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Mr. Zatar Igbal
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Mr. M. Hanif Pochi
Mr. Wali Muhammad

FFor the Respondent Mr. Igbal 11 Kalyar, Principal Appraiser

This revision petition was filed under Section 25D ol the Customs Act, 1969 against
Customs values determined vide Valuation Ruling No.1390/2022 dated 18-01-2022 issued
under Section 25A of the Customs Act, 1969, inter alia. on the following grounds:

“Being highly aggrieved and extremely dissatisfied with ihie impugned valuation ruling No.
1390/2022 dated 18-01-2022 for Sweet Corn . Canned Pincapples & Fruit Cocktail issued by
the Director valuation, Directorate of valuation department which is arbitrary., incorrect,
wijust and illegal, the Petitioner being the affected person who is the importer of goods i.e.
Sweer Corn ., Canned Pineapple & Fruit Cocktail prefers to file this revision petition uiidler
Section 25-D of the Custom Act, before the Honorable Awthority and pray that honorable
authority would be pleased to call for the records and procecdings of the learned Respondent
in exercise of wrevision powers U/S 25-D and set aside the inipugned  valuation
ruling/determination of customs value afier examining the legality aind correctiess of the
same on the following facts and growds namelyv.
FACTS
[~ That the petitioner M/s. ROYAL TRADE IMPEX is regisiered and regular inporter of
Sweer Corn , Canned Pineapple & Fruit Cockiail since last many years and
clearance is obtained against fait. declaration with « respectable reputation and
record of law abiding and tax complicnce company who believes in fuir practice of
husiness

2- That Respondent Director valuation lias issued the impugned valuation ruling which
is arbitrarily adjudged on presumptive/hvpothetical valwe and issued in ey totally
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ignoring the standard of transaction value, in violation of section 25 of the custom
Act 1969 and custom rules 2001.

3= That the most crucial thing which has been ignored while determination of impugned
valuation is that increase in prices of general conmmodity aid essential in the present
circumstances will increase the prices (o general conswmners and poor persois who
shall be the worst sufferer and this is against the policy of government and an extra
burden to common man and poor people and hence petitioner is aggricved by the
action of respondent

4= That as regards the para 3 of the impugned Valuation ruling, it is a crucial disclosure
that invoices are manipulated which is again incorrect as in presence of vl i
valuation ruling value cannot be suppressed hence all contents of para 3 are i
correct and irrelevant and don’'t make « valid reason for revision of valuation ruling
and  further more it is also incorrect that transactional valwe  method  found
inapplicable whereas on the contrary custom assessment departiient is refeasing the
goods declarations by application of valuation ruling without any difficulty or
complain from the trade.

-’ 5- Without prejudice to the above | it is submitied that contents of paragraphs also not
containing any valuable proposal finpuireasons as put forth by concerned
collectorate for issuance/revision of valuation ruling hence these facts proves render
the process of issuance of valuation ruling outright illegal and wn fenful as no inpil
has been incorporated in the impugned valuation ruling

6- That impugned valuation has been issued withoul ¢xaniiining the jacts andd documents
warranting any change for increase neither huge decline devenveard trend e the
prices in international market were noted but prices of this product were siable henee
enhancing the valuation is not supported by evidence hence valuation riding is it
Justified and shall be called back as non speaking order

7- That custom data of past Y0 days import reveals and confiruis stable prices of the
commodity and enhancement is without any justification.

8- That the Importer reserves his rights to submit evidences i further record al the
time of personal hearing so called for

- GROUNDS OF REVISION

A= That the impugned valuation ruling 1590/2022 dated 15-01-2022 has heen issued
withow considering the fuct and evidences hence is not o speaking order aiid
therefore completely malafide. arbitrary without Jurisdiction and of no legal
uf[ﬂ'(.'l,

B~ The methodology adopted in the impugiied valuation ruling is contrary o the lave
and provision of Section 23 and also ageinst the cuicdelines given in valuation
rules and judgments so issued by honorable high court in similar cases and
therefore having following defects and illegalitios:

i) The respondent has not disclosed that wiiat resources 1o verifn
genuineness of invoices were reguired wlich were found absent
andd not available with the respondent and why any effort has not
heen made 1o make them available to exercise proper jurisdiction
of determination wider section 23 (1) read with section 25 () of
the Custont Act 1969
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That the Respondent has given «a vogue reason of non-
determination of value in sequential order and under proper
method when it is apparent on custons record data that
transactional value of identical goods sold for export (o Pakistan
was available with the Respondent which are lesser than value so
fixed in impugned valuation ruling.

