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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU 

 
DATED THIS THE 20TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 2023 

 
BEFORE 

 
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M. NAGAPRASANNA 

 
WRIT PETITION No.5633 OF 2023 (GM- RES) 

 
BETWEEN: 

 
SRI.K.MADAL VIRUPAKSHAPPA 

S/O LATE MALLAPA 
AGED 74 YEARS 

R/AT CHANNESHPURA VILLAGE 
CHANNAGIRI TALUK 
DAVANGERE DISTRICT 

DAVANGERE – 577 221. 
    ... PETITIONER 

 
(BY SRI  PRABHULING K.NAVADGI, SR.ADVOCATE FOR 

      SRI SANDEEP S.PATIL, ADVOCATE) 
 

AND: 
 

1 .  STATE OF KARNATAKA 
BY KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTA POLICE 

BENGALURU DIVISION 
THROUGH ITS SPECIAL PUBLIC PROSECUTOR 

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA 
BENGALURU – 560 001. 
 

2 .  SRI SHREYAS KASHYAP 
S/O B.S.GURURAJ 

AGED ABOUT 36 YEARS 
R/O NO.9TH CROSS 
ASHOK NAGAR, BANASHANKARI I STAGE 

R 
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BENGALURU – 560 050. 

      ... RESPONDENTS 
 

(BY SRI ASHOK HARANAHALLI, SENIOR COUNSEL, 
  SRI B.B.PATIL, ADVOCATE FOR R1; 
  R2 - SERVED) 
 

 

THIS WRIT PETITION IS FILED UNDER ARTICLES 226 AND 
227 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA READ WITH SECTION 482 OF 

CR.P.C., PRAYING TO QUASH THE COMPLAINT DTD 02/03/2023 
MADE BY R-2 (VIDE ANNEXURE-A) IN SO FAR AS THE PETITIONER 

IS CONCERNED AND QUASH THE F.I.R IN CRIME NO.13/2023 DTD 
02/03/2023 REGISTERED BY KARNATAKA LOKAYUKTHA POLICE-

RESPONDENT NO.1 (VIDE ANNEXURE-B) FOR OFFENCES UNDER 
SEC 7(A) AND (B), 7A, 8, 9 AND 10 OF THE PREVENTION OF 

CORRUPTION ACT, 1988 AND CONSEQUENTLY, ALL FURTHER 
PROCEEDINGS THERETO, PENDING ON THE FILE OF THE LXXXI 

ADDL. CITY CIVIL AND SESSIONS JUDGE AND SPECIAL COURT 
EXCLUSIVELY TO DEAL WITH CRIMINAL CASES RELATED TO 

ELECTED MPS/MLAS IN THE STATE OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU 
(CCH-82)VIDE ANNEXURE-C IN SO FAR AS THE PETITIONER IS 

CONCERNED. 

 
THIS WRIT PETITION HAVING BEEN HEARD AND RESERVED 

FOR ORDERS ON 01.09.2023, COMING ON FOR PRONOUNCEMENT 
THIS DAY, THE COURT MADE THE FOLLOWING:- 

 

ORDER 

 
 

 The petitioner is before this Court calling in question 

registration of crime in Crime No.13 of 2023 for offences punishable 

under Sections 7(a) & (b), 7A, 8, 9 and 10 of the Prevention of 

Corruption Act, 1988 (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’ for short).  
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 2. Facts, in brief, adumbrated are as follows:- 

 

 The petitioner is a representative of the public having begun 

his career as a Member of the Zilla Panchayath in the year 1999 

and at the relevant point in time was a Member of the Legislative 

Assembly of the State of Karnataka. Before embarking upon 

consideration of the issue in the lis, the accused in the crime and 

relationship with certain others is required to be noticed.  Accused 

No.1 is the petitioner/Chairman of the Karnataka Soaps and 

Detergents Limited (‘KSDL’ for short), a Government of Karnataka 

undertaking. Accused No.2 is Prashanth Madal son of accused No.1 

who is working as a Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer at 

the Bengaluru Water Supply and Sewerage Board (‘the Board’ for 

short).  Accused Nos.3 to 6 are employees of one Chemixil 

Corporation Limited.  

 
 

 3. A complaint comes to be registered on 02-03-2023 alleging 

that accused No.2 has demanded and accepted bribe for clearing 

bills or directing the tender to be in a particular manner. One of the 

tenderers was the complainant. This complaint then becomes a 
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crime in Crime No.13 of 2023 for the aforesaid offences. 

Registration of crime is what has driven the petitioner to this Court 

in the subject petition.  

 

 
 4. Heard Sri Prabhuling Navadgi, learned senior counsel 

appearing for the petitioner and Sri B.B.Patil, learned counsel 

appearing for respondent No.1.  

 

 
 5. The learned senior counsel appearing for the petitioner 

would vehemently contend that Section 7(a) & (b) or Section 7A of 

the Act cannot be laid against the petitioner as there is no 

semblance of any demand or acceptance of bribe since the 

petitioner who is arrayed as accused No.1 is nowhere in the picture 

but has been dragged into the web of crime only for the reason that 

he is the Chairman of KSDL and accused No.2 may have taken 

money on behalf of his father. He would further contend that prior 

approval as obtaining under Section 17A of the Act for registration 

of crime is not taken, as the petitioner is a public servant and for 

registration of a crime against public servant prior approval under 
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Section 17A of the Act is imperative.  He would seek quashment of 

the crime against the petitioner on the aforesaid grounds.  

 

 6. On the other hand, the learned senior counsel Sri Ashok 

Haranahalli representing the Lokayukta would vehemently refute 

the submissions to contend that the petitioner may not even be in 

the picture but he is the Chairman of KSDL. His son has flexed his 

power to demand and accept money.  Whether it is for the 

petitioner or for himself is a matter of investigation.  It is too early 

in the stage for interdicting the crime is the emphatic submission of 

the learned senior counsel.  He would submit that this is a case of 

trap and in the case of trap, obtaining prior approval under Section 

17A of the Act is not the law as the proviso to Section 17A permits 

registration of crime without prior approval in cases of trap.  He 

would seek dismissal of the petition. 

 

 
 7. The learned senior counsel appearing for the petitioner, in 

reply, would submit that no where the petitioner was caught red-

handed for it to become proceedings of a trap.  Trap is laid on the 

son of the petitioner. Though the house of the petitioner is searched 
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it would not become a trap for which prior approval under Section 

17A is imperative and its non-compliance would lead to quashment 

of FIR itself is the submission of the learned senior counsel.  

 

 
 8. I have given my anxious consideration to the submissions 

made by the respective learned senior counsel and have perused 

the material on record. In furtherance whereof the following issues 

arise for my consideration: 

 

(i) Whether the ingredients of Sections 7(a) & (b), 
7A, 8, 9 and 10 of the Act that are alleged in 
Crime No.13 of 2023 arraigning the petitioner 
as accused No.1 does meet necessary 

ingredients in the case at hand? 
 

(ii) Whether prior approval under Section 17A of 
the Act, in the facts and circumstances of the 
case, was necessary prior to registration of 
crime? 

 
Issue No.(i): 

 
Whether the ingredients of Sections 7(a) & (b), 7A, 8, 9 

and 10 of the Act that are alleged in Crime No.13 of 2023 

arraigning the petitioner as accused No.1 does meet 
necessary ingredients in the case at hand? 

 
 

9. Before embarking upon consideration of the issue on its 

merits, I deem it appropriate to notice the provisions of law qua the 
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offences alleged and its elucidation by the Apex Court. Sections 7, 

7A, 8, 9 and 10 of the Act read as follows: 

“7. Offence relating to public servant being 

bribed.—Any public servant who,— 
 
(a)  obtains or accepts or attempts to obtain from any 

person, an undue advantage, with the intention to 
perform or cause performance of public duty improperly 

or dishonestly or to forbear or cause forbearance to 
perform such duty either by himself or by another public 
servant; or 

 
(b)  obtains or accepts or attempts to obtain, an undue 

advantage from any person as a reward for the 
improper or dishonest performance of a public duty or 
for forbearing to perform such duty either by himself or 

another public servant; or 
 

(c)  performs or induces another public servant to perform 
improperly or dishonestly a public duty or to forbear 
performance of such duty in anticipation of or in 

consequence of accepting an undue advantage from any 
person, 

 
shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which shall 
not be less than three years but which may extend to seven 

years and shall also be liable to fine. 
 

Explanation 1.—For the purpose of this section, the 
obtaining, accepting, or the attempting to obtain an undue 
advantage shall itself constitute an offence even if the 

performance of a public duty by public servant, is not or has 
not been improper. 

 
Illustration.—A public servant, ‘S’ asks a person, ‘P’ to 

give him an amount of five thousand rupees to process his 
routine ration card application on time. ‘S’ is guilty of an 
offence under this section. 

 
Explanation 2.—For the purpose of this section,— 
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(i)  the expressions “obtains” or “accepts” or “attempts to 

obtain” shall cover cases where a person being a public 
servant, obtains or “accepts” or attempts to obtain, any 

undue advantage for himself or for another person, by 
abusing his position as a public servant or by using his 
personal influence over another public servant; or by 

any other corrupt or illegal means; 
 

(ii)  it shall be immaterial whether such person being a 
public servant obtains or accepts, or attempts to obtain 
the undue advantage directly or through a third party. 

 
7-A. Taking undue advantage to influence public 

servant by corrupt or illegal means or by exercise of 
personal influence.—Whoever accepts or obtains or 
attempts to obtain from another person for himself or for any 

other person any undue advantage as a motive or reward to 
induce a public servant, by corrupt or illegal means or by 

exercise of his personal influence to perform or to cause 
performance of a public duty improperly or dishonestly or to 

forbear or to cause to forbear such public duty by such public 
servant or by another public servant, shall be punishable with 
imprisonment for a term which shall not be less than three 

years but which may extend to seven years and shall also be 
liable to fine. 

 
8. Offence relating to bribing of a public servant.—

(1) Any person who gives or promises to give an undue 

advantage to another person or persons, with intention— 
 

(i)  to induce a public servant to perform improperly a 

public duty; or 
 

(ii)  to reward such public servant for the improper 
performance of public duty; 

 
shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which may 
extend to seven years or with fine or with both: 

 
Provided that the provisions of this section shall not 

apply where a person is compelled to give such undue 
advantage: 
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Provided further that the person so compelled shall 
report the matter to the law enforcement authority or 

investigating agency within a period of seven days from the 
date of giving such undue advantage: 

 
Provided also that when the offence under this section 

has been committed by commercial organisation, such 

commercial organisation shall be punishable with fine. 
 

Illustration.—A person, ‘P’ gives a public servant, ‘S’ an 
amount of ten thousand rupees to ensure that he is granted a 
license, over all the other bidders. ‘P’ is guilty of an offence 

under this sub-section. 
 

Explanation.—It shall be immaterial whether the person 
to whom an undue advantage is given or promised to be given 
is the same person as the person who is to perform, or has 

performed, the public duty concerned, and, it shall also be 
immaterial whether such undue advantage is given or 

promised to be given by the person directly or through a third 
party. 

 
(2) Nothing in sub-section (1) shall apply to a person, if 

that person, after informing a law enforcement authority or 

investigating agency, gives or promises to give any undue 
advantage to another person in order to assist such law 

enforcement authority or investigating agency in its 
investigation of the offence alleged against the latter. 

