Audit Report (Revenue Receipts) for the year ended 31 March 2004

Chapter II - Sales Tax



Test-check of assessment files, refund records and other connected documents of Commercial Taxes department conducted during 2003-2004 revealed under-assessments of sales tax amounting to Rs 235.48 crore in 1784 cases, which broadly fall under the following categories:

(Rupees in crore)

	Sl. No.
	Nature of irregularity
	No. of cases
	Amount


	1.
	Incorrect grant of exemption
	155
	33.82


	2.
	Application of incorrect rate of tax
	68
	6.21


	3.
	Non/short levy of tax
	1,176
	110.38


	4.
	Non-levy of penalty
	30
	5.30


	5.
	Demands not taken to Demands, Collection and Balance Register 
	10
	1.76


	6.
	Other irregularities
	345
	78.01


	Total
	       1,784
	235.48



During the year 2003-2004, the Department accepted under-assessments etc., of Rs 41.64 crore in 1760 cases, of which 40 cases involving Rs 18.38 crore were pointed out in audit during the year 2003-2004 and the rest in earlier years.  Out of this, an amount of Rs 90.50 lakh in 128 cases was realised.

A few illustrative cases involving Rs 98.45 crore are mentioned in the following paragraphs.

According to Section 16(3) of Andhra Pradesh General Sales Tax Act (APGST Act), 1957, interest is leviable on tax, penalty or any other amount due to Government if such dues are not paid within the time specified for payment.  These provisions also applicable to the dues under the Central Sales Tax (CST) Act with effect from 12 May 2000. The dues are recoverable as if they were arrears of land revenue. 

Failure to pay the taxes on the due dates attracts levy of interest at slab of 18, 24, 30 and 36 per cent depending upon the range of delay upto March 2000 and at the rate of 36 per cent per annum in respect of delay exceeding one year with effect from 1 April 2000.

During the course of audit to ascertain the effectiveness of Departmental mechanism in enforcement of demand and levy of interest under the APGST and CST Acts, the following irregularities were noticed.

2.2.1.
Non-levy of interest on sales tax collections made but not remitted or delayed remittances to the Government

In 19 circle offices( and two AC (CT) LTU offices( interest amounting to 
Rs 4.95 crore was not levied on the amounts of sales tax collected from the customers and retained by the assessees without remitting to the Government in 64 cases under APGST and CST Acts for the years 1997-98 to 2001-02 finalised between October 2000 and March 2003.

In 11 circle offices( and two AC (CT) LTU offices( interest amounting to 
Rs 11.91 crore was not levied on the unpaid amount of monthly taxes along with monthly returns in 32 cases under APGST Act and two cases under CST Act for the years 1998-99 to 2001-02, finalised between November 2001 and March 2003 where the delay ranged between one day and three years. 

After this was pointed out in audit, in three cases the Department collected 
Rs 2.79 lakh and agreed to revise assessments in five cases and collect 
Rs 10.32 lakh in respect of two of these cases. In respect of 20 cases the Department contested that interest is leviable at the rates per annum basis. The reply is not tenable in view of the provisions of the Act. Final reply in respect of remaining cases has not been received (November 2004).

2.2.2
Non-levy of interest on final demands not paid or paid late

During the course of audit of 24 circle offices( and AC (CT) LTU, Vijayawada it was noticed in 64 cases under APGST Act, for the assessment years 1995-96 to 2001-02 finalised between January 2001 and March 2003 and 31 cases under CST Act, for the assessment years 1999-2000 to 2001-02, finalised between June 2001 and January 2003 the assessees did not pay the amount of final demand to the end of 31 March 2003. The amount of interest in these cases worked out to Rs 9.43 crore under APGST Act, and Rs 2.59 crore under CST Act. However the assessing authority neither levied interest for non-payment of assessed tax nor took action for collection of dues along with interest as arrears of land revenue.

During the course of audit of five circle offices( it was noticed that the Department had not levied interest amounting to Rs 103.90 lakh on belated payments of final demand in six cases under APGST Act and in one case under CST Act for the assessment years 1997-98 to 2000-01 finalised between March 2001 and December 2002.  The range of delay was from nine days to 232 days in respect of cases under APGST Act and 541 days under CST Act.

After this was pointed out, the Department accepted to revise and collect Rs 22.06 lakh in respect of six cases and in respect of 40 cases the Department contested that interest is leviable at the rates on per annum basis. The reply is not tenable in view of the provisions of the Act. Final reply in respect of remaining cases has not been received (November-2004).

In reply to the above paras, Government stated (October 2004) that the intention of the Government is to use the rate of interest on 'per annum basis' for all the three slabs of below one year. The words "per annum" have wrongly appeared at the bottom in the 4th slab of more than one year. It was also stated that on account of the possibility of introduction of Value Added Tax amendments to correct the error could not be taken up.  The reply is not acceptable as the amendment made by Act 19 of 2000 reads that the expression "at flat rate 36 per cent of tax due" in respect of the last slab shall be substituted by "at the flat rate of 36 per cent of the tax due per annum".  Thus, it is clear that the intention of Government was only to amend the last slab and not the earlier three slabs.  As such interest in cases of delay of less than one year is leviable at slab rate only and not at per annum rate.

Under Andhra Pradesh General Sales Tax Act, 1957, every dealer has to pay tax at the prescribed rate on his turnover of transfer of property either as goods or in some other form involved in the execution of works contract subject to exemptions and deductions provided for.  Further every dealer, who in the course of business purchases any goods from unregistered dealers and consumes such goods in the manufacture of other goods for sale or otherwise shall pay tax on the turnover relating to purchase at the same rate at which the tax would have been leviable under the provisions of the APGST Act.

2.3.1
Incorrect computation of turnover

For determining taxable turnover, deductions specified under APGST Rules, 1957, shall be allowed from total contract receipts and for determining value of materials, expenditure incurred on material before incorporation shall be included.  Material supplied by the contractee on recovery basis shall also be included in the taxable turnover.

During the course of audit of 46 circles( and unit office Tandur it was noticed between May 2002 and February 2003 that the assessing authorities while finalising between January 2002 and March 2003 the assessments in 153 cases relating to assessment years 1998-99 to 2001-02 allowed inadmissible deductions from taxable turnover in contravention of the provisions of rules/judicial pronouncements, resulting in short levy of tax of Rs 14.49 crore.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authorities revised between November 2003 and January 2004 the assessments in six cases and initiated action in one case.  In eight cases, it was stated between June and August 2003 that the cases would be examined.  Further report in these cases and final replies in 76 cases where the department did not agree to the point of audit and replies in remaining cases have not been received (November 2004).

2.3.2
Incorrect composition of tax

Under APGST Act, an assessing authority can accept composition of tax payable on works contracts, other than ineligible contracts notified( by Government, at the rate of two per cent from 1 April 1995 to 31 December 1999 and four per cent thereafter. Tax is payable on the total amount paid or payable on the works contract subject to deduction of turnover entrusted to registered sub-contractors.  No other deduction is allowable from the total receipts which was also affirmed by a judicial decision(.

