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

ffqr$q Brfuft-rrq 1e62 ff m<r 12e ff * trl tqqr dqifutrl h q*i ffifed'+ffit h

rrq-fr + sqq-fr +tt qft {e qrt{r + qc+ + qr{d 16(( +,'({r A fr vq qG{r ff flft ff
nr$e t s q8i + Et6{ qq{ qB{zfts qR-E 1qr+fl drfrra1 , ftq dero-q, t<t-dq frqFrl

dT{ qrri, Tq frFff fr s-{tHIT qrifi T<-d a< q-6t t.

*t ff qre,rezo h r< d'.e :r1qff :. h arfri.' fts .rs .r{fi( tg qr?cr ft-
nft{i, frrrft cr sfr t c=rnr t} ft qrqrfi g-ds trfiz cr.n ilil qrQc.

(a) 4 copies of this order, bearing Cou
prescribed under Schedule 1 item

rt Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as
6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870.

')t

t+
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ffifua' rqfrr+ qrt{r/order retating to :

(T( *Lg * str i a{rqrft-d stt{ qrq.

(q( rrrcc fr qrcrd 6G tS Enff Trfl + (rEr .rqr tft-< qrcr * srrh .TRq prr q< srr* rtql
qrrr qr s{r rl<rar sFr q< snt qri + ftq qtft'd qrq s-dft q qA c{ q, ** ,rd* *r;r I
snt .rq qre fi rrrfl t wqg. cr{ t q-fi S.

(b)

(c)

any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not
unloaded at their place of destination in lndia 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.

, 1962 h arErnc x tsn cqh qd-{ c-{rg rg ftflfr + H-{d $6 Errfr fi

Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1952 and the rules
made thereu nder.

ffqrgw Brftftqq

3 5-r0qrT ir+fi q1 6rp6 ffi fr Fftes rrsl fr rqe rc+r frir trrsil ir<-Jf-d sfift qiq

ff qrqnft {r< se i s-M mfud 6rq-qrd dqtr di qGC

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

man ner as

(o

(q)

(b) , in addition to relevant documents, if any

vqa <wrdf h sraEfi {Trr {q fi*r ff a cfrci, qRA

4 copies of the Order- in-Orig ina I

OD

(c)

(Er)

gnttr.T + ftc urtra ft a e6oi

4 copies of the Application fcr Revision.

f. cft-{i.
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arTi<-i ET{R fi{+STtqvr + fts 961 2ffqr{ffi fr(zrfi 6'qffidt{frtu'O qRIfr ttrt<
ft'€ Elg q-ffi ailr r€iEfrE eft{ qfi{ WI tt 200 * qtE 1e(scs 000qrflcr (6cs ctr ESRqFt d-fr IrEr$rtrr) + cEr fu'da qqTFlfi SITFItlrdrJl 6lrR. fi + cfr CTITT rrlnsfr,

irrrr{n rrqT ff <rRr Bll< qlq TI stril\166qc fi.II fr ff's FC +a E* r.200 +( CR c{,* qfu{ fr 6-€ t6q ,l
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I Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the 
I

I 
fottowing categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision 

I

I 
Application to The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry 

|

I 
of Finance, (Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months 

I

I 
from the date of communication of the order.

(a) lany goods imported on'baggage
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lHundred only) or one thousa nd only) as the case
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The d u plicate copy of the T.R.6 challa n evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
Rs. 1,000/- (Rupees
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the Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and lvliscellaneous ltems 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/-.

