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Any person 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 :
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Revision application to Government of India:
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(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, Parligment 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 '
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(i) 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.
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In case of rebate of duty'of excise on goods exported to any country or.territo_ry 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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In éase of goods exported outside India export to Nepal 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.and 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 OIO 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.
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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.
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Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal.
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Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :-
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To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT)’ at
2" Floor,Bahumali Bhawan, Asarwa, Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. 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 sbe filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be
accompanied against (one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-,
Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty / penalty / demand / 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. :
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“In case of the order covers a number of order-in-Original, fee for each O.[.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.
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One copy of application or O.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-| item
of the court fee Act, 1975 as amended.
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Attention is invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982.
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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:
(ccv) amount determined under Section 11 D;
(ccvi) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken;
(covi) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rulwes.
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In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of
the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where
alone is in dispute.”
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ORDER-IN-APPEAL

The present appeal has been filed by M/s. Ashima Limited, Texcellence
Complex, Near Anupam Cinema, Khokhra, Ahmedabad — 380 021 (hereinafter
referred to as the “appellant”). against Order in Original No. 35/DC/Div-
I/BK/2021-22 dated 25.01.2022 [hereinafter referred to as “/mpugned order’]
passed by the Deputy Commission'er, Division — I, CGST, Commissionerate :

Ahmedabad South [hereinafter referred to as “adjudicating authority’].

2. Briefly stated, the facts of the case is that the appellant were holding
Central Excise Registration No. AACCA2750LXMO001 and engaged in the
manufacture of Cotton Yarn, Grey F abries and other excisable goods falling
under Chapter 52 of the First Schedule to the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985.
The appellant filed an application for refund fof an amount of Rs.53,46,085/-
on 26.10.2021 in respect of the credit of Additional Duties of Excise (Textile
and Textile Articles) (hereinafter referred to as ADE), which was reflected in
their Excise returns for the period of J une, 2017. The refund claim was filed on
the grounds that they were unable to utilize the said credit. The appellant had
carried forward the credit amounting to Rs.53,46,085/-, lying in balance as on
30.06.2017, to the GST regime through Tran-1 filed by them. However, in
terms of the CGST Amendment Act, 2018 and Circular No.58/32/2018-GST
dated 04.09.2618, the appellant reversed the said amount through GSTR-3B
of August, 2018 and informed the jurisdictional SGST office vide their letter
dated 01.10.2018 that the reversal was made under protest.

2.1  The appellant submitted that they had lost the credit lying in balance
as the same was made available in the GST regime and that in terms of Section
174(2) (C) of the CGST Act, 2017 and Gujarat State Goods and Services Act,
2017, they could not be deprived of their right in availing the credit merely for
the fact that the said credit was not allowed to be transferred to the GST

regime.

2.2 It appeared that the appellant had been claiming exemption in terms of

Notification No.30/2004-CE dated 09.07 .2004 and they had continued showing

J?cjﬁie??é;envat credit balance of ADE in their ER-1 returns, despite the same
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having lapsed in terms of Rule 11(3) of*the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004
(hereinafter referred to as the CCR, 2004), after having opted for exemption in
terms of the said Notification. Though the cenvat credit was not eligible to be
carried forward in GST, the appellant carried forward the same irregularly

which resulted in irregular claiming of ITC amounting to Rs.53,46,085/-.

2.3 Asper Rule 11(3) of the CCR, 2004, a manufacturer or producer of a final
product shall be required to pay an amount equivalent to the cenvat credit, if
any, taken by him in respect of input received for Iuse in manufacture of the
said final product and lying iri stock or pr.ocess or is contained in the final
product lying in stock, if he opts for exemption. It appeared that the credit in
balance, after opting for exemption under the said Notification, would
automaticaily lapse in terms of Rule 11(3)(ii) of the CCR, 2004 and there was
no cenvat credit available to the appellant to carry forward till 30.06.2017 after
they had opted for exemption in térms of the said Notification. Therefore', the
appellant was not entitled to carry forward the cenvat credif, as transitional
credit with effect from 01.07.2017, as the credit had already lapsed. In terms
of Section 140 (1)G) of the CGST Act, 2017, only the eligible credit can be

carried forward.

2.4  Further, the appellant had reversed the ITC in.the month of August,
2018 and thereafter filed their refund claim on 26.10.2021. The appellant had
initially reversed the credit under protest, but subsequently vide letter dated
09.08.2021 th'ey had asked that the payment be considered as finally paid. It,
therefore, appeared that the claim was also liable to be rejected on limitation

of time, in terms of Section 54(1) of the CGST Act, 2017.