C- That it is an admitted fact available o record and even i the customs records
that prices of subject goods in the international markets have shovwn stability or
stight decline but impugned valuation has been jixed on higher side ignoring alf
the facts which proves that it has been issued in lnwry and without application of
mind and using sources available to department.

D- That it is established principle of interpretation of the law that plain language of
the law is to be applicd. A bare perusal of the section 25 shows that it is specially
provided in sub-section (1) of section 25 that the custont value of the imported
goods subject to provision of sections/ rules shall be the traisactional value and
method 1 to 4 are primary method and mandatory 1o be adopied and if they
cannot applied then secondary method are 1o be applicd bu wihen custom

e department regularly releasing the Goods by applying the in force valuation

ruling then enhancing the value without any support is not acceptable and

without any law

E- That petitioner is holding a good reputation aid strictly follow rules and all faows
of country and all transactions are transparent cnd through bankiing ¢l minel aiid
suddenly increasing the value of product will harin the inporter and price

‘ increase to general consumers

F- That petitioner reserved the right to submit further wrounds and any evidence i
its support at the time of hearing.

PRAYER

It is prayed that this authority in exercise of jurisdiction so given in section 25-0 may ity
be pleased to:

a) In the interest of justice Set aside or modify the impugned valuation ruling 1590/2022
o dated 18-01-2022 and declare the impugned determined values being illegal,

arbitrary and invalid and ultra virus in the eye of law

h) The present consignments are lying at port incurring heavy port demurrage
shipping line container detention charges. thercjore said Valuation Ruling No.
1390/2022 dated 18-01-2022 under section 23-A Custon Act 1969 not sustainable
maintainable, we request vou to kindly same nay be set aside on the urgent basis.

¢) Grant any other relief deemed fit in the circumstances.”

g8 The respondent department was asked to furnish comments o the arguments
submitted by the petitioners in the cuse. Para-wise comments on the petition are given as
under:-

“BRIEF O THE CASE

Earlier, the customs values of Sweer Corn, Canned Pineapple & Fruit Cocktail were
determined wnder Section 254 of the Customs Act, 1969, vide Valuation Ruling No.963/2016
dated 11-11-2016. The Valuation Ruling was over 3 vears old which needed 1o be revised in
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accordance with current market values of the subject goods. Representations Jrom importers
were also received in this office for issuance of fresh Valuation Ruling for the subject goods.
L order to rationalize the import values of subject goods, ain exercise was widertaken by the
Directorate General of Customs Valuation to re-determine the Customs Values of the subject
goods in terms of Section 254 of the Customs Act, 1969, Meetings were hield on 22-11-2021
and 02-12-2021 with the importers and other stakeholders. The importers of the subject
goods submitted that the local market prices have gone dovn. The imporicrs further
contended that current market (rend and the freight facior may also be considered while
determining the value of the subject goods. The siakeliolders were requested (o submit the
relevant import documents including Sales Tax Invoices. The stakeholders did not provide the
complete documents including sales tax invoices despite repeated requests.

