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Judgement

V.S. Sirpurkar, ]J.—The challenge is to the order dated 5.7.2002 passed by
Commissioner of Police, Greater Chennai, directing the detention of one Elumalai
@ Uddukkai Elumalai u/s 3 of Tamil Nadu Act 14 of 1982 on the ground that he is
a Goonda.

2. There are only three points urged by the learned counsel for the petitioner.

3. Firstly, the learned counsel for the petitioner says that the representation sent
by the petitioner was not expeditiously dealt with.

4. It is worth noting that the learned counsel has not been able to give us the
date of representation also. However, the learned Additional Public Prosecutor
has supplied us the schedule as per which the representation dated 16.9.2002
was received by the Government on 23.9.2002. On 25.9.2002, the Government
called for the remarks of the Detaining Authority which were received by the
Government on 30.9.2002. Thereafter, the matter was considered by the various
authorities on 1.10.2002 and was put up before the Hon'"ble Minister on
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4.10.2002. It was rejected on 7.10.2002. The intimation thereof was given on
16.10.2002 by serving it on the petitioner on that day in the jail.

5. We do not think that any period has been left unexplained much less there is
any delay in consideration of the representation. The contention is rejected.

6. The second point is that after the petitioner was detained by the order dated
5.7.2002, no family members were informed. The learned Additional Public
Prosecutor however points out that the detenu's wife Chitra was informed and
that there is an endorsement of Chitra dated 9.7.2002. In fact, though the
detention order is dated 5.7.2002, the same was served on the detenu only on
9.7.2002 and on the same day, it was informed to his wife. Therefore, even this
contention has to go.

V.S. SIRPURKAR, J AND V.KANAGARAJ, J.

7. Lastly, the learned counsel points out that in the second adverse case, the
name of the detenu is not to be found in the F.I.R. However, it is an admitted
position that he is an accused in that case. If that is so, merely because his
name is not there in the FI.R, it would mean nothing.

8. In short, the petition has no merits. It is dismissed.

Downloaded from CourtKutchehry — https://dev.courtkutchehry.com/judgments/chitra-appellant-hash-state-of-tamil-... Page 2 of 2



