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Brief Facts:

2. The AIU oflicers asked the passenger if he had anything dutiable to be

declared to Customs, to which he denied. The passenger was having one hand

bag, three check-in bags and one carton. Thereafter, the AIU ofhcers asked

him to pass through the DFMD instalied at the arrival hall after removing all

metallic objects from his body/clothes. The passenger removed his mobile,

belt, wallet etc. and passed through the DFMD. A loud beep sound was heard

from the DFMD machine indicating the presence of some metallic object on

his body. The passenger once again asked to remove any more metallic items

concealed in his body however the passenger denied to have any metallic

substance in his body. The passenger was once again asked to pass through

the DFMD machine and this time again a loud beep sound was generated.

Then, after repeated asking by the Customs officers about the concealment/

presence of some metallic substance in his body and after repeated denials,

the passenger admitted that he had concealed two kadiwali gold chains totally

weighing 233.280 grams which he was wearing on his neck under his

sweatshirt and kept it on the tray placed on table and he was again asked to

pass through the DFMD machine, whereupon no beep sound was generated

by the machine. On being asked by the Customs AIU Officer about the said

kadiwali gold chains, Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya admitted that

they were made of pure gold

Mr. Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya, S/o Sureshbhai Manibhai

Limbachiya aged 28 years (D.O.B. 28.01.1992) holding Indian Passport

Number U634927 I (Mobile-+9 1 7 04 1558216 I +9 1 8 14 i0687 67\ and residing

at C-66, Morarbaug Society, Beside Yesha Hospital, Padra, Vadodara-39!44O

had arrived by Air Arabia Flight No. G9 489 from Sharjah to Ahmedabad on

16.0l.202l at Terminal 2 of SVPI Airport, Ahmedabad. On the basis of

passenger profiling through manifest, APIS and suspicious movement of the

said passenger, while the passenger was passing through Green Channel, he

was intercepted by the AIU officers at the exit ofthe green channel, as he along

with his baggage was required to be frisked and checking was to be carried

out.

Then, the AIU officers took the passenger along with his luggage to the

office of the Air Intelligence Unit situated opposite Belt No.5 in the Arrival Hall,
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SVPI Airport, Ahmedabad for further enquiry. The AIU officers then place the

recovered items, i.e., two Kadiwali Gold Chains in a transparent plastic box.

Thereafter, the AIU officer checked all baggages in detail one by one. However,

nothing objectionable was found.

3. The Government Approved Valuer was called at the SVPI Airport who

checked and examined the said two kadiwali gold chains and certified that the

said gold chains are of purity 999 totally weighing 233.28O Grams valued at

Rs. 11,76,384/- [Local Market Value] and Rs. 10,23,679 l- [Tariff Value], which

was calculated as per the Notification No. 04 l2O2l-Customs (N.T.) dated

15.O1.2021 and Notification No. 03/2021-Customs (N.T.) dated 07 .O1.2021.

4. The said two kadiwali gold chains totally weighing 233.280 grams

recovered from the passenger were placed under seizure vide Seizure

Memo/order under panchnama proceedings both dated 16.01.2021, underthe
reasonable belief that the goods were smuggled into India and liable for

confiscation under the provisions of the Customs Act, 1962.

5. The statement of Mr. Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya was recorded

orr 16.01.2021 under Section 108 of the Customs Act, 1962 wherein, he

interalia stated that the said two kadiwali gold chains recovered from his
possession was brought by him into India without disclosing the fact of having

the same to the Customs authority at the red channel. On being asked as to

what is the purpose of bringing 24Kt Kadiwali Gold chains weighing 233.28O

grams, he admitted that the same was purchased by him from a jeweller in

Dubai namely Anjali Jewellers & Goldsmith (LLC), gold Souq, Deira, Dubai for

AED - 51,130/- when he went to Dubai on 11.01.2O21 and brought the same

illicitly to evade payment of Customs duty and that he knew that smuggling of

gold without payment of customs duty is an offence but as he had temptation

to evade customs duty, so he tried to smuggle the gold. He stated that as he

was to evade payment of customs duty and smuggle the gold by concealing the

same, he did not declare the goods brought by him before any Customs Ofhcer

and the said concealed gold was detected during the personal search near the

exit of the green channel. He further stated that he had intentionally not

declared the said substance before Customs Authorities as he wanted to ciear

it iliicitly and evade payment of Customs duty.
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6. Accordingly, a Show Cause Notice was issued to Shri Nayankumar

Sureshbhai Limbachiya to show cause in writing to the Additional/Joint

Commissioner of Customs, as to why :-

(i) the recovered Gold in form of two kadiwali gold chains totally weighing

233.280 grams valued at Rs. 11,76,384 l-lLocal Market Valuel and Rs.

