Reserved on :11.03.2026
Pronounced on : 27.03.2026
IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
DATED THIS THE 27™ DAY OF MARCH, 2026
BEFORE
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M. NAGAPRASANNA

WRIT PETITION No.2783 OF 2026 (GM - RES)

BETWEEN:

SRI RAVICHANDRE GOWDA N.R.

AGED ABOUT 56 YEARS,

S/0O N.L.RACHE GOWDA,

R/AT 62/B, 5" MAIN,

MARUTHI TEMPLE STREET,

NEAR NALPAK HOTEL, KUVEMPUNAGAR,
MYSURU DISTRICT,

KARNATAKA - 570 023.

... PETITIONER

(BY SRI BIPIN HEGDE, ADVOCATE A/W.,
SRI GAURAV N., ADVOCATE)

AND:

1. STATE OF KARNATAKA,
REPRESENTED BY ITS CHIEF SECRETARY,
VIDHANA SOUDHA,
DR. B.R. AMBEDKAR VEEDHI,
BENGALURU - 560 001.

Page no 01 is retyped and replaced vide court order dated 07.04.2026




2. THE UNDER SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL
AND ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS (D.P.A.R.),
GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA,
VIDHANA SOUDHA,
BENGALURU - 560 001.

3. THE SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE,
KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA,
NO.317, "PADMALAYA",
DEWANS ROAD, SHIVARAMPET,
MYSURU, KARNATAKA - 570 004.

... RESPONDENTS

(BY SRI B.N.JAGADEESHA, ADDL.SPP FOR R-1 AND R-2;
SRI B.LETHIF, ADVOCATE FOR R-3)

THIS WRIT PETITION IS FILED UNDER ARTICLES 226 AND
227 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA READ WITH SECTION 528 OF
BNSS, 2023 PRAYING TO QUASH THE ORDER DTD. 26.05.2025
BEARING NO. CSUI 51 SAS 2022, PASSED BY THE R-2
HEREIN, WHICH IS PRODUCED HERETO AS ANNEXURE-"A”;
DIRECT THE R-2 HEREIN, TO GRANT APPROVAL UNDER
SECTION 17(A) OF THE PREVENTION OF CORRUPTION ACT,
1988; DIRECT R-3 HEREIN, TO REGISTER THE FIRST
INFORMATION REPORT AND CONDUCT INVESTIGATION IN
ACCORDANCE WITH LAW.



THIS WRIT PETITION HAVING BEEN HEARD AND RESERVED
FOR ORDERS ON 11.03.2026, COMING ON FOR PRONOUNCEMENT

THIS DAY, THE COURT MADE THE FOLLOWING:-

CORAM: THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE M.NAGAPRASANNA

CAV ORDER

The petitioner is before this Court calling in question an order
dated 26-05-2025 passed by the 2" respondent declining to grant
approval as sought by him under Section 17A of the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for short)

in terms of an order passed by this Court on an earlier occasion.

2. Heard Sri Bipin Hegde, learned counsel appearing for the
petitioner, Sri B.N. Jagadeesha, learned Additional State Public
Prosecutor appearing for respondents 1 and 2 and Sri B. Lethif,

learned counsel appearing for respondent No.3.



3. Facts, in brief, germane are as follows: -

3.1. The petitioner is said to be a Lawyer by profession and a
Social Activist. The backdrop and the fulcrum in the subject petition
dates back to a meeting held under the Chairmanship of the Deputy
Commissioner, Mysore District - an Officer of the Indian
Administrative Service — Smt. Rohini Sindhuri, with regard to waste
management and disposal activities being carried out across the
District and to ensure redressal of grievances/problems relating to
waste management in the District. It is said to have been decided
in the said meeting to ban use of plastic bags across the District
and further resolved to distribute eco-friendly cloth bags to all the
residents who would come within the precincts of Mysore City

Corporation and other local bodies.

3.2. The District Urban Development Cell, in furtherance of
the said resolution, issues a direction on 17-03-2021 wherein the
IEC funds to the tune of %10/- lakhs of Swatch Bharath Mission
specifically allocated for development in K.R.Nagar Gram Panchayat
are said to have been diverted towards purchase of eco-friendly

cloth bags. The Deputy Commissioner, Mysore District issues



certain directions on 09-04-2021 for procurement of said bags
using various funds specifically allocated to different Corporations
and Gram Panchayats. The Karnataka Handloom Development
Corporation was issued a work order for procurement of both 5 Kg.
and 10 Kg capacity eco-friendly cloth bags at ¥52/- per bag
including GST. 14,71,458 bags were to be purchased at an

estimated cost of ¥7,65,15,816/-.

3.3. The District Urban Development Cell addresses a
communication to the Commissioner, Mysore City Corporation that
certain funds belonging to the Corporation and other local bodies
were directed to be diverted immediately into the Bank account of
the Deputy Commissioner for the aforesaid purpose. The eco-
friendly bags were then procured by the Karnataka Handloom
Corporation as resolved and directed. It is the averment in the
petition that a complaint was made that eco-friendly bags that were
purchased, were being sold in retail market at ¥13/- per bag and
the bags of the same quality were being procured at a rate of ¥52/-
per bag, in terms of the order of the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore

District. Based upon this, the withdrawal of funds from all the



projects and concentrating on procurement of eco-friendly bags
allegedly resulted in loss to the State exchequer to the tune of
37,55,00,000/-. This becomes the fulcrum of the complaint
registered by the present petitioner before the Superintendent of

Police of the then Anti-Corruption Bureau (*‘ACB’) of Mysore District.

3.4. Based upon the prima facie material available in the
complaint, the ACB, Bengaluru communicates to the Government,
Department of Personnel and Administrative Reforms (‘DPAR’) on
17-12-2021 seeking approval as obtaining under Section 17A of the
Act. In terms of a particular standard operating procedure that was
put in place by Government of India, time was taken to consider
approval or otherwise. Finally, on 19-09-2022 the approval sought
for by the ACB comes to be rejected. The rejection of which comes
to challenged before this Court by the present petitioner in Writ
Petition No0.2805 of 2025. A coordinate Bench of this Court, by
order dated 20-02-2025 allows the petition, quashes the
communication impugned therein and remits the matter back to the
hands of the Government for re-consideration afresh, within one

month from the date of receipt of a copy of the order. The result to



the order passed by this Court is passing of the impugned order on
26-05-2025. The petitioner now calls in question the order dated
26-05-2025 on the score that it is verbatim similar to the order that
was passed earlier and quashed by the coordinate Bench of this

Court.

SUBMISSIONS.:

PETITIONER:

4. The learned counsel Sri Bipin Hegde appearing for the
petitioner would take this Court through the documents appended
to the petition to demonstrate that the order does not bear any
application of mind. A coordinate Bench of this Court had clearly
held that a fresh order has to be passed, as the order that was
challenged earlier suffered from want of application of mind. He
would further contend that the officer against whom approval was
sought was proceeded departmentally on the same set of facts. In
the departmental enquiry the officer has been exonerated. The
exoneration is accepted by the Disciplinary Authority. The learned

counsel would submit that, that cannot be a reason for declining



approval under Section 17A of the Act, as mere closure of
departmental enquiry would not mean that criminal proceedings
cannot even be commenced. He would seek to place reliance upon
several judgments of the Apex Court, all of which would bear

consideration in the course of the order gua their relevance.

THE STATE:

5. Per contra, the learned Additional State Public Prosecutor
Sri B.N.Jagadeesha has placed the entire file concerning the
allegations, holding of departmental inquiry and the order passed
thereto. He would submit that what can be gathered from the
impugned order is that approval under Section 17A of the Act is
declined only on the ground that the officer has been proceeded
departmentally and the departmental inquiry is in favour of the
officer. He would leave the decision to the hands of this Court, as
submitting anything on merits at this nascent stage is not called

for.



THE LOKAYUKTA:

6. The learned counsel Sri B. Lethif would submit that at this
juncture the Lokayukta is only a formal party and, therefore, he

would leave the decision to the Court.

7. I have given my anxious consideration to the submissions
made by the respective learned counsel and have perused the

material on record.

CONSIDERATION:
THE GENESIS:

8. The afore-narrated facts though not in dispute, they would
require little more reiteration/elaboration. Under the Chairmanship
of the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore District a meeting was
convened on 04-03-2021. The subject of the meeting was how to
handle waste management and considering banning of plastic bags
in the District. It was resolved to ban plastic bags in the District, a
laudable object, but what was brought in becomes the fulcrum of
the allegation. The agenda item No.3 deals with this subject. It

reads as follows:
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It was resolved that plastic bags be completely banned in Mysore
District to be replaced by eco-friendly cloth bags. How to procure
eco-friendly cloth bags and what capacity is in the Official
Memorandum issued by the District Urban Development Cell in the
office of the Deputy Commissioner, Mysore District. The Official
Memorandum reads as follows:

“R0. a»:)&)(4)aa‘.dwgg -00/02d/303ee/3.830°.:./3.e30°.-36/2020-21
B~9e03: 17-03-2021

003,38 B33
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12

ARDNRBRRVIDS DTRT Gabe ddeeasnt Bl
DI 3.

guefean amsé ATEEBBD), TTIBY3 ABLE B0, 230MeDTIT

033 GBI 08 F/FI/ OFF. V.00/6/2020, DTe03:
14-9-2020

2 DwanDed, VI B.eT. INCCIT B, o,
DB, R/IRIIR, [/ 02/2020-21 BT08: 05.02.2021
(83 BeJed 28,3 B0 : 15.02.2021)

3 Dreosd : 22.01.2021 Jord IBB 3.880°. SNT RT3
B ©° TeJad TeJe IweS9.

4 o0z 04.03.2021 A 15.03.2021 Jodd &eS;
BUIREONY wFFIY IEB FI Ty I BB
QoD -2016 J, JDBEBDN DY, IR VDS 203
I 0d TeYo SBSP.

*kkkk

BFS.

BweyR30, TTS, 3.650°. INCTID e (2) 3 SZBY, svefea (1) S
SrerFod HPTBEB e BRLT 99B)3 LBIBoS B.630°. IV FTIIT . .
@0. 03Re3obB ARDNBe V[TNDSE ODTRE, 8 8¥s0B03 3)0iredeedSab),
AFBB BDBeedImN IOIHST.

