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HIAYTT uH

“eRIT YR H QHIIRUT & SIT&T ShiAd ageT ! o, faftres A s sifafaam, 2009 Sk I4ek g ger fasht
Tl & SR § T Hhed &, T 3%t 3R R il Be 8, SR Sa1eT agett WR o SpuiEn o IusieT g 82

T YRd A fafdes g fas sifafaas, 2009 o dga
Qehss a3l IR QHIARYT ¥ 3ifeieh Ged a1 IR-ehLH
&, SR T gledl, I&axist a1 ARt ol 39 Raw @
B U 8?2

i

WRA B G GexT AR 7 ffdes Ao fomm sifafamm, 2009 & ey 18(1) ik ddhss wnifsés faw, 2011
o fAaw 18(2) o agd fordlt off kg a¥g ol 3T ifva sifdehan a1 e (MRP) & 31fdreh dhimd IR de=
% Ufasfda ¢, foient Ioeias 9RT 36(1) & dgd <&-11a g1 glelifch, AT Haied =arater™d = Federation of
Hotel and Restaurant Associations of India (FHRAI) v. Union of India (2018) ¥ Ig geiiud Rigia
gfaurfea forar § foh gleatl ok Jeaxiel & uTgen! ol 9o ok 97 ueref wigmT uek 'fAffia dar' (composite
service) & fSr T TaT 1 I U gidT &; 37d: 39 UfABHT IR THIRYT & 31 Jed Igei IR Shis B! Ach
el 81 T8t e FAdt SR IR W Y AR g¥lt 8, Afch Aot 3R Ieaisi gRT A1t shuf-at & ti-Oohes
IS ht $-hTHY wethid & A1ead & Sd 9T THIIRYT ATt &1 urer e ifard g1

gafad gHeh w@fafaat Fdtaan Foia

16 2 2025

14 I=9 AT - 2 Fated AT High Court of Uttarakhand
Rwg-gsh
1. faeqa fescteon 2
1. gifafde uraes 4
111, afdd geheH 5
IV. HehcH T faeror 7
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Far vRd # A% Ao FarT «wfdfraw, 2009 & dgad .. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01  THIIRYT ¥ 37fdeh fach! TR g™ ufdsiy

faferes ATy fagm (Sahse walfedlsT) fAam, 2011 & s 18(2) o dgd i +ft e fachdr Sdhse axgaft @t sifcha
STferehaH a1 Jed 9 31fAeh WR g1 o GehdT 39 faferes 719 fag srfafem, 2009 &t awT 18(1) & d8d fafafaa
fohaT STTaT € SR Ieeiad 11 IR 4RT 36(1) & d8d 9&d S8l hridTel ol UIad 8, Samsung India Electronics
Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Karnataka (2023) |

o2 fAfSq dar g™ e farsh a1 g

gl iR Yeaviar & aTgent ent AT AT U URIAT AT Ueh fifdes avg & 'kl A8t 8, afees ag uRasr, daa &t
I 3R AfRNTd T 1 Yeh STfaTsg Aeror g1 Jfh g8l da1 I uu™ ¢, 3aferg 3 ufas™ tHeRdt & sifde gea
gYgeH & fog @ 8, Radhika Shastry v. State of Uttarakhand (2025) |

03  3-PIAY 3R RIS TR AN HHATY
TR hael Ig1 IS UR T UT Tk & Sit kT ST 4TS H FIR 3R Ueh i 718 11 afe i [t gjaen agd
HUfal gRT g § s fhT 71U Samet (S e o i didel) ol $-hiAd Wiy & A1ead 4 S9dt g, af 39w
6(10) & dgd THSIRYT Uaffa <A1 &t 81, Yum Restaurants India Private Ltd. v. State of U.P. (2024) |

04 Ao H R-Ochog @rer uert & fAfa

FRAHTERY a1 A Ite & hded] IR WY dIR 3R ol &Y H o2 S dTet @rel Yardt (S Get grgeni- a1 ftaer 99)
faferes ATg fagm= & GehfSin Ao ik gasmRdt Hard amp @l gidi, Multiplex Association of India v. Controller
of Legal Metrology (2018) 1

raraal & 39 &9 Ay fkRar

wat= raray & gai=a graed = Ufagifies ®u @ Northern India Caterers (India) Ltd. v. Lt. Governor

T of Delhi (1979 & wrE R a1 R YRt & Aoa Hiier &3 aTet UTee ) 2o B 3 o
SRR 61 gidT, Afch ITehT &I I Tg! chl JaTl T ATH IS BIdT &1 FHT SMYR R
=araTerdt = A1 foh gleet R 3t fafdres AT fasm s & dgd THSTR SiuTe ¥ Ot aRE
qH gl
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Far vRd # A% Ao FarT «wfdfraw, 2009 & dgad .. I - fawga RAsdwor

3= ATt & ff Y= Iz =Tt 3 39 @ & R @l iR T fhar &1 sty veer = =aTerd 3 MYs.