10,23,384/- [Tariff Value] placed under seizure vide panchnama drawn on

16.0l.2O2l, should not be confiscated under the provisions of Section 111(d),

1 1 1(i), 1 1 1(1) and 1 1 1(m) of the Act; and

(ii) Penalty should not be imposed upon the passenger Mr. Nayankumar

Sureshbhai Limbachiya under Section 112(a) and 112(b) of the Act.

Personal Hearing:

7. Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya was given opportunity of

personal hearing on 25.05.2022. Shri Rishikesh Mehra, Advocate and

Authorised Representative of Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya

appeared for the Personal Hearing virtuaily through video conference on

25.05.2022 at 17:15 hours. He reiterated the submissions aiready made in his

ietter dated Ol.O7 .2021 . He submitted that the gold brought by Shri

Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya was purchased by him and that his

client had submitted invoice at material time of booking case. He further

requested to take a lenient view in the case and release the gold on payment

of duty, fine and penalty. He further stated that he has nothing more to add

in this matter.

Defence Reply:

8. Shri Rishikesh Mehra, Advocate has filed defence reply dated O1.O7 .2021

on behalf of the noticee wherein it is stated that the gold worn by his client

belonged to him and that he had produced the bi11s from his purse pocket which

has been incorporated in panchnama. He has further submitted that the

Statement of Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya was recorded under fear

and duress of being arrested and hence they are not true and for the reasons

cannot be relied to be true for the purpose of invoking the violations as alleged

in the SCN. He has submitted that the gold was purchased by his client from

jewellery shop in Dubai and that due to fear of loot and theft, he had worn the
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same. Further, he has submitted that his client was travelling with his wife the

gold should have been considered of2 pax. He further added that his client vide

ietter dated 23.O2.2O21had requested for release of his gold on payment on duty,

penalty and fine and for waiver of Show Cause Notice.

8.1 He has further submitted that his client is not a frequent flyer and as this

was his first visit, he was not knowing about the relevant iaws and that the

airlines staff had neither bothered to provide the Customs declaration form nor

the same was handed to him during time of disembarkation.

A.2 He further submitted that the panchnama and statement u/S 108 of the

Customs Act, 1962 and all other documents were prepared in English language

and that since the noticee has studied in Gujarati Medium, he knows English

language very little so he couid not understand the statement properly and hence

the statement was taken under threat and duress. He has further submitted that

due to ignorance of law he was unable to fill declaration form.

8.3 He further submitted that his client cannot be penalized as he has not

acquired possession of or in any way concerned in carrying, removing,

depositing, harbouring, keeping, concealing selling or purchasing or in any other

manner dealing with any goods which he knows or has reason to believe are

liable to confiscation under Section 111 (d), (i), (1) and (m).

8.4 He has cited the following case laws and R.A. orders:

1. Noor Aga Vs. the State of Punjab (S.C.)

2. Yakub Ibrasher Yousuf 2011 (263)ELT-685 (Tri. Mum) and subsequently
20 I 4.TTOL_27 7.CESTAT.MUM.

3. Shaikh Jameel Pashs Vs. Govt. of India 1997 (9ll EW 277 (API.

4. Kadar Mydeen Vs. Commissioner of Customs (Preventive), West Bengal
2011 (136) ELT 758.

5. Order No. 426/04 issued vide F.No. 380/57 18 2OO4-RA Cus dated
2t.o9.2004.
6. Order No. 73l2O2O-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated 28.O5.2O2O in cla
Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/s Shri Sajjan.

7. Order No. 58/2020-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated 21.05.2O2O in cla
Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/ s Shabbir Taherally Udaipurwala.

