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Arising out of above mentioned 010 issued by Additional/Joint/Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise/ST / GST, 

Rajkot / Jamnagar / Gandhidham 

1)U1SdI &isi T 'IH T 'TPiT /Name & Address of the 
Appellant &Respondent 

MIS Adani Wilmar Ltd., Survey No. 169V,, Plot No.03, Adani Port Road, Mundra(Kutch). 

/Ttil'Ji iriflTl 5t*15clt 
Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal thay file an appeal to the appropriate authority in the following 
way. 

TT9p-t, '-ais tT tT is  W11S1Tir 'lcl 3P11, SI' 'ici'i -'t IiH 1944 $t 0TT 35B 
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Appeal to Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 35B of CEA, 1944 / Under Section 86 
ot the Finance Act, 1994 an appeal lies to:- 

S:U Sj'U'5 -S19  44  ¶, 'rivt icstc'i tT 17  .-ster 51I4N TTfiRUr fTiP  T 2, 
'H, 9Tiifl, i' 

The special bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No. 2, R.K. Purarn, New 
Delhi in all matters relating to classification and valuation. 

'-r 4r---1(a),51i  1TT 1Iici  W ai'usi arqr fh'r '-II1I at .- ui  fiii  - i.4iils ut (ms) 
1TtTiiuflu1 'flI I,,IdN4 lrl, qj,'fj isi ISIi- iott,i'ii t.t I! 

To the West regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at, 2' Floor, 
Bhaumali Ehawan, Asarwa Ahmedabad-3800 16m case of appeals other than as mentioned in para- 1(a) above 

1i1I iiirT-- 1.fk 9ItS i f t .-1l j'-  alq (r)Il1.441t1fi  2001    6rtId .4tCd Re  n 
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lI TF1T i1i TTfSlT9 iT'ftsThtT If9UT U 9fl I 5ET9 3TRtT (J 3Ti5T)f 1ie  ST -,t-'Tit iRTt 500/-T1 iT 

-ii gTtu 1/ 

The apeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in forni  EA-3 / as prescribed under Rule 6 of 
Centra Excise (ADpeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be accnm.pamed against one which at least should be 
accompanied . bl/ a fee of Rs. 1 000/- Rs.r000/-, Rs.10,000/- where •  amount of 
dutydemand/interest/penalty/refund is upto 5 Lac.. 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form 
of crossed bank draft in favour of Asst. Registrar of branch of any nominated public sector bank o,f th,e place 
where tie bench of any nominated public sector bank of the place where the bench of the Tribunal is situated. 
Application made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a tee of Rs. 500/- 
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ITiT iflfls 'utISI I % 91k51 fir I Ie ilf( a )le1t 3-1TWSTTiT 500/-'iSii TTrr  T151t eei evil 
gTrrI/ . 

The appeal pnder sub section (1) of Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994, to the Appellate Tribunal Shall be filed 
in quadruplicate in Form S.T.5 as prescribed under Rule 9(1) of the Service Yax Rules, 1994, and Shall be 
accompanied by a copy of the order appealed against (one of which shall be certified copy) and shou)d be 
accompanied by a fees of Rs. 1000/- where the amount of service fax & interest demanded & pena,Ity ievied of 
Rs. Lakhs or less, Rs.5000/- where the, amount of service tax & interest demanded & pena,lty levied is more 
than five lakhs but not exqeedmg Rs. Fifty Lakhs, Rs. 10,000/- where the amount of service tax & interest 
defri.aaded. & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the form of crossed bank draft m favour of the 
Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place where the bench of Tribunal is 
situated, / Application made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.500/-. 
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The appeal under sub section (2) and (2A)'of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be filed in For ST.7 as 
prescribed under Rule 9 (2) & 9(2A) of the Service Tai 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 certified 
copy) and copy of the order passed by the Commissionerauthotizm the Assistant Commissioner or Deputy 
Commissioner-of Central Excise/ Service Tax to file the appeal before the Appellate Tribunal. 