3 adre0deess IS
363 Ge OFNYO
. Q. &. SFZDS I3 363 (. VZRVO)
BeJeBad AAZ 2. @ D  BAPEBRNVR 0.60

FEBO* DB A’ (wall mount kit, 20

mts cable, 8X6 feet screen, 12 A
portable public address system with 2
wireless mic and laptop along with



02

03

04

05
06

07

08

13

supply installation and commissioning
of the projector system ) 20ed3en

DBV &, IBoah rHoRRY FBZTCRBT TS 1.50
T30 B DI DIAIT ofeed B By
Jondy, Aead @orte @IS ISRV et

TTERABON 0T wedDPD (House to

house awareness on waste segregation
and handling through private agency
/NGO/SHG

R5or0 Bejed BB, ShBL, W e T 0.70
QBT FoSERIB ByTeBNYY et T TATED

Qe ISege 2021 R, 30T, Jpewdof 2.15
2w (printing of banners, phomplets &
other IEC (materials for SS- 2021)

QTR0 Be3DDO OLF @ B Fe3B PBBID 2.20
Tow Botferd Y RENW/R, Iwaab rbomynen 1.00
B0 3/005) BB
Bvead RQTBHAINYEY To2 AJearod OB 0.90
250800 ByBEITED
BN By, ABFBE YUBRRNDBIT Be), Forte 0.95
308 IPRIE eva obab, HEer WREUS B3
g,

) 10.00

Sy Bz, PO, 3. &0 INCC[DH  IQIDT  BTeBI LY,
203edTAN, sudea (1) ABeeBTowDT BB LoBITO 3.830°. IS YTTeIab
02d BewIIBROR Te.10.00 07 TR DRNBWND), IBO BT,
AFBBIDS B Dew,08 GodroadeeaSad 3O sven (4) T Teve ISV
Snogeead Fony aad WBenadeId ReMeN DRNBEe @[TNDES ODTeRE, ATFSB
SOBoNDS  airealeedINY, By SN0H)Q Beedd Bo3uobe @003

4



14

Bdab TYdhO DYE IBFBRY, BO@RBON W@ IS Fevaen
Yo ,dadh B3 DI RO Jey, DFE Forte By MBE BOTT ek wed ey’
NYRY 20edd BT Falecdeens BBt FODToZ wex; BudEednrw
QBATZT.

esged

Sy BFe0, VT, 3.630°. INTBSD IYIDS BT9SIobY, @0dedTLN
guden (4) T o IBIP0hod B.80°. INC JYTTFah 0RO B3SO
ADNRBadreNDHS de. 10.00 ©ZRert 8 3¥s083 Fabrealeedsnt evden (1) OB
ZITIBOR ICZ)Yod @) svefedy (4) G Tege FBeS V03B FRTHDS Hord JTO
gabroadeeasn FZD ©9BE0008 BBPSB,E D) S033 BT BB
ICQreYBBI Torie [Berdn DI DR Soriccied dezy BTN ETL
ST elT.

adro ddeess IFT
503 de ©F NV
3.80. 2. Q. . FVEZDT IS3 33
o1 DRE  JTIN, ~— BOmemed  aion 10.00
ORI RIDES BTN BT TR B3
DA B DED Dorte Wegd MIT BORT
R el e, TRV 0B IBOBE

FORNW :

1. & 3oeciersdodd oDBeeTHANDS HRMO/EMFERE ©ome
Be3T SZD DHFCBOT BTBYTIS,3 DB 0GB OBRTIS STEWEEOT
AWDTTIRDTIT ORI VT R BRI

2. oRIRSR) I 90T VBT 8O ©. @ & FSLIROMA 83,

WYIIZW). Torte YT BFpB, ANOI IwIahY (3. oz Q. 187)
BUpTONY ey DIFZPoBT Y3 e BZBY, FODID.



15

3. ORDTISBY Tod,ead BIBSINTY 250de0sDd BB Horie T eod .0
PGNP0 . @ . BewIIBYIR IO IBDS T0BINY 20ed,
BBBRY ATrere DR AIBBE. JeST @RS, edpemsTeny wdedrt
QBYORET WYTITENDLBT.

4. IV Tdab B3e DIrCerio 3OV Beb W, WTRYRY BB
ABOIT 0BT WRN CVITINTBY B3V OB 3 VRO VLTIV
REFOE SrorirRees Demy, S0k 0leess AFBRS, ODRBIN IOV
Brd ODTOR BBDBY InCPVeah BoF APNWOT VIO SBT3,
ORI,

(3.8, 3. ©. e

o/
8050030 B0
2, ReT) 8, BT

The price of each bag both of 5 Kg and 10 Kg is projected to be at
352/- per bag. A direction comes to be issued then by the office of
the Deputy Commissioner on 09-04-2021 for procurement of bags.
The direction reads as follows:
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After the said direction, funds that were belonging to other local
bodies meant for development purpose were diverted to this

purpose and were directed to be deposited into the account of the
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Deputy Commissioner. The communication dated 30-06-2021 reads
as follows:
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The Karnataka Handloom Development Corporation was entrusted
with the job of such supply. This becomes the fulcrum of a
complaint by the petitioner to the ACB. The reason for the
complaint is that the same bag of the same quality was being sold
at ¥13/- per bag in the retail market. But, the same bag is sought
to be procured at ¥52/- per bag. It would be four times the value
that is sold in the retail market. According to the petitioner, the loss
caused to the exchequer of the State is ¥ 5,88,58,320/-. The
complaint reads as follows:
R,

B’ Qez3d),
J@92390 AN® TY,
ST B,
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2.
SRRTe,

JRaD: BOJT e wed Wy’ MY JowoeD JVowoyd IBODI
DT DOD B IB, Y@ INF R
19883 eB8abY (14-03-2016 oIS ©93,00803) &cbIe*
SRBZF D, oA 1.

guefes: ey Sroea)R) Beed, BeRs0nY saadrerwad, et
B, DD @S0 soaderded  Josl.  BwAI(4)

BIBee/cD;.8./ OFF.D.00/2.9.4./2020-21, BJe03: 09-04-
2021.

Dee,08 IR, FowodABoF, BRWD By DYAOI IS DR
MeE72033 JPeod ToPFnY w083 BOTVT edo e, wNTIFRY w0edTE Jowod
oVJeB0B ;[ BeTRTONW Soalyrdied BPTBIDSIT. IBO Searer 3T
Bore3d 3,2} 0T ANed AoHDB WS008 BOTT Fed wed, W TTRTRY, ;[P
BJab Tyt wYBRDS INT DR MyFre0BT JPeadh [oINY @A JowTe
ST Fowod 4&eF ITedhd wEY B3 B3NV, SBOW), ©@ToF 5 3.8, D)
10 3.8. TG ad W, wyniert de. 52 (R.ox% 8. JedB0oF) INPBBD e,
14,71,458 ¢, wynfrivc, 20edTen oDbBeeds eBDHT0. @63 wey), &P Tw.
7,65,15,816/- (0% Bpetd 80330 0Z3 BOT;D TITT dotdRpd) BOTD). SBO
WL, WY IB0E Fowod &7 HTIRNS He08 D) Beyg Bowahd @odr
JedDS oy M BoedENY Horte YTILINY Teedrow; Se3ahd cdrodde IFeed
ODBeeBIDTY, IEFODYOBY. INS DB Myeo33  JPead JoJriw IJabo
B0Bpesr [oFNweNd), WRNTYOR BIFEANY WPBZTIY, SRRV, BES,
DDBdeeNtROIZRNS evgeddor & Bed Baalrded BHID Seedn eesd,
BoRDHBTE. BwoWITWD IBO we, WYY BT3B, FowoRITZ BeWJYWorT
Bore3d B} )Y INDTSD FTwTD SBRBDE W, wNTIvE, rdeachey SR
Med) BPODDS Wfriwd S8 Sedhseiabe @.o7% .. JedBod 13 de 1YY
Se03INDSDHBS. Bwd et od BeId(Retail) Sreveesdd) 13 dewmedbridrt
Sovetsmerda Wi Wy rtnert Jred (Wholesale) 3030 de. 52 AR ANBBBI,
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BB ABDHIHTD ToBEBRAB BT VBOHBVT DHBeD BSRUesnD. vud 5 3.2,
D) 10 3.3, ToedrBd OTBRe Wl wyNTiere 'de. 52/- B.oxF.8. / JedBoI
AROBBIDID  J@argetd, TegaoNd. Swsd Sadbsedobd Jnew (Wholesale)
B830 58.2.a0 7,35,729 wonfiert de. 10/- Sod de. 73,57,290/- (08 B 033
DBBeR ToITT VWRTBeowR) ) 8rH3d. 10 3.8. 7,35,729 wntnivrt de. 14/-
Sod de. 1,03,00,206/- (2,00 Feetd St ©FE VxR0 8dh) @orsd de. 14,71,458
AIX] méneﬁvxig( 00eDTL 20t dfaoé de. 1,76,57,496/-(2.00) Beetd oz S9d 0BT
B3R TIITB FoRRTIR0WTID) M TeFHBT. VBD BIF, 5 3.8, TG €T
el wyniert 38 308, IBBITT o, DEMTde DTN BB Brdd.
s8B3 OTBR e, WYNPne de.52/- Jod wode WA SDwedDS Do
Dot de. 5,88,58,320/- (20t Beeed oowdowd OB DTB0LD ToITH SwIRT
QBB ) Beetd NN NN e Ida aBNTYT Tore BeFLss 3@ BT
INDT SBTBB ATeeBBD 200 Tt de. 52 BOBIY, SrichBeBDHITBI,
&poSa0B B.630°. 30T YTTIt Fowoen BB ey, wt Josd. 19230.
QB3 we, Py de. 9,99,991/-(wowd) VZB RoWIFRONB) TIITH 2oes;[es
ZpoERom) 3, Be03. 09-08-2021 Jomd 393 @y, (GST Bill) So. 196 S
QeBDHTT. 39, VN0, YTeSDRY, B BRI Wed LRdTUNG D) B
Srethaei b 30T (Retail) &ro0eeBd) 5 8.8, Tomregfd wotd el R, de. 13
nort Socb GREENTARA EARTHSAFE COTTON BAGS Q0T 20e@Tha €393,
@™, (GST Bill) S0.51 &R, 85 ©edS Xed ondTewNd.

