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F.No. 5/49-28/CUS/IMN/24-25

Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), n respect of the following i
categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to The
Additional Seccretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finance, (Department of
Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of communication o the order.

fafafes gy 3T/ Order relating to :

(@) | 39 & w9 A marfad iy A,
(a) | any goods imported on baggage. o |
- . — - e
@) | YR § STaTd B og (W agT § @l 1 AP WRG A S el R W IR |
T M G AT IW T WE W IAR WA S g s@fEe A Iew F o W ar 39
T WIH U IR T AT # AT H fda wie & & g .
fi any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at their |
(b) | 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.
M | SETee TR, 1902 B JWTE X quT SEF U aATg MY FOR) b aed Yo arad
oI 3rara. |
' (¢) | Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made thereunder.

T ode UF € FIOAEel A farieE Wieu # wegd S g o dwid
ITS wig F Sl ok 99 @ 9y PafafEa e 9a@w g9 9ifee

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 BT Tae, 1870 & FE H.6 AT 1 AU [URd [PY T JTAR 59 M & 4

s = S—|

e
) v, Rrae v oy & o 0R &) grrew goe Rwe @ gi=r iRy,
_[a) 4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy ﬁs_T)rcscribcd under
Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870. |
(@ | wE oAy % AT WY g9 onew @ 4 uiedl, afe g ]
L) _ e -
| (b) | 4 copies of the Order - In - Original, in addition to relevant documents. il any
S mn | gEfeor & R emded @t 4 wioat '
(c) | 4 copies of the Application for Revision. |
(W) | GG amde aTaR S & g ATATRIes SifuTas, 1962 (qurediiia) # PufRawrase |
THie v gve wafteir Rty 7dl & wdd asfiw amar @ H 5. 200/ (FUQ @ W @FHATL
¥.1000/- (FUY TP §AR ATF ) S ot Areven &), & wafd YT & FHifoes Jar <Y sy 6
%t Sfat. afd pew AT AT TS, AT TET &8 Y ARGR T T ORE 91 SHA BH LAl
RPN FEIAT.200/- IRTR G AEANMF RN B S ETAF 1000/~ | ;
IS SN 1=~ WNPRSSM | F i o]
(d) | The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs. 200/- (Rupecs two Hundréd only) [

or Rs. 1,000/~ (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the Head of other receipts, fecs;—+—
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 15 more than one lakh rupcees, the ‘
fee is Rs. 1000/-. |

|

T . 2 ® e qad TEel $ oeEl o AWl & §e A afe @iy ared g9
TR | e HEHE el & af 3 durges Afufm 1962 1 URT 120 T (1) &
afT wid ft.u. -3 ¥ Farres, PHY IAG Foob IR AT B e SfuwRor & FHE
Paff@a ud w onfta &% 9

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any pérsun agéricvcd' bv 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 :
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(b)

L m

}‘ W&Eﬁ 3‘@13 ek g ¥qT $T | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal, |
sdtfergsifmry, gfdndt &l dis West Zonal Bench
_Q—Fﬂéf ﬁﬁﬁé._aéﬁﬁ«ﬂ"uaq, Fde TRYTTR gd, | 2™ Floor, Bahumali Bhavan, Nr. Girdhar r\_'-;:.;_u_r_l
HYRA], HeHCEIG-380016 Bridge, Asarwa, Ahmedabad-380 016

| Under Scction 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of the Customs |

(@ | orfter & wrafRg Aid § oigl el ATATRIed ATUBRI GRT AT AT [EH SR TS qUT |

@ | onfier & wrafRra AT | oiel [l WA HRISRI GRT WA AT Yo AR AT T |
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| iargew wfufiTn. 1962 @Y URT 129 T (6) & U, GTATXed MUTGH, 1962 @ UTRT
129 T (1) & 9 ofte & v Fafafee geo o 89 aiRe-

Act. 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -

AT 741 &S @ IHH Ufg GG TIC 41 SEH BH g a9 TS TWER IUT,

| 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;

TGN AT &S B IHH U dRG TU¢ F e g AfdT vl Ay @ @ e T &)
. U™ 8WR $UT

: 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 .

orfta ® wrRfRg Ama A el fee HfUST GRT AR 4T Y[eP SR AT TUT |

ST YT 8 @l YBH U9 @ U | IfUe g d 9 gWR vue.

