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This Report for the year ended 31 March 2005 has 
been prepared for submission to the Governor under 
Article 151(2) ofthe Constitution. 

The Audit of revenue receipts of the State Government 
is conducted under Section 16 of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General's (Duties, Powers and Conditions of 
Service) Act, 1971. This Report presents the .results of 
audit of receipts comprising sales tax, taxes on motor 
vehicles, land revenue, stamp duty and

1 
registration 

fees, state excise, and other tax and non tax receipts of 
the state. 

The cases mentioned in this Report are among those 
which came to notice in the course of test audit of 
records during the year 2004-2005 as wen as those 
noticed in earlier years but could not be included in 
previous Reports. 
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( Overview l 
This Report contains 27 paragraphs including two reviews, relating to 
non/short levy of tax, interest, penalty etc. involving Rs.276.63 crore. Some of 
the major findings are mentioned below: 

I I. General 

The State Government's receipts for the year 2004-05 amounted to 
Rs.17,763.59 crore as against Rs. 15,423.84 crore for the year 2003-04. While 
the revenue raised by the Government amounted to Rs.1 0,560.97 crore (tax 
revenue: Rs.8,414.82 crore and non-tax revenue: Rs.2,146.15 crore), the 
balance Rs.7,202.62 crore was received from the Government of India as the 
state's share of divisible Union Taxes (Rs.4,305.61 crore) and grants-in-aid 
(Rs.2,897.01 crore). 

(Paragraph 1.1) 

Arrears aggregating Rs.2,977.66 crore remained unrealised under the principal 
heads of revenue at the end of 2004-05. The arrears were mainly in respect of 
taxes on sales, trade etc., state excise, taxes on immovable property other than 
agricultural land, major and medium irrigation, sale of land and property, land 
revenue and non-ferrous mining and metallurgical industries. 

(Paragraph 1.5) 

Test check of records of sales tax, land revenue, state excise, motor vehicles 
tax, stamps and registration fees, electricity duty, other tax receipts, forest 
receipts and other non-tax receipts conducted during the year 2004-05 
revealed under-assessment/short levy/loss of revenue amounting to Rs.658.29 
crore in 16,964 cases. During the course of the year, the departments accepted 
under-assessment ofRs.49.52 crore in 7,866 cases. 

(Paragraph 1.10) 

I II. Sales Tax I 
Review, 'Assessment and Collection of Sales Tax' revealed the following 
points: 

• In 19 circles, 323 industrial units engaged in cutting of marbles were 
irregularly allowed tax exemption of Rs.129 .69 crore. 

(Paragraph 2.2.8) 
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• Ten industrial units engaged in preparation of mineral water were 
irregularly sanctioned exemption benefit ofRs.8.93 crore. 

(Paragraph 2.2.9) 

• Seventy six industrial units which were already availing benefit under 
other Sales Tax Incentive Scheme of 1987/1989 were irregularly 
granted exemption of Rs.l49.67 crore under the Sales Tax Exemption 
Scheme for Industries 1998. 

(Paragraph 2.2.11) 

• Non-withdrawal of benefit on breach of condition by 54 units resulted 
in non-recovery of tax and interest ofRs.39.09 crore. 

(Paragraph 2.2.12) 

I UI. Taxes on Motor Vehicles 

Penalty of Rs.2 .73 crore was not levied on late payment of special road tax in 
respect of stage carriages owned by RSRTC. 

(Paragraph 3. 2) 

Special road tax of Rs.2.28 crore in respect of stage carriage vehicles of 
RSR TC, was realised short. 

(Paragraph 3.3) 

Special road tax of Rs.89.42 lakh in respect of contract carriages was either 
realised short or was not levied. 

(Paragraph 3. 4) 

I IV. Land Revenue 

Undervaluation of agricultural land allotted for non-agricultural purpose 
resulted in short recovery of cost of land amounting to Rs.l.38 crore. 

(Paragraph 4.2. 1) 

Conversion charges of Rs.98 lakh payable in respect of Government land in 
three tehsils was not recovered. 

(Paragraph 4. 3) 
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I V. Stamp Duty and Registration fee 

Undervaluation of properties transferred through conveyance deeds resulted in 
short levy of stamp duty and registration fee aggregating Rs.3 .89 crore. 

(Paragraph 5.2) 

Stamp duty and registration fee aggregating to Rs.l.09 crore was levied short. 

(Paragraph 5.3.1) 

I VI. Non-tax receipts 

I Mines and Geology Department 

Review, 'Receipts from Mines and Minerals' revealed the following points: 

• In two cases excavation and despatch of mineral valued at Rs.l 05.22 
crore was made unauthorisedly beyond the period of working 
permission. 

(Paragraph 7. 3.8) 

• Holder of prospecting licence carried away 22,892 MT of various 
minerals valued at Rs.l. 76 crore in excess of quantities specified in 
licence without payment of cost thereto. 

(Paragraph 7. 3.13) 

• Royalty of Rs.4.89 crore on use of brick clay for production of bricks 
was not charged. 

(Paragraph 7. 3.17) 

• Cost of minerals amounting to Rs.ll.75 crore due to excess excavation 
than permitted was not charged .. 

(Paragraph 7. 3.18) 
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( CHAPTER-I: General ] 

! t.l Trend of revenue receipts 

1.1.1 The tax and non tax revenue raised by the Government of Rajasthan 
during the year 2004-05, State's share of divisible Union taxes and grants in 
aid received from the Government of India during the year and the 
corresponding figures for the preceding four years are given below: 

(Rupees in crore) 

Sl. Particulan 2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004-
No. 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

I. Revenue raised by the State Government 

(a) Tax revenue 5,299.96 5,67 1.17 6,253.34 7,246 .18 8,414 .82 

(b) Non tax revenue I ,687.98 1,508.46 1,569.00 2,07 1.64 2,146.15 

Total 6,987.94 7,179.63 7,822.34 9,317.82 10,560.97 

II. Receipts from Government of India 

(a) State's share of 2,836.61 2,882.36 3,063 .10 3,602.22 4,305.61 
divisible Union taxes 

(b) Grants in aid 2,577.23 2,09 1.30 2, 196.42 2,503.80 2,897.01 

Total 5,413.84 4,973.66 5,259.52 6, 106.02 7,202.62 

III. Total receipts of the 12,401.78 12,153.29 13,081.86 15,423.84 17,763.591 

State (I and II ) 

IV. Percentage of 1 to Ill 56 59 60 60 

1 For details, please see ' Statement No. !!-Detailed Accounts of Revenue by Minor Heads' in 
the Finance Accounts of the Government of Rajasthan for the year 2004-05. Figures under the 
head 0020-Corporation Tax, 002 1-Taxes on Income other than Corporation Tax, 0028-0 ther 
Taxes on Income and Expenditure, 0032-Taxes on Wealth, 0037-Customs, 0038-Union Excise 
Duties, 0044-Service Tax and 0045-0ther Taxes and Duties on Commodities and Services -
share of net proceeds assigned to State booked in the Finance Accounts under A-Tax Revenue 
have been excluded from revenue raised by the State and included in 'State's share of divisible 
Union Taxes' in this statement. 
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1.1.2 Details of tax revenue raised during the year 2004-05 alongwith the 
figures for the preceding four years are given below:-

(Rupees in crore) 

Sl. Revenue 2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- Percentage of 
No. heads 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 increase(+)/ 

decrea,se (-)in 
2004-2005 
over 2003-
2004 

I. (a) Taxes on 2,644.51 2,869.23 3,229.79 3,751.80 4,500.78 (+) 20 
Sales, Trade 
etc. 
(b) Central 176.70 199.80 208. 11 233.63 296.75 (+) 27 
Sales Tax 

2. State Excise 1,118.48 1,110.27 1,142.34 1, 163.15 I ,276.07 (+) 10 

3. Stamp Duty 436.73 478.89 515.73 611.77 817.83 (+) 34 
and 
Registration 
Fee 

4. Taxes and 251.90 250.88 239.85 280.29 442.76 (+) 58 
Duties on 
Electricity 

5. Taxes on 511.30 566.33 646. 14 904.3 1 817.2 1 (-) I 0 
Vehicles 

6. Taxes on 19.55 23.10 130.44 150.50 144.01 (-) 4 
Goods and 
Passengers 

7. Other taxes 10.99 15.56 17.23 20. 11 1.85 (-) 91 
on Income 
and 
Expenditure, 
Tax on 
Professions, 
Trades 
Callings and 
Employments 

8. Other Taxes 52.89 54.04 47.12 46.85 47.56 (+) 2 
and Duties on 
Commodities 
and Services 

9. Land Revenue 44.81 79.17 57.98 7 1.44 68 .86 (-) 4 

10. Other Taxes 32.10 23.90 18.61 12.33 1.14 (-) 91 

Total 5,299.96 5,671.17 6,253.34 7,246.18 8,414.82 

Reasons for increase/decrease in receipts during 2004-05 as compared to those 
of2003-04, as intimated by the respective departmeryts, are given below:-

Taxes on Sales, Trade etc. and Central Sales Tax: Increase (20 per cent and 
27 per cent respectively) was due to check on tax evasion and recovery efforts 
of the Department. 

2 
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State Excise: Increase (1 0 per cent) was mainly on account of actual contract 
amount ofliquor, bhang and lanced poppy heads. 

Stamp Duty and! Regnstratnon Fee: Increase (34 per cent) was due to increase 
in registration of documents including lease deeds of Housing Board, JDA2 

and UIT3 documents. · 

Taxes and D1llltiies ([])!Ill EHedrid.ty: Increase (58 per cent) was due to 
imposition of electricity duty on captive power generation sets. 

Taxes on vehid:es: Decrease (1 0 per cent) was due· to lesser book adjustment 
(Rs.9.31 crore) of Special Road Tax from RSRTC duting 2004-05 as against 
Rs.l77.10 crore during 2003-04. ·· 

Other Taxes on Im~~me · and Expenditure~ Tax on Professimms~ Tl!"ades, 
Callings and Employments: Decrease (91 per cent) was due to abolition of 
Professional Tax. 

L1.3 Details of major non-tax revenue raised by the State during the year 1-
2004-05 alongwith the figures for the preceding four years are given below:-

2. Forestry arid 37.02 
WildLife 

3. Non-ferrous 370.13 
Mining and 
Metallurgical 
Industries 

4. Miscellaneous 241.92 
General Services 

16.13 

12. 

2 J aipur Development Authority 
3 Urban Improvement Trust 

44.82 

412.98 

46.23 

24.57 

41.63 39.53 39.41 

449.38 513.70 645.35 '(+) 26 

43.88 340.50 90.47 (-) 73 

22.40. 16.28 29.84 (+) 83 

(+) 14 

3 
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Reasons for increase/decrease in receipts during 2004-05 as compared to those 
of2003-04, as intimated by the respective departments, are given below:-

Interest Receipts: Increase (I 0 per cent) was due to more receipts of interest 
from departmental commercial undertakings, investment of cash balances and 
from public sector and other undertakings. 

Non-Ferrous Mining and Metallurgical Industries: Increase (26 per cent) 
was due to revision in rates of royalty. 

Miscellaneous General Services: Decrease (73 per cent) was due to less 
receipts under the sub-head "Other Receipts". 

Power: Increase ( 400 per cent) was due to increase m licence fees from 
electricity companies. 

Major and Medium Irrigation: Increase (31 per cent) was due to increase in 
receipts from Chambal Project, Bhakra Dam Irrigation Branch and Gang 
Canal. Irrigation Department also intimated that budget estimates were not 
increased according to demand. 

Medical and Public Health: Increase (83 per cent) was mainly due to 
increase in receipts from Employees State Insurance Scheme. 

Cooperation: Increase (26 per cent) was due to increase in receipts of 
Rs.1 .87 crore from NCDC4 as compared to previous year. 

Police: Increase (17 per cent) was due to more receipt on account of Police 
Force supplied to other Governments and to other parties. 

Other Administrative Services: Increase (81 per cent) was due to increase in 
other receipts under the minor head "Elections". 

1.2 Variations between revised estimates and actuals 

The variations between the revised estimates and actuals of revenue receipts 
for the year 2004-05 in respect of the principal heads of tax and non tax 

4 National Cooperative Development Corporation 
4 
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revenue are given below::.. 

Tax revemlle 

1. Taxes on Trade etc. 77.53 2 

2. State Excise 23.93 2 

3. Stamp Duty and 790.00 817.83 (+) 27.83 (+) 4 
Fee 

4. 47Ull 442.76 (-) 28.25 (-) 6 

5. Taxes on Vehicles 785.00 817.21 4 

6. Land Revenue 70.08 68.86 2 

7. Taxes on Immovable 0.37 1.15 (+) 0.78 (+) 211 
Property other than 

Land 

'll'otan 84.95 :n. 

Non tax revenue 

L 625.00 645.35 (+) 20.35 {+) 3 

2. 772.93 754.94 17.99 2 

3. 75.20 90.47 (+) 15.27 (+) 20 

4. 6 

5. Police 

Total 

Taxes on Immovable Property other than Agricultural Land:- mcre~:~.se 
(211 per cent) was due to non finalisatioh of proposed refund of Rs.91.6? _ 
lakh. 

Miscellaneous General Se!!"Vices: Increase .(2_Q_per cent) was due to increase 
in sale of land and property. 

The gross collection in respect of major revenue receipts, expenditure incurred 
on collection and the percentage of such expenditure to gross collection during 
the years 2002-03,- 2003-04 and 2004-05, alongwith the relevant an India 

5 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

2000-2001 
I 

2001-2oo2 I 

2002-2003 

2003-2004 

2004.;2005 

I 
.I 

fee 

2002-03 1,142.34 
2003-04 1,163.15 
2004-05 1,276.07 

2002~03 . 646.14 
2003-04 904.31 
2004-05 817.21 

2002-03 515.73 
2003-04 611.77 

. 2004-05 817.8~ 

1,79,418 

1,87,281 

2;19,052 

2,09,216 

2;16,462 

1.0 
0.9 1.15 
0.9 

18.60 1.6 
19.82 1.7 3.81 
22.39 1.8 

10.27 1.6 
11.49 1.3 2.57 
13.30 1.6 

10.40 2.0 
11.23 1.8 3.66 

. 14.32 1.8 

'·'· 

~..,.,.,. -··~ 

2,82,121 1.57 

3,06,903 1.64 

3,43,790 1.57 

3,98,543. 1.90 

4,79,753 2.21 
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The arrears of revenue as on 31 March 2005 in respect of some principal heads 
of revenue amounted to Rs.2,977.66 crore of which Rs.540.05 crore was 
outstanding for more than five years as detailed below: 

01. Taxes on Sales, 
Trade etc. 

02. State Excise 

03. Taxes on 
vehicles 

04. Taxes 
passenger 

on 
and 

05. Stamp duty and 
Registration fee 

06. Land Revenue 

07. Taxes on 
Immovable 
property .other 
than Agricultural 
land. 

08. Water supply and 
Sanitation 
receipts from 
RuraVUrban 
water supply 
scheme 

2,249.17 

213.34 

20.55 

1.90 

53.77. 

67.91 

:58.88 

54.34 

370.40 

56.70 

8.84 

1.90 

7.62 

21.84 

11.11 

17.77 

7 

Out ofRs.2,249.17 crore, demand for Rs.368.67 
crore was stayed by the court and judicial 
authorities, Demand for Rs.114.18 crore was 
covered under recovery certificate under Land 
Revenue Act and Revenue Recovery Act. 
Recovery of Rs.60.37 crore was held ilp due to 
dealers becoming insolvent. Demand ofRs.l.76 
crore was likely to be written off. Demand of 
Rs.l66. 73 crore was pending against the dealers 
who were not traceable. Recovery of Rs.62.09 
crore was pending against Government 
departments. Arrears of Rs.l,475.37 crore were 
at various 

Total demand was covered under Land Revenue 
Act. 

Out ofRs.20.55 crore, demand for Rs.2.29 crore 
was stayed by the court/Government. Demand 
for Rs.16.67 crore was covered under recovery 
certificates. Arrears of Rs.l.59 crore were at 
other 

Stages of recovery not intimated by Transport 
Department. 

Out of Rs.53.77 crore, demand for Rs.27.47 
crore was covered ·by recovery certificates. 
Demand for Rs.26.30 crore was stayed by High 
Court and other authorities. 

Out ofRs.67.91 crore, demand for Rs.6.22 crore 
was stayed by Government and Rs.5.66 · crore 

·was stayed by the High-Court-and-other judicial 
authorities. Arrears of Rs.56.03 crore were ·at 
various 

Out of Rs.58.88 crore, demand of Rs.28:22 
· crore had been stayed by the High Court/judicial 
authorities. Rs.15 .25 crore were covered under 
recovery certificates and Rs.15.41 crore were at 
other 

Out of Rs.54.34 crore, demand of Rs.0.24 crore 
had been stayed by the High Court/Judicial 
authorities and Rs.0.39 crore were stayed by the 
Government. Demand for Rs. 1.56 crore was 
likely to be written off. Rs.0.03 crore was 
covered under certificates and 
Rs.52.12- crore 

' 
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) . 2. 3. 4. 5. 

