
o rcI
)

=US/APR/INV/65Z/Z025-Gr 2{C-F)-a/o Commr-CUS-Nhava St.eva- I 1 / 3 528 IOG/ 2(>2

IIFeTFI 31T7TT; EFT

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF
IESTOM

TIIg idl
'STOM HOUSEAWAHARLAL NEH

NHAVA SHEV,
Mmr 400 70rTE

TALUKA URAN, DIST. RAIG
Q 70’

F. NO.: CUS/APR/INV/652/2025-Gr 2(C-F) Date: 13- 11-2025
DRI F. No. DRI/MZU/F/INT-35/2024
SCN No. 1321 /2025-264MIS-I/Gr.Il C-F/CAC/JNCH
DIN: 202£l \I? N\Noo'B'V8PF60F

j) TO - III VJ U–ICI PT.C,mr')t. JIG-F 1 NEd CPC ! INCH
Show Cause' Notice on the basis of Investigation Repo'rt issued by DRI
regarding Wrong availment and utilization of benefits under Service
Exports from india Scheme (SEIS) by M/s. Nllava Sheva International
Container Terminal Pvt. Ltd. - Recovery of Customs Duty of Rs.
3,44,99,079/- IRupees Three Crore Forty-Four Lakh Ninety-Nine
Thousand Seventy-Nine only], under Section 124 read with Section
28AAA of the Customs Act, 1962)

1. A specific intelligence, received by the officers of the Directorate of
Revenue Intelligence (DRI), Mumbai Zonal Unit, Mumbai, indicated that
M/s. IVhava Sheva International Container Terminal Pvt. Ltd., having their
office at Darabs}law House LeveI- 1. Narottam Morarji Road, Ballard Estate,
Mumbai - 400 001, are holders of IEC: 0397045751 (hereinafter referred to
as 'NSICT’) were engaged in the business of providing “Maritime
Transport Seruices” to their clients.

2. Intelligence further indicated that NSICT had obtained Service
Exports from India Scheme (hereinafter referred to as SEIS)
Scrips/Licences/Instruments (hereinafter referred to as Scrips), on all the
services provided by them. It appears that NSiCT availed benefits of SEIS
on the services provided to some of their clients, and these services
rendered were not eligible for the SEIS benefits, as 'the seruices were not
prouided through the ouerseas principal’s authorised agents in
India, in the Customs Notified Area to foreign Ziner’ and 'these
seruice s halle not been prouided in the manner as per para 9.51 (ii)
Supply of a 'seruice' from India to service consumer(s) of any other
country in India; (Mode 2- Consumption abroad)’ , in terms of
Appendix-38 issued vide Public Notice No.7/2015-20 dated 04.OS.2016
read with Para 3.08(c) of the Foreign Trade Policy 2015-2020 (hereinafter
referred to as 'FTP-2015-20’ ) [RUD-OII. It appears that the manner of
services rendered by NSICT are actually services provided to Independent
Indian entities, “ where no export oJ' seruice inuottted:’ Hence, such
Services provided by NSIC=T are not eligible for SEIS benefit.

3. SUBMISSION OF RECORDS AND DOCUMENTS

Based on the said specific intelligence, investigation was
initiated in respect of SEIS Scrips obtained by NS iCT. During the
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investigation information/documents, in relation to the sen.’ices rendered9
related to the availment of benefits of SEiS were sought from NSICT.

3 . 1 in response to the said request, NSICT submitted the
following docunrents :

(i} Copies of Application (ANF-3B) submitted to DGFT for
availing benefits under SEtS for FY 2015-16 to 2018-19 along
with Chartered Accountant Certificate. [RUD-Q2];

(ii) Copies of SEIS Scrip issued by DGFr for FY 2015- 16 to
20 18- 19 [RUD-03];

(iii) Customers ledgers, income ledgers and ledger summarY
maintained by them in respect of service recipients for the
financial years 2015-16 to 2018- 19 vide letters dated
06.06.2024 and 20.06.2024 [RUD-04 & 04A];

(iv) Copies of all the invoices attached with the applications
made to D(IFr for obtaining SEIS Scrips during the period from
2015-16 to 2018- 19, submitted \'ide letter dated 07.02.2025.
Also, the statement of these invoices was submitted via mail
dated 06.02.2025. [RUD-05 & 05A);

(V) Details of SEIS scrips sold by NSICT. [RUD-Q6];

(vi) Copies of 167 Agency Agreements entered into between
foreign services recipients (foreign liners) and their Authorised
Indian agents vide letters dated 28.01.2025 & 14.02.2025. In
these agreements the Indian entities/companies are nominated
as authorised agent to handle the work related to the services
provided by NSIeT. The list of such 167 agreements is enclosed
[RUD-07 1 .

