| CHOOL UIL AMPURA, NEW-BEEﬁi |
F. No. 11/ADM(W)/FS/2013/|‘\36-—3’F P e S DATED :- m 0513
' "~ ORDER | | i
 (REFER RULE 3.1, 1(6) OF FOOD SAFETY & STANDARDS RULES, 2011)

AN TH'-E”MATTER'"ZOF :

FOOD SAFETY OFFICER, = s
~ DEPARTMENT OF FOOD SAFETY v
~ + GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI, e
~A-20, LAWRENCE ROAD. INDL*AREA
DELHI-110035 ;

VERSUS

SH. PREM CHAND S/0 SH. PRAHLAD S
M/S. SARGAM SWEETS,
A-1/11 PIPAL WALA ROAD, =

- MOHAN GARDEN, UTTAM NAGAR
NEW DELHI- 110059 -

R/O A-1/11 PIPAL WALA ROAD, e e B R |
MOHAN GARDEN, UTTAM NAGAR PSR e .
NEW DELHI~1,100.59 i Fibgs ~-es.FBO-cum-Proprietor

An application under R_' e 3
ﬁled in thls court by F_o S

_ ‘ 1d: -3uI_e 2011 was
1§ and Sharma for adjudication of the
the Food Safety and Standards Act 2006 read

‘alieged' that a sample of Malda'i_};.;_ .

In  the appl_i‘cét;ifb
h. Nxtya Nand Sharma from Sh. Prem Chand S/o Sh.

was taken by Food Safety Officer

Prahlad Singh from the premises of M/s Sargam Sweets, A-1/11, Pipal Wala Road,

- Mohan Garden, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059, on 09.11.2012 for analysis under th@
provisions of Food Safety & Standards Act/Rules/Regulaﬁons




o

i The Food Analyst analyzed the sample and reported the sample to be substandard

~ Analyst i 1s as Follows -

vide Food Analyst Report number PSS/ 145 8/2012 dated 19.11.2012. The report of Food 7' :

e ;“The sample is unsafe because it is not free from insects”

On recelpt of apphcatlon from the Pood Safety Officer, it was 1nterred that an

o .'*rnquny was necessary to look into the: charges leveled against the Food Business
= ~ Operator. So the Food Business Operator Was served notice under Rule 3 1.1.(6) of Food

= -'*Safety &Standards Rules, 2011 along with copy of the Report of Food Analyst for gmng
_an opportuntty to make a representatlon in thls matter.

Durlng the prooeedmgs the Food Busmess Operator/Respondent was explamed

“about the nature of offence alleged to have been cormmtted by h1m The respondent

submltted that he does not sale the Malda as suoh b sed 1n preparatlon of sweets and

representation in- the matter The respondent pleaded gu1lty durlng the enqu1rv and
assured that no such offence would be repeated in future. He also submitted that his shop

~isnotregistered with VAT Department and he 1s not-an income tax payee

From the above said facts and c1rcumstances and documents placed on records, it

i 18 proved that the Food Business Operator/Respondent has committed offence of selling
**Sub-Standard” as deﬁned under section -3(1) (zx) of Food Safety and Standards Act

2006 as it does not conform to the standards laid down for Maida under the provision of
Food Safety and Standards (Food Products Standards and Food Additives) Regulatlons
2011 which is punishable under section 571 of the FSS Act, 2006 and therefore a pena[ty
of Rs 25,000/~ is nnposed upon him : hich shall be pald in this Court within 7 days in
the form of a Crossed Demand : awn on Natlonahzed Bank in favour of

Ad;udleatlng Ofﬁcer District West” payable at Delhi.

M. T. K
ADJUBICATING OFFICER /
ADM (DISTRICT WEST)
GOVT. OF NCT (6) 0 DLLHI

Dated:- |14.05,)3