09. Non ferrous 67.39 26.38 Out of Rs.67.39 crore, demand of Rs.28.21 
Mining and crore was stayed by the High Court/other 
Metallurgical judicial authorities and Rs.2.72 crore was stayed 
Industries by the Government. Demand for Rs.27.84 crore 

was covered under recovery certificates under 
LR Act and PDR Act. Arrears of Rs.l .80 crore 
was likely to be written off. Recovery of 
Rs.0.06 crore was held up due to 
rectification/review of application. Arrears of 
Rs.6. 76 crore were at various stages of recovery. 

10. Miscellaneous 126.76 5.54 Out of Rs. l26. 76 crore, demand of Rs.0.59 
General Services- crore was stayed by the High Court/other 
Sale of Land judicial authorities and Rs.69.71 crore was 

stayed by the Government. Remaining amount 
of Rs.56.46 crorc were at other stages of 
recovery. 

II. 5Major and 63 .65 11 .95 Out of Rs.63.65 crore, arrears of Rs.52.95 crore 
Medium pertaining to Board of Revenue were pending 
irrigation collection at various stages of recovery. Stages 

of recovery for remaining Rs. l0.70 crore not 
intimated by the Commissioner, CAD Chambal, 
Kota and Chief Engineer, IGNP, Bikaner. 

Total 2 977.66 540.05 

1.6 Arrears in assessments 

The details of cases pending assessment at the beginning of the year 2004-05, 
cases becoming due for assessments during the year, cases disposed off during 
the year and number of cases pending finalisation at the end of the year 
2004-05 as furnished by the departments are as follows: 

Heads of Opeoiog New cases Total Cases Balaoce Perceotage 
Reveoue balaoee due for disposed of Coloma 

assessment of 5to4 
Finance Dep_artment 

Sales Tax 81 ,346 2,12,397 2,93,743 2,28,913 64,830 77.93 

Entertainment Tax 2,060 2,514 4,574 2,606 1,968 56.97 

Taxes on 26,230 - 26,230 25,137 1,093 95.83 
Immovable 
property other 
than Agricultural 
Land 

Nonferrous 7,714 6,346 14,060 7,705 6,355 54.80 
Mining and 
Metallurgical 
Industries 

s This information pertains to Board of Revenue, Rajasthan, Ajmer; Commissioner, Command 
Area Development(CAD), Chambal, Kota and Chief Engineer, Indira Gandhi Nahar 
Pariyojna(IGNP), Bikaner. 

8 



Chapter !-General 
4~-#§if!i?\Oilii 2Pli!f'i!MWtMSE8 iS- 9h'i!ihf§&§%£df!i!!i""•' 

The details of cases of evasion of tax detected by the departments, cases 
finalised and the demand for additional tax raised during 2004-05 as reported 
by the departments are given below: 

1. Taxes on 455 12,162 12,617 12,336 51.48 281 
Sales, Trade 
etc. 

2. Non ferrous 5,330 4,667 9,997 1,730 Not intimated 8,267 
Mining and 
Metallurgical 
Industries 

3. Stamp Duty 17,444 9,609 27,053 12,495 Not intimated 14,558 
and 
Registration 
Fee 

During the year 2004-05, demands for Rs.8.75 crore m 5,286 cases were 
written off/waived/remitted as detailed below: 

1. Waived due to death of dealers not having 
Taxes movable/immovable property, leaving of 

business dealers. 

2. State Excise 7 1.29 Waived/written off as whereabouts··· of 
defaulters were not knoWn. 

3. Registration 3,949 150.61 In 2,030 cases penalty of Rs.80.61 lakh was 
. and-Stamps .remitted and 1,91-9 cases .. of Rs.70.00 lakh 

were waived/written off for other reasons. 

Total 875.17 

6 It ~eludes Rs.352.75lakh waived under Amnesty Scheme. 

9 
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lt.9 Refunds 

The number of refund cases pending at the beginning of the year 2004-05, 
claims received during the year, refunds allowed during the year and cases 
pending at the close of the year 2004-05 as reported by departments are given 
below: 

(Rupees in crore) 
Name of Opening balance Claims received Refunds allowed Closing balance 

department 
Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount 
o't cases of cases of cases of cases 

Commercial 846 7.31 5,134 39.70 4,608 39.23 1,372 7.78 
Taxes 
Registration 1,917 1.30 1,348 2. 13 1, 183 1.79 2,082 1.64 
and Stamps 
Land 19 0.07 42 0.08 56 0.08 5 0.07 
Revenue 
Colonisation 37 0.10 39 0.16 32 0.14 44 0.12 

Land and 18 0.80 9 0.41 7 0.2 1 20 1.00 
Building Tax 
Non ferrous 226 0.57 122 0.36 179 0.62 169 0.3 1 
Mining and 
metallurgical 
Industries 
Total 3,063 10.15 6,694 42.84 6,065 42.07 3,692 10.92 

Interest of Rs.4.39 crore in 610 cases was paid by the Commercial Taxes 
Department due to belated refunds and Rs. 1.38 crore in 517 cases due to other 
reasons which were not specified. 

It would thus be seen that the balance at the end of the year was 8 per cent 
higher than the claims outstanding at the beginning of the year. 

l t.IO Results of audit 

Test check of records of sales tax, land revenue, state excise, motor vehicles 
tax, stamps and registration fee and other non-tax receipts conducted during 
the year 2004-05 revealed under-assessment, short levy and loss of revenue 
amounting to Rs.658.29 crore in 16,964 cases. The concerned Departments 
accepted under-assessment etc. of Rs.49.52 crore involved in 7,866 cases of 
which 3,714 cases involving Rs.26.37 crore had been pointed out in audit 
during the year 2004-05 and the rest in earlier years. The Department 
recovered an amount of Rs.3.37 crore in 1,164 cases at the instance of audit 
during the year 2004-05. 

This report contains 27 paragraphs including two reviews relating to non-levy/ 
short levy of taxes, duties, interest and penalties etc., involving Rs.276.63 
crore. The Department/Government accepted audit observations involving 
Rs.4.22 crore of which Rs.54.06lakh had been recovered upto July 2005. 

1 It includes 125 cases ofRs.0.08 crore rejected by the Department. 
- 10 
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1.11 Outstanding inspection reports and audit observations- Lack 
of responsiveness and erosion of accountability 

Audit observations on under assessments, short determination/ realisation of 
taxes, duties, fees etc. and defects in the maintenance of initial records, which 
are not settled on the spot, are communicated to the heads of the departments 
through inspection reports. Important irregularities are also reported to 
Government/departments through inspection reports by the office of 
Accountant General (Commercial & Receipt Audit) to which replies are 
required to be furnished by them within one month of their issue. 

The number of inspection reports and audit observations relating to revenue 
receipts issued upto 31 December 2004, which were pending settlement with 
the departments as on 30 June 2005, alongwith figures for the preceding two 
years, are given below:-

Sl. Particulars As on 30June 
No. 2003 2004 - 2005 

I. Number of inspection reports pending 2,914 2,971 2,800 
settlement 

2. Number of outstanding audit observations 6, 102 7,477 7,701 

3. Amount of revenue involved (Rupees in 892.82 1, 117.84 I ,511.54 
crore) 

Departmentwise break up of the inspection reports and audit observations 
outstanding as on 30 June 2005 is given below:-

Sl. Departmeut Number or Number or Amouat Earliat yur to Number of laspectioa 
No. outstaadiag outstaadiag (Rupus wbicb reports reports wben evea 

lasp«tioa IDdit Ia crore) relate ftnt compiiiDU DOl 
reports obserVItiODS received 

I. Commercial 647 ' 1,938 296.33 1989-90 -
Taxes 

2. Land Revenue 541 1,045 200.D2 1988-89 37 

3. Registration 654 1,446 54.87 1994-95 53 
and Stamps 

4. Transport 41 2 1,386 54.40 1996-97 10 

5. Forest 158 393 4.24 1997-98 14 

6. Mines and 169 754 477.90 1994-95 21 
Geology 

7. State Excise 94 264 396.61 1998-99 . 

8. Lands and 95 411 25.34 1992-93 17 
Buildings Tax 

9. Electrical 30 64 1.83 1995-96 -
Inspectorate 

Total 2,800 7,701 1,511.54 152 

It would be seen from the above details that period of pendency in settlement 
of audit comments ranged between seven to 16 years. According to Rule 
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327(1) of General Financial Rules, the retention period for various accounting 
records ranges between one and three years after audit. As a result of failure of 
departmental officers to comply with the observations of Inspection reports 
within the prescribed retention period of records, the possibility of their 
settlement in future appeared to be bleak due to non availability of records. 

The Government should look into the matter to ensure that (a) action is taken 
against the officials who failed to send replies to the audit findings within the 
prescribed time schedule (b) to recover revenue and (c) to streamline the 
system to ensure prompt action and proper response to audit observations. 

The above position was brought to the notice of the Government in October 
2005. 

11.12 Departmental Audit Committee Meetings. 

Audit Committee meetings were to be arranged by each Department, twice a 
year on half yearly basis upto June and December respectively. 
Departmentwise position of Audit Committee meetings held during 2004 was 
as under: 

St. Name of Department Number of meeti~s held durin2 2004 
No. 

Half year Half year Total 
ending June ending 
2004 December 2004 

I. Commercial Taxes I I 2 

2. State Excise Nil I I 

3. Transport I I 2 

4. Registration and Stamps I I 2 

5. Land and Building I I 2 

6. Land Revenue Nil I I 

7. Mines and Geology Nil I I 

Total 4 7 11 

11.13 Response of the Departments to Draft Audit Paragraphs 

The Finance Department issued directions to all departments in August 1969 
to send their response to the draft audit paragraphs proposed for inclusion in 
the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor General of India witrun three weeks 
of their receipts. The draft paragraphs are forwarded by the respective audit 
offices to the Secretaries of the concerned Department through demi official 
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letters drawing their attention to the audit fmdings and requesting them to send 
the:i.r response within three weeks. The fact of non receipt of replie~ from the 
Government is invariably ind:i.cated.at the end of each such paragraph included 
in the Audit Report. 

Draft paragraphs included in the Report of the Comptroller and Auditor 
General of mdia (Revenue Receipts) for the year ended 31 March 2005 were 
forwarded to the Secretaries of the respective departments between June 2005 
and August 2005 through demi official letters. Out ofthe 71· cases (clubbed 
into 27 paragraphs) issued, the Department has accepted audit observations in 
31 cases. 

According to instructions issued by the Finance Department, all departments 
are required to furnish explamitory memoranda duly vetted by Audit to the 
Rajasthan Legislative Secretariat in respect of paragraphs included in the 
Audit Report within three month of their being laid on the table of the House. 

The position of paragraphs which have appeared in the Audit Reports and 
those pending discussion as on 31 July 2005 is given in Anm!xure-PA. P. It: 
would be seen that during the year, 27 audit paragraphs were discussed by the· 
Public Accounts Committee. As a result thereof, no audit paragraph pertaining 
to reports upto the year 1999-2000 is pending for discussion in the Public 
Accounts Committee and 92 paragraphs pertaining to. the period 2000-01 to 
2003-04 were pending. 

As per the Rules and Procedures of the Committee on Public Accounts of the 
Rajasthan State Assembly framed in 1997, the concerned Department shall 
take necessary steps to send its Action Taken Notes (ATNs) on the 
recommendation of the Public Accounts Committee (PAC) on t]J.e Audit 
Reports within six months from the date of its presentation to the House. The 
position of outstanding ATNs due is given inAnnexure-'B'. It would·be seen 
that the pendency of A TNs ranged fromfolir months to 25 months. 

13 



of. records of the offices of Commercial Taxes Department 
audit, during the year 2004~05 revealed under assessments etc. of 

amow1~rtg to RsJ85 .4 7 crore in 2,285 cases which broadly fall lJhder the 

. 2. 

3. 

7. 

8. 

!naer-:ass·essment due to irregular or 
allowances of deductions 

of tax due to application of 
nli-1"1ITrPt,t·rate oftax 

.. on 99 Assessm.ellD.lt and 
u ... ~, .... "": of Sales 'fax" 

127 

268 8.16 

224 30.14 

83 0.65 

332 6.41 

941 32.97 

1 97.37 

185.47 

During the I year 20,04-05 the Department accepted under assessments etc. of 
Rs.6.27 crdre involved in 455 cases of which 227 cases involving Rs;75.19 
lakh had b6en pointed out in audit during 2004-05 and rest in. earlier years. 
Furtherthe[Department recovered Rs.4.76 lakh in 27 cases during the year 
2004.;;05 ofjwhich rli~e cases involving Rs.0:99 lakh related to the year 2004-
05 and rest to the earher years. · · 

~ . . ' : . . ' . 
. I :. . 

J\.,few illustrative :cases and findings ·of the .review on Assessment and 
CQiiection pfSalesi Tax involving Rs.98 .44 crore are given in the succeeding 
paragraphs:! · 

I 

I 

I 
i 
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Highlights 

_,. 

2.2.1 Introduction 

Assessment,. levy and collection of sales tax in Rajasthan is governed under 
the Rajasthan Sales Tax Act, 1994 (RST Act) and Centraf Sales Tax Act; 1956 
(CST Act) and Rules made thereunder. Assessment of cases is done by the 
assessing authority to detem1me and levy tax alongwith penalties, if any under 

. . 

the provisions of Act ibid .. Assessments are also made by virtue of Deemed 
Assessment Scheme and Self Assessment Scheme. 

Further, the Act ibid provides that where any tax, interest-and penalty etc. is 
payable in consequence of any order passed thereunder, a notice of demand 
shall be served upon the assessee. The amount specified as payable in the 
notice of demand shall be paid within 30 days. The Act further provides that 
where an appeal is filed against the order of the assessing authority, the tax 
shall be paid· in accordance with the notice of demand even though an· appeal 
has been preferred. 

2.2.2 Organisational set up 

The Commissioner Commercial Taxes is the administrative head of the 
Department. He is assisted by six Additional Commissioner, 23 Deputy 
Commissioner (DCs), .44 Assistant Commissioner (ACs), 91 Commercial 
Taxes Officer (CTOs) and 274 Assistant Commercial Taxes Officer (ACTOs) 
for the purposes of administering the laws relating to the· RST Act and CST 
Act. ACs, CTOs arid ACTOs are the assessing officers in respect of areas 
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assigned to them by the Commissioner, to scrutlmse the accounts of the 
dealers, complete the assessments, raise demand of tax and ensure realisation. 
There are 108 circles where the assessments are made. 

2.2.3 Audit objectives 

The review was conducted to ascertain as to whether : 

• adequate system and procedure exist for timely and correct assessment 
and collection of tax in the Commercial Taxes Department. 

• exemptions under various schemes were allowed correctly and action 
was taken against defaulter units for breach of conditions of the 
schemes and 

• any other irregularities which caused revenue loss. 

2.2.4 Scope of Audit 

A test check of the assessment records in 35 out of 108 circles covering the 
period of five years from 1999-2000 to 2003-04 was undertaken between May 
2004 and March 2005. 

The audit findings were reported to the Government/Department in May 2005 
Meeting of Audit Review Committee to discuss findings in the review was 
held on 20 July 2005 so that the viewpoint of the Government/Department 
could be taken into account before finalising the review. Government was 
represented by the Deputy Secretary (Tax) and the Commercial Taxes 
Department represented by the Financial Advisor. The viewpoint of 
Government/ Department in the meeting has been considered while finalising 
the review. The salient points of the review are discussed in the succeeding 
paragraphs. 

2.2.5 Budget estimates and trend of revenue 

The variation between revised budget estimate and actual receipts in respect of 
sales tax from 1999-2000 to 2003-04 are given below: 

(Rupees in crore 

Year Revised budget Actual Short fall in 
estimate percenta_g_e 

1999-2000 2,550 2,424.52 (-) 5 

2000-200 1 2,920 2,821.21 __(-) 3 

2001-2002 3,150 3,069.03 _03 

2002-2003 3,500 3,437. 90 {-) 2 

2003-2004 4,200 3985.43 __(-) 5 
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2.2.6 Internal control 

The Commercial Taxes Department is administering 11 different taxes 
including sales tax. The Department is a major contributor of the tax revenue 
collected by the Government, as 60 per cent of the tax revenue received by the 
State is derived from levy of commercial taxes. 

The Department has an internal audit wing which comprises of ll parties, 
supervised by two accounts officers and headed by Financial Advisor. All 
circles and wards are audited annually. The important findings are reported to 
the Commissioner Commercial Taxes. There is also one post of Assistant 
Commissioner (Audit). 

Deputy Commissioner of a zone conducts administrative inspections of CTOs 
and submits his report on their working to the Commissioner. 

Although there exists an internal control system but sensitivity~ to error signals 
generated through internal audit as well as external audit were not satisfactory 
as is evident from huge number of outstanding audit findings as well as 
continuous repetition of objections of similar nature pointed out by central 
audit in subsequent inspection reports. This indicates that despite the fact that 
there is no pendency in internal audit and the system is in place, no remedial 
action was initiated to avoid repetition of mistakes pointed out at the instance 
of audit. 

2.2. 7 Computerisation in Sales Tax Department 

The Department introduced computerisation to improve quality of information 
for effective monitoring and policy making. Computerisation work started in 
1999-2000 for automation of business processes of the Department. 

