TTOFET TR 1Y, DOBRLETY TR WEeTR Toa3
HARNATAKA LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, RESEARCH AND REFERENCE BRANCH

eolasataTatss
PAPER CLIPPINGS
g2,

/ 9o : DEPARTMENT / SUBJECT: Cc:-\J\-’\ Eonrcom ba = Bouss n by

AR CITIN

: NAME OF THENEWS PAPER: S € ¢ ¢ sy #on o el CFRoR

DATE : (i |2 | 2s

77 The High Court of Karnatala
S arraizning AR Negzar M1AN
).Lum,uhm his v il B mJuh and
annther personasa weused ina cor-

ruption case,
i hewell-knownprincisle tharan-

Jyone can set the eriminal law into
mgtiont cannot be stretchod so far”

agto purmlt a stranger to partici-
patein the mocudmm‘, the coust
rufed.

The petition was filed by Bew-
galuru-based tawyer Amrutesh N
P, wha challenged the rejection of
hisinterlocutory application (IA) by
atrial court.

InDeceber 2014, the Lokayuk-

4 has quashed o perition for

it police registerad
~an FiR following a
| complainit by one Y
| 1 Srintvas. The al-
i lesation was that
I certain officials in
the Brubat Ben-
galura Mahanaga-
ra Palike (BBMP) were involved in
fabricating bills worth Rs 120 crore
at a house. on Vyalikaval 2nd Main
Road. T heLoL.wu Wtapolicoinvesti-
gated the matter and filed acharge
sheetagainstiO people.
L\Lll as-the trial was lall-way
through, Amiuthesh moved an in-
10u1t0| v application under see-
tion 219 of the Criming! Procedure
Code (CrPC), scoking to arraign
Munivathnz and others on the ha-

| -||-=-u,.~, 1

\-_/ _l__.l.L

'inl"

sisofastatementnidelyr e LA
himsell,

Inthestatement, Munirathn had
concedl2d that the house raided by
the Lokayulea potice was gwnad by
his wile but thar it had becn r-ni-
ed 1o one of his friencds ler Bin
production and distribution pur-
poses. The MLA also said thei he
knew that Icleya Vendon, one ol the
mamaccused inthecase, worked &

a BBMP executive enzincer for
I‘ Magar assembly congtilyenoy,

Amrulesh argued thar Au-
nirathna's statement consiilics
suffictent evidentiary na
summoning kim to face
al. The Lolayukea police, heweaver,
objecred tothe interlocutory apsti-
catien, andthetial courcrejecied it

is
the

Amrithiesliwentin foranappealin
the hizhcourt

Justice Krishna § Dixit ohserved
that a criviinal proceeding i not
lilee the game of Khe Kho avhere
one player wiegers the movement
of prtothes ’

The court stressed thata pérson
other than a de facto complainant
cannor be permicted to lay a chal-
lenze to the orders of the eriminal
court.

“There may be marginal excep-

tions m this veneral rule, is 11rei
evan: in the absence of such cir-

cumstaress being shown from the

record; thus, the petitioner beingan

uteer stranger 1o the criminal case

hasnoright toinvoke section 319 of
the Code (sic),"the court said,