Tt Booredd i ONJY AN IBO wed WYMNYRY  INET
B3dose 3;dvod (Hand Made) S03re0 JT0 Semss B 3D, JoJFabd
B3O BBDSDHE Do sureeNod B3adh BB ho3d)d Bwewd SudredAT '
YR 00edd IS @WBHT0. B Rwews BTEWs A VYT AN
Tgadah Dwew LVFEITY WO FBIIRT ATeEBIDL. DYy GVWERERA Torie
BeIRZONW), J A BZDB 2392300 FTBADLRIWD T FveN rieeddDIT.

BormaN JBO wed wyniy IowoeRt FowoRIBeZ IBODS Soeese
B)30DobRY OB B [BED, ITO VDALY Booderdded AeBDE Bedze0rs
Borie SooBFBIBT DT P@e3e0 AT R 19883 wBabd (14-03-2016
BoRRIS BF,00B0F) &I SRBTEDDRY, ToOWS Bwewd T’ FodeD B
3, rieYeledond Beedd.



24

9B JDG VODIT @eBDHS H9C0B0s BL3BA ®es thaodeert, Fpedw®
2} DY) Bodd, WHTIT Aabed HVYOHS A B ] 2 Wed St BT AeBFde
I® SBOADST hedS adreRse BhB, B;reoBHRBY.

08,3 DHB9, MOPEBMLBD My FUow B wedad e Tod ead
V50 DD BBDTY, B0BFD. ¥BT0Z FoIFIST 73 @A) 74 Fe SIBod
BeV8 TDTVL, YPeAIRPS FBI FDIB B2 NHDBNW RETIIB Deadriwen
eUPDT. MeoleBohSC 19488 IS0 deens oSV BBASY, FSTODIT.
00B3Y TRy mMeoRe Tedd Horf oS BEEITI, TADS  ©edoT
ABW0NIES. BTT @oweahd TF JoFry SwOeBTHT @wevd My Qo0
s3iv o, Dt BeFoBoeN AT BoHI W BOWWTTOT. VBT 2erieven
BVFEIBTY Ve 1[Myed F,002F DB BoeFeahEF U] 1 9PIDD, 1993 25207
2003.

QTT UGeBNR DI SoTeY TS

19933 ©Aabad 14 - 1991 3 oz BeddFe VoITRT ARQIB  IFeah3TO
BTAIDS WBTIHBNY @OmechmeN 19830 Bneresd Ve IOIRNY, Sewed
B03dENY, @DHoBL BoFedBNY DB F0h BoeFedSNY WHADRT BN
BorE3s BoesaahE ToeF JGFeadd 1993 J DoBJUINT. T BORT Modees )Y
SoohEZDNTY BID BedgN HodRWToZ TS D) B8 FooheFDNRIR, VIR,
BO@ITOWIN RDE@IRS, SHT JwdN MR, Bvwed D) VU DNV
DT JoPW DS Bwed BoBW BoweohTFT FHIHRY TdTL B

AFead3.

S8BT ANEDB H;[RD BUDTO Treded J0BRD My Jowyd avl
BIDAYRY, Meert Sed Jee3e0 OBNDID DTT)B BT, 8g00B QBT hed & I*
SRBZFD, DD FoFAD FIBY, SrichBeYeiedord B Bwowsd BeedhBes.

SoBIre o,
T/~
(27507 .80B0TePR)
Sdeody”



25

The then ACB, based upon the said complaint, communicates to the
Government seeking approval under Section 17A of the Act to
register a crime, as offence under the Act was prima facie made
out. For a long time no order is passed. Finally, on 17-02-2022 the
following order is passed directing the complaint to be treated as
per the Standard Operating Procedure. The order reads as follows:

“30356: AR 51 afaax° 2022 BB VSETT e ad
333 08 Peanid QPTG
Bortedy, deos: 17/02/2022.

Q3003:-

VB VT BooEBDE
2,00 D3 BBE3 DPTE RS

AP T3, Joned - 560 001.
230r:
D0 PR DTINTEEBB.

@30 ANE B, 0.49, 1 WIT,
Sexrdeese G-, Lorsled-560 001.

amdéde.

AR : DyReD By DBhOR [T, MyEre033 FReod oY
Bwe03T BOTTI e W WYNTIVRY, 20eBIB Towod
3D [SFT Q0D BB  sdeemny O 1)
BUIRTONWD, DD S DRed, 2)F[ogws

ATEEBBTD), BVFEIB 0o 3,30 @?;’)de)ibg onwedd
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OBDNY  IDZB  RITH/SBAS Zyriegey 3wo 17()
39,2390 BB 520)-1988 B0 o DTSR, eI

ouefen: )3, B, Tl L / Be0.3 / Bp.0v / By / OFF.D.R¢ /
70/ 2021, B~903: 17/12/2021

2) 17903 SETT Sod DIA) ITed Do B3I
B~208:03/09/2021

wDee), 08 IR, FowoIT & TNWOTErPR wredes & BT, ;TPD
QBID DJ008: 13/10/2021300 IOIDS edeod 3o H;~ed DUy @ydad
D A0hOINT Mee038 JPead ToJY Bwweo3T @WOTTJ el S WYTRIY,
20D Foword ©F IBOT o s sdeeany HOD Vs, ;PP
B DReD. 2)FTTBE AWBeEBBD  BTFIZ Doz B} BB Soriledd
SBDNY IDFT NReFoTeE/BAS B;riewen Bvo 17(0) weesed 38 so0d)-1988 o3

PDERDD 3T AeRDB0T euefeDB(1)3 BSTO BpeTUNDLIT.

e833, ded3(2)3 JIZTY P03 IJFerdW  AYod D) STSed
Sozywabad Prevention of Corruption Act, 19883 Bwo 17 A SBaOS &53eariw'=
ABEHLS B0 BAwo BY Torte TFedh @9RTVNW Brtedlesod Zry DO
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) @rorieRedndx), edld( =3
ondReN) IBO Sreniecee3ohod evded3(1)3 BFIBFobRY, FODS0Z BpedeD
des 330 €3 de.

3D, Sowriod
R/~
(FoadF D.axF)
VBeTB Qe SR de,
2,00 D) BBYS DT QeIess

(Pedrtsv-1)”
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But, this was not communicated to the petitioner. Thereafter, the

Government by its order dated 19-09-2022 declines to grant the

approval under Section 17A of the Act. The order reads as follows:
“BIELIB VST

5035?5:&6&@ 51 ofaFas’ 2022 BB BT D30
IP0]#) ﬁosj?sj 50" Apos T3
Fonwed, B39003:19.09.2022

R0T:

VB TB ST AE
)00 D) BBYS DT RIS

QDR I, eoriwded).
RBO:

e ehpezoodndd
BRorE3d ee5003
90e3eqd,0° e
QBDDBENY B33
Foriged..

arr0.

d@ad: Be SABoBenPd, eEpeder & SBTY, WITTRRTO,
DReD ABD oD DReD BeTeBE0 T ©odI
BBTBE  ABeEBBD.  BIFed F 0DNI)Y  Aned
Qabeh3, Borided TST DG  P@eged IBTY,
D;ReD Q) BOIHS BRO BOD.
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guedes: (ATSPYAELS N gt als Qa3 33, 50356:
ARL/Be0B/p. T/ DTF.D. 0922¢/70/2021, D003:
J@er3es 17.12.2021.

*kkkk

DedT IRDS, JooRIToZ, evdedI (1)3 BZTY HoLI DR
BB Torie HoBT FBTIBB ATer BB, BJort3d 3,507 DB AMed AL,
Wonwed 388 D SreBdeed Beedny 0D Pmaied §3wors Saal), 19883
300 17(2)38 BA88 8,1t ¥ RperdSobRY, Beedha BTSFobY, JT30IT
Q0D SRt 3PTew ATer dJL L3 TeS.

3D, Soewriod
/-

(B3 STB)
VZc008 QLR Boahedde
200 D) BBYS DFTE

Qe (Jedrnwd-1)”

The petitioner then seeks the status of the complaint lodged by him

before the Lokayukta. The communication of the petitioner reads as

follows:

“To, Date: 13-02-2023

The Superintendent of police
Lokayukta
Mysore.

Subject: Request for the Stauts of the complaint
lodged by me against Rohini sindhuri IAS
& Managing Director of Karnatataka
Handloom Corporation with Certified copy
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Ref: ACB/CO/PS/MYS/SP/APP Number 70/2021,

With reference to the above I, wish to submit that I, have
Filed the complaint with you about the corruption in the
purchase of eco-friendly clothes from Karnataka handlooms
development corporation limited Bangalore against Rohini
sindhuri when she was a Deputy Commissioner of MYSORE
district for the period of Year 2021, & the Managing Director of
Karnatataka Handloom Corporation Bangalore, Dated on
13/10/2021 to take action against them according to Anti
coruption Act 1988 Sub Section 17 (A) & Karnataka Lokayukta
Amended Act 2013 (NO.1 of 2014) and (Original Act 1984) So,
3 months back file transferred to your office from ACB according
to the High court Order, but Still now I,Could not get any
updates from your Department, so now Kidnly update the status
of the Complaint from your office till the Chief Secretary
Chamber & also issue the certified copy of the complaint status.

Advocate.

Sd/-
Ravichandregowda.N.R.”

It is then on 27-02-2023 information is rendered to the petitioner
by the following communication:

‘G Re0B B BB ADTTES0TTY, Foxy) BUIDED Toeked S0Ted
DR BB ABerBID, BUFLIB T FAN AN BIT IDG ABDS B
©BF0h BT B33 Wi ek Jedden £0ed B03:24.02.2023 Jod b, Beedrt
83, 3,8H0 SBDHEeD.

3% QBT B0 FowodIToF NFPTH/BIS 3;teve BHIS Zed
RER TR0, VDS By Ered BI) FEHO BB, BFR TP
SE0 TAD eBFabR) ICH/EIS S leven LAWY A0SO BTied
SBDI3.
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2EVBTOTD B BWLB BT 3VRTING.”

The order dated 19-09-2022 declining to grant approval
obtaining under Section 17A of the Act is called in question by the
petitioner in Writ Petition No0.2805 of 2025. A coordinate Bench of

this Court allows the petition by the following order dated 20-02-

2025:

3.

