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1. &crrTiui 	I/'I'il 	1T ZI 	 fffTt r4ffli1rcp 

fRr, uqzry PT# 374  "e 	3rfpr' 	rr) rj P1i 
FUfcPI1k fftc1 	iñ 	 c1 Z TP5t t, 1 114  

iiciir ftT4 &t "117 3r1(wrr' :59T 

in) TT 	TE 	L Rc1 Ic 15 	TftlRP, 2003 (f 	t "rftfri" 

j 	 RT yt  f 	FF/c f 

3TT 

3TIkT 
. 1F f<ff FC15 

.fk3TT. 
f?.jjcp 

I 	 rfi 
I_____ u1kr 

203/2015 51/26.9.14 25.03.10 2006-07 1,43,600 58,876 
204/2015 52/26.9.14 25.03.10 2007-08 1,98,901 61,188 
206/2015 53/26.9.14 25.03.10 2009-10 85,720 0 
227/2015 51/26.9.14 25.03.10 2006-07 2,87,200 
228/2015 52/26.9.14 25.03.10 2007-08 3,98,432 
229/2015 53/26.9.14 25.03.10 2009-10 1,71,440 

2. d 41f cuiT ? ? ZT 	rr * cfklJf TffEFT fc1kul 7EF t 31II 

3ff TOT , 	uf 	 I  
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3 	 Z [ZJ HT 	T VEFR t f5 14iPi1cp 

!,lRcP'IYclzM,GI f '1I'J 	1T 	 T5T 	TTtJT fi 31T 

el T 	I 	1 ct 	f Rcti ' 	-urm tf t1TZIT ITZIJ f 	c (4 6 I 	i 

c)CI.j t Zf tlJcfç 	5T RIcN.4 {bi 'ilIclI * I 

4. 	fñUT &fr 	rr Rci 	5T aTTA7457 W#r tR qT1T ITZ1T fct c ci i 

TT 3 ccl 1 cc) ci imT muts cp ct rvTt * I T—vq '- ' ct ' 	 3 

1 

iiu 	ccp') tR 12.5 II0/14 Rtci 	 t4 *, \A N D5 cLlci 

TT 4 qRtici it 	T5 3RIT cPc1N4I T11J I H VETR C4c4I) NT 	fCjJ 

FT 	 41T cf ' cli -1 I 1RTT I 	 - ltl -I 	41 d I -i I 

14 	I?1Ic1 t Cbl 	HT 1111 	gt cLlcI) jj f 	 t 

it 	°1t i tI1RIT 4T 9 !,1RIc1 3PR 	-iiIcl/391TF cPI'UI \ifl'1I 

TT, 	j-jc 4(-ci 	FTkUT 3Tft5T1 	'Prosecutor should not be judge' 

	

TI 	Hci 	iiiciRci qR t I 

5. 	fr°r 3Ifwu 	gicic', 	gT Rct 4 	c1c1 	T 3iciçilCri Rb-it 

Ri 	11TTT f5 ciciI) 9M 4 M RII  lq t 	ZJ5 	IcI Rb-ii *, '3i'i1b §11U ts 

m !l11 	'Hs-lI 154 tt 12 	ZT TFt * 1i'.ic 

)Q111Y Z1 3 	 4[ 31Ic'li64 3IUff 	14 A IIc1 t cp 

* rr TFerff 1czii 1b1I 421T 1) flci1k4i 

'1 Ielcl -  IUII cPci 9 .iRIici 	\I\Jj Et) g 	Tf 	3TT cPc1 7 gRcij1-j ZF 
3 14c1.j 1i ilI-1I q iiF'ici tff 	5I1k It 	fthui 3ffr 	c.lciI 

'3Y'i)cc1 0IRlc4-)ik tt 	Zt, '3ctcl 3II'ñ t uTfo~r $')cP 

cc 	1T 311i 	L)ç 	 Ti 	c1 it 	ficp'1 	ii1 
tR )cI 	 4 	it fP R 3mcftCPk fI 

'3cm 3T 	 ff4~T E15 cl ci I 	4 f11T 1T '3CM 3T 	rfr It ThT 

83 TT{*I 

6. 	 'H E?t 	I 

7. 	CL1cl5I') Za 	1Ni 3TU 	Picii {bi 1 	\ic? TT fc"FT TFqT 

\jctiIc t 	r)— E[ 	it 3[f1f 	'.-RsI 163 'Sugar Candy made of sugar and 

glucose but excluding coco' 	31ThT * 2.ff 	31I c4clI 4 

t 	qRt 	I\Jlcf) 	FT{ cfRU iiT TOT *i 1Irj 3f]-q:T5 

11I fcf 311fIi 9T 	 t)—r 	yl 	'H'sqT 154 

eHIIciR................3 
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3TtftT 'dlI 227, 228 	229/2015/sic1< 

