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i:;; person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate autherity in the following
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;Epeal te Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal under Section 358 of CEA, 1944 / Under Section
of the Finance Act, 1994 an appeal lies to:-

it g # s et st efi o, St amvmw apen e Aarer snfiefg semfirme o R ffs, & et 2,
m-#vw_#ﬁﬁ,ﬁﬁﬂm@ﬁum L
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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,
Btl;mumall. Bhawan, Asarwa Ahmedabad-380016in case of appeals other than as mentioned in para- 1faf
above
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secti 1] of Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994 to the A llate Tribunal Shall be
e R uiniicate in Form 515 as prescribed under Rule 9(1)"ol the'Service P% Rules, 1994, and Shall
\ sccumpﬂnieg by a copy of the order appealed against (ope of which shall be cerfified CD[‘.I&-'] and should be
a Y H?EDm ied by a fees of Es, [Dm},-fi_lw EE!E the nmnun]; of service lﬁ: & :mﬂieslt drmﬁn c& & P:.H?‘E}Ivl?g?i
i 5. alkhs or less, Rs.5000/- where the amount ol service tax interest demande pen e
ﬁmﬁ;.' than five lakhs but not l{xgcsrdlng Rs. Filty Lakhs, Rs.10,000/- where the amount of service tax &

e of Rs.500/-.

I'|| ¥tem5t demanded % penalty levied is morve than fifty Lakhs rupees, in the form of crossed bank draft in
i {

vour of the Assistant Registrar of the bench of nominated Public Sector Bank of the place where the bench
Tribunal is situated. [ ﬁ;p]icminn made for grant of stay shall be accompanied by a 1‘2

']



i

fi)

i<

lih

]

(i

]

(v]

(v}

o]

(E)

1S

Farer st | 9949 wTer B6 41 35-meret (2) v (2A) F sads oF 6wt sofr, dave Faeaef, 1994, F Fow 6(2)

8(2A) F TE Fuif s SUT.-7 §Ft 51wt e 36 s Srges, S g o s e (srfter), St Seome o T
eqtfier mrzer 7 witat e 5% (3900 & v wfy wfie g =he) wmmmmmmﬂwmw
T, W A TET ST 1 S o e 7 (e g A st 1 9T ot e & e et et

The appeal under sub section (2] and (24) of the section 86 the Finance Act 1994, shall be filed in For ST.7 as
przu.cn'E:d under Rule 9 {Eé #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] lone of which shall be a ecertified
copy) and copy of the order passed by the Commissionerauthorizing the Assistant Commissioner or Deputy
Commissiener of Central Excise/ Service Tax to file the appeal before the Appellate Tribunal,
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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 penaity are in dispute, or
peanixﬂty. rmﬁhnrieupénally one is in dispute, provided the amount of pre-deposit payable would be subject to a
ce of Rs, rores, )
& Under Central Excise and Service Tax, “Duty Demanded™ shall include ;
i) amount determined under Section 11 D;
i amaunt of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken; )
i) amaunt payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules )
- provided further that the provisions of this Section shall not ?Rpl “to the stay application and appeals
pending before any appellate authority prior to the commencement of the nce (No2) Act, 2014,
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material used in the manufacture of the poods which are exported to’any country or territory outside India.
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:: ORDER-IN-APPEAL ::

M/s Rudraksh Detergent & Chemicals Pvt. Ltd, Padana, District - Kutch
(hereinafter referred to as “Appellant”) has filed Appeal Nos. V2/214-
224/RAJ/2010 against Re-Credit Order No. 461 to 471/2009-10 dated 11.3.2010
(hereinafter referred to as “impugned order”) passed by the Deputy
Commissioner, erstwhile Central Excise Division, Gandhidham (hereinafter

referred to as “sanctioning authority” ).

