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

dorer fufam 1962 &t URT 120 & @ (1) (FYT WAA) & LA
Fofafaa 3o & amel & g | S35 Afda 39 MW | U I
3TEd HEgd $al & O 39 AW B WK & aRiE | 3 g & A
R gfva/dgea gfua (smaea I=yq), fad daray, (@ faymn 93
arf, 9 fewelt &) gAdgu 3deT WRd B ISJ o.

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.

Foufafaa gwfRiag emdw/order relating to :

(P(

s9 & ®9 H uifad $i3 HId.

()

any goods imported

(E(

YR A 31U $37 aq (o9l g # Argl 741 dfed HRd H 3% T
¥ TR IdR A T GG T IY U9 YE W IdR 91 » fau smfEd

Hd IdR 9 §F W I1 IF Tdg VT TR IdR T AT HF 7 7 H0fEd
a8 & 8L

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation 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 unloaded at any such destination if goods
unloaded at such destination are short of the quantity required to be
unloaded at that destination.

(T (

drargee ofUTH, 1962 & AT X 7dT I9F efl9 s9w MU FgE &
ded Xed arudl &1 e,

()

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

AR & T AaeT U §7d [uEael B [QMeE Ued § Udd &A1 g
Wmmmﬁwﬂahwﬁmuﬁmaw
a9 81 4T :

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in
manner as may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accom

by :

(%)

ﬁt‘mﬁmlsvo%mﬁsm}ﬁ‘h%e{dﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmw
39 oMW # 4 vfout, w@! te ufd 7 7ere 0 @ e e

G BT =g,

(a)

4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in.ope
copy as prescribed under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

()

TWg aWael & oAl 9iY Ha AW @I 4 Uiadi, afE @l

(b)

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any

(N

e & oy emded @1 4 wiadl

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision.
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GAAT 1A AR $4 @& U D AU, 1962 @UT FRIYQ) o
Pruffea wha &Y o= i, By, que st ol fafay #el & i & srefi= smram 8
H ¥. 200/<(F 9T 31 T TE)TT B.1000/-(F 9T TH AR A ), o9 ot 7151 81, 8
g AT YraH & yATIS Tdr 2.3iR.6 1 <l ufaai. afe e, Him a7 s,
AT YT & P AR MR FTUC UH 19 T 399 HH gl dl 08 BIY & U H
F.200/- 3R IS U @@ | 3@ 81 dl BIY & ©U H 3.1000/-

(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 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/-.

1

e §. 2 & U gfad AHal & oraral o HHE & wWA H gie B1g
fed 39 MW ¥ 3H18d Heqd dxal gl d 4 e Hfufgs 1962
B YRT 129 T (1) & It wid H.v.-3 & O e, <19 IAE YLob
MR Far s e ey & gre FHafif@d od R odia &) ¥%d ¢

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 :

m,m 3dlg Yeh d Jd] | Customs, Excise & Service Tax
#R difery afdexur, ufinft &t dis | Appellate Tribunal, West Zonal

Bench

gail hferd, agm?ﬂ HaH, fA®e | 2nd Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

ARYRTR Ud, 3ORdl, 3EHGEIG- Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
380016 Ahmedabad-380 016

drargres fufram, 1962 @1 URT 129 T (6) & Y, HHYed ffufyam,
1962 @ YRT 129 U (1) & 9 ot & gy Fgfafed oo dow g4

a1ee-

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 -

yiter € gfAa AFa § wel fod! Aeed USRI gR1 HIT T b
AR TS dYT AT AT €€ Bl IHH Uld @@ ©UU 4] 399 &4 8l dl
T& BWR JUT.

(M where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any

L \officer of Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees
d jor less, one thousand rupees;

A%/ srdta § g Ae | ol fodl dAgesd sfusi grT 7T Tl Yew
/| R ww qur @ T G @) @ ure @ ©UC @ i @ afed

IUY UgTy 9@ 9 HfU® 9 g dl; Ul guR I

(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

Y A dYl AT 9T <8 Bl IPH UYY @@ ®uU ¥ e g odl;
Y BWR JUT.

ordte @ GRfud A § ogl (o] YR USRI gRT AT T e |
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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 fifty
lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees

)

S TG o (oG SHUhU b I, HiTl 7Y Yeob b %10 3&T B W, W6l Yeob T
Yo T ¢S faae # §, AT S8 & %10 3T &4 W, Wgi $ad 48 [aa1e | &, e 3@r
ST |

(d)

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.