'Confectionery excluding choclate' Qft, 	I'IIcP 08.05.2006 Zm 3if.Tr1T 1 

ftfr $')cP' Excluding branded Confectionery 31T ?fT 1lIcP 01.06.2006 

*i9-1I 163 3:lTt 'Sugar Candy made of sugar and glucose but excluding coco' 

111C1 3h1Hk Z 	 cf'IYl c1c1k 15 	1{c1 cpc 	rrr 

cRl! TIR1T I 3t —af  ZT't i1IR 'ths-ii 163 1 All type of sugar candy RIP41fid 

f2T 'Coco' t 1i1i CU 	 {IIRIcI T't 91 	I1ftIEI5T 	Sugar Candies 

made of Sugar and glucose and containg Flavours, Crearne and colors 	'ci: 1[E5 

ut 1n * I fivi &f 	 Ry'ic 	i1ci 0 ZJ5JT 1bi f5 TffZ -Zç&fl4 

90 Rici k 3Tf5 7JTR t JffM iii'- 	3tc19 -4II 	?5T 

Gurudevdutta Vksss Margyadit and others Vs. State of Maharashtra and others 2001 

(004) SSC - 0534(SC) 5T TZ7c1 3cRc1 fbr I T[2T t 'iI 15TE 1i f?$ 

Flavouring Substances, Emulisifiers and colorants tt t I ftN &f1ITq 

1'iIT ThT 9T1 	1993 tzRi 1R 	32 	4I'1-1 1 1th Tftk# 1ii 90 

IIc1UrF zit 	 Rcp 	l'clu.) mn ti 1i.i zT1r 	i 

&RiRcrci 3IIc1d T5T -ThT 12—ti 3II 	1P Zf5T 3UT 1.'-IIc 02.01.1989 I*H-f 

3ñcl 	 cp'ki Z5J 1 T[ t 	Lozenges Tofe qt 1I 	ff9T 

'iThi! tf f -mT tP 1[cbI') tT Tffm-qT * I 	il cpq 	 rfr 1I 

lc1 	I 

31q 	TJTI 	1cl 	TT P'IRRsci 	i1ic cjpf ic1 

1. [Supreme Court of India] Prick India Limited Vs State of Haryana May 13, 1994. 
2. [In The Supreme Court of India] (2009) VST 249 (SC) Sree Krishna Electricals Vs 

State of Tarnil Nadu April 21, 2009 
3. [Supreme Court of India] J.K. Synthetics Ltd. Vs Comm. Taxes Officer (C.A. Nos. 

3414 to 3416 of 1982) Birla Cement Works Vs State of Rajasthan May 9, 1994. 
4. [2012] 51 VST 130(Mad) [In The High Court] Cadbury India Limited Vs Assisstant 

Commissioner (CT), Chennai July, 2009 
5. [In The High Court of Karnataka At Bangalore] Kundanamal Ganeshmal And 

Borthers Vs State of Karnataka February 12, 1993. 
6. [2012] 48 VST 107 (AP) [In The Andhra Pradesh High Court] Banyan Enterprises 

Vs Commercial Tax Officer August 24, 2011. 
7. [2017] 98 VST 172 (Boim) [In The Bombay High Court] Zami! Steel Buildings 

India Pvt. Ltd. Vs State of Maharashtra December 23, 2016 
8. [In The High Court of Rajasthan At Jodhpur] Black Stone Rubber Industries Pvt. 

Ltd. Vs State of Rajasthan February 19, 2001. 
9. [2011] 39 VST 184(A11) [In The Allahabad High Court] Kesar Enterprises Ltd. Vs 

State of U.P. August 27, 20 10/ 
10. [2011] 43 VST 222(All) [In The Allahabad High Court] Dabur India Limited Vs 

State of U.P. December 6,2010/ 
11. [In The Allahabad High Court] -1arbans Lal Malhotra Vs sistant Commissioner 

Ghaziabad July 28, 1994 

-. 	 d 4 IIclk................ 4 
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12. [In The High Court of Kerala At Ernakulam] New Prasanthi Automobiles Co. Vs 
State of Kerala Sepetember 26, 1992. 

13. Reportes of Sales Tax Cases Vol. 146 2006 [High Court of Madhya Pradesh] 
Commissioner of Commercial Tax, Indore Vs Modern Agency October 25, 2004. 

14. [In The High court of Rajasthan] Jaipur Bench Cycle Hatt of Jaipur Vs The Board 
of Revenue May, 13, 1977. 

15. [2007] 5 VST 197 (All) [In The Allahabad 1-ugh Court] Carbon Crafts Pvt. Ltd. Vs 
state of U.P. December 13, 2005. 

