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Ar:y1 person aggrieved by this Order-in-Appeal may file an appeal to the appropriate authority in the following

NatioDal Bench or Regional Bench of Appellate Tribunal framed under GST Act/CGST Act in the cases where
one of the issues invoFved relates to pla'cb of supply as per Section 109(5) of CGgT Act, Idiy.

State BROsh pr Area Bench of Appellate Tribunal framed under GST Act/CGST Act other than as mentioned in
para- (A)(i) above in terms of Se-ction 109(7) of CGST AZt, X):L?

it

(iii) Appeal to the Appellgte Tribunal shall be filed as prescribed under Rule 110 ofCGST Rules, 2017 and shall be
qi.{ompanied with a fee of Rs. One Thousand for 8very Rs. One Lakh of Tax or Input Tax C-r6dit inviivea-bI-th;
dtfferq’nc,e in Tax or Input Tax Credit involved or the amount of fine, fee or pe/laIty determined in the ord8F
appealed against, subj6ct to a maximum of Rs. Twenty-Five Thousand.

(B) Appeal under Section 112{1) of CGST Act, 2017 to Appellate Tribunal shall be filed along with relevant
doCuments either electronicdlly or as may be notified bV'the Registrar, Appellate Tribunal in FoRM' Gst–A}LI
09, pn common porta,I as prescfi.bed unddr Rule 110 of C'GST RuIEs, 20i7, bhd shall be accompanied by a c8py
of 'the order app'ealed against within seven days offilin£ Fe)RM GSt APL-bg’on fina-. - - –---'-'- ------ –’ - --- '

(i)
®Famem8L iiB

(i) Full amount of Tax, Interest, Fine, Fee and Penal-tV arising from the impugned' order, as is
admitted/accepted be

(ii) A sum equal to twenty five per cent of the remaining amount of Tax in dispute, in addition to the
amouht paid under Section 107(6) of CGST Act, 2017, arising from the said order, in relation to which
the appeal has been filed.

ods & g8rvicd r f2mmili;a
that the appeal to tribunal can be made within three months from the date of communication of Order or

date on which the President or the State President, as the case may be, of the Appellate Tribunal enters
office, whichever is later.

Ti

(C) ®v wft6fkr qTfqBFrt oT slita nf&a w+ + ;ktf©a arvn, fB7qd
! fM, 3rFnn2# ftHpftv aNal$dwww.cbic.gov.in ZHI &a ITtE+ BI ’ -
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! For elaborate, detailed and latest provisions relating to filing of appeal to the appellate authority, the
! appellant may refer to the website \X/ww.cbic.gov.in.
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ORDBR-IN-APPEAIs
S

BRIEF FACTS OF THE CASa :

M/s. Adani Kandla Bulk Terminal Private Limited, Adani House, Near

Mithakhali Six Road, Navrangpura, Ahmedabad, Gujarat : 380009 (hereinafter

referred to as the “appellarLl?\ have filed the present appeals on 18.09.2023 against

Refund Rejection Order No. ZM2406230332076 and ZJ:2406230331832, dated

22.06.2023 (hereinafter referred to as the “impugned refund orders”) amounting to

Rs. 19,72,177/- and Rs. 31,87,360/-respectively, passed by the Deputy

Commissioner, CGST, Division – VI, Ahmedabad South Commissionerate

(hereinafter referred to as the “adju(iicating authority’) rejecting refund claims filed

by the appellant.

2(i). Brief facts of the case in the present appeals are that the appellant

registered under GSTIN 24AAKCA3436FIW, have filed refund claim vide ARN No.

AA240423115026U and AA:240423115369E dated 25.04.2023 for Rs. 19,72,177/-

and Rs. 31,87,360/- for the period March 2019 and March 2020 respectively under

the category of Any Other (Speci br) under Form-GST-RFD-01. The appellant filed

present refund claims on grounds that they have reversed excess common Input

Credit (ITC) amounting to Rs. 19,72,177/- and Rs. 31,87,360/- under Rule 42

Central Goods and Services Tax (CGST) Rules, 2017, which was not required

done on account of sale of scrip.

