
IN THE COURT OF LXXXI ADDL. CITY CIVIL AND
SESSIONS JUDGE, BENGALURU (CCH 82)

Present 

Sri B. Jayantha Kumar, B.A.Law., LL.M.,  
LXXXI Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge, 

Bengaluru City (CCH-82)
(Special Court exclusively to deal with criminal cases 

related to elected MPs/ MLAs in the State of Karnataka)

Dated this the 02nd day of February, 2022

Crl.Misc.No. 490 / 2022 

PETITIONERS: 1. Arun Kumar Pujar
Aged about 38 years
Occupation: Bricks Manufacturer,
Member of Legislative Assembly
R/o Ranebennur
Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District
 

2. Muttanna Kakol 
(As shown in the complaint)
Mrutyunjaya S/o Gaddappa Kakol
(Correct Name)
Aged about53 years
R/o Vinayakanagar
Opp: House of MLA, Ranebennur
Ranebennur Taluk, Haveri District.

3. Praveen Kakol
Opposite MLA House
Ranebennur 
(As shown in the complaint)
Praveen S/o Manjappa Yalavatti
(Correct Name)
Aged about 23 years
R/o Chalageri village,Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123.



2                    Crl. Misc. No.490/2022

4. Sannabeeresh 
S/o Mallappa Gudagur
Aged about 35 years
R/o Devaragudda
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123.

5. Jagadish Thirakappa Thambad It would
be useful, in the context of the present
case,  to  recollect  the  decision  of  this
Court, in 
(as shown in the complaint)
Basavaraja S/o Tirakappa Tembad
(Correct Name)
Aged about 46 years 
R/o Chalageri village
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123.

6. Channabasanagouda S. Karegoudra
Aged about 26 years
R/o Itagi village
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123.

7. Subhas Sirgoeri
(As shown in the complaint)
Subhash S/o Siddappa Shirigeri
(Correct name)
Aged about 40 years
R/o Holeanweri
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123.

8. Anil Kumar S/o Jayappa Siddali
Aged about 28 years
R/o Doddapete
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123
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9. Basavaraj S/o Murugeshappa Hullatti
Aged about 42 years
R/o Medieri, Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 123

10. Ajaya S/o Gadigayya Mathad
Aged about 34 years
R/o Gandhigalli
Ranebennur Taluk
Haveri District-581 115

(Sri M.R.Hiremathad & Associates,
Advocates for petitioners)

V/s

RESPONDENTS: 1. Nagaraj S/o Krishnappa Kudupalli
Aged about 62 years
Advocate, Agriculturist & Artist
R/o Ukkadagathri
presently residing at : 
Gowrishankaranagara
1st Cross, Rannebennur
Haveri District (In Person)

2. Superintendent of Police
Haveri District
Haveri
(By learned Public Prosecutor)

ORDER

This petition is filed by the petitioners under Sec.438 of the

Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  (‘Cr.P.C.’  for  short)  seeking

anticipatory bail apprehending their arrest in CC No.30817/2021

for the offences punishable under Sec.354, 452, 269, 504 & 506
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R/w  Sec.149  of  IPC  pending  on  the  file  of  XLII  Addl.  Chief

Metropolitan Magistrate, Bengaluru. 

2. In  the  petition,  the  petitioners  have  contended  that

they are innocent, they have not committed any offences alleged

against  them.  The  allegations  made  in  the  complaint  does  not

disclose  commission  of  offences  alleged  against  them  and  the

offences are not  punishable with death or imprisonment for life

and they have been falsely implicated by the complainant due to

political  rivalry  and  they  have  no  previous  criminal  history  or

antecedents and there is no nexus between the allegations and the

petitioners and they are ready to abide by the conditions that may

be  imposed  by  this  Court  and  hence,  prayed  for  granting  of

anticipatory bail.

3. After filing of this petition, this Court issued notices

to both the respondents. Respondent No.1 who is the complainant

in the main case filed his written objections. The respondent No.2

has  appeared  through  learned  Public  Prosecutor.  The  learned

Public Prosecutor has not filed his written objections, but orally

submitted that no case has been registered by the police against the

accused persons and no bald application can be entertained and it
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would be useful, in the context of the present case, to recollect the

decision of this Court, in  there is no apprehension of arrest and

hence, prayed for dismissal of the anticipatory bail petition.

