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any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are

lunloaded at that destination.
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4 copies of the Application for Revision.

ot g man B -

| This copy is granted free of cost for the prwatc use of the person to whom it |
is issued.
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" Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as am(:_ridéd], in ;'cs_peét_r

of the following categories of cascs, 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 Strect, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of
communication of the order.

any goods imported

mﬁmmﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬁmwﬁﬁmwﬁﬁm
RE TR IdR A T ATd T I Tded R-H W IdR o1 & e enifém

o d &4t 8l

not unloaded at their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity
of such goods as has not been unloaded at any such destination if goods
unloaded at such destination are short of the quantity required to be
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the rules made thereunder.
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4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of pcnsc ﬁft} (mly in one
copy as prescribed under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documcnts if any
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_-[d] The dupllcatc copy of the T.R.6 challan evide ncing payment of Rs.200/-
(Rupees two Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupces one thousand only) as
i the case may be, under the Head of other reccipts, fees, fines, forfeitures
and Miscellancous Items being the fee prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962
| | (as amended) for filing a Revision Application. If the amount of duty and
interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less, fees as
| Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs. 1000/ - |
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.—_rln r(spcct of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, dny
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 :

?ﬁmﬂlﬁ?,ﬁﬂ Jdlq Xebh d J91 | Customs, Excise & Service Tax
o 3fulferg sifeur, ufgHdt a=lg dis Appellate Tribunal, West Zonal

Bench
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380016 Ahmedabad-380 016
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| 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
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.\where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any
fficer of Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees

w

or less, one thousand rupces;
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(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 rupces, five thousand rupees ;
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| Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the
' Appellate Tribunal

fee of five Hundred rupees.
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where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by 'amyl_
officer of Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty
lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees
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An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 10%
of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.

UF- (F) AP A & forg a1 afaal &1 guR= & fore a1 fesdt o wate & fere
fore mu 3rfYet - - aruar (@) Srdid a1 A UF &7 YT & foTd G 3TdgH &

(@) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or for any
other purposc; or
(b) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

1. Brief facts of the case

1. M/s Triveni Ship Breakers, LLP, Plot No. 23, Ship Breaking Year, Alang,
Bhavnagar -364240 (herein after referred to as the “Appellant for the sake of
brevity) has filed the present appeal against Order-In-Original No. 559/CUS-
REF/2024-25 dated 28.04.2025 (herein after referred to as the “impugned
order”) issued by the Assistant Commissioner, Customs Division, Bhavnagar

(herein after referred to as the “Adjudicating Authority).

1.2 The Appellant had imported a vessel M T SEAL for breaking up/ recycling
at Plot No. 120, Sip Breaking Yard Sosiya, P.O. Manar, Bhavnagar and had filed
self-assessed Bill of Entry No. 5104873 dated 19.08.2021 under section 46 of
the Customs Act, 1962.

1.3 There were some dispute with regard to assessment of customs duty of the
Fuel and Oil (Fuel Oil, Marine Gas Qil, Lub. Oil) contained in Bunker Tanks
inside/ outside the engine room of the vessel. Importer claimed that Fuel and Oil
contained in Bunker Tanks inside/ outside the engine room of the vessel was to
be assessed to duty under CTH 8908 along with the vessel. However, the
Department, was of the view that Fuel and Oil contained in Bunker Tanks were
to be assessed to duty under respective CTH of Chapter 27 and accordingly the
bill of entry was assessed to duty of Rs. 3,34,92,057/-. The respective Bill of

Entry was assessed provisionally for want of original documents.

1.4. Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad vide its orders A/11792-11851/2022 dated
17.10.2022/01.12.2022 has held that the oil contained in the Bunkers Tanks in
the engine room of the vessel is to be assessed to duty under CTH 8908, along
with the vessel coming for breaking up. Further, in adherence to aforesaid order
of Hon'ble CESTAT, it has been decided by the Assistant Commissioner, Customs

ision, Bhavnagar in Final Assessment Order No. 695/2534660/SBY/2023-

Aar no. 37/96-Cus Dated 03.07.1996. The bill of entry was finally assessed
to duty of Rs. 3,32,66,381/- vide Final Assessment Order No.
695/2534660/SBY/2023-24 dated 19.03.2024/20.03.2024 passed by the

Assistant Commissioner Customs Division, Bhavnagar.

