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Recent ITAT Cases regarding PF — late payment disal lowance

Crux
If your PF payment is late, but paid within the year, even then, it is not to be disallowed.

Executive summary

Usually, when we file our income tax returns, we check whether we have paid the ESI and EPF on time.

And if it is late, even by one day, The Income Tax officer usually disallows it and adds this to our income.

Similarly, during Tax audit ( Form 3CA and Form 3CD, the Chartered Accountant — Auditor mentions this
as a disallowance) to be added back to income.

Recently, the Delhi Tribunal has given judgements against this.
This has been supported by further judgements by Banglore ITAT.

The following are the excerpts from the said case.
You may copy the same, and keep it safely. Almost every company faces this problem sometime.

[2005] 92 ITD 1 (DELHI)
IN THE ITAT DELHI BENCH ‘C’
Additional Commissioner of Income-tax
v. Vestas RRB India Ltd.

IT APPEAL NO. 129 (DELHI) OF 2001
[ASSESSMENT YEAR 1997-98] MAY 28, 2004

Jist : Amendment in provisos to section 43B byFihance Act, 2003 is curative so as to be constre¢wspectively

Section 43B, read with section 36(1)(va), of theolme-tax Act, 1961 - Business disallowances - @erdaductions to be
allowed only on actual payment - Assessment yef7 BB

Ques- Whether deletion of second proviso and amentf first proviso to section 43B by the Finaregt, 2003 so as to
make payments made by employer towards contribwtid?, ESI, gratuity, superannuation and othefarelfunds allowable,
if same are made before filing return of income ardessary evidence of such payment is enclosédretiirn of income are
curative in nature so as to be construed retroseéet Held, yes



Ques- Whether, therefore, no disallowance wouldnisle in respect of payments made by an employeartisvsaid
contributions even if same are made beyond duesgatscribed in section 36(1)(va), if such paymemésmade before due
date of filing of return and necessary evidencenidosed with return - Held, yes

Interpretation of statute - Rule of equitable counstion.

FACTS

For the months of April 1996, December 1996 and d1at997, the employees’ contribution and employedsatribution
towards provident fund were deposited on 24-5-12961-1997 and 20-4-1997 respectively. The assessmpany’s claim for
deduction under section 43B, read with section 8§], was disallowed by the Assessing Officer for mompliance of
mandatory provisions of those sections, the depbsiting not been made within the time specified.

On second appeal :

HELD

The Finance Act, 2003 has deleted the second mravid amended the first proviso to section 43Bfwasesessment year 2004-
2005.The amendment has an effect of deleting theifigul clauses as mentioned in the first provis@lso has the effect of
bringing existing clausebj at par in terms of allowability of expenses. As the amended provisions of section 43B, the
payments made by the employer towards contributiodPF, ESI, gratuity, superannuation and other esdf funds are
allowable if the same are paid before filing théura of income and necessary evidence of such payimenclosed with the
return of income. In other words, no disallowandesoch payment would be made even if the same ade iveyond the due
dates prescribed in section 36(13).

The amendment has been made to remove the hardship caused by the totalatisallminthe amount

paid for the welfare of employees, if the same had been paid after the due date.

_Since the amendment in proviso clause has been woremove the hardship being caused due to tddlldwance, the
amendment becomes curative so as to be constraespectively in view of decisions of the SupreroarCin Allied Motors
P.) . v. CIT [1997] 224 ITR 677/91 Taxman 208|T v. Podar Cement (P. [1997] 226 ITR 625/92 Taxman 541 and
rules of interpretation so as to give due regardtie legislative history and background that ledettactment of the section.
[Paras 12 and 16]

