
HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE RAJA ELANGO 

WRIT PETITION No.34790 of 2016 

 

ORDER: 

 
This writ  pet it ion is f iled by the pet it ioner under Art icle 226 of 

the Const itut ion of India seeking Mandamus, to declare the order passed 

by the 1st respondent  vide G.O.Ms. No.100 Revenue (Vigilance-II) 

Department , dated 07.02.2011, to cont inue prosecut ion, as cont rary to 

the earlier proceedings issued by the 1st respondent  in G.O.Ms.No.50, 

dated 19.01.2011, as il legal and arbit rary, and consequent ly, quash the 

proceedings in CC No.47 of 2015 on the f ile of the Special Judge for SPE 

and ACB Cases at  Karimnagar.  

 
 Heard and perused the material available on record. 

 
 The main content ion raised by the learned counsel for the 

pet it ioner is that  the sanct ion order f iled by the respondents before the 

Court  concerned, discloses the fact  that  as per the request  of the 

Director General, Ant i Corrupt ion Bureau – 3rd respondent , some 

rect if icat ions were made in the sanct ion order and that  it  appears as a 

review of the earlier sanct ion order issued by the 1st respondent , and 

therefore, he requested to pass an order that  there cannot  be any 

review or fresh sanct ion to prosecute the pet it ioner.   

 
 Learned Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents 2 to 4 

submit ted that  since there are some grammat ical and typographical 

errors in the earlier order and some factual aspects are not  properly 

placed, the same was informed to the authority concerned, and that  

after rect if icat ion of the grammat ical and typographical errors, the 

impugned G.O. was issued, therefore, rect if icat ion of the grammat ical 

and typographical errors by the sanct ioning authority would not  amount  
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to review of it s own order.  Further, the respondents submit ted that  in 

any manner the request  made by the 3rd respondent  informing that  there 

are some discrepancies in the earlier order, would not  have any impact  

on the impugned order passed by the authority concerned.   

  
The learned counsel for the pet it ioner submit ted that  in order to 

know the grounds on which the 3rd respondent  addressed the let ter to 

the authority concerned for rect if icat ion of the mistakes in the earlier 

order, he approached the authorit ies concerned by way of Right  to 

Informat ion Act , but  the same was rej ected, and against  the same, he 

preferred an appeal and the appeal also rej ected since the material was 

already placed before the Court  concerned.   

 
 This Court , after hearing the rival content ions of both the part ies, 

is of the view that  rect if icat ion of some grammat ical and typographical 

errors, made by the sanct ioning authority, more part icularly, on the 

basis of the let ter addressed by the 3rd respondent , would not  amount  to 

review of it s earlier order.  The said grammat ical and typographical 

errors, which the 3rd respondent  informed in his let ter, are as follows: 

1.  In Page-1, paragraph-2 at  line-9 in place of word ‘ him’ , the 

word ‘ his’  should be typed; and at  line-14 in place of the word 

‘ process’ , the words ‘ process the f ile’  should be typed; and at  

line-16 in place of the word ‘ need’ , the word ‘ heed’  should be 

typed.  

2.  In page-2, paragraph-4 at  line 8, in place of the words 

‘ currency notes’ , the word ‘ arrangements’  should be typed. 

3.  In page-2, paragraph-5 at  lines 3, 4, 5, 6 and 11, after the 

name of Sri M. Uppal Reddy, in place of the words ‘ accused 

off icer’  the word ‘ Tahsildar’  should be typed. 
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The said let ter addressed by the 3rd respondent , for correct ion of 

the grammat ical and typographical errors, has not  changed the subj ect  

mat ter of the order passed by the sanct ioning authority. Hence, this 

Court  is of the view that  there is nothing to interfere with the order of  

sanct ion passed by the authority concerned in the impugned G.O.   

 
Further, learned counsel for the pet it ioner made a request  to 

direct  the respondents to provide all the papers to him, which 

necessitates the 1st respondent  to pass the impugned sanct ion order.  

Learned Standing Counsel for the respondents 2 to 4 obj ected for the 

same since the said let ter is an internal communicat ion for issuance of 

sanct ion order, basing on the material collected by the invest igat ing 

agency concerned.   

 
Considering the submissions on either side, this Court  is of the 

view that  under Sect ion 207 Cr.P.C., the pet it ioner is ent it led for the 

copies of the documents, which the prosecut ion wants to rely to 

prosecute the person concerned.  It  is needless to say that  the pet it ioner 

is also ent it led to obtain a copy of the sanct ion order also.  If  the 

pet it ioner has any grievance regarding the sanct ion order passed by the 

authorit ies concerned, he is at  l iberty to raise the same, at  the t ime of 

t rial before the concerned Court .   

 
Accordingly, the Writ  Pet it ion is dismissed.  No order as to costs.  

Miscellaneous pet it ions, pending if  any, shall stand closed.  

 

______________ 

                                                   RAJA ELANGO, J 
November 01, 2016. 
KTL 


