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Brief facts of the case-

Mr. Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim holding Passport No. T5901859

(hereinafter also referred as "the Passenger") arrived at Terminal-2, SVPI

Airport, Ahmedabad Dubai to Ahmedabad ot O4.O2.2O20 in the F1y Dubai

Flight No. FZ-437 on O4.O2.2O2O. On the basis of suspicious movement of the

passenger, he was intercepted by the officers of Customs for detailed checking

after he opted for ciearance through green channel.

2.L He was inquired whether he were having any dutiabie/ restricted items

to declare before Customs, in response to which he replied in negative. The

said passenger was asked to walk through the Door Frame Metal Detector

(DFMD) Machine after removing all the metallic objects he was wearing on his

body. The passenger removed his belt, wallet, and mobile phone and kept in

the plastic tray and passed through the DFMD, but nothing objectionable was

noticed. The passenger was having black colour checked in baggage wrapped in

piastic and one green coloured hand bag. Thereafter, baggage of the passenger

was put in the baggage Scanning Machine and on scanning of black colour

trolley bag, images of the black colour bag was found to be suspicious. The

Customs authorities asked the passenger whether he was having any dutiable

goods in the said trolley bag to which he denied. Being not satisfied, the

Customs authorities, after taking the consent of the passenger, removed the

secured wrapping of the trolley bag and the bag was scanned in the machine

once again and observed many dark metallic images in the bottom side of the

trolley bag. Thereafter with the consent of the passenger, the Customs Oflicers

removed all the contents of the trolley bag and placed the items in the bag such

as various boxes of chocolates, dates, bed sheets and crayon etc. in the

scanning machine, still the bottom of the various boxes appeared dark on the
baggage screening machine. The passenger was once again asked by the
Customs authorities whether he was carrying any dutiable item (especially any
metal e.g. Gold/silver) inside the bottom portion of various boxes he was

carrying in his checked in baggage to which he again denied having any such
item- Thereafter, the customs authorities informed the passenger to cut-open a

portion of the bottom side of the packets/boxes in order to examine the reason
for such dark metallic images appearing in the scanning machine. The
passenger readily agreed and informed the officers that the customs
authorities were free to examine the troiley bag as per their satisfaction.
Thereafter, the customs oflicers cut and opened the bottom of the various
boxes/packets viz. 02 bedsheets, 01 crayon packet, 01 Dates packets and 05
chocolate packets and found concealed blue coloured carbon papers and black
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coloured plastic paper in the middle of packing material and found some yellow

coloured foil inside the black coloured plastic papers and recovered the same.

3. Thereafter, Government Approved Valuer Shri Kartikey Soni was called by

Customs authorities telephonically for valuation and was informed that yellow

coloured metallic foils were recovered from a passenger and he needed to come

to Airport for testing and valuation of the said foils. After testing the said foils

and Government Approved Valuer as per his Valuation report dated

O4.O2.2O2O, stated that gold foils are totally weighing 535.200 Grams and are

having purity 999.9 are valued at Rs. 19,48,021/- (Rupees Nineteen lakhs forty

eight thousand and twenty one only) (Tariff Value) and Rs. 22,48,910 I -

(Rupees Twenty two lakhs forty eight thousand nine hundred and ten only)

(Market Value) which were placed under seizure vide Panchnama dated

04.O2.2O2O under the reasonable belief that the said goods were smuggled into

India and same is liable for confiscation under Customs Act, 1962. Tbe

packing material nameiy biack coioured trolley bag and various articles from

which the gold was recovered were also placed under seizure vide panchnama

drawn on 04 .O2.2O2O under the reasonable belief that same is liable for

confiscation under Section 118(a) & 119 of the Customs Act, 7962.
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4. Statement of Mr. Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim was recorded on O4.O2.2O2O

wherein he, inter alia, stated that -
.t he has studied upto 12th standard from Gujarat; he can read, write and

understand English, Hindi and Gujarati languages;

* he was working as a carpenter/interior designer since last two years and

earned approx. Rs. 15000/- per month

* he had gone to Dubai on 3O.OI.2O2O from Mumbai by SpiceJet Flight no.

