
We are pleased to present the latest edition of Tax Trends, SKP’s Direct Tax Newsletter. This edition 
covers the period from April to June 2018. As we write this, the due date of 31 July is fast 
approaching for tax filing for individuals and other non-corporate entities not having to get their 
accounts audited. The due date this time assumes additional importance as there is now a 
mandatory fee of INR 5,000 payable as per Section 234F of the Income Tax Act if the return is filed 
after 31 July. The fee increases to INR 10,000, if the return is filed after 31 December. However, if 
the total income of the person does not exceed INR 500,000, then the fees payable would be 
restricted to INR 1,000. This is in addition to interest payable under Section 234A. Of course, this 
has created a furor as the Indian taxpayers have never been penalized for late filing of the tax 
returns. In fact, a writ petition has been filed before the Kerala High Court challenging its 
constitutional validity, besides representations by Bombay Chartered Accountants’ Society along 
with other Chartered Accountant Associations. 

This quarter witnessed some high profile judgments being delivered regarding Permanent 
Establishment (PE) and royalty taxation. The taxpayers involved in these cases were Mastercard, 
Nokia and Google.  

The issue in the case of Mastercard was with respect to the existence of PE and the taxation of the 
transaction processing fees received from Indian Banks. Mastercard’s wholly owned subsidiary was 
providing support services and owned the Mastercard Interface Processor (MIP) which was 
compensated on cost plus basis. Mastercard had applied for an Advance Ruling where the Authority 
for Advance Rulings (AAR) ruled that Mastercard had a fixed place PE in the form of MIP and the 
Indian subsidiary. It also had a Dependent Agent PE and the Service PE as the employees of 
Mastercard visited India for business meetings. The AAR also held that transaction processing fees 
and other charges would constitute royalty on account of use of equipment (MIPs), use of process 
(transaction processing) and use of software (embedded in MIPs) and since Mastercard had a PE, 
the royalties would be effectively connected to PE and would be taxed accordingly.  

In the case of Nokia, again the issue of PE and profit attribution were discussed. In this case, Nokia 
Finland used to supply the telecom equipment to customers based in India and its subsidiary, Nokia 
India entered into contracts with Indian customers for the installation of such equipment. The 
overall responsibility of such installation was with Nokia Finland. The tax authorities held Nokia 
India to be a PE of Nokia Finland as it virtually projected the presence of Nokia Finland in India. 
There was a divergent view amongst the members of the Tribunal, but the majority of the judges 
ruled that there was no PE in India. The minority judge had held that Nokia India is a virtual 
projection of Nokia Finland and it also laid down the formula for attribution of profits.  

In case of Google, Google India (Indian subsidiary) had entered into distribution agreement with 
Google Ireland under which Google India was appointed as a non-exclusive distributor of AdWords 
program to Indian advertiser. Under this arrangement, Google India purchased the advertising 
space from Google Ireland and sold the same to Indian advertiser. Assistance and training were also 
provided to the Indian advertiser. A separate agreement was also entered into by Google India with 
Google Ireland for providing IT enabled services. The tax authorities held that payment made by 
Google India to Google Ireland for the purchase of advertising space was nothing but royalty for the 
use of IP, customer database and google trademark. The contention was upheld by the Tax Tribunal. 

We hope you find this newsletter useful and we look forward to your feedback. You can write to us 
at skp.tax@skpgroup.com. 

Warm regards, 
The SKP Tax team 
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The Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), 
together with G20 countries, 
introduced the Base Erosion and 
Profit Shifting (BEPS) Action Plans 
principally to curb tax evasion and 
double non-taxation. Briefly, BEPS 
refers to tax avoidance strategies that 
exploit gaps and mismatches in tax 
rules to artificially shift profits to low 
or no-tax jurisdictions. 

BEPS contains 15 Action Plans, of 
which Action Plan 1 deals with 
addressing challenges posed by 
taxation of the digital economy. It 
discusses and analyzes potential 
options to address the challenges 
posed by taxation of the digital 
economy which are:  

 New nexus in the form of a
Significant Economic Presence
(SEP);

 Withholding tax on certain types
of digital transactions; and

 Equalization levy.

Some of the proposals of the BEPS 
Action Plan, like equalization levy, 
Country-by-Country-Reporting, 
limiting interest deduction, etc. were 
already implemented by India in its 
domestic tax laws.  