4. DETERMINATION OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY NsieT

The procedure of Handling Containerised Cargo of import and
export at Nha\'a Sheva Port, by NSICT is given in brief as under:

v. Before arrival/departure of vessel shipping
companies/ importers / exporters sent e-mail an Import/ Export
Advance List to NSICT. under which details of containers related to
them are intimated

,*. After confirming the receipts of such Import/Export Advance List, the
containers mentioned therein are stored in the yard of NSICT situated
at Nhava Sheva Port.

x. The receipts of containers intimated to the shipping
companies/ importers / exporters via e-mail.

y. Further, upon receipt of delivery order from shipping
companies/importers/exporters the containers are delivered to the
authorised persons of such shipping companies/ importers / exporters .

4.1 NSICT, while handling the containerised cargo of import/export, at
their terminal situated at Nhava Sheva Port, through the aforementioned
procedure, provides the following services and charge fee to their clients in
Indian Rupees: -
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i. Steve(loring Charges;
ii. Cargo Storage Charges;
iii. Reefer Container Charges;
i„. Shutout Storage Charges and
„. Terminal Handling Charges

4.2 The above-mentioned services are rendered by NS iCT directly.
without involvement of any third party. NSICT claimed SEIS benefits on
the income earned on the service provided to their clients.

4.3 As per UP-2015-20, a service provider of notified services, located in
India, shall be rewarded under SEIS, subject to conditions as may be
notified. Only services rendered in the manner as per para 9,51 (i) Mode-1
(Cross boarder trade) & (ii) Mode-2 {Consurnption abroad) of the UP shall
be eligible for SEIS benefits.

Mode 1 (Cross-border trade): Services flow from one mernber’s territory to
another member’s territ013’.

Mode 2 (Consumption abroad): Service consumers move to another
rnember’s territory to obtain services or services provided by their
appointed agents .

When a consumer of services does not physically move across borders but
instead appoints agents in another member’s territory, it falls under Mode
2 (Consumption abroad) of the General Agreement on Trade in
Services (GATS). NSICT are provider of services under Mode-2
(Consumption abroad) .

4.4 From preliminary examination of documents/information submitted
by NSiCT, it prima facie appeared that NSICT, in many cases have not
provided services either directly to foreign liners or through any authorised
agent appointed by them in India, in terms of Appendix-3E issued vide
Public Notice No.7/2015-20 dated 04.05.2016 read with Para 3.08(c) of
FTP 2015-20, and hence were not eligible for SEIS benefits.

WHY THE SERVICES CLAIMED TO BE EXPORTED BY NSICT APPEARS
NOT TO BE EXPORTED ON THE BASIS OF DOCUMENTARY
EVIDENCES

5.1 SCRUTINY OF THE DOCUMENTS/ RECORDS

During the scrutiny of list of invoices, across the period from 2015-
2016 to 2018-2019, it has been noticed that NSIC=T have provided the
aforementioned services as out lined in Para 4.1, to their clients (service
recipients). While going through the invoices, the following discrepancies
were noticed:

Scrutiny of Invoice.s: -

5.2 NSICT, has claimed the benefits of SEIS Scrips on the invoices
issued by them, for the services, which are discussed briefjy: {i)
Stevedoring Services, (ii) Cargo Storage Services (iii) Reefer Container
Services, (iv) Shutout Storage Charges, and (v) Terminal Handling Services
provided to the Container Handling Terminals, as detailed in Annexure-A
to this Show Cause Notice. These Container Handling Terminals are
independent service providers themselves. These Container Handling
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Terminals are not authorized agents of any foreign }iners in India but are
independent Indian Entities.

