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1 T6 cft Ts Eqti-d * frdt 3TqEr *. fr(, Er;c f ff Erfr t ffi arq q-O srt l*-rn zrqr t
This copy is granted free of cost for the private use of the person to whom it is issued.

mrnga:n sfrftra 1962 fr qrr 129 * fr (t) (qefl riartfud) fi 3rti-d ffifua AFHi i,
:{rfl-dt n rr.rar ,l 6tf 

"-qGla {s 3rG!r tr sri a't 3rr d a-6qs rT ar d at {s 3neil fi crFd

d'I drts t 3 a-fii t ffi{ 3rq{ {fuffrg+fr Tfu{ (3trifi d!trrd), ft-d drrq, ({ra-€E fts{rrr)

{Fq {r4, :r$ ftE* 6f Tr5ersr ar+c-a rcga u'r qu'A t.
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ffifa rrcFra 3tran order relating to

t6'( +rts *'rq fr 3nqrft-d *t$ qra.

(al any goods imported on baggage

ts( 3{rcd fr fiqrd 6-f} tq fiF-S a6a f nrcr zrcr dfra srrrd d rdfi zrErar Fndr qt rdrt r ?rs

aTd ?n rs {;ardrr Frra q{ ratt ilt fi fts 3rCG-d rra rart a ar} q1 qr rg r"trar Ffl'r
qr s-art zn' qra ff en* { 3rSB-d rra t *-S d.

tb)

any goods loaded in a 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 destination are short ofthe quantity required to be unloaded at that
destination.

Gr( *ffaga sfrft{ff, 1962t'3rt rq x Eqr r(i nrfl-a rars zrq ftmt *'rfa srffi ErrS f,r

3rET-{rft.

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

Tf,0trsr sTd-q-d v* dzm M * frBftr'c qr"q { c'F{a rrar fm ffi :r-?4d r€-e

iliq dt dR'rft aik gs *' srq frxrfrEa a.rrsra :dara eti ilfrs :

3

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:

att ff r'+-c,razo *'rc f.o rgq+ r i. Jni-{ ftqtftd fua zru sqvn {s 3near fr 4 cfrci,

ffiI (rrF cfr jt s{rs *t f,r aqrqra-q lrcq. E+-c azn rtar qGs.

(a) 4 copies of this order, bearing Court Fee Stamp of paise fifty only in one copy as prescribed under

Schedule 1 item 6 ofthe Court Fee Act, 1870.

(E)

tbl 4 copies of the Ordcr- n-Original, in addition to relevant documents, if any

ED Tr$sil,r * fr('3ni(t fr 4 cfd-qi

(c)

frtfiq@ $62 Cq'qnilttft-O

daqtffiar{*q,ftc,Eo-s,ild3iffdfflmdt*rft+*ar$-rsrdrt{r. 2oot-

6watdrr4<rs. r 000/-C{^qlrarrffrrrarr l,*snffi,@grr.o
ffiqi
lfAga,aiarrarclre,arnqrrrqr zool-

ffils.rooor-

(E)

(dl The duplicate copy of the T.R.6 challan evidencing payment of Rs.200/- (Rupees two Hundred onlyJ or

Rs.1,000/- [Rupees one thousand only) as the case may be, under the Head of other receipts, fees, fines,

forfeitures and Miscellaneous ltems being the fee prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for

filing a Revision Application. lf the amount of duty and interest demanded, nne or penalty Ievied is one

lakh rupees or less, fecs as Rs.200/- and if it is more than one lakh rupees, the fee is Rs.1000/-.

+ 16 It. 2 *. lTtfi-d qfra Err-dt *, 3mrr.rr 3F{r f,ra-dt + gl+ar + qC *,tg qFd 6r rrtr t
3rrf,d a-6qs arar Ot at A *rn;a'sfrfrqr 1962 fr qm 129 v (1) + 3ilfra si* S.s.-s if
darllm', i-fiq s-iqq rra rilt t-o +-r $+il sfuorsr *.s-qsT ffiffr qi qr srQ-a *-r

q6-n t
In respect of cascs other than these mentioned under item 2 above, any person aggrieved by this order
can filc an appeal under Section 129 A(1) ofthe Customs Act, 1962 in form C.A.-3 before the Customs,