During the course of audit of 11 circles(, it was noticed between August 2002 and July 2003 that the assessing authorities while finalising between October 2001 and March 2003 the assessments in 15 cases relating to the years 1999-2000 to 2001-02 allowed composition of tax on contracts like electrical contracts, refrigeration and installation of air conditioning notified by Government as ineligible.  The incorrect composition/deductions resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 38.09 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessments were revised between May and July 2003 in three cases, and in three cases it was contended that deductions towards labour charges, service charges, departmental recoveries etc. are admissible deductions.  These replies were not tenable as APGST Act does not provide for such deductions and tax was payable on the total amount paid or payable to the dealer.  Further replies in these cases and replies in remaining cases have not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between November 2002 and July 2004 and to the Government between March and October 2004.  The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

With a view to encourage growth of industries in the State, the Industries Department in Government of Andhra Pradesh has been notifying various Incentive Schemes from 1989 providing sales tax incentives in the form of sales tax deferment and sales tax holiday (exemption) to industrial units.

One such scheme ‘Target-2000’( was part of the New Industrial Policy, 1995 operative from 15 November 1995 to 31 March 2000. However, Government extended( the benefit under the scheme to those units, which were in the pipeline as on 31 December 1999 and went into commercial production before 31 March 2002.  This scheme was known as the Pipeline Industries Scheme.  According to the scheme, sales tax deferment for a period of 14 years or sales tax holiday for a period of seven years was admissible on the goods manufactured at the option of large, medium and small scale industries upto 135 per cent of the eligible fixed capital investment.  The scheme was also admissible to those units that set-up expansion projects involving enhancement of fixed assets and increase in production capacity.  The incentives granted were liable to be recovered if the unit went out of production for a period exceeding one year. 

For according sanctions under various Incentive Schemes, Government constituted State Level Committee (SLC) and District Level Committees (DLCs). Commissioner of Commercial Taxes and Deputy Commissioners represent the Commercial Taxes Department as members of SLC and DLCs respectively.  On the basis of the sanctions, Commissioner of Industries issues final eligibility certificates (FECs) indicating the extent and duration of incentives for implementation by the Commercial Taxes Department.

Irregularities in course of sanction and availment of sales tax incentives noticed during local audit of Commercial Taxes Department are enumerated in the following paragraphs.

2.4.1
Irregular sanction of sales tax incentives to ineligible Industries

According to the Government order of May 1996 certain industries listed in the annexure to the order were not eligible for the incentives.

During the course of audit of six( circles and two( unit offices it was noticed between December 2002 and January 2004 that the assessing authorities while finalising between July 2001 and March 2003 the assessments relating to the years 1997-98 to 2001-02 allowed sales tax incentives to 28 industrial units included in ineligible list resulting in incorrect availment of sales tax exemption of Rs 90.90 lakh. 

A few cases are illustrated below:

(Rupees in lakh)

	Sl.

No.
	Name of the circle/ Unit/ No. of cases
	Period (Month/ Year of Assessment)
	Ineligible Commodity/

Industry
	Amount availed


	1
	General Bazar, Secunderabad 

(7 cases)
	1997-98 to 2000-01 (07/2001 to 10/2002)
	Plywood and flush doors
	28.92


	Assessing authority replied (January 2004) that assessees were manufacturers of plywood and were neither sawmill owners nor manufacturers of furniture.  The reply is not tenable as the product (Plywood and flush doors) for which incentive was sanctioned were ineligible units. Further reply has not been received (November 2004)

	

	2
	Piduguralla

(8 cases)
	1999-2000

(between 08/2002 and 01/2003)
	Cem powder, limestone powder and lime powder
	13.07


	Assessing authority replied (September 2003) that the pulverising unit requires machinery run on electricity and involves technical know how for processing raw material i.e. burnt lime into cem powder.  The reply is not tenable as burnt lime and cem powder is one and the same thing and burnt lime was included in ineligible list. Further reply has not been received (November 2004). 

	


(Rupees in lakh)

	Sl.

No.
	Name of the circle/ Unit/ No. of cases
	Period (Month/ Year of Assessment)
	Ineligible Commodity/

Industry
	Amount availed


	3
	DCTO, Piduguralla 
(8 cases)
	1999-2002

(05/2002 and 10/2002)
	Cem powder
	9.79


	Assessing authority stated in August 2003 that exemption was in order as it was sanctioned based on the activities of the industries.  The reply is not tenable as cem powder is not eligible for sales tax incentive. Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

	


Final reply has not been received in any of the other cases either (November 2004).

2.4.2 
Sanctions to products not involving manufacturing activity/not covered by sanction

According to the schemes, sales tax incentives are available to the products, which are specified in the FECs and manufactured by the industrial units.  Sale of raw materials to execute works contract is not eligible for sales tax incentives as the sale is only a deemed sale of raw material to work and no finished product of the manufacturer is emerging.

During the course of audit of three( circles and one unit it was noticed between May and December 2003 that in respect of four industrial units sales tax exemption amounting to Rs 13.90 crore was sanctioned against which exemption of Rs 57.05 lakh was availed between the years 1999-2000 and 2001-02 though the products were not covered by sanction and there was no manufacturing activity, as per the details given below:

(Rupees in lakh)

	Sl.

No.
	Name of the circle/ Unit/ Period (Month/ Year of Assessment)
	Commodity/Industry

Irregularity
	Amount Availed


	1
	Nellore-III

2001-02

(January 2003)
	Wires produced from wire rods not being a manufacturing activity and thus not eligible under the scheme
	18.53


	2
	China Waltair, Visakhapatnam

1999-2000 (05/ 2003)
	Computer stationery not covered under the scheme
	33.65


	3
	Kurnool-III

2001-02

(March 2003)
	Plastic reprocessed granules, not covered under sanction were exempted in place of plastic covers 
	0.58


	4
	DCTO, Ananthapur

2001-02

(March 2003)
	Tax levied on execution of works contract, not covered under sanction
	4.29


	
                                                                                   
	Total
	
	57.05



After this was pointed out in audit between May and December 2003, the assessing authorities stated between January 2003 and January 2004 that the matter would be/has been taken up with the DC (CT)/Commissioner of Industries in cases of Nellore-III and China Waltair circles, assessment would be revised in case of Kurnool-III circle and matter would be examined in case of DCTO, Ananthapur. Further replies have not been received (November 2004).

2.4.3
Non-remittance of tax collected during availment period of sales tax exemption (holiday)

According to the terms and conditions of sanction of incentives, the industrial units availing sales tax exemption are not entitled to collect sales tax from the customers during the period of availment of sales tax exemption and in case they collect the tax, it is liable to be remitted to Government.

