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Order No.103-124/2015-CX dt.30.09.2015 : 3
ORDER
These revision applications are filed by the Commissioner of Customs and
Central Excise, Meerut-I(hereinafter referred to as Department) and M/s Jubilant Life
Sciences Limited (hereinafter referred to as Applicant) against the Orders-in- Appeal ;
passed by the Commissioner of Central Excise (Appeals), Meerut-1 with regard to
Orders-in-Original passed by the Assistant Commlssloner, Central Excise Division
Dehradun, as detailed in table below:
; TABLE-I :
_.|Sl. | RAFile No. | Name of the Order-m-Orlgmai No & Date | Order-in-Appeal
iNo Sl ~ Applicant |- No. & Date
L 198/224-234/ | Commissioner, | 1) R--88/11 dt 19.05.2011, ' '
: “12-RA - - . ICustoms - &2y R-98/11 dt 08. 07.2011,
SR Central Excise, | 3) R-138/11 dt.24.08.2011,
Meerut-I | 4) R-170/11 dt 27.09.2011,
5) R-171/11 dt.27.09.2011, 3

6) R-192/11 dt.13.10.2011,

| 9) R-245/11 dt. 28.12.2011, | dated 28.05.2012
- | 10)R-246/11 d.28.12.2011, e
| 11)R-247/11 dt 28.12.2011..

2 1195/1109- = | M/s Jubilant [1) R-88/11 dt 19.05.2011,
1119/ 12-RA | Life  Sciences | 2) R-98/11 dt 08.07.2011,
L Limited ' 3) R-170/11 dt 27.09. 2011
=opd) R-199/11 613 10.2011,
5) R-200/11 dt 24.10.2011,
6) R-241/11 dt 12.12.2011,
| 7) R-246/11 dt.28.12.2011,

7) R-200/11 dt 24.10.2011, 119- 129/CE/MRT—
8) R-241/11 dt 12.12.2011, I/ 2012

8) R247/11 dt28.12.2011. i i

2 The bnef facts of the cases are that the appllcant are . engaged in the
manufacture of Medicines. The app[acant had fi !ed 8 rebate claims under Rule 18 of
the Central Exc;se Rules,; 2002 and 3 refund clalms of the credit taken on inputs
under Ruie 5 of Cenvat Credlt Rules 2004 read wrth Notlt" catlon No. 5/2006 CE(NT)
dated 14.03. 2006

2.1. The applicant had wrongly taken CENVAT: Credzt amountlng to Rs.
3,59;55 776/- during the financial year 2008- 09 and Rs. 27,00 115/— durmg the
financial year 2009-10 and voluntarily reversed the same on 15 05.2009 and
29.05, 2010 respectlvely However, the interest amount -of Rs. 35 89,241/-"so

- accrued- -on the said wrongly availed CENVAT Credit and reversed subsequently, was— -

not paid by the applicant as envisaged under the Rule 14 of Cenvat Credit Rules,
2004. The appl:cant has been regularly exporting the excisable goods on payment
of Central Excise Duty and thereafter filing rebate claim under the Rule 18 of Central
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Excise Rules, 2002 on such export. Some rebate claims of the applicant were
pending with the department during the period when the party did not deposit their
interest liability. The adjudicating authority recovered the pending interest liability
of the party from the rebate/refund claim found admissible to them, by first
sanctioning the rebate claims and thereafter appropriating the same towards the
interest liability of the applicant party. The total liability of Rs. 35,8%9,241/- was
recovered from the eleven rebate/refund claims of the applicant.

2 Being aggrieved by the said Orders-in-Original, the applicant filed appeals
with Commissioner (Appeals). Commissioner (Appeals) vide Orders-in-Appeal No.
119-129/CE/MRT-1/2012 dated 28.5.12, set aside all the eleven Orders-in-Original,
holding that there was no confirmed dues against the applicant for recovery as
Government dues under Section 11 of the Act, and that the Assistant Commissioner
was not legally correct while passing the order for appropriation of the sanctioned
amount of rebate towards interest liability of Rs.35,89,241/-. However, regarding
payment of interest on rebate claims against which the impugned interest amount
had been adjusted by the original authority, Commissioner (Appeals) held that the
rebates were sanctioned within time limit as prescribed in the Central Excise
Act,1944 and therefore, claim for interest is not legally tenable. Accordingly, in the
‘light of the said Order-in-Appeal, the rebate/refund sanctioning authority sanctioned
the rebate/refund claim of Rs.35,89,241/-to the applicant vide Order-in-Original Neo.
R-322/2012 dated 26.10.2012.

4. Being aggrieved by the impugned Orders-in-Appeal, both the Department
and the Applicant have filed these revision applications under Section 35 EE of
Central Excise Act, 1944 before Central Government on the following grounds:

41 Grounds of R.A. No.198/224-234/12-RA filed by the Department

411 That the Commissioner (Appeals) has erred in his finding that any amount
which is to be paid by the applicant can be adjusted by the department ff the said
amount has been confirmed after adjudication. It is nowhere provided in Section
11AB of Central Excise Act, 1944 that to adjust the government dues, the amount
should have been adjudicated and only the adjudicated amount can be adjusted with
dues to the applicant. That in the instant case the applicant on finding the credit
inadmissible, suo-moto reversed the wrongly availed CENVAT credit on 15.05.2009
and 29.05.2010 i.e. much before the visit of audit team, which visited the unit from
16.09.2010 to 18.09.2010. It shows that party was aware of the fact that they had
wrongly availed CENVAT credit. That the CBEC vide its Circular No. 897/17/2009-Cx
dated 03.09.2009 has clarified that the interest shall be recoverable when credit has
been wrongly taken, even if it has not been utilized. Thus the applicant's
contention/plea that credit was never utilized has no force or relevancy in their case.
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That the applicant has deliberately avoided payment of interest in spite of
being reminded by the department. That when all efforts gone in vain, the
department has, therefore, rightly appropriated the rebated amount to adjust the
dues of interest which had become confirmed dues 1mmed1ateiy When party Suo-
moto reversed the wrongly availed Cenvat credit

4.1.2 That the Commtssmner (Appeals) has falted to appreciate that Rule 14 of

CENVAT Credit Rules, 2004 clearly stipulates “where the CENVAT credit hasﬁen"

taken or uz‘r//zed Wrong/y or has been erroneously refunded, the same along with
interest shall be recovered from the manufacturer or fhe prowder of the output
service and t/?e prows;ons of Section 114 and 7 IAB of the Excise Act or Section Vich

and 75 of the F nance Act sha// apply mufatls mufanm.s for eﬁ‘ecfrng such :

recovenes"