Valuation methods provided in Section 25 of the Customs Ao 1969 wereduly applicd in their
regilar sequential order (o arrvive at Customs Valwes of thie subject goods. The (ransaction
Value Method as provided in Sub-Section (1) of Section 235 of the e, 1969, was found
inapplicable because requisite information was not available as per lavw. The wide variation
of values displayed in the import data as available on record also strengthened  the
aforementioned fact. Hence, requisite information under the law swas not available to arrive
at the transaction value. Therefore, idemtical / similar goods value methods as provided in
Sub-Section (3) & (6) of Section 25 of the Customs :Act, 1909, were exauined for applicabilit:
(o the valuation issue in the instant case. The sane provided some reference values bur conld
not be refied upon exclusively. In line with the statutory sequential order of Seciion 23, this
office conducted market inguiries under Sub-Scction (7) of Section 25 of the Customs e,
1909, however, this method of valuation could not be cxclusively relicd upon. Therefore,
valuation method vide Section 25(8) of the Act ibid vwas examined for valvation but the saine
iso could not bhe applied as conversion cost fiom the constituent material aned allied
voenses, dai the country of export were not available for manufacturing of e subject goods.
sinally, clearance data, market information and international prices througl inicraet were
wvamined thoroughly and the information so vathered vwas utilized for deterpination o/
custonms values of the subject goods under Section 23¢9 of the Customs et 1969, and
notified in terms of Section 234 vide Valuation Ruling No, ! 390 7 2022 dated 18-0/1-2022 for
untifarar assessment all over the country.

PARAWISE COMMENTS

Lt reply 1o the coments of the instant revision petitions. paravwise comments on behalf of
Respondents abovenamed are submitted as under: -

- Para-(1): Need no conments being introduction of petitioners anud theie imports,

Para-(2); It is submitied that the contents of Para-i2) are denied 1o the extent declored
value of the consignment is not reliable and ot acceprable in terms  of
Section23 (1) of the Customs Act, 1969, in preseince of Valuation Ruling
available under Section 235-A of the Customs et 1909, The Valuation Ruding is
exhaustive whicl is abvavs taken for assesswient prepose o cases where i
declared value is on lower side. The Valuation Ruding has beew issued under
Section 25-Aof the Custons Act, 1969, which alvwavs prevails upon the declared
value, which i turnisnotproofojexacitransactional  value ssessments  are
beingmadeas per said Valuation Rudings all over the country bur ondy the wder
reference  petitioners  seem o be  agerieved. s osuch o the  said
ValwationRulingNo. [ 390/2022deted  18-01-20220as  correctly aned justifiably
heen issued for uniform assessment all over the conney,

Para-(3) Denied. 1t is submivted thar the customs vatue of wider reference voods lid
EIN heen determined strictly in accordance with ihie provisions of Section 25 of the
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Customs Act, 1969.Moreover, the petitioners, on the other hand. did not subnit
requisite import documents or any evidence (o siehstantiate their cause o

wrievance and to enable this forum (o verific the truth and accuracy of

transaction  valueof  theapplicant.As — per Rule-1090f  theValuation Rules
issuedunder SRO No. 4300072001, dated 15-06-2004  (Chapter-1X), in the
absence of valid import documents. the burden (o prove the of iransactioi
values shifis to the importers/applicants. As sucli the same is nol against ilie
principles of lavw rather the same is based on facii i grownd realities. Furtherit
issubmittedthatthe RespondentNo.(1) — has — correctly  andlawfullvrejected
thepetitionsbeingdevoid — of — merits by counsel ofihepetitioners  was
confrontechvith - thediscrepancies which emerged as vesult  of serutiny:
however, he wasimable (o provide any plausible explanation.

Denied. It is submitted that the impugned Ruling was issued after considering
the representation of the petitioners and view point of all the stakeholders. The
record of Valuation Ruling No.965 / 2016 dated 11-11-2016 and arguments it

Sorward by the Appellants were duly considercd during process of issuance of

Vaduation Ruling. The Appellants were asked io furiish relevant documents so
as 1o enable that forun to verify the trutl and cecuracy of their coientions hui
no corroboratory import docwments were provided by any ol them. No evideice
was placed on record to indicate that any deviation fronn the: existing feaves
provisions as envisaged in Section 23 read with Section 23-AoftheCustomsAct.
1969, hasbeenaccurred. Thepetitionersconddnotsubstantiatetheirclainnvithsuppor
ting documents on record. No supporting documents /evidences have been
provided by the Appellanis to reject department’s views and in support of their
contention.  As  such  Valuation  Ruline  No 1390 2022 clated 18-01 -
2022haslawfullvandiustifiablybeen issued i teras of Section Qi of the
Customs Act, 1969, Further.it is submited that ol valiation methods o
envisaged under Section 23 of the Customs e 1969, were duly exticsted anid
examined for applicabilitvto theissuein theinsiant casehy givingreasons Jar
rejecting the sameand finallveustoms valuesweredetermined in terims of Sub-
Section (9)of Section 25 of the Custonis AAct, 1909,

