$/49-13 to 16/CA-2/CUS/KDL/2024-25

{ & i.ﬂﬁ "-

AT (3T Y FIRIhTATT, HEHETEIE
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS(APPEALS), AHMEDABAD,
A1 ATA 4th Floor, §S! e HUDCO Bhawan, $2aX 8fdel U IshwarBhuvan Road

WTET}T Navrangpura, 3IgHATSIE Ahmedabad — 380 009
EIHTYSHAT Tel. No. 079-26589281

DIN-20260171MN00008328B2

WISAHEAT FILE NO.

S/49-13 to 16/CA-2/CUS/KDL/2024-25

HPFHCAHEIT ORDER-IN-
APPEAL
NO. (HiAReh3 AT,
1962 FHIeIRT
128heh3A3Td)(UNDER

SECTION 128A OF THE
CUSTOMS ACT, 1962) :

KDL-CUS-000-APP- 87 to 90 -25-26

NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE
APPELLANT:

qidedl PASSED BY Amit Gupta
Commissioner of Customs (Appeals),
Ahmedabad
AT DATE 21.01.2026
IEHANNIIAD. Il KDL/ADC/DPB/08/24-25 Dated
ARISING OUT OF ORDER-IN- 28.06.2024
ORIGINAL NO.
I IFASINE R GE A FGIED 21.01.2026
ORDER- IN-APPEAL ISSUED
ON:
The Deputy Commissioner of Customs
dTerhdT &7 AT G IdT (Adjudication), @

Office of the Commissioner of Customs,
New Custom House, Near Balaji Temple,
Kandla, Gujarat. 5,

N MERNTY

Ig wfa 30 FfFa & @ 39der & Rv gva & § oht § Bwd g5 rdt fear o &

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

rafof@a grafrua amdar/order relating to -

(3

N & T A AT F A

(a)

any goods imported on baggage

RS & AT A o e age A Aer w9 AT 9Ra F 3ad e T W 3aR 7 A
ATl 4T 3¥ Teded T 9 3dR A= & v andfla & 391 & 99 9% a1 39 79dey o
W IAR AT AT FT AT A BT A F F4 @

(b)

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 of the quantity required to be unloaded at that
destination.

(@(

mmgwmﬁm,wszﬂ:mwxammmﬁamwm*mgmmwzﬁﬁ
e,

(c)

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

QARTOT A o Wa fmeee & Rfafte wnw F wwge wwn o d seadta e
ST &Y St 3R 3w & @ el e Jeee g TR

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 :

FIE G UFE, 1870 & HE H.6 gt 1 ¥ nehey Pwifa e v seew 59 sy #r 4 9f,
foradr v ufa & qarw A A FmEEe gew Ree @@ g aifw

(a)

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

FagY qEATaSl & IeTET W AW IRw A 4 gfaw, IR @

(b)

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

gerliaror & forv amdes #r 4 wfeai

()

4 copies of the Application for Revision.

ARTUT3 A E TS (o o CH AT e AT TR T, 1962 (@aTEA )
AfuiRadresrmRde B ave sed iR R niwamandss. 200/-
(FITEIEIATH)ATE. 1000/-(FICCHEARATT ), SAATHIATHACTE ) AHa U ITATTHTAT O F T AT L6
o,

AR e, AT AT TS, ST T TE S R A S R U U T AT WA HHE 10 A B a2, 200/

AR TFaER A AR HRTAT.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 Miscellaneous Items being the fee prescribed in the Customs Act, 1962 (as amended) for
filing a Revision Application. If the 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/-.

#g §. 2 & anfler {Ad AWTAT & Homar T AWl & wEaew A Ay F1§ @fFa @ v @
ITed AW FAT g1 a1 & HAReF Fufawd 1962 #r urr 129 v (1) F wthe v de-3 F
Hamees, Fear 3cu Pod AR a1 wF e AflERor & weHer Peeaiea 9 9 o &%
qHhd ¢

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:

>
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;ﬂunw,#ﬁa EC I Tar &7 | Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal,
West Zonal Bench
IRz, gRgsr e s

g - ﬂgﬂlﬁil $as7, e AR’ ge, | 2% Floor, BahumaliBhavan,
FYRAT, FeAGERG-380016 Nr.Girdhar Nagar Bridge, Asarwa,
= ) Ahmedabad-380 016

Hemyes s, 1962 A urr 129 v (6) & afw, harres wffgw, 1962 # wrT 129 T |
(1) & athier adfle & oy Al e dowe gt aifee-

