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(iD ) crf,.

Under Scction 129 DO(t) of th" Customs Act, 1962 (as amcndcci), in rcspcct of thc ftrllowirrg

categories of cases, any pcrson aggrievcd by this ordcr can prelcr a Revision Application to 'l hc

Additional Sccretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of lrinancc, (Dcpartnrcnt oI

Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of communication ol'thc ordcr.

,/Order relating to

Fg

b

any goods imported on baggage.

l{r{d 3{rqtTI tr ffi{d + s{+.r<-q RII;r rrr ffi
;I qq crd qT 3iH rr-dq R{Fr rR aflt qri e frq rt+Era qr6 s-ilt a qri q{ qr rs
rT<rar BII;I qr ts-dlt rrg qrm of qr,r { sriferd rrrd + o,ff d.
any goods loaded in a conveyance for importation into lndia, but which are not unloadcd at thcir

place ofdestination in lndia or so much ofthe quantity ofsuch goods as has not bcen unloaded al anv

such destination ifgoods unloaded at such destination are short of l.hc quantity rcquired to bc unloadcd

at that destination.

(rI) frcrT@ tntEqc, rqoz*' ottqrq xdql ss+. v$-< <-a1g rrg FrqA $ il6ir {@ sffil
61 3rflq'.ft

Paymcnt ofdrawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and thc rulcs madc thercundcr

&rgl q:{ TTIId IIIiFTI c-qd s-{;fl
M qiq a1 qr(nfr .lilr Es + rrrq Frgftfud irmGnd dotr 61i qrBs

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as may be

specrfied in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

(ir giE.l87o rrE d. e 3{ rlq 3f3qr{ {s sff1 4

sldqi. frr€d qo' sfr fr qqrs d qrqrcq go' Foz ern 61nT qTEs

4 copies olthis ordcr, bcaring Court Fce Stamp ofpaise fifty only in one copy as prcscribctl undcr

Schcdule I item 6 of thc Court Fee Act, 1870.

q1q-e 6Fr+s * orsro sr,{ W 3nt{r el a cftqt. qR d(Er

)

(b)

(c)

3

( II)

(c)

4 copics ofthc Ordcr - In - Original, in addition to relevant documctlts, ifany

qfsl 4

(E) ffuI Ercn 1962 | 3rel

r$-(.rhts,Eo-s,sdon-{ fr'fru c-d &- rflft o{rft{ onilr t d r. zool- (Fqq a 6 qn rqr

F.1ooo/- (Fqg go 69lr{ rIEt 1,*vr firrrot d,is<fuc grcra S nqrfrro qdn fr om. e

o1 ffiqt. qfr1-co qirfi rfqf qrq.Brffql rfql dsolqrRroh-rFcs\'fi Er<IqIss06E d A
frSots&-svfrt..2oo/- 3fu qfr \to, 6rts + rrft-r d A ahs t- sc C t. r ooo /-

(d) TheduplicatecopyofthcT.R.6challancvidencingpaymcntofRs,200/-(RupccstwoFlundrcdorrly )

or Rs. 1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as thc casc may be, undcr thc

fines, forfeitures and lr'liscellancous ltems being the fee prescribed in

amended) lor filing a Ilcvision Application. [f thc amount ol duty and

penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less, tbes as Rs. 200/- and if it is mo

fee is Rs. 1000/-.

Ilcad o l'othc, rcccipts. lccs,

thc ( uslonrs Act. l()()l (lL\

illlclcst (lcnritndc(j. lirtc ot'
re thall ollc lakh rppcc

r<C-z*orthc 3{?r.II 3r{I sq+{ eq
.Trtcl * ofl-fd c-6{ts s-rdrd*adqr$€, qftftqq 1e62 d irrfl 12e q (1) *'
rrdlq sYd fr.q.-: t durgo., ir*q aorc {w. oi-{ t-{r 6-{ c{fto #kotq t qccl

Frsfrfud qfr qt srfto o-r Ffi+ ?

In respect ofcases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved by th is older

can filc an appeal undcr Section 129 A(l) of thc Customs Act, 1962 in folrn C.A -3 bclirrc thc

Customs, Excise and Scrvice Tax Appellatc Tribunal at thc following address :

.1
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F.No. S/49-237/,cus/JMN/24-25

Customs, Excise & Service'fax Appellate fribunal.
West Zonal Bench

2''d Floor, Bahumali Bhavan, Nr. Girdhar Nagar

Bridge, Asarwa, Ahmedabad-3 80 0163fgf{El. 3rd{{fql(- 3 B 00 1 6

Sqrg_tr

rso ll{{,

i 1,9 52 Er{ 12e q (6) frqrgo, . L962

129 g (l I &' ortftq r{ffm }. qrq FrsfrRtrd 1w. dcu di qrBs-

tJrdcr Scctiot.t l29A(6)of thc Customs Act,1962an appeal undcr Scction I 29 A (l) ofthe Cuslon)s

Act. 1962 shall bc accompanied by a lcc of-

(fi i €Efud qrf,d C q6t ficr{fffi 6I{r qrrn rr{n {@ 3fu qrq aqr

eg11qr rrrl1 as o1 1-6q ft orcs Fqs cr 3-s0 6'q d d \16 6gI{ sqs

(a) whclc thc amount ol duty ald intercst dcmandcd and pcnalty lcvicd by any officer of Cusloms in tltc

oasc to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand rupces;

({q

)

fu + swfud qrtrA

mqrrfl rrqt Tg o1 rtr-q
d: qrs ESR Fqg

fr q6r ff{rg-ff EI{l TIIIIT rFII {w' sfrr qm mn
t qltro c dds dr€q rsw * srlso. A tfur t,qi qqrs rr€

3rfRq3lluiltrr,
3El( {@ E
qfEd 8jq d-d

F{Sqr{w,

I
whcre thc amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any

casc to which thc appeal relates is morc than five lakh rupees but not exceed

thousand rtrpccs i

officer of Cusrcms ir thc

ing fiity lakh rupecs. fir'c

(rl ) rrftd fr ir<fud crc'e d q6i

drlrql rrqt qs a1 {frc qqr{I orEI
mqrgtr 3dffi il{r qirn rrql {en

Fqq * 3fq-fi d d, dfl Fsr{ Fcg.
.rfu qrq aqr

(c) whcrc thc amourlt of duty and intcrcst dcmanded and penalty levicd by any officer o f Customs in thc

casc to whicl.r thc appcal rclatcs is more than fifty lakh rupees, tcn thousand rupees