4. In the objections, the respondent No.1 has contended

that  there  are  sufficient  and  prima  facie  materials  against  the

accused that they have committed the offences punishable under

Sec. 354, 452, 269, 504 & 506 R/w Sec.149 of IPC and therefore,

this  Court  has  registered  criminal  case  against  the  accused and

issued summons,  but  the summons returned unserved,  however,

learned  42nd ACMM,  Bengaluru  issued  summons  to  accused

through RPAD and some of the accused have refused the summons

and  some  of  the  accused  have  not  claimed  the  summons  and

hence,  the learned 42nd ACMM, Bengaluru issued NBW against

accused No.1 to 6, 8 to 10 on 27.12.2021 and this Court directed

the  complainant  to  pay  PF  to  execute  the  warrant  through  SP,

Haveri,  but  on  19.01.2022,  SP,  Haveri  has  not  filed  report  and

hence, the case is now posted to 18.02.2022 for await report. He

further  contended  that  the  accused  have  committed  serious

offences of threatening to kill him and burn his house. He further

contended that he gave written complaint to the police, but they
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did not register FIR and he had to file the private complaint before

the Court. He further contended that if bail is granted, the accused

may threaten  him with  dire  consequences  and  since  this  Court

issued summons holding that there are prima facie case against the

accused,  this  Court  cannot  entertain  the  application  U/s.438  of

Cr.P.C. on technical grounds. Hence, prayed for dismissal of the

application. 

5. Heard  the  arguments  of  learned  counsel  for  the

petitioners, respondent No.1 and the learned Public Prosecutor on

the bail petition. Now the points that arise for my determination

are: 

1) Whether the petitioners have made out sufficient
grounds  for  granting  of  anticipatory  bail  in  their
favour as sought for ?

2) What order? 

6. After hearing the argument of both the parties and on

considering  the relevant materials on record, my findings on the

above points are as hereunder: 

Point No.1    :   In the Affirmative 

Point No.2   :    As per final order 
       for the following: 
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REASONS 

7. Point No.1  : The present respondent No.1 who is the

complainant  in  the  private  complaint,  presented  a  private

complaint  under  Sec.200  Cr.P.C.,  alleging  offences  punishable

under Sec. 307, 354, 445, 504, 269, 270 and 511 R/w 149 of IPC

before the II Addl. Senior Civil Judge and JMFC at Ranebennur

against the petitioners and others and the same was registered as

PCR  No.163/2021  on  03.06.2021.  After  filing  of  the  private

complaint,  the  learned  II  Addl.  Senior  Civil  Judge  and  JMFC,

Ranebennur recorded the sworn statement of the complainant and

his witnesses and later found that the said Court has no jurisdiction

to entertain the complaint in view of establishment of this Special

Court for trial  of  criminal cases related to elected MPs/ MLAs in

the State of Karnataka and accordingly, by order dated 10.08.2021,

transferred  the  case  to  this  Court.  After  receipt  of  the  file,  this

Court gave new number as PCR No.64/2021 and after appearance

of  the  complainant,  this  Court  heard  the  argument  of  the

complainant  and  passed  an  order  for  registering  Criminal  Case

against the accused No.1 to 12 for the offences punishable under

Sec.354, 452, 269, 504 and 506 R/w 149 of IPC and this Court
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issued summons to  Accused No.1 to  12 and then the case was

posted for appearance of the accused on 11.11.2021.

8. On perusal of the copy of the order sheet produced by

the petitioners, it reveals that on 10.11.2021, this Court transferred

this  Case  to  the  newly created  Special  Court  i.e.,  42nd ACMM,

Bengaluru as per the Notification issued by the Hon’ble Prl. City

Civil and Sessions Judge, Bengaluru vide Notification No.ADM-

I(A)822/2021 dated 10.11.2021. After receipt of the records, the

learned  42nd ACMM,  Bengaluru  directed  the  complainant  to

furnish full name and addresses of the accused as the summons

returned unserved and accordingly, the complainant furnished the

correct  name  and  addresses  of  the  accused  No.1  to  12  on

17.11.2021  and  the  learned  42nd ACMM,  Bengaluru  issued

summons  through  registered  Post  and  the  summons  issued  to

accused No.1 to 3 and 9 returned ‘unclaimed’ and summons issued

to accused No.4 to 6, 8 and 10 were returned as ‘refused’ and the

summons issued to accused No.11 returned as ‘no such address’