8. Order No. 6lI2O2O-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated 21.05.2O2O in c/a
Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/s Basheer Mohammed Mansuri.
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9. Order No. I26|2O2O-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated O7.O8.2O2O in c/a
Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/s Hemant Kumar.

10. Order No. 123-124/2O2O-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated 07.O8.2O2O in
c/a Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/s Rajesh Bhimji Panchal.

11. 2019(369)E.L.T. 1677 (G.O.l) in c/a Ashok Kumar Verma.

12. Order No. 20l2O27-CUS(WZ)/ASRA/MUMBAI dated 17.O2.2021 in cla
Commissioner, Customs, Ahmedabad v/s Divyesh Dhanvantray Gandhi.

13. Ashok Verma - 2OI9 (369) ELT 1677 (GOII

14. Copier Company Vs Commissioner of Customs, Chennal (2008
(2o18)ELT- 142 (Tribunal)

15. Union of India Vs. Dhanak M Ramji 2Ol (252)ELT A 102 (S.C.)

16. A. Rajkumari Vs CC (Chennai) 2015 (321)ELT 540 (Tri Chennai).

DISCUSSION & FINDINGS:

9, I have carefully gone through the facts of this case and the submissions

made by the noticee and the case laws cited therein. I therefore proceed to decide

the instant case on the basis of evidences and documents available on record

and the submission made during the personal hearing.

10. The main issues to be decided in the instant case is whether Gold in the

form of 02 kadiwali chains totally weighing233.28O grams of 24 kt having purity

of 999.0 recovered from the passenger, having value of Rs. 11,76,384/- (Rupees

Eleven Lakhs Seventy Six Thoussand Three Hundred and Eighty Four only)

[Local Market Value] and Rs. 10,23,679l- (Rupees Ten Lakhs Twenty Three

Thousand Six Hundred and Seventy Nine only) [Tariff Value] is liable for

confiscation or not and whether the passenger is liable for personal penalty

under the provisions of Section 112 of the Customs Act, 1962.

11. I find that the noticee has given his submission vide his letter dated

O1.O7.2021. I find that the noticee has contested that he knows little English

language, he could not understand it properly and that the panchnama and

statement were signed by him under duress and threat. I also find that the

noticee has submitted that he is not a frequent flyer and it was his first visit and

as such he was ignorant of law and therefore he was unable to fill declaration

form.
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11.1 In this regard, from the records and evidences available, I find that the

claim of noticee of knowing very litt1e English language is faise and is an

afterthought put forth by him. In this regard, I hnd that the noticee had earlier

submitted letter dated 23.02.2021 for waiver of show cause notice and release of

gold on payment of duty, penalty and fine in proper English language. Further,

I find that the invoice/ document produced by the noticee is of loose TT bar while

the passenger was carrying the said gold converted into 02 kadiwali chains. In

this regard, I find that even if the passenger had produced documents/invoice

for purchase of said gold, the same cannot justify the attempt made by the

passenger to illicitly and clandestinely remove the impugned goid by way of

converting the same in jewellery form and concealing the same without declaring

it to the Customs. It is a fact on record that the impugned gold was in his

possession and was carried by the passenger when he was interdicted by the

Customs whiie attempting to exit the Customs Airport by opting for green

channel clearance.

11,2 Purther, I find that the caratage and lineness ofthe seized gold as certified

by the approved valuer further shows that these are not fully processed jewelIery

items but jewellery in a crude form made of 24 karats with 999 purity/fineness

which can further be put in to use like that of a standard gold bar with the said

caratage and purity. Therefore, I llnd that the gold in crude jewellery form

concealed on the person of the passenger that was attempted to be illicitly

removed without declaring it to the Customs is a deliberate act with willful

intention to remove the gold from Customs area illicitly knowing well that the

impugned gold is liable for confiscation and hence is an act of smuggling. I also

find that he had admitted in his Statement dated 16.O1.2021 that the said goid

was purchased by him from Dubai.