(d)

6

(q) Eq ffi * E'trd rrfuf,{nr } elqi,qitrrq{@}.ro
'. 

ero o€ qr,qoi {im ql {@ w (s
i B.q Es * r o * 3161 6G w,wdr atE-d es fasrd q t,3rfi-f, rcqr qrgrn 

I

A:r appeal agai nst this order shall lie beforc the Tribunal on payment of l0% of the duty demanclcd

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

T]TI&I iltr{
(6) i-.r Gnecr & ftq qr rrf,M o1 gur+ &'fts qt ffi .rq s+q-{ t' ft\

ur{r 12e (q)

3tqqlqq o{fts
.{sI 3rfiq qr qrlcq

dvg di qrBq
q, E.r q-sr{t{ }, loS Err{ 3{ra-fi +. srq nc+ f1q $ 61 1to

r section 129 (a) ol'thc said Act, every application made before thc Appellate Tribunal-

an appeal for grant ofstay or for rectification of mistake or for any other purpose; or

r restoration ofan appcal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee offive Hundred rupeeso
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F, No. S/49-237/CU s/tMN/2

oRDEIt-IN-APPEAI,

M/s Shah Industries Ltd, cr/270, GIDC estate Naroda, Ahmedabad-382

330 (hereinafter referred to asthe appellantJ has filed the present appeal in
terms of section 128 of the customs Act, 1962, against order-ln-original No.

06 I AC / LRM / GPPL/ REF/ cppL / 24 -2s dated 1 3. os. 2o24 (hereinafter referred to

as the impugned order) passed by the Assistant comnlissioner of customs,
customs Division, Jamnagar (hereinafter referred to as "the adjudicating
authorityJ. vide impugned order, the appellant's claim for refund of interest of
Rs.19,56,900 l- patd on delayed pajrment of IGST has been rejected by the

adjudicating authorit5r.

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant was importing goods

under Advance Auth.risation scheme without payment of customs dutics,

rncluding IGST leviable under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975. It
appeared that the appellant had exported the goods first and subsequcnt.ll,,

imported duty-free goods/inputs under Advance Authorisation by availing

Exemption under Notification No. 1B/201S-cus dated 01.o4.2015, as amcndcd

by Notification No. 79/2Oi7-Cus dated 13.lO.2Ol7. Later. in view of thc

Judgment dated 28.04.2023 of Hon'ble supreme court in the case of lJnion of
India us. cosmo Films Ltd.. l(2o231 5 centax 286 (s.c.)1, it was settled that thc

'Pre-import condition' for imports under Advance Authorisation is valid and

required to be fulfilled. The 'Pre-import condition'was omitted vide Notification

No. O1/2019-Customs dated 10.01.2019. Thus, during the period of 13.1O.2O12

to 09.01.2019 there was 'pre-import condition'in para 4.14 of thc Foreign Tradc

Policy 2O 15-20, which was held to be valid by Hon,ble Suprcme Court. So,

during the period of 13.1o.201,7 to 09.0i.2019, the appcllant was rcquirccl tc>

import the inputs under Advance Authorisation Scheme first; and by using such

tnputs the goods manufactured by them were rcquired to be cxportecl rn

discharge of their export obligation. whereas, in the present case, thc appcllant

has made exports first and imported inputs under Advance Authorisation latcr

duty free, which was not proper.

2.1 The appeilant had imported the lmpugned goods with description H Acid,,

'Vinyal Sulphone' and 'J Acid' vide various Bills of Entry after 13.10.2017 by

availing benefit of IGST by virtue of customs Notification No. T9l2o1z dated

13.10.2017 from various port. Further, as per the intelligence developed by thc

Page 4 of 20
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I)ltl, Kolkata, an enquiry was initiated. The show cause notice issued vide F. NO.

l)l{l/KU/CF/ENQ-9O(INT 09)/2018 dated 12.09.20 19 which was adjudicat(rd

vi<lc O1O No. 36/SJ(36)/PCC(ADJN.)/MUMBAI/2O23-24 dated 2A.12.2023

issued by the Pr. Commissioner of Customs (Adjudication), Mumbai. Further as

1r<:r point 2.6 (v) of the said SCN and 2 (c) of the said OIO the claimant made

partial payment of customs duty for an amount of Rs. 2,25,06,954 /- owt of their

total liability of O3,49,7O,O75/- towards IGST and another amount of Rs.

22,41 ,41 9 / - towards interest. The claimant has submitted that they have

surrendcred the benefit of IGST availed earlier on import of goods form CI'l

I)ipavav and made the payment of IGST along with interest for the bills of entry

frlcd lor import of Goods. The appellant had stated to have voluntarily paid tot.r.l

arrount which included IGST and interest amounting to Rs 19,56,500/- for 04

llills of trntry filed at Custom House, Pipavav.

2.2 Thcreafter, the appellant submitted a claim for refund of Interest of

f 19,56,900/- vide their application for refund dated 29.02.2024, which was

r<:cr:ivcd by thc office of the adjudicating authority on 06.O3.2024.

2.3 After considering the written and oral submissions of the claimant, the

adjr-rdicating authority has rejected the refund claim vide impugned order dated

13.O5.2024 on merit as well as on limitation. Being aggrieved, the

claimant/ appcllant has filed the present appeal under the provisions of Section

1 28 of thc Customs Act, 1962.

Admission of Appeal

3. It is observed that the appeal filed by the appellant, have been filed beyond

normal period of 60 days but within the condonable period of 30 days as

ri pulated under Section 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962. Appellant has

ested for condonin g the delay in filing the said appeals on the grounds that

eceipt Order-in-Original dated 13.05.2O24, tt.c recipient person did not

to the appellant about the said order, since the concerned person got ill,
*

therefore, he went on medical leave for few days. Later on, when he recovercd

and joincd the office, he informed the appellant about the Order dated

13.O5.2024 causing delay in filing the appeal. Therefore, taking a lenient view to

mcet the ends of justice, I allow the appeal, as admitted condoning the delay in

filing the appeal beyond the normal period of 60 days under proviso to the

Scction 128(1) of the Customs Act, 1962.