Further, in case the amendment is not acceptecetofderative retrospectively, then the amendmenbrsoght into statute by
the Finance Act, 2003, would produce inequitabld dlogical result. For instance, in case of assesswhere there has been
delay in labour welfare payments by a few days dfie due date, the same attracts total disallovearttowever, in the case of
an assessee who did not make payment and persigtedhe default and deposited said amounts aftdr2D04, he shall be
eligible to the benefit of deduction after the datemendment. That would give a premium on a gtersi defaulvis a visthe
small default. According to the rules of interpt@a, equitable construction should be preferrecthe literal construction.
[Para 17]

In view of the above and following the rule of ¢gie construction, the assessee would be eligibléeduction for all such
payments made before the due date of filing ofmeftPara 19]

ORDER

Per B.R. Jain, AM. This appeal by the revenue against the order d28ed2000 of Ld. CIT (A)-XIV, New Delhi raises the

following grounds :
“1. On the facts and in the circumstances of the daseld. CIT(A) has erred in holding that no disalance could be
made under section 43B in respect of late depdsitiployer’s contribution to PF and simultaneousyaddition could be
made under section 2(24)(n respect of late deposit of employee’s contiduto PF although such deposits are required
to be made within the due date as per the prossidisection 43B read with section 36¢B)(of the Income-tax Act, 1961.
2. On the facts and in the circumstances of the ¢hed,d. CIT(A) has erred in holding that the dwegedfor deposit of PF
is 20th (including 5 days grace period) of thedaling month in which salary is actually paid to #maployees instead of
15th of the following month for which such salasypayable.
3. On the facts and in the circumstances of the dhsel d. CIT(A) has erred in holding that out ofrvsentertainment
expenditure amounting to Rs. 7,79,073 the assésseitled to deduct 25% of such expenditure irediion staff members
particularly when the assessee has failed to dieedetails of employees which requires examinasisnper Board’s
Circular No. 706 dated 18-7-1995.
4. The order of the Assessing Officer may be rest@med the order of Ld. CIT(A) may be set aside wahpect to the
above mentioned grounds.”

2. Ground Nos. 1 & 2 relate to deduction under sactidB read with section 36(1H) of the Income-tax Act, 1961 in respect

of late deposit of employee’s contribution to PE as well as late deposit of employer’s contributio



3. Briefly the facts are that for the months of Apt®96, December 1996 and March 1997 the employeesiltution and
employer’s contribution was deposited on the dasesnder :

Month Employees Employer’s Date of deposit
contribution contribution
April, 1996 53,354 60,681 24-5-1996
December, 1996 51,646 58,824 21-1-1997
March, 1997 50,676 56,553 20-4-1997
1,55,676 1,76,058

4. The Assessing Officer required the assessee to exiplas to why these payments made after the due @ashould not be
disallowed under section 43B of the ActThe assessee’s plea that due to financial gesysent could not be made and delay
may be condoned was not accepted as the AssesHiogr@as of the view that for non-compliance cdmdatory provisions as
contained in section 43B and section 36(4)(f the Act, the deposit having not been made iwithe time specified, have to
be disallowed.

5. The Ld. CIT(A), however, observed that due datelie purpose is within 15 days from the closewafrg month. The month
is not defined under the scheme. It can mean eiitleemonth for which the salary is payable or tlmnth in which the salary is
actually paid. There being ambiguity benefit of dbcan be given to the assessee. He, therefob thegl the month to be taken
is the month in which the salary has actually be@id and any payment up to 15th of that month ¥alhgy the month in which
the salary was to be paid will have to be allowBElde Tribunal’s decision ifrluid Area India. v. Dy. CIT[1997] 63 ITD
182 (Bom.) andvadras Radiators & Pressirm. v. Dy. CIT[1996] 59 ITD 515 (Mad.) were followed.

6. The Ld. CIT(A) was also of the view that PF Sched52 allowed five days grace period to the emgidgr payment of
contribution to the fund where the employers haited to pay within 15 days but have paid withinddys, the deduction is
allowable. Reliance was placed on the BangaloreBeecision irHunsur Plywood Worlﬁ. v. Dy. CIT[1995] 54 ITD 394.
In view of this, he came to the conclusion thatghgments have been made in time and directed skes&ing Officer to delete
the addition.

