
fl (aiflr) r i*q1eiq, 'tr vii' et:: 
0/0 THE PRINCIPAL COMMISSIONER (APPEALS), GST &CENTRAL EXCISE 

i:r t TT / 2nd Floor, GST Bhavan 

fi Ls / Race Course Ring Road 

.i'lik /Rajkot- 360 001  
Tele Fax No. 0281 - 2477952/2441142 Email: ccxappealsrajkotgmail.corn 

JATON 

?AX 

MARKET 

       

   

r siTr t / 
0.1.0. No. 

BHV-EXCUS-000-JC-36-201718 

   

Appeal / File No. 

V2/527, 531, 568 

&572/BVR12017 

Date: 
08-12-2017 

tT f'ftT ITkI sil (Order-In-Appeal No.): 

BHV-EXCUS-000-App-028T0.031.2019  

aiTT ft-iit, / 

Date of Order:
31.01.2019 cll! 

Date of issue: 05.02.2019 

R c ,1T i'flci), iiik TJ uRi / 
Passed by Shri Kumar Santosh, Principal Commissioner (Appeals), Rajkot 

3PIT a F/rTlTTV/ '1ljch/ 399, '4/ 

l'3Hk /ll li./TtthtfrrrI.t fi[ rrThi 1rktI.J1rtr:/ 

Arising Out of above mentioned 010 issued by Additional/Joint/Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise/ST / GST, 

Rajkot/3amnagar/Gandhidham 

'q n0iir &lI 'iT ii -s i  1TJT /Name & Address of the Appellants & Respondent 

I.M/s Bansal International Ltd., Plot No. 01, Ship Breaking Yard, Alang, Dist- Bhavnagar, 

2.Shri.Vijay K. Bansal (Auth signatory of M/s Bansal International Ltd., Plot No. 01, Ship Breaking 

Yard, Alang, Dist- Bhavnagar). 

3.Shri. Vinodbhai A. Patel, Plot No. 102, Escon Mega City, Opp. Victoria park, Bhavnagar. 

4.Shri. Kishorbhai A. Patel (Prop. Of M/s Shree Krishna Enterprise), 304, Shoppers Point, Parimal 

Chowk, Waghawadi Road, Bhavnagar-364001. 

e r(autttT) 14tr 'l 1)lo sitf /siWrur ¶t tl'pdi 
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in the following way. 

(A) 'fftctr tcq iuc a r,o1it i' atflfftrp p1944 BTT 35B 
fo a1Thfit, 1994 t86attpftrf1t4u(o '.iTrRftI 

Appeal to Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 35B of CEA, 1944 / Under Section 86 of the Finance 
Act, 1994 an appeal lies to:- 

0) luI4 i Er1n4tiTrlfl9l t3c, 9ft'T '3c'i i''1 fJ6 5 3Pt41T 'ITITRI6Tt i) ff3, kta iit 2, 

The special bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No. 2, R.K. Puram, New Delhi in all 
matters relating to classification and valuation. 

(B) 

aerTr 1it isfl 3f'1tt fl i I t'T 'ic4 I 
tir iefl TF 1-tlT - o 0 4l) TfI( l/ (fa) 

'I'o the West regional bench of Customs,' Excise & Service Tax Aopellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at, nd  Floor, Bhaumali Bhawan, 
Asarwa Ahmedaoad-380016 in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para- 1(a) above 

srsfteftsr rrflnccur tITttT ar4ler t1tt  itt c  (    (a)1Iic4), 2001, t fsrr 6 t sttn1tr ltñfltt 1t 
1Tt1'I1 EA-3  Of101T ,II'1I TiTI  tSFO,11I ttTT5t, 'IF'cI 

3f 4tt:1,OOO/-T, 

5,000/- tl T5TT 10,000/- 4l t lsi1ftri'ii jet tff tiern 't.i tttrlftt  tr rnr, ifltr a fteftst iiTirrfltner $t 

tlIsfl t II1'4 tIitit t 9Th Pntfl 't, iti 'II iIch  1F gRI fh9T 'iklI 9Tftt trflnr  FT 

7r8T;F, t1i ki T   tflII fsrtr I 

tlI lII f 

The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in q'uadruplicate in form EA-3 / as prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise 