Sad TUTH ST URT 129 (T) & S=a7Ta AUTE WRIBR0 & GHE TTIR TA® TG
U3 (@) AP AW & 7 a1 Tafad) 1 gura & fow a1 fadt oy waeE & fou
farg 7T 3rdte : - afydT (@) SUTS AT 3G UF BT YATId & [T aRR 31de &
1Y 398 Uiy 9! &1 Yoo I Sau g1 Fnfeu.

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the
Appellate Tribunal-

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

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

1. Brief facts of the case

1.1 M/s Pensla Steel Pvt. Ltd. E-7, Industrial Area, Dada Colony, Jalandhar-
144004, Punjab (herein after referred to as the “Appellant for the sake of brevity)
has filed the present appeals against Orders-In-Original
10/AC/VNK/GPPL/REF/2025-26 dated 09.06.2025 (herein after referred to as
the “impugned orders”) issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Customs Division,

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

1.2 The Appellant filed refund claim of Rs. 5,20,000/- under section 27 of
Customs Act. 1962 before the Adjudicating Authority. The Appellant had paid
Rs. 5,20,000/- towards Redemption Fine for release of the goods in pursuance
of Order-In-Original No. 30/Additional Commissioner/2012/AS dated
28.09.2012/12.10.2012. The said amount of Rs. 5,20,000/- has been claimed
as refund, in view of the Final Order No. 12792/2024 dated 22.11.2024 passed
by the CESTAT, Ahmedabad. The refund of Rs. 5,20,00/- was sanctioned vide

the impugned order and not interest was sanctioned.

1.3 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 Respondent erred in not sanctioning the
interest on redemption fine to the Appellant and therefore, the impugned order
is bad and not sustainable to the extent of failure in sanctioning interest on

refund of redemption fine. The Respondent ought to have appreciated that the

Ahe Order-in-Appeal dated 25.03.2015 passed by this Hon'ble
itionerate and therefore, the Appellant is eligible to claim the refund of
deposited during the stay proceedings and amount deposited as

ption fine while clearing the seized goods along with applicable interest.

2.2 The Appellant further submitted that the Respondent erred in holding that
the redemption fine is neither a "duty” nor "penalty" and therefore, the Appellant
is not liable for claiming interest on redemption fine. The Appellant submitted
that the redemption fine is deposited by the Appellant for clearing the seized
goods and the same was contested by the Appellant before the appropriate

authority and therefore, they are liable to claim interest on such redemption fine

\!{QW&
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which was retained by the department for no good reasons. Further, it is to be
noted that the Appellant had deposited the redemption fine under protest and
the same was never being admitted by them. In such situation, the Appellant is
liable to be paid interest on such redemption fine which was deposited for

clearing the goods.

2.3 The Appellant further submitted that the Respondent failed to consider
that once the Order-In-Appeal dated 25.03.2015 passed by this Hon'ble
Commissioner has been quashed and set aside and therefore, no
charges/allegation would be continued / sustained against the Appellant and
therefore, the Appellant is entitled to claim the entire amount alongwith
applicable interest. It is a settled principle in taxation laws covering service tax,
central excise, customs duty and GST that any amount deposited with the
department should be refunded, in the event the Appellant succeeds in appeal,
along with the interest from the date of deposit of the said amount. In the present
case, the Appellant paid the amount of redemption fine (under protest) and
contested the matter before the appropriate forums. By way of order dated
22.11.2024 passed by Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad, the Order-in-Appeal dated
25.03.2015 passed by this Hon'ble Commissioner has been quashed and set
aside. In other words, once the Appeal filed by the Appellant has been allowed,
it is a settled principle in taxation laws covering service tax, central excise,
customs duty and GST that any amount deposited with the department should
be refunded, in the event the Appellant succeeds in appeal, along with the

interest from the date of deposit of the said amount.

2.4 The Appellant further submitted that they paid the amount of redemption
fine (under protest) and contested the matter before the appropriate forums. By
way of order dated 22.11.2024 passed by Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad/fpfa'“-\hx
Order-In-Appeal dated 25.03.2015 passed by this Hon'ble Commissio ¥ ,ﬁﬂ

been quashed and set aside. In other words, once the Appeal filed l'_w
Appellant has been allowed, it is an obligation upon the Respondent authorit
sanction the amount along with applicable interest. The Respondent failex*g&'f;//
appreciate that once the Hon'ble CESTAT quashed the Order-In-Appeal dated

25.03.2015, It leads to a situation wherein the Appellant was not required to pay

Customs duty and redemption fine or if any paid by the Appellant, the same is
required to be refunded along with the applicable interest. In the present case,
the amount of redemption fine was paid by the Appellant under protest and the
same was contested by the Appellant, it suffices that the amount was illegally
collected and retained by the department, Therefore, the Appellant is entitled to

a refund along with interest, calculated from the date of payment until the date

\stw/m:‘\"/

Page 6 of 12



File No. $/49-207/CUS/IMN/AUG/2025-26

of the refund, as the amount was paid under a mistake of law. Furthermore,
since the department has already sanctioned the refund, it has accepted that the
Appellant is not unjustly enriching itself by seeking the refund. Therefore, the

department ought to have granted interest on the refund.