3. The appellant was, subseQuently, issued a Show Cause Notice bearing
No. V/156-1060/Div.-I/Ashima 1:td./2021-22 dated 15.12.2021 wherein it was
propqsed to reject the refund claim on the grounds of limitation as well as on
the grounds that ‘phe appellant were not eligible for the cenvat credit in terms

of Rule 11(8)(ii) of the CCR, 2004.

The SCN was adjudicated vide the impugned order wherein the refund

sckaim of the appellant was rejected.
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Being aggrieved with the impugned order, the appellant have filed the

present appeal on the following grounds °

1.

11.

1ii.

1v.

Vi,

Vii.

viii.

The adjudicating authority ought to have considered that Notification
No.31/2004-CE exempting all goods from ADE was introduced .W.e.f
09.07.2004 and Rule 11(3) of the CCR, 2004 was introduced w.e.f.
01.08.2007 vide Notification No. 10/2007-CE (NT) dated 01.03.2007.
Therefore, thére was no provision as on 09.07.2004 which required

reversal of the unutilized cenvat credit of ADE.

~ Rule 11(3) of the CCR, 2004 was introduced prospectively and not

retrospectively. Therefore, there cannot be made reversal of cenvat credit
in 2007 which was eligible and availed by them upto 2004.

Reliance is placed upon the judgment in the case of CCE, Pune Vs. Dai
Ichi Karkaria Ltd. — 1999 (112) ELT 353 (SC); Chairman Railway Board
Vs. C.R. Rangadhamaiah — (1997) 6 SCC 623.

The adjudicating authority has erred in not considering the settled
position in law that cenvat credit once lawfully availed is indefeasible.
Therefore, once credit is availed, thére is no legal basis to deny them
their accrued right to utilize the same for payment of output taxes.
They had claimed cenvat credit of ADE upto 09.07.2004 and carried
forward the same till June, 2017 by showing it in their returns. The
department has never raised any query nor issued SCN about the
irregularity of the cenvat credit balance carried forward by them.

They had regularly filed their returns and co-operated with the
department during Audit. Therefore, there is no mi-s-declaration or
omission of facts on their part. The adjudicating authority erred in

raising the query regarding irregularity when the refund claim was filed

1in respect of the unutilized credit.

The adjudicating authority erred in expanding the scope of adjudication |
in the refund application filed by them by -going into the issue of
eligibility of cenvat credit. In case there as nay issue regarding eligibility
of cenvat credit, separate mechanism have been provided for
adjudicating the same. Therefore, the issue of eligibility of cenvat credit
cannot be raised at the time of filing of refund claim.

Section 174 (2) (c) of the CGST Act, 2017 provides the right accrued

—=nder the earlier regime will not be abandoned. -
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On a conjoint reading of Section 174 (9) (¢) and Section 140 of the CGST
Act, 2017, it is patent that they have a right to avail cenvat credit which
accrued under the erstW}}ile regime. Since théy cannot claim the said
credit in GST regime due to CGST Améndment Act, 2018, they are
entitled for refund.

The refund c¢laim is not barred by limitation. Relevant date in the case
of disputed refund application is the residual entry i.e. the date of
payment of tax. In the present case, there was a retrospective
amendment under the CGST Act and they had reversed the cenvat credit
of ADE under protest and the same was intimated to the department
vide letter dated 01.10.2018. Subsequently, they had vide letter dated
09.08.2021 requested the reversal as per amended Section 140 of the
CGST Act. Accordingly, the effective date of payment of tax is
09.08.2021. Therefore, two years should be counted from 09.08.2021 and
not from any other date.

Considering the date of payment as 09.08.2021, the due date of filing
refund claim is 09.08.2023 and, therefore, the refund claim filed on
29.10.2021 is within time limit specified under Section 54 of the CGST
Act. |

Even if it is assumed that the date of payment is not 09.08.2021 but the
date of amendment made vide CGST Amendment Act, 2018 (introduced
on 30.08.2018) or the reversal made in Form GSTR-3B i.e. September,
2018, two years needs to be calculated from September, 2018, which is
September, 2020. But due to COVID-19 pandemic they were not able to -
file refund claim and as held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide order
dated 27.04.2021 and 23.09.2021, for the period of limitation, the period
from 15.03.2020 till 28.02.2022 shall stand excluded. The refund claim
filed by them on 29.10.2021 is within the time limit as per the extension |
of time limits given- by the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