TR Hotel Ramada v. State of Andhra Pradesh (2021) # 3R f¢ceft 3=a =amarera & Bharat
Hotels Limited v. Union of India (2018) # AT foh THIR & 31fdes Jog W ARe arex
o o oI gieal o REaTh G8TcTeh a1 STed! hl hIRATS el O3 aXg & 3139 g1 39 SMfaRed,
I I=a e 4 Hotel Savoy Bar v. State of Kerala (2016) & 39 B¢ @l R § URIET
ST aTett R dah ofR feeett $ea e 7 Delhi Gymkhana Club Limited v. Union of
India (2009) # 38 (ASH aral Y darsit de faeaRa fomar

sfaoffa &= ar Farafrat

UfehaTcHeh Jrderdr MR 3rdie ahr 1fdepR

ek I=d ITd A Gopalkumar Narnaji Prajapat v. State of Karnataka (2023) 3R Kannayyalala Giriya v.
Karnataka Government (2022) ® ag @ fafdre Rigia wnfud forar & o fafdes ama fasm famr saror saren Aifew
ST e & o1, STaTe UR 3itu=ies/feifaa smeer aiiRa fop fomm e smoRifdres fRAerrard et et @t Gerdr| 9T oheeT SIRIGY
& YRT 50 & dEd e e o HfABR Al S T & SR T RIS Y ST e AT B

I o= &Y Iy Hiar (Limitation Period)

ITC Limited v. State of Madhya Pradesh (2019) & g Idra-it &t 715 & fon fafdes w10 famm= & dgd dhaa A & <
STURTE o8 ol T A ahl St TG STORTe i fafYy § ahaet 6 AEH & (CrPC T kT 468 & d8d) | $6ch aTG forAT &t AT
oh SRR hI T3 FARRIS deh-Tchl SR R WIS g T &1
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T aRd # {fd® 7m0 {aE «wfdfaa, 2009 & qgd 9. II - wifafds graar=

11. gifdferep U@em= - e

SECTION 18, LEGAL METROLOGY ACT, 2009 — DECLARATIONS ON PREPACKAGED COMMODITIES

g URT I8 AR A1 ¢ foh i ot cafary foredt oft gd-Gdhse (pre-packaged) a¥g 1 fAmfor, fdhm, fardhy, smara, faa=or
T Y& dd deh Al T ST deh foh ag Genst et Arer A1 & 7 81 3R 39 R gawr fosh! e (MRP) dfgd s asft
RufRa givond we wu F sifeha 7 &1

"(1) No person shall manufacture, pack, sell, import, distribute, deliver, offer, expose or possess for
sale any pre-packaged commodity unless such package is in such standard quantities or number
and bears thereon such declarations and particulars in such manner as may be prescribed. (2) Any
advertisement mentioning the retail sale price of a pre-packaged commodity shall contain a
declaration as to the net quantity or number of the commodity contained in the package in such
form and manner as may be prescribed."” 3gd: ITC Limited v. State of Madhya Pradesh

SECTION 34, LEGAL METROLOGY ACT, 2009 — PENALTY FOR SALE OR DELIVERY OF COMMODITIES BY NON-
STANDARD WEIGHT OR MEASURE

g YR fopeht oft aeg T R-AT-eh aoT, ATY AT WA o A1ead 9 foghi a1 faaror e iR 9 sniffer JAfA a1 uraem e g,
O IR-aR STIRTY et TR S[A Y AfA ITRIR ¢ St 81

"Whoever sells, or causes to be sold, delivers, or causes to be delivered, any commodity, article or
thing by any means other than the standard weight or measure or number, shall be punished with
fine which may extend to twenty-five thousand rupees and for the second offence with fine which
may extend to fifty thousand rupees and for the third and subsequent offence, with fine which may

extend to one lakh rupees.”
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T aRd # {fd® 7m0 {aE «wfdfaa, 2009 & qgd 9.

rrr. dd ﬁih?{fr 16 et - el
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qHEHT

Radhika Shastry v. State of
Uttarakhand
UKHC010207212019

Yum Restaurants India Private Ltd. v.
State of U.P.
UPHC020852012023

Gopalkumar Narnaji Prajapat v. State

of Karnataka
KAHC020141012023

Samsung India Electronics Pvt. Ltd. v.

State of Karnataka
KAHC010466662017

Kannayyalala Giriya v. Karnataka
Government
KAHC020113652022

Daniel Norbert Babalaski v. State of
Karnataka
KAHC010424792017

M/s. Hotel Ramada v. State of Andhra

Pradesh
APHC010935102017

ITC Limited v. State of Madhya Pradesh
MPHC020021292014

Bharat Hotels Limited v. Union of India
DLHC014293572017

Multiplex Association of India v.