I - ' I 3TThftT 9TfIII I (" ' "ii ¶ I '—fl - rr9T £IT tfil1 - 1944 *r nr 
35is" -l -ii r 1"'frT 4i)fT'T 1994 t IT 83 ¶ i I-i I't kt e TT .fl') i 

ic  9t /TTRIiT lOI(lO%), TTr,HiiI fini , irr -ii ei1 . tr 
TI 1iT. T7.ei'fi"fl 'irri 
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(i) 113T 
(ii)  
(ii.i) I -i-1 63ii'i'i 

(" 2)Tf- 
3f1 i-qrs- r 

For an apteal to be filed before the CESTAT under Section 35F of the Central Excise Act, 1944 which is also 
made applicable to Service Tax under Section 83 of the Finance Act, 1994, an appeal agalnst this order shall lie 
before the Tribunal on payment of 10% of th duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or 
penalty, where penalty alone is in dispute, provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would be subject to a 
ceiling of Rs. 10 Crores, 

Under Central Excise and Service Tax, "Duty Demanded" shall include: 
i) amount detejiulned under Section 11 D; 
ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken; 
iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules 

- provided further that the provisions of this Section shall not apply to the stay application and apueals 
pending before any appellate authority prior to the commencement of the Finance (No.2) Act, 2014. - 

1T t'R TJF T9: 
Reioxappicatip to Govrnmen  9f Xu,ia:  
Ti4 R(d  I4I"U siJO Ii iftE,l994 9II  35EE I iis 
ijT9 PT1T, ''l pi1U1 ii C 1 iC , C , i -C iTT, 'T-ft i i, ifi- . i. -i, pr r, ss -110001, rr iztr 

n-n 1 / 
A revision ppplication lies to the Under Secretary to the Government of India, Revision Application Unit, 
Ministry of Finance. Department of Revenue, 4th lloor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New Delhi- 
110001, under Section_35 of the CEA 1944 in respect of the folloving case, governed by first proviso to sub- 
section (1) of Section-3nB ibid: 

- aCIC CIC'l II fiPCI Ir4 1I'irft1- I .iIC CCC I IC -CI IC 
iTrC i]TTTtTrPHIC e s4 

In cae of any loss of goods, where the loss occurs in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to another factory 
or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage 
whether in a factory or in a warehouse 

ir-r t)mA , 

'uT uT fi#t TT T Pif CT fTT 1i I / 
In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outsid,e India o on excisable 
material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported to any country or territory outside India. 

TrII / 
In case Oi goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of duty. 

I"i )j"" ii - s - 'v T IClICI PT1 li1iT P'uf 

rui (uiT TPTTf iTli  (9 2),1998 jIThCTTT 109 pTiCi T9T iTiTT IIViTTT'.1IFC (4li  

Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on frnal products under the provisions 
of this Act or the Rules made there under such order is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the 
date appointed under Sec. 109 of the Finance (No.2) Act, J998. 

(v) 2001 
T'CI I jCI'-t' il 41-ICI -ICU 5tTTtTTIT 

utftu, 1944t PTTT 35-EE i  9III 9tr ino4) ¶ PTa"T uilfrt 9T TR-6 ti4Ii 

"II5'I / 
The bove application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under Rule, 9 of Central Excise 
(Appeals) Rures, 2001 within 3 months from the date on which the order sought to be appealed against is 
communicated and shall be accompanied by two copies each of the 01(1) and Order-In-Appeal. It shoul p.lso be 
accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescrined under Section 3n-
EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account. 

(vi) . . .. .. .. - 

'uT "ICC 'C1 t '1Ii TT iTT IiTTT 'CC T T e' 200/- 'i('uTI1T I4"41 IY ilit iTf "ICC 'CC t "INC 4"f TT CICI 7TIIT TTT 
l000-/uiritiT9TTTiiTTiTTt0 
The revisiali application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 200/- where the amount involved in Rupees One 
Lac or less and TRs. 1000/- where the amount involved is more than Rupees One Lac. 

(D) <P i,C 3T 91 ' 34TDTT'CT ICt itt J ...ff9T (1I) 9"C, 'CT .iC.jrp .fl TTIIl TTT Ttt3TT 
iN4141C ICI1 ,4 JIT1 iTTTiTT'C'uI1I.'CI Ti iTTiTititI'CC1IICFEI / lncae 

if the order covers vanousnumbers of order- in Original, fee for each 0.1,0. should be paid in the aforesaid 
manner, not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the 
Central Govt. As the case may be, is filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lakh fee dl Rs. 100/- for 
each. 

