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M/s Krishna Shipping & Allied Scwices' 53/54-A' Transport Nagar' Tankar

Association Building, National Highway' Gandhidham - 37O2Ol (hereinafter

referred to as the Appellant) has filed 33 appeals in terms of Section 128 of the

Customs Acl, 1962, challcnging the asscssment of the Bi1ls of Entries as per

details in Table-I below:

Table-I

Appeal No.

49-71 CUS KDL FEB 2025-26

2. As the issue involved in ali the 33 appeais is same, they are taken up

together for disposal. Facts of the case, in brief, as detailed in the appeal

memorandum are that the Appellant is engaged, inter alia, in the business of

import of Dry Date covered under CTH 08041030. The appellant is having IEC

dr'??

r.p t

BE/Order No./Date
Sr. No

20 610 2et d 12 da07 12 0
1

522021d1 ta ed8 090 o6262 20 5L EF RS KD7 CU4S 9 22
ate c0 600 21d46 d607 3062 20 5 2EF BLKDCU49

22010de 0a
1 ad t27 40 84

1 2202d 504 ad te56 42 0
02 52a0 1 2da et d60 3 166

6957 265 dated 17 .O1.2026
7

6231574 dated 11.12 2025602 5 22t, BFESLI KD7 C8S8
687 2430 dated 13.0 1.2026o 5 26BE 02 2DK FL7 C SU4S

() 9
7 02 lO22 dated 2 l.O 1.202626tr 2B 20 5LKD F8 Co SU4S 910
662 1266 dated 30.12.2025CUS KDL FEI]S 49-4111
62 77610 dated 13.12.202572
7 OO3441 dated 20.O1.2026

S 49-82 CUS KDL FEB

S 2025-2649-83 FEBCTJS KDL13
7 20487 5 dated 30.0 1.2026S 2025-2649-84 FEBCUS KDLt4
627 7 609 dated 13. l2'2O25S 2025-2649-85 FtrBCUS KDL15
61 13922 dated 05. 12.2025S 2025-2649-86 FEBCUS KDL16
6a72429 dated 13.0 1.2026t7 S 2025-2649-a7 I.-EBCUS KDL
6907 250 dated 15.0 1.202618 S 2025-2649-48 FEBCUS KDL
5977853 dated 28. 1 1.2025S 2025-2649-89 CUS KD],
5977 852 dated 28. 1 1.202520 S 2025 2649-90 FEBCUS KDL
60379 4 1 dated 02. 72.2025S 49-91 FEBCUS KDL21
5875904 dated 23. 1 1.2025S ono.:,_c649-92 FEBCUS KDL
5875906 dated 23. 1 1.2025ZJ S 2025-2649-93 FEBCUS KDI-
5910637 dated 25. 1 1.2025S 2025-26FEBCUS KDL24
5876393 dated 23.I1 .202525
587 6394 dated 23.1 1.2025

S 2025-2649-95 FtrBCUS KDL
S 2025-2649-96 CUS KDI,

5876392 dated 23. 1 1.202527 S 2025-2649-97 FEBCUS KDL
5876395 dated 23. \ I.2O228 S 2025-26FEBCUS KDI-
5875907 dated 23.11.2029 S 2025-2649-99 FEBCUS KDL
5875900 dated 23.77.230 S 49- 100 FEBKDL

S 49-lOt FEBKDL 5875902 dated 23.11.231
.)a

S 49-102 FtrBCUS KDL 5961844 dated 27.11.2O
5841683 dated2l.lL2O2.).) S 2025-2649-703 FEBCUS KDI.
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F. No. 5/49-71 to 103/CUS/KDL/FE.B/2025-26

No. 24AADFK87 6OC2ZH and have imported consignments of Dry Dates from a

UAE based supplier at negotiated price of USD 350 per MT (CIF). The appellant

frled Bills of Entry as detailed in Table 1 above with Custom House, Kandla for

clearance of the said imported consignment.

2.I The Appellant self-assessed duty in the said Bills of Entry at the negotiated

value mentioned in the invoice by the overseas supplier. The same is reflected in

the check-list of the Bills of Entry. The value declared by the Appel\ant was

actual transaction value as per Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962. However,

the assessing oflicer re-assessed Bills of Entry by way of enhancing the declared

value. The Assessing Officer raised a query regarding the declared value because

there is a practice of re-assessment by enhancing value in accordance with

guidelines issued by NAC. The appellant in reply requested the assessing olficer

to proceed with the assessment of the Bill of Entry (BOE) at the value of USD

600 per metric ton as agitating at that stage was not practical for the appellant

because of increasing demurrage/detention/rent charges and delay in clearance

which might cause cancellation of subsequent sale orders to prospective buyers.

Therefore, the Appellant consentcd and paid thc enhanced duty and got the

imported goods cleared from Customs. Based solely on NAC guidelines,

reassessment was done at USD 600 PMT. Rule 12 of the Customs Valuation

Rules was not followed though legally transaction value can be rejected only

under Rule 12 recording proper reasons and providing cvidence. Enhancement

solely based on NAC guideline is contrary to valuation law.

2.2 Since then, a considerable period more than the statutory period of 15

days has elapsed but the appellant has not received speaking order from the

respondent.

3. Since the assessing officer has enhanced the value declared in Bills of

Entry the appellant has frled the present appeals against the arbitrary re-

sessment which is contrary to the law, on the following grounds:

It is humbly submitted that consent does not validate illegal assessment

s per Section l7(5) of the Customs Acl, 1962, the only consequence of

consent is that Speaking Order may not be issued. It does not take away

right to challenge the Assessment in appeal. The consent was under

business compulsion to avoid delay in clearance and demurrage. We did

not relinquish our rights to appeal. It was not a waiver of statutory rights

and cannot cure an illegal reassessment. It is settled law that there is no

\,
I
tr

e
t t

,a(
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Ir. No. 5/49-71 to 103/cUS/KDL/FDBl2025-26

estoppel against statute which means a person cannot rely on consent,

conduct, mistake, or agreement to prevent the operation of a law and if
something is contrary to a statute, it remains illegal even if a party agrecd

to it. Courts and tribunals have consistently held that enhancement

accepted to avoid demurrage does not bar appeal if valuation rules were

not followed. It is a settled principle of law that there is no estoppel against

statute. A statutory mandate cannot be defeated by consent, acquiescence,

6r conduct ofa party. The reassessment in the present case, being contrary

to Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962 read with the Customs Valuation

Rules, cannot be validated merely because the appellant consented to

enhancement to avoid delay and demurrage. Such consent, given under

commercial compulsion, does not amount to waiver of tJee appellant's

statutory right to challenge an illegal assessment.