Page 5 of 20
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Grounds ofAppeal:

4. The appellant has raised various contentions in their grounds ofappcal.

They submitted, inter alia, that the present appeal arises out of the rejection of

the appellant's refund claim of <19,56,900 / - representing interest recovcrcd by

Customs authorities on paJrment of Integrated Goods and Services Tax (IGST) in

respect of imports made under the Advance Authorization (AA) Scheme during

the period from October 2Ol7 to January 2019.

4.1 It is submitted that impugned order is passed in violation of principlc of

natural justice as binding precents were not even foilowed by Ld. Adjudicating

authority. Further, Ld. Adjudicating authority did not considered various

submissions made by appellant. Adjudicating authority has not <:ven issucd SCN

lor rejecting the refund c1aim.

4.2 Section 3(12) of Customs Tariff Act, 1975 does not borrow interest & penal

provisions from the Customs Act, 7962.In absence of machinery provisions, no

penalty can be imposed, or interest recovered from Noticee. It is submitted that

IGST is levied under Section 3(7) of the Custom Tariff Act 1975. However, thc

Custom Tariff Act, 1975 has limited provisions and it borrows various provisions

from the Customs Act, 1962 for implementation of its provisions. Section 3(i2)

of the Custom Tariff Act 1975, which is the borrowing provision with regard to

IGST, does not borrow provisions of penalty and interest from the Customs Act

1962. Therefore, interest cannot be recovered for non-payment of including IGST

which is chargeable under Section 3 ofthe Custom Tariff Act, 1975.

For reference Section 3 (12) of the Custom Tariff Act 1975 is extracled

below:

"(12) The prouisions of the Custom.s Ac[ 1962 and the ralets ond regulations

made thereunder, including those relating to drau-tbacks, refundS antd

exemption from duties sholl, so far as mag be, applA to the dutA chargeabLe

under thb section as theA applA in relation to the duties leuiable under that

Act".

4.3 The Hon'ble Supreme Court in India Carbon Ltd. v. State of Assam, (i997)

6 SCC 479, relied upon the earlier five-judge bench decision in the case of J.K.

Synthetics Ltd. Ltd. v. CTO, (L9941 4 SCC 276 and held that "interest can be

V Page 5 of 20
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levied and charged on delayed payrnent of tax only if the statute that levies and

charges the tax makes a substantive provision in this behalf'.

This posrtion of law was approved and reiterated by the constitution bench

in the case of V.V.S. Sugars v. Govt. of A.P. & Ors., (1999) 4 SCC 192.

4.4 A similar question relating to liability of the plant, machinery elc to

confiscation and liability of the assessee to penalty under Rule 9(2) and ltuie

173Q of the Central Excise Rules, 1944, fot non-payment of the additional duty

in tcrms of thc Additional Duties of Excise (Goods of Special Importance) Act.

1957, by taking recourse to the provisions of the Central Excise Rules, 1944,

came up for consid eration before the Hon b1e Delhi High Court in the case of

Pioncer Silk Mills Pvt. Ltd. v. UOI, 1995 (80) ELT 507 (De1.). Revenue sought to

rnvoke the provislons ofthe Central Excise Rules, L944, relytng on the provisions

oi' Scction 3 (3) of the Additional Duties of trxcise (Goods of Special Importance)

Ar:t, 1957, which read as under:

"(3) TLte prouistons of the Central -Excises qnd Salt Ac| 1944, and the ntlcs

mode thereunder, inctuding those re\ating to refunds and exemptions from

duty, shall, so far as mag be, applg in relation to the leuy and collectiort of

the additior-tctl duties as they app\g in relation to the leug and collection of the

duties of excise on the goods specified in sub-section (1)."

The provisions of Section 3(3) above, are somewhat similarly worded as the

provisions of Scction 3(6) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975. The claim oI the

p<:litioncrs in that case was that under Section 3 of the Additional Duties Act,

orrly those provisions of the Central Excises Act and Rules made thereunder.

u,hich pcrtarr) to the leqr and collection of the duties of excise under the Ct:ntr:rl

Iixcrsc Act havr: becn borrowed and therefore, no penalty can be rmposed. Rclying

alia, on the judgment of Khemka & Co. (Agencies) Pvt. Ltd (supra). the

1l

A

o High Court upheld the contention that "there is no provision in the

d nal Duties Act which creates a charge in the nature of penalty and that

m "levy and collection" in Section 3(3) of the Additional Duties Act has a

tricted meaning iir view of the use of the words "including those relating to

refund and exemptions from duty", otherwise these words were rathcr

unnecessary. The Hon'ble High Court also rejected the contention of the Revenue

that since Chapter II of the Central Excises Act deals with levy and collection of

duty, and this Chapter aiso contains provisions for offences and penalties, all

""t

Page 7 of 20
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F.No. S/49-237/CuslMN/24-2s

sections under that Chapter would be applicable. This judgment of the LIon'blc

Delhi High Court was upheld by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in 2OO2 (t4S) EL1'

A74 (SC).

4.5 Reliance is also placed on the case of Bajaj Health & Nutrition Pvt. Ltd. v.

CC, Chennai, 2OO4 (166]r ELT 189, the Hon'ble Tribunal, set aside the interest

and penalty on evasion of anti-dumping duties on the reasoning that "the

provisions of Customs Acl, 1962 relating to non-levy, short-lely, and refunds

were borrowed only for the purpose of chargeability to anti-dumping duty under

Sec. 9A(8) of Customs Tariff Act, 1975 and the provisions of thc Customs Act

rclating to confiscation, interest and penalty were not borrowed".

The appellant further relied upon the following case laws:

Tonira Pharma Ltd. v. Commissioner,2OO9 (237) 8.8.f .65 (Tribunal)

Siddeshwar Textile Mills Pvt. Ltd. v. Commissioner, 2OO9 ,248\ E.L.T.

290 (Trib.)

