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Under Scction 129 DD(l) ofthe Customs Act, 1962 (as arnended), in respect ofthe following categories ol'

cases, any person aggrieved by this order can pret'er a Revision Application to The Additional Secretary/Joint

Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry ofFinance, (Department ofRevenue) Parliament Street, Nerv

Delhi within 3 months from the date of comnr un ication ofthe order.
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/Order relating to

ro-)

(a)

FTI

any goods imponed on baggage

cTtT.

(tI)
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l{IfiI 3{FrkI dr6-{ dTdI TEII Itrqe{T;Iq{ ;I rrq qrell{rfiI

(b)
any goods loaded in a conveyance for imponation into India, but which are nor unloaded at their place of
destination in India or so much ofthe quantity ofsuch goods as has not been unloaded at any such destination
ifgoods unloaded at such destination are shon ofthe quantity required to be unloaded at lhat destinarion.

(rD . t962 3{tqrg \ d?{T qqrg rrg d-dd{@'

(c) Payment ofdrawback as provided in Chapter X ofCustoms Act. 1962 and the rules made thereunder

3
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1'he revision application should be in such fonn and shall be verified in such manner as may be specified in
the relevant rules and shoLrld be accompanied by:

(s) .ld 67li 0 II{c€ rrg 3f{HR
IM frqft +sq rIIfi emllerq61 ft-rc qql fr{rTffi sIBs.

(a) 4 copies of this order. bealing Court Fee Stamp ofpaise fifty only in one copy as prescribed under Schedule
I item 6 ofthe Court Fee Act. 1870.

({q) slrfqTq]qIIaT {{lEqsi

(b) 4 copies ofthe Order - In - Original. in addition to relevant documents, ifany

Fr) crul

(c) 4 copies ofthe Application for Revision.
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{w. qirn Tqr qrq.ilnqr rrqr (s of {Iftr3fl'{
il r.zoor- .rfl-r qE q-s dRf, i Btltro d A atg

. 1962&ful ErT{ 3r;q

F.

d

s.

ats 3{trvl cd I ffiu fi{bbr+{ 4rg TA 3{T(n3{rfr{ n d2001a F 0i0a l)(E{qq

fr+{rcT,I qTETETT s'Efudi qqTfrTo+ aqdT;I 63{rt at\16,(i6qq 6Ert ) Urrdl{
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(d) The duplicate copy ofthe l'.R.6 challan evidencing payment ofRs. 200/- (Rupees two Hundred only) or Rs.

1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the Head ofother receipts, fees, fines,
forfeitures and Miscellaneous ltems being the fee prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing
a Revision Application. lf the amount ofduty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one Iakh 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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ese mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved by this order can filc
an appeal under Section I29 A(l) ofthe customs Act, 1962 in form c.A.-3 belbre the customs. Excise and
Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following address :

ln respect ofcases other than th

qfffrqgllsfiuT, qfBf Afq fid
qr-{sqr{{ftrd Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appcllate Tribunal,

West Zonal Bench

3ftJr{dl. 3tdrrdFlrq-3 800 r6

g-dqzf{. Floor, Bahumali Bhavan, Nr. Girdhar Nagar Bridge,2",1
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Under Section 129 A (6) ofthe Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (l) ofthe Customs Act,

1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of-

(6) Brfid i EEfud qrq-& fr s6i ffi *cr{ffi rrffrorff Ergr qirr rrqr {@' s}t qrq aqr d.nqr
Tar {s o1 roq qYq f, r€r rF-qg qr ss$ E.c d * \'6- Ewr Fqq.

(a) where the amount ofduty 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;

(s)

(b) \\'here the amount of duty and intcrest demanded and pena)t)' lcvied by any ot'ficer of Custolns in the case

to rvhich the appeal relates is rllore lhan live lakh rupees bul not excecding fift) lakh rupces. tive thousand

rupees;

flr) qfld * REfud qrrt fr ' BCI SqrE-ff ctffrorff 6rrr qirfi r-qr {@ efrr qrq nrn ornqr
irqT dr at {fq qEt{r qt{q F.qq fr Grf{rs. d d; fs eW rqq.

