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KCH-EXCUS-000-APP-059-2020
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Date of Order: 03.07.2020 oY e A i/ 07.07.2020
[Date of issue:
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Passed by Shri. Gopi Nath, Commissioner (Appeals),Rajkot
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Arising out of above mentioned OI0 issued by Additional/Joint/Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise/ST / GST,
Rajkot / Jamnagar / Gandhidham :

AT &A= 7 AT 7H 74T /Name & Address of theAppellant&Respondent :-

M/s Ashland India Pvt. Ltd Plot No. 17-18 Sector-30A Vashi,navi Mumbai-
400705,
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Any person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in the following
way.
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A‘péaheal to Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 35B of CEA, 1944 / Under Section 86
e Finance Act, 1994 an appeal lies to:-

;ﬁ?‘;ﬂrm irnwlagl%wmﬁwmﬁjr;rroﬁ FAEIT I O TF qATRT A fiefor s fit By fis, T s A 2,

The special bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal of West Block No. 2, R.K. Puram, New
Delhi in all matters relating to classification and valuation.
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To the West regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at, 2~ Floor,
Bhaumali Bhawan, Asarwa Ahmedabad-380016in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para- 1{a} above
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STATAT, ¥ S A msmmmsommaﬁmumsomm frﬂﬂ?amﬂml 00/- =7, 5,000/~ =T
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The agPeaJ to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 / as prescribed under Rule 6 of
Centr: Exc1se g\ppeal Rules, 2001 and shall be acco é)amed against one which at least should be
accompanied ¢ fee of Rs. 1 000/ s.10,000/ - where amount of
dutydemand/mterest penaJty/refund 1s LH)[O 5 Lac. S Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form
of crossed bank in favour of Asst. Registrar of branch of any nominated public_sector bank of the place
where the 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 fee of Rs. 500/-
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The apgeal under 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 Tax Rules, ]99 and Shall be
accompanied by a copy of the order a pealed against {one of which shall be ceruﬁed C%Dé. should be
accom anled by a feesof Rs. ere the amount of service tax & interest demande penalty levied of

akhs or’less, Rs. SOOO/- where the amount of service tax & interest demanded & penalty levied is more
than five lakhs but not exceeding Rs. Fift fy Lakhs, Rs.10,000/- where the amount of serv1ce tax & interest
demanded & penalty levied is more than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the form of crossed bank draft in favour of the
A egistrar of the bench of nommated Public Sector Banls of the place where the bench of Tribunal is
lication made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.500/-.
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The appeal under sub section (Szﬁ 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 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 certified
copy) and copy of the order passed by the Commissionerauthorizing the Assistant Commissioner or Deputy
Commissioner of Central Excise/ Service Tax to file the appeal before the Appellate Tribunal.
HTAT 90, FeATF 3P07 4% A HATET AT SR () F 9 ] F AT § AT 3R ofeF AT 1944 41 ey
350 % e, A1 A7 g afutraw, 1994 A1 9w 83 F SR favae w1 off A £ 7 2, 79 wmaen F af afehe e &
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AT Beoar s, ot B 2 9 st s B s el s eator o 71 s A s A
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(i) AT SAT & A T e i .
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For an appeal 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 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 afone 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 determined under Section 11 D;
i1) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken,
ii1) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules

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

Revisi i tion to G t of Indi
evision application to Government of India: . .
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A revision /a,plication lies to the Under Secretary, to the Government of India, Revision Application Unit,
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4th Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament_Street, New Delhi-
110007, under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first proviso to sub-
section (1) of Section-35B ibid:
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In case of any ldss 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
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T AT F arE Bt v gt ason fRaie frawfr 2y . . . .
In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside India of on excisable
material used in the manufacture of thé goods which are exported to’any country or territory outside India.

ep

: : /
In case of goods exported outside India export to al or Bhutan, without payment of duty.
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Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final 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, 1998.
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The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under Rule, 9 of Central Excise

(Appeals) Rules, 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 OO0 and Ordeér-In-Ap eaf It should also be

accompanied by a copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section 35-
EE of CEA, 1944, undér Major Head of Account.

TAe saae A FwETEe Fatta oo £ et £ 9 e . 4 . L
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The re(lisioh ag%ication shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs. 200/- where the amount involved in Rupees One
Lac or less and Rs. 1000/- where the amount involved is more than Rupees One Lac.