However, none of the aforesaid 
options were eventually 
recommended by the Action Plan 1. 
Notwithstanding the above, it was 
inferred that the countries could 
introduce all or any of the aforesaid 

options in their domestic tax laws or 
in their tax treaties as interim 
measures against BEPS provided the 
countries respect existing tax treaty 
obligations. 

Basis the Action Plan 1, the G20 
Countries directed OECD to deliver an 
interim report on the implications of 
taxation of digital economy by April 
2018 and a final report in the year 
2020. India being pro-active, 
introduced in its domestic tax law the 
concept of equalization levy with 
effect from 1 June 2016 and SEP as 
additional safeguards against BEPS in 
February 2018 while the OECD 
released the said Interim Report in 
March 2018. 

Besides providing in-depth analysis 
on tax challenges posed by taxation 
of digital economy, the Interim 
Report also provides for certain 
common considerations that are 
required to be followed by India and 
other countries who have introduced 
these interim measures in their 
domestic tax laws against BEPS so as 
to avoid any uncertainty in 
deciphering taxation of digital 
economy across jurisdictions. 

Through this article, we make an 
attempt to analyze whether India has 
introduced these interim measures in 
line with the recommendations by 
OECD in the Interim Report read with 
Action Plan 1 and whether India’s SEP 
is in line with other countries such as 
Israel and Slovakia (see Table 1 
below) 

Has India introduced interim 
measures in line with 
recommendations by OECD? 

Countries (such as India, Israel, 
Slovakia, etc.) that are in favour of 
introduction of interim measures 
duly acknowledge that challenges 
such as possibility of over taxation, 
compliance and admin costs, impact 
on welfare, uncertainty, inefficiency, 
etc. may arise on account of 
adopting horde of different one-
sided measures by these countries.  

Thus, it is all the more imperative to 
set out common considerations on 
the design of such interim measures 
so as to limit any possible adverse 
consequences associated with these 
challenges posed by the interim 
measures. These common 
considerations vis-à-vis India’s 
approach have been discussed 
below: 

SPOTLIGHT 

Food for thought: Is India’s SEP concept in line with 
OECD’s recommendations on taxation of the digital 
economy?  
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Table 1: 

Common 
Considerations 

Interim Report 
Recommendations 

India’s Position Remarks/Status 

Compliant with 
international obligations 

An interim measure must 
not come into conflict with 
tax treaties. 

Given that the interim 
measures are introduced in the 
domestic law, the provisions of 
the tax treaties would override 
the former in case of a conflict 
between the two. 

India is in line with the 
recommendations of OECD. 

Temporary An interim measure is 
introduced in the absence 
of a global consensus 
which provides for a 
common solution to offset 
the digital tax challenges. 

Thus, when a global 
consensus is determined, 
it should be implemented 
in a coordinated manner 
and the interim measure 
should not jeopardize its 
implementation.  

On a plain reading of the 
domestic tax law with respect 
to the interim measures, India 
has not provided any 
guidelines for implementation 
of interim measures vis-à-vis 
global consensus. 

Thus, the applicability of the 
interim measures after 
reaching a global consensus is 
still a grey area which the 
government would be required 
to address post 2020 when the 
final report is released  

It appears that India is not in line 
with the recommendations of 
OECD.  

Targeted As the interim measure 
does not intend to provide 
an exhaustive solution 
across all jurisdictions, it 
should not seek to cover 
all transactions wherein 
digitalization poses or 
seems to pose some risk. 

The scope of the interim 
measure should be well 
defined and focused on a 
particular set of digital 
transactions only.  

The interim measures so 
introduced in India seeks to 
cover all transactions within its 
ambit. 

Currently, it does not provide 
any exceptions (i.e., 
transactions not covered) in 
the domestic law. As a result of 
which, there could be the 
potential collateral impact on 
other elements of the domestic 
as well as the international tax 
system.  

It appears that India is not in line 
with the recommendations of 
OECD. 

Minimize over-taxation The key objective of the 
interim measure is to 
strike a right chord 
between the adverse 
impact of the challenges 
posed by the digital 
economy and the risk of 
over-taxation of taxpayers. 

This can be achieved by 
levying a lower rate of tax 
commensurate with the 
profit margins of the 
taxpayer and the scope of 
the interim measure 
specifically intimating the 
type of transactions it 
seeks to cover.  