Controller of Legal Metrology
HBHC010570142018

Hotel Savoy Bar v. State of Kerala
KLHC010165042013

IMS Mercantiles Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of
India
DLHC011216042014

M]|s Procter and Gamble Home
Products Limited v. State of Goa
HCBM0O50001272013
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III - uffa gwed

g&g fAoig

SHRUT GHITRUT 31Ut & P 3

TR IR G @1 G 0 ueref ot $-araed
TR 9 R P @l UT Tehd |

3ftoaen 3meer & forT e smuRTferes fRIeRrrd
ot AT 31U o SIfAhR oAt I1fad ot 81

Tohog AT hl THIRUY Tchos dAlfedT Ao,
2011 & dgd faffafa gt &1

HROT Fd13Tt AT & a1 sftu=mien smeer uriRa
forg famT SimuRifres et et Srdy g1

HTIch SIS BIVUM o AT Gchog axge o W
gRT 36(1) & d8d GehaHT|

Bleel SR [ gRT THATRUY ¥ Sifdes T
T WR faferens Ay fogm sifafam ang 8

hae S & de1 fafdes ATg s srazret &
forg g9 &t Tmr 6 TEA B

gleel! & ehss urt i vHeRd & arferes s R
TR HraTs gufia wté g1 fAfvg )

Aewed 7 fen a1t TR-Ochos @rer yeryf o
hee ifeds faw ang 8t gl

gleet IR § UTgeh! oh! YRTeT /R GRIGAT 'S ot
Sy’ 8, e ekt gt

kst R THIRYT & 1 HeT Uefter 7 fora=m
fafdres #rg fasm el ot Ieciem 81

faferes a9 s sifafaay & aga Rafarse ot
3aTe! & forg ATen GhT STTehRI ahT Tl oheT
afard &1
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T aRd # {fd® 7m0 {aE «wfdfaa, 2009 & qgd 9.

# qFHIAT

14 Delhi Gymkhana Club Limited v. Union
of India
DLHC010673142006

15 Jayanti Food Processing (P) Ltd. v.
Commissioner of Central Excise,
Rajasthan
ESCR010012442007

16 Northern India Caterers (India) Ltd. v.

Lt. Governor of Delhi

ESCR010001771980
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qrardaa

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ay

2009

2007

1979

III - uffa gwed

g fvfa

Fdl gRT o 3R I gert &t smgfd 'gexT
farcht =g afces fgra qar 1

I [eeh Hediehd o folg Tehes AT TR
QHSTRYT HEOT i ST SAHTRIAT T4 81

TR H AT TR 3T &0 § SAfGenTa ar
1 TS &, 7 foh A forshT

6 / 15



w1 wRa # fafds 7o fam sofafan, 2009 & aga 4. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV. WWWUT 16 & wgd

o1 Radhika Shastry v. State of Uttarakhand

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2025-05-16 - (C482/2883/2019

Tg A Legal Metrology Act, 2009 3R Packaged Commodities Rules, 2011 & dgd Tes Rsife &=t & Maximum Retail
Price (MRP) & 31fdies i 0R 07 ueref ==t & STRIGT & Taifdq &1 Smdeen! (S ot & fRereh §) 7 STuRifieh et bt g ol
&Y 7T i oft| I Tk A s gt oik Yeaxt Yareil & & 112 fareht composite service @1 fgwa gidt 8, ofik 39 wR 78 sifafaam
AT e gl Igiw g +ft shet o Al g o i =nfaes fardes 3 Tmfs smeer S foam wwam o1 =amarera 3 <Y et &t
Tefiel gAY SR 37 anfrenrett W fvfa Qi @1 81

Rrofa  IIRIGS I AT = TE foRa o gledt, REre ik st & ufasmi w fafdes A fagme sifdfas & uraes ang
T8 gid & | =amarerd A 711 foh 39 ufasHl & e iR 0 uerT ht dreher gek fAfSa dar 8, STgt 91 da U gidn 8, SR I8
Tfaercres Ja1 o1 Ueh Sifaesy fg g1

“The foundational premise of the applicants’ case rests on the set tled legal position that the provisions of
the Legal Metrology Act, 2009 (LM Act) and the Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities) Rules, 2011
(Rules) do not apply to establishments such as hotels, resorts, and restaurants. The Hon'ble Supreme
Court in Federation of Hotels and Restaurants Association of India vs. Union of India (2018) 2 SCC 97 has
unequivocally held that the offer of food and beverages in such establishments constitutes a composite

service, wherein the service element predominates, and thus f alls outside the purview of the LM Act.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2025 g UKHC010207212019

02 Yum Restaurants India Private Ltd. v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024-03-06 - /11831/2023

Ig AT Legal Metrology Act, 2009 3R Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities) Rules, 2011 & Ieeta & Heifdd g1
gTfAehTeRdl A Teh AfGIE GRT UTRA TR S11aer it At & off, s 39 wR sroeht dewmge w ii-Oae 9 et (Beverages
Pepsi Pet) &t AT 3R M.R.P. U&fRTd 7 &<t &1 STRIT ATI =ATaTerd A 71T foh anfiereral gRT arar &t 18 Rule 26(b) & d8d 8¢
el 37 @l UeTd R AT gidt § S 3Rt & e § 9uR Ry o1 €, 7 h a1k @ @R 7Y Ut @ e STe) R e 1 ey
Rt foh §-ahfARi wicthid & ATeTH ¥ S ST aTet 341 3Tl WR Rule 6(10) & dgd faazor & siffamd o1, iR dagar arfies &t
QTist &R f&a

frofa FeTTETETE Iod TATerd A T foha foh Odhos srmifedlst am, 2011 & w26 & dgd & 718 ge 39 9 uerdf iR &

i gicht STt Uget T Gdhos ®u H foheht o= shuet grr fAfda &1 afe 99 Saurel &t §-opra<d & aregw § Sy S @T 8, Ot Aaw
6(10) & a8 3 faraRor 3R ymerRdt i arvon uefia s sifferd g1
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w1 wRa # fafds 7o fam sofafan, 2009 & aga 4. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

