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Appeal to Customs, Excise & Setuice Tax Appellale Tribunal under Section 358 of CEA, 1944 / L,nder Sectjon g6 of the
Finance Act. 1994 an appeal lies to:-
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The special bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No 2, R.K. puram, New Delhi in a
matlers relating to classification and valuation.
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The appeal under sub section (2) and (2A) of the seclion 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be filed in For ST.7 as prescribed

under Rule 9 (2) & 9i2A) of the Service Tax Rules, 1994 and shall be accompanied by a copy of order of Commissioner

Central Excise or Commissioner, Central Excise (Appeals) (one of which shall be a cenified copy) and copy of the order

passed by lhe Commissioner authorizing lhe Assrslanl Commissioner or Deputy Commissione. ol Cenlral Excise/ Service Tax

to file the appeal before lhe Appellate Tribunal.
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For an appeat to be filed before the CESTAT. under Section 35F of lhe Cenlral Excise Acl. 1944 which is aiso made

applicable to Service Tax under Section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994. an appeal againsl lhis order shall lie before lhe Tribunal

on paymenl of l09o of the duty demanded where duty or duly and penally are in dispLrle, or penally, where penally alone is in

dispule provided the amount of pre_deposit payable would be subiecl lo a cerling of Rs l0 Cro[es

Under Central Excise and Service Tax. Duly Demanded" shall include :

li) amounl detemined under Seclion 11 Di

(ii) amouni of erroneous Cenval Credt taken;

(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of lhe Cenvat Credit Rules

- provided further rhat the provisions of lhis Section shall not apply lo the stay application and appeals pending before

any appellale authorily prior 10 the commencemenl of the Finance (No2) Act, 2014.
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A revision applicalion lies to the under Secretary, to the Governmenl of lndia. Revision Application unil Ministry-of finance,

Depanmenr oi Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Streel, New Delhi'110001, under Section 35EE of the

CEA 1944 in respecl of lhe lollowing case. govetned by lirsl proviso lo sub'seclion (1) o, Seclion'35B ibid:
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in ."au of in\/ loss of qtods, where the loss occurs in lransil from a factory to a warehouse oI to anolher faclory or from one

warehouse 1o anolher during lhe course of processing of the goods in a war€house or in slorage vYhether in a factory or in a

warehouse
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ln case of rebate of duty ol excise on goods exponed to any couolry or lerriory outside lndia of on excisable malerial used in

lhe manufaclure of the goods whlch are exponed to any counlry or lerritory outside lndia
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109 of the Finance (No 2) Act, 1998.
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ihe above applicitton shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA 8 as specified under Rule, 9 of Central Excise {Appeals)

Ruies,2001 within 3 montns from the Oate'on which the order soughl 10 6e appealed againsl is communicated and_ shall. be

i.""*pr"La Uy tro coples each of the OaO and Order-tn,Appeal. ti shoutd also be accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan

"r,a""ii"g 
p"y;a* of prescribed fee as prescribed under Seclion 35 EE ot CEA. 1944 under t,lajor Head of Accounl

qdtrarsl 3n}{a * €Tq ffifur Fruift-a r5a fi ll(rq'fr A 3rff f&
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Fq{ tooo / sr rT7rdrd fi_{r drs
Trre re;sron appicatron sha be accompanied by a fee of Rs.20ol where the amount involved in Rupees one Lac or less

and Rs. 1000/- where the amount involved is more lhan Rupees One Lac
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i" .).". ir in" ,io"i1or"o vanous numberc of order- in original, lee for each o lo. should be paid in lhe aforesaid manner,

not wilhstanding the fact that the one appe;l to the Appellani Tribunal or the. one applicalion 1o lhe ceniral Govl. As lhe case

miy Ue, is tittei to avoid scriploria work if excrsing Rs 1 lakh fee of Rs 1001 for each
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Alention is also invited to the rr,tes corering these and ;ther retaled matters conlained in lhe customs, Excise and se*ice

Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules 1982
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:: ORDER IN APPEAL ::

The Principal commissioner, central Excise & service Tax, Rajkot (hereinafter

referred to as "appellant') has filed the present appeal against Refund order No.