5.3 FurtherJ NSI(.--'Tp have also claimed the benefits of SEIS Scrips on the
invoices issued bY them, for the (i) Stevedoring Services, (ii) Cargo Storage
Services, (iii) Reefer Container Services, (iv) Shutout Storage Charges, and
(v) Terminal Handling Services provided to the Indian importers, as
detailed in Annexure-B to this Show Cause Notice. These Indian importers
have taken direct delivery of the goods from the yard of NSICT. These 219
Indian importers for which Amount of SEIS benefit Rs. 29,74,838/-
involved are not authorized agents of any foreign service liners in India but
are independent IndIan Entities. jl!!] !1-12]

5.4 Furthermore, NSICIT, have also claimed the benefits of SEIS Scrip on
the invoices issued by them, for the services provided to the Indian
Shipping Companies & Container Freight Stations (CFS), as detailed in
Annex tIre-.C to this Show Cause Notice. These Indian Shipping Companies
& CFS are also not authorized agents of any foreign service liners and are
independent Indian Entities, and services rendered were consumed in
India itself, as such there was no export of services. It appears that the
services provided by NSICT to Container Handling Terminals, Indian
importers and Indian Shipping Companies & CFS are not eligible for the
benefits of SEIS Scrip, So, these are actually services provided by NSCiT
(Indian entity) to other Indian entities as 'the serotces were not prouided
through the overseas principal’s authorised agents in India, in the
Customs Notified Area to foreign liner’ and 'these seruices have not
been protl&led in the manner as per para 9.51 (ii) Supply of a 'seruice
from India to seruice consumer(s) of any other countrg in India;
(Mode 2- Consumption abroad)’ , in terms of Appendix-3E issued vide
Public Notice No.7/2015-20 dated 04.05.2016 read with Para 3.08(c) of
the Foreign Trade Policy 2015-2020 (hereinafter referred to as 'FTP-2015-
2D’). Also, it appears that the manner of services rendered bY NSI(IT are
actually services provided to Independent Indian entities, “ where no
export of seruice invotued.’' thus SEllS benefit is not available on
provision of these services.

Scrutiny of Ledgers: -

5 . 5 Also, while going through the details of ledgers, it has been
noticed that during the period 2015-2016, NSICT have claimed the
benefits of SE iS Scrip on account of Accrued Revenue Provisions in the
income ledger, as mentioned in Annexure-C to this Show Cause Notice.
This ledger entry of income in 2015-16 is a standalone entry Rs.
35,28,286/- IIi31 li- i4} made out to whom the sea,'ices are provided. Further, it
has also been noticed that no invoices were issued against the revenue
earned by NSICT on this account (Accrued Reoenue Prouisions). Since,
the invoices have not been issued and NS ICT during the investigation
failed to provide the details of service recipients.

It appears that the SEIS Scrip benefit claimed on accrued revenue
provisions by iNSICT is not eligible for the benefits of SEIS Scrip, as 'the
services were not provided through the ouerseas principal’s
authorised agents in India, in the Customs Notified Area to foreign
liner’ and 'these seruices have not been prouided in the manner as
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per para 9.51 (ii) Supply of a ’sewice' from India to seruice
consumer(s) of any other country in India; (Mode 2. Consumption
abroad)’ , in terms of Appendix-3E issued vide Public Notice No.7/2015-20
dated 04.05.2016 read with Para 3.08(c) of the Foreign Trade Policy 2015-
2020 (hereinafter referred to as 'FTP-2015-2D’). It appears that the
manner of services rendered bY NSICT are actually services provided to
Independent Indian entities, “ where no export oJ' seruice inuotued:’

Scrutiny of Agency Agreements: -

5 . 6 Further, while scrutinizing of 167 Agency Agreements,
submitted by NSICT, the below mentioned discrepancies have been
noticed: -

Seruices provided beyond/ after the expiry of Agency Agreement period

( a ) in the Para 10 Validity of agreement of the Agencv
Agreement dated 01.05.2003 enter into between M/s Taby
Schiffahrts-Und Speditions GMBH, Germany (the Principal) and
M/s CEL Logistics Pvt. Ltd., India (the Agent}, it has been
mentioned that “this ctqreernertt comes into effect from May , 1 st,
2003 and shall be valid for a period of one year. It shaLI be
automaticaILy extended for another period of one year. ,.. ”.

It appears that the agency agreement has expired on 30.04.2005.
Also, during the investigation, NSiCT failed to provide an\, latest
or valid agreement related to M/s Taby Schiffahrts-Und
Speditions GMBH, Germany (the Principal) and M/s CEL
Logistics Pvt. Ltd., india (the Agent).

