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Arising out of Order-in-Original No. MP/04/AC/Div-111/2017-18~: 5/5/2017 issued by
Assistant Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad-South

3r4lanai arr vi ur Name & Address of the Appellant / Respondent
M/s. Shreyansh Synthoplast

Ahmedabad
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al{ aafq z 3r9tar mks sriits 3a mar ? at az s 3m?gr uR zqenfenf f) aal ·T;3rf@rm7t at
3l1fu;r <IT '9:ffi&TUr 3ma wgd m Far &

Any person a aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as
the one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way : ·

'l'fRq mcffi <ITT~~
Revision application to Government of India :

(1) a4ta 5area zya 3rfefzm, 1994 cffl' \:!RT 3raa f aarg 71'-q +lfl'wlT cB' GfN @arr arr cn1' '3(1-\:lffi cB' ~:!:Jl'I ~
m- 3@<@' '9:ffi&TUr ~ 3l'cfA ~. 'l'fRq m<ffl . far +iara, lua f@qr, atft ifr, Ra {lq '+f<R. 'ffi'lG +1!1f. ~~
: 110001 cn1' cffi' '1[RT ~ I
(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4" Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New
Delhi - 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid:

(ii) <!ft +I@ #lzfmmsna ht z ara a fhft quern zT 37I plan <rr f<ITTfr ~~~
vs7Ir i me ma g mf Tf, <IT fa0Rh aqueIR zJT we i a? as fa#t arm <IT fcITTfr~Tf 'ITT +I@ cffl' ~ m
hr g{ st
(if) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur 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.

(b) 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 the goods which are exported to any country
or territory outside India.
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(b) 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 the goods which are exported
to any country or territory outside India.

(c) In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of
duty.

~~ cGr~ ~ cfi 'T@"R k fg sit sq@h fezTr n{ &oil ha arr wit zr arr \;CT
fa # garf@a 3zgri, arft # arr ufa at 'Wm LR m qfG° if fa arfefrm (i.2) 1998 elm 109 'aRT
fgar fag mg st

(d) 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 and such order O
is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109
of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998.

(1) ea snraa zgea (r#ca) frail, 2001 <Fi ~ 9 <Fi 3ld<IB Fc!Plfcfec. ~ ~ ~-8 if at ft a,
)fa smar sf an? hfa Ria cfr.:r lTiff * 'lfiw. ~-~ yi 3rft sr2gr al at-t uRii # rer
6Rra 3ea fas urrft s#er arar <. nl garsftf 3ld<IB elm 35-~ if~ i:#r cfi 'T@"R
cfi ~ cfi WIQ" ?:T3TR-6~ ct'r mTI 'lfi m;fr ~ I

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 010 and Order-In-Appeal. 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, under Major Head of Account.

(2) Rfa 37de arr ui icaa ya arr qa zn Ura a mmm 2001-m 'T@"R cGr '1lTC:
3j us@i iaa va vs ca a snar z m 1 ooo / - ct'r -rm=T 'T@"R ct'r '1lTC: I

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the amount
involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more
than Rupees One Lac.

0

fr glen, htuarr zyca vi hara arft#tr znrznf@raw# If r@la:
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.

(1) a4tuqr zrca 3rf@fr1, 1944 ct'r elm 35-flT/35-~ cfi 3ld<IB:

Under Section 358/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-

(cp) l:l@~Rsia ~ 2 (1) cj; aag 3gar 3rarat 6t 3rfta, 3r@at a ma flat zgc, 4ta
snaa zgea vi ara ar4lat nrmf@eraur (Rrec) al 4fa 2ftr 4)fear, rsrar i sit-2o, g
##ea iRqa qrug, #aft +u, I<I4lard--380016

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at
0-20, New Metal Hospital Compound, Meghani Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380 016. in case of
appeals other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above.
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
·prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (orie which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1 ;000/-,
Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty I penalty I demand I 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 Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate public sector bank of the place
where the bench of any nominate public sector bank of the place where the bench of
the Tribunal is situated.

In case of the order covers a number 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 lacs fee of Rs.100/- for each.

(4) urn1au yea arf@)fa 497o zrn igitfer at rgR-1 # 3@<ffi feifR fang1Ir Ura 3raaa ar
Tc 3gr zrenfenf fufra If@rant a am?gr h ,) alt ga ufs 6.6.5o Tffi cJJT .-llll!IC'lll ~
fez car ih a1Reg

One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment
authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under scheduled-I itemQ of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.