A\Y

In addition to reiterating the various contentions
urged in the petition and referring to the material on record,
learned counsel for the petitioner invited my attention to the
impugned order dated 19.09.2022 passed by respondent No.2
under Section 17(A) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 in
order to point out that the said order passed by respondent No.2
refusing to grant approval for conduct of enquiry/investigation
for the offences alleged by the petitioner by passing impugned
non-speaking, cryptic, laconic and unreasoned order without
application of mind, which is contrary to the following judgment

of the Apex Court and this Court .

Yashwant Sinha v. Central Bureau of
Investigation - (2020) 2 SCC 338.
Shreeroopa v. State of Karnataka - (2022)
SCC OnLine Kar 1714.

Prakash Singh Badal v. State of Punjab-
(2007) 1 SCC 1.

Inspector of Police v. Battenapatia Venkata
Ratnam - (2015) 13 SCC 87.

Indra Devi v. State of Rajasthan - (2021) 8
SCC 768.

Shankara Bhat v State of Kerala and Ors -
(2021) SCC OnlLine Ker 16357.
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4. It is therefore submitted that the impugned order
deserves to be set aside and the matter remitted back to
respondent No.2 for re-consideration afresh in accordance with
law.

5. Per contra, learned counsel for respondent No.3
and learned Additional State Public Prosecutor for respondent
Nos.1 and 2, submit that there is no merit in the petition and
the same is liable to be dismissed.

6. Before adverting to the rival contentions, it would
be necessary to extract the impugned order/communication
which reads as under:

BB ITET

RO83:2.9R. DS DF DDE 2022 BB VFFT DTead
3R08 To 15 "D P P
Bontn®, 003 19.09.2022.
QOT3:
RBF VB FoETdE
Y00 DI BBYI3 DPeTH Vsl

AR J°F, Wonsed.

Q30r:

Do ehpes0nBTd
BReress edeesoaind
©023eB,0° e
WVBDBBNY 3633
Bortdedh.

SR,
ARab: Be  OddoderPd.  egder & sauc,
PRDTWPT0, WD VDD WoBT TR
BU0ED Torte ©BI FITBS  ATFBID.
Broresd 3,37} ©DTHY Acd LS, Loriwed
O30 G Ymwed INBCY. ReD @0

OIS BeOI 2OB.
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guddear  P@Ied  ANBIY  @IT I, ﬁoa%:
AL /BOB/p. T/, /DT, ©93€/70/2021, BT903.
17.12.2021.

DedI AR, JowodIToB, evdedB (1) IZTO HoLI ;[
BT Torte HoOT JFBgwE ATeeBEWD, Booredd J;} WAB)Y AN
QoDD3B, Wornded BBT IDG SreBwed wieeany OB PJw9wed @30ors
zoa), 19880 Bwo 17(2)88 B Frieden DPDEDD3DRY BpedDHI
B)TIBIDTY, ATeBOIT 20t i SVTen Ter DR e3T3e.

3D, Soewriad
sd/-
(eI, STBX)

VSV 99N BT de,
2QOD B BB RPOTH
Qa3 ZeRnd -1

7. As is clear from the impugned
communication/order that the same is an absolutely cryptic,
laconic, unreasoned and non-speaking order/communication
without any application of mind whatsoever, as to why approval
for the conduct of inquiry/enquiry/investigation was being
declined/refused by respondent No.2. In other words, the
impugned order being passed without assigning any reasons as
to why the request of the petitioner to conduct
inquiry/enquiry/investigation was declined and without referring
to the contentions of the petitioner or material on record, I am
of the considered opinion that the impugned non-speaking order
passed without application of mind runs contrary to the
principles laid down by the Apex Court and this Court in the
aforesaid judgments warranting interference by this Court in the
present petition.

8. In the result, I proceed to pass the following:
ORDER

(i) The petition is hereby allowed.
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(i)  The impugned Communication/order dated
19.09.2022 bearing No.CSUI 51 SAS 2022
vide Annexure-A is hereby set aside.

(iii)  Matter is remitted back to respondent No.2
for reconsideration afresh in accordance with
law.

(iv) Respondent No.2 shall reconsider the matter
afresh and pass appropriate orders in
accordance with law within a period of one
(1) month from the date of receipt of a copy
of this order.”

The coordinate bench, having examined the matter in its
entirety, deemed it appropriate to remit the matter back to
the hands of the Government with a clear mandate to
reconsider the question and pass orders in accordance with
law. It is this direction, that forms the very fulcrum upon
which the present J/is now rests. Pursuant to such remand, the
Government has passed the impugned order, the substance of
which reveals that upon consideration of the proposal, the
Government has chosen, to once again decline the grant of
approval under Section 17A of the Prevention of Corruption Act,
1988. The reasoning, though expanded in form, remains
fundamentally anchored on the earlier stance, now

supplemented by reference to a departmental enquiry, that
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culminated in the exoneration of the concerned. The order

impugned reads as follows:

‘BB

Ded LB (1)8 SZTY e SAWBoBerod, edpedes D) BB,
DD TSD ;D BTy DYAORT IS, MYRT203T JPeah FoJNY Bweye033
SOV Fed wed W MFMYRY 0eDDT Fowod BB SBOT domd w9l ARB
3¥8, eBDT GO dIJabY ©odS BwdEdNRW, B[ed B DF) WodI
SB0gRB  ABeEBBD, BDeredd B} BB AN, Worlted TIDNY IDG
3)e92390 BT Fo0d)-1988 Bwo 17(A) BoZ Ne3a85/BS Bt e BpoerDad3ob
QERDST03 BT FPOERF RTIVTEBBD, 2)T2390 ANBRY AR BeedDHTIT.

shee, 08 TTIEFbR BOBOD, Theed LTT (2)3 FHFOT FZTO ©odI
BUREe0nw, et B¢ D) ©oBI BT ITeFBED, SVoreId B,
003, Aricd, Porived BBHY IDG FeFT eteesny HOD Yaus 30
5203-1988 300 17(A) 08 3d8 Byteved Tpooradab3abah  2eedha
BRRSIOVRY, ATIBOTINDLIT.

JBO Jzr08 B3) Sosl: dsDR 51 JoJ 2022, BJ003: 19.09.2022:,
SR)BBDB0B B aFF. B80F B30T TPB TSD e Hue F9ir0Be e wae
Sosl;: 2805/2025 TF,ab BBTETD, DoOIHTT. IBO BBTed, JowoRIToSB
ey ued Jyaewadad) whed Luwed (3)3 BIeos: 20.02.2025 T &We3BY Oex’
R0, HTB,OIDIT Terte IBETH BI) Bosl: DR 51 JT 2022, BT003:
19.09.20223), S®e3DBT D3 FoRRIR FTe0 BT obRY, DDSOMeIDS03
D) B B8BTS, BRTBDT0Z B8TeBILIT.

DedS LBB (4)80 Be TAIoBerPE, erdpeseer DI BRSO, ;D
QSD e Ve Teodrevodhd ewed BFe03: 20.02.2025 Sod B Soh@oB Beed
V538, DRI BOIDST.

03303, Ot was Sosl;: 2805/20258 SBTBY @es; eve Dy odrevadd)
QeBDHS 853e38 LI Sobd et LBed (1) 8 FTeBIobRY, DZRD, B0BeOTUN,
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T30 BPeIIh) RPDTCD BT sleexanY B0D Brende [owoRBe3
DBODTT DT R QFeTEADRY, B0, e Liwed (5)3 IzeETT
8330 WPZODSTIY, BresBBR VD, VeTare NITEM0T B, VBUNDIT.

8 LIJAY e BB PE SID e wdk IJosk 1 2805/2025 T
BBOTY BB IDS @03 Horie QWL NITHAD ©oBMW 08 SADHIBOT
DBeD, re IXDB, FooBITOB STere3d elpese0dnBBION 2@ eIl ST Soak)-
1988, Bwo 17(A) B8 B / Ne3oTE B, ¥ J5ETH BPTEDID Y, LTI
BSr002BTNDYHDY. 83003 B 3¥B0B303 8TedIT

503 es3e3 R»’o&%:&»e#n@ 51 Jeox3 2022,
orited, Be03 26.05.2025.

BTIBSWDY IBOIDST ©0oINY dI T ©wodI BRBOMW, ;WD
B D) wodI SBTRB ATerBED, BveFesd Fr} WD) Ined, Woriskedd
QBDNY IDG @eBUT esteeany DOD mw923e0 3B 520)-1988 swo 17(A) B8
B BT Y0 SPDEDT S0 B30T @B)TIBTIY, ATIBOIT.

BOFEIB DO EHIVT 8250V
B [T BJOID
DB/~
(3. DBOBE)
VB VT QeI Zo0eTde
Q)00 DR) BBYS DTE Reeas

(Bedriwd-1)"

The impugned order draws sustenance from a Government Order
dated 11-04-2025. The Government order is affirming the findings

of the Enquiry Officer who had exonerated the said officer from the



36

allegations in the departmental enquiry. The conclusion of the
Enquiry Officer, is as follows:

“"SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:

As discussed above, broadly the Charges made against
the officer are that the CO has acted without authority in
approving action plans to purchase cloth bags and that the CO
has violated Zonal regulations (Amendment),2020 heritage
conservation rules.

From the available statues, rules, GOs, the statements
recorded, and documents marked these charges do not stand
independently on their own for the following reasons:

e The Karnataka Municipalities act, 1964, u/s 307
specifically empowers the DC to direct expenditure by
Municipalities

e The delegation of powers as per the GO No UDD MNE
2015 dated 11.11.2016 in fact designate the DC as
tender approving authority.

e The KTPP act u/s 4(h) gives express exemption to
Karnataka Handloom Development Corporation and the
same organization has been supplying uniforms and other
stitched cloth to various govt organizations over the
years.

e The Zonal Regulations (Amendment), 2020 under
Regulation 2, specifically mention that the State
Government must constitute the Heritage Conservation
Committee

e There is no saving clause in these rules which enables the
earlier heritage structures to continue, and the rules
delineate the process for notifying heritage structures de-
novo.
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e On examination of 16 witnesses and marking of 54
documents, no incriminating evidence has been recorded
in the Present Enquiry against the Charged officer.

The Presenting Officer has failed to prove that the
Charged Officer is guilty of the Charges as alleged. Therefore, in
the light of all the above, I am of the opinion that the evidence
collected during the course of this enquiry and the material
brought on record through the documents examined and the
statements of the witnesses examined does not substantiate
any of these seven charges framed against the Charged Officer.
I therefore conclusively hold that the Charge Nos.1, 2, 3,
4,5, 6 and 7 are not proved.

