No. 09/37/2019-6V1
Government of Haryana
Chief Secretary’s Office
General Administration Department
(Vigilance-1 Branch)

To
A, All Administrative Secretaries to Government Haryana,
vZ. All Heads of Departments.
v8. Registrar General, Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.
v, Commissioners, Ambala, Hisar, Gurugram, Karnal, Faridabad and Rohtak
Divisions.
5. All Chief Administratars/Administrators/Managing Directors/Executive
Heads of PSUs-Boards/Corporations/Statutory Bodies/Autonomous
Bodies/Societies in Haryana State.
“6. All Deputy Commissioners in Haryana State.
7. Registrars of all the Universities in Haryana.
Dated Chandigarh, the: 22" November, 2024
Subject: Guidelines to be followed by the authorities competent to accord
sanction for prosecution under section 19 of the PC Act.
e e e e ke
Sir/Madam,

| am directed to invite your attention on the subject noted above and to
enclose herewith a copy of Chapter 6.7.1. to 6.7.8. of the Central Vigilance Commission’s
Vigilance Manual and their instructions bearing No. 005/VGL/11 dated 12.05.2005,
28.03.2012 & 25.05.2015 for clarity and uniformity in decision making, to accord

sanction for prosecution under section 19 of the PC Act.

Yours faithfully,

Joint Secretary to Government Haryana,
Vigilance-I.
Endst. No. 09/37/2019-6V1 Dated Chandigarh the, 22.11.2024

' A copy of above is forwarded to the Additional Director General of Police,
Anti Corruption Bureau, Haryana w.r.t. his letter No. 5836/Secret/ACB (H) dated
15.02.2024 for information.
Bl

Joint Secretary to Government Haryana,
Vigilance-l.



65.6.1.3

6.6.2

6.7

A

CHAPTER - VI Central Bureau of Investigation

In cases in which preliminary inquiry / investigation reveals that there is
no substance in the allegations, the CBI may decide lo close the case. Such
cases pertaining to calegory “A” officers will be reported to the Central
Vigilance Commission as also 1o the authorities to whom copies of the
FI.Rs / PEs registration reporls were sent. In other cases, the decision
to close a case will be communicated by the CBI to the administrative
authorities concerned.

Cases where prosecution recommended:

On completion of investigation, if the C.B.I. comes to a conclusion that
sufficient evidence is available for launching a eriminal prosecution, they
shall forward its Report to the Central Vigilance Commission if previous
sanction lor prosecution is required under Prevention of Corruption Act,
1988 to be issued in the name of the President and also to the authority
competent lo sanction prosecution, through the CVO concerned. In
other cases, the report will be forwarded to the autherity competent to
sanction prosecution, through the CVO concerned. The report, which
may be accompanied by the draft sanction order, should give the rank
and designation of the authorily competent lo dismiss the delinquent
officer from service and the law or rules under which that authority is
competenl lo do so.

(VG Circwdar No. 005/ VGLIET dated 12.05.2005, 28.63. 2012 and

25.05.2015)

PREVIOUS SANCTION FOR CRIMINAL PROSECUTION

Requirement of sanction: Section 19 of the Prevention of Corruption

Act, 1988 lays down that no court shall take cognizance of an offence

punishable under sections 7,11,13 and 15 of Prevention of Corruption Act,

1988 alleged to have been committed by a Public Servant, except with
the previous sanction of the authority competent to remove him from his
office.

It may be noted that the requirement of previous sanction under section
19 of Prevention of Corruption Act. 1988 was earlier necessary only in

* Para substituted in the light of PC (Amendmen!) Aci. 2018.
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respecl of serving public servants, however, with amendment of the

Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 in 2018, sanction is also required in
respect of retired public servants under the PC Act.

Guidelines for the Sanctioning authorilies: On receipt of a request for
granl of previous sanction necessary for prosecution under section 19 of
Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 from the CBI or other investigating
agencies and while processing such requests, all the Ministries /
Departments / Organisations shall take decisions expeditiously and in
accordance with the guidelines issued by the Commission vide CVC
Circular No. 003/VGL/11 dated 12.05.2005, 28.03.2012 and 25.05.2015.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court has in ils judgements in various cases,
particularly in the cases of Vineel Nargin & others Vs Union of India, 1997
[1 SCC 226], and CBI Vs Ashok Kumar Agarwal, 2013 [(2014) AIR SC
827], laid down delailed guidelines to be observed while considering

request for grant of sanction for prosecution. Commission vide_Circular
No. 005/VGL/11 dated 12.05.2005, 28.03.2012 and 25.05.2015 has
summarised the Supreme Court’s guidelines which are to be observed

by the administrative authorities while considering request for grant of
sanction for prosecution.