2.5 The Appellant placed reliance on the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in case of Sandvik Asia Ltd. Vs. Commissioner of Income Tax-I, Pune
reported in 2006 (196) ELT 257 (SC) wherein, it was held that an assessee is
entitled to compensation by way of interest for the delay in the payment of
amounts lawfully due to the appellant which were withheld wrongly and contrary
to the law by the Department. In the case of M/s. Sona Plastic Udyog Vs. CCE,
Jaipur reported. in 2022 (10) TMI 426 CESTAT New Delhi, it was held that:

"Having heard the rival contentions, I observe that in the present case what is sought
to have been claimed to be refunded is the interest on the amount of redemption fine
(Rs.15.5 Lakhs) as was paid by the appellant after the original adjudicating authority
confirmed the confiscation of the goods, however, giving an opportunity to redeem
those goods after payment of the redemption fine. The appellant opted for getting
the goods redeemed. After paying Rs.15.5 Lakhs as redemption fine, the appellant
had got the goods provisionally released. Later the said order of absolute
confiscation has been set aside by this Tribunal vide the Final Order dated
08.01.2021. Consequent to said order, refund of amount of said redemption fine of
Rs.15.5 Lakhs with interest was claimed. The refund sanctioned but without interest.
The bare perusal makes it clear that the amount which was prayed to be refunded is
nothing but the interest on the value of the goods, the ownership whereof stands
: ally confirmed in favour of the present appellants. From no stretch of imagination
Me can be called as the amount of duty paid by the appellants. Hence as of
#|said amount is nothing but a deposit made with the Revenue. The issue of

d%ff such deposit alongwith the interest is no more res integra.”

In the case of Vijay Industries & Projects Ltd. Vs. CCE, Vapi- 2006 (206)
E.L.T. 552 (Tri. Mumbai), It was held as under:

“I have examined the case record and heard both sides. I am of the view that
the appellants' claim of interest is both, legal and-correct, particularly in terms of the
case laws referred to by them (which also includes the Apex Court's direction in the
case of .T.C. Ltd.) and also Board's Circular dated 8-12-2004 presented before me.

It is therefore directed that the interest may be granted as per prescribed procedure
W \ ]
QiR —
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in the Board's Circular. The appeal is, therefore, allowed with consequential relief.”

Reliance is also placed upon following case-law of Eastern Coils Private Ltd.
Vs. CCE, Kolkata-I, 2003 (153) E.L.T. 290 (Cal.)

2.6 The Appellant further submitted that the Respondent ought to have
appreciated that in terms of Order dated 22.11.2014 passed by Hon'ble CESTAT,
Ahmedabad, the Appellant was not liable to any duty, and therefore, the amount
deposited as redemption fine was merely a revenue deposit. Since, there is no
crystallized demand against the Appellant, the amount deposited by the
Appellant under protest cannot be retained by the department and the same is
to be refunded along with interest. The Appellant placed reliance upon the
decision of the Hon'ble CESTAT, Allahabad In the case of M/s. Parle Agro Pvt.
Ltd. v Commissioner, Central Goods & Service Tax, Noida reported in 2022 (380)
E.L.T. 219 (Tri. -All.), wherein the Hon'ble CESTAT, Allahabad held as under:

“33. There is no provision in the Excise Act, which deals with refund of
revenue deposit and so rate of interest has not been prescribed, when revenue deposit
1s required to be refunded.

34. To be able to have some guidance regarding the rate of Interest in case
revenue deposit has to be refunded, the aid of the interest provisions under Section
I TAA (which deals with Interest on delayed payment of duty), Section 1188 (which
deals with interest on delayed refunds under Section 118(2) and Section 11DD
(which deals with interest on the amount collected in excess of the duty) can be
taken.

41. In view for the aforesaid decisions, and the fact that the rate of interest
varies from 6% to 18% in the aforesaid Notifications issued under Sections 11
1188, 11DD and 11AB of the Excise Act, the grant of interest @ 12% per

seems to be appropriate.”