1.5 Consequent to Final Assessment Order 695/2534660/SBY/2023-24 dated
19.03.2024/20.03.2024 passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Customs

el
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Division, Bhavnagar, thc Appellant filed a refund claim of Rs. 2,25,676/- under «
Scction 25 of the Customs Act, 1962.

1.6 The Adjudicating Authority observed that the Appellant had failed to prove
the incidence of customs duty has not been passed on to any other person and
this the Adjudicating Authority vide the impugned order sanctioned the refund
of Rs. 1,91,250/- in terms of Section 27 of the Customs Act, and credited the

same to Consumer Welfare Fund.

1.7 Being aggrieved by the impugned order, the Appellant preferred the, present
appeal.

2. Ground of Appeal submitted by the Appellant

2.1 The Appellant submitted that the Assistant Commissioner, vide impugned
order has not at all dealt with the pleas made by the Appellant before him. Not
only this, but the Assistant Commissioner also has neither asked any
clarification form the appellant not granted any personal hearing while passing

the impugned order which is in violation of principle of natural justice.

2.2 The Appecllant further submitted the Assistant Commissioner has not
recorded any findings on the arguments raised before him and have cursorily

and mechanically dealt with the pleas of the Appellant.

2.3 The Appellant further submitted that in view of the above the impugned
order is liable to be quashed and set aside as being issued in violation of principal

of natural justice and also being illegal, invalid, void and bad in law.

2.4  The Appellant further submitted that the burden of tax has not been

passed on the customers. The fact of the instant case is that the purchase price

+ the duty paid on bunkers lying inside the engine room were more than the

selling price. The Appellant submitted that on perusal of the cost sheet [pag;yS _,+ s
4 and 34.1) it can be inferred that the goods valued at Rs. 72,26,989/- have'bf-en A \\. |
sold at Rs. 28,71,859/- and thus the appellant has incurred a significant ﬁc;s% @” j:;,‘ ‘ :
Rs. 43,55,130/- a against the differential duty of Rs. 2,25,676/- and the dg‘st\o_f ',ﬁ/
imported oil and fucl execeds the actual sales price, indicating that the appellant. o :/ /
has not profited unjustly form the customs duty paid on the bunker oil and fuels. o

2.5 The Appellant further submitted that in the sale of imported oil and fuel,
the incidence of duty has not been passéd on to the customer and the same has
been borne by them as could also be seen from the fact that the landed cost was
more and the goods were sold at a price less than the landed cost, that the duty

in the instant casc and the loss incurred by them is more or less similar and

oo 22T
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therefore, the appellant submit that the incidence of burden has not been passed
on by them to the actual customers. The appellant states that they have
produced all accounts to satisfy the department that the duty burden has not
been passed on to the actual consumers and the same has been borne by them

only,

2.6 In view of the above, the appellant submitted that when the goods are sold
at price lesser than the landed cost and the loss incurred being more or less
similar to duty paid, then the plea that incidence of duty is not passed on to the
actual customers and the provision of unjust enrichment is also not applicable.
The appellant further submitted that if no separate duty/tax was included in
sales invoice, it cannot be said that the same was recovered from customers.
Morcover, even if it is held that Customs duty/cess was recovered from
customers though it was not payable, such unpaid duty/cess no longer remains
in the nature of duty/cess but becomes part of value recovered from the
customer. If such excess recovery of duty/cess was not in the character of tax
which was recovered from customers, doctrine of unjust enrichment would not
apply in such case. In service tax regime, Hon'ble CESTAT in the case CCEX v/s
J.R. Transformers Pvt Ltd 2014(36) STR 1167 (Tri-De¢l) held that where total
consideration between parties was inclusive of taxes and no separate Service Tax
collected from recipient there could be no inference of passing on burden of
Service Tax to recipient. Therefore, no question of unjust enrichment would

arise; the assessce was entitled to refund

2.8 The appellant further submitted that mercly because the duty paid by them
was shown as expenditure in the books of accounts that itself does not prove
that the incidence of the duty paid was passed on to any other person; that what
was recovered from customers were not duty/cess but only value of goods.