As per the directions of the Apex Court, a time limil of 3 months has

been fixed for grant or refusal of sanction for prosecution and 4 months
where the opinion of Attorney General or of any other law officer in AG's
office is sought.

The Commission in terms of its powers and functions under section 8(1}{(f)

of the CVC Act, 2003 directs all administrative authorities to scrupulously

follow the guidelines while considering and deciding requests for sanction
for prosecution.

The guidelines as summarised in the CVC Circular No. 005/VGL/11 dated
12.05.2005 are hereunder: -

Grant of sanction is an administralive act. The purpose is to protect the
public servant from harassment by frivolous or vexatious prosecution
and not to shield the corrupl. The question of giving opportunity to the
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CHAPTER - Vi

does not arise. The sanctioning authority has

ublic servant at that stage '
; would prima facie conslilute the offence.

only to see whether the facts

The competent authority cannot embark upon an inguiry to judgeh'th-e
truth of the allegations on the basis of representation which may be filed
by the accused person before the Sanctioning Aulhority, by asking the
IO to offer his comments or to further investigate the matter in the light
of representation made by the accused person or by otherwise holding
a parallel investigation / enquiry by calling for the record / report of his

Department.

When an offence alleged to have been commilted under the PC. Act has
been investigated by the SPE, the report of the IO is invariably scrutinised
by the DIG, IG and thereafter by DG (CBI). Then the matter is further
scrutinised by the concerned Law Officers in CBI.

When the matter has been investigated by such a specialized agency and
the report of the IO of such agency has been scrutinised so many times
al such high levels, there will hardly be any case where the Government
would find it difficull to disagree with the request for sanclion.

The accused person has the liberty to file representations when the
matter is pending investigation. When the representations so made have
already been considered and the comments of the 10 are already before
the Competent Aulhority. there can be no need for any further comments
of IO on any further representation.

A representation subsequent to the completion of investigation is not
known to law, as the law is well established that the material to be
considered by the Competent Authority is the material which was
collected during investigation and was placed before the Competent
Authority.

However, if in any case, the Sanclioning Authorily afler consideration of
Lthe entire material placed belore it, enterlains any doubt on any point the
competent authority may specily the doubt with sufficient particulars and
may request the Authority who has sought sanction to clear the doubt.
But thal would be only to clear the doubt in order that the authority

2L Vigilance Many
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may apply its mind proper, and not for the purpose of considering the

representalions of the accused which may be filed while the matter is

pending sanction.

The guidelines issued vide Commission’s Circular No. 005/VGL/11 dated
25.05.2015 are hereunder: -

The prosecution must send the entire relevant record to the sanclioning
authority including the FIR disclosure statements, statements of witnesses,
recovery memos, draft charge-sheet and all other relevant material. The
record so sent should also contain the material / document, if any, which
may lilt the balance in favour of the accused and on the basis of which,
the competent authority may refuse sanction.

The authority ilsell has o do complete and conscious scrutiny of the
whole record so produced by the prosecution independently applying
its mind and taking into consideration all the relevant facts before grant
of sanction while discharging its duty to give or withhold the sanction.

The power to grant sanction is to be exercised strictly keeping in mind
the public interest and the protection available to the accused against
whom Lhe sanction is sought.

The order of sanction should make it evident that the authority had been
aware of all relevant facls / materials and had applied its mind to all the
relevant material.

In every individual case, the prosecution has to establish and satisfy the
court by leading evidence thal the entire relevant (acts had been placed
before the sanctioning authority and the authority had applied its mind
on the same and that the sanction had been granted in accordance with
law.

