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L g ufa 3@ afd & Proft suaiht & Rrg g 7 41 ol & R w1 g ot fear T B,

| This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued. —

2. wWges sfRiFEE 1962 @ uRT 120 @ & (1) (@ur wEifva) F o Fraferaa At &
wmEl & e H o1 afd 56 Y | 30 Y 18T TeHy HIaT 6 9t 59 oy at wiy
aﬁaﬁaﬂsnﬁ#%aﬁ?maﬁwmwﬁawﬁmm,ﬁﬁm, (Irereg faym)

 wwg A, 7€ el ) gAdienr smde wwga #w woa 2.

| Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the following

‘ ‘ categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to
| | The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finance,
(Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of

‘ ‘ communication of the order,

] frafafas wafRea TSI/ Order relating to :
@) e smarfaa #1E A

(a) lany goods exported

F

(@) IR o 1A H3A og [BW! aTe=T | ATaT T4T AT HIRG B ST Tl R W IAT T ¢ A
U1 I T W W IR 9 & g sndfda e 39 7 9 W a1 39 T w1 I
l T AT B AT A ifd A & w g

|any goods loaded in a conveyance for im portation into India, but which are not unloaded at
their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity of such goods as has not been

(b) |unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at such destination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

o ‘@ﬁrw?m"arﬁrﬁw, 1962 & T X qUT IHF (U AT T F1aH] & a8d Yoo aq @
‘&FdTIFﬂ.

(c) |Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made
| thereunder.

3. YA HTdeT UF A frawrach & RAFTGE WRe § WRqd ST 2N forad o gaa o
@1 et ok 3w & Ay el s daw @3 Tk

"The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

(®) @ Bl U, 1870 & 7 H.6 I 1 & ol Fruffa fvg e srgeR g9 omew @ 4 i,
| J forae? we ufar & v 1) Y =rarew yew Ree @ @ Tk,

| (a)] 4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as prescribed
‘ ‘ under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

“@" T AT & SeATAT WY G A1 B 4 whai, afg @

| (b) | 4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any

| (M | gdteror & e amde 1 4 wheai
| (€) " {_'o;i_vs of the f\pplic;ﬂion for Revision.

(@) G amded e B & fg AnTes e, 1962 (@Y W) | uiRd By @t
¥ I, Wi, qus, 9=t ok Rty ngf F M F asfmamrar 2 & =. 200/-(FYT g A "EH)AT
¥.1000/-(FUY TF FWR {7 ), S off wrwen €)Y, @ wva Rra e & wwilre aars .96
@1 1 wfoai. af} ge, wim mar sare, e T 6 @ AR e w T Ue e O 39 B9
s’laﬁﬂﬁuﬁ'ﬂ%mﬁazoo/-muﬁwmﬁaﬁm@?ﬁuﬁwﬁmﬁamoop

(d) | The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
‘ Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellaneous Items being the fee

‘ prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Revision Application. If the
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amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less, i
fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/-,
3. | Ag . 2 B AT Gld W % ST 3T WG] & T B aTe B13 e §6 AT | HTed |
TEW ST 8 ot @ dmges afufiaw 1962 @ uRT 129 ¢ (1) & el wid Hos A
Harres, $=00 IAE Yod AR Va1 #2 e sifirevur & wwer FafaRea od uw sl &3
TFd
In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved
by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following

address :
Ao, $91 IAE Yo d §a] B HUNeY | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate |
ftrpor, ufded asita dts Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

Zad A, sgaTel ved, Fee fiIRYR ga, 2nd Rlpor, Bahumali Bhavan,

R4l HpHadG-380016 ‘
| Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa, ‘
|

| Ahmedabad-380 016 -

5. | SATes SUTTAH, 1962 BT URT 129 T (6) & HUTA, WA (UMTAH, 1962 B URT 129
T (1) & = enfter & wry FPmfafed yoo wow g Tifee-

