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Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs
cases, any person aggrieved by this orde
Secretary (Revisaon Apptication), Ministry
within 3 months from the date of commu

Act, 1962 (as amended),
r can prefer a Revision Ap
of Finance, (Department

nication of the order,
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in respect of the following categories o.

plication to The Additional SecretaryroE]t
of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi

/O rd er relating to:

(6' FII TIIEI

any goods imported on baggage

(c)

rF)

( cftqi, M \'o. qft fr q-srs +& fr1 qrqrcq {o Eo-e mn 6rarB<

q.8,1870 qE TL s 1 EI rrq 3r{TRig 4

(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.

(s)

(d) The duplicate copy of the T.R.G challan evidencing payment of Rs.20Ol- (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.looo/-.

(a)

(c 1{r{d 3{IITKI TEIIErfi qRiI rlTfdI P{FI ;I TTITTrrq
qI 13{T;IIIETdI ts-dtlr{ qr+ & IIRIBrilerdtus B-crt qI+a qT q-rdrir{I trtEIT;I 3-ilt rrg
TITiT q)t IIIrff TITfrot+ferd qrff* d

(b)

(rT (

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.

g-{Id6-{ircrSq CITTI

o1vrEft3fl-q3.6 wrqffifudarrmrdtiffifr+ilEq

, 1962 of t4fq y 1q'1

Payment of drawback as provided in Ch apter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules

any goods loaded in a conveyance fo r jmportation into India, but which are not

s-{rs rlg
3GTTIft

made thereu nder.

&rur q?{ TiTIf,

e in such form and shall be verified in such
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

manner as
The revision application should b

tI) 3{rilqr1II?I{dTIEE 4

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

(T) g-{frsrur 4

(c) the Applicatio n for Revision.4 copies of

4
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In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 a

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 :

bove, any person

sfgfadl, 3f6II{Fffd- 3 B o o 1 6

5

Under Section 129 A (5) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appea

of the Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

I under Section 129 A (1)

tD)

(a)

tI)

(1T)

(s)

Erqtgq&i
1 9UI{I g

SfdI ssqlq-{+ ffizn ftc61 fds.rdFrdqIn-o, .lfrt{r gErr+fts
+3frifi$gI q:{ q-sri-f{iFl Er.rtoffi-d fts3{qal rnifiorft( EI)rlq

f €ertF.T d+ qrBsT16qa qrrl
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Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
Tribuna l, West zonal Bench

2nd Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

N r. Gird ha r Naga r Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

| 1962 uI{I 12e q (6) , ftctgtr , L962

rz g ( ( 1 ) $ srfi-q orfi-s t snr ffiRq-c rowfrgg d+ qrBq-

vr6r Er{Iqirfirrqr{@ qTcl at{T drnqt

*, qs 6 r6''c dq ert{ F-cq ql sE* oq d d \ro EqIt rF'qq

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 five lakh rupees or less, one

thousand rupees;

q6r El-{I qrrn rrql llffi' aITUI iruT drIIgT

rrqr t= o1 roq qYq ers s qq t 3dU6' d tfu -< rqt q-{rfl ero fr s{fus c d d ; via 6wn

Tqg

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and pena Ity 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;

w6r Er{Iqirnrrqr{@ qTuI dqT drTl-{tt

rrqT ds at Ts-c [Erfi il-s 5-qq fr 3fstr- d d; As 6gn uqq

where the amount of duty and interest demanded and pena Ity levied by any officer of

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

thousand rupees

rR E"O & tro ;rA q{, qdr {@ qr {6 gd {s frqr< C ,qlrs .:+rfu b hcs & $qi,
(s t cro err 6TA qr, wi A-{d 6s ff{r< i t, ffi * tg* ,

appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribuna lon payment of loo/o of the duty demanded where duty

uty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone as in disPute

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every app lication made before the Appellate Tribunal-
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(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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M/s Sawy ATS Reality LLp, B 9OO, Shapath lV, Opp. Karnavati Ctub,

s.G.Highway, Ahmedabad-380 015, Gujarat ( hereinafter referred to as,,the Appellant',)

have filed the present appeal against the order-ln-original No.:

170/ADC/sRV/o&N2024-2s dt. '13.1 1.2024 ( herein after referred to as.the impugned

order") passed by the Additional commissioner of customs, customs, Ahmedabad
(herein after referred to as "the "adjudicating authority,,).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appelrant has suppried rMT Bars and

steel strictures falling under chapter 12to an entities registered in GIFT -sEZ (Special

Economic Zone). The subject goods were attracting export duty @15% during the period

of 22.05.2022 lo 18.11.2022 as per the provisions of Notification No.2gl2022-customs

and 2912022-custom, both dated 21.s.2022. As the appellant had not paid export duty

on the supplies made to the SEZ unit, a show cause Notice dated 05.06.2024 came lo

be issued by the Additional commlssioner of customs, customs, Ahmedabad proposing

demand of export duty amounting to Rs. 35,s6,398/-, arong with interest under the

provisions of Sections 28(1) and 28AA of the customs Act, 1962, and also proposing

imposition of penalty under section 1144 of the customs Act, 1962. vide impugned order

dated 13.1'l .2024, the said demand, interest and penalty have been confirmed by the

adjudicating authority,

The appellant submits that the central issue for consideration is whether expott duty :.r1. . 
.

is leviable on goods supplied from the Domestic Taiff Area (DTA) to a special, '- ,lt'

Economic Zone (sEZ) unit/Devetoper, by invoking the fifth proviso to Rure 2r(1fu*,., 
. -: . ,,

the SEZ Rules,2006, insertedvide Notification dated 1g.Og.2O1g. !..':;ri."'*'"j;,; 
.

'.ti.1,: . - '

tt is submitted that export duty under the customs Act, 1 962 can be tevied only *henl!:'.t- - -- ''

goods are expofted out of lndia, i.e., taken beyond the tenitoial waters of lndia.

sectlon 12 of the custorns Act is the charging section and the term,,export', is

defined under section 2(18) as "taking out of lndia to a place outside lndia',. Both

the DTA supplier and the sEZ unit are located within the teritory of tndia, and

therefore, the essential taxable event for levy of export duty is absent.
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Order-ln-Appeal

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

authority, the Appellant have filed the present appeal on 01.o,l.2o2s. The appellant has

also filed additional submission on 24. j2.202s. The appellant inter-alia, raised various

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

"3.1 Lew of Export Dutv on supoties made from DTA to SEZ



.!, i,'.i
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The appellant submits that the definition of "export" under the SEZ Act, 2005 cannot

be impofted into the Cusloms Act, 1962 for the purpose of levy of exporl duty. lt is

a setfled pinciple of law that definitions under one statute cannot be bodily lifted

into another statute, especially when the charging provision of the latter is being

invoked. Reliance is placed on the iudgment of the Hon'ble supreme court in

Maheshwai Fish Seed Farm v. Tamil Nadu Electicity Board (AlR 2004 SC 2341).

The sEZ Act, 2005 does not contain any charging provision for levy of exporT duty

on supplies made from DTA to SEZ. The absence of such charging provision is

significant, pafticutarly when the ersfuvhile section 76F of the cusfoms Act, which

specificalty tevied expott duty on DTA-SEZ supplles, u/as omitted w.e.f. 11.05 2007

and no conesponding provision was enacted thereafter.

. Essar Stee/ Ltd. v. Union of lndia - 2010 (249) E.L.T. 3 (Gui.)

. Advait steet Rotting Milts Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of lndia - 2012 (286) E.L.T. 535 (Mad.)

