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g5 ufd 39 afed & fAsht SuahT & fow gua # & ot & = a0t ag o far man 6.

This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued.

Hrargres siftffas 1962 @t URT 129 2 2 (1) (TUT |XfYw) & U FHEfTEd A0GT &
ATl & TN H $i5 oIfad 50 MW A U BT ATed HeqH HIal &1 af 59 ATex 3 Wiy
H1 IRIE ¥ 3 HE1 & g X Aiva/wged Ifua (3mdea wmy=), faw damey, (ewa faum)
g Art, 7% Reeht & gdleror snde wwga o 9od ¢.

Under Section 129 DD(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended), in respect of the following
categories of cases, any person aggrieved by this order can prefer a Revision Application to
The Additional Secretary/Joint Secretary (Revision Application), Ministry of Finance,
(Department of Revenue) Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date of
communication of the order.

F—Tﬂﬁlﬁﬂ A Gﬂ'a'!ﬂ /Order relating to :

N & U # amurfae HIs A,

(a)

any goods exported

WIRT H 3TOTd $IA o [PU! aTg+ | AIg] 4T A1 HR H§ 7% T R W IR 7 ¢ T
1 I T R W IaR 91 & g snifdra 7rer SaR 7 91 W 91 39 T W W IR
T A7 BT AT 3ifEa Ara | 8

(b)

any goods loaded in & conveyance for importation into India, but which are not unloaded at
their place of destination in India or so much of the quantity of such goods as has not been
unloaded at any such destination if goods unloaded at such d=stination are short of the
quantity required to be unloaded at that destination.

()

Hharges sifuf g, 1962 & AT X 9yl 39 A= a=1¢ ¢ Fradl & ded Yew o 31
Jrgraft.

(c)

Payment of drawback as provided in Chapter X of Customs Act, 1962 and the rules made
thereunder.

QRIEUT 3rde U= wird Fragwrae # Ry wreu 7 wega ovar 8 o srad Suat Wi
B wTglt o 3w & Wy Pl snema daw 8 Tt :

The revision application should be in such form and shall be verified in such manner as
may be specified in the relevant rules and should be accompanied by :

(@)

B¢ B Tae, 1870 %mﬁeam{iﬁ1%fmﬂqﬁmfhaﬁmm{mwwmﬂ4uﬁm
et e vl & var B} Y =rarerw oo Ree o g ot

(a)

4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as pres&hﬁ
under Schedule 1 item 6 of the Court Fee Act, 1870. i

/‘--‘.._r s

()

RIS G¥ATawl & S(emdT Q1Y §ol TSN BT 4 WiedT, are

(b)

4 copies of the Order-in-Original, in addition to relevant documants, if any

(M

gARter & forg smde= 3t 4 ufeai

(c)

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

TRIEOT 3TdeH TR B & foQ HIHTR[ew HTUTGH, 1962 (TUT HRTa) F Fruiied B &
3 Wilg, Wik, qus, wadt o fafay wel & < & oy amar @ & 5. 200/-(Fww @ & wepan
¥.1000/-(FUQ TH §WR 473 ), S +ft aman g), | wva Rra yrarT & yaifre gar f.9mw.6
@1 31 uferar. afg oo, 7 TaT s, e T E @t Ui ok wUT v unE 91 SHd &5
& ) 3 919 & wU # $.200/- IR R v wrw | 4f® & 9 ¥ F =7 § %.1000/-

(d)

The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two
Hundred only) or Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the
Head of other receipts, fees, fines, forfeitures and Miscellancous Items being the fee
prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for filing a Revision Application. If the
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amount of duty and interest demanded, fine or penalty levied is one lakh rupees or less,
fees as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/-.