T T A3 H 2 G A5v0 F ANTAY 2 AT YO 0 A9 F O o 1 A, ST 20 A By s anfEd o e AT g
jaﬁﬁﬁmqémq‘gm_xﬁwvmﬁvﬁ fﬁ?mﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂmﬂ"?%%ﬁ?l / In case
il the order covers various umbers of order- in Original, fee for each O,1,0. should be paid in the aforesai

manner, notwithstanding 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 of Rs. 100/- for

each.
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ne copy of application or O.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjudicatinglauthority shall bear a
court fe€ stamp of Rs.6.50 as prescribed under Schedule-I in terms of the Court Fee Act,; 1975, as amended.
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Attention is also invited to the rules covering these and other related matters contained in the Customs, Excise
and Service Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.
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www.cbec.gov.in %T?.Ta’?ﬁ??lc{ . _ _ .

For the elaborate, detailed and latest provisions relating to filing of appeal to the higher appellate authority, the
appellant may refer to the Departmental website www.chec.gov.in .
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:: ORDER-IN-APPEAL ::

The present appeal has been filed by the Assistant Commissioner,
CGST, Anjar Bhachau Division on behalf of the Commissioner, Central
GST & Central Excise Gandhidham (hereinafter referred to as “the
Appellant Department”) against  the Order-in-Original ~ No.
05/Rebate/2018-19 dated 25.09.2018 passed by the Assistant
Commissioner, CGST, Anjar Bhachau Division (hereinafter referred to as
‘the refund sanctioning authority’) in the case of M/s Ashland India
Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 17-18, Sector-30A Vashi, Navi Mumbai-400705

(hereinafter referred to as ‘the Respondent’).

2. The brief facts of the case are that the respondent, a merchant
exporter filed a rebate claim on 26.06.2018, claiming refund of duty of Rs.
1,32,92,598/- in respect of goods cleared for export on payment of duty
under various ARE-1s under Rule 18 of the Central Excise Rules, 2002
(hereinafter referred to as ‘CER’) read with Section 11 B of the Central
Excise Act, 1944 (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Act’). The refund
sanctioning authority vide the impugned order sanctioned an amount of
Rs. 1,26,92,156/-under Rule 18 of the CER and Section 11 B of the Act
and rejected the remaining amount of Rs. 3,00,442/-.

3. The impugned order was reviewed by the Appellant-Department and

appeal was filed by them on the grounds, inter-alia, as below:-

3.1 That the impugned order has been passed without taking into
consideration the relevant statutory provisions for exemption in payment
of Central Excise duty in terms of para 3(b) of the Notification No. 19/04-
C.E. (N.T.), dated 06.09.2004 issued under Rule 18 of the CER and para
2.1 to 8.4 of Chapter 8 Part-I of the CBEC Manual of Supplementary

Instructions.

3.2 That the instant refund claim was submitted without actually
enclosing the supporting documents including original and duplicate copy
of respective ARE-1s duly certified by the Customs authorities; that the file
was returned in original to the respondent on the basis of contravention of

/C‘“‘.ﬁéé“pdition mentioned in para 3(b)(i) of the Notification No. 19/2004-CE(NT)
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dated 06.09.2004.

3.3 That the subject rebate claims under Section 11B of the Act read with
Rule 18 of the CEA was filed for rebate of Central Excise duty paid in
respect of the goods cleared to SEZ unit under various ARE-1s; that as per
Rule 18 rebate of duty paid on excisable goods would be as per the
Notification issued under Rule 18; that Notification No. 19 of 2004 dated
06.09.2004 prescribes conditions, limits and procedures; that para 3 (b) of
the Notification and para 2.1 to 8.4 of Chapter 8 Part-I of the CBEC
Manual of Supplementary Instructions clearly stipulate that requirement
of submission of original & duplicate copy of ARE-1, along with rebate

claim as an essential requirement.

3.4 That the rebate claim was filed on the basis of quadruplicate copies of
ARE-1s; that the refund sanctioning authority has sanctioned the rebate
claim without the original and duplicate copies of respective ARE-1s
pertaining to the rebate claim; that the rebate claim can be filed either by
the manufacturer or merchant exporter with the Maritime Commissioner
or jurisdictional Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, and there are
chances of filing duplicate rebate claim if the claim is accepted without

original and duplicate ARE-1.

3.5 In support to their claim, the Appellant-Department relied upon the
judgement in the case of Competent Authority Vs. Barangore Jute
Factory & others [2005(13)SCC477], State of Jharkhand & others Vs
Ambay Cements & another [2005 (1) SCC 368] and M/s Enkay
Containers [2013(295) E.L.T. 165 (G.O.L)]. Thus, the Appellant requested
to set aside the Order passed by the Refund Sanctioning Authority.