That. where credrt has been taken or utrhzed Wrongly the same lS recoverable along

- with mterest Thus it is. apparent that the apphcant was I;able to pay an mterest-

amountmg to Rs. 35 89, 241/ on the Cenvat_credrt wrongly taken by them Wh_lCh they

: credlt on !ts own after hav1ng rea]ized that the s_ame_was Wrongiy take _‘by them
'Further show - cause notices are to be 1ssu="d- o

agreement Wlth the department Here the case is. thatt the apphcant |tsehc eversed '
'_the Cenvat Cred;t-’-’- amount - voluntan!y and once the credlt is reversed by the

: apphcant he rs Iegﬂlaiiy boun'c[' to pay interest belng automatlc consequenc _.*That the
juarely
appllcab!e m the mstant case ‘as no stay and appeal was pendlng Moreover the

as no appeaf Was t‘ ied agamst a conf‘ rmed demand

4.1 4 That the CBEC vrde lts Crrcu]ar No 942/03/2011-CX dated 14 03 11 has made
it distinctly clear that "the /ssue has now been conc/usrve/y seh‘/ed by the Apex Court

have faz!ed to depostt even after bemg inforr ed about the aforesa" rovrSIons of

in the departmenta/ appea/ aga/nst the above menz‘foned Judgment of P&H High -

Court. The Apex Court vide its ]udgment dated 21 02 1 1 in Civil Appeal No. 1976 of
2011 has set aszde the aforesafd order of Hon ’b/e H/gh Court, The Apex Court has
: rufed that "If the aforesa/d provision /5 read asa Wﬁo/e we find no reason to read
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the word "OR" in between the expressions ‘taken or utilized wrongly or has been
erroneously refunded’ as the word "AND". On the happening of any of the three
circumstances such credit becomes recoverable along with interest." In effect,
therefore, the view taken by the Board in circular dated 03.09.09 has now been

endorsed by the Apex Court”

415 That the Hon'ble CESTAT in the case of Interfit India Limited Vs.
Commissioner of Central Excise, Madurai, 2011 (274) ELT 443(Tri-Chennai) has held
that payment of interest is a statutory provision and it is mandatory when Cenvat
Credit has been taken wrongly and reversed thereafter. That Hon'ble CESTAT
(Principal Bench) in the case of Prem Cables (P) Limited Vs. Commissioner of Central
Excise, Jaipur, 2012(274) ELT 397(Tri-Cel.) has held that once duty is paid, assessee
is legally bound to pay interest being automatic consequence.

4.2  Grounds of R.A.No. 195/1109-1119/12-RA filed by the Applicant , M/s Jubliant
Life Sciences Ltd.

4.2.1 That the Commissioner (Appeals) has accepted the applicant’s contention
that appropriation of the sanctioned amount of rebate against interest liability was
not proper since there was no confirmed demand against the applicant for recovery
of Government dues. That once the issue of appropriation of rebate claim is settled
in favour of the applicant, it implies that the amount should have been received by
the applicant as soon as it was sanctioned by the Assistant Commissioner. That the
original appropriation order appropriating the sanctioned rebate amount against
unconfirmed demand was itself wrong, consequent to which the amount which was
otherwise receivable by the applicant at that point of time only, got delayed. Thus,
the present case is a case of non-payment of the sanctioned rebate within the

prescribed period and therefore interest is payable under Section 11 BB of the Act.

4.2.2 That Commissioner (Appeals) has grossly erred in holding that there was no
delay in grant of rebate as the rebates were sanctioned within the time limit
although the sanctioned amount was appropriated against unconfirmed interest
liability. That the Commissioner (Appeals) failed to appreciate the relevant legal
provisions incorporated in Section 11B and 11BB of the Act. That in terms of sub-
section (1) of Section 11B of the Act, an application for refund of duty paid is to be
made to the Assistant Commissioner of Central Excise or Deputy Commissioner of
Central Excise in prescribed form and the documents that may be necessary for
deciding the application are also to be submitted. Perusal of sub-section (2) of
Section 11B of the Act shows that, thereafter, the authority viz. Assistant
Commissioner or Deputy Commissioner is required to hold inquiry and if at the end
of the inquiry the authority is satisfied that whole or part of the duty paid is to be
refunded then an order can be made accordingly by the authority. Thereafter,
Section 11BB of the Act comes into operation. That in case any duty paid is found
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refundable then if the duty is not refunded within a period of three months from the
date of receipt of the application to be submitted under Section 11B of the Act, then
interest on the amount is liable be paid on expiry of period of three months from the
date of receipt of the appilcatlon

4.2.3 That interest under Section 11BB is payable till the date of actual refund of
T ihe-amotint-to: thfapplrcantﬂ' hat-mere- sanctlonmg—of the- -amount- :n—thenrefdrrdf S
. order does not absolve the department from - payment of interest. That the
'department is liable to pay interest to the app]lcant for the entire Pperiod. of delay
starting from the expiry of three months from the date of fi iling the claim till the
actual recelpt of the clalm That ‘in_the present case rnstead of the amount of
sanctioned rebate being pard to the apphcant the same ‘was appropriated agalnst
uncont“ rmed interest liabihty, which itself Was not tenable. That once the -
'appropnatron of rebate has itself been he]d as untenabfe the applicant would have
recelved the amount lmmedrately after the same was sanctzoned That due to the :
appropr:ation order of the Assrstant Commrssuoner the cialm was WIthheId and not )
" paid to the. appilcant That lnterest under Sectfon 1lBB is adm;ssrble to the appllcant :
: nght from the explry of three months from the date of t" !mg of apphcations tlﬁ the
; date of actual recelpt of payment = e : : ‘

4, 2 4 The apphcant has also rehed upon followmg case Iaws . o
g 'Intas Pharmaceutlcals Ltd [2012 (276) ELT 251 (Tn)]

' o.._Comm[ssmner of C Ex Pune III Vs Sterhte Industrles(I) Ltd [20()7
e ELT 520 (Tn )} ' -

_.' 'Nl]rang Prlnt Pack Pvt Ltd Vs UOI [2005 (184) ELT 11 (GUJ )]

. GUJarat Paraffins Pvt Ltd. Vs. Jomt Secretal'yf M. F GOVt of Indla [2004
= ?_(178) ELT 125 ) '

'5, In response to the above Revrsron Apphcatrons cross ob}ections were F Ied by
the Department and Appi:cant as under ;