During the course of audit of three( Circles it was noticed between August and October 2003 that three units availing sales tax holiday collected sales tax of Rs 42.54 lakh between the years 1999-2000 and 2001-02 but neither the same was remitted by these units to Government account nor the assessing authorities initiated any action to get the same remitted while finalising the assessments between February 2002 and January 2003.

After this was pointed out in audit the assessing authorities stated between July and October 2003 that the matter would be examined.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

2.4.4
Incorrect sanction of incentives without fixing base turnover

The quantum of sales tax incentives to different units for the manufacture of same end product set up by the same group of management from time to time in the same district or within 150 kms. radius will be limited to the maximum incentives allowed to the new industrial unit. They will not be eligible separately for all the incentives.  Therefore, the existing units establishing new units for the same end product shall be treated as expansion and should contain base turnover.

During the course of audit of five circles( it was noticed between July and December 2003 that the assessing authorities while finalising between June 2002 and February 2003 the assessments in five cases incorrectly allowed excess sales tax incentive of Rs 4.01 crore without reference to base production turnover.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authorities stated between July and December 2003 that the incentive was granted based on the order of Commissioner of Industries and it would be taken up with higher authorities.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

2.4.5
Irregular sanction of sales tax exemption to units not covered by the scheme

According to Government order( of July 1998 incentives shall not be sanctioned to units set up after 1 August 1998 within the boundaries of urban development areas of Hyderabad and Visakhapatnam except green industries.

During the course of audit of Rajendranagar circle it was noticed in October 2003 that a biscuit manufacturing unit located in Kattedan Industrial Estate registered after 1 August 1998 though not included as green industry was sanctioned sales tax exemption of Rs 3.54 crore against which the unit availed sales tax exemption of Rs 16.81 lakh during the year 2001-02.  The assessing authority while finalising in November 2002 the assessment however failed to detect the irregularity and refer the matter to higher authorities for appropriate action.

After this was pointed out in audit, it was stated in October 2003 that the matter would be examined.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

2.4.6
Non-recovery of excess availed incentive 

During the course of audit of Ferozguda circle it was noticed in August 2003 that against sanctioned amount of Rs 50.37 lakh, an assessee had availed sales tax incentives of Rs 59.03 lakh during the year 2000-01.  The excess availed amount of Rs 8.66 lakh though recoverable together with interest was not recovered while finalising the assessment in August 2002.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority did not furnish  relevant reply.

2.4.7
Irregular sanction under pipeline scheme

Under the pipe line scheme the incentives were admissible to units under pipeline as on 31 December 1999, provided they go into commercial production before 31 March 2002.

During the course of audit of Saroornagar circle it was noticed in September 2003 that a unit, which had not started commercial production by the due date was sanctioned sales tax incentive of Rs 132.13 crore against which an amount of Rs 6.42 lakh was availed during 2001-02.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority stated in October 2003 that the matter would be brought to the notice of the Commissioner of Commercial Taxes. Final reply has not been received (November 2004). 

2.4.8
Incorrect sanction under Liberalised State Incentives Scheme, 1989 (LSIS)

Under LSIS, 1989, which was in operation from 3 October 1989 to 2 October 1992 sales tax incentives were admissible only to the new industries but not existing units on expansion/ modernization /diversification etc.

During the course of audit of AC (LTU)( Kakinada it was noticed in December 2003 that sales tax incentive of Rs 94.65 lakh was irregularly sanctioned and availed of by existing industrial units under LSIS.  The assessing authority however failed to detect the irregular availment of incentive by the unit while finalising the assessment in March 2003.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority replied that the incentive was sanctioned for the newly installed refinery unit in the same premises, which started commercial production from 14 November 1991.  The reply is not tenable as incentive under the above orders is applicable to new industrial units only, and not in cases of installation of new units of an existing industry which are to be categorised as expansion.

Further report on this matter has not been received (November 2004).
2.4.9 
Loss of interest

According to government order( of 16 October 1989 (Liberalised State Incentives scheme for setting up new industries) total amount of sales tax deferred would become payable without interest in as many annual instalments as the number of years for which sales tax deferment was allowed and would commence immediately after the expiry of the deferment period.  Delayed payment would attract interest at 21.5 per cent.

During the course of audit of two LTUs( and three circles
 and unit office (Saroornagar) it was noticed between September 2002 and October 2003 that interest was not levied on non/delayed payment between October 2001 and November 2003 of deferred tax of Rs.1095.17 lakh in four cases and for non-remittance of sales tax collected of Rs.34.25 lakh between April 2001 and March 2002 due for remittance between May 2001 and April 2002  in another case.  This resulted in loss of interest of Rs 5.02 crore for the period from April 1998 to March 2004.

After this was pointed out in audit, Assistant Commissioner (LTU) Hyderabad (Rural) stated in December 2003 that conditions prescribed in the final eligibility certificate were followed.  This contention is not correct as interest was leviable under the provisions of APGST Act for delayed payment of tax. Assistant Commissioner, Kakinada (LTU) stated in December 2003  that incentive was sanctioned for newly installed refining unit in the same premises which started commercial production from 14 November 1991.  The reply is not tenable as incentives were to be allowed to new industries and not to industries which were already in existence and going for expansion. Assessing authority, Saroornagar stated in August 2003 that the matter would be examined.  Assessing authority at Vidyanagar agreed to revise and collect Rs. 34.08 lakh.  Assessing authorities at Adoni-II and Kodad promised (September and October 2003) to examine the matter. Further report has not been received (November 2004). 

The above matters were referred to the Department between August 2003 and June 2004 and to the Government between March and June 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken. Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

2.4.10
Short debit to incentives

During the course of audit of three( Circles it was noticed in June 2002 that in respect of three industrial units the entire tax on products eligible to avail incentives during the years 1998-99 and 1999-2000 was not debited to sanction resulting in short debit of Rs 13.77 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit two assessing authorities stated in June 2002 and August 2003 that action would be taken.  In respect of third unit at Marredpally no reply has been furnished (November 2004).

2.4.11
Non-recovery of incentives granted under sales tax exemption (holiday) due to closure of production before the stipulated period

The incentives granted to an industrial unit shall be liable to be recovered if the unit goes out of production for a period exceeding one year.

During the course of audit of one LTU and one circle( and one unit office( it was noticed in August and December 2003 that out of three units availing Industrial incentives two units were closed and one stopped production for a period of more than one year during the period of availment.  The units had availed tax exemption of Rs 1.94 crore during the years 1999-2001 under Target 2000 and earlier schemes.  But neither the Industries Department cancelled the sanctions nor the Commercial Taxes Department initiated action to recover the tax availed while finalising the assessments between March 2000 and July 2002.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessing authorities replied that the matter would be examined/brought to the notice of Commissioner of Industries.  Further reports have not been received (November 2004).
Under the APGST Act and rules made thereunder tax on goods/commodities sold is to be levied at rates specified under various Schedules to the Act.