3.6 That the adjudicating authority held that the respondent had
submitted the subject rebate claim on 29.12.2017 along with all necessary
documents but the claim was returned without a deficiency memo/query
memo for non-compliance of 3(b)(i) of Notification no. 19/2004-CE(NT)
dated 06.09.2004; that the respondent submitted that since the claim can
be submitted at the office of the Assistant Commissioner of Central Excise
having jurisdiction over the factory of the manufacturer i.e M/s Natural

Petrochemicals Pvt. Ltd., the claim has been rightly submitted; that since
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the respondent was regularly filing various rebate claims prior to filing of
the subject rebate claim, it was clear that the department as well as the
respondent were well aware of the jurisdiction, thus it is clear that the
said claim was not returned due to jurisdictional dispute but for non-

submission of the required documents.

3.7 That the respondent filed the quadruplicate copies of ARE-1ls
alongwith Indemnity Bond and according to the Indemnity Bond the
original and duplicate copies of the ARE-1s had been misplaced in transit;
that the rebate claim appeared to have been filed on 26.06.2018 after the
expiry of one year prescribed under Section 11 B of the Act; that the
rebate claim was submitted without the supporting documents in original
within the limitation period, therefore the claim cannot be treated as filed;
that as all the ARE-1s are prior to 28.05.2017, therefore, rebate claim
submitted on 26.06.2018 is barred by limitation; therefore the impugned
order passed by the refund sanctioning authority is not legal and proper

and is required to be set aside.

4. The Respondent vide letter dated 18.09.2019 and 14.02.2020
submitted Memorandum of Cross Objections, inter alia, submitting as

under:

4.1 That the rebate claim was filed on 29.12.2017 with the Assistant
Commissioner, Anjar Division for Rs. 1,32,92,598/- in respect of goods
cleared by them to APSEZ (Atchutapuram, AP) under cover of 50 ARE-1s
alongwith Central Excise invoices cleared directly from the factory of M/s
Natural Petrochemicals Private Limited, between February, 2017 to May,
2017; that as they had not submitted the original ARE-1s, they forwarded
a list of ARE-1s to the Assistant Commissioner, APSEZ, Atchutapuram
(AP) and Ramibili Vishakhapatnam for verification of the
genuineness/proof of receipt of goods by M/s Pokarna Engineered Stone
Limited, Vishakhapatnam; that the Authorized officer had submitted his
verification report dated 11.07.2018 wherein he verified the receipt of all
goods except for 3 ARE-1s amounting to Rs. 3,00,442/- and the same was

rejected by the refund sanctioning authority.

_-4.2 That they had submitted all the required documents on 29.12.2017;
' that the Division office vide letter dated 29.12.2017 had returned the files
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stating ‘in original’ taking the basis of non-compliance of condition 3(b)(i)
of Notification no. 19/2004-CE(NT); that since the present claim was
submitted on 29.12.2017 there was no time limit dispute; that in support
of their claim they relied upon the decision of APAR Industries (Polymer
Division) Vs UOI reported at 2016(333)ELT246(GUJ.).

4.3 That they had originally submitted the original and duplicate ARE-1
at the time of original submission of rebate claim; that at the time the files
were returned to the respondent, they were shifting the corporate office
from Mumbai to Hyderabad, they misplaced the ARE-1s; that they had
resubmitted the rebate claim on the basis of the quadruplicate copies of
ARE-1s alongwith all other necessary documents and declaration; that
they had produced an indemnity bond with the Adjudicating authority that
in case of any loss of revenue to Government due to the missing ARE-1s,

they will indemnify the same to the Central Government.

4.4 The respondent relied upon the ruling of the Bombay High Court in
the case of M/s Zandu Chemicals reported at 2015 (315) E.L.T. 520(Bom.)
wherein the Hon’ble High Court had ruled that condition of submission of
original as well as duplicate copies of ARE-1 was only
directory/procedural, and not mandatory; that for any lapses in the
procedural conditions are condonable and therefore the refund sanctioning
authority had rightly sanctioned the rebate claim by accepting the
indemnity bond. Therefore, they requested to reject the present appeal filed
by the department.

S. The Appellant-department did not appear for the personal hearing.

5.1 In Hearing, Shri Abhishek Darak, Chartered Accountant and
authorized representative of the Respondent appeared on behalf of the
respondent for the personal hearing. He reiterated the submissions
already made and requested to reject the impugned order and disallow the

appeal filed by the Department.

6. [ have carefully gone through the facts of the case, the impugned
order, appeal memorandum of the Appellant-department and cross
objections filed by the Respondent. The limited issue to be decided in the

present appeal is whether the impugned order passed by the refund
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sanctioning authority is legal, correct and in order or not.

