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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BENGALURU
DATED THIS THE 20™ DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2021
PRESENT

THE HON'BLE MR.SATISH CHANDRA SHARMA,
ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE

www.ecourtsindia.com

AND
THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM

WPHC NO.49/2021

BETWEEN

KARTHIK @ ULLALU KARTHIK
S/0. MUNIRAJU,

33 YEARS, #1169
SHANIMAHATHMA TEMPLE ROAD,
ULLALU UPANAGARA,
BANGALORE NORTH TALUK,
BENGALURU CITY,
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CURRENTLY LODGED AT
CENTRAL PRISON, BANGALORE,
BENGALURU- 560 100
... PETITIONER
(BY SRI ROHAN TIGADI, ADV. FOR
SRI VEERANNA G.TIGADI., ADV.)
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AND:

1 . COMMISSIONER OF POLICE
NO. 1, INFANTRY ROAD,
BENGALURU 560 001

2 . STATE OF KARNATAKA
VIDHANA SOUDHA,
AMBEDKAR VEEDH]I,
SAMPANGI NAGARA,
BENGALURU
KARNATAKA 560 001
(REPRESENTED BY SECRETARY,
HOME DEPARTMENT
LAW AND ORDER)

www.ecourtsindia.com

This is a True Copy of the court records online. Authenticated @ https://eCourtsindia.com/cnr/KAHC010178722021/truecopy/order-1.pdf

www.ecourtsindia.com



www.ecourtsindia.com

3 . SENIOR SUPERINTENDENT
CENTRAL PRISON,
BENGALURU 560 100

... RESPONDENTS

(BY SRI TEJAS KUMAR, HCGP)
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THIS WPHC IS FILED UNDER ARTICLE 226 OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF INDIA PRAYING TO ISSUE A WRIT IN THE
NATURE OF MANDAMUS AND DIRECT THE RESPONDENTS TO
PRODUCE ORDER DATED 21.12.2021 BEARING NUMBER HD 126
SST 2020 PASSED UNDER SECTION 3(3) OF THE GOONDA ACT
AND ETC.

THIS WPHC COMING ON FOR ORDERS THIS DAY,
ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE, MADE THE FOLLOWING:

ORDER
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The petitioner-Karthik @ Ullalu Karthik before this
Court has filed the present petition being aggrieved by the
order of detention under the Karnataka Goondas Act, 1985
(for short 'Goondas Act') dated 14.12.2020 passed by the

Commissioner of Police, Bengaluru and the subsequent order
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of confirmation dated 21.12.2020 as well as the order passed
by the State Government dated 30.01.2021 confirming the

detention of the petitioner for a period of one year.

2. The undisputed facts of the case reveal that the

petitioner is a resident of Bengaluru. It has been stated that
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the Commissioner of Police in exercise of powers conferred

under Section 3(1) of the Goondas Act, has passed an order
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of detention against the petitioner and as required under the
statute, the same was approved by the State Government
as provided under sub-section (3) of Section 3 of the

Goondas Act. The petitioner has further stated that as per
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the statutory provisions of law governing the field, the matter
has to be placed before the Advisory Board under Section 10
of the Goondas Act. The petitioner's case was also referred to
the Advisory Board on 29.12.2020. The petitioner has

further stated that he was directed to appear before the
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Advisory Board on 11.01.2021 and the petitioner did appear
before the Advisory Board. The petitioner submitted a
representation on 12.01.2021 and the same was not
considered by the Advisory Board subsequently. It has been
informed that the proceedings and the reports of the

Advisory Board were submitted on 27.01.2021 with a opinion
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to the State Government to affirm the order of detention and
finally the State Government has passed an order of
confirmation dated 30.01.2021. The petitioner's grievance is
that the representation submitted by him on 12.01.2021 has

been looked into neither by the Advisory Board nor by the
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State Government at any point of time and the proceedings

of the Advisory Board were drawn on 27.12.2021. As we
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are dealing with the non-consideration of the representation,
at the first instance, other grounds raised by the petitioner

are not being looked into.

3. The State Government has filed a reply in the

www.ecourtsindia.com

matter and the State Government has enclosed a copy of the
representation submitted by the detenue along with its reply.
The same is on record at page 70 in Kannada language and
therefore, as it has been filed by the State Government only,

it has not been denied by the State Government that
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representation was preferred on 12.01.2021. There is no
reason to disbelieve that the petitioner has filed a detailed
and exhaustive representation and it was certainly preferred
by the petitioner to the Advisory Board. The State

Government has not commented upon the aforesaid
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representation in its reply. The State Government has
nowhere stated that the representation was considered by
the Advisory Board or the State Government at any point of
time. On the contrary, while filing the additional statement

of objections, which is duly supported by an affidavit of
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Sri Basavaraj, Police Inspector, C.C.B., Bengaluru, has stated

that no details of the representation have been furnished by
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the petitioner. Paragraph No.5 of the additional statement of
objections is reproduced as under:

"5. It is humbly submitted that the petitioner has
not given any details with regard to his representations
in the aforesaid month. The copy of the representation
is also not produced along with the amended petition.
The petitioner also not given correct and proper date of
his representation and as such, the statement in this
paragraph is based on the assumption and
presumption, without there being any material facts
which required to be adjudicated. As such, the above
ground is liable to be rejected."

www.ecourtsindia.com

4, It is really strange that the State Government

after filing of copy of the representation along with the
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statement of objections, in the additional statement of
objections, has stated that no details of representations have
been furnished by the petitioner. Again, in the additional
statement of objections, it is nowhere stated that the

representation was considered by the Advisory Board or the
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State Government.