The appellant further submitted that the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

case of Dunlop India Limited v. UOI reported in i983 (13) E.L.T. 1566 (SC)

has laid down that even assuming that there is an acceptance it does not

preclude the assessee from challenging by way of appeal as there cannot

6e an estoppel against law. Similar view was taken in [2015 (329) E.L.T.

307 (T)l and 2016 (343) E.L.T. e63('0.

The appellant further submitted that in the matter of Commissioner of

Customs, Delhi Versus Maruti Fabric Impex, reported at 2016 (343) E.L.T.

963 (Tri. - Del.), it has been held by the Honble CESTAT that in case of

clearance of goods by the importer on the enhanced value so as to avoid

detention and demurrage charges, the subsequent challenge of

enhancement before the higher appellate forum amounts to the effect that

such enhanced value was not accepted by the assessee and they cannot

be stopped from contesting the same. Further, in the present case, there

dre guidelines of NAC and in the said matter there was alert of DRI and

the Flon'ble Tribunal held that it is settled law that DRI Alerts canno d\'"

adopted as a reason for errhancing the value and the same aspect a o1i

here and thus, enhancement of value on the basis of NAC is contr EI
law

The present appeal is being fi1cd against erroneous re-assessment of B

of Entry. The prcsent appcal is bcing filed against assessment under

Section 17 of the Customs Act, 1962.It is settled law that assessment on

Bill of Entry is an appealable order and thus appeal against the same can

be filed by any aggrieved party. In the present matter, the appellant is

d.ggrieved party due to re-assessment by the respondent by way of
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F. No. 5/49-71 to 1O3/CUS/KDL/FE.B/2025-26

enhancement of declared transaction value. 'lhe appellant relies on the

following judicial pronouncements :

(i) Ruchi Soya Industries Ltd. Versus Commissioner of Customs,

Jamnagar, reported at 2013 (296\ D.L.f . 71'44 (fri. - Ahmd.)

(ii) ITC Ltd. Versus Commissioncr of Central Excise, Kolkata-IV,

reported at2Ol9 (368) 8.1,.1'.216 (S.C.)

Thus, it is submitted that appeal can be filed against assessment of

a Bill of Entry under Section 17 of the Customs Act, 1962

Section 14 of the Act governs valuation aspect. It provides that the value

ofthe imported goods shall be the transaction value ofsuch goods, that is

to say, the price actually paid or payable for the goods when sold for export

to India for delivery at the time and place of importation, where the buyer

and seller of the goods are not related and price is the sole consideration

for the sale subject to such other conditions as may be specifie{ in the

rules made in this behalf. It is humbly submitted that the Appellant had

negotiated value with the overseas supplier and both the parties amicably

agreed at the value ofUSD 35O per MT. Accordingly, the overseas supplier

is mentioning this negotiated value in the invoices and the Appellant is

making paJrment of that amount only. There is no other consideration in

monetary of any other manner. The overseas buyer and the Appellant are

not related parties. Thus, this value is clearly transaction value of the

import by the Appellant from this overseas supplier. Thus, the re-

assessment by way of enhancement of value is totally arbitrary and illegal

and is liable to be set aside with consequential relief.

Under the said Section 14, the Customs Valuation (Determination of Value

of Imported Goods) Rules, 2O07 have been framed. Rule 3 of the said Rules

provide for determination of the method of valuation. It states that subject

to Rule 12, the value of imported goods shall bc the transaction value

adjusted in accordance with provisions of rule 10. The Rule 10 provides

r inclusion of certain factors which is not the case in the present matter.

er, sub-Rule (2) of the said Rules provides conditions for acceptance

f value of importcd goods viz. thcre are no restrictions as to thc

disposition or use of the goods by the buyer, the sale or price is not subject

to some condition or considcration for which a value cannot be

determined, no part of the proceeds ofany subsequent resale, disiosal or

use of the goods by the buyer will accrue directly or indirectly to the sellcr

and the buyer and seller are not related. It is humbly submitted that in
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Ir. No. S/49-71 to 103/CUS/KDLIFEB/2025-26

the present mattcr therc is no restriction as to the disposition or use of -
impugned goods. Further, the sale/ price is not subject to any condition/
consideration lor which a valuc cannot bc determined. Further, sale

proceed of impugned goods in local market belongs to the Appellant only
and no part of it is accrue to thc ovcrseas supplicr. The Appellant and the

overseas supplier are totally independent parties and are not related in
any manner. Fu:thcr, as per Rule 1 2, declared value can be rejected in
certain specific circumstances but the same are absent in this case. No

reasons as stipulated in the said Rule 12 have bcen communicated to the

Appellant. Thus, thc rc-asscssment by way of enhancement of value is
totally arbitrary ,nd illegal a.d is liable to bc sct aside with consequential

rclief.

section 17(1) of the customs Act, 1962 provides that an importer entering

any imported goods undcr scction 46 shall self-assess the duty, if any,

leviable on such goods. As pcr sub-scction (2) the proper ofhcer may

verify the entries madc under scction 46 and the self-assessment of goocls

and for this purpose, examine or test any imported goods or part thereof.

Sub-Section (3) provides that for the purposes of verifrcation, the proper

officcr may rcquirc thc importcr to producc any document or information,

whereby the duty lcviablc on thc importcd goods can be ascertained and

thereupon, the importer shall produce such document or furnish su<;h

information. Sub-scction (4) providcs that where it is found on

verification, examination or tcsting of thc goods or otherwise that thc self-

assessment is not done corr<tctly, the proper officer may, without prejudice

to any other action which may be taken under this Act, re-assess the duty

lcviable on such goods. Scb-scction (S) provides that where any re-

assessment don<: undcr sub-section (4) is contrary to the self-assessment

done by the importer and in cases other than those where the impo

confirms his accept.ance of thc said rc-assessmcnt in writing, the p

officer shall pass a spcaking ordcr on the re-assessment, within

days from the date of re-assessment of the bill of entry. In the present

the Appellant being importcr hled self-assessed Bi of Entry as p a. .t.
gnder Section 17(i) ibid. No cxamination/ testing of the goods was done

for determining value of the impugned goods under Section 17(2). Further,

the Appellant was not asked to produce any document/ information for
the purposes of verification as provided under Section 1z(s). Further, it is
not known as to what kind of vcrification has lcd the respondent to the

conclusion that self-assessment is not correct as provided under section

l

Page 8 of 22

/--;---

a



4 Personar hearing was granted to the Appella nt on 12.o3.2026, followingthe principles of natural justice, wherein Abhishek Darak, charteredAccountant' appeared for the hearing, and he reiterated the submission made atthe time of filing the appcal.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