7. I find that the respondent, a merchant exporter filed a rebate claim,
claiming refund of Service Tax of Rs. 1,32,92,598/- in respect of goods
cleared for export on payment of duty under various ARE-1s under Rule
18 of the Central Excise Rules, 2002 read with Section 11B of the Central
Excise Act, 1944. The refund sanctioning authority vide the impugned
order sanctioned an amount of Rs. 1,29,92,156/- and rejected an amount
of Rs. 3,00,442/-. On examination of the impugned order, the appellant-

department was of the view that it is not proper and legally correct.

7.1 In this regard I first proceed to examine the statutory position with

regard to the documents required for sanction of a rebate claim.

7.2 1 note that Rule 18 of CER, 2002 provides that Central Government
may by notification grant rebate of duty on goods exported subject to
conditions and limitations if any and subject to fulfilment of procedure as
specified. Notification 19/2004-C.E. (N.T.), dated 06.09.2004 as amended
issued under Rule 18 provides that the rebate sanctioning authority will
compare the original copy of ARE-1 submitted by exporter with the
duplicate copy received from Customs authorities and triplicate from the

Excise authorities.

7.3 1 also note that the provisions specified in Chapters 8 (8.3) & (8.4) of
CBEC Basic Excise Manual of Supplementary Instructions are applicable

in this case, which reads as under :-
“8. Sanction of claim for rebate by Central Excise

8.3 The following documents shall be required for filing claim of

rebate : -

(i) A request on the letterhead of the exporter containing
claim of rebate, ARE-1 nos. dates, corresponding invoice
numbers and dates amount of rebate on each ARE-1 and its
calculations.

(ii) Original copy of ARE-1

(iii)invoice issued under Rule 11.

(iv) self-attested copy of shipping bill and
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(v) self-attested copy of Bill of Lading

(v)) Disclaimer Certificate in case where claimant is other

than exporter]

8.4. After satisfying himself that the goods cleared for export
under the relevant ARE-1 application mentioned in the claim were
actually exported, as evident by the Original and duplicate copies
of ARE-I1duly certified by Customs, and that the goods are of duty
paid character as certified on the triplicate copy of ARE-1 received
from the jurisdictional Superintendent of Central Excise (Range
Office) the rebate sanctioning authority will sanction the rebate, in
part or full In case of any reduction or rejection of the claim an
opportunity shall be provided to the exporter to explain the case

and a reasoned order shall be issued.”

7.4 From the above, I note that the Original copy of ARE-1 and Excise
invoices among other documents are essential documents for claiming
rebate. Any non-submission of documents in the manner prescribed thus
imparts a character of invalidity to the rebate claim. Also in the absence of
the Original copies of ARE-1 duly endorsed by the Customs, the export of
the same duty paid goods which were cleared from the factory cannot be
established which is a fundamental requirement for sanctioning the rebate
under Rule 18 read with Notification 19/2004-C.E. (N.T.), dated
06.09.2004.

7.5 [ find that in the absence of main document ARE-1, original and
duplicate containing certification of the Central Excise as well as Customs
authorities, it cannot be established that the same goods which were
cleared from the factory were actually exported. Also, I note that Para 2.4
of Chapter 9 of CBEC’s Excise Manual stipulates that the claim without
supporting documents shall not be allowed.

Further, 1 observe that in case of export of goods under bond in
terms of Rule 19 of CEA, there is a provision under Chapter 7 of CBEC
Excise Manual on Supplementary Instructions for accepting proof of
export on the basis of collateral evidence if original/duplicate ARE-1 is
missing. In case of exports on payment of duty under rebate claim in
terms of Rule 18 of CEA, 2002, there is no such provision under the

relevant Chapter 8 of CBEC Excise Manual on Supplementary
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Instructions. Therefore, I find that the claim was not in order as required
in terms of conditions contained at Para 3(b)(i) of Notification no.
19/20004-CE(NT).

8. Further, I note that it is a settled issue that benefit under a
conditional Notification cannot be extended in case of non-fulfilment of
conditions and/or non-compliance of procedure prescribed therein as held
by the Apex Court in the case of Government of India Vs. Indian Tobacco
Association -2005(187) E.L.T. 162 (S.C.); Union of India Vs. Dharmendra
Textile Processors — 2008(231) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.). Also it is settled that a
Notification has ‘;o be treated as a part of the statute and it should be read
along with the Act as held by in the case of Collector of Central Excise v.
Parle Exports (P) Ltd. -1988(38) E.L.T. 741 (S.C.) and Orient Weaving Mills
Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of India - 1978 (2) E.L.T. J 311 (S.C.) (Constitution Bench).