(c) where the amount ofduty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer ofCustoms in the case to

which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees

(q) Ee eGq e frtg rftorgr b eTc+,cit rrq {-s b, o * *.o -6 qr,q{i {@ qI {R' cd rs fr-fla
fr t,qr es S' r o r" e&l 6{+ w,sdi &.-{f, A-s ftqra C t,qfiq rtfl qrqrn 

r

(d) An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of l0% of the duty demanded where duf,

or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty. where penalty alone is in dispute.

6 BE G{fltftqc' +t qnr l2e (g) + q-flrtd rrfio srftrsrur }. sqq{ <rq{ n&s' .{r}cc qr- (o.t rt6
ontcr t. ffrs qr rrdfoii el gqTr+ }. fts qr Rd erq qfrsq & ftg fr-q rrq srftf, , - vcrdr

tq) Grfi -s qr qrldr{ q, 6l [sraf{ + fu q qrq-r 3fite{ t- qrq tqt drq S s r go. fi tiol dt
qrBs.
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l. M/s. GAIL (India) Ltd., GAIL Bhawan, 16, Bhikaji Cama Place, Nov Delhi -

110066 (hcrcinafter rcfcrrcd to as the'GAIL' or.the appellant') has filed the prcsent

appcal under Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, against Final Assessment of Bill of

Entry No.4610117 dated 08.0'1.2021filcd at Magdalla Port (hercinaftcr referred to as ,thc

impugned Ilill of Entry'). The said Bill of Entry rvas earlier provisionally asscssed and

latcr lin:rlly assessed on 07.06.2024 by Assistant Commissione r of Customs, Cr.ton,

House, Surat (hcreinaftcr referred to as the'adjudicating authority'). Finalization ofthe

provisional asscssment of the impugned Bill of Entry has been communicatcd to the

appellant vide a lctter F.No. CH/907/Misc/2023-24 dated I6.0?.2024 issucd by

Supcrintendcnt of Customs, Custom House, Surat (hcreinafter referred to as .thc

impugncd lettcr') and it rvas receivcd by thc appellant on 26.0i.2024.

2. F:rcts involved in the appeal, in brief, are that the appellant rvas cngaged in import

of Liquefied Natural Gas ('LNG') falling under customs Tariff Itcm No. 27111100 for

rvhich they have filed thc impugned Bill of Entry tvith Magdalla port, Surat. The

impugned Bill of Entry rvas assesscd provisionally. Thc importctl LNG *as to bc Rc'-

gasilied (knorvn as 'RNLG') and thcn meant for supply to porver generating companies.

1'hc :rppellant rvas availing cxemption from customs dufy as per Sr.No. 10 of Notification

No. 5212017-Cus dated 30.06.2017. onc of the conditions for availing the said exemption,

is that thc importer is retluired to producc a utilization certificatc from thc porver

gcncrating company to the effect that thc RLNG has been utilized for generating antl

supplf ing electricnl energy-. The appe llant has submitte<l such end use certificate /

utilization certificate, rvhich shorvs the utilized quantity, after dcducting 0.66y. quantity

lrom the quantity supplied by thc appellant, for porver generation. So, it appeared that

thc appellant was not eligiblc for the said exemption for the 0.66%o quantitv, rvhich has

not been utilized for powcr generation.

3. According to the appcllant, the Assistant commissioner of Customs, surat, rvhilc

finalizing the assessment of impugned Bill of Entry, disallorved the said exemption to the

cxtent 0.667t, quantity. Thc supcrintendcnt of customs, Surat, vide thc impugned lctter,

communicated the final assessment of impugnctl Bill of Entry to the appellant.
'fhcreaftcr, the appellant camc to know that the Customs department has disallorved the

excmption for the said 0.667' quantity and resultantly, amount of refund, on account of

finalization ofprovisional assessment, has been reduced by the department. According to

the appellant, they have reccived ress refund of customs duty to the extent Rs. 1,,61,316/-

on account of disallorvance of cxemption for the said 0,66yo quantitv.

rb
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{. Being aggrieved against the final assessment of the impugned Bill of Entry, as

communicated to thc appcllant vide the impugned letter, the appellant has filed lhe

present appeal. As the appeal has been filed against communication offinal assessment

and no demand has been raised, pre-deposit under the provisions of Section l29E is not

required.