Before parting with this report, in keeping with my
conscience as an experienced judicial officer, I would like to
draw the attention of the Government to the fact that bonafide
actions of the Government officials like the Charged Officer need
to be protected in public interest, and that subjecting of
government officials to the rigours and rigmarole of
Departmental Enquiries for the asking, would diminish the
morale of such officials to undertake such initiatives and thereby
would irreparably erode public faith and trust in the executive.

Public-spirited and action-oriented officers are the
backbone of effective governance and societal progress. These
individuals often go above and beyond their duties, making
tough decisions to serve the public good and uphold justice.
Their work, driven by integrity and dedication, ensures that the
principles of fairness, transparency, and accountability are
maintained within administrative systems. However, when such
officers are targeted for political vengeance, it not only
undermines their morale but also disrupts the functioning of
institutions.

Political retaliation against officers who prioritize the
public's welfare over political interests sets a wrong precedent.
It discourages value-based officers from discharging their official
duties by taking right decisions at the right time for the right
cause, effectively to protect the larger interest of the general
public.
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Proactive public servants committed to the public good
are essential for effective governance. They often take risks to
serve the public interest and uphold justice. However, when
they are targeted for political reasons, it creates a climate of
fear and discourages others from taking bold action.

This kind of political retaliation is detrimental to our
democracy. It erodes public trust, hampers development, and
obstructs justice. Instead of punishing honest and dedicated
officers, we should protect them and encourage them to
continue their important work. By safeguarding these
individuals, we can strengthen our institutions and inspire future
generations of public servants to prioritize the nation's welfare
over personal or political gain.

In a democratic society, integrity and dedication must be
celebrated, not punished. By safeguarding such officers from
political vendettas, we strengthen the fabric of our institutions
and inspire a generation of administrators who prioritize the
nation's welfare over personal or political gains. Ensuring their
protection is vital for long-term progress and justice

Sd/-
Dr. A. Gurumurthy
District and Sessions Judge (Retd.)
Enquiry Officer.”

Since the order dated 11-04-2025 confirms the afore-quoted
findings of the Enquiry Officer, it assumes certain significance and
warrants closer scrutiny. The order reads as follows:

“Preamble:

Based on the Preliminary Enquiry Report read at (1)
above submitted by Dr G. Ravishankar, IAS it was decided to
initiate disciplinary action against Smt. Rohini Sindhuri Dasari,
IAS, while working as Deputy Commissioner, Mysuru Dist,
Mysuru for alleged irregularities in the procurement of eco-
friendly cloth bags and undertaking construction of swimming
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pool and installation of vitrified tiles in the official residence of
Deputy Commissioner which is the heritage building.
Accordingly, notice under rule 6(1) of the All India Services
(Death-cum- Retirement Benefits) Rules, 1958 read with Rule 8
of the All India Services (Discipline and Appeal) Rules, 1969
along with Article of Charges and the Statement of Imputations
of misconduct in support of the Article of Charges (Annexure - I
to IV) with supporting documents was issued vide notice dated
24.02.2023 read at (2) above to Smt. Rohini Sindhuri Dasari,
IAS.

Smt. Rohini Sindhuri Dasari, IAS in the letter dated
04.05.2023 read at (3) above submitted her written statement
of defence to the notice dated 24.02.2023 and has denied
charges made against her and has requested to exonerate all
the charges levelled against her.

The State Government had examined the reply submitted
by Smt. Rohini Sindhuri Dasari, IAS. As the reply submitted by
the officer was unsatisfactory, it was decided to inquire into the
charges levelled against the officer and vide Government order
dated:09.06.2023 read at (4) above Sri Yogendra Tripathi, IAS
(Retd) was appointed as Inquiry Officer and Sri Ujjwal Kumar
Ghosh, IAS was appointed as Presenting Officer under Rule 8(2)
& 8(6)(c) of All India Services (Discipline and Appeal) Rules,
1969.

In the Government Order read at (6) above Dr.
A.Gurumurthy, District and Sessions Judge (Retd.) was
appointed as Inquiry officer in place of Sri Yogendra Tripathi,
IAS (Retd.) and Sri S.B.Shettennavar, IAS, Managing Director,
Hutti Gold Mines Company Limited, Bengaluru was appointed as
Presenting Officer in place of Sri Ujjwal Kumar Ghosh, IAS.

The Inquiry Officer submitted the Inquiry report on
25.11.2024 read at (7) above and held that all the charges
(Charge 1 to 7) are not proved. The same was examined and
accepted by the Government.

Meanwhile Sri S.R Mahesh filed a Writ Petition No.
25133/2024 before the Hon'ble High of Karnataka praying to
quash the proceedings/order No. DPAR 218 SAS 2022 dated
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11.07.2024 and to appoint any Retired High Court Judge as
Inquiry Officer in the above departmental enquiry.

The Hon'ble High Court in its order dated: 19.12.2024
read at (8) above disposed the Writ Petition stating as below:

A\

....5. The enquiry having been completed and the
report submitted to the State
Government/Disciplinary Authority, at this stage,
the validity of changing the Enquiry officer cannot
be gone into.

6. Therefore, it is expedient to dispose of the
petition reserving liberty to the petitioner to submit
the objections with the State
Government/Disciplinary Authority.

7. If such objections are filed, the State
Government/Disciplinary Authority is to consider
the same before passing the order either accepting
or rejecting the report, in accordance with law. The
said objections, if any, are to be filed within a week
from the date of receipt of certified copy of this
order...."

In view of the Hon'ble High Court order, Sri S. R Mahesh
filed objections read at (9) above and the same was examined.
Further, it was decided to the drop the disciplinary proceedings
and close the matter with an administrative warning to the
officer. Hence, the following orders.

GOVERNMENT ORDER No. DPAR 218 SAS 2022,
BENGALURU, DATED: 11 April, 2025.

In the circumstances detailed in the preamble, Smt.
Rohini Sindhuri Dasari, IAS is exonerated of all the charges
levelled against her vide notice dated 24.02.2023, and the
departmental inquiry is hereby closed with an administrative
warning given to the officer in this regard.

By order and in the name of the
Governor of Karnataka
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Sd/-11/4/2025
(T.Mahanthesh)
Under Secretary to Government
DPAR (Services-1)"

A careful perusal at the said order discloses that on the very same
set of allegations, disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the
officer, under the All India Services (Discipline and Appeal) Rules,
1969. Articles of charges were framed, a reply was submitted in
denial, and upon the reply being found unsatisfactory, an Enquiry
Officer was appointed to delve into the allegation. The enquiry
culminated in a report holding that the charges were not proved.
The finding thereafter accepted by the Government results in
closure of the proceedings, albeit, accompanied by an
administrative warning. The Enquiry Officer goes beyond his brief.
If he had stopped at finding the charges proved or not proved, it
would have been within what brief was entrusted to him. He would
observe that the officer is action oriented, value based and it is the
opinion of the Enquiry Officer that dedicated officers must be
protected and encouraged to continue their important work. This is

the foundational thought of the Enquiry Officer, which perhaps has
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resulted in closure of the departmental enquiry itself. Be that as it

may.

9. The pivotal question that thus arises for
consideration is, whether such exoneration in a
departmental proceeding can legitimately constitute a
foundation for refusal of approval under Section 17A of the
Act? The factual canvas is neither complex nor obscure. The
genesis of the complaint lies in an alleged decision that resulted in
substantial loss to the State exchequer, a consequence
attributed not of inadvertence, but of a conscious exercise or
a decision taken by the Official Authority. The decisions are
quoted hereinabove. If the allegation pertains to a decision taken in
the discharge of official functions, it would indubitably fall within the
ambit of Section 17A. Notably, the request for approval was made
as early as the year 2021, long before the initiation of the
departmental enquiry itself, which commenced only on 24-02-2023
and concluded on 11-04-2025. In the present context, it is neither
necessary nor desirable to traverse the minutiae of the

departmental enquiry.
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10. It would suffice to observe that the close of such
proceedings cannot, in law, operate as a protective shield,
insulating the officer from even the threshold scrutiny of criminal
investigation, the threshold scrutiny being an approval under
Section 17A of the Act and the consequent registration of the crime,
for the purpose of inquiry, enquiry or investigation. To hold
otherwise, would be to conflate two distinct legal regimes -
crime and a departmental enquiry, each governed by its own
objectives, standards, and evidentiary thresholds. The
complaint registered was neither vague or speculative. It did
set out, with clarity and documentary support, allegation
that prima facie discloses abuse of the office and
consequential financial loss to the state. If such material
does not even warrant the grant of approval to initiate
investigation under Section 17A, this Court is constrained to
ponder what would. The statutory safeguard under Section
17A is not intended to stifle legitimate inquiry into serious
allegations of corruption, it is designed to prevent frivolous

harassment not to foreclose accountability.
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11. The coordinate Bench of this Court, in the judgment
quoted supra, has clearly held that the order should bear
application of mind answering every contention in the complaint. If
the earlier order that formed the subject matter of writ
petition is juxtaposed with the order that forms the subject
matter of the present petition, it is verbatim similar to the
earlier order, except the statement that the Officer has been
exonerated in a departmental enquiry. If any officer is
exonerated in a departmental enquiry, it is no law that even

the crime cannot be registered.

12. Jurisprudence with regard to this issue is replete with the
latest judgment of the Apex Court in the case of KARNATAKA
LOKAYUKTHA BAGALKOTE DISTRICT,  BAGALKOT .

CHANDRASHEKAR! wherein the Apex Court has held as follows:

A\Y

6. In Radheshyam Kejriwal, the raid on the premises of
the appellant therein, by the Enforcement Directorate gave rise
to proceedings under the Foreign Exchange Regulation Act,
1973. Initially, a show-cause notice was issued by the Director
of the Enforcement Directorate proposing adjudication

12026 SCC OnLine SC 13
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proceedings under Section 51 of the FERA, which, after
explanation received was concluded with a decision taken by the
Adjudicating Officer that the contravention of the provisions
alleged cannot be sustained since the transaction itself is not
proved. The said order became final for reason of the
Enforcement Directorate having not challenged it. Later, on the
same set of facts, as enabled under Section 56 of the FERA
criminal proceedings were initiated, which even as per the
enactment could be continued without any prejudice to any
award of penalty by the Adjudicating Officer under Section 51 of
the FERA. It is in this context that the three-Judge Bench, by a
majority, held inter alia that though the adjudication and
criminal proceedings are independent of each other, if in the
former the offender is exonerated on merits then the criminal
prosecution also comes to an inevitable end. It was also
categorically found that if the exoneration in the adjudication
proceeding is on a technical ground and not on merits, the
prosecution could continue.

