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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL CHIEF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE, 

                                           SONITPUR, TEZPUR 

 

 PRESENT : Smti. A. Rahman, A.J.S., 

   Additional Chief  Judicial Magistrate, SONITPUR. 

 

For the prosecution  .... Sri P. Baruah   , Addl. PP                   

For the accused person  ….  Sri S. Sarmah,  Advocate  

Ref. : C.R. Case No. 155 of 2011 

 

State of Assam 

-vs- 

                                  Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek         ... Accused person      

                           

           Under section 7 r/s sec 16 of PFA Act. 

Offence explained on........  17.04.15, 

Evidence recorded on .......22.05.14, 21.10.14,  

Arguments heard on .......    28.08.19,  

Judgment delivered on ...... 11.9.19. 

 

      J U D G E M E N T 

1.         The prosecution case as projected in the offence report is that   

complainant Sri G. N. Deka, Food Inspector (Sr.), Sonitpur, Tezpur, on 23.03.11 

at about 11 am,  visited M/S Shri Krishna  Mill ( Manufacturer) situated at 

Mission Chariali, Tezpur for inspection of the quality of food articles being 

stored and exposed for sale for human consumption. At that time, he met 

accused Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek who introduced himself as the manager of 

the manufacturing unit. While checking the food articles, he found some 

stocks of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) and decided to collect the sample and 

sent it to Public Analyst for test of quality. Thereafter, he searched for 
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witnesses with the intention to collect the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna 

Brand) and found three persons present in the premises at that time and 

accordingly, requested them to be witnesses during sample collection but they 

declined to be witnesses and even refused to disclose their identities. So, 

finding no alternative, he requested Sri. Niren Das, who accompanied him to 

be witness who accordingly complied with his request.  

2.         Thereafter, in presence of the said witness, he served notice in Form VI 

for Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) to accused Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek 

informing him his intention to collect the sample of the said food articles and 

get them analyzed by Public Analyst for test of quality, then he purchased 

1200 gm of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) and paid Rs. 82/-(eighty two) for the 

cost of the respective sample. The accused also acknowledged the receipt of 

the said amount in acknowledgement receipt.   

3.         That thereafter, he divided the sample in three parts, each part 

containing 400 gm of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) in original sealed bottles. 

Each of these sample parts were properly labeled with filled up printed label 

signed by him, the accused and the witness. Then, he wrapped each part 

completely with thick brown paper using gum and pasted paperslip bearing 

code Sl. No. and signature of Local (Health) Authority, Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

completely from top to bottom on each sample part. Then, he obtained the 

signature of accused /vendor Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek and witness Sri. 

Niren Das in such a manner that both the paper slip and the paper cover carry 

part of the signature. The paper cover was further secured with strong thread 

both above and across the bottles and finally fastened on the paper cover by 

means of sealing wax on four sides including the knot of the twin thread. In 

the same manner, the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) was also packed 

observing the formalities of PFA Act & Rules. After completion of packing the 

sample parts, he took all the parts with him and kept it in his office.  

4.         On 24.03.11, one part of the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) for 

analysis along with a copy of Memorandum in form VI was sent to Public 
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Analyst to the Govt. of Assam, Guwahati -21 by regd. parcel from Tezpur Post 

Office. Another copy of memorandum and the specimen impression of the 

seal used to seal the packet was sent to the Public Analyst to the Govt. of 

Assam by regd. post on the same day. The remaining two parts of the sample 

with two copies of memorandum was submitted to Local (Health) Authority.  

5.         The analysis report of the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) vide 

report no. PF/TZ/3/11 dtd. 06.05.11 received from Public Analyst to the Govt. 

of Assam by Local (Health) Authority was forwarded to him vide letter no. 

5266 dtd. 20.05.11 in which the Public Analyst gave his opinion that the 

sample of Mustard Oil does not conform to the prescribed standards for 

Saponification value, B.R. Reading and Bellier test (Turbidity temperature) as 

laid down in item no. A. 17.06 of Appendix ‘B’ of the PFA Rules and hence 

adulterated according to the PFA Act and Rules.  

