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JUDGMENT

This Criminal Appeal has been as against the judgment passed in
C.C.No.8 of 2013, dated 21.04.2016 on the file of the XIV Additional
Special Judge for CBI Cases, Chennai, thereby convicted and sentenced the
accused for the offences punishable under Section 7 and 13(2) read with

13(1)(d) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988.

2. The case of the prosecution is that M/s. Caravel Logistics,
Chennai, submitted an online application on 27.08.2012 seeking Quarantine
Inspection and Clearance of consignments containing Flamingo Plants and
Orchid Saplings belonging to M/s. National Rose Gardens, Thrissur, Kerala.
On 28.08.2012, one K. Srivatsan, representing M/s. Caravel Logistics,
Chennai, submitted the hard copy of the application along with the necessary
enclosures to the accused, who was working as Assistant Plant Protection
Officer, Regional Plant Quarantine Station, Chennai, in the Duty Officer
Room, for issuance of the Import Release Order. The application was
received and processed by the accused, who instructed the complainant to
pay the requisite fee and thereafter submit the application for scrutiny. Upon
completion of the scrutiny, the complainant brought the application back to

the accused for deputing an Inspector to inspect the consignments. At that
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Crl.A.N0.322 of 2016
stage, the accused allegedly demanded a sum of Rs.2,000/- as illegal

gratification for further processing the application, stating that the final
approval had to be accorded online for issuance of the Import Release Order.
It is further alleged that the accused instructed the complainant to bring and
pay the bribe amount of Rs.2,000/- at his office at about 5.00 p.m. on the
same day, i.e., 28.08.2012. Since the complainant was unwilling to pay the
bribe, he lodged a complaint before the respondent. Based on the said
complaint, the respondent registered an FIR and laid a trap. During the trap
proceedings, the accused was allegedly caught red-handed while accepting
the bribe amount. Thereafter, the offences were altered and the respondent
filed the final report against the accused for the offences punishable under
Section 7 and Section 13(2) read with Section 13(1)(d) of the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988. The Trial Court took cognizance of the said final

report.

3. In order to establish the charges, the prosecution had examined 15
witnesses 1.e., PW.1 to P.W.15 and marked 36 documents as Exs.P1 to P36.
The prosecution also produced the Material Objects 1 to 10. On the side of
the accused, no one was examined and no document was marked before the

Trial Court to disprove the charges.
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4. Upon perusal of the oral and documentary evidence available on
record, the Trial Court convicted the accused for the offences punishable
under Section 7 and 13(2) read with 13(1)(d) of the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988. The accused was sentenced to undergo rigorous
imprisonment for 6 months and also to pay a fine of Rs.2,500/- in default to
undergo rigorous imprisonment for 2 months for the offence punishable
under Section 7 of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. The accused was
sentenced to undergo rigorous imprisonment for one year and to pay a fine
of Rs.5,000/- in default to undergo rigorous imprisonment for 2 months for
the offences punishable under Section 13(2) read with 13(1)(d) of the
Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. Aggrieved by the same, the present

criminal appeal has been filed by the appellant/accused.

5. The learned Senior Counsel appearing for the appellant submitted
that the complainant had no clean antecedents and that the complaint itself
was lodged with a mala fide intention. It is submitted that, on 17.05.2012, a
consignment of Orchids had been destroyed and, thereafter, on 23.08.2012, a
penalty of Rs.52,150/- was imposed in respect of a consignment of
Eucalyptus Logs imported from Uruguay, on the ground that the import

permit number had not been mentioned in the Phytosanitary Certificate.
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Immediately thereafter, on 28.08.2012, the complainant lodged the present

complaint alleging that the accused had demanded a bribe. It is further
submitted that the complainant had several prior transactions with the
accused and, therefore, the complaint was lodged only with a view to wreak
vengeance against the accused. Infact, the accused had processed the
application in the ordinary course of his official duties and had marked the
same to one Indira for conducting the requisite inspection. There was,

therefore, no occasion for the accused to demand any illegal gratification.

