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REGULATORY & MARKETPLACE

Regulating Veterinary Drugs in India: A Case 
Study Based on the Drug and Cosmetic Act

Abstract
The Drug and Cosmetic Act (D&C Act) 1940 and 
rules 1945 mainly involve a systematic review or 
understanding of the statutory framework of laws and 
regulations applicable to drugs and cosmetics. The D&C 
Act came into effect on April 10, 1940, to regulate India's 
import, production, distribution, stocking, and sale of 
drugs and cosmetics. The primary purpose is to make 
the drugs and cosmetic products available in India are 
of standard quality, safety, and effectiveness for human 
use. It also provides penal provisions for violations of 
norms under various sections of the Act. In India, some 
cases on the pharmaceutical companies are pending 
in the Hon'ble trial courts and Higher Courts related to 
the contravention of the D&C Act. This study discusses 
the consequence of violating the laws and regulations 
specified in the D&C Act by taking the example of a case 
filed against a pharmaceutical firm manufacturing 
veterinary products without a valid license. The study 
highlights the need to obey the rules to ensure that 
pharmaceutical or cosmetic or veterinary product 
of appropriate quality, safety, and efficacy is made 
available to the individuals in the country.

Keywords: Drug and Cosmetics act, India, Spurious 
drug, Veterinary Products, Regulation

Introduction
The 1940 Drugs and Cosmetics Act (D&C Act) is a pre-
constitutional Act. The legislature of all provinces passed a 
resolution in terms of section103 of the Government of India 
Act 1935 to regulate the import, manufacture, distribution 
and sale of drugs and cosmetics in the country. The objective 
of the Act is to make assurance of safety, effectiveness 
and quality of the drugs and cosmetics sold in India and 
comply with the standards set by the Government. The 
Drugs and Cosmetics Rules (D&C Rules) of 1945, which 
are related, contain p rovisions for classifying drugs under 
consideration.1 Veterinary drug products are not intended for 
human consumption. This type of product is used in animal 
disease prevention, deficiency diagnosis, and injury treatment. 
Veterinary medicine covers various conditions that can affect 
domesticated and wild animals, making it a very diverse 
field. It plays a crucial role in order to maintaining animal and 
human health. So, maintaining the safety, quality and efficacy 
of drugs is a primary concern and there are some legal 
concerns provided by the Act to maintain the same.1,2 In India, 
there are some cases on the pharmaceutical companies 
pending in both Hon'ble Trial court and Higher courts related 
to the contravention of the D&C Act. Not maintaining Good 
Manufacturing Practice (GMP) is a significant problem of 
arising substandard medicines. As per the D & C Act, the 
manufacturer should have a valid license to ensure the 
product's quality.3 In this light, we will discuss the Regulation 
of veterinary drugs activities related to drug products' quality, 
safety and efficacy by taking a case filed in the Hon'ble Special 
court for Economic offences Bangalore (India), where the 
accused was involved in the manufacture of the veterinary 
drug products without a valid license. The study will help the 
regulators, drug manufacturers and the public regarding the 

Indian veterinary drug regulation and the legal action by the 
Government with one relevant precedent. 

Regulation of Drug Products and the Indian Act4

The definition of a spurious drug is outlined under section 
17-B of the D & C Act. It reveals the product shall be deemed 
to be spurious: 

(a)  If it is manufactured under a name that belongs to another 
drug; or

(b)  If it is an imitation of, or is a substitute for, another drug 
or resembles another drug in a manner likely to deceive 
or bears upon it or upon its label or container the name 
of another drug unless it is plainly and conspicuously 
marked so as to reveal its true character and its lack of 
identity with such other drug; or

(c)  If the label or container bears the name of an individual 
or company purporting to be the manufacturer of the 

Table 1. Different Offences are outlined in D&C Act for the manufacture 
and sale of certain drug products.1

Section 
18 (a) (i) 

It is an offence clause and indicates that no person 
shall by himself or by any other person on his behalf 
manufacture for sale or distribute or sell or stock any 
drug which is "not of standard quality" (NSQ) or is  
Misbranded, Adulterated or Spurious.