( b ) in the Agency Agreement dated 01.05.2003 enter into
between M/s Interf:low Ltd, England (the Principal) and M/s
Merchant Shipping Services Pvt. Ltd., India (the Agent), it has
been mentioned that: -

“3.3 Commencement cia.te: -Olst June, 2012

3.4 Expiry date 31st May 2013 or such later date as
shall resuLt from an extension of the Term pursuant to
clause 8.7

8.7 Extension of Term- To extend the terms for further
periods of tu'cLue months without any break in continuity
provided that none of the et?ents described in Clauses 9. 1
to 9.5 has occurred. ;

It appears that the agency agreement has expired on 3 Ist May,
2014. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide any
latest or valid agreement, related to M/s Interf:low Ltd. England
(the Principal) and M/s Merchant Shipping Services Pvt. Ltd. ,
India (the Agent) .

( c ) The Agreement entered into between M/s Amara
Container Line Spore Pvt. Ltd, Singapore (the Principal) and M/s
Opal Asia (PVt.) Ltd, india (the Agent), was valid upto 31.12.20 18.
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The agency agreement has expired on 01.01.2019. Also, during
the investigation, NSICT failed to provide any latest or valid
agreement, related to M/s Amara Container Line Spore Pte. Ltd,
Singapore {the Principal) and M/s Opal Asia (Pvt.) Ltd, India (the
Agent)

( d ) in the Para 6 of the Agency Agreement dated 01.12.2008,
entered into between M/s Asian Tiger Shipping LLC, Dubai, UAE
(the Principal) and M/s Radiant Maritime India Pvt. Ltd. India
(the Agent), it has been mentioned that “ Duration of Agreement -

This agreement shall come into effect from the date of its execution
and shaLI remain for 03 months period and principals have all the
rights to terminate/ extend the agreement before/ after 03 months. ”

It appears that the said agreement was valid up to 28.02.2009.
only. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide any
latest or valid agreement related to M/s Asian Tiger Shipping
LLC, Dubai, UAE (the Principal) and M/s Radiant Maritime India
Pvt. Ltd, India (the Agent) .

{ e ) in the Article 10 of the Agency Agreement dated
01.07.2003, entered into between M/s Sea Hawk Global Lines
SDN BHD, Malaysia (the Principal) and M/s Sea Hawk Lines Pvt.
Ltd., Chennai, India (the Agent), it has been mentioned that “ This
agreement is to be continued for a period of One (01) English
CaLendar year, subject to termination by written notice by either
party ui ah Ttc>o (02) Weeks’ Notice, within which period all
outstanding matters and moneys hat'e to be settled amicabLy
within the notice period. Re-Negotiation of this agreement for a
further period may be made by the mutual consent bettueert. the
tLUO Contracting Parties, ”

It appears that the said agreement was valid up to 30.06.2004,
only. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide any
latest or valid agreement related to M/s Sea Hawk Global Lines
SDN BHD, Malaysia (the Principal) and M/s Sea Hawk Lines Pvt.
Ltd., Chennai, India {the Agent)

( f ) in the Para 8 of the AgencY Agreement dated 01.11.2007
made between M/s St. John Container Lines Pte. Ltd, Singapore
(the Principal) and M/s St. John Freight SYstems Ltd, Chenndip
India (the Agent), it has been mentioned that “This agree ment
shan take effect from 01.11.2007 and shaLL remain in force for a
period for fIve years u;kh an option that either party may
terminate this agreement by giving to the other party not less than
2 {tLUO) months prior notice in writing. ”

It appears that the said agreement was valid up to 31.10.2012
only. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide any
latest or valid agreement re}ated to M/s St. John Container Lines
Pte. Ltd, Singapore (the Principal) and M/s St. John Freight
Systems Ltd, Chennai, India (the Agent)

Thus, it appears that as per the Agency Agreements mentioned at Sr.
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No. 5.6 (a) to 5.6 (f), the services rendered by NSICT are
beyond/after the expiry of agreement period mentioned in the
respective agreements. Accordingjy, after the expiry of agreement,
the service recipients are no longer acting as authorized agents of
any foreign liner in India.

Accordingly, it appears that NSiCT is not eligible for SEIS benefits in
relation to these service recipients, as detailed in Annexure-D to this
Show Cause Notice, being 'the seruices were not prouided
through the ouerseas principal’s authorised agents in India, in
the Customs Notified Area to foreign liner’ and 'these seruices
haue not been provided in the manner as per para 9.51 (ii)
Supply of a 'sewice’ from India to service consumer(s) of any
other country in India; (Mode 2- Consumption abroad)’, in terms
o f Appendix-3E issued \'ide Public Notice No.7/2015-20 dated
04.05.2D 16 read with Para 3.08(c) of the Foreign Trade Policy 2015-
2020 (hereinafter referred to as 'FTP-2015-20’). It also appears that
the manner of services rendered by NSICT are actualjy services
provided to Independent Indian entities. “ where no export of'
seruice inuolued.”