(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be accompanied against one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 1,000/- Rs.5000/-, 
Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty demand/interest/penalty/refund is upto 5 Lac., 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in 

the form of crossed bank draft in favour of Asst. Registrar of branch bf any nominated public sector bank of the place where the 

bench of any nominated public sector bank of the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated. Application made for grant of 

stay shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 500/-. 

altfThr izmTfl19Tr t ttttT ar41ei, fo arthfh, 1994 t srrtr 86(1) t 3ttrr li'tt 1I"ft 1994, fDrW 9(1) t  cicl 

att ..art94) 31T1 9( 

V uld kfl TJt) silT     \41l ttU'T '1j *9T9T t T oqIf tilT 1Iu flTtl9T, 4i  5 

4i 9T9TF  5 cli(a tT 50 c'IIW '-I'.t d'' 5tT9T 50 iIa  ft cItt: 1,000/- 5,000/-T 3tt9T 10,000/- 
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'Tf 'ii tTTflltf aFTf1siF TfW 1I f.ttc tw 511tT ( 3if4T) frtI t1Tk9T-T tIT'T 500/- e 
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The appeal under sub Section (1) of Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994, to the Appellate Tribunal Shall be filed in quadruplicate in 
Form S.T.5 as prescribed under Rule 9(1) of the Service Tax Rules, 1994, and Shall be accompanied by a copy of the order appealed 
against (one of which shall be certified copy) and should be accompanied by a fees of Rs. 1000/- where the amount of service tax & 
interest demanded & penalty levied of Rs. S Lakhs or less, Rs.5000/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded & 
penalty levied is more than five lakhs but not exceeding Rs. Fifty Lakhs, Rs.10,000/- where the amount of service tax & interest 
demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lkhs rupees, in the form of crossed bank draft in favour of the Assistant Registrar of 
the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place where the bench of Tribunal is situated. / Application made for grant of stay 

 U. r nioc1 u e of Rs.S00/. 
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: ORDER IN APPEAL::  

The below mentioned appeals have been filed by the Appellants (hereinafter 

referred to as"AppeUant No.1 to Appellant No.4 as detailed in the Table) against 

Order-in-Original No. BHV-EXCUS-000-JC-36-2017-18 dated 8.12.2017 (hereinafter 

referred to as'the impugned order') passed by Joint Commissioner, CGST and Central 

Excise, Bhavnagar (hereinafter referred to as'the lower adjudicating authority') 

Sr. Appeal No. Appellant No. Details of the Appellant 

I V2/527/BVR/2017 Appellant No. 1 M/s. Bansal International (P) Ltd.. Plot No. 

1, Sosiyo Ship Breaking Yard, Alang, 

Bhavnagar. 

2 V2/531/BVR/2017 Appellant No. 2 Shri Vijay K. Bansal, Authorised Signatory of 

M/s. Bansal International (P) Ltd.. Plot No. 

1, Sosiyo Ship Breaking Yard, Alang, 

Bhavnagar. 

3 V21568/BVR/2017  Appellant No. 3 Shri Vinodbhai Amarshibhai Patel, Plot No. 

102, Escon Mega City, Opposite Victoria 

Park, Bhavnagar. 

4 V2/573/BVR/2017 Appellant No. 4 Shri Kishore Amarsingh Patel, Proprietor of 

M/s. Shree Krishna Enterprise, 304, 

Shoppers Point, Parimal Chowk, Waghawadi 

Road, Bhavnagar — 364 001. 

2. The brief facts of the case are that Directorate General of Central Excise 

intelligence (hereinafter referred to as "DGCEI") issued Show Cause Notice F.No. 

DGCEI/AZU/36-56/13-14 dated 12.6.2013 to the Appellant No. 1 to Appellant No. 4 

alleging clearances of MS Scrap/Plates etc. obtained from breaking of ships 

clandestinely without issuance o the invoices and without payment of CE duty to 

various customers and also under valuing the goods as under : — 

(a) Appellant No.1 clandestinely manufactured and cleared finished excisable 

goods attracting Central Excise duty of Rs. 1,62,54,786/- under Section 

IiA(1) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 (hereinafter referred to as "the Act") 

without payment of Central Excise duty. 

(b) Interest should not be recovered from Appellant No. 1 under Section 11M 

of the Act; 

(c) Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellant No. 1 under Section 11AC of 

the Act read with Rule 25 of the Central Excise Rules, 2002 (hereinafter 

referced to as "the CEft); 

(d) Penalty of Rs. 16,27,592/- should not be imposed under Rule 26(2) (i) of 

the CER tbr passing on ftauount C:envat credit by issuing excisable invoices 
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without actually delivering the goods. 

