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WqU\ 	30 tM 3ff 1H 	fI 	f5T 	1T fcFM 'TT 

t 	 163 'Sugar Candy made of sugar and 

glucose but excluding coco' 	37T 	3t Zl 31R 	t 3I 

#fftff T5 	 3TT q11T 5J7 * fFJ 3ffTqf5 

3-2f 	 1I 154 

'Confectionery excluding choclate' 2ft, 	 08.05.2006 	3{1.1ENT T 

etT)7 Excluding branded Confectionery 3IT [2T f9TEf 01.06.2006 

-1J 163 3IT 'Sugar Candy made of sugar and glucose but excluding 
coco' 

TT 

irr . TZIJ I 3— 	fft T1J 163 # All type of sugar candy 

* 	T 'Coco' 	 * I 	T1F 	Sugar Candies 

made of Sugar and glucose and containg Flavours. Creame and colors 

fi * I fi 

90 	 3Tf5 TR 	 TZlT 	ZlT f:~Mlzr  
Gurudevdutta Vksss Margyadit and thers Vs. State of Maharashtra and others 2001 
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(004) SSC - 0534(SC) Z15T kci '3cRci 	fzni fzir 1 

Flavouring Substances, Ernulisifiers and colorants tM t I fT[ 3TfTqE 

MFT IT TI 	1993 tzRi 	32 4T9— 1 	 f 	90 

tPTT JITS b1 cbcht 	, 	 flT * I fi 
&R1tvt 3IIT4ci ZI5T TM 12—V,3IkL 	TT 31TT f1Icb 02.01.1989 

3Icp 	 T11 T 	ki 	Lozenges Tofee qt tt Tftct1T9T 

'uNit 74 fThT 	 T 4 0dNi1 *1 
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I. [Supreme Court of India] Frick 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 Tamil 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), Chcnnai 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 (Bom.) [In The Bombay High Court] Zarnil 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(All) [In The Allahabad High Court] Kesar Enterprises Ltd. Vs 

State of U.P. August 27, 2010/ 
10. [2011] 43 VST 222(All) [In The Allahabad 1-ugh Court] Dabur India Limited Vs 

State of U.P. December 6, 20 10/ 
11. [In The Allahabad High Court  1-larbans Lai Maihotra Vs Assistant Commissioner 

Ghaziabad July 28, 1994 
12. [In The High Court of Kerala At Ernakulami New Prasanthi Automobiles Co. Vs 

State of Kerala Sepetember 26, 1992. 
13. Reportes of Sales Fax 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 Lai Murlidhar Bikaner Date July 2, 1992. 
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E 163 "Sugar Canday made of sugar & Glucose but excluding coco" 

31 5 WRId 4)dI J TrRq 	Sugar and Glucose 	3I1ThT 3T 

Iffiflt it Mixing and Blending Ri 
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(3I4) 	3J 1Iu11 f~t{4 17.02.2017 	f 	TJ ffUfZT 

fct 

 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." 
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