4 FE d. 2 + qfi-{ SR-il qrrd + ar(r.rr'Erer qrrfr t FEftq t cR t,t{ e.fr rs iltcr t
q-{d r{W rcrr t fr + flq'rt-6 qftfr{q 1e62 fr qr(T .12e g (1) * qdt{ sid fi.C
: t ffqr{<', iffic ssrc g-6 dr< t+r r< s{ft{ sB+.<ur t (q6 ffifu( qt q-< irfte

w rr+t f
tn respeciof cases other than thele mentioned under item 2 above, any person I

aggrieved by this order can'file an a.ppeal 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 : )

mqr$-w,, hftq sicrc 11"+ a t+r +<

3rfifrq 3Tfufl,r, cfffi *ffq fi-d

Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
Tribuna l, west zonal Bench

fler rift-{, a-gqrff rre-{, fi-rc ft-ru-.{rrr

sfr, 3r€Ta{r, 3r{{{F{r(-380016

2nd Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

N r. Gird ha r Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

rgoz * qr<r r.2e CGI i qfi-d, mhtq' qffffqq, 1e62 6i Ertr 1 2

c (1) t qd-{ 3rfi-d * qrc ffiftiir q<+ frvr Ai qrRS-
9mqr$6 qftft{q,5

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 -

cd)
qfi'd + (qfud qtT+ t qEi Fffi mqr{f6 a{B-firft Era qirn rrqr gm dr< {rq dql

rrcr fu ff *F'q ql'{ ilrq Gsg qr str+ {q t m C{ Erl.( {cg.

(a)

(q)

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer'!f
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less,.one

thousand rupees; r

qfi-{ + {qfrril qrr{fr t q-{i Frff ftqr$q q&w0 er<r qifi rrqr gw drt qM iln q.Tn

rrcr ag fi <rq qtq qftr 6trg t qfus A tft-{ {qt sqr( r{Tr. t gIBfindfr; ciq WR
rcg

(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;

(?r) qffq + rrqfud qrrn + s{t Frfr *qIU6 qBqr$ er<r rrirn rqr qw at< qrq dql ilniln
rrcr <E ff <Fq qqrfr qrcr 6qg + {Es A fr; tq 6gr< tcg.

"(q)

d( )

1r ,{a{r } Fic< urfar{"r} {rri, cit rrs q-6 } zro r<r q"<l r<, q6i {a lr E-a \r{ € A-{r< { t, tI Es } %10 rrer 6li !rr,

+{fr rs R{r< t e, 3rffd {qT qrqn r

An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 1oo/o of the duty demanded where d
or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.

6 srE qfrft{qffsrc 129 (q) t{flid qftf,rrft+-<qrh(qHEr{(
qqffi + gqr<i tftqqr fuft {q rd-s{ } ftq ftq qq q+d : -

hftqsr{R qrn {i srqtvtcl'{(t+l q"+, ft{itrsAiflQq.

q-&fi qrifi s{- (o t-6 ankr } ftqqt
qq-+r 1cl qfi-eqI fi+fi q-{fiT s rait<

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

application shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hund.ed rupees(b) ror restoration 
Zlf-f,BE;lT
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where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer qf

Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten

thousand rupees
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M/s Jubilant lngrevia Ltd., Plot No. Pl - L1 1 & L1B, Jubilant Chemical SEZ,

Village - Vilayat, Taluka - Vagra, District - Bharuch - 392 012, Gujarat (hereinafter

referred to as 'the Appellant') have filed the present appeal challenging the Order-ln-

Original No, 03iDC/JUBILANT SEZREFUND/2l23, daled 16.01 .2023 (hereinafter

referred to as'the impugned ordel) passed by Deputy Commissioner (Tech), Customs,

Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as'the adjudicating authority').