SG13 and returned by Fly Dubai Flight rro. FZ 437 from Dubai to

Ahmedabad on O4.O2.2O20 at SVPI Airport, Ahmedabad Terminal 2 as an

International passenger;

* the gold in foil form recovered from his check-in trolley bag pertains to his

uncle Mr. Farooqbhai Khatri in Dubai;

.1. he went to Dubai for attending interview for interior designer and during

the time of return, his uncle gave him the biack trolley bag and asked him

to take the same to his uncie's home and his to and fro tickets was booked

by his uncle;
.1. he had brought gold in foil form by concealing inside blue carbon paper

and black coloured plastic paperin various packing materials to escaape

from t-lle clutches of Customs and to evade payment of Customs duty'



* he stated that he knows that smuggling of gold without payment of

customs duty is an offence but as he had intention to evade customs duty;

.i. he admitted that he had intentionally not declared the said gold before the

Customs Authorities on his arrival at SVP International Airport

Ahmedabad, as he wanted to escape from clutches of Customs and to

evade payment of Customs duty.

6. An SCN dated 30.07.2020 was issued to Mr. Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim,

by the Joint Commissioner, Customs Ahmedabad as to why :

i) Gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams having purity 999.9 valued at

Rs. 19,48,021/- (Rupees Nineteen lakhs forty eight thousand and twenty

one only) (Tariff Value) and Rs. 22,48,9101- (Rupees Twenty two lakhs

forty eight thousand nine hundred and ten only) (Market Value) placed

under seizure vide panchnama drawn on O4.O2.2O20, should not be

confiscated under the provisions of Sections 111(d), 111(i), 111(1) and

111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962;

ii) The packing material - black coloured trolley bag containing other

packing materials - used to conceal and hide the gold placed under

seizure under panchnama dated O4.O2.2O2O are also liable for

confiscation under section 118(a) and 119 of the Customs Act, 1962

iii) Penalty should not be imposed upon the passenger under Sections

1 12(a) and 1 12(b) of the Customs Act, 1962

DEFENCE REPLY & PERSONAL HEARING:-

7. Mr. Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim has not liled any defence reply to the
show cause notice issued.

8. The Personal Hearing through video conferencing facility in the matter
was granted on 18.02.2o21. The noticee appeared on 7g.02.2021 for personal
hearing through video conferencing. He stated that he was working as a
carpenter/ interior designer and went to Dubai for interview as Interior
Decorator.His his uncle Mr. Farooqbhai Khatri stays in Dubai who had
arranged for his to and fro tickets to Dubai. During the time of return, his
uncle gave him the black trolley bag and asked him to take the same to his
home.The passenger said he did not know what was inside the bag.He is
innocent and he is not involved in this case and requested to spare him irom
the case.
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DISCUSSION & FINDINGS

9. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the oral submission

made during the course of personal hearing as well as the documents available

on records. I proceed to decide the case on the basis of facts and evidences

available on record.

10. The sole issue for consideration is the proposal for conhscation of Gold

foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams having purity 999.9 are valued at

Rs.19,48,021/- (Rupees Nineteen lakhs forty eight thousand and twenty one

only) (Tariff Value) and Rs. 22,48,910/- (Rupees Twenty two lakhs forty eight

thousand nine hundred and ten only) (Market Value) placed under seizure vide

panchnama drawn on O4.O2.2O2O.The seizure was made under Section 110 of

Customs Act, 1962 on the reasonable belief that the said goods were smuggled

into India and liable for confiscation.

ll. I find that the panchnama clearly draws out the fact that the passenger

was intercepted when he was passing and was about to exit the green channei,

and on the basis of suspicious movement, personal search of the passenger

and his baggage was conducted. The passenger did not declare the gold and

denied to have dutiable goods. It is mentioned in the panchnama that on

scanning of black colour troliey bag, images of the black colour bag was iound

to be suspicious. The Customs Ofhcer asked the passenger whether he was

having any dutiable goods in the said trolley bag to which he denied. Being not

satisfied, the Customs officers, after taking the consent of the passenger,

removed the secured wrapping of the troliey bag and the bag was scanned in

the machine once again and observed many dark metallic images in the bottom

side of the trolley bag. Thereafter with the consent of the passenger, the

Customs Officers removed all the contents of the trolley bag and placed the

items in the bag such as various boxes of chocolates, dates, bed sheets and

crayon etc. in the scanning machine, stiil the bottom of the various boxes

appeared dark on the baggage screening machine. The passenger was once

again asked by the Customs officers whether he was carrying any dutiable item

inside the bottom portion of various boxes he was carrying in his checked in

baggage to which he again denied having any such item. Thereafter, the

Customs officers informed the passenger to cut-open a portion of the bottom

side of the packets/boxes in order to examine the reason for such dark metailic

images appearing in the scanning machine. Thereafter, the Customs officers

cut and opened the bottom of the various boxes/packets viz. 02 bedsheets, O1
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Crayon Packet, 01 Dates packets and 05 Chocolate packets and iound