Excise and Service Tax Appellate Tribunal at the following address :

5,/49-13 to 16/CA-2ICUS/KDL 12024-25

Under Section 129 DD [1] of the Customs Act, 1962 (as amendedJ, 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 RevenueJ
Parliament Street, New Delhi within 3 months from the date ofcommunication ofthe order.
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(6)

EFfitr {Fdri.dt * .r*rar rnr qa rrhr fr + cfrqi, qf4 tl

4 copies of the Application for Revision.
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frrl 
"Rra.,#nq 

Jiqr6 at6 d +dr 6-{

aqfr{3lfr'fiIlr, cFTff etfiq trd

Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal,
West Zonal Bench

(st +ttr-s,+oqr* er+a, F-+-c trr'ar{aor 5c,

3firr{Sr, 3rf,4ffqK-3800 1 6

2nd Floor, BahumaliBhavan,

Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,

Ahmedabad-380 016

5 ffangra 3rfuB-q{, 1962 ff qrr 129 s (6) *'3rri-n, firn3m, gfrfrrq, 1962 ff rrrr 129 v

(1) *. srrfd gT+fr * sFr ffifua ra'ria-ra tH {rfrv-

Under Section 129 A (6) of the Customs Act, 1962 an appeal under Section 129 A (1,) of rhe Customs Act,

1962 shall be accompanied by a fee of-

(6) sT{-d{ t TF{F-arfi Era-n + q-6i Fd SE, 
"Rrffi 

affi c,arr Fi]rI ,rql eI6. 3+{ qrEr irrfi

Fr{rqr rql ds * 16T irq ars sc(' w 3.s* 6-ff tt at !rF' rql{ 5cv.

Ia) where the amount of duty and interest demanded and penalfy levied by any officer of Customs in the

case to which the appeal relates is five lakh rupees or less, one thousand rupees;

nf* S ssFtra FrFi * B-6i ffiff +frrn;a- orffi r-sRT qizn zrqr eria. 3if{ Eqrq Fen

E4rqr zrqr qE fr lfr.ff drr ars Fq(' + Jrfufi- 6f dfu-d rrt qEm drc t 3rft-fr a 6l al; qm

6SK $r('

(E)

where the amount ofduty 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 ;

(,r) $fi-il t sxFrd FrE-i tr B-6i ffrff $anya- arffi r<nr xizn rrqr rrm ril'r aarc dfi
irJIrqr ?Ffi ds di rfia qTFF ars scs t 3rfu5 d ai; es 6-qR 5c\r.

(q fs$rhl*frcstr3rffi ,ara?ryJ6+

szr*r*qr,aaar*rfu ts{rarsmnryn

3l{r4licr,rdrrJaqRf#r'ffsG-dr{itqrds+ %10%10

tdl An appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 1070 ofthe duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty

are in dispute, or penalty, where penaltyalone is in dispute.

6 rrftTfufr{rrfiqRr Dq (9 *.

fusrel : - wrqr

s+aqr .

(o
(E)

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

(a) in an appeal for grant ofstay or for rectification ofmistake or for any other purpose; or

[b) for restoration ofan appeal or an application shallbe accompanied by a fee offive Hundred rupees

e

(>

il.
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(c) 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 fifty lakh rupees, ten thousand rupees
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ORDER IN APPEAL

The Deputy Commissioner of Customs

(Adjudication), New Custom House, Kandla (hereinafter referred to as 'the

appellant department) has filed the present appeals in terms of Section l29D (4)

of the Customs Act, 1962 on the basis of Review Order No. lO IOIO /2024-25
dated 25.09.2024 issued by the Commissioner of Customs, Kandla challenging

Order - In - Original No. KDL/ADC/DPB|OS|2O24-25 dared 28.06.2024

(hereinafter referred to as "the impugned Order") passed by the Additional

Commissioner, Custom House, Kandla ( hereinafter referred to as "the

Adjudicating Authori!y'' ) in case of M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd, M/s Shiv

Krupa Trading, M/s Shri Nathji Impex and M/s Balaji Traders.

