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OF THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA PASSED BY SHRI SHRAWAN KUMAR,
PRINCIPAL COMMISSIONER & EX-OFFICIO ADDITIONAL SECRETARY TO
THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA, UNDER SECTION 3SEE OF THE CENTRAL
EXCISE ACT, 1924, |

<4

Applicenl Indorama Synthetics (1) Ltd,
Respondent . Commissioner (Appeals| Customs, C. Excise & S. Tax, Nagpur

Subject : Revision Application filed, under section 35EE of the Central
Excise Act, 1944 against the Order-in-Appeal No.
NGP/EXCUS/000/APPL/579 to 875/15-16 dated 18.01.2016
passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) Customs, C, Excise & 8,
Tax, Nagpur.
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F.No. 195/133-420/2016:RA -

ORDER

This Revision application is filéd by M/ s Inderama Synthetics (1) Limited,

L1 MG ndustrial Area. Butibori, Nagpur (hertinafter referred as “the

slieants) againgt the Orders-ln-Appeal NGP/EXCUS/ODO/APPL/STS 10

' 516 deted 18-01-2016 passed by the Commigsioner [Appeais), Customs,
Cerisral Exare & 8T (Appeals), Negpur.

2 The Brief facle of the cause are the applicant is the-manufacturer of D
Texiorized Yurm (OTY) falling unden Chapter Heading 5402 & Polyestar Staple
Files 175K falling under Chapter Heading 5503, DTY and PSF ere hercinaller
alietively reforred 1o &8s “the finished gooids”. The applicant are availing the
{ecility of Cenvat eredit under the Cenvar Credin Rules, 204, The applicant has
exported Palvester Staple fibre on payment of Cenitral Excise Duty under chaims
of Rebate of duty and accordingly filed Rebate claims under Rule 18 of the
Central excise Rules, 2002 with the Deputy Commissioner, Central Bxcise
Divlsien -1, Nagpur. The Dy, Commissioner sanctioped the Rebate claim vide
i fullowing GlOs viz No. 883/2009/Dn-11/Reb 1o 922/2009/Dn-11/Reb dated
o] 1-2008; 010 1038/2009/Dn-ll/Reb to 1058/2009/Dr-11/Reb dated 14-12-
09, 1601/2008/Di-I/Ref to 1653/2008/Dn-11/Ref dated 12-12-2008;
1238/2008/Dn-11/Rel 1o 1287/2008/Dn-1l/Ref dated  11-10-2008;
1426/2008/Dn-11/Ref to  1509/2008/Dn-IlI/Ref dated  24-11-2008;
1727 /2008/Dn-11/Ref to  1760/2008/Dn-11/Rel  dated  30-12-2008,
[851/2008/Dn-11/Rel  to  1860/2008/Dh-llI/Ref dated  16-01-2009;
1867 /2008 /Dn-11/Rel to. 1869/2008/Dn-11/Refl dated 16-01-2009; and 010
1918/2008,Dn-11/Rel dated 23-01.2009. In some of the rebate claims, the
FOB value of the goods being exported was lower than the assessable value of
the goods and hence the rebate was restricted 1o the duty companent of the
FOB value snd thie extra duty paid was permitted to be taken as Cenvat credit
Thus the Deputy Cammissioner vide ‘the aforesaid Orders in Criginal
suncooned  intal tebste amounting to RsiNAOB.T7A0/- i cesh amd
Ry 12 20E76 - was pernitted to/be taken es Canyal credit; ont of the tatal
reroite cliim filed smounting 1o Rel1,02,09,606/-,

3 Agerieved by the afbresaid Orders the Department filed appeal with the
Commlssioner Appeals. Vide Orders in Appeal No NGP/EXCUS/000/
APPL/ST9 1o 875/ 15-16 dated 18.01.2016, Commissioner Appeal held that the
asseasee has got double betiefit of liquidation of his Cenvat credit in respect of
pepart of the same goods, onece duty drawback under Rule 3 of Customs,
Central Excise Duties and Service tax Drawback Rules, 1995 and again as 4
rebite of duty paid on exported finished poods under Rule 18 of Central Excise
Rujes, 2002, He held that the rebate claims have been wrangly sanctisned s
thev heve led to double benefit when the excise portion of drowback stands
sanctioned and they continued to avail the Cenyar facility having paid the duny
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F. No, 195/133-420/2016-RA

on exported product from Cenvat accuunt. He therefore ordered recovery of the
rebate sanctioned alongwith the interest.