4. | g W. 2 & U Glad ATHA! S JETAT 4T AIHA & TN | qle BIg SIfad 59 AW A g
nEqW FRar g At @ daryger Afufm 1962 # uRT 120 T (1) F o B WHo-3 A
drargee, 8T Iag Yoo R Jar w7 odfte fevor & way Fafafe v w snfter w5
TFa &

In respect of cases other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved
by this order can file an appeal under Section 129 A(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 in form
C.A.-3 before the Customs, Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following

address :
HaTYew, 21 IUIG Y d 9a] BT JUNed | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate
o, ufgdt &g dig Tribunal, West Zonal Bench

g3 A, agaT vad, Aot MRRTR ga, | 2~ Floor, Bahumali Bhavan,

HAREN, HgHAEG-380016
Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016
5. | AT SATUTTaH, 1962 B URT 129 U (6) & U, IHIeH ATUTTTH, 1962 BT URT 129
T (1) & e ordte & @y FPafaf@a yee dav g7 aifge-

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1) of the
Customs Act, 1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of -
(@) | dta & wErad ATHA # ogl (el AHTYed TSI GIRT | 147 (e X SATST 7T ST
T % B THH U 9 AT U1 IWH FH & 9l TS §UR FUC.
(a) | where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand
rupees;
rfta & wrarud aTHa § ol el YHTYes TS GIRT JI 147 Yo R AT T Tam
T €8 F W U 9@ F0¢ | U 8 afew T vaw arE | sifte T 8 Y uiE §R
\ ¥Y
} where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than five lakh rupees but not
exceeding fifty lakh rupees, five thousand rupees ;
rdter | WratAra 9THa | oel (b ATHIY e ATUSRYT GIRT AT 4T Y HIR AT qUT ST
g1 €8 P B U O FUC F U@ g dl; TH §UR I
where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalty levied by any officer of
(c) Customs in the case to which the appeal relates is more than fifty lakh rupees, ten
thousand rupees

() T Y B [eog AT & G, W I Yed b 10% ) A W, 9] e 91 Yeob T &S (991 A ¢, A1 48 B 10%
32 B W, Wl daq g faare A 8, e va@r s |

|
(d) | An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of the duty demanded where duty or |

duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute.

6. | I JAUTTaH S URT 129 (T) & =1d HUTe WIUSHU & GHe GIAR WS HTded U3- (F)
AP AW F Rrw a1 Tafadt B gurA & forg ar e o oo & forg fbg e andier - - srvan
g%m%wmmﬁ%ﬁqmaﬁm%mmﬁﬁaﬁmwmm

Under section 129 (a) of the said Act, every application made before the Appellate Tribunal-

]

(a) in an appeal for grant of stay or for rectification of mistake or for any other purpose; or

(b) for restoration of an appeal or an application shall be accompanied by a fee of five Hundred rupees.
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

Appeal has been filed by M/s. M. D. Overseas Privete Ltd., 2238, Mahurat
Pole, Manek Chowk, G.P.O., Ahmedabad - 380 001, (hereinafter referred to as ‘the
Appellant’) in terms of Section 128 of the Customs Act, 1962, challenging the Order-in-
Original No. 46/DC/ICD/IMP/MDOverseas/2022, dated 30.11.2022 (hereinafter referred
to as 'the impugned order’) passed by the Deputy Commissioner, ICD - Khodiyar,
Customs, Ahmedabad (hereinafter referred to as the ‘adjudicating authority’).

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant had been issued a Special
Warehouse License No. SWL/AHM/MDOL/AMD4P/003, dated 01.07.2016 under Section
58 (A) of the Customs Act, 1962. The license was surrendered on 27.09.2017 and
accepted by the Principal Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad vide letter F. No.
WII/40-2/Cus/T/2016/Pt-1l, dated 20.12.2017. A Performance Audit on "Working of
Warehouses" was conducted for the period between August-2020 to December-2020 by
the officers of CERA Audit and some discrepancies into the function of the "Special
Warehouse of the Appellant were noticed. Subsequently, an S.O.F. No.
CRA/PA/Warehousing & FTWZ/ SOF/ 0.W-232, dated 10.02.2021 was issued to the
Office of the Principal Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad Commissionerate,
Ahmedabad.