2 |fRer e ot - - s |
/ (@) Sdte °1 drdeH Un @7 @Edd & g g smded & Wiy Iud ufg | @7 gew

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

5 oz & v A0 & S AT T ¥ 10 % 9G] X IR, 9181 Yeob J1 Yoo U4 G [4aTG |
| ARAEEH10 5 ofET PR TG e ¢S daTg F 8,31 v sy

" An appcul_ugainst 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.

Saa wfifraw @ uR 129 (T) & orava edter WIU@RUT & @AY AR GA® STda |
w- (@) A% ey & R a1 mafedt F gurd F R o el o waiee & fRie

it "ew g wfgu. ] ]

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

| (@) 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 rupcees.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

M/s Jay Shree Chamunda Ma Plastic, Prop Shri Jayendrasinh Gohil Plot
no. 156, Sarita Society, Street 9 Gadhechi Vadla Bhavnagar-364003
(hereinafter referred to as “the appellant”) have filed an appeal in terms of
Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962 against the Order in Original No.
10/DC/KKK/2021-22 dated 29.11.2021 (hereinafter referred to as “the
impugned order”) passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Customs House,

Pipavav (hereinafter referred to as “the adjudicating authority”).

2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that the appellant, holders of
Importer-Exporter Code No. 2412013543, imported the Cargo i.e. Plastic
Waste Polythylene (Non Toxic Non Hazardous)' in two containers bearing
No. MSKU9907810 & TTNU9874962 against B/L No 559666223 dated
16.04.2013 by vessel MV Maersk KIMI V-1305 dated 28.04.2013 from UAE.

2l The appellant did not file BOE against B/L No 559666223 dated
16.04.2013, within the prescribed time limit. For this, the custodian i.e.
M/s APM Terminal, Pipavav Port has served three notices on 07.03.2014,
24.03.2014 and 10.04.2014, to the appellant under section 48 of the
Customs Act, 1962, for clearing the above mentioned cargo i.e. 'Plastic
Waste Polythylene (Non Toxic Non Hazourdous). However, the appellant did
not respond to said custodian. The custodian i.e. M/s APM Terminal,
Pipavav Port 11.08.2014 requested the Deputy / Assistant Commissioner
of Customs, Customs House, Gujarat Pipavav Port Limited, Pipavav to grant

permission for seal cutting of Container bearing No. MSKU9907810 &

TTNU9874962 for the purpose of assessing the value of the said cargo. The

permission for the same was granted to the custodian on 09.09.2014/ The &
said custodian vide letter dated 11.04.2016 requested Deputy /AssiSt{&i-ni
Commissioner, Custom House Pipavav to grant permission for auction and-
submitted the valuation report of the said cargo issued by government-
approved valuer i.e. B.G.Bhatt & Co., Ahmedabad as a Chartered Engineer.
Further, he reported that the above mentioned cargo have value of

Rs.5,06,000/-.

2.2 During the course of examination the said goods were found as per

Bill of Lading "Plastic Waste Polyethylene" which falls under the chapter
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heading 39. Further, as per DGFT policy Circular No. 20/2002-2007 dated

March 12, 2003 which is inter alia as under:-
"Subject:- Procedure relating to import of Plastic Waste/ Scarp”

Attention is invited to Public Notice No. 392 (PN)/92-97 dated 01.01.1997
according to which import of Plastic Waste/Scrap(Except PET Bottle
Waste/ Scrap) and animal dung or animal excreta shall not, be permitted,

except against a license.”

As per above policy, the importation of Plastic Waste shall not be permitted
except against a license. Since, the said import goods i.e. 'Plastic Waste
Polyethylene (Non Toxic Non Hazardous)' is imported without license,

therefore, the said goods comes under chapter 39 appears to be prohibited.

2.3 As per Basel No B3010 of schedule VI of Hazardous Waste
(Management Handling, Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016 which

interalia as under:
SCHEDULE VI
(See rules 12(6), 12(7) and 14(1))

Hazardous and other wastes prohibited for import

| B3010 ‘ Solid plastic waste

The following plastic or mixed plastic waste, prepared to a |

j
|
specification:

Scrap plastic of non-halogenated polymers and co-polymers,

including but not limited to the following:

‘ Ethylene, Styrene, Polypropylene, polyethylene terephthalate, |

Acrylonitrile, Butadiene, Polyacetals, Polyamides, |

:polybutyiene terephthalate, Polycarbonates, Polyethers,

polyphenylene sulphides, acrylic polymers, alkanes C10-C13

(plasticiser), polyurethane (not  containing CFC's),

' Polysiloxanes, polymethyl methacrylate, polyvinyl alcohol,
- polyvinyl butyral, Polyvinyl acetate