 

9. Offence relating to bribing a public servant by a 
commercial organisation.—(1) Where an offence under this 

Act has been committed by a commercial organisation, such 

organisation shall be punishable with fine, if any person 
associated with such commercial organisation gives or 

promises to give any undue advantage to a public servant 
intending— 

 
(a)  to obtain or retain business for such commercial 

organisation; or 

 
(b)  to obtain or retain an advantage in the conduct of 

business for such commercial organisation: 
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Provided that it shall be a defence for the commercial 
organisation to prove that it had in place adequate procedures 

in compliance of such guidelines as may be prescribed to 
prevent persons associated with it from undertaking such 

conduct. 
 

(2) For the purposes of this section, a person is said to 

give or promise to give any undue advantage to a public 
servant, if he is alleged to have committed the offence under 

Section 8, whether or not such person has been prosecuted for 
such offence. 

 

(3) For the purposes of Section 8 and this section,— 
 

(a)  “commercial organisation” means— 
 

(i)  a body which is incorporated in India and which 

carries on a business, whether in India or outside 
India; 

 
(ii)  any other body which is incorporated outside 

India and which carries on a business, or part of a 
business, in any part of India; 

 

(iii)  a partnership firm or any association of persons 
formed in India and which carries on a business 

whether in India or outside India; or 
 

(iv)  any other partnership or association of persons 

which is formed outside India and which carries 
on a business, or part of a business, in any part 

of India; 

 
(b)  “business” includes a trade or profession or providing 

service; 
 

(c)  a person is said to be associated with the commercial 
organisation, if such person performs services for or on 
behalf of the commercial organisation irrespective of 

any promise to give or giving of any undue advantage 
which constitutes an offence under sub-section (1). 
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Explanation 1.—The capacity in which the person 
performs services for or on behalf of the commercial 

organisation shall not matter irrespective of whether such 
person is employee or agent or subsidiary of such commercial 

organisation. 
 

Explanation 2.—Whether or not the person is a person 

who performs services for or on behalf of the commercial 
organisation is to be determined by reference to all the 

relevant circumstances and not merely by reference to the 
nature of the relationship between such person and the 
commercial organisation. 

 
Explanation 3.—If the person is an employee of the 

commercial organisation, it shall be presumed unless the 
contrary is proved that such person is a person who has 
performed services for or on behalf of the commercial 

organisation. 
 

(4) Notwithstanding anything contained in the Code of 
Criminal Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the offence under 

Sections 7-A, 8 and this section shall be cognizable. 
 

(5) The Central Government shall, in consultation with 

the concerned stakeholders including departments and with a 
view to preventing persons associated with commercial 

organisations from bribing any person, being a public servant, 
prescribe such guidelines as may be considered necessary 
which can be put in place for compliance by such 

organisations.] 
 

10. Person in charge of commercial organisation 

to be guilty of offence.—Where an offence under Section 9 
is committed by a commercial organisation, and such offence 

is proved in the court to have been committed with the 
consent or connivance of any director, manager, secretary or 

other officer shall be of the commercial organisation, such 
director, manager, secretary or other officer shall be guilty of 
the offence and shall be liable to be proceeded against and 

shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which shall 
not be less than three years but which may extend to seven 

years and shall also be liable to fine. 
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Explanation.— For the purposes of this section, 
“director”, in relation to a firm means a partner in the firm.” 
 

The afore-quoted are the alleged offences against the petitioner and 

others in Crime No.13 of 2023.  Section 7 deals with offence 

relating to public servant being bribed. Sub-sections (a) and (b) of 

Section 7 which are alleged pertain to demand and acceptance of 

undue advantage by a public servant for performing or forbearing 

from performing of a duty. Sub-clause (c) deals with performance 

or inducement to another public servant to perform a duty or 

forbear from such performance as a consequence of accepting an 

undue advantage from anybody. Therefore, the soul that runs 

through Section 7 is demand of undue advantage by a public 

servant viz., demand of illegal gratification by a public servant; 

acceptance; for performance or forbearance from performance of a 

duty. To put it straight demand and acceptance is sine qua non to 

prove Section 7. The other offences alleged are the ones punishable 

under Sections 8, 9 and 10.  

 

10. Section 8 deals with bribing of a public servant, which 

cannot be alleged against the petitioner but perhaps against other 
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accused. Same goes with Sections 9 and 10. Therefore, what is 

alleged against the petitioner is only Section 7(a) & (b) of the Act.  

Interpretation of Section 7(a) and (b) qua its ingredients need not 

detain this Court for long or delve deep into the matter.  The Apex 

Court in the case of N.VIJAYAKUMAR v. STATE OF TAMIL 

NADU1 has held as follows: 

“26. It is equally well settled that mere recovery 
by itself cannot prove the charge of the prosecution 

against the accused. Reference can be made to the 
judgments of this Court in C.M. Girish Babu v. CBI [C.M. 

Girish Babu v. CBI, (2009) 3 SCC 779: (2009) 2 SCC 
(Cri) 1] and in B. Jayaraj v. State of A.P. [B. 
Jayaraj v. State of A.P., (2014) 13 SCC 55: (2014) 5 SCC 

(Cri) 543] In the aforesaid judgments of this Court 
while considering the case under Sections 7, 13(1)(d)(i) 

and (ii) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 it is 

reiterated that to prove the charge, it has to be proved 

beyond reasonable doubt that the accused voluntarily 
accepted money knowing it to be bribe. Absence of 
proof of demand for illegal gratification and mere 

possession or recovery of currency notes is not 
sufficient to constitute such offence. In the said 

judgments it is also held that even the presumption 
under Section 20 of the Act can be drawn only after 
demand for and acceptance of illegal gratification is 

proved. It is also fairly well settled that initial 
presumption of innocence in the criminal jurisprudence 

gets doubled by acquittal recorded by the trial court. 
 

27. The relevant paras 7, 8 and 9 of the judgment in B. 
Jayaraj [B. Jayaraj v. State of A.P., (2014) 13 SCC 55: (2014) 

5 SCC (Cri) 543] read as under: (SCC pp. 58-59) 

“7. Insofar as the offence under Section 7 is 
concerned, it is a settled position in law that demand of 

                                                           
1
 (2021) 3 SCC 687 (3 Judge Bench) 
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illegal gratification is sine qua non to constitute the said 
offence and mere recovery of currency notes cannot 

constitute the offence under Section 7 unless it is 
proved beyond all reasonable doubt that the accused 

voluntarily accepted the money knowing it to be a bribe. 
The above position has been succinctly laid down in 
several judgments of this Court. By way of illustration, 

reference may be made to the decision in C.M. 
Sharma v. State of A.P. [C.M. Sharma  v. State of A.P., 

(2010) 15 SCC 1: (2013) 2 SCC (Cri) 89] and C.M. 
Girish Babu v. CBI [C.M. Girish Babu v. CBI, (2009) 3 
SCC 779 : (2009) 2 SCC (Cri) 1] . 

 

8. In the present case, the complainant did not 
support the prosecution case insofar as demand by the 
accused is concerned. The prosecution has not 

examined any other witness, present at the time when 
the money was allegedly handed over to the accused by 

the complainant, to prove that the same was pursuant 
to any demand made by the accused. When the 
complainant himself had disowned what he had stated 

in the initial complaint (Ext. P-11) before LW 9, and 
there is no other evidence to prove that the accused 

had made any demand, the evidence of PW 1 and the 
contents of Ext. P-11 cannot be relied upon to come to 
the conclusion that the above material furnishes proof of 

the demand allegedly made by the accused. We are, 
therefore, inclined to hold that the learned trial court as 

well as the High Court was not correct in holding the 

demand alleged to be made by the accused as proved. 
The only other material available is the recovery of the 

tainted currency notes from the possession of the 
accused. In fact such possession is admitted by the 

accused himself. Mere possession and recovery of the 
currency notes from the accused without proof of 

demand will not bring home the offence under Section 
7. The above also will be conclusive insofar as the 
offence under Sections 13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) is concerned 

as in the absence of any proof of demand for illegal 
gratification, the use of corrupt or illegal means or 

abuse of position as a public servant to obtain any 
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valuable thing or pecuniary advantage cannot be held to 
be established. 

 

9. Insofar as the presumption permissible to be 
drawn under Section 20 of the Act is concerned, such 
presumption can only be in respect of the offence under 

Section 7 and not the offences under Sections 
13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the Act. In any event, it is only on 

proof of acceptance of illegal gratification that 
presumption can be drawn under Section 20 of the Act 
that such gratification was received for doing or 

forbearing to do any official act. Proof of acceptance of 
illegal gratification can follow only if there is proof of 

demand. As the same is lacking in the present case the 
primary facts on the basis of which the legal 
presumption under Section 20 can be drawn are wholly 

absent.” 

 

The above said view taken by this Court fully supports 
the case of the appellant. In view of the contradictions noticed 

by us above in the depositions of key witnesses examined on 
behalf of the prosecution, we are of the view that the demand 

for and acceptance of bribe amount and cellphone by the 
appellant, is not proved beyond reasonable doubt. Having 

regard to such evidence on record the acquittal recorded by 
the trial court is a “possible view” as such the judgment [State 
of T.N. v. N. Vijayakumar, 2020 SCC OnLine Mad 7098] of the 

High Court is fit to be set aside. Before recording conviction 
under the provisions of the Prevention of Corruption Act, the 

courts have to take utmost care in scanning the evidence. 
Once conviction is recorded under the provisions of the 
Prevention of Corruption Act, it casts a social stigma on the 

person in the society apart from serious consequences on the 
service rendered. At the same time it is also to be noted that 

whether the view taken by the trial court is a possible view or 
not, there cannot be any definite proposition and each case 
has to be judged on its own merits, having regard to evidence 

on record. 
 

                        (Emphasis supplied)  
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11. A subsequent judgment in the case of K.SHANTHAMMA 

v. STATE OF TALANGANA2 elaborates the concept of demand and 

acceptance.  The Apex Court has held as follows: 

“11. In P. Satyanarayana Murthy v. State of A.P. [P. 
Satyanarayana Murthy v. State of A.P., (2015) 10 SCC 152: 

(2016) 1 SCC (Cri) 11], this Court has summarised the well-
settled law on the subject in para 23 which reads thus: (SCC 
p. 159) 

“23. The proof of demand of illegal 
gratification, thus, is the gravamen of the offence 
under Sections 7 and 13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the 

Act and in absence thereof, unmistakably the 

charge therefor, would fail. Mere acceptance of 

any amount allegedly by way of illegal 
gratification or recovery thereof, dehors the proof 
of demand, ipso facto, would thus not be sufficient 

to bring home the charge under these two 
sections of the Act. As a corollary, failure of the 

prosecution to prove the demand for illegal 
gratification would be fatal and mere recovery of 
the amount from the person accused of the 

offence under Section 7 or 13 of the Act would not 
entail his conviction thereunder.” 

(emphasis supplied) 

 

12. The prosecution's case is that the appellant had 
kept pending the return of commercial tax filed by the said 
Society for the year 1996-97. The appellant had issued a 

notice dated 14-2-2000 to the said Society calling upon the 
said Society to produce the record. Accordingly, the necessary 
books were produced by the said Society. The case made out 

by PW 1 is that when he repeatedly visited the office of the 
appellant in February 2020, the demand of Rs 3000 by way of 

illegal gratification was made by the appellant for passing the 
assessment order. However, PW 1, in his cross-examination, 

accepted that the notice dated 26-2-2000 issued by the 
appellant was received by the said Society on 15-3-2000 in 

                                                           
2
 (2022) 4 SCC 574 
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which it was mentioned that after verification of the books of 
accounts of the said Society, exemption from payment of 

commercial tax as claimed by the said Society was allowed. 
PW 1 accepted that it was stated in the said notice that there 

was no necessity for the said Society to pay any commercial 
tax for Assessment Year 1996-97. 