11.3 Further, I find that the noticee has submitted that he was unaware of law

as this was his Iirst visit abroad and the airlines had not provided the declaration

form, he could not fili Customs Declaration Form. In this regard, I lind that the

act of the noticee to convert the loose TT gold bars in to crude jewellery form and

carrying the same by wearing it on his person itself proves that the noticee was

well aware about the laws regarding import of gold into India. Further, I find that

the noticee could have Iiled declaration form even if he was not provided the
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same by the airlines if he had approached and orally declared it to the Customs

Authorities to help him at Red Channel which is on the way towards Green

Channel of Arrival HaIl of Terminal 2 building of SVPI Airport. Hence, the

contention of the noticee that he was ignorant of law is an afterthought and

made-up story to justify the illegal act committed by him. Further, I find that the

ignorance of law is not an excuse and a violator of law cannot escape the liabilily
for violating the law on ttre pretext/ground of being unaware of the law and its

provisions.

12. I find that the said gold was placed under seizure vide seizure order under
panchnama proceedings both dated 16.01.2021. The seizure was made under

Section I 10 of Customs Act, 1962 on a reasonable belief that the said goods were

smuggled into India and liable for confiscation. In the statement recorded on

76.01.2O2L, the passenger had admitted that he did not want to declare the

seized gold carried by him to the Customs on his arrival in the SVPI Airport so

that he could clear it illicitly and evade the payment of Customs duty payable

thereon. It is also on record that the Government approved valuer has tested and

certified that the said 02 kadiwali chains were made of 24Kt gold of purity 999.0

and totally weighing 233.280 Grams with a value of Rs.11,76,384 /- (Rupees

Eleven Lakhs Seventy Six Thoussand Three Hundred and Eighry Four only)

[Local Market Value] and Rs.10,23,679/- (Rupees Ten Lakhs Twenty Three

Thousand Six Hundred and Sevent5r Nine only) [Tariff Value]. The recovered gold

was accordingly seized vide Seizure Order under Panchnama proceedings both

dated 16.01.2021 in the presence ofthe passenger and Panchas.

13. I also find that the passenger has neither questioned the manner of

panchnama proceedings nor controverted the facts detailed in the panchnama

during the course of recording his statement. Every procedure conducted during

the panchnama proceedings by the Customs Oflicers is well documented and

made in the presence of the panchas as well as the passenger. The passenger

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

his statement dated 16.01.2021 has stated that the said gold was purchased by

him from Dubai. Shri Nayanumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya has clearly admitted

that he had intentionally not deciared the gold recovered and seized from him on

his arrival before the Customs with an intent to clear them illicitly and evade

payment of Customs duty which is an offence under Customs Act, 1962 and the



Page 8 of 12

Rules and Regulations made under it. In fact, in his statement dated 16.01.2021,

the passenger admitted that he had intentionally not declared the seized items

i.e., 02 kadiwali gold chain totally weighing 233.28O grams of 24 Kt having purity

of 999.0 on his arrival before the Customs officer with an intent to clear it illicitly
and evade payment of Customs duty.

14, I thus find that the recovery of gold from the possession of the passenger

which was concealed and not declared to the Customs with an intention to

iliicltly clear it from the Customs Airport to evade the payment of Customs du[r
is an act of smuggling and the same is conclusively proved. By his above act of

commission, it is proved beyond doubt that the passenger has violated Section

77 of. the Customs Act, 1962 read with Regulation 3 of Customs Baggage

Declaration Regulations, 2013. I also find that the goid imported by the

passenger was purchased by him from Dubai. Therefore, the gold imported by

the passenger in the form of 02 kadiwali chains and deliberately not declared

before the Customs on his arrivai in India cannot be treated as a bonaiide

household goods or personal effects and thus the passenger has contravened the

Para 2.26 of the Foreign Trade Policy 2O15-2O and thereby Section 11(1) of the

Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992 read with Section 3(2) and

3(3) of the Foreign Trade (Development and Regulation) Act, 1992 read in

conjunction with Section 1i(3) of Customs Act, 7962 ard the relevant provisions

of Baggage Rules, 2016, Customs Baggage Declaration Regulations, 2013 and

Notification No.5O/2017-Customs dated 30.06.2017 as amended.