4.6 Further, no interest is payable on the reassessment of Bill of Entry in vicw

of the law laid down by Hon'ble Bombay High Court in Mahindra & Mahindra

Limited v. Union of India, 2022 (lO\ TMI 2022 since Section 3(12) of Customs

Tariff Act, 1975 does not borrow interest leviable under provisions of Customs

Act, 1962. Section 3 (12) ofthe Custom TariffAct, 1975, does not borrow interest

provisions from the Customs Act, 1962. Thus, the interest could not be imposed

under Section 28AA of the Custom Act, 1962, for non-payment of duties,

including IGST, chargeable under Section 3 of the Custom Tariff Act, 1975. For

reference Section 3 (12) ofthe Custom Tariff Act 1975 is extracted below-

(12) The prouisions of the Customs Act, 1962 and the ntles and requlations

made thereunder, including those relating to draubacks. re-funds and

exemption from duties shall, so far as may be, applA to the dutg chargeab\e

under this section as theg applg in relation to the duties Let'iable urtdcr l.hat

Act.

In Mahindra and Mahindra (supra), affirmed by Hon'b1e Supreme Court vidc

C)rder dated 28.O7.2023, Hon'ble High Court held that there is no substantivc

provrsion in Section 3 of the Customs Tariff Act. 1975 that provides for payment

of penalty or interest on duty other than basic custom duty, and therefore. in

absence of such a specific provision for levy of interest or penalty. same cannot

be charged.

(i)

(ii)

Page 8 of 20



In vicw of t}-rc abovc submissions, the noticee submits that to the extent the

show caruse nolice proposing interest on the amount paid towards IGST dtre to

the system not permitting the re-assessment of Bill of Entry without paymcnt of

intcrcst. it deserves to be set aside.

4.7 Circulars cannot alter or prevail over statutory provision. The Hon'ble

Supreme Court ('SC') vide its judgement in the case of Union of India v. Cosmo

Filrrs Ltd. I2O2:t) \49 taxmann.com 47312023 (72) G.S.T.L. 417 /12023) 97 GST

544 (SC) upheld the constitutional validity of the imposition of 'pre-import

condition in orcier to avail the exemption of IGST and compensation cess ('cess')

undcr thc Adv:rnce Authorisation ('AA') scheme. wherein such condition had

bccn incorpor:rred in paragraph 4.14 of the Foreign Trade Policy ('FTP') vide

Notification No. 33/2O15 2O2O w.e.f . 13.lO.2Ol7. While allowing the appeal of

Revenuc, the Ilon'ble Supreme Court has however directed the Revenue to

pcrmit claim o1-rcfund or input credit (whichever applicable and/or whcrevcr

customs duty rvas paid). Pursuant to such directions of the SC, the Central

Iloard of lndirect Taxes and Customs ('Board) has issued Circular No. 16l2023-

Customs dated 07 .06.2023 ('Circular'), wherein, the Board specifically noted that

there cxists no functionality permitting the payment of Customs duties on a Bill

o1' Entry ('BOD ) after giving the Out-of-charge ('OOC ) to the goods and thus,

such duties are to be paid only vide TR-06 Challan. It is noted in the notice that

thc canccllation of out of charge of bill of entry, again assessing bill of ent.ry to

change charge attacks IGST and cess and making notional out of charge for the

bill of cntry on the customs EDI system after payment of tax along with the

applicablc interest. It is submitted that The EDI System permitted in terms of

Se ction 149 of the Customs Act, 1961 cannot curtail the substantive benefit of

law in te rms of Circular No.16/2023-Cus dated 7th J:une 2023.

4.8 In the case of M/s. Jindal Saw Limited vs The Chief Commissioner Oi

ms on 17 December, 2O21, R/SPECIAL CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 7861 of

igh Court of Gujarat held as under:-

u nd

technicalitg can mar the right of the parties which otheruti,se accrued

er the substantiue lanu. Here tuhen genuineness of the export and

entitlement of petitioner otheruise is not in anA manner disputed, this

technical glitch shall in no manner hamper the request of the petitioner of

3
*

(,1

',:

getting benefit. "

Page 9 of 20
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4.9 Circulars are issued only to clarify the statutory provision and it cannot

alter or prevail over tht: statutory provision. The appellant relied Llpon:

(i) Bombardier Transportation India Pvt. Ltd. Vs. DGFT reporr.r: d tn 2O2 | 137 7)

ELT 489 (Guj.)

(ii) Commissioner of Central Excise, Bolpur v. Ratan Melting ar-rcl Wirc

Industries l2oo8l12l S.T.R. 416 (S.C.))

4. i0 As submitted in paras supra, as per the case of Mahindra and Mahindra

(supra), affirmed by l-lon'ble Supreme Court vide Order datcd 28.07 .2023,

Hon'ble High Court held that there is no substantive provision in Section 3 of

the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 that provides for payment of penalty or intcrcst on

dutlt other than basic r:ustom duty, and therefore, in absence of such a specific

provision for levy of interest or penalty, same cannot be charged. It is submittcd

that circulars cannot prevail over the statute.

4.11 Doctrine of merger would apply in the present case as rcview petition of

department is also dismissed against order of Hon'ble suprcmc cour1. Tl'ris

decision of the Hon'ble Bombay High Court has been affirmed bl, thc Hon'blc

Apex Court in Union of India Vs Mahindra and Mahindra Ltd. 12023 (8) TMI 135

SC ORDERI. Further, tlee Review Petition fi1ed by the Department has also bccn

dismissed vide order dated 09.01.2024 in Review Petition (Civil) Diary No.

41195/2O2 in Union Of India & Ors Versus Mahindra & Mahindra Ltd 2021 11)

TMl 1277. The juristic .justification of the 'doctrine of merger' may be sought in

the principle that ther<: cannot be, at one and the same time, more th:rn onc

operative order governrng the same subject-matter. Judgment of an infcrior

courl , if subjected to an examination by the superior court, ccases to havc

exi.stence in the eyes of law and is treated as being superseded by thc judgnrcnl

of the superior court. In other words, the judgment of the inferior court loscs its

identity by its merger with the judgment of the superior court. The juristic

justification of the doctrine of merger may be sought in principle that thcrc

cannot be, at one and the same time, more than one operative order govcrnrng

the same issue. Thus in view of above, since the review petition is rcjcctcd by

Flon'ble Supreme court, principle of merger would apply in the pr<:sent case.

4.12 The Tribunal in Acer India Private Ltd. v. CC. Chennai, 2O23-V\L-998-

CESTAT-CHE-CU, has also aJfirmed the above view and held that even in cascs

where differential CVD is payable, there shall be no recovery of interest or

Page 10 of 20
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<:onfiscation of goods or imposition of fine since the Customs Tariff Act has not

borrowed the relevant provisions. Therefore, the imposition of interest, fine and

pr:nalty may sot asid<-' as being without authority of law.