5' I have carefully gone through the case records, impugned Bills of Entries,
the defense put forth by the Appelrant in their appeai, arguments advanced
during the course of thc personal hearing. Before going into the merits of the
case, it is observed that 15 appeals out of 33 appeais have been fited within the
time limit, i.e., within 60 days lrorn thc asscssrncnt of Bills of Entries. It is furthcr
observed that 17 out of 33 appcals havc bcen fircd within condonable period of
30 days beyond the stipurated 60 days ancr o I out of 33 appeals hr.,r. .rlt b"".,
filed within condonabre period of 30 days bcyond thc stipulated 60 days. As pcr
section 128(1) of the customs Act, 1962, appcals beforc commissioner (Appeats)

can be frled within sixty days from the da1.c of communica tion of decision or
(3r . In the present cases, no spcaking order has been passed. However, the

r

, ant has filed appcals against the asscssment of Bills of Entrv wherein
able va-lue has been enhanced. Assessmcnt of Bill of Entry can be treated

cision or order; and appeal against assessment (including self-assessment

d re-assessment) can be filed by importcrs with appellate authority as held by

t
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"ro"ri"" 

":-:,: *""red value is the value negotiated with

transaction .,r*rr.oorr". 
considering quality and quantity. lt l" u.tl_,rl

il 
"" ".:. 

j, 
;:, :{};L Til:..l;: J: j ^r: xi: i1,","x

above. The .a-ua".n" 
same is arbitrary and contrary to law as submittcd

been accepted ., ;"H::#:: ;H, ::::l j""_#;" ;::,n :::aside and self-assessment is ,iabre to be restored with consequential rerief.
PERSONAL HEARING:

Hon'ble supreme court in the case of ITC Ltd. vs. commissioner of central Excise,

Kolkata-IV [2O19 (368) E.L.T. 216 (S. C.i/. So, the appeal against assessirent is

required to be frled within 60 days or within condonable period of further 30

days, from the date of communication of assessment as per Section 128(1).
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5.1. Now it is to bc ascerlaine c1 on which datcs the Assessment of the

impugned Biiis of Entry have been comrnunicated to the appeilant Section 153

of the Customs Act' 1 9612 ' 
prescribes mo<1e s for sbrvices of notice' order etc' As

p., 
"1^.r."" 

(ca) of Sub-Scction (1) of Scction 153' an order' dccision' etc may be

se rved by making it available on the common portal As per Section 2(7B) of the

Customs Lct, 1962, the term 'common portal' has been defrned as Common

Customs Electronic Portal rcferred to in Section l54C Notification No' 33 l2O2l-

Cus (NT) daled 29 'O3 2O2t has been issued under the provisions of Section

1 54C, through which the uRL https://icegate.gou.in has been notificd as

'common portal'. So, t am of the view that thc Assessments of Biils of Entry donc

through Customs EDI Syste m and made available in the common portal

ICEGATE are to be treated as served to the appellant as per the provisions of

Section 153(1)(ca) of the Customs Act' 1962' as amended by the Finance Act'

2O2l.so,theappellantwasrequire<ltofilcappcalswithinthenormalperiodof

60 days or within further condonablc pcriod of 3O days from the date the

assessment..

(o

Out

In the Form C.A.-1, at Sr. No 4, the appellant has mentioned the Date of

of charge date as 'Date of communication of decision or order' and

accordingly calculated the limitation period for fiiing appeal' However' I find no

provision of law under which the datc of out of charge can be taken as date of

communication of order. 'lhereforc, I am of the considercd view that timelimit

for filing appeal starts from the date of assessment of Bill of Entry' which has

been served and. communicated to the appellant through ICEGATE portal, as per

the pr6visions of Section 153(i)(ca) of the Customs Act, 1962'

5.3 In view of the above discussion, the 33 appeais covered in the present

order have been divided in two parts for the purpose of considering

period as under as per Table-ll ald Tabie-III respectively as under:-

tAl A eals filed within 6Oda s or within condonable dof

Table-II

limitation

s/49_
72/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025-

Bill of
Irntry
(BOE)

No.& dato

7021020

dated

21 .01.2026

Datc o[
assessrnent

Qt

rt

€

Datc of
filling
appeal

Datc of
Communicalion

as per OA-l

Sr.

No.

s/49-
7 t/cus/KDL/FEB/2025-

26

22101/2026 09 /02/2026

2
608 9901

dated

04.12.2025

)0/12/2025 09/02t2026 0.5 days

26

06/12/2025
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(q

3 73/CUS/KDLTFEB/2025-

26 20.01.202 6

7003646

dated
22/0 1/2026 27/0 1/2026 o9/02/2026

4
s/49-

74/CUS/KDLEEB/2025.

26 30.u.2026

7204881

datcd
0/01/2026 02/02/2026 09/02/2026

5
s/49-

26 25.12.202 5

6524040

datcd
25/12/2025 27/12/202s

09/02/2026

6

s/49-

26
5

6063313

datcd

03.12.202

09/12t2025 09/02/2026

7 77/CUS/KDLEEBI2O25.

26 17.01,2026

6951265

datcd
1710) 12026

06/12/2025

17 t01t2026 0 9/02/2026

05 days

s/49-
78/CUSKDLEEBI2O2S-

26

6231514

dated

tL12,202s

)2/1212025 t5/12t2025 09/0212026

9
s/49-

7 9 / CU S II<DL I F EB / 2 02 5.
26

6872430

dated

13.01.2026

t4/0)/2026 11t0112026 09/02/2026

t0
s/49-

8O/CUS,KDLiFEB/2025-

26

702r022

datcd
2t .01 .2026

22/01t2026 27 t0r/2026 09/02/2026

1l
s/49-

8 I /CUS/KDL/IrEB/2025-

26

6621266

dated

30.12.2025
30,l2t2025

30/0t/2026 09/02t2026

12

s/49-
S2ICUSr,r.DL/FEB2O2I.