7. In Radheshyam Kejriwal the adjudication proceedings
and the criminal proceedings were under the FERA, one for
penalty; to recoup the economic loss caused by the transaction
contravening the provisions of the statute and the other,
prosecution; to provide penal consequences as a deterrent
measure. The subject matter of the offence alleged in both
proceedings was the contravention of the provisions of the
statute through the transaction detected. When the adjudication
proceedings found the transaction alleged to have not taken
place, then it cuts at the root of the prosecution too. Other
decisions under the FERA, where the two proceedings of
adjudication and prosecution were found to be independent; the
decision in one having no bearing on the other, were noticed. So
were the decisions under the Income Tax Act, 1961 noticed,
wherein, when the penalty imposed on a presumed violation of
the provisions of the I.T. Act was set aside by the Tribunal; the
last fact-finding authority under the scheme of the I.T. Act, for
that reason alone the prosecution was found redundant and
quashed. Radheshyam Kejriwal culled out the principles in the
following manner:

38. The ratio which can be culled out from these
decisions can broadly be stated as follows:
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(i) Adjudication proceedings and criminal
prosecution can be launched simultaneously;

(ii) Decision in adjudication proceedings is not
necessary before initiating criminal prosecution;

(iii)  Adjudication proceedings and criminal
proceedings are independent in nature to each
other;

(iv) The finding against the person facing
prosecution in the adjudication proceedings is not
binding on the proceeding for criminal
prosecution;

(v) Adjudication proceedings by the Enforcement
Directorate is not prosecution by a competent
court of law to attract the provisions of
Article 20(2) of the Constitution or Section 300 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure;

(vi) The finding in the adjudication proceedings in
favour of the person facing trial for identical
violation will depend upon the nature of finding.
If the exoneration in adjudication proceedings is
on _technical ground and not on merit,
prosecution may continue; and

(vii)  In case of exoneration, however, on merits where
the allegation is found to be not sustainable at all
and the person held innocent, criminal
prosecution on the same set of facts and
circumstances cannot be allowed to continue, the
underlying principle being the higher standard of
proof in criminal cases.

39. In our opinion, therefore, the yardstick would
be to judge as to whether the allegation in the
adjudication proceedings as well as the proceeding for
prosecution is identical and the exoneration of the
person concerned in the adjudication proceedings is on
merits. In case it is found on merit that there is no
contravention of the provisions of the Act in the
adjudication proceedings, the trial of the person
concerned shall be an abuse of the process of the court.

[underlining by us for emphasis]

8. In Radheshyam Kejriwal the very substratum of the
allegation of violation of the provisions of FERA was found to be
non-existent, an adjudication on merits that the transaction
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alleged had not occurred. In the instant case the Enquiry Report
found that for reason of the Officer in charge of the trap having
not been examined, the department was unable to establish the
charge, not at all an exoneration on merits, but more a
discharge for lack of diligence. The ratio decidendi of that case
cannot be extended to every situation where a statute provides
for a civil liability and a criminal liability, in which event Courts
would be presuming what logically follows from the finding,
without any application on the facts.

9. In a disciplinary enquiry the employer satisfies itself as
to whether the misconduct alleged is proved and if proved,
decides on the proportionate punishment that should be
imposed; both of which are in the exclusive domain of the
employer, to be determined on the standard of preponderance
of probabilities. In a criminal prosecution launched what
assumes significance is the criminality of the act complained of
or detected which has to be proved beyond reasonable doubt.
Both are independent of each other not only for reason of the
nature of the proceedings and the standard of proof, but also for
reason of the adjudication being carried on by two different
entities, regulated by a different set of rules and more
importantly decided on the basis of the evidence led in the
independent proceedings. If evidence is not led properly in one
case, it cannot govern the decision in the other case where
evidence is led separately and independently.

10. No doubt, the principles in Radheshyam Kejriwal are
applicable in a disciplinary inquiry, which was the specific
question considered in Ajay Kumar Tyagi; interestingly by the
very same Hon'ble Judge who authored the majority judgment
in Radheshyam Kejriwal. True, the earlier decision was not
noticed in the latter decision; according to us with just cause
since there were distinctions on facts.

11. Ajay Kumar Tyagi was a case in which a successful
trap was laid and there was exoneration in the enquiry
conducted without a final order by the Disciplinary Authority.
Therein the Disciplinary Authority had not passed an order, in
deference to the pending criminal prosecution, which action of
deferment was unsuccessfully challenged in a writ petition by
the delinquent. Then a further writ petition was filed challenging
the continuance of the criminal prosecution on the ground of
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exoneration in the Enquiry Report, which stood allowed. The
Disciplinary Authority then passed an order exonerating the
delinquent, subject to a challenge to the quashing of the
criminal proceedings. In the SLP filed against the order of
quashing there was a reference to a larger Bench noting the
divergence of opinion with regard to the quashing of a
prosecution based on exoneration in a disciplinary proceeding.
Even before answering the reference the larger Bench found the
quashing to be wrong insofar as the Disciplinary Authority
having power to differ from the findings in the report of enquiry
and the High Court, in that case having upheld the action of the
Disciplinary Authority, keeping in abeyance the final order. We
pause here to notice that herein the Disciplinary Authority
passed an order concurring with the findings in the Enquiry
Report on 08.07.2024, produced as Annexure R-1, with a rider
that the order is subject to the proceedings in the criminal case,
the consequences of which would necessarily follow.

12. The reference too was answered in Ajay Kumar Tyagi.
A two-Judge Bench decision of this Court in P.S. Rajya v. State
of Bihar was referred to wherein the criminal prosecution was
quashed when the departmental proceedings concluded in
exoneration. In P.S. Rajya, the allegation was of possession of
assets disproportionate to the source of income. The Central
Vigilance Commission dealt with the charge and in its elaborate
report concluded that the valuation report on which CBI placed
reliance is of doubtful nature. The Court on facts found that the
value given as a base for the chargesheet was not the value
given in the reports subsequently given by the valuers. The
decision in P.S. Rajya relying on State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal,
the water shed decision in invocation of the inherent powers
under Section 482 of the Criminal Procedure Code, 1973 for
quashing criminal prosecution, held that the prosecution in that
case should be quashed for more than one reason as laid down
in Bhajan Lal. Ajay Kumar Tyagi categorically held that the
quashing of criminal proceedings in P.S. Rajya was not merely
on account of the exoneration in the disciplinary proceedings.
Referring to a number of decisions, it was held so in paragraphs
24 & 25 which are extracted hereunder:

“"24. Therefore, in our opinion, the High Court
quashed the prosecution on total misreading of the
judgment in P.S. Rajya case (1996) 9 SCC 1. In fact,
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there are precedents, to which we have referred to
above, that speak eloquently a contrary view i.e.
exoneration in departmental proceeding ipso facto would
not lead to exoneration or acquittal in a criminal case.
On principle also, this view commends us. It is well
settled that the standard of proof in a department
proceeding is lower than that of criminal prosecution. It
is equally well settled that the departmental proceeding
or for that matter criminal cases have to be decided only
on the basis of evidence adduced therein. Truthfulness
of the evidence in the criminal case can be judged only
after the evidence is adduced therein and the criminal
case cannot be rejected on the basis of the evidence in
the departmental proceeding or the report of the inquiry
officer based on those evidence.

25. We are, therefore, of the opinion that the
exoneration in the departmental proceeding ipso facto
would not result in the quashing of the criminal
prosecution. We hasten to add, however, that if the
prosecution against an accused is solely based on a
finding in a proceeding and that finding is set aside by
the superior authority in the hierarchy, the very
foundation goes and the prosecution may be quashed.
But that principle will not apply in the case of the
departmental proceeding as the criminal trial and the
departmental proceeding are held by two different
entities. Further, they are not in the same hierarchy.”

13. We are of the opinion that in the present case
the distinction as brought out in Ajay Kumar
Tyagi squarely applies and the ratio decidendi therein is
not regulated by the ratio of the earlier judgment
in Radheshyam Kejriwal. In Radheshyam Kejriwal, the
adjudication proceedings and the prosecution were both
by the very same entity, the Enforcement Directorate
under the FERA. In Ajay Kumar Tyagi, the allegation was
of a demand and acceptance of bribe in which a trap was
laid, and the prosecution was commenced and continued
by the ACB while the departmental proceedings were by
the Delhi Jal Board under which the delinquent employee
worked. Identical is the fact in this case where the ACB
laid the trap, commenced and continued the criminal
proceedings, at the behest of the appellant, while the
department carried on with the enquiry. The findings in
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the enquiry report also do not persuade us to quash the
criminal proceedings as we would presently notice.

14. At the outset, we cannot but reiterate that the
enquiry report in disciplinary proceedings is not
conclusive of the guilt or otherwise of the delinquent
employee, which finding is in the exclusive domain of the
disciplinary authority. The enquiry officer is appointed
only as a convenient measure to bring on record the
allegations against the delinquent employee and the
proof thereof and to ensure an opportunity to the
delinquent employee to contest and defend the same by
cross-examination of the witnesses proffered by the
department and even production of further evidence, in
defense. The enquiry officer, strictly speaking, merely
records the evidence and the finding entered on the basis
of the evidence led at the enquiry does not have any
bearing on the final decision of the disciplinary authority.
The disciplinary authority takes the ultimate call as to
whether to concur with the findings of the enquiry
authority or to differ therefrom. On a decision being
taken to differ from the findings in the enquiry report as
to the guilt of the delinquent employee, if it is in favour of
the delinquent employee nothing more needs to be done
since the enquiry stands closed exonerating the
employee of the charges levelled. If the decision is to
concur with the finding of guilt by the Enquiry Officer,
then a show-cause is issued with the copy of the Enquiry
Report. However, while differing from the finding of
exoneration in the enquiry report, necessarily the
disciplinary authority will not only have to issue a show-
cause against the delinquent employee, with a copy of
the Enquiry Report, but the show-cause notice also has to
specifically bring to attention of the delinquent, the
aspects on which the disciplinary authority proposes to
differ, based on the facts discovered in the enquiry so as
to afford the delinquent employee an opportunity to
proffer his defense to the same.