The adjudicating authority has held that as per Para 5 of Circular No.
157/13/2021-GST dated 20.07.2021, the extension of limitation is not
applicable to refund applications. It is submitted that the interprefation
of the order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court by‘ the adjudicating authority
is illogical and defies the intention of the Suo Moto Petition taken by the
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xiv. In Saiher Chain Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Vs. UOI and Ors. — 2022 (1) TMI
494 (Bombay High Court), it was held that the order of the Hon’ble
Supreme Court is also applicable to pefund applications. Similar view
was taken in the case of GNC Infra LLP Vs. Assistant Commissioner
(Circle) — 2021 (11) TMI 973 — Madras High Court and Interproductee
Virtual Labs Pvt. Ltd. Vs. UOI & Ors.- 2022 (2) TMI 660- Bombay High

Court.

6. Personal Hearing in the case was held on 07.12.2022. Shri Amit Laddha,
Advocate, appeared on behalf of appellant for the hearing. He reiterated the
submissions made in appeal memorandum. He submitted copies of judicial
pronouﬁcements as well as legal provisions as part of written submission

during the hearing.

7. I have gone through the facts of the case, submissions made in the
Appeal Memorandum as well as submissions made at the time of personal
hearing and the material available on records. The issue before me for decision
is whether the impugned order rejecting the refund claimed amounting to
Rs.53,46,085/-, in the facts and circumstances of the case, is legal and proper

or otherwise.

8. It is observed that the issue has originated on account of exemption
granted vide Notification No.31/2004-CE dated 09.07.2004. The Government
had vide the said Notification exempted all goods falling within the Schedule
to the Additional Duties of Excise (Textiles and Textiles Articles) Act, 1978
from the whole of the duty of excise leviable under the said Act. As a result,
the appellant, who was a manufacturer of goods falling under Chapter 52 of
the First Schedule of the Central Excise Tariff Act, 1985, was exempted from
payment of ADE in respect of the goods manufactured and cleared by them.
The appellant was availing the cenvat credit in respect of the ADE paid on the

inputs procured by them.

8.1 Subsequently, on 11.10.2004, the appellant had filed an application for
refund of the cenvat credit of ADE amounting to Rs.53,41,089/- lying in balance
on. the grounds that they are not in a position to utilize the same. However, the

: i;t/“refundv laim filed by the appellant was rejected vide OIO No. 47/AC/Ref/2005
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dated 26.04.2005. The 'app’ellant thereaftér continued carrying the cenvat
credit of ADE in balance and reported the same in the ER-1 returns filed by
them., ' '

8.2 Subsequently, the CCR, 2004 were amended vide Notification
No.10/2007-CE (NT) dated 01.03.2007 and Rule 11 (3) was inserted. The said
Rule 11 (8) is reproduced below :

“(3)A manufacturer or producer of a final product shall be required to pay an
amount equivalent to the CENVAT credit, if any, taken by him in respect of
inputs received for use in the manufacture of the said final product and is
lying in stock or in process or is contained in the final product lying in stock,
if;- _
(1) he opts for exemption from whole of the duty of excise leviable on
the said final product manufactured or produced by him under a
notification issued under sectiori SA of the Act; or
(i) the said final product has been exempted absolutely under section
5A of the Act, and after deducting the said amount from the balance
of CENVAT credit, if any, lying in his credit, the balance, if any,
still remaining shall lapse and shall not be allowed to be utilized
for payment of duty on any other final product whether cleared for
home consumption or for export, or for payment of service tax on
any output service, whether provided in India or exported.”

8.3 Interms of the said Rule 11 (3) of the CCR, 2004 a manufacturer, opting
for exemption, was required to pay an amount equivalent to the cenvat credit
taken in respect of the inputs in stock or contained in the finished products in
stock. As per Rule 11 (8) (ii) the balance cenvat credit after such payment would

lapse.

8.4 It is observed that the appellant continued to carry the cenvat credit of
ADE in balance in their records and in the ER-1 returns filed by them from
time to time. Consequent to the introduction of GST w.e.f. 01.07.2017, the
appellant filed Tran-1 for transfer of cenvat credit in balance and the same
included the cenvat credit of ADE. However, in view of the CGST Amendment
Act, 2018, ADE was not eligible credit and therefore, the appellant reversed
the cenvat credit attributable to ADE and thereafter filed claim of refund.