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant had filed refund claim for

Rs. 12,21,0071- under Section 27 of the Customs Act, 1962 vide thelr letter dated

07.12.2021 claiming refund of the Customs duty paid on the stock of goods including

!capital goods, at the time of final exit by the Appellant, a Special Economic Zone unit and

on transfer of goods to M/s. Jubilant Crop Protection Ltd. The details of refund claim filed

by the Appellant are as under:-

Date on which
refund claim filed

31 .12.2021

21 The Appellant vide lefter daled 07.12.2021 (received on 31 .12.2021) have

submitted the requisite documents in the respect of the aforesaid refund claim. ln view

of the Circular No. 1112}17-eus., dated 31.03.2017 issued by the DGEP, CBEC, New

Delhi, verification of the Appellant's letter / refuncj application dated 07 .12.2021 was

sought from the Specified Officer, Jubilant Special Economic Zone, Plot No. 5, Vilayat

GIDC, Taluka - Vagra, District - Bharuch vide letter F. No. Gen/Te chlMiscl430l2022-

Tech dated 01.O3.2022 The Specified Officer, Jubilant SEZ, Vilayat GIDC vide letter F.

No. JSEZ/JlL-3lRefundl2l-22, dated 08.04.2022 submitted his verification report.

2.2 On going through the documents submitted by the Appellant, it appeared

that they wanted to exit from the SEZ and accordingly filed a request with the

Development Commissioner vide letter dated 01 .03.2021- The Development

Commissioner asked the Appellant to file Legal Undertaking in Form "L" and furnish "No

Dues" letter from the SEZ Developer as well as Specified Officer. The Appellant, vide

letter dated 28.O4.2021informed the payment details alongwith stock of goods, including

capital goods to the Specified Officer. The Specified Officer; on 29.04.2021 issued "No

Due&" letter to the Development Commissioner, who issued Final Exit Order dated

11.05.2021 to the Appellant. Thereafter, M/s. Jubilant Crop Protebtion Ltd., applied to the

Development Commissioner for setting up of new suit in Jubilant SEZ on 24.06.2021 and

th€ Development Commissioner's Office granted LoA on 15.09.2021. On 03.12.2021 ,

+-
,t5-
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Sr
No

1

Amount of
duty paid

(ln Rs.)

TR-6 Challan No.

& Date
Amount claimed

as refund
(ln Rs.)

12,21 ,0071-12,21 ,007 t- JSEZ017t21-22
Daled 22.04.2021

!!,

Order-ln-Appeal

I

I
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the Appelrant transferred the stock of goods, incruding capitar goods, by issuing Invoicesto M/s. Jubitant Crop protection 
Ltd., SEZ unit

2'3 lt therefore, appeared that the Apperant had made payment vide charanNo' JSEZ.017121-22 dated 22.04.2021and Finar Exit order from SEZ was issued to the,Appellant on 11'05-2021 . Thereafter, M/s Jubirant crop protection appried for setting upiof new unit in Jubirant sEZ and was granted LoA on 15.09.2021. The Apperant i.e. M/s.]Jubilant rngrevia Ltd., (Unir3) on 03.12.2021 transferred the stock of goods, incr,dinglcapital goods, by issuing invoices to the sEZ unit and thereafter, fired apprication forrrefund of customs duty of Rs. 12,21,007t_ on the ground that ,n" n*;. ;;. ,;;;;l

l

2.5 Therefore, a Show Cause Notice was issued under F. No
GEN/TECH/M|sct$o;r2022-Tech, dated 13.06.2021 to the Appeilant proposing as tol
why the refund application of the Appeilant shourd not be rejected as the goods were
transferred from the DTA unit, i.e., M/s. Jubirant rngrevia Ltd.; to sEZ unit, ie., M/s.l
Jubilant Crop Protection. 

I

I

2.6 The adjudicating authority vide the impugned order has rejected tne rerunol

claim of Rs. 12,21,0071- filed by.the Appellant, ie., M/s. Jubitant lngrevia Ltcl. (ealier|

known as I\I/s. Jubilant Life sciences Limited - unit - 3) under section 27 of the customsi

Act, 1962.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order passed by the Adjudicating

Authority, the Appellant have filed the present appeal. They have, inter-alia raised various

contentions and filed detailed submissions as given below in support of their claims:

! That no bill of entry was allowed to be filed as the goods did not cross the Plot No.