concealed blue coloured carbon papers and black coloured plastic paper in the

middle of packing material and found some yellow coloured loil inside the black

coloured plastic papers and recovered the same. It is on record that the

passenger had admitted that he is aware that import of gold is a punishable

offence under Customs Act, 1962 and he had brought gold in foil form by

concealing inside blue carbon paper and black coloured plastic paperin various

packing materials to escape from the ciutches of Customs and to evade

payment of Customs duty.lt is also on record that the Government approved

valuer has tested and certified gold foils are totally weighing 535.200 Grams

are having purity 999.9 and are valued at Rs. 19,48,021/- (Rupees Nineteen

lakhs forty eight thousand and twenty one only) (Tariff Value) and Rs.

22,48,9LO/- (Rupees Twenty two lakhs forty eight thousand nine hundred and

ten only) (Market Value) which were placed under seizure vide Panchnama

dated 04.02.2020 in the presence of the passenger and Panchas.

L2. I find that it is quite clear that the passenger has neither questioned the

manner of the panchnama proceedings at the material time nor controverted

the facts detailed in the panchnama during the course of recording her

statement. Every procedure conducted during the panchnama by the Officers

is well documented and made in the presence of the panchas as well as the

passenger. The passenger has not dislodged any of the facts narrated in his

deposition. The passenger in his statement dated 04.O2.2020 has stated that

the gold in foil form recovered from his check-in trolley bag pertains to his

uncle Mr. Farooqbhai Khatri in Dubai. In his statement, passenger admitted he

is aware that import of gold is a punishable offence under Customs Act, 1962

and he had brought gold in foil form by concealing inside blue carbon paper

and black coloured plastic paper in various packing materials to escaape from

the clutches of Customs and to evade payment of Customs dury.ln fact, in his

statement, he has clearly admitted that he had not declared the seized items

i.e. Gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams having purity 999.9, on his

arrival before the Customs officer and thereby, violated provisions of Customs

Act, the Baggage Rules, the Foreign Trade (Development & Regulations) Act,

7992, the Foreign Trade (Development & Regulations) Rules, 1993 and the

Foreign Trade Policy 2O|5-2O2O.

13. It is seen that the passenger had not filed the baggage declaration form

or e-file baggage declaration through Atithi mobile application and had not

declared the gold which was in his possession, as envisaged under Section 77

of the Act read with the Baggage Rules and Baggage Regulations. As per Rule 5

of Baggage Rules 2016; a passenger residing abroad for more than one year, on
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return to India, shall be allowed clearance free of duty in his bona fide baggage

of jewellery upto a weight, of twentlr grams with a value cap of fifty thousand

rupees if brought by a gentleman passenger, or forty grams with a value cap of

one lakh rupees if brought by a lady passenger.The passenger had gone abroad

on 30.0 1.2O2O and is a ineligible passenger. Gold in any other form is not

allowed duty free and gold recovered from him that i.e. Gold foils totally

weighing 535.200 Grams having purity 999.9 which is pure gold and is not

permitted and cannot be considered bonafide baggage under Baggage Rules

2016. Gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams having purity 999.9 cannot be

construed as 'bonafide baggage' within the meaning of Section 79 of tine

Customs Act 1962 read with Para 2.26 of the Foreign Trade Policy, 2O|5-2O2O.