4|REF12016-17 dated 3',! .05.2016 (hereinafter referred to as "impugned order') passed by

the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise Division-ll, Rajkot (hereinafter referred to as

'sanctioning authority') in the case of M/s. Blue Lake Ceramics, 8-A National Highway,

Wankaner (hereinafter referred to as "respondent").

2. Briefly stated, facts of the case are that respondent is registered Central Excise

assessee, engaged in manufacture of Ceramic Wall Tiles falling under CETH 69 of the

First schedule to the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985, which are assessed to Central

Excise duty under Section 44 of Central Excise Act, 1944 (hereinafter referred to as "the

Act"). The factory premises of the respondent were searched by Officers of the department

on 23.02.2012 and incriminating documents/records were resumed under Panchnama. The

respondent tendered post dated cheques totally amounting to Rs. 14,00,000/-, which were

realized by the department on 29.02.2012, 13.03.2012 and 27 -03.2012.

2.'l . Show cause Notice No. V.69/AR-WNR/Div.l|/ADC/2013 dated 01.10.2013 was issued

proposing recovery of central Excise duty of Rs.'15,46,0611 under section 1'1A(4) of the Act

along with interest under Section 11AA (earlier '1 '1AB) of the Act; to impose penalty under

Section 11AC of the Act and also to impose penalty under Rule 26 of the Rules upon Shri

Mahesh D. Panara, Partner of the respondent and their buyers, which was adjudicated by

the Additional Commissioner, Central Excise, Rajkot vide Order-in-Original No.

16/JC/BKS/2014-15 dated 20.02.2015 wherein he confirmed demand of Central Excise duty

of Rs. 15,46,0611 under Section 11A (4) of the Act along with interest under Section 11AA of

the Act and appropriated Rs. 14,00,000i- against the confirmed demand of duty; imposed

penalty of Rs. 15,46,061/- under section 11AC of the Act on the respondent also and

imposed penalty of Rs. 2,50,000/- upon shri Mahesh D. Panara, Partner of the Respondent.

2.2 Being aggrieved with the said order-in-original, the respondent and others had

filed appeals before the then Commissioner (Appeals), Central Excise, Rajkot, who vide

order-in-Appeal No. RAJ-EXCUS-000-APP-061 to 067-15-16 dated 23.02.2016 allowed

all the appeals and set aside the Order-in-Original. Consequently, the respondent filed

refund claim of Rs. 14,00,0001 on 04.05.2016 which was sanctioned by the sanctioning

authority vide impusned order. e99=-
3 Being aggrieved with the impugned order, department preferred the present

appeal, interalia, on the following grounds: -

(i) The sanctioning authority has erred in sanctioning the refund by not considering

the aspect whether subsequent to investigation, the respondent has collected any
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amount towards Central Excise duty liability from their buyers towards sale of illicit

clearance or otherwise since during the course of investigation, the buyers had also

confessed the illicit purchases from the respondent or as to whether the said assessee

had sold the goods clandestinely to various customers inclusive of duty elements or

otherwise. The sanctioning authority has failed to consider the doctrine of unjust

enrichment while sanctioning the refund claim. lf the respondent has recovered central

Excise duty on the goods sold to their buyers, it is sufficient to presume that incidence of

duty has been passed on and the amounts recovered towards central Excise duty from

their buyers will be transferred to consumer welfare Fund. The respondent has not

provided any suppo(ing documents establishing that rncidence of duty was actually not

passed on to anY other Person.

(ii) The sanctioning authority has made contradictory findings treating the payment of

central Excise duty as 'deposit" whereas, the facts of the case are that the respondent

had voluntarily credited Rs. 14,00,0001 into Government exchequer and appropriated

against confirmed duty. The department relied on Hon',ble cESTAT, New Delhi's Final

orderNo.ctgltzolo(PB)dated28.06.20lointhecaseofSeakingMarineServices

reported as 2010 (258) ELT 113 (Tri - Del )'