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 -

@) | 3o § wrafeud Awe A S S danes 0S8 q@m A o gew 3R s qur
AT AT &3 T (HH 9T 9 T T FEH FH &7 a7 UF §9K I9T.
(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;
@) | e ¥ Fraleud AwTe A g G danees 30Sd qar A T gew 3k s qun
FTAT AT §8 HY HA 9T @ WU F 30w @ Afee v9d 9w wrw @ 30w g @ an g
FOR JqT
(b) | 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;
@n | e & weafeua s & s Gl daes s q@mr @ @ gew stk se aun
AT AT & Y A J9H d@ T¢ 8 F70F g a g7 IR 90,
(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
(5) | SRR A R UTRHIa AU o %10 TR, SERFF AR [FhUagsaarcAe, aess %10
eI, TR haoe S aEA I T @I |
(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. | swgaffagaEdur 129 (U) #eada e e o e AT eIV S HTA G T - (&)

UFIRH AT AR URAS e sEsfaefRwrede 0 - awar @)
AT AR cATa e [ UG ATA G AT A A oo 8 1 v eTg I a1 g U

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

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 129D (4)
of the Customs Act, 1962 on the basis of Review Order No. 10/010/2024-25
dated 25.09.2024 issued by the Commissioner of Customs, Kandla challenging
Order — In - Original No. KDL/ADC/DPB/08/2024-25 dated 28.06.2024
(hereinafter referred to as “the impugned Order”) passed by the Additional
Commissioner, Custom House, Kandla ( hereinafter referred to as “the
Adjudicating Authority” ) 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 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 Approval (LOA)
dated 02.02.2021 by the Development Commissioner, Kandla SEZ, for
undertaking authorised operations of warehousing and trading services under
the provisions of the SEZ Act, 2005 and the SEZ Rules, 2006. The LOA was
amended from time to time by the Unit Approval Committee for inclusion of

additional items.

2.1 During August 2023, the SEZ Unit filed multiple Bills of Entry 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 value of the imported goods was %7,07,53,725/-, with
declared countries of origin as China and UAE in different Bills of Entry.

2.2  On examination of the goods by Customs officers, it was observed that the
imported goods were in fact stainless 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 00, whereas the same had been declared under the residuary heading
CTH 7304 90 00.

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. 31/2022-Cus (ADD)
dated 20.12.2022, non-declaration of ADD was also alleged.
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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, 2020, 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
10.10.2023 as being liable to confiscation 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-classification 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.

2.7 The SEZ Unit and the DTA importers waived personal hearing and
submitted that the goods had been imported solely for export purposes, 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.

2.8 Vide the impugned Order-in-Original, the Adjudicating Authority rejected
the declared description and classification of the imported goods as “Hot Rolled
Pipes” under CTH 7304 9000 and ordered re-classification as “Hot Rolled
Seamless Steel Pipes” under CTH 7304 4900 in respect of all noticees. The goods
imported by M/s Balaji Traders (%1,82,63,762/-), M/s Shiv Krupa Trading
(32,61,39,044/-) and M/s Shri Nathji Impex (232,63,50,919/-) 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 %1,80,000/-, 232,50,000/- and
¥2,50,000/- 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

ordg,reg further, in the case of M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd. (SEZ Unit),
‘/ f?iénait;es of ¥5,000/- under Section 112(a)(ii) and 21,00,000/- under Section

0 "Et"4AA were imposed, with enforcement of the Bond-cum-Legal Undertaking..

N ;3’- Aggrieved by the said Order-in-Original, the Appellant Department has
e -

“filed the present appeals and mainly contended as under:

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

KDL/ADC/DPB/08/2024-25 dated 28.06.2024 has been passed without
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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.

» In the present case, in respect of nine Bills 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 Bills of Entry have also mis-declared the country of origin, with the
clear intention to evade anti-dumping duty, bypass BIS compliance under
the Steel Quality Control Order, 2020 and evade differential customs duty.
These mis-declarations were unearthed during examination of the goods.

» Such acts are in blatant violation of Sections 46(4A) and 17 of the Customs
Act, 1962, which mandate true, correct and accurate declaration and self-
assessment by the importer, read with Rule 75 of the SEZ Rules, 2006
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.

» The Adjudicating Authority has himself categorically recorded findings

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 CTH 7304 4900, subject
to anti-dumping duty under Notification No. 31/2022-ADD dated

20.12.2022, without BIS marking as mandated under the Steel Quality

Control Order, 2020, thereby rendering the goods liable to confiscation

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

Having held the goods liable to confiscation, the Adjudicating Authority

\‘Jf

has nevertheless imposed redemption fine which is approximately 1% 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 111 of the Act.
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» The Adjudicating Authority has further erred in refraining from imposing
penalty under Section 114A of the Customs Act, 1962, even though the
case squarely involves wilful mis-declaration and suppression of material
fz;cts leading to non-levy of applicable anti-dumping duty, as discussed in
the body of the impugned order itself.