During the course of audit of six circles( it was noticed between October 2002 and January 2004 that the assessing authorities while finalising the assessments between February 2001 and March 2003 for the years between 1997-98 and 2001-02 in six cases had erroneously worked out tax payable by the assessees as Rs 2.09 crore against Rs. 19.61 crore.  These arithmetical mistakes had resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 17.53 crore.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments involving Rs. 17.24 crore were revised between May and October 2003 in three cases.  In remaining cases the assessing authorities stated that assessments would be revised.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between April 2003 and April 2004 and to the Government between July and October 2004.  Their reply has not been received (November 2004).

Tax at different rates is leviable as laid down in the Schedules to the APGST Act, 1957, according to classification of goods.  However, when the goods are not covered under First to Sixth schedules tax is leviable under Seventh schedule at the rate of tax applicable from time to time.  Further it was judicially held( that where there is a specific entry for an item under the Act, it would prevail upon a general entry.

During the course of audit of one LTU(, 24 circles( and one unit office( it was noticed between December 2001 and February 2004 that in 55 cases while finalising assessments between June 2000 and March 2003 for the years between 1997-98 and 2001-2002, the assessing authorities had incorrectly levied tax of Rs. 6.15 crore instead of Rs. 15.64 crore due to misclassification of goods.  This resulted in short levy of tax of Rs.9.49 crore.  A few illustrative cases are tabulated below:

(Rupees in lakh)
	Sl. No.
	Name of 

the circle/

No. of cases
	Period/ (Month & year of assessment)
	Nature of irregularity
	Taxable turnover/

Tax leviable/

Tax levied
	Short/ non-levy


	1
	Peddapuram

(4)
	1997-99

(Between 12/2000 and 3/2002)
	Maize Starch and tapioca starch were treated as maize and tapioca which are exempted goods instead of as general goods under schedule VII, taxable at 10 per cent.
	
2,274.43

  227.44

-Nil-

-
	227.44


	Commissioner replied in September 2003 that tapioca, maize and starch are different commodities and revised two of these assessments for the year 1997-98.  Further report in these cases and replies in remaining cases have not been received (November 2004).

	

	2
	AC (LTU), Hyderabad 

(Rural) Division 

( 1 )
	1999-2000 

(March 2003)
	Jelly filled cables & optical fibre cables taxable at 10/12 per cent under 7th schedule as general goods was taxed at 3 ½ / eight  per cent as electronic goods
	3,095.19

310.68

110.97
	199.71


	Assessing authority revised the assessment in August 2003.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	3
	Nacharam, Hyderabad

(1)
	1999-2000

(March 2003)
	Telephone instrument classified as electronic goods and taxed at 3 ½ / eight per cent instead of 16/12 per cent under item 11 of 1st schedule.
	929.19

135.77

47.03
	88.74


	The assessing authority stated in February 2004 that tax was levied as per the orders of Government issued in G.O.Ms.No.252 Rev (CT.II) dated 19.5.95. The reply of the Department is not tenable as there was specific entry for telephones equipment.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	4
	Nampally, Hyderabad
(4)
	2000-01 

(12/ 2002 & 01/ 2003) 
	Audio Cassettes taxable at 16 per cent were taxed as electronic goods at eight/12 per cent.
	1,066.48

170.63

104.42
	66.21


	The assessing authority stated in December 2003 that the assessments were finalised based on the judgment of STAT in 937 to 939/2002 dated 15th September 2003. The reply is not tenable in view of an independent entry for the commodity and judicial prouncement by Andhra Pradesh High Court holding that specific entry prevails over general entry.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	5
	Lalapet, Guntur
(1)
	2001-02 
(March 2003)
	Sale of Aerated water taxable at 12 per cent under item 21 of VI schedule was treated as works contract and taxed at eight per cent after allowing deductions
	479.55

57.55

4.70
	52.85


	The assessing authority stated in September 2003 that the customer supplied material like chemicals and Co2 gas and tax was levied correctly.  The reply is not tenable as the agreement/contract is for sale of aerated water duly packed in 500, 1000 and 2000 ML bottles and tax was leviable on aerated waters.  Further report has not been received  (November 2004).

	


With respect to assessments, other than the illustrated cases, the assessing authorities in two cases contended that the transactions fall under works contract.  This contention is not tenable as in these cases sale of goods was involved and hence taxable as sales and not as works contract.  In three cases it was contended that the goods are electronic goods according to a list appended to a Government order.  This reply also is not tenable as the Government order to which this list was appended was rescinded.  In respect of 19 cases where the goods sold were voltage stabilisers, audiocassettes, telephone instruments, LCD projectors etc., the assessing authorities treated them as electronic goods.  This contention is not correct as the goods fall under different specific entries of the Schedules and cannot be treated as electronic goods.  Final replies have not been received in respect of other cases (November 2004). 

The above matters were referred to the Department in October 2002 and July 2004 and to the Government between March and October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

Under Central Sales Tax Act (CST), 1956, inter-state sales not supported by declaration in form 'C' are taxable at twice the rate applicable to sale or purchase of these goods inside the appropriate state in respect of declared goods and in respect of other goods at 10 per cent or at the rate applicable to sale or purchase of such goods under the state laws whichever is higher.  However, up to 12 May 2002 if the state rate of tax is lower such lower rate was applicable.  It has been judicially held( that it is essential to produce 'C' form.  Similarly export sales not supported by prescribed form 'H' is to be treated as inter-state sales not covered by 'C' form and assessed to tax accordingly.

During the course of audit of one LTU(, 30( circles and one unit( office it was noticed between January 2001 and February 2004 in 58 cases relating to the assessment years 1997-98 to 2001-02 finalised between March 2000 and March 2003 that tax was levied at concessional rate though the transactions were not supported by 'C' forms resulting in non/short levy of tax of 
Rs 4.47 crore.  A few illustrative cases are tabulated below:

(Rupees in lakh)

	Sl. No.
	Name of 

the circle/

No. of cases
	Period/ (Month & year of assessment)
	Nature of irregularity
	Taxable turnover/

Rate of tax leviable/

levied
	Short/ non-levy


	1
	Nacharam, Hyderabad

( 1 )
	1999-2000
(March 2003)
	Telephone instruments treated as electronic goods
	1,205.51

16, 12  
2,8,10 
	131.42


	The assessing authority stated in February 2004 that the telephone instruments were treated as electronic goods as per G.O.Ms.No.252 Rev. dated 19.5.95 and rates as applicable were correctly levied.  The reply is not tenable as there is a specific entry for the commodity and correct rate was not levied. . Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

	

	2
	Jeedimetla

R.R District

( 1 )
	2001-02

(02/2003)
	Inter-State sale of Continuous cast copper rods taxed at 1 per cent instead of  State rate of tax
	418.55

12.00

1.00
	46.04


	The assessing authority stated in October 2003 that the matter would be examined and report submitted. . Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

	


(Rupees in lakh)

	Sl. No.
	Name of 

the circle/

No. of cases
	Period/ (Month & year of assessment)
	Nature of irregularity
	Taxable turnover/

Rate of tax leviable/

levied
	Short/ non-levy


	3
	Jeedimetla

( 1 )
	1999-2000
(01/ 2003)
	Inter-state sale of insulators incorrectly exempted as transit sale of switch gears
	309.54

16, 12

Nil
	45.66


	The assessing authority stated in October 2003 that insulators are parts of switchgears.  The reply is not tenable as the benefit of lower rate of tax is available only to switch gears and no exemption is available for insulators alone.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

	


After this was pointed out in audit assessments have been revised in nine cases out of which an amount of Rs.1.44 lakh was collected in one case.  Final replies have not been received in respect of other cases (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department in October 2002 and to the Government between March and October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

Tax at the rates specified in I to VI Schedules to the APGST Act, is leviable on the commodities included in these Schedules.  Commodities not specified in any of these Schedules were taxable under VII Schedule at 10 per cent between 1 April 1995 and 31 December 1999 and 12 per cent thereafter.