Section 
18 (c)

It is an offence clause for preventing the illegal 
manufacture or sale of drugs. According to the 
D&C Act 1940, No person shall by himself or by any 
other person on his behalf manufacture for sale or 
distribute or sell or stock any drug except under, and 
in accordance with the conditions of, a licence issued 
for such purpose under the chapter of D & C Act. Any 
person who infringes it and sells drugs without a valid 
license as provided by section 18 of clause 'C' shall be 
punishable with imprisonment for three years, which 
may be extended to five years and fine not less than 
one lakh Rupees.

Section 
17 B (e)

This clause describes the meaning of spurious 
drugs under the D&C Act. A Drug shall be considered 
spurious: If it purports to be the product of the 
manufacturer of whom it is not truly a product. 

Section 
32

Cognisance of offences.  
No prosecution shall be instituted except by Inspector 
or any gazetted officer authorised by state or central 
Government or the person aggrieved or a recognised 
consumer association*.

No Court inferior to that of the court of a session 
shall try an offence punishable under this chapter 
(Chapter IV of D & C Act)*.

*effective from 10.08.2009 

Section 
33-M

Cognisance of offence:
1. No prosecution under this chapter shall be instituted 
except by an Inspector with the previous sanction 
of the authority specified under subsection (4) of 
section 33-G.

2.No court inferior to that of a Metropolitan Magistrate 
or of a Judicial Magistrate of the first class shall try 
an offence punishable under this chapter ( Chapter 
IVA of D & C Act).
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Drug Inspectors conduct the 
inspections of both pharmacies, 

manufacturing and sale premises

The samples will be sealed, signed 
and sent to the government analyst by 

registered post

Based on the Government analyst 
report the lnspector will take further 

actions

They verify whether the conditions of 
the license are being fulfilled or not

If the price is not accepted then the 
inspector shall render a receipt in 

prescribed Form 17A

In case of court  proceedings, the report 
will be forwarded to the Honorable 

Judge for Final Judgment 

There are two types of actions 

Administrative action Prosecution Action

Warning suspension of Licenses/Production permission Filing the Complaint in the Court of Law 

Cancellation/Product permission   Evidence from the prosecution will be produced before 
the court and accused have liberty to cross examine the 

evidence and defeat their case Stop production orders 

After bearing the case following CRPC procedures honorable 
court makes the judgment 

Conviction or Acquittal

Reason for acquittal or dropping?

Inspectors take sample from the 
premises by describing the reason in 

Form No 17 

They shall render a fair price for the 
sample and obtain acknowledgement

Figure 1. Inspection procedure as per the regulation of D&C Act and rules thereunder.1,8

drug, which individual or company is fictitious or does 
not exist; or 

(d)  If it has been substituted wholly or in part by another drug 
or substance; or 

(e)  If it purports to be the product of the manufacturer of 
whom it is not truly a product. 

As D&C Act and Rules provide the Regulation of drug 
products regarding the product's safety, efficacy, and quality, 
some offences are also outlined for the infringer as provided 
in Table 1. The infringement of the Regulation is found by the 
inspection procedure as provided in Figure 1.1,5

Also, as per the Act, the definition Drug Inspector, 
Government Analyst, Panchanama witness are provided, 
who are involved in the various activities, as below, and some 
of the forms related to the Regulation is provided in Table 2. 

Drugs Inspector is appointed under section 21) of the D & 
C Act by the Central or State Government for other than the 
Ayurvedic, Siddha, and Unani Drugs (ASU Drugs) and Drugs 
Inspector is appointed under Section 33 G of the D & C Act by 
the Central or State Government for Ayurvedic, Siddha, and 
Unani Drugs (ASU Drugs).

 
That the Government Analyst is appointed under section 

20 of D & C Act by the Central or a State Government to test 
or analyse the drugs and cosmetics other than the  ASU 
products and for testing or analysing Ayurvedic, Siddha, and 
Unani medicines (ASU medicine)  Government Analyst is 
appointed by the Central Government or a State Government 
under section 33F D & C Act.