Commission’s advice in cases where Previous Sanction for Prosecution
is sought: Para 2 (vii) of Gol Resolution dated 11.02.1964 and Lhe guidelines
issued by "DoPT vide OM No. 372/6/2017-AVD-1ll dated 01.03.2019,
provide that the Commission tenders advice in cases of prosecution for

7 Substituted vide DoPT OM dated 81.03.2019.
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Presidenlial appointees. In cases in which the CBI or other Investigaling
Agency considers that prosecution should be launched and the previous
sanction for such prosecution is required under any law to be issued
in the name of the President, the Commission will tender advice, after
considering the comments received from the concerned administrative
authority, as to whether or not prosecution should be sanctioned. In
terms of Commission’s instructions issued vide Lelter No. 98/VGL |7 dated
12.03.1998, the time limit for furnishing comments by the administrative
authorities on the CBI reporl is 30 days. Further, in terms of the DoPT
OM No.399/33/2006-AVD-III dated 06.11.2006 & 20.12,2006 and No.
118/2/2011 dated 31.01.2012 the administrative authorities are required
to formulate their tentative views on the report of the CBI within three
weeks. In case the comments of Ministry / Department / Undertaking
arc not received within three weeks in respect of cases where sanction

lor prosecution has been recommended. the Commission would tender
its advice suo motu, Comments received after three weeks but before 31
days, the Commission would treal it as a reconsideration request. Any
comments received after expiry of 31 days shall not be entertained by
the Commission and would be referred to DoPT.

(VG Circular No, 33/09(10 duted 28.09.201 £

Request for Reconsideration of Commission’s advice: In terms of
para 2. (ii) & (iii) of DoPT OM No. 399/33/2006-AVD-IHI dated 06.11.2006
& 20.12.2006. the Ministry / Department shall formulate their view on
the advice of the Commission within seven days and may refer the case
to the Commission for reconsideration of its advice only in exceptional
cases when new facts have come to light. The Commission would render

appropriate advice to the competent authority within a fortnight.

In case, the Comimission on reconsideration, advises for grant of sanction,
the concerned Ministry / Department will issue the requisite orders
immediately. However, if the concerned Ministry / Department proposes
not te accept the reconsidered advice of the Commission, the case will he
referred to the Department of Personnel and Training as per® DoPT OM

¢ Substituted vide DoPT OM dated 01.03.2019.
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No. 372/6/2017-AVD-Ill dated 01.03.2019. The DoPT shall decide the case
within (hree weeks and convey its decision to the concerned Ministry /
Department.

Resolving difference of opinion between the CBI or other Investigating
Agency and the Competent authorily: In terms of the DoPT °guidelines
issued vide OM No. 372/6/2017-AVD-1ll dated 01.03.2019, in cases where
an authority other than the President is competent to sanction prosecution
under section 19 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 and the authority
does not propose to accord the sanction sought for by the CBI, or the other
invesligating agency, as the case may be, the case will be reported to the
Commission and the authority will take further action after considering

the Commission’s advice.

In cases recommended by the CBI for Departmental action against such
employees as do not come within the normal advisory jurisdiction of
the Commission, the Commission will continue to resolve the difference
of opinion, il any, belween the CBI and the competent administrative
authorities as to the course of action to be taken.

Reference to DoPT:

In cases falling under the calegories mentioned in para 6.7.5 and 6.7.6
above and where the administrative authorities do not propose to accept
the advice of the Commission for grant of sanction for presecution, the
cases should be referred lo DoPT.

WDoPT OM No. 372161201 7-AVD-HI dated 1.63.2018)

In cases falling under the calegories mentioned in para 6.7.5 and 6.7.6
above and where lhe administrative authorities do not propoese to accept
the advice of the Commission declining grant of sanction for presecution,
the cases should be referred to DoPT.

Do OM No. 372/6/201 7-AVD-HI dated 61.63.2019)

" Substituted vide DoPT OM dated 01.03.2019.
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CHAPTER - VI Central Bureau of Investigation

Where two or more Government servants belonging to different Ministries /
Departments, or under the control of different cadre controlling authorities
are involved, the CBI will seek Sanction from the respective Ministries /
Departments or Llhe respective competent aulhorilies in accordance
with the procedure laid down in the “DoPT OM No. 372/6/2017-AVD-1l1
dated 01.03.2019). Where Sanction is granted in the case of one of the
Government servants bul Sanction is refused in the case of the other
or others, the CBI will refer the case to the DoPT for resolution of the

conllicl, il any.
“Deleted reference

WDePT OM No. 37216201 7-AVD-HI dated 01.03.20189)

GRANT OF IMMUNITY / PARDON TO APPROVERS

If during an investigation, the SPE finds that a public servant, against
whom the Commission's advice is necessary, has made a full and (rue
disclosure implicating himself and other public servants or members of
the public and that such statement is free from malice, the IG / SPE may
send ils recommendation to the Commission regarding grant of immunity /
leniency to such person from the Departmental action or punishment.
The Commission will consider the recommendation in consultation with
the administrative Ministry / Department / Organisation concerned and
advise that authorily regarding the course of further action to be taken.