26

6277610

dated

t3.12.2025

17/12t2025 20112t202s 09/0212026

l3
s/49_

83/CUSIKDL/!EB/2025-

26

7003441

dated

20.01.2026

22t0112026 27/01t2026 09/02/2026

t4
s/49_

84iCUS/KDL/I. EB/2025.
26

7204875

datcd

30.01.2026

30t01t2026 02/02t2026 09/02/2026

s/49_
85/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025-

26

6277609

dated

13.12.2025

t7 /1212025 20/12/202s 09/02/2026

s/49-
SIKDL/FEBI2O25-

26

86/CU
6t13922

dated

05.12.2025

061t2t202s 10il2t2025

s/49-
87/CUS/KDL,/FEB/202 5 -

26

t4t01t2026 09102t2026

05 days

18

s/49_

88/CUSiKDL/TEB/2025-
26

6872429

dated

t3.01.2076

6907250

dalcd

15.01.2026

t6/01t2026

1410v2026

t9t0v2026 0910212026

t9
s/49-

89/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025-

26

5977853

datcd

28,11 .2025

021t212025 08lt2/2075 24102/2026 24 days

20

s/49-
9OlCUS/KDL/FEBi2O25.

26

s9778s2

dated

28.1\.2025

02/12t2025 06112/2025 24102/21)26

21

sl49 -

9 I/CUS/KDL//FEB/2025-

26

6037941

datcd

02.t2.2025

02/t2/202s

24 days

24 days

22

s/49-
92/CUS/KDLEEB/2025.

26

5875904

datcd

23.1t .2025

27 /t 112025 05/)212025 24102/2026 29 days

s/49-

75/CUS/KDLREB/2025.

76/CUSKDL/FEB/2025-

s/49-

8

09 /02t2026

05/12/2025 24/02/2026

P aBe 1,1 ol 22



241 0212026
osttztzozs2'l tll12025

29 daYs2410212026
05ll2lzozs27llll702 5

5910637

dated

25.11.2025

s/49-

947CUS/KDL/FEB/2025-
26

74
25 daYs24l02lz0z 6

08lt2lz025

25 days241021202 6
ltqti,ztzozs

itttztzozs

01tt212025

5876393

datcd

23.11.2025

587 6194

datcd

23.11.2025

95/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025'
26

s/49-

96ICUSIKDLIFEBIZOz5-

s/49-

26

25

26
iqrcztzozo0411212025

22 daYs

27 daYs24102120260811212025

58'16392

datcd

23 .l | .2025

5876395

datcd

23.11.2025

s/49-
gT ICUSIKDLIFEBIZO?'-

26

s/49-

98/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025'
26

2'7

28

2410212026081t212025
s/49-

ggICUSIKDLIFEBI2OZ'.

- zl)

23 days

24 days24102120260511212025

04lt2l20z5

0411212025

0311212025s 875907

dated

23 .t | .2025

s/49-

I OO/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025.
LO

30

29 days24102120260511.21202521^ 1/2025587 5902

dated

23 .l | .2025

sl49-

I O I /CUS/KDL/FEB/2025.
26

3I

25 days2410212026
5961 844

dated

27.11.2025
32

sl49-

I O2lCUS/KDL,f EB/2025.

26

Ir. No. S/49-71 to 103/CUS/KDL|FE,Bl2025'26

29 daYs

93/CUS/KDL/FEB/2025-

5875906

dated

3.11.2025

0vt212025 0511212025

Appeals mentioned at Sr. Nos' 2, 6, 16, & 19 to 32 of Table-II have been

filed beyond normal period of 6o days, but within condonable period of further

30days,i.e.totalg0daysfromthcdateofassessment,asstipulatedrrnder

Proviso to Section 128(1) ofthe Customs Act' 1962'

In respect of the appeals frled beyond 60 days but within condonable period of

further 30 days, the Appeilant has in the request for condonation of delay

submitted that the delay has been caused due to unavoidable foreign trip of

acting partner of the Appellant. Since the subject work was attended by dl tn

partner, the foreign trip has caused communication gap with the C

Accountant. The delay in f,rling thc prcsent Appeal may kindly be condon

2

In this regard, I refer the Judgment of Hon'ble Suprcme Court in the'ca\e.^.- --' '::-,
of Collector, Land Acquisition Anantnag and Another vs. Mst. Katiji and OtherB--'-

rcported in 1987 (28) ELT 185 (SC) wherein it has been held that a justifiable

liberal approach should be adopted in cases of condonation of delay. In view of

the above position, I condone the delay up to 30 days irr filing Appeals as per the

first proviso to Section i28(1) of the Customs Act, 1962, and admit the 17

appeals, as rnentioned at sr. Nos. 2, 6, 16 & 19 to 32 of rable-Il above,

,- i.l
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26
23

021t2120255875900

datcd

23.n.2025

2t)
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IBJ

TabIe-III

delay
beyond 60
days from

date of
assecssmc

nt
32 days

(i) As per the proviso to Ser:tion 128(1) of Customs Act, 1962, if thecommissioner (Appeals) is satisfied that the appe Ilant was prevenl.e d bysufficient cause from presenting thc appeal within the aforesaid period of 60days' he can all.w it to be presented within a fur.her period of 30 days. Thus,the commissioner (Appear) has no statutory powcr 
'o 

corrdone the delay beyond
the period of 30 days.

(ii) In this regard, I rcly upon the Judgmcnt of the l,onble Supreme court in
case of Singh Enterprises Vs, Commissioner of C.Dx,, Jamshed.pur I2OOB(221) D'L"r' 163 (S'C.)1, whercin .he IIon',bre Apcx court wh,e interpreting the
section 35 of the centrai Excise Act, 1944, whictr is pari materia to Section 12g
oI the customs Act, 1962, held 1.hat .he appeal has to be fired within oo aay=,
but in terms of the proviso, further tirne of 30 days can be granted by thc
appellate authority to cntertain thc appcar. The proviso to sub-section (1) of
Scction 3 5 makcs the position crystar crear tha1. thc appe llate authorlty has no
power to allow the appear to be prescntcd bcyorrd the period of 30 days. The
relevant para of the said Judgment is reproducccr bcrow (underline supplied):

"8. The commissioner of centraL li,xcise (Appearsl as arso *-te Tibunal
being creatures of statute are uesteci uith jurisdiction to cond,one the d.eLag

beyond the pennbsible pertod prouid,erl. under the statute. The period. upto

which the prayer for condonation can be accepted- is statutorilg prouid.ed,. It
submitted that the logic of Section S of the Indian Limitation A;t, tg63

short, the 'Limitation Act') can be auailed for condonation of d"elag. The

t prouiso to Section 35 makes the position cleor that the appeal has to be

prefered utthin three months from the date of communication to him of the

decisbn or order. Hotueuer, if the Commissioner is sati.sfied that the

appellant was preuented by suffici.ent couse from presenting the appeal

utithin the aforesatd peiod of 60 dags, he can allout it to be presented u.tithin

a further peiod of 30 dctys. In other u-tords, this clearly shou.ts that the

Date of
asscssmcnt

D

t

Sr.

