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RAJU 

This appeal has been by GRASIM INDUSTRIES LTD against denial of 

the benefit of RoDTEP Scheme in respect of 13 Shipping Bills.  

2. The learned counsel for appellant has clarified that their exported 

goods in 13 Shipping Bills. In the column ‘I’ of the Shipping Bill, they had 

clearly indicated their intention to claim the benefit of RoDTEP Scheme.  

3. Revenue is of the opinion that the appellant had failed to disclose it the 

proper column which is column ‘D’ of the Shipping Bills. A copy of the 

shipping bill is reproduced below:- 
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4. Heard both sides, learned AR relies on the impugned order. 

5. Revenue is of the opinion that the appellant had not claimed the 

benefit of the said scheme at the time of filing Shipping Bill and that is why 

the benefit has been denied. The impugned order is states as follow: 
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 “w.e.f 01.01.2021, it is mandatory for the exporters to indicate in 

their shipping Bill whether or not they intend to claim RoDTEP on the 

export is not specifically claimed in the Shipping Bill, no RoDTEP would 

accrue to  the exporter.” 

 

5.1 We find that this statement is totally incorrect and false. The only error 

committed by the appellant was that instead of column ‘D’, they have 

claimed the benefit of column ‘I’.  

6. The impugned order is set aside and appeal is allowed with 

consequential relief. 

 

(Dictated and pronounced in the open Court) 
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