Hence, Doctrine of unjust enrichment would not apply in our case.

The Appellant further submitted that having regard to the above
ssion, most respectfully, the appellant prays that, they are entitled to
the amount of refund sanctioned by the Assistant Commissioner and

bk |
té’ to the Consumer Welfare Fund.

The appellant, in view of the above, submitted that the impugned order is
liable to be quashed. The appellant prayed as under:

(I) A personal hearing may be granted before finalization of the appeal.

(2) the impugned order dated 28/04/2025 passed by the Assistant
Commissioner be quashed and order to pay the sanctioned refund amount to

the appellant with consequential relief.
' Al
| e&rg‘"l
Pibrepee A
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(3) such further and other rclicf may be granted as may be deemed fit.

3. PERSONAL HEARING:

Opportunity of personal hearing was granted to the Appellant. C.A. Shri
Karan Parckh, authorized representative of the Appellant appeared for personal

hearing on 05.08.2026 wherein he re-iterated written submission filed during

the appeal.

4. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

4.1 1 find that the date of the impugned order is 28.04.2025 and the Appellant
filed appeal on 09.06.2025 therefore, the appeal is filed well within the time
period of 60 days prescribed under the provisions of Section 128 of the Customs
Act, 1962,

4.2.1find that the matter pertains to the issue of refund thus there is no question
of pre-deposit of 7.5% of duty demanded as prescribed under Section 129E of
the Customs Act, 1962.

4.3 The Customs Division Office, Bhavnagar was requested for submission of
comments on the appeal filed by the Appellant vide letter 08.07.2025 but no
comments have been received by this office till date therefore, | am taking up the
issuc for decision bascd on the facts of the case and documentary evidence

available on record.

4.4 | have carefully gone through the case records, show cause notice and
corresponding order passed by the adjudicating authority and the defense put
forth by the Appellants in their appeal. The following issues arise for

determination:

i) Whether the Appellant is cligible for refund of Rs. 1,91,250/- bj{’

directly erediting it to their bank account instead of crediting the s’a\mc’
(=i B
to Consumer Welfare Fund. e R

Il':" ':r".,'\“)ln",
\Z\ oy /&

4.5 It is observed that the appellant had imported vessel for brcaku;g, = \,
up/recycling and filed Bill of Entry No. 5104879 dated 19.08.2021 under Ssation """
46 of the Customs Act. 1962. There was dispute in respect of classification of

Fuel and Oil (Fuel Oil, Marine Gas Qil, Lub Oil), which was settled by the Hon'ble

CESTAT, Ahmedabad, vide its Orders A/11792-1 1851/2022, dated
17.10.2022/01.12.2022 wherein it was held that the oil contained in the

Bunkers Tanks in the engine room of the vessel is to be assessed to duty under

CTH 8908, along with the vessel for breaking up. The Bills of Entry were assessed

