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J U D G M E N T  
 

1. In brief, the prosecution story is that, on 24-10-2005 the complainant 

Sri BN Saikia, Sr Food Inspector had visited the FSD of FCI at 

Bindukuri, Tezpur, where the stocks of Rice, Suger etc were stacked 

for sale for public distribution, for inspection, along with the office 

peon, Sri Khireswar Bora. On inspection of stack No 1/A/II, in Shed No 

1, the complainant took sample of rice(raw) from that stack, where 

the accused was the shed in-charge, and followed due procedure for 
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sampling and packaging the samples as per law, and sent the same 

for chemical analysis by the Public Analyst, Guwahati. 

2.  On the basis of chemical analysis done by Public Analyst, govt. of 

Assam, Guwahati, it was found that the sample of rice(raw) was 

adulterated and sub-standard. Hence, a complaint was filed against 

the accused Gunindra Nath Das, (shed In-charge) shed No 1, FCI 

under Section 7 r/w Section 16 of PFA Act, 1954 and Rules 1955, after 

obtaining sanction. 

 

3. The complainant has filed the offence report before the Hon’ble CJM, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur on 26-05-2006 after obtaining necessary sanction as 

per law. Thereafter, on taking cognizance, summons was issued to the 

accused Gunindra Nath Das and on his appearance; copies of the 

relevant documents were furnished to him. 

 

4.  Considering the materials on case record and upon hearing both the 

sides, a formal charge is framed against the accused under Section 7, 

r/w Section 16 of PFA Act. It was read over and explained to the 

accused to which the accused pleaded not guilty and claimed to be 

tried.  

 

5. Prosecution had examined two PWs including the informant(Food 

Inspector) of the case. After completion of the prosecution evidence, 

the accused was examined under Section 313 CrPC where he denied 

commission of such offence and declined to adduce evidence. Heard 

arguments. 

             POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

a) Whether the accused person, on 24-10-2005, stored and kept 

adulterated rice(raw) for sale for human consumption which was 

adulterated U/s 2(ia) of PFA Act, 1954 and is liable to be punished 

under Section 7 r/w Section 16 of PFA Act? 
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DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

6. I have carefully perused the evidences on record to arrive at a just 

decision. 

7. PW1 Sri BN Saikia in his examination in-chief has stated that on 24-

10-2005 while he was serving as Sr Food Inspector, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

and Darrang, he visited the Food Storage Department of FCI situated 

at Bindukuri, Tezpur where the stocks of rice, sugar etc were stocked 

for sale for public distribution. Thereafter, he met the Manager of FSD 

of FCI and Technical Assistant Manager Mr. Sarmah. He introduced 

himself before them as Sr Food Inspector, Sonitpur, Tezpur  and 

disclosed before them his intention to collect the sample of rice from 

that FCI Godown. Thereafter, he went to the shed No1 where rice, 

sugar etc were stacked for sale for public distribution. He also stated 

that in that shed he met Sri Gunindra Nath Das(accused person) who 

introduced himself as the in-charge of the shed No 1. He also stated 

that on that day he was accompanied by his office peon Sri Khireswar 

Bora, office of the Joint Director of Heath Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur. 

He also stated that he inspected the Godown(shed No 1) where food 

articles were stored for sale for public distribution for human 

consumption. He wanted to take sample from one stack where the 

stack card No 1/A/II was hanging. He stated that he had told the 

accused person that he intended to take sample of rice(raw) from the 

different bags of the said stack. There were 1514 nos of rice bags in 

the said stack. Total rice was 725 quintals in the 1514 bags. He 

informed the accused that the sample of rice(raw) would be sent to 

Public Analyst, Guwahati.  