4. 1 3 In vieu, ol the foregoing, the appellant finally prayed to set Aside the

irrrlrr-rgned Ordcr-ln-Original No. 06 / AC / LRM I GPPL/REF/GPPL l 24 25 clatcd

13.O5.2024 passed by the Ld. Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Custom

I lor-rsc, Pipavar,, in the name of M/s. Shah Industries, and allow the appeal in

iull u,ith consecluential relief if any.

5. The appcllant vide additional submission dated 17 .02.2026 submitted

that they had rnarde Import of Goods, by availing beneht of exemption from IGST

undcr Advan<rc Authorization scheme, as per Notification No. 79 12017 -Custorn

Act dated 13.10.2017 during the period from July-2O17 till March-2O2O from

Pipavav Port (Cr-rjarat), and subsequently such goods have been exported with

payment of ICS'|. Subsequently, the Investigation conducted by the Senior

Irrl<rllrgcncc ()lficcrs of DRI, Kolkata Zonal Ur.tt, that the appellant has importod

input materii.Lls without payment of custom duty under a cover of AA, but the

not complied with the pre-import condition, as demanded under the NN

79/2017 Cus <liited 13.1O.2017. Therefore, during the course of investigation,

thc Appellant tras made total payment of IGSTof Rs. 62,21,911/- and also paid

total Interest ol'lts. 19,56,900/- with respect to 04 Bill of Entries filed at Pipavav

Port.

5.1 Thc interest paid on delayed payment of IGST on import of goods is not

k:viablc. sinc<' rhcre is no provision in Custom Tariff Act, 1975 to levy interest or

pcnalty on non payment of IGST on import of goods. In this context reliance rs

placcd on thc jr-r<lgment of Bombay High Court ('HC') in the case of Mahindra and

N,lahinrlra Lirnilcd v. Union of India, 2022 (lol TMI 2022, wherein it was held

again made clear that in the absence of specifir prouisions for leuying

terest or penaLty due to delayed pagment of tax unless the statute

es rz substantiue proui.sion in this behalf, the same cannot be

euied/ chargled

Sub-section (6) of Section 3 and sub-section (4) of Section 3A of the Cusfoms

Tariff Act, I975 does not prouide for ang interest or penaltg. Neither Section

90 of the Finance Act, 2O0O prouid.es for the same. Therefore, no interest

ond penalty can be leuied on the portion of pagment pertaining to surcharge,

CVD and SAI)

Page 11 of 20
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The Customs Taiff Act. 1975 prouides for addittonal custonrs dutg and

special additional dutg but creates no liabilitg for penaltg <;r interest for
additional dutg or special additional dutg.

5.2 Therefore, to levy interest on delayed payment of IGST on irnport ol goorls,

there should be specific provision in Custom Tariff Act, 1975 or any othcr larv

for the time being in force. In the absence of specific provision relating to lcv.y of

interest in the respective legislation, Interest cannot be recovr:red by Laking

recollrse to machinery relatlng to recovery of duty. Therefore, srncc intcrcst rs

not leviable, which is already paid, the appellant had filcd a rt:fr-r nd applic::lion

vide letter dated 29.O2.2024, to claim the refund of interest of Ils. i9,56,9O0/-

paid, in compliance of provision of Section 27 of Customs Act, 19'72, as Appcllant

has paid the interest on delayed payment of IGST, and borne tlre incidenc<: of

amount, and such incidence is not passed on to any other person, in terms of

Section 27 of Customs Act, 1972.

5.3 Now, simultanerously, on the subject matter, and based on thc

investigation conducted, the DRI, Kolkata Zonal Unit, has issrred Show Causc

Notice dated 12.O9.2019 (SCN ) in the name of M/s. Strah Industries,

(' appellant"), in response to which the appellant has filed t he Reply and

accordingly, the SCN was adjudicated and Order In Origrrral (0 10) No.

36/ SJ(36) / PCC(ADJN. ) / MUMBAI / 2023 -24 dated: 28. 1 2.2023. Bcing aggricvcd

by the said OIO, the appellant has filed the appeal on O1.04.:1024 bcforc thc

l lon'ble CESTAT, Mumbai, and then in the said matter the lrinal Order No.

FO I C I A I 87 OOO-87 OOt I 2O25-CU [DB], dated 2025- 1 1 - 19 dated I 6.0 1.2026 has

been passed in the favour of the appellant. The OIO to thc cxtent, it was ..

confirmed the demand towards lnterest, Redemption Fine an<1 Penalties has

becn set aside.

5.4 The key observations and discussion of the said FinaL Order dated

16.O1.2026 is that the Ld. Commissioner of Customs, Adjudi<:ltion, Mumbai

notcd that Utilization of Advance Authorization for dutl'fret' irnport of r:rw

rnatcrials used for manufacturing the export products, is the sub"ject mattcr of

the present dispute. In the case in hand, for non-complianc<' of 'prc import

conditions', a case was booked against the appellants on the ground that thc

exports were made under the "Advance Authorization scherre" beforc thc

corresponding Import olthe goods used for such exportation ofgoods. The show-

cause proceedings initiated against the appellants were culminated into thc

PaEe L2 of 20



impugned orclcrs, wherein the orlginal authority has confirmed the adjudged

dcmands proposcd for recovery in the Show Cause Notrces (SCNs). The Bills of

Iintry referred jn the Order dated 16.0 1 .2026 which are also part of the present

appeal filed by the Appeliants for refund of interest.