W
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provisionally. Subsequently, the Bill of Entry was finally assessed vide Final
Assessment Order No. 695/2534660/SBY/2023-24 dated
19.03.2024/20.03.2024 passcd by the Assistant Commissioner, Customs
Division, Bhavnagar. Conscquently, the appellant had filed refund claims along
with Certificate dated 18.05.2025 issued by C. A. M/s Viresh Mehta & Co.
wherein it is stated that the Appellant had paid Customs duty of Rs.
33503057vide two challans (1) Rs, 332502 10vide challan No. 2036025235 dated
24.08.2021 and (2) Rs. 252847/- vide challan No. 2036128517 dated
28.08.2021 respectively for the import of the vessel. The Certificate also verified
that out of total Customs duty of Rs. 33503057/-, the final amount of duty
assessced as per the Final Assessment Order No. 695/2534660/SBY/2023-24
dated 19.03.2024 is Rs. 33266381 /- resulting into cxcess ﬁaymcnt of customs
duty by the Appellant in respect of three items fuel oil, light diesel oil and
lubricating oil. The certificate further certified that out of total customs duty
payment of Rs. 3,35,03,057/- at Appellant has taken credit of IGST of Rs.
2,89,83,121/- and charged total remaining amount of basic customs duty of Rs.
40,99,033/- and surcharge of Rs. 4,09,903/- to the profit and loss account as
expenditure for the financial year 2021-22 and no amount is kept as reccivable
from or deposit to customs department under heading of current assets or

receivables in balance sheet as on the last date of the financial year 2021-22.

4.6 The adjudicating authority has on scrutiny of the refund claims observed
that the Appellant has submitted CA Certificate which neither disclosed the
details of supporting documents on the basis of which such certificate was
issued not financial records viz. copy of Audited Balance Sheet cte. had been
provided. In this connection it is observed that the Board in its Circular No.
07 /2008 dated 28.05.2008 has stressed upon the need to go through the details
of audited Balance Sheet and other related financial records, certificate of CA
etc., which are relied upon, to verify as to whether the burden of duty and

interest as the case may be, has not been passed on to any other person as for

yetrine of unjust enrichment. The findings of the adjudicating authority in

gned order is as under:

k" ‘\ %é. .%\ The claimant has submitted a copy of certificate issued by C.A. M/s

‘E’r {1' Mehta & Co. dated 18.03.2025 vide which it has been certified that no
unt is kept as receivable from or deposit to Customs department under
heading of current assets or receivables in balance sheet as on the last day of the
financial year 2021-22. This implied that the duty paid was shown as expenditure
and formed part of Profit and loss account of the claimant. Therefore, as a settled
position in law that where the claimant has itself treated the refund amount due

as expenditure and not as "claims receivable”, the claimant cannot be said to have
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passed the test of unjust enrichment. Thus the claimant having failed to prove that
incidence of customs duty has not been passed on to any other person, the amount
of refund instead of being paid to them is liable to be credited to the Consumer

Welfare Fund.”

4.7 Accordingly, the adjudicating authority has sanctioned the refund claim of
Rs 1,91,250/- in terms of Scetion 27 of the Customs Act, 1962 and credited the

same to the consumer welfare fund vide the impugned order.

4.8 1 have perused the relevant Section 27 (1A) and 27 (2) of the Customs Act,

1962 and same is reproduced as under:

(1A)  The application under sub-section (1) shall be accompanied by such
documentary or other evidence (including the documents referred to in
section 28C) as the applicant may furnish to establish that the amount of
duty or interest in relation to which such refund is claimed was collected
from, or paid by him and the incidence of such duty or interest, has not
been passed on by him to any other person.

(2) If, on receipt of any such application, the [Assistant Commissioner of
Customs or Deputy Commissioner of Customs] is satisfied that the whole
or any part of the [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] paid by the
applicant is refundable, he may make an order accordingly and the amount
so determined shall be credited to the Fund :

Provided that the amount of [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty]
as determined by the [Assistant Commissioner of Customs or Deputy
Commissioner of Customs| under the foregoing provisions of this sub-
section shall, instead of being credited to the Fund, be paid to the applicant,
if such amount is relatable to

() the [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty| paid by the
importer, [or the exporter, as the case may be] if he had not passed on the
incidence of such [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] to any other
person;

(b) the [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] on imports made
by an individual for his personal use;

(c) the [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] borne by thef —

buyer, if he had not passed on the incidence of such [duty and interest, { ) f_‘_'_‘_-’\._'_‘

any, paid on such duty] to any other person; _.’\*/' By, )