(5) gr 3i fer ii al fir aa ara Raifl sit #ft mr raff fau urar ? uit 4ta zgc,
a€ta Garza gca gi hara 3rf#hr =nrznf@raw (raff@fen) fa, {gs2 # f#Rea ?

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service TaxAppellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.

Q

(6) v# zyca, it area gyca yi hara 3rfl#ta +mrnf@raw1 (Rrbc), # uf ar4al #a m
air miar (Demand) gd is (Penalty) cJJT 10% qasr an 3f@arf ?k tzrif5, 3rf@raa qa Gar 10

<RT$~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act,
1994)

hsc-4tar3qr grca 3itparasa 3iaiia, enf@ star "aacr#ria"(Duty Demanded) -.:,

(i) (Section) is 1uD haseefifa if?r,
(ii) fernaa#crdz3fz#ulw;
(iii) crdz hf@frail#fr 6 aaza±aufr.

e> zrasar'iRaa3r4' iiug ra sm #Rt aacarii, 3r#tr'fr aw #feua eraamRanarr&.
.3

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty confirmed by
the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited, provided that the pre
deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be noted that the pre-deposit is a
mandatory condition for filing appeal before CESTAT. (Section 35 C (2A) and 35 F of the
Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994)

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

~~~r ct- t;rfa- 3r4hr qrf@raur a mar a< eyes 3rzrar arcs zn avs fa1fa gt at air fcl;v 'al1r ~~ c):;

10% mTcl'1arr3it srzi aha aus faff@a gt as zvz # 10% mTcl'1ar tR" q;'t- -.;ir~~I.:, .:,
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penalty alone is in dispute."

In view of above, 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
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

0
This notice, was adjudicated vide the impugned OIO dated 4.5.2017, wherein

the adjudicating authority disallowed the CENVAT credit of Rs. 1,54,625/- demanded

interest on the said amount and further imposed penalty under Rule 15(2) rad with Section

1 lAC(l)(c) ofthe Central Excise Act, 1944.

3.

MIs. Shreyansh Synthoplast, A 1/331, GIDC Industrial Estate, Vatwa,

Ahmedabad [for short - 'appellant'] has filed this appeal against OIO No. MP/O4/AC/2017

18 dated 04.05.2017, passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Division III,

Ahmedabad-I Commissionerate[for short - 'adjudicating authority'].

2. Briefly stated, a show cause notice dated 2.2.2017, was issued to the appellant,

alleging inter alia, that they had wrongly availed the CENVAT credit of Rs. 1,54,625/- in

respect of excisable goods viz reprocessed plastic granules, received from MIs. Castle

Polymers, Rakhial, Ahmedabad, [for short -'manufacturer'] which was absolutely exempted.

The notice therefore, proposed that the CENVAT credit so availed, be disallowed and

further proposed recovery of interest and imposition ofpenalty on the appellant.

4. Feeling aggrieved, the appellant, has filed this appeal against the impugned

OIO, wherein he has raised the following averments:
[a]that for the default ofMis. Castle Polymers Private Limited the appellant cannot be penalised and
the CEVNAT credit availed bonafidely cannot be resorted to be recovered from them along with

interest;[b]that Section SA only mandates the manufacturer to avail the unconditional exemption if
applicable on the products manufactured by him. It is nowhere stated that if unintentionally or due
to ignorance duty is charged by the manufacturer even if the products manufactured by him are
unconditionally exempt, the CENVAT credit of duty would not be available to the downstream

manufacturers;[c] that Mis. Castle Polymers P Ltd has not been made a co-noticee; that instead of issuing the show
cause notice to the appellant the notice should have been issued to the said manufacturer who has
charged excise duty from them even when the same was unconditionally exempt because excise

duty is indirect taxation;
[d] the appellant being purchaser have no option but to bear the burden of excise duty charged by
the supplier ofthe goods supplied to them;
[e] that by issuing credit recovery proceedings against the appellant the revenue department is
trying to recover double excise duty on the said goods because no refund has been granted in
respect ofduty wrongly paid on such goods and on the contrary the credit taken by the appellant is
also proposed to be recovered from them;
[f]that they would like to rely on the case oflnductotherm (I) P Ltd. [2012(283) ELT 359]; Neuland
Laboratories Ltd [2015(317 ELT 705; MDS Switchgear Ltd [2008(229) ELT 485], Nahar Granites
1td [2014(305) ELT 9] & 2007(5) STR 385], Johnson & Johnson Ltd[1999(1 120 ELT 901], Kerala
State Electronic Corp. [1996(84) ELT 44], Telelinks Ltd [2004(178) ELT 167], Hylite Cables
[2007(212) ELT 284],
[g]that clarification vide Board's circular no. 940/01/2011-Cx dated 14.1.2011 are inconsistent with
the statutory provisions and which defeats the intention of the legislature and is also contrary to the
judgements pronounced by Supreme Court and High Court are not legally tenable;
