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3. CA No. 1071621.A12012

4. This argument has no merit for two reasons - (1) the prosecuting

agency itself sought for separate trials before separate Courts, (2) these

applicants have not sought for discharge them from the charges levied

against them under Companies Act, they are only seeking for

compounding the offences admitting their guilt thereby admitting

guilt cannot be equated either to discharge or acquittal. Therefore, even

if these offences are compounded, the prosecuti^g agency can still

proceed with the cases on the footi.g that it has not been decided

whether any offence has been made by the Applicants or not. Indeed,

it is compounding offences on admitting the guilt of the Applicants in

respect to the violations falling within Companies Act. Moreover,

Section 621,A Companies Act categorically mentions that the

compounding under Section 627A is independent of the provisions of

section 320 of Criminal Procedure Code thereby compounding the

violations falling u/s 193(1),193(1)(a) and 793(2) of the Companies Act,

will not attract any of the provisions of Cr. P. C thereby this Bench

hereby compounded these offences against the Applicants.

4. In view of the above compounding, the Applicants are levied

with compounding fee of 2,500 each uls 1,93(1), 793(1)(a) and 193(2) ot

the Companies Act.

B.S.V. KUMAR
Member (Judicial)

V. NALLASENAPATHY
Member (Technical)
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