2.1 During August 2023, line SEZ Unit filed multiple Bills of Entr5r for import

of goods described as "Hot Rolled Pipes" for warehousing purposes on behalf of

various DTA clients, namely M/s Shiv Krupa Trading, M/s Balaji Traders and

M/s Shri Nathji Impex (hereinafter referred to as the DTA Importers). The total

declared assessable vaiue of the imported goods was <7 ,O7 ,53,725 /-, w.ith

declared countries of origin as China and UAE in different Bills of Entry.

2.3 It was also observed that certain consignments were declared as

originating from UAE, whereas the corresponding commercial invoices and

subsequent clarification from the SEZ Unit indicated that the actual'country of

origin was China. Since stainless steel seamless pipes originating from China

were subject to anti-dumping duty under Notification No. 3712O22-Cus (ADDI

, non-declaration of ADD was also a11eged.dated 20.72.2022

2. Facts of the case, in brief, are that, M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd.

(hereinafter referred to as the SEZ Unit) is a unit located in Kandla Special

Economic Zone (KASEZ), Gandhidham, and was granted Letter of Approvai (LOA)

dated O2.O2.2O21 by the Development Commissioner, Kandla SE;Z, for

undertaking authorised operations of warehousing and trading services under

the provisions of the SEZ Act, 2O05 and the SEZ Rules, 2006. The LOA was

amended from time to time by the Unit Approval Committee for inclusion of

additional items.

2.2 On examination of the goods by Customs officers, it was observed that the

imported goods were in fact stainiess steel seamless pipes and tubes of circular

cross-section, mostly below 6 NPS, and not merely "hot rolled pipes" as declared.

It was further noticed that the goods were appropriately classifiable under CTH

7304 49 O0, whereas the same had been declared under the residuary heading

cTH 7304 90 00.

Page 4 of 11
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2.4 Further, the Department alleged that the imported goods were covered

under the Steel and Steel Products (Quality Control) Order, 2O2O, requiring

mandatory BIS compliance, and that no BIS marking or test certificates were

found on the goods at the time of examination. It was alleged that mis-

classification under CTH 7304 90 00 was adopted to evade BIS compliance.

2.5 On the above grounds, the goods were seized under a panchnama dated

lO.lO.2023 as being liable to conliscation under Sections 111(d) and 111(m) of

the Customs Act, 1962. Show Cause Notices were issued to the SEZ Unit and

the DTA importers proposing re-ciassification of the goods, confiscation,

imposition of penalties under Sections 112, 114A and 114AA, and enforcement

of the Bond-cum-Legal Undertaking executed by the SEZ Unit.

2.6 The goods were provisionally released on execution of bond and bank

guarantee, subject to the condition that the goods would be exported and not

cleared into DTA.

2.8 Vide the impugned Order-in-Original, the Adjudicating Authorily rejected

the declared description and classification of the imported goods as "Hot Rolled

Pipes" under CTH 7304 9000 and ordered re-classification as "Hot Ro1led

Seamless iteel Pipes" under CTH 7gO4 4gOO in respect of all noticees. The goods

imported by M/s Balaji Traders (<1,82,63,7621-), M/s Shiv Krupa Trading

(<2,61,39,O441-l ar,d M/s Shri Nathji Impex ({2,63,50,919/-) were ordered to be

confiscated under Sections 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962, with

option of redemption on payment of fines of {1,80,0OO/-, {2,5O,000/- and

{2,50,OO0/- respectively, along with penalties of {5,000/- each under Section

112(a)(ii) and {1,00,000/- each under Section 114AA, while penalty under

Section 114A was dropped and enforcement of the respective fixed deposits was

; further, in the case of M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd. (StrZ Unit),

ties of {5,000/- under Section 1i2(a)(ii) and {1,00,000/- under Section

#ere imposed, with enforcement of the Bond-cum-Lega1 Undertaking
L:

+
';;.1'

!..--tI?
Aggrieved by the said Order-in-Original, the Appellant Department has

d the present appeals and mainly contended as under:

F The Department submits that the impugned Order-in-Original No.

KDLIADC/DPBl08l2024-25 dated 28.06.2024 has been passed without

e
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2.7 The StrZ Unit and the DTA importers waived personal hearing and

submitted that the goods had been imported so1e1y lor export purposcs, that the

entire quantity had been exported in accordance with the conditions of

provisional release, and requested release of the fixed deposits furnished as

security.
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proper appreciation of the merits of the case and by adopting an unduly
lenient approach. The Adjudicating Authority has failed to impose

redemption fine and penalties on the DTA importers and the sEZ Unit
commensurate with the gravity of the offence, despite clear findings of
deliberate mis-declaration.