The appellant had made supply/ sale of SEIS scrips during the period

April18 and in May 2019 and January 2020, which has been notified as an exempt

supply vide notification no.' 01/2017 - Central Tax (Rate) . Since they had made an

exempt supply of sale on account of SEIS scrip, the reversal of the common ITC on

account of the said exempt supply were also made by them in respect of the period

April' 18 and in May 2019 and January 2020. Further, an annual true up for the

same has also been done in the month of March’ 19 in respect of refund claim vide

ARN No. AA240423115026U dated 25.04.2023 -and in March 2020 in respect of

refund claim vide ARN No. AA240423115369E dated 25.04.2023. Vide Notification

no. 14/2022 - Central Tax dated 05.07.2022, an explanation to rule 43 was

inserted which clarified that the aggregate value of exempt supplies shall exclude

the value of supply of Duty Credit Scrips for the purpose of reversal under rule 42

and 43 provisions of the CGST Act, 2017.

2(iii). It is the contention of the claimant that said explanation which has

been inserted is clarificatory in nature and has a retrospective effect from the elate

of the applicability of the said rule. Considering the said explanation, it is claimed

that they reversed excess ITC on account of sale of SEIS scrip and hence, they are

eligible for refund of Rs. 19,72,177/- and Rs. 31,87,360/-. The present refund

claim has been preferred by the claimant on account of insertion of clause (d) in

2 .
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explanation 1 to Rule 43 vide Notification no.14/2022 - Central Tax dated
05.07.2022.

3' Therefore, Show Cause Notice was issued on 17.05.2023. !,'urther7 the
Adjudicating Authority vides “impugned refrmd orderg’ dated 22.06.2023 has

rejected the refund claims on the followklg grounds:

that 54Cl3 of the CGST Act, 2017 provides that any person ctaiTrang refund of

cmg tax) or anY other cmount paid by tam, may make an application before tb
exp+y of two years from the retevartt date;

that "Qt@M>n No. 14/2022-cYr was Published on 05.07.2022 in th, Of$dat

Gazette, therefore sat(i rules of the nottjrcaM.on supra shall came Into force from

05.07.2022 only and not retrospectively, as claimed by the claimant. Thus the

con£entic)n of said claimant that NotifIcation No. 14/ 2022-CT dated 05.07.2022

is applicable retrospectively is not legally tenabte.

4. Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant preferred present

appeal on 18.09.2023 on the following grounds:

Appellant had supplied SEIS Scrip during the period April -18 and in May 2019

and Ja-nua7g 2020, which was nottBed as an exempt supply under NotifIcation

No. 01/2017 - Central Tax (Rate) as applicable during the period involved. Said

supply being .considered as an exempt supply, reversal of common input tax
credit was made by the Taxpayer under Rule 42 of CGST Rules, 2017 (

hereinafter referred to as "Rules") in Form GSTR-3B for the period April- 18 and

in May 2019 and January 2020 an(i fInal reversal was also carded out for the

year ended on 31.03.2019;

an amendment was made vi(ie NotifIcation No. 14/ 2022-CT dated 05.07.2022

by way inctuciing clause (ci) within the scope of Explanation 1 to lute 43;

Pursuant to an amen(intent made as per above, the value of the supply of such

duty scrip no longer required to be inctucieci in the value of an exempt supply

for the purpose of ruLe 42 anti accordingLy reversal of input tax cre(nt was not

required;

As the amendment was made to clear the rigors of law and to avoid divergent

practices tvitttirl the tm,cie, it was necessary that the same shall be reckon.eci as

clarijtcatory in nature and thus applied retrospectively;

the reversal of inF>ut tax credit under -rule which was made earlier bY

conskiering the value of scfh as pan of exempt supplies shall be required to be

revisited and retuorkled out. Therefore, reversal as per ru-Le 42 was rervorl£ed

out in light of amended rules and accordingly found that there was excess

reversal to the tune of Rs. 19,72,177/ - and Rs. 31,87,36C)/ -;

Ci

Q:

+
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Accordingly, the Rejund Application was fIled by the Appellant to seek refund

of the credit already reversed by the Taxpayer for the Period involved

const(iertng the value of sale of duty scrtp as an exempt supply ;

That there are several judicial precedents which are in favour of the said
understan(ling that any explanation which has been inserted in the statue are

ctarijnatory in nature to clarify the ambiguity in the provisions of the Act or

Rules theretmcier, which shall be deemed to have been inserted retrospectively

having effect from the inception.

In the case of Asiantak: Health Foods Ltd. vs Union of India 12018 (361) E.L.T.