2.1 Regulation 10 (4) of the Special Warehouse (Custody and Handling of

Goods)! Regulations, 2016 stipulates that licensee shall file with the Bond Officer a**

monthly return of the receipt, storage, operations and removal of the goods in the
warehouse, within ten days after the close of the month to which such return relates. As
per Para 8.12.1 of the said. S.0.P., the Audit observed that no such return had been filed
by the Appellant for the period from 01.07.2016 to 23.09.2017. Earlier, letter was lssugﬁ

/

vide F. No. VII1/48-17/W.Bond/ICD-KHD/2021/194, dated 22.01.2021 requesting them fo ,.‘\ £

file the required returns as per Regulation 11 of the Warehouse (Custody and Handhng
of Goods) Regulations. \

2.2 The Deputy Commissioner, ICD Khodiyar had also issued a letter F. No.
VIII/48- 213/ICD/Misc/2019/Pt11/367, dated 04.06.2021 for compliance of discrepancies
noticed during Audit of Special Warehouses. However, no reply was received from the
Appellant. Therefore; it appeared that the Appellant had contravened the provisions of
Regulation 10 (4) of the Special Warehouse (Custody and Handling of Goods)
Regulations, 2016. In view of the above, it appeared that the Appellant had violated the
provisions of Regulation 10 (4) of the Special Warehouse (Cusiody and Handling of
Goods) Regulations, 2016 in as much as they had failed to submit monthly returns. From
the above, it appeared that the Appellant has failed to comply with the Rules and
Regulations applicable for a licensee of special warehouse under the Customs Act, 1962
and hence has made themselves liable for penalty.

Page 4 of 10

P

52 1"{"1‘
- e IS
£

/



S/49-73/CUS/AHD/2024-25

2.3 Therefore, Show Cause Notice was issued to the Appellant proposing as to

a) Penalty should not be imposed upon them under the provisions of Regulation 11
of the Special Warehouse Licensing Regulations, 2016 read with Section 117 of
the Customs Act, 1962 for violation of Regulation 10 (4) of the Special Warehouse
(Custody and Handling of Goods) Regulations, 2016 for non-submission of
monthly returns.

2.4 The adjudicating authority vide the impugned order has passed the order
as detailed below:-

a) He imposed penalty of Rs. 25,000/- on the Appellant under Regulation 11 of the
Special Warehouse (Customs and Handling of Goods) Regulations, 2016 lead
with Section 117 of the Customs Act, 1962.

Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the Appellant has filed the
t appeal wherein they have submitted grounds which are as under:-

with all the provisions of the Act. Suddenly, after approx. 4 years of surrendering the
license, a notice was issued for non-compliance; is totally unfair and naturally unjustice
with them. The Appellant was not a license holder under Section 58A of Special
Warehouse during the period for which the Performance Audit was conducted. The
Adjudicating Authority mentioned in his order that the Performance Audit was conducted
for the period between August - 2020 to December - 2020 and also accepted in Paral
that the Appellant surrendered his license on 27.09.2017. So, how was the period July
2016-to September 2017 covered in the Audit period August 2020 to December 20207
The same point was mentioned in the letter dated 16.03.2022 by them.

3.2 It was wrong allegation imposed by the adjudicating authority that the
Appellant had not responded to the letters issued as well as Show Cause Notice. The
Appellant submitted their reply via mail dated 24.02.2021 in response to the notice dated
22.01.2021 received via mail dated 23.02.2021. The notice dated 04.06.2021 issued was
not received by them; therefore, no response was submitted in response to the same.
The same was also mentioned in their earlier replies too. The SCN dated 28.01.2022 was
received via mail on 17.02.2022. In response to the same, the response was submitted
vide letter dated 16.03.2022. Subsequently, the notice of personal hearing dated
21.11.2022 was received via e-mail dated 22.11.2022. An email towards requested for
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adjournment of personal hearing was sent by them on 30.11.2022. In view of the above,
the allegation of non-responding the notices & Show Cause Notice: is totally incorrect and

unacceptable.