6.         Accordingly, he filed the present complaint (offence report) against the 

offender Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek u/s 7 r/w sec 16 of PFA Act for the 

offence committed for storing and selling the adulterated Mustard Oil (Krishna 

Brand)  for human consumption which is adulterated within the meaning of 

section 2 (ia) (a) of PFA Act, 1954. The complainant prayed for taking 

cognizance of the said offence.  

7.          Having found prima facie materials against the accused cognizance was 

taken by my Ld. predecessor and summon was issued to the accused Sri 

Samudra Prasad Pareek and on his appearance, copies of the relevant 

documents were furnished to him. Considering the materials on case record, 

upon hearing both the sides and having found prima facie materials against 

the accused under Section 7, r/w Section 16 of PFA Act , particulars of he said 

offence has been read over and explained to the accused to which the 

accused pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried.  

8.          During course of trial, the complainant side examined two witnesses, 

including himself and the defense side examined one witnesses. After closure 
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of prosecution evidence, accused was examined U/S 313 Cr. P.C. I have heard 

the arguments advanced by the learned counsel of both the sides. 

9.                            POINTS FOR DETERMINATION : 

1. Whether the accused person, on     

23.03.11, stored and kept adulterated 

mustard oil for sale for human 

consumption which deemed to be 

adulterated U/s 2(ia)(a) of PFA Act, 

1954 and are liable to be punished 

under Section 7, r/w Section 16 of PFA 

Act? 

10.            DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

11.           Complainant, Mr Giridhar Nath Deka , as PW1  has stated that 

he, being Senior Food inspector, Sonitpur District,  on 23.03.11 at about 11 

am,  visited M/S Shri Krishna  Mill ( Manufacturer) situated at Mission Chariali, 

Tezpur for inspection of the quality of food articles being stored and exposed 

for sale for human consumption. At that time, he met accused Sri Samudra 

Prasad Pareek who introduced himself as the manager of the manufacturing 

unit. While checking the food articles, he found some stocks of Mustard Oil 

(Krishna Brand) and decided to collect the sample and sent it to Public Analyst 

for test of quality. Thereafter, he searched for witnesses with the intention to 

collect the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) and found three persons 

present in the premises at that time and accordingly, requested them to be 

witnesses during sample collection but they declined to be witnesses So, 

finding no alternative, he requested Sri. Niren Das who accompanied him to 

be witness who accordingly complied with his request.  

12.         Thereafter, in presence of the said witness, he served notice in Form VI 

for Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) to accused Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek 

informing him his intention to collect the sample of the said food articles and 

get them analyzed by Public Analyst for test of quality, then he purchased 
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1200 gm of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) and paid Rs. 82/-(eighty two) for the 

cost of the respective sample. The accused also acknowledged the receipt of 

the said amount in acknowledgement receipt. Notice in Form No- VI is 

exhibited as Ext 1 wherein Ext 1(1) is his signature and Ext 1(2) and 1(3) are 

signatures of vendor/accused and Niren Das respectively. Acknowledgement 

receipt is exhibited as Ext 2, wherein Ext 2(1) is the signature of vendor and 

Ext 2(2) is the signature of witness Niren Das. 

13.         That thereafter, he divided the sample in three parts, each part 

containing 400 gm of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) in original sealed bottles. 

Each of these sample parts were properly labeled with filled up printed label 

signed by him, the accused and the witness. Then, he wrapped each part 

completely with thick brown paper using gum and pasted paperslip bearing 

code Sl. No. and signature of Local (Health) Authority, Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

completely from top to bottom on each sample part. Then, he obtained the 

signature of accused vendor Sri Samudra Prasad Pareek and witness Sri. Niren 

Das in such a manner that both the paper slip and the paper cover carry part 

of the signature. The paper cover was further secured with strong thread both 

above and across the bottles and finally fastened on the paper cover by 

means of sealing wax on four sides including the knot of the twin thread. In 

the same manner, the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) was also packed 

observing the formalities of PFA Act & Rules. After completion of packing the 

sample parts, he took all the parts with him and kept it in his office. He has 

proved the labeling of the sample as Ext 3 , wherein Ext 3(1) is his signature 

and Ext 3(2) and Ext 3(3) are the signatures of accused and Niren Das 

respectively. 

