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IN THE HUN'BLE HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILQ&PUB

WRIT PETITION NO.31443/2001

;PEIHIUNERﬁ o Vinod Kumar Agrawal and another

VSe

'RESPONDENTS ¢ Union of India end others

APPLICATION FOR DIRECTION T0 RESPONDENT NO,4
JO_COMPLY THE INTERIM_UORDER DATED §6-B8-2001

AND PURCHASE BOILED RICE AS PER LEVY POLICY.
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- Shri bhirendra Mishra, learned counsel for petitioner.

Shri UsiN. Deo, on-i

for respondentno.l.

nstructions from Shri A.S, Gaharwar

Shri Rajeev ShriVaskava. learned counsel foar the

respondent no.2,

Shri B.P. Gupta,‘lehrned counsel for responderts

nos.3 & 4 (FCI1).
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On 16/8/2001 notice;was 1ssued and an interim order

was passed to the effect thrt until the next date of hearing
0

tne impugned order dated 3

by the District Manager. shall remain .sus_1_:~endt=.»r.’!‘,r

tended by Shr1 Dhlrendra Mi

/7/2001 (Annexuxe-?/le) issue d
it is con=

shra, learned counsel for the

petitloner that the pet;tioker had.brought and unloaded

2000 quintals of boiled rick in the premises of F.C.TI at

Naila. At this stage. Mr.

earlier deposlted and some

depasited.

It is also furt

.P. Gupta, learned counsel for

respondents nos. 3 and 4 s mits that some quantity was

ore quantity was subsequently

her contended by ShrJ.Gupta

that fa: Want of production:certif c tg, certain quangity

~of-rice could not ‘be depositeqk? However, it is submitted

[ 3fed
002

(_9(.16*‘-"/.

=




B vt o

T ( qEEey )

S:IEE\’I EE ?&{ -‘E’i’%‘%_ﬁ

T e | (el TTaRR
s A=E TR

c;_l: %

& » 2
8hri Mishra that productil

from the Competent Author

interim order passed by t

concerned_Authority ought
according to Mr. Mishra, .

loss was also sustained b

to Mr. Gupta, learned cou

meets the minium'standard

_Howevex,'it is contended

It appears that I need no
quality of rice. However
good;. the Competent Auth

and take final @@cxsion o

on certificate duly obtained
ity has since been submitted.

It is further submitted by Shri Mish:a that in view of

his Court on-16/8/2001, the

to have verifiedand acceptéa'~ '

the supply of rice by thE,writ petitioner, Hav er,

earned counsel -for the petitioner,

about 15 days the trucks were lying there and in the process

y the writ petitioner. According

hsel for respondents nos. 3 and 4,

upon verification, if ricg supplied by the writ petitioner

, there is no reason to reject.

that if xice thus supplied is not

good in terms of sPecification/standard laid down in this

regard, then_the Authorlty has no alternatlve, but to reject.

C give any flnding as reg\rds the
L sin@e rice 15 also perishable
2rify

E agceptance or rejection of the

by 1ty should immedlately

supply already made by th

sub ject to submission of

other persons such certlf

petitioner. This shall be done

roduction certificate. % sugh

it is Submittédiby'Shti Miéhra that in_reSpeét of some

cate 15 not insisted upon, if

it is how the thlng is doTe, then the petitioner must comply

- witn the requ;rement of s?bmlssion of product;on certificate

' from the Competent Authnrltv.
GRPRJFS/31i—1/2001—50,000.
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Let it be done within{ten days from today. If
certain quantity of rice is rejected, in my view, there
45 no harm supplying sample of rejected rice to the
petitioner, if requested, in this regard. However, such
should also be done in accordance with procedure laid
down in this regard.
" The petition is disposed of .
Certified copy as per ru13591
I — — Sd/-

Chief Justice e