04

“it is evident that exemption clause of Rule 26 of P.C. Rules is not applicable in the present case because
'beverages pepsi pet' is not being packed in the kitchen of the applicant but it is already a packed product
manufact ured by any other company, hence, clarification of Department of Consum er Affairs dated
15.09.2015 is also not applicable. ... It was obligatory on the part of applicant t o comply Rule 6 (10) of
Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities) Rules, 2011 by giving details of the quantity as well as M.R.P. of
the product which is not packed in the kitchen...”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024 i UPHC020852012023

Gopalkumar Narnaji Prajapat v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-09-05 - CRL.P/102052/2023

Ig A Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & d8d &o SITURTISh ShRiaTe! i IE e O Fefdd &1 ATfehrend e UR SR 7 fh 3814
IATEl WR IRT STHHRRT TefRid T8l &Y, STt Srfafam i emr 18(1) 3R 36(1) & Ieeie & JHE g1 =marerd = U o ufaardy
(State) = arfRIepreRartafl et RO FdTft AT SRt A & §1g, IR STaTd UTW g4 TR ohis foifaa smeer utlRa =18} foham| =amarera 3
IO ST Rgidl el garet 3d g el foh STa deh eifdrd ufderi) ehid situ=mRen séer uilRd =81 &vd, deh de aTfichTend s &t
YR 50 & dgd 3TUI I YRR UTeT &1 gIdT| UfchaTcHeh ek h hRUT, I UTATA = cifeld HTURTEeR RIdTa! eh T, s T

frofa  ShHiceh Iod ARITeIg 3 Ufehatares aHT &t eament sned gg AT o afe el onferenrdt srfefaam <t amr 27 § 39 & dgd
AT SRTEN o fory ehRoT Farsit AT 1 Stare e R g we fofRd smesr uila T8t s=ar ik e afode & Tmer
STURTTAR HeheHT L& T 8, df T8 URT 48 3R &RT 50 & dgd JUTch IUART ht AT R &1 B

“In terms of sub clause (1) of section 50, remedy of appeal is also available to an offender f rom any
decision taken on the reply for the offences punishable under Section 27 to 39 of the Act. As stated
hereinabove, the alleged offence is under Section 31 and 36 of the Act and the aforesaid remedies are
available to the petitioners. The respondent without passing an order straight away registers a complaint

setting the criminal law into motion.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 |id KAHC020141012023

Samsung India Electronics Pvt. Ltd. v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023-05-31 - CRL.P/9771/2017

Ig A Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & d8d &oi eh [RIGRIId ol &, sheet § Hafid g1 Ufdard! & Samsung India Electronics
Pvt. Ltd. TR TH3TRYT (MRP) GifSd e & e 3fR oien Gehst WR AT 211 o g "N UciTeh ot IUTNT =1 e T STRIT ST T
Ty = T foh THeIRYY & fAa® Numeration Rules, 2011 & soig Packaged Commodities Rules, 2011 & dgd 3Td &1
1Y g1, Utch Gahoit & forg "N Ueften <hl stfamiar et s ] 18l gl =amarerd 3 fseny fRenret o fiemad smareH off ofk s
Y TTeTd AREAT WR 1enRd oY, 3afeiy o shrfare! @t 3g

frofa  Shriech Sod T = JHT foh Sehes a¥gsit Sl TreRd fafdres #1g fagm (RpRem) Fem, 2011 & soma fafdes #g
T (dohse wnifedien) fAam, 2011 & g 2(m) & Jgd faffafad gidt 81 gmRem ot & Jgd gaemdt & day &
SIS [ AT DI hl TTeld AT B
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w1 wRa # fafds 7o fam sofafan, 2009 & aga 4. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

05

06

“Rule 4(2) of Numeration Rules does not apply for price/MRP and therefore, no offence is made out as
there is no violation of Section 11 read with Section 29 of Metro logy Act, 2009. The price/MRP of
packaged goods is regulated under Packaged Commodities Rules, 2011 and Rule 2(m) of the said
Packaged Commodities Rules is a relevant Rul e which would govern the price of packaged goods which
reads as under: \"2(m). \"retail sale price\" means the maximum price at which the commodity in

nwn

packaged form may be sold to the consumer inclusive of all taxes.\

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2023 Hia KAHC010466662017

Kannayyalala Giriya v. Karnataka Government

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022-10-31 - CRL.P/102378/2022