9. The adjudicating authority has rejected the claim of the épp ellant on the

grounds of limitation as well as on merits. On the issue of limitation, it is seen

that the appellant was issued SCN proposing to reject the refund claim on the
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excise duty’. Therefore, the claim would be governed by the provisions Qf
Section 11B of the Central Excise Act, 1944 and not under Section 54 (1) of the
CGST Act, 2017. Since, the provisions of Section 54 of the CGST Act, 2017 have
been invoked, I am constrained to limit myself in examining whether the
applibation for refund filed by the appellant is barred by limitation or
otherwise in terms of Section 54 of the CGST Act, 2017. The said Section 54 of
the CGST Act, 2017 stipulates ;chat application for refund is to be made before
expiry of tWIO years from the relevant date and relevant date in the instant case
would be the date of payment of tax i.e. the date of reversal of credit by the
appellant. .

9.1 Itisobserved that the appellant had reversed the credit in the month of
September, 2018 under protést and subsequently, vide letter dated 09.08.2021,
they requested the department to consider the payment as final. The appellant
have contended that 09.08.2021 is to be considered as the relevant date of
payment and the period of two years is to be computed accordingly. I do not
find any merit in the contention of the appellant. The reversal was effectively
made in September, 2018 and on 09.08.2021 only the protest lodged by them
initially was withdrawn by them. Therefore, the date of payment would be

Septembér, 2018 and the two year period has to be computed accordingly.

9.2  Alternatively, the appellant have contended that even if the date of
payment is considered to be September, 2018, the application for refund filed
by them on 29.10.2021 would still be within the period of two years in view of
the Order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court extending time limits for various
purposes. Consideripg the prevailing COVID-19 pandemic, the Hon’ble
Supreme Court had on 23.03.2020 e};tended the period of limitation in all
“proceedings w.e.f. 15.03.2020. The relaxation of the period of limitation was
subsequently extended till 02.10.2021 vide Order dated 23.09.2021.
Subsequently, the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide Order dated 10.01.2092
directed thaf the period from 15.0.2020 till 28.02.2022 shall stand excluded for
the purposes of limitation. The adjudicating éuthority has at Para 25 of the
impugned order relied upon Circular No. 157/13/2021-GST dated 20.07.2021
issued by the‘ CBIC and held that the order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court is
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9.3 The appellant havé 6n the other hand relied upon the judgmént in the

case of Saiher Chain Consulting Pvt. Ltd. Vs. UOI and Ors. — 2022 (1) TMI 494

(Bombay High Court). In the said case, it was held by the Hon’ble High Court
“that :

“12. It is not in dispute that the first and second refund applications were
rejected on the ground of certain deficiencies in those applications filed by the
Respondent No. 2. The third refund application, which was required to be filed
within two years in accordance with the Circular [F.] No. 20/16/04/18-GST,
dated 18th November, 2019, under Section 54(1) of the Central Goods and
Services Tax Act, 2017. The limitation period fell between 15th March, 2020
and 2nd October, 2021, which period was excluded by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in all such proceedings irrespective of the limitation prescribed under the
general law or Special Law whether condonable or not till further Order/s to be
passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in those proceedings.

. 13. The Hon’ble Supreme Court by Order dated 23rd September, 2021 in
' Misc. Application No. 665 of 2021 issued further directions that in computing
O the period of limitation in any Suit, Appeal, Application and or proceedings,
the period from 15th March, 2020 till 2nd October, 2021 shall stand excluded.
Consequently the balance period of limitation remaining as on 15th March,
2021, if any shall become available with effect from 3rd October, 2021. In view
of the said Order dated 23rd March, 2020 and the judgment dated 23rd
September, 2021 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, the period of
limitation falling between 15th March, 2020 and 2nd October, 2021 stood
excluded. In our view also, the period of limitation prescribed in the said
Circular under Section 54(1) also stood excluded.

14. In our view, the Respondent No. 2 is also bound by the said Order dated

23rd March, 2020 and the Order dated 23rd September, 2021 and is require to

exclude the period of limitation falling during the said period. Since the period

of limitation for filing the third refund application fell between the said period

15th March, 2020 and 2nd October, 2021, the said period stood excluded. The

third refund application filed by the Petitioner thus was within the period of
O limitation prescribed under the said Circular dated 18th November, 2019 read
with Section.54(1) of the Central Goods and Services Tax Act, 2017. In our
view, the impugned Order passed by the Respondent No. 2 is contrary to the
Order passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court and thus deserves to be quashed
and set aside.”

9.4 A similar view was taken in the case of GNC Infra LLP Vs. Assistant
Commissioner (Circle) — 2021 (11) TMI 978 - Madras High Court and
Interproductee Virtual Labs Pvt. Ltd. Vs. UOI & Ors.- 2022 (2) TMI 660-
Bombay High Court.