7 A The facts of the case, in brief, are that the Appellant was engaged in the
manufacture of excisable goods falling under Chapter Nos. 28 and 34 of the
Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985 and was holding Central Excise Registration No.
AADCRO8390XM001. The Appellant was availing benefit of exemption under
Notification Mo. 39/2001-CE dated 31.07.2001, as amended (hereinafter
referred to as ‘said notification’). As per scheme of the said Notification,
exemption was granted by way of refund of Central Excise duty paid in cash
through PLA as per prescribed rates and refund was subject to condition that
the manufacturer has to first utilize all Cenvat credit available to them on the
last day of month under consideration for payment of duty on goods cleared
during such month and pay only the balance amount in cash. The said
notification was subsequently amended vide Notification No. 16/2008-CE dated
27.03.2008 and Notification No. 33/2008-CE dated 10.06.2008, which altered
the method of calculation of refund by taking into consideration the duty
payable on value addition undertaken in the manufacturing process, by fixing
percentage of refund ranging from 15% to 75% depending upon the commodity.
The Appellant had opted for availing the facility of re-credit, in terms of Para
2C(a) of the said notification.

2.1 The appellant had filed re-credit applications for the period from May,
2008 to March, 2009 for re-credit of Central Excise Duty, Education Cess and
Secondary and Higher Education Cess paid from PLA, totally amounting to Rs.
17,64,25,075/- on clearance of finished goods manufactured by them.

2.2 On scrutiny of re-credit applications, it was observed by the sanctioning

. authority that re-credit facility of the Appellant for the Financial Year 2008-09
1"131.».'35 forfeited by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham vide
he-credit Order No. 115/2009-10 dated 13.5.2008 and hence, they were not
/ /entitled for re-credit for the said period and they were required to reverse the

re-credit taken along with interest.
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3. The sanctioning authority vide the impugned order rejected the re-
credit claims of Rs. 17,64,25,075/- for the period from May, 2008 to March,
2009 and directed the Appellant to reverse re-credit taken for the said period
along with interest in terms of Para 2C(e) of the said notification.

4. Being aggrieved, the appellant has preferred the present appeals, inter-
alia, on the grounds that,
(i) The adjudicating authority failed to appreciate that notification
granted facility to a manufacturer assessee to take re-credit of duty paid
by him for the previous month. This was done with a view to take care of
delays in sanctioning the refund claims. Since the intention of the
Central Government was to grant complete exemption to all the units
set up in Kutch and since this is only a mechanism devised to effectuate
the said exemption, the Central Government was keen that the lower
administrative functionaries do not unnecessarily hold up refund claims
by the assesses and harass them. It was for this reason that the facility
of re-credit was introduced in the notification. At the same time, the
Central Government had to safeguard the interests of the revenue to
ensure that no manufacturer took credit more than the credit to which
he is entitled. Therefore, the Asst. Commissioner was required to verify
the correctness of the claims and if there was any excess credit taken or
less credit taken than what a manufacturer was entitled to, credit or
debit had to be ordered. That was the limited role of the Asst.
Commissioner. When this aspect was explained to the Asst.
Commissioner after he passed order on 13.5.2008, he understood the
error committed by him and proceeded to pass order on 4.6.2008
whereby he disallowed certain portion of the claims. The appellant
complied with his directions as per the notification and pursued the
remedy of appeal. Despite the above, by the present impugned order,
the Dy. Commissioner again proceeded on the assumption that the
facility of re-credit was denied and, therefore, rejected the total
claims. Also, despite the fact that the ex-facie error committed by him
was pointed out by the appellant, he refrained from correcting the said

error. The impugned order, therefore, deserves to be quashed and set
aside.

(i)  In the present case, all the re-credit claims were submitted from
time to time and were verified by the jurisdictional Superintendent who

found the claims to be in order, as recorded by the learned Dy.
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Commissioner in the impugned order. However, he kept the re-credit
claims pending with him for over a year and then without determining
the correct amount as mandated by the notification, chose to reject the
claims on an ex-facie erroneous, incorrect and illegal ground. He ought
to have appreciated that the appellant had paid duty on the finished
goods, that such duty was exempted by the notification, that the
appellant had a right to take re-credit under the notification and that
the limited role assigned to him by the notification was to verify the
correctness of the figures mentioned therein. It was not open to him to
take away the exemption legally and validly granted by the notification.
Failure to appreciate this has vitiated the impugned order which
deserves to be quashed and set aside.