4. Personal hearing in the matter was attended to by Shri Chetan Dethariya, Chartered

Accountant,whosubmitteddetailedwrittenP.H.submissionswithsupportingcaselawsand

submitted that Rs. 14,00,000/- were deposited by the respondenlin20ll-12 and this was

shown in Balance sheet of 2011-12 and onwards as deposiuadvances with Assistant

Commissioner, Central Excise, till refund was granted in 2016-17, that question of unjust

enrichment does not arise as the amount has never been recovered from any

one/customers; that certificate of chartered Accountant was provided to this effect' the

basisonwhichimpugnedorderhasbeenpassedbytheAssistantCommissioner,thatall

relevant documents were filed to Assistant commissioner, central Excise Division-ll' Raikot

and hence appeal of department is not correct and may be rejected on merits The appeal

filedbythedepartmentwasnotattendedtobyanyofficerthoughP.H.noticeswereissued

to them

4.lTherespondentintheirwrittenPHsubmissionhassubmiftedasunder:-

(i)Therespondenthadfiledrefundc|aimalongwithAuditedBalanceSheetforFY

2011-12toFY2014-l5,whichclearlyestablishthatRsl4'00'000/-paidbythe

respondent during investigation was shown under the "Current Asset and Advances"'

Further,therespondenthadalsosubmittedCertificatefromCharteredAccountant

certifying that respondent has not passed on Central Excise duty of Rs.14,00,0001 to

their customers. The above are again submitted during P.H. of the Appeal'

Page No 4 of 10
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(ii) The allegations of the department are factually incorrect because no finished

excisable goods had been cleared clandestinely without payment of Central Excise duty

by them and whatever finished excisable goods had been manufactured by them, they

had been removed from the factory in proper and accounted manner. The Hon'ble

commissioner (Appeals) vide order-in-Appeal dated 23.06.2016 had, lherefore, set

aside order confirming demand of central Excise duty and penalty imposed on them.

(iii) The demand of duty in this case was Rs. 15,46,061/-, but they had deposited Rs.

14,00,000/- only during investigation. These deposits were made only as a law-abiding

respondent and to show their bonafide and therefore the fact of the disputed amount

though deposited by them cannot be considered as an evidence of accepting these

liabilities as they have countered the order of Additional Commissioner and got that

order set aside by the then Commissioner (Appeals), Rajkot. The appellant relied on

decisions of Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat in the case of Parle lnternational Ltd'

reported as 2001 (127) ELr 329 and of the Hon'ble CESTAT in the case of Shakti

Chemical lndustries reported as 1995 (76) ELT 410 in this regard Besides this, the

respondent relied on the following case-laws also:-

o Ebiz Com Pvt Ltd. - 2017 (49) STR 389 (All.)

o Pricol Ltd - 20'15 (320) ELT 703 (Mad )

. JayantGlass lnds. (P) Ltd -2003(155) ELT 188 (Tri -LB)

o Aadishwar Motors (P) Ltd. - 2014 (3) STR 329 (Tri - Ahmd )

o ITC Ltd. - 2005 (179) ELT 15 (SC)

5.lhavecarefullygonethroughthefactsofthecase,impugnedorder,appeal

memorandum and submissions made by the appellant. The issue to be decided is whether

in the facts and circumstances of the present case, the impugned order passed by the lower

adjudicating authority sanctioning refund claim of 14,00,000/- is correct or not

6. The records reveal that the respondent had paid Rs 14,00,000i- vide GAR 7 challans

dated 29.02.2012, 13.03.2012 and 27.03.2012 and scN dated 01.10.2013 had demanded

central Excise duty of Rs. 15,46,061/- which was confirmed by the then Joint

Commissioner, Central Excise, Rajkot vide Order-in-Original No 16/JC/BKS/2014-15 dated

26.02.2015 and he appropriated Rs. 14,00,000/- against demand so confirmed. The

respondent & others had prefened appeal before the then commissioner (Appeals), central

Excise, Rajkot who vide Order-in-Appeal dated 25.02.2016 allowed the appeals filed by the

respondent and their Partner and accordingly respondent claimed for refund of Rs'

14,00,000/-,whichwassanctioned,hencepresentappealbythedepartment'

5

FINDINGS: -
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7. The department has contended that the sanctioning authority has sanctioned

refund without taking into consideration the aspect whether subsequent to investigation,

the respondent has collected this amount as Central Excise duty from their buyers as

the buyers had confessed illicit purchases from the respondent or whether the said

assessee had sold the goods clandestinely to various customers inclusive of duty

elements or otherutse. The respondent argued that these allegations are factually

incorrect because no finished excisable goods had been cleared by them clandestinely

without payment of duty and that the Hon'ble Commissioner (Appeals) vide Order-in-