6. It is further submitted that the complainant lodged the complaint
on 28.08.2012 at about 1.00 p.m., and the same was registered at about 1.45
p.m. by the Inspector of Police, P.W.4, without even conducting a discreet
preliminary enquiry to verify the genuineness of the allegations. According
to the learned Senior Counsel, the failure to conduct such preliminary
verification constitutes a violation of the procedure prescribed under the CBI
Crime Manual and, therefore, the subsequent trap proceedings and the

prosecution founded thereon cannot be relied upon.

7. The learned Senior Counsel further submitted that the alleged

tainted money was accepted by the accused for a legitimate purpose and not
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as illegal gratification. It is contended that, as a matter of regular practice,
the Inspectors were taken in hired cabs which would be stationed in front of
the Regional Plant Quarantine Station, and the charges towards such
transportation were sometimes paid to the drivers subsequently. According
to the accused, the sum of Rs.2,000/- was intended to be paid to the cab
driver towards such transportation expenses. It is further submitted that, on
23.08.2012, one Balaguru had been taken for inspection of Eucalyptus Logs
at a yard in Manali. Since the relevant documentation was found to be
defective, a penalty was subsequently levied against the complainant. This
resulted in a wordy quarrel between the accused and the complainant,
following which the complainant left the office in frustration. According to
the learned Senior Counsel, the subsequent complaint was therefore

motivated by the said incident.

8. The learned Senior Counsel further submitted that, out of the said
sum of Rs.2,000/-, the accused had paid Rs.500/- to P.W.8 towards the
purchase of stationery items required for the office. It is also submitted that
the accused did not even suspect the presence of the shadow witness, P.W.3,
who had accompanied the complainant during the trap proceedings.

According to the learned Senior Counsel, this conduct demonstrates that the
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accused was under the bona fide belief that he was not engaged in any illegal

activity. It is therefore contended that the accused had sufficiently
established both the motive behind the false complaint and the legitimate
purpose for which the money was received. However, the Trial Court,
without properly appreciating the defence evidence and the surrounding
circumstances, mechanically proceeded to convict the accused. Hence, he
prayed for setting aside the conviction and sentence imposed upon the

accused.

9. Per contra, the learned Special Public Prosecutor appearing for the
respondent submitted that, upon receipt of the complaint from P.W.2, PW.4,
the Inspector of Police, conducted a discreet enquiry and, upon verification,
found the allegations to be genuine. It is further submitted that the conduct
and antecedents of the complainant were also verified. Only thereafter, the
FIR was registered and a trap was organised. He further submitted that, even
assuming that the procedure contemplated under the CBI Crime Manual was
not strictly followed, the provisions contained therein are only directory in
nature and not mandatory. Therefore, any alleged deviation from the
procedure prescribed in the CBI Crime Manual would not, by itself, vitiate

the entire prosecution or the trial. It is further submitted that P.W.2, the
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complainant had categorically deposed regarding the demand of illegal
gratification by the accused. His testimony is duly corroborated by P.W.3,
the shadow witness, who accompanied the complainant during the trap
proceedings. The evidence establishes that the accused received the
application from P.W.2, processed the same and thereafter demanded a sum
of Rs.2,000/- as illegal gratification for according the final approval online
for issuance of the Import Release Order. Thus, the prosecution has clearly

established the demand and acceptance of illegal gratification.