No. Appeat File No.
Date of

Comm uni
cation as

per (_'A- I

Date of
filling appeal

I03/CUSKDLEEB/2}2S
st49-

Ililt of
Entry
(rloE)

No.& date

5841683

datcd

21.11.202s

24/11/2025 0t.12.2025 24/02/2026

PaBe 13 o{ 22
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(iii) The above view was reiterated by the Honble Supreme Court in the case

ol Amchong Tea Estate [2O1O (257) E'L'T' 3 (S'C'//' Further' the Hon'ble High

court of Gujarat in case of Ramesh vasantbhai Bhojani t2017 (357) E'L'T' 63

(Guj.)l aod the Hon'ble Tribunal, Bangalorc in the case of Shn Abdul Gafoor Vs

CommLssionerofCustom^s(Appeats)[2024-TI1L.565-CESTAT.BANG]tooka

similar view while dealing with Section 128 of the Customs Act' 7962'

(ir) In terms of 1egal provisions under Section 128 of the customs Acl, 1962

and in light of the judicial pronouncements by Honble Supreme court, Hon'ble

High Court and Hon]ole Tribunal, it is settled proposition of law that the appeals

before first appellate authority under the provisions of customs Act, 1962, ate

required to be filed within 90 days, including the condonable period of 30 days,

as provided in the statutc; and thc Commissioner of Customs (Appeals) is not

empowered to condorre any delay beyond 30 days.

limit of 60 days, are time-barred in terms of Section

1962. Thus, the appeal mentioned at Table-III abov

the grounds of limitation without going into merits.

128 (1) of the Custom +.tf

e is iiable to be reje

+

,r

5.4 Now coming to the merits of the casc involved in 32 appeals i.e Sr. :'1:-.' j

to 32 in Table-I & II above, I find that the issuc to be decided in the present " .

appeals is whether the reassessment done in Bilis of Entry enhancing the
assessable varue on the basis of NAC guidcrines without rejecting the transactionvalue i_n the facts and circumstanccs is Iegal and proper or otherwise.

Page t4 of 22
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appeal has to be filed uLithin 60 d'ags but in terms of the proui'so further 30 -

dags time can be gr(rnted' bg the appellate authority to entertain ttte appeal'

The prouiso to sub-section 111 
o7 Su"tion 35 makes the positton crystal clear

that the appetlate authoitg has no power to allow the appeal to be

presented' berond the period of 30 daus' The Language used makes the

position clear that the regLsrahtre intended the appetlate authoitg to

entertain the appeal bg condoning delag ontg upto 30 dags after the expiry

of 6O dags ttthich Ls the normal period for preferring appeal' Therefore' there

is complete excfusion of Section 5 o'f the Limitation Act' The Commissioner

and. the High Coutl: were therefore justifierl in hotding that there uas no

(") Jn light ofthe above observation, I am of the view that the appeals, which

have been fi1ed after delay of more than 3O days, beyond the statutory time-



t
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5.5 It is observed that the appellant have imported consignments of Dry Dates

from a UAE based supplier at negotiated price of USD 350 per MT (CIF). The

appellant filed Bills of Entry with custom l{ousc, Kandla for clearance of the said

imported consignment. The appellant self-assessed duty in the said Bills of

Bntry at the negotiated value mentioncd in the invoicc by the overseas supplicr.

The same is reflected in the check-lis1. of thc Bills of Dntry. The value declared

by the Appellant was actual transaction value as per Scction 14 of the Customs

Act, 1962. However, the assessing olficer rc asscsscd Ilills of Iintry by way of

enhancing the declared valuc solcly based on NAC guirlclincs, rcassessmenl was

clone at USD 600 PMT ignoring the transaction value which was USD 350 PMT.

5.6 It is observed that the appellant has contendcd that Section 14 of the

Customs Act, 1.962 governs valuation aspect. It provides that the value ol the

imported goods shall be the transaction value of such goods, that is to say, the

price actually paid or payable for thc goods when sold for export to India for

<lelivery at the time and place of importation, wherc thc buyer and sellel of thc

goods are not related and pricc is the solc consideration for the sale subject to

such other conditions as may be specihcd in the rulcs made in this behalf The

appellant further contcnded that hc had ncgotiatcd value with thc overseas

supplier and both the partics amicably agrt:cd at thc value of USD 35O per M'l'.

Accordingly, the overseas supplicr is mentioning this ncgotiated value i.e. USD

350 PMT, in the invoices and the appcliant is making payment of that amount

only. There is no other consideration in any othcr manner. The overseas buycr

and the Appellant arc not relatcd partics.'l'hus, this valuc is clearly transaction

value of the import by the Appellant from t.his overseas supplier. 'I'hus, the re

assessment by way of cnhanccmcnt of valuc is totally arbitrary and illegal and

is liable to be set aside with conscquerttial rclicf.

5.7 I have perused Section la(1) ol the Oustoms Acl, 1962 and the same is

reproduced as under:

[14. Valuation of goods. (1 ) For the purposes of the Customs

Act, 1975 (5 1 of 1 975), or ang other la ut for the time being in force, the

of the importecl goocls an(l export goods sholl be the transaction ualue

h goods, that is to saA, the price octuallA paid or paAable for the goods

sold for export to India for d.eLiuerg at the time and place of importation,

as the case mag be, for exPo rt from India for deliuery at the time and place
t

r
of exportation, where the buYer and seller of the goods are not related ond

such other conditbnspice i.s the sole consideration for the sale subject to

as maA be specified. in the rules made in thLs behalf :

P age 15 of 22
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provided that such transaction uctlue in the case of imported goods shall

include, in add.ition to the pice as aforesaid, anA amount paid or pagable

..for costs and. seruices, inclutting commissions and brokerage' engineeing,

design u,tork, rogalties and licence fe€s, costs of transportation to the place

of importation, insurance, loading, unloading and handling charges to the

extent antl in the manner specified in the rules made in thi's behatf :