33 No proper opportunity of being heard was given and no order was served.
The adjudicating authority had not ignored the request of adjournment of personal hearing
fixed for 30.11.2022 sent vide e-mail dated 30.11.2022 and passed the order on ex-parte
basis. Further, the impugned order was passed on 30.11.2022 and had not been served
with the Appellant neither via post nor e-mail. In spite of the facts that the adjudicating
authority knew very well that earlier notices were not served to the Appellant via post &
returned; therefore, he served the notices / letters/ show cause notices via email. This is

totally unfair and bad-in law.

3.4 However, the Appellant received the notice F. No. VIII/10-22/ICD/
Arrear/MDO/2023/602 dated 19.04.2024 on 24.04.2024 in which the subject of the notice
was "Sub: OlO No. 46/DC/ICD/IMP/MD Overseas/32022 dated 30.11.2022 issued by the
Deputy Commissioner, ICD - Khodiyar, Ahmedabad" and also mentioned that "Please
refer to this office letter of even no. dated 12.07.2023." In respcnse to the above, the
Appellant submitted a request letter dated 26.04.2024 to obtain th2 copy of order as well
as copy of letter dated 12.07.2023. However, the Appellant collected the copy of the

aforesaid documents on 26.04.2024 from the Adjudicating Authority's office. Hence, it

proves that the Appellant got to know about the order passed when the recovegyjé_t'te;-’t-—"'f‘\
was received on 24.04.2024. £ / g,
S B
3.5 The adjudicating authority had not informed thern regarding fﬁfé-"_non- o/

[ NN

X pr
{ ye 1 SRS
Ll '

compliance (if any). The adjudicating authority had fulfilled all the compliances menti'oned_-‘”;___,_.

in Special Warehouse (Private Bonded Warehouse) under Section 58A of Custom Act
1962 read with Custom notification 66/2016 CUS (N.T.) dated 14.05.2016 & 72/2016
CUS (N.T.) dated 14.05.2016. If the Appellant had not fulfilled any compliance under the
aforesaid regulations, then the adjudicating authority had not shared any reason of:

* Not issuing any notice or reminder letter regarding noncompliance of the
Regulation 10 (4) of Special Warehouse (Custody and Handling of Goods),
Regulations 2016 during the period July 2016 to September, 2017.

* No action was taken against the appellant due to the noncornpliance of Regulation
10(4) of Special Warehouse (Custody and Handling of Goods), Regulations 2016
during the aforesaid period.

* No objection was raised by the Principal Commissioner of Customs at the time of
acceptance of the application related to surrender of license.

e No objection was raised at the time of the release of Warehouse Bond.

It is totally proved that all the compliances of the Appellant were fulfilled.

\

Ve
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3.6 It is totally unjustice to reopen the case & levy the penalty of the offense
after so many years from surrendering the license. Further, the Principal Commissioner
of Customs verified all the compliances before accepting surrender of license. Another
notice was served on 06.02.2024 on the different issues, the basis of Performance Audit
conducted for August 2020 to December 2020. The adjudicating authority is also not
aware about the discrepancies shared by the officers of the CERA Audit. Earlier notice
dated 22.01.2021 shared on the issue of non-filing of monthly returns and for which the
impugned order belonged to.

3.7 The Appellant received another Show Cause Notice F. No. VIII/ 2203/ICD-
KHD/ PAR-19 of 2022/2024/194 dated 01.02.2024 received on 06.02.2024 on the basis
of different discrepancies reported in Performance Audit conducted by the officer of CERA
Audit i.e., non-submission of solvency certificate as well as insurance cover. The
Adjudicating Authority issued the notices on the different time gap on the basis of the
same Audit report that is totally unfair and against the principle of natural justice. Further,
it shows a total lack of knowledge and ignorance of the adjudicating authority towards
discrepancies reported in the CERA performance report.

PERSONAL HEARING:

; 5\\

KR Personal hearing in the matter was held on 29.05.2025 in virtual mode,
¢ “@:i folloWing the principles of natural justice. Shri Amit Mittal, GM-Trade & Finance and Ms.
) 4 f?‘? ,l"l‘ Arora, Sr. Manager-Taxation appeared for the hearing and they re-iterated the
R ission made at the time of filing the appeal.