. Tirupati rJdyog Ltd. v. Union of lndia - 2010 (7) TMI 768 (A.P.)

of which consistently hold that export duty is not leviable on supplies made from

to SEZ. ln view of the above, the appettant submits that no exporl duty is

bte on supplies made by the appellant from DTA to SEZ, and therefore, the

and is liable fo be sel aslde

without prejudice to the above submlsslons, the appellant submlls that even

assuming (but not admitting) that export duty is payable, the FoB value declared by

the appellant must be treated as cum-duty price.

The appeltant did not recover exporl duty separately from the sEZ recipient. The

entire consideration received is only the FOB value. As export duty is an indirect tax,

PaBe 5 of 11
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The appettant submits that tax cannot be imposed by delegated legislation. The fifth

proviso to Rule 27(1) of the sEZ Rules, 2006 seeks to levy export duty without any

statutory backing in the parent Acts, and therefore, violates Article 265 of the

Constitution of lndia. Levy of tax must be supported by authority of law and cannot

be inferred or implied.

It is fufther submitted that the said fifth proviso to Rule 27(1) has already been struck

down as uttra vires by the Hon'ble Andhra Pradesh High court in TUF Metallurgical

Pvt. Ltd. v. lJnion of lndia K2025) 35 Centax 280 (A.P.)1, thereby rendering the very

basis of the demand unsustainable.

The appetlant places reliance on binding iudicial precedents including:

3.2 FOB value to be treated as cum-dutv price
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and its burden is ordinaity passed on to the buyer, in the absence of separat

recovery, the FOB value necessarily includes the duty component.

Therefore, in terms of section 1 4 of the cusroms Act, 1g62, rhe assessab/e yalue

must be anived at after excruding the duty erement, and the export duty, if any, must

be recalculated on a cum-duty basis.

3.3 Limita tion - tended Deriod not invocable

The appellant submits that the supp/ies in question were made duing the peiod
August 2022 to November 2022, and the show cause Notice r,nzas issued onry on
05.06.2024, invoking the extended period.

It is submitted that att rerevant facts were furty within the knowledge of the
depaftment. Necessa4r documents and ceftificates were produced at the time of
clearance and goods were afiowed crearance after due verification by customs
officers. There was no suppression, misstatement, or concealment of facts.

The Hon'ble supreme coutt in pushpam pharmaceuticats co. v. ccE [199s supp
(3/ scc 4621 has herd that suppression must be witfut and deliberate with intent to

evade duty, and mere omlssion or interpretation dispute does not amount to
suppresslon.

rhe r'ssue involved is purery interpretationar and regal in nature, and therefore, the
extended period of limitation is not invocable. Reliance is placed on:

. Nizam Sugar Factory v. CCE - 2OOg (g) S.T.R. 314 (5.C)

. Continental Foundation Jt. Venture v. CCE _ 2OO7 (216) E.L.T. 177 (5.C.)

. Cochin Minerals & Rutiles Ltd. - 2O1O (2Sg) E.L.T. 1 82 (Ker.)

Accordingly, the demand for the extended peiod is time_baned and lia
dropped.

3.4 Pe no tm lea

ble to be

The appellant submits that the entire dispute relates to interpretation of law, and the
appellant acted under a bona fide betief, supported by judiciat precedents, that no
export duty was payable on DTA_SEZ supplies.

There is no allegation or evidence of fraud, collusion, witful misstatement, or intent
to evade duty. Ail transactions were canied out transparenfly and with the
knowledge of the depaftment.

Page 6 of 11
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ln absence of mens rea, the essential ingredients for imposition of penalty under the

cusfoms Act are not satisfied. Therefore, no penalty is imposable on the appellant.