8. Thereafter, he searched for witness at the time of taking sample. Only 

labourers were present there. No other public was there. There was 

no any establishment or shop near the FCI Godown. He stated that he 
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could not find any witness for taking sample of rice(raw). Then he 

requested the peon Khireswar Bora to be the witness and the peon 

complied with his request. He stated that the peon was present with 

him till the completion of taking samples as per provisions of law. In 

the presence of this witness, he prepared three copies of notice in 

Form-VI. After filling up the notice, he put his signature and took the 

signature of the vendor (accused) and the witness. He served one 

copy of the notice to the vendor(accused) to sell him 1500 gms of 

rice(raw)from the stack No 1/A/II. After receiving the notice in form-

VI, the accused sold him 1500 grams of rice (raw) from the various 

bags of the said stack which was ready for sale for human 

consumption under Public Distribution System. He also stated that he 

paid Rs.8/- by cash being the cost of 1500 grams of rice(raw) and the 

accused duly acknowledge the money receipt(acknowledgement 

receipt), after receiving the money and notice in Form-VI. He also 

stated that he took 1500 grams of rice(raw) on a news paper which 

was available with the accused and he divided 1500 grams of 

rice(raw) into three equal parts and put it into a new, dry and clean 

polythene packet and the mouths were closed tightly by twine, so that 

the air remaining inside comes out. Each of the polythene packets was 

put into new, dry and clean hard plastic bottles and mouths were 

closed tightly by its lids. All three parts of samples were packed in 

same manner. The sample parts were wrapped in brown wrapping 

paper and pasted with gum. Thereafter, a paper slip was pasted from 

bottom to top which contains Local Health Authorities Code and Serial 

Number bearing his signatures. Then a cross signature of the accused 

was taken on the juncture on the brown wrapping paper and paper 

slip. Each sample parts fastened with twine cross wise and four seals 

of his seal with lac were put on joints and knots. In this way he 

completed the packing of the three samples as per provisions of law 

under PFA Act.  
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9. He also stated that he came out from the Godown of FSD of FCI, 

taking with him all the sample parts and returned to his office. On the 

next day i.e. on 25-10-2005, he prepared five copies same 

memorandum to send one part of the sample(rice) to Public Analyst 

for analysis and another copy of memorandum was sent separately by 

registered post to the Public Analyst. He stated that the memorandum 

was prepared with specimen seal impression affixing on it. Lac and ink 

of his own seal were also put on the memorandum.  

10. He further stated that on 24-01-2006, the Local Health Authority, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur sent to him four copies of report of Public Analyst for 

the said sample No PF/TZ/67/05 dated 19-12-2005. The said report 

was received by the Local Heath Authority on 06-01-2006. The report 

of the Public Analyst is that the “rice(raw) was sub-

standard(adulterated)” under the PFA Act. Thereafter, he submitted 

all the relevant documents to the Local Health Authority( Joint 

Director of Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur) to obtain sanction for 

prosecution against the offender, who was responsible for conducting 

the business on that day under the provision of law of PFA Act. He 

stated that the Joint Director of Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

after carefully applying his mind and examining all the relevant 

documents pertaining to the above mentioned samples, accorded 

sanction for launching prosecution under Section 7 r/w Section 16 of 

PFA Act 1954, and Rules 1955 and gave him one written consent vide 

letter No 4002 dated 23-05-2006 to institute prosecution against the 

offender(accused) for the offence committed for storing, selling  

adulterated rice(raw) for human consumption, which was deemed to 

be adulterated under Section 2(ia)(a) of the said Act. Then he filed 

the complaint against the offender Sri Gunindra Nath Das under 

Section 7 r/w Section 16 of PFA Act for offence committing for storing, 

selling and same for adulterated rice(raw) for human consumption 

which is adulterated under Section 2(ia)(a) of PFA Act,1954 and Rules 

1955 of Appendix B Rules 5 item No 18.06.04. After submitting the 
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offence report to the learned CJM, Sonitpur, Tezpur, the Local Health 

Authority send the notice along with the report of Public Analyst to the 

accused stating that if desires to get the sample re-analysis by 

Director of Central Food Laboratory under Section 13(2) of PFA Act. 