The applicant, being aggrieved by the aforesaid Orders in appeal, filed
maEnt revision application on the following grounds:-
A) At the outset, the applicants submitted that the impugned Order-in
Anpeal dated 18.1 2016 passed hy the Commissioner (Appeals| Central Excise
& Cusioms, Nagpur is incorrect in facts as well as in law.

b All the grounds enumerated in the impugned Order-in-Appeal dated
1812016 for recovery of rebate amount sanctioried to the applicants are Hable
i be sot aside sinee they are beyond the scope of appeal filed by the Revenue,
The applicants were not put to notice as regards the grounds now taken m the
impugned Order-in-Appeal. The Commissioners of Central Excise, Nagpur
reviewed the orders sanctioning rebate claim on the grounds that the
applicants dre claiming double benefit for iquidation of cenvat credit i.e., duiy
drawback at full rate on inputs under Duty Drawback Rules and again
Clamitig rebate of duty paid on the goods exported under Rule 18 under
Central Excise Rules, 2002. In the impugned Order-in-Appeal, the
Commissioner (Appeals) has confirmed demand mainly on the ground that the
spplicants have avail the facility of cenvat credit for payment of duty on poods
exported and hence, the applicants are neither entitled for higher rate of duty
drawback nor for rebate under Rule 18 in respect of goods exported on
yment of duty. The applicants submit that this was never the case of the
evenue in appeals field by them. Hence the applicants submitted that the
lmpugnﬁ:l Order-in-Appeal dated 18.1.2016 is liable to be set aside in its
entirety.

ol The finding of the Commissioner (Appeals) that the applicants were riot
cntitled lor higher rate of drawback is beyond jurisdiction and perverse. Onders
sanctioning drawback were neither under challenge before Commssioner
(Appeals] nor bhad they been reviewed before sppropriate foruim by the
deperiment. The finding in the Order-in-Appeal that where the exporters cluim
the rehate on the final product exported then he could claim drawbacik only in
respect of customs duty portion paid on the inputs is immaterial, perverse and
hus no bearing in demdmg the present case, Therefore, the impugned Order-in-
Appeal passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) is beyond jurisdiction and
perverse. Hence, the Order-in-Appeal is liable 1o be set aside.

dl  The applicants submitted that they have fulfilled all the conditions
mentioned in the Notification No.68/2007-Cus(NT) for the grant of drawback
16%, According to the OIA, the only dispute is that the condition prescribed
with regard to non-availment of Cenvat eredit.
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&) The goods in dispute have been exported by the applicants on pavment ol
duty anrd ne Cenvat credit facility has been avialed in respect of inputs wused in
siivh guods exparted. The applicants are regularly availing credit on Hipnits
dur. wx fr g= the export goods are conoemmed in the present cuase, (he
cplaaris have not availed credii of duty paid on inpurs used in che
pattuliicture of such export goods. The applicants have Tulfilled the candition
ot inoch gg the applicanis have not availed credit of duty paid on hpurs
wsedl e manufacture of export gonds in the present cese. The applicents
hsel peversed the eredin of duty paid on input used in the final producis
evparted pripy 10 clegeiner of goodd for export Reversal of credly befors
uiilizing the ssme nmounts fo credit not sken at all Hence, the rebinte s
perrecthy eligible to the applicants. 11 view of the abave, the impugned Order
in-Appeal is liable to be dismissed in its entirely.

fi The applicant submitted that prior to claiming the drawback benefii a1
higher rate of duty, the applicants had reversed credit of duty paid on inputs
used 1 the manufacture of the exported final products. Sinee credit of doty
pald on inputs used in finished goods exported, initially taken has been duly
reversed before the ¢learance for export, the applicants have not availed cenvat
crodit facility on the inputs used in the manufacture of the finished goods
uxported. In support of the above submissions, the applicants place reliance on
the Hon'ble Supreme Court decision in the case of CCE Vs. Bombay Dyeing &
M. Co. Lwd, - 2007 (215} ELT 3 (SC), Circular No. 858/16/2007-CX dated
1.2.2007 and various other judegments wherein it has held that reversal of
Cenvat credit prior o utilization amounts to not taking the credit frself
Therelore, the findng m the impugned Order-in-Appeal that the applicants
bave avinled the cenvint credit facility and hence, the spplicants are not entitled
fr vebale claim is erroneous and the impugned Order-in-Appeal is Hable 1o be