5.5 Hon'blc 'l'ribunal, Mumbai observed in the order dated 16.01.2026 t]nat

thr: Hon'ble Fligh Court of Bombay, in the case of Mahindra and, Mahindra Ltd.,

2022 llO) TMI 2022, upon examination of the issue regarding payment of interest

on the demand ol CVD, SAD and surcharge, being recovered under Section 28

o1 t 1'rc Custonrs Ai:t, 1962, have held that srnce Section 3(1) of the Customs'l'arilf

Act, 1975. whr<'h is the charging section for levy of CVD, has not borrowed the

aspect of levv or demand of such interest, penalty etc. from the Customs Act,

1962,line same is not applicable to the CVD, SAD etc. and the same is confirmed

by the Hon'blc Supreme Court by rejecting the appeal filed by the Department of

Customs. It rvas observed by the Hon'ble Tribunal that in the Special Leave

Pctition (Civit) Diary No. 1882412023 fi1ed by the Revenue against the above

judgemcnt of the Hon'ble High Court of Bombay, the Hon'ble Supreme Court had

dismisscd thc SLP. being. devoid of any merits. Further, in the Review Petition

Drirryr No. 4119;12023 preferred by the department, the Honble Supreme Courl

h:,rcl also hcld r l-rat there is no error apparent on the face of the record or any

mcrit in the Rr:vrcw Petrtion, warranting reconsideration of the order impugned.

'l'hcrefore, thc IIon'ble Supreme Court dismissed the Review Petition. It was held

that thc lcgal plovisions under Section 3(12) ofthe Customs TarifAct, 1975 were

surtably amerrcled vide Finance (No. 2) Act, 2024. w.e.f. 16.08.2024, so as to

spccifically include the provision for levy of interest, penalty etc. It is held that it

1c.'arly transpircs that the amended provisions of sub-section ( 12) of Section 3 of

ustoms Tariff Act, 1975 shall come into force w.e.f. 16.08.2024 and shall

applicabic during the disputed period, which is prior to the date of such

ment. 'l'hcrefore, Tribunal was of the considered opinion that demand of

ri

\s

O

*
t st, line rrlrcl pcnalty on the appellants is not legally sustainable

ersonal Heari

6. Pcrsonal lir:aring in this case was held on 10.03.2026, which was attcnded

in virtual mode by Shri Abhishek Chopra, CA. He reiterated the submissions

made at the timc of filing appeal.

Discussion and t!n4!4gri
7 . One set of the appeal memorandum has been sent to the adjudicating

authority, vide tl'ris office letter F.No. S/a9-237 ICUS

Page 13 of 20
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25.O4.2025 for comments, but no reply thereof has been receivcd. Therefore, I

proceed to decide the appeal on basis of documents submitted by the appellant.

7.1 I have gone through the written as well as oral submissions made by thc

appellant. The issue to be decided in present appeal is whethcr the rmpugncd

ordcr rejecting refund of interest, paid towards delayed pavmeni. of IGS'I', undcr

the provisions of Section 27 of lhe Customs Act, 7962, in the facts and

circumstances of the case, is legal and proper or otherwise.

7.2 The appellant has contended that payment of interest on IGST is

unsustainable as there is no charging provision under the Customs Tariff Act,

1975, authorizing the levy of interest on IGST. In other words, Section 3(12) of

the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 (as stood prior to its amendment w.c.f. 16.08.2024)

did not borrow the provision for charging interest from the Customs Act, 1962.

Further, Section 3(12), as it stood during the period of import and payment ol

IGST, did not extend the provisions of the Customs Act, 1962, rt:la1ing to intercst

on delayed payment of IGST levied under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act,

1975. The issue pertains to legal interpretation of the 'pre-inrport condition',

which was ambiguous and subsequently clarified only after the Supreme Court's

ruling in Cosmo Films Ltd. IQO23\ 5 Centax 286 (S.C.)] and issuance of the

CBIC Circular No. 16l2O23-Cus dated 07.06.2023.

7.3 As regards, non-lery of interest on IGST, the appellant lias relicd upon

various judicial pronouncements to support their claim. I have pr:rused the Final

Ordcr No. 11628-1163012024 dated 23.O7.2024 passed by Alrrnedabad Bench

ol tlon'ble CESTAT in 1.he case of Chiripal PoIg Films Ltd.. us. Commissioner i

of Customs, Ahmedabad [(2024) 22 Centax 245 (Tri.-Ahmd) = 2024 (9) TMI 940

- CtrSTAT AHMEDABADI. In the said Final Order, it has been hcld that intcrcst

is not leviable on IGS'f pard under the procedure prescnbed by Circular No.

16/2O23-Cu,s., as there was no statutory provision authorizing such lcvy of

interest of IGST.

7 .4 It is further observed that in the decision of the Hon'ble Bombay Hrgh

Court in Mahind.ra and Mahindra Ltd, u. Union oJ India 12O22,-VIL-69O-BOM-

CU = (2023) 3 Centax 261 (Bom.)1, wherein Hon'ble High Court categorically held

that in the absence of a specific charging provision under the Customs Tariff Act,

the levy of interest and penalty on IGST is unsustainable" Against this

F. N o. 5/49-2 37/CU S/J M N /24-25
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.Judgmcnt, CL]stc;ms Department had filed an SLP (C) Diary No 18824 12023

r.vith i-lon'bl<-' Srr;;reme Court. Vide Order dated 2A.O7.2023, the said SLP has

bc<:n dismisst:c1 by Hon'ble Supreme Court by observtng, "We do not find anu

nte rit in the specitrl Leaue Petition ". Against this dismissal, customs Department

has filcd a Rc:view Petition (C) Diary No 41195/2023 with Honble Supreme

Court; howevcr, the same has also been dismissed vide Order dated 09'O1.2024

Thus, the der:ision of the Hon'ble Bombay High court in the case of Mahindra

ttnd Mahindrt.t Lttl. (supra) became final

7 .5 Further-, I find that the statutory provisions of Section 3(12) of the Customs

'l'zrnff Act, 1975, have been substituted by the Finance (No' 2) Act, 2021 and

u,hich came int.o cffcct from 16 August 2024. The said provisions, prior to

ancndtncnt :Lnr.l rtlter amendment, are reproduced below:

l)rior to amendmt:nt/ substitution vide the Finance (No.2) Act. 2024

"(12) The prouisions of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962) andthe rules and

regulatiorts made thereunder, including those relating to drauLbacks,

refunds antl exemption from duties shall, so far os mag be, applA to the dutg

or tox or cess, os the case maA be, chargeable under thb section as theg

applg in relation to the duties leuiable under that Act."