During the course of audit of one LTU(, 19 circles( and three unit offices( it was noticed between May 2002 and January 2004 that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments in 29 cases between May 2001 and March 2003 for the years 1997-98 to 2001-02 had levied tax at lower rates than specified in the Schedules resulting in short levy of tax of Rs 2.16 crore. 

A few cases are tabulated below:

(Rupees in lakh)
	Sl. No.
	Name of the circle/No. of cases
	Period (month & year of assessment)
	Commodity/ Nature of irregularity
	Turnover/Rate of tax (per cent) leviable/ levied
	Amount of short levy


	1
	Jubilee Hills

Hyderabad

( 1 )
	1999-2000 

(May 2002)
	Tractors (Item 50 of 1st schedule) sold to distributors was taxed at 4 per cent which was rate exclusively for agricultural purposes
	4,046.13

8.00

4.00
	161.85




	The assessing authority stated  in October 2003 that with a view to pass on the reduced rate of tax to the agricultural purpose such lesser rate was adopted.  The reply was not tenable as reduced rate of tax was admissible on sales solely for agricultural purposes for which no supporting records were available.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	2
	S.D. Road, Secunderabad, 
 ( 1 )
	2000-01 

(03/2003),
	Sound transmitting equipment 
(Item 11 of I Schedule)
	173.45

12 & 8.00

12 & 4.00
	12.09


	The assessing authority stated in June 2003 that sound-transmitting equipment is nothing but telephone and applicable rate is 12 per cent as per G.O.57 dated 18 January 2001.  The reply is not tenable as all sound transmitting equipments are not telephones.  The nature of equipment has not been specified.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	3
	Hyderguda, 
Hyderabad
( 1 )
	1999-2000
(03/2003)
	Electronic systems taxable at 3.5 per cent upto 31.12.99 and 8 per cent from 1.1.2000 (Item 38 - 
I Schedule).  However tax was levied at the rate of 3.5 per cent for the entire period.
	178.59

8.00
3.50
	8.04


	Government stated in October 2004 that assessment has been revised and adjusted from excess tax paid by the assessee.

	


After this was pointed out in audit with respect to other than illustrated cases, assessments were revised in four cases and an amount of Rs.6.99 lakh was collected by way of adjustment.  Final reply has not been received in respect of other cases.
The above matters were referred to the Department in April 2003 and June 2004 and to the Government between June and October 2004.  The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

APGST Act, and rules made thereunder provide that in respect of tax found due from an assessee on final assessment a demand notice shall be issued to him for payment of dues within prescribed period.  Demands so raised should be posted in the DCB register and collections thereof watched through this register.  Failure to take demands to the register might lead to non-collection of the amount resulting in loss of revenue and understatement of arrears.
During the course of audit of two offices( it was noticed in December 2003 that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments for the years 1998-99 to 2001-02 in 15 cases had failed to post the demands of Rs 1.93 crore to DCB Register.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authorities stated in December 2003 that demands would be taken to DCB Register. Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between May and July 2004 and to the Government between July and October 2004. Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).
Under APGST Act, every dealer who transfers the right to use any goods for any purpose to any lessee for cash, deferred payment or other valuable consideration is liable to pay tax at the rate of five per cent upto 31 December 1999 and eight per cent thereafter on the amount realised or realisable on such property by the dealer.

During the course of audit of five circles( and one unit office( it was noticed between May and December 2003 that tax of Rs 1.27 crore on lease rentals/hire/service charges of Rs.16.01 crore received by the assessees was short/not levied in seven cases during the years 1999-2000 to 2001-02.  A few illustrative cases are given as under:

(Rupees in lakh)
	Sl.

No.
	Name of the circle/

Unit /(No. of cases)
	Period (Month/ year of assessment)
	Turnover involved
	Tax leviable/

levied
	Tax short/

not levied


	1
	Nampally, Hyderabad

( 1 )
	2001-02
(February 2003)
	999.57
	79.97

-Nil-
	79.97


	The assessing authority stated in December 2003 that the matter would be examined.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	2
	S.D. Road, Secunderabad

( 1 )
	2001-02
(November 2002)
	320.07
	25.61

-Nil-
	25.61


	The Government stated in October 2004 that transaction falls under inter-state sales as per Section 38 of APGST Act.  The reply is not tenable as the transaction is taxable under lease rentals and exemptions given are not in order. Further report has not been received (November 2004).

	

	3
	Anakapalli
( 1 ) 
	2000-2001
(August 2002)
	237.71
	19.02

-Nil-
	19.02


	Assessing authority stated in August 2003 that the audit objection along with assessment file would be transferred to assessing authority concerned i.e., Commercial Tax Officer, Steel Plant, Visakhapatnam.   Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

	


After this was pointed out in audit, in the remaining cases the assessing authority in Rajampet circle and Abids unit stated in May 2003 that matter would be examined whereas assessing authority at Kamareddy stated in October 2002 that turnover was assessed to tax based on  the orders of appellate authority in a different case.  The reply is not tenable as these were taxable in terms of a judicial( decision.

The above matters were referred to the Department between April 2003 and May 2004 and to the Government in July 2004; their reply has not been received (November 2004).

APGST Act, and Rules made there under provide for certain exemptions from the turnover before the turnover is assessed to tax.  Further, the Act provides for grant of exemption by State Government through a gazette notification.

During the course of audit of one LTU(, 14( circles and three unit( offices it was noticed between July 2002 and January 2004 that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments in 25 cases between May 2001 and March 2003 for the years between 1998-99 and 2001-02 incorrectly exempted turnover of Rs.14.09 crore on account of printed calendars, freight charges, waste paper, liquor, cement pipes etc., from levy of tax. This has resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 1.11 crore.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments were revised in two cases out of which of Rs 0.58 lakh was collected in one case. Final reply has not been received in remaining cases (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between October 2002 and May 2004 and to the Government between July and October 2004.  The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

Under APGST Act, penalty leviable shall not be less than three times of tax which may extend upto five times of tax leviable where the assessing authority is satisfied that failure of the dealer to disclose turnover or any other particulars correctly, was wilful.