5. In the case of K.M.Abdulla Kunhi & another v.
Union of India and others 1991(1) SCC 476, the Hon'ble
Supreme Court has dealt with the issue of non-consideration

of the representation by the appropriate State Government
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and the Advisory Board.
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6. The Coordinate Bench of this Court in the case of
Smt.Jayamma v. Commissioner of Police, Bengaluru
reported in ILR 2019 Kar 1543 has referred to the aforesaid

judgment and in the similar circumstances of
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non-consideration of the representation and the order of

detention was set aside.

7. The statutory provisions of law governing the
field as contained under Sections 3, 10, 11, 12 read as

under:
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"3. Power to make orders detaining certain
persons.- (1) The State Government may, if satisfied,
with respect to any bootlegger or drug-offender or
gambler or goonda or [Immoral Traffic Offender or
Slum-Grabber or Video or Audio pirate] that with a view
to prevent him from acting in any manner prejudicial to
the maintenance of public order, it is necessary so to
do, make an order directing that such persons be
detained.
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(2) If, having regard to the circumstances prevailing or
likely to prevail in any area within the local limits of the
jurisdiction of a District Magistrate or a Commissioner of
Police, the State Government is satisfied that it is
necessary so to do, it may, by order in writing, direct
that during such period as may be specified in the
order, such District Magistrate or Commissioner of Police
may also, if satisfied as provided in sub-section (1),
exercise the powers conferred by the sub-section:

Provided that the period specified in the order made
by the State Government under this sub-section shall
not, in the first instance, exceed three months, but the
State Government may, if satisfied as aforesaid that it is
necessary so to do, amend such order to extend such
period from time to time by any period not exceeding
three months at any one time.

www.ecourtsindia.com
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(3) When any order is made under this section by an
officer mentioned in sub-section (2), he shall forthwith
report the fact to the State Government together with
the grounds on which the order has been made and
such other particulars as, in his opinion, have a bearing
on the matter and no such order shall remain in force
for more than twelve days after the making thereof,
unless, in the meantime, it has been approved by the
State Government.
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10. Reference to Advisory Board.— In every case
where a detention order has been made under this Act
the State Government shall within three weeks from the
date of detention of a person under the order, place
before the Advisory Board constituted by it under
Section 9, the grounds on which the order has been
made and the representation, if any, made against the
order and in case where the order has been made by an
officer, also the report by such officer under sub-section
(3) of Section 3.
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11. Procedure of Advisory Board.— (1) The Advisory
Board shall after considering the materials placed before
it and, after calling for such further information as it
may deem necessary from the State Government or
from any person called for the purpose through the
State Government or from the person concerned, and if
in any particular case, the Advisory Board considers it
essential so to do or if the person concerned desire to
be heard, after hearing him in person, submit its report
to the State Government, within seven weeks from the
date of detention of the person concerned.
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(2) The report of the Advisory Board shall specify in a
separate part thereof the opinion of the Advisory Board
as to whether or not there is sufficient cause for the
detention of the person concerned.

(3) When there is a difference of opinion among the
members forming the Advisory Board, the opinion of the
majority of such members shall be deemed to he the
(opinion of the Board.
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(4) The proceedings of the Advisory Board and its
report, excepting that part of report in which the opinion
of the Advisory Board is specified, shall be confidential.

www.ecourtsindia.com
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(5) Nothing in this section shall entitle any person
against whom a detention order has been made to
appear by any legal practitioner in any matter
connected with the reference to the Advisory Board.

12. Action upon the report of Advisory Board.- (1)
In any case where the Advisory Board has reported that
there is, in its opinion, sufficient cause for the detention
of a person, the State Government may confirm the
detention order and continue the detention of the
person concerned for such period, not exceeding the
maximum period specified in Section 13, as they think
fit.
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(2) In any case where the Advisory Board has reported
that there is, in its opinion, no sufficient cause for the
detention of the person concerned, the State
Government shall revoke the detention order and cause
the person to be released forthwith."
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8. The aforesaid statutory provisions do confer right
upon a detenue to prefer a representation and the same was
done by the detenue by submitting a representation on
12.01.2021. He was afforded an opportunity of hearing by

the Advisory Board on 11.01.2021 and the Advisory Board
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has finalised its Minutes as stated by the State Government
and the Advisory Board has confirmed the order of detention
on 20.01.2021 as reflected from the order passed by the
State Government finally approving the order of detention.