P1-L1 1 &L.18 of Jubilant SEZ;

F That until the goods cross the SEZ area, any duty is not payable and if any amount

was paid it was due to hassle free transfer of business from one company to another

company (subsidiary of first company), and amount paid as custom duty is

refundable to appellant as the goods were sold to another SEZ unit and no duty was

iUt

a, ($a]

\'l', {l; I

,::lL.

d1

*
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From the above facts, it appeared that the stock of goods, incrudihg capitarj goods, were in the DTA unit i.e., M/s. Juibirant rngrevia Ltd., on oa p zozr rr. *" i.",1"] exit orderwas issued on 11.0s.2021) and were rransferred," il;;; r;i,"" -irr.l

Jubilant crop Protection and therefore, the suppry of goods to SEZ unit shourd be treated
as exports as per Section 2 (m) (ii) of the SEZ Act, 2005.
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That the adiudicating authority has relected the refund claim on the ground that

assessment or self-assessment for making payment of duties by them at the time of

exit out of SEZ in accordance with provisions of Rule 74 of the SEZRules' 2006'

has'not been modified in accordance with law Therefore' in view of the judgement

of the Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of ITC Limited' it is not open for this authority

to set aside or modify the said assessmenl or self-assessment during the

proceedings of examining admissibility of Refund claim under Section l7 of lhe

s/4e- 3 86/CU S/AHD I D-23

i>

Custom Act, 1962.

That in the present case, they were not even allowed to file a bill of entry and had

no option but to pay duty for transfer of the goods from SEZ unit of Jubilant lngrevia

LimitedtosEZunitofJubirantcropprotectionLimited;thatthedutywasdeposited

as per the direction of the official without filing bill of entry basis of a challan Since'

nobillofentrywasfiledinthiscase,therewasnoassessmentofbillofentryunder

Section 17 of the Customs Act 1962; that if a bill of entry may have been filed'

definitelytheywouldhavegoneforre-assessmentofthebillofentrybeforefiling

the refund claim. Hence the decision of the Hon'ble supreme court is not applicable

to f&cts of the Present case;

That the afljudicating authority in para 13 3 clebrly stated that no bill of entry is

required to be filed in this case as gooris were transferred only to another sEZ Unit

withinthesarn6premises.Hence,theauthoritycannotaskthemtore-aSSeSSthe

BillofEntryandthereforethegroundofrejectionofrefundiscontradictory;

That even if the customs duties are required to be paid by the SEZ Unit while

rdmoving the goods into DTA, as far as removal of capital goods or inputs imported

are concerned, full rate of customs duties i.e. Basic customs Duty + surcharge +

IGST are required to be paid on such imported capital goods (on depreciated value)

and inputs being removed into DTA whereas as far as removal of capital goods or

inputs indigenously procured (from DTA) are concerned, only IGST is required to be

paid and not full rate of customs duties. ln the present case, the Appellant has paid

full rate of customs duty even on capital goods and inputs procured from DTA

(indigenous), which is paid only for the reason of expediting the No objection

CerJificate from Customs and as insisted by the Cust<ims Authorities of SEZ and

,---also such duties are not at all payable under the prevailing laws since the said goods

whether imported or domestically procured (from DTA) were never removed out of

SEZ into DTA and hence such customs duties wrongly paid is liable to be refunded

suo moto;

! That the Customs Authorities of the SEZ have denied to file the Bill of Entry for

accepting such payments and when Bill of Entry itself is not filed nor assessed, any

payment of customs duties paid is treated as advance/pre-deposit payment only.