(E)  itiTTTT9lTfTTCICi"IC 9IiTfiiTP, 1975, iti-I 'C"II 6.50 59  1T-CIiI"I.f 

ie ieF CCI TT -I{NI / 
One copy of applicatidn or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjudicating authority shall bear a 
court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 as prescribed under Sdhedule-I in terms of the Court Fee Act'l975, as amended. 

(F) ftiir ty, 1-i4 N4It ¶ T 'CCI'fr' iT4'Nftil I'iTTiTTIiTTT'3T ('CCC ) fCHIC-fl, 1982 W  i iTTTT TTfI-TTI CIC-Il iTI 

Attention is also invited to the rules covenrg these and other related matters contained in the Customs, Excise 
and Service Appellate Tribunal )Procedure) Rules, 1982. 

(G) I i~(ftit 9T119ITt iT iT 'C  iT ititfTllit CI4'C, f9Ft 3TP C'fl'iiC '.ICCI"II (Ilu,, a1I'1Iff 1'uTTdiit CCCIt- 

www.cbec.gov.in  iT 'iI 5991 I J 
For the elaborate, detailed arid latest provisiolts re1atm to filing of appeal to the higher appellate authority, the 
appellant may refer to the Departmental website www.cec.gov.in. 
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ORDER — IN — APPEAL: 

MIs. Adani Wilmar Ltd., Village - Dhrub, Taluka: Mundra, 

District - Kutch, Pin Code - 370 421 (a merchant exporter-

hereinafter referred to as 'the appellant') has filed Appeals 

No. V2/274JRA3/2013; V2/275/RAJ/2013 and V2/276/RAJ/ 

2013 against Orders-in-Original No. 217/ST/REF/2013; 219/ST/ 

REF/2013 and 218/ST/REF/2013 all dated 15.05.2013 respectively 

(hereinafter referred to as 'the impugned orders') passed by the 

Assistant Commissioner, Service Tax Division, Rajkot, (hereinafter 

referred to as 'the lower adjudicating authority'). 

2. The brief facts of the case are that the appellant had filed refund 

claims of (1) Rs. 85,81,784/- for the period from October, 2011 to 

December, 2011; (2) Rs. 1,23,72,063!- for the period from December, 

2011 to March, 2012 and (3) Rs. 53,99,167/- for the period from June, 

2011 to September, 2011 respectively (total period is from June, 2011 to 

March, 2012) with the lower adjudicating authority under Notification 

No. 17/2009-ST dated 07.07.2009 (hereinafter referred to as 

'the said notification), who rejected refund claims, inter alia, mainly 

on the ground that their various branches at Indore, Chennal, Mumbal, 

Karnal, Ludhiana, Kurnool etc. did not fall within the jurisdiction of 

the office of the Assistant Commissioner, Service Tax Division, 

Rajkot as these branches were not registered under STC No. 

AABCA8O56GST003 and hence, they have not followed the conditions 

of the said notification. 

3. Being aggrieved with the impugned orders, the appellant 

preferred the present appeals, inter a/ia, on the following grounds: 

(i) The department issued centralized registration certificate on 

07.03.2012, which was applied by them on 13.03.2010; that 

centralized billing for all branches and payment of service tax was 

allowed to them by the service tax department at Mundra w.e.f. 2006; 

that no reason shown in the impugned order for accepting the fact of 

these registrations; that the lower adjudicating authority has erred in 

rejecting refund claims on the ground that the premises of Indore, 

-Mumbai, Chennai etc. branches were not registered whereas the 

apêtiant had centralized registration since 2006, which covered their 

Page 3 of 20 
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branches at Indore, Chenna, Mumbal etc. and they have been taking 

cenvat credit of GTA for all these branches at Mundra and also paying 

service tax for all these branches at Mundra only since 2005; that the 

requirement of registration for refund is only for the administrative 

convenience and such administrative aspects cannot be made basis for 

rejection of refund, when export of goods by them is not in doubt; that 

the grant of registration is the function of the department; that having 

accepted the 1 centralized status of registration for availment of cenvat 

credit and payment of service tax the department cannot treat the 

same otherwise for rejection of refund claims; that the online 

amendment in registration was also finally allowed by the department 

on 07.03.2012 by granting centralized registration online on their 

application submitted on 13.03.2010. 