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of the
Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

@) | 3t @ ST AHa B wel [ QTHTRed SIS gRT /I T Yok 1Y TSl qul e
AT &€ B} IHH UlY TG ¥UY 91 IHH FH 8l d UP gWR UL |
(a) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of i
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand

rupees; |

@) | oriTa @ varaad A orgt e SrHTe St gIR1 AT 41 Qe X SIS qUT Tl
T 48 B IFH UTe aRe wuE A e 8 afeT Ul vurs are @ sfis 7 gl al; vk R
¥ |
(b) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of ‘
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not
exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;

M) | ordTe @ St AT & ogt e rATe USRI gIRT HIT AT Yk S TS quT ST

AT $8 B YHH U 9T EU¢ R S4fUe g1 4t T g9 .

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied h_Tan_v officer 01‘
ustoms in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten

\ it usand rupees

T o AR 5 G, A1 0 Yo @ 10% Hal S R, o6 Yok U] Yo U4 &8 (941G A B, U1 48 & 10%
W, Wel $av &S faar A 2, sl v@r s |

:}ﬁ appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of the duly demanded where duty or |
duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute. |

6. | Sa SfUTTaR BT URT 129 (T) & 3<id srdter WIUe<ul & WHal aIar Yedd 31de Ui (@)
A% T & g a1 rfadl B guRA & g a1 fedt s ot & forg fobg g ordie « - arvar
gmmmﬂwmmﬁmmm%mmﬁaﬁmwmm

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the r\ppell-mt‘ Tribunal-

(a) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or lor any other purpose; or

(b) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fec of five Hundred rupees
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Appeal has been filed by M/s HR Exports Private Limited, 2646, 1st Floor;-
Gali Raghunandan, Naya Bazar, Delhi-110006, (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Appellant’) in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, challenging the
Order-in-Original nos. MCH/ADC/MK/156/2024-25 dated 09.10.2024
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the impugned order’) issued by the Additional
Commissioner, Mundra.
2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant filed Shipping Bill
No. 1103001 dated 23.05.2024 through their CHA-M/s Daksh Shipping and
Logistics for export of goods declared as "Basmati Rice' under CTH-10063020.
The Docks Officer after examination found that the goods are not as per
declaration. As per instruction received from DC Export, RSS were drawn vide
Test Memo No. 913 dated 19.06.2024 and forwarded the same to CRCL, Kandla
for testing. CRCL, Kandla vide their Report No. 2843 dated 01.07.2024
concluded that "based on the physical appearance, forms and analytical finding,
it may be considered as mixed rice of various type of rice grains and it is other
than Basmati Rice. The details of Shipping Bill and corresponding Test Report

are as under:

Table-1
. 3 Test FOB Summary
;:;' rsqglpal: i;;ftl:lu ﬁ;t Report No. | Declared in of Test
' ' ' & Date SB (in Rs.) Result p——
i 78 I N,
| it may be/iF" N\
considered/ |57 \
as mixed o} [&-
rice of \%\ 4
1103001 various N\ 4747
L || gared ;?rs 3?4037%&532 36,49,824/- || type of rice =2l
23.05.2024 T grains and
it is other
than
Basmati
Rice
| TOTAL 36,49,824/-
2.1 The exporter vide letter dated 27.08.2024 requested for Back to

Town of the cargo as their buyer has cancelled the order. The goods declared

as "Basmati Rice" were found mis-declared in terms of description as per test

N\
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report dated 01.07.2024. As per test report mentioned in Table-1 of Para 2,
the goods are "Other than Basmati Rice" instead of declared goods ic. "Basmati
Rice", which are correctly classifiable under CTH 10063090 instead of declared
CTH 10063020. Further, as per Notification No. 20/2023 dated 20.07.2023
issued by DGFT: the export of "Non-Basmati White Rice (Semi-milled or wholly-
milled rice, whether or not polished or glaze: Other)" under CTH-10063090 1s
prohibited w.e.f. 20.07.2023.