He stated that a copy of the said notice was given to him. Ext.1 is the 

notice in Form-VI and Ext 1(1) is his signature. Ext.1 (2) is the 

signature of vendor (accused). Ext.1 (3) is the signature of witness. 

Ext.2 is the acknowledgement receipt. Ext.2(1) is the signature of the 

vendor and Ext.2(2) is the signature of the witness, Ext.2(3) is the 

signature of Joint Director Dr RK Deka. Ext.3 is the memorandum for 

sending samples to the Public Analyst. Ext. 3(1) is his signature and 

Ext.3 (2) is the signature of said Dr RK Deka. Ext.3 (3) is his signature 

along with impression of lac and ink. Ext. 4 is the submission of two 

parts of the samples with memorandum to the Local Health Authority 

for his custody. Ext.4(1) is his signature and Ext.4(2) is the signature 

of Dr. RK Deka. Ext.5 is the forwarding letter of sending sample to the 

Public Analyst by him. Ext.5(1) is his signature. Ext.6 is the forwarding 

letter of sending sample along with memorandum to the Public 

Analyst under Rule 17(a). Ext.6(1) is his signature. Ext.7 is the 

acknowledgement receipt of samples and memorandum by Public 

Analyst. Ext.7(1) is his signature. Ext.8 is the acknowledgement of 

food sample. Ext.9 is the report of Public Analyst. Ext.9(1) is the 

signature of Sri NN Das, Public Analyst. Ext.10 is the forwarding letter 

of the Analysis Report. Ext.10 (1) is the signature of Dr NN Das. He 

also stated that Ext.11 and Ext.12 are the postal receipts for sending 

sample to Public Analyst and sending separate memorandum. Ext.13 

is the forwarding letter of Local Health Authority, forwarding the 

Public Analysis report to him. Ext.14 is the letter to the Joint Director 

of Health Services, Sonitpur, Tezpur(Local Health Authority) for 

obtaining prosecution sanction. Ext.14(1) is his signature. Ext.15 is 

the sanction letter of the Local Health Authority. Ext.1`5(1) is the 

signature of Dr RK Deka. Ext.16 is the Inspection Report and 
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Ext.16(1) is his signature. Ext.17 is the Offence Report and Ext. 17(1) 

is his signature.  

 

11.  In his cross-examination, he stated that FCI is a Central Government 

undertaking as corporation. He also stated that the affairs of the day 

to day business are managed by the Branch Manager of FCI, 

BIndukkuri. He stated that he met the Branch Manager in the Office 

Mr Basumatary, the technical Manager Mr Sharma who was the 

Quality Control Manager of FCI and he looks after the quality of the 

food items. He also stated that when he requested both of them to 

sign and receive Form-VI, they told him to go to shed in-charge. As 

per this instruction, he went to the shed in-charge i.e. the accused 

person. Food items were kept in the Godown stack-wise. Stack cards 

were displayed in the stacks with “for issue” and “not for issue”. He 

also stated that no retail sale is done in the FCI. As per District 

Magistrate’s order, they issued items for different parties. He denied 

the suggestions that he had collected sample from the stack “not for 

issue”. He also stated that he has not mentioned in his offence 

report(Ext.17) from how many  bags he had collected 1500 grams of 

sample of rice(raw). The bags were fully stitched. He also stated that 

the bags wherefrom he had collected the sample were in the same 

condition as sent by the dealer. He also stated that in Ext.17, he has 

not made the dealer as the party. Technical Manager and Branch 

Manager were also not made parties.  

