S/49-248/CUS/AHD/24-25

e an

G Yo (3rdia) Sgad &1 STy, HEHATSIG
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS (APPEALS), AHMEDABAD,

areft HR¥TE 4th Floor, 88®! Ha HUDCO Bhawan, 3% Hd S Ishwar Bhuvan Road

HaITYRT Navrangpura, 3gH&ISIE Ahmedabad ~ 380 009
TXHIY SHHIP Tel. No. 079-26589281

DIN — 20260171MNO00000B41D

Gl W 9&AT FILE NO.

S/49-248/CUS/AHD/24-25

g TS TS TWAT ORDER-IN-
APPEAL NO. (dta1 Yo 3ifafas,
1962 @1 YRT 128F &

3fifd)(UNDER SECTION 128A
OF THE CUSTOMS ACT, 1962) :

AHD-CUSTM-000-APP-522-25-26

URaedl PASSED BY Shri Amit Gupta |
Commissioner of Customs (Appeals),
Ahmedabad
fa=i® DATE 21.01.2026

F | Ieyd oUid ey @ 4. 9 feid
ARISING OUT OF ORDER-IN-

0-1-O No.: 50/ACC/OIONSY/2024-25 |
dt. 03-09-2024

ORIGINAL NO. passed by the Assistant Commissioner of |
Customs, Air Cargo Complex, Ahmedabad.
] it o ST B ) et
ORDER- IN-APPEAL ISSUED 21.01.2026
ON:
CHA M/s Rakesh Oza, A-502, Infinity Tower,
rdieraral &1 AT d Ual NAME AND Corporate Road, Prahlad Nagar, |
ADDRESS OF THE APPELLANT: Ahmedabad- 380 015. |

Page 1 of 11



S/49-248/CUS/AHD/24-25

1| Tg ufa 3w s & Felt Sudi & g qud A &1 STl € o1 AT 9 S [l T B,

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

}'_2_.' ‘wﬂnmaafﬁ:rﬁm195@%129&@(1)mmﬁm$mﬁqﬁ?ﬁﬁaﬂﬁrﬁ$m*m

# @1§ oafed 39 HISN § U B HTEd Hogy HYal 81 al 59 AW @1 W 3 arE A 3 78 & aiw
mﬂﬁa%ga;wﬁa(mmm o warag, e ) wwe arf, 78 el &) edfter smdes
uﬁam

| 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.

i Fafafaa wafRa sreg/order relating to :

(@ & & ®UH AT @Ts AT

r_(a) éany goods imported on baggage

(@( MR A HTGTd B o (B! a8 A G111 Qb= HIRG § 37 T-aed VI U IaR A ¢ A1 T 39
TTed WY R IR 91 & o Sriféa Arer Sar 7 9 W 41 3¥ el ®ITF WR Ia1Y ¢ Jid 31 9 J
Iaférd wre | & 8.

R | any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at their place of
(b) | 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.

(¢ | rrgyes fufam, 1062 & STy X qUT SHE AU GG TT FTAH $ ded Yoob ATTH AT G,

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

-3 [ grdtarur amdeeT oF Wa frawrad # RIS WRey 3 wegd HAT 61T P Hd JHPT oI B e
R 30 & Ay Prafaf@a s dww e o

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

(®)  PIE WITFE, 1870 & e 6.6 TG 1 B AU [T (BT T HTHR 50 AT 1 4 Widi, foraP1 s
‘ ‘ ufay % vare 3 9 Tunres g Reve wm g AfRe,

| (8) | 4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as prescribed under Schedule-1—

' item & of the Court Fee Act, 1870. NG ‘,'. . 4 ?a;

Fm | s qEdTal & JaTdl WY e HTGT P 4 Wi, qr 81 v "-\ R

. | — s > I
(b) | 4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any A Rl |

b ‘ - 28 £y / f .r' /
ANy | G & T SdeA @ 4 waai % .