Tg AT Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & d@gd Air Conditioner A2fiT &t @féh iR SHerrt wefid 7 & & oRigt & T&fda 81
gehTeRarett 3 ah fear fah gefda sifdierrt 3 st srarent Mifed (show cause notice) SR &zt & a1 i fafdad smeer oiRa
o1 foma, fS a9 38 Section 50 & dgd STHie T LA SRR g1 et | =amarerd = fUset ot &1 garer &d gy 7 o s &
agd fopeht oft amear o fam <te smoRifres fRIRraa got e ordier & S1fdeRR ot fAorerTelt R ST &1 =amaTera = srreer fean s
SHfARRY T Uget STare W AR & gy ol smeer arika sz =mfeq ot aRum sy, =t = arfadmrendrst & e o< 6t
SRk SRfaTa! bl € o 3T 3R Siad &t 18 A=A ol arug e ot fAder fam)

frofa I A et AT o faflres ATg o fawmT gRr siRidh &t o g a1 aror srarstt Aifed et faf@a sméer ok
fory e SoRTfAeR fRIeRrad &t aerT Sifgert & eRT 48 (3H) 3R 50 (erdier) & denfaes Sifdert &t B9 ofar &, e ot

EIRCIGEC CRSASICIE]

“By the act of the respondent in registering the criminal case without passing an or der under the
provision of law, aforequoted i.e., section 48 and 50 are rendered nugatory. The right of the petitioners
are taken away by such act of the respondent... Compounding of offences is a remedy that is available

once offences punishable under Sections 27 to 39 of the Act are alleged against any accused.”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022 |id KAHC020113652022

Daniel Norbert Babalaski v. State of Karnataka
HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022-11-23 - CRL.P/7374/2017

Tg ATH 'Bella’ S SOR & fAHfor ofiR faht @ Teifaa &1 ariarrend e R STRIT e T 7 foh 39k gRT & ST aret Gchel 0R
'net quantity' @l ATeh 3eRTaal H Tt &1 ¥ Sifchd A8l fohar mam o, St Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities) Rule
2011 & Rule 6(1)(c) @1 Iexie g1 ariRieprerarail % ah f&ar fh 3 gl =18} § ofik 39 W & 71U SRy fARreaR €1 gretifen, =marera =
ara o arfRieRTendian & R Tred Hisie & ik ag MuiRa &< fos d gt & a1 =8, Pt sierera 7 graet a1 fAwa 81 dagar,
3= =TT 3 Section 482 of Cr.P.C & dgd ATfiesl @RS & T ofk AMet § g%q8i &t § 3R e fem|

frofa  Theiech Sod T = WE o foh dohsg avgail U ATeh gehTadl hl GwoT o fomT farsht ahee siffaas i emer 18(1)
T TE Jooie g, ST URT 36(1) o d8d G819 g1 TS UIH 3uaT 918 HIGG 8, di SHATURTEh dhridTal el gRT 482 CrPC & dgd
g 718! fehar Siram|
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w1 wRa # fafds 7o fam sofafan, 2009 & aga 4. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

07

08

“No person shall manufacture, pack, sell, import, distribute, deliver, offer, exp ose or possess for sale any
pre-packaged commodity unless such package is in such standard quantities or number and bears

thereon such declarations and particulars in such manner as may be prescribed. 36(1) Penalty for selling,
etc., of non-standard packages... pre-packaged commodity which does not conform to the declarations on

the package as provided in this Act, shall be punished with fine...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2022 |d KAHC010424792017

M/s. Hotel Ramada v. State of Andhra Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2021-09-01 - WP/41495/2017

Ig HTHT gled! 3R ki gRT MRP & 31fdeh FiFd R didetas Tl a9 & Gaie & sl Aglarol SifAhIRal gRT 6 78 Hrars at
AN & & aR H oI gTfAekrenatedi A deh fear f Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & UTaeT 3 UR IR 61 8id aiifch & chael Ao
3R 97 geref it a1 U hed 8, Sht ekt (sale) & gRermer & T 3mar| =amimer™@ 3 Federation of Hotel and Restaurant
Associations of India v. Union of India At # gufis shic & ot o1 garet &d gu AT o glea ofR R # Wi ST aret
IcdTal IR MRP & o ar 8! gid | RumIeasy, =marerd = SfYehiRar i shrdars ol s1dy aifd sed gg 39 & o e

oo TS UGLT I=d ATATed A AT foh fafdres 70 famm sifdfaam, 2009 ofiR 39es faw gled! ofik 3eaxielt & & S areft
IS 3R U7 131l IR AN 81 81d 8 | GHH hic o Thdret o Uk H, Tgi YHIRYT § 31fdeh Jou R fARa areR s &
T hIE AT RIRATS el chl I HehdlT|

“found that the issue raised in this writ petition is squa rely covered by the decision of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court in FEDERATION OF HOTEL AND RESTAURANT ASSOCIATIONS OF INDIA V. UNION OF
INDIA AND ORS... held that neither the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 read wit h the
enactment of 1985, nor the Legal Metrology Act, 2009, would apply so a s to interdict the sale of mineral

water in hotels and restaurants at prices w hich are above the MRP.”