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS:

5.Beforegoingintothemeritsofthecase,lfindthatintheFormNoCA-1'

the appellant has shown the date of communication of the impugned order dated

13.1 1.2024, as " 13.1 1.2024". The appeal has been received in this office on 0l .0l -2025

Thus, this appeal has been filed within the normal period of 60 days, as prescribed for

filing appeal under Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1 962'

5.1 The appellant has submitted copy of TR 6 Challan dL.30.12.2024 showing

payment of Rs. 2,66,7g01- as pre deposit calculated 7.5% of the duty amount with respect

to the impugned order and for filing appeal under the provisions of Section 129E of the

Customs Act, 1962. As the appeal has been filed within the time-limit and complies with

the requirement of section 129E ol the customs Act, 1962, the appeals has been

admitted and being taken up for disposal on merits'

5.2 one set of Appeal memorandum and related appeat papers received from

the appellant forwarded to the adjudicating authority i.e the Additional commissioner,

, Ahmedabad vide letter d|,25,03.2025, but no reply thereof has been received

^4

?
*

d to decide the appeal on the basis of documents submitted by the appellant

I have carefully gone through the impugned order, the appeal memorandum'2-
p
t

he Appellant, as we ll as records of the case. The issues to be decided in the

present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority

confirming Export duty on the goods supplied by the appellant to SEZ Unit is leviable or

not, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otheMise.

6.llnthepresentissueofexportdutyliabilityonthegoodssuppliedtotheSEZ

unit by the DTA supplier, the Judgment dated 04.11.2009 in the case of Essar stee/

12010 (249) E.L.T 3 (Gu1 ) = 2969Limited and Adani Power Ltd. Vs. Union of lndia

Page 7 of 11

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 24.12.2025 in virtual mode. shri

Vipul Khandhar, CA and Authorised representative, appeared for hearing on behalf of the

Appellant. He reiterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum. He

submitted additional submission dl. 24.12.2025, which is already mentioned at para 3

above.
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(11) rMl 141 - GUJARAT H|GH couRTl, Hon'bre High court of Gujarat is very rereva,
and important.

The Hon'bre High court of Gujarat, in above judgement has herd that the
levy of export duty on the goods supplied from Domestic Tariff Area to Special Economic
Zone rs not justified; that the petitioners not to be cailed upon to pay export duty on
movement of goods from DTA to SEZ units or developers. I note that special Leave to
Appeal (civil) No. 5698 of 2o1o with slp (c) Nos. 6204, 6307, 7818, 7931, 9243 and
10118 of 20'10 fired by Union of rndia against the aforesaid Judgment dated 04.1.r.2009
has been dismissed by Hon'bre Supreme court on 12.07.2010 [union of rndia v. Essar
steel Ltd. - 2010 (2ss) E.L.T. 411s (s.c.)1. However, the said order dated 12.07.2010
has been recalled by Hon'bre supreme court vide order dated 10.02.2020 reported as
Union of lndi,a Vs. Essar Stee/ /ndia Ltd. 12022 (380) ELT 403 (SC)l and the SLps had
been restored. Now, Hon'bre Supreme court has decided this issue vide order dated
28.08 2025, which has been reported as rJnion of lndia vs. Adani power Ltd. l(2025)
36 Centax 257 (S.C.)l

Apex Court as under :

ln the said latest Order, it has been observed and held by the

'4.3 Simitarly, the third question has been considered by the High Couft in
paragraph 41 .3 and after discussion, the answer to the said question has been
given in paragraph 41 .3.4 of the impugned judgment. Consequenily, the High
Couti has held in paragraph 42 as under:

"42. ln view of the above drscusslon and findings anived at as weL as concrusion
drawn, the levy of export duty on goods supplied from the Domestic Tariff Area to
the special Economic Zone is not justified. The petitioners are, therefore, not to be
called upon to pay export duty on movement of goods from Domestic T"r,ff Ar"*, :,.,

to Special Economic Zone units or developments.,,,, ,* \.\

./,* ,

'-r:-"6' we find that the High court has rightty arived at the concrusions in the
aforesaid paragraphs on a correct interpretation of the provisions of the aforesaid
two Acts. ln the circumstance, we do not find any reason to interfere with the
impugned judgment. Hence, the appeals are drsmrssed.

t -rl

7 On a conioint reading of the aforesaid provisions, we find that Section 12 of the
customs Act, 1962 is the charging Secflon. However, under section 26 of the sEZ
Act, power is reserued to grant an exemption or a concession if under the
provisions of the Customs Act, 1962, a duty is leviabte as per the charging

, Sectrons.