12. The accused was the shed in-charge. He was not responsible for day 

to day affairs of business of FCI. He also stated that Branch Manager 

was responsible for this. He stated that he had collected 1500 gms of 

raw rice from different bags stacked in the Godown premises. In the 

stacks, flag marks were there “for issue” and “not for issue”. He also 

stated that he cannot remember from which stack he took sample. He 

also stated that the Branch Manager and Quality Control Manager of 
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FCI, when they refused to sign Form-VI, then he had to take 

signature from shed in-charge(accused). He denied the suggestion 

that the accused had refused to give signature in Form-VI, but, as 

directed by Sr Officials, signature was obtained from the accused. The 

main dealer who supplied the raw rice to the FCI was not made party 

in this case. There is no retail sale in the FCI. As per District 

Magistrate’s order, FCI issued food items to different allotees. The 

District Health Authority after filing the case, sends notice to the 

concerned party along with the report of Public Analyst, directly. He 

denied the suggestion that no notice under Section 13 of PFA Act was 

sent to the accused person. He also stated that Sri Khireswar Bora 

was his office peon and on the date of inspection he had accompanied 

him. He also stated that he could not call for any person as witness 

during sample collection as there were not establishment near the FCI 

Godown. He also denied the suggestion that he did not call for the 

truck owners and other public as witness though they were present 

there. He denied the suggestion that the accused was not the proper 

person to give sample for analysis and hence, he is not liable for the 

offence alleged. He denied the suggestion that the actual person who 

should have been impleaded in this case were not made parties by 

him and the accused is nowhere related to the offence.   

   

13.  PW2 Sri Khireswar Bora PW2, Sri Khireswar Bora, in his examination 

in chief, has stated that the informant is the Senior Food Inspector. He 

stated that he also recognizes the accused. On 24.10.05, he along 

with Senior Food Inspector, Sri B.N. Saikia, had gone to the FCI 

godown at Binduguri. In that godown, rice and sugar were kept for 

public distribution. He stated that Sri B.N. Saikia, had talked with the 

in-charge of the godown and took sample of rice from there for 

analysis. He stated that the said sample was collected vide Ext 1 and 

Ext 1(3) is his signature, in Form VI. The Food Inspector, while 

collecting the sample, had paid Rs.8/-. The said Inspector had 
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collected 1500 grams of rice and had paid the price for the same. The 

said price was accepted by the accused person. Ext 2 is the 

acknowledgement by vendor and Ext 2(2) is his signature. 

14. In his cross examination, he has stated that the Food Inspector is his 

senior and had accompanied him from the office. He stated that the 

Food Inspector had , at first, talked with the Branch Manager and 

Quality Control Manager. Thereafter, the Food Inspector had gone to 

the shed. The accused was the in-charge of the shed. In the shed, the 

rice was kept in stacks. He stated that he does not know, if the stacks 

were labeled with stickers as “for use” and “not for use”. He stated 

that he does not know from which bag, of which stack, the sample 

was collected. He stated that the Food Inspector had collected from 

various bags 500 grams of rice for each sample. The Food Inspector 

had prepared different packets of 500 grams of rice each. He stated 

that no retail sale takes place at FCI Godown. He stated that various 

agencies take food articles from there after taking permission from the 

DC. The Godown was a govt. godown.  

15. He also stated that the Binduguri FCI godown was the prime food 

storage godown of Sonipur district. He stated that always loading and 

unloading of goods  take place in that godown and truck drivers etc. 

remain present there. He stated that on the day, when they had gone 

to the godown, loading and unloading from trucks was taking place at 

a place different from the place where they had visited. He denied the 

suggestion that on that day, loading and unloading of goods was 

taking place in the area, where they had gone. He denied the 

suggestion that he had deposed falsely, as per the direction of his 

senior officer. He stated that loading and unloading takes place in the 

same campus, which is a large area. 

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE: 

16.  On a bare perusal of the evidence of PW1, it is clear that the defence 

has not disputed the assertion of PW1 that he along with his office 

peon had visited the Food Storage Dept. of FCI, situated at Binduguri, 
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Tezpur. It is also not disputed that he took sample of rice(raw), from 

Shed No.1, of the godown, of which the accused was the Shed- In-

charge. The assertion of PW1 that he had packaged the sample, 

following due procedure and sent the same for examination of the 

same by Public Analyst, Guwahati, have not been disputed. 