(ii) The appellant was registered and holding centralized 

registration for all branches. Only the procedural aspect appropriate 

endorsement etc. on registration certificate was not made, which was 

also amended subsequently by the department. Such correction has 

been given retrospective effect by the department. Therefore, it is 

incorrect to observe that during relevant time, the registration was not 

available. 

(iii) The purpose behind the exemption is to implement the policy of 

the Government that taxes are not to be exported. Once the fact of 

goods being exported is not in doubt, then the taxes paid on such 

goods must be refunded. The exemption notification only provides 

mechanism to implement this policy. Thus, it is not the exemption 

notification in its conventional sense but is the notification to 

implement the policy of not levying the taxes on the goods to be 

exported. Once this object is kept in mind, the interpretation of various 

conditions of the exemption notification would fall into places. The 

principle of interpretation in such case is to extend the benefit and not 

to deny the same. The technicalities should not come in the way of 

denying substantial benefit. It does not lie in the mouth of the 

Government to raise such objection to deny and burden the assessee 

with taxes not leviable. 

(iv) The question of registration, with reference to claim of refund is 

only the administrative convenience and such administrative aspects 

cthnot be made the basis for rejection of refund which is a substantial 
Page 4 of 20 
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right due to the appellant. 

(v) The provision of the predecessor Notification No. 41/2007 was 

the same as per Notification No. 17/2007. In respect of Notification 

No. 41/2007, the Board had issued clarification vide Circular No. 

101/4/2008-ST dated 12.05.2008 that the language and intent of both 

the notification, as regards place of claiming refund is concerned, is 

the same. The subsequent notification was issued only to further 

streamline the procedure for refund. Therefore, the clarification issued 

in respect for earlier notification would appy with full force even in 

respect of subsequent notification. The provisions of the notifications 

as well as the clarification issued by CBEC suggest that whenever 

exporter is registered with the department, either as manufacturer or 

as service provider, the claim should be made with the jurisdictional 

office where from the registration is obtained. Thus, the officer-in-

charge of the registered assessee should be the jurisdictional officer at 

place of registration. 

(vi) The lower adjudicating authority followed the earlier order 

without examining the period and changes in the facts. The 

registration has been granted subsequent to the earlier orders and the 

period covered under the present matter is subsequent to their 

application for registration. 

4. The appeals were kept in CaH Book on the ground that the 

appellant had filed Appeal No. ST/12837/2013 before the Hon'ble 

CESTAT, Ahmedabad in similar matter of their own case, which was 

pending for decision. The present appeals cannot be kept in Call Book 

as per clariflcation given by the Board vide Circular No. 1028/16/2016-

CX dated 26.04.2016 as because this appeal has been filed by the 

appellant. These appeals are, thus, now taken out of Call Book for 

passing appropriate orders. 

4. 1 Personal hearing in the matter was attended by Shri S. J. Vyas, Advocate, 

who reiterated the grounds of appeal and submitted that the appellant had 

applied for centralized registration in 2010 on 13.03.2010 but department 

granted centralized registration in 2012 on 09.03.2012; that the period of refund 

of these appeals are from June, 2011 to March, 2012; that the department giving 

talized registration in delayed manner and then rejecting refund on this 

ground is not correct and is bad in law, that they have central billing registration 
Page 5 of 20 
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at Mundra since 2005 with Indore, Chenna!, Mumbal etc. as branches; that CBEC 

Circular No. 101/4/2008-ST dated 12.05.2008 in Para 4 has allowed to file refund 

claims in such cases at Mundra, where they were registered for service tax 

payment for the service availed to export the goods: that in the facts of these 

cases, their appeals need to be aUowed. 

4.2 However, there was no response from the department despite P.1-i. 

notices/reminders sent/e-mailed to the Commissionerate. 