ASSISTANCE AND COOPERATION TO CBI IN ENQUIRY /
INVESTIGATION

The administrative authorities and the individual public servants should
extend full cooperation to the CBI during the course of investigation.

The Directive on “Investigation of cases by the SPE Division of the
CBI and facilities and cooperalion to be extended by Administrative
Authorities” were issued vide MHA OM NO 371/13/66-AVD.H dated
25.06.1969 and DoPT OM No. 371/5[73-AVD.III dated 05.09.1975. A

¥ Deleted being superseded by DoPT OM dated 01.03.2619.
" Inserted.
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No. 005/VGL/11
Central Vigilance Commission
Coordination |
Satarkta Bhawan, Block ‘A’
INA, New Delhi-110023
The, 12" May, 2005.

OFFICE ORDER NO. 31/5/05

Sub:- Guidelines to be followed by the authorities competent to accord
sanction for prosecution u/s. 19 of the PC Act.

----------

The Commission has been concerned that there have been serious
delays in according sanction for prosecution under section 19 of the PC Act
and u/s 197 of CrPC by the competent authorities. The time limit prescribed by
the Hon'ble Supreme Court for this is 3 months generally speaking. The
Commission feels this delay could be partly due to the lack of appreciation of
what the competent authority is expected to do while processing such
requests.

There have been a number of decisions of the Supreme Court in which the
law has been clearly laid down on this issue:-

1. Jagijit Singh Vs. State of Punjab, 1996 Cr.L.J. 2962.

18 State of Bihar Vs, P.P. Sharma, AIR 1991 SC 1260.

3 Superintendent of Police (CBI) Vs. Deepak Chowdhary, AIR 1996 SC
186.

4. Vineet Narain Vs. Union of India, AIR 1998 SC 889.

2, The guidelines to be followed by the sanctioning authority, as declared
by the Supreme Court are summarized hereunder:-

i) Grant of sanction is an administrative act. The purpose is to protect the
public servant from harassment by frivolous or vexatious prosecution and not
to shield the corrupt. The question of giving opportunity to the public
servant at that stage does not arise. The sanctioning authority has only
to see whether the facts would prima-facie constitutes the offence.

1] The competent authority cannot embark upon an inquiry to judge the truth of
the allegations on the basis of representation which may be filed by the
accused person before the Sanctioning Authority, by asking the 1.O. to offer
his comments or to further investigate the matter in the light of representation
made by the accused person or by otherwise holding a parallel
investigation/enquiry by calling for the record/report of his department.

iii) When an offence alleged to have been committed under the P.C. Act has
been investigated by the SPE, the report of the |10 is invariably scrutinized by



vi)

vii)

viii)

the DIG, IG and thereafter by DG (CBI). Then the matter is further scrutinized
by the concerned Law Officers in CBI.

When the matter has been investigated by such a specialized agency and the
report of the 1O of such agency has been scrutinized so many times at such
high levels, there will hardly be any case where the Government would find it
difficult to disagree with the request for sanction.

The accused person has the liberty to file representations when the
matter is pending investigation. When the representations so made have
already been considered and the comments of the 10 are already before the
Competent Authority, there can be no need for any further comments of 1O on
any further representation.

A representation subsequent to the completion of investigation is not
known to law, as the law is well established that the material to be
considered by the Competent Authority is the material which was
collected during investigation and was placed before the Competent
Authority.

However, if in any case, the Sanctioning Authority after consideration of the
entire material placed before it, entertains any doubt on any point the
competent authority may specify the doubt with sufficient particulars and may
request the Authority who has sought sanction to clear the doubt. But that
would be only to clear the doubt in order that the authority may apply its mind
proper, and not for the purpose of considering the representations of the
accused which may be filed while the matter is pending sanction.

If the Sanctioning Authority seeks the comments of the 10 while the matter is
pending before it for sanction, it will almost be impossible for the Sanctioning
Authority to adhere to the time limit allowed by the Supreme Court in Vineet
Narain's case.