The person who acts as witnesses of the Panchanama 
(Mahazar) are known as "Panchas". It's important to remember 
that the Panchas must consist of two or more self-reliant and 
respectable individuals. Such a Panchanama (Mahazar) is 
critical when there are no direct eyewitnesses to the crime, 
and the case rests solely on circumstantial evidence. Indian 
Evidence Act, 1872, section 159 requires the Panch (witness) 
to refresh his memory before testifying in court.1,6

Case Presentation
This is a case study of a prosecution instituted in the Hon'ble 
court of special Court of economic Offences Bangalore. 
The Complainant is the state of Karnataka at the instance 
of Drugs Inspector, Bangalore Circle-3, Drug control 
Department, Bangalore (India), filed against Accused No- 
1(Proprietor) and Accused No-2 ( Person in charge ) of 
Caretech Pharmaceuticals, No.63/3, Devegowda Layout, P 
& T Road, Srigandakaval, Bangalore-91. The complaint alleges 
that the accused has committed offences under section 18 
(a)(i) R/w. Section  17B(e), Section 18(a)(i) and  section 18(c)  
Punishable under section 27(c) , Section 27(d) and  Section 
27(b)(ii)’ of the D&C Act and Rules.9 

The Drugs Inspector, Blood bank and Intelligence wing, 
Bangalore (CW-2), received credible information that 
Accused No-1 is manufacturing veterinary drugs for sale 
at M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals is located at No. 63/3, 
Devegowda Layout, P&T Road, Srigandakaval, Bangalore-91 
without the valid licence required under the D & C Act 
provisions. On 14.08.2007, the Drugs Inspector, BBWI (CW-2), 
and his colleagues and Panch witnesses raided the 
premises of M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Bangalore 
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Table 2. Forms related to Regulation of drug products as per D&C Act.1,8

Forms Description

Form 17 

It is a form prescribed under the Drugs and Cosmetics 
Act and Rules to be used by a drug Inspector for 
intimation to a person from whom a sample is taken. 
Whenever an inspector takes a sample of a drug or 
cosmetics for evaluation or examination, the details of 
products taken for testing shall be described in writing 
under Form 17 and informed to the person from whom 
it is taken.

Form 
17A

It is the receipt for drug samples taken by the Inspector 
when a fair price of the sample is refused by a person 
from whom the sample is taken.

Form 
25A

It is a Loan license issued for the manufacture for sale 
of drugs specified other than Schedule C & C1 and 
X. A Loan licence means a licence which a licensing 
authority may be  issued to an applicant who proposes 
to avail of the manufacturing facilities owned by a 
licence in form -25. 

Form 25 It is a licence issued for the manufacture for sale of 
drugs other than those specified in Schedule C & C1 and X.

Form 18

It is a request letter made by a Drug inspector to the 
Government analyst for analysis of the samples. It 
is sent as per the procedure. One copy of form-18 is 
sent with a sample and another copy separately for 
comparison by Govt Analyst. 

Form 13

It is a test report of the sample issued by the Govt 
Analyst. The form-13 is issued in triplicate to the Drugs 
Inspector. In turn, the Drugs Inspector issues one 
copy to the person from whom the sample is drawn, 
Another to the person whose name is disclosed in 
reply to notice under section 18A of the D &C Act. The 
third one is used for prosecution,etc.

Form 16

It is a receipt issued to the person from whom the 
Drugs Inspector seized the stock of drugs and other 
incrementing articles. This is a receipt form for con-
fiscated drugs, cosmetics, paperwork, documentation or 
any other factual thing. It is a receipt for the medication 
or cosmetic or articles /substance/documents stock 
seized under section 22(1) clause (c) or Clause (cc) by 
Drugs Inspector.