and summons issued to accused No.12 returned as ‘door locked’

and  hence,  the  learned  42nd ACMM,  Bengaluru  directed  the

complainant  to  furnish  fresh  address  of  the  accused  No.11 and
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issued NBW to accused No.1 to 6, 8 to 10 and re-issued summons

to accused No.12, if PF paid through SP of Haveri District.  In the

mean time, the accused No.7 has appeared through his counsel and

filed an application under Sec.205 of Cr.P.C. seeking exemption

for  the  appearance  before  the  Court  and  learned  42nd ACMM

allowed the application and exempted the appearance of accused

No.7 for the day i.e., on 27.12.2021. 

9. The present petition is moved by the petitioners who

are  arrayed  as  accused  No.1  to  6,  8,  9  10  and  12  seeking

anticipatory bail apprehending their arrest by the police in view of

issuance  of  warrant  against  accused  No.1  to  6,  8,  9  10  and

summons  against  Accused  No.12,  on  the  ground  that  they  are

innocent,  they have not committed any offences alleged against

them and there are no criminal history or antecedents and they are

ready  to  abide  by  the  conditions  that  may  be  imposed  by  this

Court. 

10. Learned counsel for the petitioners vehemently argued

that  the  complainant  has  given  wrong  address  and  hence  the

summons were not  served to the accused persons,  however,  the

learned 42nd ACMM, Bengaluru issued NBW and now the police
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are making hectic efforts to arrest the petitioners and hence, there

is apprehension of arrest and the petitioners are ready to abide by

the conditions that may be imposed by this Court and the offences

alleged against  the petitioners  are  not  punishable  with death  or

imprisonment for life and are exclusively triable by the Magistrate

and hence, prayed for granting anticipatory bail.

11. The  complainant  has  vehemently  argued  that  this

Court found prima facie materials against the accused No.1 to 12

and  registered  a  criminal  case  against  them  for  the  offences

punishable under Sec.354, 452, 269, 504 and 506 R/w 149 of IPC

and therefore, this Court cannot entertain anticipatory bail petition

on technical grounds. He further argued that inspite of issuance of

summons,  the  accused  did  not  appear  before  the  42nd ACMM,

Bengaluru and they made attempt to avoid service of  summons

and summons were returned unclaimed and refused and therefore,

the 42nd ACMM, Bengaluru issued NBW against  the petitioners

and under these circumstances, question of granting anticipatory

bail  in  favour  of  the  petitioners  does  not  arise.  There  is  no

apprehension of arrest by the police and this is not a case initiated

by the police and the police have not filed charge sheet and police
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have not investigated the matter and the application under Sec.438

of  Cr.P.C.,  can  be entertained  only  during  the  course  of

investigation and the accused could have appeared before the 42nd

ACMM,  Bengaluru  and  got  released  on  bail  and  instead  of

appearing  before  the  Magistrate,  they  moved  the  present

application seeking anticipatory bail  before this  Court,  which is

not maintainable in law and the police are giving shelter  to the

accused and they have not arrested the accused inspite of issuance

of warrant and accused No.1 is a influential person and he being

local MLA, the police are dancing as per his tune and therefore,

prayed for dismissal of the anticipatory bail petition filed by the

petitioners.

12. It is true that this Court has registered a Criminal case

against the petitioners for the offences punishable under Sec.354,

452, 269, 504 and 506 R/w 149 of IPC, because at that time, the

Special  Court  for  Magistrate  triable  cases  was  not  established.

Later, the case was transferred to 42nd ACMM Court, Bengaluru.

This anticipatory bail petition is moved by the petitioners on the

apprehension of arrest in view of NBW issued by the learned 42nd

ACMM, Bengaluru. Therefore, this Court being the Sessions Court



12                    Crl. Misc. No.490/2022

can  exercise  the  jurisdiction  under  Sec.438  of  Cr.P.C.,  and

entertain the petition for anticipatory bail. Therefore,  the argument

addressed by the complainant cannot be accepted.  