15. On the basis of the facts discussed above, I find that the 02 kadiwali gold

chains recovered from the passenger of 24kt having of purity 999.0 totaily

weighing totally weighing 233.28O grams is liable for confiscation, under the

provisions of Sections 111(d), (i), (l) and 111(m) of the Customs Act 1962,

16. Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Om Prakash Bhatia reported at 2003

(155) ELT 423 (SC) has held that if importation and exportation of goods are

subject to certain prescribed conditions, which are to be fulfilled before or after

clearance of goods, goods would fall within the ambit of 'prohibited goods' if such

conditions are not fulfilled. In the instant case, the goid recovered from the

passenger in the form of 02 kadiwali gold chains totally weighing 233.280 grams
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that were concealed under the clothes he was wearing, kept undeclared and

carried by the Passenger, are goods prohibited in nature. Hence, I am of the view

that the gold recovered from the passenger would be liable to absolute

confiscation. The passenger in his statement dated 16.01.2021 stated that the

gold in form of 02 kadiwali chains was carried by him from Dubai and that it
was purchased by him from Dubai. He further admitted that he was aware that

import of gold was a punishable offence under Customs Act, 1962 and he had

brought the gold in the form of kadiwali chains concealing the same under the

clothes he was wearing to evade payment of Customs Duty.

L7. In the case of Samynathan Murugesan | 2OO9 (247\ E.LT 21, (Mad)1, the

High Court upheld the absolute confiscation, ordered by the adjudicating

authority, in similar facts and circumstances. Further, in the said case of

smuggling of gold, the High Court of Madras in the case of Samyanathan

Murugesan reported at 2OO9 (247) ELT 2 1 (Mad) has ruled that as the goods were

prohibited and there was concealment, the Commissioner's order for absolute

confiscation was upheld.

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

Madras reported at 2O16-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, 7962 had recorded that

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

under;

While considering a praAer for prouisional release, pending

adjudication, uhether all the aboue can whollg be ignored by the authoities,

enjoined uith o dutg, to enforce the statutory prouisions, rules and notifications,

in letter and spiit, in consonance with the objects and intention of the Legislature,

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

law, for the time being in force, tte are of the uieu that all the authorities are bound

to follout the same, whereuer, prohibition or restiction is imposed, and u-then the

word., "restriction", aiso means prohibition, as hetd bg the Hon'ble Apex Court in

Om Prakash Bhatia's ca.se (cited supra).



19. 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. 154

(Mad.) has held that -

Tlibunal had anogated potuers of adjudicating authoritg by directing

authoritA to release gold bg exercising option in fauour of respondent - Tibunal
had overlooked categoical finding of adjudicating authoritg that respondent had

deliberately attempted to smuggle 2548.3 grams of gold, bg concealing and

uithout declaration of Customs for monetary consideration - Adjudicating

authority had giuen reasons for confiscation of gold while allowing redemption of
other goods on pagment of fine - Discretion exercised bg authoity to deny release,

is in accordance with lau - Interference by Tibunal is against law and unjustified

Redemption fine - Option - Confi-scation of smuggled gold - Redemption cannot be

alloued, as a matter of right - Di.scretion conferred on odjudicating authoity to

decide - Not open to Tribunal to issue anA positiue directions to adjudicating

authoitA to exercise option in fauour of redemption.

20. In 2019 (37O) E.L.T. 1743 (G.O.I.), before the Government of India, Ministry
of Finance, lDepartment of Revenue - Revisionary Authority]; Ms. Mallika Arya,

Additional Secretary in the case of Abdul Kalam Ammangod Kunhamu vide

Order No. 17 /2O19-Cus., dated 7-LO-2O19 in F. No. 375/06/B/2O17-RA stated

that it is observed that C.B.I. & C. had issued instruction vide Letter F. No.

a95 I 5192-C.us. VI, dated 10-5- 1993 wherein it has been instructed that "in
respect of gold seized for non-declaration, no option to redeem the same on

redemption hne under Section 125 of the Customs Acl, 1962 should be given

except in very trivial cases where the adjudicating authority is satisfled that there

was no concealment of the gold in question".