The Commission has directed that these guidelines as at para 2(i)-

(vii)should be noted by all concerned authorities for their guidance and strict

compliance.
Sd/-
(Sujit Banerjee)
Secretary
To

Secretaries of All Ministries/Departments

CMDs/CEOs of all PSEs/PSUs/PSBs/Financial Institutions
Autonomous Organisations

All CVOs
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Circular No, 07/03/12

Sub: Guidelines for checking delay in grant of sanction for prosecution

The Central Vigilance Commission has been emphasising the need for prompt and
expeditious disposal of requests of sanction for prosecution received from CBl/other investigating
agencies under the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. It may be recalled that the Supreme
Court had in the case of Vineet Narain'& Ors. Vs. Union of India in its judgment dated 18.12.1997,
issued directions to the effect that “Time limit of three months for grant of sanction for prosecution
must be strictly adhered to. However, additional time of one month may be allowed where
consultation is required with the Attorney General (AG) or any other Law Officer in the AG's

office”.

2. The Central Vigilance Commission under the CVC Act, 2003 has been empowered to review
the progress of applications pending with the Competent Authorities for sanction of prosecution
under the PC Act, 1988, Taking into account delays involved and the lack of appreciation on the
part of Competent Authorities as to what is to be done while processing such requests, the
Commission had prescribed detailed guidelines based on various decisions of the Supreme Court
including the Vineet Narain case, to be followed strictly by the Competent Authorities while
processing requests for sanction for prosecution vide its office order No. 31/5/05 dated
12.05.2005,

3. In the recent judgment of the Supreme Court, dated 31.01.2012, in the matter of
Dr. Subramanian Swamy Vs. Dr. Manmohan Singh & another (Civil Appeal No. 1193 of 2012)
while reiterating the time limits prescribed for grant or otherwise of sanction for prosecution, the
Apex Court, also observed that the guidelines laid down by the Central Vigilance Commission in
its office order dated 12.05.2005 (copy enclosed) are in conformity with the law laid down by the
Apex Court. The grant of sanction is an administrative act and the purpose is to protect the public
servant from harassment by frivolous or vexatious prosecution and not to shield the corrupt. The
question of giving opportunity to the public servant at that stage does not arise and the
sanctioning authority has only to see whether the facts would prima facie constitute the offence.

4. In view of the above, the Commission would reiterate its guidelines dated 12.05.2005 and
also advise all concerned Competent Autharities that while processing requests of sanction for
prosecution under Section 19 of PC Act, 1988, the time limits laid down by the Apex Court are

adhered to in letter and spirit.
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To

(i)  All the Secretaries of Ministries/Departments

(i) Al CMDs of Public Sector Undertaking/Public Sector Banks/Insurance Companies/
Organisations/Societies and Local authorities etc.

(i) All Chief Vigilance Officers of Ministries/Departments/Public Sector Undertaking/Public
Sector Banks/Insurance Companies/Qrganisations/ Societies and Local authorities etc.

(iv} Department of Personnel and Training [Joint Secretary (S&V)]

(v) CBI [Joint Director (Policy)]



Telepraphic Address :
*SATARKTA: New Dethi

E-Mail Address
cen. igik@nic.in

Website | a-rsa'ﬂ' m 3}]?1-:]7[

WA Ve nIeIn T\ﬂ‘ﬂm W
CENTRAL VIGILANCE MMISSH}’*I
EPABX - = " -, H‘?.W.E., ¢ fasefi-110023
24600200 . Satarkta Bhawan, G.P.O. Complex,
Biock A, INA, New Dethi 110023
T/ Fax - 24651186

. GE}SNGU{H‘I
BN, rensrarensatansre S

i
e 4 Dated....... 25 MEY.ZH?’S
CIRCULAR No.G8/05/15

Sub: Guidelines to be followsd by the adminisfrative authorities competent to accord
sanction for prosecution ufs.19 of the PC Act - 1888 - Hon'ble Supreme Court
Judgment in Criminat Appeai No, 1838 of 2013 - req.

Ref: CVC Office Order No.31/5/85 dated 12.03.2605
CVC Circutar No.07/403/12 dated 28.63.2012

ey

The Commissior has heer smphasising the need for quick and expediious decisions on
requests of sanction for prosecution receved from CBWother investigating agencies under the PC Act.
1988 and also to strictly adhere to the time limit of three months for grant or otherwise of sanction for
nrosecution laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Vineet Narain & Ors. Vs Union of india {AIR
1998 SC 889) Despite thess mstructions ang close monitaring of such pending matters: the Commission
nas been concerned with e serous delsys DErsiSting 0 brocessing requests for sanction ior
prosecution by the Competent Authosities