10. He further submitted that the accused had marked the application
to Indira (P.W.10) for conducting inspection of the consignments, and he
demanded a sum of Rs.2,000/- as illegal gratification for according final
approval in online. During the trap proceedings, the accused was caught red-
handed. In order to prosecute the accused, P.W.1 accorded the requisite
sanction. It is further submitted that the accused was subjected to a
phenolphthalein test, which yielded a positive result. During the personal
search of the accused, a sum of Rs.34,530/- was also recovered from his
possession. During the subsequent enquiry, the accused allegedly made a
voluntary statement that he had received a sum of Rs.1,00,000/- from one

Nanda of M/s. Logistics and had kept the said amount in the X-ray Room.
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Pursuant to the said statement, the accused opened the X-ray Room and

handed over the amount to the Trap Laying Officer. Two whiskey bottles

were also recovered from the X-ray Room.

11. It 1s further submitted that, in the course of his statement, the
accused had also disclosed that one Jasvir Singh, FElangovan,
Gnanasambandam and Rajesh Kumar Jain were also involved in the receipt
of illegal gratification and that they had collectively received a sum of Rs.12
lakhs as bribe, which was to be shared among them. Therefore, he submitted
that the prosecution had categorically established the demand and
acceptance of illegal gratification as well as the subsequent recovery and
other incriminating circumstances. The Trial Court had, upon proper
appreciation of the oral and documentary evidence, rightly convicted and
sentenced the accused. Hence, there is no infirmity or illegality warranting
interference by this Court, and the present Criminal Appeal is liable to be

dismissed.

12. Heard the learned counsel appearing on either side and perused

the materials placed on record.
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13. On perusal of the records and upon consideration of the

submissions made by the learned counsel appearing on either side, it is
evident that the complainant was examined as P.W.2, the official witness
who accompanied P.W.2 during the trap proceedings was examined as P.W.3,
and the Trap Laying Officer was examined as P.W.4. The complainant P.W.2,
while working with M/s. Caravel Logistics, Egmore, Chennai, had submitted
an online application to the accused seeking issuance of an Import Release
Order. The application was received and processed by the accused and was
thereafter forwarded to P.W.10, who was working as Assistant Plant
Protection Officer, for conducting inspection of the consignments. It is the
specific case of the prosecution that, thereafter, the accused demanded a sum
of Rs.2,000/- from P.W.2 as illegal gratification for according the final
approval online for issuance of the Import Release Order. Since P.W.2 was
unwilling to pay the bribe amount, he lodged a complaint before P.W.4. The

said complaint was marked as Ex.P4.

14. The complaint was lodged at about 1.00 p.m. on 28.08.2012, i.e.,
on the very same day on which the alleged demand was made. Upon receipt
of the complaint, P.W.4 registered the FIR, which was marked as Ex.P12, for

the offence punishable under Section 7 of the Prevention of Corruption Act,
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1988. Thereafter, PW.4 did not conduct any discrete preliminary enquiry to

verify the genuineness of the complaint, conduct of the complainant and
accused and nature of the application submitted by PW.2 for which the
accused had allegedly demanded bribe. The PW.2 submitted the application
on 28.08.2012 morning and on the same day, the PW.2 was directed to give
bribe at about 5.00 p.m. On 28.08.2012 at about 1.00 p.m., PW.2 lodged
complaint and the same was got registered at about 1.45 p.m. After
registration of FIR, PW.4 the Trap Laying Officer had arranged two
independent witnesses namely PW.3 and one Sasikumar. The witnesses were
also informed about the purpose of summoning them and complaint of PW.2

was read over and explained to them.

15. However, the prosecution failed to mark of any piece of evidence
to show that the PW.3 and one Sasikumar were intimated by the PW.4 to
stand as a witness for the trap. The trap was laid at about 4.25 p.m. During
the trap, the PW.2 was accompanied by PW.3. They visited the office of
PW.10 and enquired about the application submitted by the PW.2. The
PW.10 informed the PW.2 that no application was forwarded to her for
inspection. Immediately, they went to office of the accused and as demanded

by the accused, the PW.2 had given the bribe amount of Rs.2,000/-. After
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verification of the amount, he called PW.8 and gave a sum of Rs.500 for

purchase of stationery items for their office. Therefore, there is no absolute
evidence to show that PW.4 conducted discrete preliminary enquiry, after

receipt of the complaint from PW.2 and before registration of FIR.