With effect from the amendment / substitution vide the Finance (No 2l Act.2024

"(12) fhe prouisions of the Customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962) and all rules and

requlations nrade thereunder, including but not limited to those relating to the

date for determination of rate of duty, assessmenf, non-leug, short-leuA,

refunds, exemptions, interest, recouerA, appeals, offences and penalties,
(ii

hall, as for as mag be, applg to the dutg or tox or cess, as the case mag be,

argeable under this section as theg applA in relation to the duties LeuiabLe

l er that Act or all rules and regulations made thereunder, as the case maA

*

of the Custorns l'ariff Act, 1975, is retrospective in nature. Therefore, intcrest

on delayed paymcnt of IGST is leviable w.e.f. 16.08.2O24, but not for the period

prior to 16.O8.2024.

7.6 This vicrv was affirmed and applied in the case of A. R. Sulphonates Pat.

Ltd. u. Union of Ind.iall2o2s) 29 Centax212 (Boll:.l = 2025 (4) TMI 578 (Bom.)].

where the Hon'ble High Court quashed the demand of interest and penalty on

IGST levied under Section 3(7) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975, and also held

that CBIC Cirt:ular No. ).612O23-Cus, to the extent it

Page 15 of 20
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is not legally tenable. The relevant paragraphs of the said Order of Hon,ble

Bombay High Court are reproduced below:

"7O. In our uietu, for oll the reasons stated hereinaboue, the impuqned.
Order, to the extent that it leuies interest and penaltg, is tuithout the
authoity of lana and i.s liable to quashed and set aside.

71. As far as Circular No. 16/ 2023-Customs dated 7th June, 2023 i_s

concelrled, it seeks to recouer interest along with IGS'|-. 'l'he releuant
part of the said Circular reads as under:-

'(a). for the releuant imports that could not meet the said pre
import condition and are hence required to pcll1 IGST and
Compensation Cess to that extent, the importer (not limited to tlrc
respondents) mag approach the concerned assessrnenf group at
the POI u.tith releuant details for purposes of pagment of the tox
and cess along with appltcable interest."

73. As far as redemption fine imposed bg the impugnecl Order Ls

concerned, the same is demanded in lieu of confi.sccttion of goods

under Sectron 111(o) o/ the Custom.s Act, As per Section 111(o) o/
the Customs Act, the goods sha,ll be liable for confiscation in the euent

the condition subject to uthich the goods are exempted frorn. dutg i,s not

obserued. As aLreadg held bg us on the basis of the Judgement of the

Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case o/ Orient Fabrics

Limited (supra), Section 3 (l2l of the Tariff Act, after tts amendment

bg Finance (No.2) Ac| 2024, dated 16th August, 2024, makes

applicable the prouisions relating to interest, offences ancl. penalties of
fhe Customs Act to the Tariff Act. As alreadg held bg us, Section 3

(12) of the Tariff Act, as amended. k applicabte onlA after 16th August,,- .,:!'- t'a

2O24 and i.s not applicable to the present case. Accord,tngtg, in Lhe

present case, no confiscation could haue been imposed - i

74. Further, the Joint Director General of Foreign Trade, bg Trade

Notice No. 7 of 2023-2a dated 8th Julg, 2O23 claified thqt all imports

made under the Aduance Authorization Scheme on or after 13th October,

2017 and upto and incLuding 9th Januarg, 2O19, uLhich cottld not meet

the pre-import condition, mag be regulanzed bg makiry1 pagmenLs as

prescibed in the Customs CircuLar No. 16/2023 - Custorns deted 7tt1

June, 2O23. For this rea,son also, no confiscation can be rTone nor ang

redemption fine can be imposed.

75. Further, in the present case, once the Petitioner pctgs tl'Le IGST, it

would amount to the Petitioner not hauing auailed the benefit of the
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exemption and the issue u,ould be regularized. Therefore, the prouisions

of Section I I I (o) of the Customs Act u-ttll not be attracted'

Consequently, no ilne and penaltg unlitd be recouerable from the

Petitioner.

76. l'or ttll, the aforesaid reasons, LUe pass the following orders:

O lt is daclared that Circular No. 16 of 2023-Custom's cl'ated 7th Junc'

2023, to the extent that it purports to leuy interest upon the IGS'I

payrrtr:nt, is begond the proubions of the Customs Toriff Act' 1975

ancl is bad in law;

(ii) T'he impugned Order doted 1st Augus| 2024, to the extent that it

seeks lo recouer interest, confiscate goods, impose redemption fine
and impose penaltg, i-s quashed and set asi.de;

(iI

in view of tl-re above Order, the amended Section 3(121 of the Customs

'l'arill Act, 1975 is prospective in nature and would apply only with effect lrom

I 6rh August 2024.

7.7 Thus, the dccisions in the cases of Chiripal Polg Fihns Ltd. (supra)'

Mahindra & Mahind.ra (supra) and A' R. Sulphono.tes Put. Ltd. (supra)

establish that Scction 3(12) of the Customs Tariff Act, prior to its amendment

effective from 16.O8.2024, did not extend the provisions of the Customs Act,

1962, lor charging interest to IGST.

Further, bt:lore adverting to the merits of the present appeal, it is pertinent

ii

1{)

1;1 C

that thc adjudicating authority has found that refund claim has not been

thin pcriod of limitation of one year from the payment of such duty.

ore, th<: trppellant is not eligible for refund. It is observed that the appellantk
C

paid thc intcrest in the months of August 2O18, December 2019 and

September 2O2l ln respect of the subject O4 Bills of Entry and filed the refund

claim on 06.03.2024, i.e., beyond the prescribed period of one year from the date

of pal,rnent o1'such duty/interest as stipulated under Section 27 of t}:.e Customs

Act, 1962. In this regard, Section 27(l) of the Customs Acl, 1962 provides that

any person claiming refund of any duty or interest paid or borne by him sha1l
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(iit) It is declared that the amendment to the proubions of Section 3

(t2) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 by Finance (No.2) Act, 2024

dated 16th August, 2O24 is prospectiue in nature and is applicable

onlg from 16th August, 2O24 onuards;
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mal<e an application in the prescribed form before the expiry of one year from

the date of such payment. Accordingly, I concur with the findings of the

adjudicating authority that the refund claim is time-barred and not admissible

as per the existing law. Further in the absence of any substantive grounds

challenging rejection on limitation, and in particular as the appcllant has not

contested the rejection on the ground of limitation eithcr i1l the appeal

memorandum or in the additional submissions, the appeal rcrnains effectively

uncontested so far as rejection on limitation is concerned and is therefore liable

to be rejected as such.