Eleven zones are connected with computer network. Dealer's registration and 
tax recovery modules are fully operative. Another important programme is 
Border Check Post Document Management System (BCPDMS) which 
governs the movement of goods between two states passing through 
Rajasthan. This programme is to ensure that the vehicle going to other State 
has actually crossed Rajasthan. So only seven border check posts are working 
on line for information of transit passes, while 17 other check posts are not yet 
fully computerised. 

The Department has not developed any database for detection of tax evasion 
and levy of correct tax. Despite the fact that the Department commenced 
computerisation five years back, Information and Communication Technology 
(ICT) has not been used in the state for effective monitoring of inter state 
movement of goods and dealers profile. 

Exemption to ineligible units under Sales Tax Exemption Schemes 

With a view to attract entrepreneurs for new industrial investment and to 
promote growth of industries in the State, the Government of Rajasthan 
notified Sales Tax Incentive, Exemption and Deferment Schemes from time to 
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time. For the flrst time a scheme was notified in 1987, followed by another 
scheme during 1989 which were in operation upto 31 March 1997 and 31 
March 1999 respectively. Another scheme notified in April 1998 was 
operative till 30 March 2000. Benefits under these schemes were admissible 
only to the manufacturers of goods subject to the conditions prescribed in 
these schemes on recommendation of screening committee. The Government 
may suo motu or otherwise revise an order passed by any screening committee 
wherever it is found to be erroneous and prejudicial to the interest of the State 
revenue after affording an opportunity of being heard to the beneficiary 
industrial unit. 

The irregularities in grant of exemption under these schemes as noticed in 
audit were as under: 

2.2.8 Incorrect grant of exemption to marble cutting units 

Under sales tax incentive schemes of 1987, 1989 and 1998 only manufacturing 
units are eligible for tax exemption. It was judicially held1 that cutting of 
marble blocks into slabs or tiles does not amount to manufacture. In the light 
of these decisions, marble units are not manufacturers and are thus not entitled 
to exemption of tax under any of these exemption schemes. 

Test check of the assessment records in 19 circles revealed that 323 units 
engaged in cutting of marbles were irregularly allowed tax exemption of 
Rs.129.69 crore out of which the units had availed between 1999-2000 to 
2001-02 the benefit of Rs.54. 79 crore. A few examples by way of illustrations 
are shown below: 

(Rs. in lakh) 

SL Name of Circleia No. ..... Eseaqtdoa Bellaee&.C 
No. of puted availed ..... u ...... - 1 April 

2002 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. '· 1 CTO Special. 112 4,738 2,701 2,037 

Circle, Ajmer 

2 CTO Special Circle, 11 210 184 26 
Alwar 

3 CTO Circle 'B', 05 230 28 202 
Alwar 

4 CTO Circle, 27 397 215 182 
Banswara 

5 CTO Special Circle, 58 2,107 1,160 947 
Bhilwara 

1CIT V/s Lucky Minerals (Pvt.) Ltd. l.T.R. 226 (1996) 245. 
Rajasthan State Electricity Board Vs. Associated Stone Industries & Anr.JT 2000 (6) SC 522 
M/s Aman Marble lndustries V/s C. C. E. Jaipur 2003 (58) RL T 595 (S.C.). 
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6 CTO Special 05 497 146 351 
Circle-II, Jaipur 

7 CTO Special 02 108 78 30 
Circle-III, Jaipur 

8 CTO Special 02 212 100 112 
Circle-IV, Jaipur 

9 CTO Circle 'A', 03 438 69 369 
Jaipur 

10 CTO Circle, 59 1,333 271 1,062 
Kishangarh 

11 CTO Special Circle, 03 358 84 274 
Udaipur 

12 CTO Circle 'B', 27 1,932 265 1,667 
Udaipur 

No action to revoke the exemption has been initiated by the Department (July 
2005). 

2.2. 9 Incorrect grant of exemption on preparation of mineral water 

Under the RST Act and CST Act the State Government notified (April 1998) 
the "Sales Tax Exemption Scheme for Industries 1998" whereunder industrial 
units were exempted from payment of tax on the sale of goods manufactured 
by them within the State or in the course of inter state trade or commerce in 
the manner and to the extent and for the period as covered under the scheme. 
"Manufacture" shall mean the use of raw materials and production of goods 
commercially different from raw materials used. When no new product as 
such comes into existence there is no process of manufacture. Preparation of 
mineral water does not amount to manufacture. This view is further 
confinned2 by Hon. Kerala High Court. 

During test check of records relating to the year 2002-03 in eight circles3 it 
was noticed that 10 units engaged in preparation of mineral water were 
irregularly sanctioned -during the period June 1999 to March 2001 exemption 
benefit of Rs.8.93 crore for 11 years. The dealers have availed the benefit of 
Rs.57.30 lakh during 2002-03 after the judgement. The Government should 
have suo motu revoked the orders of the screening committee regarding grant 
of exemption which was not done. The omission resulted in grant of 
exemption ofRs.8.93 crore to ineligible units. 

2 (2002) 128 STC 2 16 (Kerala)-M/s Teejan Breweries Ltd. 
3 CTO Circle, Ajmer, CTO Circle 'A', Bikaner, CTO Circle, Bhiwadi, CTO Circle, Bikaner, 
CTO Circle 'C', Jaipur, CTO Circle 'G', Jaipur, CTO, Sirohi and CTO, Banner. 
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2.2.1 0 Irregular tax exemption to stone crushing units 

It was judicially held4 that stone crushing i.e. preparation of stone gitti is not a 
manufacturing activity because stone continues to remain stone even after 
crushing. Since this activity is not a manufacturing activity, the units engaged 
in stone crushing were not eligible for the benefit of tax exemption under any 
of the three schemes (1987, 1989 and 1998). 

Test check of assessment records in two5 Commercial Taxes Offices revealed 
that two dealers engaged in stone crushing were granted exemptions for 
Rs.58.52 lakh during the period from 1999-2000 to 2000-01. These units had 
avai led tax exemption benefit of Rs.18.26 lakh upto 2001-02 and the 
remaining exemption benefit of Rs.40.26 lakh for future avai lment was 
required to be withdrawn. 

2.2.11 Irregular grant of exemption under 1998 scheme to the writs already 
availing exemption benefit 

Under the RST Act and CST Act, the State Government notified (April 1998) 
the 'Sales Tax Exemption Scheme for Industries 1998' whereunder industrial 
units were exempted from payment of tax on the sales of goods manufactured 
by them within the State or in the course of inter-state trade or commerce in 
the manner and to the extent and period as covered by the scheme. Further, the 
scheme provided that no industrial unit shall be permitted to claim benefits 
under this scheme, if it was already availing benefits under any other specific 
or general tax exemption or tax deferment scheme. 

Test check of records of 236 Commercial Taxes Offices revealed that in 
disregard of the above provisions 76 industrial units, which were already 
availing benefit of tax exemption under other Sales Tax Incentive Schemes of 
1987/1989, were further sanctioned between August 1998 and March 2002 
benefit of exemption of tax of Rs.149.67 crorc under the scheme 1998. This 
resulted in irregular grant of exemption aggregating to Rs.149.67 crore. 

This is indicative of fact that the Department while according approval for 
grant of tax exemption did not take cognizance of the existing provisions 
governing the grant of such benefits. 

2.2.12 Non withdrawal of benefits on breach of condition 

Under the RST Act and CST Act the Government notified (May 1987) the 
'Sales Tax Incentive Scheme for Industries 1987' whereunder industrial units 
were entitled to exemption of 100 per cent of their tax liability subject to the 
maximum quantum and period of benefit prescribed in the scheme. Further, 

4 Commissioner Sales Tax Vs Lal Kuan Stone Crusher Pvt. Ltd (SC) (2000) 118 STC 287 . 
5 CTO Circle, 'A' Jaipur, and 'E' Jaipur 
6 CTO Special Circle Ajmer and Alwar, CTO Circle 'A' and 'B' Alwar, CTO Special Circle 
Bhilwara, CTO Circle, Bhiwadi, CTO Circle 'A' Bikaner, CTO Circle Churu, CTO Circle 'C' 
and 'E' Jaipur, CTO Special Circle II, IV, and V Jaipur, CTO Circle Jalore, CTO Circle 'C' 
Jodhpur CTO Special Circle-! & II Jodhpur, CTO Circle 'B' Kota, CTO NE-1 Kota, CTO 
Circle and Special Circle Pali, CTO Circle Sirohi and CTO Circle 'B' Sriganganagar. 
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the scheme provided that the. benefiCiary industrial unit shall,' after having 
availed benefit of the scheme, continue its production for at least the nextfive 
years· riot· below the level ·of the ·average production generated during 
preceding five years. In case of breach of any condition, the c:lealer ·was liaple 
to charge' tax at normal rates together with the interest due thereon ~t the 
prescribed rates on the sale of goods previously exetrtpJedunder the scheme.' •. 

. . . 

Test check of assessment records in 19_ circles revealcld that 54 industrial units, 
which were gianted eligibility certificates betWe~n 1992-93 to 1997-:98' and 
availed the tax benefits, had· stopped their production between 1999·:-2000 and 
2002-03 after having availed benefit of tax exemption of Rs.l5.64 crore. 
These units wen~ required to continue their production even after J~ll 
availment of the benefit~ for the next five years. · 

There is no system in place to check whether these units are contilming their 
production as prescribed· after availing the benefits. The omissiorj. resulted· in 
non-recovery of tax and interest ofRs.39.09 crore as detailed below: 

12.17 
61.24 
26.87 

377.95 

The omission resulted due to non-existence of prbper system of monitoring:to 
ensrire'that 'the.units availing tax exemption benefits. fulfills conditions. o(the 
scheme. · · · · · · · ·· · · 
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2.2.13 Excess grant of exemption on switch over from 1987 to 1989 
exemption scheme 

Government notified two Sales Tax Incentive Schemes for Industries (May 
1987 and July 1989 schemes) under the RST Act and the CST Act whereunder 
tax exemption benefit was linked with fixed capital investment subject to the 
maximum quantum and period of the benefit prescribed in the schemes. The 
scheme further provided that an industrial unit, which has already been 
granted exemption under the 1987 Scheme, may also opt for the new incentive 
scheme by making a simple application on plain paper to the assessing 
authority. The assessing authority, after due verification of the facts mentioned 
in the application, shall issue exemption certificate under the new incentive 
scheme for the remaining eligible amount of the old scheme and for the 
remaining period thereunder after obtaining the prior approval of the 
commissioner. 

In Commercial Taxes Office, Bhiwadi, it was noticed that an industrial unit 
was allowed on 9 September 2000 to switch over to tax exemption scheme 
1989 from the scheme of 1987. Instead of allowing the tax exemption of 
balance amount of Rs.3 .23 crore of 1987 scheme, the eligible amount was 
recalculated as Rs.4.31 crore under scheme of 1989. This resulted in grant of 
excess exemption of Rs.1.08 crore out of which the unit had availed 
exemption of Rs. 72.05 lakh. 

2.2.14 Non levy of difference tax on raw material 

Under the RST Act, the State Government prescribed in September 1980 tax 
rate of four per cent on the purchase of raw material required for manufacture 
of exempted goods. Indian Made Foreign Liquor (IMFL) is exempted from 
sales tax. Further, if any dealer has not paid the tax within prescribed period, 
he is liable to pay interest at the prescribed rates from the date by which he is 
required to pay the tax until the date of payment. 

In two CTOs, (Alwar Special and Bhiwadi) it was noticed that seven 
manufacturers of IMFL and beer purchased between 1999-2000 and 200 1-02 
spirit as raw material valued at Rs.69.56 crore on the strength of declaration 
form S.T 17. On cross verification of purchases from selling dealers it was 
observed that the assessees incorrectly paid tax at the rate of three per cent 
instead of the prescribed rate of four per cent. While finalising the assessments 
of these manufacturers (between August 2003 to March 2004), the assessing 
authorities also failed to levy difference of tax and surcharge thereon. The 
omission resulted in non-levy of tax and interest amounting to Rs.l.38 crore. 

This indicates that the records relating to purchases of raw material are not 
properly scrutnised while framing the assessment 

2.2.15 Non levy of interest 

Under the RST Act, if any dealer has not paid the tax within prescribed period, 
he is liable to pay interest at the prescribed rates from the date by which he 
was required to pay the tax until the date of payment. 
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Te~t· check of records revealed that in three cir~Res 7 . demands of interest·. of 
Rs.43.841akh in three cases were not raised on belated'pa:Ymentoftax rdating 
to the period from 1997,..98 to 2001=02 which was paid by the dealier~,dming 
the period from 1999~2000 to 2003.,04. The delay ranged betWeen one day tQ 
32 months. · · - · - . 

. After this was pointed out, one assessing authority- (Spe~iall Rajasthan, ~rupm) 
raised in March 2005 demand of interest of ~.23 .65 hkh. R~port on. reco.very 
and action taken 'in remaining amoUnt have not been received, - . . 

2.2.16 Short_ recovery o/tax due to computation error. ~-

Under the RST Act, the taX ieviable at the prescribed rate is determined by the 
assessing authority on the turnover of different commodities. ' The net 
recoverable amount is worked out after deducting advance tax deposited by 
the deaRer from total amoumt of tax so determined. In case of beneficiaries of 
sales.tax incentive schemes, the leviable tax is recovered by wayofadjusttnent 
agahilst the exemption Hmit provided to the dealer. · · · · 

During the audit ofrecords of three offices8
, if was noticed that the assessing 

authorities. while finalising b~tween february 2004 and April 2004 th~/ 
assessments -of three dealers (beneficiaries of exemption scb,eme} folr the year 
2001..,02 made less adjustment of Rs.19.97 lakh ·against avaHabRe· tax' 
exemptions as a result of computation error. 

2.2.17 Conclusion 

~ Large number of ineligible units were sanctioned sales tax exemption· 
under various schemes. · 

· On breach of conditions under these schemes, tax benefit granted was 
not withdrawn. 

o · Also impact of judicial pmnouncements ·on ·exemptions was not 
properly.·monitored. 

2.2.18 Recommendations··· 

.. The. Government may· corisideJ[- that 

@) the Department .while _ according approval to grant . benefit ,Qf 
exemptions should closely monitor provisions governing grant of such 

·benefits. · 

impact ofjudici@]l_ pronouncement should be ·circulated to an assessing. 
authorities for implementation thereto. · 

7 AE-m, Jaipirr, AE Zone H Jaipur and Speci~LCirclcdaipur . 
8 CTO Circle, Bhiwadi, 'B0

, MalO-ami and Sirohi. . . . 
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I . I • . . •. .. . . . . . . . . . . • ,· 
e effective steps for recovery pf tax m alLcases of breach of conditions I .· .. ·. . . , -. . . ·. . . . , . . 

pre~cribed u,nder various exemptions·. schemes ·should be taken. ~ystem · 
should be stre~ined to eff~ct recovery of tax . 

. ·:: ~T-

1 . • ' 

e~ ICTI.~~o~~d b~- used for, correct levy of tax and for d~tection of taX_ 
evasiOn. 

·. . . I . '. - - . .. . .· . . . . 
The above rudit fi~dings we:e poi~ted out to. the Dep~ment and reported to 
Govemme1t (May 2005); theu rephes haveno~ been received (July2005). . 

ST Act, the State Government notified on 6 July 1989 th~ '"Sales 
:-•·.u'J""~''u · Schenie for Industries 1989" (scheme)· wherelinder 

industrial · were ex~mpt~d from payment of tax on the sale of goods 
manufacturJd by them in the course of inter state trade or commerce subject to 
the conditi~ns as ptescribed in the scheme. Further, with effect from 26 July 
19'91,. the ?il manpfacturing and extracting uriits were entitled to clairv 
exemptiop. from tax :to the extent of 75 per cent of their tax: liability in case of 
new . industt~ies and 1 for expansion/diversification the limit was 60 _per cent. 
Further if arty dealer has not paid the tax within prescribed_period, .he is liable 
to r>aYinterbst ~t the prescribed rates from the date· by whith he was required 
to pay the t~ until the date of paJrnent. ·· · 

I 

In three· Co~ercial TaXes Offices9
, it ·was noticed betWeen September 2003' 

and December 2004 that three oil?rnanufacturing and ·extracting units were'. 
eligible for ]exemption for their expansion/diversification ~der the scheme. 
However, t~st check of the assessment records of these umts for the years • 
2000-01 and 2001-02 revealed that the assessing authorities while finalising, 

I < ' .. . . 

the assessmynts. of ~e: dealers for the relevru,It years between July 2002 and. 
December 2003, incorrectly.aHowed exemption of Rs.87.1 T lakh to the extent · 
of 75 per Jent. of tax liability of Rs.L16 crore instead. of the admissible 
exemption ~f Rs.6?.74 lakh cmP,prisiJ.lg 60 per cent of tax liability. This 
resulted in~xcessgra_n! of exemption_ of tax ofRs.l7.43 lakhand interest of 
RsJ3.86lakh. 

I 

i 
'· . . I . ·. ·. . . - . . . 

After this ~as pointed out (bef\veen Oct<?ber .2003. an~ January 2005), the 
Depfuiment intimated (Noveinber_2004) that in the case ofJaipur a demand of 
Rs;_9.49·iakh irtdudiri.g intere~t has been raised. Report on recovery and reply .. 

' • .. I •. • • - . . ' . • , . • • • 

in respect '?fjrem,aim~g two cases has not been received' { July2005}. . 