ST Response of Department dated 27 07. 2015 to revrsaon appl[cat:on fi Ied by M/s
Jubilant L;fe Sciences lelted : i

5.1.1 The party has been regularly exportlng the exosab!e goods on payment of
_central excise duty and thereafter filing rebate claim under the Rule 18 of Central

Excise Rule 2002 on such export. Some rebate claims of the party were pending with
the department during the perlod when the party did not deposit their interest
- liability. :
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5.1.2 As per the provision of Section 11 of the Central Excise Act, 1944, "In respect
of duty and any other sums of any kind payable to the Central Government under
any of the provisions of this Actor of the rules made there under including the
amount required to be paid to the credit of the Central Government under Section
11D, the officer empowered by the Central Board of Excise and Customs constituted
under the Central Boards of Revenue Act, 1963 (54 of 1963) to levy such duty or
require the payment of such sums may deduct the amount so payable from any
money owing to the person from whom such sums may be recoverable or due which

"

may be in his hands or under his disposal or control, or may recover........... :

5.1.3 As some rebate claims of the party were pending with the department, the
adjudicating authority recovered the pending interest liability of the party from the
rebate claim found admissible to them, by first sanctioning the rebate claims and by
then appropriating the same towards the interest liability of the party. The total
interest liability of Rs.35,89,241 was recovered from the eleven rebate claims of the

party.

5.1.4 Aggrieved with the above Order-in-Original, the party preferred an appeal
before the Hon'bie Commissioner (Appeals), Central Excise Meerut-I. The
Commissioner (Appeals), vide Orders-in-Appeal No. 119 to 129-CE/MRT-1/2012
- dated 28.05.2012, set aside the above Order-in-Original and allowed the appeal with

the consecﬁ;uential'reﬁef. Accordi'hgh}, in the iigh’t of the said order in 'appeal, the
rebate sanctioning authority sanctioned the rebate claim of Rs.35,89,241.00 to the
party vide Order-in-Original No. R-322/2012 dated 26.10.2012.

5.1.5 During the course of review of the said Order-in-Appeal No. 119 to 129-
CE/MRT-1/20 12 dated 28.05.2012, it was observed that the said Order-in-Appeal
does not appear to be proper, legal and correct and needs to be set aside.
Accordingly, the department preferred a revision application before the Central
Government against the said Orders- In- Appeal dated 28.05.2012 passed by the
Commissioner (Appeals) Meerut-I

51.6 In the meantime the party filed an appeal before Hon'ble CESTAT, New Delhi
who vide final order No. A/55027-55029/2013-SM(BR) dated 04-01-2013 allowed the
appeal by way of remand order, observed that "In the present case also, refund has
actually been sanctioned to the appellant but stand adjusted. And as such; the
appellants are entitled to the refund claim as also interest on the delayed refund.
However, I find that the interest issued was never agitated before the original
adjudicating authority inasmuch as the refund was never sanctioned by him. As
such, I set aside the impugned order and remand the same to the original authority
for deciding the issue of interest and the quantum of interest, in the light of various
decisions referred supra. The appellants are also at liberty to refer to and rely upon

other decisions on the disputed issue.”
.
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5.1.7 Subsequent to the final order dated 04 01.2013 passed by the Hon'ble
CESTAT the case was adjudicated by the Deputy Commissioner Central Excise
Division Dehradun, who vide Order-ln -Original No. R- 273/2013 dated 19.08. 2013
~ sanctioned the mterest amount.

5.2 Response of M/s Jubilant Life. Scrences lerted dated 02. 2ii1 2012 to revision

appllcat!on fi led by Department is as s under: e

5.2.1 The Assistant Commrss ioner had appropr&ated refund granted under Rule 5 of
the CENVAT Rules in 3 Orders-m Orlgmal (138/11 dated 24 08. 2011 171/11 dated
27.09.2011 and 245/11 dated 28 12 2011) agamst alteged pendlng dues Wthh were
being contested by the Respondent Thus, the lssues ans:ng out of the dec:snon of
the Commrss:oner (Appeals) to the extent these relate to the refund clalm under
' Rule 5of the CENVAT Rules are beyond the scope of the proceedmgs under Sectfon
'35 EE of the Central E)(Clse Act, 1944. Therefore the Rews;on appllcatlon in respect .
of such orders is llable to be reJected at the threshold Lt : I3 _

i ok 2 As regards the remam[ng eight orders |t IS subm!tted that the rebate claims

; sanctloned by the Assustant Commlssroner ‘were- approprlated agamst the same
uncont‘ rmed demand of mterest Wthh was belng contested by th Respondent
. Conswderlng the rebate clalrns were sanctloned by the Assnstant Commlssxoner but
_ 'iapproprlated agamst the alleged pendmg_dues. : resent proceedlngs are not ]

Corhimss:oner (Appeals) has not rerdere_ ary .
s :of the rebate c!aim but has mterpreted the pr

L , "'lso__r' ised the ISSUE of
correctness of the orders 7'of the Commtsszoner '(A pe'als),_ ‘whic requxres
mterpretatlon of the CENVA Rules 2004 Theafo said lssues raised in the Re\nsron
'Appl[cation are not in any way related to adrmssib ty _'_f the rebate clazms or issues 3
'lnc1dental to the rebate claim and cannot be: :_GEClded in. the proceedings under

. Section 35EE of the Central EXCISe Act 1944 ?herefore the Re\nsuon Appl!catron is

_.not rnamtalnable agamst the remainmg E‘Jth orders agalnst Whrch Appeal has been

allowed by the Commissioner (Appeals) and needs to be dlsm|ssed at th:s stage

itself. Tt is subm:tted that durlng the pendency of the stay appl;catlon fi led by the
Comm[ssmner Meerut I, the Assastant Commrssroner has complled wrth the order of

the Commrssmner (Appeals) and pa:d the entxre amount of Rs.35,89 241/ to the
"Respondent Vlde Order-in- Origlnal No. 322/2012 dated 26.10.12. ConSlderlng that

the amount involved in the dlspute has a!ready been paid to the ReSpondent the

Stay Application is not maintainable and is liable to be dismissed.
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5.2.3 As regards the unconfirmed demand of interest of Rs.35,89,241/- against
which the amounts were appropriated, it is submitted that the demand originated
due to reversal of CENVAT credits by the Respondent. The CENVAT credits were
taken on capital goods, inputs and input services which were exclusively related to
expenditures incurred for setting up of projects during the period 2006 to 2008.
Since the Respondent was entitled to such credit in accordance with the CENVAT
Credit Rules, 2004 (CENVAT Rules), the Respondent availed credit and disclosed the
same in their excise records. Since the Respondent had availed credit on such items,
it did not claim any depreciation as per the restriction contained in Rule 4(4) of the

CENVAT Rules.