_ S DOt
(C) 4 copies S of the Apphcahon for Revision. . 2 IS

‘ gﬁmmmmﬁﬁmmm 1962 (QUT TETea) ﬁm
- Bl gue w3 fafay agt & =fid & arefi= aman & # %, 200/- (=T 3 ) 5TE)AT 5.1000/-(FUT UH
| TR AT ), Sk oft wren 8, @ v fRra e & waifores ger A.ew.e #Y & wfai. o e, wim
‘ ST, FTAT 1 & 1 MR 3R UG T ARG A1 IR FH §Y o O B w0 & $.200/- IR aR 0
' | A § wfie g A W & & H 5.1000/-

(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/-.
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TS . 2 B AT T ATAE AT o ATl & S § O13 SIS sdied g9 JeW & HIgd Hegd |

4.
HaT 8 A & e wfufiaw 1962 # URT 129 € (1) F i wid o3 A e, Ffu I
e AR Fa B e ifirevr & wHer Prafafed ud w ondfta @ wed 8 .
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 :
JramRe®, duld IAE Yob 9 a1 @ {lferg Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal,
Sfdrevor, uigd &ty dig West Zonal Bench
S HioTd, dgHTel HaH, de IRUTFR 4, 2 Floor, Bahumali Bhavan, il
3[HRd], 3{gHATdEIE-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad-380 016
5. | QAT ATUTTaH, 1962 BT URT 129 € (6) B UTA, HIAIew HTUFTTH, 1962 BT URT 120 (1) & HfH |
dte & wry Frafafed yeo vau g1 aifde-
Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 125 A (1) of the Custorﬁ; ;{a—Té-éE |
shall be accompanied by a fee of -
@ | o & e AT ¥ ore e STIe HIUw gIRT WO 74T Yo AR SATel aul ol a4 @ |
¥ U9 9RE 0T 91 I9Y FH § 91 UF §9R UL
(a) | 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;
@) | ordiel & |rarae AT B ol [ha! SIATed ATUSI gRT HI 74T e Y AT quT T 1T &8 bl
W UTg aE w9 e 8 i $ud vaw are 9 ofue 7 81 dl U g 39T
|
_— {
(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 ; :
| o & Tt AT § ol e ST Hfe g AT AT Qe R I qul @l T 6 @
THH TUTH @1 ¥UT | HfUe g |l 38 g9 FUL
where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of Customs inthe case to |
(c) which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees ;

———— {
ad (H
7

3

&

)

)

=

30 2N P [0S DRV 5 G, 71 7T Yo b %10 el B R, oig] Yo 4] Qe 04 4.8 191G A ¢, 41 68
& %10 3T P W, 95l ad §s fdarg A g, (el 1@ g |

!
n appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty |
r duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penaity alone is in dispute

I STUTTaH BT URT 129 ()  Swla AGie WIUSO  GHE SR TS H1dg Ua- (B) 0P Heq &
fRre a7 el @Y gURA ¥ forg a1 et o wate & fRrg g g ondter : - wrwar qa) ordte @ snde uA
&1 YaTad & g R e & Wiy U utd 9 &1 e ot How g1 AR ‘

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

—

M/s Rakesh Oza, A-502, Infinity Tower, Corporate Road, Prahlad Nagar,
Ahmedabad- 380 015 (hereinafter referred to as “the Appellant”) have filed the present
appeal challenging the OlO No.: 50/ACC/OIO/NVSY/2024-25 dt. 03-09-2024 ( hereinafter
referred to as ‘the impugned order’) passed by the Assistant Commissioner of Customs,
Air Cargo Complex, Old Airport, Ahmedabad-380 003 ( herein after referred to as “the
“adjudicating authority”).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that M/s VSY Ophthalmic India Pvt Ltd, Third
Floor, 6-Vasanat Vihar Building, Sama, Vadodara-390 019 ( herein after referred to as
‘the Importer”) had imported consignment of Barcode Canner vide Bill of Entry No.:
4999391 dated 10.08.2021 classifying the same under CTH 8471 6050 of the Customs
Tariff Act, 1975 on payment of appropriate Customs duty. As per the Electronics and
Information Technology Goods (Requirements for Compulsory Registration) Order, 2012,
issued under the provisions of the Bureau of Indian Standards Act, 2016, import of
scanners is permitted only if such goods conform to Indian Standard IS 13252:2010
(Information Technology Equipment — Safety — General Requirements) and the

manufacturer has obtained valid registration from the Bureau of Indian Standards.