[h] that they would like to rely on the case of Parasmpuria Synthetics [2005(191) ELT 899],
Aggarwal Iron Industries [2005(184) ELT 397], Anand Arc Electrodes P Ltd [2010(252) E:T 411];
[i] that it is crystal clear that the buyer of goods is not duty bound to ensure that duty liability has-"I. '
been correctly discharged by the supplier ofgoods; /4."a,N
[j] that the denial of the CENVAT credit in the present case would lead to sheer harassment,he e,2,\
appellant because nerther refund of duty paid by the supplier has been granted nor the availmeitof : :. . )!
credit is being upheld: h"zl ..i 'a(<d.}e.Bk,ass?
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[k] that assessment cannot be challenged at the input receivers end;
[l] that as per proviso to Section SB of the Central Excise Act, 1944, the fact that the ultimate
intention of the government is to facilitate the scheme of CENVAT credit and the CENVAT credit
cannot be denied merely because the process undertaken is declared as not amounting to
manufacture and not leviable to excise duty;
[m] that the basic requirements for availing credit is receipt of inputs in the factory of the
manufacturer of dutiable final product; that these inputs are to be used in the manufacture of
dutiable final products; that the inputs are eligible for availment of CENVAT credit; that the
availability of documents/invoices as prescribed under Rule 9 of the CENVAT Credit Rules,
2004;that all these conditions were satisfied and there is no embargo in availing the CENVAT
credit and its utilization subsequently;
[n] that they would like to rely on the case ofArvind Limited [2014(00) BLT 481];
[o]that they have not contravened the provisions of Rule 9(5) of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004
and the allegations levelled against them are totally baseless;
[p] that there was no suppression of facts from the department; that there was no reason for
suppressing the facts because the issue ofcredit eligibility in the present case is covered in favour of
the appellant by the Supreme Court in two decisions;
[q] the contention that the appellant should have been aware ofthe exemption is totally vague;
[r] that no penalty is imposable under Rule 15 read with Section 11AC of the Central Excise Act,
1944; that it is submitted in the preceding paragraphs that there was no suppression of facts so the
extended period of limitation is not invocable in the present case.

5. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 24.1.2018, wherein Shri Pradeep

Jain, CA, appeared for the appellant and reiterated the submissions advanced in the grounds

of appeal. He reiterated the fact that no show cause notice was issued to the supplier in the

instant case.

6. I have gone tlu·ough the facts of the case, the appellant's grounds of appeal, and

the oral submissions made during the course of personal hearing. The question to be

decided in the present appeal is whether the appellant is eligible for CENVAT credit in

respect of inputs supplied by MIs. Castle Polymers, who had removed their goods on

payment of duty, despite these goods being absolutely exempt from payment of duty.

7. I find that I have already decided the issue in the appellant's case wherein the

appellant had received goods from M/s. Castle Polymers, Ahmedabad, through a registered

dealer, vide OIA No. AHM-EXCUS-001-APP-054-2017-18 dated 18.8.2017. Since the

dispute is exactly the same, I would like to reproduce the operating part of the order:

"7. The genesis of the dispute is that MIs. Castle Polymers, Ahmedabad,

manufacturer of reprocessed plastic granules, which is absolutely exempted vide

notification Nos. 4/2006-CE dated 1.3.2006 and 12/2012-CE dated 17.3.2012, had

cleared the goods to the MIs. Ranka International [a dealer] who had subsequently

cleared it to the appellant, on payment of duty. Vide OIO No. AHM-EXCUS-001

COM-003-16-17 dated 15.2.2016 in the case against Mis. Castle Polymers,

Ahmedabad, the Principal Commissioner, Central Excise, Ahmedabad-I, held as

follows : [refer para 20 of the OIO dated 15.2.2016]

"I hold that the said noticee Ms. Castle Polymers Pvt. Ltd., Ahmedabad have wrongly
and in contravention of the provisions of Section 5A(1A) of the CEA, 1944 paid an
amount representing it as Central Excise duty on goods which were unconditionally and
absolutely exemptedfrompayment ofCentral Excise duty and collected the same from
their buyers."
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8. In this regard, I find that CBEC has issued circular no. 940/1/2011-CX., dated

14-1-2011, which clarifies as follows:

2. It is further clarified that in case the assessee pays any amount as Excise duty on
such exempted goods, the same cannot be allowed as "CENVAT Credit" to the
downstream units, as the amount paid by the assessee cannot be termed as "duty of
excise" under Rule 3 of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004.