91 and found stocked veterinary drugs, namely Myciprol, 
pack size 100gms, Myciprol pack size 250 gms and Enro-10, 
500ml, which are purported to be manufactured by M/s. 
Caretech Pharmaceuticals and labelled as manufactured 
by M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Peenya Industrial Area, 
Bangalore-58. On enquiry, the person in charge accused 
No-2, revealed that they do not have a drug manufacturing 
licence for the raided premises. They also found raw 
materials namely Ciprofloxacin and Enrofloxacin I.P., packing 
materials. Out of the stocked drug, the Drugs Inspector BBWI 
has drawn a legal sample of Enro-10, Myciprol, Ciprofloxacin, 
Enrofloxacin I.P., B.No. EN0678 and Ciprofloxacin, B. No. Nil 
by issuing Form 17 and Form 17A. The Drugs Inspector BBWI 
(CW2) seized the remaining stock of drugs, raw materials 
and packing material under Form 16 under Panchanama. 
The Drugs Inspector BBWI further enquired about the person 
in charge accused 2. During enquiry, accused 2 revealed 
that sales bills were prepared and issued in the name & 
address as M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Nandini Layout, 
Bangalore-96. They have obtained a loan license on M/s. 
Karnataka Antibiotics and Pharmaceuticals Limited, situated 
at No.14, 2nd Phase, Peenya Industrial Area, Bangalore-58 
and documents pertaining to sales and loan licenses are in 
their premises situated at M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals, 
Nandini Layout, Bangalore-96. 

The Drugs Inspector BBWI has sent legal samples to the 
Government analyst for test and analysis under Form 18. 

Further on enquiry with the person in charge of M/s. Karnataka 
Antibiotics and Pharmaceuticals Limited, situated at No.14, 2nd 

Phase, Peenya Industrial Area, Bangalore-58, revealed that 
M/s. Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Nandini Layout, Bangalore-96 
have not given order to manufacture the product Enro-
10, B.No. 005 and drug Ciprofloxacin Water-soluble Feed 
Supplement MYCIPROL.They had not manufactured Enro-
10, B.No.005. The Drugs Inspector received the test report 
in Form 13 of the sample Ciprofloxcin -Myciprol pack size 
100gms, Batch No 1048, D/M:08/2007,D/E 02/2009  declared 
as not of standard quality. The said drug does not confirm the 
label claim with respect to the identification test. The Drugs 
Inspector also received a test report of Ciprofloxacin Myciprol 
pack size 250gms, B.No 1048, D/M 08/2007. D/E 02/2009 
declared as not of standard quality with respect to Assay 
for Ciprofloxacin, i.e.; it contains only 60.5% of the label claim. 
The Drugs Inspector sent a copy of Form 13 to the accused 1. 
On 14.08.2007, the Drugs Inspector, Bangalore Circle 4 (CW14), 
and other inspectors and panchas visited M/s. Caretech 
Pharmaceuticals, Nandini Layout, Bangalore-96. Accused-1 
was present during the visit and on enquiry, revealed that 
drugs were manufactured without a valid license. Further, 
accused-1 produced a copy of the purchase invoice of the 
raw materials purchased from  M/s. Mundra Enterprises, M/s. 
Harshad Enterprises and also produced sales invoices of 
certain finished products sold by them M/s. Venkateshwara 
Agency, M/s. Lotus Enterprises and M/s. Vangili Feeds. The 
Drugs Inspector, Bangalore Circle 4, seized the documents of 
raw material purchase invoice and sales invoices by issuing 
form 16 under panchanama. The Drugs Inspector, Bangalore 
Circle 4 verified the sale of drugs at M/s. Mundra Enterprises, 
M/s. Harshad Enterprises, M/s. Venkateshwara Agency, M/s. 
Lotus Enterprises and M/s. Vangili Feeds and found to be the 
accused sold the drugs to the said firms. The investigation 
reveals that drugs were seized from the premises of M/s. 
Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Bangalore 91 are spurious drugs 
as they are not the true products manufactured by M/s. 
Caretech Pharmaceuticals, Peenya, Bangalore 58. The drugs 
inspector, Bangalore Circle 3, after receiving the documents 
from the Drugs Inspector (CW2 & CW14 & CW3), verified 
the case's facts and submitted the report to the Drugs 
Controller And Controlling authority. The Drugs Inspector 
obtained the prosecution permission from the controlling 
authority and instituted the prosecution against the accused 
no 1 & 2 for the offence punishable U/s 27(c), 27(d) & 27(b)
(ii) of the Drugs and Cosmetics Act. The Hon'ble Court took 
cognisance of the offence. The accused did not plead guilty 
and asked to conduct a trial. The prosecution has examined 
1 to 20 witnesses and marked documents from P1 to P191 and 
material objects M.O. 1 to M.O 21.8,9 