 

13. According to the case of PW 1, on 23-3-2000, he 
visited the appellant's office to request her to issue final 
assessment order. According to his case, at that time, initially, 
the appellant reiterated her demand of Rs 3000. But she 

scaled it down to Rs 2000. Admittedly, on 15-3-2000, the said 
Society was served with a notice informing the said Society 

that an exemption has been granted from payment of 
commercial tax to the said Society. Therefore, the said Society 
was not liable to pay any tax for the year 1996-97. The issue 

of the final assessment order was only a procedural formality. 
Therefore, the prosecution's case about the demand of bribe 

made on 23-3-2000 by the appellant appears to be highly 
doubtful. 

  …    ….   … 

18. PW 2, Shri B.D.V. Ramakrishna had no personal 
knowledge about the demand. However, he accepted that on 
15-3-2000, the said Society received a communication 
informing that the said Society need not pay any tax for the 

year 1996-97. PW 3 Shri L. Madhusudhan was working as 
Godown Incharge with the said Society. He stated that on 15-

3-2000, when he visited the appellant's office, ACTO served 
the original notice dated 26-2-2000 in which it was mentioned 

that the Society was not liable to pay any tax. It is his version 
that when he met the appellant on the same day, she enquired 
whether he had brought the demanded amount of Rs 3000. 

However, PW 3 did not state that the appellant demanded the 
said amount for granting any favour to the said society. 

 

19. PW 4 Ahmed Moinuddin was ACTO at the relevant 
time. He deposed that on 27-3-2000, the appellant instructed 
him to prepare the final assessment order, which was kept 
ready in the morning. He stated that he was called at 6 p.m. 

to the chamber of the appellant along with books of the said 
Society. At that time, PW 1 was sitting there. He stated that 

the appellant subscribed her signature on a Register of the 
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said Society and put the date as 26-2-2000 below it. He was 
not a witness to the alleged demand. However, in the cross-

examination, he admitted that the appellant had served a 
memo dated 21-3-2000 to him alleging that he was careless in 

performing his duties. 

 

20. Thus, this is a case where the demand of illegal 
gratification by the appellant was not proved by the 

prosecution. Thus, the demand which is sine qua non for 
establishing the offence under Section 7 was not established.” 

 

(Emphasis supplied)  
 

12. In a later judgment in the case of NEERAJ DUTTA v. 

STATE3 the Apex Court clarifies the judgment rendered by five 

Judge Bench in NEERAJ DUTTA V. STATE. The Apex Court has 

held as follows: 

 
 “LEGAL POSITION 

 
8. Before we analyze the evidence, we must note that 

we are dealing with Sections 7 and 13 of the PC Act as they 

stood prior to the amendment made by the Act 16 of 2018 
with effect from 26th July 2018. We are referring to Sections 7 

and 13 as they stood on the date of commission of the 
offence. Section 7, as existed at the relevant time, reads thus: 
 

“7. Public servant taking gratification other 
than legal remuneration in respect of an official 

act.— 
 

Whoever, being, or expecting to be a public 

servant, accepts or obtains or agrees to accept or 
attempts to obtain from any person, for himself or for 

                                                           
3
 2023 SCC OnLine SC 280 
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any other person, any gratification whatever, other than 
legal remuneration, as a motive or reward for doing or 

forbearing to do any official act or for showing or 
forbearing to show, in the exercise of his official 

functions, favour or disfavour to any person or for 
rendering or attempting to render any service or 
disservice to any person, with the Central Government 

or any State Government or Parliament or the 
Legislature of any State or with any local authority, 

corporation or Government company referred to in 
clause (c) of section 2, or with any public servant, 
whether named or otherwise, shall be punishable with 

imprisonment which shall be not less than three years 
but which may extend to seven years and shall also be 

liable to fine. 
 

Explanations.- 

 
(a)  “Expecting to be a public servant”- If a person 

not expecting to be in office obtains a gratification 
by deceiving others into a belief that he is about 

to be in office, and that he will then serve them, 
he may be guilty of cheating, but he is not guilty 
of the offence defined in this section. 

 
(b) “Gratification”. The word “gratification” is not 

restricted to pecuniary gratifications or to 
gratifications estimable in money. 

 

(c)  “Legal remuneration”- The words “legal 
remuneration” are not restricted to remuneration 

which a public servant can lawfully demand, but 

include all remuneration which he is permitted by 
the Government or the organisation, which he 

serves, to accept. 
 

(d) “A motive or reward for doing”. A person who 
receives a gratification as a motive or reward for 
doing what he does not intend or is not in a 

position to do, or has not done, comes within this 
expression. 
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(e)  Where a public servant induces a person 
erroneously to believe that his influence with the 

Government has obtained a title for that person 
and thus induces that person to give the public 

servant, money or any other gratification as a 
reward for this service, the public servant has 
committed an offence under this section.” 

 
9. Section 13(1)(d), as existed at the relevant time, 

reads thus: 
 

“13. Criminal misconduct by a public 

servant.— 
 

(1) A public servant is said to commit the offence 
of criminal misconduct,- 

 

(a) ……………………………… 
(b) ……………………………… 

(c) ……………………………… 
(d) if he,- 

 
(i)  by corrupt or illegal means, obtains for himself or 

for any other person any valuable thing or 

pecuniary advantage; or 
 

(ii)  by abusing his position as a public servant, 
obtains for himself or for any other person any 
valuable thing or pecuniary advantage; or 

 
(iii)  while holding office as a public servant, obtains 

for any person any valuable thing or pecuniary 

advantage without any public interest; or 
 

(e) ………………………………….” 
 

10. The demand for gratification and the acceptance 
thereof are sine qua non for the offence punishable under 
Section 7 of the PC Act. 

 
11. The Constitution Bench4 was called upon to decide 

the question which we have quoted earlier. In paragraph 74, 
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the conclusions of the Constitution have been summarised, 
which read thus: 

 
“74. What emerges from the aforesaid discussion 

is summarised as under: 
 

(a)  Proof of demand and acceptance of illegal 

gratification by a public servant as a fact in 
issue by the prosecution is a sine qua non in 

order to establish the guilt of the accused 
public servant under Sections 7 and 
13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the Act. 

 
(b)  In order to bring home the guilt of the 

accused, the prosecution has to first prove 
the demand of illegal gratification and the 
subsequent acceptance as a matter of fact. 

This fact in issue can be proved either by 
direct evidence which can be in the nature of 

oral evidence or documentary evidence. 
 

(c)  Further, the fact in issue, namely, the proof 
of demand and acceptance of illegal 
gratification can also be proved by 

circumstantial evidence in the absence of 
direct oral and documentary evidence. 

 
(d)  In order to prove the fact in issue, namely, the 

demand and acceptance of illegal gratification by 

the public servant, the following aspects have to 
be borne in mind: 

 

(i)  if there is an offer to pay by the bribe 
giver without there being any demand 

from the public servant and the latter 
simply accepts the offer and receives the 

illegal gratification, it is a case of 
acceptance as per Section 7 of the Act. In 
such a case, there need not be a prior 

demand by the public servant. 
 

(ii)  On the other hand, if the public servant 
makes a demand and the bribe giver 
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accepts the demand and tenders the 
demanded gratification which in turn is 

received by the public servant, it is a case 
of obtainment. In the case of obtainment, 

the prior demand for illegal gratification 
emanates from the public servant. This is 
an offence under Section 13(1)(d)(i) and 

(ii) of the Act. 
(iii)  In both cases of (i) and (ii) above, the 

offer by the bribe giver and the 
demand by the public servant 
respectively have to be proved by the 

prosecution as a fact in issue. In other 
words, mere acceptance or receipt of 

an illegal gratification without 
anything more would not make it an 
offence under Section 7 or Section 

13(1)(d), (i) and (ii) respectively of 
the Act. Therefore, under Section 7 of the 

Act, in order to bring home the offence, 
there must be an offer which emanates 

from the bribe giver which is accepted by 
the public servant which would make it an 
offence. Similarly, a prior demand by 

the public servant when accepted by 
the bribe giver and in turn there is a 

payment made which is received by 
the public servant, would be an 
offence of obtainment under Section 

13(1)(d) and (i) and (ii) of the Act. 
 

(e)  The presumption of fact with regard to the 

demand and acceptance or obtainment of an 
illegal gratification may be made by a court 

of law by way of an inference only when the 
foundational facts have been proved by 

relevant oral and documentary evidence and 
not in the absence thereof. On the basis of the 
material on record, the Court has the discretion 

to raise a presumption of fact while considering 
whether the fact of demand has been proved by 

the prosecution or not. Of course, a presumption 
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of fact is subject to rebuttal by the accused and in 
the absence of rebuttal presumption stands. 

 
(f)  In the event the complainant turns ‘hostile’, or 

has died or is unavailable to let in his evidence 
during trial, demand of illegal gratification can be 
proved by letting in the evidence of any other 

witness who can again let in evidence, either 
orally or by documentary evidence or the 

prosecution can prove the case by circumstantial 
evidence. The trial does not abate nor does it 
result in an order of acquittal of the accused 

public servant. 
 

(g)  In so far as Section 7 of the Act is 
concerned, on the proof of the facts in issue, 
Section 20 mandates the court to raise a 

presumption that the illegal gratification 
was for the purpose of a motive or reward 

as mentioned in the said Section. The said 
presumption has to be raised by the court as a 

legal presumption or a presumption in law. Of 
course, the said presumption is also subject to 
rebuttal. Section 20 does not apply to Section 

13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the Act. 
 

(h)  We clarify that the presumption in law under 
Section 20 of the Act is distinct from presumption 
of fact referred to above in point 

 
(e)  as the former is a mandatory presumption while 

the latter is discretionary in nature.” 

(emphasis added) 
 

12. The referred question was answered in paragraph 
76 of the aforesaid judgment, which reads thus: 

 
“76. Accordingly, the question referred for 

consideration of this Constitution Bench is answered as 

under: 
 

In the absence of evidence of the 
complainant (direct/primary, oral/ 
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documentary evidence), it is permissible to 
draw an inferential deduction of 

culpability/guilt of a public servant under 
Section 7 and Section 13(1)(d) read with 

Section 13(2) of the Act based on other 
evidence adduced by the prosecution.” 

(emphasis added) 

 
13. Even the issue of presumption under Section 20 of 

the PC Act has been answered by the Constitution Bench by 
holding that only on proof of the facts in issue, Section 20 
mandates the Court to raise a presumption that illegal 

gratification was for the purpose of motive or reward as 
mentioned in Section 7 (as it existed prior to the amendment 

of 2018). In fact, the Constitution Bench has approved two 
decisions by the benches of three Hon'ble Judges in the cases 
of B. Jayaraj and P. Satyanarayana Murthy. There is another 

decision of a three Judges' bench in the case of N. 
Vijayakumar v. State of Tamil Nadu, which follows the view 

taken in the cases of B. Jayaraj and P. Satyanarayana Murthy. 
In paragraph 9 of the decision in the case of B. Jayaraj, this 

Court has dealt with the presumption under Section 20 of the 
PC Act. In paragraph 9, this Court held thus: 
 

“9. Insofar as the presumption permissible 
to be drawn under Section 20 of the Act is 

concerned, such presumption can only be in 
respect of the offence under Section 7 and not the 
offences under Sections 13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the 

Act. In any event, it is only on proof of acceptance 
of illegal gratification that presumption can be 

drawn under Section 20 of the Act that such 

gratification was received for doing or forbearing 
to do any official act. Proof of acceptance of illegal 

gratification can follow only if there is proof of demand. 
As the same is lacking in the present case the primary 

facts on the basis of which the legal presumption under 
Section 20 can be drawn are wholly absent.” 