Appeal dated 23.02.2016 had set aside demand of central Excise duty as well as

penalty imposed on them. I would like to produce relevant Paragraphs of the Order-in-

Appeal passed by the then commissioner (Appeals), central Excise, Rajkot as under:-

7.1 .......... ln the instant case, the show cause notice is absolutely silent on

the aspect of procurement and excess utilization of raw materials used for the

production of alleged clandestinely removed goods. The investigation has a/so

failed to look into the aspect of consumption of electricity. Neither has the

investigation been extended to the transpofters of such allegedly illicitly cleared

goods. Fufther, the investigation has faited to bring on record vital evidence in

the form of flow back of funds.

7.2 The present case has been booked on the basis of one excel

document found in the computer of the appetlant On the basls of such excel

sheel confesslonal statements of various persons have been recorded'

However. there is no documentary evidence to corroborate the statements of

the concerned Persons......

$"!)---
7.5 The above amply demonstrates that for the purpose of

establishing the charges of clandestine production and clearance the

investigation has to bring on record material evidence regarding procurement

and utilization of excess raw materials, excess consum ption of electricity,

transpofters documents and most importantly the financial flow-back. ln the

instant case, I find that none of the above parameters have been dealt with by

the revenue and the show cause notice is absolutely silent on these aspects.

Thus, t find that there is complete tack of evidence to substantiate the charges in

the show cause notice.

8. Fufther, lfind that reliance has been placed ort the softing register

of the appellant and an Annexure marked C has been prepared whrch shows

the comparison of the manufactured quantity shown in the sotting register vis-d-

vis the DSA. A statement in this regard has been extracted from Shri

Maheshbhai D. Panara to the effect that the appellanls enter /ess production in
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Daily Stock Register as compared to actual production and they clear the

differential quantity without issuing invoice and without payment of duty On

going through the Annexure - C, rt ls apparent that each entry which has been

done date-wise indicates that the production of wall tiles shown in the Daily

Stock Reglster under the grade ECO-IV is higher than that shown in the sorling

report. The confessional statement would mean that the appellants have

actually manufactured a lesser quantity of ECO-IV tiles and shown a production

on the higher side in the Daily Stock Reglsler. The effect that such a practice

would have on the appellants ls that they would be required to show clearance

and resultantly pay duty on a quantity of tiles that they had never manufactured.

It is beyond human logic that any prudent person would show excess quantity in

the Daily Stock Account than that actually manufactured. Placing reliance on the

softing register and the statement extracted in this regard gives ,se to such an

absurd situation. Thus. I find that the sorting register and the statement cannot

be relied upon as evidence in view of the contradictory inference that can be

drawn from such evidence. The above dlscusslon clearly indicates that proper

evidence is required to substantiate the charges of clandestine removal The

revenue's reliance on such distofted eviclence ls nol sustarnable especially in

light of the above dlscusslons

10. Further, t find that the appetlant have contended that the

oppoftunity of cross examination was not extended to them. ln such

circumstances, the charges cannot be susfarned by merely relying on the oral

statements.

11. tn view of the above discusslo n, I fincl that the revenue has failed

to bring on record any independent evidence in the form of documents or

financiat flow-back to estab/lsh the charges of clandestine production and

removal. ln view of the lack of cogent evidence, I find that the charges leveled in

the show cause notice are not sustainable and the impugned order is not

sustainable. Accordingly, / sel aslde the impugned order and allow the appeals

filed by the appellants.

(Emphasis supplied)

8. The findings of the above order clearly establish that the department could not

make out a case of clandestine clearance of finished excisable goods without payment of

Central Excise duty by the respondent. The contention of the department that the

sanctioning authority has not verified the aspect that the respondent has collected any

amount from their customers subsequent to investigation does not seem to be convincing

in view of facts discussed in Paragraphs 9 to 9.2 as discussed below and therefore

cannot sustain. The department has just made argument in appeal without adducing any

evidences in this regard in appeal memorandum and therefore the same is required to be
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settled the law that the amounts naid durinq the investiqation staqe and if an

aDDeal is filed the said amount is to be refunded to the assessee. He said thatthis