5. Thc present has been filed on the date 09.01.2025. In the Form C.A.-l' the date of

communication of the impugned letter dated 16.07.2024 has been shown as "26.07 .2024".

As the appeal has been filed after normal period of 60 days, as stipulated under Section

128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962, the appellant has submitted an application dated

01,12.2025 for condonation of delay in filing appeal.

6. One set of the appeal memorandum lvas sent to the adjudicating authorit"v lbr

comments vide this officc letter dated 25.03.20251 howevcr, no reply has been received.

So, I procced to decidc the appeal on the basis of documents submitted by the appellant.

Pcrsonal Hcarin

7. Personal Hcaring in this matter has been held on 04.12.2025, which has bccn

attended by Mr. Akshat Kahre, Advocate with Ms. Ujwala B. Gurav, DGM (F&A)' GAIL.

They reitcrated the submissions made at the time of filing appeal. The Advocatc has

sought onc week's time for sdditional submissions.

..\rlditionaI S u b nr iss ions

8. Shri. Akshat Khare, Advocatc, has submitted additional submissions dalcd

12.12.2025. In the additional submissions, he inter alia stated that the issue of

disallorvance of exemption of customs duty on 0.66%o conversion loss is already decided

in favour of GAIL in Writ Petition, vide Ordcr dated 29.08,2024 in SCA No' 7238 of 2022

filed beforc Hon'ble Gujarat High Court. That thc appellant has prefcrred nnother Writ

Pctition vide SCA No. 14372 of 2024 beforc Hon'ble Gujarat High Court against thc

decision passed by Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Surat, in the present case. That

subsequently llon'ble Gujarat High Court had not entertained the said pctition only on

the ground of altcrnatc rcmedy available and permitted the appcllant to file prcscnt

appcal. Thus, the said SCA No.14372 of 2024was withdrawn vide order datcd 28.11.2021

rvith a libcrtl,to filc thc prcsent appeal.

9. As rcgards arguments in rcsDect of dclaY in filing of apDeal, it has been submittcd

that they have preferred an application for condonation of delay. It has been furthcr

submitted as follows:

Page5ofll
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9.1 As the per time lincs:

Finalization of BOE rvas communicated, vide Ietter dt. l6t0j t2024. But same was

received on 26107 12024.

(i)

( ii) Thc Writ pctition rvas filed on 2010912024 and withtirarvn on 28/11t2024.

Therefore,69 days are required to be excluded from limitation period u/s 14 of

Limitation Act.

(iii) Thercafter, present appcal was filed on 09l0ll201S, i.e. after 16? days from

2610712024 (reccipt of Finalization of BOE letter).

(iv) r\fte r cxcludins 69 rla.r,s s ncnt in ryrit netition and annealable pcriod of (r0 rlur s rr/s-

128(l) ofCu !q!1S Act from total 167 davs. the delav come s ttl 38 d:rvs.s

9.2 Thc Applicant furthcr submittcd that as per First proviso of Scc. 12g(l) of

customs Act, thc Ld. Commissioncr (Appeals) can further condone delay of 30 days, It ii
inlportant to note that tho statutory provisions do not restrict condonation of dclay

bcyond 30 days rvns thc casc in Scc. 34 ofArbitration & Conciliation Act wherc the wortls

uscd rvas "but not thcrczrller". The Hon'ble Suprcme court in case of sintplex

Ltfr structuta Ltd. vs. u,rio,t of India, (2019)2 scc45s,held tharitis ductowords uscrl

"but not thcrcaftcr" rcstricts courts to condone delay period morc than rvhat is

prescribcd in statue, Further, Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of Dhiraj singh & others

NS sk e of Horyano & olhers, (2011) 11 scc 127, has held that for idcntical issues

limitation should not defeat thc substantive rights of litigant.

9.3 Morcover, the Customs Act, does not cxclude the applicabilit"v of Limitation Act

and thus Ld. Commissioncr (Appcals) rvould have jurisdiction to condone 3g days ofdelay

u/s. 5 of Limitation Act when sec. 128 of customs Act does not expressly restrict for

condoning delay beyond 30 days.