2.1 It is observed from Bill of Entry No. 4999391 dated 10.08.2021 that the
importer has nowhere declared the BIS registration details, nor has it been declared or
established that the imported goods, namely scanners, conform to Indian Standard IS
13252:2010, as required under the Electronics and Information Technology G/oaqep\ %
(Requirements for Compulsory Registration) Order, 2012, as amended. _,i,ﬂ?:/;.;:g N\
2.2 A letter dated 14.12.2023 was written to the Importer to produge B‘:?’-
registration / NOC for import of scanner. However, no response received from the sude of o
appellant N
2.3 In the matter, the appellant i.e. Custom Broker M/s Rakesh A Oza who is
handling the work of clearance related to this imported consignment, was expected to do

due diligence to not allow filing of Bill of Entry for clearance of goods which are prohibited

for import. The appellant , despite having knowledge of goods not having BIS registration,
they abetted importer in importing the goods in contravention of prohibition under law.
Such acts and omissions rendered the goods liable to confiscation under Section 111(d)

of the Customs Act, 1962, and consequently made the appellant liable for penalty under
Section 112(a) of the Customs Act, 1962.

4
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24 Therefore, a SCN F.No.. VIII/48-121/ACC/AR-16/2023-24 dated
01.01.2024 was issued by the Assistant Commissioner, Air Cargo Complex, Ahmedabad
to the appellant as to why :

(i) the imported goods Barcode Scanner should not be held liable for confiscation
under section 111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962 as the same imported in contravention of
prohibition imposed under the Bureau of Indian Standards Act, 1986,

(i) the penalty shouldn't be imposed on the importer and appellant under Section 112(a)
of the Customs act, 1962 for rendering the goods liable for confiscation under section
111(d) of the Customs act, 1962.

2.5 After follow of principle of natural justice, the adjudicating authority vide
impugned order decided the matter and passed the following orders:

(i) He held that the subject goods imported by the importer in contravention of
prohibition imposed under the Bureau of Indian Standards Act, 1986 and thereby liable
for confiscation of the goods under section 111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962. Option to
redeem the goods in payment of fine of Rs. 3000/-

(i) He imposed penalty of Rs. 6000/- on the importer under Section 112(a) of the
Customs act, 1962.

(i) He imposed penalty of Rs. 6000/- on the appellant under Section 112(a) of the
Customs act, 1962.

3. Being aggrieved and dissatisfied with the impugned order passed by the
adjudicating authority, the Appellant have filed the present appeal on 16.12.2024. The

Appellant have, inter-alia, raised various contentions , same are mentioned herein below:

> The impugned Order, has been passed by the Assistant Commissioner in
violation of principles of the natural justice as he has failed to consider the
submissions made by the appellant. It was obligatory on the part of the
adjudicating authority to have considered the submissions and if he did not
agree with the submissions, the same should have been negated by valid

reasons. The impugned order thus unreasoned and non speaking is in

violation of principles of natural justice and the same deserves to be quashed

and set aside

‘;}’

The adjudicating authority in para 20 of the impugned OIlO has observed that
the appellant had failed to verify the documents submitted by the importer
and fulfilment of all the conditions for import along with restrictions for the

time in being force as per the law. It is submitted that the impugned order

does not spellout as to which stgtutory provision of said Act had been
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contravened by the appellant so as to invoke the penal provisions. In the
present case, it was the importer who had clarified the matter and the prope.—
officer having been satisfied had allowed the clearance of the consignment.
claimed the exemption from payment of basic Custom Duty. Thus, there was
no contravention of any provision of the said act and therefore the imposition
of penalty on the appellant is ex-facie without authority of law. The impugned

order deserves to be quashed and set aside.