As per Para 2.26 of the Foreign Trade Poiicy, a passenger is allowed to import

bona-lide household and personal effect only, as his bona-hde baggage. In his

statement dated 04.02.2020, passenger admitted he is aware that import of

gold is a punishable offence under Customs Act, 1962 and he had brought

gold in foil form by concealing inside blue carbon paper and black coioured

plastic paper in various packing materials to escape from the clutches of

Customs and to evade payment of Customs duty. It is seen that the said

passenger attempted to smuggle the goods without li1ing the Customs

declaration form, which is in contravention of section 77 ol the Customs Act

1962 read with the Baggage Rules, 2016 ('Baggage RuiesJ and Regulation 3 of

the Customs Baggage Declaration Regulations, 2Oi3 ('Baggage Regulations).

The above act on the part of the said passenger is amounting to smuggling

within the meaning of Section 2(39) of the Customs Act 1962. It is also seen

that the gold is to be construed as 'prohibited', in terms of the provisions of

Section 2(33) of the Customs Act 1962. Hence, it is proved beyond doubt that

all the above acts of contravention on the part of the passenger have rendered

that gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams and having purity 999.9 and

valued at Rs. 19,48,021/- (Rupees Nineteen iakhs forty eight thousand and

twenty one only) (Tariff Value) and Rs. 22,48,910 l- (Rupees Twenty two lakhs

forty eight thousand nine hundred and ten only) (Market Value)which were

placed under seizure vide Panchnama dated 04 .O2.2O2O , are iiable for

confiscation under the provisions of Sections 111(d), (i), 111(l) and 111(m) of

the Act. From the facts discussed above, the passenger could not produce any

documents showing the legitimate import of the said gold in to India on

payment of duty through legal channels. Therefore, it appears that the said

gold was imported in contravention of the provision of Customs Act, 1962, by

the said passenger. As per Section 123 of Customs Act, 1962, gold is a notified

item and when goods notified thereunder are seized under the provision of

Customs Act, 1962, on the reasonable belief that they are smuggled goods, the

burden to prove that they are not smuggled, shall be on the person from whose
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possession the goods have been seized. Since the said passenger could not

produce any documents showing the legitimate import of the said gold into

India on payment of duty or regarding its iawful possession, it appears that the

said gold of foreign origin was imported in contravention of the provision of

Customs Act, 1962, and therefore are liable to confiscation under section

111(d), 111(i), 111(1), 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962.

14. I further find that the gold is not on the list of prohibited items per se but

import of the same is controlled. The view taken by the Hon'ble Supreme Court

in the case of Om Prakash Bhatia however in very clear terms lay down the

principle t-hat if importation and exportation of goods are subject to certain

prescribed conditions, which are to be fulfilled before or after clearance of

goods, non-fulfillment of such conditions would make the goods fal1 within the

ambit of 'prohibited goods'. This makes the gold seized in the present case

"prohibited goods" as the passenger trying to smuggle it without filing any

declaration. The passenger has admitted in his statement dated O4.O2.2O2O

has stated that gold in foil form recovered from his check-in trolley bag

pertains to his uncle Mr. Farooqbhai Khatri in Dubai. Further, he stated that

he had brought gold in foil form by concealing inside blue carbon paper and

black coloured plastic paper in various packing materials to escaape from the

clutches of Customs and to evade payment of Customs duty. By using this

modus it is proved that the goods are offending in nature, on its importation.

Here, conditions are not fulfilled by the passenger. Hence, I am of the view that

the gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams and having purity 999.9

recovered from the passenger would be liable to absolute confiscation. I am

therefore, not inclined to use my discretion to give an option to redeem gold

foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams and having purity 999.9 on payment of a

redemption fine, as envisaged under Section 125 ofthe Act.

15. Further, before the Kerala High Court in the case of Abdul Razak

l2ll2(275) ELT 300 (Ker)l , the petitioner had contended that under rhe

Foreign Trade (Exemption from application of rules in certain cases) Order,

1993, gold was not a prohibited item and can be released on payment of

redemption fine. The Hon''ble High Court held as under :

" Ajter hearing both sides and afier consideing the statutory prouisions, ue do
not think the appellant, as a matter of nght, can cloim release of the goods on
paAment of redemption fine and dufu. Euen though gold as such is not a
prohibited item and can be imported, sucLt import is subject to lot of restictions
including the necessitg to declare the goods on arriual ot the Customs Station
and make pagment of duty at the rate prescibed. There is no need for us in this
case to consider the conditions on which import is permissibte and uhether the
conditions are satisf.ed because the appellant attempted to smuggle out the
goods bg concealing the same in emergencg light, mixie, gind.er and- car homs
etc. and hence the goods so brought is prohibitory goods as there is clear
uiolation of the statutory prouisions for the normal import of gold.. Further, as per
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the statement giuen by the appellant under Section 108 of the Act, he is onlg a
carrier i.e. professional smuggler smuggling goods on behalf of others for
consideration. We, therefore, do not find anA meit tn the appellant's case that
he lias the right to get the confiscated gold released on poAment of redemption
fine and dutg under Section 125 of the Act."