9.'l Furthcrnrorc, Scc. 3 of Limitation Act only debars the filing of appeal heyond

prcscribed period subject to provisions under sec. 4 to 24 of Limitations Act. so when

thcrc is no bar in applying Limitation Act in proceedings under customs Act. thc

applicability of Sec. 5 of Linritation Act permits Ld. Commissioner (Appeals) to condonc

the cntire delay of 38 days.

9.5 on thc albresaid facts and circumstances, the Advocate, on behalfofthe appellant,

requcsted to allow the present Appeal in thc interest ofjustice.

Page6ofll .t*
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I) iscussion and Findin

10. I have carefully gone through the written as well as oral submissions made by, or

on behalf of the appellant.

Chronology of events in respect of appeal filed by M/s. GAIL , Surat,

against assessment of Bill ofEntry No. 4610117 tlated 08.07.2021

Date

A Date of communication of assessment, i.e. Date of receipt

of letter datcd 16.07.2024

B Date of filing of SCA 14372 of 2024 with High Court of

Gujarat

20-09-2021

C Date of Order of Hon'ble High Court through rvhich the

SCA allowed to be withdrawn

28-11-2024

D Date of filing appeal with Commissioner (Appearls),

Customs, Ahmedabad

09-01-2025

Timc taken: No. of days

I From "A" to rrB'i, i.e. Date of communication of

asscssment to Date of filing SCA rvith High Court

56

2 From "8" to I'Cr' (including both dates, as per

Explanation (a) of Scction 14 of Limitation Act' 1963)' i.e.

Time spent while SCA rvas pending with Hon'blc High

Court

From "C" to "D", i.e. Aftcr allorving rvithdrarval of SCA

by Hon'blc High Court till the date of filing of this appeal

with Commissioner (Appeals)

,ll

l From "A" to "D", i,e. Total time takcn from date of

communication of assessment till date of filing of this

appcal rvith Commissioner (Appeals)

167

Dclay in tiling of appeal rvith Commissioner of Customs

(Appeals), aftcr deducting normal appeal period of 6l)

days (167 days - 60 days), for rvhich application for

Condonation of Delay has been filed

r07

Dclay in filing of appeal rvith Commissioncr (Appeals)

after dcducting both periods (i) normal appeal period of

60 days and (ii) period rvhile SCA was pending rvith

FIon'ble High Court (167 days - 60 days - 70 days)

37

Page7ofll\,_:
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11. . Bcfore going into merits of the appeal, I shall discuss about the application for

condonation of delay in filing of appeal. The chronology of events from the date of

communication of finalization.of provisional assessment, till the date of filing of present

appeal, is mentioned below:

Table-l

76-07-2024

7t)

6



12. As per the provisions of Scction 128(f) of Customs Act, 1962, an appcal can be

filcd before Commissioner (Appeals) within sixty days from the datc of communication

of decision or ordcr. Horvcvcr, as perthc Proviso to section 128(I), if the commissioner

(r\ppcals) is satislied that the appellant rvas preventcd by sufficicnt causc from prcsenting

thc appcal rvithin the aforesaid pcriod of 60 days, he can allow it to bc prescntecl rvithin a

furthcr period of 30 days. Thus, the Commissioner (Appeal) has can condone the delay

of 30 days, but he has no statutory power to condone the dclay treyon<I the pcriod of 30

days. In other rvords, Commissioncr (Appeals) cannot allow appeal, which is filed aftcr

a pcriod of 90 days (i.c. 60 davs + 30 days), from thc date of communication of dccision or

order, against rvhich the appcal is to be filcd.

13.l In thc present casc, the appeal has bcen filed after a period of 167 days from the

datc of communication of thc impugncd order, resulting into delay of 107 days, as shorvn

in the abovc Table-l. I note that the appellant had filed a Special civil Application No.

14372 of 2024 bcfore Hon'ble I{igh court of Gujarat against finalization of assessment of

thc impugned Bill of Entry, as communicated vide the impugned letter. Later, thc

appellant had sought permission to withdralv the said scA, which has been allowed by

Hon'ble High Court vide Order dated 28.11.2024. The said Oral Order is as under:

"Heard learned advocate Mr. Akshat Kharefor the petitioner; leunted advocare Mi,
Atrkit Sholt for tlre respondent No.l uttl learned advocate Ms, Nicthi Vyas for the
respondent No,2.