The appellant submits that the various Courts and Tribunals have
consistently held that the penalty should not be imposed in an ordinary
course, unless it can be shown that the appellant had acted deliberately in
defiance of Law. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of Hindustan Steel
Ltd. Vs. State of Orissa reported in AIR 1970 SC (253) 1979 ELT (J402)
has held that for imposition of penalty, it has to be brought on record that the
party had acted deliberately in defiance of the Law. In the present case there
is nothing on the record which reveal that the appellant had acted in any way
in defiance of Law. As such, the impugned order having been passed without
any material on record, is legally not tenable and the same deserves to be

quashed and set aside.

The appellant submits that it is a settled law that penalty 00should not be
imposed merely because it is lawful to do so. In the present case, the amount
of penalty of Rs. 6000/- imposed on the appellant is not the criteria and bases
for filing this appeal. The appellant had been in the business of clearance for

import and exports as Custom House Agent and Customs Broker for last

=~
more than 30 years. The appellant has an unblemished track recor@i{

e D b
present penalty imposed is thus stigmatic and therefore the impugned(ﬁg v

|

\ =

is required to be quashed and set aside. !

—

issued from the office of the Principal of Chief Commissioner of Customs,
Mumbai, In the said advisory, it has been advised that the officers involved
in audit should be advised not to invoke the violation of provisions of CBLR
2018 and make the Customs Broker co-noticee in cases involving
interpretative disputes regarding classification, availment of benefit of
exemption notification and valuation. Thereafter, the Chief Commissioner of
Customs, JNPT, has vide letter dated 20.02.2023 has circulated wherein it
has been requested to impress upon the adjudicating authority that the penal
action should not be invoked against the Customs Broker in routine manner,
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» The appellant further submits that the Board vide Instruction No. 02/2024-
Customs, date 03.09.2024, has clarified the implication of Customs Broker a
co-noticee in a routine manner. In the present case there is no evidence
brought on record which suggest that the appellant was aware of the
classification adopted by the importer being wrong and still he did not advise

the importer. That being so, no penalty could be imposed on the appellant

The appellant submits that the penalty has been imposed vide the impugned

Y/

order on the appellant under section 112 (a) of the Customs Act, 1962. The
appellant submits that on going through the impugned order, no evidence
has been brought on record which suggested that the appellant had any role
in the alleged non mentioning of the declaration by the importer. There being
no material evidence on record against the appellant, imposition of penalty
is not justified and the impugned order deserves to be quashed and set aside
on this ground alone. In support of above contention, the appellant relies on
the decision in the case of Adarsh Kumar Vs Commissioner of Customs
reported at 2000 (122) ELT 830 (T).

=
>

The appellant submits that for imposition of penalty under section 112, some
degree of involvement or knowledge of contravention on the part of the
abettor must be shown. In the impugned order, no evidence direct or even
indirect has been adduced to show that the appellant had some knowledge
of contravention of law, as such, imposition of penalty is not justified. In
support of above the appellant places reliance on the decision of the Hon'ble
tribunal in the case of Liladhar Pasoo Forwarders P. Ltd. Vs
Commissioner of Customs, Mumbai reported at 2000 (122) ELT 737 (T).

Even otherwise, the impugned order of imposition penalty is highly arbitrary,

perverse and illegal and the same deserves to be quashed and set aside.