F In the present case, in respect of nine Bil1s of Entry filed during August

2023, the importer/DTA clients and the sEZ Unit have deliberately mis-

declared the description and classification of the imported goods, and in
certain Bi11s of Entry have also mis-declared the countr5r of origin, with the

clear intention to evade anti-dumping duty, bypass BIS compliance under
the steel Quality control order,2o2o and evade differential customs duty.

These mis-declarations were unearthed during examination of the goods.

} Such acts are in blatant violation of Sections 46(44) and, rz of the customs
Act, 1962, which mandate true, correct and accurate declaration and selI-

assessment by the importer, read with Rule 75 of the SEZ Rules, 2O06

requiring inward and outward movement of goods to be based on self_

declaration. Further, in terms of Section 30 of the SEZ Act, 2005, goods

removed or attempted to be removed into DTA are liable to customs duties

including anti-dumping duty, which was sought to be evaded in the

present case.

F The Adjudicating Authority has himself categorically recorded lindings

that the SEZ Unit and the DTA clients mis-declared the description,

classification and country of origin of the goods and attempted to import

stainless steel seamless pipes classifiable under crH 7304 4goo, subject

to anti-dumping duty under Notification No. 3I /2O22-ADD dated

20.12.2022, without BIS marking as mandated under the Steel euality
Control Order, 2O2O, thereby rendering the goods liable to confiscation

under Sections 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs Act, 1962.

F Having held the goods liab1e to confiscation, the Adjudicating Authority
has nevertheless imposed redemption fine which is approima lely l%o of

the value of the confiscated goods, which is abysmally low, arbitrary and

wholly disproportionate to the offence committed. No justification or

reasoning has been provided for imposition of such nominal redemption

fine, which is contrary to settled legal principles that redemption fine must

wipe out the margin of profit and act as a deterrent.

) The penalties imposed under Section 112(a)(ii) of the Customs Act, 1962

on the DTA importers as well as the SEZ Unit are equally insignificant and

not commensurate with the serious violations committed, despite the clear

finding that their acts rendered the goods liable to confiscation under

Section 11 1 of the Act.

Page 5 of 11
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F The Adjudicating Authority has further erred in refraining from rmposing

penalty under Section 114A of the Customs Act, ).962, even though the

case squarely involves wilful mis-declaration and suppression of material

facts leading to non-ler1r of applicable anti-dumping duty, as discussed in

the body of the impugned order itself.

F Though penalty has been imposed under Section 114AA of the Customs

Act, 1962, the same is negligible in comparison to the value of the mis

declared goods. Section 114AA permits imposition of penalty up to five

times the value of the goods, whereas in the present case, against total

mis-declared goods valued at a.7 ,O7 ,53,725 I - , an aggre gate pe nalty of

merely {4,00,000/- has been imposed, which completely defeats thc

deterrent intent of the penal provisions.

F The impugned order thus suffers from non-application of mind and an

unjustifiably lenient approach, which, if allowed to stand, would

encourage recurrence of such unlawful practices by importcrs and SEZ

units instead of deterring them.

) In view of the above, the Department submits that the impugned Order

in-Qriginal is not legal or proper to the extent of quantum of redemption

fine and penalties and therefore deserves to be set aside, with

enhancement of redemption fine and imposition of approprrate penaltics

under Sections 112, 114A and 114AA of the Customs AcL, 1962.

4 . A communication dated 23.04 .2025, enclosing a copy of the appeal

memorandum, was issued to the SEZ Unit and DTA Importers seeking their

comments on the matter. In adherence to the principle s of audi aiteram partem,

personal hearings were scheduled on 27.1O.2025, 11.11.2025, 18.1 1.2025 and

26.11.2025. However, the SEZ Unit and the DTA Importers neither filed any

cross-obj ections nor appeared for the personal hearings. Accordingly, the matter

is being adjudicated ex parte on the basls olthe available records and documcnts

on file.