As per Section 46 (5) (2) of the Customs Act, 1062, the importer shall pay the import

duty - (a) on the date of presentation of the Bill of Entry in the case of self-

assessmeht; or (b) within one day (excluding holidays) from the date on which the

). Hi+)
\i

^.6'

!? +
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Bill of Entry is returned to him by the proper officer for payment of duty in the case

of assessment, reassessfnent or provisional assessment. lt means without filing and

assessment of the Bill of Entry, any payment made cannot be treated as Customs

duties payment and any such payment made wrongly without filing of Bill of Entry &

without assessment thereof (which was denied by the Customs Authorities of the

SEZ) shall be treated as advance / pre-deposit payment only and not as Customs

duty payment and on this ground alone, the Customs duties which was wrongly

demanded by the Customs Authorities and paid shall be immediately refunded to

the appellant;

Government of lndia introduced SEZ Law for hassle free business and to encourage

exports of goods without payment of tax and duties from SEZ Unit in place of

realizing the duty on procedural issues. The purpose of introducing SEZ Law was to

make lndian products competitive in the inlernational market. Whole purpose of

Government of lndia is defeated by officials by demanding duties on untenable

grounds;

Rule 30 (15) of the SEZ Rules merely prescribes the procedurb for procurement of

goods from units located in the same.or different SEZ. This is not the relevant rule

for the purpose of grant or rejection ofthe customs refunds;

They have filed the claim under Section 27 of the Customs Act ahd the applicable

rules thereunder. Therefore rejection of the claim based on non-availability of a

provision under Rule 30 (15) is incorrect and order liable to be set aside.

PERSONAL H EARING:

4. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 13.01.2025 invirtual mode. Shri

Govind Agarwal, Director (lndirect Tax), appeared for hearing on behalf of the Appellant.

He had reiterated the submissions made at the time of filing of appeal. Due to change in

Appellate Authority, personal hearing was again held on 29.04.2025 in virtual mode, Shri

Govind Agarwal, Director (lndirect Tax), appeared for hearing on behalf of the Appellant

and reitera.ted the submissions made at the time of filing of appeal.

q
1 Being aggrieved, the Appellant haS filed the present appeal on 17.03.2023.

Form C.A.-1, the date of communication of the Order - ln - Original, dated

i
+
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DISCUSSION & FINDINGS:

5. I have carefully gone through the appeal memorandum as well as records

of the case and the submissions made by the Appellant during the course of hearing, The

issue to be decided in the present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the

adjudicating authority rejecting the refund claim filed by the Appellant, in the facts and

circumslances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise.
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16.O1 .2023 has been shown as 28.01 .2023. Therefore, the appeal has been filed wlthin

normal period of 60 days, as stipulated under Section 128 (1 ) of the Custorns Act, 1962.

Further, the appeal has been filed against the rejection of the refund, hence, the

requirement of pre-deposit is not applicable in the present case. As the appeal has been

filed within the stipulated time - limit and the mandatory pre-deposit is not applicable, it

has been admitted and being taken up for disposal on merits

6. As the issue in hand pertains to as to whether the Customs Duty paid by

the Appellant on exit from SEZ shall be required to be refunded back or othenarise. ln this

regard, it is relevant to refer to Rule 74 of the SEZ Rules, 2006, which is reproduced

below for ease of reference:

approval of the Develooment Commis ioner and such exit shall be iubiect to

Dat'fient of aooli b sle duti on the lfil rted or indiqenous capital ooods. rawe

Provided that if . the Unit has not achieved positive Net Foreign

ENchange, the exit shall be subject to penalty that may be imposed under the

Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992 (22 ot 1992)

(2) The following conditions shall apply on the exit of the Unit, namely:-

(i) Penalty imposed by the competent authoity would be paid and in case

an appeal against an order imposing penalty is pending, exit shatl be

considered if the Unit has obtained a stay order from competent
authority and has fumished a Bank Guarantee for the penalty

adjudicated by the appropriate authority unless lhe Appellate Authority
makes a specific order exempting the Unit from this requirement;

(ii) tn case tlrc tJnit has lailed to fulfitt the terms afld conditions of the Letter

of Approval and penal proceedings are to be taken up or are in process,

a legal undeftakirg for payment of penalties, that mal be imposed, shall

be executed with the Development Commissioner;

(iii) The Unit shall continue to be treated a Unit till the date of final exit.