15. Having thus stated the law regulating the final
decision in a departmental enquiry, we cannot but notice
that in the present case, there is a final order produced
as passed by the Disciplinary Authority. The learned
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Counsel for the respondent vehemently argued that a
retired District Judge was the Enquiry Officer, which
according to us gives the enquiry no higher sanctity than
that would be conferred on any enquiry report in any
disciplinary proceeding carried out by a person not
trained in law. The Enquiry Officer often is appointed as
an independent person who would have no connection
with the management to ensure against any allegation of
bias. A retired judicial officer being appointed as an
enquiry officer does not confer the enquiry report any
higher value or greater sanctity than that is normally
available to such reports. We cannot but observe that in
this case the Enquiry Officer fell into an error by requiring
proof at a higher level than that necessary under
preponderance of probabilities and so did the Disciplinary
Authority, in concurring with the same.

16. We also notice the specific findings in the enquiry
report. The exoneration was on the basis of two aspects, one,
the Inspector of the ACB who carried out the trap having not
been examined and the other, two independent witnesses
accompanying the trap team having stated that they were
standing outside the office room wherein the handing over of
the bribe took place. The first ground of the Inspector not
having been examined, according to us, based on the
preponderance of probabilities, is not imperative, especially
when the two independent witnesses were examined. More so,
insofar as the department not being at fault since three
summons were taken out and a further request was made again
for summoning the witness, which was declined by the Enquiry
Officer. We cannot but notice that there would be no
consequence in not responding to a summons in departmental
proceedings, while a like failure in criminal proceedings would
be more drastic. The criminal court has ample powers to ensure
the presence of a witness in a criminal proceeding, which the
Enquiry Officer does not possess. In this context, the fact that
the prosecuting agency and the one carrying on the
departmental enquiry being two entities assumes significance.
Further, here the trap was laid by the ACB, and the prosecution
was conducted at the behest of the Lokayukta, and we cannot
presume or anticipate any laxity on the prosecuting agency of
not bringing the Inspector to the box, before the criminal court.
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More pertinently we cannot, on such anticipated laxity put an
end to the prosecution.

17. We looked at the evidence laid at the enquiry, not to
regulate the order in the departmental proceedings which is not
challenged before us, but to satisfy ourselves and to understand
whether there is total exoneration on merits, which we find to
be absent. In the present case, the witnesses proffered by the
department where, (i) the complainant; the contractor who
complained of the demand of bribe and (ii) two independent
witnesses, government officers in two different departments
who accompanied the trap team. PW-1, the complainant
categorically stated that a bribe was demanded from him of
Rupees ten thousand to clear five bills at the rate of Rupees two
thousand each. He complained to the ACB whose Inspector
marked the notes, powdered them and put them in a packet,
after noting down the numbers to later identify them. The trap
team along with the complainant and two witnesses went to the
office of the delinquent employee. The complainant went inside
the office room wherein he handed over the packet containing
the money to the delinquent employee, who counted and put it
in his pant's pocket, clearly spoken of by the complainant at the
enquiry. The complainant gave the signal as agreed upon, a
missed call on the mobile, when the trap team went in, checked
the pockets of the delinquent employee, recovered the packet
with the money and when the hands of the delinquent employee
were dipped in the solution earlier prepared, the colour changed
bringing forth the taint.

18. PW-2 and PW-3 were the independent witnesses who
were standing outside the office room when the complainant
went in. They deposed that on the signal being given, the
officers went inside the room and the witnesses followed. They
witnessed the money being taken out from the pocket of the
delinquent and the delinquent's hands being dipped in a solution
which displayed the tainted colour. Even without the
examination of the Inspector who laid the trap we are of the
opinion that there was sufficient proof on the standard of
preponderance of probabilities to find the delinquent guilty of
the charge of demand and acceptance of bribe. The complainant
and the independent witnesses have spoken about the incident
of the successful trap laid.
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19. On the principles of law as stated hereinabove
and also on the peculiar facts coming out from the above
case, we are not convinced that this is a fit case where
the criminal proceedings can be quashed on the
exoneration of the delinquent employee iIn a
departmental enquiry. We find the decision in Ajay Kumar
Tyagi to be squarely applicable. The appeal stands
allowed permitting the continuation of criminal
proceedings. We make it clear that since the disciplinary
authority has accepted the enquiry report, there cannot
be reopening of the same based on the findings
hereinabove; but a conviction in the criminal case would
bring in consequences as mandated by rules regulating
the service, specifically reserved in the order of the
disciplinary authority, Annexure R-1."

(Emphasis supplied)

In the light of the aforesaid judgment of the Apex Court, any
amount of defence projected by the State in its application by way

of statement of objections would be of no avail.

13. The controversy, that arises for consideration in
the present Jis, is one that strikes at the very heart of public
probity. It concerns allegations of corruption and
consequent loss to the State exchequer. What is projected is
not a mere administrative lapse, but a decision whose
ramifications allegedly extend to grave financial detriment

to public funds. A cloth bag available in the open market at a
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modest price of ¥T13 per unit is sought to be procured at an
inflated rate of ¥52 per bag, pursuant to a decision
attributed to the Deputy Commissioner. Compounding the
gravity of the matter, is the allegation that funds earmarked
for welfare schemes intended to benefit the economically
vulnerable sections within the Grama Panchayath, were
diverted to this procurement, thereby inflicting substantial
loss upon the public treasury. Such a decision, by its very
nature and consequence, cannot be placed beyond the pale
of scrutiny under the Provisions in the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988. The approval sought under Section
17A, pertains to a case where which, at least prima facie
discloses elements of corruption. In such circumstances, it
becomes imperative for this Court to advert to the judgment of the
Apex Court, which illuminate the manner in which allegations of
corruption are to be approached and adjudicated. In a public
interest litigation, the Apex Court notices various of its decisions in
CENTRE FOR PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION v. UNION

INDIA? and holds as follows:-

2 2026 SCC OnlLine SC 57
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n

7.1. In the case of Sheonandan Paswan v. State of Bihar
(1987) 1 SCC 288 (“Sheonandan  Paswan”), E.S.
Venkataramiah, J. (as the learned Chief Justice of India then
was) in the majority opinion, deciding on the correctness of an
order of the Magistrate Court allowing for the withdrawal of
prosecution in a case relating to allegations of corruption, noted
the need to balance probity in public life by convicting corrupt
public servants on one hand with a measured approach that
ensures only genuine cases lead to a conviction on the other, by
observing that:

“37. ... Corruption, particularly at high
places should be put down with a heavy hand. But
our passion to do so should not overtake reason.
The court always acts on the material before it and
if it finds that the material is not sufficient to
connect the accused with the crime, it has to
discharge or acquit him, as the case may be,
notwithstanding the fact that the crime
complained of is a grave one. ...”

7.2. In the case of State of Haryana v. Bhajan Lal,
1992 Supp 1 SCC 335 (“Bhajan Lal”), which laid down the
now-familiar seven-prong indicative test as to when the
powers under Article 226 of the Constitution or Section 482 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (“CrPC”) could be
exercised to quash a criminal proceeding, Ratnavel Pandian,

J. rightly observed that:

“4. Everyone whether individually or collectively
is unquestionably under the supremacy of the law.
Whoever he may be, however high he is, he is under the
law. No matter how powerful he is, or how rich he may
be.

XXX

9. Mere rhetorical preaching of apostolic sermons
listing out the evils of corruption and raising slogans
with catch words are of no use in the absence of
practical and effective steps to eradicate them; because
evil tolerated is evil propagated.
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10. At the same time, one should also be
alive to cases where false and frivolous
accusations of corruption are maliciously made
against an adversary exposing him to social
ridicule and obloquy with an ulterior motive of
wreaking vengeance due to past animosity or
personal pique or merely out of spite regardless of
the fact whether the proceedings will ultimately
culminate into conviction or not.

7.3. In Vineet Narain, this Court held that:

“56. The adverse impact of lack of probity in
public life leading to a high degree of corruption is
manifold. It also has adverse effect on foreign
investment and funding from the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank who have warned that future
aid to under-developed countries may be subject to the
requisite steps being taken to eradicate corruption,
which prevents international aid from reaching those for
whom it is meant. Increasing corruption has led to
investigative journalism which is of value to a free
society. The need to highlight corruption in public
life through the medium of public interest
litigation invoking judicial review may be frequent
in India but is not unknown in other
countries: R v. Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs.

57. Of course, the necessity of desirable
procedures evolved by court rules to ensure that such a
litigation is properly conducted and confined only to
mattes of public interest is obvious. This is the effort
made in these proceedings for the enforcement of
fundamental rights guaranteed in the Constitution in
exercise of powers conferred on this Court for doing
complete justice in a cause. It cannot be doubted that
there is a serious human rights aspect involved in such a
proceeding because the prevailing corruption in public
life, if permitted to continue unchecked, has ultimately
the deleterious effect of eroding the Indian polity.”

(underlining by me)
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7.4. In the case of J. Jayalalitha v. Union of India, (1999)
5 SCC 138 (“Jayalalitha”), Nanavati, J. when discussing the
purpose behind the enactment of the Act held as under:

“15. Corruption corrodes the moral fabric of
the society and corruption by public servants not
only leads to corrosion of the moral fabric of the
society but is also harmful to the national
economy and national interest, as the persons
occupying high posts in the Government by
misusing their power due to corruption can cause
considerable damage to the national economy,
national interest and image of the country.”

7.5. Further, Sethi, J. in State of M.Pv. Ram Singh,
(2000) 5 SCC 88 ("Ram Singh™), observed as under:

“8. Corruption in a civilised society is a
disease like cancer, which if not detected in time is
sure to maliganise the polity of country leading to
disastrous consequences. It is termed as a plague
which is not only contagious but if not controlled
spreads like a fire in a jungle. Its virus is
compared with HIV leading to AIDS, being
incurable. It has also been termed as royal
thievery. The socio-political system exposed to such a
dreaded communicable disease is likely to crumble
under its own weight. Corruption is opposed to
democracy and social order, being not only anti-people,
but aimed and targeted against them. It affects the
economy and destroys the cultural heritage. Unless
nipped in the bud at the earliest, it is likely to cause
turbulence shaking of the socio-economic-political
system in an otherwise healthy, wealthy, effective and
vibrating society.”