4.3 The appellant vide their letter dated 04.02.2019, inter alia, submitted that 

the appellant was registered and holding central registration during the material 

period; that the appellant had specifically referred to Circular No. 101/4/2008-ST 

dated 12.05.2008 to establish eligibility of claim since central registration was 

held by them at Mundra; that the circular is specifying place where the 

application for refund can be fed; that the circular very clearly says that once 

there is central registration at Mundra for all their branches, the refund 

application for export from ah branches can be filed at such place i.e. Mundra; 

that the central registration is sufficient and each place of business of exporter 

need not be registered; that the place of filing claim is more in the nature of 

administrative convenience since the claim is required to be scrutinized based on 

records, the authorities, at any piece, would have the same records to examine 

and determine the claims, therefore, the place of claim has not much of effect 

qua department; that presuming that the applications were filed before incorrect 

authorities, the department was bound to send the claims to the appropriate 

authority, therefore, the rejection of the claims is not correct and proper; that 

the claims are based on the principle that taxes are not to be exported and only 

the goods/services are to be exported; that the appellant submitted central 

registration dated 13.12.2009, which also shows registration to be from 

07.08.2006, this certificate condusively shows that the appellant was holding 

central registration from 2006; that the appellant invites specific attention to 

Rule 4(5) of the Service Tax Rules, 1994 which provides for deeming provision 

for grant of registration after 7 days of application; that the appellant specifically 

invites attention to their 2010 application submitted online and all other 

applications filed from time to time for addition of various places across India for 

payment of service tax. 

4.4 The appellant vide their letter dated 08.02.2019 (received on 12.02.2019), 

inter alia, submitted as under: 

Page 6 of 20 
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(i) that they vide letter dated 09.11.2011 elaborately explained the status of 

centralized registration of all the branches at Mundra plant, from initial 

registration application to periodically updation in registration by submission of 

ST-i forms registration along with highlighting incidence of electronic registration 

under ACES, allotted by the department w.e.f. 07.08.2006, suo moto which 

treated centralized registration as single premise registration; that the appellant 

provided documentary evidences about payment of service tax related to all the 

branches as well as filing of returns related to all the branches having been 

submitted under the centralized registration with the department since 2004/05 

on regular basis; that considering all these submissions the department had 

allowed appellant's request and regularized the registration and the amended 

registration had also mentioned that issue date as 07.08.2006. 

(ii) that the appellant enclosed copy of ST-i dated 15.02.2010 which 

specifically mentioned amendment of centralized registration for inclusion of a 

new service; that the previous registration certificate ST-2 was also attached to 

the ST-i which was of dated 18.01.2010; these were much after activation of 

online registration under ACES by the department; that whereby manual 

registration updations were also authenticated as also online registration 

updations; that this was also considered by department during regularization of 

centralized registration. 

(ii) that the appellant drawn attention to enclosed documents submitted in 

relation to some other procedure under Notification No. 18/2009, however, the 

documents are specifically related to and supporting to existence of the 

centralized registration; that according to the notification any assessee intending 

to avail exemption, related to service tax payable under reverse charge in 

relation to export commission paid to foreign parties, had to file particulars in 

EXP-2 on half yearly basis; that accordingly, the appellant had been filing 

periodic EXP-2 with the department and sample copy enclosed; that addresses of 

only those branches, in relation to which expense claiming exemption were paid 

during particular period, were being mentioned, in EXP-2. 

(iv) that the Hon'ble CESTAT vide Order No. A/11120-11123/2015 dated 

28.07.2015 passed on identical issue in the case of the appellant whereby the 

case was remanded back considering argument of the appellant for dual stand 

by department of acceptance of payment of service tax related to various 

branches and not allowing refund related to export from same branches was 

:tonsidered. 

Page 7 of 20 
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Findings: 

5. I hve carefully gone through the facts of the case, the 

impugned orders and Appeai Memoranda. I find that the issue to be 

decided in present three appeas is whether the appellant is entitled to 

refund of service tax paid at Mundra for the service used for export of 

goods, under Notification No. 17/2009-ST, exported from their branch 

offices located at Indore, Chennai, Mumbai, Karnal, Ludhiana, etc. 