2t. The passenger (Noticee) by concealing the impugned gold carried by him

and not declaring it to the Customs on arrival, has thus violated the provisions

of Customs Iaws and the Rules and Regulations made under it. Given the facts

of the present case before me and the judgements and ruiings cited above, I hnd

that the gold that was concealed on his person by the passenger without

declaring the same to the Customs and attempted to be removed illicitly from the

Customs area is therefore liable to be confiscated. Accordingly, I hold that the

02 kadiwali chains totally weighing 233.280 grams of 24Kt gold having purity of
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999.0 recovered from the passenger and placed under seizure are liable to

confiscation under Section 111(d), (i), (l) & (m) of the Act. However, I find that the

noticee has submitted the invoice bearing No. HO-398 dated 13.01.2021

evidencing the purchase of 233.280 grams of loose TT bar for AED 51130 by the

Noticee from M/s Anjali Jewellers and Goldsmith LLC, Deira, Dubai. I also find

that the concealment in this case is not very ingenious and the passenger is also

not a carrier and do not have a history of carrying/smuggling goid frequently for

others with a profit motive. I am therefore inclined to use my discretion in this

case to give an option to the passenger (Noticee) to redeem the impugned seized

gold on payment of redemption line as provided under Section 125 of the Act.

22, I further find that the passenger by concealing and not declaring the gold

carried by him to the Customs attempted to remove the gold illicitiy with wiliful

intention to evade payment of Customs Duty in contravention of the provisions

of the Customs Act, 1962 and the Rules and Regulations made under it. The

commission of the said act by the passenger have rendered the impugned gold

liable for conliscation Therefore, I find that the passenger is liable for penal

action under Section 112(a)(i) of the Customs Act,1962 and I hold accordingly.

23.

I order absolute confiscation of the impugned 24Kt gold in the form of

02 kadiwali chains having purity 999.0 totally weighing 233.280 grams,

having value of Rs.l1,76,384/- (Rupees Eleven Lakhs Seventy Six

Thoussand Three Hundred and Eighty Four only) [Local Market Value]

and Rs.10,23,679/- (Rupees Ten Lakhs Twenty Three Thousand Six

Hundred and Seventy Nine only) [Tariff Vaiue] seized vide Seizure order

under panchnama proceedings both dated 16.01 .202 1 under the

provisions of Section 111(d), (i), (1) and (m) of the Customs Act 1962;

I give an option to Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya to redeem

the impugned 02 kadiwali gold chains on payment of redemption fine

of Rs. 3,OO,OOO/- (Rupees Three Lakhs only) under Section 125(1) of

the Customs Act, 1962 in addition to the duty chargeable and any other

charges payable in respect ofthe imported goods as per Section 125(2)

of the Customs Act, 1962.

1

Page 11 of 12

Accordingly, I order as given below:

ORDER

ii.
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11r I impose a penalty of Rs.2,OO,OOO/- (Rupees TWo Lakhs Only) on Shri

Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya under the provisions of Section

112 (a) (i) of the Customs Act 1962.

24. This order is issued without prejudice to any other action that may be

taken against the Noticee/ Noticees or any other person(s) concerned with said

goods under the Customs Act, 1962, or any other law for the time being in force

in India.

25, Accordingly, the Show Cause Notice No. VIII/ 10-

162 I SVPIA I OeA I HQ I 2O2O-2 1 dated 18.06.2O2t stands dispo sed of

13 ob.?.av
(Abilash K. Sreenivasanf
Additional Commissioner

Date:73.06.2022F. No. VIII/ 10-162/SVPIA lo&,AlHQl2o2o-21
DrN- 2022067lMNOOOO2 12 12A

To,
Shri Nayankumar Sureshbhai Limbachiya,

S/o Sureshbhai Manibhai Limbachiya,

C-66, Morarbaug Society, Beside Yesha Hospital,

Padra, Vadodara-39 l44O

to:

The Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad.
The Deputy Commissioner of Customs, AIU, SVPIA, Ahmedabad.
The Deputy Commissioner of Customs, Task Force, Ahmedabad.
The Assistant Commissioner of Customs, SVPIA, Ahmedabad.
The System In-Charge, Customs, HQ., Ahmedabad for uploading on
the official web-site i.e. http: / /www.ahmedabadcustoms.gov.in
Guard File.

copy

1)

2)

3)

4l
s)

6)

Bu Speed Post AD