*

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

L% | have carefully gone through the case records, impugned order passed by the
adjudicating authority and the defense put forth by the Appellant in their appeal
memorandum. On going through the material on record, | find that the following issues
are vrequired to be decided in the present appeal which are as follows:

i.  Whether the impugned order suffers from a violation of natural justice due to non-
communication and denial of effective hearing.

ii. Whether the Special Warehouse Regulations, 2016, are applicable to the
Appellant for the period in question, given the surrender of their license.

ii. Whether the adjudicating authority properly considered all the submissions and
responses filed by the Appellant.
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5.1 Being aggrieved, the Appellant has filed the present appeal on 10.06.2024.
In the Form C.A -1, the date of communication of the Order-In-Original dated 30.11.2022
has been shown as 26.04.2024. Thus, the appeal has been filed within normal period of
60 days, as stipulated under Section 128 (1) of the Customs Act, 1962. The Appellant
has submitted self-certified copy of the T.R.6 Challan No. 928, deted 30.05.2024 for Rs.
1,875/- towards payment of pre-deposit calculated @ 7.5% of the disputed amount of
penalty of Rs. 25,000/-, under the provisions of Section 129 E of the Customs Act, 1962.
As the appeal has been filed within the stipulated time-limit and with the mandatory pre-
deposit, it has been admitted and being taken up for disposal on rnerits.

5.2 The Appellant's contention regarding the non-communication of the
impugned order and the ex-parte decision is a serious procedural infirmity. Natural justice
dictates that a party must be given a fair opportunity to be hesrd and that any order
passed must be duly communicated to the affected party. There is a plethora of
judgments, which has consistently emphasized the importance of communication of
orders. The fact that the Appellant only became aware of the order nearly a year and a
half later through a recovery notice is a clear indication of a failure in proper
communication.

53 Furthermore, ignoring a request for adjournment without proper reasons
and proceeding ex-parte also amounts to a denial of a fair hearing. While adjournments
are not to be granted as a matter of course, a reasonable request, especially when the
party has been engaging in correspondence, warrants consideration. The absegqct of-

proper communication of the final order is itself a sufficient ground for remand. ’,: ’ "'" _Qf* \
(s \ &
5.4 The Appellant surrendered their license on 27.09.2017, and this surrender:-:/ 1 /
was accepted by the Principal Commissioner of Customs on 20.12.2017. Reguiation,_,{" &4
8(2)(c) of the Special Warehousing Licensing Regulations, 2016 states that a license. -~
may be cancelled if "no proceedings are pending against the licensee under the Act or

the rules or regulations made thereunder." The acceptance of strrender by a superior
authority, along with the release of the bank guarantee, strongly implies that, at the time

of surrender, the department was satisfied that all compliances were met and no

proceedings were pending.

5.5 The SCN, however, relates to a performance audit covering August 2020 to
December 2020, a period long after the surrender of the license. It is a fundamental
principle that an individual or entity can only be held accountable far obligations under a
license or regulation during the period they hold that license or are subject to that
regulation. To initiate proceedings for non-compliance of a license condition (monthly
returns) for a period when the entity was demonstrably not a licensee, and where the
surrender was accepted by the department after due diligence (as per Regulation 8),
appears legally untenable.
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5.6 The adjudicating authority's finding that the Appellant failed to file returns
for the "period mentioned herein above" (referring to the SCN period of August 2020 to
December 2020) without explicitly addressing the impact of the license surrender on this
period is a significant oversight. The department cannot, on one hand, accept the
surrender of a license after verifying compliance and, on the other hand, proceed with
penal action for non-compliance for a subsequent period when the license was no longer

in force.

5.7 The Appellant has provided documentary evidence of their responses to
earlier notices and the SCN, rebutting the adjudicating authority's finding that they "neither
responded... nor defended the S.C.N. issued to them." This indicates that the adjudicating
authority may not have fully considered or appreciated the submissions made by the
Appellant prior to passing the impugned order. Furthermore, the Appellant's point about
subsequent SCNs being issued based on the same audit for different alleged
discrepancies (e.g., non-submission of solvency certificate and insurance cover)
strengthens the argument that the entire process leading to the impugned order lacked a
comprehensive and consolidated approach. This fragmented approach, particularly when
dealing with an already surrendered license, suggests that a thorough re-examination of
all facts and submissions is necessary.