(e) Penalty should not be imposed upon Appellant No. 2 under Rule 26(1) & 

(2) of the CER. 

(f) Penalty under Rule 26(1) & 26(2) of the CER should not be imposed 

upon Appellant No. 3 and Appellant No. 4, who concerned themselves 

in selling of excisable goods in clandestine manner, which they knew 

and had reason to believe that the same were liable to confiscation. 

2.1. The above SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order as under :- 

(I) confirmed demand of CE duty of 1,62,54,786/- under Section hA of the Act, along 

with interest under Section 11AA and imposed penalty of Rs. 1,62,54,786/- upon 

Appellant No. 1 under Section 11AC of the Act and gave option to pay 25 °h penalty, 

if demand along with interest is paid within 30 days of the receipt of the impugned 

order; 

(ii) imposed penalty of Rs. 16,27,592/- under Rule 26(2)(i) of the CER on Appellant 

No. 1; 

(iii) imposed penalty of Rs. 16 lakhs under Rule 26(1) of the CER and Rs. 16,27,592/-

under Rule 26(2) of CER on Appellant No. 2; 

(iv) imposed penalty of Rs. 11,50,222/- on Appellant No. 3 and Appellant No. 4 

each under Rule 26(1) of the CER; 

(v) imposed penalty of Rs. 16,27,592/- under Rule 26(2) of the CER on each Appellant 

No. 3 and Appellant No. 4. 

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, Appellant No.1 to Appellant No. 4 

preferred appeals, inter-alla, on the various grounds as under :- 

Appellant No. 1 :- 

I) Appellant No. I stated that the impugned order has been passed only on the 

basis of the third party's evidence; that the lower adjudicating authority has not given 

specific findings while passing the impugned order and relied upon the pocket books, 

diaries, etc. seized under Panchnama dated 30.3.20 10 from the office-cum-residence 

premises of Shri Vinod Patel and Shri Kishore Patel; that statements of vehicle owner 

I transport agencies cannot be relied upon without any corroborative evidence; that 

they relied upon the case-laws as under :- 

(I) Mahalaxmi Dyeing Mill reported as 2016(343) ELT 453 (Tri-Ahd) 

(ii) Alliance Alloys Pvt. Ltd. reported as 2016 (338) ELT 749 (Tri-Che) 

(iii) Jindal Drugs Pvt. Ltd. reported as 2016 (340) ELT 67 (P&H) 

4 of 33 
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ii) The lower adjudicating authority has erred in recording findings that the 

seized private records have been corroborated on the basis of statements of 

brokers, transporters, etc. as these are nothing but the third party evidences; that 

without adducing evidence of 'loaders' and 'cutters' the statement of authorized 

person of the Appellant is not sustainable; that private records/diaries, trip 

registers, records and register of Gujarat Maritime Board, statements of brokers 

are not direct material evidence; that the charge of clandestine removal is 

required to be established along with data of the production, electricity and raw 

material from which the final product has been manufactured; that permission to 

cross-examine the witness had not been granted and thus the impugned order 

has been passed only on the basis of presumption and assumption. 

iii) The excisable goods are sold at the factory gate and transportation of the 

sold goods used to be managed by the buyer of the goods or by the brokers and 

the freight charges were also paid by the buyers and after passing of the trucks 

loaded with goods from the factory gate there was no control of Appellant No. 1; 

that it is the fact that Appellant No. 1 had received sales proceeds of the goods 

from the concerned buyers either through cheques or through RTGS; that they 

relied upon the order of Commissioner, Central Excise, Vapi who had in similar 

issue of passing of the fraudulent Cenvat credit dropped penalty proposed under 

Rule 26(2) of the CER; that penalty of Rs. 1,62,54,786/- under Section 11AC of 

the Act imposed on Appellant No. 1 is also required to be set aside 

(iv) Regarding confirmation of differential CE duty (Annexure UV-1 to the 

Show Cause Notice) in respect of under valuation of the goods Appellant No. 1 

submitted that rates quoted by M/S. Major and Minor as well as other 

agencies/person cannot be considered as actual rates; that differentiating 

invoices on the basis of price mentioned in the goods is not proper; that the prices 

circulated by the market research agencies cannot be taken as acceptable 

transaction value under Section 4 of the Act for the goods sold by the appellant; 

that the lower adjudicating authority has not established that Appellant No. 1 has 

received money over and above the amount shown in the respective 

consignments and therefore, the impugned order confirming differential amount 

of CE duty on the charge of under-valuation is not correct. 

