
THE HON' BLE Dr  JUSTI CE SHAMEEM AKTHER 

Cr im in a l  Rev ision  Case No .2 9 2 3  o f  2 0 1 7  

ORDER:  

 
 

 This Crim inal Revision Case, under Sect ions 397 & 401 of the 

Code of Crim inal Procedure, 1973, is filed by the pet it ioner, to set  

aside the order, dated 11.07.2017, passed in Crim inal Appeal 

No.137 of 2016 by the Principal Sessions Judge at  Nalgonda, 

whereby, the learned Principal Sessions Judge, while confirm ing 

the order, dated 18.08.2016, passed in CS1/ 963/ 2016 by the 

Dist r ict  Collector, Nalgonda, m odified the confiscat ion of seized 

stock from  65%  to 35%  and issued appropriate direct ions to the 

authorit ies concerned. 

 

2 . Heard the learned counsel for the pet it ioner, learned 

Assistant  Public Prosecutor represent ing the 3 rd respondent  and 

perused the record.   

 

3 . The learned counsel for the pet it ioner would subm it  that  the 

pet it ioner is having agricultural land.  He has also filed the 

cert ificates issued by the revenue authorit ies showing the 

cult ivat ion of Redgram  of 547.20 quintals.  Both the learned 

Principal Sessions Judge and the Dist r ict  Collector did not  consider 

the sam e.  The judgm ents passed by both the Courts below are 

erroneous and cont rary to the facts and circum stances of the case 

and ult im ately prayed to allow the Crim inal Revision Case. 

 

4 . The learned Assistant  Public Prosecutor would subm it  that  

the pet it ioner has m ade inconsistent  subm issions before the 

Dist r ict  Collector with regard to his possession of land and 
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cult ivat ion of the seized Redgram .  Both the Courts below, having 

appreciated the evidence on record in proper perspect ive, passed 

reasoned judgm ents.  There was a direct ion to confiscate only 35%  

of the Redgram  seized and ult im ately prayed to dism iss the 

Crim inal Revision Case. 

 

5 . I n view of the r ival content ions, the point  that  ar ise for 

considerat ion in this Crim inal Revision Case is whether confiscat ion 

of 35%  of the Redgram  seized from  the possession of the 

pet it ioner is liable to be set  aside. 

 

6 . As seen from  the material on record, the pet it ioner has taken 

inconsistent  pleas with regard to his possession of agricultural land 

and also cult ivat ion of the Redgram  seized.  Adm it tedly, there is no 

licence to the pet it ioner to carry on the business in Redgram .  

When the Redgram  was seized under a cover of panchanam a, the 

pet it ioner did not  produce any docum ent  to substant iate his 

defence before the authorit ies concerned and he only pleaded 

m ercy.  I t  is averred on behalf of the pet it ioner before the Court  

below that  he gained the seized Redgram  from  the local ryots and 

also from  his parents.  Merely because the pet it ioner is said to 

have taken som e land on lease and was cult ivat ing the said land 

personally, it  cannot  be held that  he produced the seized Redgram .  

There is no m aterial to believe that  the Redgram  seized from  the 

possession of the pet it ioner was cult ivated by him .  The facts and 

circum stances of the case clearly dem onst rate the cont ravent ion of 

the provision under Sect ion 3 of the Essent ial Com m odit ies Act , 

1955, by the pet it ioner.  This Court  does not  see any infirm ity in 
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the im pugned order.  The Crim inal Revision Case is devoid of m erit  

and is liable to be dism issed. 

 

7 . I n the result , the Crim inal Revision Case is dism issed.    

Miscellaneous pet it ions, if any, pending in this Crim inal 

Revision Case, shall stand closed. 

 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Dr . SHAMEEM AKTHER, J 
 

04 th April,  2018 

Bvv  