PERSONAL HEARING:

4. The appellant was granted a personal hearing on 13.01.2026, which was
attended by Shri N. K. Tiwari, Advocate/Consultant, through virtual mode. During the

hearing, he reiterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum and requested

that the case be decided on merits. L
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DISCUSSION & FINDINGS:

5 Before examining the merits of the case, | find from the appeal
memerandum in Form C A.-1 that the impugned Order-in-Original dated 03.09.2024 was
received by the appellant on 18.10.2024. The present appeal was filed on 16.12.2024,
which is within the statutory period of sixty days prescribed for filing an appeal before the
Commissioner (Appeals) under Section 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962. | further note
that the appellant has deposited an amount of Rs. 450/- vide challan no.
3864/28.11.2024, being 7.5% of the penalty amount of Rs. 6000/-, towards mandatory
pre-deposit in compliance with the provisions of Section 129E of the Customs Act, 1962.

5 | have carefully gone through the appeal memorandum as well as records

of the case and the submission made on behalf of the Appellant during the course of
hearing. The issue in the present appeal is whether the adjudicating authority, vide the
impugned order, has rightly, legally and validly imposed penalty upon the appellant and

whether such imposition of penalty is legal and proper in the facts and circumstances of

the case.

6.1 The Adjudicating Authority has concluded that the appellant is Irable m

penalty under Section 112(a) of the Customs Act, 1962 and has recorded the fol{czmn" %

observations in the impugned order : & @“ﬂ \
20. In regard to the proposal for imposition of penalty on CHA/Customs B;rcmk'erw 4'/

>

firm M/s. Rakesh Oza, A-502, Infinity Tower, Corporate Road, Prahlad Nagar,'
Ahmedabad-380015, | find that M/s. Rakesh Oza had admittedly attended to
clearance of the impugned goods imported by M/s. VSY Opthalmic India Pvt Ltd.,
Third Floor, 6-Vasant Vihar Building, Sama, Vadodara-390019 by filing bills of entry
as their CB firm. As Customs Broker, it was his duty to verify the documents
submitted by the importer and fulfiiment of all necessary conditions for import of any
goods along with any restrictions/prohibitions stipulated in import policy or any law
at the relevant time. Despite being aware of the fact that impugned Scanners were
not freely importable as the Scanners at the time of import were not BIS complaint
as BIS Registration certificate was not available with the importer at the time of
import, M/s. Rakesh Oza allowed them to import the said goods and M/s. Rakesh
Oza filed Bill of Entry for subject goods. M/s. Rakesh Oza facilitated the clearance
of the impugned goods. As a Custom Broker, M/s. Rakesh Oza was required to

ensure due compliance of Laws, Rules and Procedure and yet instead of
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compliance, he actively colluded with the importer in circumventing the Rules.
Hence, | find that despite having knowledge of goods not having BIS registration,
they abetted Importer in the act of importing the goods in contravention of prohibition
rendering the goods liable to confiscation under Section 111 (d) of Customs Act
1962 and therefore, | find that the said contraventions on the part of M/s. Rakesh
Oza, constitute an offence of the nature as described under Section 112(a) of the
Customs Act, 1962 and consequently, M/s. Rakesh Oza is liable for penalty under
Section 112(a) of the Customs Act, 1962.

6.2 | find that the Adjudicating Authority has held the appellant, Shri Rakesh
Oza, Customs Broker, liable to penalty on the premise that he had knowledge that the
impugned scanners were not BIS compliant at the time of import and that he actively
abetted the importer in importing goods in contravention of prohibition under Section
111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962. However, on a close scrutiny of the facts and the
applicable legal provisions, | find that the said findings are not sustainable either on facts

or in law for the reasons discussed hereinbelow.

6.2.1 Absence of Evidence of Knowledge or Mens Rea

The entire finding against the appellant rests on a presumption that the
Customs Broker was “aware” of the non-availability of BIS Registration Certificate at the
time of import. However, the impugned order fails to bring on record any cogent evidence
to establish that the appellant had actual knowledge that the goods were not BIS
compliant. There is no documentary evidence, statement, correspondence, or admission

record to demonstrate that the appellant was informed or was otherwise aware that

ed that penal liability under the Customs Act, particularly for abetment, cannot
ed on assumptions or presumptions. In the absence of proof of mens rea or

edRscibus knowledge, the finding of abetment is legally untenable.