The Appeals were transferred to callbook in view of pendency of

appeals filed by the Department against the orders of Hon'ble High Court

of Gujarat in the case of VVF Ltd & others before the Hon’ble Supreme

Court. The said appeals were retrieved from callbook in view of the

judgement dated 22.4.2020 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court and

have been taken up for disposal.

6.

Personal hearing in the matter was held on 11.2.2021. Shri Vinay Sejpal,

Advocate, and Shri Rajesh Devpura, General Manager (Commercial), appeared

on behalf of the Appellant and reiterated the submissions made in the appeal

memorandum and submitted written submission for consideration.

6.1

In written submission, it has been contended, inter alia, as under:

(i)  The adjudicating authority failed to appreciate that the said
forfeiture of the option for Re-credit facility under their Order dtd.
13/05/2008 was only till further order and the same was with reference
to re-credit application for the month of April, 2008. In response to the
said Order, the appellants had immediately pointed out to the then
Assistant Commissioner under letter dtd. 28/05/2008 that the forfeiture
of the option of re-credit under Para-2C(f) can be carried out only in
case of contravention by the manufacturer of any of the provisions of
clause(a) to clause(e) to Para-2C. Since the issue of re-credit for the
month of April, 2008 was still pending and no decision was made, there
could not be any forfeiture under Para-2C(f) till the said quantification
of re-credit is finally made with a speaking order. In other words the
appellants had requested the AC/DC to decide the matter with
appropriate speaking order as the said Notification did not empower the

-FPage Mo 5 of 12
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Assistant Commissioner to take away the option specifically granted to
the manufacturer by the Notification except in the circumstances

specified.

(i)  The adjudicating authority based on their request took up the Re-
credit claim for the month of April 2008 for consideration as per Para-
2C{e) and the re-credit was duly granted under Re-credit Order No.
165/2008-09 dated 04.06.2008. In other words the forfeiture Order
dated 13.05.2008 was till further orders regarding the re-credit of April,
2008 and the same adjudicating authority there after took up the Re-
credit claim of April 2008 and passed the Re-credit order dtd.
04.06.2008 in favour of the appellants on the very same grounds which
were objected in his forfeiting order. In other words, the Assistant
Commissioner had already re-considered and allowed the Re-credit
under his Order dated 04.06.2008 and the forfeiture of Re-credit facility
under their previous Order dated 13.05.2008 stands overturned / re-
considered and allowed by him. Accordingly there are no grounds to
allege or hold that the Re-credit availed after 04.06.2008 for the period
of May 2008 to March 2009 was incorrect on account of previous Order
dated 13.05.2008.

(ili) Even if it is presumed that the provisions of suo-moto re-credit has
been suspended as alleged in the order, still the same does not take
away the legal right of the manufacturer to claim the refund /re-credit
under the provisions of Para-2B(a) of the Notification. The refund/re-
credit applications so made by the appellants for the eleven (11) months
as enlisted in the appeal memorandum should be considered as an
application made under Para 2B(a) and the A.C/D.C should have passed
appropriate order quantifying the refund /re-credit amount on merits as
per Para-2B(b) of Notification No. 39/2001-C.E as amended by
Notification No.16/2008-C.E. The impugned order deserves to be set
aside and the matter should be remanded back for determination of the
refund amount either under Para-2B(b) or under Para-2C(e) as the case
may be, but the statutory benefit cannot be denied on such procedural
grounds when there is no dispute on the merits of the claim of the

Appellant.

(iv) The second issue is claiming of less credit by the appellants in
account of the amending Notification No. 16/2008-C.E. issued by the
Board. The appellants submits that they have taken less Re-credit
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amounting to Rs.1,93,56,292/- on the pending interpretation whether
exemption was restricted to the prescribed rate of value addition as per
Notification No. 39/2001-CE dated 31.7.2001 as amended by Notification
No. 16/2008-CE and the full amount of duty so paid from PLA was not
eligible for refund / re-credit. That the issue was raised by them before
the Tribunal for the month of April, 2008 and it was decided in their
favour vide Order dated 15.7.2010 reported 2010 (260) ELT 469 and
upheld by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as reported in 2019 (368) ELT
(A341). Hence, refund / re-credit of the full amount paid from PLA
should be granted to them and the restriction of the refund amount so
introduced under amending Notification MNo. 16/2008-CE dated
27.03.2008 would not be applicable to the appellants as they had started
new unit much prior to the introduction of the amendment and the
appellants are eligible for the full benefit of refund/re-credit as per the
original Notification No. 39/2001-CE dated 31.07.2001. Accordingly, the
pending re-credit/refund amount of Rs. 1,93,56,293/- of Basic Excise
Duty should be granted to the appellants along with consequential relief.

