwar, which have so far
held the field, are applied, it would be clear (i) that the time limit prescribed in
Regulation 20 (7) is for the performance of a public duty and not for the exercise of
a private right; (ii) that the consequences of failure to comply with the requirement
are not spelt out in Regulation 20(7) (iii) that no prejudicial consequences flow to

the aggrieved parties due to the non-adherence to the time limit; and

(iii) that the object of the Regulations, the nature of the power and the language
employed do not give scope to conclude that the time limit prescribed is mandatory.

Hence, we hold that the time limit prescribed in Requlation 20 (7) is not mandatory

but only directory.”

(¢c) The Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka, in the matter of The Commissioner of
Customs vs M/s. Sri Manjunatha Cargo Pvt Ltd on 12 January [C.S.T.A. No. 10/2020]
held that: -

“13. A reading of Regulation 17 of the C.B.L.R., 2018 makes it very clear that
though there is a time limit stipulated in the Regulations to complete a particular

act, non-compliance of the same would not lead to any specific consequence.

14. A reading of the Regulation 17 would also go to show that the Inquiry Officer
during the course of his inquiry is not only required to record the statement of the
parties but also to give them an opportunity to cross-examine and produce oral and
documentary evidence. In the event of the respondents not co- operating, it would
be difficult for the Inquiry Officer to complete the inquiry within the prescribed
periéd of 90 days, as provided under Regulation 17(5). Therefore, we find force in
the argument of the learned counsel for the appellant that the Regulation No. 17 is
required to be considered as directory and not mandatory. Though the word "shall”
has been used in Regulation 17, an overall reading of the said provision of law
makes it very clear that the said provision is procedural in nature and non-
compliance of the same does not have any effect. If there is no consequence stated
in the Regulation for non-adherence of time period for conducting the inquiry or
passing an order there afterwards, the time line provided under the 22 statute

cannot be considered as fatal to the outcome of inquiry.

15. Under the circumstances, we are of the considered view that the provisions of
Regulation 17 of the C.B.L.R., 2018 is required to be considered as directory and
not mandatory and accordingly, we answer the substantial questions of law Nos. 1

to 3 in favour of the appellant and against the respondent.”

Page 34 of 36



p—

)

[

dated 23.04.2013] held ¢

“Para 4.2:- As rege
prescribed in CBLR
to be borne in min
followed by the e
administrative reas

1

law”.

0.  Having gone throug

the role of the CB, althoug

@)

aution regarding the mo

q

dministrative omission 4

remeditated modus operd

—

mportance while determi

—

orrective and deterrent,

w2

tandards of diligence and

—

he present case, the regul

iling of 1,082 documents

)

eriousness of the obligati
{owever, having regard tc

icense would have severe

oo

nd its employees, the extr

warranted.

1. In view of the aboy

ropagates the idea that a |

=

f the offence, I am not in

"B. However, for their ac

egulations. The objective

f a monetary penalty ung

The Hon’ble CESTAT Muur

Ltd, Vs. Commissioner of

Custom

hat: -

q that tin
iforceme

ons. Tha

h the fac

nitoring

nd failu
wdi to b
ning the
of acti
aimed at
responsi
atory lap
while the
ler Regul

ons vio

eme pena

‘e consid
hunishme
clined to

s of omi

wds the

. there is

:

» the nature of the violations and the fact that revocation of the

F.No. GEN/CB/582/2022-CBS

nbai in the matter of M/s. Muni Cargo Movers Pvt.
s (General), Mumbai [Order No. A/996/13CSTB/C-

hird issue regarding non-adherence to the time-limit
' some merit in the argument. But nevertheless, it has
ne-limit prescribed in the law though required to be
nt officers, at times could not be adhered to for

t by itself does not make the impugned order bad in

ts of the case and evidence on record , it is noted that

h marked by negligence and a significant lapse in professional

of their authorized personnel, appears to be one of
re to adhere to prescribed standards rather than a
ypass Customs laws. This distinction is of material
proportionality of punishment under the licensing
on under the CBLR is not punitive alone but also
ensuring that Customs Brokers adhere to the high
bility expected of them as licensed intermediaries. In
ses established on record regarding the unauthorized
license was legally inoperative justify the imposition

ation 18 of the CBLR, 2018, so as to underscore the

ted and to deter recurrence of such lapses in future.

and disploportionate consequences on the livelihood of the CB

Ity of revocation or forfeiture of security deposit is not

erations and the “Doctrine of Proportionality,” which
nt for an offence should be proportional to the gravity
revoke the license or forfeit the security deposit of the

ssion and commission, the Customs Broker, M/s. Mac

Page 35 of 36




F.No. GEN/CB/582/2022-CBS

Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661) , is held liable and guilty for violating
the provisions of Regulations 11(3), 13(7), 13(8), and 13(11) of the CBLR, 2018, as
mentioned above. I hold that the CB has failed to discharge the duties cast upon them, and
the interest of justice would be met by the imposition of a penalty under Regulation 18 of

the CBLR, 2018. Accordingly, I pass the following order:
ORDER

22. I, Commissioner of Customs (General), in exercise of the power conferred upon me

under Regulation 17(7) of the CBLR, 2018, pass the following order:

(1) I, hereby impose a penalty of Rs. 50,000/- (Rupees Fifty Thousand only) on the
Customs Broker M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661) under

Regulation 18(1) of the CBLR, 2018.

This order is passed without prejudice to any other action which may be taken or
purported to be taken against the Customs Broker and their employees under the Customs

Act, 1962, or any other act for the time being in force in the Union of India.

(Shraddha Joshi Sharma)
Commissioner of Customs (Gen.)
NCH, Mumbai-I

1o

M/s. Mac Trans-Oceanic Pvt. Ltd. (CB License No. 11/2661)
B-40, 1st Floor, Ashoka Complex,

Sector-18, Vashi,

Navi Mumbai - 400705.

Copy to:

1. The Pr. Chief Commissioner/ Chief Commissioner of Customs, Mumbai - I, 11, III
Zone.

2. The Deputy Commissioner of Customs, Customs Broker Section, New Custom

House, Mumbai Zone-1.

EDI of NCH, ACC & JNCH

ACC (Admn), Mumbai with a request to circulate among all departments.

JNCH (Admn) with a request circulate among all the concerned.

Cash Section, NCH

Office copy

N o v s w
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