6.2.2 Scope of Responsibility of a Customs Broker

As per the Customs Brokers Licensing Regulations (CBLR), the duty of a
Customs Broker is to process customs clearance on the basis of documents furnished by
the importer and to exercise reasonable diligence. The law does not cast an obligation
upon the Customs Broker to conduct an independent technical verification or to ascertain
the existence of statutory registrations such as BIS certification unless the same is
apparent from the documents submitted or specifically flagged by the Customs authorities
at the time of assessment.

In the present case, the Bills of Entry were assessed and processed by the

Customs Department itself. The clearance of QKZS/W Customs authorities indicates that
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the import documents were found acceptable at the relevant time. Once the goods were
assessed and cleared by the proper officer, the Customs Broker cannot be retrospectively—
faulted for alleged non-compliance, particularly in the absence of any deliberate mis-
declaration or suppression attributable to him.

6.2.3 No Evidence of Active Collusion or Facilitation

The Adjudicating Authority has alleged that the appellant “actively colluded”
with the importer to circumvent the law. However, such a serious allegation is
unsupported by any evidence. Mere filing of Bills of Entry and facilitation of clearance in
the normal course of professional duty cannot, by itself, amount to collusion or abetment.
There is nothing on record to show that the appellant derived any undue benefit, advised
the importer to bypass BIS requirements, or manipulated the import process in any
manner. In the absence of such evidence, the conclusion of active collusion is purely

conjectural and cannot be sustained.

6.2.4 Improper Invocation of Section 111(d) and Consequential Penalty
While the goods may have been held liable to confiscation under Section
111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962, liability of goods to confiscation does not automatically
result in penal liability of the Customs Broker. For imposition of penalty on a third party,
the statute requires a clear finding of intentional involvement or abetment, which is
conspicuously absent in the present case.
It is a settled legal position that penalty provisions are penal in nature and

must be strictly construed. In the absence of clear and convincing evidence establishj

conscious knowledge and intentional facilitation, the imposition of penalty on the C

Broker is unsustainable.

N
6.2.5 | have examined the case laws quoted by the appellant in his appar—'/
memorandum and find that they are squarely applicable to the present case. The said
case laws lay down that, for imposition of penalty under Section 112(a) of the Customs
Act, 1962, there must be evidence of prior knowledge, intentional involvement, abetment,

or active collusion on the part of the appellant.

8 In view of the foregoing discussion, | hold that the findings of the
Adjudicating Authority attributing knowledge, collusion, and abetment to the appellant,
Shri Rakesh Oza, are based on assumptions and surmises and are not supported by

evidence on record. The appellant has merely discharged his professional obligations as

P
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a Customs Broker on the basis of documents provided by the importer, and no violation
of statutory duty or mala fide intent has been established against him.

Accordingly, the penalty imposed on Shri Rakesh Oza, Customs House
Agent, is set aside and his appeal is allowed with consequential relief, if any, as per law.
This Order-in-Appeal is confined strictly to the appeal of the CHA and does not extend to

1y

(Amit G
Commissioner (Appeals),
Customs, Ahmedabad

or affect the case of the main appellant.

F. No. S/49-248/CUS/AHD/2024-25 Date: 21.01.2026

By email (as per Section 153(1)(c) of the Customs Act, 1962)

By Speed post.

o /@};}
M/s Rakesh Oza, /'J‘f e\ o
A-502, Infinity Tower, £ ‘%};.S p:!
Corporate Road, Prahlad Nagar, '3 ( ﬁé )EJ‘
Ahmedabad- 380 015 \ * mal ¥ 8 /

Email- rakeshoza62@gmail.com

Copy to:

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

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House, Ahmedabad. (email: cus-
ahmd-guj@nic.in rra-customsahd@agov.in )

3 The Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Air Cargo Complex, Old Airport,
Ahmedabad ( aircargo-amd@gov.in accusacc@gmail.com )

4. Shri N.K. Tiwari, consultant ( tiwarinirmal847@gmail.com )

5. Guard File.
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