Furthermore, the report of the Public Analyst dtd. 19.12.05, which has 

been exhibited as Ext.9, and content thereof, has also not been 

disputed by the defence, during cross examination of PW1.  

17. The Public Analyst, in his report, Ext 9, has certified that the sample 

of rice, sent by Sri B.N. Saikia, Food Inspector(Sr), Tezpur, had been 

caused to be analysed, and following result was obtained: 

Foreign Matters:- 

a) Organic              ---- 0.06%( by weight) 

b) Inorganic           ----- 0.02%(by weight) 

Damaged grains  -----11.0%( by weight) 

Weevil led grains ----Nil 

Moisture           ---- 15.8%( by weight) 

The public analyst opined, in his report, that the sample of rice(raw) is 

old, discoloured and it contains damaged grains, in excess. Hence, it is a sub-

standard rice as per PFA Act and Rules.  

 

 

18. Thus, from the content of the report of the Public Analyst, it is 

established that the sample of rice, which was sent, for analysis, by 

the informant, was sub-standard, and hence, adulterated.  

19. However, the argument of the defence side is based on four grounds: 

i) Accused is not responsible for the day-to day affairs of the 

business of FCI, and hence, he is not liable for the allged 

offence. The defence has relied upon, the decision in 2007(2) 

GLT 761. 

ii) Requirement to give notice u/s 13(2) of the PFA Act has not 



                                                                                                  11 

been proved. Defence has relied upon : (2011) 4 GLR 807. 

iii) No independent witness was called for at the time of taking 

samples. The defence has relied upon- (2005)1 GLR 84. 

iv) Relation of the accused with the business must be proved and 

no independent witness was examined. Decision relied upon : 

(2012) 1 GLR 727. 

 

20. In the backdrop of the above, let me now analyse, whether the 

prosecution has been able to prove the guilt of the accused u/s 7 r/w 

Sec 16 of Prevention of Food Adulteration Act, 1954(in short PFA Act) 

21. Sec 7 of the Act, prohibits any person from manufacturing for sale, or 

storing, selling or distributing any adulterated food. Any contravention 

of Sec 7 of the PFA Act, is made punishable u/s 16 of the Act. 

22. The Ld. Sr. Defence Counsel has assiduously argued that the accused 

is not liable u/s 7 of the Act, inter alia, because he was not 

responsible for the day to day affairs and management of the FCI 

godown.  

23. In K.S Oils Ltd &Ors V. State of Assam( 2007(4) GLT 761), 

Hon’ble Gauhati High Court, has dealt with offence committed by a 

company u/s 17 of the PFA Act and not in relation to Sec 16 of the 

Act. In this case, it was observed that  

“ From a careful reading of Sec17 of the Act, what transpires is that 

when an offence under the PFA Act has been committed by a 

company or a firm, not only the company or the firm, as the case may 

be, but every person, who at the time , when the offence was 

committed , was in charge of, and was responsible to, the company 

for the conduct of the business of the company, shall be liable for 

prosecution. “ 

24. In the present case, the FCI as a corporation was not prosecuted , but 

the accused as an individual employee, has been prosecuted. Hence, 

the moot question is whether the accused, in his individual capacity, 

had manufactured the adulterated rice(raw) for sale, or stored, sold or 
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distributed the adulterated rice. It is clear from the evidence of PW1, 

that the accused did not manufacture the rice(raw). It is also not the 

prosecution’ s case that he had sold or distributed the same. The basis 

of the prosecution’s case seems to rest on the assertion that the 

accused was the shed- in charge, of Shed No.1 of the FCI godown, 

where the adulterated rice was stacked.  