The concept of SEP has been 
included within the meaning of 
business connection as 
enshrined under Section 9(1)(i) 
of the Income Tax Act. 

Currently, a country earning 
income from India is taxed at 
the rate of 40% in the absence 
of a tax treaty between the 
two.  

Thus, it is likely that a company 
having SEP in India would be 
taxed at the rate of 40% in 
lines with that of the company 
having a business connection 
in India. 

The tax law does not specify 
the nature of transactions it 
seeks to cover within its ambit. 
Thus, the scope of the interim 
measures is not clear at the 
moment. It would be 
interesting to see how the 
government would implement 

It appears that India is not in line 
with recommendations of the 
OECD as far as lower rate of tax is 
concerned. Of course, it seeks to 
tax only the income attributable to 
the transactions carried out in 
India and on a net basis. 
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Common 
Considerations 

Interim Report 
Recommendations 

India’s Position Remarks/Status 

Minimize impact on start-
ups, business creations 
or small businesses 

The interim measure 
should be adjusted in such 
a manner that the impact 
on business creations, 
start-ups and small 
businesses is minimal 
since they (in)-directly 
assist in improving the 
economic growth and 
productivity of the 
country. 

Thus, it is imperative that 
the interim measure is 
required to have a 
threshold which is 
designed as per the 
requirements of the start-
ups, business creations 
and small businesses such 
that the tax burden due to 
interim measures does not 
make them unviable.  

India has not provided any 
negative list which would 
exclude start-ups, business 
creations, small businesses 
and other like ventures from 
the scope of the interim 
measures. 

However, it is expected that 
India would prescribe the 
threshold for applicability of 
SEP in terms of quantum of 
revenue and the number of 
users in India which will be 
decided post-consultation with 
the stakeholders.  

India is more or less in line with the 
recommendations of the OECD. 

Once India specifies the threshold, 
it will automatically exempt start-
ups, business creations and small 
businesses from the applicability of 
SEP  

Minimize cost and 
complexity 

The compliance and 
administration cost should 
always be the primary 
focus for taxpayers as well 
as tax administrators 
especially when such 
measures are supposed to 
be temporary in nature. 

Ideally, administration of 
tax due to such measures 
should be engrained in the 
domestic tax law itself so 
that proper weight is given 
to it by the taxpayers as 
well as the tax 
administrators.  

India has not introduced any 
special provisions with respect 
to the administration of tax 
arising from such measures. 

This would inadvertently lead 
to an increase in litigation and 
administration costs of the 
Indian tax administrators.  

It appears that India is not in line 
with recommendations of the 
OECD.  
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India’s SEP vis-à-vis as introduced in Israel 

Table 2: 

Particulars India Israel 

Applicability SEP is applicable from the tax year 2018-19 SEP is applicable from the tax year 2016 

Scope Scope It taxes profits of a non-resident 
enterprise on a source basis, irrespective of 
the level of physical presence of that 
enterprise in the source jurisdiction. 

SEP shall be constituted irrespective of: 

 Agreement for transactions or activities
entered in India; or

 Non-resident has a residence or place of
business in India; or

 Non-resident renders services in India.

It appears that SEP is introduced for taxing 
the digital economy. However, it appears that 
many other unintended business 
transactions (non-digital) may also get 
covered. 

It covers online services, i.e. activities via the 
internet, provided by a non-resident enterprise 
from a remote location to local customers in 
Israel. In other words, physical presence in Israel 
is irrelevant for the purpose of SEP. 

Unlike India, SEP is defined in terms of factors of 
digital presence as follows: 

 Online contract conclusion

 Use of digital products and services

 Localized website

 Multi-sided business model

The list of factors given above is an inclusive list 
and can be applied separately or cumulatively as 
the case may be.  

Thresholds It can be bifurcated into two categories 
based on: 

 Local revenue or transactions; or

 A number of local users.

India is yet to prescribe the quantum of local 
revenue and number of local users in India 
for applicability of SEP.  

No revenue threshold requirement based on local 
sales, unlike India. 

Interplay with tax treaties  In case of conflict between the new nexus 
rule and the tax treaties, the latter will prevail 
over the former until the corresponding 
changes are made to the tax treaties 
concluded by India. 

In other words, this provision is applicable to 
jurisdictions which do not have a tax treaty 
with India or jurisdictions which are not 
allowed to use tax treaty benefits. 