2.12.1 
During the course of audit of two( circles and two( unit offices it was noticed between October 2002 and November 2003 in four cases that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments between April 2001 and March 2003 for the years between 1994-95 and 2000-01, failed to levy penalty of Rs 25.84 lakh including tax of Rs 1.73 lakh in one case for wilful suppression of turnover.

After this was pointed out in audit, in one case it was stated in November 2002 that the dealer had expired and it was not possible to collect the penalty.  In respect of other cases final replies have not been received (November 2004).

2.12.2
Under APGST Act, the offence of evasion of tax can be compounded by payment of Rs 3,000 or double the amount of tax recoverable, whichever is greater.

During the course of audit of one( circle and one unit office it was noticed in November 2002 that the assessing authority while finalising assessment between July 2002 and January 2003 for the years between 1999-2000 and 2000-01 in respect of two assessees compounded the offence by accepting compounding fee of Rs 6,000 only instead of compounding fee of Rs 5.81 lakh at double the tax payable. This resulted in short levy of compounding fee of Rs 5.75 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, Government stated in October 2004 that collection of compounding fee is on the basis of offer and acceptance and there is no scope for third party intervention to increase or reduce it.  It was further stated that the general opinion is that any amount not exceeding double the amount of tax can be offered and accepted once it is higher than Rs 3000.  This contention was not in order in view of specific provisions of the Act.

2.12.3
According to APGST Act, where a dealer issues or produces a false bill, voucher, declaration or other document with a view to support or make any claim that a transaction of sale or purchase effected by him or any other dealer, is not liable to be taxed or liable to be taxed at a reduced rate of tax, the assessing authority shall on detecting such issue or production direct the dealer issuing or producing such document to pay penalty at three or five times the tax due in respect of such transaction depending upon the case being first detection or second and subsequent detection respectively.

During the course of audit of two( circles it was noticed in August 2003 that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments of two dealers in October 2001 and January 2002 for the years 1999-2001 in eight cases failed to levy penalty of Rs 80.38 lakh though the dealers produced false bills in support of their claim for exemption.

After this was pointed out in audit it was stated between July 2002 and January 2003 that the matter would be examined. Further reports have not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between January 2003 and May 2004 and to the Government in July 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).

According to APGST Act, when the total turnover of a dealer in a year exceeds Rs. 10 lakh, turnover tax (TOT) at one per cent is leviable with effect from 1 August 1996 on second and subsequent sales of goods specified in first, second, fifth and seventh schedules to the Act.  However, levy of turnover tax on works contract was exempted with effect from 3 January 2000 by an order( dated 31 December 1999.

During the course of audit of 18( circles it was noticed between August 2000 and February 2004 that the assessing authorities while finalising assessments between February 2000 and March 2003 for the years between 1997-98 and 2001-02 in 32 cases failed to levy turnover tax of Rs. 59.32 lakh though the turnover in these cases exceeded Rs.10 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments were revised in three cases and in two cases additional demand taken to DCB Register.  In six cases, Government stated in October 2004 that levy and collection of turnover tax on certain electronic items encourages grey market endangering the realisation of basic rate of tax and also that instructions were issued to levy and collect turnover tax on telephone instruments and cell phones.  It was further stated that Government is considering exemption of turnover tax on these items by way of issue of notification.  However, no such notification has been issued and exemption from levy of TOT in these cases was irregular.  Further reply in these cases and final reply in other cases has not been received (November 2004).

Under the provisions of APGST Act, and notifications issued there under set- off can be allowed on sale of finished goods for tax paid on purchases of raw material and used in the manufacture of goods provided transactions at both ends take place within the state. 

2.14.1
During the course of audit of 10 circles( and one unit office( it was noticed between June 2002 and January 2004 that set off of tax of Rs. 140.65 lakh was allowed between June 2001 and February 2003 against admissible set off of Rs. 98.03 lakh during the assessment years1998-99 to 2001-02 in 19 cases. Excess grant has resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 42.62 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments were revised in six cases of which an amount of Rs 3.39 lakh was collected in three cases.  In other two cases it was stated in June 2002 and June 2003 that set-off is admissible in view of clarification( of CCT.  This contention was not tenable as the clarification was not relevant in cases of set-off of tax paid on purchases of finished goods.

2.14.2
 Goods enumerated in sixth schedule to the Act are taxable at every point of sale in the state.  According to the proviso to the schedule, tax to be paid at any point of sale other than first point of sale shall be determined after deducting the tax levied on the turnover of such goods at immediate preceding point of sale by a registered dealer.

During the course of audit of seven circles( it was noticed between October 2001 and December 2002 that value of tax paid at the preceding point was incorrectly arrived at between February 2001 and February 2002 by applying incorrect rate of tax on opening stock or allowing set-off on goods not put to sale during the years between 1997-98 and 2000-01 in 11 cases.  This resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 15.06 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit assessments were revised between October 2002 and October 2003 in nine cases, of which an amount of Rs 5.52 lakh was collected/adjusted in four cases.  Further reply has not been received in respect of other cases (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between January 2003 and June 2004 and to the Government between July and October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).


Under APGST Act, dealers shall not collect any amount by way of tax in excess of the amount of tax already paid by them at the time of purchase and payable on sales under the provisions of the Act.  Any sum so collected in contravention shall be forfeited to Government.

During the course of audit of eight circles( it was noticed between June 2002 and January 2004 that excess tax of Rs 38.54 lakh collected during the years 1998-99 to 2001-2002 in 10 cases was not forfeited to Government though the assessments were finalised between April 2001 and January 2002.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments were revised in five cases out of which four were taken to DCB Register.  In one case it was contended in October 2004 that the amount represented value of cement for self-consumption, but not tax collection.  The reply is not acceptable as it is contrary to the facts recorded in assessment order that the amounts represents tax collections.  In remaining cases final reply has not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between December 2002 and June 2004 and to the Government between March and October 2004.  The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).


Under APGST Act, any sale of goods by a dealer to another for use by the latter as raw material, component part, sub-assembly part, intermediary part, consumables or packing materials of any other goods which he intends to manufacture inside the state, tax at four per cent shall be paid subject to production of ‘G’ form issued by the purchaser who has to get himself registered as a manufacturer.  Further, Government departments and Andhra Pradesh State Road Transport Corporation (APSRTC) are entitled for availing concessional rate of tax on their purchases on production of prescribed forms/declarations.

During the course of audit of seven circles( and two unit offices(it was noticed between September 2002 and January 2004 that concessional rate of tax was allowed between December 1999 and March 2003 in 12 cases for the years 1999-2000 to 2001-2002 though the purchasers did not furnish 'G' form or the purchasers were not registered to avail the concessional rate or the goods sold were not entitled for the benefit of concessional rate or prescribed form/declaration was not furnished.  This has resulted in short levy of tax of Rs 36.98 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, assessments were revised in three cases out of which an amount of Rs 2.76 lakh was collected in two cases.  Further report in these cases and reply in remaining cases have not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between February 2003 and May 2004 and to the Government between July and October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).