16. That apart, there is no material evidence to establish that P.W.3
and one Sasikumar were duly called upon to accompany P.W.2 as
independent witnesses to the trap proceedings. The entire trap procedure was
completed within a span of about three and half hours. The manner in which
the proceedings were conducted gives rise to a serious doubt as to whether
PW.2 and PW.4 had acted in concert with each other with a view to
implicate the accused. The accused has also proved the the circumstances by
indicating the motive behind the complaint lodged by P.W.2. The specific
case of the prosecution is that, after receiving the application from P.W.2, the
accused demanded a sum of Rs.2,000/- as illegal gratification for according

final approval in online.

17. However, P.W.2, in his evidence, has stated that the demand was
made only at the time of the trap, at about 4.30 p.m. on 28.08.2012, when

they visited the office of P.W.10. According to P.W.2, P.W.10 informed them
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that no application had been forwarded to her for inspection of the

consignments. It was only thereafter, according to his testimony, that the
application was forwarded to P.W.10 for inspection upon receipt of the
alleged bribe amount. Thus, there is a material discrepancy between the
prosecution's case regarding the stage at which the alleged demand was
made and the version given by P.W.2 in his evidence. This contradiction
assumes significance in determining whether the accused had, in fact,
demanded the amount of Rs.2,000/- as illegal gratification for further

processing the application.

18. It is seen that as per the records, the application submitted by
P.W.2 was received by the accused and was immediately forwarded to
P.W.10 for conducting inspection of the consignments. In fact, P.W.10
conducted the inspection and the final approval was also accorded on the
very same day, i.e., 28.08.2012. Therefore, the documentary records do not
support the version that the application was forwarded to P.W.10 only after
receipt of the alleged bribe amount. The above circumstance assumes
significance while considering the defence of the accused and the alleged
motive attributed to P.W.2 for lodging the complaint. In order to establish the

circumstances surrounding the complaint and the motive behind the alleged
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demand, the relevant portion of the evidence of P.W.2 is extracted hereunder:

2382012 THSEEDLL  YyERvEn  (pars 2 @5&CanshEnS)
weSLa e oL smer  Shiflur  CEwRspETSs @05 YT ShOLSSLGLLNG
sargy  Glerararre”  sflgrar, 23.82000%n° uregw  aatm gty 9Bs
WySSL L GmeT  Qyuil, GELSTT  sTaTgy  GlemaTamTd)  sTaTETTY  ojmd
wgm;s'&@ongngj. 17.52020° SysausrsLymn S BrEfsG  SmusrsShsES
ULS 2450 Orchid Cswsar = GwesGws] — Gewuwwir g — sarms
garflory, a8 oy Corsmerukr Cufty 1852020 yps  Glspser
ouflBsL L g ety Gerarariey T yguumf]  THTEE  (ETUSSm.
SasTEsyTL ST BrEfEG  BInEGs] GEwwL L CFp&SaT  SFLLBSLLILL
oflswmismar  EraT  Srar  SamlBg  aubGsaT.  oufBsuUuLL Gl &l
wSlL, alneTal,  TATE  YSIFLBSLLLL  CETLYSET  LITTSSTR — STear
Clerosupeuys.  oyps — Cemufl ~  saTaymLw  @&ClLpsSSs  BYBLLSHES
QUTILILILIGTT6TT & STIBIC5 (T56DL_LLI SWWESSH YRS Camuk
s BBEENEG. @Wwesws]  Cewwi L Gepsar  wpempwrs  Shflur
Clewni oSk TaTHTL RUUESLILLE THGEFSE ShoL &&5Calmmpll LTSS
Brmiser  Gupms  GCerarGLms. Cspsar oufisSLUULL S TaTUSDE ETaTiisy
Csr@uuTaTTSar  Cumlle ClFessT YASSLLILLENE ETaTiflsamy Brar  GlLmmes
CsrsrGLsomm — TaTL  TATSG TSIV Clopsmar  oufliGNEG
WP | ETHIGAT RIS YRRy CEwnISHE L Sle&io
CsrQ&sCammGls.  Gupe UfRTSSmaTsar  Smasgly B~k (paiors
Grar  BLEGW. YSWETise  BoasShnESTY Yns GlFpsmar  oufissTion
S Es  TOSs  Cemfipssnns.  waabia wrssLmLsar  Shiflur
CswsGurg import permit no was not mentioned in the Phytosanitary
Certificate gwmsy sy Gerararmw ~ CONSIGNMENt  FWLESLILILL
oyomrmsah Gopur@  Blrssha  daTm  TOSSSCsTTaTRNL.  BIES
consignment o G55 Gyt | Gl 512,850, -