The matter ~as reported to Government ·in: Janmicy• 2005; their reply has not 
I . 

·been receivei::i (July 2005) 
.... ,... . I . . . 
. - . ' ! . ' 

· .... 

-. •·. ' ... - . - - ....... 24: -



Chapter //-Sales Tax 

I 2.4 Excess grant of exemption from tax 

Under the RST Act and the CST Act, the State Government noti fied on 7 
April 1998 the "Sales Tax Exemption Scheme for Industries 1998" (scheme) 
whereunder industrial units were exempted from payment of tax on the sale of 
goods manufactured by them in the course of inter state trade or commerce in 
the manner and to the extent for the period as covered by the scheme. Further 
the benefit of exemption of sales tax for expansion of units under this scheme 
shall be available only on production which is in excess of 80 per cent of the 
installed capacity. 

In Tonk, it was noticed in May 2004 that an industrial unit manufacturing 
edible oil with an installed capacity of 4,800 MT was eligible for benefit of tax 
exemption of Rs.7,276 on sale of 12.23 MT oil comprising production in 
excess of 80 per cent production of the original installed capacity. However, 
the assessing authority while finalising in November 2003 the assessment of 
the dealer for the year 2001-02 incorrectly allowed exemption of Rs. 7.34 lakh 
on the total sale of edible oil valuing Rs.3.86 crore in the course of inter-state 
sale instead of Rs.7,276 on the sale of production beyond 80 per cent of 
installed capacity. This resulted in excess grant of exemption of tax of Rs.7.27 
lakh besides interest of Rs.3.82 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in July 2004, the Department intimated that a 
demand of Rs.11 .74 lakh including interest had been raised in April 2005. 
Report on recovery has not been received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported to Government in January 2005; their reply has not 
been received (July 2005). 

I 2.5 Excess grant of exemption to small scale units 

Under the RST Act and the CST Act, the Government notified on 6 July 1989 
the "Sales Tax New Incentive Scheme for Industries 1989" (scheme) 
whereunder industrial units were exempted from payment of tax on the sale of 
goods manufactured by them within the state or in the course of inter state 
trade or commerce in the manner and to the extent and for the period as 
covered by the scheme. Further, the new small scale industrial units were 
eligible for a maximum quantum of sales tax exemption to the extent of 125 
per cent of their fixed capital investment (FCI) and for their expansion/ 
diversification, the limit was 100 per cent of their FCI, as determined by the 
District Level Screening Committee (DLSC). 

In Jaipur, it was noticed in October 2004 that an existing small scale industrial 
unit and going in for expansion/diversification with FCI of Rs.40.83 lakh was 
found eligible by the DLSC for exemption under the scheme. However, test 
check of the assessment records of the unit for the year 2001 -02 finalised in 
December 2003, revealed that the assessing authority incorrectly issued 
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eligibility certificate for 125 per cent of the FCI instead of the admissible 
exemption of 100 per cent of the FCI for its expansion. This resulted in excess 
grant of exemption of Rs.1 0.21 lakh. 

The omission was pointed out to the Department (October 2004) and reported 
to the Government (November 2004); their replies have not been received 
(July 2005). 

I 2.6 Excess grant of exemption due to computation error 

Under the RST Act and the CST Act, the State Government notified (7 April 
1998) the "Sales Tax Exemption Scheme for Industries 1998" (scheme) 
whereunder industrial units were exempted from payment of tax on the sale of 
goods manufactured by them within the state or in the course of inter-state 
trade or commerce in the manner, to the extent and for the period as covered 
by the scheme. Further, the industrial units with FCI upto Rs.1.50 crore were 
eligible for a maximum quantum of sales tax exemption to the extent of 125 
per cent of their FCI as determined by the DLSC. 

In Beawar, it was noticed (October 2004) that an industrial unit having FCI of 
Rs.56.43 lakh was found eligible by the DLSC for exemption under the 
scheme to the extent of 125 per cent of its FCI. However, test-check of the 
assessment records of the unit for the year 2001 -02 finalised in November 
2003 revealed that the assessing authority incorrectly computed the amount of 
exemption of 125 per cent of FCI as Rs.77.33 lakh instead of Rs.70.54 lakh. 
This resulted in excess grant of exemption of Rs.6. 79 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in October 2004, the Department intimated 
(October 2004) that the eligibility certificate of the unit has been revised and 
the amount of exemption has been restricted to the prescribed limit. 

The matter was reported to the Government (December 2004); their reply has 
not been received (July 2005). 

I 2. 7 Irregular sanction of exemption 

Under the RST Act and the CST Act, Government notified (7 April 1998) the 
"Rajasthan Sales Tax Exemption Scheme for Industries 1998" (effective from 
1 April 1998). The Scheme provides that an industrial unit, of which, the 
application under the Incentive Scheme, 1989 is pending on the date of 
commencement of this scheme before any screening committee, may opt for 
this scheme by making a fresh application in accordance with this scheme 
before the screening committee, not later than 90 days from the date of 
commencement of this scheme. 
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In Sriganganagar, it was noticed in Fepruary 2005 that an jndustrial unit 
whose application was pending on I April ·I998 for grant of incentive under 
1989 scheme was sanctioned incentive under the' s~id scheme for Rs.43.43 
lakh for seven years from 3 Aprill998. The unit applied on 4 September 1998 
for benefit.under the 1998 scheme which was allowed for Rs.47~81 lakh from 
the same date. As the application under 1998 scheme · was made on 4 
September 1998 at the expiry of 156 days as against prescribed 90 day~ from 
the commencement of the scheme, the sanction of exemption benefit 
aggregating Rs.47.8llakh was irregular. 

The irregularity was pointed out · to the Department in Marcp 2005 . and , 
reported to Government in April2005; their reply has not been received(Jilly ,\ 
2005). 

. : .. ~. 

.. · .. 
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Test checJc of tb.e records in the offices of the Transport Department conducted 
inaudit'during the year 2004-05 reyeaJedshort realisation of taxes, _fees and .. I .. .. . . . . . . . . 
penalty amounting to Rs.16.40 crore in 6,274 cases whi.ch :qroadly fall urider 
the folloJing categories: 

2. ~on/short determination/computation 
of Road Tax · . 

888 6.34 

3. dt:4er i~egularities 109 0.09 

.6,2741 16.40 

During the year 2004-05, the Department accepted short determination of road 
tax, special road tax etc. in 5,573 cases involving Rs.11.46 crore of which 

• 2,497 c·as~s Involving Rs.4.82 crore were pointed mit in audit during 2004-05 
and· rest ih. earlier· years. Further, the Department recovered Rs.32.52 ·lakh in 
551 ~asesi of which 150 cases involving Rs.l9.69 lakh were pointed out in 
audit during the year 2004-05 and the rest in e~lier years. · 

A few ill1:1strative cases invplving Rs.7.82 crore· and highlighting important 
. ariditobs~rvatiOn.s•are giveniii the succeeding paragraphs'. . . 

·: .• :. • I . . . ·. • . . . . . • 

... ··. 

·;: i .;. 

, .. · ··. ... - .. 

. . .. : ~ . . ' . :_. .:· "' 
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Under the Rajasthan MotorVehicles Taxation Act, .1951{RMVT Act) and 'the 
Rules made thereunder, special road tax (SRT) at prescribed rates in respect of 
stage carriages (other than those plying within,the inunicipalH~its) owned by 
a fleet owner is payable monthly in advance on or·before fourteenth day ofthe 
month to which it relates, If tax due is not paid, within. the prescribed period 
the defaulter shaH be.1iable to pay, a pemilty ~tthe rate ,of LS per, cent per 

.. month of the amount. of tax due .for e~ch month or p~ thereof but not 
eX:ceedirig double the amount of tax due. · · · · · , , 

Scrutiny of records of Regional Transport Office. (RTO) Jaipur revealed in 
November 2004 that SR T in respect of stage carriages (other than those plying 
within ·the. rimnicipai limits) owned by Rajasthan State Ro11d: Tninspprt 
Corporation (RSRTC) was paid short by Rs.26~08 crore from t.itJ'!.e to tHne 
during April 2003 to January 2004 .. The delay ranged between one month to 
10 months. This resulted in non-levy ofpenalty amounting to Rs.2.73 .crore. 

After this was pointed out in December 2004, the Department stated in Miuch 
2005 that as per Government decision in February 2004, on payment ofl 0 
months tax remaining two months tax was adjustabl~ against free/cmicessional 
services provided by the Corporation. RSRTC has. paid 10 months tax hi the· . 
same financial year hence penalty was not leviable. The reply. was. riot tenable· 

· -~s two months tax was adjustable only on fuH and regular ·pa:Yment of J 0 
.. months tax. Since,_ .. the RSRTC has not paid SRT regulady on due· dates, ·. 

t]1erefore pepalty was leviable. , .. 

The. matter was reported to Government in Decemb~r 2004; their.~eply h~s ~ot 
been received (July 2005). ' . . . . . . . . . ' 

Under the RMVT Act and the Rules made, thereunder, SRT in respect of stage 
carriages 'shaH .be payable at the rates prescribed by the State Government 

···based 'ort.,the.(cost of ,c]J;;i~sjs,_Tr~spprt C9!IDTiissioner has .to .,determine the 
cost of the vehicle in the beginning of e~~hfinanda1 year:":As~per Government 
no~ification issued in August 2003 the tax payable for the year 2003-04 shaH 
not exceed the tax payable during the year 2002-03. 

][n Rl'O Jaipur~ it was noticed in Nov;ember 2004 that SRT in respect of stage 
carriages vehicles owned by RSRTC (a fleet owner) was paid short for the 
period April 2003 to January 2004 due to undervaluation of cost of chassis of 
vehicles for the purpose of computation of tax. The undervaluation of the cost 
of chassis resulted in short realisation of SRT amounting to Rs.2.28 crore. 
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The omiSSion was pointed out to the Department and reported to the 
Government in December 2004; their replies have not been received (July 
2005). 

3.4 Non/short-realisation of special road tax in respect of contract 
carriages 

Under the RMVT Act, and the Rules made thereunder, SRT in respect of 
contract carriages having seating capacity of more than 30 excluding driver 
and conductor is payable at the rate of 36 per cent of the cost of chassis. The 
tax is payable monthly in advance on or before seventh day of the month for 
which tax relates. 

In RTOs Jaipur and Sikar, it was noticed in September 2004 that SRT was 
either not paid or paid short by the owners of 31 contract carriage vehicles for 
the period between April 2002 and March 2004. This resulted in non/short 
realisation of SRT amounting to Rs.89.42 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in October 2004, the Department stated between 
March 2005 and July 2005 that Rs.15.80 lakh in respect of nine vehicles had 
been recovered in Jaipur and Sikar. Intimation of remaining vehicles has not 
been received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported between November 2004 and March 2005 to the 
Government; their reply has not been received (July 2005). 

3.5 Non/short realisation of motor vehicles tax and special road tax in 
respect of goods vehicles 

Under the RMVT Act and the Rules made thereunder, motor vehicles tax 
(MVT) on all motor vehicles used or kept for use in the State shall be levied 
and collected at the rates prescribed by the State Government from time to 
time. In addition to MVT, SRT on all transport vehicles at the rates prescribed 
shall also be payable. 

In seven District Transport Offices1 (DTO), it was noticed between July 2004 
and February 2005 that MVT and SRT relating to the period between April 
2000 and March 2004 in respect of 371 goods vehicles were either not paid or 
paid short by the owners of these vehicles. The Department also did not 
initiate action to realise the tax due. The omission resulted in non/short 
realisation of tax amounting to Rs.55.11 lakh. 

1 Baran, Jaipur, Jalore, Jhunjhunu, Sawaimadhopur, Sirohi, and Sriganganagar. 
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After this was pointed out between August 2004 and March 2005, the 
Department stated in July 2005 that Rs.4.93 lakh in respect of 42 vehicles had 
been recovered in Baran, Jhunjhunu and Sriganganagar. Intimation of 
remaining vehicles has not been received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported between November 2004 and March 2005 to the 
Government; their reply has not been received (July 2005). 

3.6 Non/short realisation of motor vehicles tax and special road 
tax in respect of contract carriages 

Under the RMVT Act and the Rules made thereunder, MVT and SRT in 
respect of contract carriage vehicles having seating capacity of up to 10 is 
payable at the rates prescribed by the State Government from time to time 
quarterly .in advance on or before 1Oth day of the first month of the quarter to 
which tax relates. 

In seven RTOs/DTOs2
, it was noticed between May 2004 and December 2004 

that MVT and SRT for the period between April 2001 and March 2004 in 
respect of 426 vehicles having seating capacity upto 10 and plying on contract 
carriage permits were either not paid or paid short by the owners of these 
vehicles. The taxation officer also did not initiate any action to recover the tax 
due. This resulted in non/short realisation of MVT and SRT amounting to 
Rs.53 .93 lakh. 

After this was pointed out between June 2004 and January 2005, the 
Department stated in July 2005 that Rs.6.69 lakh in respect of 57 vehicles had 
been recovered in Banswara, Baran and Jaipur. Intimation of remaining 
vehicles has not been received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported to the Government between January 2005 and March 
2005; their reply has not been received (July 2005). 

I 3. 7 Non/short realisation of special road tax on stage carriages 

Under the RMVT Act and the Rules made thereunder, SRT in respect of stage 
carriages is payable monthly in advance on or before seventh day of the month 
and the owner is also required to submit declaration to this effect within first 
14 days of the month. If the tax has not been correctly paid or owner has not 
submitted declaration the taxation officer shall proceed to compute and 
recover the amount of tax due. 

2 Banswara, Baran, Jaipur, Jalore, Pali, Rajsamand and Sirohi. 
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In four DTOs3
, it was noticed between June 2004 and February 2005 that SRT 

in respect of 94 stage carriages were either not paid or paid short by the 
owners of these vehicles during the period between April 2000 and March 
2004. The taxation officers also did not initiate any action to recover the tax 
due. The omission resulted in short/non realisation of SRT amounting to 
Rs.42.32 lakh. 

After this was pointed out between July 2004 and March 2005 the Department 
stated in July 2005 that Rs.l.38 lakh in respect of five vehicles had been 
recovered in Jhunj hunu. Intimation of remaining vehicles has not been 
received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported to the Government in March 2005 ; their reply has not 
been received (July 2005). 

3.8 Non realisation of motor vehicles tax on passenger vehicles 
kept without non-temporary permits4 

Under the RMVT Act, MVT in respect of a passenger vehicle not covered by 
a non temporary permit shall be payable at full rate of tax prescribed for 
passenger vehicles from time to time. 

In three RTO/DTOs5
, it was noticed between July 2004 and September 2004 

that MVT was not paid by owners of 89 passenger vehicles for the periods 
between April 2002 and April 2004 during which their vehicles remained 
without any non temporary permit. The taxation officer also did not initiate 
any action to realise the amount of the tax due. This resulted in non realisation 
of MVT amounting to Rs.32.21 lakh. 

After this was pointed out between August 2004 and October 2004, the 
Department stated between March 2005 and July 2005 that tax amounting to 
Rs.2.13 lakh in respect of 13 vehicles had been recovered in Bikaner, Jaipur 
and Sriganganagar. Intimation of remaining vehicles has not been received 
(July 2005). 

The matter was reported to the Government between November 2004 and 
January 2005; their reply has not been received (July 2005). 

3 Bundi, Dholpur, Jhunjhunu and Nagaur. 
4 Permanent permit. 
5 Bikaner, Jaipur and Sriganganagar, 
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Under the RMVT Act andthe Rules made thereunder, SRJ at thy pr~scfib~d 
rates in respect of stage carriages of other states plying on iriter state routes ,iS, 
payable monthly in advance on or before seventh day of the month to which it 
relat~s ;md the owner. is also required to submit a return/de~laration to this 
effect on or before fourteenth day of the. said month. If the taxation officer is 
satisfied that the tax has not been corre9tly paid or. the owner. has ~ot furnished 
the ''fetufn/declaratiori, he shall, after. giving reasonabie opportunity ,to . the. 
owner of vehicle being heard, proceed to compute and recover ·the ·t~x due. · · 

In shahjahanpur, it was noticed in December 2004 that. four stage. ca,rriag~ 
permits were issued by RegionaL Transport Arithori.ty, Faridabad· betWeen 
November 1997 and November 2002 in favour of Faridabad Depot of Haryana 
Roadways to ply four vehicles on Delhi-Jaipur inter state route with single trip 
per day. Out. of these_ four permits, two permits were transferred in Jun~. 1999 
to ·-Delhi .depot· of Haryana Roadways. A. test check ·of retumsicha11ans· · 
submitted by Delhi Depot revealedfu.~t. SRT in respect ofabove f\vo peJ,111its 
was being paid by Delhi Depot with effect from May 2002 instead[ offrom the . 
date. of transfer in June 1999. The taxation officer also did not initiate.·any 
action· to recover the tax due. This resulted in non/short realisation of SRT 
amounting to Rs.8.52 lakh during the period from June 1999 to,April2002 .. · · : 

The matter was pointed out to the Department in January 2005 and h~poited'to' 
the Government in ·March 2005; their replies have not been received (July! 
2005); .. 

. i 
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' ' cases 
iand 

recov¢ry of conversion charges 
khatedars . 

