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CM backs vigilance in MCL graft case
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Thiruvananthapuram: Ig-

noring the findings of chief,
industries and law secretari-
es, chief minister Pinarayi

. Vijayan has backed vigilance
director Jacob Thomas in the
Malabar Cements Ltd cor-
ruption case. -

Ithas been reliably learnt
that Vijayan justified the ar-
rest of former managing di-
rector of the publicsectorun-
dertaking, K Padmakumar;
who was arrested by the vigi-

lance bureau on corruption
charges. The chief minister
also turned down the sugges-
tion for reinstating the offi-
cer as the managing director
of the company, who was ous-
tedfollowing the case. The ca-
sefile, which wasreturned to
the wvigilance department
from the chief minister’s offi-
ce the other day, contains the
remarks of of Vijayan.
. The report from the vigi-

Vijayan justified the
arrest of former MD of
the company,

K Padmakumar, who
was arrested by the
VACB on corruption
charges

lance director recommen-
ding action against Padma-
kumar was submitted to ad-
ditional chief secretary (ho-
me and vigilance) Nalini
Netto, who had forwarded it
to law secretary B G Harind-
ranath.

The law secretary had sa-
id thatthe arrest was in gross
violation of Supreme Court
guidelines and not even a
single charge would stand in
acourt of law. On the basis of
thelegal opinionfromthelaw
secretary, the file was forwar-
ded to additional chief secre-

tary (industries) Paul Anto-
ny,whohadrecommendedre-
instating the officer. This was
subsequently endorsed by
chief secretary S M Vijaya-
nand, before submitting the
report to the chief minister
for final approval.

Tthas been learnt that the
law secretary has remarked
that there wasno enough ma-
terial evidence in the case for
it to be charged under sec-
tions 409 and 420 of theIndian
Penal Code. While 409 is slap-
ped for criminal breach of
trust, and would invite a pe-
nalty of a sentence of mini-
mum 10 years, the section 420
deals with cheating and the-
reby dishonestly inducing
the persondeceived to deliver
any property to any person,
or to make, alter or destroy a
valuable security that can
award a penalty of an impri-
sonment up to seven years.
Neither of these charges, ex-
cept the sections under the

Prevention of Corruphon
Act, would hold good in the
graft case. Further, the legal
opinion referred to the Su-
preme Courtjudgment in the
2014 case — Arnesh Kumar
versus State of Bihar—to sub-
stantiate that the arrest ser-
ved only the purpose of hu-
miliating the individual in-
volved. ‘
Interestingly no legal |
consultation was made with
the Advocate General in the
matter, which is the procedu-
re before overruling the opi-
nion of the law secretary. AG
CPSudhakaraPrasad confir-
medthe same.

Padmakumar was arres-
ted by the vigilance on Sep-
tember 5, on charges of cor-
ruption and alleged irregula-
rities in awarding a dealers-
hip that had led to a financial
loss of Rs2.7 croreto the com-
pany. He was granted bail by
the vigilance court on Sep- |
tember9. i