&L Gowmrews Bl 5% Cumle — G@DUITLDSTS 5 0LEEG — ySB0rs
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(5.52150, - e GErsILITS a/e@ﬁv' Gt g. Gomue 8% Gsmmes
g Gewwin g ugll  smsrCugsmer  sfbmgs  ySkmhil u
oyl GLar. o5  oyglrflys’ aslow  suslbg  euumy]  eferrssmm
LGS BT YCTTR  BYEECST. LS GmmUTL Ly ySIETISaT
E¥oasSInsIv weGsn  Gunme Csra()  yns  GlurgsLmear Gl
TREG CEwasnE s Y BSUEESMTL. [B)& SFUBSULLL DTS S
DY OUTTHS @GO THSEHOLL  YQVNESSW  BUSSGL. YRS Y oITHEa I
STETEYIL L DSCIYSS BlFESMMs. Gl SIS alc@ﬁv' GlswiiLGo
Glsrensssoi ST /BI85 @G 6D LI Tl SESWITSTIFL LBYB 55 ST TS
GG Gls. BIES AIPSE Gy apseE aToraus T8 q5s c@yﬁmﬁm@z/zﬁ
stemmsafl o svgEELmTL) TSN GHLL G SE¥DLusy sTerny GlETSTTIAND Sl
gwsarCa  aSHEOLr@ v ufhgsmarsar  ByrrsTaus  17.5.2012x ° orchid
Cepsmar  ouflsssh  gpuL  smpumTTEd]  Srymmorsau, — 23.8.2012
ﬂﬁwLm | wrss Lo smar  @sGud]  Ceussh T GopurGlsErEsTs
WBBESULL 8B YIS GISTMms SUBSLLLL  STULETTES] SITaiorsa,
a8t 155 QIS Glumu aupsms mrar Gsr@sCsar ey Gerararma s,
Cupuy waaliav wrss oL sar waralfly Ggesew container terminalaft
UGS e (5ESS. 2382012 Ty  anonsssskh Qlsssn ae il
ownwssshmrg — Balaguru  smr " fpoors GLomLig L DL SHeDET
Sy, CELRSDSTS WmTaEG BT YWpss GlearGpear. 2382012 o5
s GCsrms aMBsULLL ST daTeGn  TEMEGL  BlmL Gl aIrSGamss
TOULLE — TETOTEN  OYES Corussh = mrar oL ameuns  9BS
YWIVESEW BlrRg o  GlsaTmefl GLear sary  GlErararma  Frlusm.
2382012 aumyr e srsafisurar consignment handle Glewwafsms saray
Cleraramme ~ @rusfmn.  eTm L @&SSE — SESSLULULL  STGSG
CEBSCammew  ITLmE — GETmsmw  CESSTIR AT ymSEES)
Clssmyyaft CLsr stargy Glersramme sfluss. Gumue @@ CONnsignmentsys
STHIGEFILILI QIS G STTOons &k G ok  TaTUSTaN