9. I also find that the nature of the above requirement is a statutory
condition. The submission of application for removal of export goods in
ARE-1 form is must because such leniencies lead to possible fraud of
claiming an alternatively available benefit which may lead to
additional/double benefits. For example - a rebate claim can be filed by
the manufacturer or merchant exporter with the Maritime Commissioner
or jurisdictional Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, so there can be
a possibility of duplicate filing of rebate claim, if the claim is accepted
without original and duplicate ARE-1. This has never been the policy of
the Government and it is in the spirit of this backgliound that Hon’ble
Supreme Court in case of Sharif-ud-Din. Abdul Gani - AIR 1980 S.C. 303
and 2003(156) E.L.T. 168 (Bom.) has observed that distinction between
required forms and other declarations of compulsory nature and/or
simple technical nature is to be judiciously done. When non-compliance of
said requirement leads to any specific/odd consequences then it would be
difficult to hold that requirement as non-mandatory. As such there is no
force in the plea of the respondent that this lapse should be considered on
a procedural lapse of technical nature which is condonable in term of case
laws cited by the respondent. I therefore hold that non-submission of
statutory document of ARE-1 and not following the basic procedure of

export goods as discussed above, cannot be treated as just a

.7 minor/technical procedural lapse for the purpose of granting rebate of

r
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duty. I note that the above view has also been followed by the Hon’ble
High Court of Chattisgarh in a recent judgment in the case of M/s
Tiruputi Steel Traders Vs. Assistant Commissioner of C.Ex., Nagpur
decided on 25.07.2018 as reported in 2019 (365) E.L.T 497. Further the
Government has already decided the said issue vide GOI Orders Nos.
246/2011-CX., dated 17-3-2011, 216/2011-CX., dated 7-3-2011,
835/2011-CX., dated 17-3-2011 and 736/2011-CX., dated 13-6-2011

holding the above said views.

10. From perusal of records, I observe that originally the rebate claim
was filed by the respondent on 29.12.2017. However, the claim was
returned to the respondent as the supporting documents said to have
been enclosed were not enclosed with the claim. The refund claim was
again filed by the respondent on 26.06.2018 after expiry of one year from
the date of export of goods prescribed under Section 11B of the Act. Since
the ARE-1s are prior to 28.05.2017, the rebate claim filed on 26.06.2018
is barred by limitation in terms of Section 11 B. Further, [ find that a
claim is said to have been filed from the date on. which the claim is
complete in all respect. Therefore, the plea of the respondent is not
acceptable and the decision relied upon by them is also of no help to

them.

11. I note that the respondent relied on the various judgments regarding
“procedural relaxation on technical grounds. [ would like to emphasize that
when the respondent seeks rebate under Notification No. 19/2004-C.E.
(N.T.), dated 06.09.2004, which prescribes compliance of certain
conditions, the same cannot be ignored. While claiming the rebate under
Rule 18 1ibid, the respondent should have ensured strict compliance of the
conditions attached to the said Notification. I further place reliance on the
Judgment in the case of Mihir Textiles Ltd. Vs. Collector of Customs,
Bombay,1997(92) E.L.T 9 (S.C.) wherein it is held that :

“concessional relief of duty which is made dependent on the
satisfaction of certain conditions cannot be granted without
compliance of such conditions. No matter even if the conditions are

only directory.”

iz \
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12. I further observe that the respondent has contended that the claim
was returned to them on the ground of jurisdictional dispute. In this
regard, since the respondent has been regularly filing various rebate
claims prior to filing of the subject rebate claim and they have also filed
various rebate claims after filing of the subject rebate claim, therefore the
department as well as the respondent were well aware about the
jurisdiction of the case. Therefore, I agree with the appellant-department

that the jurisdiction dispute does not arise in the present case.

13. In view of the above discussion supported by the judicial
pronouncement of the Apex Court, all the submissions/ reliance placed by

the respondent do not hold good.

14. In view of my above, I set aside the impugned order and order the
respondent to pay the entire amount of Central Excise duty as sanctioned
by the refund sanctioning authority vide the impugned order along with

applicable interest.
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14.1 The appeal filed by the Appellant is disposed off as above.

Bl < «\v

(Gopt Nathg
Commissioner (Appeals)

By Regd. Post AD
To,

1. The Deputy Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise,
Division-Anjar-Bhachau.

2. M/s Ashland India Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 17-18, Sector-30A Vashi,
Navi Mumbai-400705

Copy to:

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

2) The Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise Commissionerate, Kutch-
Gandhidham.

3) The Deputy Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise, Division-Anjar-

’ Bhachau.
ﬁ@iﬂrd file.
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