3. The amount so paid by the assessee on exempted goods and collected from the
buyers by representing it as "duty of excise" will have to be deposited with the Central
Government in terms of Section 11D of the Central Excise Act, 1944 . Moreover, the
CENVAT Credit of_ such amount utilized by downstream units also needs to be
recovered in terms ofthe Rule 14 oftlte CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004.[emphasis supplied]

The departmental view in such a situation is vividly clarified vide the above
circular.

0

9. The appellant however, amongst other cases, has relied upon the below

mentioned case.

a Neuland Laboratories Limited 2015 317} ELT 705 and 2015 319 A 140 AP 
relevant extracts

7. Further, the Board's Circular No. 940/1/2011-CX. dated 14-1-2011 was also
brought to my notice. In this Circular, it has been stated that where an assessee pays
Excise duty on exempted goods, the amount recovered as Excise duty has to be
deposited with the Central Government and Cenvat credit also needs to be recovered in
terms ofRule 14 of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004. Rule 14 of the Cenvat Credit Rules,
no doubt, providesfor recovery of credit taken. The Board assumes that if an assessee
takes credit of duty which was not required to be paid but paid, cavailment of credit
would attract the provisions of Rule 14 of the Cenvat Credit Rules. The conclusion is
that the credit which was taken wrongly wouid arise when an assessee is required to
determine whether the inputs/capital goods received by him are liable to duty or not
and whether duty is payable or not. There is no rule which puts an obligation on the
receiver of goods. When we take note of the fact that the assessee may receive
inputs/capital goods/services classifiable under almost all the headings, it is difficult to
imagine that legislature would require the assessee to determine whether duty is
payable for all these items or not and then take credit. Even a jurisdictional Central
Excise officer may not have all the items listed in the Schedulefor assessment. In fact,
assessment has been taken away even from the Central Excise officer. That being the
case, the Board's Circular which has been issued without taking into consideration and
considering the implications of the provisions and implications of the instructions on
the assessees cannot be applied blindly to arrive at a conclusion against the assessee.

This case was upheld by the Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh, wherein the

Court held as follows:

0

"This appeal is sought to be preferred against the judgment and order of the learned
Tribunal dated 5-9-2013 and sought to be admitted on the following suggested
questions of law.
"(i) Whether the Hon 'ble Tribunal is correct in allowing the respondent to ava
Cenvat credit on Ethanol, a non-excisable commodity, under Rule 3 of Cenat Cg
Rules, 2004, which provides that a manufacturer offinal product shall be alloweg'
take the credit of duty of Excise specified in the First Schedule to the Central I;. i §.3

040v •
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TariffAct, more so when the Central Excise Officer at the supplier's end has held the
product to be wrongly classifiedand paid duty wrongly with intention to pass the
unutilized Cenvat credit to customers?
(ii) Whether the Hon'ble Tribunal is correct in setting aside the order of the
Commissioner (Appeals-I), Hyderabad against the respondent (MLL), when they
availed the credit contrary to the provisions ofRule 3 read with Rule 9(5) of the Cenvat
Credit Rules, 20042"

We have heard the learned Counsel for the appellant and gone through the impugned
judgment and order of the learned Tribunal.

We have noticed that the learned Tribunal onfactfound that in this case duty levied on
the raw material has actually been paid. Once it is found on fact and it is not
challenged on the ground of any perversity, the exemption is applicable automatically.
The learned Tribunal has relied on the decision of the Madras High Court in the case of
Commissioner of Central Excise, Chennai-I ». CEGAT, Chennai - 2006 (202) E.L.T.
753 (Mad.) and recorded that the facts in that case and the present case are identical
and therefore, the said decision is applicable to the present case.

Hence, we do not find any reason to interfere with the judgment and order of the
learned Tribunal.

[b] However, I find that the High Court of Bombay in the case of Nestle India

Limited [2012(275) ELT 49 (Born)] decided a similar matter, by holding as follows:

5. Mr. Ferreira, learned Assistant Solicitor Generalfor the appellant, submitted that
the scheme of law is that if, excise duty is collected, a person at subsequent place is
entitled to claim Modvat credit. According to Mr. Ferreira, learned Assistant Solicitor
General, this can be so if, duty is validly collected at an earlier stage. In this case duty
was notpayable at all at the place outside Goa, since no duty can be levied onjob work