el bl

g  There is no express or specific bar under Rule 18 read with Notification
No,19/2004-CE [NT} dated 6.9.2004 to deny the rebate of duty paid on the
finished goods exported on the ground that drawback has been ciaimed on
inpits or accumulated Cenvat credit has been uiilized for pavment of excise
duty on goods exported for which rebate has been claimed. On going through
the Notification, it is clear that Notification No. 19/2004-CE(NT) dated 6 9.2004
riowhere provides that duty on the exported goods cannot be paid through
aceymulated convat eredit in order to claim rebate, Further, the notification
does not e the grant of tebate in case where duty drawlack Has been claimed
morespect of nputs used n the export goods. Therefore, during the period
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January 2008 to April 2008, wher the applicants exported the final product
under rebate scheme, there was no requirement which provides that (i) duiy
has to B¢ paid in PLA / cash and the claimants ¢an claim either drawhack on
mputs or rebate of cduty paid on goods exported. Tharefore, the rebate
sanctioned by the DE]JHL}' Commissioner is correct in law and the
Commissioner (Appeals) holding recovery of rebate claim sanctioned 1o the
uppearits on the Basis of the aforesaid finding is contrary 10 the conditions
preseribed under Rule 18 read with Notifieation No. 19/2004-CE(NT). Hence,
the mpugned Order-in-Appeal is incormect and is Hable to bo set aside.

nl The spplicants have not claimed rebarte of duty paid on the inputs used
i the manufecture of cxport goods. Therefore, reliance placed by the
Commissioner (Appeals) on  Notification No, 21/2004-CEMNT) as  well
declaration e be provided under ARE-2, is erroneous. ARE-2 is filed when
exporter claims rebate of input credit. In the present case, the applicants have
rot claimed rebate of input credit and hence, the applicants have not filed
ARE-I. Therefore invoking ARE-2 ar conditions mentioned therein is perverse
and irrelevant.

The applicant submitted that the preserit issue is covered by the decision in the
case of L.K. Mehta Fulymm-'latd. It was held therein that benefit of drawback of
customs as well as excise portion and input stage rebate is not available at the
same time, It was also held that drawback of customs as well as exvise portion
and output stage rebate is available at the same time and that there is no
double benefit in this. The GOI held that sinee the claimant had claimed
output stege rebate and not input stage rebate, the rebate claims was not hit
by double benefit. The ratio of the aforesaid decision is squarely applicable in
the faots of the present cuse, In the present case also, the applicants have
claimed duty drawback ar input stage and rebate gt output stage ang thersfore,
i view of abpve judgement in L. K. ‘Mehta Polviners case the applicants have
correctly claimed rebate of output stage. The impugned Order-in-Appeal dated
|8 1.2016 passed by the Cominissioner (Appesls) being contrary (o the
aforesaid binding decision, is incorrect and linble to be set aside.

i Deeisions relied upon by the Commissioner (Appeals) are irrélevant &
dintinguishable,

k)  There is no double benefit involved in the present case. The applicant
submitted that the double benefit arises in case where, for a single tax
incidence, relief is availed more than once.

v the present case, the applicants have availed relief only by claiming

drawback of excise duty paid on inputs used in the export goods. Credit taken
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nn inputs was regularly being reversed surrendered as alfcady narrated
clsewhere iin this application. Therefore, it would be incorrect to hold that the
applicants have availed double benefit on inputs. Hence, there is no douahie
benefit #s alleged in the present rase. In support of the above submission, the
sitpdisants place reliance in RE: Banswera Syntex Ltd. - 2004 (170) BLT 124
ILtal). fn this csse, the assesses has procured mputs witheut pavment of duty
marler Wule 13 and cleared finished goods for export on payvment of duty undes
Utb for rélyate under Rule 12, The case of the Revenue was that the asiessee
menufuciured their exported products from duty [ree inputs and henge
iy asscssee was required to export their final products under bond only. As
et the Revenue, the assessee has cleared the exported goods on payment of
duty in order 1o encash the accumulsted cenwatl credit. Accordingly, the
Revenue alleged that assessee are not entitled for claim of rebate in respect of
goorts exported. Under these facts, GO! has held once assessee has followed the
provision of Rule 12 and cleared final product export payment the rebate claim
cannnl be dented to the assessee.

