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(a) The Vigilance Bureaw/the Investigating Officer shall. complete the
investigation within THREE months time, within which a reference
should go to the concerned Administrative Department seeking grant
of sanction for prosecution. , : ‘1

(b) The competent authority shall decide within two months from the date
of the reference made fo them by the Vigilance Department the issue
regarding grant of sanction for prosecution. The competent authority
shall normally rely upon the material/ documents made available by
the Investigating Officer(s). o .

(c) . The competent authority shall not hold any parallel or field enquiry

A for the purpose of granting prosecution. i

(d) = In cases where the sanction for prosecution- has ‘been delayed/ -
refused, the matter shall be placed before the tespective committee
for information. / . L e

(e) The cases referred,to respective competent authority for grant of

sanction for prosecution will be monitored/ followed up by the

Secretary Vigilance- directly with the concerned Administrative |

Department. | e :

6 The Chief Vigilance Officer designated in each department , shall
ensure that sanction for prosecution is granted withiin the time period
specified . In this behalf , the Chief Vigilance Officer shall represent

' the Secretary Vigilance in respective departments. :
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" 1t has come to notice that prosecution sanction has often

‘been denied” on the basis of findings in & parallel enquiry
conducted by the Administrative Department or the version of the
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accused Officer during personal hearing and fhgt the material
collected by the Investigating Officer of the Vigilance Department
during the investigation isnot given due consideration

In this. connection it is necessary to reiterate that the
judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of Superintendent of
Police. CBI V¥ Deepak Chaudbary, (1996(1) SL  SC 171] has
olarified that grant of sanction is only an administrative function
where the evidence collected during investigation has 10 be placed
before the competent authority which is then t0 prima facie satisfy
tself as to whether or not the relevant facts constitute an offence .
In this view of the matter, there is no occasion for lavinching of
parallel departmental enquiries or for granting personal hearings -

before  the competent  authority reaches its . conclusion.,
Accordingly, it is once again reiterated that such practices need to
be dispensed with in order to ensure early decision on;cases where

sanction for prosecution has been sought by the Vigilance Bureau”.
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