but only on manufacture and, therefore, the respondents are not entitled to claim any
Modvat credit. Though this submission appears to be reasonable and in accordance
with law, we find it not possible to entertain this submission in the facts ofthe present
case since at no oint o time the Revenue uestioned the a, licabili, o the excise du
at the place outside Goa. Those assessments have been allowed to became final and the
goods have been removedfrom the jurisdiction of the Excise Officer at that place and
brought to Goa. Now, in Goa it will not be permissible to allow the Revenue to raise the
contention that the assessee in Goa cannot claim Modvat credit in Goa because duty
need not be paid outside Goa.

6. As we have observed that the assessment is allowed to be final, it would not be legal
and proper to allow the Revenue to raise the question on the basis ofModvat credit.
Indeed, now the payment of excise duty must be treated as valid, therefore, the claim of
Modvat credit must be treated as excise duty validly paid.

I find that the High Court of Bombay has held that no credit is admissible in case

the goods that are not leviable to duty. The High Court allowed the credit in the

above instance only because the assessment at the duty payment end had become

final. The judgement upholds the rationale of the clarification, issued by the Board

vide circular dated 14.1.2011. It is true however, that the assessing officer in-charge

of the appellant, cannot sit in judgment as to whether the duty was payable or not on

the goods supplied. Since, it is on record that the _duty payment by Mis. Castle

Polymers, Ahmedabad, [the manufacturer of the inputs in the instant case] was

objected to by the Department by issuing a notice, which was subsequently

confirmed by the Principal Commissioner, ibid, following the judgement of the·3xi48> rs .8,
A.f'~- ,> ~2%$
Eh}.h"·s"°.?...3..

[emphasis supplied]
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Hon'ble High Court of Bombay, I hold that CENVAT credit in such cases cannot be

allowed, therefore, I uphold the impugned OIO dated 30.11.2016 wherein the

adjudicating authority has ordered recovery of the CENVAT credit along with

interest and penalty.

9.1. During the course of personal hearing, the appellant has submitted copies of

various case laws on which they wished to place their reliance. On going tlu·ough

the said case laws, I find that the case laws viz. MDS Switchgear Limited [2008229)

ELT 485 (SC)], Kerala State Electronic Corporation [199684) ELT 44 (Tr)], , Nahar

Granities Limited [2014( 305) ELT 9 (Guj)], MP Telelinks Limited [2004(178) ELT 167]

and Hylite Cables [2007212) ELT 284] stand distinguished since in the dispute at

hand, as is already recorded by me in para 7, supra, the payment of duty at the

supplier/manufacturer's end has been held to have been wrongly paid in

contravention of the provisions of Section 5A(1A) of the CEA, 1944.

10. The appellant's contention is that the demand is barred by limitation. Section

11A(4) of the Central Excise Act, 1944, lists five situations wherein extended period

can be invoked. I find that the appellant had clearly failed to discharge the

obligation cast under Rule 9(5) of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004, and had

thereby availed the CENVAT credit in contravention of the CENVAT Credit Rules,

2004 and thereafter used it towards payment of Central Excise duty. Since the

CENVAT credit was availed in contravention of the CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004

with an intent to evade payment of duty, by utilizing such credit towards payment of

duty, I find this to be a fit case for invocation of extended period. Hence, the

contention of the appellant that extended period cannot be invoked, lacks merit."

These findings in an exactly similar/same case, when the goods were supplied

o

O
by the same supplier, would apply to the present dispute. Hence, in view of the foregoing,

in view of my findings in the aforementioned OIA, the appeal filed by the appellant is

rejected and the impugned OIO, is upheld.

9. 341as zarrz # a 3r4 mar fGqrr 3qlaa ala fan srar el
9. The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed of in above terms. r«

(3arr gi#)
a.4zn a 3rzraa (3r4le)

2

Date : 92018
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Attestedwe-
(Vinod Lukose)
Superintendent (Appeal-I),
Central Excise,
Ahmedabad.

ByRPAD.

To,

MIs. Shreyansh Synthoplast, A 1/331,
GIDC Industrial Estate,
Vatwa,Ahmedabad

Copy to:

1. The ChiefCommissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad Zone .
2. The Principal Commissioner, Central Tax, Ahmedabad South.
3. The Deputy/Assistant Commissioner, Central Tax, Division III, Ahmedabad South.
4. The Assistant Commissioner, System, Central Tax, Ahmedabad South.
5. Guard File.
6. P.A.
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