In \his regard, the applicants also placed reliance in the case of Spentex
Industries Lid, Vs, CCE- 2015 (324) ELT 686 (SC) wherein it was held that
rebate v sdmissible in respect of duty paid both on final as well as
intcrmediate products, simultaneously. In the aforesaid decisions, the duty on
the final product exported is paid by utilizing acoumulated cenvat credit, then
also the Hon'ble Courts has sllowed rebate claim under Rule 18 on such dury
nairl goodds exported. Had there been double benefit, the Hon'ble Courts would
nat have allowed the rebate claim on such exported goods.

rif The upphcants submitted 1t is 2 setled principle law thatin cases where
1he m'bate not sustainable, interest cannot be levied.

5 ln view of the aforessid submissions; the applicant submitted that the
revovery 8 not sustainable hence, the question of impeosing interest does not
arise. Therefore, impugned Order-in Appeal is incorrect and requested Lo set
aside the OIA and allow the revision application.

s A Personal Hearing was held in the matter on 27-10-2021. Shri
Gendra Jain and She C.8.Kushawa, Genersal Manager (Indirect Taxation),
Authonsed representative of the assessee attended the same on behall of the
sppheart They reiterated their submissions and also submitted that they have
not avmled double benefit.
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7. Goveinment has carefully gone through the relevant case records
available m case file, oral & wrilten gubmisgsions and perused the impugned
COrder-in-Originad and Order-in-Appeal.

g, Government nbserves thal the issue invelved Is whether the applicart
cin claim rebote of duty paid on export of goods through Cenvat when they
hrel cladmed Drowback at All industry fate of duties paid on inputs used i the
munufacture of 1the exported goods clmimimg that no Cenvat has been seailed.

Covermmen! ohserves that in this case the Rebate claims were
sanetipred by the Deputy Commissioner which was nol found to be in erder
wied 21 gppeal wag {iled with Commissioner Appeals who allowed the appeal of
the department and held that M/s Indo Rama Synthetics Pyt ltd. are not
entitled ta claim benefits of duty paid at both stages simultaneously Le. duty
paid at mput stage as well as finished goods stage and since the applicant has
already availed duty drawback, the rebate of duty peid on hnished exported
goods cannol be held admissible.

WL Government observes thal applicant has claimed that they have not
taken Cenvat credit on the inputs {as they have claimed 1o have debited the
same before the exporl) utilized in the manufacture of their linished goods
which is exported by them on payment of Central Excise Duty. However, in this
case the finished goods are exported by the applicant by paying duty from
accumulated Cenvat credit in order to avail benefil of rebate claim under Rule
1& of Central Excise Rules, 2002 read withk Notification No. 19/2004-CE.
T, dated 6-9-2004. The applicant has already availed duty drawback at
higher rate (Customs as well as Cenlbral Excise portion) in respect of said
PXpOrts

N Government notes that the term dmwbmtl-:_ hasg been defined in Rule 2(a)
ol Custooms, Central Excise Duties and Service Tox Drawback Rules, 1995 [as
amended) as under :-

) drewback™ in relation to any goods manufoctured in Indio, and exporited, memts
the rebate of duty chargeable on any imported matertals or excisable materivly ysed i
tiwe sitemienciere af such products

The said definition makes it clear that drawhack is rebate of duty chsrgeable
on inpuis used in the manufactiire of exported goods. Rule 1§ of Central Excise
Rules, 2002 stipulates that where any goods are exported Central Goveriment
may by notification grant rebate of duty paid on such excisable goods or duty
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paiedl on nuteriils used in the mamufacture or processing of such goods,
Hawever, in the instant case the Applicant s now claiming rebate of duty paid
o exporied goods while the benefiv of duty drawback of Central Excise i
respect of suid exported goods has shready been availed. The drawback s
nothing but rebate of diuty chargeable en matenals used 0 manufacturing of
exported gonds and therefore allowing rebate of duty paid on exported goods
N arnount to allowing both types of rebates of dity at inputs stage as well 1
nnmbed poods seage. Admittedly, the Applicant has availed both Cusiams as

