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HC notice on criminal cases against MPs, MLAS

SPECIAL CORRES“ONDE\T\E\‘?

CENGALURY

The High Cowt of 14

on Wi emesdc) ordere
ol notice to the State govern-
memt en a pettion thd. haz
claimed that a single sessions
court established to conduct
trial of criminal cases related
to MPs and MLAs registered
in Karnataka irrespective of
the nature of offence is con-
trary to the directions issued
by the apex court.

Justice P.S. Dinesh Kumar
passed the order on a peti-
tion filed by Sunil Kumar
Sharma, a resident of Benga-
luru and ec-accused in one of
the cases registered against
former Minister D.K. Shiva-

kumar for allegedly attempt-
ing to evade income tax and
filing false statements.

It was pointed out in the
petition that the Incore Tax
department filed a case be-
fore the Special Court of Eco-
nomic Offences in Bengalu-
ra, which is a magistrate
court. However, the case was

transferred to the special
court, constitured o exclu-
sively deal with criminal cas-
es relarad to MPs and MLAs
in Karnataka, which is a
court of sessions.

The petitioner claimed
that the apex court, in its
2014 order, had only directed
the courts concerned to com-
plete the trial of criminal cas-

es, falling under Section 8 of

the Representation of the Pe-
ople Act, 1951, within one
vear from the date of framing
ol charges, and not for all
types of offences, and more-
over there was no order for
setting up special courts.
Contending that the of-
fences under the Income Tax

Act are not attracted under
the Secdon 8§ of the RP Act, it
has been claitmed in the peti-
tion that the offences alleged
against the petitioner and
other accused are neither re-
lated to RP Actnot are triable
by a court of sessions.

Hence, the case should
have been tried before the
magistrate court and not
transterred to the special
court, the petitioner con-
tended while pointing that as
an appeal against the order
of magistrate’s court to be
filed before the session court,
the direct transfer of the case
against him to the sessions
court deprived one level of
appeal in law.
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