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2021 Ha APHC010935102017

ITC Limited v. State of Madhya Pradesh

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019-04-04 - MCRC/714/2014

g A Criminal Procedure, 1973 &1 Section 482 & dgd &Rk Udh I1fda &, fSia# petitioners 3 Legal Metrology Act,
2009 & Ieeie & folg 3= fETh It @t shriaTe! aht W&, et ol 71T <t off | faanfea g7 a8 o foh arm st IR 'when packed'
S rfaRerT 2Tl o ITANT AT e Act 3R Rules @t Ieeied g

frofa AT UGS I IR = AT fob smuRifdres ufehar Tifgar, 1973 &t 9RT 468 & dsd, fafdes oo fasm sifafaas & siaefa
had S & Ee1g STaTet o forg 9 &R Y g i (limitation period) 6 78 &1 frame i S & a1e fom
TERRUT & &of [ARRId Sl afoid &
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“The period of limi- tation shall be six months, if the offence is punishab le with fine only. Thus, it is clear
that the complaint has been filed after a period of limitation, which is prescribed as six months and
Section 469 (1) of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 clearly creates a bar for taking cog- nizance of the

offence after lapse of period of limitation.”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019 |d MPHC020021292014

Bharat Hotels Limited v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018-09-05 - W.P.(C)/8095/2017

gifeiepTerdl, Bharat Hotels Limited, = Legal Metrology Act, 2009 3R Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities)
Rules, 2011 & dgd STRI 37 Aherl bl AT & oY fSieh Ared & gleat! ik Maximum Retail Price (MRP) & 3iferes dhrAd o= -
Oohos aegail ot farsht & forg rdare! &t <11 <8t oft| et I=a =amarera A Supreme Court & Federation of Hotel and
Restaurant Associations of India v. Union of India A/t # f&g g fAufg &1 srgaror evd gQ g we foha fas Legal
Metrology Act & TG gled! iR J&RieHt # a2 ST aret @St STt (mineral water) a1 317 a¥g3it X MRP &l ST AR 78t
R §| TEgIR, RTd = gt [ 7T Tkl o gleal o daier 7 fAead o faam

frofa  feel! IeT ITATerg A Hated raTerd & Fofa & smuR R gg e fha fh gledt ok Jis & Hfiar davse axgsit &
IR & 31 Feur wR frsht Y Aennt & forg famT gy A oft SeTeen kAT eheT SrdY 21

“We are, therefore, of the view that neither the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 read with
the enactment of 1985, or the Legal Metrology Act, 2009, would apply so as to interdict the sale of mineral

water in hotels and restaurants at prices which are above the MRP.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018 Fa DLHC014293572017

Multiplex Association of India v. Controller of Legal Metrology
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2018-08-06 - WP/27029/2018

g ATHE Actiiad | s ST dTet TR-Uehes (unpackaged) @rer gert ok 97 uerdf &R Legal Metrology (Packaged
Commodities) Rules, 2011 1] &= & &k Uk a1fent & Hefdd g1 a1fehtend|, ST Ao [T ATUReRT T Yok T &,
Jeh e foh & Fram dhaet 'gd-dahss” (pre-packaged) a¥gaii R ANl 8, 7 foh hder W e R fohg 7g a1 g o ST aret
TET UeTdT UR| I5i ehe TR ch TETRUT ehl gaTell fedT foh T 3mmsed Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & 2raR § SR 6 | =RITerd =
g Jenl R e &ea gy ot foran fos o s mifendt g1 SR arméer, St g R-Gahsg axgsit & forg afer 8k aor &l gtwon
Y sifrard awa §, du € a1 8f)

Rrofa AT I =TT 3 T foh Sohsg sAifedist fAam, 2011 & 9R1Y erE @ dhae 'gd-Uohes' ITal & forg &1
AR | canteens/food kiosks gRT @et 3R AR-Tdhsg S S dTet @rel ueTf U= 39 o] AT I ST &
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“The petitioner assails order... in relation to non-packaged food items supplied and sold by canteens /
food kiosks operated in the Multiple xes which are Members of the petitioner’s Association on the ground
that the said orders are illegal, arbitrary, ultra vires and unconstitutional... food items and soft drinks

etc., unpackaged package to be sold by weight or volume.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2018 Hd HBHC010570142018

11 Hotel Savoy Bar v. State of Kerala
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2016-03-22 - CRL.MC/1267/2013
g ATHAT 39 I U & AT & foh o1 Yok 1899 UTd gleet IR GRT UTgeh! ol TRIR 778 &R o folg MRP & 31feieh §[eeh o
Legal Metrology (Packaged Commodities) Rules, 2011 @7 Sewie &1 ATf<iehTendiall A deh [T foh IR H SRTT RITAT Ueh
a1 ISy’ (contract of service) 8, 7 o 'gex1 foshl’ (retail sale), Faifeh 38 ardrervr, da1 3R 3= fawTg enfae gt |
AT A AT o FL3 1889 o d8d gled IR ol arer SR Jgi RS URIEHT GaxT forsh! dht gkt # g1 o1raT &, ifeh I8 Gah
fafre Tar o 3w 81 daguR, <rTed 3 gTfdreharei o RIeth o« Y61 shRidTa! i 38 o e

frofa Xl I AT A AT foh gleed SR & UTgah! ot RIS AT F1R TRIGHT '¥a o sigee’ 8, 'geT foshl’ 7811 3aferg,
Yohss et et ot faw 18(2) (St gaxr fasharsit st gHeRUT & sifdes dam @ Aehar 8) IR & & ST aTef 39 da1 R