5.2.4 The Respondent is primarily engaged in export of Medicines with very little
clearance the Domestic Tariff Area (DTA). Consequently, the Respondent had huge
accumulation of CENVAT credit which basically arose due to expenditures carried out
on the project. Further, the overall duty liability on domestic clearances or export
under rebate claim reduced subsequent to reduction in the excise duty rates from
8% to 4%. Thus, the Respondent realized that it would not be able to utilize the said
credit. Therefore, the Respondent reversed the said credit in the excise records and
instead exercised the option of capitalizing the said expenditure in the books of
accounts. The company claimed depreciation of the same amount under Section 32
of the Income Tax Act, 1961.

5.2.5 The Respondents vide different letters, intimated the Superintendent of
Central Excise, Roorkee about the details of reversal of CENVAT credit to the
authorities. The. authorities conducted audit of the Respondent in September 2010
and raised objection and demanded interest on such reversals.

5.2.6 The Respondent provided a detailed reply to the letter on 10.02.2011
contending that no interest is payable on such reversals. The Respondent submitted
that 'interest’ under the CENVAT Rules is governed by Rule 14 of the CENVAT Rules,
which provides for recovery of CENVAT credit wrongly taken or utilized wrongly. The
said provision is not applicable in the present case since it is not a case where credit
has been taken irregularly or utilized wrongly. The Respondent was very much
entitled for such credit in terms of the CENVAT Rules, but just because it was not
able to utilize the credit, it reversed the otherwise eligible credit and informed the
authorities about such reversal. There would have been irregular credit if the
Respondent had taken the benefit of CENVAT credit and depreciation
simultaneously. Thereafter, no show cause notice or order was passed for confirming
the demand of interest under the provisions of the CENVAT Rules.

527 The Commissioner (Appeals) has rightly allowed the Appeal of the

Respondents in the light of the decision of the Hon'ble Tribunal in the case of Stella

Rubber Works (Unit-II) Vs. CCE (Appeals), Bangalore 2007 (211) ELT 433 (Tri.)
9
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and the CBEC's Circular No. 13/92-CX.6, dated 04.11.1992 wherein it has been
- clarified that refund amounts due to an assessee should be appropriated by proper
officers against confirmed demands, only when the time [limit for: “filing appeal
_against  such confirmed demands has expired. The above clarification further
establishes the Respondents contention that the question of appropnatlon anses
- only when dernands have been conﬁrmed Further the CBEC’s Manual of

; Supplementary instructions on recovery of dues' governed by Sectlon 11 of ‘the
. Excise Act also supports this view. A readmg of Part ITI of Chapter 18 of the CBEC's
: Manuai clearly shows that recovery -of dues can be made only agamst demand

confirmed in the Order-in- -Original/ Order—m~Appea! Para 1.4 prov;des that a period
of 3 months from the date of communlcatlon of the Order—m Onglnal/Order—m-
"'Appeal iS normaliy to be provnded (one. month for fi hng appeal and stay apphcation -
“and two months for obtammg orders) before taktng coercrve rneasures to recover

the dues “This further substant!ates the fact 'that onfi rmation of a demand by '

passmg ad;udrcat[on order is mandatory before lnvoklng the recovery pro edlngs as:
"_fper Sectron 11 - -

5. 2 8 In the facts and carcumstance of the case | lnterest was payable by the '
i Respondents on such reversal of CENVAT credlt In thzs connectlon r.ﬁ.rehance s
f-=-,ijplaced on the dECJSIOH of the Hon'ble Tribunal in the case of Ra]aiaks mi- Textlle."."'_
i Processors Pvt Ltd Vs 1"CCE Salem [2008 (231) EL T 489 (Tn )] In thls a_se thef.
P 'Appe!l' nt had ;

' = - 7 "W ng’iy taken ul
,.,.:'wrong[y and has been suo moto reversed -by th = Appellant long before the is: ,fance
of Show Cause Notlce It was heid that lnterest ca : '

._':-attracted where cred:t has been vaizdiy'taken andla
; '-'such cred:t : o e

6. Personal hear:ng scheduied m this case on 27 07 2015 was attended by Shn
Pratap Slngh Assistant Commxssroner D:vrsmn Roorkee, Dehradun on behalf of the
department apphcant who relterated the grounds of Rewsron App[lcation Shn 4
Devarajan, \fce Presxdent Indlrect Taxatlon attended the personal hearmg on behalf
coof the appl[cant party who also reiterated the grounds of Revrsron App!lcation filed
: by them With regard to Departments Revision Apphcation the appltcant party
stated that they had on their own reversed the amount in questron and question of
: payment of interest does not arise and that the Department’s appeais in cases of
refund under Rule 5 of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 lies with CESTAT. Regardlng
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jurisdiction issue, Department’s representative stated that Rectification of Mistake
has been filed by them in CESTAT against CESTAT's Order A/55027-29 dated
04.01.2013 that it has decided  case beyond jurisdiction. ~ However, the
representative of the Applicant placed on record CESTAT's Order 59392-95/2015-
SM(BR) dt. 04.10.2013 disposing of the ROM that Department’s appeal was not
sustainable.

8 Government has carefully gone through the relevant case records available in
case files, oral & written submissions and perused the impugned Orders-in-Original

and Orders-in-Appeal.