(v)  The third issue is the eligibility of refund/re-credit of Education
Cess and Secondary and Higher Education Cess, which was short availed
by them while taking re-credit in respective months. That issue stands
decided in their favour by the Commissioner (Appeals), Rajkot vide
Order No. KCH-EXCUS-000-APP-195 TO 209-2018-19 dated 27.11.2018,
which was based on the judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court
in the case of SRD Nutrients Pvt Ltd- 2017 (355) ELT 481.

7. | have carefully gone through the facts of the case, impugned order and
submissions made by the appellant in appeal memorandum as well as during
personal hearing. The issue to be decided in the present appeals is whether the
impugned order, rejecting the re-credit applications on the ground that re-
credit facility was stand forfeited, is correct, legal and proper or not ?

8. On perusal of the records, | find that the Appellant was availing the
benefit of area based Exemption Notification No. 39/2001-CE dated 31.7.2001,
as amended. As per scheme of the said Notification, exemption was granted by

‘way of refund of Central Excise duty paid in cash through PLA as per rates

prescribed vide Notification No. 16/2008-CE dated 27.03.2008 and Notification
No. 33/2008-CE dated 10.06.2008 prevalent at the relevant time. | find that

"the Appellant had opted for availing the facility of re-credit, in terms of para

2C(a) of the said notification. The appellant had filed re-credit applications for
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the period from May, 2008 to March, 2009 for re-credit of Central Excise Duty,
Education Cess and Secondary and Higher Education Cess paid from PLA totally
amounting to Rs. 17,64,25,075/- on clearance of finished goods manufactured
by them. The sanctioning authority rejected the re-credit claims on the ground
that re-credit facility of the Appellant for the financial year 2008-09 had been
forfeited vide Re-credit Order No. 115/2008-09 dated 13.5.2008 and hence,
they were not entitled for re-credit for the said period and they were required
to reverse the re-credit taken along with interest.

8.1 The Appellant has contended that after re-credit facility was forfeited
vide Order dated 13.5.2008, the Asst. Commissioner again took up the Re-
credit claim for the month of April 2008 on their request and re-credit was duly
granted under Re-credit Order No. 165/2008-09 dated 4.6.2008. The Appellant
further contended that the forfeiture Order dated 13.5.2008 was till further
orders and the same refund sanctioning authority there after took up the Re-
credit claim of April 2008 and passed the Re-credit order dated 4.6.2008 in
their favour on the very same grounds which were objected in his forfeiting
order. Thus, forfeiture of Re-credit facility under their previous Order dated
13.05.2008 stand overturned / re-considered and allowed by him. Accordingly
there are no grounds to allege or hold that the Re-credit availed after 4.6.2008
for the period from May 2008 to March 2009 was incorrect on account of
previous Order dated 13.05.2008.

8.2 | find that the re-credit facility of the Appellant was forfeited by the
Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham vide Re-credit Order No.
115/2008-09 dated 13.5.2008. As per facts emerging from said Re-credit Order,
the Appellant had filed re-credit application of Rs. 1,55,29,132/- for the month
of April, 2008. It was observed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise,
Gandhidham that the Appellant had installed certain machineries after cut-off
date of 31.12.2005, which resulted in increase in their production and hence,
the Appellant was not eligible for refund of duty paid on production obtained
out of said new machineries. It was further observed by the Assistant
Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham that the Appellant was asked to
furnish information about manufacturing process of detergent bar and
detergent powder and list of machineries but they failed to provide the same.
Accordingly, the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham forfeited
re-credit facility of the Appellant in terms of Rule 2C(f) of the said Notification
with immediate effect i.e. from 13.5.2008 till further orders. Subsequently,
the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham processed the Re-
credit application for the month of April,2008 and determined eligible re-credit
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amount as Rs. 98,76,749/- and ordered to reverse the remaining re-credit
amount in PLA vide Re-credit Order No. 165/2008-09 dated 4.6.2008.