7. The Ld. DR contends that the Ld. CIT(A) was natified in making the payment of salary as the ©&si working out the
delay. The Hon'ble Madras High Court in the caseCtf v. Madras Radiators & Pressin[lite. [2003] 264 ITR 620 has
already reversed the judgment of the Tribunal bgihg that the Tribunal was not right in law in keaing the date of payment
(viz.) 7th of the succeeding month as the date from lwtlie due date of payment to the Government. Thea®n has to be
made with reference to the earning and the emplbgseo remit both the contributions to PF withthdiays from the close of
the month for which the employees earned theirgaka, salary payable.
8. On the other hand, the assessee’s counsel cortteatdbtere is ambiguity in the provision of Act fehich benefit should be
allowed to him and in that light the decision taksrthe Ld. CIT(A) cannot be disturbed.
9. We have heard the parties with reference to nateri record and precedents referred. Essentiéfidy the decision of
Madras Radiators & Pressinm. suprathe decision taken by the Madras Bench of theuh@b could not make the basis for
allowing deduction. In the respondent’s case &l payments had been made prior to the due datéfisgdor filing of the
return of income. The payment for the month of Miat®97 for Rs. 50,676 on account of employee’s rdmution and Rs.
56,553 on account of employer’s contribution stpagt on 20-4-1997. In view of the Provident Fundh&ue, 1952 five days
of grace period have to be allowed to employernfaking contribution to the PF. The Ld. CIT(A) foled the decision in
Hunsur Plywood Workm. (supra)of Bangalore Bench of the Tribunal. The Hon’bledvis High Court irCIT v. Salem Co-
operative Spg. MiII. [2002] 258 ITR 360 (Mad.) has also taken a viewuptholding that the amounts paid within the grace
period provided under the relevant statute wereired to be deducted while computing the taxabt®ine of the assessee. A
similar view has also been expressed by the Homalasthan High Court i@IT v. Shiv Dayal Radhey Shyd@&003] 259 ITR
147 by observing that first proviso to section 48Bhe Act inserted by the Finance Act, 1987 isagpective and if the sales
tax had been paid after the due date but duringthee period allowed under the Sales Tax Actdbat not attract provisions
of section 43B of the Act. In the appellant’s céise payments for the months of April 1996 and Ddoem1996 have been
made even after the grace period had expired. Henyélve proviso clause to section 43B stands antehgehe Finance Act,
2003. Prior to the amendment of section 43B, thefvovisos of section 43B read as under :

“Provided that nothing contained in this section shall agplyelation to any sum referred to in clauag @r clause € or

clause ¢) or clause ) or clausef], which is actually paid by the assessee on arbahe due date applicable in his case

for furnishing the return of income under sub-s@ti{{l) of section 139 in respect of the previouarye which the liability

to pay such sum was incurred as aforesaid andvideree of such payment is furnished by the aseeaslemg with such

return.

Provided further that no deduction shall, in respect of anyn referred to in clause)( be allowed unless such sum has

actually been paid in cash or by issue of a chequiaft or by any other mode on or before the dates as defined in the

Explanationbelow clause\@) of sub-section (1) of section 36, and where queyment has been made otherwise than in

cash, the sum has been realized within fifteen ffays the due date.”
10. From the bare reading of the above it is revetilatithe first proviso deals about the allowanceestain expenditure on the
payment basis. Whereas the second proviso redfnetdeduction in respect of any sum payable bya#sessee as an employer



by way of contribution to any provident fund or supnnuation fund or gratuity fund or any other fuod the welfare of
employees, unless it has been paid within the pdalue date.