14.         On 24.03.11, one part of the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) for 

analysis along with a copy of Memorandum in form VII was sent to Public 

Analyst to the Govt. of Assam, Guwahati -21 by regd. parcel from Tezpur Post 

Office. Another copy of memorandum and the specimen impression of the 

seal used to seal the packet was sent to the Public Analyst to the Govt. of 
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Assam by regd. post on the same day. The remaining two parts of the sample 

with two copies of memorandum was submitted to Local (Health) Authority. 

Ext 4 is the Memorandum to public analyst wherein Ext 4(1) is his signature 

and Et 4(2) and 4(3) are the signatures of accused and Niren Das respectively. 

Forwarding report has been exhibited as Ext 5. 

15.         The analysis report of the sample of Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) vide 

report no. PF/TZ/3/11 dtd. 06.05.11 received from Public Analyst to the Govt. 

of Assam by Local (Health) Authority was forwarded to him vide letter no. 

5266 dtd. 20.05.11 in which the Public Analyst gave his opinion that the 

sample of Mustard Oil does not conform to the prescribed standards for 

Saponification value, B.R. Reading and Bellier test (Turbidity temperature) as 

laid down in item no. A. 17.06 of Appendix ‘B’ of the PFA Rules and hence 

adulterated according to the PFA Act and Rules. The Local (Health) 

Authority  has also directed him to place before the authority all the 

documents relating to the sample of packaged Mustard Oil (Krishna 

Brand)  for obtaining sanction to prosecute the offenders for the 

offence committed for storing and selling the adulterated packaged 

Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand)  for human consumption. Report of 

Public analyst is exhibited as Ext 9, wherein Ext 9(1) is the signature 

of Public analyst J.P Bora.  

16.         Thereafter, the Local (Health) Authority, after carefully 

applying it’s mind and examining all the documents placed, relating 

sample of packaged Mustard Oil (Krishna Brand) has given sanction 

to institute prosecution u/s 7 r/s sec 16 of PFA Act. Prosection 

sanction has been exhibited s Ext 14.  

17.         PW1 has proved the forwarding letter to CJM as Ext-15, wherein Ext 

15(1) is his signature. Offence Report as Ext 16 wherein Ext-16(1) is his 

signature. Notice u/s 13 (2) is exhibited as Ext 17 wherein 17(1) is his 

signature. 
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18.            PW2, Sri Niren Das, has stated that in the year 2011, he was 

serving as Grade IV Employee in the office of Director of Health Service. That 

on 23.03.11 at about 11 am, he had accompanied Senior Food Inspector for 

inspection at Krishna Mill, Mission Chariali. After reaching the place they saw 

that some mustard oil were stored in a drum for sale for human consumption. 

Then G.N. Deka collected sample in different bottles. Thereafter, he served 

form No.VI, obtained the acknowledgement of the owner in his presence. He 

has proved his signature as Ext. 1(3) in form no.VI. Thereafter, the sample 

was divided into 3 bottles containing 400 gm each. For the said purchases G. 

N. Deka had paid Rs. 82. Owner had acknowledged the payment vide Ext. 2 

wherein Ext. 2(2) is the signature of PW2. That the samples were labeled by 

Food Inspector in his presence. Thereafter, his signature and signature of 

vendor were obtained by complainant. Ext. 3 is the label under rule 15 

wherein Ext. 3(3) is his signature and Ext. 3(2) is the signature of the vendor. 

That the samples were sent for departmental enquiry. At the time of their 

inspection 3 more persons were present in the mill but the said persons 

refused to become witness.  

        In cross-examination he stated that G.N. Deka was his senior official and 

he has acted as per his instruction. That most of the documents were 

prepared at the place of occurrence. That the documents which were 

supposed to send at Guwahati, were prepared in their office. That he does not 

know what documents were supposed to send to Guwahati in connection with 

this case. That only Food Inspector is aware regarding the documents. That 

the containers in which the sample were collected was cleaned by mustard oil. 

No any chemical were used for cleaning of the said bottles. It is within the 

knowledge of the Food Inspector as to how the weight of samples were 

measured. That Food Inspector had observed the batch number, 

manufacturing date etc in respect of the seized mustard oil. That the Food 

Inspector after collecting the samples had tied the knot of the bottles.  
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        He denied the suggestion that no any samples were collected from the 

accused on that day. 

19.       After closure of prosecution evidence, the incriminating materials were 

put to the accused person, u/s 313 CrPC to which, he denied all the 

allegations. 