16. In The High Court of Judicature for Rajasthan at Jodhpur Commercial Taxes 
Officer Vs Ms Heera Lal Murlidhar Bikaner Date July 2, 1992. 

c) 	c,c1 3I 	Zf5'1 i)cpic'l 7 f]i1 TT 	c),c1 

31 	1 	 T Ii 1bLlI I 

8. 	I'il* 	 1i.i \3MMEN 3Tfr 	1ci 14n f 

1I.1-I kilF[ 34 vqTMc1l, 7'Ll 	TT '-iiRci 1lu14 1'iict 17.02.2017 

f Tk1 	lT.fT. q9TTr 'tCPk 1cP'c'uI dsI 473/2011 tT 3TZI 

-1I-l- 	3T 	N-Hei'1 	1I1 TZft 1qz 3ITiiRc1 	 9I'l 	Tt 

Ic 	t[ 	 f1Rc z 	tt 	i''1Rlci 	iIit 	1Ic'f {t * I T1QT 

3zzcl 41 	 iRci Piu1 	c-'ij 	cli qffM TfTcITR  

(2009) 23 VST 249 (Sc) * 	 ii''lRkt WFfkT 15'r 	I*c] fw * I 

1I'1'- 1 3t 	lIc'i 	TT T1 ?i 	rRcir PNf1 	1 .1CbUI't t[ 31ItIIc1 6, c1c'1I 

'3 	c'L4c1I' 	TT 1'cc1 	Li1c'I ?T5l 31Th 	5T 1ki {I *1 

T 	I2T '3 Y J 	t[ i -r-4' c 	c4 ci IT3t Z15T 

3T2Th 	T[J 	c,cT ctuñ' 	 fNi[ci fr 	t fc5 ccii) 

1l1ci crj) tflc ç 	 TJ # it T 	J fi1°i &1Th5T 

I 	cic'i 	ffEI W 1TT f 	ciciI') pT A lutg 	 q5T fqcrm fj 

TRT I 

10. 	cciI 	TT 3Idit 3I[ft 	fctici 	ri iffru zm 	"—IV 

4&-ii 163 "Sugar Canday made of sugar & Glucose but excluding coco" 

	

3117 5 Rld cPIc1I ZI5T 9T1 	&457 Sugar and Glucose * 3lellcIi 3TT 'sIiEi 

IIId1 El Mixing and Blending 	1-1 If 	'3c1Kit IIct) &4 tl- c.lcIi1 

TT Ilctc)c 'RTE Sugar Candy 	'ICp 	lI11 	 '9T ftW tM t  

	

f~rqkoT 3ffTElT 4 3cT IfTt TT [If 	iff 	 zf zr fci 
tT 	R1ci cp 	c.icii' 	1T 	Tf flcii1c f 	t lIu 	cptj. 

TffffF~q cçj( ff 	cpgt ccf 	[ft 	3c'j 	3TIf -:ft 

k 11Hc1I . 5 
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4\j)cfcl 	ificpit ct),I~Llul Rbi *,qu fffi * i-ii.i41.i rrwr 

I'-1Iei1, 	 W1i'1 Utt IF IiIci C04cti't1 IF Vffift 	R/9H 

1slI 473/2011 	H*I L19) tT 	 lT0fI0, 'iil 	T 3T4 4ffM 

YI,cc1 (3i'i) 	E 3FZI 	t4q 1?iict 17.02.2017 # f 	fufcp [u 

iR1ci Rbi 

"In my view, applying the common parlance test which has been held 
appropriate by the Apex court time and again in matters like this, the 
products in which the assessee are dealing, are certainly branded toffees. 
Taking into consideration the aforesaid reasoning of the Apex court as well 
as by this court (supra), in my view the finding reached by all the three 
authorityes in unision is well reasoned and no interference is required to be 
taken into consideration and accordingly while the tax is upheld and 
consequently the interest being consequential, is also upheld." 

* 9TT 	Z 	 çJçJ 	cUJ A U1ç- : fl11 

4firj 	34 	RlIc 	TT 3flRff 	1 qM 61 * c16c1 

31i1Tci HI -ci 	9I'1'1 14c1 4J4Je1'4 -Ct {L44 -sft 4II 	I¼cteNl GNu -I 

ci.iu.j 314 (2009) 23 VST 249 (SC) * 3lIcvI'IcP 	31'-lI*cl CPY 

11. 	\3g\40 R4tfrlI1k 311 )(I)1 3Tfri5T * 3-llI if f) cpi' * 
31jcc)çj 	lcI1c1 	 1q') 	TRT 	T 'il!c11 t çi 31d12 	cz4cl6t tr 

fTPT 1T 	c1 3-I 	k 3T 	cPI 	'rt I 	I 

u1 	-iIii 1RTI 

4- 