Page 5 of 33 
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(v) Regarding imposition of penalty of Rs. 1,62,54,786/- under Section 

11AC of the Act the appellant submitted that the lower adjudicating authority 

has not mentioned any section or rule of the Central Excise Law under which 

penalty is imposed and therefore, they could not defend this charge; that there 

is no mala fide involved and therefore, imposition of penalty under Section 

11AC of the Act is illegal; that 

Appellant No. 2 :- 

3.1 Appellant No. 2 reiterated submissions raised by Appellant No. 1 

against imposition of penalty of Rs. 9 Lakhs under Rule 26(1) of the CER and 

imposition of penalty of Rs. 16,34,038/- under Rule 26(2)(i) of the CER, 

Appellant No. 2 reiterated submissions raised in respect of Appellant No. 1. 

Written submissions filed by Appellant No. I & Appellant No. 2 :-

Appellant No. 1 and Appellant No. 2 filed written submissions on 

11.01.2019 wherein they, inter-alia, submitted that names of the customers 

to whom Appellant No. 1 had sold goods in clandestine manner have not been 

disclosed; that the names of the customers from whom cash amount has been 

received has also not been disclosed; that the 3rd  party evidences and 

statements cannot be relied upon for confirming demand; that the Show Cause 

Notice is time barred as private records have been seized on 30.3.2010 

whereas Show Cause Notice has been issued on 03.06.2013 for the period 

from 2008-09 to 2010-11 (upto 01.06.2010); that the charge of under 

valuation cannot be confirmed without challenging assessment of monthly 

returns and only on the basis of market inquiry; that they relied upon the 

decision of the F-ion'ble CESTAT in the cases of Om Aluminium Pvt. Ltd. 

reported as 014 (311) ELT 354 (Tri-Ahmd); Pushpam Pharmaceauticals Co. 

reported as 1995(78)ELT4O1(SC) and Bajrang Casting — Order No. A/11033-

1103/2015; that demand, interest and penalty confirmed vide the impugned 

order are required to be set aside. 

Appellant No. 3 & Appellant No. 4 :- 

Appellant No. 3 and Appellant No. 4 submitted similar grounds of 

appeals, which are as under :- 

Page 6 of 33 
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(i) that they made request for cross — examination of Shri Mahendrabhai 

A. Rana, Partner of M/s. Maruti Metal Industries, Bhavnagar, however, the 

request has not been considered by the lower adjudicating authority and 

therefore, the impugned order is not tenable; that the lower adjudicating 

authority has not recorded any findings regarding request made for cross-

examination of Shri Mahendrabhai A. Rana; that no penalty has been 

proposed upon Shri Mahendrabhai Rana; that it appears that the officers of 

Directorate General of Central Excise Intelligence might have promised Shri 

jVlahendrabhai Rana that if he gave favourable statement he would not be 

penalized; that in this regard Appellant relied upon the case laws as under :- 

(a) Shalimar Agencies reported as 2000 (120) ELT 166(Tri) 

(b) L. Chandrasekar reported as 1990 (48) ELT 29 (Tn.) 

(c) Takshila Spinners reported as 2001 (131) ELI 568 (Tn.) 

(d) Sharma Chemicals reported as 2001(130) ELT 271 (Tn) 

(ii) that the impugned order is non speaking and non - reasoned one 

inasmuch as the lower adjudicating authority has not dealt with the pleas made 

by them in their written submission; that judgments referred by them have 

not been discussed; that the impugned order is issued against the principle of 

natural justice as opportunity to cross-examine has not been provided and 

relied upon the decision of the Hon'ble CESTAT in the case of Shalimar 

Agencies reported as 2000 (120) ELT 166 (Tn.); that diary I CD / pen drive 

recovered from Appellant No. 3 during the search conducted by the officers of 

DGCEI were containing details of Estimates and not bills; that no transporters 

or buyers of goods or Angadia have admitted that goods have been cleared in 

the clandestine manner. 