Denied. It is respecifully submitied that the customs values of wnder reference
coods had been determined strictly in accordance witl the provisions of Section
25 of the Customs cct, 1969, Morcover, the petitioners, on the other hane, did
not submit the requisite corroboratorvimport documents or any evidenee (o
substantiate their cause of grievance and 1o enable this forwm to verify the tratl

and accuracy of transaction value of the applicaint. s per Rule-109 ol

the Valuation Rules issued wnder SRO - No. /5000, 2001,  dated  18-06-2001
(Chapter-1X), in the absence of valid import docanents, tie burden to prove the
transaction value shifts to the importers *applicanis. As such the same s nol
against the principles of law rather the saure Is based on factual groiids
realities.

Not Agreed. It is submitted that while issting the Valuation Ruling foraiy
imported commodity under Section 23-A. the Lirector of Custonins Viduation has
been empowered to exhaust all the valuation methods i.e. Sub-Sections (). (3.
(G), (7), (8) & (9) of Section 25.0f the Cusioms Act, 1969 sequentially. 11 iy
submitied thai customs values for issuance of Valuation Rulings are properi{y
determined in terms of Subsections (1) 10 (91 of Section 25 of the Custons el
1969, sequentially. However, the word “whicliever is applicable” as used i
Sub-Section (1) of Section 234 gives discretion o the conpetent authoriny 1o

aclopt the method as suited to the determination of value wnder Section 25-4d of
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the Act ibid, which may or may not be applied in a sequential maier
Moreover. it is submitted that it is not necessary that the transaction value of the
petitioners must be accepted by the Custons authorities. According 1o the
provisions of Section 25 of the Customs AAct, 1969, e burden of proofthat the
declared transaction values are Jair lies upon the importer wiho may justify their
declarations through documentary evidences.

GROUNDS

Para-(A) &
B3

Pura-(C):

Para-(D):

Not Agreed. 1t is submitied that the petitioners liave simply claimed for
theacceptance of their declaration but didd not submit iy turaible docitments
in support to justify their declarations disclosing full and accurate detaiiy
relating to the value of the imporied goods as per Para-108 of Cusions
Rules, 2001, As such the tramsaction value cannot be aceepted in absence of
any relevant import evidences and documents ete. However, the said
Valuation Ruling No.1590/2022, dated 18-01-2022 las lawfully anid

Justifiably been issucd in terms of Section 250 of the Custoniy Aci. 1909, Sor

uniform — assessment —all over  the  coury. luriher, record of
previousValuation Ruling No. 9632016 duted [1-11-20160 swas also duly
considered while determining the custons values of tnder reference goods.
Market enquiries were conducted i this case whicl revealed higher prices
of underreference goods in the local markets and inernational market.
However, afier examining and exhausting ol the valuation methods as
envisaged under Section 25 of the Customs Act, 1909, the cusionis valies
weredetermined wnder Section 23(9) aid notifivd in ternis of Section 234 of
the Customs Act. 1969, vide Valuation Ruline No 1 390:2022 dated 18-01-
2022, Jor umiform Assessment all over il couniy.