- Cured waste resins or condensation products including the

J Sfollowing:
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E.No. $/49-28/CUS/IMN/24-25

urea formaldehyde resins, phenol formaldehyde resins, I|

melamine formaldehyde resins, epoxy resins, alkyd resins,

polyamides
The following fluorinated polymer wastes (excluding pos!—!
consumer wastes): ,
perfluoroethylene/ propylene, perfluoro alkoxy alkane,‘
tetrafluoroethylene/per  fluoro vinyl ether (PFA), |
tetrafluoroethylene/per fluoro methylvinyl ether {’MFA},:

polyvinylfluoride, polyvinylidenefluoride ‘

Since the goods i.e. Plastic Waste Polyethylene (Non Toxic Non
Hazourdous)' covers under Schedule VI (Hazardous and Other wastes
prohibited for import) of Hazardous Waste (Management Handling,
Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016. Hence, the said goods comes under

chapter 39, appears to be prohibited.

2.4 On the basis of DFGT policy Circular No. 20/2002-2007 dated
March 12, 2003 and Basel No B3010 of schedule VI of Hazardous Waste
(Management Handling, Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016, the
importation of said commodity comes under prohibited items and are liable
for confiscation under section 111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962. The said
cargo cannot be cleared through e-auction, since the cargo falls under
prohibited items and therefore, the process of e-auction was not initiated by
the said Custodian under Section 48 of the Customs Act, 1962. The said
goods were seized under panchnama dated 20.12.2018 under section 110
of the Customs At, 1962 and the said cargo were handed over to_fhe_'__

Custodian i.e. M/s APM Terminal, Pipavav under Supratnama fa'ateﬁ"'

20.12.2018 for safe custody.

2.5 A Show Cause Notice was issued to the appellant for confiscation of
the goods under section 111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962, valued at Rs.
5,06,000/- and for imposition of Penalty under section 112(a)(1) of the
Customs act 1962.

2.6 The adjudicating authority vide the impugned order held that goods,
declared as Plastic Waste Polyethylene, weighing 52.700 Metric Tons,

having assessable value of Rs.5,06,000/- are liable for confiscation under
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111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962. However, he refrain from actual
confiscation of the goods as they are to be re-exported mandatory. The
adjudicaling authority ordered for re-export the goods within three months
as per Para 15 of the Hazardous and Other Wastes (Management and
Transboundary Movement) Rules, 2016 otherwise the goods will be
confiscated under 111(d) of the Customs Act, 1962. He Imposed penalty of
Rs.5,06,000/ on the appellant under Section 112(a)(1) of the Customs Act,
1962.

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order the appellant has filed the

present appeal contending on various grounds as under:

3.1 Learned Deputy Commissioner erred in not appreciating that
admittedly appellant has not filed the Bill of Entry and sought clearance of
goods, and hence in view of following decisions, he cannot be held as
importer of the goods, and hence no penalty can be sustained upon the

appellant. He relied upon the following decisions:
i. Manish Karia V. CC (Import), Nhava Sheva-2014 (301) ELT 415 (Tri. Mum)

ii. Bhavane PTE LTD - Commissioner of Customs, Chennai - 2011 (266) ELT
240 (Tri. - Chennai)

iii. Commissioner of Customs, Kandla V. Guljag Industries Ltd-2010 (259)
ELT 710 (Tri. Ahd)

iv. Bashayir V CC, Chennai 2006 (206) ELT 5641 (Tri. Chennai).

3.2 The appellant submits that he is not the owner of the goods, nor he

as held out himself to be the importer of the goods, and hence section 111

€)

bg) ) is not applicable to the appellant; in that view penalty upon the appellant
w;\:under section 112 (a) (1) of the Act is not sustainable. Further, without
prejudice to the aforesaid, and in any event, the goods in question are not
prohibited absolutely; and it is not the case in the impugned order that
appellant has any role in the allegedly improper importation of the goods;
the case in the impugned order is that importer has not filed bill of entry

within time. In that view also, penalty upon the appellant under section

112(a) (1) of the Act is not tenable.
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4. Shri Rahul Gajera, Advocate, appeared for personal hearing on
12.01.2026 on behalf of the appellant. He reiterated the written submission

made at the time of filing appeal.