8. On perusal of records, Government observes that in terms of Revision
Applications filed by the Department and the Applicant, a total of eleven Orders-in-
Original and related Orders-in-Appeal are in dispute pertaining to eight claims filed
under Rule 18 of the Central Excise Rules, 2002 and three claims to refund filed
under Rule 5 of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004. All eleven refund/rebate claims
were sanctioned, but the sanctioned amount was appropriated vide impugned
Orders-in-Original against recovery of interest pending from the Applicant under
Section 11 AB of the Act read with Rule 14 of Cenvat Credit Rules 2004. The
Commissioner (Appeals) vide Orders-in-Appeal No.119-129-CE/MRT-1/2012 dated
28.05.2012, set aside the orders passed by the original adjudicating authority by
disallowing adjustment of interest liability of Rs.35,89,241/- against the admissible
rebates/refund but at the same time did not accede to the Applicant’s request for
interest on the rebate claims. Being aggrieved by the jmpugned Order-in-Appeal,
both the Department and the Applicants have filed their Revision Applications on the
grounds mentioned in para 4 above. The Department is aggrieved that the said
order does not appear legal and correct for grounds stated in para 4.1. The
Applicant has filed revision application against denial of interest vide impugned
Orders-in-Appeal in respect of eight Orders-in-Original pertaining to rebate under
Rule 18 ibid on the grounds stated in para 4.2.

g, Government further observes that the applicant also filed an appeal before
CESTAT, New Delhi, in respect of interest on three claims for refund of unutilized
Cenvat Credit under Rule 5 of the Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 which was not:allowed
by Commissioner (Appeals) under Order-in-Appeal No.119-129-CE/MRT-1/2012
dated 28.05.2012 pertaining to Orders-in-Original No. R-138/11 dated 24.08.2011,
R-171/11 dated 27.09.2011 and R-245/11 dated 28.12.2011. The CESTAT in its final
Order No.A/55027-55029/2013-SM(BR) dated 04.01.2013 set aside the impugned
Orders-in-Appeal and remanded the same to the original authority for deciding the
issue of interest and the quantum of interest payable on the refund claim. However,
miscellaneous applications for rectification of mistake were filed by the applicant
and the Department with regard to the said order of CESTAT, which was decided
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vide Stay/Misc Order No.MO/59392- -59395/2013-SM(BR) dated 04.10. 2013, in which
the Tribunal held that the mistake pointed out by the applicant was that it was the
refund of credit of duty in respect of goods exported by them in terms of provision
of Ru!e 5 of Cenvat Credit Rules. The said order has used the: expressron rebate at
~ some p!aces instead of ‘refund” and, therefore, it was hefd that ‘wherever the word

rebate comes, same shall be repiaced by refund’ As regards Revenues appllcation
ﬁforrectiﬁcatrcn of mista kes CESTAT tretd that -

4. I find that same IS' to tﬁe effect that masmuch es the fssued mvo/ved Wes rebate of duty,

the Tnbuna/ has no ]uﬂSd’CGOI}' to pass the order ena' i:he appﬁcant shou/d cﬁa//enge the

order passed by the Ct ommissioner (Appeals) before Govemmenr of Indfa by way of 7 /rng a
; rewsron appﬁcat/on : B = :

5 fnd thet the /mpugned order of Commrssroner a@sposed of 1 1 appea/s 8 appea/s relate .

s o rebate c/arms in respecf of thch the app/fcant have ffed revzs;on appﬁcai?on before e
= rews;onery authonzfy As 3 appeeﬁ; re/ate fo refund of Cenvet Cred/t of. duty in ferms of Rule: ..

T respea‘ of Whrch the /ower au.thontfes have allo 'ed th’ > ame. and the appropnarfon of
tbe same. agamst penaﬂfng dle was set aside by the Conr fssfbner (Appea/s), the present
i appeafs Were f‘ /ed by the app//cant in respect of _
L rest of refund. of Cenvat Credit in term of Rule 5 of Cenvaf 'Cred/t Ru/es the:'_‘j
: "'::_ob_]ecﬂon 'of ’ the Departmem‘ as regards the Junsd ron :

: Thus the non" payment of mterest ln respect of_}o_.-y 8 rebate claims ha
iy .-:decrded by the Revrsnonary Authorlty in the Appilcan ' .

_-_11 At the outset Government proceeds to €xamine. the{ !SSUE_-Of jUi’lSdiCtlon in
: terms of Section 35EE of the Central Excise Act, 1944 in a Revi n"A'pp ation

'agamst the Order of Commrssroner(Appeals) passed under .SE.‘CEIO ! 35' A ibid - f:es with

' Government only if such orders relate to cases as ment[oned m provrsron to sub—sectlon (1)

of Sectron 35(8) of the Act Sub—sect:on (1) of Sectlon 35 B of Centrai Excsse Act 1944
reads as under e :

(I) Any person aggr;eved by any of the foilowmg orders m'ay :appe'at t_o- 'the-_jﬂ\ppellate
',.V,Tribunal agamst suchorder-— Tore e e T A '

@r— 3 deC/smn or order passed by the Comm/55/oner of Centra/ Exase as an
adjua’/cafmg authonij/,_ = : - :
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(b)  an order passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) under Section 354,

{c) an order passed by the Central Board of Excise and Customs constituted
under the Central Boards of Revenue Act, 1963 (54 of 1963) (hereafter in
this Chapter referred to as the Board) or the Appeliate Commissioner of
Central Excise under Section 35, as it stood immediately before the appointed

day;

(d)  an order passed by the Board or the Commissioner of Central Excise either
pefore or after the appointed day, under Section 354, as it stood immediately
pefore that day:

Provided that nc appeal shall lie to the Appellate Tribunal and the Appellate Tribunal
shall not have jurisdiction to decide any appeal in respect of any order referred to in clause
(b) if such order relates to -

(38) a case of loss of goods, where the loss occurs in transit from a factory to a
warehouse or to another factory, or from one warehouse to another, or during the
course of processing of the goods in a warehouse or in storage, whether in a factory
or in a warehouse;

(b)  a rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside
India or on excisable materials used in the manufacture of goods which are exported

to.any country or territory. outside India;
(c)  goods exported outside India (except to Nepal or Bhutan ) without payment of duty;

(d) - credit of any duty sllowed to be utilized towards. payment.of excise duty on final
products under the provisions of this Act or the rules made thereunder and such
order is passed by the Commissfoner (Appeals) on or after the date appointed under
section 109 of the Finance (No. 2) Act, 1996.