2.2 The appellant had declared the goods to be exported vide the said
SB as "Basmati Rice" and classified the same under CTH-10063020. However,
as per Test Report, it was found and accepted by the appellant as well that the
impugned goods are actually "Other than Basmati Rice" and not the one
declared by the appellant. Also, as the goods were mis-declared, therefore,

proper classification is required to be decided in this case.

2.3 In view of the above, it appeared that: (i) The description as well
as classification of the impugned goods, attempted to be exported mentioned
under Shipping Bill No. 1103001 dated 23.05.2024 as "Basmati Rice" (CTH-
10063020) are liable to be rejected and required to be re-classified as "Other

Rice" under CTH 10063090; (ii) Impugned goods covered under Shipping Bill
No. 1103001 dated 23.05.2024 having FOB value 36,49,824 /- arc liable for

2.4 The appellant requested for waiver of Show Cause Notice and
Personal Hearing by the adjudicating authority vide letter dated 04.10.2024.
The appellant also requested for Back to Town of the goods.

2.5 Consequently, the Adjudicating Authority passed the following

order:

i. He ordered to reject the description as well as classification of the goods to
be exported vide Shipping Bill No. 1103001 dated 23.05.2024 i.e. "Basmati
Rice" under CTH-10063020 and order to be re-classified as "Other Rice" under
CTH-10063090;

ii. He ordered to confiscate the Impugned goods covered under Shipping Bill
No. 1103001 dated 23.05.2024 having FOB value 36,49,824 /- under Section
113(d) & 113(i) of the Customs Act, 1962. However, he gave the option to the
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exporter to redeem the same for Back to Town against payment of a Redemption
Fine of Rs. 6,00,000/- (Rupees Six Lakhs only) under Section 125 of the
Customs Act, 1962;

iil. He ordered to impose and recover Penalty of Rs. 3,00,000 /- (Rupees Three
Lakhs Only) on the exporter under Sections 114(i) of the Customs Act, 1962.

SUBMISSIONS OF THE APPELLANT:

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant has filed the
present appeal against the order passed by the Additional Commissioner,
Custom House, Mundra. The Grounds of Appeal are not reproduced in detail for
sake of brevity, as the copy of the same is available with the Appellant as well
Respondent. However, the same have been examined and the brief is as under:

3.1 The Appellant contends that the Impugned Order dated October 9,
2024, was passed in gross violation of the principles of natural justice. It is
argued that the adjudicating authority failed to provide a "speaking order," as it
did not offer clear reasons or explanations to support the findings regarding the
confiscation of goods and imposition of penalties. Citing Supreme Court
precedents like Siemens Engineering and Gurdial Singh Fijji, the Appellant
emphasizes that quasi-judicial orders must show a clear link between the

evidence and the final conclusion to be legally valid.

3.2 The Appellant asserts that the goods were correctly declared as —

AiHT 5y N

Basmati Rice under CTH 1006 3020 and were freely exportable under@ g ~\
prevailing Foreign Trade Policy. As a regular exporter of rice for 40 year S 2 \
Appellant maintains the filing was done with a bona fide belief that the g:é;

met all parameters prescribed under the Notification dated January 11, 262’3{“‘:// f

o

—t

Furthermore, the Appellant denies the authority's claim of having accepted tha?“
the goods were "other rice," noting that no such statement was ever made and
the authority failed to produce any corroborative evidence for this finding.

3.3 A major ground for appeal is the existence of two contradictory test
reports for the same goods. While the CRCL (Kandla) report favored the
Department by labeling the goods as "other than basmati," a separate report
from DARL (Delhi) dated August 5, 2024, confirmed the goods as Basmati Rice.
The Appellant argues that the Department arbitrarily chose to rely solely on the
report in its favor while ignoring the DARL report. Under established legal
principles, when two contradictory reports exist, the one favorable to the

assessee should be preferred.