Prouid.ed. further that the rules mode in this behalf mag prouide for,-

0 the circumstances in u,thich the butter and the seller shall be deemed to

be related;

(ii) the mctrlner of dett:rmincttion of ualue in respect of goods u.then there ts

no sale, or the bu11er and the seller ctre related, or price is not the sole

consideration for the sate or in an11 other case;

(iii) the manner of cu:ceptance or rejection of uatue declared by the importer

or exporter, as the ca.se mag be, u-there. the proper officer has reason to doubt

the truth or accuractt of such urttue, and rietermination of ualue for the

purposes of thLs section :

[(iu) the additional obligations of the imporler in respect of ang class of

imported goods and the checks to be exercised, including the circumstances

ancl manner of exerclsing thereof, o's the Board ma14 spectfy, where, the

Boarrl has reason to belieue thot the ualue of such goods mag not be

declared truthfutlg or accuratelll, hauing reqard to the trend of declared

ualue of such goods or any other releuant criteia:l

Provided also tll6.t such price shatt be calculated with reference to the rate

of exchange as in force on the rlate on u'thi'ch rt bill of entry i's presented

und.er section 46, or a shipping biLL of export, as the case mag be, i.s

presented under se<:tion 50."

On plain reading of the Section 14, it is clear that it provides that the

transaction value of goods sha11 be the price actually paid or payable for the

goods when sold for export to India wherc the buycr and the seller of the goods

arc not related and tl-rc pricc is thc solc considcration for the sale, subject to

such other conditions as rnay bc sJrccified in thc rulcs made in this behalf. The

valuation Rule s have bccn framed i.n cxerclsc of the powers conferred by Sc

14 of ttre Customs Ac-:. llu1c 12 oI thc Rulcs dcals with rc;cction of the d

value and provides a rnt:chanism to do so and reads as untler:

" Rule 12. Rejection of declared ualue.

(1) tuhen the proper officer has reason to doubt the tntth or accuracy of
ualue declared in relation to an11 imported goods, he mag ask the importer
of such goods to furnt-sh furl:her information including documents or other
euidence and if, after receiuing such further information, or in the absence
of a response of such importer, the proper officer still hcts reasonable doubt
about the truth or accuracll of the ualue so declared, it shall be deemed that

Page L6 of 22
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the- transa.ction ualue of such lntportcd tloods cthe prouisions of sub-ruLe( I ) ol rulc 3. 
annot ba dercrmincd indor

(2) At the request of

',:r?!i,, r ;ii;; iln""l,#li ! 7;,' !f, 1:,;::' : n:q,:c 
r, s ha u i n t i mate t hcuatue declared tn relarion Lo ooorls irn n^.t -.t i. 

te t,ruth o, or"rrorg oS t:h.

'":tr';fr?:; opportunits 
"f 

u"iil-L-"',1,,i,"';:,;,::,:i;:r":|i;:7;2XI':,iX;:

Explanation. (1) For the
(i) Thi's rute bg itserf d.oe 

moual of doubts' it ts herebll d'eclared that-:

p,o,ran"o,iJ,;;';";:',;i::::,i:-1:::!:!ro,teterminationoruatue,it
u.there there is reusonabrc iuri,",i,,-,t,'l-':/.':.'.,::il 

o1 u.eclared uatue in casds
the transaction uatue: *:::{i:'i:;,;',:;;,;:;;:?""1;:,!::inZ.:[iX[.JfX,,,
be d.etermined by proceeding scquantiollq in-'o"iordon"u u,tit h rules 4 to 9.(ii) The dectared' uaLue shaLr be a,cceptecl u,there the proper officer b satLsfied.
:::::,::;i,#':,trfl:":;;::/"'i 'izlizlu:|i"a'Jitln 

o1,u, thi sai,i .,q'iis'i,
(iii) The proper officer shau haue the pou,ers to r( ^se cl0ubts on the truth orctccuraca of the decrareci uorue u""ni on ,"iuin'i"u"rn" tuhich mag incrude

(t) the signifbantrg higher.uctrue at tuhich identic:ar or similar good-s importedat or about the same t.r:1 ," *^i:r"W."'iirlntiLies in ct comparablecomme rcial transaction were as s e s s e ti ;
(b) the sale inuolues an abnormal di.scount <tr qbnormal reduction from theordinary co mpetitiu e price ;
(c) the sale inuolues special discounts limiteri to exclusiue agents;

(3r

(d) the misdeclaration of goods
quantitg, country of oigin, gear

in parameters such as d.escription, qualitg,
of manufacture or prod.uctiory

f

the non declaration of parameters such crs brond, grad_e, specifications
t haue releuance to ualue;

I

e fraudulent or manipulated. d.ocuments.,,
t

Thus, the Rule 12 provides that when the proper officer has reason to
doubt the truth or acclrracy of the value dcclarcd in rclation to any imported
goods, he may call further information from irnporter including documents or

other evidence and in case, altcr rec<:iving such further information, or in the

absence of a response of such importer, thc proper officer still has reasonable

doubt about the truth or accuracy of thc valuc so declared, it shall be deemecl

that the transaction value of such importcd goods cannot bc dctermined undr:r

thc provisions of rule 3(1). Explanation (iii) to rulc 12 provides that thc propcr

olfi'ier shall have thc power to raisc doubts on thc 1.ruth or accuracy of thc

dcclared value based on ccrtain rcasons, which may include any of the six

reasons contained therein. In thc prcscnt casc no such rcason was there to doubt

the truth or accuracy of the value dcclared. It is cvidcnt from the querry raised

by the assessing officer that "THDRD 1S CLLAR DIRECTION FROM NAC GR 1A lN

THE NAC MEE'IING DATED 24.09.2025 'IHAT T}I]' r'RICE OF DRY DATES
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(:ANNOT BE BELOW $O'75/K)+-20%'" 
'lhus from the wording of the querry-

raised by the assessing officer it is clear ttrat none of thc six reasons was present

in the present case to tloubt thc truth or accuracy of the value declared'

5.9 Herc, it is pertincnt to note that Customs Valuation Rules in sub-rule 2 of

Itule 9 prescribe that no value shall bt: dctcrmined under the provisions of

Valuation Rules on the basis of "(vii) arbitrary or fictitious values"'