Ir is submitted that the contention of the petitioners is based on presuiplions
as in support of the claim no tangible docunicents lave been submitied as
required under Para-(108) of the Custonms Rudes, 2000 A declaration
disclosing full and accurate details relating to tie value afimporied oods as
claimed by the petitioner. Further, customs value liive beci deferamined after
all the information so gathered was evalucred and analvzed in flexible
manner applying the provisions of Section 250V of tie Custons ¢l 1969,
Contrary to above, the petitioner has even not disclosed dhe inipor cata or
local selling prices of imported goods neither submitied —aiy import
documents i.e. sales tax paid invoices ete. in support of their contention.
Further. it is not correct that custonis values have been fived as the concept
of “fivation of value™ no more exists i the Custons Tariffrather custons
values are being determined in terms of Section 23dq) the Customs et
1969,

i this regard it is submitted that this Directoraie General fas deteriinedihie
minimum customs values in the Valuation Ruling No. 1390 0 2022 dated @ 18-
(11-2022 for level playing field and jor wniforne assessment all over the
Customs Stations of the country. Inport daic of previous 90 davs avas
analvzed and evaluated and after gathering o/l information. the Customs
values have been determined i terms of Section 25:9) o the Custons At
1969, vide above referred Valwaion Ruling 1 is subwiitied it this
Direciorate General convened meetings for the deterntination of Swweet Corn,
Canned Pineapple & Fruit Cocktail and all stcheliolders veere duly fnvited.
They were asked to provide import documents such as copies of Sales Tax
Paid Invoices to justify their transactional value but o onesubmitted the
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said documents ete. As such Respondent has acted according 1o fow wihile
determining and issuing the said valuaiion vl

Para-(L): It is submitted that the Petitioner has simply claimed for the aceeptanceof
their declaration but did not submit any tangible documents in support 1o
Justify their declarations disclosing full and accurare details relating tothe
value of the imported goods as per Para-108 of Custonis Rudes, 20070 s
such the transaction value cannot he accepted in absence of aiy relevant
import evidences and documents ete. s such transaction vorlue cannal he
accepted in absence of any relevant fmport evidences ciidd docinents efe.
Instead of furnishing ainy docunientary evidence abowdovenfudl in prices in
international  market, they relied upon their rhetoric of dectine in
international market prices. As such the Respoudent has acted accor fing io
lane by issuing the said Valuation Ruling for wniform assessiment all over the
Counry.

Para-(F) + Relates to the time of hearing before the comperont anifioriy.
PRAYER

In view of above narrated facts, it is submitted that the petitioner i required (o gel the goods
cleared as per Valuation Ruling issued under Section 25-/1 of the Customs Act, 1969, which is
legal and lawful. The Valuation Ruling No. 139072022, detoid 18-01-2022 has lawfully heen
issued after considering all the facts and figures and alicr Jottowing valuation methods
sequentially as per law. As such the same may he allowed 1o Lold ficld jor wniform assessnent
all over the country. The assessments made vn the basis of 1 aluaion Riding are correet and
petitioners aie liable 10 pay duty /' taxes as per Valuation Ruling. On the other side. the
petitioner failed to furnish the requisite import documents particularly copies of Sales Tax
Paid Invoices issued during the last four months showing (/e vaiues of suppliers (excluding
duty & taxes) to substantiate their contentions which are  essentially  required  for
determination of customs values.

In view of above, it is respectfullv praved that the said Vaivaion Ruding mav be allovwed i
hold field for assessment being lawful and valid. 15 sucly o celief is warraited (o he gived lo
the petitioners and assessments are liable to made as per said Valuation Ruling. in the light
of above submissions and Jactual - position. the wnder reference  petition  being not

mcintainable is liable to be dismissed and rejected accordingly. ™

ORDIER

-

3. Hearing was conducted on  17-03-2022 on which date the petitioners and  the

respondent departiment were heard in detail. The petitioners contended that the Customs value
of their products, as determined by the respondent department. do ot depiet the prevailing
situation of the international and local market, where such values are on lower side. They
further azitated that the methods adopted by the departinont do not comply with the
methodology prescribed under Section 25 of the Customs Acl. Y69, The petitioners observed
that the impugned Valuation Ruling (VR) was issued alter the scrutiny of online data (o
extract evidence. which is not a reliable source. Moreover. besides cortain international/well-
known brands. there were many brands not covered in the impugned VR whereas the brands
covered are rarely available in the market. A primary arca ol concern Lo the appellants was