This provision is applicable to jurisdictions which 
do not have a tax treaty with Israel.  

Attribution of profits It is clarified that only those profits which are 
attributable to SEP (i.e., transactions or users 
connected with SEP) shall be taxable in India. 

However, the law does not clarify the 
mechanism regarding attribution of profits to 
SEP.  

It is not clear whether profits attributable to a 
taxable presence in connection with little or no 
physical presence in respect of tangible assets 
and/or personnel shall be taxed. 

Besides Israel and India, Slovakia has 
also adopted one of the many interim 
measures against digital taxation as 
recommended by OECD. It has 
expanded the definition of ‘fixed 
place of business’ for certain digital 
platforms which specifically targets 
provision of intermediary services for 
transportation and accommodation. 
This new definition is applicable from 
the tax year 2017 onwards. 

Conclusion 

India is more or less in line with the 
recommendations by OECD on 
interim measures against BEPS. As 
per India’s Budget memorandum, 
SEP was introduced to tax the digital 
economy which is also in line with the 
Interim Report. However, it appears 
that India has not provided any 
clarifications as to the type of 
transactions to be covered like Israel 

and Slovakia which specifically covers 
online or digital transactions only. 

Currently, India does not specify the 
quantum threshold for applicability 
of SEP, but it is expected to do so in 
the near future. However, Israel has 
clarified that there is no revenue 
threshold for applicability of SEP 
which also implies that Israel intends 
to cover even the smallest of the 
transactions in terms of revenue 
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within the ambit of SEP. In other 
words, India is better off than Israel 
in this regard. 

The interim report on taxation of 
digital economy by OECD has laid out 
the scope of interim measures 
wherein transactions involving online 
sale of groceries from local 
supermarket or online intermediation 
platform services have been 
specifically excluded. The report also 
seeks to tax certain e-Services and 
not all services simply because they 
are provided via the internet. 

However, the manner in which the 
provisions of SEP have been worded 
in India, it appears that it has (un)
intentionally brought not only the 
above-mentioned transactions but 
also non-digital transactions within 
the tax net. In this regard, it seems 
that India has gone beyond the 
purpose and intention behind the 
introduction of SEP (interim measure) 
in domestic law. To this extent, 
uncertainty and litigation would 
remain until such time India does not 
clarify the scope and threshold of 
SEP.    

All in all, India once again proves to 
be a torchbearer in the 
implementation of BEPS Action 
measures for the digital economy. 
Earlier, India introduced an 
Equalization Levy for taxing online 
advertisement income and now India 
adopted SEP to tax digital presence of 
companies in India. Nevertheless, it 
remains to be seen how these 
measures would be implemented and 
how it unfolds judicially.  
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LEGAL UPDATES 

MasterCard Interface 
Processor and MasterCard 
Network which facilitates 
credit card payments 
constitute a fixed place PE in 
India 

MasterCard Asia Pacific Pte Ltd 
Singapore [TS-304-AAR-2018] 

Taxpayer is a MasterCard Group 
Company incorporated in Singapore. 
Taxpayer charges its customers 
transaction processing fees relating 
to authorization, clearing and 
settlement of the transaction. 
Taxpayer also receives assessment 
fees for building and maintaining a 
processing network. The transaction 
processing activity consists of 
electronically processing the 
payments through the use of 
MasterCard Network (MCN). The 
MasterCard Interface Processor 
(MIP) (installed at the premises of 
customers’ banks in India and 
owned by Indian subsidiary) 
connects the MCN and processing 
centers.  

The taxpayer contended that 
significant authorization processes 
take place outside India. MIP’s are 
simple communication devices 
located at customer premises, which 
perform the task of transmission of 
data in an encrypted form. MIP 
routes all the transaction to a data 
center outside India for further 
processing. The taxpayer also 
contended that significant 
authorization processes take place 
outside India and MIP’s on 
standalone basis cannot undertake 
any significant processing activity 
besides preparatory and auxiliary 
activities. The taxpayer also argued 
that MIP is owned by the Indian 

subsidiary and other telephone 
lines, wires, etc. are owned by third 
parties. The taxpayer’s network 
consists of processing centers along 
with related machinery and 
equipment located outside India. 
Also, MIP’s cost is a fraction of the 
total cost of the network. 
Accordingly, there is no PE in India.  