Sen'ices Recipients are not Authorised Agents of Foreign Liner either at
Nhava Sheva Port or in Indian Territory ,

1 / 3 S 28106/

( g ) in the Agency Agreement dated 29th June, 2010, entered
into between M/s Transvision Shipping Pvt Ltd., Belapur-
4000614, India (the Principal) and M/s Carriage Global Logistics
Pte Ltd., Singapore (the Agent), at the para before para 1, it has
been mentioned that “ The Principal appoints agents as its general
agent in Singapore, in connection with the business of WOCC
and freight /ortvarding cmd the agent accept such appointment
under the terms and condition merttiotted hereunder,”

It appears that M/s Transvision Shipping Pvt Ltd., Belapur-
4000614, India is principal company and appointed their agent
in Singapore. In terms of the agreement M/s Transvision
Shipping Pvt Ltd., Belapur-4000614, India is an indian entitv
and not an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be
eligible for SEIS benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSIC'T
failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove that M/s Transvision
Shipping Pvt Ltd., Belapur-4000614, india as an authorised
agent of Foreign Liner.

th ) in the Para 2 of the Agency Agreement dated 0 Ist June
2005 entered into between M/s Draft-Cargoways Pte Ltd.,
Singapore (the Principal) and M/s Care Container Lines, Kolkata.
India (the Agent), the territorv has been mentioned as “Kolkata”,
whereas the area of operation of NSICT is Nhava Sheva Container
Terminal, situated at Nha\=a Streva, which is not part of territory
mentioned in the said agreement. The operational area of NSICT
is of a separate territory i.e. Nha\'a Sheva. Uran Taluka, Panvel
Distt. of IVfaharashtra
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( i ) in the Agency Agreement dated 01st September, 2009,
entered into between M/s Porttrade Shipping Agencies Pvt Ltd.,
Vashi, Navi Mumbai, India (the Principal) and M/s BS Shipping
Lines Ltd. Bangladesh (the Agent), at para 1 , it has been
mentioned that “ The Principal appoints the agent as its general
agent in Bangladesh, in connection with the business of NVOCC
and freight fortuarchng and the agent accept such appoi.ntTnen-t
under the terms and. condi.tion rrterttioned hereunder.”

It appears that M/s Porttrade Shipping Agencies Pvt Ltd., Vashi,
Navi Mumbai, India is principal company and appointed their
agent in Bangladesh. In terms of the agreement M/s Porttrade
Shipping Agencies Pvt Ltd., Vashi, Na\'i Mumbai, India is an
Indian entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in
India, to be eljgjble of SEIS benefits. Also, during the
investigation, NSIdT failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove
that M/s Porttrade Shipping Agencies Pvt Ltd., Vashi, Navi
Mumbai, india as an authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( j ) in the AgencY Agreement dated DIst November, 2009,
entered into between M/s Sea Master Shipping & Logistics Pvt
Ltd. Colombo, Sri Lanka (the Principal) and M/s RR Shipping
(Pvt) Ltd., Seawoods, Navi Mumbai, India (the Agent}, at para
before para 1, it has been mentioned that “The Principal appoints
the agent, upon the terms and subject to the condition.s of this
agreement, as its handLing agent in Sri Lanka, for their serb'ices
operated by the principal.

It appears that M/s Sea Master Shipping & Logistics Pvt. Ltd.
Colombo, Sri Lanka (the Principal) is principal companv and
appointed M/s RR Shipping {Pvt) Ltd., Seawoods, Navi Mumbai,
India (the Agent), as their agent in Sri Lanka. In terms of the
agreement M/s RR Shipping (Pvt) Ltd., Seawoods, Na\'i Mumbai,
India is an Indian entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign
Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits. Also, during the
investigation, NSICT failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove
that M/s RR Shipping (Pvt) Ltd., Seawoods, Navi Mumbai, India
(the Agent) is an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India.