• recoyery of premiwn and rent 
· ·centraL'State · Governrrient 

·'I ' ' , .. 

of 

. . 

419 239 

300 66.14 

·-L58 

20 0.04 

150 0.06 

19.64 
,, . ·. 93,71 

2004-05, the· Department accepted underassessnients etc. of 
ved in 208 cases· of which 126 cases~involving Rs.2 lakh ·had 

VV>.UL'-•U outin1 audit ciuring2004~05 and rest in earlier years. Flniher, the 
1''11<3-n<l1'1-ri'IP-nt

1 

recovered Rs.19 lakh in 127 cases during the. year 2004~05 which 
1 earlier years. ··.·. · · 

. I . . . . . 
A:~·few• ve ·cases involving Rs.3.17 crore highlighting important audit 
observatioris are given in the ·suc6eeding paragraphs. · · ·• : . ·· . · 

I . . . 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
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Chapter IV-Land Revenue 

. . 

Government order of March 1987 prescribed that· Government land situated in 
urban area and within its periphery (1 km) shall be allotted to · Central 
Government departments and undertakings on the ,prevailing market price 
applicable for abadi!periphery area. Where·, the us~ of allotted' ia!J.d_- was for 
commercial purpose, the cost of such land was to be recovered at commercial 
rate as approved by the District Level Committee (DLC). · 

41.2.1 In Tehsil Kushalgarh, (Banswaradistrict) it'wasnoticed iri July 2004 
that Government agriculturalland measuring 3,48,480 square feet (20 bigha) 
situated within the-.radius of 1 km of municipal area of Kushalgarh was:~ 
allotted in August . 2003 to Central Warehousing Corporation Behror, .· (a.: 
commercial organisation) for establishment of godown at village l\1qre. The 
cost of land was' recovered at the rate applicable to. agricultural land instead of 
prevalent commercial rate. The cost of land -thus wbrked out to RsX39 crore 
as against which Rs.1.50 lakh was charged. ·The undervaluation of land 
resulted~in short recovery ofRs.1.38 crore. 

After this was pointed out in March 2005, the Department stated in May 2005 
that the allotted land was situated at a distance of 1.5 kin· from periphery area 
of municipality and hence cost was recovered as per DLC rates prescribed for 
rural area. The reply is not tenable because as per the records of Tehsildar, 
Kushalgarh (July 2004) the village Mqrein whichland -is situ~ted was within 
the periphery of 1 km and as such the commercial rate of land was applicable 
in this case. 

The matter was reported to the Government (Apri,l 2005); their reply has not 
been received (July 2005). · 

4.2.2. In Tehsil Ramganjmandi ( d.istrict Kota), it was noticed in August2004 
that Government land measuring 19.59 hectares was allotted in February 2003 _ 
to Railway Department for laying. Ramganjmandi-Bhopal rail track on' 
recovery of cost ofland. Out of 1959 hect~e, land measuring-0,7908 hectare 
(85,090 sq~ft.) was situated in urban area ofRamganjmandi (viUage R.anspH) 
and the cost !hereto was recoverable atcornmercial.rate where as the recovery 
was effected at abadi rate .. The omission resulted in short recovery ofRs.59.56 
lakh. ·' ·· , · · · .. - . . . . . 

The matter was pointed out in Sept~mber 2004 to the Departme])t ancj. rep()rted 
to the Government (April 2005); their replies have not been receiyed (July· 
2005). 

', 

As per Government order dated 2 March 1987, on allotment of Government 
agricultural . land in rural areas to Central Government departments, 
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corporations and undertakings for use other than agricultural purpose, the 
prevailing market price of agricultural land together with capitalised value 
equal to 40 times of the annual land revenue and conversion charges were 
recoverable. 

In three tehsils it was noticed between May and August 2004 that Government 
land measuring 50.6655 hectares was allotted between January 2003 and 
October 2003 to Railways. The prevailing market price of agricultural land 
together with capitalised value was recovered but conversion charges payable 
on the land were not recove..red. This resulted in non recovery of Rs.98 lakh as 
detailed below: 

Sl. Name of tehsil Period of Area of Conversion 
No. allotment of land land charges 

(hectare) (Rs. in lakh} 

1. Kolayat (Bikaner) March 2003 25.4640 50.79 

2. Phalodi (Jodhpur) January 2003 and 6.5235 16.82 
October 2003 

3. Ramganjmandi (Kota) February 2003 18.6780 30.39 

Total 50.6655 98.00 

After this was pointed out between June 2004 and September 2004, the 
department stated between June 2005 and July 2005 that concerned Collectors 
had been directed to raise demand and recover the amount. 

The Government to whom the matter was reported between March 2005 and 
May 2005, confirmed between June 2005 and July 2005, the reply of the 
department in respect of Kolayat and Phalodi. The reply in case of 
Ramganjmandi was, however, not received (July 2005). 

I 4.4 Short recovery of fine 

According to Rajasthan Land Revenue (Conversion of agricultural into non 
agricultural land) Rules, 1961 (Rules) the Collector may regularise cases of 
conversion of agricultural land for use of construction of factory or mill or 
setting up of a small scale industry or a tourism unit which have been set up 
without prior permission of the State Government. Rules further provide that 
regularisation in such cases can be allowed on payment of fine which shall be 
calculated at the rate of not less than five times the prevalent highest market 
price in the neighbourhood if the land is situated in urban area. 

In Tehsil Vallabh Nagar (District Udaipur), it was noticed in February 2005 
that a resort was constructed on Khatedari land1 admeasuring 2,377 square 

1 Khatedari land is the land held by an individual with tenancy right from the Government. 
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metres in Udaipur without prior permission. The District Collector, Udaipur, 
however, regularised in July 2000 the said conversion for use on payment of 
one time of land price of Rs.3.84 lakh instead of five times of prevalent market 
cost amounting to Rs.l 9 .1 8 lakh. The omission resulted in short realisation of 
Rs.1 5.34 lakh. 

After this was pointed out (March 2005) in audit, the Department did not 
accept the observation and stated (July 2005) that since the village Tush 
Dagian falls under tehsil Vallabh Nagar and thus does not fall within 
municipal area to attract cost at higher rates. The reply is not tenable because 
as per notifications issued in June 1983 and subsequently in April 1999, the 
village Tush Dagian is included in the periphery of Udaipur urban area. 

The matter was reported (April 2005) to Government; their reply has not been 
received (July 2005). 

I 4.5 Short recovery of cost of Government land 

Rajasthan Colonisation (Allotment and Sale of Government land in Indira 
Gandhi Nahar Project Area) Rule, 1975, stipulates that the cost of Government 
land situated within municipal periphery area of three kms having population 
between 25,000 but less than 50,000, should be charged four times of double 
the reserved rate fixed for same class of land in the said area. The State 
Government notification (April 2001) have enhanced the rates. 

In Tehsil Rawatsar, it was noticed in September 2004 that in four cases, small 
patches of Government land measuring 10.21 bigha2 situated within periphery 
area of three kms of Rawatsar Municipality having population of 28,387 were 
allotted between September 2001 and November 2002 to cultivators. The cost 
of land was assessed at Rs.2.05 lakh instead of Rs.7.90 lakh based on revised 
rates as prescribed in Rules. The omission resulted in short recovery of cost of 
land of Rs.5.85 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in October 2004, the department stated in July 2005 
that a demand of Rs.5.85 lakh had been raised in the revenue accounts. 

Government, to whom the matter was reported in Apri l 2005, confirmed (July 
2005) the reply of the department. 

2 Uncommand 6.00 bigha and Nahari 4.2 1 bigha. 
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Test check of the records of the Department of Stamps and Registration 
conduCted by aJ.Idifduring the year 2004-05 revealed short recovery of stamp 
duty and ~egistratiori fee amourtting to Rs.l2.10 crore in' 2,495 cases which 
proadly f~U-underthefoHowing categories:-

. •'.. ' ·. . 

Totall 12.:!.@ 

Dlll"i~g ~he year .. · 2004;.05; · the Department acqepted . underassessments 
.· I. .... ·.. . . . .. . . 

ammtp.ting to .. Rs.4.27 crore . pertaining to 854 cases.· of which 523 cases 
anioUll.tingto.Rs. 1.90 crore wer~ pointed out by .auditdUril}g 2004":05 and the 
r.est:in earlier year~· Further, the Department recovered Rs.13,85lakh in 220 
~ases dUring the year 2004-05, of which two cases amounting to Rs.0.291akh 
related tofthe ye~ 2004 .. 05 ~d the restto earlier years. · 

' ,., .. 
A .few ill~strative cases involving Rs.-5.20 crore highlighting important audit 
observations are given in the succeeding paragraphs. · 

i' 
• I 

·.; ~ . ' 

. I . 
..... 

. J. 
" I 

:··. 
: .. : : 
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5.2.1 As per Rajasthan Stamp Law (Adaptation}Act, 1952, stanip drity shall· 
be chargeable on rp.arket value of the property. The'Rajasthari.Stamp Rules, · .. I 
1955 provide that market value of. the property shall be detennine<f. pn the 
basis of the rates recormiuinded by the District Level Cmnridttee (DtC) or. the 
rates approved by the Inspector General of Stamps, whichever is higher.· · 

In seven Sub-Registrar Offices (SRO), it was noticed between Octob~r 2004 
and January 2005 that in 16 cases of .qonveyance deeds (registered bet\v~en; 
May 2001 and October 2003) involving commercial/residential' plots and 
agricultural land, the value of the property was deteqn,iried either at the r~:tte~ ' 
of residential land instead of commercial land .. or .at rates lower than those 
approved by DLC. This .resulted in short lery of stamp duty . (SD) and · 
registration fee (RF) aggregating to. Rs.3.11 crate as per the details given in 
the table: 

100.91 45.98· 11.94 

4 Commercial 449.64 43.53 50.46 

Commercial 59.28 10.00 6.77 

2 Commercial 580.93 33.44 64.37 4.01 60.36 

2 Commercial 1,601.74 37.27 176.69 4.47 172.22 

Commercial 131.40 24.30 14.70 2.91 11.79 

3111.03 

After ·this was point~d .. Put1Jetwee1,1,N,,gv~~1Jer 7QQ~, an<:I February 2005, the 
Department in the case of Duddu in May 2005 stated thai.iiie.Iaiicfwas being 
used for agricultural purpose at the time of registration of the sale d,eed which 
formed the basis for charge of SD at agricultural rate.· The reply is not tenable 
since the land was purchased by an oil company and in view of the circular 
issued in July 2003, the value of the land for levy of SD was to be based on 
the commercial rate if land was to be used for commercial purpose in fiiture. 
While in case of SRO, Gangrar, it was stated in June 2005 that the matter was 
under consideration in Finance Department and the SROs, Sikar and Mahawa 
had referred the cases to the Collector(Stamps) for adjudication. In remaining 
cases reply has 'not been received (July 2005). 
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The matter was reported to Government between December 2004 to April 
2005, their replies have not been received (July 2005). 

5.2.2 As per clarification issued in April 2002 by the State Government, 
private educational institutions are to be considered as commercial institutions 
for recovery of land conversion charges. 

In three SROs it was noticed between July 2004 and January 2005 that in 
contravention of the above clarification, the value of land mentioned in the 
deeds registered between January 2003 and May 2003 in favour of educational 
institutions was determined at agricultural rate instead of commercial rate. The 
omission resulted in short levy of SO and RF aggregating to Rs.66.11 lakh as 
indicated below: -

(Rs. In lakh 

Name or the Institution to Market Value - SD and RF Short levy or 
SROs whom sold value as per adopted SD.ad RF 

Commercial Leviable Levied 
rate 

AI war Public Rose 236 46 17.05 26.26 2.05 24 21 
Siksha Samiti 
A1war 

Jhunjhunu lslamia Arabia, 74.87 2.25 8.49 0.27 8 22 
Anwaru1u1am 
(School), 
Jhunjhunu 

Vazirpur Private 307.95 3.73 34.13 0.45 33.68 
(Sawaimadho Educational 
pur) Institution 

Total 66.11 

After this was pointed out between August 2004 and February 2005 the 
Department stated in May 2005 that in Alwar a case had been registered with 
the Collector (stamps) for adjudications. In case of Jhunjhunu, the Department 
did not accept the observations and stated (May 2005) that purchased land was 
agricultural land at the time of execution of documents and did not fulfil the 
condition that land conversion charges was to be determined at commercial 
rate. The reply of the Department is not tenable as the land attached to the 
institute was purchased by the same private educational institution and cost of 
land was to be determined at commercial rate for conversion charges. No reply 
has been received in other case (July 2005). 

The omission was reported to Government between January 2005 and March 
2005; their replies have not been received (July 2005). 

5.2.3 In pursuance of instructions issued by Inspector General of Stamps in 
October 1999, valuation of land situated in Rajasthan State Industrial 
Development and Investment Corporation (RllCO) area should be assessed at 
RliCO rate, while for land situated outside the RIICO area, valuation of land 
should be done at industrial rate as decided by DLC. In absence of these rates 
prevailing reserved rates of nearby RliCO area are to be applied. 
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In SRO, Duddu (Jaipur district), it was noticed in·.November 2004 that 
agricultural land measuring 43.125 bigha (1,14,133.76 ·sq.m.) waS ·sold to' a 
company through 10 sales deeds registered between May and November 2002 
at valuation of Rs.40.61 lakh at agricultural rate on which SD and RF ··Of 
Rs.4.87lakh were charged. 

Since the land purchased was for estaplishment of a project for laying 6 line 
road work at National Highway No. 8, the value of land. was to be worke<l out 
at the rate of nearby RHCO area :i.n absence of DLC rate. The value of land 
would thus work out to Rs.1.43 crore ori which SD and RF of Rs.i7.12'1akh 
was chargeable. mcorrect computation of market value of land resulted in 
short levy ofSD and RF ofRs.l2.251akh~ 

This was pointed out in November 2004 to the Department and to the 
Government in January 2005; their replies have not been received (July 2005) 

5.3.11 Under the Rajasthan Stamp Law (Adaptation) Act, 1952, where· the 
lease purports to be for a period of not more than 20 years; stamp duty for a 
consideration equal to. the amount. of the average rent of· tWo years :i.s 
chargeable. However, where the lease period exceeds 20 years,.stamp.dutyis 
to be cha,rged as on conveyance on the market value of the property. TheJelim 
of a lease shan include not oruy the period stated in the document butshali be 
deemed· to be the sum of such stated period alongwith aU previous periods 
immediately _without a break for which the l.essee arid)essor remained the 
same. Further, as per ·Rajasthan Staffip Rui~s, 1955, the·. market value, of the 
land shaH be_assessed on the basis of the ratesrecorpmended by DLC or the 
rates approved by t]le mspector Generat of Stamps, whichever is hlgi}er. . 

In five SROs, it ·'N~·ll,lloticed between JUne 2004 andl Jammry 4005 that in case 
of lease deeds' pertai'nitng to more than 20 years registered betwee~ Augytst 
2002 and December 2003, the SD was not recovered! as oiiit coltJ.veyance piill the· 
--·· • • < • - - •" .- - •• ··, •• 
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market value of property. This resulted in loss of SD and RF aggregating to 
Rs.l crore as per the details given in the table: 

(Rs. in lakh) 

s. Name of Name of Market Value SD and RF Short levy of~ 

No. SROs lessee value adopted 
Leviable Levied 

SD and RF 

I. Nathdawara Bharat 448.87 9.34 49.63 1.12 48.51 
Petroleum 
Corporation 

2. Udaipur-I Allahabad 145.26 40.43 16.23 1.06 15. 17 
Bank 

3. Bali M/S 43 .04 0.72 4.98 0.09 4.89 
Gopichand 
Roshanlal 
Petro-
chemicals 
Ltd. 

4. Bhilwara National 38.27 1.15 4.46 O.Q3 4.43 
Insurance 
Company 

5. Udaipur- II Sri Nimbark 249 1.20 27.64 0. 14 27.50 
Shiksha 
Prashishan 
College 

Total 100.50 

After this was pointed out between July 2004 and March 2005, the 
Department in the case of Bali and Bhilwara stated (May 2005) that cases 
have been registered with the Collector (Stamps) for adjudication. In 
remaining cases replies have not been received (July 2005). 

The matter was reported to Government between January 2005 and March 
2005; their replies have not been received (July 2005). 

• In SRO Sri Dungargarh (Bikaner), it was noticed (June 2004) that a 
lease deed of a plot measuring 3.50 bigha (8,840 sq.m.) was registered in 
February 2003 for a period of 30 years (January 2003 to December 2032) in 
favour of Sesomu Education Society for running of a school. The valuation of 
land was assessed at agricultural rate and SD and RF of Rs.0.40 lakh was 
charged. As the land was leased out for more than 20 years to a private 
education society for running of a school, the valuation of land was to be 
determined at commercial rate of Rs.79.56 lakh on which SD and RF of Rs.9 
lakh was chargeable. This resulted in short recovery of SD and RF aggregating 
to Rs.8.60 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in June 2004 the Department stated in June 2005 
that the case has been registered with the Collector (Stamps) for adjudication. 