ey S Gomss oL GUTLL ST T8 158 TaTs& Glamiiy
15/22

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



Crl.A.No.322 0of 2016
gL eraTny Glerararmgs  siflumr.  28.8.20120° GlEmr(hesCasmiens &I
aurLms U (5.2000, -3 sgar  GerGssakomn  argy a8W] el
CoLL s gms LwsTURSS] yaur [5.2000, - wesusT  CHLLSTS Gl
ysmr CErEssal Car  satgy  Glemararre  srlumww.  &IT L GUBBEG
COsrBes Casmriow am_ms usomo  (5.2000,/~ srar aatgy d8Y Ekoarss)
Clsrsmr)  sTRABLTET  SWESL BTN YES LGTSME  6TaTarl EES)

. . . . . . . . ”
Clumms Gl reoorL_imir  éT6oTny GlEmeaTeoTiTey  &FiflLisvesv.

19. Thus, it is clear from the evidence on record that P.W.2 was
imposed with a penalty of Rs.52,150/- in connection with the consignment
handled by him. In relation to the said penalty, there was a dispute between
P.W.2 and the accused. The said circumstance assumes significance while
considering the motive behind the complaint lodged by P.W.2. In the light of
the said prior dispute, the defence has established a probable motive for
P.W.2 to lodge the complaint with a view to implicate the accused. Thus, the
accused has successfully brought on record the circumstances giving rise to
a reasonable doubt regarding the genuineness of the complaint and the

alleged demand.

20. Further, PW.4 the Trap Laying Officer also failed to follow the
procedure contemplated under the CBI Crime Manual. Though the
procedure prescribed therein may be directory in nature, the said deviation
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assumes significance in the overall circumstances of the case. The defence

has established a probable case that the complaint itself was lodged with an
ulterior motive to trap the accused and that P.W.2 had acted in concert with
PW4 for initiating the trap proceedings. Further, the witnesses were
arranged for the trap proceedings without any prior intimation or request
letter being produced before this Court. More importantly, even according to
the prosecution case, immediately after receiving the alleged bribe amount,
the accused handed over a sum of Rs.500/- to P.W.8 for the purchase of
stationery items. This circumstance lends support to the defence version that
the money was not received by the accused as illegal gratification.
Therefore, the prosecution has failed to establish beyond reasonable doubt

that the amount of Rs.2,000/- was received by the accused as bribe.

21. Further, the prosecution examined the shadow witness as P.W.3.
However, P.W.3 did not depose regarding any demand made by the accused
at the time of the alleged acceptance of the bribe amount. On the contrary,
even in his chief-examination, P.W.3 has categorically stated that there was
no demand by the accused. The relevant portion of the chief-examination of
P.W.3 is extracted hereunder:

“Then the complainant Srivatsan took me to the Inspectors room.
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There Srivatsan was talking with a lady officer. Then took me to Duty Officer

room and was talking with Shri.K.T.Suresh. Again Srivatsan took me to
computer room and talked with the lady officer. Then we both came out of
the computer section. At that time Shri.Suresh, APPO took the complainant
Srivatsan to the room next to the duty officer’s room. I followed them. TLO
Shri.Subbian and Shri.C.S.Moni, Dy Supdt. of Police were also seen nearby.
There Shri.Suresh and Shri.Srivatsan were talking. Then complainant
Srivatsan took the currency notes from his purse which were kept in his right
back side pant pocket. Shri.Suresh received the currency notes in his right
hand and counted the same with both hands. Then Shri.Suresh called
another person Shri.Anil Kumar Singh. Shri.Anil Kumar reached the room

where we were standing. Shri.Suresh took out some currency from the cash

given by Shri.Srivatsan and gave it to Shri.Anil Kumar Singh.”