561 (P H)], the Punjab & Haryana High Court has passed an order in the

,matter stating that an explanation to Section 32-0(1)(i) is clartfnatory with

retrospective effect;

in case of Commissioner v. IEE Engineering Enterprises Pvt. Ltd. - 2017 (353)

E.L. T. A3 1 (Mad.X , the Madras High Court Bench has held that the explanation

ad(led to Serial No. 44 of List A of NotifIcation No. 25/ 99-Cus., by NotifIcation

No. 20/ 2001-Cus., clarifying that "Plain plastic fIlm" included Biadaay Oriented

Polypropylene (BOPP) fIlms is being ctartftcatoru in nature was applicable uRtlh

retrospective effect from the date of issue of fIrst No©nation and not from the

of amending NoW©ation;

in the case of India Cements Ltd. vs Commissioner of Central Excise, %chu-1

[2013 (297) EL. T. 508 (ad.)], the Ma(ims High Court also gave its consent on the

same ideology ;

The Hon'bk Supreme Court in the case of Commissioner v. Prakash Saree

Processing - [2017 (345) E.LT. A178 (S.C.)] dismissed the Civil Appeal fIled by

the COWLrnissioner against the CESTAT fInal order wherein it was held that

NotifIcation No. 47/2002-C.E. inserting an explanation to NotifIcation No.

14/2002-C.E. restoring earlier exemption given by Notiftcation No. :13/2001-

C.E. to process of (lecatising is clartjrcat07y in nature having retrospective

effect;

Actciiti©nal Subgnissi©m:

That one of the exceptions to a rule of prospective amendment is retrospectively

of curative amendments. If the amendment is curative in nature, intended to

rectify a previously una(i(iresse(i aspect of the law or the amendment is

dectaratory and explanatory in nature, they shall- be given retrospective effect

and work against the presumption of prospective amendments;

In support of above, reliance is placed on the landmark decision of Chetaan

Veetit Ammad & Ann vs. Tatuk; Land Board & Ors. (1980) 1 SCC 499, curative

arnenciments are typically not bound by the presumption against

retrospectively. Furthermore, reliance is placed on the decision in case of R.

Rajagopat Reddy @eaci) by Lrs. & Ors. v. Pacimini Chandrasekharan 1995 (2)

7
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SCC 630 where it was held that amendments generally have retrospective

efect if the they serve a (iectaratory and explanatory purpose;

It ewtan(lies from the plain and stark readily of above stctted Expk17taUonl

tvtach is incorporated tn rule 43 to clarify rather than prescribe. Use of words

“it is herebY ctart8ed’ h,as paramount signi$cance white interpreting the very

nature of Explanation;

Since, the a7nencim.ent is made to Explanation ! which is found to be

ctcrr®ccaorY , in nature, as a fodiort the clause (d), taserted by way of an

ame7a7nent, shall also be treated as ctarifrcatory ta nature and thus it shall

have retrospective effect;

Furthermore, a reference is made to the minutes of the GST Council basis tv PItCh

the amenciment was made by way of Notiyication ibid; Relevant part of the

minutes of the 47tlh, Meeting of the GST Council are as under:

Agenda item 3(xii): Proposal for amendments to CCST Rules, 2017

7.46 The Pan,cir>at ComnLissioner, GST Policy Wing tnformed the Council that

proposals were made for amending various provisions of the CGST Rules 2017.

Amencimen£ is proposed in sub-rule (4) of rule 21 A. Explanation ! after rule 43,

rule 46, rule 87, rule 89, FORMS related to amen(imerL'c tn rules, and in FORM

GSTR-3B. The details of various ameaciments is detailed in Agenda note;

from the above extracts that the legislative tate'at, as discerned from the law

committee’s opinion, was never to btu(iea taxpayers uRal an uninten(led credit

reversal on the sale of duty scrips. What has been opined by the Latv

CommU£ee was against a reference made by the trade and fIeld formations to

cLarify the effect of sale of duty scrips over the reversal of common credit;

In nutshell, the amendment made in Explanation - Z on the strength of the

opirLion formed artci conueye(i by Lau> COTnmittee aga+tsi a reference to clarify

the situation, shall be construed as clari/icat07v in nature and must be given

retrospective effect;

In support of above, reliance is placed on the judgement of COMMiSSIONER OF

iNCOME TAX M/ S. ALOM EXTRUSIONS LiMITED ( 2009 ( 11) TW 27, M/ S. TVS

UPASANA LnAiTBD VS. THE COMWiFrRCIAL TAX OFFICER '(2022 (7) TM 137,

M/ S. SEIWBCORP ENERGY INDIA LIM:FED V. THE STATE OF ANDHRA (2022(9)

TMI 1386); M/ S. SANATHAN TEXTILE Pm. LTD. VERSUS UNION OF INDIA (

2022 (11) TMI 1046 ); DEPUTY C'OMB©SSIONER OF WCOME TAX.