AR a! Bt

“FL3 license under hotel bar and serving of alcohol does not fall within the definition of retail sale as it is
a part of specific service contract... Rule 18 unmistakably penalises a retail dealer... from making any sale

of a packed commodity at a price exceeding the retail sale price thereof.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2016 Hia KLHC010165042013

12 IMS Mercantiles Pvt. Ltd. v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2015-12-11 - W.P.(C)/4784/2014

Ig A Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & d8d ShUSfET [eeh o MYRoT & Tefad A1 ATfeiehrerd R SR o7 foh I9h gRT a2 S
g LED flash lights @& tchel ©R MRP & &1 'Rs. /"' o1 g &1 @ o7 feedt TReAR & StfdeptiRal = g9eh ferg 25,000 FU a1
AT /RUTSTET S[eeh AR, STaifeh Arfeentend ! <l deh T foh faeett & Tt fAgHT & 18R 98 Y[eeh hae 2,500 I T AR |
AT = g e foRan foh et Tafe gRT 991Y 7Y f39H (Packaged Commodities Rules) 3R 4 & 59 (Delhi Legal
Metrology Rules) & &g T faTs &1 S1arerd = 7141 foh Shursfen gpeeh ot RaRor sifafaas i arr 48 ok defera faHt & agd
I ufeharat et UTei ehed g fehat ST =gl

frofa  froett 3= =amaTera 3 Sifdfaw iy awr 18(1), 36(1) iR fam 2(m) & e 7 e fora fos dhse Iaarel R et fasht
7 (MRP) &I giwon # fopdlt oft g ont w99, TR-STUTe SSTcHeh hIRaTs aht ST ShedT &, 3R 394 FgiRa aref &
SR g gIyuT hl ST 91ie gl
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“Rule 6 of the Packaged Commodities Rules provides for the declarations to be made on every package
and as per Clause (e) of Rule 6(1), every package shall bear thereon the retail sale price... 'retail sale
price' means the maximum price at which the commodity in packaged form may be sold to the ultimate
consumer and the price shall be printed on the package... Section 36(1) of the Act whoever manufactures,
packs... pre-packaged commodity which does not conform to the declarations... shall be punished with

”

fine...

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2015 Ha DLHC011216042014

M/s Procter and Gamble Home Products Limited v. State of Goa

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2013-01-23 - WP/28/2013

gg "HaT Legal Metrology Act, 2009 & dgd GahfSiT ATl & Ieeta & Hefdd g1 ATfehtend! A o ITARIRTT GRT I7eh ITal
I STed et h TN T FHTdT & off, ifeh & Shfdd €U & 'non-standard size' dahsil # o9 ST 38 & | ATfAehTend| ohl deh AT foh
giferaT HeMeT o JTaSE Sv6 3 Ucholl ol sra chl SIgAfd UTe oft | =amarera = o f& 1 7efeR 2012 € Rule 5 & YR U@em = &l ger
f&am mar a1, S99 dgd iR-Aes Gehell 0X 'Not a standard pack size' & gtwor &t srafa oft | =amarer 3 @ foar fh Section
18 & TTY UGl T W, 31el FAHfdT it AR SITehRT a1 UTer aheT SfAaTd &1 JegaR, =mrTery = et st @mist e fea

Rrofa SIS Iod AT A AT foh fafdes 719 fasm Fami & dgd ga-Odhss aegstt & ey # iR-AMd TRl i gr Rarad
1 FefeR 2012 @ G aRE THIE 81 el & | 31 ITGeh! ol ST I &RT 18 & SR ATes Ukl SR Fara et & agd &
AonfSiT gffga set gt

“Upon conjoint reading of the aforesaid provisions it is apparently clear that concession which is sought
to be given by virtue of earlier proviso to Rule 5 was cancelled w.e.f. 1.11.2012. By virtue of deletion of
proviso, therefore and upon conjoint reading of Section 18 of the said Act, the net result is that the

manufacturer was now not permitted to pack his product in a non standard size package...”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2013 & HCBM050001272013