W/
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3.4 The Appellant challenges the reliability of the CRCL report, stating
it only tested 8 out of the 19 mandatory parameters required by the FSSAI
Notification dated January 11, 2023, for determining Basmati Rice. Specilically,
the laboratory failed to conduct the mandatory Polymerase Chain Reaction (PCR)
test and did not test for the percentage of "other varieties of non-basmati rice,"
which allows for a mixture of up to 15%. Because the report was incomplete and
vague regarding the actual type of rice found, the Appellant argues it has no
evidentiary value for classification under CTH 1006 3090.

3.5 The Appellant submits that the burden of proving a misdeclaration
or a different classification lies squarely on the Revenue. It is argued that the
adjudicating authority failed to provide any expert opinion or material evidence
to prove beyond doubt that the goods were "other rice” prohibited for export.
Since the Department did not discharge this burden and provided no evidence
of the Appellant’s "prior knowledge" of any alleged misdeclaration, the order for
confiscation and penalty is deemed arbitrary and unlawful.
3.6 Finally, the Appellant argues that the goods are not liable for
confiscation under Section 113, nor is a redemption fine imposable under
Section 125, as there was no valid seizure or provisional release of the goods.
Similarly, the penalty under Section 114(i) is challenged on the grounds that
there was no act of omission or commission with mens rea (guilty mind) to evade
shibitions. The Appellant maintains that since the original declaration was
A and the proceedings were based on an inconclusive test report, all

hential liabilities should be set aside.

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. Personal hearing was granted to the Appellant on 12,01.2026
following the principles of natural justice wherein Shri Chirajneev Tandon,
Advocate, appeared for the hearing and re-iterated the submissions made at the
time of filing the appeal. He also made additional submission vide letter dated
07.01.2026. The additional grounds of appeal filed by M/s. HR Exports Pvt. Ltd.
under Section 128A of the Customs Act, 1962, center on the full compliance with
export policy restrictions for Basmati rice. The Appellant argues that the export
under Shipping Bill No. 1103001 satisfied all nine mandatory conditions
specified under Sr. No. 57, Chapter 10 of Schedule II of the ITC (HS) Export
Policy. Specifically, they highlight that the contracts were duly registered with
APEDA, the shipment was processed through a Custom EDI port (Mundraj, and

\/\/. Page 7 of 12
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the payment terms were strictly "Documents against Payment" (DP) rather than
‘Documents against Acceptance". Furthermore, the Appellant points out that the
Department's own CRCL test report confirms that the physical grain -
parameters—average length (7.07 mm) and length-to-breadth ratio (3.92)—
actually meet the prescribed standards for Basmati rice, a fact they claim the
adjudicating authority ignored. The second major ground relies on the judicial
precedent set in Hightop Trading Pvt. Ltd. vs. Commissioner of Customs, which
was recently affirmed by the Supreme Court of India. The Appellant uses this
case o argue that FSSAI standards are generally not applicable to export goods
unless specifically mandated by the Foreign Trade Policy, and that the Revenue
cannot simply rely on a non-specialized laboratory like the CRCL to enforce food
standards. They contend that the adjudicating authority failed to discharge the
burden of proof to establish misdeclaration, as the CRCL report never explicitly
classified the goods as "other rice" under CTH 1006 3090. Consequently, the
Appellant maintains that the goods are not liable for confiscation under Section
113 nor subject to penalties under Section 114(i), requesting that the original
order dated October 9, 2024, be quashed.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5, [ have carefully gone through the case records, impugned pt?e

passed by the Additional Commissioner, Mundra and the defense put f

the Appellant in their appeal.