9. The appellant vide additional submission dated 17.02.2026 submitted

that, simultaneously, on the subject matter, and based on the investigation

conducted, the DRI, Kolkata Zor,.al Unil, has issued Show Causc Notice dated

12.Og.2O1g ( SCN') in the name of M/s. Shah Industries, ("appe1lant"), and thc

SCN was adjudicated and Order-ln-Original (OIO) No.

3 6/ SJ(3 6) / PCC(ADJN. ) / MUMBAI I 2023 -24 dated : 2a. 1 2.2023. Bcing aggrieved

by the said OIO, the appellant has filed the appeal on O1.O4.2O24 before the

Hon'ble CESTAT, Mumbai, and then in the said matter the Irinal Order No.

FO / C I A / 87 OOO-87 oo t / 2o25-CU [DB], dated 2025- | 1 - 1 9 dated 1 6.O 7.2026 has

been passed in the favour of the appellant. The OIO to the cxtent, it was

confirmed the demand towards Interest, Redemption Fine and Penalties has

been set-aside.

9.1 The appellant further submitted that the Hon'ble Tribunal, Mumbai

observed in the order dated 16.01.2026 that the Hon'ble High Court of Bombay,

in the case of Mahindra and, Mahindra Ltd. , 2022 (l}l 'l'Ml 2022, rtpoti

examination of the issue regarding paJment of interest on the demand o-f e-VD,

SAD and surcharge, being recovered under Section 28 of the Cusroms AclJ 1962.

have held that since Section 3(1) of the Customs Tariff Act, .l 975, which .is the

charging section for lely of CVD, has not borrowed the aspect of levy or demand

of such interest, penalty etc. from the Customs Act, 1962, the same is not

applicable to the CVD, SAD etc. and the same is confirmed by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court by rejecting the appeal filed by the Department of Customs. It

was observed by the Hon'ble Tribunal that in the Special Leavc Petition (Civil)

Diary No. 18824 /2023 filed by the Revenue against the above judgement of the

Hon'ble High Court of Bombay, the Hon'ble Supreme Court had dismissed the

SLP, being devoid of any merits. Further, in the Review Pel,jtion Diary No.
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41195 12023 preforred by the department, the Hon'ble Supreme Court had also

hcld that ther'e is no error apparent on the face of the record or any merit in the

llcvicw Petitron, rvzrrranting reconsideration of the order impugned. Therefore,

the Hon'ble Suprcrne Court dismissed the Review Petition. It was held that the

lr:gal provisions lrnder Section 3(12) of the Customs Tariff Act, 1975 were

suitably amendcd vide Finance (No. 2) Act, 2024. w.e.f. 16.08.2024, so as to

specifically rnclude the provision for lely ofinterest, penalty etc. It is held that it

clearly transprres that the amended provisions ofsub-section (12) ofSection 3 of

thc Customs 'larriff Act, 1975 shall come into force w.e.f. 16.O8.2024 and shall

not bc applic'airk: during the disputed period, which is prior to the date of such

amendment. 'l'hcrefore, Tribunal was of the consrdered opinion that demand of

intcrcst, finc anrl ;>c:nalty on the appellants is not legally sustainable.

llant. While the findings of the Hon'b1e Tribunal have a bearing on the issues

fu laim, which appears to be barred by limitation under the statute. In

rcumstances, I am of the considered view that, in the interest ofjustice,\t
C

atter dcserves to be remanded to the adjudicating authority for fresh

9.3 Accordingly, I allow the appeal by way of remand to the adjudicating

authority with the direction to pass the fresh speaking order in light of the
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9 .2 In vr< rv of thc foregoing, it is observed that the refund application

has been filecl beyond the prescribed statutory time limit and is, therefore, prima

facic hit by limrtntion and not maintainable in law. However, it is also noted that

at the time of passing the impugned Order-in-Original dated 1,3.O5.2024, lhe

F-inal Order No. l1'O/C/A/87000-8700112O25-CU [DB] dated 16.O1.2026 passt:d

by thc Honble CESTAT, Mumbai was not available for conslderation, and hence

the adjudicating authority did not have the benefit of examining the present

nlattcr in light o1'the said judicial pronouncement. It is further observed that the

aibrcsaid orclcr- of the Hon'ble Tribunal was passed in an appeal filed bv the

erppr:llant against Order-in- Original No.

3{r/SJ(36)/P{IC(ADJN.)/MUMBAI / 2023-24 dated 28.t2.2O23, arrsing out of

Show Cause Noticc dated 12.O9.2019 issued to M/s. Shah Industries based on

investigatrons conducted by DRI, Kolkata Zonal Unit, as contended by the

, the present proceedings pertain specifically to the rejection of the

consideration. 'l'he adjudicating authority shall re-examine the facts of the case

and decrde thc issue afresh in the light of the aforesaid order of the Honble

l'ribunal and ur accordance with iaw.



F.No. S/49-237/cusnMN/24-2s

aforesaid observations. As regards powers of Commissioner (Appeals) to remand

cases, I rely upon the judgment of Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in casc

of Medico Labs - 2OO4 (173) ELT 117 (Guj.), judgment of Hon'ble l3ombay High

Court in case of Ganesh Benzoplast Ltd. I2O2O (37 4\ 8.L."1.552 (Bom.)l and

orders of Honble Tribunal in case of Prem Steels P. Ltd. 12O12-"llOL- 13 17-

CESTAT-DELI and Hawkins Cookers Ltd. 12012 (284) E.L.T. 677 (Tri. * Del.)l

wherein it has been held that Commissioner (Appeals) has power to remand the

case under Section-35A(3) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 and Section-128A(3)

of the Customs Act, 1962.

10. In view of the above, the appeal filed by the appellant is allowed by r,r,,ay of

remand.
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By Registered Po5t A.D.

F. No. S/49-237lCUS/AHD / 2o24-2s

To,

(0 M/s Shah industries Ltd,
Cl l27O, GIDC estate Naroda,
Ahmedabad-382 330,

CUSTOMS, AHMEDABAD.

Datcd -3 I .O3.2026
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Copy to:

The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs Ilouse

Ahmedabad.

2. The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Customs (Prev), .Iamnagar

3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner of Customs, Customs House,

Pipavav.
4. Guard File.
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