25.  PW1,  in his cross examination has stated, in clear terms that affairs 

of the day to day business are managed by the Branch Manager of 

FCI, Bindukkuri, Mr Basumatary and  the technical Manager, Mr 

Sharma was the Quality Control Manager of FCI , who looks after the 

quality of the food items. He also stated, in no uncertain terms, that 

the accused was the shed in-charge and he was not responsible for 

day to day affairs of business of FCI. The expression “store” u/s 7 of 

the Act, conveys that the act of storing was done by someone who is 

responsible for the whole affair of storing. In other words, he is 

responsible for the management of storing and day to day affairs 

thereof. From the facts of the case, it reasonably appears that the 

accused was only employed to perform some kind of function of a 

store keeper of the rice bags, and not responsible for managing from 

where the rice came from, the contents thereof and for its quality 

check. He was only an employee of the FCI. What role a shed-In 

charge has to perform, is also not clearly established by the 

prosecution. 

26.  Further, I agree with the argument of the Ld. Sr Counsel that the 

provision of  notice to the person from whom the sample was taken 

u/s 13(2) of the PFA Act is mandatory. In Indradev Yadav and anr 

V. State of Assam {(2011)4 GLR 807}, the Hon’ble Gauhati High 

Court has stated that “ it is the bounden duty  of the prosecution to 

establish firstly, that the said notice was sent, and secondly, the same 

was in fact received by the person from whom the sample was 

collected. That apart, there cannot be any dispute that failure to 

comply with the statutory requirements, as provided u/s 13(2) of the 
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Act, certainly causes prejudice to the accused person…” 

27. In the present case, the prosecution could not prove that the notice 

u/s 13(2) , regarding copy of the report of the Public Analyst, has 

been served upon the accused. There is no material on record, to 

prove that the notice was received by the accused. In fact,  no 

documentary evidence, has been produced by the prosecution to 

show that such notice has been dispatched to the accused. Ext 1 is 

only a notice to the accused, in relation to quantity and description of 

rice(raw), taken from Shed No.1, FCI/FSD, Bindukuri for chemical 

analysis. Ext 2 is basically an acknowledgement by the vendor that 

the price for the sample of rice taken for analysis, has been received 

by the vendor. Other documents, which were exhibited by the 

prosecution reflects correspondence, except notice to the accused, as 

required u/s 13(2) of the Act. 

28. PW1, has stated, in his evidence, that the Local Health Authority has 

sent the notice along with the report of the Public Analyst, u/s 13(2) 

of the Act. But, there is no documentary proof to substantiate it. 

Moreover, there is no evidence to show that the notice, if so sent, was 

received by the accused.  

29. In State of Orissa v. Gauranga Sahu ( 2003 Crl LJ, 3077), Hon’ble 

Supreme Court has observed that “… we believe that forwarding of a 

copy of the report is not only a ritual, but a statutory requirement to 

be mandatorily observed in all cases. Dispatch of such a report is 

intended to inform the accused of his valuable right to get the sample 

analysed from the Central Food Laboratory.”  

30. In the case in hand, I find that the prosecution has failed to prove 

that the requirement of Sec13(2) of the Act has been fulfilled. In 

other words, it appears that the accused was in dark about the report 

of the Analyst, which had deprived his right to get it verified by 

Central Food Lab, so to verify the correctness of the finding of the 

Public Analyst.  This failure on the part of the food inspector was fatal 

to the prosecution. 
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31.  The food inspector(PW1) in his cross examination, has stated that he 

had collected the 1500 grams of sample of rice(raw), from the bags 

which were full and stitched. He also stated that the bags were in 

same condition as sent by the dealer. He also stated that in the 

stacks, flag marks were there “for issue” and “ not for issue” items, 

and he cannot remember from which stack he took the sample. PW2, 

who was the witness at the time of taking sample, has stated that he 

cannot say, from which bag and of which stack, the sample was being 

collected. Hence, possibility that a part of the sample being taken 

from rice bag, which was “not for issue” i.e not for human 

consumption( public distribution), cannot be ruled out.  