22. He further admitted the above fact during his cross-examination.
Thus, the evidence of P.W.3, who was admittedly the shadow witness
accompanying P.W.2 during the trap proceedings, does not support the
prosecution with regard to the alleged demand of illegal gratification. The
relevant portion of the cross-examination of P.W.3 is extracted hereunder:

“During the course of investigation I have not stated anything about
what were the conversations between PWZ2 and the officers in their
respective rooms. During the course of investigation I have stated that “PW?2
and accused were talking”. During the course of investigation I have not
stated what they were talking. TLO and DSP were standing 10 meters away
from me in the office room. [ was standing 2 to 3 meters distance from where

PW.2 and accused were talking. Neither Srivatsan nor the accused did not
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bother about my presence there. Accused did not ask Srivatsan who I was. 1

do not know whether any explanation sought for by the TLO from the
accused after the completion of the post trap proceedings. Is it correct to say
“After some time Shri.Suresh told that he had taken Rs.2,000/- from the
complainant Srivatsan’?, the witness answers yes. In the above stated
statement that there is no word “bribe” is used. It is not to correct to suggest
that the accused gave an explanatory statement explaining the circumstances
by which, why he received Rs.2,000/- from the complainant and since it is
fatal to the prosecution case, that explanation was deliberately suppressed
by the prosecution. My mother tongue is Urdu and I know Tamil language.
The accused was given to understand why he was arrested after the post trap
proceedings. It is correct to suggest that Rs.500/- was recovered from Anil
Kumar Singh. No statement was recorded by TLO from Anil Kumar Singh.
Investigating Olfficer did not ask me with regard to the fact what was the

conversation between PW2 and the accused, at the time of post trap

proceedings.”

23. Thus, it is clear that the evidence of P.W.3 does not corroborate
the version of P.W.2 with regard to the alleged demand of illegal
gratification. On the contrary, the evidence of P.W.3 creates a serious doubt
regarding the very occurrence of the alleged demand. Further, P.W.10, who
was entrusted with the application by the accused for conducting inspection,
deposed that, upon receipt of the application from P.W.2, the accused
processed the same and forwarded it to P.W.13 for scrutiny. After scrutiny,

the application was placed before the accused and was thereafter marked to
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P.W.10 for conducting inspection. P.W.10 received the application at about

12.00 noon and, immediately thereafter, conducted the inspection and
completed the same. She then submitted the inspection report to the accused

without any delay.

24. Therefore, there is no absolute material to indicate that the
accused had withheld or retained the application for any length of time. The
evidence on record clearly establishes that, immediately upon receipt of the
application, it was forwarded for scrutiny, thereafter marked to P.W.10 for
inspection, and the inspection was duly conducted followed by submission
of the report. The said version is also corroborated by the evidence of
P.Ws.12 and 13. Thus, the evidence of the concerned officials do not support
the allegation that the accused had deliberately withheld the application or
demanded Rs.2,000/- for processing the same. Further, the circumstances
surrounding the complaint, coupled with the prior dispute between P.W.2
and the accused and the absence of corroboration from the shadow witness,
create a serious doubt of the prosecution’s case. Hence, the prosecution has
failed to establish the charges framed against the appellant/accused beyond

reasonable doubt.
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25. In view of the above discussions, the judgment passed in C.C.No.8

of 2013, dated 21.04.2016 on the file of the XIV Additional Special Judge
for CBI Cases, Chennai is hereby set aside. Consequently, the Appellant is
acquitted of all the charges. The fine amount, if any paid, shall be refunded
to the appellants forthwith. The bail bonds, if any executed, shall stand

cancelled.

26. Accordingly, this Criminal Appeal stands allowed.

21.08.2026
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To

1.The XIV Additional Special Judge for CBI Cases,
Chennai.

2.The Inspector of Police
Central Bureau of Investigation,
Anti-Corruption Wing, Shastri Bhavan
RC MA1/2012/A/0039, Chennai-600006

3.The Public Prosecutor,
High Court of Madras, Chennai.
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