The tax officer contended that the 
Indian subsidiary neither has the 
financial capacity to undertake 
maintenance of MIP nor has 
technical qualification for 
maintenance of the same. Relying 
on the Indian subsidiary’s transfer 
pricing report, it was contented that 
the software inside the MIP was 
owned by the taxpayer and Indian 
subsidiary was merely providing 
support services and not the actual 
transaction processing services. 
Accordingly, it was argued that MIP’s 
are at the disposal of the taxpayer. 
On examining the functions of MIP, 
it was also argued that these 
functions could not be considered as 
preparatory and auxiliary. Also, MIP 
satisfies the test of permanency as 
laid down in the decision of Formula 
One. The tax officer also contended 
that MCN consisted of MIP, 
transmission towers, cables, etc. 
which were at the disposal of the 
taxpayer though these were owned 
by Indian subsidiary or third-party 
entities. Hence, MCN also 
constituted fixed place PE in India     

The question before the Authority 
for Advance Rulings (AAR) was 
whether MIP and MCN constituted a 
fixed place PE in India under the 
India-Singapore tax treaty. 

The AAR held that MIP satisfied the 
requirements of permanency, fixed 
place and disposal as enumerated 

by the Supreme Court in the case of 
Formula One. It also observed that 
in order to create a fixed place PE, it 
was not necessary for MIP to be 
fixed on the ground. It was sufficient 
that MIP was at their disposal. It was 
further held that functions 
performed by MIP were not 
preparatory or auxiliary in nature as 
it performed several vital operations 
without which authorization activity 
would not have commenced. It was 
also observed that though MIP was 
shown to be owned by the 
taxpayer’s Indian subsidiary, it was 
not under their control as all 
decisions pertaining to risk 
mitigation, maintenance, etc. were 
performed by the taxpayer. Thus, 
MIP constituted a fixed place PE in 
India. 

With regards to MCN, AAR held that 
MCN was involved in all the three 
phases of transaction processing of 
which clearing and settlement took 
place in India. Furthermore, MCN 
comprised of MIP, transmission 
towers, leased lines, application 
software, etc. which were partly in 
India and partly outside India. MIP 
and part of MCN were at the 
disposal of the taxpayer and MCN 
itself was secured by MasterCard to 
prevent any frauds. Furthermore, it 
was observed that MCN satisfied the 
disposal test along with permanency 
and fixed place. Hence, MCN also 
constituted a fixed place PE in India.  

Indian company having 
franchise model in India 
does not constitute agency 
PE of the foreign entity in 
India 

DCIT v. Dominos Pizza 
International Franchising Inc [TS-
260-ITAT-2018 (Mum)]
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Taxpayer, a tax resident of US, has 
entered into Master Franchise 
Agreement (MFA) with an Indian 
Company (Jubilant) for Dominos Pizza 
franchise which includes the rendering 
of certain store/consultancy services. 
The taxpayer shall receive franchise 
fees and store opening fees and sub-
franchise fees.   

The taxpayer contended that Jubilant 
does not act on its behalf. The 
taxpayer does not have any say in the 
pricing and Jubilant has complete 
independence with regard to business 
dealing. Furthermore, Jubilant is legally 
and economically an independent 
entity. Also, it is not authorized to 
conclude a contract on behalf of the 
taxpayer. 

The tax officer contended that Jubilant 
has exclusive franchise rights in India 
and is entirely dependent on the 
taxpayer. Also, the taxpayer had 
exclusive franchise rights in India. 
Furthermore, the quality of the 
material and equipment used has to 
be approved by the taxpayer and the 
prices are also decided by the 
taxpayer. 

The question that came up before the 
tax tribunal was whether the Indian 
company operating as a franchisee 
would constitute a dependent agency 
PE in India. 

The Tax Tribunal held that sub-
franchise agreement was executed 
between Jubilant and sub-franchise 
and not between the taxpayer and sub
-franchise. Also, the profits/loss from 
the business belonged to Jubilant or 

other sub-franchises and not the 
taxpayer. Jubilant or sub-franchise 
were not storing any goods on behalf 
of the taxpayer. The taxpayer was 
entitled to royalty and store opening 
fees only which was governed by MFA. 
Furthermore, the taxpayer did not 
have any physical control over the 
business of Jubilant or sub-franchise. 
Thus, the Tax Tribunal held that the 
taxpayer did not have a dependent 
agency PE in India. 