32. However, I do not agree with the argument of Sr. Counsel for the 

accused that the informant did not attempt to find any independent 

witness for the purpose of witnessing the taking of sample. In his 

evidence, PW1, has stated that he had searched for witness, but did 

not find any public, except the labourers, as there was no 

establishment near the FCI godown. Not calling any labourer as a 

witness, may be accepted because a labourer of the FCI godown may 

not be impartial or disinterested.  PW2 has also stated that loading 

and unloading of trucks was taking place elsewhere and not the place 

where they had taken sample. Law required the informant to exhaust 

all bona fide means to cite impartial and disinterested witnesses at the 

time of collection of sample. But, in the given circumstance, where 

FCI godown is located in secluded place, where there was no 

establishment nearby, the informant was left with no choice but to 

seek the assistance of the office peon.   

33. Likewise, I find that the identity of the accused and his relation with 

the FCI has been established. The accused was the shed-in charge of 

the shed no.1 of FCI godown.  

34. Nevertheless,  the  prosecution could not prove (i) that  mandatory 

provision for notice u/s 13(2) of the Act, was complied with, which 

had led to prejudice to the accused and (ii) that the accused was 
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responsible for the day to day affairs and management of the FCI 

godown. Moreover, there is doubt whether the sample of rice had 

contained rice grains which were not meant for issue. Considering all 

the above, I find that the prosecution could not prove the guilt of the 

accused u/s 7 r/w Sec 16 of PFA Act, beyond reasonable doubt. 

Hence, the accused, Sri Gunindra Nath Das is acquitted of the charge 

u/s 7 r/w Sec 16 of PFA Act, and is set at liberty forthwith.   

35. The judgment is pronounced in the open court on this 06th   of 

February, 2016. The judgment is prepared under my hand and seal of 

this Court . 

36.  The bond shall remain operative till 6 months from the date of this 

order and shall stand cancelled after the expiry of 6 months. 

37.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of on contest. 

 

                                                                        (Mr. KK Sharma) 
                                                              Addl Chief Judicial Magistrate, 
                                                                          Sonitpur,Tezpur   
 
 
Dictated (partly) and corrected by me:- 
 
 
            (Mr KK Sharma) 
Addl. Chief Judicial Magistrate, 
           Sonitpur,Tezpur 
 
 
 
Transcribed and typed (in part)by : 
 
           (Pori Das) 
             -Steno- 
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED BY THE PROSECUTION 

1.  EXT1:  notice in Form-VI. 

2.  Ext.2 is the acknowledgement receipt. 

3.  Ext.3 is the memorandum for sending samples to the Public Analyst.  

4.  Ext. 4 is the submission of two parts of the samples with 

memorandum to the Local Health Authority for his custody.  

5.  Ext.5 is the forwarding letter of sending sample to the Public Analyst 

by him.  

6.  Ext.6 is the forwarding letter of sending sample along with 

memorandum to the Public Analyst under Rule 17(a).  

7.  Ext.7 is the acknowledgement receipt of samples and memorandum 

by Public Analyst.  

8.  Ext.8 is the acknowledgement of food sample.  

9. Ext.9 is the report of Public Analyst.  

10.  Ext.10 is the forwarding letter of the Analysis Report.  

11.  Ext.11 and Ext.12 are the postal receipts for sending sample to Public 

Analyst and sending separate memorandum.  

12. Ext.13 is the forwarding letter of Local Health Authority, forwarding 

the Public Analysis report to him. 

13.  Ext.14 is the letter to the Joint Director of Health Services, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur(Local Health Authority) for obtaining prosecution sanction.  

14.  Ext.15 is the sanction letter of the Local Health Authority.  

15. Ext.16 is the Inspection Report . 

16. Ext.17 is the Offence Report . 

 

                                                    (K.K.Sharma) 

                                                     Addl. CJM, Tezpur. 

 