f6. I further find that in the case of Khemani Purshottam Mohandas vs

CC,CSI Airport, Mumbai reported rn2Ol7 (354) ELT 275 ('lri. Mumbai),Hon'ble

Tribunal also upheld the absolute conliscation of the seized smuggled gold

holding the view that allowing redemption fine is at discretion of the

adjudicating authority based on the facts of case and the fact of smuggling of

gold was not disputed in the case of Hon'ble Tribunal. In the case before me,

the fact is that the passenger attempted to smuggle the gold foils with an

intention to evade detention by Customs and therefore I am not inclined to use

discretion of giving option to the passenger as I find that the smuggled gold in

the present case is liable to absolute confiscation.

17. Similarly in its decision, the High Court of Madras in the case of

Samyanathan Murugesan reported at 2OOg (2471 ELT 21(Mad) held that the

Commissioner's order for absolute conliscation in a case of smuggling of gold

was proper.

Further I Iind that in a recent case decided by the Hon'ble High Court of

Madras reported at 2016-TIOL-1664-HC-MAD-CUS in respect of Malabar

Diamond Gallery Pvt Ltd, the Court while holding gold jewellery as prohibited

goods under Section 2(33) of the Customs Act, 1962 had recorded that

"restriction" also means prohibition. In Para 89 of the order it was recorded as

under ;

89. While consideing a prayer for prouisional release, pending

adjudication, whether all the aboue can whollg be ignored bg the

authorities, enjoined utth a dutg, to enforce the statutory prouisions,

rules and notiftcations, in letter and spiit, in consonance utith the

objects and intention of the Legislature, imposing

prohibitions/ restrictions under the Customs Act, 1962 or under ang

other laut, for th.e time being in force, we are of the uiew that all tLrc

auttaities are bound to follow tLe same, wLtereuer, prohibition or

restiction i.s imposed, and uhen tte tuord, "restriction", olso means

prohibition, as held bg the Hon'ble Apex Court in Om Prakash

Bhatia's case (cited supra).

18. The Hon'ble High Court Of Madras in the matter of COMMISSIONER OF

CUSTOMS (AIR), CHENNAI-I Versus P. SINNASAMY 2016 (344) E.L.T.

i154 (Mad.) held-
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Tibunal had arrogated pouters of adjudicating authority bg directing

autlaity to release gold bg exercising option in fauour of respondent -

Tribunal had ouerlooked categoical finding of adjudicating authoitA that

respondent had deliberately attempted to smuggle 2548.3 grams of gold, by

concealing and uithout declaration of Customs for monetary consideration -

Adjudicating authoitg had giuen reasons for confiscation of gold tt-thile

allowing redemption of other goods on pdAment of jlne - Discretion exercised

bg authoitg to deng release, is in accordance uith law - Interkrence bg

Tibunal is against lana and unjustified -

Redemption fine - Option - Conftscation of smuggled gold - Redemption

cannot be allowed, as a matter of ight - Discretion confened on adjudicoting

authoity to decide - Not open to Tibunal to issue ang positiue directions to

adjudicating autlaitg to exercise option in fauour of redemption.

19. ln 2O2O (371) E.L.T. 22a (Mad.), The High Court Of Judicature At

Madras in the matter of Commissioner Of Customs (Air), Chennai-l Versus

Abdul Azeez has held that established facts indicated that noticee had

smuggled gold into country and he had no documents/explanation for its
lawful possession and there was no scope for remand of matter to

Commissioner with direction to exercise discretion to give option for

redemption of gold.

21. From the above judicial pronouncements, it is clear that in case of

prohibited goods and smuggling, discretion is vested with the adjudicating

authority to give an option to the passenger/ importer to pay line in lieu of

confiscation. In the instant case, the smuggling of gold foils was done by the

passenger. This leaves me with no option but to absolutely con{iscate the gold

foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams and having purity 999.9.