(emphasis supplied)

Further, Section 35 EE of Central Excise Act, 1944 states that "(1) The Central Government
may, on the application of any person aggrieved by any order passed under Section 354,
where the order is of the nature referred to in the first proviso to sub-section (1 Jof Section

35 B, annul or modify such order:

[Provided that the Central Government may in its discretion, refuse to admit an application
in respect of an order where the amount of duty or fine or penalty, determined by such
order does not exceed five thousand rupees]”

Explanation — For the purpose of this sub-section, "order passed under section 354"
includes an order passed under that section before the commencement of section 47 of the
Finance Act, 1984 against which an appeal has not been preferred before such
commencement and could have been, if the s3id section had not come into force, preferred
after such commencement, to the Appeliate Tribunal.
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(1A) The Commissioner of Central Excise ma v, if he is of the opinion that an order
passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) under section 354 is not fegal or proper, direct the
proper officer to make an application on his behalf to the Centra/ Government for revision of
such order, ~

12.  From the above, it is seen that if the order relates to a rebate of duty of
excise on goods exported then Central Government may amend or modify the order.
R ~——In—this-regard, Government-finds that in erghtfases the claims clearly pertarn e g
rebate of excise duty under Rule 18 of Central Excise Ruies 2004 claimed on export
of goods. ‘The related issue which is subject matter of drspute is whether pending
dues can be adjusted against the rebate claims. Any decrsron i matter will have an
- impact on the sanction and drsbursal of the rebate claim. ‘Therefore, Government
finds no force in the plea of the applicant that- Rewsron Applrcatrons pertamrng to the
erght rebate claims filed by the Department are not marntarnable :

13. : However Government finds that the three refund clarms filed under Rule 5 of
the Cenvat Credrt Rules 2004 against whrch the pendmg dues have been adjusted
‘do not falt Wrthrn the purvrew of prowsrons contamed rn Sectron 35EE read with

proviso to Section 35(8) (1) of the Central Excise Act, 1944 under whrch the mstant'
-__revrsron applicatron has been made Thus the Revrsron Appircatrons pertarnmg to

Orders- -in-Original R-138/11 dated 24 08. 2011 R—171/11 dated 27.09. .2011 and R—* :

245/11 dated 28.12. 2011, f led by the Department before Central Government in

terms of Section 35 EE of. Central Excrse Act 1944 is. beyond ]urrsdrctlon “As such, :
the Department is at lrberty to f le an appeal before the approprrate authorrty under

'Sectron 35 B o| Central cxcrse Act 1944 in respect of the three refund ciarms e

14._ Govemment now proceeds to examine the case on rts merrts wrth regard to
the elght Revrsron Apphcatrons where the pendrng dues were adjusted against
rebate claims sanctioned under Rule 18 rbrd The marn rssues to be decrded in
Revrsron are as under L

(i} Whether in terms of the statutory provrsrons rt is a requrrement that only

~ confirmed dues can be adjusted against . payments due to the applicant viz, the
rebate claims in this case and (i) whether interest is due to the apphcants on the
rebate claims sanctroned fo the applrcant if no adJustment of pendrng dues is
admrssrb[e :

15.  Government observes that the Orders-in- Orlgrnaf categorlcaily state that the
applicant had wrongiy taken credit of Rs. 3,59,55 776/~ during the financial year
2008 09 WhICh was reversed by them on 15.05. 2009 and similarly the credit of
Rs. 27 11, 115/- was wrongly taken by them on durrng 2009 10 which - was reversed
on 29.05.2010. However, the interest due on the saad amounts was. not paid by
them. Similarly, it was also noticed by the audit team that the c!armant had availed
excess Cenvat Credit to the tune of Rs.3,29,277/- by way of credit on invoice of
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100% EOU and double credit on single invoice. On being pointed out by audit, the
applicant reversed the amount but failed to pay interest.

16.  Government finds that the above observation of the original authority that the
credit had been wrongly taken by the applicant was not challenged by the applicant
before the Commissioner(Appeals). It is, therefore, a settled position that credit
wrongly taken was reversed by the applicant on which no interest was paid by
them. The only ground on which the orders of the original authority were
challenged before the Appellate Authority was whether appropriation of an amount
which is pending against the assessee, but has not been confirmed/adjudicated by
an order, is allowed as per law. The Commissioner(Appeals) allowed the applicant’s
appeal holding that as there was no confirmed demarid, the Assistant Commissioner
was not legally correct in passing the appropriation order.

17. Government observes that Section 11(1) of the Central Excise Act, 1944
which provides authority for recovery of sums due to Government reads as under:

"Saction 11, Recovery of sums due to Government — (1)In respect of duty and any
other sums of any kind payable to the Central Government under any of the provisions of
this Act or of the rules made thereunder including the amount required to be paid to the
credit of the Central Government under Section 11(D), the officer empowered by the Central
Board of Excise and Customs constituted under the Central Boards of Revenue Act, 1 963 (54
of 1963) to levy such duty or require the payment of such sums may deduct or require any
other Central Excise Officer or a proper officer referred to in Section 1 42 of the Customs Act,
1962 (52 of 1962) to deduct the amount so payable from ary money owing to the person
from whom such sums may be recoverable or due which may be in his hands or under his
disposal or control or may be I the hands or under disposal or control of such other officer,
or may recover the amount by attachment and sale of excisable goods befonging to such
person; and if the amount payable s not s0 recovered, he may prepare a certificate signed
by him specifying the amount due from the person liable to pay the same and send it to the
Collector of the district in which such person resides or conducts his business and the said
Collector, on receipt of such certificate, shall proceed to recover from the said person the
amount specified therein as Jf it were an arrear of land revenue:

Provided that where the person (hereinafter referred to as predecessor) from whom
the duty or any other sums of any kind, as specified in this section, is recoverable or due,
transfers or otherwise disposes of his business or trade in whole or in part, or éffects any
change in the ownership thereof, In consequernce of which he is succeeded in such business
or trade by any other person, all excisable goods, materials, preparations, plants,
machineries, vessels, utensils, implements and articles in the custody or possession of the
person so succeeding may also be attached and sold by such officer empowered by the
Central Board of Excise and Customs, after obtaining written approval from the
Commissioner of Central Excise, for the purposes of recovering such duty or other sums
recoverable or due from such predecessor at the time of such transfer or otherwise disposal
or change.”

15



F.N0.188/224-234/12-RA(CX)
F.No.195/1109-1119/12-RA(CX)
Order No,103-124/2015-CX dt.30.09.2015 3

From a plain reading of the above provision of law, it emerges that if any
duty and any other sums of any kind payable to Central Government under any
provisions of the Central Excise Act, 1944 or rules made thereunder - are pending,
the same may be deducted from the amount if any payable to such person.