Contention of the accused

1.  That the Complainant Drugs Inspector need to produce 
his appointment notification published in the official 
gazette. If not produced, it cannot be considered a public 
servant, leading to an acquittal of the case. 

2.  The prosecutor's approval does not reveal all the 
elements. Expungement permission is invalid. Chapter 
IV-A requires prosecution permission. The accused 
submitted a ruling of the Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka 
in the case of M/s. Tejpal & Company (Karnataka) in Crl. 
A. No.1569/2004, where it is decided that "in the absence 
of a prior sanction, there cannot be any prosecution." 
In the cases like State of Madhya Pradesh vs Anil Soni 
reported in 2015(1) DC 154 & in case of Adhiyaman & 
others vs State reported in 2016(1) DC 477) had similar 
findings is given. In Dr. Om Prakash Singh vs State, 
reported in 2003 Drugs Cases 293 it is held that prior 
sanction is required.
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3.  That merely on the basis of the confession statement, 
it cannot be said that the offence alleged against the 
accused is proved. The Accused submitted supporting 
ruling rendered by the Hon'ble High Court of Madras in 
the case of state V/s Anuradha Ramanth reported in 
LAWS (MAD,)-2002-3-113. The accused further contended 
that wrong labelling cannot be constituted as a spurious 
drug its only address mistake. 

4.  The Gazette notification of the appointment of the 
Government analyst under section 20 of the D & C Act is 
not produced by the prosecution. Hence the test reports 
issued by the Government are not valid. The test reports 
do not reveal the test method's protocols applied and 
are incomplete and cannot be accepted. Therefore, the 
drugs can not be considered as not of standard quality.

5.  The independent witnesses have not supported the 
case. The seized materials does not establish that they 
are seized from the accused premises. Hence they are 
not dealing without valid licence. 

6.  The accused no 1 is the proprietor of the firm,as per 
section 34 of D & C Act his responsibility in the offence 
of the company is not established. Similarly, Accused 
no 2 is an employee of the firm,he is also not aware of 
the firm's licence details. The accused is manufacturing 
veterinary medications in their facility, according to 
labour and commercial tax documents.9

Contention of the Prosecution

1.  The Complainant has submitted the gazette notification 
for having appointed him as a Drugs Inspector in 2003 
& the contention of the accused is not valid. 

2.  The controlling authority has permitted to institute of 
the prosecution against the accused in the jurisdictional 
court after carefully studying the investigating officer's 
report. The accuser's claim is false. This case does not 
belong to Ayurveda, Unani, and Siddha medications. 
This case is not under Chapter IVA of the D & C Act. This 
case is under chapter IV of the Drugs & Cosmetics Act. 
Nowhere else in Chapter IV  the sanction is required to 
start a criminal case. According to rule 51 of the Drug and 
Cosmetics Rules, only permission is required for beginning 
proceedings under section 32 of the Drug and Cosmetic 
Act. That sanction is not required for filing the complaint 
under 18A,18B ,18(c) & 18(i)(a) punishable under 27.

3.  The prosecution has proved the offence of the accused 
with collaborative evidence along with a confession 
statement. The drug was not manufactured under a loan 
licence at Karnataka antibiotics and pharmaceutical ltd 
Bangalore-58. The manufacturer name indicated on 
the label of the container is not the true manufacturer 
of the product. Hence sampled and seized drugs fall 
under the definition of spurious drugs. The accused have 
manufactured drugs in the unlicensed premises and 
labelled them as manufactured in the licensed premises 
amounts to the manufacture of spurious drugs.