22. Further, I find that the packing material viz black coloured trolley bag

containing other packing materials used in concealing the said gold having no

commercial value used for concealment of the seized goods is also liable for the

absolute confiscation under 118(a) and 119 of the Customs Act, 1962.

23. By using the modus of concealment of the said gold in foil form by

concealing inside blue carbon paper and black coloured plastic paper in
various packing materials in his trolleybag, it is proved that the goods are

offending in nature, on its importation. It is seen that he has involved in
carrying, keeping, concealing and has dealt with the offending goods in a

Page 10 of 12



manner which he knr
under the Act. rt ,ril,:'"|.::;::TJ};rieve were riabre to connscation

undeclared and conceated in his t.oir"y o.e i,l;.T::::,jT.r::r-fl:::jintention to evade payment of customs duty. The record before me suggest thatthe Passenger did not choose to declare it as he chose green channel forCustoms clearance afte
gord roils tota,y weigni;r;:;;T;Tj;l';:X,:T ffi I,;;, il:..;under seizure vide panchnama drawn on 04 .o2 .2020. The passenger hasadmitted in his statement dated 04 .02.2020 has stated gold in fo, formrecovered from his check-in trolley bag pertains to his uncle Mr. Farooqbhai
Khatri in Dubai' In his statement dated 04.o2.2020, passenger admitted he is
aware that import of gold is a punishabre offence under customs Act, 1g62
and he had brought gold in foil form by concearing inside biue carbon paper
and black coloured prastic paper in various packing materials to escape from
the clutches of customs and to evade payment of customs duty. The passenger
had tried to clear the gold foils totalry weighing s35.200 Grams and having
purity 999.9 by not declaring the same on arrival at the airport.l lind no
merits of submissions of the passenger in his personal hearing he did not
know what was inside the bag and he is innocent and he is not involved in this
case as the retraction is derayed and done maybe on iegar advice and is not
admissible now. Therefore, I find that he has committed an offence of the
nature described in section 112(a) & 1 12(b) of customs Act, 1962 makes him
liable for penalty under Section 112 (i) of the Customs Act, 1962.

24. Given my above findings, I pass the following Order.

ORDER

I order absolute confiscation of Gold foils totally weighing 535.200 Grams

having purity 999.9 valued at Rs.19,48,021/- (Rupees Ninereen lakhs

forty eight thousand and twenty one only) (Tariff Value) and Rs.

22,48,910 /- (Rupees Twenty two lakhs forty eight thousand nine

hundred and ten only) (Market Value) placed under seizure vide

panchnama drawn on O4.O2.202O and attempted to be smuggled and

recovered from the passenger, under the provisions of Sections 111(d),

1 i 1(i), 1 1 1 0),1 1 1 (m) of the Customs Act 1962;

I order absolute confiscation the black coloured trolley bag containing

other packing materials - used to conceal and hide the gold, placed

under Seizure Vide Panchnama drawn on O4.O2.2O2O under the

provisions of Section 118(a) and 119 of the Customs Act, 7962.

ll
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o/c-

I impose a penalty of Rs'2'00'000 /- (Rupees Two lakh only ) on Mr'

Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim under the provisions of Sections 1i2(i) of

tlre Customs Act 1962 '

(Amit Kumar

Joint Commis sron

Customs, Ahmedabad.

Date 07 .O4.2O21F. No. VIII/ to-76 I o&A/ HQ/ SVPIA /2020-21

BY SPEED POST A.D.

To,

Mr. Sufiyan Hasambhai Khadim,

Nr. Ibrahim Masid, Bandar Road,

Mangrol, Junagadh, Gujarat-362225

Copy to:
o The Principal Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad.

. The Deputy Commissioner, Customs, RRA, Ahmedabad.

. The Deputy Commissioner, Customs(Alu), SVPIA, Customs, Ahmedabad

o The Deputy Commissioner, Customs, Recovery Cell, Ahmedabad.

. The Deputy Commissioner, Customs, Legal Prosecution, Ahmedabad.

. The System In-charge, Customs, Ahmedabad for upload on the official

website i.e. http: / / wrryw.ahmedabadcustoms. qov. rn

The Guard File.
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