13. Another  important  aspect  is  that  the  learned

Magistrate has issued NBW against accused No.1 to 6, 8 to 10. But

the summons were not duly served upon the accused. NBWs were

issued to the accused on the basis of the report submitted by the

postal  authorities  as  ‘unclaimed’ and  as  ‘refused’.  The  learned

Magistrate  has  not  examined  the  Postal  authority  to  prove  the

correctness of the endorsement made in the postal cover. This is

not a case where the accused have appeared before the Court and

subsequently absconded and warrants were issued against them. So

far the petitioners have not appeared before the Court. The learned

Magistrate has issued warrant on the basis of the report submitted

by the Postal authority as ‘unclaimed’ and as ‘refused’. 

14.  It would be useful, in the context of the present case,

to  recollect  the decisions  of  the  Hon’ble  Apex Court  and High

Court  of  Karnataka  on the  subject  of  granting  anticipatory  bail

which are hereunder:
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1. ILR 2003 KAR 3985 (Venkatachalaiah and others Vs. State of

Karnataka by Kadugodi Police, Bengaluru and others)

In the said decision, Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka held

as follows:-

“It  is  crystal  clear  that  the power  under  Section 438 of

Cr.P.C.  to  grant  anticipatory  bail  is  of  an  extraordinary

character  in  as  much  as  the  bail  (under  Section  439

Cr.P.C.) can be granted only after the arrest,  whereas an

order of anticipatory bail is to be granted before a person

is arrested. It is of a wider amplitude.

The legislature in its wisdom has chosen not to impose any

sort or checks, restrictions and impediments in the way of

the Courts to grant the relief of anticipatory bail in the case

where the Courts come to the conclusion that it is a fit case

for them to do so. They will be free to do so without any

hindrance.

It is clear from the proposal of the law commission that

though initially it thought of imposing certain checks and

restrictions on the power of the Court to grant Anticipatory

bail,  however,   subsequently  on  giving  a  careful

consideration to the facts and circumstances dropped the

said  idea  and  left  it  completely  to  the  discretion  and

wisdom of the Courts. The law commission did not do so

because it reposed confidence on the Courts, as the power

is well being given only to Superior Courts like the Court

of Sessions or the High Court. Further more, according to

the Law Commission, in case certain fetters, restraints and
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checks were put, in that eventually the very purpose of the

granting of the powers was likely to be defeated.

It is amply clear that the legislature in its wisdom thought

it fit that it is not proper to impose any condition on the

power of the courts to grant anticipatory bail. As such in

our  view would  it  be  improper  to  read into the  section

something which is not proper? It is well settled principle

of law that while interpreting a provision, the Court has to

interpret it as it is and not as it ought to be or as the Court

thinks it should be.

The filing of a charge sheet and the issuance of warrant are

certainly the grounds which make the person not only to

believe that he would be arrested, but also he can move the

Courts under Section 438(1) Cr.P.C.

In regard to anticipatory bail, if the proposed accusation

appears to stem not from motives of furthering the ends of

justice  but  from some  other  ulterior  motive,  the  object

being to injure and humiliate the applicant by having him

arrested, a direction for the release of the applicant on bail

in  the  event  of  his  arrest  would  generally  be

Complaianantmade and on the other hand, if it appears on

considering  the  antecedents  of  the  applicant  that  taking

advantage  of  the  order  of  anticipatory  bail  he  will  free

from justice, such an order would not be made.

In  so  far  as  the  relevancy  of  Section  438(3)  Cr.P.C.,  is

concerned, in our view, the same is not connected with the

powers under sub-section (1) of Section 438 and it makes
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only a provision for a situation only after anticipatory bail

is granted under Sec.438(1). As such it is to be held that

sub-section  (3)  of  Section  438  Cr.P.C.  does  not  in  any

manner  restrict  the  power  of  the  Court  to  grant

anticipatory bail, but on the other hand it only contains the

procedural aspect that it is necessary to give effect to the

order of an anticipatory bail passed under sub-Section (1)

of Section 438 and the manner in which it would be given

effect to.

That the filing of charge sheet by the police does not put

an end to  the power  of  Court  to  grant  anticipatory bail

under Sec.438(1) Cr.P.C. Therefore, the view taken by the

learned Single Judge in Dr.Ebenezer’s case is not a good

law.