o Ceitral Excise portion of drawback. By cleiming full drawbachk, the

5 ¢ had plready obtained a cash rebnte attributsble to the duty/texes
paid onthe mputs finput services used n the manufaotare of DTY & PSF
exported by him. In addition, by seeking cash rebate of the duty paid on the
DTY & PSF exported, the applicant seeks to obtain cash refund of duty paid on
the final product. The net result of the applicant’s action is claim of rebate of
dufy paid on input/input services (as drawback], as well as, rebate of duty paid
on final products through the impugned rebate applications. Both the rebates
are cash outgo's to the government exchequer, Had the applicant raken eredit
of duty paid on the input/ input services and used such credit for payment of
duty on the final product, his cash rebate would be restricted to the actual
duty paid on the finished guods exported, which is the actual tax burden
suffered by him in respect of the export consigriment. Instead, the applicant
has tried to take undue advantage of the export opportunity to ENCASH an
addiunnal amount lving idle in his CENVAT account. This cannot be permitted
un it resulis in excess outgo from government's exchequer than the actual tax
incidenee suffered on the goods exported. There was no necessity to pay duty
on cxported poods, Apparenitly, this was done to encash aceumulated credin.
Thus allowing rebare claamed would amount w double benefit which cannot be
Lt adinissible,

12 Governenent alse notes that condition 6 of the Notification No, 68/2011 -
Customs (N.T.) (which was applicable notification for rates of drawback in the
instant matter) reads as follows:

‘16} The figures shoum under the drawback rate and drawback cap
anpearing below the column "“Drawback when Cenvat fadlity has noi been
availed” refer to the ‘wtal drawback (customs, centrul  exase and  service
iy companent put together) allowable ......°

In this case was the Applicant has availed 1wtal drawback
[Customs, Central  Excise and Service tax component put together), allowing
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rehbate cluimed would amount 1o violation of'Rule 18 of the Central Excise Act,
1944 which permits either rebate of duty paid on excisable goods or duty paic
an inputs, Government also notes that applicant had paid duty on exported
gootls from Cenvat credit account. Therefore the applicant cannot claim that no
Cenval facility has been availed as such they have vialated condition No. 12{i)
of Notificaton No. G8/2007-Cus. (N.T.), dated 16-7-2007. Since the applicant
lsas idrendy availed duty drawback @ 16%, allowing rebare of duty puid on
enported poocls  will definitely amounts te double benefit which s oot
cerminsible. The harmonious and combined reading of staturary provisions af

rawhovk wnd rebate scheme brings out that double benefit is not permissible
o u ieneea] Pule, In view of this position the rebate of duly poid on exported
Fo0is s not adsnisstble in these cases,

13. Government observes that the applicant has contended that the finding
of the Commissioner Appeal that the applicants were not entitled for higher
pate of drawback is beyond jurisdiction since it was not challenged before
Commissioner Appeal by the department, The contention does not appear 1o be
correct,  On going through the Commussioner Appeal's QOrder, Government
finds that the department in their grounds of appeal has categoneally referred
te the provisions of Rule 3 of Customs, Central excise Duties and Service Tax
drawback Rules,1995. The issuc decided by Commissioner (Appeal) is non
admissibility of rebate on exported goods.

(5.1 Puriher, the Applicant has cited number of case laws in sapport of his
submission,  But none of the case law allow rebate of duty pald on exported
goocls when duty drawback of Central Excige portion is already availed. In case
of Spentex Industties Lid. Vs CCE-2015-TIOL-239.-8C Government observes
i@ the asscsues hos clammed rebate of duty on inputs and finished exported
prociuct, however in the instant ease the applicant has availed duty drawback
at the highor rate on the inputs even though they have availed Cenvat facility
in d4& much as payigg the duty on the finished product through Cenvat
aceount.  Shmilarly in case of LK. Polymers Ltd.-2013{292ELT131G0I
Government observes that the assossee has taken drawhack on the custom
portion only which is clearly mentioned in para 8 of the said judgment and
henee they are eligible for rebate on exported product. The relevant portion of
the para § is as under:

8. Government noles that the anilieenif htive auailed customs portion of All
intiustry Rate of Drawback when Cenvat facility has been availed, as evident
from copies of Shipping Bills. Copies of Shipping Bills shinwe that the applicant
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has clammed drawback @ 2,6% with value cap of Rs. 1.8/ unit under the heading
‘Drawback under Cenvat faality has been availed.’