...:/'

o L The core of the Revenue's case rests on the CRCL test report, whl\h~—-—f

serves as the foundational evidentiary document in this dispute. Under the
scheme of the Customs Act, 1962, specifically Section 144, the proper officer is
empowered to take samples of any goods for the purpose of examination or
testing. This statutory power is critical for the verification of declarations made
by exporters, especially in cases where the export of specific varieties (like Non-
Basmati Rice) is restricted or prohibited. Once these samples are drawn, they
are analyzed by government-accredited laboratories, predominantly the Central
Revenues Control Laboratory (CRCL). In the context of Customs litigation, this
report carries a high degree of evidentiary value and a presumption of

correctness.

Page 8 of 12
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5.2 The significance of a CRCL report cannot be understated. It is not
merely a piece of paper but a technical finding by an authorized expert of the
state. Unless there is a clear, demonstrable error in the testing process, the
expert's report must prevail. In the instant case, the Appellant was duly served
with the results of the CRCL report during the investigation stage. The report
clearly indicated that the rice samples did not satisfy the parameters of "Basmati
Rice” as defined in the relevant DGFT notifications (e.g., Notification No.
18/2023-DGFT). Specifically, the report pointed towards failures in length-
breadth ratio and the presence of excessive non-basmati grains. Upon receiving
this report, the burden of proof shifted to the Appellant to rebut this expert

evidence.

5:3 The standard procedure for rebuttal in such cases is well-defined. If
an exporter/importer is dissatisfied with the results of a test, they must
immediately request a "re-test’ by the Chief Chemist or another authorized
higher authority. This request must be made while the remnant samples are still
fresh and representative. In the present proceedings, the Adjudicating Authority
has categorically recorded that the Appellant did not seek any re-test during the
entire adjudication period. This failure to contest the report at the first available

opportunity creates a legal hurdle known as 'Estoppel.’ By not challenging the

Furthermore, the Appellant’s attempt to challenge the report at the
appellate stage is technically and legally flawed. Technically, agricultural
products like rice are subject to natural degradation over time. A re-test
requested months after the original sampling would likely yield unreliable
results, thereby prejudicing the Revenue's case. Legally, an appeal is a review of
the decision-making process and the evidence presented before the lower
authority. Since the Appellant did not present any challenge to the report below,

the Adjudicating Authority committed no error in relying upon it.

5.5 I must also address the Appellant's reliance on private certifications.
It is a well-settled principle that a government laboratory report issued under
statutory powers overrides any private test reports or quality certificates
obtained by the exporter for commercial purposes. Consequently, I find that the
CRCL test report has attained finality in this case. The Appellant's belated

attempt to question its methodology—without having sought a re-test when the
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law allowed for it—must be rejected. The Adjudicating Authority was perfectly
Jjustified in treating the goods as "Non-Basmati Rice" based on this unchallenged

expert evidence.

5.6 In the present appeal, the Appellant is attempting to challenge the
technicality of the report for the first time. This is a "belated challenge."” The law
does not permit an appellant to sit idle during adjudication and then seek to
reopen factual findings (like chemical/physical compositions) at the appellate
stage, especially when the remnant samples might have deteriorated or the

consignment is no longer available for fresh representative sampling.

5.7 The Appellant has moved an application for the admission of additional
grounds of appeal, specifically seeking to challenge the technical findings of the
CRCL report. They have invoked the provisions of Section 128A of the Customs
Act, 1962, which grants this Authority the discretion to allow an appellant to
rely on grounds not set forth in the original appeal memo, provided the omission
was not "willful or unreasonable.” After thorough scrutiny, I find that this
invocation of Section 128A is both legally flawed and strategically misapplied in
the context of the present facts. Section 128A is designed to prevent a
miscarriage of justice where a genuine legal point or an overlooked piece of
evidence was not raised earlier. However, this section does not permit the
creation of a "de novo' factual dispute that was intentionally abandoned during
adjudication. In the present case, the "omission" to challenge the test report was
not an accidental oversight; it was a conscious decision made during the
adjudication stage. The Appellant participated in the personal hearing, f}kﬁﬁ“” "’I ﬁ\\

~ W\
detailed written submissions, and yet chose not to dispute the Iabor \ ,-\-.
5 3

findings or request a re-test.