In  so  far  as  the  case  where  the  accused  appears  once

before the Court and thereafter on account of his absence

on any later date warrant is  issued by the Court for the

deliberate  absence  is  concerned,  the  remedy  of

anticipatory bail under Sec.438 Cr.P.C. is not available to

such person.”

2. (1980)2 SCC 565 (Shri Gurubaksh Singh Sibbia & Ors

Vs. State of Punjab)

In the said decision, Hon'ble Supreme Court of India held

as follows:-

“(1)  The  use  of  the  expression  "reason  to  believe"  in

Section 438(1) shows that the belief that the applicant may

be so arrested must be founded on reasonable  grounds.
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Mere  'fear'  is   not   'belief'.  A belief  can be said to  be

founded on reasonable grounds only if there is something

tangible to go by on the basis of which it can be said that

the applicant’s apprehension that he  may be arrested is

genuine. Such belief must be capable of being examined

by the Court objectively, because it is then alone that the

Court can determine whether the applicant has reason to

believe  that  he may be so arrested.  Specific  events  and

facts must be disclosed by the applicant in order to enable

the Court to judge of the reasonableness of his belief.

A blanket order i.e., an order which serves as a blanket to

cover or protect any and every  kind of allegedly unlawful

activity,  in  fact  any  eventuality,  likely  or  unlikely

regarding which, no concrete information  can   possibly

be  bad, should not generally be passed. Such a blanket

order  is  bound  to  cause  serious  interference  with  the

functions of the police.

(2) If  an application  for anticipatory  bail is made to the

High Court or the Court of Session it must apply its own

mind to  the question and decide whether a case has been

made   out  for  granting  such  relief.  It  cannot  leave  the

question  for   the  decision  of  the  Magistrate  concerned

under Section 437 of the  Code, as and when  an occasion

arises.

(3) The filing of an FIR is not a condition precedent to the

exercise of the power under Sec.438.

(4) Anticipatory bail can be granted even after an FIR is
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filed,  so  long as  the  applicant  has  not  been arrested.  It

would  be  useful,  in  the  context  of  the  present  case,  to

recollect the decision of this Court, in 

(5) But the provisions of Section 438 cannot be invoked

after the arrest of the accused.

(6)  An  order  of  bail  can  be  passed  under  Sec.438(1)

without notice to the public Prosecutor. But notice should

issue to the Public Prosecutor or the Government Advocate

forthwith and the question of bail should be re-examined

in the light of the respective contentions of the parties. The

ad-interim order too must conform to the requirements of

the Section and suitable conditions should be imposed on

the applicant even at that stage. It would be useful, in the

context of the present case, to recollect the decision of this

Court, in 

(7) Regarding time-limit, if any, for anticipatory bail, the

Court  may,  if  there  are  reasons  for  doing  so,  limit  the

operation of the order to a short period until after the filing

of an F It would be useful, in the context of the present

case,  to  recollect  the  decision  of  this  Court,  in  IR  in

respect of the matter covered by the order. The applicant

may in such cases be directed to obtain an order of bail

under Section 437 or 439 of the Code within a reasonably

short period after the filing of the FIR as aforesaid. But

this  need not  be  followed  as  an  invariable  It  would  be

useful, in the context of the present case, to recollect the
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decision of this Court, in  rule. The normal rule should be

not  to  limit  the  operation  of  the  order  in  relation  to  a

period of time.

In short  the Courts  should strike a  balance between the

individual's  right  to  personal  freedom  and  the

investigational rights of the police.” 

3. (2020) 5 SCC 1 (Sushila Aggarwal and others Vs. State

(NCT of Delhi) and another)

In  the  said  decision  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  held  as

follows:

“In conclusion, it would be useful to remind oneself that

the  rights  which  the  citizens  cherish  deeply,  are

fundamental- It is not the restrictions that are fundamental.

Joseph Story, the great jurist and US Supreme Court judge,

remarked that “personal security and private property rest

entirely upon the wisdom, the stability, and the integrity of

the courts of justice." 