(iii) that it is surprising that the lower adjudicating authority has considered 

tallying some dates in diaries with those in electronic storage devise as 

corroboration of clandestine removal of the goods 

(iv) that the removal of goods from a factory involved physical movement 

and transportation however, such movement and to whom the goods removed 

clandestinely were sold have not been captured by the lower adjudicating 

authority; that there is no evidence to suggest that the Appellant has conspired 

Page 7 of 33 
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or colluded with the ship breaker to facilitate the evasion of Central Excise 

duty 

(v) that they have not dealt with the excisable goods as required under 

Rule 26 of the CER so as to impose penalty; that two brothers living in the 

same house would not mean that they were conducting their business together 

and therefore, to impose penalty under Rule 26 of the CER charges have to 

spelt out and role played by each person should also be brought out and the 

Appellant should not be imposed penalty for removing goods involving duty of 

Rs. 11,50,222/- 

4. Personal Hearing :- 

Personal hearing in respect of Appellants was fixed on the following 

dates :- 

Appellant No. Dates of Personal hearing 

Appellant No. 1 &2 08.11.2018, 26.11.2018,18.12.2018, 08.01.2019 

Appellant No. 3 29.11.2018, 18.12.2018, 08.01.2019 

However, Appellant No. 1 to 3 failed to avaU opportunity of personal hearing 

and therefore, their appeals are taken up for disposal on merits on the basis 

of Appeal Memorandum. 

4.1 Personal hearing in respect of Appellant No. 4 was attended by Shri 

Madhav N. Vadodariya, Advocate during which he reiterated the grounds of 

appeal and submitted written submissions, inter alia, contending that cross-

examination of Shri Mahendra Rana, partner of M/s. Maruti Metal Industries 

has not been granted; that the impugned order suffers from many legal 

infirmities and order is passed in violation of principles of natural justice; that 

only because Appellant No. 3 and Appellant No. 4 lived in same house would 

not mean both are involved; that entries made in the diaries and data retrieved 

from pen drive and CD recovered from Appellant No. 4 were only Estimates 

and not bill; that physical movement of allegedly clandestinely removed goods 

has not been proved; that it is not proved that Appellant No. 4 was involved 

in issue of invoices without physical delivery of goods; that penalty is not 

imposable under Rule 26 of the CER on Appellant No. 4 as he has not dealt 

with any goods as prescribed under Rule 26 and relied upon decision of Hon'ble 

Page 8 of 33 
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CESTAT in the case of Godrej Boyce & Mfg. Co. reported as 

2002(148)ELT161(T) and A M Kulkarni reported as 2003(56)RLT573(Tri-

Mum). 

4.2 Despite personal hearing notices sent to the Commissionerate, no reply 

I response has been received and also no one appeared for personal hearing. 

Hence, I proceed to decide the appeals on the basis of available facts. 

43 Appellant No. 1 to Appellant No. 4 have filed applications for 

condonation of delay in filing of appeals by 13 days, 15 days, 24 days and 25 

days respectively beyond normal appeal period of 60 days on the ground that 

Appellant No. l's factory was closed and Chokidar who used to receive daks 

was not conversant; that their chartered accountant was busy with work 

pertaining to Income Tax Department. Since, the delay is within 30 days of 

further period, I condone delay in filing of appeals by these four Appellants 

and proceed to decide the appeals on merits. 

ndngs :- 

5. I have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the impugned order 

and written as well as oral submissions made by the Appellants. The issue to 

be decided in these appeals are as under : - 

(a) Whether Appellant No.1 has clandestinely manufactured and cleared finished 

excisable goods attracting CE duty of Rs. 92,09,032/- and whether they have 

undervalued the finished goods to short pay CE duty of Rs. 58,95,533/- and whether 

Rs. 1,62,54,786/- should be recovered from them along with interest or not; 

(b) Whether penalty of Rs. 1,62,54,786/- should be imposed on Appellant No. 1 

under Section IlAC of the Act read with Rule 25 of the CER and also Rs. 16,27,592/-

under Rule 26 (2) (I) of the CER or not; 

(c) Whether penalty of Rs. 16,27,592/- is imposable on Appellant No. 1 under Rule 

26(2) or not; 

Page 9 of 33 
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(d) Whether penalty of Rs. 16 lakhs should be imposed upon Appellant No. 2 under 

Rule 26(1) and also Rs. 16,27,592/- under Rule 26(2) of the CER or not; 

(e) Whether penalty of Ps. 11,50,222/- under Rule 26(1) and also penalty of Rs. 