6. It is a fact that the appellant had filed refund claims of service 

tax paid on the specified services utilized by their branches towards 

export of the goods from June, 2011. to September, 2011 for refund of 

Rs. 53,99,167/-, from October, 2011 to December, 2011 for refund of 

Rs. 85,81,784/-, and from December, 2011 to March, 2012 for refund of 

Rs. 1,23,72,063/- (total period is from .une, 2011 to March, 2012) under 

Notification No. 17/2009-ST which granted refund of service tax paid 

on the services used to export the goods. The lower adjudicating 

authority rejected their refund claims, inter a/ia, holding that their 

branches, from where export had been made, were not registered with 

him/his division and hence, did not fail under the jurisdiction of the 

lower adjudicating authority during the period under consideration. 

7. I find that the appellant has contended that the department had 

accepted central registration for Mundra for all their branches with 

effect from 28.0 1.2005 and had allowed central billing and accounting 

to be made at Mundra since 2005 and also for taking cenvat credit on 

GTA for all their branches and also to pay service tax on GTA at 

Mundra only for all their branches since 2005; that the department 

issued online centralized registration certificate to them on 07.03.2012 

with all their branches, which was applied by them online on 

13.03.2010; that since they were already operating on central billing 

and payment of service tax on GTA for all their branches at Mundra 

only since 2005-06 off line, online registration in 2012 can't be made 

basis to deny them refund of service tax paid by them on the services 

utilized for export of goods under Notification No. 17/2009-ST dated 

07.07.2009. 

7.1 I find that the impugned refund claims cover period from June, 

2011 to March, 2012 as detailed at Para 6 involving refund of Rs. 
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2,63,53,014/-. Notification No. 17/2009-ST required the appellant to 

have been registered at Mundra for all their branches for which they 

claimed refund like Indore, Chennal, Mumbai, Karnal, Ludhiana, etc. 

and they have produced documents evidencing that they were 

registered at Mundra for all these branches since 2005 as is evident 

from their letter dated 27.01.2005, acknowledged by Range 

Superintendent on 28.01.2005, scanned copy is reproduced below: 
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7.2 The appellant has been submitting revised branches list from 

time to time, as is evident from their letter dated 09.07.2008, scanned 

copy as produced below: 
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73 I also find that these documents were submitted during 

adjudication also but for reasons not stated the adjudicating authority 

preferred not to look into these vital documents. When online 

registration under ACES started in the department in 2009-10, the 

appellant applied for online registration on 13.03.2010, however, 

department took about 2 years to grant them online centralized 

registration and for this delay the appellant can't be faulted with. 

Hence, in my considered view, there is no justification whatsoever to 

reject refund claims of the appellant for the period from June, 2011 to 

March, 2012 involving refund of Rs. 2,63,53,014/- when the export of 

goods, the services utilized for export of the goods and payment of 

service tax on these services are not in dispute. There is no 

justification at aH in the impugned orders for rejecting these refund 

claims only on the ground that Mundra Division has no jurisdiction over 

all their branches located all over India when Mundra Division has 

allowed payment of service tax for all their branches by the appellant 

at Mundra only. In other words, the appellant has paid service tax for 

the services used in the export of goods from their branches in India 

and they sought refund at Mundra for that service tax paid by them at 

Mundra only. 

7.4 Since refund is substantial benefit and use of the said services 

by the appellant in export of goods and payment of service tax by the 

appellant at Mundra on these services for all their branches are not 

under dispute, I have no option but to hold that the refund is 

admissible to the appellant. 

8. in view of above, I set aside the impugned orders and allow 

these appeals. 

S. ic1ftf c1'1 1(411  PIL1.R .3g')cj c1'l '' '- lkII 

9. The appeals filed by the appIIçtand disposed off in bov terms. 

Ck 

j(3f) 

By Regd. Post AD.  

To, 

rR. tfl 1T 
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Copy to: 

1) The Principal Chief Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Ahmedabad 

Zone, Ahmedabad for hs kind information please. 

2) The Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Kutch Commissionerate, 

Gandhidham for necessary action. 

3) The Assistant Cornrnssioner, CGST & Central Excise, Division-Mundra 

for further necessary acUon. 

,Z'4) Guard File. 
V 5) F. No. V2/275/RAJ/2013 6) F. No. V2/276/ftAJ/2013 
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