CORPORATE CIRCLE 6 (1) , CHENNAI VERSUS M/S. S.G.P. EXIM PVT LTD (

2022 (12) TM[ 871 ), Order-in-Appeal passed by Hon’bk Additional

Comvbissioner of Central GST ( Appeals ),. Rajkot

In view of the Statement of Facts and Grounds of Appeal, the Appellant respectfully

prays to allow all or any of the Grounds of Appeals as may be deemed proper; to
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set-aside the impugned order and sanction the Refund Claim of Rs. 19,72,177/-; to

grant interest on amount of refund in dispute.

:Personal ,Hearing :

5. Personal hearing in this case was held on 13.12.2023. Mr. Rahul Patel, C.A.,

attended the case on behalf of the appellant as aathorized representative. During

the personal hearing he reiterated the synopsis submitted during the hearing and

alSQ written submission. He further requested to allow to submit additional

submissions within a period of 10 days. No further P.H. is requested.

DISCtJS§l©N AND FINDINGS:

6. 1 have gone through the facts of the case, written submissions made by
the 'appellant’ along-with appeal memorandum and available records. The

main issue to be decided in the instant case are (i) whether the refund claim
has been filed within the time-limit and (ii) whether the inclusion of clause “d”

in explanation 1 to rule 43 inserted vide notification no 14/2022-Central Tax dated

05.07.2022 for inclusion of supply of duty credit scripts are prospective in nature or
e: .se

The

(ll on

.V
+

?$ipts

facts of the case in Brief are that the appellant while reversing the

ITC under Rule 42 of the CGST Rules, 2017 has calculated their reversal

during FY 2018-19 and 2019-20 by including value of supply of duty paid

in aggregate value of exempted supplies. Further, vide the notification no

14/2022-Centreal Tax dated 05.07.2022, supply of duty paid scrips has been

excluded from the exempted supplies for the calculation of reversal of ITC under

Rule 42 & 43 of the CGST Rules, 2017. Thereafter the appellant has re-calculated

their reversal liability for the said period by excluding the value of supply of duty
paid scrips from aggregate value of exempted supplies and has claimed refund of

excess amount reversed earlier contending that inclusion of clause “d” in

explanation 1 to rule 43 inserted vide 'notification no 14/2022-Central Tuc dated

05.07.2022 are clarifactory in nature and has a retrospective effect from the date of
the applicability of the said Rule.

8. The appellant has filed the refund applications of the excess ITC reversal in

terms of notification no 14/2022-CT dated 05.07.2023 (hereinafter also referred as

the said notification). The relevant part of the notification is as under:

'G.S.R... jE>. –in exercise of the powers coILferre(i by section 164 of the Central

Goods and Seroices Tax Act, 20:17 (12 of 2017), the Central Governrrtera, on the

recovmendatlions of the Council hereby wtaIces the fottou>hg rules further to a77ze7zd

the Central Goods and Services Tcu Rules, 2017> n,a,mety: –

(
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1. Short title and c07rLmencerrte'at.-

(i) These rules may be called the Central Goods and SemIices Tax

(Amendment) Rules, 2022 .

(2) Save as otherwise protiMci in these rules, they shall come into force on the date of

their publication in the Ofniat Gazette

In the said rules, in Explanation !to rule 43, after clause (c), the fottouRng

cLause shall be inserted, namel8:–(ci) the value of supply of i>tay Creda Scrips

speciPed {n the notifIcation of the Govent7nent of india, Mirastry of Finance,

Department of Revenue No. 35/ 20 17-Central Tax (Rate), dated the 13tttOctobe7,

2017, publish£(i in the Gazette of intRa, Ex£ro,orc%nary, Pad E, Section 3, Sv'b-

section (i), aide number GSR 1284(E), c:late(i the !3at October, 2017.;

Further on going through the Rule 43 of the C:GST Rules, 2017, the

explanation after insertion of the Clause (d) as above shqll read as under:

E'cpt@a@t{©% Z:-F©r the purposes of m& te 42 ameg eftgs rule, {t {s hereby

c{@?{j'{ed e/z at the @ggreg ate v@tt&e of exewtp€ supp&es shaZZ wet@de: -

\

the va,lu,e oy’ supply oy’ Duty Credit Sclips speciBed in the nottBca{ion of the

of !rtciiay IUt.atsti-y oF Finance, Department oy' Revenue No. 35/2017-

Ce'r}trat Tax (Rate), dated the !3thOctober, 2017, published in the Gozet£e o=f

india, ExtraorchrLa7y, Part Ii, Section 3, Sub-section (i), vide number GSR 1284(E)i

dated the j3th' October, 2017.;

Thus from the cornbined reading of Rule 43 and the said notification, it is

pertiI,_ent to mention here that the said clause (d) is also applicable to Rule 42 of the

C(..JST Rules? 2017. Now2 only disagreernent between revenue and the appellant iS

applicabib® of the said clause (d) with prospective effect or retrospectively from
01.07.2017.

9(g. In the instant case the contention of the appellant that explanabon

provided in the Rule 43 of the CC,ST Rules are only clarifactory in nature and has

been issued to clarify the ambiWiV in the provisions of the Act or Rules mld shan

be deemed to be inserted retrospectively having effect from the inception. The

expla„ad,.,n p,ovided under the above said rules, that the explanation provldes

exclusion to certain supplies hom inclusion of their aggregate value into exelnpted

turnover. Since the insertion is in the explanation part of the Rules 43 of the CGST

Rules9 2017 for clarification; it shows that legislature intended tO have the

/
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retrospective effect for the same. Though the explanation inserted vide notification

no 14/2022-Central Tax dated 05.07.2022, but once explanation inserted, it has to

be given retrospective effect as the amendment is in explanation which clarifies

same point of the Rules which is alrea(jy in existence.

9(ii). It is observed that to forti br their view, the appellant has relied upon

certain case laws, as mentioned in Para 4 above, the details are as mentioned

below:

(i) In the case of Asianlak Health Foods Ltd. vs Union of India [2018 (361)

E.L.T. 561 (P H)], the Punjab & Haryana High Court has passed an

order in the ,matter stating that an explanation to Section 32-C)(1) (i) is
clarificatory with retrospective effect;

(ii) In case of Commissioner v. IEE Engineering Enterprises Pvt. Ltd. -
2017 (353) E.L.T. A3 1 (Mad.)], the Madras High Court Bench has held
that the explanation added to Serial No. 44 of List A of Notification No.

25/99-Cus., by Notification No. 20/2001-Cus., clari®ing that "Plain

plastic film" included Biaxially Oriented Polypropylene (BOPP) films is

being clarificatory in nature was applicable with retrospective effect
from the date of issue of first Notification and not from the date of

amending Notification;

ed ee)

’111# In the case of India Cements Ltd. vs Commissioner of Central Excise,

Trichy-1 [2013 (297) EL. T. 508 (ad.)], the Madras High Court also gave

its consent on the same ideology;

(iV) The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Commissioner v. Prakash

Saree Processing - [2017 (345) E.LT. A178 (S.C.)] dismissed the civa
Appeal filed by the Commissioner against the CESTAT final order

wherein it was held that Notification No. 47/2002-C.E. inserting an

explanation to Notification No. 14/2002-C.E. restoring earlier

exemption given by Notification No. 13/2001-C.E. to process of

decatising is clarincatory in nature having retrospective effect;

(v) The minutes of the GST Council basis which the amendment was made

by way of Notification ibid; Relevant part of the rninutes of the 47th
Meeting of the GST Council are as under:

7.46 The Principal Commissioner, GST Policy Wing inf07wted the cou,acu that

proposals were made for amending various provisions of the CGST Rules 2017.

Amendment is proposed in Explanation I after rule 43 related to amendment in rules;

/)
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(vl) The Order-in-Appeal No. KCH-EXCUS-000-APP-064-065-066_2C)23_

GST-ADC, dated 15'09'2023 passed bY Ld. Additional' Commissioner of Central GST

( Appeals ), Rajkot involving identical facts and law points, wherein the appeal was
allowed in favour of the Appellant.