5. Before adverting to the merits of the case, it is observed that the
appellant, in the appeal memorandum (Form No. C.A.—-1), has claimed to
have received the impugned order dated 29.11.2021 only on 01.04.2024,
i.e., after a lapse of more than two years. The appellant has also contended
that the Show Cause Notice was not served upon them. In order to verify
the correctness of these assertions, a letter bearing F. No. $/49
28/CUS/JMN/2024-25/5248 dated 15.01.2026 addressed to the Deputy
Commissioner of Customs, Customs House, Pipavav, secking details
regarding the date and mode of service of the impugned ordcr as well as the
Show Cause Notice, along with documentary evidence. In response, the
Assistant Commissioner, Customs House, Pipavav, vide letter F. No.
VIII/48-06 /Misc-corr/20-21 /Pt-1II dated 19.01.2026, informed that as per
the records available with their office, the impugned order dated 29.11.2021
was dispatched to the appellant by Registered Post on 10.12.2021 and was
duly delivered at the appellant’s premises on 12.12 2021. The dated
acknowledgement received from the postal authorities was also furnished
in support. It was further informed that the Show Causec Notice was
dispatched on 14.06.2019 through Shree Maruti Courier Services Pvt. Ltd.

and was delivered to the appellant on 15.06.2019. Documentary evidence

in the form of proof of delivery and courier tracking details was also provided =,

4

to substantiate the service.

5.1  Further a copy of letter F.No. v111/48-06/Misc-cOn-/20.21/19"1‘-1[’1"” '

dated 19.01.2026 received from the Assistant Commissioner, (‘ustaﬁm
House, Pipavav as discussed above was sent to the appellant for offering hl‘a
comments vide this office letter F. No. S/49-28/CUS/JMN/2024-25 dated
02.02.2026. In reply the advocate of the appellant vide letter dated
12.02.2026 submitted that he never received the said order dated
29.11.2021 prior to the date disclosed in the appeal. The signature
appearing on the Regd. A.D. acknowledgment furnished by the department
is not his and therefore the alleged service cannot be treated as valid or
binding. Regarding the Show Cause Notice dated 14.06.2019, he submitted

that although the signature on the courier slip appears similar, but he
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stated that he did not receive the notice. The appellant also submitted

Affidavit in this regard.

5.2 From the report dated 19.01.2026 received from the Assistant
Commissioner, Customs House, Pipavay, it is evident that the impugned
Order-in-Original dated 29.11.2021 was dispatched to the appellant by
Registered Post on 10.12.2021 and was duly delivered at the appellant’s
premises on 12.12.2021. This fact is duly corroborated by the dated
acknowledgement issued by the postal authorities and placed on record.
The appellant has contended that the signature appearing on the Registered
A.D. acknowledgement is not his. In this regard, I am of the considered view
that the impugned order was duly served at the appellant’s declared address
through Registered Post, as evidenced by the acknowledgement on record.
It is not practicable that the addressee must personally receive the
communication in every case. Service effected at the declared address and
acknowledged by a person present at the premises constitutes valid service.
Accepting the appellant’s contention would render the statutory mode of
service through registered post unworkable, as cielivery cannot be made
contingent upon the personal presence of the addressee at all times. In the
absence of any cogent evidence to disprove such service, the contention of
the appellant is not tenable. Further, with regard to the service of the Show
Cause Notice, the appellant has admitted that the signature appearing on
the courier receipt is his, though he has claimed non-receipt of the notice.
This admission itself indicates that the Show Cause Notice was duly
delivered, and the plea of non-receipt is not credible. Accordingly, there
exists clear and reliable documentary evidence establishing proper and

| |effective service of both the impugned order and the Show Cause Notice

Customs Act, 1962, which prescribes the modes of service of any decision,
order, summons, notice or other communication under the Act. The said
provision specifically recognizes service through registered post, speed post,
or courier with acknowledgement due, delivered to the person concerned or
to his authorised representative at his last known place of business or
residence, as valid service. Once such communication is duly dispatched
and acknowledged as delivered, the requirement of service stands fully

\

satisfied in the eyes of law.
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5.3 It is evident from the records that the appellant received the
impugned order dated 29.11.2021 through Registered Post on 12.12.2021.
It is further observed that the present appeal has been filed on 10.04.2024,
i.e., with a delay of 790 days beyond the prescribed statutory period of 60
days. In this regard, I have gone through the provision of limitations for
filing an appeal as specified under Section 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

The same is reproduced hereunder:

“SECTION 128. Appeals to [Commissioner (Appeals)]. — (1) Any
person aggrieved by any decision or order passed under this Act by an
officer of customs lower in rank than a [Principal Commissioner of
Customs or Commissioner of Customs] may appeal to the [Commissioner
(Appeals)] [within sixty days] from the date of the communication to him

of such decision or order.