The matter was reported to the Government in December 2004; their reply has 
not been received (July 2005). 
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53.2 Under provision of Rajasthan Stamp Law (Adaptation) Act, 1952, on 
transfer of le~se by way of assignment, stamp duty for a consideration equal to 
the amount. of market. value of the property ·under .transfer is chargeable. 
Further as per circular issued in October 1999 by Inspector General of Stamps, 
Ajmer, documents executed as supplementary documents inter alia on change 
of legal status of finn or change of partners or dissohition of partnership shaH 
be categorised as 'transfer of lease by way of assignment.' · 

fu SRO Amer (Jaipur), it was noticed in October 2004 that an industrial plot· 
admeasuring 23,814 sq. m. was allotted in November 2000 on consideration of 
Rs.72.91 lakh to an industrial unit by RIICO in industrialareaKukas (Jaipur). 
The lease agreement was registered on 30 July 2003. RJITCO further accorded. 
sanction for change in the name of industrial unit with reduction in the number 
of Board of Directors to two from existing five. The correction deed· was 
registered in December 2003 and SD of Rs.l 00 and RF Rs.l50 levied thereon. 
As there was change in name of firm as well as legal status of Board of 
Directors as mentioned in Articles of Association presented to RUCO by new . 
finn, the subsequent document was to be classified as 'transfer of lease by way . 
of assignment' attracting valuation of the property for charge of stamp duty on • 
market value. The SD and RF on market value of Rs.1.31 crore would thus 
work out to Rs.l4.65 lakh. The omission of considering it as correction deed 
instead of 'transfer of lease by way of assignment' resulted in loss of SD and 
RF ofRs.l4.65 lakh. 

After this was pointed out in November 2004 the Department stated in March: 
2005 that a case· had been registered with the Collector (stamps) for 
adjudication. Further progress has not been received. 

The matter was reported to Government in January 2005; their reply has not 
been received (July 2005). 

Under the Registration Act, 1908, lease of immovable property for any tenn 
exceeding one year is c~mpulsorily registrable. Where the lease purports.to be 
for a term of 20 years or more or in perpetuity or where the term- is not 
mentioned, stamp duty is chargeable as on a conveyance on the market value 
of the property. 

In SR; Rajsamand and Nathdawara, it' was noticed in November 2004 that in 
four cases, land valued at Rs.58.20 lakh was allotted between June and )uly 
2002 to Rajasthan Rajya Vidyut Prasaran Nigam Limited on lease for 99 
years, but leases were not presented for registration by Nigam in these cases. It 
resulted in rion.:realisation ofSD and RF of Rs.6.98 lakh. · 
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After.this was pointed • oufin· D~cember:2004 the ,Department orderedirt.May .. ·.. . I .... t , ·. . . . . . .r . . . . . . .· 
2005 to call for doC\.unents from concerned parties for effecting recovery of 

I : . 
the amount. 1 

. 

The ma~ was reported in December 2004 to G!>vemment; their rep!yhas no! 
been recmved (July 2005). · · 

I 

I 
I 

~ • r . 



Test check of the records of the State Excise Offices, conducted in audit 
during the year 2004-05, revealed non/short recovery of excise revenue 
amounting to Rs.21.47 crore in 195 cases, which broadly faH under the 
foHowing categories: 

2. Loss of excise duty on account 10 0.02 
of excess of · 

3. ·other 164 20.41 

Tota] 195 2Jl.Al7 

During the year 2004-05, the Department accepted short reallisation etc. in 38 
cases involving Rs.7.46 crore of which 25 cases involving Rs.SJS crore had 
been pointed out in audit during 2004-05 and rest in earlier years. The 
Department recovered Rs.L16 crore in 44 cases of which 12 cases involving 
RsJO.ll lakh had been pointed out in audit duringthe year 2004-05 and rest 
in earlier years. 

A few illustrative cases involving Rs.l. 15 crore highlighting important audit 
observations are given in the succeeding paragraphs. 
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I 6.2 Non-recovery of stock transfer fee 

Rajasthan Excise Rules, 1956 provide that in the event of transfer of closing 
stock of Indian Made Foreign Liquor (IMFL)/beer and lanced poppy heads 
(LPH) from one licensee to another licensee, stock transfer fee at the rate of 
Rs.4 per bulk litre (BL) and Rs.2 per kg respectively shall be charged. 

In three district excise offices 1, it was noticed between December 2004 and 
March 2005 that the closing stock of 3,69,902.04 BL IMFL, 53,421.4 BL beer 
and 21 ,978.97 quintal LPH held at the end of contract period of 2002-03 and 
2003-04 were transferred to the licensees of the succeeding years. However, 
stock transfer fee amounting to Rs.43.96 lakh on LPH and Rs.l6.93 lakh on 
IMFL/beer chargeable on above transfer, was not recovered by district excise 
officers (DEOs). It resulted in non-recovery of stock transfer fee of Rs.60.89 
lakh. 

After this was pointed out, the Commissioner Excise stated in May and July 
2005 that demand of Rs.l9.98 lakh had been raised and recovered in respect of 
the licensees of Barrner and Chittorgarh. Further, it was stated that Rs.40.92 
lakh in respect of Sirohi and Chittorgarh was not recoverable as licences were 
sanctioned to same licensees. The reply is not tenable as licences were 
sanctioned separately for each year by inviting tenders. Thus, the licences 
were separate from each other. Moreover, recovery was also made in Barrner 
from the same licensee. 

Government confirmed in July 2005 the reply of the Department. 

I 6.3 Short recovery of excise duty 

Government notification issued under Rajasthan Excise Act 1950 provides for 
excise duty on IMFL at the rate of Rs.1 00 per London Proof Litre (LPL) from 
1 April 1999. Government declared (April 2003) heritage liquor to be lMFL. 
The Commissioner declared 'Som Ras' as heritage liquor with effect from 1 
April2003. 

In four district excise offices2 it was noticed between July 2004 and March 
2005, that licensees having wholesale licence of IMFL, purchased 79,200 BL 
(47,520 LPL) of Som Ras Liquor between July 2003 and December 2003, 
from a manufacturer at Behror (Alwar). The excise duty on this liquor was 
erroneously levied at the rate of Rs.50 per LPL. As heritage liquor had been 
declared IMFL from 1 April 2003, levy of excise duty at incorrect rates 
resulted in short recovery of excise duty amounting to Rs.23.76 lakh. 

After this was pointed out between July 2004 and March 2005, the 
Department stated in May 2005 that excise duty on heritage liquor was 

1 Banner, Chittorgarh and. Sirohi 
2 Alwar, Chittorgarh, Sikar and Sriganganagar. 
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realised at the rate of Rs.50 per LPL as prescribed. The reply was not tenable 
as heritage liquor was categorised as IMFL with effect from 1 April 2003 apd 
excise duty on heritage liquor was, therefore, chargeable as applicable for 
IMFL. . . 

Government confirmed in July 2005 the reply of the Department. 

As per conditions of licence for the year 2003-04 for retail ·sale of IMFL imd 
beer, the rebate allowed to the licensee of a group in fulfilment of EP A3 on 
account of excise duty shall be withdrawn in respect of quantity of liquor 
which remained undisposed or unsold at the end of Hcence period. 
Accordingly, rebate allowed in respect ofquantity of liquor which remained in 
balance . at the end of licence period out of the quantity of iiquoi' sold to 
hotels/club bars was to be withdrawn. 

In three district excise offices4
, it was noticed betWeen April 2004 and 

December 2004 that three retail licensees of liquor groups for the year 2003-
04 issued IMFL/beer to 61 licensees of hotel/club bars situated in groups and 
availed fulfilment towards EPA on 12,837.731 LPL IMFL and 46,313.823 BL 
beer which remained undisposed with these hotels /dub bars at the end of 
licence period. The rebate of Rs.18.98 lakh granted thereon was thus, required 
to be withdrawn but it was neither withdrawn nor recovered which resulted in 
short recovery of EPA ofRs.18.98lakh. · 

After this was pointed out the Department stated in May 2005 that Rs~8.7l 
lakh have been recovered from Alwar and Jodhpur. The replies in other cases. 
were awaited (July 2005). 

The matter· was reported· between June 2004 ·and· April 2005 to th:e 
Government; their reply has not been received (July 2005). 

As per condition of licence for the year 2003-04 for retail sale of beer, the 
rebate equivalent to excise duty paid by HoteVClub bar on purchase of beer 
from. the wholesaler of EPA shaH· be allowed· to. retail ·licensee under EPA 
system towards fulfilment of its monthly guarantee. 

3 Exclusive privilege amount is the amount on which a licence to s~ll liquor. for a ye~r lS 
sanctioned in favour oflicensee which is divided in 12 monthly instalm~nts. · ·· · · · ·· 
4 Alwar, Jodhpur and Udaipur. 
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In Jaipm, kota,an~ AJwar,it "Was rioti~ed ih·dctoper 2004 & December 2004 
that-hotel/Club bars ~imrchased beer from, Rajasthan Tourism Development 
Corporatidn (RTDC) whlch was not having wholesale licence under EPA 
system. Inj disregard of the provisions, re_bat~ of Rs.! 0.~ I Jakh of excise duty. 
was allow¢d by the Department to retatl hcensee m Its fulfilment. of EPA 
despite th~ fact that RTDC w~ not the wholesale licensee under EPA system. 
This _result~d in irregular. grant of rebate amounting to Rs.10.81 lakh~ 

·.. .• . ! . .. . .. . . l. • . 

. ~~~ thlsfwas P?i~ted out in Noyember:2004 .and February 2005, the 
Departme~t stated in May· 2005 that an amol.mt of Rs.l.ll lakh has been 

. recovered from licen~ee in Alwar but in-respect of balance amount ofRs.9.70 
lakh relatmg to li~ensees at .J ~ipur and Kota it was stated that beer was issued 
. . .. I . . . . . . . . .·· . . . . .. . . 

to ,RTDC .p.ot~l b~s as such amount was. not recoverable. The reply is_ not 
tenable as IRTDC was not the wholesale licensee under EPA system; Further I . . ..· . 
reply was ~waited (July 2005). · · · 

. . . I 

Government confirmed in July 2005 the reply of the Department. 
I . . . . . . 
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Test check of the records.ofthe Mining Department, conducted in auditdliring 
the year 2004-2005, revealed non/short recovery of mining revenue amounting 
to Rs329.14 crore in ·1,704 cases, which broadly fall' tiriderthe: following 
categories: 

1. and Property I 4.25 

1. 144 49.97 

2. Unauthorised excavation 129 97.77 

3. 116 0.40 

-4. Non 397 5.57. 

5. 916 14.58 

6. Review "Receipts from Mnnes and 1 156.60 
Vi 

Total 1 3l~oli4J 

During the year 2004-05, the Dep~erit accepted short realisation etc., of 
Rs.21.54 crore in 738 ca~es, ofwhich 316 cases involving Rs.13.73crore had 
been pointed out in audit during the year 2004-05 and rest in earlier years. 
Further, the Department r~covered Rs.1.50 crore in 195 cases of which 14 
cases involving Rs.83 lakh had been pointed out in audit during the year 2004-
05 and rest in earlier years. 

·I 

I· 
I 

! 

I 

Important audit observation on DevasthanReceipts and Property Management I 

and audit . fmdings of the review on Receipts from Mines :mnd MfumeJr:mns 
involving Rs. 160.85 crore are given in following paragraphs: 

I 
I 

. I 
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I A. Devasthan Department 

17.2 Devasthan Receipts and Property Management 

7.2.1 Introduction 

Devasthan Department controls and maintains all the temples and other 
religious endowments of the State. The Department is also entrusted with the 
registration of public trusts. It controls 994 temples under various categories 
i.e. direct charge 390, self supporting 204 and supurdgi 1 400. 

The Department derives revenue mainly from the (i) rent of 
buildings/dharrnshalas, land and shops/hotels attached to the temples and 
religious institutions; (ii) offerings (cash and kind) from devotees; and (iii) 
proceeds by disposal of properties and interest on interest bearing personal 
deposit (PD) account. 

The records in the offices of the Commissioner, Devasthan, Rajasthan, who is 
head of the department and 10 Assistant Commissioners (ACsi covering the 
period from 1999-2000 to 2003-04 were test-checked in audit during July 
2004 to February 2005 which revealed the following:-

7.2.2 Financial management 

• The budget estimates and actuals thereagainst during the last five years 
ending March 2004 was as under: 

(Rs. in lakh) 

Year Budget Actuals Shortfall Percentage 
estimates of shortfall 

1999-2000 50 30 20 40 

2000-2001 100 91 9 9 

2001-2002 100 99 1 1 

2002-2003 112 74 38 34 

2003-2004 115 97 18 16 

The above table shows that targets of revenue realisation were not 
achieved during 1999-2000, 2002-03 and 2003-04. The shortfall during these 
years ranged between 16 and 40 per cent. The targets achieved during 2000-01 
and 2001-02 were on account of increase of rental income due to 
implementation of new rent policy from April 2000. The reasons for shortfall 
in revenue realisation, were attributed by Commissioner in July 2005 mainly 

1 Temples which were constructed by ex rulers or their family members and handed over to 
rujaries for day to day management and puja. 

Ajmer, Bharatpur, Bikaner, Jaipur(temple and trust), Jodhpur, Kota, Rishabhdeo, Udaipur 
and Vrindavan. 
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to litigation and non recovery of outstanding rent from Government 
departments. 

• The Rajasthan Treasury Rules, require that departmental receipts 
collected daily should be deposited into treasury immediately. 

It was noticed in the office of AC (Temple), Jaipur that the rent realised from 
the properties of various temples were not deposited in the treasury, in 
contravention of above rules. Heavy cash balances remained with AC as 
shown under: 

(Rs. in lakh) 

Year Amount 

1999-2000 8.44 

2000-2001 11.32 

2001-2002 9.25 

2002-2003 8.58 

2003-2004 7.34 

7.2.3 Position of arrears 

Records of Commissioner Devasthan, Rajasthan, Udaipur and eight ACs3 

revealed that a sum of Rs.2. 16 crore was outstanding as on 31 March 2004 
against tenants on account of rent of residentiaVcommercial properties 
attached to various temples and other religious endowments. Year-wise break 
up of arrears though called for was not made available to audit. The various 
stages of arrears are as under: 

(Rs. in crore) 

1. Arrears due from various Government departments 1.07 

2. Arrears locked under litigation/other reasons 1.09 

Total 2.16 

After this was pointed out, the Department stated (July 2005) that directions 
have been issued in May 2005 to effect the recovery in accordance with the 
provisions of Land Revenue Act, 1956. 

7.2.4 Property management 

Manual of Devasthan Department prescribes that the Department should (i) 
conduct survey of immovable properties including agricultural land attached 
to the temples and valuation thereof, (ii) verify the title after due investigation 
from old records of their own Department and keep such records in safe 

3 Bharatpur Rs. I. IO lakh, Bikaner Rs.0.60 lakh, Jaipur Rs. l23 .56 lakh, Jodhpur Rs.54.06 lakh, 
Kota Rs.7 .61 lakh, Rishabhdeo Rs.2.5 1 lakh, Udaipur Rs.22.89 lakh and Vrindavan Rs.3. 75 
lakh. 
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custody, (iii) take immediate action in case of unauthorised occupation and 
make report to the Collector concerned for taking action under Rajasthan Land 
Revenue Act, 1956 (Act). In case, agricultural land pertaining to temples is 
transferred in the revenue records unauthorisedly in the name of pujari/other 
person necessary action may be taken under the Act to get the land restored. 

As per information made G.vailable by seven ACs4
, details of agricultural land 

measuring 10,363 bigha5 and 11 biswa6 attached to 63 direct charge temples in 
the departmental records was as under: -

Bh!:ha 

Records of entrustment not available 2,496.02 

Unauthorised possession of trespassers/pujaris 5,832.10 

In the name of other persons I pujaris 936.06 

Under departmental possession 1,098.13 

Total 10,362.31 

say 10,363.11 

Due to non-availability of records of entrustment in respect of 2,496.02 bigha 
land valued at Rs.1.30 crore the Department failed to derive any income 
therefrom or to initiate action for restoration in case it was under unauthorised 
possession. The land measuring 5,832.10 bigha valued at Rs.3 .03 crore 
(worked out at minimum rates approved by DLC) was under unauthorised 
possession of trespassers/pujaris. Records were, however, silent as to whether 
any efforts were made at any stage to get the land restored in accordance with 
the provisions of Act to evict trespassers. 

Records of AC Bikaner, Kota, Udaipur and Vrindavan revealed that in 10 
cases land measuring 936.06 bigha recorded in the names of 10 direct charge 
temples, in revenue records, was transferred/recorded in the names of 
pujaris/other persons. No action was initiated to get the land restored except in 
six cases involving land measuring 561.05 bigha wherein references made 
were, however, pending in various revenue courts. 

After this was pointed out, the Department stated in July 2005 that action to 
restore the land and to evict the trespassers was being initiated. 

7.2.5 Rent Receipt 

Under new rent policy applicable from April 2000, rent of buildings and shops 
belonging to direct charge temples was recoverable at the rate of 30 per cent 
of rent determined in accordance with PWD standing orders of 1995 from 
individuals and at the rate of 100 per cent from Government departments, 

4 Aj mer, Bharatpur, Bikaner, Kota, Rishabhdeo, Udaipur and Vrindavan. 
5 Bigha is a unit of measurement o f land which denotes normally 3025 square yards. 
6 Biswa is unit for measurement of land which denotes !/20th part of a Bigha. 
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autonomous bodies and public welfare societies. The rent so determined was 
to be increased at the rate of 15 per cent after every three years. Further, PWD 
Manual provides that when Government hires private building for official use, 
the rent is to be determined at the rate of nine per cent of cost of building .and 
when Government property is let out to a private person/body, rent at the rate 
of 10 per cent per month is to be recovered. 