that the category of “Others brands™ in the impugned VR is creating problems as most ol the
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imported goods, coming from Philippines bear brand names (that are locally registered). Any
brand not mentioned in the impugned VR is subjected to value determined in respect of the
category “Other Brands™ which renders it un-competitive vis-a-vis the specified imported
brand(s) and therefore the VR was badly affecting this business segment. Moreover, Customs
values determined at serial No.2 and 3 for Pineapple (Full Slices) and Pineapple (Broken
Slices) are incorrect and not based on market reality as the price of Pincapple (full slices) is
higher than the prices of Pineapple (broken slices) in the market. They further stated that the
values of some international/superior brands have not been enhanced at the same pitch of
increuse vis-a-vis the values of local/low end brands. Finally most of the petitioners requested

that Customs values should be determined origin wise instead ol brand wisc.

4. On the other hand, the departmental representative (D.R.) stated along with evidence
that the prevailing market trends were fully observed and were kept in account during the
whole exercise conducted under Section 25 of the Customs Act.1969. Moreover. the D.R.
explained the process by justifving how each method was tested and finally adopting Section
25(9) for determination of the Customs value. The D.R. stated that stakeholder(s) were
requested to submit their proposals/suggestions as well as documentation in support of their
declarations and claimed Customs values. However no importer/trader supplied any reliable
document or other corroboratory evidences to substantiate their declared values. Accordingly.

the record available with the D.R. was examined which revealed that the market survey report

5. Another aspect which drew attention was the contention of the petitioners (and
reflected through import data of the relevant period) that most of the imports i.e. [ruit cocktail
and/or pineapple were from the same origin i.e. Philippine. supplicr. same composition (of
the cunned contents) albeit with differing brand (names). However. brands that were not
specitied in the impugned VR would necessarily be categorized in the “Others™ category.
which on account of the higher determined value vis-d-vis the specified Brands. would be
subject to higher values, causing an inequitable treatment for goods. that were same for all
practical purposes. Moreover, since the goods were from same origin/supplicr. the price
variation between the individual brands appeared to be on higher side. Another observable
disparity was that the Customs value in respect of Pineapple (Full Slices at Sr.No.2) and
Pincapple (Broken Slices at Sr.No.3) seems to be reversed. Price of Pincapple (full slices) 1s
higher than the prices of Pineapple (broken slices) in the market. Finally, the claim ol the
petitioners that the values of some famous/superior brands hud not been enhanced vis-i-vis

the values of inferior/low end brands merits consideration.

0. On account of the foregoing observations and visible infirmities, the arguments ol the
petitioners carry weight and the process of determination needs to be re-visited. Accordingly.
the impugned Valuation Ruling No.1598./2022 dated 18.01.2022 is, hereby. ordered to be set
aside and the Director, Customs (Valuation), Karachi ordercd to undertake fresh exercise,
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under Section 25A of the Customs Act, 1969. to determine the Customs values of subject

goods especially with reference to brands, weight and the prevailing international prices ol

the goods. This exercise is to be completed within 45 days at the carliest in accordance with

law. ulter giving a fair opportunity of hearing to the petitioner(s)/ stakeholders. The instant

revision petitions, file

d in terms of Section 25D of the Customs Act. 1969, are disposed olf

accordingly.
7. Being identical on facts and law points. this order shall apply. muuatis nutandis, W the

following (27) petitions:

26
27

M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
NM/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.
M/s.

M/s
M/s
M/s
NM/s

Registered copy lo:

SNo. [ petiioners
| 1 | M/s. ALAL Brothers.
‘ G-4, N.R-1/2, Kanda Gali, Jodia Bazar, Karachi-74000.

ALA. Brothers

Memon Brothers,

Aisha Corporation,
Diamond Impex Corporation.
Qadri Traders,

Agar International (Pvt) Ltd,
Ahmed Agencies.

AFU International,

HAH Enterprises.

Al-Amna International
Ekada Corporation,

Fahad Brothers & Co.
AQTRA,

Al-Hamra International.
Bismillah Store.

Sun Shine Traders,

Ayub Trading Company.
Rizvi Brothers & Co.