Mere non-furnishing of Tax 
Residency Certificate can’t 
disentitle treaty benefits 

Skaps Industries India Pvt Ltd v. ITO 
[TS-330-ITAT-2018(Ahd)] 

Taxpayer, a company incorporated 
under Indian laws, had availed services 
of a US company in respect of 
installation and commissioning of 
certain equipment. In the absence of a 
Tax Residency Certificate (TRC), the tax 
authorities did not allow benefits of 
India-US Tax Treaty.  

The taxpayer contended that it was not 
afforded reasonable opportunity to 
submit TRC before the tax officer and 
hence it could only submit Form W-9 
which is used for tax withholding in 
the US. 

The tax officer contended that the 
taxpayer is required to furnish a valid 
TRC for availing tax treaty benefits as 
per Section 90(4) of the Act. It further 
contended that furnishing of TRC was 
a pre-requisite for invoking treaty 
protection under Section 90(2) of the 
Act. 

The question before the Tax Tribunal 
was whether non-furnishing of TRC 
would not allow the taxpayer to avail 
tax treaty benefits.   

Section 90(2) of the Act provides that 
provision of Act would apply only if 
they are beneficial then the provisions 
of the tax treaty. In the absence of a 
non-obstante clause in Section 90(4) 
(furnishing TRC), it cannot override 
Section 90(2) (treaty over Act). The Tax 
Tribunal held that irrespective of the 
above, as per Article 4 of the Tax 
Treaty, it should be examined whether 
a US company is eligible to claim tax 
treaty benefits or not. Form W-9 
submitted was merely a self-
declaration and was not issued by any 
authority. Thus, it cannot be construed 
as a valid document for claiming tax 
treaty benefits. Since the taxpayer was 
not given sufficient opportunity to 
submit relevant documents for 
claiming tax treaty benefits, the matter 
was remanded back to lower 
authorities for fresh examination. 
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Google and other digital 
service providers generate 
over INR 5,600 million in 
equalization levy in 2017-18 

[Excerpts from Economic Times, 27 
April 2018] 

The minister of state for finance 
Santosh Kumar Gangwar informed 
the Lok Sabha that Revenue from the 
equalization levy was INR 1,465 
million for the period from June 2016 
to December 2016.  

Up to 41% of litigations to be 
withdrawn as CBDT hikes 
the threshold limits for 
appeals to Tribunals and 
Courts 

[Excerpts from Business Today, 12 
July 2018] 

The monetary limits for filing appeals 
in Tribunals, High Courts and 
Supreme Court are increased to INR 
2 million, INR 5 million and INR 10 
million respectively.  

Advance Tax collections 
jumped by 44% for 
Individuals and by 17% for 
Corporates 

[Excerpts from Times of India, 30 
June 2018] 

Arun Jaitley said that the 
unprecedented taxation growth is the 
result of anti-black money measures, 
use of technology, demonetization 
and GST. 

NRI’s changing their Indian 
address to foreign address  

[Excerpts from Economic Times, 28 
June 2018] 

Many NRIs have changed their Indian 
address in Passport to their foreign 
address in order to avoid the 
inconvenience of responding to the IT 
and other departments. 

TAX TALK 
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Corporate Tax Myth 
 
Deduction under Section 10AA is not applicable to a taxpayer set up in Special Economic Zone (SEZ) engaged in the 

activity of trading, being import of goods for re-export. 

If you believed this myth, please write to skp.tax@skpgroup.com to ascertain the implications. 

Compliance Calendar (July to September 2018) 

Due Date Compliances 

7 July Payment of TDS and TCS deducted/collected in June 2018 

15 July Filing of TCS statement for the period from April to June 2018 

31 July Filing of TDS statement for the period from April to June 2018 

31 July 
Filing of return of income for non-corporate assessees who are not required to be audited for the 
financial year 2017-18 

7 August Payment of TDS and TCS deducted/collected in July 2018 

15 August Issuance of TDS certificates (other than salary) for the quarter of April to June 2018 

7 September Payment of TDS and TCS deducted/collected in August 2018 

15 September 
Payment of the second installment of advance tax for the assessment year 2019-20 (45% of esti-
mated tax liability to be deposited on a cumulative basis) 

30 September 
Filing of return of income and tax audit report for corporate assessee and another assessee who 
are required to get audited, other than assessee referred to in Section 92E 
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