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              S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                           RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

                      CIVIL APPEAL NO. 5807 OF 1999

COMMNR. OF CENTRAL EXCISE JAMSHEDPUR                        Appellant (s)

                        VERSUS

M/S TATA IRON & STEEL CO. LTD.                              Respondent(s)

(With office report )

WITH Civil Appeal NO. 1067 of 2000
(With office report)

Date: 16/02/2005  This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
        HON’BLE MRS. JUSTICE RUMA PAL
        HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ARIJIT PASAYAT
        HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE C.K. THAKKER

For Appellant(s)          Mr.Rajiv Dutta,Sr.Adv.
                          Mr. K.Swami,Adv.for
                       Mr. B. Krishna Prasad,Adv.

For Respondent(s)         M/s. Ravinder Narain,Sonu Bhatnagar,
                          Sajan Narain,Ajay Aggarwal and
                          Rajan Narain,Advs.

           UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                               O R D E R 

                       The Appeals are dismissed.

                  [SUMAN WADHWA]         [MADHU SAXENA]
                   COURT MASTER          COURT MASTER

                  Signed order is placed on the file.

                    IN THE SUPREME COURT OF  INDIA
                     CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION



                     CIVIL APPEAL NO.5807 OF 1999

             Commnr. Of Central Excise,
             Jamshedpur                                ..  Appellant

                      vs.

             M/s. Tata Iron & Steel Co.Ltd.               .. Respondent

                                    WITH

                      CIVIL APPEAL NO.1067 OF 2000

                                  O R D E R

               Having   regard   to   the   concurrent   findings   on

       the   claim   of   the   respondent   being   barred   by

       limitation   and   in   addition   considering   that   the

       period not covered by the period of limitation, the

       products   in   question   were   exempted   form   payment   of

       duty.  The appeals are accordingly dismissed.

                                           ....................J.
                                            (RUMA PAL)

                                       ....................J.
                                        (ARIJIT PASAYAT)

                                       ....................J.
                                       (C.K.THAKKER)
       New  Delhi;
       February 16, 2005.