2.17.1
Under item 154 of first schedule to APGST Act, butter and ghee sold by any organisation registered under the Companies Act, 1956, or the AP Coop Societies Act, 1964, are taxable at eight per cent at the point of first sale.

During the course of audit of Barkatpura Circle, Hyderabad it was noticed in January 2004 in the case of an assessment finalised in September 2002 for the year 2001-02 that sale turnover of ghee of Rs 92.22 lakh of a company was not assessed to tax. This resulted in non-levy of tax of Rs 7.38 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority stated in January 2004 that the turnover was exempted treating it as falling under item 5 of Second schedule to the Act.  The reply was not tenable as tax is leviable at the point of sale and not at the point of purchase.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004)

2.17.2
Under third schedule to APGST Act, paddy, ground nut, oil seeds and cotton seed are taxable at four per cent at the point of first purchase in the state. It was judicially held( that seeds purchased from un-registered dealers do not qualify for exemption as certified and truthfully labelled seeds unless there is evidence to show to that effect.

During the course of audit of Basheerbagh circle it was noticed in June 2003 in an assessment for the year 2001-02, finalised in March 2003, that turnover of Rs 146.39 lakh representing first purchase of foundation seed of paddy, groundnut, oil seeds and cotton from un- registered dealers was not assessed to tax resulting in non-levy of tax of Rs 5.86 lakh.  As the seeds were neither certified nor truthfully labelled, the exemption was not in order.

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority stated in June 2003 that the dealers had purchased foundation seeds and distributed for agricultural purposes and not as grain and hence no tax was leviable. The reply is not tenable in view of the judicial decision. 

2.17.3
During the course of audit of Hyderguda circle it was noticed in June 2003 in an assessment for the year 2000-01, finalised in March 2003 that turnover of Rs 45.31 lakh representing opening stock of electronic voltage stabilisers taxable at 12 per cent was not assessed to tax resulting in non-levy of tax of Rs 5.44 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in audit, the assessing authority stated in June 2003 that the books of accounts would be called for and examined.  Further report has not been received (November 2004).

The above matters were referred to the Department between December 2001 and March 2004 and to the Government between March and October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).


According to APGST Act, any dealer who purchases any goods from unregistered dealers and consumes such goods in the manufacture of other goods for sale or consumes them otherwise or dispatches them to a place outside the state except as a direct sale or purchase shall pay tax at the rate at which the tax would have been leviable under the provisions of the Act.

During the course of audit of four( circles it was noticed between October 2002 and September 2003 that purchases by the assessees from unregistered dealers during the years between 1998-99 and 2001-02 were not assessed to tax by the assessing authorities between October 2000 and January 2003 in four cases. This resulted in non-levy of tax of Rs 12.23 lakh.

After this was pointed out in audit the assessing authorities stated between November 2001 and September 2003 that the assessment has been revised in one case and in other cases stated that assessments would be examined/revised. Further report has not been received (November 2004).
The above matters were referred to the Department between March 2003 and May 2004 and to the Government in October 2004. The Government stated in October 2004 that necessary action would be taken.  Further reply has not been received (November 2004).


The Deputy Commissioner (CT) allowed an assessee who fell in arrears of tax of Rs 45.88 lakh, to pay the dues in 25 quarterly instalments of Rs 1.84 lakh each starting from 15 February 1997 with the condition that interest accrued on the instalments shall be paid along with the last instalment.  Though the dealer did not adhere to the conditions the Department did not levy interest.  The interest worked out to Rs 64.74 lakh for the period from April 1998 to March 2003.  Final reply has not been received from the Department (November 2004).

In another case an assessee company went for liquidation with arrears under APGST & CST Acts.  However, interest on the outstanding balance of 
Rs 103.27 lakh under APGST Act and Rs 33.42 lakh under CST Act was neither levied nor demanded by the Department.  The interest in this case worked out to Rs 4.96 crore.  Final reply has not been received from the Department (November 2004).
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2.19	Non-levy of interest on non-payment of arrears of taxes





2.7	Non/short levy of tax on inter-state sales sales ssales





2.8	Application of incorrect rate of tax





2.9	Demands not taken to Demand, Collection and Balance (DCB) Register





2.10	Short/non-levy of tax on lease rentals





2.11	Incorrect grant of exemption





2.12	Non levy of tax, penalty and compounding fee





2.13	Non/short levy of turnover tax





2.14	Excess/incorrect grant of set-off and Value Added Tax





2.15	Non-forfeiture of excess tax collections





2.16	Incorrect application of concessional rate





2.2	Non-levy of interest





2.18	Non-levy of tax on materials purchased from unregistered dealers








(	Hyderabad (Begumpet, Hydernagar, Jeedimetla, Khairtabad, Nacharam, Rajendranagar, Sanathnagar, Saroornagar, Tarnaka), Secunderabad (Maredpally, MG Road, Panjagutta, SD Road), Kodad, Ongole-II, Parchoor, Vijayawada (Convent Street, Benz Circle) and Tirupathi


(	Punjagutta and Vijayawada


(	Ananthapur-I, Gudiwada, Hyderabad (Begumpet, Khairtabad, Nacharam, Sangareddy, Sanathnagar), Nandigama, Secunderabad (S.D. road) and Visakhapatnam (China Waltair and Kurupam market), 


(	Kakinada and Punjagutta


(	Ananthapur-I, Bapatla, Dharmavaram, Gudiwada, Hindupur, Hyderabad (Basheerbagh, Begumpet, Jeedimetla, Khairtabad, Nacharam, Nampally, Rajendra Nagar, Sangareddy, Sanathnagar, Tarnaka), Kakinada, Nandigama, Parchoor, Secunderabad (S.D. Road), Tirupathi-II, Vijayawada (Benz Circle, Convent Street), Visakhapatnam (Kurupam Market) and Warangal (Beet Bazar)


(	Hyderabad (Khairtabad, Tarnaka), Kakinada, Nandigama, Visakhapatnam (Kurupam Market)


(	Amalapuram, Anakapalli, Ananthapur-II, Bhimavaram, Hindupur, Guntur (Lalapet), Hyderabad (Agapura, Basheerbagh, Ferozguda, Hyderguda, Jubilee Hills, Khairatabad, M.J. Market, Nampally, Panjagutta, Rajendranagar, Sanathnagar, Tarnaka) Janagaon, Jagannaikpur (Kakinada), Kadapa-I, Kakinada, Karimnagar, Khammam-III, Mahaboobabad, Markapuram, Narsaraopet, Nellore-I, II, III, Nizamabad-III, Ongole-I, II, Parvathipuram, Piduguralla, Produtturu-II, Rajahmundry (Aryapuram), Visakhapatnam (China Waltair, Daba Gardens, Dwarkanagar, Gajuwaka, Kurupam Market) Secunerabad (Maredpally, Ramgopalpet), Tenali (Gandhi Chowk) and Tirupati-II