The  history  of  our  republic  –  and  indeed,  the  freedom

movement has shown how the likelihood of arbitrary arrest

and indefinite detention and the lack of safeguards played

an  important  role  in  rallying  the  people  to  demand

independence.  Witness  the  Rowlatt  Act,  the  nationwide

protests  against  it,  the  Jallianwalla  Bagh  massacre  and

several  other  incidents,  where  the  general  public  were

exercising  their  right  to  protest  but  were  brutally

suppressed and eventually jailed for long. The specter of

arbitrary  and  heavy-handed  arrests:  too  often,  to  harass
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and humiliate citizens,  and oftentimes,  at  the interest  of

powerful  individuals  (and not to further  any meaningful

investigation into offences) led to the enactment of Section

438.  Despite  several  Law  commission  reports  and

recommendations of several committees and commissions,

arbitrar It would be useful, in the context of the present

case,  to  recollect  the  decision  of  this  Court,  in  y  and

groundless  arrests  continue  as  a  pervasive  phenomenon.

Parliament  has  not  thought  it  appropriate  to  curtail  the

power or discretion of the courts, in granting pre-arrest or

anticipatory bail, especially regarding the duration, or till

charge  sheet  is  filed,  or  in  serious  crimes.  Therefore,  it

would not be in the larger interests of society if the court,

by judicial interpretation, limits the exercise of that power:

the danger of such an exercise would be that in fractions,

little by little, the discretion, advisedly kept wide, would

shrink t It would be useful, in the context of the present

case, to recollect the decision of this Court,  in o a very

narrow and unrecognizably tiny portion,  thus  frustrating

the objective behind the provision, which has stood the test

of time, these 46 years.” 

15. Keeping in  view of  the principles laid down in the

above said decisions, I am of the opinion that the petition filed for

seeking  anticipatory  bail  is  maintainable.  The  offences  alleged

against the accused are not punishable with death or imprisonment
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for life and exclusively triable by Magistrate. No purpose would be

served  if  the  petition  is  rejected.  The  learned  counsel  for  the

petitioners argued that if  the accused are surrendered before the

Court and moved bail petition, the complainant seeks time to file

objections and at that time, the Magistrate may take the accused in

to  custody  and  therefore,  the  petitioners  have  approached  this

Court  seeking  anticipatory  bail.  I  have  gone  through  the  order

sheet of the Magistrate Court. On 27.12.2021, the learned counsel

for the accused No.7 filed vakalath and application under Sec.205

of CrPC seeking exemption for his appearance. On that day, the

complainant was present before the Court and filed objections to

the  said  application  filed  under  Sec.205  of  Cr.P.C.  The

Complainant  may  seek  time  to  file  objection  for  the  bail

application also and the learned Magistrate may or may not take

accused in to custody. This is  not a case where the police filed

charge sheet against the accused and this is a private complaint.

Therefore,  I  feel  this  is  a  fit  case  to  grant  anticipatory  bail  in

favour  of  the  petitioners  on  imposing  certain  conditions.  With

these observations, I answer point No.1 in the Affirmative. 
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16. Point No.2  : In view of my findings on point No.1,  I

proceed to pass the following:

ORDER

 The  petition  filed  by  the  petitioners  under

Sec.438 of the Code of Criminal Procedure is hereby

allowed.

The petitioners are ordered to be released on bail

on  executing  personal  bond  for  Rs.25,000/-  each

(Rupees Twenty Five Thousand each) with one surety

for  the  like  sum in  the  event  of  their  arrest  by  the

respondent  police  in  CC No.30817/2021  pending on

the file of  XLII Addl. Chief Metropolitan Magistrate,

Bengaluru subject to the following conditions:

1.  The  petitioners  shall  surrender  before  the
I.O.  within  two  weeks  from today  and  on
such surrender, they shall be arrested in CC
No.30817/2021 by the respondent police and
thereafter  be  released  on  bail  subject  to
execution of bond as aforesaid.

2. The petitioners shall not abscond or destroy
the  evidence  or  threaten  the  witnesses  and
shall appear before the Court regularly.

(Dictated to the Judgment writer, transcribed by him, revised and corrected
by me and then pronounced in the Open Court on this the 2nd day of February, 2022)

(B. Jayantha Kumar)
 LXXXI Addl. City Civil & Sessions Judge,

Bengaluru City (CCH-82)
(Special Court exclusively to deal with criminal cases

related to elected MPs/ MLAs in the State of Karnataka)
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