20.       During trail it came to light that, the complainant died before completion 

of his cross-examination and as such his evidence was closed on 11.05.18. 

Now the question which is to be considered is whether the evidence of PW1 

can be considered in this case who died before his cross-examination. Let me 

go through relevant provision of law in this regard- 

21.        Section 33 of The Indian Evidence Act, 1872, reads thus: 

     Relevancy of certain evidence for proving, in 

subsequent proceeding, the truth of facts therein 

stated.—Evidence given by a witness in a judicial 

proceeding, or before any person authorized by law to 

take it, is relevant for the purpose of proving, in a 

subsequent judicial proceeding, or in a later stage of the 

same judicial proceeding, the truth of the facts which it 

states, when the witness is dead or cannot be found, or is 

incapable of giving evidence, or is kept out of the way by 

the adverse party, or if his presence cannot be obtained 

without an amount of delay or expense which, under the 

circumstances of the case, the Court considers 

unreasonable:  

Provided— that the proceeding was between the same 

parties or their representatives in interest; that the 

adverse party in the first proceeding had the right and 

opportunity to cross-examine; that the questions in issue 

were substantially the same in the first as in the second 

proceeding.  
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Explanation.—A criminal trial or inquiry shall be deemed 

to be a proceeding between the prosecutor and the 

accused within the meaning of this section. 

22.         Let me go through decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court made  in this 

regard.  

23.         In V.M. Mathew vs. V.S. Sharma & Ors., AIR 1996 Supreme 

Court 109, it was laid down that in view of the second proviso, 

evidence of a witness in a previous proceeding would be admissible 

under Section 33 of the Act only if the adverse party in the first 

proceeding had the right and opportunity to cross examine the 

witness. 

24.         In the case in hand ,there is no dispute that  PW1 died while his cross-

examination was kept reserved and as such, defense did not get the chance to 

cross-examine him. Hence, in view of section 33 of Evidence Act, which is 

made clear by the decisions of Hon’ble Supreme court and different High 

Courts, it is evident that the part of evidence of PW1 given in his evidence in 

chief over which, defense did not get the chance for cross-examination, is not 

admissible. Situated thus, the entire prosecution case lies on the evidence of 

PW2. 

25.         PW2 has stated that he and PW1, on 02.07.10 at about 11 am,  visited 

M/S Krishna Mills, Mission Chariali, Tezpur, for inspection of the quality of food 

articles being stored and exposed for sale for human consumption. However 

they have not produced, any official document , be it an inspection note , or 

inspection diary to show that official record was maintained in their office 

regarding the visit to M/S Krishna Mills. There is no dispute at bar with the 

regard to the fact that when an inspector is performing  his official duty like 

inspection he is supposed to keep some documentary records of his visit ; he 

is not supposed to keep everything in his memory whatever he does in his 

official capacity. There has to be some official record showing his inspection 

on a particular day in the particular place.   

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1540789/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/800773/
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26.         Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Pawan Kumar Agarwalla & 

Another Vs State of Assam Reported in GLJ Page No48 has held- 

 ―Prevention of Food Adulteration Rules ,1954- Rule 9(e) 

The inspector should maintain   a record of all inspections 

made and action taken by him in the performance of his 

duties, and produce the record whenever necessary.‖ 

27.         Thus it is seen that the inspection is not in compliance with the rules 

made under PFA Act. 

28.         From evidence of PW2, it further reveals that PW1 suspected the 

quality of packaged Oil, which was kept for sale for human consumption and  

expressed his intention of taking the sample and sending it to the Public 

Analyst for analysis and then searched for witnesses but no one intended to 

be witness for which he asked PW2, his accompanying Officer to become 

witness. 

29.         In Biman Ghosh and Another –Vs- State of Assam reported in 2011(5) 

G.L.J ,121 it was held that  

―Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954 – Section 

10(7) and Prevention of Food Adulteration Rules,1954, 

Rule 9(e)-- Inspection report about calling of one or more 

independent witnesses at the time of collecting sample—

Food Inspector not mentioned in Inspection Report about 

calling of independent witnesses-- Non-observance of 

provision in full spirit casts doubt on fair prosecution-- 

Accused acquitted .‖ 

30.        Thus, mere stating that during inspection independent witnesses were 

asked to become witnesses, without mentioning their name to whom it was 

asked at the time of collecting samples, either in the offence report or 

subsequently at the time of evidence , I am not convinced that food inspector 

had made genuine attempt to  seek for independent witnesses . 
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31.         In view of the above discussion , I am of the considered opinion that 

section 10(7) of PFA Act has been violated in the instant case. 