Department was without authority of law and rightfully belongs to the Appellant.
As per the Article 300A of the Constitution of India, no person shall be deprived
of their property, except by the authority of law. Any person cannot be deprived
of the same and is entitled for benefits arising out of said property. Hence,
interest accrued on the amount in question during the period it remained
deposited with the department, is the property of the owner of the amount i.e.
the Appellant herein. Therefore, the Appellant is entitled to get refund along with
interest. Reliance is placed upon the decision of the Hon'ble CESTAT, New Delhi

\\M‘@g/
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in the case of M/s. Modern Threads India Limited v Commissioner of CGST &
Central Excise, Jodhpur reported in 2024 (7) TMI 7 CESTAT New Delhi. Reliance
is also placed upon the decision of the Hon'ble CESTAT New Delhi in the case of
M/s. India Trade Promotion Organization v Commissioner of Central Excise &
CGST -Delhi South reported in 2024 (11) TMI 792 CESTAT New Delhi. Further,
reliance is also placed upon the following decisions wherein the Hon'ble Courts
have held that the amount deposited during Investigation is Revenue deposit
which is to be refunded along with Interest:

(i) M/s. Churchit International v Commissioner of Customs (Export), New
Delhi reported in 2024 (9) TMI 418 CESTAT New Delhi;

(i) Vijay Anand & Associates Pvt. Ltd. v Commissioner, Central Excise &
CGST-Delhi reported in 2022 (12) TMI 364 CESTAT New Delhi;

(ili) Executive Engineer (Workshop) M.P. Power Transmission Co. Ltd. v
Commissioner (Appeals) Central Excise Customs & CGST, Bhopal-I reported in
2025 (1) TMI 1254 - CESTAT New Delhi.

2.8 The Appellant further submitted that the dictum of aforesaid cases is
squarely applicable to the present case, and the Appellant is entitled to get
refund as prescribed under law. The Appellant submitted that the impugned
order dated 09.06.2025 passed by the Respondent is even otherwise bad,
erroneous and therefore, it deserves to be set aside to the extent of not

sanctioning interest on redemption fine to the Appellant.

2.9 The Appellant further submitted that they their right to add to, alter,
amend or substitute any of the submissions made hereinabove, as and when
required. The Appellant desires an opportunity of personal hearing before the
Appeal is decided. The present Appeal is filed claiming Interest on "Redemption
ine" and therefore, mandatory pre-deposit under Section 129E of the Customs

962 is not required to be made.

./ */PERSONAL HEARING:

Opportunity of personal hearing was granted to the Appellant. Shri AMot
Laddha, Advocate/Authorized representative of Appellant appeared for personal
hearing in virtual mode through video conferencing wherein they re-iterated

written submission filed during the appeal.

4. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

4.1 The date of the impugned order is 09.06.2025 and the date of filing appeal
by the Appellant is 20.08.2025. The Appellant in its appeal memorandum has

\e’.xs,\-_,.\
o
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submitted the date of receipt of order as 23.06.2025. To verify the authenticity
of the claim of the Appellant an email dated 18.09.2026 was sent to Customs
Division Pipavav for verification of date of receipt of impugned order by the
Appellant. Customs Division, Pipavav vide email dated 23.09.2026 submitted
proof of receipt of order by the Appellant as 14.06.2025. The Appellant filed
submission for condonation of delay. The Under the proviso to Section 128(1) of
the Customs Act, 1962, the Commissioner (Appeals) is vested with the
discretionary power to allow an appeal to be presented within a further period of
30 days, provided there is "sufficient cause" that prevented the Appellant from
filing within the prescribed 60 days. Upon examining the submissions, I find that
the delay of 7 days falls squarely within the condonable grace period of 30 days
stipulated by the statute. The reasons adduced by the Appellant for the delay
appear genuine and constitute sufficient cause under the law. There is no
evidence on record to suggest any mala fide intent, deliberate inaction, or dilatory
tactics on the part of the Appellant. It is a well-settled principle of law that a
pragmatic and liberal approach should be adopted for minor procedural delays
so that substantive justice is not defeated by technicalities, provided the delay is
within the statutory condonable limits. Accordingly, in the interest of natural
justice, I accept the cause shown by the Appellant. The delay of 7 days in filing
the present appeal is hereby condoned, and the appeal is admitted for

consideration on its merits.

4.2. 1 find that the matter pertains to the issue of interest on refund therefore,
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, Pipavav was requested for submission of comments

of the appeal filed by the Appellant vide letter dated 09.09.2025 but no comm

record.

NS O
4.4 | have carefully gone through the case records, the impugned Order- lnb—w :
Original, and the comprehensive written submissions filed by the appellant. 'I‘he“t
limited and singular issue to be decided in this appeal is whether the appellant
is legally entitled to interest on the refund of a Redemption Fine under the

provisions of the Customs Act, 1962.