5. I have carefully gone through the impugned Order, appeal filed by the

appellant department and the relevant documents in the present case. The issue

to be decided in the present appeal is whether:

Act, 1962 in lieu of confiscatlon of goods is correct or

under Section 112 (a) (ii) and Section 114(aa) of the

Customs Act, 1962 is correct or otherwise.

III. Non imposition of penalty under Section 114 (a) of the Customs Act, 1962

is correct or otherwise.

Page 7 of 11

Redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating authority under Section 125

imposed by the adjudicating authority on the SEZ Unit and the
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6.1 on perusal of the records, it is observed that the DTA Importers had

imported goods declared as "Hot Rolled pipes" under crH z3o4 gooo through

an SEZ unit, whereas on examination the goods were found to be stainless steel

seamless pipes correctly classifiable under crH z3o4 4goo. The Adjudicating
Authority has recorded findings of mis-declaration of description, classification

and, in certain consignments, country of origin, as well as non-compliance with
BIS requirements under the Steel euality control ord,er, 2o2o, rendering the

goods liab1e to confiscation under sections 111(d) and 111(m) of the customs
Act, 1962. while confiscation ofthe goods has been ordered and penalties have

been imposed under sections 112(a)(ii[ and 114AA, the Adjudicating Authority
has refrained from imposing penalty under Section 114A. The present dispute
primarily relates to the correctness and adequacy of the quantum of redemption

fine and penalties imposed in the impugned Order-in-Originai.

6.2 Now, as regards to redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating authority

under section 125 of the customs Act, 1962 in lieu of confiscation of goods, it is
the contention of the appellant department that having held the goods 1iab1e to

confiscation, the Adjudicating Autlority has nevertheless imposed redemption

fine which is approximately lvo of the value of the conliscated goods, which is

abysmally 1ow, arbitrary and wholly disproportionate to the offence committed.

No justification or reasoning has been provided for imposition of such nominal

redemption fine, which is contrary to settled 1egal principles that redemption fine

must wipe out the margin of profit and act as a deterrent.

6.3 I have carefully perused Section 12s(1) of the customs Act, 1962 and the

same is reproduced as under:

Section 125. Option to pay fine in lieu of conliscation. -

(1) Wheneuer confiscation of ang goods k authorised bg this Act, the

offi.cer adjudging it mag, in tLrc case of ang good.s, tLrc importotion or

exportation whereof is prohibited under this Act or under ang other

laut for the time being in force, and shall, in tlrc case of ang other

goods, giue to the ouner of the goods 1 [or, uhere such ouner is not

knoun, the person from whose possession or anstod.g such good.s

haue been seiz,ed,l an option to pag in lieu of confiscation such llne
as the said. ofJicer thinks fit:

I+l (-'' z

I find that Section 125(1) of the customs Act, 1962 cleariy stipulates that
the adjudicating authority is fu1ly empowered to exercise its discretion while

deciding the quantum of redemption fine imposable. The wordin gs "such ft,ne
as. the said officer thrnks.,;Et" gives full riberty to the adjudicating authorit5r

while deciding the quantum of the redemption fine under section 125(1) of the
customs Act, 1962 and there is no binding upon the adjudicating authority. It

Page 8 of 11



is crucial to understand the intent behind the discretion provided in such

provisions, as it allows for flexibility in addressing cases where technical or

procedural violations occur, such as mis-declarations or documentation errors.

The discrdtion ensures that the authorities can apply a fair and balanced

approach, considering the circumstances of each case.

6.4 In the present case, it is an admitted and undisputed fact on record that

the impugned goods were permitted to be re-exported by the competent

authority, subject to fulfillment of the prescribed conditions. The very grant of

such permission for re-export demonstrates that the Department adopted a fair,

reasonable, and balanced approach in dealing with the matter, after due

consideration of the facts and circumstances of the case. It is further well settled

that the object of imposing redemption fine is not punitive but is intended to

neutralize or eliminate any undue economic advantage or profit that may have

accrued to the importer on account of improper importation. However, in the

present case, the goods in question were re-exported, thereby completely

extinguishing any possibility of the importer deriving any commerci:rl benefit or

profit from the said goods. Since the redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating

authority in this case is in full compliance with the provisions of Section 125(1)

of the Customs Act, 1962, I find no grounds to interfere with the adjudicating

authority's discretion. The authority has exercised its discretion within the

framework of the law, ensuring that the redemption fine is appropriate to the

circumstances of the case. Therefore, the decision rendered appears to be in

accordance with legal provisions, and there is no reason to question or alter it.