32.         Ld Defence counsel during argument has submitted that Rule 16 (a), 

(b) and (c) are violated. Moreover, as the complainant has died before facing 

his cross-examination in respect of manner of collection of sample hence his 

evidence narrating the procedure and manner of seizing the water bottles is 

not admissible and should be discarded  and evidence of PW2 lacks the 

description regarding manner of seizure. 

33.         For sake of convenience let me go through Rule 16 (a), 16 (b) and 16 

(c) of PFA Rules 1955. 

           Rule 16. Manner of packing and sealing the samples:- 

           All samples of food sent for analysis shall be packed, 

fastened and sealed in the following manner, namely:- 

 (a)  The stopper shall first be securely fastened so as to 

prevent leakage of the contents in transit;  

(b)    The bottle, jar or other container shall then be completely 

wrapped in fairly strong thick paper. The ends of the paper shall 

be neatly folded in and affixed by means of the gum or other 

adhesive; 

(c)    A paper slip of the size that goes round completely from 

the bottom to top of the container, bearing signature and code 

and serial number of the Local (Health) Authority, shall be 

pasted on the wrapper, the signature or the thumb impression of 

the person from whom the sample has been taken being affixed 

in such a manner that the paper slip and the wrapper both carry 

a part of the signature or thumb impression; Provided that in 

case, the person from whom the sample has been taken refuses 

to affix his signature or thumb impression, the signature or 

thumb impression of the witness shall be taken in the same 

manner;] 
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34.         From evidence of PW2 it reveals that although he has stated that he 

was present at the time of seizure and put his signature accordingly in form VI 

, the  Ext 1,  wherein Ext 1 (1) is his signature ,  during cross-examination he 

stated that he does not know  how the food inspector had weighed and 

collected the samples from the accused.  Thus from his evidence it can’t be 

ascertained as to whether Rules 16 (a), (b) and (c) were complied or not by 

the complainant. In absence of inspection note, he is the only witness to 

depose regarding the procedure adopted by PW1 at the time of seizure. 

35.       Therefore, for want of corroboration by independent oral or 

documentary evidence, the deposition of PW2 regarding the procedure of 

collecting the samples by PW1 is not found believable  and accordingly it is 

hold that prosecution has failed to prove that  Rules 16 (a), (b) and (c) were 

complied with at the time of seizure. 

36.      Learned Counsel for the accused further argued that provisions of 

Section 13(2) of P.F.A Act was not complied with by Food inspector in this 

case. He argued that it is not proved that vendor received copies of notice u/s 

13(2) of the Act. 

37.       Section 13(2) of P.F.A' Act defines as under : 

On receipt of the report of the result of the analysis 

under sub-section (1) to the effect that the article of food 

is adulterated, the Local (Health) Authority shall, after 

the institution of prosecution against the person from 

whom the sample of the article of Food was taken and 

the person, if any, whose name, address and other 

particulars have been disclosed under Section 14-A, 

forward in such manner as may be prescribed a copy of 

the report of the result of the analysis to such person or 

persons, as the case may be informing such person or 

persons that if it is so desired, either or both of them may 

make an application to the court within a period of ten 
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days from the date of receipt of the copy of report to get 

the sample of the article of food kept by the Local ( 

Heath) Authority analyzed by the Central Food 

Laboratory.) 

38.       In( 2011) 4 GLR 807, Indradev Yadav and another vs State of 

Assam it was observed by the Hon'ble High Court that " it stands settled 

that it is the duty of the Prosecution to establish by adducing 

sufficient evidence that the notice as required by section 13(2) of the 

Act was duly served on the accused person(s) or, that he/ they had 

received the same' Failure to do so amounts infringement of 

statutory right, conferred on the accused person and such denial 

constitutes prejudice to the accused person(s)‖. 