&S

(d) the export duty as specified in section 26; \“-«: %"’,,"EJ‘ I 5|
L -.3 - r

(e] drawback of duty payable under sections 74 and 75; “

() the [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] borne by any other

such class of applicants as the Central Government may, by notification in
the Official Gazette, specify:

mw
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llg) the duty paid in excess by the importer before an order permitting
clearance of goods for home consumption is made where —

(i) such excess payment of duty is evident from the bill of entry in the
case of self-assessed bill of entry; or

(ii) the duty actually payable is reflected in the reassessed bill of entry
in the case of reassessment.|

Provided further that no notification under clause (f) of the first proviso
shall be issued unless in the opinion of the Central Government the
incidence of [duty and interest, if any, paid on such duty] has not been
passed on by the persons concerned to any other person.

4.9 | have also perused Section 28 D of the Customs Act, 1962 and same is

reproduced as under:

“SECTION 28D. Presumption that incidence of duty has been passed on to
the buyer. — Every person who has paid the duty on any goods under this
Act shall, unless the contrary is proved by him, be deemed to have passed

on the full incidence of such duty to the buyer of such goods.”

From plain reading of the above legal provisions, it is clear that the appellant
was required to submit documentary evidence to establish that the amount of
duty in relation to which the refund is claimed was paid by him and the incidence
of the duty has not been passed on by him to any other person. As per Section
28D of the Customs Act, 1962, the burden of proof is on the appellant to
establish that they had not passed on the incidence of duty paid. Thus, until and
unless the appellant satisfies with the relevant documents, indicating the fact
that it has paid the duty and the same has not been passed on to the customers,
such a claim cannot be accepted. Therefore, until the contrary is proved, there
is a presumption provided under the statute that the duty has been passed on

to the buyer.

It is undisputed that the goods in question have been sold to buyers and
\nsactions are shown as part of Profit and Loss Account. Further, it is
, r d that the appellant had submitted Certificate issued by C A Viresh A
/& Co. wherein it is has not been stated that the incidence of Custom Duty
baid on bunker (oil and fuels) has not been passed on to the buyer of the goods
or any other person. The CA certificate submitted by the appellant neither
disclosed the details of the supporting documents on the basis of which such
certificate was issued nor financial records viz. copy of Audited Balance Sheet,
Sales Invoices etc. Further, | find that the Adjudicating Authority has correctly
observed that the no amount is kept as receivable from Customs department
under heading of current assets or receivables in balance sheet as on the last
v L
ﬁthfjﬂ
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day of the financial year 2021-22. This implied that the duty paid was shown as -
expenditure and formed part of Profit and loss account of the claimant.
Therefore, as a scttled position in law that where the claimant has itself treated
the refund amount duc as expenditure and not as “claims receivable", the

claimant cannot be said to have passed the test of unjust enrichment.

4.11 Further, as per the Board Circular No. 07 /2008 dated 28.05.2008 wherein
it has been stressed upon the need to go through the details of audited Balance
Sheet and other related financial records, certificate of CA cte., to verify as to
whether the burden of duty and interest as the case may be, has not been passed

on to any other person as for the doctrine of unjust enrichment.

4.12 1 also find that the CA certificate does not certify the fact the incidence of
duty has not been passed to the customer by the Appellant. The Chartered
Accountant/appellant has also not submitted any documents to substantiate
that the incidence of duty claimed as refund has not been passed on by him to
any other person. Further, 1 also find that the Bill of Entry was filed during the
year 2021-22 and the ccrtificate has not given to give any certificate regarding
carrying forward of the amount till the year the Appellant filed refund
application. The Appellant has also failed to given any cvidence indicating the
fact that there was no unjust enrichment on the part of the Appellant during the
Financial year 202425 as the refund was filed on 18.03.2025. Therefore, the CA
Certificate produced in this case without supporting documents cannot be

considered for discharging the burden of unjust enrichment.