5.1O Further as rn thc present casc whcn thcre is'virtually no evidence on

rccord to indicate thirt ttre value agrcecr upon bctween the importer and the

cxporter is not correct or any consldcration of thc goods has flown back to the

cxportcr from the appcllanl', I rcly upon thc decision in the case of VENTIlRtr

tMpEx PVT. LTD. vcrsus c.c. (lMPORl & GtrNEI{AL), NFI'W DELHI [2016 (338)

D.L.T. 75g (Tri. - Dc1 )l whercin thc I'Iorr'ble 'ltibunal dealing with identical

situation held that the transacf ion valuc would rcflcct the correct assessable

valuc of thc importecl itcms 'lhc rclcvant paras arc rcproduced as under:

"8, As regards ualuation, ue find from the aboue reproduced para from the

Corflmissioner (Appeats) order thctt the Reuenue has solelg reLied upon the

NIDB data for the purpose of enhancement of ualue of the imported goods'

Tibunal in the case of cc, Neut Delhi u. virusrtt Electronics reported in 201 5

17) E.L.T. 295 ('lri.-Det.)as also in the- case of CC, New Delhi u. Marble Art

5.11 Further I a,lso rely upon thc decision in the case of sANJIVANI NoN-
FERRous TRADTNG pv,r. LTD. Versus C.C.D. & S,T., NOIDA I2OIZ (T)G.S.T.L.
a2 (Tri^ - Alr')i wherein the Hontrle Tribunar has herd that as provided by section

(s

reported. in 2013 (289 E.L.T. 346 [n.-Del.) has held that for adopting ang

other method for enhancement of the ualue of the imported goods, ftrst of all

transaction ualue Ls required to be rejected as incorrect/ false on the basis

of some euidences. It is only therertfter thrtt the other method of deciding

ualue has to be adopted. In any case, the Tibunol hc.s obserued that NIDB

data cannot be held to be the prope.r basis for enhancement of the uolue.

9, When we apply the ratio of the aboue decLsions to the facts of the

present case, u-te find thot l?euenue has not made ctru,t efforts to reject the

transaction ualue. There i^s uirtually no euidence on record to indicate that
the ualue agreed upon between the importer and the exporter is not corre

appellant. If that be so, ute agree u.tith the learned Aduocate that
transaction ualue tuould reJlect the correcl crssess able ualue of the impo
item.s. Otherwise also, we find that the reliance bg the lower Authoitie
the NIDB data i-s not correct. Aparl from aboue tu,to referred decLsions, the
is catena of declsions holding so. As such, u)e are of the uiew that the
impugned orders are not proper and justiJied. The same are accordinglg set
aside and appeal is ctllourcd with the consequentirtl relief to the appellant.,'
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:r:ffiil:""H":':1"ff:';::1}:::":1f's " be arrived a"n 
'1he 

basis

prlce is not sole 
"o.raid. 

' are related o"tto,-t" 
price is not sole consideration

the other evidences,rrr:'ut'or 
the transactro" 

"jn:.*1 
jHff'::ji:1,:;

rhe Hon,bre rribunar,;::"i:::#,[::::;'..re value can be arrived at
cxcrcisc has not bccn donc rnthese cases on hand' Thercforc, re.jcctcd thc enhancemcnt of assessable vatue inrespect of the Bills of Entry under appcal. .lhc 

rclcvant paras are as under:
47, Hauing consid_erecl the riual contenlions and_ ort perusal of record., u.tefind that the oiqinal Authortty -,." air""rt"if,g the Hon'bre High court topass speaking order on the enhancement o/ a.ssessa ble uolue. We find thatthe original Authoritv in,its order-in o,inrri.l'i.*(t 2s-3-2oi s has passecrcomments on the grounds or writ petition .,nrl crkl not properrg examine theeuidence auailable u_tith, 

.the yleportment ,"luona b be examined forenhancement o/ assessabre uarue. Further, ,rilrro that as held. in the caselaws stated. aboue and as prouid.ed. bg Section i< oJ_Customs Act, 1962, theassessable ualue has to be arriuecl aL on the basis of the price which isactuallg patd and in a case the pnce is not sore consideration or if the butlersand sellers are related- persons thert after estabrishint:t that the price is not
sole consideratton fite trrnsaction uaLue can be rejected, anri taking the other
euidences into conskieration *te as.se.s-sahre uarue can be orriued at. such
exercise has not been done in these case.s on hanrl. Therefore, we reject the
enhancement orf assessrzbre uorue in respect of the BiUs of tintry tuhich are
inuolued in all the appeals beiry1 tieckreri omi u,te restore the assessable
ualue as declared bg the appeltant in saki Bilts of Dntry.

qal

8' In result, u-te set qside all the impugned ord.ers-in-Appeal and. allow all
the appeals. The appellant shall be entitled, for consequential relief, if ang,
in accordance uith laul "

In view of the foregoing discussion, it is observed that in the present case

is no material or evidence on record to indicate that the price paid by the

t does not represent the actual transaction value ofthe imported goods.

also nothing on rccord to suggest that the buyer and seller are related

e price declared is influenced by any consideration other than the sale

-6t goods. In terms of Section 14 of the Customs Act, 1962, the transaction

o

E ffi
value, being the price actually paid or payablc lor the goods when sold for export

to India, is required to be accepted as the basis for determination of the

assessable value, providcd the prescribed conditions arc satisfied. The declarcd

transaction value can be rejected only in situations whcre there are reasonable

grounds supported by evidcncc to dor-rLrt thc truth or accuracy of the d-eclarcd

vaiue, or where the circumstances spccified undcr the customs valuation Rulcs

warrant such rejection. In the present. casc, no such grounds or evidencc havc
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therefore cannot be uPheld'

5l3Further'thclRulcsmanclatcthatthcdcclaredvaluecanberejectedonly

on the basis of reasonable and cogcnt cvidcnce, and thc rcspondent Department

has failed to dischargc the burdcn. Howcvcr, in the present cases' thcre is

nothing on record to provc that thc invoice value did IIot represent the true

transaction value of thc imported goods in the international transaction.

Morcover, in the present cascs, the departmcnt has also not alleged additional

consideration or any of thc cxccptions of Rule aQ) of the Valuation Rulcs. In

such a situation, I find that whcn the departmcnt has nowhere proved that it is

r:ither a case of misdcclaration of valuc or there is a flow of additional

consideration from the appellant, t.ransaction value so declared by the appellant

in the."import docun:ents cannot br: rejccted arbit_rari1y. I find that there are

catena of dccisions whcrein it is hcld that "thc transaction value has to be arrived

at on the basis of price that is actually paid as provide<l by Section 14 of the

(lustoms Act and the dcciared price can be rejcctcd only by giving cogent

reasons", but no such exercise was undertaken by the Assessing officer to reject

the value deciared in the Ilills of Dntry.