Delhi Gymkhana Club Limited v. Union of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2009-04-15 - W.P.(C)/11689/2006

gg "\a Delhi Gymkhana Club gRT aRR &t 775 Uk Re aifaer & efid 81 are 3 9 ddh & a1 Al & off foh 39 W
'Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976' 3R 'Standards of Weights and Measures (Packaged
Commodities) Rules, 1977' @R g1 gid &ifch a8 Yeh Bleel IT ILIRE oh THAM & 3R Ig Gchos aegsil sl MRP & 31fdes dhimd &
S his eTadTdeh 'retail sale' T8l &R 8T &1 I8 fAdTe de Y= §aiT 519 Geh 9aw 3 SuHie 74 (Consumer Dispute
Redressal Forum) # frerad &t i foh aeia @m-Ui= &t axgaii R MRP & 31fa Yoo o 381 8| <rarerd A fafea st ot
3R 'dealer' &Y gReTuT a1 fAsctwor fasar aTfcs g o foRaT ST Tk foh T Feter T i IUHYERIT ST oh QIR | AT 8 AT g |

frofa  feoell S <OTATT = TE foha foh gleat, aetal 3fik FEaRian & Gehoe Iaurel (S 2ftadt O a1 Side ¢ url) ol Tt
T ITeh 1Y 317 JaTg UaH o TRIGHT [ G foshl & Sfard g1 Simar| g agi hl giaensit $ik aafad darsfi & i@
ORER & foIg 9T e 8, 37d: 39 WR THIIRUY el fafdres Htar aregarrt =&t 81
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“The circular also envisages that the provision of commodities in a pre-packaged form declared on the
packet in hotels or restaurants would include the maximum retail price of the commodity and an
additional service charge covering the expenditure incurred on provision of other facilities... supply or
service of eatables and drinks in hotels and restaurants does not partake of the nature of a 'sale' in

common legal parlance.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2009 Ha DLHC010673142006

Jayanti Food Processing (P) Ltd. v. Commissioner of Central Excise, Rajasthan
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-08-22 - 2007 INSC 854

g HHAT Ul YaaTgsT Uae, 1944 i 9RT 4A & dgd ITE Yeeh (excise duty) & Jedich § Tafdd g1 =marerd 3 ag we foar fh
URT 4A & dgd Jedich il AN 81T & ST a¥g 3Tt ol Ichet # o SiraT & 8k Standards of Weights and Measures Act deT
ITY Teifdd fami & dgd 39 Ghsil IR Maximum Retail Price (MRP) €S et sifard gtar 81 af s & dgd MRP =ifta
A Y g SAfarddT 781 8, aF uRT 4A SR el g, oret £ fmfar % W wu @ ddhet iR gou sifthd fora &)1 =marera A fRufRa
fora {5 smsTehim & 2l ohet ik fafdre anforfSaes fasht, St ey Iuettemar ot &l a<ft St €, 59 Raw & erR & 781 3|

e FaTed AT 3 TE fhar foh ddhes axgei iR gHaRdt ffed e & fafder sifRariar shae 31 Iaral o i gidl 8
ST T o dgd g sifas Iuvier et gexr farsht & forg fafAfée &1 s camaaries a1 ik fasht & degasri #, afe s &
Jed THSRYT e 781 €, af Tfede Sich ITHT STeadT bt (AT 8! STl

“suggestion therein that the Rules did not apply as the transactions in the sets of telephone instruments
was covered under Rule 34 of the SWM (PC) Rules. We do not accept the argument for the simple reason
that there does not appear any factual assertion on the part of the Department that the packages
contained a declaration that they were specially packed for a particular industry for servicing the same.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10012442007

Northern India Caterers (India) Ltd. v. Lt. Governor of Delhi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1979-12-21 - 1979 INSC 274

g HTHAT AT o fUreet Aok & gRraetian (review) i arfaie @ Teifda umi anfResreral 3 aes fean fs gd fofa & oo st
gt ok armft R foaR 78 foram mar ur| =marera 3 wue fRat fs Article 137 3 dgd ARIaciieh o SIS chaet dt IuaiT
foraT T Fehar & Sie fofa & oig TE et A 8 a1 hiE 7aT Aeayul de T ST g | =TT 3 gl foh chad AT Y g
YATS T AT 969 el Qg & forg Fofa et 78T aeetr 511 wehdn| fes gdf Fofa 39 ww & qet ofk aRfRafaat oz snarRa
SfOIY —ATITT = YARTAciIch chl ATfoienT eht WTRST o f&am iR fofa &t sifamar st s=mg <@

Rrofa  ITAdH TATAT F AT foh Ten IR0 AT HISHII & S5 WIS et o TATER ol Si¥el! UR HHAT STaLIhdT dl e
3R caferrTd da1 8, 7 for Tufl o1 g §5AiaRvT| UTgeh 981 St Hed ehTdT &, 98 had e o oy 78l, afces ua & s
arett Tyuf e darett ofk gfaemsit & forg giar &1
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“The basic assulnption was that victuals as such were not sold and the l:Onsideration was for the
complex of activities which included eating and drinking. On these facts the conclusion arrived at was
impecca-ble... What the customer pays for is a right to satisfy his appetite by the process of destruction.
What he thus pays for includes more than the price of the food as such. It includes all that enters into the

conception of service...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1979 Hd ESCRO10001771980

A EfHIOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9Tesi=eh 0 T IUared fAufal 3R Iuahieral & U8t & SR R dOR foha a1 §1 I8 dhadt RO Tgradt & forw € iR
ST 9eTg (legal advice) =€l 81 fnedt +ff filing, opinion, AT correspondence # IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAufa (source judgment) & g W= ¥4 T T fohar ST A1RRY |
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