4.13 It is further observed that the Chartered Accountant’s Certificate alone is
not the conclusive proof of having not passed on the incidence of duty to the
customers. A certificate of Chartered Accountant is just a corroborative evidence
only as held by the Honble High Court in the case of Commr. of C. EX.,
Aurangabad Versus Toyota Kirloskar Motors Ltd (2010 (256) E.L.T. 216 (Kar.)].
The Honble High Court’s view was not disturbed by the Hon ble Supreme Court
vide [2011 (274) E.L.T. 321 (8.C.)|. Further, in a number of decisions, it has been
held that Chartered Accountant's certificates alone is not a sufficient evidence to
discharge the burden cast upon the appellant to prove that incidence of duty has
not been passed on to the customers. Further, it is the ‘incidence of duty’ and
not the duty as such which is required to be shown to have not been passcd:orf"-
from the sale record, balance sheets and other related documents. In ths mgardK

I rely upon the following case laws:

(i  Shoppers Stop Ltd. - 2018 (8) G.S.T.L. 47(Mad.) S
(i) BPL Ltd. - 2010 (259) E.L.T. 526 (Mad.) =

(i)  Crompton Greaves Ltd. - 2011 (22) S.T.R. 380(Tri. - Mum.)
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(iv) UOI v. Solar Pesticides Pvt, Ltd. reported in [2000 (116) E.L.T.
401(S.C.)|
(v)  M/s Ispat Industries Ltd Vs Commissioner of Customs (Mumbai)
- [2015- TIOL-614-CESTAT-MUM|.
4.14 Further the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Sahakari Khand Udyog
Mandali Ltd Vs Commissioner of C. Ex. & Cus [2005 (181) ELT 328 (SC)| has
held that before claiming a relief of refund, it is necessary for the appellant to
show that he has paid the amount for which relief is sought and he has not
passed on the burden on consumers. Further, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
the case of Union of India Vs Solar Pesticides Pvt. Ltd. [2000 (116) ELT 401
(SC)| has held that “the expression “incidence of such duty” in relation to its
being passed on to another person would take it within its ambit not only the
passing of the duty directly to another person but also cascs where it is passed
on indirectly”. The burden of proof is on the appellant to establish that they
had not passed on the incidence of duty paid. Therefore, until the contrary is
proved, there is a presumption provided under the statute that the duty has
been passed on to the buyer. Therefore, the appellant in the present case has

failed to cross the bar of unjust enrichment.

4.15. From the above, | am of the considered view that the burden of proof lics
on the appellant to demonstrate that the incidence of duty has not been passed
on to the buyer or end customer. In this regard, the Chartered Accountant’s
certificate, is not sufficient by itself to discharge this burden. Such a certificate
is merely corroborative in nature and must be supported by documents and
records which are duly prescribed by the ICAl. These documents must be
diligently and duly enlisted so the same may be referred to. In view of the
failure to provide sufficient evidence to overcome the bar of unjust enrichment,
[ am of the considered opinion that the appellant has not made out a case for

refund. Accordingly, the appeal filed by the appellant is liable to be rejected.

4.16 Accordingly, [ hold that the adjudicating authority has correctly credited
the refund to Consumer Welfare Fund. | find no reason to interfere with the

findings or the conclusions recorded in the impugned order.

5. In view of the above, [ do not find any infirmity with the impugned order and
the same is upheld. The appeal filed by the appellant is disallowed.
weaRa/ATTESTED 1@,
4 \\)M 0%
refreras /SUBRETINTENDENT ot
2iiAT grew (rdied), IeTaTarE. (Vishwajeet Singh)
CUSTOMS (APPEALS), AHMEDABAD Commissioner {App(;a[s)'

F. No. S/49-135/CUS/JMN/ /JUN/2025-26
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By Registered post A.D/Email

M/s Triveni Ship Breakers, LLP, Plot No. 23, Ship Breaking Year, Alang,
Bhavnagar -364240
Copy to

1. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House,
Ahmedabad. (email: ccoahm-guj@nic.in ).
. The Commissioncr, Customs(Prev), Jamnagar

. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner Customs Division, Bhavnagar.
. Guard File.
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