4.  The Analyst is appointed by the State Government. Only 
reason that the notification is not produced cannot be 
held that the analyst is not appointed as a Government 
analyst. The Analyst Report contains the method of 
testing adopted by him. Hence the reports are in 
compliance with rule 46 of Drugs and Cosmetics Rules 
1945. The test reports are conclusive evidnce if they are 
not challenged by the accused. In this case, the reports 
are not challenged. Hence they are valid.

5.  The prosecution elaboratively argued that the drugs 
manufactured are not of standard quality and spurious 
drugs. The drugs are manufactured without valid licence 
and sale of drugs without a licence are also proved 
beyond doubt.

6.  The section 34 of the D & C Act does not apply to the 
properties ship firm. The Accused 1 is the sole proprietor of 
the firm. The Accused 2 is the in charge of the unlicensed 
manufacturing firm. Hence both are responsible for the 
offences.

Penalties
First Offence: Section 27 of D & C Act covers the punishment 
clause: Whoever himself or by any person on his behalf 
manufacture for sale.

a)  A Not of standard quality or Adulterated or spurious drug 
when used cause grievous hurt within the meaning of 
section 320 of IPC shall be punishable with imprisonment 
for a term of B* ( ten years extended up to life and a fine 
of Rs 10 lakhs.)

b)  (i) Adulterated medications or (ii) dealing in drugs 
without a valid licence shall be punishable with 
imprisonment for the term which shall C* (not less be 
less than for three years extended up to five years and 
fine of Rs 1 lakh.)

 Provided that the court may, for any adequate and 
special reasons to be recorded in the judgement, impose 
a sentence of imprisonment for a term of  D* (less than 
three years and of fine of less than one lakh rupees)

c)  Any drug deemed to be spurious u/s 17B but not referred 
under Clause (a) shall be punishable for imprisonment 
for the term which shall E* (not less than seven years 
but may extend to life and fine of Rs 3 Laks.)

Provided that the court may, for any adequate and special 
reasons to be recorded in the judgment, impose a sentence of 
imprisonment for a term of F* (less than seven years but not 
less than three years and of fine of less than one lakh rupees).

d)  Any drug other than a drug referred in Clause (a),(b),(c), 
in violation of any of the provision of the D & C Act or any 
Rule shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term 
which shall not be less than one year which extended 
to two years and G* Fine not less than of Rs 20000/-.

Provided that the court may, for any adequate and special 
reason to be recorded in the judgement impose a sentence 
of imprisonment for a term of less than one year.

Note
B*  Substituted effective from 10.08.2009 for "Punishable with 

imprisonment for a term which shall not be less than five 
years but which may extend to a term of life and with 
fine which shall not be less than ten thousand rupees.

C*  Substituted with effect from 10.08.2009 for "not be less 
than one year but which may extend to three years 
and with fine which shall not be less than five thousand 
rupees.

D*  Substituted with effect from 10.08.2009 for "less than one 
year and of a fine of less than five thousand rupees". 

E*  substituted with effect from 10.08.2009 for "not be less 
than three years but which may extend to five years 
and with fine which shall not be less than five thousand 
rupees."

F*  substituted with effect from 10.08.2009 for "less than three 
years but not less than one year".

G*  substituted with effect from 10.08.2009 for "and with fine".9

Subsequent Offences: The penalty for subsequent offfence 
are covered under section 30 of D & C Act. Whoever having 
been convicted of an offence:

a)  is again convicted for dealing in Adulterated medications  
or dealt in medicine without valid licence shall be 
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punishable for imprisonment for seven years extended 
upto ten years and fine of Rs 1 lakh 

b)  is again convicted for dealing in spurious drug is 
punshible for imprisonment punshible for ten years 
extended upto life and fine of Rs 3 lakhs

c)  is again convicted for offence punshible under section 
27 (d) of D & C Act is punshible for  imprisonment for two 
years, which may be extended to four years, and a fine 
of Rs 50000/-9

Decision of the Honourable Court

1.  The Prosecution has proved the notification of the 
appointment of a Drugs Inspector. Hence Drugs Inspector 
has jurisdiction to inspect and investigate the case 

2.  The Prosecution permission issued by the controlling 
authority contains all ingredients of offence and it reveals 
the controlling authority has appiled his mind, with due 
deliegince the permission is issued. The prosecution 
permission is valid.