( k ) in the Article 1 of the Agency Agreement dated
OI.01.2011, entered into between M/s Pan Lloyd Logistics Pvt.
Ltd., Mumbai, India (the Principal) and M/s Star Marine Services
Ltd., Tehran, Iran (the Agent), it has been mentioned that
“Principal appoints agent in Bandar Abbas, Iran in order to
deuetop, expand and promote the principal’s container business
and for transportation on basis as hereinafter, the territory oj
agent or any combination thereof under the name of Pcm Ltoyed
Logistics Put. Ltd. tui.th Star Marine Sem ice Ltd,, as agents
hereinafter the business. ”

It appears that M/s Pan Lloyd Logistics Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, India
is principal company and appointed their agent in Bandar
Abbas, Iran. In terms of the agreement M/s Pan Lloyd Logistics
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pvt. Ltd.. Mumbai. India is an Indian entitv and not an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SE IS
benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a
valid agreement, to prove that M/s Pan Lloyd Logistics Pvt. Ltd.,
Mumbai, India as an authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( 1 ) in the Agency Agreement dated Olst January, 2009,
entered into between M/s Total Transport Systems Pvt. Ltd.,
India (the Principal) and M/s China Sea Shipping Pte. Ltd.,
Singapore (the Agent), at para 1, it has been mentioned that “The
applied Company M/ s Total Transport Systems Put. Ltd., hereby
appoints M/ s China Sea Shipping Pte. Ltd. as agents fro tramp
sen?ices in Singapore, and the agent accept such appoi-ntnlent on
the terms and conditions as set out in this agreement and
aciderLdct thereto . ”

It appears that M/s Total Transport Systems Pvt. Ltd., India is
principal company and appointed M/s China Sea Shipping Pte.
Ltd,, Singapore, as their agent in Singapore. In terms of the
agreement M/s Total Transport Systems Pvt. Ltd., India is an
Indian entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in
India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits. Also, during the
investigation, NSICT failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove
that M/s Total Transport Systems Pvt. Ltd., India is an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India.

(m) in the Agency Agreement dated 25.04.2012 made between
M/s Aberdeen Container Lines Pte. Ltd,, Singapore (the Principal)
and M/s Oceanmasters Marine Services Pvt. Ltd., Chennai, India
(the Agents), at starting Para it has been mentioned that:

“ ABERDEEN CONTAINERS LINES PTE LTD (herein after
referred as the Principal) appoints M/ s OCEANMASTERS MARINE
SERVICES PVT LTD (herein after referred as the agents) as their
AGENTS in CHENNAI (herein after referred as territory) for the
performance of marketing, Marketing research, operations,
container management tvhich includes of FCL and empty
containers inward as well as outward for their sen/ices an ot?er the
worLd. ”

In the said agreement dated 25.04.2012, the territory applicable
as per the agreement has been mentioned as “CHENNAI”,
whereas the area of operation of NSICT is Nhava Sheva Container
Terminal, situated at Nha\'a Sheva, which is not part of territory
mentioned in the said agreement. The operational area of NSICT
is of a separate territory i.e. Nha\'a Sheva, Uran Taluka, Panvel
E)istt . of Maharashtra.

( n ) in the Agency Agreement dated 18/ 11/2013, entered into
between M/s Taurus Lines Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai, India {the
Principal) and M/s Zen Lines Shipping Pvt. Ltd., Colombo, Sri
Lanka (the Agent), it has been mentioned that: -

“ SEC:TION ONE;-REC:ITAL
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Principal is an NVOCC, duly licensed to operate as such under the
appLicabLe laws and agency regulation of India. Agent is an ocean
freight /orwarder and customs house broker, and represent that it is
duty licensed to operate as such in Colombo, Sri Lanka

B. Principal desires to appoint agent to provide the seruices described in
this agreement

SECTION TWO-SCOPE OF AGENTS AUTHORITY
C

B. Agent authority shall extend to Colombo, Sir Lanka.”
It appears that M/s Taurus Lines Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai, India is the
principal company and appointed M/s Zen Lines Shipping Pvt.
Ltd., Colombo, Sri Lanka, as their agent in Colombo, Sri Lanka.
In terms of the agreement M/s Taurus Lines Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai,
India is an Indian entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign
Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits. Also, during the
investigation, NSICIT failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove
that M/s Taurus Lines Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai, India is an authorised
agent of Foreign Liner.