3. Ld. Counsel brings to my notice the factual position. /t is hls submlsslon lhal
the investigating officers during the investigation has made the appellant debit the

amount of Rs. 8,35,000/- in the cenvat account. He wottld submit that the

investigation which was carried out, ended in an order which is in the favour of
appeileil by the Tribunal vide Order No. M/1470-1471/1|VZB/AHD/2010, dated 24-

8-2010. Hd,ving won in the Tribunal, the appellant preferred the refund claim of the

amount debited by them. He would submit that this lssue ls no more res integra in

as much as, various declslbns of the Tribunal and also as judicial fora have

8

rejected

8.1 . The department has also contended that sanctioning authority has erroneously

treated the payment of Central Excise duty as 'deposit'. There is no dispute that the

respondent had deposited Rs. 14,00,0001 through account payee cheques in favour

of department which was encashed on 29.02.2012, 13.03.2012 and 27.03.2012,

during investigation itself, however the department had alleged evasion of Central

Excise duty only of Rs. 15,46,061 l- on 01.10.20'l 3 and was confirmed by the

adjudicating authority, which was set aside by the Commissioner (Appeals), Central

Excise, Rajkot. The department has challenged this Order-in-Appeal before Hon'ble

CESTAT, Ahmedabad, however the appeal of the department is pending. Therefore,

the amount of Rs. 14,00,000/- paid by the respondent is required to be treated as

deposit. I find that the Hon'ble CESTAT, Ahmedabad in case of Nissan Copper

Limited involving identical facts repo(ed as 20'l 5 (329) ELT 843 (Tri. - Ahmd.) has

held as under: -

ratio has been laid down bv the co nstitution Bench of Suoreme Couft in the case

of Mafatlal lndustries Ltd - 1997 (89) E L.T. 247. He would submit that this view

has been followed by the Tribunal in the following decisions;

1. CCE, Raipur v. lndian lspat Works Pvt Ltd. - 2006 (3) S T R. 161

2. Laxmi Board & Paper Mills Ltd. v. CCE, Mumbai - 2007 (208) E.L.T. 384

3. CCE, Vadodara v. Swlss Glass Equipments Ltd - 2013 (291) E.L.T. 417

4. Jupiter Cement lndustries Ltd. v. CCE, Raikot - 1998 (102) E.L.f 308

3.1 /t ls hls submrssion that the question of uniust enrichment which has been

raised by the lower authorities ls a/so unsustainable as Hon'ble High Courl of
Punjab & Haryana in the case of CCE., Chandigarh v. Modi Oil & General Mills -

2007 (210) E.L.T. 342 specifically settled the law that the amounts have been

debited or paid after the date of clearance, the question of uniust enrichment does

not arise. /t ls a/so hls sabmlsslon that these settled law as to if an amount is paid

and the matter is litigated before the judicial fora, it would amount to payment of
said amount under protest.

9. ln the factual matrix as stated above, I find that the ld. Counsel was correct in

stating that the rssue is now squarely covered by the various decision cited him

and as indicated in the Paragrap h3lnmv considered view. the ratio of the

iudqments of the Tribunal clearlv hold that if anv amount is aid to the Revenue

tion and successfu//v challenoed before the hioher iudicialdurino the investioa
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fora. such an amount needs to be considered as deoosrl and refund needs to be

sanctioned. ln the case in hand, it rs lhe lssue and having succeeded before the

Tribunal, the Revenue could not hold back an amount which is due to the

assessee. Yet another point which has been raised by the lower authorities with

regard to the amount not being paid (under protest) which in mv view is incorrect
proposition of the law in as much, that when an assessee pre fers an aDDeal. it

itself tantamount not to acceotino the orders of the Revenue and the amount oaid

is in dispute. ln my view, the question of unjust enrichment also will not arise as

correctly stated by the ld. Counsel that the amounts were debited by the appellant

on an allegation that they have removed the goods without payment of duty;

altegation sel as,de by the higher courl. The judgment of the Hon'ble High Coutl

of Punjab & Haryana is directly on the point and covers the ,ssues in favour of the

appellant.
(Emphasis supplied)