11. The Finance Act, 2003 has deleted the second swoand amended the first proviso by the Finance 2803 w.e.f.
assessment year 2004-2005 to be read as under :
“Provided that nothing contained in this section shall applyelation to any sum which is actually paid bg tiesessee on
or before due date applicable in his case for &ininig the return of income under sub-section (19eaftion 139 in respect
of the previous year in which the liability to paych sum was incurred as aforesaid and the evidgfireech payment is
furnished by the assessee along with such return.”
12. This has an affect of deleting the specified @dauas mentioned in the first proviso. This also thedeffect of bringing
existing clauseh) at par in terms of allowability of expenses. Na#/per the present provisions of section 43B thenpat
made by the employer towards contribution of PFl, EBatuity, Superannuation and other welfare fu(itereinafter called
employees welfare payments) are allowable if thmesare paid before filing the return of income aedessary evidence of
such payment is enclosed with the return of incdmether words now no disallowance of such paymemild be made even
if the same are made beyond the due dates predénilsection 36(1}@) (hereinafter called due date).
This amendment has been made to remove the harclsbd§ed at present by the total disallowance oatheunt paid for the
welfare of employees, if the same had been pagt dfie due date. The amendment being curative tureiawould have a
retrospective application. The Supreme Court apgutdiis principal in respect of first proviso otgen 43B itself in the case

of Allied Motors (P.. v. CIT[1997] 224 ITR 671 by stating at page 687 as under :
“As observed by G.P. Singh in his principles otwtiary interpretation, 4th Edn. Page 291, “it idivgettled that if a statute
is curative or merely declaratory of the previoaw,| retrospective operation is generally intendedfact the amendment
would not serve its object in such a situationgeaslit is construed as retrospective.”
Initially the first proviso was inserted in sectidB8B by the Finance Act, 1987 w.e.f. Ist April, B98owever, the assessee’s
contention was that since the proviso was insade@move the hardship, the same had retrospeatigeation and should be
deemed to come into force from 1st April, 1984 the date from which section 43B was inserted. §toed accepted iAllied
Motors (P.)!E.’s case guprd. We have also come across a similar situationtheckfore the principal approved by the Apex
Court would also apply with equal force to the adesh proviso, so as to have retrospective applicatibthe amendment
brought by Finance Act, 2003. Again @I T v. Podar Cement FM [1997] 226 ITR 624 (SC) at page 652 Their Lordships
guoted with approval the following extract from tices G.P. Singh book as under :
“It is well settled that if a statute is curative merely declaratory of the previous law retrospwecbperation is generally
intended.”
13. We also feel it as our onerous duty to deal dwote the amendment is curative. In this regard wg pmnt out that one of
the rules of interpretation is to give due regardhe legislative history and background that ethe enactment of the section.
This principle was laid down by Their Lordshipstibé Supreme Court in the casdmperial Chit Funds (P. v. ITO[1996]

219 ITR 492.
14.1n this background, a look to the Finance Bill 30paras 137 to 144 of the Finance Minister Bu®&petech at 260 ITR (St.)

26, 27, will show that the Finance Minister hasnpei out to the setting up of the Task Force omd@itndirect taxeginder

the Chairmanship of Dr. Vijay Kelkar and gave due acknowledgement to the work of th& Fasce as per para 140
of the Bill. Further in para 143 the Finance Miarshas stated that the basic philosophy as laichdoythese reports is sound.
There is need to eventually move away from an exiem@and discretion based system to a differentensarrent order. That is
the ideal that the Task Force, particularly in extpof direct taxes have suggested. The Financéstdinin his speech also
stated that the ideal presented by the task fascdifficult to achieve in one leap. Finance Minisgiggested that the
suggestions of the Task Force be implemented igthéual manner and in phases. In para 144 the¢éénslinister has further
stated that most of the suggestions made by thk Faisce to eliminate procedural complexities, redpaper work, simplify
tax administration and to enhance efficiency, aléegrate such tax proposals as the system canesént absorb.