8.3 | find that the sanctioning authority rejected re-credit applications vide
the impugned order only on the ground that re-credit facility of the Appellant
stand forfeited vide Order No. 115/2008-09 dated 13.5.2008. It is pertinent to
mention that the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Gandhidham had
forfeited re-credit facility of the Appellant while processing re-credit
application for the month of April, 2008 vide Re-credit Order No. 115/2008-09
dated 13.5.2008 by passing following order :

“I hereby forfeit the facility of recredit to M/s Rudraksh Detergent and
Chemicals Pvt Ltd in terms of para 2C(f) of the Notification No. 39/2001-CE
as they have contravened the provisions of said Notification with immediate
effect i.e. 13.5.2008 till further orders.”

8.4 | find that the same Assistant Commissioner again processed re-credit
application for the month of April, 2008 vide Re-credit Order Mo. 165/2008-09
dated 4.6.2008, which would mean that re-credit facility of the Appellant was
restored vide said Order dated 4.6.2008. Hence, | find that the sanctioning
authority has erred in not taking cognizance of Re-credit Order No. 165/2008-
09 dated 4.6.2008 and rejected the re-credit applications vide the impugned
order by relying upon previous Re-credit Order No. 115/2008-09 dated
13.5.2008.

8.5 Apart from above, | also find that the Appellant had contested the issue
for which their re-credit facility was forfeited vide Order dated 13.5.2008
before the then Commissioner (Appeals), Central Excise, Rajkot for previous
period, who held that installation of new machineries after cut-off date of
31.5.2005 had not resulted in increase in their production capacity and hence,
the Appellant was eligible for refund of the duty paid on the goods
manufactured out of new machinery installed after cut-off date of 31.12.2005.
| find that the Hon'ble Tribunal vide Order dated 15.7.2010 reported as 2010
(260) ELT 469 concurred with the findings of the then Commissioner (Appeals)
and held that,

“5.1 We have considered the submissions and perused the records. The
respondents are eligible for the benefit of Notification No. 39/2001-C.E.,
dated 31-7-2001, is not in dispute. The appellant have only challenged the Ld.

: \ Commissioner Appeals” order, setting aside the lower adjudicating authority
2\ ‘s order to the extent of denial of 50% refund on the production of detergent

bars in case of order No. 91/2008, dated 12-6-2008. The contention of the
appellant is that the respondent have installed one silo, one vibrator sieve, one
weigh dropper, vapor separator, cyclone and sigma mixture for manufacture
of detergent bars after 31-12-2005 and installation of one sigma mixture of
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production capacity of 3900 after 31-12-2005 is in addition to a sigma
mixture of equal capacity already installed in the factory prior to 31-12-2005,
has lead to enhancement in production capacity. This issue has been dealt
with by the 1d. Commissioner (Appeals) at length in para 11.1 to 11.5 and
gave cogent findings that the installation of the aforesaid equipment has not
led to any enhancement of the production capacity. The aforesaid equipments
were only to improve efficiency, to ease the problem of storage and handling
of raw materials. The learned Commissioner (Appeals) in para 11.3 of order-
in-appeal found that :

“On perusal of the declaration filed in Annexure-I giving information
relating to installation of machinery on or before 31-12-2005 and after
1-12-2006, I find that One Silo Mixer of 23 M3 capacity and one Vibro
Seive of 3.7 M3/H were installed to take care for any change in
formulation. One weigh hoper of 1.35 M3 was added afier removing the
conveyor which fed the two mixtures since it created the quality
problem and now each feed each mixer. Further, one cyclone was
replaced since the earlier one was not working efficiently. Lastly, one
Sigma Mixer of 3900 Liters was added to enable easy change in
formulation.