9. The Hon'ble High Court of Madras in the case of Pricol Limited reported as 2015

(320) ELT 703 (Mad.) has held that any deposit made during investigation but order is

challenged, has to be treated as deposit under protest and therefore, the principles of

unjust enrachment does not apply in such cases, as under:-

7. The first question of law, which is raised, relates to the plea of uniust

enrichment and much emphasls is laid on the decision of the Supreme Couft in

Mafatlal tndustries case [1997 (89) E.L.T. 247 (S C.)]. Relevant pottion of the

order passed by the Supreme Court in Mafatlal lndustries case (supra) has been

extracted in the grounds (b) and (c) There is no dispute with regard to the

proposition of law as laid down by the Supreme Courl. ln the present case, as ls

evident from the records, it is not a case of refund of duty. lt is a pre-deposit made

under protest at the time of investigation, as has been recorded in the original

proceedings itself. ln this regard, it has to be noticed that it has been the

conslslenl view taken bv the Coufts that any amount , that is depo sited durino the

oendencv of ad udication Droceedinos or investioation is in the nature of deDos/t

made under orotest and. therefore . the orincioles of uniust enrichment does not

applv. The above said view has been reiterated by the High Court of Bombay in

Suvidhe Ltd. v. tJnion of lndia - 1996 (82) E.L.T 177 (Bom.). and by the Guiarat

High Court in Commissioner of Customs v. Mahalaxmi Exports - 2010 (258)

E.L.T. 217 (Guj.), which has been followed in various cases rn Summerking

Etectricals (P) Ltd. v. CEGAT - 1998 (102) E.L.T. 522 (All.). Parle lnternational

Ltd. v. tJnion of lndia - 2001 (127) E.L.T. 329 (Gui.) and Commissioner of Central

Excise, Chennai v. Calcutta Chemical Company Ltd. - 2001 (133) E.L.T. 278

(Mad.) and the said view has also been maintained by the Supreme Couft in

union of lndia v. Suvidhe Ltd. - 1997 (94) E.L.T. A159 (5.C.). There are also very

many judgments of various Courts, which have also reiterated the same principles

that in case any amount is deposited during the pendency of adiudication

proceedings or investigation, the said amount would be in the nature of deposit

under protest and, therefore, the principles of unjust enrichment would not apply

ln view of the catena of decisions, available on ihls lssue, this Court answers the

first substantial question of law against the Revenue and in favour of the

assessee 
fimphasis supplied)

9.1 The department has contended that the respondent has not provided any

supportive documents establishing the fact that incidence of duty was actually not

passed on to any other person. The respondent has countered this argument by stating

that they had filed refund claim along with Audited Balance Sheets of the respondent for

the FY 2011-12toFY 2015-16 wherein Rs. 14,00,000/- paid by the respondent ls shown

under the head of "Current Assets - Loans & Advances" and they had also submitted

Certificate dated 03.05.2016 of an independent Chartered Accountant certifying that
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respondent had not passed on Rs. 14,00,0001 to their customers. The respondent has

submitted copy of refund claim along with copy of Audited Balance Sheets from F.Y.

2011-12 to F.Y. 20'15-16 and Certificate of Chartered Accountant submitted to the

sanctioning authority. On perusal of the said documents, lfind that appellant has

accounted for Rs. 14,00,0001 paid by them during investigation under the head "Current

Assets- Loans and advances" throughout the period from deposit to sanction of refund.

Therefore, I find that the respondent has proved that the incidence of Central Excise

duty has not been passed on by them to their customers or any other person. Hence, I

find that the refund claim filed by the respondent is not hit by bar of unjust enrichment

and the sanctioning authority has correctly sanctioned refund claim in favour of the

respondent.

10. ln view of above factual and legal position, I find no reason to interfere with the

findings of the sanctioning authority and hence, I uphold the impugned order and reject

the appeal filed by the department.

qo.1.

10. 1

ffic Em qd o1 rr{ Grd-o 6l Frrdir sqt-m rt&' * fuql qrd r t t

The appeal filed by the department stands disposed off in above terms

(gqR
onTff (q{-€)
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To,

M/s. Blue Lake Ceramics,

8-A National HighwaY,

Wankaner

l,-c{ iq'r{d Ei-{4,

Effi{

iq

Copv for info rmation and necessarv action to:

1) The Chief Commissioner, GST & Central Excise, Ahmedabad Zone, Ahmedabad for his kind

information.

2) The Commissioner, GST & Central Excise Commissionerate, Rajkot

aj The Assistant Commissioner, GST & Central Excise Division-ll, Rajkot'

4) Guard File.
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