Besides the above a number of changes were made in the |.T. Act based on thik#&eCommittee’s

report as under :
1. Reintroduction to exemption from tax on Dividancome in the hands of shareholder.
2. Scrapping of Chapter XIV-Be., special provision relating to assessment of ufassd income.
3. Amendment in section 36(fi)] inserting a proviso providing that interest paid capital expenditure shall not be
allowable.
4. Amendment in section 275 of the Income-tax prividing that the penalties shall be levied afteposal of appeal by
CIT (A)’s and no wait shall be made of ITAT order.
No seizure of stock found during search angesur
No statement to be extracted from assesseegdsearch of surrender.
. Removal of total disallowance of late paymeniabbur welfare payments.

No g



16. The last item.e., removal of total disallowance of late paymentaifdur welfare payments is in dispute before usalFin
report of Kelkar Committee has been published i@ Ta8xman (St.) 1. Relevant extract at para 5. hefreport at page No. 122
in this regard is reproduced as under so as to shatnthe amendment was made to do away the hardahsed by the total
disallowance :
“The treatment of statutory liabilities.
In terms of the provisions of section 43B of thedme-tax Act, deduction for statutory paymentstiedato labour, taxes
and state and public financial institutions ar@wa#d as deductions, if they are paid during tharfoial year. However,
under the provisions payment of taxes and intdrestate and public financial institution are dednie have been paid
during the financial year even if they are paidisy due date of filing of return. Further if thaHility is discharged in the
subsequent year after the due date of filing afrretthe payment is allowed as a deduction in thesequent year. In the
case of statutory payment relating to labour, théudtion for the payment is disallowed if such pagtis made any time
after the last date for payment of the labour eeldtability. Trade and industry across the coumigresented that the
delayed payment of statutory liability related abdur should be accorded the same treatment agedgbayment of taxes
and interest.e., they should be allowed in the year of payment.
Since the objective of the proviso is to ensurd thaaxpayer does not avail of any statutory ligbiwithout actually
making a payment for the same, we are of the viet these objectives would be served if the dedndbr the statutory
liability relating to labour are allowed in the yeaf payment: The complete disallowance of suchnpents is too harsh a

punishment for delayed payments. Therefow® recommend that the deduction for delayed payment of
statutory liability relating to labour should be allowed in the year of payment like delayed taxes
and interest”

Since the amendment in proviso clause have beea ttomemove the hardship being caused due to didallowance, the
amendment becomes curative so as to be constriredpectively.

17. There is also another angle to look at the problentase the amendment is not accepted to be tojgeratrospectively,
then the amendment so brought into statute by thanEe Act, 2003 would produce inequitable andgittal results. For
instance in case of assessees where there haslélegrin labour welfare payments by a few daysrafie due date the same
attracts total disallowance. However, in the casamassessee who did not make payment and persidife the default and
deposits said amounts after 1-4-2004 he shall igébke to the benefit of deduction after the dateamendment. This gives a
premium on a persistent defawis a visthe small default. According to the rules of ipt@tation construction should be
preferred to the literal construction. A refereta¢his is found in Apex Court decision in the folling cases :
1. CITv. J.H. Gotla[1985] 156 ITR 323 (SC)
2. Goodyear Indid!ﬁ. v. State of Haryan§1991] 188 ITR 402 (SC).
18.1n J.H. Gotla’scase gupra the Court in unequivocal words has stated asmunde
“Though equity and taxation are often strangerengpts should be made that these do not remainyalsa and if a
construction results in equity rather than in itiges then such construction should be preferratiediteral construction.”
19. Respectfully following this rule of equitable comgtion, the appellant would be eligible to deduetfor all such payments
which stand paid before the due date of filingegtirn.

22. In the result, the revenue’s appeal standsiskssd.
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Second case on the same point

[2006] 8 SOT 376 (DELHI)-IN THE ITAT DELHI BENCH ‘G’
Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd.
V.
Additional Commissioner of Income-tax, Range-4

B.R. JAIN, ACCOUNTANT MEMBER , AND A.D. JAIN, JUDICIAL MEMBER, IT APPEAL NOS.
3448, 3449 AND 3450 (DELHI) OF 2003, AND 2919 (DELHI) OF 2004
[ASSESSMENT YEARS 1998-99 TO 2002-03] FEBRUARY 3, 2006

the learned ITAT held the same ground..