[Provided that the Commissioner (Appeals) may, if he is satisfied that the
appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the appeal
within the aforesaid period of sixty days, allow it to be presented within

a further period of thirty days.|”

5.4 As per the legal provisions under Section 128 of the Customs Act,
1962, the appeal has to be filed within 60 days from the date of
communication of order. Further, if the Commissioner (Appeals) is satisfied

that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from presenting the

within a further period of 30 days.

appeal within the aforesaid period of 60 days, he can allow it to be presented—=:;

9.5 It will also be relevant to refer to the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme

Court in case of Singh Enterprises — [2008 (221) E.L.T. 163 ($.C.)], whetein;;

the Hon’ble Apex Court had, while interpreting the Section 35 of the Centrél L

Excise Act, 1944, which is pari materia to Section 128 of the Customs Act,
1962, held that the appeal has to be filed within 60 days, but in terms of
the proviso, further 30 days’ time can be granted by the appellate authority
to entertain the appeal. The proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 35 makes
the position crystal clear that the appellate authority has no power to allow
the appeal to be presented beyond the period of 30 days. The relevant para

is reproduced below:
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“8. The Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals) as also the
Tribunal being creatures of Statute are vested with jurisdiction to
condone the delay beyond the permissible period provided under
the Statute. The period upto which the prayer for condonation can
be accepted is statutorily provided. It was submitted that the logic
of Section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1963 (in short the
‘Limitation Act’) can be availed for condonation of delay. The first
proviso to Section 35 makes the position clear that the appeal has
to be preferred within three months from the date of communication
to hirm of the decision or order. However, if the Commissioner is
satis/ied that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from
presenting the appeal within the aforesaid period of 60 days, he
can allow it to be presented within a further period of 30 days. In
other words, this clearly shows that the appeal has to be filed
within 60 days but in terms of the proviso further 30 days time can
be granted by the appellate authority to entertain the appeal. The
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section 35 makes the position crystal
clear that the appellate authority has no power to allow the appeal
to be presented beyond the period of 30 days. The language used
makes the position clear that the legislature intended the appellate
authority to entertain the appeal by condoning delay only upto 30
days after the expiry of 60 days which is the normal period for
preferring appeal. Therefore, there is complete exclusion of Section
5 of the Limitation Act. The Commissioner and the High Court were
therefore justified in holding that there was no power to condone

the delay after the expiry of 30 days period.”

5.6 The above view was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in
Amchong Tea Estate (2010 (257) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)]. Further, the Hon’ble High
Court of Gujarat in case of Ramesh Vasantbhai Bhojani — [2017 (357) E.L.T.

63 (Guj.)| and Hon’ble Tribunal Bangalore in the case of Shri Abdul Gafoor
Vs Cominissioner of Customs (Appeals) [2024-TIOL-565-CESTAT-BANG]

took a similar view while dealing with Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962.

SN In terms of legal provisions under Section 128 of the Customs Act,

1962 and in light of the judicial pronouncements by the Hon’ble Supreme

\
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Court, Hon’ble High Court and Hon’ble Tribunal Bangalore, it is settled
proposition of law that the appeals before first appellate authority arc
required to be filed within 90 days, including the condonable period of 30
days as provided in the statute, and the Commissioner (Appeals) is not
empowered to condone any delay beyond 30 days.

5.8 In light of the above observation, I find that the appeal has been filed
after 90 days from the date of receipt of the order. I am not empowered to
condone the delay in filing the appeal beyond the period specified in Section
128 of the Customs Act, 1962. Hence, the same is held to be time barred.

6. In view of above, I reject appeal on the grounds of limitation without

going into the merits of the case.

IAT(::‘JESTED _—l’, \\v«})\f

i AMIT-GUPTA] -

PRERINTENDENT (
i) sy, COMMISSIONER (APPEALS)
CUSTOMS (APPEALS), AHMEDABAD CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD.

Byv Registered Post A.D.

F. No. S/49-28/CUS/AHD/2024—25 Dated --31.03.2026
To,

(i) M/s Jay Shree Chamunda Ma Plastic,
Prop Shri Jayendrasinh Gohil
Plot no. 156, Sarita Society,
Street 9 Gadhechi Vadla Bhavnagar-364003.

(ii) Shri Rahul Gajera, Advocate
1004 D & C Dynasty, C G Road,
Opp. S P Stadium, Navrangpura
Ahmedabad- 380 009

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

Ahmedabad.
2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Customs (Prev), Jamnagar.
3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Customs House,

Pipavav.
4. Guard File.
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