» 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 27,07,53,725/-, an aggregate penalty of
merely %¥4,00,000/- has been imposed, which completely defeats the
deterrent intent of the penal provisions.

» 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 importers and SEZ

units instead of deterring them.

v

In view of the above, the Department submits that the impugned Order-
in-Original 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 appropriate penalties
under Sections 112, 114A and 114AA of the Customs Act, 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 principles of audi alteram partem,
personal hearings were scheduled on 27.10.2025, 11.11.2025, 18.11.2025 and
26.11.2025. However, the SEZ Unit and the DTA Importers neither filed any
cross-objections nor appeared for the personal hearings. Accordingly, the matter
is being adjudicated ex parte on the basis of the available records and documents

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:

=] _ Redemption fine imposed by the adjudicating authority under Section 125
R kil { :v:.\
& //-‘w-,.\’,\g\f the Customs Act, 1962 in lieu of confiscation of goods is correct or

»

» | gtherwise.
o 1 ,{’__?ﬁlanalty imposed by the adjudicating authority on the SEZ Unit and the

"~ “/DTA Importers under Section 112 (a) (i) 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.
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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 CTH 7304 9000 through
an SEZ unit, whereas on examination the goods were found to be stainless steel
seamless pipes correctly classifiable under CTH 7304 4900. 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 Quality Control Order, 2020, rendering the
goods liable to confiscation under Sections 111(d) and 111(m) of the Customs
Act, 1962. While confiscation of the 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-Original.

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 liable to
confiscation, the Adjudicating Authority has nevertheless imposed redemption
fine which is approximately 1% 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.

6.3 I have carefully perused Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 and the

same is reproduced as under:
Section 125. Option to pay fine in lieu of confiscation. —

(1) Whenever confiscation of any goods is authorised by this Act, the
officer adjudging it may, in the case of any goods, the importation or
exportation whereof is prohibited under this Act or under any other
law for the time being in force, and shall, in the case of any other
goods, give to the owner of the goods 1 [or, where such owner is not
known, the person from whose possession or custody such goods
have been seized,] an option to pay in lieu of confiscation such fine
as the said officer thinks fit:

I find that Section 125(1) of the Customs Act, 1962 clearly stipulates that
the adjudicating authority is fully empowered to exercise its discretion while
deciding the quantum of redemption fine imposable. The wordings “such fine
as the said officer thinks fit” gives full liberty to the adjudicating authority
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
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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 discretion 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 commercial 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, 1962,
the appellant department contends that 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 ¥7,07,53,725/-, 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

ﬂ‘ﬂ,’{ﬁ;same are reproduced as under:
D N T

QECTION 114 (AA). Penalty for use of false and incorrect

lp-gf:erial.

If a person knowingly or intentionally makes, signs or uses, or causes
to be made, signed or used, any declaration, statement or document

which is false or incorrect in any material particular, in the transaction -
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of any business for the purposes of this Act, shall be liable for penalty

not exceeding five times the value of goods;

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 quantum 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 114(AA) are well within
the statutory framework and have been levied after 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, 1962, 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 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 111 of the Act.

6.8 I have carefully gone through Section 112 (a)(ii) of the Customs Act,
1962 and I am of the considered opinion that the penalty imposed by the
Adjudicating authority under Section 112 (a)(ii) ibid is well within the ambit

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

6.9 Further, as regards to Penalty under Section 114 A of the Customs Act,
1962, it 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 rejected.

il ;
N pta)
—enment  COmmissioner of Customs(Appeals)
s / 3,'*&’3\’WIC;E--EP: & f-.."‘ ' :;‘ " Ahmedabad

Date: 21.01.2026
F.No. S/49-13 to 16/CA-2/CUS/KDL/2024-25 X\
By Registered Post A.D. G)&V
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To,
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1. The Deputy Commissioner (Adjudication),
Office 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,
Ward 12/B, Gandhidham-370201.

3. Shri Nathji Impex , Plot No. 37-38, DC-3, Rambaugh Road, Adipur,
Kutch-370202.

4. Balaji Traders, Plot No. 77, Ward-5B Adipur Taluka , Gandhidham,
Kutch Gujarat- 370205.

S. M/s United Safeway India Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 210, Riddhi Siddhi Arcade ,
Plot No. 13, Sector 08, Gandhidham, Gujarat-370201.

Copy to: -

\}/The Chief Commissioner of Customs Gujarat, Customs House,

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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