18.  Government observes that the Commlssroner (Appeals) in his order has stated
—~——thataapprepnatlerefremﬂny -amount-payable-to- ~the-assessee-can—be-made only—
against the confirmed demands. In this regard, the Government fi nds that the '
applicant has ~voluntarily reversed the Cenvat Credit ‘wrongly - taken dunng the
- financial years 2008-09 and 2009-10 as notlced on its own and in some cases as
poanted out by Department Audit team. The appllcant at no stage has averred that
_the credit has been wrongly reversed by them Payment of interest on the credzt o)
reversed under Rule 14 ibid is therefore, a natural outcome of such reversa[ The
- reversal of the credit itself not being in dispute :nterest folfows Once cred:t has
been reversed the appllcant is !egaliy bound to pay mterest whrch is an automatlc i
consequence In fact, mterest is a czw! habihty and |s mandatonty payab!e for _ 3
, retaln:ng the amount due to the pubhc exchequer Further from a readmg of the
prows:ons of Section 11 and Sectlon -11AB ibid deahng wuth mterest on delayed
payments no show cause notlce is requzred to be. issued for recovery of mterest or
for adJustment of any amount due to theGovernment from the amount payable to',
the assessee o ol R - T e

, 9 Government further f nds that [t is a settfed__ssue that for recovery of mterest
there is no need toi 'ssue any Show Cause Nut|ce = Smce the habll ity is _sta:.utory in
_ nature and the provusrons under Section 11AB lbld the mterest charg:ng Sectron do
not provnde any mentxon envzsaglng such procedure Thls vrew of the Government
fi nds support in fo[!owmg case Iaws whrch are squarefy app |cable to the present
case - _ - e _ L s

19,1 The Tnbunal in the case of Needte Industrles (I) (P) Ltd Vs CommISSioner of

Centrai Excise, Safem 2010(256)ELT 767 (Trl Chenna:), where facts of the case are )
similar to the present case has held that no separate Show Cause Notlce is requxred :
-for recovery of mterest or for adjustment of any amount due to the Government

from the amount payab!e to the assessees. : = :

19 2 In the case of Interfi t India Ltd Vs Commrssroner of Centrai Excnse Maduran
2011 (274) ELT 443 (Tn Chennal), it has been held that payment of interest is a
statutory provrswn and is mandatory when Cenvat credlt has been taken Wrongfy

19. 3 The Pr1nc1pal Bench of the Tnbunal in the case of Prem Cables Pvt. Ltd Vs.
Commissioner of Central Excrse Jaipur 2012 (278) ELT 397 (Tn Del) also endorsed
the view that once duty paid assesse is legally bound to pay znterest as an automatic
consequence.
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19.4 In the case of Atul Ltd. Vs. CCE, Daman 2009(246) ELT 744 (Tri.Ahmd), it
was inter alia held that interest payable as it is a statutory liability.

19.5 The Tribunal in the case of Micro Precision Vs. CCE, Bangalore-III 2009
(243) ELT 583 (Tri.-Bang.) held that interest being statutory, non-issue of Show
Cause Notice for delayed payment, only technical.

19.6 In the case of Divi's Laboratories Ltd. Vs. Commissioner of Customs and
Central Excise (A-III), Hyderabad, 2009 (242) ELT 566 (Tri.-Bang.) the Tribunal on
the issue of whether Show Cause Notice required for recovery of interest ruled that
assesse is duty bound to pay interest without waiting for any Show Cause Notice.

19.7 The above view further finds support in the decision of the Hon'ble Bombay
High Court in Commissioner of Central Excise & Customs, Aurangabad Vs. M/s
Padmashri VV Patil SSK Ltd. 2007 (215) ELT 23 (Bom) where the Court has held that
interest is chargeable in all cases of non-payment or short-payment and that even if
no notice issued interest liable to be paid for delay.

19.8 The Apex Court in the case of Commissioner of Central Excise Vs.
International Auto Ltd. 2010 (250) ELT 3 (SC) has held that payment by assesses in
default by own ascertainment or as ascertained by Central Excise Officer not
__exempt from interest chargeable under Section 11 AB ibid.

19.9 Government in its Order 153-154/2013-CX dated 25.02.2013 in the case of
Aurobindo Pharma Unit-V, Hyderabad has also earlier held that as per provisions of
Section 11AB ibid, interest is automatically payable for delayed payment of duty.

20. Government also finds that the case laws and Board’s Circular relied upon by
the Commissioner (Appeals) and referred to by the Applicant in the cross objections
to the Department’s Revision Application are not applicable to the facts and
circumstances of the present case. The Commissioner (Appeals) has relied on the
judgment of Stella Rubber Works (Unit-IT) Vs. CCE (Appeals) Bangalore 2007 (211)
ELT 433 (Tri) which is not applicable to present case as it pertains to a scenario
where period of filing appeal against a confirmed demand is not over. Similarly the
ratio in the case of Intas Pharmaceuticals Vs. CCE, Ahmedabad 2012 (276) ELT
251(Tri.-Ahmd.) is also not applicable in the present case as it is not a case where
any stay or appeal is pending. Moreover, CBEC's Circular No.13/92-CX.6 dated
04.11.1992 is also not applicable on the present case as no appeal was filed against

a demand.

21.  Government also observes that it is a matter of record in the grounds of
Revision Application filed by the Department that the applicant vide letter dated
10.02.2011 refused to pay the aforesaid interest under the plea that the said credit
had been reversed prior to utilization. This has not been refuted by the applicant in
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the cross objection filed by them. Government further observes that Rule 14 of
Cenvat Credit Rules, 2004 stipulates as under:

“where the CENVAT credit has been taken or utilized wrongly or has been
erroneously refunded, the same along with interest shall be recovered from the
manufacturer or the provider of the output service and the provisions of Section 11
~A-and-11-AA- ofthe ExciseAct- or-Section 73+ and 750 theﬁ‘nance Ac# shalf app/y—-—f
mufatls mutana/;s for eﬁ‘ectmg such reco veries”.

Further Government observes that CBEC’s CIFCU|BI’ No. 897/17/2009 CX .dated
03.09.2009 has clarified that the interest shaH be recoverabte when credit has been
wrongly taken, even if it has not been utillzed Further CBEC vire lts Clrcutar
No. 942/03/2011-CX dated 14.03. 2011 on Hon’ble H[gh Court’s decrsnon in the case
of Ind-Swift Labs Vs Umon of Indla 2009 (240) ELT 328 (P&H) has made xt dlstlnctly
ciear that

the issue has now been conc/uswe/y seit/ed by rhe Apex Court in t/?e departmenz‘a/
'_appea! agafnst the above mentioned ]udgment of P&H H/gh Court. The Apex Court

- vide its Judgment dated 7L 02.11 in Civi Appea/ No. 1 976 of 201 1.has set aside the =
'.-".aforesa/d order. of Honib/e H/gh Court. The Apex Coun." ‘has ruled that. "If the
e aforesa/a’ prows:on 15 read as a Who/e we i nd na"reason to read the word - “OR" in
beﬁmeen the express,'ons ‘taken or uu//zea’ rong/y or has been erroneousA/
refunded” as the word. ’£4ND " On the happenfng of ¢ any of the three c:rcumstances

s cred/t becomes recoverab/e along with mterest'_i_f’ In eﬁ’ect fherefore the view

beiae taken by the Board in f‘frcu/ar dated 03.09. 09 has oow been endorsed "’V tm. AD@V