(	G.O.Ms.No.787 Rev. CT. II Department dated 21 September 1996


(	Ganon Dunkerley Vs State of AP 23 APSTJ 195


(	Amalapuram, Ananthapur-II, Hyderabad (Abids, Agapura, Basheerbagh, Ferozguda, Khairatabad, Punjagutta, Sanathnagar), Nandigama and Secunderabad (Malkajgiri)


(	G.O.Ms.No.108 Industries & Commerce (IP) department dated 20 May 1996


(	G.O.Ms.No.588 Industries & Commerce (IP) department dated 20 November 2000


(	Ambajipeta, Guntakal, Hyderabad (Saroornagar, Jeedimetla), Piduguralla and Secunderabad (General Bazar)


(	Piduguralla and Visakhapatnam (Daba Gardens)


( 	Nellore-III, Visakhapatnam (China Waltair), Kurnool and DCTO Ananthapur


(	Adoni-II, Hyderabad (Jeedimetla) and Secunderabad (Malkajgiri)


( 	Hyderabad (Ranigunj), Jedcherla and Secunderabad (Malkajgiri and Market Street), Adoni-II


(	G.O.Ms.No.241 Industries & Commerce (IP) department dated 15 July 1998


(	Large Tax Payers unit


(	G.O.Ms.No.498 Industries & Commerce (IA) Dept. dated 16 October 1989


(	Hyderabad (Rural) and Kakinada


�	Adoni-II,Hyderabad (Vidya Nagar), and Kodad 


(	Hyderabad (Ranigunj), Secunderabad (Malkajgiri and Maredpally)


(	Gudiwada and Hyderabad (Rural) (LTU)


(	Vuyyur


(	Hyderabad (Agapura, Saroornagar, Sultanbazar), Nandigama, Sangareddy, Secunderabad (Ramgopalpet)


(	Replica Agency Vs State of AP (2002) 124 STC 271 APHC


(	Hyderabad (Rural)


(	Bapatla, Guntur (Lalapet), Hindupur, Hyderabad (Abids, Agapura, Barkatpura, Begumpet, Ferozguda, Hyderguda, Jeedimetla, Mehdipatnam, Nacharam, Nampally, Punjagutta, Sanathnagar, Saroornagar, Tarnaka, Vidyanagar), Kurnool-III, Peddapuram, Secunderabad (General Bazar, S.D. Road), Vijayawada (Benz Circle, Convent Street) 


(	Jeedimetla


(	State of Rajasthan Vs Sarvotam Vegetable Products  (1996) 101 STC 547 SC


( 	Hyderabad (Charminar)


(	Ananthapur, Ananthapur-II, Chilakaluripet, Dharmavaram, Hyderabad (Abids, Agapura, Begumpet, Ferozguda, Hissamgunj, Hyderguda, Jeedimetla, Khairatabad, Nacharam, Nampally, Punjagutta, Rajendranagar, Tarnaka), Kadiri, Nandigama, Palakol, Piduguralla, Secunderabad (General Bazar, Malkajgiri, M.G. Road, Mahankali street, Maredpally, Ramgopalpet), Tadepalligudem, Tanuku and Warangal (Beet Bazar)


(	Rajahmundry (Aryapuram)


(	Abids Division


(	Chilakaluripet, Eluru, Hyderabad (Agapura, Begumpet, Ferozguda, Hyderguda, Jubilee Hills, Khairatabad, Nacharam, Saroornagar), Kurnool-III, Nandigama, Narasaraopet, Sangareddy, Secunderabad (S.D. Road), Vijayawada (Seetharampuram), Visakhapatnam (Gajuwaka, Suryabagh, Kurupam Market)


(	Eluru-II, Hyderabad (Panjagutta, Rajendranagar)


(	Assistant Commissioner (Commercial Taxes) LTU, Nellore Division and Visakhapatnam (Gajuwaka)


(	Anakapalli, Hyderabad (Nampally), Kamareddy, Rajampet and Secunderabad (S.D. Road) 


(	Hyderabad (Abids)


(	M/s Krishna Mohan Beverages & Contractors Pvt. Ltd., Visakhapatnam Vs State of   Andhra Pradesh (2002) 34 APSTJ 103 STAT


(	AC LTU (Abids)


(	Hyderabad (Agapura, Jubilee Hills, Gandhinagar, Hyderguda, Khairatabad), Kadapa-I, Kadiri, Nalgonda, Nandigama, Nellore-I, Nizamabad, Rajahmundry (Town circle), Vijayawada (Park Road), Visakhapatnam (Suryabagh)


(	Anakapalle (Gandhi Market), Hyderabad (M.J. Market) and Vijayawada (Autonagar)


(	Sangareddy and Warangal (Fort Road)


(	Nizamabad-III and Vijayawada (Seetharamapuram)


(	Khammam and DCTO Amberpet


(	Narsaraopet and Dharmavaram


(	G.O.Ms.No.914 Rev. CT II Department dated 31 December 1999


(	Hyderabad (Hyderguda, Jubilee hills, Rajendranagar), Guntur (Eluru Bazar), Kakinada, Kurnool-III, Nizamabad-II, Nizamabad-III, Rajahmundry, Rajampeta, Ramchandrapuram, Secunderabad (Tarnaka, Mahankali Street), Tanuku, Vijayawada (Benz Circle, Sivalayam Street), Visakhapatnam (Suryabagh) and Warangal (Beat Bazar)


(	Hyderabad (Ashoknagar, Jeedimetla, Nampally, Punjagutta, Ranigunj and Sanathnagar), Nandyal-II, Secunderabad (Ramgopalpet), Rajahmundry (Town) and Warangal (Ramannapet)


(	Rajahmundry (K.V.R.Swamy Road)


(	A1(1) 1751/2000 dated 3 February 2001


(	Hyderabad (Begumpet, Khairatabad, Nampally, Narayanaguda), Secunderabad (Ramgopalpet, Malkajgiri), Visakhapatnam (China Waltair)





(	Dharmavaram, Hyderabad (Agapura, Gowliguda, Khairatabad, Ranigunj), Secunderabad (Malkajgiri), Suryapet and Visakhapatnam (Gajuwaka)


(	Hyderabad (Begumpet, Jeedimetla, Khairtabad, Mehdipatnam), Secunderabad (Ramgopalpet), Visakhapatnam (China Waltair, Gajuwaka)


(	Hyderabad (Mehdipatnam), Secunderabad (S.D. Road)


(	M/s Shakthi Seeds Private Limited Vs Deputy Commissioner (CT) Abids, Hyderabad and others (2002) 34APSTJ107 APHC


(	Ananthapur-I, Dharmavaram, Hyderabad (Sultan Bazar) and Vinukonda
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