• Test check of the records of eight ACs 7 revealed that rent in respect of 
buiidings belonging to direct charge temples let out to private individuals for 
residential/ commercial purposes was worked out at nine per cent of the cost 
of building instead of 10 per cent. Consequently there was short recovery of 
Rs.12.75 lakh (being 30 per cent of the rent so determined at PWD rates) 
during the period from April 2000 to March 2004. 

After this was pointed out, the Department stated in July 2005 that assessment 
of rent at the rate of nine per cent was made in accordance with circular issued 
by PWD in March 1995. The reply is not tenable as said circular is applicable 
to hiring of private buildings by Government. 

• Records of ACs Jodhpur and Vrindavan revealed that recovery of rent 
in respect of four buildings was effected from autonomous bodies/public 
welfare societies during the period from 2000-01 to 2003-04 at the rate of 30 
per cent instead of 100 per cent of the rent determined at PWD rates which 
resulted in short recovery ofRs.4.03 lakh. 

After this was pointed out, the Department stated in July 2005 that no building 
has been let out to public welfare societies at Vrindavan. The reply is not 
tenable as properties in two cases at Vrindavan have been let out to public 
welfare societies. 

7.2.6 As per Government orders issued in April 1993, when properties of 
Devasthan Department are to be let out to Government Departments, 
autonomous bodies and public welfare societies the rent is to be determined 
according to their use. 

• Records of four ACs8 revealed that 29 properties belonging to 17 direct 
charge temples which were let out to various Government departments, 
autonomous bodies and public welfare societies for non-residential purpose 
were erroneously determined at residential land rate instead of commercial 
land rates, which resulted in short recovery of Rs.2.50 crore during the period 
from Apri l 2000 to March 2004. 

After this was pointed out, the Department stated in July 2005 that it was not 
appropriate to determine rent in respect of these buildings at commercial rates 

7 Bharatpur Rs.0.02 lakh, Bikaner Rs.O.II lakh, Jaipur (temple) Rs.5.18 lakh, Jodhpur Rs.4.30 
lakh, Kota Rs. l .39 lakh, Rishbhdeo Rs.0.30 lakh, Udaipur Rs.0.93 lakh and Yirandavan 
Rs.0.52 lakh. 
8 Jaipur (temple) Rs.21 0.53 lakh, Jodhpur Rs.24.39 lakh, Kota Rs.l4.53 lakh and Udaipur 
Rs.0.85 lakh. 
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as these were not being used for commercial purposes. The reply is not tenable 
as these properties were let out for non residential purposes. 

• Records of AC Jaipur (temple) revealed that three portions of a 
property under direct charge temple Shri Anand Krishan Behariji, Chandni 
Chowk, Jaipur were let out between December 1986 and December 1993 to 
"Rajasthan Jyotish Parishad Avam Shodh Sansthan" . The rent was determined 
in one case at the rate of 7.5 per cent of commercial land rate and in remaining 
two cases at nine per cent of residential land rate instead of commercial land 
rate at the rate of 10 per cent. Besides as against cent percent recovery of rent 
determined in accordance with new rent policy for autonomous body/public 
welfare societies, the rent was recovered at 30 per cent thereto. This resulted 
in short recovery of Rs.6.31 lakh. 

After this was pointed out, the Commissioner stated in July 2005 that recovery 
of rent was made after seeking approval of the administrative department. The 
reply is not tenable as the said approval was not based on rent policy framed 
by Government. 

7.2. 7 As per Government orders issued in October 1996 land measuring 
8,076.25 square feet pertaining to Sarai Fateh Memorial at Udaipur (direct 
charge) was handed over to Indian Oil Corporation (IOC) in October 1996 at 
monthly rent of Rs.7,500 pending final decision of PWD. The PWD 
determined in January 1998 monthly rent at the rate of Rs.l.51 lakh. The 
Commissioner, Devasthan recommended the case to the Government in March 
1998 for sanction. The Government returned the case in May 1998 to PWD for 
reconsideration as the rent determined was considered excessive and 
impracticable. The Executive Engineer, City Division replied in June 1998 
that rent determined was correct and reasonable and in accordance with rules. 
The Commissioner reported the same to Government in July 1998 followed by 
reminders in February and June 1999 for sanction. But no sanction has been 
issued so far. In absence of Government sanction, IOC continued to pay rent at 
the rate ofRs.7,500 per month. 

This resulted in short recovery of rent of Rs.86.1 0 lakh during the period from 
April 1999 to March 2004. 

After this was pointed out, the Department accepted the facts and intimated 
(July 2005) that action will be taken to recover the rent as per directions of 
Government. 

7.2.8 As per Government orders issued in September 2000 rent fixed in 
terms of new rent policy or old rent, whichever is higher will be charged. 

Property of the Sarai Fateh Memorial, Udaipur was leased out to Tourism 
Department in October 1994 on a monthly rent of Rs.13 ,800. Tourism 
Department continued to pay rent as per old terms and conditions of lease 
fixed in December 1993 which included increase of 10 per cent every year. 
Though AC Udaipur determined the rent at the rate of Rs.57,340 per month 
with effect from April 2000 under new policy but the same was not demanded. 
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·This resulted in short recovery of rent amounting to Rs.15.56 Iakh. duringthe 
period from April 2000 to March 2004. . . . 

. . . . . ' . . . ; - ~-

The AC Udaipur replied that the les~ee was making payment of rent-after 
including i~crease of 10 per cent- and as 'such new rent pollcy was. not 
applicable in this case. The .reply of f\C was not tenable as higher -rent of 
Rs.57,340 per month was determined under the new policy and a~c~rclifi.giy 
higherrent was thus chargeable. ' . ' .. . ' ' . ' . . . 

7.2.9 ·The · _ Rajasthan Civil Services (Allotment· of. · Re~identi.C;ll 
Accommodation) Rules, 1958- el1yisaged that , Government accommodati~m. 
allotted to Government employee was reqUired to be vacated within tWo 
months in case of retirement. In case, the ·house was not vacated within-the 
prescribed period, the allottee will be Hable to pay the market rate of rent up to 
next two months. On the expiry of above period,··.eyiction process-~hall ;be 
initiated. The. Rules further provide that in ·case the rent is not paid within the 
pres~ribed period, interest at the rate of· 18 pe~ cent per annlllli _shall:. be 
charged. 

Reco]['ds_ of AC .Kota revealed that residential property of direct c4~rrge temple: 
ShriPhool Bihariji at Kota allotted to anAC in 1983 was notvacatedhyhim 
after hls ~etirerilent from sex-Vice in De~ember 1996 till date. the. Exec~tive . . \ . - ' 

Engineer, City Division, Kota determined market rep.t at the rat~ ofRs.4,053 _ 
per month with effect from 1997 in January 2004: The building. was _n~it}]er~; 
vacated by the official nor any re11t was paid till date. This resulted.ln no~-. 
recovery of Rs. 3.54 lakh including interest chargeable atthe rate~of 1,8.per .. 
cent thereon during the period from 1999-2000 'to 2003-04. Th~ PePartfl1ept: 
had also failed to evict the occupant. . . . . 

7.2.1() Loss of revenue due to incmrrectregularisa#(m 

In terms of rent policy of 2000, tenancy in favour ofsub-teriants ofptoperty of, 
Devasthan is to be regularised from April2000 after recoveryofl20 thries of' 
determine.d rent in lump sum. 

Test check_ of records .of five ACs9 revealed that in the case of 27 s~b t~n:ahts 
the tenancy was regularised during. the period between March 2001 to_ Ml:lfch 
2003. in contravention: of above provisions ·after _bbtairung 30 per',c:eni ,pf 
detennined rent. This resulted in loss ofRs.38.411akh. -

';. 

After this was pointed out, the Department did not accept the obs.erv!;ltion and 
stated in: July 2oos ·that lump sum -amotint was· recovered at 3 o per. c,ent_ b~ing, 
rent payable by tenants. The reply is not tenable . as lump sum amount was . 
required to be. recovered 120 ti~es of,~1he, .determined rent instead of -r:~nt 
payablein terms of rent policy of200P.: , _ ,,, 

:' l 

9 Bikaner, Jaipur; Jodhpur, Udaipur and Vrindavan; · 
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7.2.11 Other topics of interest 

Commissioner issued instructions in October 2000 that ACs should carry out 
physical verification of all immovable properties under his jurisdiction every 
year and furnish a certificate to this effect in the April of following year. 

Scrutiny of the records of all ACs revealed that no physical verification of 
immovable properties was carried out by them during the period from October 
2000 to March 2004. 

Physical verification conducted in July 2004 by AC Ajmer revealed that direct 
charge temple of Shri Bannathj i was sold out in January 1986 to a private 
company and the temple of Shri Mahadeoji at Asind in Bhilwara district had 
become non existent. No action on the findings of physical verification had 
been initiated as of February 2005. 

Had physical verification been carried out regularly such situation could have 
been avoided. Value of these properties could not be worked out in the 
absence of full particulars thereto. 

After this was pointed out, the Department accepted in July 2005 the facts . 

The above matter was reported to Government (April 2005). However, no 
reply was received (July 2005). 
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Higlldigirtts 

7.3.1 IunlrodltllctioUIJ 

Rajasthan is called museum of minerals and different types of minerals are 
found in different areas. ' · 

The exploitation of mineral wealth is carried out by granting mining leases· 
under the· provisions of Mines and Mineral (Regulation and Development) 
Act, 1957 (MMRD), Mineral Concession Rules· 1960 (MCR), Mineral 
Conservation and Development Rules 1988 (MCD) Rules and Rajasthan 
Minor Mineral·Concession Rules, 1986 (RMMCR). 

Receipt from mines and minerals mainly consist of application fee, licence · 
fee, permit fee, dead rent, development charges, royalty and prbspecti:p.g 
chru:ges, ·· 

7.3.2 Orgomisatiom!il set ltllp 

Secretary, Mines and Petroleum is the overall incharge of the Mines and 
Geology Department. The Director, Mines and Geology (DMG) is the head of 
the Department who is assisted by five Additional Directors (Mines) who 
exercise coptrol through seven circles headed by Superintending Mining 
Engineers (SME): There are 38 Mining Engineers/ Assistant Mihing'Engineers · 
(ME/AME) who are respons.!ble for assessment. and cO,Hection ofrevell,ueand: 

' ' ' t 
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prevention of unauthorised extraction of mineral wealth in areas under their 
control. The Department has a separate vigilance wing controlled by two 
SMEs (Vigilance) Jaipur and Rajsamand. 

7.3.3 Audit Objectives 

The review was conducted to ascertain as to whether; 

• renewal of mining or quarrying leases on expiry was timely, 

• proper computation and realisation of various fees, rents and royalty 
were made, 

• adequate internal control and monitoring mechanism have been 
devised in departmental functioning to prevent loss or leakage of 
revenue; 

• follow up action in case of default or illegal extraction of minerals has 
been adequate so as to ensure that such instances are pursued to their 
logical conclusion; 

7.3.4 Scope of Audit 

With a view to ascertain the adequacy and effectiveness of the system and 
procedure to realise revenue, records for the years 1999-2000 to 2003-04 of 
1610 out of38 MEs/AMEs alongwith those maintained by Secretary Mines and 
Petroleum (Secretary) and Director Mines and Geology at Udaipur were test 
checked. 

The audit fmdings were reported to the Government/Department in May 2005 
Meeting of Audit Review Committee to discuss findings . in the review was 
held on 20 July 2005 so that the viewpoint of the Government/Department 
could be taken into account before finalising the review. Government was 
represented by the Deputy Secretary (Mines) and the Mining Department 
represented by the Financial Advisor. The viewpoint of Government/ 
Department in the meeting has been considered while finalising the review. 

7.3. 5 Audit findings 

Audit findings based on the provisions of the MMRD Act, Rules made . 
thereunder and departmental instructions issued from time to time are recorded 
in the succeeding paragraphs. 

10 ME:-Ajmer, Amet, Bhilwara, Bikaner, Bundi-II, Jaipur, Rajsamand I, II , Sirohi, Sojat City, 
and Udaipur .. 
AME: Jaisalmer, Kotputli, Rishabhdeo, Sriganganagar and Tonk . 
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7.3.6 Arrears of revenue 

Year-wise details of revenue pending collection during the last five years 
ending 31 March 2004 was as under: 

(Rupees in crore) 
1:11 

Year Opening Demand Total Reeoery Balance Percentage 
Balance raised during realised or shortfall 

the year 

1999-00 36 269 305 267 38 12 

2000-01 38 283 321 279 42 13 

2001-02 42 330 372 33 1 4 1 I I 

2002-03 4 1 375 4 15 364 5 1 12 

2003-04 51 437 488 425 63 13 

The stagewise position of arrears was as under: 

(Rs. in crore) 

S. No. Description Amount 
·- --

(i) Recoveries stayed by High Court and Judicial authorities. 20 

(ii) Recoveries under Revenue Recoveries Certificates. 29 

(iii) Recoveries stayed by Government/Department. 3 

(iv) Other reasons 11 

Total 63 

Major minerals 

7.3. 7 Non-recovery of financial assurance 

MCD Rules provide that financial assurance (cost of rehabilitation of 
environment) is to be deposited as security at the rate of Rs.25,000 and 
Rs.15,000 per hectare for A and B category mines11 subject to a minimum of 
Rs.2 lakh and Rs.1 lakh respectively as fixed deposits receipts with effect from 
April 2003. If the authority competent has reason to believe that reclamation 
and rehabilitation measures had not been or will not be carried out by the 
lessee in the event of closure of mines he shall forfeit the sum assured. 

• While checking the records of seven MEs/AMEs12
, it was noticed that 

cost of rehabilitation of environment amounting to Rs.44.05 crore (at 
minimum rate) in respect of 316 mining leases covering an area of 28,821 
hectares currently in operation was not deposited by the lessees. 

11 A category mines: complete mechanised mine having a full t ime mining engineer and 150 
workers. 
B category mines: a mine having part time mining engineer and workers below 150. 
12 MEs: Bhilwara, Jaipur, Sirohi and Sojat City, AMEs: Kotputli, Rishabhdeo and 
Sriganganagar, 
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• Test check of records of DMG revealed that 13 lessees had abandoned 
leases covering an area of 894 hectares during April 2003 to March 2004 
without payment of fmancial assurance of Rs.1.34 crore. This resulted in 
revenue loss of Rs.1 .34 crore for reclamation and rehabilitation of mines as the 
Government would have to bear the expenditure on reclamation and 
rehabilitation thereto. 

The fact that the Department failed to collect the deposits indicated lack of any 
monitoring mechanism. 

7.3.8 Mining without valid sanction 

As per provision of MMRD Act, whenever any person raises, without any 
lawful authority, any mineral from any land, the State Government may 
recover from such person the mineral so raised or where such mineral has 
already been disposed of, the price thereof. In addition, the concerned person 
is liable to pay rent, royalty or tax, as the case may be for the period during 
which the land was occupied by such person without any lawful authority. 

• As per the records of AME Jaisalmer it was noticed that the Rajasthan 
Mineral Development Corporation (RSMDC) was granted working permission 
in April 1997 for excavation of limestone (steel grade) over an area of 1,000 
hectares near village, Sanu for a period of one year with effect from I April 
1997. The RSMDC continued mining beyond the period of working 
permission and excavated 30.32 lakh metric tonne (MT) steel grade limestone 
which was despatched unauthorisedly during the period from April 1999 to 
March 2004. As such the cost of mineral amounting to Rs.99.21 crore was 
recoverable which has not been done. 

• Record of AME Sriganganagar revealed (October 2004) that three 
lessees 13 excavated gypsum 5.46 lakh MT during 1999-2000 to 2003-04 from 
eight mines covering an area of 2,281 hectares after expiry of working 
permission between May 1996 to April 2003. Neither any action was taken to 
extend the lease nor any working permission granted. Though the Jessee had 
paid the royalty, no action was taken to recover the cost of material valued at 
Rs.6.01 crore excavated unauthorisedly. 

This indicates lack of monitoring system to ensure that mining is done against 
vafid sanction only. 

7.3.9 Non-establishing of cement plant by the lessee 

As per MCR where mining operations are not commenced within a period of 
two years from the date of execution of lease or are discontinued for a 
continuous period of two years after commencement of such operations, the 
lease shall be lapsed. 

Test check of records of four MEs/AMs revealed that four leases of limestone 
were sanctioned subject to the condition of establishment of cement plants 

13 RSMDCIRSMM and Fertiliser Corporation of India (FCI). 
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within a specified .period .. There was,· however,· no provision in the lease 
agreements to. charge penalty in case of failure. to establish the cement plants 
which could.deter the lessees from non adhering to the contractual pr()visions~ .· 

During the course of audit it was found that no cement plant was establish.ed 
by the lessees as per condition of the lease agreements as shown .under : .... 