(emphasis added) 

 
14. The presumption under Section 20 can be 

invoked only when the two basic facts required to be 
proved under Section 7, are proved. The said two basic 
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facts are ‘demand’ and ‘acceptance’ of gratification. The 
presumption under Section 20 is that unless the 

contrary is proved, the acceptance of gratification shall 
be presumed to be for a motive or reward, as 

contemplated by Section 7. It means that once the basic 
facts of the demand of illegal gratification and 
acceptance thereof are proved, unless the contrary are 

proved, the Court will have to presume that the 
gratification was demanded and accepted as a motive or 

reward as contemplated by Section 7. However, this 
presumption is rebuttable. Even on the basis of the 
preponderance of probability, the accused can rebut the 

presumption. 
 

15. In the case of N. Vijayakumar, another bench of 
three Hon'ble Judges dealt with the issue of presumption 
under Section 20 and the degree of proof required to establish 

the offences punishable under Section 7 and clauses (i) and 
(ii) Section 13(1)(d) read with Section 13(2) of PC Act. In 

paragraph 26, the bench held thus: 
 

“26. It is equally well settled that mere recovery 
by itself cannot prove the charge of the prosecution 
against the accused. Reference can be made to the 

judgments of this Court in C.M. Girish Babu v. CBI [C.M. 
Girish Babu v. CBI, (2009) 3 SCC 779: (2009) 2 SCC 

(Cri) 1] and in B. Jayaraj v. State of A.P. [B. 
Jayaraj v. State of A.P., (2014) 13 SCC 55 : (2014) 5 
SCC (Cri) 543] In the aforesaid judgments of this 

Court while considering the case under 
Sections 7, 13(1)(d)(i) and (ii) of the Prevention 

of Corruption Act, 1988 it is reiterated that to 

prove the charge, it has to be proved beyond 
reasonable doubt that the accused voluntarily 

accepted money knowing it to be bribe. Absence of 
proof of demand for illegal gratification and mere 

possession or recovery of currency notes is not 
sufficient to constitute such offence. In the said 
judgments it is also held that even the presumption 

under Section 20 of the Act can be drawn only after 
demand for and acceptance of illegal gratification is 

proved. It is also fairly well settled that initial 
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presumption of innocence in the criminal jurisprudence 
gets doubled by acquittal recorded by the trial court.” 

(emphasis added) 
 

16. Thus, the demand for gratification and its 
acceptance must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt. 

 

17. Section 7, as existed prior to 26th July 2018, 
was different from the present Section 7. The 

unamended Section 7 which is applicable in the present 
case, specifically refers to “any gratification”. The 
substituted Section 7 does not use the word 

“gratification”, but it uses a wider term “undue 
advantage”. When the allegation is of demand of 

gratification and acceptance thereof by the accused, it 
must be as a motive or reward for doing or forbearing to 
do any official act. The fact that the demand and 

acceptance of gratification were for motive or reward as 
provided in Section 7 can be proved by invoking the 

presumption under Section 20 provided the basic 
allegations of the demand and acceptance are proved. 

In this case, we are also concerned with the offence 
punishable under clauses (i) and (ii) Section 13(1)(d) 
which is punishable under Section 13(2) of the PC Act. 

Clause (d) of sub-section (1) of Section 13, which 
existed on the statute book prior to the amendment of 

26th July 2018, has been quoted earlier. On a plain 
reading of clauses (i) and (ii) of Section 13(1)(d), it is 
apparent that proof of acceptance of illegal gratification 

will be necessary to prove the offences under clauses (i) 
and (ii) of Section 13(1)(d). In view of what is laid 

down by the Constitution Bench, in a given case, the 

demand and acceptance of illegal gratification by a 
public servant can be proved by circumstantial evidence 

in the absence of direct oral or documentary evidence. 
While answering the referred question, the Constitution 

Bench has observed that it is permissible to draw an 
inferential deduction of culpability and/or guilt of the 
public servant for the offences punishable under 

Sections 7 and 13(1)(d) read with Section 13(2) of the 
PC Act. The conclusion is that in absence of direct 

evidence, the demand and/or acceptance can always be 
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proved by other evidence such as circumstantial 
evidence. 

 
18. The allegation of demand of gratification and 

acceptance made by a public servant has to be 
established beyond a reasonable doubt. The decision of 
the Constitution Bench does not dilute this elementary 

requirement of proof beyond a reasonable doubt. The 
Constitution Bench was dealing with the issue of the modes by 

which the demand can be proved. The Constitution Bench has 
laid down that the proof need not be only by direct oral or 
documentary evidence, but it can be by way of other evidence 

including circumstantial evidence. When reliance is placed on 
circumstantial evidence to prove the demand for gratification, 

the prosecution must establish each and every circumstance 
from which the prosecution wants the Court to draw a 
conclusion of guilt. The facts so established must be consistent 

with only one hypothesis that there was a demand made for 
gratification by the accused. Therefore, in this case, we will 

have to examine whether there is any direct evidence of 
demand. If we come to a conclusion that there is no direct 

evidence of demand, this Court will have to consider whether 
there is any circumstantial evidence to prove the demand.” 

 

(Emphasis supplied)  
 

 

The Apex Court, as noted hereinabove, was clarifying the judgment 

of a five Judge Bench in NEERAJ DUTTA v. STATE4. The Apex 

Court holds that basic concept of demand and acceptance of undue 

advantage and it being sine quo non for an offence under Section 7 

is not diluted even by the five Judge Bench. What would 

unmistakably emerge from the afore-quoted judgments of the Apex 

                                                           
4
 2022 SCC OnLine 1724 



 

 

28 

Court is that if there is no demand and only acceptance, it would 

not meet necessary ingredients of Section 7.  On the bedrock of the 

principles laid down by the Apex Court in the afore-quoted 

judgments, the case at hand requires to be considered.  

 

13. The offence alleged against the petitioner is only under 

Section 7 quoted supra.  The crime in Crime No.13 of 2023 comes 

to be registered pursuant to a complaint so made on 02-03-2023 by 

the 2nd respondent. Since the entire issue has sprung from the 

complaint, I deem it appropriate to notice the complaint. The 

complaint reads as follows: 

 “gÀªÀjUÉ, 
 ¥ÉÆ°Ã¸ï C¢üÃPÀëPÀgÀÄ 
 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¯ÉÆÃPÁAiÀÄÄPÀÛ, 
 JA.J¸ï.©°ØAUï, 
 É̈AUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ £ÀUÀgÀ. 
 
ªÀiÁ£ÀågÉ, 
 
 ²æÃ ±ÉæÃAiÀÄ¸ï PÀ±Àå¥ï ©£ï ©.J¸ï.UÀÄgÀÄgÁeï, 36 ªÀµÀð, Chemixil 

Corporation, PÀA¥À¤ ¥Á®ÄzÁgÀgÀÄ, # 109, ±ÉæÃµÀÖ¨sÀÆ«Ä PÁA¥ÉèÃPïì, PÉ.Dgï.gÀ̧ ÉÛ, 
É̈AUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ, ªÁ À̧ £ÀA.1150. 9£ÉÃ PÁæ¸ï, C±ÉÆÃPÀ£ÀUÀgÀ, §£À±ÀAPÀj 1£ÉÃ ºÀAvÀ, 
É̈AUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ-560050, ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA.9886324494 DzÀ £Á£ÀÄ ¤ÃqÀÄwÛgÀÄªÀ zÀÆgÀÄ 

K£ÉAzÀgÉ. 
 

«µÀAiÀÄ: PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ï D¬Ä¯ï À̧¥Éè ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ À̧®ÄªÁV ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀ 
mÉAqÀgï ªÀÄvÀÄÛ F À̧A§AzsÀ ¤ÃrgÀÄªÀ RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±ÀPÁÌV (¥ÀZÉÃð¸ï 
DqÀðgï) ºÁUÀÄ ¸ÀgÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ ¸ÀgÀQUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ 
CqÀZÀuÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ ©¯ï£À ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß ©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁr¹PÉÆqÀ®Ä 
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81,00,000/- gÀÆ. ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀAvÉ ¨ÉÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖgÀÄªÀ 
JA.J¯ï.J. ²æÃ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï «gÀÆ¥ÁPÀë¥Àà, CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸Á§Æ£ÀÄ 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁdðPÀ ¤UÀªÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ£ÁzÀ 
©.qÀ§Æèöå.J¸ï.J¸ï.©.AiÀÄ° è ¥ÀæzsÁ£À ¯ÉPÁÌ¢üPÁjAiÀiÁVgÀÄªÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ 
ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄUÀ¼À «gÀÄzÀÞ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ PÀæªÀÄ dgÀÄV À̧®Ä PÉÆÃj. 

 
 £Á£ÀÄ ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ «¼Á À̧zÀ°è ªÁ À̧ ªÀiÁrPÉÆAqÀÄ ¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆj£À PÉ.Dgï.gÀ̧ ÉÛAiÀÄ°è 
Chemixil Corporation JA§ ºȨ́ Àj£À°è ¥Á®ÄzÁjPÉ PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ£ÀÄß £ÀqÉ À̧ÄwÛgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. 
À̧zÀj PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ gÁdåzÀ ««zsÀ À̧A Ȩ́ÜUÀ½UÉ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ PÀZÁÑ ªÀ̧ ÀÄÛUÀ¼À£ÀÄß 
À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. CzÉÃ jÃw £À£Àß ¥ÀjZÀAiÀÄ À̧ÜgÁzÀ ²æÃ n.J.J¸ï. ªÀÄÆwð 

gÀªÀgÀÄ É̈AUÀ¼ÀÆj£À ZÁªÀÄgÁd¥ÉÃmÉAiÀÄ°è M.S. Delicia Chemicals JA§ 
ºȨ́ Àj£À°è ¥Á®ÄzÁjPÉ PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ£ÀÄß £ÀqȨ́ ÀÄwÛgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 
 
 PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸Á§Æ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁdðPÀ ¤UÀªÀÄ¢AzÀ PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ï D¬Ä¯ï À̧¥Éè 
ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ À̧A§AzsÀ 2023gÀ d£ÀªÀj AiÀÄ°è PÀgÉAiÀÄ¯ÁVzÀÝ mÉAqÀgï£À°è ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ £ÀªÀÄä 
PÀA¥À¤ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ M.S. Delicia Chemicals PÀA¥À¤UÀ¼ÀÄ ¨sÁVAiÀiÁVzÀÄÝ, mÉAqÀgï 
ºÁPÀÄªÀ À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è £ÁªÀÅ À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ ªÀ̧ ÀÄÛ«£À ªÀiÁzÀjAiÀÄ£ÀÄß 
ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £ÁªÀÅ À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀ̈ ÉÃPÉA¢gÀÄªÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ ªÀ̧ ÀÄÛ«£À zÀgÀªÀ£ÀÄß 
¤ÃqÀ̈ ÉÃPÁVzÀÄÝ, £ÀªÀÄäUÀ¼À PÀA¥À¤UÉ mÉAqÀgïC£ÀÄß ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä, RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±À 
¤ÃqÀ®Ä ºÁUÀÄ RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ jÃvÁå À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ À̧gÀQUÉ 
AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÉvÀqÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ ©¯ï£À ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß ©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ±ÉÃ.30 gÀµÀÄÖ ®AZÀzÀ 
ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ̈ ÉÃPÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. CzÀgÀAvÉ £ÁªÀÅ mÉAqÀgï ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁr À̧®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ À̧gÀQUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÉvÀqÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ ©¯ï£À ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß 