My aforesaid views fi.d support from the decisio. of the CESTAT principal

4

"2. As per facts ort record, the responrients imporled fab rics and filedof entries decla inq the transoction ualue as fhe assessable ualue in te
of the prouisions of Section j4 of Custorls Act. The b ills of enties we
assessed by the proper offk:er b11 enhancing the declared assessable ualue.
The respondenLs cleared the qoods on payment of dutg on the enhancement.
3' The Appellate A.uthoita took into consideration uarious facts inctud.ing therssue as to Luhether an assessee can fire an appeaL against assessirenirnade tn the bills of entrtt
s""d"-;;i;;;;; k"i"'ifl:.once 

he p^ass duts on the sime and ctears the

r;ri"-,*":il7il:;:;ii";',#2:{,';::il;:^i::;:,f :{:'i;l;i",i:
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been brought on recor<l to justify rcjection of thc dcclared transaction vahrc ln -

the abience of any cogent. ma1.eria1 1.o cstablish that the dcclared value does not

rt:flc<;ttheactualpriccinthecourscofinl.t:rnationaltrade'thetransactionvalue

declared by the appcllant ought to bc accepted for the purpose of assessmcnt'

Accordingly, the asscssable value of the goods is required to be determined on

the basis ol the transaction value dcclarcd by the appellant' The enhancement

of value carried out bv the assessing offtcer' without first rejecting the declarcd

transaction value in at:cordancc with the provisions of Section 14 of the Customs

I'ct, 1962read with ttie Customs Valuation Rules' is nol sustainabie in 1aw and

Bench, Delhi, in Marul.i Irabric Impex [2016 {943) ELT 96g (Tri.-Del.)].

Hon'ble Tribunal observcd in the following para no. 2, 3 & 6 of its order as



'
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6. As regards the

i*rxY;tx*xu*etr**r:g'*W
W,f!y"X ::#:n 

c e,t o s ho w1i;"; ;;i i^o " 
r ei e c t e d o, h 

" 
i o u i, ot u.

rea-.ons to reiect rnl!,.1-o'"u' '" 'n"'t"il'' "i''porter 

has paid ouer and assvs

canno t be ad.opte di.t!l" 
o"ra n 

-;it "Z'. 
r'r i! r'!" 

g oo ds, rhe re is u irtuailg no

tnJirmits in tni ua,fi 11""i".'1"' "ii;"';;:? 
a settted taw Lhat DRt Aterts

the tmpugned oro.rl"^oooo!?a 
ii Ct^iliilg 

the ualue' As such' ue find no

514rhep,."..,t,:;,:;::!^,y,*"::::!!*r^{{W"":jr'ii{i,'i::I:::i",
section i2gA(3)(a) of the customs Act, rg62, which empowers me to pass suchan order as deemed 'just and propcr,., including .,confirming, 

modifying orannulling the decision or order appeared ugri.,"t.,,*rr," ;;;;;"; l'"""i""r,""r"in respect of the above-mentioned B,rs of Entries suffer from fundamentar regal
defects that render it liable to be "annuiled" rather than merely remanded.

5.15 Therefore, respectfully following the law laid down by the Hon,ble
supreme court in the matter of M/s south India Televisions (p) Ltd., 2,,,,7 12141
ELT 3 (sc) that the onus to prove that the Invoice value is incorrect iies on the
Department and without adducing any evidence of contemporaneous Import of
identical/ similar goods at highcr pricc, rejection of transaction value, cannot be "

countenanced, I hereby set aside rejection of the declared transaction value and
re-assessment of the impugned bills of entries as being arbitrary and contrary to
stipulations of Valuation Rules discussed hereinabove.

5.16 In view ofthe foregoing discussion, i conclude that in the present casc,

the assessing officer has acted in an arbitrary manner-and has assessed the

imported goods at a higher value, than the declared one, without assigning a

reason and without establishing the declared value as not genuine. The appellant

in the appeal ftled before me has submitted that agitating the enhancement in

the value done by the assessing officer at that stage was not practical for the

Appellant because of increasing demurrage/ detention/rent charges and delay

d(t arance which might cause cancellation of subsequent sale orders to

ve buyers. Therefore, the Appellant consented and paid the enhanced

got the imported goods cleared from Customs. 'fhe contention of the

t clearly show that they wcre not in agre cmcnt with the proposed

ancement of the assessable valuc by the assessing officer.

5.17 Having observed so, I conclude that since in the present case,

enhancement of value in respect of all the concerned Bills of Entry has been

resorted by the assessing ofiicer on an arbitrary manner, without any cogent
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reasons and in violatjon of al1 jurisprucientiai norms and in violation of the -

guidelines provided in the Customs Act' 1962' the said enhancement of value

fails to sustain 'lhus, :hc valuc enhancernent ordcr oIthe assessing officer necds

to be set aside. rn view of the foregorng <iiscussion a.d findings, I hereby order

as follows:

ORDER

(i) I hereby set asicle 1he value cnhanccment in respect of all 32 Bi1ls of Entry

corresponding ro the Appeals.at Sr' No' i to 32 as per Table-I above and

order for re-assessment of the same at the value d'eclared by the Appellant'

All these 32 apl:cais are allowcd along with consequential relief, if any, aS

per law.

(ii) I reject the appeal rnentioned in Table,lll abovc, being time-barred as per

the provisions of Section 128 of the Oustoms Act, 7962.

$lTTESTED

PRERINTENOEI.!']'

{hr lIFr (dlrrrl, rtr-arur,:
cusToMs.(APpEALSt, AHHE gASi-.Lr

I". No. 5/49-71 to 103/CIJS/KDL1FEII12025-

GUFrrA)

Commissioner (Appeals),

Customs, Ahmedabad

Date: 17.03.2026

%.S
6',

1

By Speed post A.D/Ii-Mai1

't'o,

M/s Krishna Shipping & Allied Scrvir:cs,
53/ 54 -A, 'lransport Nagar,
'I'ankar Association Building, National I{ighway,
Gandhidham - 37O2A\,
Copy to:

The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad zone, Custom House,
Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Custom House Kandla.
3. The Additional I J oint commissioner of customs, custom House, Kandla.
4' The Deputy /Assistant commissioner of customs, custom House,

Kandla.

5. Guard File.
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