3.  The Drugs Enro-10 500ml, Myciprol pack size 100gms, and 
250gms are wrong labelled by original manufacturers 
M/s Caretech pharmaceuticals. They have mentioned 
the wrong manufacturing address.. Hence they are not 
spurious drugs. 

4.  The Myciprol pack size 100gms, and 250gms are not of 
standard quality. They are supported by valid test reports.

5.  The Complainant has proved that accused -1 
manufactured and stocked drugs for sale without 
possessing a valid licence under the D & C Act .

6.  The Complainant has not proved that the accused 
-2 has taken part in the offence of the firm. He is an 
employee of the firm. He is not legally bound to know 
whether the owner of the firm possess the licence or not.

The Hon'ble court ordered that accused-2 is acquitted and 
accused -1 is convicted for the offences punishable under 
sections 27(b)(ii), and 27D of Drugs and Cosmetics Act 1940.

The Hon'ble Court ruled that the prosecution has not 
proved the charges punishable under section 27(c) and 
both the accused was acquitted. 

The Hon'ble Court convicted the accused-1 under CRPC 
section 248(2) for the offences punishable under D & C Act 
1940 sections 27(b)(ii) and 27D. The accused-1 is sentenced 
to undergo imprisonment till raising of the court and to pay 
a fine of Rs. 5,000/- for the offences u/s  27(b)(ii), and the 
accused-1 is sentenced to undergo imprisonment till raising 
of the court and to pay a fine of Rs. 5,000/- for the offences 
u/s 27(d) of the D& C Act 1940. The accused No.1's sentence 
runs concurrently.8,9

Summary
The Hon'ble court considered that Accused -2 is an employee 
of the firm. He is not legally bound to know whether the 
firm's owner possesses a valid licence or not. The Hon'ble 
court considered that wrong labelling would not fall under 
the definition of spurious drugs. Hence the accused are 
acquitted for the manufacture and sale of spurious drugs 
punishable U/s 27(c) of D &C ACT... Further, the court has 
considered the Govt. Analyst test report has conclusive 
evidence and convicted for manufacture and sale of not of 
standard quality drugs. The Hon'ble court also considered 
the manufacture of drugs in another site than the licensed 
premises is manufactured without a license. Hence accused 
No 2 is acquitted and accused -1 is convicted for the offence 
for the offences punishable under sections 27(b)(ii) and 27D 
of D & C Act 1940.
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Conclusion
There is no evidence that accused No. 2 (Person in 
Command) is in control of M/s. Caretech Pharmaceutical's 
manufacturing section. There is no proof to substantiate 
Accused No. 2's involvement in the firm's operations and 
also no indication that accused No. 2 was aware that M/s 
Caretech Pharmaceutical lacked a licence to manufacture 
the medications in the premises where they were 
manufactured. The accused No. 1 (Proprietor)  is sentenced 
to undergo imprisonment till raising of the court and to 
pay a fine of Rs. 5,000/- for the offences u/s  27(b)(ii), and 
the accused-1 is sentenced to undergo imprisonment till 
raising of the court and to pay a fine of Rs. 5,000/- for the 
offences u/s 27(d) of the D& C Act 1940. The accused No.1's 
sentence runs concurrently. Samples must be returned to 
the Complainant once the appeal time has expired or to be 
disposed of legally.

Significance Statement
This study described the Laws and Regulations of veterinary 
drugs in India as per the Indian Drug and Cosmetic Act, 
focusing on the Regulation of drug products for quality drug 
products and the legal action by the Indian laws against 
the infringer. This study will help the regulators and drug 
manufacturers in ease understanding of the laws and 
Regulation of drugs and the strictness in action against 
the infringer like drug manufacturers. Thus, a new study on 
"Regulating veterinary drugs in India: A case study based on 
the Drug and Cosmetic Act" has been provided.
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