(3) ln the event of a gems and jewelery Unit ceasing its operation, gold and
other precious metals, alloys, gem and other materials available for
manufacture of jewelery shall be handed over to an agency nominated by the

Central Government at a price to be determined by that agency.

(4) Development Commissioner may permit a Unit, as one time Option, to
exit from Special Economic Zone on payment of duty on capitat goods under
the. prevailing Export Promotion Capital Goods Schem e under the Foreign

\6),
A.
Ei +

+
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'Exit of Units: (7) The Unit mav opt out of Special Economic Zone with the

materials. components. consumables. spares and finished goods in stock:
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Trade Policy subject to the Unit satisfying the eligibility criteria under that

Scheme.

(5) Depreciation noms for capital goods shall be as given in sub-rule (1) of

rule 49

(6) The Unit opting out from Speclal, Economic Zone shall execute a legal

undertaking in Form L.l"

6.1 On perusal of the sub-rule (1) of Rule 74 oI lhe SEZ Rules, 2006, it is

apparent that the unit may opt out of SEZ with the approval of the Development

Commissioner and such exit shall be subject to payment of applicable duties on the

indigenous Capital goods, raw materials, components, consumables, spares and finished

goods in stock.

6.2 Considering the facts of the case, it is evident that the Appellant had opted

to exit from the SEZ and as a result, paid the Customs Duty of Rs. 12,21 ,0071- on the

stock of goods including the capital goods. Furthermore, it is undisputed that the

Development Commissioner, Kandla - SEZ, has consrdered the final exit to the Appellant

in .accordance with the conditions stipulated under Rule 74 of lhe SEZ Rules, 2006 on the

basis of the confirmation from the Specified Officer that there was no outstanding dues

pending for recovery from the Appellant. Thus, in view of the above facts and legal

provisions of'SEZ Rules, I am of the considered view that since the payment of Custcms

duty payment made by the Appellant was a legal prerequisite for the final exit from SEZ

in terms of the conditions envisaged in Rule 74 of the SEZ Rules, 2006, the Appellant is

not entitled for a refund of the amount paid. ln view of the above, I agree with the

observations and findings of the adjudicating authority and do not find any justification to

interfere with the findings in the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority.

6.3 lt has been further contended by the Appellant that the decision of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court of lndia in the case of M/s. ITC is not applicable in this case.

However, I find that the ratio of the above said decision is squarely applicable in this case
I

inasmuch as the assessment for making payment of duties by the Appellant arising ou!

at the time of exit from SEZ have not been modified / challenged by the Appellant. lt isl

not disputed that the assessment for making payment of Customs duty was made by thel

Appellant in terms of Section 74 of the SEZ Rules, 2006. Hence, I am of the considered

view that the assessment has attained finality and cannot be reopened by way of claiming

refund, as held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the ITC case. The facts remains that

the Appellant had accepted the assessment and did not challenge it by filing appeal.

Merely stating that the duty was deposited for expediting the No objection Certificate and

as per the directions of the official without filing of Bill of Entry, will not entitle the benefit

to the Appellant without taking consequential and necessary steps by challenging the
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assessment. Hence, I am of the considered view that without challenging the final

assessment, the refund claim could not be entertained. ln view thereof, I do not find any

infirmity in the findings of the adjudicating authority.

7. ln view of the above discussions, the findings and obsgrvations of

ad.judicating authority are required to be upheld.

Accordingly, the appeal filed by the Appellant is rejectedB
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By Registered post A.D

To,

Mis Jubilant lngrevia Ltd.,

Plot No. P1 - 111 & L1B,

Jubrilant Chemical SEZ,

Village - Vilayat,

Taluka -Vagra,
Diskict - Bharuch - 392 012,
Gujarat
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The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House, Ahmedabad.
The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ahmedabid.
The Deputy Commissioner (Tech), Customs, Ahmedabad.
Guard File.
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