39.        Section 13(2) of the PF.A. Act is mandatory in nature, has been 

accepted by Hon’ble Gauhati High Court  in its decision namely "Shyamal 

Nag - Vs - State of Assam" reported in 2004 (1) GIST 667, wherein the 

Hon’ble Gauhati high Court has observed, on taking note on the decision 

of "Gauranga Sah, thus: 

         "it can be safely said Sec.13(2) of the PFA Act is mandatory in 

nature and it confers valuable right of the accused denial of which 

constitute prejudice to the accused entitling him to acquittal" 

40.         In the case in hand, PW1 has stated that he had issued notice under 

the aforesaid provision of law, to the accused vide Ext 17 . Apart from him, 

there is no any other evidence proving the issuance and service of notice 

under the aforesaid provision of law. As already stated, PW1 had died before 

facing cross-examination. Therefore, testimony of PW1 to the aforesaid effect 

over which, defense had not got the scope for cross-examination can’t be 

relied upon in terms of section 33 of evidence Act. 

41.        It is the valuable right of the accused to get the sample analyzed by the 

Central Food Laboratory in terms of section 13 (2) of PFA Act  and without 

prove of service of notice, as person can’t be made liable under provision of 
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PFA Act.  

42.         In view of the above, I am of the considered opinion that no case is 

made out against the accused person for commission of offences u/s 7 read 

with section 16 of Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954. Therefore, it is 

held that prosecution has failed to prove the offences u/s 7 read with section 

16 of Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954 against the accused person. 

Hence, accused Samudra Prasad Pareek is acquitted and he be set at liberty 

forthwith. The bail bonds stands cancelled and the bailer is discharged from 

the liability. 

43.         Signed, sealed and delivered in the open Court on this 11th day of 

September, 2019, at Sonitpur. 

 

 

 

                                                     (Smt. A. Rahman) 

   Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

     Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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 APPENDIX 

WITNESSES FOR THE PROSECUTION : 

PW1 Mr Giridhar Nath Deka  

PW2, Sri Niren Das 

WITNESSES FOR THE DEFENCE : 

     nil 

DOCUMENTS EXHIBITTED BY PROSECUTION : 

Ext. 1- Notice in form 6  

Ext. 2- acknowledgement of vendor  

Ext. 3-Labling of sample   

Ext. 4-Memorandum to public analyst 

Ext. 5-Forwarding letter 

Ext. 6- Forwarding letter.  

Ext. 7- Receipt of remaining sample.  

Ext. 8- Forwarding letter of public analyst 

Ext. 9- Original report 

Ext. 10- Forwarding Letter by Joint Director of Public Health Services.  

Ext. 11- Letter sent to Joint Director of Public Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

Ext. 12 & Ext. 13- postal receipt  

Ext. 14- prosecution sanction  

Ext. 15- Letter to Hon’ble CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

Ext. 16- Office report 

Ext. 17- Notice u/s 13(2) PF Act. 

Ext. 18- postal receipt  

Ext. 19- forwarding letter by Joint Director of Public Health Services 

Ext. 20- Memorandum 

Ext. 21- Forwarding letter Director of Central Food Laboratory, Calcutta 

Ext. 22- Certificate of analysis of Central Food Laboratory, Calcutta 

Ext. 23- Report from Central Food Laboratory, Calcutta 

DOCUMENTS EXHIBITTED BY DEFENCE: 

    Ext. A- Invoice.  

 

 

                                                                                (Smt. A. Rahman) 

   Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

        Sonitpur :: Tezpur 
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 O R D E R 

11.09.19- 

 Accused, Samudra Prasad Pareek, is present.  

Today is fixed for Judgment.  

From the materials on record it is found that no case is made 

out against the accused person for commission of offences u/s 7 

read with section 16 of Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954. 

Therefore, it is held that prosecution has failed to prove the 

offences u/s 7 read with section 16 of Prevention of Food 

Adulteration Act, 1954 against the accused person. Hence, accused 

Samudra Prasad Pareek is acquitted and he be set at liberty 

forthwith. The bail bonds stands cancelled and the bailer is 

discharged from the liability. 

Judgment prepared on separate sheets and kept with the 

record. 

   

 

 

                                                                         (Smt. A. Rahman) 

Addl.  Chief Judicial Magistrate, 

   Sonitpur :: Tezpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