Z The Commission had earier vide its Office Order No 31/5/05 dt 12/05/2005 brought to the
noice of all competen: authorities guidelnes to be followsd by the sanclioning authonties
Subseguently, the Apex Court n the mater of Or.Subramanian Swamy Vs. Dr Manmohan Singh &
another (Civil Appeal No 1183 of 2012) referred fo the above guidelines of GV, and observed (hat
“he aforementioned guidelines ae in conformity with the law faid down by this Court that while
considering the issue regarding grant or refusal of sancyon. the ony thing which the Competent
Authority 15 requirsd fo ses 15 wnether the material placed by the complainant or the investigating
agency prima facie discioses commission of an offence The Competent Authority cannot underiake a
delailed inouiry to decide whether or not the allegations made against the public servant are true”
Thereafter, ine Commission vide circutar Ne07/03/12 dated 28/03/2012 reiterated its guidelines dated
192/05/2005 and advised af concerned Competent Authorities fo adhare to the time limits for processing
requests for prosecution sanclion under Secion 1801 BC fot as laid dowm by the Apex Courl in letier
:I"G qﬂlﬁ‘

4. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has recently in Criminal Appeai No. 1838 of 2013 in the matier of
B v A‘;h(’)k Kumar Agoarwa!, in para 7 of the judgment ohserved that “there is ar obligation on the
sancygnng agfhority to discharge s Suty 1 give of withhold sanchon only aftar having fuil knowledae



o M AR B0l e 1458 G130t of sanclion i aot 8 mers frmaity  Tharefora TS provSIons
Bgad o e sanchur s o wOsenvet! wil, compiae CHE (PR SEIENG N0 Me public interest
3id the protection avaitaive e accused agsinst whom the SANCLON s sought. Sanclion lifts the fay
i proseeubion Tharaiors o s 70 a0 acrimenious Exercise bt 3 soemin ang sacrosanct acl which

SOrGE profection o ke SOvernman SelvdEnt agamst mvolous Hrosecution Further, il 5 5 wWedoon 1o
dscaurage vexatiogs Prosecutos and s g Satéguard ior the innasant iy UG net a shisld for the auilty

N para B of the anove Jutgment, the Court Has P3UED guidelings o be foliowes vtk sMpigls
STERESs by Ihe Competan: Authorifies while considenng grant of sansticn as beigw -

" proseeulics must ssng e Eilre ralpvant reron & P8 sanchoning authorty Aty fne
S osere statemenss, S AEMETS Of winssees recover, WENI. da chamge -sheer sng 4 Cifer
CSUET O HOPE The reers C S9T Showd aise cordain ths | e ooument i By i may tif
e Datnce i favour o e 3 ucad g on fre Dasic of which pue wampetent aufhorty may refiss

e

': g authority jtself nas fo do COmpiels and congeipus sorutin v ai the whole recer sp produces
e moaseoufion indscendently SE0g s mnd and IGKING 11 consicaration 37 the ialgian: ‘aoir
WO Jrani ot sanclon while dizcharang s dt o §e o wilthola e sanctior

o,

(e power o Grant sanchon is 1o bs exorased SHICHY Kgeoing ity miod the Pubite intarest arut the
SERUHGT Svallsbie to the SCLUSOC Jgainst whom ibe sanchon in Sought

4 he arder of sanefion shouie make it sukdent tnat thg 2uthonty pad been Aveisrd OF all relovan
‘acisTAenale and had anpsiiad ‘s ming 1o el ihe refevant Materar

g W evdly mdividual case. the PIOSECHion has 0 egighhst 7w satisly the coun by leaoing
HCENCE TR e enlite seleyarm facts had been pleced bofore the sarckonng aulhonty ang the
ARGy el apoded its mmn on thg SAME G20 WAt B SShcHCH prag wRRiL ranted 1 avconganee it

: fre Commission, weld heretoe, i lerms of fis POwWSTs and funclions under Sectien 81) (f; of

He OVC Act, 2003 direct ail adsministrative authoritiss o Sepuiously follow fha miidsings conizined »
bara 2 {f) 10 (i} of Commission's circular Na 314505 dated 12052005 and e receni explicy
auideiings faid down for tomghance by the Hopble Supreme Court at bure 4 above, wniz considening
i deeding recuests for sanclion for prosecution, Since fon-coripiiance of the ahove guidelires
viaaies e sanction for prosecution, therafore Sompetent sanctioning authorities shauld discharge therr
Higatons with compiete sticlness and woud be heid espansitle for any devialion / non-adhersnee

W Esees questioning the akdily of sanehan 2nsing af g Jajer si3ge In matlers of sanclion for
drasecutien, : g
i
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