9.5 It is observed that the appellant had filed the claim for refund on
29.10.2021. Applying the exclusion period in terms of the Order of the HOn’ble

Supreme Court, it is apparent that the application for refund is within the

6‘\0 cswn,,‘ gl
o - G‘h P

A ?‘r.:pgﬁd of two years from September, 2018 and, therefore, the same is not
r32d by limitation.
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10.  On merits of the claim for refund, it is observed that the adjudicating
authority has held at Para 29 of the impugned order that “After the claimant
j]&d opted for the benefit of absolute exemption under Notfn No. 30/2004-CE,
the credit of Bs.53,46,085/- had already lapsed in the same year. There was no
question to keep it in balance till 30. 6.2017. The said balance itself had wrongly
been carried forward in their returns till 30.6.2017. As the CENVAT credit had
already lapsed, the claimant was not eligible to carry it forward in the existing
regime. Therefore, on merits too, the CENVAT credit carrfed forward by the

claimant as on 1.7.2017 was ineligible, in terms of the provisions of Rule 11 (3)

(1) of the CENVAT Rules.”

10.1 The appellant have contended that as on 09.07.2004, there was no
provision which required reVefsal of unutilized cenvat credit of ADE and that
Rule 11 (3) of the CCR, 2004 was introduced prospectively and not
retrospectively. In this regard, it is observed that in terms of Rule 11 (8) of the
CCR, 2004, a manufacturer, opting for exemption, was required to pay an
amount equivalent to the cenvat credit taken in respect of the inputs in stqck
or contained in the finished products in stock. As per Rule 11 (3) (i) the balance
genvat credit after such payment would lapse. In the instant case, it is observed
thaf the appellant had opted for exemption under Notification No. 31/2004-CE
dated 09.07.2004. Therefore, the appellant were not required to pay any
amount in térms of sub-rule () of Rule 11 (3) of the CCR, 2004. However, sub-
rule (i) of Rule 11 (3) of the CCR, 2004 expressly and specifically provides that
the cenvat credit lying in balance shall lapse. Therefore, the cenvat credit of
ADE lying in balance as on 09.07.2004 would automatically lapse in view of
the provisions of Rule 11 (3) (i) of the CCR, 2004. Hence, the question of
carrying forward in balance of cenvat credit, which has already lapsed, does
not arise and act of carrying forward the cenvat credit of ADE in balance by
the appellant does not have the sanctity of law. And once the credit has lapsed,
the question of carrying forward the same to GST regime or granting refund of
the lapsed credit does not arise. In view thereof, I do not find any merit in the
contention of the appellant in this regard and, accordingly, I uphold the

impugned order rejecting the claim for refund of cevnat credit of ADE on

merits.
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11, Tt is also observed vt’hatA the appellant"ﬂad sought refund of the cenvat
credit of ADE lying in balance vide refund application dated 11.10.2004 and
the same was rejected vide OIO No. 47/AC/Ref/2005 dated 26.04.2005. The
appellant have apparently not challenged the rejection of the refund of cenvat
credit and continued to carry the cenvat credit balance in their records as well
as in the ER-1 returns fﬂed.by them. As the order rejecting the claim for refund
was not challenged or appealed against by the appellant, the same had
attained finality. Therefore, the appellant cannot now come forward again and
seek refund of the same cenvat credit of ADE without challenging the earlier

order or rejection.

12, Inview of the facts discussed herein above, I hold uphold the impugned
order and reject the appeal filed by the appellant.

18,  3TUTCIohdl GaRT Got &l 373 31T T o iIeRT 3Tere alier & frar sar g

The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed, of in above terms.

Wty S WWINE L

( Akh]i(le’gh Kumar )
Commissioner (Appeals)

Attested: _ : Date: 14.12.2022.

(N.Suryanarayanan. Iyer)
Superintendent(Appeals),
CGST, Ahmedabad.

BY RPAD / SPEED POST
To

M/s. Ashima Limited, Appellant
Texcellence Complex,

Near Anupam Cinema,
Khokhra, Ahmedabad — 380 021

The Deputy Commissioner, Respondent
CGST, Division- I,
Commissionerate : Ahmedabad South.

Copy to: : :
1. The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone.
2. The Principal Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South.
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3. The Assistant Commissioner (HQ System), CGST, Ahmedabad South.
or uploading the OIA)
. Guard File.

5. P.A. File.
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