Banswara 
hectares tonne 

2 Nagaur 10 21.9.1998 11 years 4 million ' 60:80 
sq.km. tonne 

3 Chittorgarh 7.2456 16.2.2001 3 years 1.5 22.so· 
sq.km. million 

tonne 

4. • Sojat City 183.53 13.6.1999 5 years 1.5' 2i.so 
hectares million 

Total . 

. . . . . . . . . : . 

Inspite of non establishment of cement plants no action to cancel the h:~ase. vvas 
initiated by the Department Besides, no penalty for non-installation:qf c~ment 
plant c<mld be imposed for want of provisions thereto in· the lease agreement .. 

Thus· non establislunent of cem·ent plants deprived the Department of royalty 
chargeable in use of minimum ·quantity of 182.40 . MT of limestone. as 
indicated above. . . 

. . . . . . 
7.3.1 0 Non-observance of ~ineral conservation rules . resulted in-l~ss of 

royalty. 

MCDR provides that overburden14 and waste m~terial obtained during mi~ing 
operation shall not be mixed with non-saleable or sub-grade ores/minerals .ap.d 
it .shall. be _dmp.ped and stac~~d separately on the ground earmarked fm;)he 
t>-urpose. The holder of a mining lease is liable to pay royalty in respect ofany_ 
mineral~ removed or consumed from the_lease hold area at the rates· specified · 
in the second schedule of the Act. 

Records of AME Jaisalmer· and the· r~turns ·submitted by R~MM (less~e) · 
revealed in September 2004 that the l~ssee ·excavated 7,04,949. MT saleable 
grits of lime stone (steel grade) of size 10 to 30 mm 4uring 1999~2000 ~o 
2003-04 from the mine but dumped it in the mining area with waste material 
and· earth etc instead of stacking separately. The action· of the lessee. of mixing 

14 Overburden is useless run out from mines which is excavated/removed to finci out the:: u.s~ful 
mineraL 
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saleable quantity with waste and earth etc. resulted in loss of royalty and 
development charges amounting to Rs.4.23 crore because there is no 
possibility of retrieving the mineral. 

7.3.11 Non-recovery of service charge on gypsum 

The State Government, in addition to development charges and royalty, levied 
service charges at the rate of Rs.50 per MT on despatch of gypsum from the 
areas where mining operation was carried out on working permission by 
Fertilizer Corporation of India (FCI). 

Records of AME Sriganganagar revealed that four mines of gypsum were 
allocated to the FCI for excavation of mineral on working permission with 
effect from September 1966. The working permissions were extended from 
time to time by the Government. Scrutiny of records, however, revealed that 
though FCI despatched 4.09 lakh MT gypsum during the years 2000-01 to 
2003-04 but service charges of Rs.2.05 crore were not recovered from the 
lessee. 

7.3.12 Unauthorised despatch of mineral limestone 

As per provision of MMRD Act, whenever any person raises, without any 
lawful authority, any mineral from any land, the State Government may 
recover from such person the mineral so raised or where such mineral has 
already been disposed of, the price thereof. The Rule provides that the lessee 
is required to submit annual programme and plan for excavation from year to 
year for five years to State Government. 

The records of ME Sojat City revealed that a limestone mining lease covering 
an area of 803 hectares was sanctioned in November 1995 in favour of a 
cement industry for a period of 20 years. As per mining plan15 submitted in 
February 2002 by lessee, quantities of depletion of reserve of limestone was 
shown as 49.65 lakh MT during the period from December 1999 till 
November 2001 as against 54.79 lakh MT limestone shown as despatched 
during the same period in the assessment records worked out on the basis of 
rawannas. The excess despatch of 5.14 lakh MT shown in the assessment 
records was unauthorised. The ME fai led to co-relate the information 
available, in the mining plan regarding depletion of mineral with the quantity 
assessed by him, as such, the cost of material excavated and despatched 
unauthorisedly worked out to Rs.20.57 crore. 

7.3.13 Unauthorised excavations of minerals during prospecting 

As per MCR, if a licensee carries away mineral in excess of those specified in 
the licence, the cost of mineral so carried away is to be recovered from him. 
The licensee shall submit a six monthly report of the work done by him to the 
Department. Further the mine is also required to be inspected by an official 
authorised by the Department. 

15 Mining plan is a plan of mining which shows depletion of past mineral and future reserves. 
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Records of AME, Rishabhdeo and five MEs16 revealed that holders of 
prospecting licences carried away 22,892 MT various minerals (as worked out 
in audit) during the period 2000-01 to 2003-04 in excess of the quantities 
specified in prospecting licence without payment of the cost thereto. This 
resulted in loss of Rs.l.76 crore being the cost of mineral. The loss occurred 
due to non-inspection of mines and non-obtaining of returns from the licensee 
despite provisions laid down in the Rules. 

7.3.14 Application of incorrect rate of royalty 

The GOI fixed rate of royalty on limestone (steel grade) at rate of Rs.50 per 
MT with effect from 1 September 2000. 

Scrutiny of records of AME Jaisalmer revealed that a lessee despatched 
44,561.51 MT limestone (steel grade) and paid royalty at the rate ofRs.32 per 
MT instead of Rs.50 per MT during January 2004 to June 2004. This resulted 
in short recovery of royalty Rs.8.02 lakh. 

7.3.15 Non levy of interest 

• Under provisions of the MCR, the State Government may charge 
simple interest at the rate of 24 per cent per annum on any rent, royalty or fee 
or other sum due to the Government under the Act from the sixtieth day of the 
expiry of the date fixed by the Government for payment of such dues till 
payment of such demand is made. 

Test check of the records of seven MEs17 and two AMEs 18 revealed that 
interest amounting to Rs.92.29 lakh on belated payment of demands during the 
years 2002-03 to 2003-04 was not raised by the Department. The delay ranged 
between 15 days to 458 days. 

• RMMCR provides that interest at the rate of 20 per cent shall be 
charged in case the dead rent, royalty or quarry licence fee and royalty 
collection contract19 is not paid after 15 days from the date it becomes due. 

While checking rec0rds of 11 MEs/ AMEs20 it was noticed that demand of 
interest Rs.59.54 lakh on delayed payment of demand relating to 2002-03 and 
2003-04 was not raised. The delay ranged between 15 days to 586 days. 

Department thus failed to raise the demand ·due to absence of a system to 
monitor demand and collection of revenue; despite provisions thereto in the 
Rules. 

16 ,Bhilwara Rajsamand-11, Sikar, Sirohi and Sojat City. 
17 Amet, Bharatpur, Bhilwara, Chittorgarh, Karoli , Nagaur and Udaipur. 
18 Jaisalmer and Rishabhdeo. 
19 Contract g iven by the Department to collect the royalty from the authorised despatches of 
mineral. 
20 Bharatpur, Bundi I & II, Jaipur, Jaisalmer, Kotputli , Nagaur, Ramganjmandi, Rishabhdeo, 
Sikar and Sojat City. 
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7.3.16 Non-recovery of minimum royalty and permit fee from owners of 
single wheel cutters 

In exercise of power conferred by rule 65A of RMMCR the State Government 
notified in January 2000 the procedure for grant of permit to the processors of 
irregular lumps of marble with the help of single wheel cutters. Application 
for obtaining permission was to be supported with a non-refundable fee of 
Rs.250. The royalty payable for each MT of block cuts was Rs.7Q from 1 
April 2000 to 23 December 2001 and Rs.85 thereafter. 

The State Government prescribed in October 2001 the minimum quantity of 
blocks to be cut by the owner of a wheel cutter on the basis of diameter of the 
wheel as under : 

Diameter of wheel cutter Minimum annual quantities in MT 

From 1.4.2000 From 1.4.2001 

Up to 60 centimeter (em) 145 230 

More than 60 but upto 90 em 260 350 

More than 90 em 400 600 

Scrutiny of records of ME Rajsamand I, II, Amet and AME Banswara in audit 
revealed that 697 single wheel cutters were operating in the area under the 
jurisdiction of these MEs/AME during the period from ·2000-01 to 2003-04. 
None of the wheel cutter owners had applied for permit. Based on the 
minimum quantity of blocks to be cut (annually) by wheel cutters as fixed by 
Government the royalty payable worked out to Rs.6.34 crore during the year 
2000-01 to 2003-04. Besides permit fee of Rs.6.97 lakh was also recoverable. 
Department has not taken any action to recover the same. 

7.3.17 Non-recovery of royalty on brick clay 

As per RMMCR, royalty on excavation of clay used by the potters for 
earthenware pots and for making bricks baked through the process of 
Ava Kajawa is fully exempted. The baking of bricks in open, non-continuous 
bhattas without any form of chimney will be considered as baked through 
process of Ava Kajawa 

• As per information collected from District Collectors Bundi, 
Rajsamand and Udaipur it was noticed that contrary to the above provisions 
owners of 646 Ava Kajawa situated under jurisdiction of four MEs2 produced 
247.73 crore bricks using 86.70 lakh MT brick clay continuously for 
commercial purposes, during 1999-2000 to 2003-04 without payment of 
royalty amounting to Rs.4.89 crore chargeable thereon. 

21 Amet, Bundi II, Rajsamand-11 and Udaipur. 
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• The Government notified in June 1994 that obtaining short term permit 
(STP) by brick kiln owners for use of brick earth is compulsory. 

Cross examination of records of ME Jaipur with that of Tehsildar, Fagi 
revealed in February 2005 that four brick kilns were unauthorisedly operating 
during the period between April 1999 to May 2004 and used 94,516 MT brick 
clay for manufacturing of bricks. No action was taken by the Department to 
recover the royalty. This resulted ·in loss of revenue of Rs.5.67 lakh. 

The loss of royalty as pointed out above was due to inadequate monitoring of 
the various brick kilns running unauthorisedly under the areas of concerned 
MEs. 

7.3.18 Unauthorised excavation of minerals on STP 

Under RMMCR, the works contractors shall have to obtain STP in advance 
from the concerned ME/ AME is support of minerals to be used in the works. 
If the holder of STP excavates and carries more than 25 per cent of quantities 
in excess of the quantities sanctioned in the STP, the quantity excavated and 
removed over and above the quantity sanctioned in permit shall be treated as 
unauthorised excavation and the permit holder shall be liable to pay the cost of 
such excess mineral excavated. 

• Records of eight MEs/ AMEs22 revealed that 62 works contractors who 
were issued 68 STPs used various minerals viz. murram, stone, sand, gravel 
etc. excavated and carried more than 25 per cent in excess of quantities 
permitted shown in the permits during the period October 2001 to March 
2004. The cost of these minerals worked out to Rs.8.54 crore for which no 
action was taken by Department to recover the same. 

• While checking the records of 13 ME/AMEs23 it was noticed that 30 
works contractors used 21.40 lakh MT ordinary sand unauthorisedly without 
obtaining STPs during October 2001 to March 2004. The cost of the sand 
worked out to Rs.3 .21 crore. No action was taken by Department to recover 
the same. 

7.3.19 Evasion ofroyalty 

RMMCR provides that the lessee shall not remove or despatch or utilise the 
mineral from the mines except through rawannas bearing the departmental 
seal. As per Marble Policy introduced from March 2002, the existing lessee is 
required to submit a mining plan within one year from the date of 
commencement of this policy. 

Scrutiny of mining plans submitted in January and February 2004 by two 
lessees falling under the jurisdiction of AME, Kotputli and Rishabhdeo 
revealed that the lessees excavated more mineral than the quantities shown 

22 Bhilwara, Jaipur, Karoli, Makrana, Rajsamand-11, Rishabhdeo, Salurnber and Sirohi. 
23 Alwar, Amet, Bhilwara, Bundi-11, Jaisalmer, Kota, Makrana, Nagaur, Rajsamand-11, 
Salumber, Sirohi, Sojat City, and Tonk. 
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despatched . in au~orised ·· rawannas. The om1sston: . resulted, in . evas10n of 
royalty ru:tiotmting toRs~2.94 crore as detailed below: .. 

1 
National Lime 

2, 14,1 00;64 Stone Co. Pvt 2.45 
Ltd . 

. 9/1985 to 

. 9/2003 
2. Rishltbhdeo Kalpataru 

·!· 
· Gramy Marmo · 18,900.00 : 822.00 18078.00 0.23 
Pvt Ltd. 
9/1994 to 

. :9/2003 
• Smt. Pramila 

43,680.00 6;094;00 37,380.00 0.26 
Modi 
8/1984 to 
6/2004 

I I. .· • . 

73.21f) Loss of revenue dlue do not taki111g possession of Bapi paddas mines 

As per R.MMc:R, ~the Government shaH not recognise any Bapi patta (paternal 
lease) or ! proprietary . right in any mineral bearing land unless otherwise 
declared ~o by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

• I 

Test check 9frecords of ME Makrana revealed in Febru.acy 2Q04 ~that 49 Bapi 
patta hol~ers were excavating mineral marble from '.the year 1968 without 

I . • . •. •. . . • 

payment ~of quatry' rent. Government notified in February 1978 for 
regularis~tion of; these . mines on payment of royalty by concerned patta 

. I . 

holders~ Gut of 49 kase holders;; 15 Bapi patta ~olders filed (1979) ~t/appeal 
in High yourt at Jodhpur. The Hon'ble High Court, however, dismissed the 
appeal in !March 1998 in favour of revenue. · 

Even after the co,urt decision, the Department did not. take possession of the 
mines in\ respect' of any of Bapi patta holders who. continued to derive the 
benefit of excavating mineral from the mines without payinent of quarry rent. 
The Department had also not taken any steps to recover quarry· rent which 
worked oht to Rs.19.01lakh for the period from April1999 to March 2004. 

I 
7.3.21 Cpnclusion 

@ The Department has failed to realise royalty and other dues on 
despatGh!of excesS.111ineral and.also to prevent unauthorised··excav!ition which 
is aclearjindiGati?npf sy~temsfail~.ll'e,, : - ·· · 

24 The observation has been made consequent upon Marble policy of2002. Segregation of 
period isnbt possible .... 
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• Monitoring in the manner of regular inspections was also inadequate 
which led to loss of revenue to the State Government. 

7.3.24 Recommendations 

In view of the observations made in the review, Government may consider 
implementation of following recommendations: 

• A strong mechanism be developed to ensure speedy recovery of sums 
due to the Government as also to prevent both unauthorised excavation as well 
as excess despatch of mineral. 

• Effective steps are taken to ensure that the cost of mineral excavated 
unauthorisedly is recovered in accordance with the rules and procedure. 

• Internal control mechanism by way of regular inspections of mines and 
speedy disposal of unauthorised cases of excavation to safeguard government 
revenue need be strengthened. 

The matter was reported to the State Government in May 2005; their reply is 
awaited. 

JAIPUR, 
The 

NEW DELHI, 
The 

AwJ~ -
(SAROJ PUNHANI) 

Accountant General 
(Commercial & Receipt Audit) Rajasthan 

Countersigned 

(VIJA YENDRA N. KAUL) 
Comptroller and Auditor General of India 
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(Refer pa~ragraph 1Jl41) 

Position ofparagraphs which appeared in the Audit Reports and those pending 
discussion as on 31 July 2005: 

Taxes on Paras appeared in the 12 10 15 7 44 
Sales, Audit 
Trade etc. 

Paras pending for ·- 15 7 22 
discussion 

Taxes on Paras appeared in the 8 7 :.7 3 25 
Motor 
Vehicles 

Paras pending for 3 3 
. discussion 

Land Paras appeared in the 4 2 2 9 
Revenue Audit 

Paras pending for 2. 2 4 

Stamp in the ':5· 4 4 14 
dU:ty and 
Rt;gis-

Paras pending for 5 4 4 14 tration fee 
discussion 

State Paras appeared in the 7 5 5 3 20 
Excise 

Paras pending for 5 3 8 
discussion 

Lands and Paras appeared in the 4 3 5 n 
Buildings Audit 
Tax 

Paras pending for 3 5 8 
discussion 

Mining Paras appeared in the 6 9 8 5 28 
Audit 

Paras pen~jng for 9 8 5 22 

Others 2 5 4 2 n 

5 4 2 H 

Total 45 45 45 31 166 

Paras pending for 5 18 38 31 92 
discussion 
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I 



J 
j· 
I . 

Audit Report (Revenue Receipts) for the year ended 31 March 2005 

· MllllteX1lllll"e=B 

(Re:llel!" -]!ll:~mmgn,pllll. Jt14) 

The position of outstandhig_ATNs due from fue departments as on 31 July 
2oos. 1 i - - - _-____ . 

Mines 3 

3 .. Irrigation 1998-99 to 9 
2000-01 

4~ Sales Tax 2001-02 3 

2000-01 5 

2001-02 2 

31.3.2005' 2000-01 7 

8 31.3.2005 2001-02 6 

9. 31 State Excise 2001"02 '. 16 

541 

I ~ 
'' I 

--: 

,. ........ 
I 

I 
-- .... ., -.. -

: ,.,') 

I' 
. --· ~- ·-·- -- ... - - --t-· 

I 
;· 

... 
i 

:;: ··'·" • .. : ~ ._, 
.:. 

" ~ . , · . 

····· ---- I 

.. 

I ---
:\·: 

I 

I 

70 

·,·, 

':, 
!1;:· 

.,, 

! -
,-.,· 

.. 

~-:. ; 

\~:-:~~ 
~.,!' ..... 

,. 

~= 

,-
L 
!-
~-

' •, 

·, 

-
/r 

-


