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<e note of ‘unholy nexus’ between--

Yediyurappa and complainant: HC

Court directive to Lokayukta police, t
AN

SPECIAL CORRESPONDENT
BENGALURU

Chief Minister B.S. Yediyu-
rappa has suffered multiple
setbacks as the High Court
of Karnataka has directed
the trial court and the Lo-
kayukia police to take note
of the :%mnscrupulous, im-
motak and unholy nexus
befeen Mr. Yediyurappa
and the complairant, and
other offenders” and take
suitable action as per law at
an appropriate stage in con-
nection with an alleged cor-
ruption case related to de-
notification of land.

Besides dismissing Mr. Ye-
diyurappa’s petition chal-
lenging the legality of regis-
tration of a first information
report (FIR) on the orders of
& special court based on a
complaint lodged by sccial
aetivist; ‘ Jayakumar Hire-
math, the High Court also

order of rejecting the com-
plaint filed by A. Alam
Pasha.

Justice John Michae] Cun-
ha passed the separate or-
ders while dismissing Mr.

‘ Yediyurappa’s petition, filed
i 2017, challenging the 2015
-~ order of the special court,

w which had ordered investi-
gation by the Lokayukta poi-
ice into the complaint
lodged by Mr. Hiremath.

It was alleged in the com-
plaint that Mr. Yediyurappa,
during his tenure as Chief
Minister in 2010, had illegal-
ly denctified 34 guntas of
land ameng the land ac-
gquired for Matadahalli
Layout way back in 1970s by
pa, former Minister Mury-  the Bangalore Development
gesh Nirani and the former  Authority, contrary to the
managing director of the . advise of officials.
Karnataka Udyoga Mitra Shi¢ +  The beneficiary of the de-
vaswamy K.S. while setting notified land was Vimala,
aside the trial court’s 2016 mother-inlaw of former

-

Chief Minister
B.S. Yediyurappa

imposed a cost of £25,000
on the BJP leader.

Also, in yet another case,
the High Court restored the
complaint of alleged corrup-
tion against Mr. Yediyurap-

rial court; BSY's plea against probe dismissed

Chief Minister H.D. Kuma-
raswamny in whose tenure as
Chief Minister the process of
denotification of this land
had commenced.

Complaint’s conduct

Though Mr. Hiremath, who
vehemently opposed the pe-
tition till recently, on De-
cember 9, 2020, suddenly
filed a memo with an affida-
vit indicting that complaint
against Mr. Yediyurappa
cannot be continued as
there was no sanction for in-
vestigation as per amended
provisions of the Prevention
of Corruption Act, he also
contended that he had now
laid his hands on some doc-
uments that demonstrate

" that the BJP leader acted on

the  “recommendationg’.
from the officers concerngd.
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Mr. leemath filed this affida-
vit after Mr. Yediyurappa’s
petition was amended re-
cently to contend that probe
cannot be continued in view
of introduction of Section
17A to the PC Act in 2018 re-
quiring prior consent of the
competent authority for in-

vestigation against a public

servant,

However, the High Court,
noticing contents of the com-
plaint and objection filed by
Mr. Hiremath at the initial
stage opposing the petition,
and the memo filed in De-
cember 2020, observed that
it isevident that “an inge-
nious attempt has been
made to bail out the petition-
er [Mr. Yediyurappa] and
other accused persons
named in the FIR.” “The hid-
den motive of Mr. Hiremath
is glaringly evident from the
manner in which he has
made audacious statements
in the affidavit contrary to
the records, which he
claimed to have beenr able to
advert...,” it observed.

“From the reading of the
affidavit and the memo, one
can readily draw an infe-
rence that Mr. Hiremath has
either fallen prey to the al-
lurements or has yielded to
the pressure of the petition-
er [Mr. Yediyurappa] or oth-
er accused persons named in
the FIR, as it is evident that
at the instance of the peti-
tioner, petition was amend-
ed solely with a view to
create a ruse for respondent
No, 2 to seek withdrawal of

inant: HC

the complaint,” the High
Court observed.

“... the allegations made
in the complaint and the ma-
terial produced in support
thereof, in my view, prima
facie disclose the ingredients
of the offences - alleged
against the petitioner war-
ranting a therough investiga-
tion,” the court held while
declining to quash the FIR
registered in 2015.

In Pasha’s case

The High Court directed the
trial court to proceed as per
the law against Mr. Yediyu-
rappa and two others based
on the second complaint
filed in 2015 by Mr. Pasha.

Mr. Pasha, alleging illegal-
ity and corruption in the
process of withdrawal of 26
acres of industrial land allot-
ted to him near Devanahalli,
filed a complaint before spe-
cial court in 2012 against Mr,
Yediyurappa and others. The
Lokayukta police, who were
asked to investigate the com-
plaint, had filed chargesheet
against them. However, the
HC in 2013 quashed the cri-
minal proceedings solely on
the ground that there was no
prior sanction for their pro-
secution.

Mr. Justice Cunha, in his
order of partly allowing Mr.
Pasha’s petition, has said
that there was no bar on the
complainant to file afresh a
complaint on the same alle-
gation after Mr. Yediyurappa
and others demitted the pu-
blic offices held earfier.