M. International

SS Agencies,

General Foods Corporation.
Best Day International.

Pak International,

Anjum Asif & Co.

..M. Traders,

_International Brand Distributions
. Pacific Distributors

2 | M/s. Memon Brothers,

(Dr.Faged Igbal Qureshi)
irector General
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M/s. Adsha Corporation,

- Office No.3, Jumbo Centre, Mezzanine Floor, Opp Custom Housc. [Karachi. [
| Email_mecezial979@gmail.com. ancel.zia@gmail.con ) -
|

4 M/s. Diamond Impex Corporation,
' House No. 152-G/1. Block-02. Adjacent Khalid Bin Waleed Road. P.E.CILS.. Karachi.
_Cell No. 0333-2101903

20 | M/s. 8S Agencies,

~ M/s. Qadri Traders.

Shop No. 8. MR. /14, Kashil Chamber. Rambharti Street. Jodia Bazar, Karachi-74000.
| LEmail: gadritraders088@gmail.com - - ) ==
0 M/s. Agar International (Pvt) Ltd.
! House ol Agar, MR, 3/1. G-1, Boulton Market Road, Karachi-74000. ‘
Email_majid@agar.pk - o - |

M/s, Ahmed Agencies.,
| Alshar Road Ali Chowk, Multan.

8 Misc AFL International,
; OfTice No. 138, 1™ Floor. Al-Rehman Trade Center, Shahrah-c-Liaguat. Karachi.
| Cell No. 0321-8234912
) | M/s. HAL Enterprises.,
| FFlat No. 201, Plot No. 3-135, BMCHS Near. Tooso Apartinnt. Buhadurabad. Karachi East.
Gulshan Town, Karachi. Email: hamza.nasir@loutiooticon
Cell No. 0331-2502614
10 M/s. Al-Amna International,
Office No. 126, Al Rehman Trade Center, Shahrah-c-Linquat. Karachi. Cell No. 0300-24195 106

M/s. Ekada Corporation,
1 73/G. Block-02. PECHS. Karachi. Email: sales@@ekadacorporation,cons.
| Cell No., 0333-3213627

(2 - M/s. Fahad Brothers & Co,
Mustala Pride, Plot No. 161/3, Flat No.302, BMCHS. Bahadurabad. Karachi East. Gulshan Town
_Kurachi. Email: sohny80@gmail.com. Cell No. 0300-823-1v 2
3 M/s. AQTRA,
A" Floor, Qasar-¢-Zeba Building. Ali Akber Street. Near Acchi Qubar. Jodia Bazar. Karachi. Cell
No. 0300-8263994 |

MUso Al-Hamra International, i
_Shop No. 44, Shalimar Market, Main Boulevard DIA Road. Lahaore Cantt. Pakistan

15 NMYs. Bismillah Store,
122927, 1™ Floor. Shabbir Centre. Shahalam Market. Lahore, Email: bisiniliahstorc@hotmail.com. |

Phone 042-37667520.

14

e Nss Sun Shine Traders,
Plot NO. 33-1. Street No. 10, 1-9/2, Islamabad. Lmail: sst3 430 email.com

| Cell No. 0333-5257372
17 Ms. Avuab Trading Company.,
Branch Office No.33. Gate-D. Street No. 10, Sector [-9/2, Rawal Town, Ruwalpindi.
Email: shervaravub@gmail.com, Cell No. 0321-8545500

8 N/s. Rizvi Brothers & Co,
House No.3. Street No.4. Khalsa College, Opp Municipal Deeree College. Faisalabad.
| Einail: razarizvil LO@hotmail.com. Cell No. 033- 1611774,

|9 ' NY/s. ML International, " - o - ;
| Plot No. 143, Opposite Main ICE Factory, Near Railway Crossing. Harbancepura Road. Lahore.
| Cell No. 034:4-4360770

| Olfice No. 217, 2™ Floor, Zam Zam Mall, H-3. Near Lixpo Contre, Johar Town. Lahore, Ematl:
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Ms. Roval Trade Impex& Others
FFile .\'U.L)Li(\r’)Vul.1(9\‘-‘"()]:"2()21