\

a. SMS appoints AGENT as its sales and handling agent in the port of
Singapore (hereafter caLled as “Territory ”) for SMS’s Container
Sen?ices . ”

( o ) in the AgencY Agreement dated 0 lst June, 2013, entered
into between M/s Smart Marine Services Pvt. Ltd., Chennai.
India and M/s Smart Marine Lanka Pvt. Ltd., Colombo, Sri
Lanka (the Agent), it has been mentioned that: -

“This Agency agreement is made by and between Smart Marine
Services Put. Ltd., having its registered offIce in 58, 3rd North
Beach Road, 2nd fLoor, Chennai-60000 1, Tamil Nadu, India (here
after called “SMS”) and M/ s Smart Marine Lanka Put. Ltd., having
its offIce at No. 33, 1/ 1 CarlwiU PLace, CoLombo-03, Sri Lanka
(hereafter caRed as Agent)

SCOPE OF AGREEMENT:

It appears that M/s Smart Marine Services Pvt. Ltd., Chennai,
India is the principal company and appointed M/s Smart Marine
Lanka Pvt. Ltd., Colombo, Sri Lanka, as their agent in
Singapore. In terms of the agreement M/s Smart Marine
Services Pvt. Ltd., Chennai, India is an indian entjty and not an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SKIS
benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a
valid agreement, to prove that M/s Smart Marine Services Pvt.
Ltd., Chennai, India is an authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( p ) in the Agency Agreement dated 10th May 2014, entered
into between M/s S.M. Container Lines Pvt. Ltd., Vasai (West),
Mumbai, India (the Principal) and M/s Pe)wand Nav E)alva Abi
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Shipping Co. Ltd., Tehran, Iran [the Agents), at para 1.1.1. it has
been mentioned that:

“The Principal hereby appoints The Agents for an its agreed
seruices seruing the trade originating from and terminating in
IRAN”.

It appears that M/s S.M. Container Lines Pvt. Ltd., Vasai (West),
Mumbai, India is principal company and appointed their Agents
in Iran. In terms of the agreement M/s S.M. Container Lines Pvt
Ltd., Vasai (West), Mumbai, India is an Indian entity and not an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS
benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a
valid agreement, to prove that M/s S.M. Container Lines Pvt.
Ltd., Vasai (West), Mumbai, India as an authorised agent of
Foreign Liner.

( q ) in the Agency Agreement dated Olst September, 2017,
entered into between M/s Blue Marlin Container Line Pvt Ltd.,
Mumbai, India (the Principal) and M/s Alligator Shipping
Company, LLC, Dubai, UAE (the Agent), in the first part, it has
been mentioned that:

“The territory for which the Agent is appointed under this
Agreement shaLI be for aU ports of U. A.E.”.

It appears that M/s Blue Marlin Container Line Pvt Ltd.,
Mumbai, india is principal company and appointed their Agent
in U.A.E. In terms of the agreement M/s Blue Marlin Container
Line Pvt Ltd., Mumbai, India is an Indian entity and not an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS
benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a
valid agreement, to prove that M/s Blue Marlin Container Line
Pvt Ltd., Mumbai, India as an authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( r ) in the Agency Agreement dated 0 Ist September, 2017,
entered into between M/s SBW Logistics Pvt Ltd., Navi Mumbai.
India (the Principal) and M/s Interglobe Marine LLC, Dubai, UAE
(the Agent), in the para iv), it has been mentioned that: -

“iv) TERRITORY - The territory shall be United Arab Emirates
hereinafter referred to as the “Territory ” .” .

It appears that M/s SBW Logistics Pvt Ltd., !Vavi Mumbai, India
is principal company and appointed their Agent in United Arab
Emirates. In terms of the agreement M/s SBW Logistics Pvt Ltd.,
Navi Mumbai, India is an Indian entitY and not an authorised
agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits.
Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a valid
agreement, to prove M/s SBW Logistics Pvt Ltd., Navi Mumbai,
India as an authorised agent of Foreign Liner,

{ s ) in the Agency Agreement dated C)2nd Februar',', 2015
entered into between M/s ATI Freight LLC, Dubai, UAE {the
Principal) and M/s NOM A infrastructure Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, India
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(the Agent), in the para 1, it has been mentioned that:

“ I. APPOINTMENT- The Principal appoints the agent, and the
agent accept the appointment as Principal’s general agent in
ISAREL, including the states/ prot/ince/ cities/ areas of Isarel
(hereinafter coLlectively referred to as the “Territory”), for all of the
usual seruice requirements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .”.