6.5 Further, with regard to the penalty imposed by the Adjudicating

Authority on the respondent under Section 114AA of the Customs Act, !962,

the appellant department contends that though penalty has been imposed

under Section 114AA of the Customs Acl, 1962, the same is negligible in

comparison to the value of the mis-declared goods. Section 1l4AA permits

imposition of penalty up to Iive times the va-lue of the goods, whereas in the

present case, against total mis-declared goods valued at {7,O7,53,7251-, an

aggregate penalty of merely {4,00,000/ - has been imposed, which completely

defeats the deterrent intent of the penal provisions.

6.6 I have carefully perused Section 114 (AA) of the Customs Act, 1962 and

e are reproduced as under:

AA). Penalty for use of false and incorrect

I

TroN r.14 (

terial.

trf a person knowingly or intentionallg makes, signs or uses, or causes

to be made, signed or used, ang declaration, statement or doatment

anlar, in the transaction

:t1

uhich is false or incorrect in ang material pa

Page 9 of 11
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A plain reading of Section 114(AA) of the Customs Act, 1962 makes it
evident that it prescribes only the maximum permissible penalty, without

stipulating any statutory minimum. The legislative scheme therefore confers

wide discretion upon the adjudicating authority to determine the quarrtum of

penalty, provided it remains within the upper limit prescribed under the Act.

This discretion is to be exercised judiciously, having regard to the facts and

circumstances of the case. In the present matter, I find that the penalties

imposed by the Adjudicating Authority under Sections 1 14(AA) are well within

the statutory framework and have been levied a-fter due consideration of the

material on record. Accordingly, there is no justification to interfere with,

question, or modify the penalty imposed under these provisions.

6.7 Furthermore, as regards to imposition of penalty under Section 112

(a)(ii) of the Customs Act, 7962, it is the contention of the Appellant

Department that the penalties imposed under Section 112(a)(ii) of the

Customs Act, 1962 on the DTA importers as weli as the SEZ Unit are equally

insignificant and not commensurate with the serious violations committed,

despite the clear finding that their acts rendered the goods liable to

confiscation under Section 111 of the Act.

6.8 I have carefully gone through Section 112 (a)(ii) of the Customs Act,

7962 and I am of the considered opinion that the penalty imposed by the

Adjudicating authority under Section 112 (a)(ii) ibid is wetl within the ambit

of Section 112(a)(ii) ibid and therefore does not warrant any interference.

6.9 Further, as regards to Penalt5r under Section 114 A of the Customs Act,

1962, rt is observed that the Adjudicating Authority has rendered well-

reasoned findings at para 18.2 of the impugned Order and I concur with the

findings of the Adjudicating Authority in this regard.

7 . In view of the aforementioned findings, the appeals filed by the

appellant department are hereby reiected.
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of any business for the purposes of this Act, shall be liable for penattg

not exceeding fiue times the ualue of goods;



To,

5/49-13 to 16 I CA-2 I CUS / KDLI 2024 2s

1. The Deputy Commissioner (Adjudication),
Oflice of the Commissioner of Customs, New Custom House, Near Balaji
Temple, Kandla, Gujarat.

2. M/s Shiv Krupa Trading, Plot No. 586, Shop No. 15, police Station Road,
W ard 12 / B, Gandhidham -37 O2O t.

3. Shri Nathji Impex , Plot No. 37-38, DC-3, Rambaugh Road, Adipur,
Kutch-37O2O2.

4. Balaji Traders, Plot No. 77, Ward-SB Adipur Taluka , Gandhidham,
Kutch Gujarat- 37O2O5.

5. M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd., plot No. 210, Riddhi Siddhi Arcade ,

Plot No. 13, Sector 08, Gandhidham, Gujarat-37}2ol.

Coptl to: -
y'fhe Cni"t Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House,V Ahmedabad.
2. The Commissioner of Customs, Customs House, Kandla.
3. The Additional Commissioner of Customs, Customs House, Kandla.
4. Guard File.
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