7.6. In the case of K.C. Sareen v. CBI, (2001) 6 SCC 584,
this Court speaking through K.T Thomas, J. remarked on the
possibility of a public servant who has been convicted of
corruption continuing to hold office during the pendency of an
appeal against the conviction, by stating that:

“12. Corruption by public servants has now
reached a monstrous dimension in India. Its
tentacles have started grappling even the
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institutions created for the protection of the
republic. Unless those tentacles are intercepted
and impeded from gripping the normal and orderly
functioning of the public offices, through strong
legislative, executive as well as judicial exercises
the corrupt public servants could even paralyse
the functioning of such institutions and thereby
hinder the democratic polity. Proliferation of
corrupt public servants could garner momentum to
cripple the social order if such men are allowed to
continue to manage and operate public
institutions. When a public servant was found
guilty of corruption after a judicial adjudicatory
process conducted by a court of law, judiciousness
demands that he should be treated as corrupt until
he is exonerated by a superior court. The mere
fact that an appellate or revisional forum has
decided to entertain his challenge and to go into
the issues and findings made against such public
servants once again should not even temporarily
absolve him from such findings. If such a public
servant becomes entitled to hold public office and
to continue to do official acts until he is judicially
absolved from such findings by reason of
suspension of the order of conviction it is public
interest which suffers and sometimes even
irreparably. When a public servant who is convicted of
corruption is allowed to continue to hold public office it
would impair the morale of the other persons manning
such office, and consequently that would erode the
already shrunk confidence of the people in such public
institutions besides demoralising the other honest public
servants who would either be the colleagues or
subordinates of the convicted person. If honest public
servants are compelled to take orders from proclaimed
corrupt officers on account of the suspension of the
conviction the fall out would be one of shaking the
system itself. Hence it is necessary that the court should
not aid the public servant who stands convicted for
corruption charges to hold only public office until he is
exonerated after conducting a judicial adjudication at
the appellate or revisional level. It is a different matter if
a corrupt public officer could continue to hold such
public office even without the help of a court order
suspending the conviction.”
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7.7.In the case of State of M.P.v. Shambhu Dayal
Nagar, (2006) 8 SCC 693 (“"Shambhu Dayal Nagar”), Dalveer
Bhandari, J. noted that:

“32. It is difficult to accept the prayer of the
respondent that a lenient view be taken in this case. The
corruption by public servants has become a gigantic
problem. It has spread everywhere. No facet of public
activity has been left unaffected by the stink of
corruption. It has deep and pervasive impact on the
functioning of the entire country. Large scale corruption
retards the national building activities and everyone has
to suffer on that count. As has been aptly observed
in Swatantar Singh v. State of Haryana, corruption is
corroding like cancerous lymph nodes, the vital
veins of the body politics, social fabric of efficiency
in the public service and demoralizing the honest
officers. The efficiency in public service would
improve only when the public servant devotes his
sincere attention and does the duty diligently,
truthfully, honestly and devotes himself
assiduously to the performance of the duties of his
post. The reputation of corrupt would gather thick
and unchaseable clouds around the conduct of the
officer and gain notoriety much faster than the
smoke.”

7.8. This Court, speaking through Dr. B.S. Chauhan, J.
in State of Maharashtra v. Balakrishna DattatryaKumbhar,
(2012) 12 SCC 384 (“Kumbhar"), wherein the suspension of the
conviction of the respondent therein for offences under the Act
was challenged, observed that:

“17. The aforesaid order is therefore, certainly
not sustainable in law if examined in light of the
aforementioned judgments of this Court. Corruption is
not only a punishable offence but also undermines
human rights, indirectly violating them, and systematic
corruption, is a human rights’ violation in itself, as it
leads to systematic economic crimes. Thus, In the
aforesaid backdrop, the High Court should not have
passed the said order of suspension of sentence in a
case involving corruption. ...”
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7.9. In Manohar Lal Sharma v. Principal  Secretary,
(2014) 2 SCC 532 (“"Manohar Lal Sharma”), Lodha, J. (as the
learned Chief Justice then was) observed that:

“34. The abuse of public office for private gain
has grown in scope and scale and hit the nation badly.
Corruption reduces revenue; it slows down economic
activity and holds back economic growth. The biggest
loss that may occur to the nation due to corruption is
loss of confidence in the democracy and weakening of
rule of law.

35. In recent times, there has been concern
over the need to ensure that the corridors of
power remain untainted by corruption or nepotism
and that there is optimum utilization of resources
and funds for their intended purposes.

36. In 350 B.C.E., Aristotle suggested in the
“Politics” that to protect the treasury from being
defrauded, let all money be issued openly in front of the
whole city, and let copies of the accounts be deposited
in various wards. What Aristotle said centuries back may
not be practicable today but for successful working of
the democracy it is essential that public revenues are
not defrauded and public servants do not indulge in
bribery and corruption and if they do, the allegations of
corruption are inquired into fairly, properly and promptly
and those who are guilty are brought to book.”

7.10. Further, in Subramanian Swamy, R.M Lodha, C.J.
held that:

“72. Corruption is an enemy of nation and
tracking down a corrupt public servant, however
high he may be, and punishing such person is a
necessary mandate under the PC Act, 1988. The
status or position of public servant does not
qualify such public servant from exemption from
equal treatment. The decision-making power does
not segregate corrupt officers into two classes as
they are common crimedoers and have to be
tracked down by the same process of inquiry and
investigation.””

(Emphasis supplied)
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The Apex Court, in the afore-quoted judgment, drawing upon a rich
tapestry of precedents, has underscored the delicate yet crucial
balance that Courts must maintain between the imperative of
rooting out corruption and necessity of ensuring that only cases
supported by credible material culminate in prosecution. At the
same time, the court has consistently sounded a note of caution
that corruption, particularly in public life, is not a mere aberration,
but a corrosive force that erodes the very foundations of
governance, undermines public confidence, and impairs the
economic and moral fabric of the nation. The jurisprudence of the
Apex Court resounds with a singular unambiguous theme,
corruption is an insidious menace, variously described as
cancer, a plague, and a contagion that if left unchecked, has
the potential to destabilise the polity and corrode democratic
institutions. The Apex Court has unequivocally held that
corruption is an enemy of the nation and that pursuit,
detection and punishment of corrupt public servants,
irrespective of their rank or stature, is not merely
permissible, but a constitutional and statutory imperative

under the Act.
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14. In this backdrop, it becomes necessary to notice Section

17A of the Act. It reads as follows:

“17-A. Enquiry or Inquiry or investigation of
offences relatable to recommendations made or decision
taken by public servant in discharge of official functions
or duties.—(1) No police officer shall conduct any enquiry or
inquiry or investigation into any offence alleged to have been
committed by a public servant under this Act, where the alleged
offence is relatable to any recommendation made or decision
taken by such public servant in discharge of his official functions
or duties, without the previous approval—

(a) in the case of a person who is or was employed, at the
time when the offence was alleged to have been
committed, in connection with the affairs of the Union, of
that Government;

(b) in the case of a person who is or was employed, at the
time when the offence was alleged to have been
committed, in connection with the affairs of a State, of
that Government;

(c) in the case of any other person, of the authority
competent to remove him from his office, at the time
when the offence was alleged to have been committed:

Provided that no such approval shall be necessary for
cases involving arrest of a person on the spot on the charge of
accepting or attempting to accept any undue advantage for
himself or for any other person:

Provided further that the concerned authority shall
convey its decision under this section within a period of three
months, which may, for reasons to be recorded in writing by
such authority, be extended by a further period of one month.”
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Section 17A was introduced by way of amendment in the year
2018, was conceived as a safeguard to shield honest public
servants from vexatious and frivolous prosecution arising out of
bonafide decisions taken in the discharge of official duties.
However, such a provision was never intended to operate, as a
protective cloak for those, against whom, credible allegations of
corruption are laid, albeit, prima facie. It is a shield for the

innocent, not a sanctuary for the culpable.

15. In the case at hand, what emerges is not a frivolous
accusation, but a set of allegations that warrant, at the very least, a
thorough and impartial investigation. The spectre of corruption
once raised, on the basis of material placed on record,
cannot be summarily extinguished at the threshold. It must
be allowed to unfold through the process of investigation,
which alone can ascertain the truth. It is equally well settled
that a mere exoneration of an officer in departmental proceedings
cannot by itself foreclose the initiation of criminal investigation on
the same set of facts. Departmental proceedings and criminal

prosecution operate in distinct spheres, governed by distinct
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standards of proof and objectives. The closure of one does
not ipso facto extinguish the other. The impugned order, in the
considerate view of the Court is perfunctory, bereft of substantive
reasoning and reflective of mechanical exercise of power. It fails to
engage with the gravity of the allegation or material on record and

thus, cannot withstand judicial scrutiny.

16. Ordinarily, this Court would have deemed it appropriate
to remit the matter back to the Government for a fresh
consideration. However, in the peculiar facts of the present
case, render such a course, both unnecessary and
unwarranted. The coordinate bench had already issued a
clear mandate to reconsider the matter in accordance with
law. Yet, the Government instead of undertaking a
meaningful re-evaluation, has chosen to reiterate its earlier
position, albeit, with a |Ilittle justification. In the
circumstances, a further remand would serve no fruitful
purpose and would only prolong the process to the
detriment of justice. This Court, therefore deems it appropriate,

in the interest of justice, to direct the 1%* respondent/Government
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to accord approval for the registration of the FIR and for conduct of

an investigation, in accordance with law.

17. For the aforesaid reasons, the following:

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Bkp/cT:M3

ORDER

Writ Petition is allowed.

Order bearing No.CSUI 51 SAS 2022 dated
26-05-2025 passed by the 2" respondent stands
quashed.

Mandamus issues to the 1% respondent to grant
necessary approval as sought for by the petitioner
under Section 17A of the Prevention of Corruption Act,
1988, in the light of the observations made in the
course of the order, within an outer limit of 4 weeks

from the date of receipt of a copy of this order.

All further proceedings be regulated in accordance with

law.

Sd/-
(M.NAGAPRASANNA)
JUDGE
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