Further, Shri Mahendra kumar H. Trivedi, Chartered Engineer vide his
Certificate dated 24-4-2008 while taking into account the installation of
above 4 items has stated that “Installed Capacity of Detergent Bars is
determined by the capacity of the Plodder, Stumpers and Wrapping
Machines. Since there are no addition to these three equipments, the
final installed/production capacity remains at the original installed
capacity of 75000 MTs per annum as on 31-12-2005."

I find that Lower Authority vide his impugned orders have not adduced
any findings to counter the appellants above arguments and the
Chartered Engineer certificate.

Further, | find that the basic use of installed machineries is to handle the
problem of storage of raw materials, increase efficiency of the installed
machinery and to facilitate easy change in formulation. | also find that it
is a fact that there is no addition to the already installed capacity i.e.
75,000 Metric Tonnes and the said fact has not been refuted by the
lower Authority in his order.”

The department didn’t challenge the findings of the lower adjudicating
authority. Revenue could not produce any document or any evidence which
shows enhancement of production capacity. The Revenue has also placed
reliance on clarification on Point No. 1 issued by letter F. No. 110/21/2006
CX3, dated 10-7-2008. Since there is no change in installed capacity the
Board’s clarification is not relevant to the instant case. The learned
Commissioner (Appeals) has relied upon the Point No. 2 of the aforesaid
Board’s clarification wherein it has been clarified that as long as there is no
increase in the capacity of production and alteration or addition are made to
enhance the quality of the products or for efficiency gains the benefit of
notification shall not be denied. Therefore, we do not find any infirmity with
the learned Commissioner (Appeals) order. The appeal is devoid of merits.
Therefore, the impugned order is upheld and the appeal of the Revenue is
dismissed to the above extent.”

The above Order of the Tribunal has been upheld by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court as reported in 2019 (368) ELT (A341).

s
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8.6 In view of above, the issue for which re-credit facility was forfeited vide
Order No. 115/2008-09 dated 13.5.2008 has been decided in favour of the
Appellant. On this count also, the forfeiture of re-credit facility is not
sustainable. |, therefore, direct the sanctioning authority (now Assistant
Commissioner of GST, Gandhidham Rural Division, Gandhidham) to process the
re-credit applications filed by the Appellant for the period from May, 2008 to
March, 2009 on merits and in terms of Para 2C(e) of Notification No. 39/2001-
CE dated 31.7.2001, as amended.

9. The Appellant has contended that they had taken less re-credit as per
rate prescribed vide Notification No. 16/2008-CE dated 27.03.2008 but the
issue has been decided in their favour by the Tribunal vide Order dated
15.7.2010, which has also been upheld by the Hon’ble Supreme Court and
hence, they were eligible for refund of entire duty paid from PLA. The
Appellant further contended that they are also eligible for refund of /re-credit
of Education Cess and Secondary and Higher Education Cess, which was short
availed by them while taking re-credit in respective months but the issue
stands decided in their favour by the Commissioner (Appeals), Rajkot vide
Order No. KCH-EXCUS-000-APP-195 TO 209-2018-19 dated 27.11.2018, which
was based on the judgment passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of
SRD Nutrients Pvt Ltd- 2017 (355) ELT 481.

9.1 | find that the impugned order rejected re-credit applications only on
the ground that the re-credit facility of the Appellant had been forfeited. The
other two issues raised by the Appellant before me were not raised by them
before the sanctioning authority and also not decided vide the impugned order.
This appellate authority can decide any issue which is arising out of impugned
order. Even otherwise, it would be premature to decide said issues at this stage
when the re-credit applications are yet to be processed by the sanctioning
authority. |, therefore, discard these contentions.

10.  In view of discussion made above, | set aside the impugned order and
allow the matter by way of remand to the sanctioning authority to decide the

matter on merits.

1. arftesat grer ao fit 78 srfrar =7 Froery oo 8% & BT smar 2
11.  The appeals filed by the Appellant are disposed off as above.

| ( SH KUMAR)
| Commissioner (Appeals)
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Attested
;i};‘;
(V.T.SHAH)
Superintendent (Appeals)

By R.P.A.D.

To,

M/s Rudraksh Detergent & Chemicals Pvt Ltd,
Village Padana,

Taluka Gandhidham,

District - Kutch.
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