4.5 1 find that it is a well-settled principle of statutory interpretation,
particularly in fiscal statutes, that the law must be construed strictly. The right
to claim interest from the Exchequer is not an inherent or common law right; it

is entirely a creature of the statute. An assessing or appellate authority

o
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functioning under the Customs Act, 1962, is bound by the four corners of the
legislation and does not possess the inherent equitable jurisdiction of a writ court

to award interest based on broader principles of equity or compensation.

4.6 I find that under the Customs Act, 1962, the payment of interest on
delayed refunds is specifically governed by Section 27A. The statutory language
of Section 27A explicitly stipulates that interest is payable only on the delayed
refund of "duty." The legislature has meticulously drawn a distinction between
"duty" (levied under Section 12), "penalty" (imposed under Sections 112, 114,
114A, etc.), and "redemption fine" (imposed under Section 125). A redemption
fine is not a tax or a duty; it is an option offered to an importer or exporter in
lieu of absolute confiscation to redeem their goods. When the appellant deposited
the sum of Rs. 5,20,000/-, it was a conscious commercial decision to secure the
release of the goods. The legislature, in its wisdom, has deliberately omitted
words like "fine" and "penalty" from the ambit of Section 27A. Reading
"redemption fine" into Section 27A would amount to judicial legislation, which is

entirely impermissible for a statutory appellate authority.

4.7 1 find that the appellant's attempt to categorize this payment as a
mandatory pre-deposit to attract interest under Section 129EE is equally flawed.
Section 129E mandates a pre-deposit of a certain percentage of duty or penalty
as a prerequisite to filing an appeal, and Section 129EE expressly guarantees
interest on the refund of such specific pre-deposits if the appeal succeeds. The
amount in question here was not paid to fulfill the statutory pre-deposit
requirement for entertaining an appeal; it was paid strictly to redeem physical
custody of confiscated goods for the appellant's _cémmerc:ial utility. The statutory
guarantee of interest under Section 129EE _éan_hot be stretched to cover

voluntary payments made to redeem goods under Section 125.

nsound in this context. At the time the redemption fine was collected, it
ked by a valid, operative Order-In-Original. The subsequent setting aside
¥s order by the Hon'ble CESTAT created a statutory right to restitution of
the principal amount, which the department has already honored by sanctioning
the refund of Rs. 5,20,000/-. Restitution places the parties back in their original
positions, but it does not automatically generate é statutory liability for interest

unless the governing Act explicitly commands it.

4.9 1 have also reviewed the case laws cited by the appellant, including the
Apex Court’s decision in Sandvik Asia Ltd. That judgment, rooted in the specific
provisions of the Income Tax Act and extraordinary delays in refunding

gl —
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authorized amounts after orders attained finality, does not confer blanket
authority on Customs officers to bypass the strict wording of Section 27A.
Furthermore, the decisions in Sona Plastic Udyog and Parle Agro heavily lean on
the concept of "revenue deposits." However, even if the amount is rhetorically
termed a "revenue deposit,” the Customs Act lacks any equivalent machinery to
grant interest on it. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Union of India vs. Orient
Enterprises and Commissioner of Customs vs. ITC Ltd. has categorically ruled
that in the absence of a specific statutory provision in the Customs Act
authorizing the payment of interest on refund of amounts other than duty, the

statutory authorities cannot grant such interest.

4.10 1find that the adjudicating authority has acted strictly in accordance with
the law by sanctioning the refund of the principal amount while rightly rejecting
the extra-statutory claim for interest. There is no infirmity, illegality, or

irregularity in the impugned order.

5 In view of the detailed findings recorded above, the impugned Order-In-
Original No. 10/AC/VNK/GPPL/REF/2025-26 dated 09.06.2025 is upheld in its
entirety. The appeal filed by M/s Pensla Steel Pvt. Ltd. is devoid of legal merit

A
\ A
W;W,,ow :

(Vishwajeet Singh)
Commissioner (Appeals),
Customs, Ahmedabad

and is hereby rejected.

F. No. S/49-207/CUS/JMN/AUG/2025-26

By Registered post A.D/Email

M/s Pensla Steel Pvt. Ltd. E-7, Industrial Area, Dada Colony, Jalandhar- il
144004, Punjab

Copy to,
1. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House,
Ahmedabad. (email: ccoahm-guj@nic.in ).
2. The Commissioner, Customs (Prev), Jamnagar.
3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Custom House, Pipavav
4. Guard File
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