5.8 There is a distinction between a "ground of appeal” (which usu
involves a point of law or interpretation) and a "factual dispute" (which involves
the fundamental evidence of the case). A test report is a factual finding. By failing
to request a re-test before the Adjudicating Authority, the Appellant has allowed
that factual finding to reach finality. If a party waives this right, they cannot later
claim that the "omission was not willful" to resurrect the issue at the appellate
stage. Furthermore, admitting such a challenge now would violate the basic
principles of the "Doctrine of Finality." If every appellant were allowed to
challenge the technicality of a laboratory report only after they lost the case at
the adjudication level, it would lead to an endless litigation cycle. It is also

important to consider the "Perishability Factor." Agricultural commodities like
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MUN-CUSTM-000-APP-795-25-26

Rice are subject to natural enzymatic changes, moisture fluctuations, and pest
infestations over time. The "remnant samples" held by the department are
representative only for a specific window of time. By the time an appeal is heard,
the samples may no longer be in the same physical or chemical state as they
were when the export was attempted. Allowing a challenge now, under the guise
of "additional grounds," would force a re-test on potentially degraded samples,

which would be unfair to the Revenue and technically unsound.

5.9 I also find that the Appellant's excuse—that they were under the
impression that their private certifications would suffice—is legally tenable.
Ignorance of the law or a mistaken belief that one type of evidence is superior to
another is not a valid ground for admitting additional grounds under Section
128A. The procedure for challenging a CRCL report is well-established in the
Customs Manual and various Board Circulars (e.g., Circular No. 30/2017-
Customs). As a "Star Export House," the Appellant is expected to be well-versed
with these procedures. Consequently, the application to admit the challenge to
the CRCL report as an "additional ground" under Section 128A is rejected. The
Appellant cannot be allowed to build a new case at this stage that contradicts
their silent acceptance of the evidence during the lower proceedings. The issues
to be addressed in this appeal must remain confined to whether the Adjudicating
Authority correctly applied the law to the accepted factual findings of the CRCL

report.

5.10 The export of rice is strictly regulated to ensure national food
security and to maintain the "Brand India" image of Basmati Rice. Mis-

declaration of Non-Basmati Rice as Basmati Rice is a serious offense that

ct. The consequential finding of mis-declaration is therefore upheld.

S5.11 In view of the detailed discussion above, I find that the Appellant
failed to contest the CRCL test report during the adjudication process. No request
for a re-test was made to the Adjudicating Authority, thereby granting finality to
the test findings. The Adjudicating Authority has followed the principles of
natural justice and based the OIO on valid expert evidence. The case laws cited
by the Appellant are not relevant to the specific fact of an "uncontested report.”

Therefore, the findings in the Order-in-Original dated October 9, 2024, regarding
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the mis-declaration, confiscation, and penalty are legally sound and do not

require any interference.

6. In view of the foregoing, the appeal filed by M/s. H R Exports Pvt.
Ltd. is hereby REJECTED. The Order-in-Original No.
MCH/ADC/MK/156/2024-25 dated October 9, 2024, is UPHELD in its entirety.

(AMIT GU
Commission ppeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

F. No. §/49-304/CUS/MUN/24-25 Date: 29.01.2026
By Registered post A.D/E-Mail

To

M/s HR Exports Private Limited,
2646, lst Floor, Gali Raghunandan,
Naya Bazar, Delhi-110006

Email: infowhrexportsglobal.com

Copy to:

1. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House,
Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Mundra.

3 The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Custom, Mundra.

4, Shri Chiranjeev Tandon, Advocate, on belhalf of H.R. Exports Pvt Ltd.

(tandon.chiranjeev@gmail.com)

5. Guard File.
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