M/s. General Foods Corporation, |

| 305-306. Al-Rehman Trade Centre. Main Shahrah-c-lLingul Karachi-74000
| M/s. Best Day International.

| 26-E. Main Market. Gulberg Town, Lahore. Email: salmantraders' yalioo.com
| CellNo. 0321-5161323
23 | M/s. Pak International,
| Office No. 309, 3% Floor. JJ Centre, Jodia Bazar. Karachi South. Saddar Town, Karachi.
l [Zmail: i_\\l,;ﬁﬂy_@#lmlmail.conﬁ}, Cell Noﬂ)_—_'ll_ﬁﬂl_?li I

24 | M/s. Roval Trade Impex.
| 13-85. Block-05, Gulshan-e-Igbal. Karachi Easl. Gulshan Town, Karachi.
| Email: inza786@hotamail.eom
2 | M/s. LML Traders,
| Flat No. 202, 2 Elgor, Dulara Avenue. Plot No. 928, Jamshcd Quarters.

| Karachi ligst.iiruchi.

20 | MUs. International Brand Distributions. C/o Nadeen & Company.
B N Floor, Pak Chambers. West Wharf Road. Karachi. Cell Ro- 03413160013
27 Vs, Pacific Distributors.,
13-172, Block-2. Gulshan-e-Iqbal. Karachi, Email: pacificdi ibitorsie o maleom
‘ | Phone: 021-34976530° . e R
28 /s Anjum Asif & Co.

D-70. Block-D, Kehkashan, Clifton. larachi
Cell: 0321-3893586

Copy tor -

1) The Member Customs (Policy/Operations), Federal Board ol Revenue. Islamabad.
2y lhe Director General, Intelligence and Investigation (Customs BR. Islamabad.
3y The Direetor General (Reforms & Automation). Custom House. arachi.

4y the Director General, PCA& Internal Audit, Custom House. Loarachi.

5y The Dircetor General, 1OCO, Custom House. Karachi.

o) The Director General, Transit Trade, Custom House. Karachi.

7y “Lhe Chiel Collector of Customs (North), Custom House, Islamabad.

§)  1he Chiel Collector of Customs Enforcement (Central). Custon House. Lahore.
9y The Chiel Collector of Customs Appraiscient. (Centrab). Custom House. Lahore.
10y 1 he Chiel Collector ol Customs. Baluchistan, Custom House. Lot

1) “1he Chiel Collector ol Customs, Khyber Pakhtunkhwia. Custony House. Peshawir.

# 12) “The Chiet Collector of Customs. Appraiscment (South). Custon House, Karachi.
N 13) ‘1 he Chiel Collector ol Customs, Enforcement (South). Custom | louse. Karachi.
14y The Directors, Intelligence & Investigation. Karachi / [ahore / slamabad / Quetta / Peshawar / Faisalabad.
13y The Director, Directorate of Customs Valuation. Lahore.
16) I he Colleetor of Customs. Collectorite of Customs, (Appraiscment - West / Appraiscment -

L ast/ Appraisement-Port Muhammad Bin Qasim/Enlorcement LAP). Karachi / Hyderabad /
(Appraisement / Enforcement). Quetta / Gawadar / (Appraisement / anforeement/ ALIA), Lahore
[ Appraisement. [raisalabad / .v\ppl‘:lirUli’.L‘HlS:lmhi‘i:\l (Siatkoty buforcement. Multan/sTamabad -
Ciloit -Baltstan (/\ppmismnmlﬁl".n!‘m'ccnmnl). Peshawar ¢ Enlorcement, Pera lsmail Khan/
L-xports (Port Muhammad Bin Qusint £ Custom House). larachi

17y The Seeretary (Valuation & Audit), Federal Board of Revenue. tslamabad.

18y Al Additional Direetors / Deputy Directors / Assistant Directors, Customs Valuation. Karachi

19) Lepuly Director (HQ). Direclorate Gienerd ustoms Valuation, Karachi. for uploading in
Cne Customs & WEBOC Database Sy3 h

20) Guard File.
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