©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ À̧A§AzsÀ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸Á§Æ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁdðPÀ ¤UÀªÀÄzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÁzÀ ²æÃ 
ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï «gÀÆ¥ÁPÀë¥Àà gÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß ¤UÀªÀÄzÀ PÀbÉÃjAiÀÄ°è s̈ÉÃn ªÀiÁqÀ̄ ÁV, À̧zÀjAiÀÄªÀgÀÄ 
PÀ«ÄÃµÀ£ï ºÀtzÀ «ZÁgÀzÀ°è vÀ£Àß ªÀÄUÀ£ÁzÀ ©.qÀ§Æèöå.J¸ï.J¸ï.©.AiÀÄ°è ¥ÀæzsÁ£À 
É̄PÁÌ¢üPÁjAiÀiÁVgÀÄªÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ eÉÆvÉ ªÀiÁvÀÄPÀvÉ £ÀqÉ¹ PÀ«ÄÃµÀ£ï 

ºÀtzÀ ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß CAwªÀÄUÉÆ½ À̧ÄªÀAvÉ w½¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. CzÀgÀAvÉ £Á£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ qÉ°¶AiÀiÁ 
PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ïì PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ ¥Á®ÄzÁgÀgÁzÀ ²æÃ n.J.J¸ï.ªÀÄÆwð gÀªÀgÀÄ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 12-01-2023 
gÀAzÀÄ À̧AeÉ À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 5-30 UÀAmÉ À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ±ÉÃµÁ¢æ¥ÀÄgÀA£À PÉæ Ȩ́Amï gÀ̧ ÉÛAiÀÄ°ègÀÄªÀ 
²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ SÁ À̧VÃ PÀbÉÃjUÉ ºÉÆÃVzÀÄÝ. C°è CªÀgÀ À̧ÆZÀ£É ªÉÄÃgÉUÉ 
£Á£ÀÄ M§â£ÉÃ À̧zÀjAiÀÄªÀgÀ PÉÆoÀrUÉ ºÉÆÃV ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß ¨sÉÃn ªÀiÁr 
mÉAqÀgï À̧®ÄªÁV ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁrzÁUÀ CªÀgÀÄ mÉAqÀgï ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁr¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÁV ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÀZÀuÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ À̧gÀQUÉ ©¯ï ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß 
©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁr¹PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÁV w½¹, F À̧A§AzsÀ ¥Àæw PÀA¥À¤UÉ 60 ®PÀë gÀÆ.UÀ¼ÀAvÉ 
ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ JgÀqÀÄ PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ 1,20,00,000/- gÀÆ.UÀ¼À ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀAvÉ 
w½¹zÀÄÝ, £ÀAvÀgÀ £Á£ÀÄ F ¨UÉÎ mÉ°¶AiÀiÁ PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ ¥Á®ÄzÁgÀgÁzÀ ²æÃ 
n.J.J¸ï.ªÀÄÆwð gÀªÀgÀ eÉÆvÉ ZÀað¹ PÀ«ÄµÀ£ï ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß PÀrªÉÄ ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀAvÉ 
PÉÆÃgÀ̄ ÁV ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ CAwªÀÄªÁV £Á£ÀÄ ¥Á®ÄzÁgÀgÁVgÀÄªÀ 
Chemixil Corporation PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ 33,00,000/- gÀÆ.UÀ¼À£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÀÄÛ qÉ°¶AiÀiÁ 
PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ïì PÀA¥À¤UÉ 48,00,000/-gÀÆ.UÀ¼À£ÀÄß, JgÀqÀÄ PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ MlÄÖ 81,00,000/- 
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gÀÆ.UÀ¼À ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀÄªÀAvÉ É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖgÀÄvÁÛgÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß mÉAqÀgï 
ªÀÄAdÆgÁzÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ £ÀªÀÄä PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ 5,100 PÉ.f., GUIACWOOD Oil C£ÀÄß ¥Àæw 
PÉ.f.UÉ 815/- gÀÆ.UÀ¼ÀAvÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ M.S. Delicia Chemicals PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ 29,520 
PÉ.f. Abbalide/Musk-50 C£ÀÄß ¥Àæw PÉ.f.UÉ 4,349/- gÀÆ.UÀ¼ÀAvÉ ¸ÀgÀªÀgÁdÄ 
ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±À ¤ÃrzÀ PÀÆqÀ̄ ÉÃ PÉÆqÀ̈ ÉÃPÁVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ JAzÀÄ w½¹zÀÄÝ, £ÀAvÀgÀ 
£Á£ÀÄ F «ZÁgÀªÀ£ÀÄß ²æÃ n.J.J¸ï.ªÀÄÆwð gÀªÀjUÉ w½¹zÁUÀ CzÀPÉÌ CªÀgÀÄ À̧ºÀ 
M¦àgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. £ÀAvÀgÀ £Á£ÀÄ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀjUÉ CªÀgÀÄ É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄlÖAvÉ 
81,00,000/- gÀÆ. ºÀt PÉÆqÀÄªÀÅzÁV M¦àPÉÆAqÉ£ÀÄ. D À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è £ÁªÀÅ £ÀqÉ¹zÀ 
À̧A¨sÁµÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß gÉPÁrðAUï ªÀiÁrPÉÆ¼Àî®Ä ¸ÁzsÀåªÁVgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. 

 
 £ÀAvÀgÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀAvÉ £ÀªÀÄä PÀA¥À¤UÀ½UÉ mÉAqÀgï 
C£ÀÄß À̧ºÀ ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁr¹, £ÀAvÀgÀ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 28-01-2023 gÀAzÀÄ qÉ°¶AiÀiÁ 
PÀA¥À¤UÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 30-01-2023 gÀAzÀÄ £ÀªÀÄä PÀA¥À¤UÉ RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±À (¥ÀZÉð¸ï 
DqÀðgï) C£ÀÄß À̧ºÀ PÉÆr¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 
 
 EzÁzÀ £ÀAvÀgÀ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 08-02-2023 gÀAzÀÄ É̈½UÉÎ À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 11-30 UÀAmÉ 
À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ CªÀgÀ ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gï-9008339336 jAzÀ 

£À£Àß ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gï-9886324494 UÉ ªÁlì¥ï PÁ¯ï ªÀiÁr CªÀgÀÄ ¨ÉÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖzÀÝ 
ºÀtzÀ PÀÄjvÀAvÉ «ZÁj¹ F §UÉÎ ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁqÀ®Ä ±ÉÃµÁ¢æ¥ÀÄgÀA£À°ègÀÄªÀ vÀ£Àß PÀbÉÃj ºÀwÛgÀ 
À̧AeÉ À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 5-00 UÀAmÉ ¸ÀªÀÄAiÀÄPÉÌ §gÀÄªÀAvÉ w½¹zÀgÀÄ. CzÀgÀAvÉ £Á£ÀÄ CzÉÃ ¢£À 
À̧AeÉ ¸ÀÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 5-10 UÀAmÉUÉ CªÀgÀ PÀbÉÃjUÉ ºÉÆÃV, ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß 
s̈ÉÃn ªÀiÁr, D À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è £Á£ÀÄ ¨ÉÃgÉ PÉ® À̧zÀ mÉAqÀgï À̧®ÄªÁV ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁrzÁUÀ 

CªÀgÀÄ FUÁUÀ̄ ÉÃ ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁrgÀÄªÀ mÉAqÀgï£À PÀÄjvÀAvÉ ¤ÃqÀ̄ ÁzÀ RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±ÀzÀ 
À̧A§AzsÀ À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ À̧gÀQUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÉvÀqÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ ©¯ï£À 

ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß ©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ¤ÃqÀ̈ ÉÃPÁVgÀÄªÀ 81,00,000/- gÀÆ. ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtzÀ PÀÄjvÀÄ 
ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁrzÀÄÝ DUÀ £Á£ÀÄ ºÀt ¤ÃqÀ®Ä À̧é®à À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄ PÉÆqÀÄªÀAvÉ PÉÃ½PÉÆAqÀÄ E£ÉßgÉqÀÄ 
¢£ÀUÀ¼À°è §AzÀÄ ºÀt ¤ÃqÀÄªÀÅzÁV w½¹zÉ£ÀÄ. F À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è £Á£ÀÄ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ 
ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ eÉÆvÉ £ÀqÉ¹zÀ À̧A s̈ÁµÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß £Á£ÀÄ zsÀj¹zÀÝ mÉPÉÆßÃ ªÀÇå ¸Áämïð 
ªÁZï£À°è «rAiÉÆÃ awæÃPÀgÀt À̧ªÉÄÃvÀ gÉPÁrðAUï ªÀiÁrPÉÆArgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. F À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è 
£Á£ÀÄ £À£Àß ¸Áämïð ªÁZï£À°è ¢£ÁAPÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄªÀ£ÀÄß Ȩ́mï ªÀiÁrgÀzÀ PÁgÀt 
gÉPÁrðAUï£À°è ¢£ÁAPÀ:02-02-2023 JA§ÄzÁV gÉPÁrðAUï DVgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. 
 
 £Á£ÀÄ PÁgÀuÁAvÀgÀUÀ½AzÀ ªÀåªÀºÁgÀzÀ À̧A§AzsÀ vÀÄvÁðV PÉÆÃ®ÌvÁÛ UÉ 
ºÉÆÃVzÀÝjAzÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß s̈ÉÃn ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä ¸ÁzsÀåªÁVgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. F 
À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è ºÀ®ªÁgÀÄ ¨Áj ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ £À£Àß ªÉÆ¨ÉÊ¯ï 

£ÀA§gïUÉ CªÀgÀ ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gï¤AzÀ ªÁmÁì¥ï PÁ¯ï ªÀiÁr ºÀtzÀ PÀÄjvÀÄ 
ªÀiÁvÀ£ÁrzÀÄÝ, £Á£ÀÄ CªÀjUÉ ¨ÉAUÀ¼ÀÆjUÉ ªÁ¥À̧ ï §AzÀ PÀÆqÀ̄ ÉÃ s̈ÉÃn ªÀiÁr ºÀt 
vÀ®Ä¦ À̧ÄªÀÅzÁV w½Ã¹zÉ£ÀÄ. 
 