16,27,592/- under Rule 26(2) of the CER should be imposed on Appellant No. 3 or not; 

(f) Whether penalty of Rs. 11,50,222/- under Rule 26(1) and also penalty of Rs. 

16,27,592/- under Rule 26(2) of the CER should be imposed on Appellant No. 4 or not. 

6. I find that the officers of Directorate General of Central Excise 

Intelligence conducted coordinated search and inquiry at the offices of 

Appellants, various brokers, Authorised Signatory / Director, Transporters, 

Gujarat Maritime Board (GMB), Market research agencies, etc. from where 

incriminating documents like Diaries/Note books/Registers/trip registers, etc. 

were recovered and statements of the concerned persons recorded under 

Section 14 of the Act. 

6.1 I find from the statements of Appellant No. 2 to Appellant No. 4 and 

the entries recorded in the Diaries, Note books, Registers, GMB records, etc. 

recovered during search/inquiry that the manufacture and clearances of 

excisable goods, namely, Plates, Scrap, etc. to buyers were made against 

unaccounted / cash transactions. All appellants played dubious role in aiding 

and executing unaccounted transactions explained the details of these 

private records and the transactions recorded in their private records 

recovered during search. Appellant No. 2 in his statement dated 25.2.2013, 

has inter-alla, categorically accepted clandestine removal of the excisable 

goods by Appellant No. 1 as under :- 

Page 10 of 33 



Appeal No: V2/527,531/568 572/BVR/2O17 

11 

nawer - & Yes, I do kn0 
ip breaj mate 5th Both  of h 

-y on trading of Ship breaj
,j

tainjess  8ers engag  
7 brokiflg, they also in the are b 

g of Ship 
b 'flate 1n broi 

f 
Enterprises. 

part 
'fl t

ais• Th, 
Qutir 9:

Whet are 
th 

dealings are done With Sh1 Viflodp

:: 

COndi j
05

e Shna 

bri JCih0. Uflder WhICh Answer 9: As I stated abo 
e Patejp business  

brokers Such as Sun Vin0' We do not sell buyers negotj
& Sh-j 

Question -
Upply of ship br re  1ate1 throu bk 

tatjve of 
residence Curn

The Ocer

re 

shore Patel business pr of DGCEI, Ahrnedabad 

rials to the buye, 

Conducted 
Search in the 

inCluding diari 
On 30032Cnses of Shri Viflod Patel 

and his brother Shri cers, Th de Were recov During the Search, cerfj Private recoj5 
coded manner' rnaintaj ered from his prernj5 and Withdra,n by the To get the ed by Shn Vinod Patel are wi-i 

xPlaflatjon about the detajj and 

He in many of Shri Viflod Patel were recorded du written in the said 
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m in the above said dries You are being shown all the statements of Shri Vinod Patel dated 19- 

4-2o 10, 20.04.2010 20-122010 23.12.2010 03-01.2011 and 26.02.2011 
After going through the same, please give your Co1nnents 

Answer. i
I have seen the above said statements of Shri 

Vlnod Patel and I put dated signatur thereon. I donot have any cornthets 
to offer, 

Quejo!L  - i Do you know Shri Kishore Patel? What is 
the natuje of his business transactions with your company? 

- 11: 1 know Shri Kishore Patel who is the brother of Shrj Vinod Patej. He is in the broking business of ship breaking materials for many years. As for 
as business dealing with them is concerned, we had several consignments 
Cleared through their dealing to various customers. 

Question - 12:  Can you please elaborate on the transacons done with M/s. 
Shree Krishna Enterprises? Who actually placed order for purchase of 
materials in the name of M/s. Shree Krishna Enterprises? 

Answe .. 12: As I said, we had supplied many consignments to M/s. Shree 
Krishna Enterprises. We received orders on behalf of MIs. Shree Krishna 
Enterprises either from Shri Vinod Pate! or from Shri Kishore Patel. 

Qieat10 - 1: You may peruse statements dated 20-04-2010, 17-09-2010, 
01-12-2010, 12-01-2011, and 26-02-2011 of Shri Kishore Patel, Proprietor of 
M/s. Shree Krishna Enterprises wherein he claimed Shri Vinod Pate! has no 
connection in the business of M/s, Shree Krishna Enterprise. But in your 
invoices, you have mendoned the name of Shri Viriod Patel also as broker for 

th consignment cleared to M/s. Shree Krishna Enterprises. Please c1arify on 
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