It appears that M/s ATI Freight LLC, Dubai, UAE is principal
company based in UAE and appoints M/s NOWIA Infrastructure
Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, India as their agents in ISAREL. In terms of
the agreement M/s NOMA Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai.
India is an Indian entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign
Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits. Also, during the
investigation, NSICT failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove
that M/s NOMA Infrastructure Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, india as an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( t ) in the Agency Agreement dated DIst September, 2012,
entered into between M/s Neptune Container Line & Logistics
Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, India (referred to as NCL/Principals) and M/s
Navoka Shipping & Logistics (Pvt.) Ltd, Rajagriva, Sri Lanka
(referred to as NVS/ Agents), at para A, it has been mentioned
that

“ A. APPOINTMENT – Subjects to the provisions of this agreement
made on this 181 day of September, 2012, NCL, India appoints
NVS as their agent in Sri Lanka, and NVS agrees to accept such
appointment . ”

It appears that M/s Neptune Container Line & Logistics Pvt. Ltd. ,
Mumbai is principal companv and appointed M/s Navol,a
Shipping & Logistics (Pvt.) Ltd. Rajagriva, Sri Lanka, as their
agent in Sri Lanka. In terms of the agreement M/s Neptune
Container Line & Logistics Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai India is an Indian
entity and not an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be
eligible of SEIS benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT
failed to provide a valid agreement, to prove that M/s Neptune
Container Line & Logistics Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai, India is an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner.

( u ) in the Agency Agreement dated 25.07.20 16, entered into
between M/s Jupiter Container Lines Pte. Ltd., Singapore (the
Principals) and M/s Job’ian Container Lines Pvt. Ltd,, Na\,i
Mumbai, India (the Agents), at para A. 2, it has been mentioned
that

“ A. GENE;RAL CONDITiONS

I

2. The territory in which the AGENT shall perform its duties under
this Agreement shall be SINGAPORE hereinafter referred to as
the “territory ”.

It appears that M/s Jupiter Container Lines Pte. Ltd., Singapore,
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is principal company and appointed M/s Jovian Container Lines
Pvt. Ltd., Na\,'i Mumbai, india as their Agents in Singapore. In
terms of the agreement M/s Jovian Container Lines Pvt. Ltd.,
Navi Mumbai. India is an Indian erltitv and not an authorised
agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SEIS benefits.
Also, during the investigation, NSICIT failed to provide a valid
agreement, to prove that M/s Jovian Container Lines Pvt. Ltd.,
Navi Mumbai, India is an authorised agent of Foreign Liner

(v) in the Agencv Agreement dated 14.04.2015 made between
M/s Transliner Pte. Ltd., Singapore (the Principal) and M/s
Transliner Maritime Pvt. Ltd., Chennai, India (the Agents}, at
Para 1.1, it has been mentioned that:

“The territory for which the Agent is appointed under this
Agreement shaLI be for cargos handLed through CHENNAI, INDIA.’

In the said agreement dated 14.C)4.2015, the territory has been
mentioned as “CHENNAI”, whereas the area of operation of
NSICT is Nha\,a She\'a Container Terminal, situated at Nha\,a
Sheva, which is not part of territory mentioned in the said
agreement. The operational area of NSICT is of a separate
territory i.e. N}lava Sireva, Uran Taluka, Panvel Distt. of
Maharashtra.

( w ) in the Agency Agreement dated llth March 2008, entered
into between M/s Rashi Shipping Services Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai,
India (the Principals) and M/s Modern Shipping Agencies Pvt.
Ltd, Karachi, Pakistan (the Agents), at para 1.1, 1, it has been
mentioned that: -

“The P7incipaLs hereby appoints The Agents for all its agreed
sen?ices serving the trade originating from and terminating into
PAKISTAN”.

It appears that M/s Rashi Shipping Services Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai.
India is principal company and appointed their Agents in
Pakistan. In terms of the agreement M/s Rashi Shipping
Services Pvt. Ltd, Mumbai, India is an Indian entity and not an
authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India, to be eligible of SEiS
benefits. Also, during the investigation, NSICT failed to provide a
valid agreement, to prove M/s Rashi Shipping Services Pvt. Ltd,
Mumbai, India as an authorised agent of Foreign Liner in India.

It appears that the services provided to service recipients
mentioned at St. No. 5.6 (g) to 5.6 (w), are beyond the Territory
mentioned in the Agency Agreements. The Operational Area of
NSICT is Nhava Sheva Port Terminal situated at Nhava Sheva
Uran Taluka, Panvel District of Maharashtra. Whereas, the
territory mentioned in the Agency Agreements, of the authorised
agents are either as foreign country or any other port/city of
India, which are beyond the Operational Area of NSICT.

Accordingly, it appears that NSICT is not eligible for SEIS
benefits in relation to these service recipients, as detailed in