74. Ground No. 7 in appeal for assessment year 1999-2000, relates to disedlavfaan amount of Rs.
30,992 representing late deposit of employees contribution to the ProkigemhtThe said addition has
been made by the Assessing Officer by invoking the provisiorsctiba 43B of the Act. This issue stated
to be covered by the judgment of the Delhi Tribunal delivered indke ofAddl. CIT v. Vestas RRB
(India) Ltd. [2005] 92 ITD l1where it has been held that the amendment carried out by the&iAan
2003 is clarificatory in nature. After the amendment

no disallowance for late payment can be made even if the saisemade beyond due date prescribed
under section 36(1)¥a). This amendment has been made to remove the hardship causeeratt lpyeke
total disallowance of the amount paid if the same has been paithafidue datal/e therefore, set aside
the addition and restore the matter back to the AssesginOfficer who shall take decision in the light
of Tribunal decision in the case oWestas RRB (India) Ltd(supra).

Third case on the same point

[2005] 2 SOT 452 (BANG.)! IN THE ITAT BANGALORE BENCH ‘B’ ,
VIBHUTI GUDDA MINES (P.) LTD
V.
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF INCOME-TAX
IT APPEAL NO. 1006 (BANG.) OF 2002, [ASSESSMENT YEAR 1998-99] MARCH 22, 2005

the learned ITAT — Banglore also held the same ground..

FACTS

2. During assessment proceedings, the Assessing Officer fourttiéhegsessee-company has not paid the
employer’s provident fund contributions of Rs. 1,14,338 within the specifiedddigs. The Assessing
Officer added the sameas per the provisions of section 43B of the Act on account of delayecepaym
of employer’s contribution to the provident fund in respect of eight months .

Decision

4. ... In this regard we may point out the amendment is curative abhdonieaof the rules of
interpretation is to give due regard to the legislative history and backgioairidd to the enactment of the
section. This principle was laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Courhéndase of Imperial Chit Funds (P.)
Ltd. v. ITO [1996] 219 ITR 4988. In view of these facts and judicial pronouncenyeaiare of the view




that the assessee is eligible to deduction for all such pagnts, which stand paid before the due date
of filing of the return and the proof of such payment was attached withhe return.
In the result, the appeal of the assessee is allowed.

Moral of the story :

Most of the FSIA members fall within the jurisdiction, of the Delhi benches of ITAT.
Even other wise, today, Tribunal benches of as far as Banglore have agreed to the
position, of No Disallowability of late payments of PF ,if paid before filing of the
return.

Hence, You may copy the same, and keep it safely. Almost every company faces
this problem sometime. This will save you from a lot of hassles __, and taxes.

But note, it does not mean that you should be late. This is just a safeguard, and a
protection. Most of the ITO’s still follow the old penalizing thought. So, observe TOM
( Total Quality Management ) in paying Govt taxes a __Iso. Remember prevention
is better than cure.

For queries, suggestions and feedback , you can e-m _ ailus at :
Sangeet Kumar Gupta

FCA, ICWA, PGDMM, B.Com(Hons)

Honorary Consultant,

Faridabad Small Industries Association

93126-08426

groupmlg@airtelbroadband.in

groupmlg@eth.net

Camp Off : 63, Sector-15, Faridabad

FSIA Off : FSIA Park, Opp. Plot No.23, Sector- 24,Faridabad- 121005

for Subscription
Please send your details, and request e-mail to groupmlg@airtelbroadband.in

for Discontinuation of this E-mail
To discontinue receipt of e-mails from the author, please reply mentioning "Discontinue” in the Subject.