Permission os prayed fsy, is grante(l.

ll/ithout entering into the merits of the matter, tlris perition is tlisposed of as not
pressed at lhis stage. Notice is discharged,,'

/t
,t

E
{

{

in thc :rbovc'l':rble-1.

PageSofll
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Lenrned advocote Mn Akshal Khare for the petitioner under instntctions seeks

pernrission to withdruw tltis petition so os to enable tlrc petitioner to ntove on

oppropriote applicatiott in accordance wirh law before the respondent-authorities.

13.2 From thc abovc orrler, it can be seen that Hon'ble High Court has not cxpressl!

ordcred to exclude the period, during which the SCA was pending, from the period of

limitation as prescribed under Section 128 for fiting present appeal. However, as per

Se ction l4 of the Limitation .A.ct, 1963, the time during which the plaintiff was prosecuting

the matter rvith another Court rvith due diligence in bona fide manner can bc excluded.

Therefore, aftcr excluding the period of 70 days, during which the matter lvas pending

*'ith Hon'blc High court, the delay in filing the present appeal comes to 37 days, as shorvn
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11. As regards condonation ofdelay beyond the period of30 days in filing ofappeal' I

rely upon the Judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of Srirgi Enterprises Vs.

Commissioner of C.Ex., Jamshetlpur 12008 (221) E.L.T. f 63 (S.C.)1, wherein the Hon'ble

Apcx Court while interpreting thc Section 35 of the Central Excise Act, 1944, rvhich

is pafi materia to Section 128 ofthe Customs Act, 1962, hcld that the appcal has to be filed

rvithin 60 days, but in terms ofthe proviso, further time of30 days can be granted by the

appellate authority to entertain the appeal. fhe proviso to sub-section (l) of Section 35

rnakes the position crystal clear that the appellate authority has no porvcr to allou' the

appial to bc prescnted bcyond the pcriod of 30 days. The relevant para of the said

Judgment is rcproduced below (underline supplicd):

"8. The Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals) as also the Tribunol being

crealures of Sttttute are vested with juriscliclion lo condone the delay beyond the

permissible period provided under the Statute. The period upto wltich the prayer for

con(lonation can be accepted is slatutorilJ) provided. It wus submitted lhat te logic oJ

Section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1963 (in short, the 'Limitatiort Act') catt be

availed for condonation of delay. The first proviso to Section 35 makes llte position

clear that the appeal has to be preferred wilhin three months from the dote of

communictttion to him of the decision or order. However, if the Comntissioner is

satisfiett tlrat the appelkmt was ptevented by sufficient ctuse from presenti,tg the

appeo! within the aforesaid period of 60 days, he can allotu it to be presented wilhin

a further periotl of 30 days. In othet words, thb clea y shorus that the appeol has

to be Jitecl withitt 60 days but in terms of the proviso frtlher 30 tlttys time con be

grantetl by the appeltate authority to enlertain the appeal. The proviso to sub-section

(1) of Section 35 nrukes the position crystol clear lhat the Dt)ellate o uthoritv h6 no

Dower to allow the appeul to be presented beyotd lhe period of 30 duts. The lottguoge

used mokes ttrc position clear thttt the legislature intettled the appellole oulhotil)'to

enterlain the appeal by condoning delay only upto 30 days ofler the expiry of 60 tlttys

which is the normal period for preferring appeol. Therefore, lhere is complete

erclnsiort of Section 5 of the Lintifinion Act. The Comnti.ssioner ond lhe High Courl

were therefore justiJied in ltolding thul thete wos no Poteer to conlone lhe dalor oftcr

the expiry of30 clovs Period."

In vicw of the above Judgment of the Apex court, I do not agrec rvith the contcntion of

the appcllant that the rlelay of 107 days (as applicd lbr) or 37 days (after cxcluding thc

perio<l of pendency of SCA) in filing of present appeal can bc condoncd undcr thc

provisions of Section 5 of the Limitation Act' The case larv

Page9ofll
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vs. Union of India, (2019\ 2 SCC 455 and Dhiraj Singh & others vs State of Horyana &

others, (2074) 11 scc, rclied upon by the appellant regarding condonation of dclay are

not applicable to the case on hand bccause thc issuc involvetl in thosc cases is diffcrent

from the present case.