-'_‘-Ggunf'” il = : e :

}22.' 'J'.Thus itis clear that where credlt has been taken or ut:lized wroneg, _the Same

is recoverabie aiong with interest. Government t" nds that the apphcants contentlon
'-that mterest is not payable as credit was not utmzed is not tenab!e This View
: t'urther Fnds support in the . various decnstons of the Hon’ble ngh Courts and the
: Tnbunal as dascussed below . . : -

22 1 Hon'ble Chennaz ngh Court in the case ot Commlsszoner of Central Exc;se
Chennai IV Vs Sundaram Fasteners lelted 2014(304)ELT 7(Mad ) has he]d that

Under Rule 14 of Cenvar Credit Rules 200‘4 on happenfng of any of three

: arcumsﬂances viz.,, credit taken or credit utilized. Wrong/y or credjt-has been
erroneousfy refunded’ then such credit becomes recovera'b/e along with /nterest—
Reversal of credit would not amount to “no credit” being taken-fnterest on wrong
credit payab/e under Rule 14 ibid and Section 1 7 AB of Central E,\’crse Act, o
frrespect/ve of utilization of credit”

22.2.-1In the case of Dr Reddys Laboratorles Ltd Vs Comm:sszoner of -Central
Excise & Service Tax, Hyderbad- 2013(293)ELT 81(Tr1 Bang), the Tribunal held that :
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V6. At this stage, there is only one ruling that is applicable to the instant case and
the same Js the one handed down by the Apex Court after interpreting the provisions
of Rule 14. The ruling is to the effect that the word 'or’ appearing between the
words “taken” and “utilized” cannot be read as snd’.  The effect of this ruling Is
unambiguously clear. Where an amount of inadmissible Cenvat Credit was taken by
5 manufacturer of excisable products or a provider of output service but later on
reversed, he has to pay interest under Rule 1 4 for the period from the date of taking
of credit to the date of its reversal, whether or not the credit was utilized. This is the
dear resulf of the interpretation given by the Apex Court to the provisions of Rule
14. It is binding on this Tribunal under Article 141 of the Constitution of India.”

23. Government has perused the decision of the Hon’ble Tribunal in the case of
Rajiakshfn_i Textile Processors Pvi. Ltd. Vs. Commissioner Central Excise, Salem,
2008 (231) ELT 489 (Tri) relied upon by the applicant in support of their contention
that no interest is payable on the credit reversed by them. Government finds the
facts and circumstances of the case are different and not applicable to the instant
case inasmuch while the decision of the CESTAT pertains to a case where the
credit has not been wrongly taken, in the present case there is no dispute that the
credit was wrongly taken and the inadmissible credit was reversed by the applicant.

24, From the foregoing, Government observes that the applicant was aware that
they had taken inadmissible CENVAT Credit and suo motu reversed the same and
also upon pointing out by the audit team and did not contest the reversal before the
Department. So question of issue of any Show Cause Notice or confirmed demand
thereof did not arise as it is not a case that applicant was not in agreement with the
Department. In these cases, Applicant had reversed the Cenvat credit without issue
of any Show Cause Notice but did not pay interest on the plea that the said credit
had been reversed prior to utilization. As held in the preceding paras, interest is
automatically payable for delayed payment of duty. As the Applicant has reversed
the credit belatedly, therefore it was obligatory on the part of assesse to make
payment of interest also without waiting for any Show Cause Notice and
confirmation of demand thereafter. Therefore, Government does not find any
infirmity in the impugned Orders-in-Original and upholds the adjustment of the
pending dues under Section 11 ibid towards the rebate claim sanctioned under Rule
18 ibid. As such, orders of Commissioner (Appeals) with respect to disallowing
appropriation of the pending dues against the 8 rebate claims are required to be set
aside.  Accordingly, Revision Applications filed by the Department with regard to

eight rebate claims are allowed.

. 25.  The Applicant has also filed Revision Applications claiming interest on
delayed payment of rebate in respect of the eight cases under consideration
whereunder the rebate was sanctioned on merit, however, the same has been
adjusted against pending interest liability. In these cases, the rebate has been
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sanctioned within the stipulated time limit. However, the same was adjusted against
pending interest liability. Such adjustment against sanctioned rebate against
pending liability has also been held legal and proper in the preceding paras. Hence,
question of delayed payment and consequent interest on the rebate claims does not
arise.  Under such circumstances, Government holds that the request of the
Apphcant for payment of interest on de!ayed payment of rebate is not mamtamable

Accord:ng[y, the Revision Appilcatlons F !ed by the Apphcant stand re}ected as devond
of merlt

2Bk In VIew of above discussmn Govemment mod:ﬁes the lmpugned Orders —in=
-;_Appeal to the extent: dsscussed above : : e

7ol S Re\nsson Appilcatlons are thas dzsposed off m above terms

_281. So ordered

20

i e . (RIMIHTM pRASAD)_'_i?- e
_JOINT SECRETARY TO THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA



£.N0.198/224-234/12-RA(CX)
F.Nc.195/1108-1119/12-RA(CX)
Ordar No.103-124/2015-CX dt.30.09.2015

G.0.I. ORDER NO.103-124/2015-CX DATED 30.09.2015

Copy to:

1 The Commissioner of Central Excise & Customs, Meerut-I, Opposite
Choudhary Charan Singh University), Mangal Pandey Nagar, Meerut-250005

(UP)

2 M/s Jubilant Life Sciences Limited, Plot ?\!é.ﬂ—A, Sector 16-A, Noida-201301,
District Gautam Budh Nagar (UP)

3. M/s Jubilant Life Sciences Limited, Village Sikandarpur Bhainswal,
Bhagwanpur, Roorkee (Uttarakhand).

4. The Commissioner (Appeals) Central Excise, Meerut-I, Mangal Pandey Nagar,
Opposite Choudhary Charan Singh University), Meerut-250005 (UP)

5 The Assistant Commissioner, Central Excise, Dehradun, E-Block, Nehru
Colony, Hardwar Road, Dehradun o e e

L,é./\f to JS(Revision Application)

7. Guard File

8. Spare Copy.

ATTESTED
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