 CzÉÃ jÃw ¢£ÁAPÀ: 28-02-2023 gÀAzÀÄ À̧AeÉ À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 5-39 UÀAmÉ¬ÄAzÀ 
06-41 UÀAmÉ £ÀqÀÄªÉ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ ¥ÀÄ£À: CªÀgÀ ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gï¤AzÀ 
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£À£Àß ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gïUÉ ªÁlì¥ï PÀgÉ ªÀiÁrzÀÄÝ, £Á£ÀÄ PÀgÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¹éÃPÀj¹gÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. 
£ÀAvÀgÀ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 01-03-2023 gÀAzÀÄ ªÀÄzsÁåºÀß 12-00 UÀAmÉ À̧ªÀÄAiÀÄzÀ°è À̧zÀj ²æÃ 
¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ ¥ÀÄ£À: ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ CªÀgÀ ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï £ÀA§gï¤AzÀ £À£Àß ªÉÆ É̈Ê¯ï 
£ÀA§gïUÉ ªÁlì¥ï PÀgÉ ªÀiÁr, £Á£ÀÄ PÉÆ®ÌvÁÛ ¢AzÀ ªÁ¥À̧ ï §A¢gÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ «ZÁj¹ 
ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ ªÀåªÀºÁgÀzÀ À̧A§AzsÀ F ¢£À CAzÀgÉ ¢£ÁAPÀ: 02-03-2023 gÀAzÀÄ À̧AeÉ 5-
30 UÀAmÉUÉ §AzÀÄ ¨sÉÃnAiÀiÁUÀÄªÀAvÉ w½¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. CªÀgÀÄ F »AzÉ É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄlÖ ®AZÀzÀ 
ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß ¥ÀqÉzÀÄPÉÆ¼ÀÄîªÀ À̧A§AzsÀ £À£ÀUÉ s̈ÉÃnAiÀiÁUÀ®Ä w½¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 
 
 ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀAvÉ PÀ£ÁðlPÀ ¸Á§Æ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁdðPÀ ¤UÀªÀÄzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÁzÀ 
JA.J¯ï.J. ²æÃ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï «gÀÆ¥ÁPÀë¥Àà gÀªÀgÀ ¥ÀgÀªÁV CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï 
gÀªÀgÀÄ É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖzÀÝ ®AZÀzÀ ºÀt ¤ÃqÀ®Ä £À£ÀUÉ EµÀÖ«®èzÀ PÁgÀt F À̧A§AzsÀ £Á£ÀÄ 
²æÃ n.J.J¸ï.ªÀÄÆwð gÀªÀgÀ eÉÆvÉ PÀÆ®APÀÄµÀªÁV ZÀað À̧¯ÁV CªÀgÀÄ À̧ºÀ ®AZÀzÀ 
ºÀt ¤ÃqÀ®Ä EµÀÖ«®èzÀ PÁgÀt F §UÉÎ ¯ÉÆÃPÁAiÀÄÄPÀÛ PÉÌ zÀÆgÀÄ ¤ÃqÉÆÃtªÉAzÀÄ 
wÃªÀiÁð¤¹, £À£ÀUÉ zÀÆgÀÄ ¤ÃqÀÄªÀAvÉ CªÀgÀ PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ DxÀgÉÊµÉÃµÀ£ï ¥ÀvÀæªÀ£ÀÄß 
¤ÃrgÀÄvÁÛgÉ. 
 
 DzÀÝjAzÀ PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ï D¬Ä¯ï À̧¥Éè ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ À̧®ÄªÁV £Á£ÀÄ ¥Á®ÄzÁjPÉ 
¥ÀqÉ¢gÀÄªÀ Chemixil Corporation PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £À£Àß ¥ÀjZÀAiÀÄ À̧ÜgÁzÀ ²æÃ 
n.J.J¸ï. ªÀÄÆwð gÀªÀgÀÄ ¥Á®ÄzÁjPÉ ºÉÆA¢gÀÄªÀ Delicia Chemicals 
PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ ¥ÀqÉ¢gÀÄªÀ mÉAqÀgï C£ÀÄß ªÀÄAdÆgÀÄ ªÀiÁr À̧®Ä ªÀÄvÀÄÛ PÀA¥À¤UÀ½AzÀ 
PÉ«ÄPÀ̄ ï D¬Ä¯ï C£ÀÄß À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±À ¤ÃrzÀ PÀÆqÀ̄ ÉÃ ºÁUÀÄ 
À̧gÀ§gÁdÄ ªÀiÁrzÀÀ gÁ¸ÁAiÀÄ¤PÀ À̧gÀQUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ CqÉvÀqÉ¬Ä®èzÉÃ ©¯ï£À ªÉÆvÀÛªÀ£ÀÄß 

©qÀÄUÀqÉ ªÀiÁqÀ®Ä JgÀqÀÄ PÀA¥À¤¬ÄAzÀ MlÄÖ 81,00,000/- gÀÆ.UÀ¼À ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß 
¤ÃqÀÄªÀAvÉ É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖgÀÄªÀ JA.J¯ï.J. ²æÃ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï «gÀÆ¥ÁPÀë¥Àà, CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ, PÀ£ÁðlPÀ 
À̧§Æ£ÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀiÁdðPÀ ¤UÀªÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ£ÁzÀ ©.qÀ§Æèöå.J¸ï.J¸ï.©.AiÀÄ°è 

¥ÀæzsÁ£À É̄PÁÌ¢üPÁjAiÀiÁVgÀÄªÀ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvÀ ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄUÀ¼À «gÀÄzÀÞ PÀ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ PÀæªÀÄ 
dgÀÄV À̧®Ä wÃªÀiÁð¤¹gÀÄvÉÛÃªÉ. 
 
 F zÀÆj£ÉÆA¢UÉ ²æÃ ¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀÄqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtzÀ PÀÄjvÀÄ £À£Àß 
eÉÆvÉ £ÀqÉ¹zÀ À̧A¨ÁµÀuÉAiÀÄ gÉPÁrðAUï EgÀÄªÀ MAzÀÄ mÉPÉÆßÃ ªÀÇå PÀA¥À¤ ºȨ́ Àj£À 
¸Áämïð ªÁZï£À°è gÉPÁrðAUï DVgÀÄªÀ «rAiÉÆÃ À̧A¨sÁµÀuÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß £À£Àß ¯Áå¥ïmÁ¥ï 
À̧ºÁAiÀÄ¢AzÀ MAzÀÄ r.«.r.UÉ ªÀUÁð¬Ä¹zÀÄÝ, D r.«.r. AiÀÄ£ÀÄß ºÁUÀÆ CªÀgÀÄ 
É̈ÃrPÉ¬ÄnÖgÀÄªÀ ®AZÀzÀ ºÀtzÀ À̧A§AzsÀ MlÄÖ 40,00,000/-gÀÆ.UÀ¼À£ÀÄß (£À®ªÀvÀÄÛ ®PÀë 

gÀÆ) ²æÃªÁgÀÄ JPÀìPÀÆè¹ªïì ºȨ́ ÀgÀÄ £ÀªÀÄÆ¢¹gÀÄªÀ ©½ §tÚzÀ ºÀÆ avÀæªÀÅ¼Àî r Ȩ́Ê£ï£À 
MAzÀÄ ¨ÁåUï£À°è ºÁQ, CzÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄvÉÆÛAzÀÄ ¤Ã° §tÚzÀ ¸ÁÖçöå É̈j ºÀtÄÚUÀ¼À avÀæ«gÀÄªÀ 
¨ÁåUï£À°è Ej¹ F zÀÆj£ÉÆA¢UÉ ºÁdgÀÄ¥Àr¹gÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. £Á£ÀÄ F zÀÆgÀ£ÀÄß £À£Àß 
ªÀQÃ®jAzÀ mÉÊ¥ï ªÀiÁr¹ vÀA¢gÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. eÉÆvÉUÉ ªÉÄÃ®ÌAqÀ PÀA¥À¤UÀ½UÉ mÉAqÀgï 
ªÀÄAdÆgÁVgÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ RjÃ¢ DzÉÃ±À ¤ÃrgÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ À̧A§AzsÀ¥ÀlÖAvÉ ºÁUÀÄ ²æÃ 
¥Àæ±ÁAvï ªÀiÁqÀ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ £À£Àß eÉÆvÉ £ÀqÉ¹gÀÄªÀ ªÁlì¥ï ZÁmï£À À̧A§AzsÀ PÉ®ªÀÅ 
zÀÈrüÃPÀÈvÀ zÁR¯ÁwUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ºÁdgÀÄ¥Àr¹gÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. vÁªÀÅ ºÉÃ½zÁUÀ ªÀÄÆ® «rAiÉÆÃ 
À̧A¨sÁµÀuÉ EgÀÄªÀ £À£Àß mÉPÉÆßÃ ªÀÇå PÀA¥À¤ ºȨ́ Àj£À ¸Áämïð ªÁZï C£ÀÄß 
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ºÁdgÀÄ¥Àr À̧ÄvÉÛÃ£É. £À£Àß F zÀÆgÀ£ÀÄß ¹éÃPÀj¹ ¸ÀÆPÀÛ PÁ£ÀÆ£ÀÄ PÀæªÀÄ dgÀÄV À̧ÄªÀAvÉ vÀªÀÄä°è 
PÉÆÃgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. 
 

    (±ÉæÃAiÀÄ¸ï PÀ±Àå¥ï)” 
 

 

The narration in the complaint is that Karnataka Soaps and 

Detergents Limited, a State owned Company invites tenders for 

supply of chemical oils. Two companies participated in the tender – 

one the complainant’s company/Chemixil Corporation and the other 

M/s Delicia Chemicals. It is alleged that in order to get the tender 

allotted in favour of the complainant’s Company and sanction of 

bills towards the supply of chemicals to be hassle free, the 2nd 

respondent/complainant meets the petitioner who was the 

Chairman of KSDL.  It is alleged that for the commission amount, 

the complainant was asked to approach accused No.2, the son of 

the petitioner who works as Chief Officer in the Board.  This is 

where the name of the petitioner vaguely figures.   

 

14. The later part of the complaint is dedicated to accused 

No.2, son of the petitioner. It is alleged that accused No.2 

demanded a sum of `60/- lakhs each from both the participants in 

the tender which amounted to `1.20 crores and upon request made 
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by the complainant, accused No.2 gave some reduction in the 

demand of hush money and a total of `81/- lakhs was agreed to be 

paid to accused No.2.  The tender was allotted and on 28-01-2023 

and 30-01-2023 purchase orders were issued to both the 

participants.  Long thereafter, it is alleged that on 02-03-2023 

accused No.2 again called the complainant to meet him in his office 

at 5.30 p.m.  The allegation is that accused No.2 again demanded 

money on behalf of accused No.1 and since the complainant did not 

wanted to part with any bribe amount, approached the Lokayukta.  

This is the gist of the complaint. In the entire complaint there is no 

whisper of the fact that the petitioner had at any point in time 

demanded money or accepted it. The entire allegation is against 

accused No.2 who as per the narration in the complaint prima facie 

guilty of demand and acceptance of bribe. The name of the 

petitioner no where figures.  There is no allegation of ingredients of 

Section 7(a) and (b) of the Act against the petitioner. If there is not 

even a whisper of any demand or acceptance of bribe by the 

petitioner, it is ununderstandable as to how the proceedings can be 

permitted to be continued against him.  
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15. The subsequent actions taken by the Lokayukta would 

also absolve the petitioner. A search is conducted in the office and 

residence of accused No.2. Huge stack of cash is found to the tune 

of `6.10 crores apart from other movable properties during the 

search. No where any incriminating material is found qua the 

petitioner. The Lokayukta has filed its statement of objections. The 

entire narration in the statement of objections is against accused 

No.2, son of the petitioner. The son of the petitioner is no doubt 

prima facie guilty of demand, acceptance and is answerable to the 

cash that was found in his house or his office.  If the petitioner is 

nowhere found in any of the instances, merely because he is the 

father of accused No.2 – the son, he cannot be permitted to be 

prosecuted.  Prima facie, it is the son – accused No.2 who has to 

answer the allegations in a full blown trial, as all the pointers of 

demand and acceptance are on the son. The submission of the 

learned senior counsel for the 1st respondent that it cannot be said 

that the father is not involved in the acts of the son and therefore, 

further proceedings should be permitted to be continued owing to 

certain moral obligations cannot be accepted, as it is criminal 

prosecution and there should be atleast prima facie material against 
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the petitioner.  Ambiguity or vagueness in the complaint against 

any accused would necessarily result in obliteration of crime, the 

impugned complaint suffers from the same vice of ambiguity or 

vagueness qua the petitioner only.  