15, Further, I lind that above viovs expresscd in the Judgment of sl)lglr Enterprises

(supra) have bccn reiteratcd by the Hon'ble supreme Court in the case ofAmchong Teo

listtte [2010 (2 57) E.L.T. -i (s. C)/ by observing that special larv rvoukl override the gcneral

larv. By relying upon the said,Iudgments of Hon'ble supreme Court, Hon'ble High court

of Keral:r in the case of v. P. Khoder vs. commissioner [2019 (2s) G.s.r.L. 209 (Ker.)J,

obscrved that the Commissioncr and the Tribunal being crcature ofstatutc coultl not havc

condoned delay beyond thc pcriod providcd for condonation.

16' similarly, in thc case of Gopinath & sharma vs. cESTAT, Chennai t2013 (32)

s.'r.R. 172 (Mad.)l' I-Ion'ble Madras High court has held that oncc thc periocl of

linritation has run itsclf out, the Appellate Authority does not havc porvcr to condone thc

dclay in liling the appeal bcyond the maximum period prescribed undcr the Act; and

rcl'erring to sittglr Enterprises casc [2008 (221) E.L.T.163 (s.c.)l, Tribunal has rightly

dismisscd the appeal. Further,vide orderdated 04.07.2013 in sl-p (c) No. l90l4of2013,

IIon'ble Supreme court h:rs dismissed the p€tition filed by M/s. Gopinath & Sharma

:rgainst the said ordcr of Madras High court, which has been reported as 2013 (32) s.T.R.

J78 (5.C.).

17. Further, the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in case

of Ranrcslt vasantbhai Bhojnni [2017 (3s7) E.L.T. 63 (Guj.)] and thc Hon'ble Tribunal,

Ilangalore in the case of shri Abdul Gafoor vs commissioner of crtstoms (Appeals) [(202i)
l8 Cento-r 294 (Tri.-Bang) = 2024-TIOL-|6|-CESTAT-BANGI took a similar vicw rvhile

dcaling with Section 128 of the Customs Act.1962.

18. In terms of lcgal provisions under Section l2g of thc customs Act, 1962 and in

light of the judicial pronounccments by Hon'ble Supreme court, Hon'ble tligh Court anrl

flon'ble Tribunal, it is settlcd proposition of larv that the appcals beforc first appc atc

authorit"v under the provisions of customs Act, 1962, are required to be Iiled within 90

dal's, including the condonatrre period of 30 days, as provided in the statute; and the

Commissioner of customs (Appeals) is not empowererl to condonc any deray beyond 30

da1's.
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19. In light of the above discussion, I am of the vicrv that the present appeal, which

has becn lilcd after a period of more than 90 days from the date ofreceipt ofthe impugned

order, resulting into delay of more than 30 days, is time-barred in terms ofSection 128(l)

of thc Customs Act, 1962. Thus, the appeal is liable to be rejected on the grounds of

limitation rvithout going into merits.

20. In view ofthe atrove facts, discussion and findings, I pass the following order.

Ordcr:

I reicct the application for condonation of delay of 107 days in liling appeal and dismiss

thc appcal lilcd by M/s. GAIL (India) Ltd. against final asscssment of Bill of Entry No.

,16l0ll7 dated 08.07.2021 being time-barred in tcrms of provisions of Section 128(l) of

the Customs Act, 1962.

r,l

*
lr;

(ANII

Commissioncr (Appcals)

Customs, Ahmedabad

F.No. S/49-276lCUS/AHD/2024-25 Date: 26.12.2025

To

M/s. GAIL (India) Ltd.,

GAIL Bhawan, f 6, Bhikaji Cama Place,

New Delhi - 110066.

(crnail: in lbfirlqail.co.in uias al@gail.co.in )

Copy to:

l. The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad Zone, Customs House,

- Ahmedabad. (email: ccoahm-sui@nic.in )

4. Shri. Akshat Khare, Advocate, M/s. Moson Le Exparts, Ahmcdabad.

(email: tea m advo cate@m oson leexn a rts. o rg )
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5. Guard File.
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2. Thc Pr. Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad.

(e mail: cus-ahmd-gui@nic.in ; rra-custornsahd@gov. in )

3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Custom Housc, Surat.

(cmail: custo mho uses u rat@gm a il. co m )




