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going through the above cited Apex court judgement, it is observed that the facts and 

circumstances covered under the said Apex court judgment is entirely different from 

the facts and circumstances of the case in question as the party/assessee involved in the 

cited case was agriculturist, who was also the owner the tea gardens and was involved 

in the processes being performed on the green tea leaves produced by him, while in the 

present case, it is the manufacturers other than the cultivator or producers of the tea, 

who is undertaking various manufacturing processes to convert green tea leaves to the 

tea fit for human consumption. It is only after the manufacturing of the black tea from 

the green tea leaves, that Unilever is procuring the same for storage in the warehouse 

for further processing the same by way of blending and packaging prior to exporting the 

same to the overseas market. 

Thus, the above cited judgement relied upon the appellant is not applicable to the 

present case and hence is clearly distinguishable. 

32. Regarding the argument of the appellant that the explanation by virtue of Circular No.

16/16/2017-GST dated 15.11.2017 is contrary to the Notification No. 12/2017-CT {Rate)

dated 28.6.2017, it is observed that the clarification is not contrary rather it clarifies the

doubts of trade and department on certain issues and is consistent with the said

notification. The Board is empowered under section 168 of the CGST Act 2017 to issue

such circulars for the purpose of uniformity in the implementation of the Act and all

officers and all other persons employed in the implementation of the Act shall observe

and follow such orders/circulars.

33. Now, after we conclude that the products stored in the warehouse of the appellant are 

not the agricultural produce, we come to the question asked in the advance ruling

application filed by the them i.e. "Whether the supply of warehouse services used for

packing & storage of tea, under above mentioned facts & circumstances was/is

exempted vide Serial No 54(e) of Notification No. 12/2017- Central tax (rate) or 

otherwise.". The answer to this question will be negative as the said exemption granted

vide the above notification is provided to the storage and warehousing services when

provided in relation to the agricultural produce.
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In view of the above discussion, we pass the following order: 

ORDER 

We do not find any reason to interfere with the ruling given by Authority for Advance 

Ruling vide No. GST-ARA-30/2017-18/B-38 dated 23.05.2018. 

Thus, the appeal is rejected in terms of the above order. 

Copy to- 1. The Appellant 

2. The AAR, Maharashtra

3. The Pr. Chief Commissioner, CGST and C.Ex., Mumbai

4. The Commissioner of State Tax, Maharashtra

5. The Jurisdictional Officer

6. The Web Manager, WWW.GSTCOUNCll.GOV.IN

7. Office copy
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