9(!!x)• On going through the said judgments and considering the facts of the

present case it is observed that the principle decided by the Hon'ble Supreme Court

In the abovementioned case laws relied upon by the appellant are applicable in the

present case' in view of the above judgments and findings, it is observed that the

contentlo:n of the appellant that explanation 1 to rule 43 inserted vide notification

14/2022 dated 05.07.2022 excluding the value of supply of duty paid s,:rips from
calculation of aggregate value of exempted supplies has retrospective effect is
sustainable.

:l©tii. Further, that on the subject matter Notification No. 13/2022-central

Tax dated 05.07.2022 has also been issued by the CBIC. The relevmlt para is
reproduced as under:

(H3 ex:ctu(ies the period from the lst day of March, 2020 t, th, 28th day

of FebruarY, 2022 for computation of period of arratation for Bang re§nd
under section 54 or section 55 of the said Act.

This nott$cation shall be deemed to have come into force with effect

the Ist day of March, 2020.

caR
CEHr .pplication

aii). In view of foregoing facts, it i, ,b,,,,,d that in ;,,p,,t ,f „fund
clailng for which due date for filing refund claim fans during period from

Oi.03.2020 to 28.02.2022, two years time limit under Section 54 of the CGST Act,

20 17 is to be reckoned, excluding the sdd period. In the subject case, the claim

was filed vicie ARN No. AA240423115026U dated 25.04.2023 amounting to Rs.

19,72,177/- for the period March-19, considering the due date prescribed under

Section 54 the claim period for which the due date falls during Ol.03.2020 to
28.02.2022 are excluded in terms of Notification No. 13/2022 dated 05.07.2022, it

has been found that the claim is time barred in terms of Section 54 of the CGST Act,

2017

IO(iii). Further, in respect of refund claim filed vide ARN No.

AA240423 115369E dated 25.04.2023 amounting to Rs. 31,87,360/- for the period

March-2020 and after considering relevant date as per Explanation 2(h) of section

54 of CGST Act, 2017 i.e. March 2020 as stated the grounds for refund in refund

application dated 25.04.2023 and also excluding period from 1 March 2020 to 28

February 2022 in terms of Notification 13/2022 dated 05 July 2022, it is observed
that the said claim is within limitation of time in terms of section 54(i) of CGST At,

2017

' -1
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ll. In view of the above, the clause “d” in explanation 1 to rule 43 inserted vide

notification no 14/2022-Central Tax dated 05.07.2022 excluding the value of

supply of duty paid scrips from calculation of aggregate value of exempted supplies

has retrospective effect is sustainable. Further in respect of the claim filed vide ARN

No. AA:240423115026U dated 25.04.2023 amounting to Rs. 19,72,177/- for the

period March-19, it has been found that the claim is time barred in terms of Section

54 of the casT Act, 2017. Further in respect of refund claim filed vide ARN No.

AA240423115369E dated 25.04.2023 amounting to Rs. 31,87,360/- for the period
March-2020 it is found that the said claim is within limitation of time in terms of

section 54(1) of CGST At, 2017.

12. In view of the above discussions, I reject the appeal in respect of the

claim filed vide ARN No. AA240423115026U dated 25.04.2023 amounting to
Rs. 19,72, 177/- for the period March-19, being time barred and allow the

appeal in respect of claim filed vide ARN No. AA240423115369E dated

25.04.2023 amounting to Rs. 31,87,360/- for the period March-2020.

wftqqefna®f#tq{@ft©mfnTUwana{t%+fQwvrme t
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms.

;LA

(Adesltz Kl Jain)
.t Commissioner (Appeals)

Date:3 ' .01.2024
Attested ,

He*
(Sandheer Kumar)
Superintendent (Appeals) .

By R.P.A.D.

M/s. Adani Kandla Bulk Terminal Private Limited,
Adani House, Near Mithakhali Six Road,
Navrangpura, Ahmedabad, Gujarat : 380009.

Copy to;

1. The Principal Chief Commissioner of Central Tax, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Commissioner [Appeals], CGST & C. Ex., Ahmedabad.
3. The Commissioner, CGST & C. Ex., Ahmedabad South.
4. The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner, CGST & C. Ex, Division-VI, Ahmedabad

South.
5. The Deputy/ Assistant Commissioner (RRA), CGST & C. Ex, Ahmedabad South

C:ornrnissionerate .

6. Th=Superintendent [Systems], casT (Appeals), Ahmedabad.
e,.mrd File/P.a. file.