V2 Hun'ble High Court of Madras in the case of Raghav Industries Lid. Vs
Lirion af lirdia 20]16(334ELT 584{Mad) has Weld that

SEE While sensctsoning vehare. e oxpoee poogls, befuge nme ad e sinke. the bestefits iavidivi

W iR ek o Mye said goolds, under different sehemie, are seidned o Be teker o

corehit) A Sikairing (e the samctton, does oor result i swdue heoefit 1o the eluimim. 1w

et of disny peid ony exeisatle gootle exportod oo duy dvenvhack” o expury g an

e SR TNt O Exvinyt Rudes. 2000 and Colsganys, Central Excive Dutles aul

o Bl & Rudes, 1905 Belr the vibes arv invendied b giive reltef to the exporors hy

whietes o oo pmafed Whew the parittomer= fed evarled diny dranvhack of Customs Cimirad

v g Seavier Toxove the exporred poids: they) aee ngl prtitled fir the rebate under Ryl 18
e Uil Excliye Rules, 2002 by way of cask payment ad & wauld vesult in dowble benefir,

4. A« pur the proviso to Rule 3 of Customs, Central Excise Duties ond Service Tax Drawback
Ruden. 1995, u drevwback mai e allovwed on the export of goods o sieh amoitet, oF ai stiek rais,
o iy e determined by the Ceniral Government provided diat swhere any goods.are prodinced
ar aarigdaotred from tmported materialy or excisable maserials or by using ony saxable services
s inpel serviees: on same of which only the duty or tax chargeable thereon hay been paid ond
HOUan (R rest or ol a plart of the duty or tax chargeable has been paid: or ihe dity ar 1ax paid
has been rehated or refunded in whole or i part ar given as credit, under any of the provisions
of the Crstoms Aer, 1962 and the rules made therevnder. or of the Central Excive Act, [944 amid
the rufes maite theveunder or of the Finanes Aet, 1994 and the rules made therewndos, e
dnndiuck ailmissible on the said goods shall be reduced taking o account the lesser diny or
tay pend ot tehente. refiond v eredit obtatied

PE I Bndymivat relied upon the Jearned connsel far the petitioner. the Hom' bl Sipreme
et o (el rhat five boticfirs of rebate on the input o oire Jiand ax well on the finivhed goods
crgpried wor the ather hand shall fall widhin the proviyions of Rule 18 of Cevgral Excise Rules
ST et it eipnsivens are entitled Jo hoth i rebates wnder the siid Rule.

I il vase owhand, il benefis ciaimed by the peationees dre covered tmider tvo diffevent
st < e sder Cesioms, Centred Exviye Dities aud Serviee Tax Drawback Rules. 1993
I Suctenn 73 of the Customy Act, 1962 omd the other winder Rule 18 of the Central Excise
Rulés 2002 Sinee the isswe. tnvolved in the present well petition. is covered under v differen
sigizdes. the fodvmem refigd ypon by the learved cogiisel for the Petitioner is nol applicahle o
1he facrof the présent case.

IT Ay per the proviso o Rule 3 of the Customs, Centrsl Exeise Duties and Service T
vl & Radew: 993, the pititioner ix i) entitled (o claint bath the rebates. ”

151 Under the circumstances; allowing rebawe of duty paid on exported
qoods in this case would amount to allowing both the types of benefits ie.
drawback of duty at input stage as well as rebate on finished goods stage
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allowing encashimient of accumulated Cenvat credit unrelsted to export goods,
which will be contrary to the provision of Rule 18 of the Centrul Excise Rules,
2002, The Government, therefore holds that impugned rebate claims are nat
seliniasible.

152 Governmient holds that the instant rebate claims of duty paid on
exported goods is ne admissible under Rule IB of Central Excise Rules, 2002
read with Notificaton No. 1972004-C.E. (NT.), dated 6-9-2004 when exporer
has alrendy availed toia) duty drawbrek (Customs, Central Excise and Service
lax component put together) i respect of exporfed goods, Govwerament linds no
legul infirmuy an the ympugned Orders-in-Appeal and therefure uplolds the
SHIe.

6.  Rewvision application is disposed off in above terms.

(SHRAWAN KUMAR)

Principal Commissioner & Ex-Officio
_ Additional Secretary to Go ment of India.
To  ORoER e 53 i 21 [&m-c rmz){-wgnﬂcmhn Booti- st
M /s Indo Rams Synthetics (10 Litd.
A-31, MIDC, Industrial Area,

Butibord, Nagpur,
Mahorashirn-431122

Caopy to !
1. The Commissioner of Customs & CGST, Telangkhedi Road, Civil
ines, Nagpur-440001
_)./ér. P.8, 1o AS (RA}, Mumbai.
3. Guerd File.
4, Netice Board,
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