5.8 Based on the foregoing discussions, the following grounds warrant

,Wmandmg the appeal back to the adjudicating authority:

" i
.l _\
'-:‘_/"'—

. é)ﬁ‘
-

Violation of Natural Justice: The primary reason for remand is the serious
allegation of non-communication of the impugned order and the ex-parte decision.
A fair hearing and communication of the order are cornerstones of natural justice.

;‘/ When an order is not communicated, the affected party is deprived of their right to

appeal or seek further remedies.

e Non-Consideration of Material Facts: The adjudicating authority appears to have
failed to adequately consider the crucial fact of the Appellant's warehouse license
surrender and its acceptance by the Principal Commissioner prior to the audit
period in question. This is a fundamental factual aspect that directly impacts the
applicability of the regulations and the very basis of the SCN.

« Adequate Opportunity of Hearing: The apparent failure to consider the Appellant's
request for adjournment and their prior replies suggests a lack of adequate
opportunity for hearing. Remand would provide an opportunity for the adjudicating
authority to re-examine all submissions comprehensively. The principle
established in Kashinath Dikshita v. Union of India [1986 (24) ELT 521 (SC)] and
similar cases, highlights that non-consideration of material and relevant evidence
by the adjudicating authority vitiates the order, necessitating a remand.

Ay

—
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* Need for Fresh Examination: The overlapping SCNs based on the same audit, yet
for different issues, further underscores the need for the adjudicating authority to
comprehensively re-examine the entire matter, taking a holistic view of the audit
findings, the license surrender, and all the Appellant's responses.

6. In view of the detailed discussions and findings above, | find that remitting
the entire matter to the adjudicating authority with the specific direction to conduct a de-
novo adjudication, after thoroughly considering all the submissions, replies, and
documents filed by the Appellant, including those submitted prior to the passing of the
impugned order, has become sine qua non to meet the ends of justice. Accordingly, the
case is remanded back to the adjudicating authority, in terms of sub-section (3) of Section
128A of the Customs Act, 1962, for passing a fresh order by following the principles of
natural justice and legal provisions. In this regard, | also rely upon the judgment of
Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in case of Medico Labs- 2004 (173) ELT 117 (Guj.),
Judgment of Hon'’ble Bombay High Court in case of Ganesh Benzoplast Ltd. [2020 (374)
E.L.T. 552 (Bom.)] and Judgments of Hon'ble Tribunals in case of Prem Steels Pvt. Ltd.
[2012-TIOL-1317-CESTAT-DEL] and Hawkins Cookers Itd. [2012 (284) E.L.T. 677 (Tri.-
Del)] holding that Commissioner (Appeals) has power to remand the case under Section
— 35A (3) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 and Section — 128A (3) of the Customs Act,
1962.

e Accordingly, | set aside the impugned order and allow the appeal filed by
the Appellant by way of remand to the adjudicating authority.

= .\:"--‘:- .
Z P G\ y
._ ‘_‘3 \,\ '\\

NoN B (AmitGlpta)
A F / Ccmmissioner (Appeals),
S Customs, Ahmedabad

-

-

F. No. S/49-73/CUS/AHD/2024-25 Date: 19.06.2025
i

By Registered post A.D/E-Mail

TO, . re<Tel
M/s. M. D. Overseas Pvt. Ltd. ‘”?""‘h““ﬁ ui,: '
2238, Mahurat Pole, V=
Manek Chowk, GPO, areftnges (U RRZAUNTENDES
“ -:-,_Il._{.,l‘ el =), TEHES

Ahmedabad-380001. A o 4.5, AHMEDABAD

CUS TOMS
Copy to:
\./ The Chief Commissioner of Customs, Gujarat, Custom House, Ahmedabad.
The Principal Commissioner of Customs, Ahmedabad.

z
3. The Deputy Commissioner of Customs, ICD — Khodiyar, Ahmedabad.
4. Guard File.
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