Notes & disclaimer
For private circulation. Intended for recipient only. This is only for personal information of the members. Based on information &
interpretations available as on 15-8-2006. Please contact your Chartered Accountant / counsel for his final opinion, if deemed fit.
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Engineering & Planning |

. Purchase & Procuremen

Inventory Management

Quality Inspection

Manufacturing

Sales & Marketing

Excise & Sales Tax

H.R.M System(Payroll)

System Admin

MIS For M.D.
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Finance |

Branch:

Finsys Live | :(30406/08) 0 Purchase Orders Made 0 Sa

iﬂﬂar_tnj & & || ‘ﬁ}ﬁt‘tsys-h’lic...”ﬁ-wmume . & Finsysem...| @@Microscft F... | AT 1zesem
A Screen from the Finsys ERP — an Ideal ERP for the SME and Mid-Corpuodatsrly.
( see the live information coming at the bottom of the screen , just like the RdMTaews channels )
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E‘Iﬂm HKOWR (MDA L IMITED Rate Comparsgon Annekure Tor PLO. Mo 000097 Dater 0505 2006
AHESAR PLANT)
PLOT MG 112 SECTOR-3 MANESAR, GLURGACHN, HARYARA FOr Tha Petod . 01 Aprll 2006 Ta 31 March 2007 Pae 10l

The kemeirdered inthe Selecied P.0. are Comparad with A1 P.0 s raised for the ltams

Rem/Vendor PO Mo Drate Qivord Rae DisC EXC Tax Portit Toames Y.Ra'
INSERT CCMT 09T 34 HQ THED
WEMLE HyROWARE STOREE 50/ 000056 O 105006 | 0.000  [218.000 0.00 0an 0.00 ApDsTEFM AS PER PRICE
LsT

WEMLE HARCYYARE STOREB £1/000092 Ot J00ECM06 | 12000 [225.000 0.0o nop 0.00 2
WEHUE HyROWARE STOREE 517000092 O OF07FA06 | 12000 [240.000 0.00 ] 0.00
WEMLE HsROWARE STOREE 51/ 000094 Ot OBF0FA06 | 12000 [200.000 0.00 040 0.00 -
AVIFERM TOOLING SYSTEM 51/ 0D00OT DL DW00A006 | 000000 (00000 1200 16,00 400 AGAIMEY
WEMUE HyROWYARE STOREE 51/000095 Ot 15100006 | 12000 [22.000 0.00 nao 0.00 -
“EMUE HYROYWYARE STOREE 61/ 000036 Ot 02012007 | 12000 [2350.000 0.00 oan 0.00

The above shown is the PO annexure.
This is automatically generated with every PO, to tell you, what is the price history of this item . From whom have |
been buying this item at , what price , and at what payment terms? And for what Order size (Qnty) .



A Screen from the'1 Vendor Rating modules of the Finsys ERP

( see the Poor-Average-Good-Excellent rating coming with Colour coding )
And this is based on the International formats of companies like HHML, HMSI ( Hootdycles &
Scooters India), and so on.

And this is the Overall Vendor Ranking Chart -  for the Next Vendor Meet /Annual Conference

:#:Finsys Reports

epd Print Preview B
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AKITO KOWA INDIA LIMITED Page 1.0f1 =

MANESAR PLANTPLOT NO 112 SECTOR-3, MANE SAR, GURGACN, HARY ANA

Vendor Rating For 01/04/2006 To 31/03/2007

Sno Vendor Name % Rating
1|&MFORGE INDUSTRIES LTD{GEAR DIV 91 85 ood
2|INDIA FORGING LTO{UMIT-) 95 28 Excellent
3|INDIA FORGING LTO(UNIT-I1y 95 29 Excellent
4|0 AUTO INDUSTRIES 40.00 Poor

For Trade Enquiries contact : Puneet Gupta 9350@4,8Dinesh Verma 9313136494 - MLG Infotech Pt Lt