A"
L-"/ ./t/ pagegofll
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8. /f ls a/so ne}essary to observe as submifted by the learned senior counsel for

the respondent(s) that the Madras High couft as well as the Andhra Pradesh High

coud have also taken a similar view as dlscussed in the aforesaid impugned

judgment. ln the circumstances, all appeals aising therefrom are also dismissed. "

6.2 However, I find that the above order/Judgment relates to the period prior to

the amendment of Rule 27 of lhe sEZ Rules, 2006, vide Notification No. GSR 909(E)

dated 19.09.2018 issued by the Ministry of commerce and lndustry. Vide the said

amendment, fifth Proviso to sub-Rule (1) of Rule 27 ol the sEZ Rules, 2006, has been

inserted, which is as under:

"Provided atso that suppties from Domestic Taiff Area to special Economic zones

shall attract export duty, in case, export duty is leviable on items attracting export

duty.'

Therefore, it has to be examined as to whether export duty in this case can be

demanded wherein the period involved is from 22.05.2022 lo 18.11.2022 i.e. after

insertion of the above-mentioned Proviso from 19.09.201 8.

6.3 lfind that above-mentioned fifth Proviso to sub-Rule 27(1) has been stuck

down by Hon'ble High court of Andhra Pradesh in writ Petition No. '15528 ol 2024 in the

case of TUF Meta llurqical Pvt,. Ltd. vs. Union of lndia reported as (2025) 35 Centax

280 (A.P.) [18-09-2025]. Para27 of the said Order is as under

,,27. Be that as it may, we set aside the decision dated 26.04.2024 and hold that

th proviso to sub-rule (1) of Rute 27 of the special Economic Zone Rules, 2006,

ultra vires the special Economic zone Act, 2005 and is accordingly, struck

wn. This wit petition is accordingly allowed."

*

Further, I find that the even after insertion of the fifth Proviso in sub-Rule

'1-

5

*

27(1) ot the sEZ Rules, 2006, vide Notification dated 19.09.2018, there are no

corresponding amendments in the provisions of Section 2(18) and 2(19) of the Customs

Act, 1962, which define the terms "export" and "export goods" respectively. The said

definitions are as under:

(18) "export", with its grammatical vaiations and cognate expressions, means

taking out of lndia to a place outside lndia;

(1g) "export goods', means any goods which are to be taken out of lndia to a

Place outside lndia;

6.5 Further, the definition of the term "lndia", as given in section 2(27) ibid, says

that "lndia" includes the territorial waters of lndia. ln absence of amendment in any

Page 9 of 11
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statutory provision of the customs Act, 1962, r am of view that Export duty cannot h_
levied merely by virtue of amendment in Rule 27(1) ot the sEZ Rures, 2006 vide
Notifrcation dated '19.09.201 B. Further, the said amendment, i.e. fifth proviso to Rule
27(1), has already been herd as urtra vires to the sEZ Act, 2005 and stuck down by
Hon'ble High Court of Andhra pradesh in the case of TIJF Meta rqical Pvt. L vs,
Union of lndia (sup ra)

6 6 As regards the requirement of amendments in the provisions of the
customs Act, 1962, to revy export duty on suppry of goods from DTA to sEZ, r arso rery

upon the order dated 27.04.2012 of Hon'ble Madras High court in the case of Advait
Sfee/ Ro/linq Mills PvL L td. Vs. U,nion of lndia [2012 (286) E.L.T. 535 (Mad.)]. The last
Para of the said order is as follows (underline supplied)