 

 

 16. Yet another circumstance which would be in aid of such 

obliteration is the statement of the General Manager of KSDL 

recorded under Section 164(5) of the CrPC before the Special 

Court. The statement reads as follows: 

 
“¸ÁQëUÉ vÁ£ÀÄ ¸ÁQëAiÀÄ£ÀÄß ¤ÃqÀ®Ä À̧évÀ: EZÉÑ EzÉAiÉÄÃ JAzÀÄ ¥Àæ²ß¹ £Á£ÀÄ 

ºÉÃ½PÉ ¤ÃqÀ®Ä vÀAiÀiÁjzÉÝÃ£É, JAzÀÄ M¦àzÀAvÉ F ºÉÃ½PÉAiÀÄ£ÀÄß PÉ¼ÀPÀAqÀAvÉ 
zÁR° À̧̄ ÁVzÉ. 

 
£Á£ÀÄ WÀl£Á À̧Ü¼ÀªÁzÀ JA À̧ÄÖrAiÉÆÃ £ÀA.4/1-2, AiÀÄÆ¤Ã Ȩ́Ì÷éÃgï ©°ØAUï, 

PÉæ Ȩ́Amï gÀ̧ ÉÛ, É̈AUÀ¼ÀÆgÀÄ F À̧Ü¼ÀzÀ°è CzsÀåPÀëgÁzÀ ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï «gÀÄ¥ÁPÀë¥ÀàgÀªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ£ÁzÀ 
ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀ£ÀÄß À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ 10-12 ¨Áj s̈ÉÃnAiÀiÁVgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. ¨sÉÃnAiÀiÁzÀ 
À̧AzÀ̈ sÀðzÀ°è PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ eÁ»gÁw£À §UÉÎ ZÀað¹gÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ vÀªÀÄä 

ªÉÆ É̈Ê°¤AzÀ £À£Àß ªÉÆ É̈Ê°UÉ C£ÉÃPÀ ¨Áj PÀgÉ ªÀiÁrgÀÄvÁÛgÉ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ £Á£ÀÄ PÀgÉ 
ªÀiÁrgÀÄvÉÛÃ£É. £Á£ÀÄ RjÃ¢ À̧AzÁ£À À̧«ÄwAiÀÄ CzsÀåPÀëgÁVgÀÄªÀÅzÀjAzÀ CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ RjÃ¢ ¸ÀAzsÁ£À À̧«ÄwAiÀÄ PÉ® À̧UÀ¼À£ÀÄß É̈ÃUÀ 
ªÀÄÄV¹ JAzÀÄ MvÁÛAiÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛzÀÝgÀÄ. ¤ÃªÀÅ PÉ® À̧UÀ¼À£ÀÄß À̧jAiÀiÁV ªÀiÁqÀzÉÃ EzÀÝ°è, 
É̈ÃgÉAiÀÄªÀgÀ PÀqÉ¬ÄAzÀ ªÀiÁr¹PÉÆ¼ÀÄîvÉÛÃªÉAzÀÄ MvÁÛAiÀÄ ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛzÀÝgÀÄ. ªÀUÁðªÀuÉAiÀÄ 
s̈ÀAiÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ MvÀÛqÀPÉÌ ªÀÄtÂzÀÄ £À£Àß£ÀÄß M¼ÀUÉÆAqÀAvÉ J¯Áè PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÄ CªÀgÀ 

DzÉÃ±ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ¥Á° À̧ÄwÛzÉÝªÀÅ. CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ 
mÉAqÀgï ¥ÀÆªÀðzÀ°è ©qÀÄØzÁgÀgÀ£ÀÄß À̧A¥ÀQð¹ AiÀiÁjUÉ AiÀiÁªÀ PÀZÁÑªÀ̧ ÀÄÛ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¸ÀÄUÀAzsÀ 
zÀæªÀå AiÀiÁªÀ É̈̄ ÉUÉ ¤ÃqÀ̈ ÉÃPÉA§ÄzÀ£ÀÄß ªÉÆzÀ̄ ÉÃ ¤zsÀðj À̧ÄwÛzÀÝgÀÄ JAzÀÄ w½zÀÄ 
§A¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ. zÀÆgÀÄzÁgÀgÁzÀ PÀ±Àå¥ï EªÀgÀ §UÉÎ £À£ÀUÉ AiÀiÁªÀÅzÉÃ ªÀiÁ»w EgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è, 
DzÀgÉ CªÀgÀ vÀAzÉAiÀÄªÀgÁzÀ UÀÄgÀÄgÁeï CªÀgÀ §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ»w EgÀÄvÀÛzÉ. KPÉAzÀgÉ, CªÀgÀÄ 
25 ªÀµÀðUÀ½AzÀ PÀZÁÑ ¸ÁªÀiÁVæUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀÆgÉÊPÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄwÛzÀÝgÀÄ. C§ É̄Êqï ªÀÄ¸ïÌ 50 ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
UÁ»Pï ªÀÅqï UÁ¬ÄPï ªÀÅqï D¬Ä¯ï F PÀZÁÑ ¸ÁªÀÄVæUÀ¼À£ÀÄß ¥ÀÆgÉÊPÉ ªÀiÁqÀÄªÀ 
«ZÁgÀzÀ°è ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ PÀ«ÄÃµÀ£ï ºÀtªÀ£ÀÄß PÉÃ½zÁUÀ CzÀ£ÀÄß PÉÆqÀ®Ä 
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M¥ÀàzÉÃ EzÁÝUÀ, PÀ±Àå¥ï gÀªÀgÀÄ zÀÆgÀÄ zÁR°¹gÀÄvÁÛgÉAzÀÄ w½zÀÄ §A¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ. ¥Àæ±ÁAvï 
ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï gÀªÀgÀÄ CªÀgÀ PÀÄlÄA§zÀªÀgÉÆA¢UÉ PÀA¥À¤UÉ À̧ÄªÀiÁgÀÄ MAzÀÄ ªÀµÀðzÀ »AzÉ 
s̈ÉÃn ¤ÃrzÀÝgÀÄ. vÀzÀ£ÀAvÀgÀ CªÀgÀÄ s̈ÉÃr ¤ÃrgÀÄªÀ §UÉÎ ªÀiÁ»w EgÀÄªÀÅ¢®è. ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï 

«gÀÄ¥ÁPÀë¥Àà ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ¥Áæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ PÀA¥À¤UÉ §gÀ̈ ÉÃPÁzÀ C¢üPÁjUÀ¼ÀÆ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀåªÀ̧ ÁÜ¥ÀPÀ 
¤zÉÃð±ÀPÀgÀÄUÀ¼À£ÀÄß CªÀgÉÃ ªÀUÁðªÉuÉ ªÀiÁr¹ PÉÆ¼ÀÄîwÛzÀÝgÀÄ. PÀA¥À¤AiÀÄ DqÀ½vÀzÀ°è 
CzsÀåPÀëgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ CªÀgÀ ªÀÄUÀ ªÀiÁqÁ¼ï ¥Àæ±ÁAvï gÀªÀgÀÄ ºÀ̧ ÀÛPÉëÃ¥ÀªÀ£ÀÄß ªÀÄqÀÄwÛzÀÝgÀÄ ªÀÄvÀÄÛ 
À̧zÀj ºÀ À̧ÛPÉëÃ¥ÀªÀ£ÀÄß À̧» À̧zÉÃ F »A¢£À ªÀåªÀ¸ÁÜ¥ÀPÀ ¤zÉÃð±ÀPÀgÁVzÀÝ ºÀjPÀÄªÀiÁgÀ eÁ 

ªÀÄvÀÄÛ ªÀÄºÉÃ±ï © ²gÀÆgï gÀªÀgÀÄ ªÀÄ£À¸ÁÛ¥ÀUÉÆAqÀÄ ¨ÉÃgÉ E¯ÁSÉUÉ ªÀUÁðªÀuÉ 
ªÀiÁrPÉÆArgÀÄvÁÛgÉAzÀÄ £À£ÀUÉ w½zÀÄ §A¢gÀÄvÀÛzÉ.” 

 

 

The statement again nowhere points at the petitioner. The learned 

senior counsel has contended that the petitioner is in no way 

involved in the process of tender as he is the Chairman of KSDL to 

whom appeals against tender would emerge and all the tender 

process that take place is manned by officers of the lower rung i.e., 

the Managing Director and his subordinates. The document of 

tender that has become the subject matter of complaint is also 

placed before Court. Nowhere the petitioner is even participated in 

the proceedings. Therefore, on all these counts, permitting further 

proceedings against the petitioner would become an abuse of the 

process of law and result in miscarriage of justice.  Therefore, the 

issue No.(i) is answered in favour of the petitioner. 

 
 

 17. Learned senior counsel for the petitioner has also 

contended that Section 17A of the Act has been violated. In the 
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light of issue No.1 being answered in favour of the petitioner that 

there is neither demand nor acceptance and ingredients under 

Section 7 are not even met to its prima facie sense, issue No.2 with 

regard to whether prior approval under Section 17A in the case of 

accused No.1 was necessary or not, need not be gone into.  Issue 

No.(ii) is thus left unanswered. 

 

 
 18. The matter is at the stage of crime. Interference under 

Section 482 of the CrPC, at the stage of crime, is extremely limited, 

but it is not that this Court has no power to obliterate a proceeding 

at the stage of crime. The Apex Court in the case of STATE OF 

HARYANA v. BHAJAN LAL5 has held as follows:  

 

“102. In the backdrop of the interpretation of the 
various relevant provisions of the Code under Chapter XIV and 
of the principles of law enunciated by this Court in a series of 

decisions relating to the exercise of the extraordinary power 
under Article 226 or the inherent powers under Section 482 of 

the Code which we have extracted and reproduced above, we 
give the following categories of cases by way of illustration 
wherein such power could be exercised either to prevent abuse 

of the process of any court or otherwise to secure the ends of 

justice, though it may not be possible to lay down any precise, 

clearly defined and sufficiently channelised and inflexible 
guidelines or rigid formulae and to give an exhaustive list of 
myriad kinds of cases wherein such power should be 

exercised. 

                                                           
5
1992 Supp (1) SCC 335 
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(1)  Where the allegations made in the first 

information report or the complaint, even if they 
are taken at their face value and accepted in their 

entirety do not prima facie constitute any offence 
or make out a case against the accused. 

 

(2)  Where the allegations in the first information report and 
other materials, if any, accompanying the FIR do not 

disclose a cognizable offence, justifying an investigation 
by police officers under Section 156(1) of the Code 
except under an order of a Magistrate within the 

purview of Section 155(2) of the Code. 
 

(3)  Where the uncontroverted allegations made in the FIR 
or complaint and the evidence collected in support of 
the same do not disclose the commission of any offence 

and make out a case against the accused. 
 

(4)  Where, the allegations in the FIR do not constitute a 
cognizable offence but constitute only a non-cognizable 

offence, no investigation is permitted by a police officer 
without an order of a Magistrate as contemplated under 
Section 155(2) of the Code. 

 
(5)  Where the allegations made in the FIR or 

complaint are so absurd and inherently 
improbable on the basis of which no prudent 
person can ever reach a just conclusion that there 

is sufficient ground for proceeding against the 
accused. 

 

(6)  Where there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of 
the provisions of the Code or the concerned Act (under 

which a criminal proceeding is instituted) to the 
institution and continuance of the proceedings and/or 

where there is a specific provision in the Code or the 
concerned Act, providing efficacious redress for the 
grievance of the aggrieved party. 

 
(7)  Where a criminal proceeding is manifestly attended with 

mala fide and/or where the proceeding is maliciously 
instituted with an ulterior motive for wreaking 
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vengeance on the accused and with a view to spite him 
due to private and personal grudge.” 