"30. As there is no movement of goods from rndia to a prace outside rndia, export
duty cannot be levied. rn fact, there is no 'export' of goods, as per the rerevant
provisions of the customs Act, 1962. when the speciar Economic Zones Act,
2005, is a separate code, it wourd not be open to the respondents to tevy duties
of customs on goods moved from Domestic Taiff Areas into speciar Economic
Zones, as per the definition found in secfion 2 of the cusrorns Act, 1962. Further,

when the definition of term 'expori' in section 2(m) of the speciar Economic Zones
Act, 2005, is crear and specific, the definition of 'export', found in secfibn 2(1g) of
the customs Act, 1 962, cannot be made appricabte for the revy of duties of customs
on goods supplied from the Domestic Tariff Areas to the special Economic Zones.
As such, it woutd not be proper on the paft of the respondents to levy duties of
custorns on goods supplied from the Domestic Taiff Areas to the units situated in
the Special Economic Zones. tf lew of duties of customs are to be made aoolic ble
to such dsltcould onlv be b V WAV of aooropriate me ents introducedin
the Customs Act 1962 a well a in th s cial Econo esA 005. Aic Zo
such it ls clear at it would notbeo en the res n ls lo
,rtt"rt rr tr"h q"a

ordered accordingly. No costs.,,

d of

The writ petitions dret: 
: .

'.j 
-._-6 7 rn view of the above provisions and orders, the regar position prevaired

during the period invorved in the present appeal, does not authorise revy of export duty
on suppry of goods from DTA to sEZ Unit. Therefore, l am of the considered view that
the decisions of Hon,ble Supreme Court in the case of union of tndia Vs. Adani Power
Ltd. [(2025) 36 centaxzsT (s.c.)] and Hon'ble High court of Andhra pradesh in the case
of ruF Metarturaicat pvt. Ltd. vs. rJnion of rndiar(2025) 35 centax 280 (A.p.)l are
squarely applicable to the facts of the present appear; and therefore, demand of export

Page 10 of 11

\



s/4 9-27 3/C U S I AHD I 2024 _25

duty on supply of the goods by the appellant to the sEz unit is not sustainable. Therefore,

the impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority is required to be set aside.

7 ' ln view of the foregoing discussion, the statutory provisions and the binding

judicial pronouncements, it is abundanily clear that during the period involved in the

present appeal, there was no authority of law to levy export duty on supplies of goods

from the Domestic Tariff Area to a special Economic Zone unit. The issue now stands

conclusively settled by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in tJnion of tndia v. Adani power Ltd.

[(2025) 36 centax 257 (s.c.)] and further reinforced by the judgment of the Hon,ble

Andhra Pradesh High court in TIJF Metallurgicat pvt. Ltd. v. union of lndia [(2025) 3s

centax 280 (A.P.)1, wherein the very basis for such levy has been held to be

unsustainable in law. These decisions are squarely applicable to the facts of the present

case and leave no scope for a contrary view. Accordingly, the demand of export duty

raised on the appellant in respect of supplies made from DTA to the sEZ unit is without

authority of law and cannot be sustained.

7.1 Accordingly, the order-in-originar No. l7olADCisRV/o&N24-25 dated

13.1'1.2024 passed by the Additional commissioner of customs, customs , Ahmedabad

is hereby set aside, and the appeal is allowed with consequential relief, in accordance

with law.

(A PTA)

Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

49-27 3 I CU St AHD t2024 -25

To
M/s Sawy ATS Reality LLP,
B 900, Shapath IV,

Opp. Karnavati Club, S.G.Highway,
Ahmedabad-38O 01 5, Gujarat
email: rocatssawv qmail.com)

.^q

ql

*$
f

Copy to:
'1. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House, Ahmedabad.

(email: ccoahm-g uj@ nic. in )
2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ahmedabad.

(email: cus-ahmd-guj@nic.in rra-customsahd@gov.in )3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs (in-charge clFT SEZ), Ahmedabad
(email: cus-ahmd-adj@gov.in )

4. The Specified Officer, Gift SEZ, Gandhinagar (email: so-giftsez@gov.in )5. Shri. Vipul Khandhar, CA & Auhtorised Rep. (emait: vipul.tnandhar@gmait.com )6. Guard File.
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