      (Emphasis supplied) 
 

The Apex Court lays down 7 postulates of interference. One such 

postulate is, when a reading of the complaint does not make out 

any offence against the accused, further proceedings should not be 

permitted to be continued.  BHAJAN LAL is reiterated by the Apex 

Court in plethora of judgments. The Apex Court in the case of 

MOHMOOD ALI v. STATE OF UTTAR PRADESH6 has held as 

follows: 

  “ANALYSIS 
 

9. Having heard the learned counsel appearing for the 
parties and having gone through the materials on record, the 
only question that falls for our consideration is whether the 

FIR bearing No. 127 of 2022 should be quashed? 
 

10. We are of the view that even if the entire case of 
the prosecution is believed or accepted to be true, none of the 
ingredients to constitute the offence as alleged are disclosed. 

It is pertinent to note that the FIR in question came to be 
lodged after a period of 14 years from the alleged illegal acts 

of the appellants. It is also pertinent to note that in the FIR no 
specific date or time of the alleged offences has been 
disclosed. 

 
11. The entire case put up by the first informant on the 

face of it appears to be concocted and fabricated. At this 
stage, we may refer to the parameters laid down by this Court 

for quashing of an FIR in the case of State of 

                                                           
6
  2023 SCC OnLine SC 950 
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Haryana v. Bhajan Lal, 1992 Supp (1) SCC 335 : AIR 1992 SC 
604. The parameters are:— 

 
“(1)  Where the allegations made in the first information 

report or the complaint, even if they are taken at their 
face value and accepted in their entirety do not prima 
facie constitute any offence or make out a case against 

the accused. 
 

(2)  Where the allegations in the first information report and 
other materials, if any, accompanying the FIR do not 
disclose a cognizable offence, justifying an investigation 

by police officers under Section 156(1) of the Code 
except under an order of a Magistrate within the 

purview of Section 155(2) of the Code. 
 
(3)  Where the uncontroverted allegations made in the FIR 

or complaint and the evidence collected in support of 
the same do not disclose the commission of any offence 

and make out a case against the accused. 
 

(4)  Where, the allegations in the FIR do not constitute a 
cognizable offence but constitute only a non-cognizable 
offence, no investigation is permitted by a police officer 

without an order of a Magistrate as contemplated under 
Section 155(2) of the Code. 

 
(5)  Where the allegations made in the FIR or complaint are 

so absurd and inherently improbable on the basis of 

which no prudent person can ever reach a just 
conclusion that there is sufficient ground for proceeding 

against the accused. 

 
(6)  Where there is an express legal bar engrafted in any of 

the provisions of the Code or the concerned Act (under 
which a criminal proceeding is instituted) to the 

institution and continuance of the proceedings and/or 
where there is a specific provision in the Code or the 
concerned Act, providing efficacious redress for the 

grievance of the aggrieved party. 
 

(7)  Where a criminal proceeding is manifestly attended with 
mala fide and/or where the proceeding is maliciously 
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instituted with an ulterior motive for wreaking 
vengeance on the accused and with a view to spite him 

due to private and personal grudge.” 
 

12. We are of the view that the case of the present 
appellants falls within the parameters Nos. 1, 5 and 7 reply 
of Bhajan Lal (supra). 

 
13. At this stage, we would like to observe 

something important. Whenever an accused comes 
before the Court invoking either the inherent powers 
under Section 482 of the Code of Criminal 

Procedure (CrPC) or extraordinary jurisdiction under 
Article 226 of the  Constitution to get the FIR or the 

criminal proceedings quashed essentially on the ground 
that such proceedings are manifestly frivolous or 
vexatious or instituted with the ulterior motive for 

wreaking vengeance, then in such circumstances the 
Court owes a duty to look into the FIR with care and a 

little more closely. We say so because once the 
complainant decides to proceed against the accused 

with an ulterior motive for wreaking personal 
vengeance, etc., then he would ensure that the 
FIR/complaint is very well drafted with all the 

necessary pleadings. The complainant would ensure 
that the averments made in the FIR/complaint are such 

that they disclose the necessary ingredients to 
constitute the alleged offence. Therefore, it will not be 
just enough for the Court to look into the averments 

made in the FIR/complaint alone for the purpose of 
ascertaining whether the necessary ingredients to 

constitute the alleged offence are disclosed or not. In 

frivolous or vexatious proceedings, the Court owes a 
duty to look into many other attending circumstances 

emerging from the record of the case over and above 
the averments and, if need be, with due care and 

circumspection try to read in between the lines. The 
Court while exercising its jurisdiction under 
Section 482 of the CrPC or Article 226 of 

the Constitution need not restrict itself only to the stage 
of a case but is empowered to take into account the 

overall circumstances leading to the 
initiation/registration of the case as well as the 



 

 

42 

materials collected in the course of investigation. Take 
for instance the case on hand. Multiple FIRs have been 

registered over a period of time. It is in the background 
of such circumstances the registration of multiple FIRs 

assumes importance, thereby attracting the issue of 
wreaking vengeance out of private or personal grudge 
as alleged. 

 
14. In State of Andhra Pradesh v. Golconda Linga 

Swamy, (2004) 6 SCC 522, a two-Judge Bench of this Court 
elaborated on the types of materials the High Court can assess 
to quash an FIR. The Court drew a fine distinction between 

consideration of materials that were tendered as evidence and 
appreciation of such evidence. Only such material that 

manifestly fails to prove the accusation in the FIR can be 
considered for quashing an FIR. The Court held:— 
 

“5. …Authority of the court exists for 
advancement of justice and if any attempt is made to 

abuse that authority so as to produce injustice, the 
court has power to prevent such abuse. It would be an 

abuse of the process of the court to allow any action 
which would result in injustice and prevent promotion of 
justice. In exercise of the powers court would be 

justified to quash any proceeding if it finds that initiation 
or continuance of it amounts to abuse of the process of 

court or quashing of these proceedings would otherwise 
serve the ends of justice. When no offence is disclosed 
by the complaint, the court may examine the question 

of fact. When a complaint is sought to be quashed, 
it is permissible to look into the materials to 

assess what the complainant has alleged and 

whether any offence is made out even if the 
allegations are accepted in toto. 

 
6. In R.P. Kapur v. State of Punjab, AIR 1960 SC 

866 : 1960 Cri LJ 1239, this Court summarised some 
categories of cases where inherent power can and 
should be exercised to quash the proceedings : (AIR p. 

869, para 6) 
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(i)  where it manifestly appears that there is a legal 
bar against the institution or continuance e.g. 

want of sanction; 
 

(ii)  where the allegations in the first information 
report or complaint taken at its face value and 
accepted in their entirety do not constitute the 

offence alleged; 
 

(iii)  where the allegations constitute an offence, 
but there is no legal evidence adduced or 
the evidence adduced clearly or manifestly 

fails to prove the charge. 
 

7. In dealing with the last category, it is 
important to bear in mind the distinction between 
a case where there is no legal evidence or where 

there is evidence which is clearly inconsistent 
with the accusations made, and a case where 

there is legal evidence which, on appreciation, 
may or may not support the accusations. When 

exercising jurisdiction under Section 482 of the 
Code, the High Court would not ordinarily embark 
upon an enquiry whether the evidence in question 

is reliable or not or whether on a reasonable 
appreciation of it accusation would not be 

sustained. That is the function of the trial Judge. 
Judicial process, no doubt should not be an instrument 
of oppression, or, needless harassment. Court should be 

circumspect and judicious in exercising discretion and 
should take all relevant facts and circumstances into 

consideration before issuing process, lest it would be an 

instrument in the hands of a private complainant to 
unleash vendetta to harass any person needlessly. At 

the same time the section is not an instrument handed 
over to an accused to short-circuit a prosecution and 

bring about its sudden death…..” 

(Emphasis supplied) 
 

The Apex Court follows BHAJAN LAL and holds that in certain 

circumstances the Court exercising its jurisdiction under Section 
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482 of the CrPC must interfere if the complaint nowhere makes out 

an offence against the accused.  It is for this reason the Apex Court 

holds that the Court should read beyond the lines and between the 

lines of the complaint.  The Apex Court in the case of SALIB v. 

STATE OF U.P.7 has held as follows: 

 
“28. At this stage, we would like to observe 

something important. Whenever an accused comes 

before the Court invoking either the inherent powers 
under Section 482 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure (CrPC) or extraordinary jurisdiction under 

Article 226 of the  Constitution to get the FIR or the 

criminal proceedings quashed essentially on the ground 

that such proceedings are manifestly frivolous or 
vexatious or instituted with the ulterior motive for 
wreaking vengeance, then in such circumstances the 

Court owes a duty to look into the FIR with care and a 
little more closely. We say so because once the 

complainant decides to proceed against the accused 
with an ulterior motive for wreaking personal 
vengeance, etc., then he would ensure that the 

FIR/complaint is very well drafted with all the 
necessary pleadings. The complainant would ensure 

that the averments made in the FIR/complaint are such 
that they disclose the necessary ingredients to 
constitute the alleged offence. Therefore, it will not be 

just enough for the Court to look into the averments 
made in the FIR/complaint alone for the purpose of 

ascertaining whether the necessary ingredients to 
constitute the alleged offence are disclosed or not. In 
frivolous or vexatious proceedings, the Court owes a 

duty to look into many other attending circumstances 
emerging from the record of the case over and above 

the averments and, if need be, with due care and 
circumspection try to read in between the lines. The 
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Court while exercising its jurisdiction under 
Section 482 of the CrPC or Article 226 of 

the Constitution need not restrict itself only to the stage 
of a case but is empowered to take into account the 

overall circumstances leading to the 
initiation/registration of the case as well as the 
materials collected in the course of investigation. Take 

for instance the case on hand. Multiple FIRs have been 
registered over a period of time. It is in the background of 

such circumstances the registration of multiple FIRs assumes 
importance, thereby attracting the issue of wreaking 
vengeance out of private or personal grudge as alleged.” 

 
(Emphasis supplied)  

 

Here again the Apex Court follows the judgment of BHAJAN LAL 

and holds that the Court exercising jurisdiction under Section 482 

of the CrPC owes a duty to look into the FIR with care and little 

more closely to determine whether the offences alleged are a 

product of frivolousness, vexatious or instituted with ulterior 

motives.  These are cases where the Apex Court holds that the High 

Court exercising jurisdiction under Section 482 of the CrPC should 

not shut the doors of an accused merely because the crime is 

registered, as very pendency of crime is a Damocles sword that 

would be hanging on the head of the accused.  
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19. If the law laid down by the Apex Court in the cases of 

MAHMOOD ALI and SALIB are taken note of and considered qua 

the facts obtaining in the case at hand, particularly the complaint 

and the statement under Section 164 CrPC, there is no offence 

against the petitioner that could become the ingredients of Section 

7 or 7A of the Act.  In the teeth of no offence being even found to 

the remotest sense qua the ingredients of the offence, permitting 

further proceedings would only become an abuse of the process of 

law, degenerate into harassment and ultimately result in 

miscarriage of justice.  

 
 20. For the aforesaid reasons, I pass the following: 

 

O R D E R  

 
 

(i) Writ Petition is allowed. 

 
 

(ii) FIR in Crime No.13 of 2023 pending before the LXXXI 

Additional City Civil & Sessions Judge and Special Court 

exclusively to deal with Criminal Cases related to 

elected MPs/MLAs in the State of Karnataka, Bengaluru 

stands quashed qua the petitioner.  
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(iii) It is made clear that the observations made in the 

case at hand are only concerning accused No.1 and 

the same shall not bind or influence the investigation 

or any pending proceedings before any Court of law 

against other accused.  

 

 

 

Sd/- 

JUDGE 
 
bkp 
CT:MJ  
 