The order passed by the State Government dated
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30.01.2021, which is in Kannada language is reproduced as

under:
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"BT0F LT XJor T
50935523%% 126 7578 2020 BIOF T XTOF O DWW
QTOITG
WLonen, HT003:30.01.2021
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RROTONLD, Bonded INT RG ARV FTI0wF BT
BYL WTHOW BRTT, BREOTOOG, BRRTBNCT, NPOTD eﬂcﬂdés
BRTOONY  WTOP, 3T TPeINID, WTWWN  SFLOAERNH
) QR wFme srdee ﬁddf% FDT|IING 3B PRIV
19853 (19858 3moress wQACHI 12) 3¢ Broeas (1) ) (2)3¢
T JITRTRONY & TEFT @ YWLRY FIFF T [OITIW,
33 IR, SR.1169. IWTE, TeRTWITT BT, YR T INT,
Woneedd BT WURT, HONTRD INT VRT QTG ©TeI
50935: 15/38T0°00(4) /38307°/2020, QZwos:  14.12.2020 Tow
THPTBADI WOPRT ezﬁeswmo,\, TTO RICRNDT 33¢ TFTT
33 QTTFTHTIOD ATFTH) SWeB FoB:TER 126 X IFTE
2020, “m03: 21.12.202089 @&d@e@%m@, DO LRACNTT 93¢
TFOHOTR  CWTT FOTD TDOWEORS  "WORCHT, 2oW  [TIET
VTR WOFTTIRLY ToFT, FTLANYR" O QTeoE: 20.01.20218
TOROHY WPTREHTITHIR.
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2. STNTOO0T, TooFwWd RTF Ty ABO WHRACHE  12:3¢
TEORT (DS LT TFTRTR ITITHT  WHTVOIZY,  WSRCNA,
RPRTO, WOoNYRD INT RY ABD & WEFFT @ YURY
TEFT WD WOJITR, 33 [, T0.1169, IITDTOF deﬁm@ﬁzs
T30, R YOI INT, BSONEHRT YIT TVRT, LONKRT INT
Q=3 é)daz% TRTRIDR WOGS BTe3
50935:15/%@3@@0(4)/@@3@59/2020, @moﬁ:m.lz.zozomol %{p@e%@mﬁ.
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3. OO FIRW T IINYY ATITN Ed, IR,
3d TN, TIFH, 0T Heedexd ed TG, Wem  3TOI,
MO0 [I0TE WNOBTOT NOYET WTTOG TITLONGY a;oﬂommm_p,
ARTERITOY LBOH PESONTY0LD [IDWFYT, VNI [OBNTI,
YQOPRAT  FINOOT AJFRIT w08, IWOR  FowsITWONTIN
TONBATDRYTOOT, 3T z:b@oééﬁ@omﬁ TOWE WATID
oD SRR wag)@éodamdom BPRVTS. HTI FONSPNT
VTOIF  TIOONYY HIRD TR FRARORDITD, SIFT, T,
VT IR LTHT  BITWINGRY,  BRONITARTOOT,
TR ZITI 833 é)cbz% mm@m@l Qewe TonR
TRRBROONTY T HRODLY JTT TS YLOLRNTIT.
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4, VR JTe ITe  ITOG 593671@@2 GONC3TPN, TOST
TZpedex0on 38 TRBROTE méo\’meodacsg TN BT
TO80T  QOINYYCRR BT JRT IERVICNG WTUORE
30&%@@%6@ DPEFEOWOT  WJOIE  JJOANYY  LONCINOH
B BOINEWOINTOZTT. VWS 3% WTOIRT IRILFCNOT L3ONART
SNOT ZoxnT33, RATHY, zapaﬁmdé D) BowIReE Hnedex®
TRAYY 2012008 2020TH[37 2ot 13 TTLOND TTODSONTOTES.
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5. 33 adocgp TOP TpoN®w DDIAFTR D) T
deer ), 33 @z?p% QeR, FTOONNT WTTIHT BeWeIING e
MO BLATTL AT T, VTVHT IBBYIONY 03T DT
JPRELOZNPDY. THRNT BTJTOHIPNE AR T WTTHHT
BNTIINYY BRTBNATROE 0T WAB :‘owswﬂ@odo QAREFTH w03
DROTIR W mcjsé QYIR)TOOT MROTFOHOD WHACIT
133 TFOTJEH WOPR &ued QT0F 14.12.2020 00T 2,00
[RIFRIBA wozﬁswmq FNOHRNT BT3B,
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BIVF 3T TOWIDOT STWETVIOT
D) ©FT TFOTY
o /-
(20.63T°.35e570)
NTFOT T ToONF O
LRTOZ QUL (WIRZ B :’od@ﬂ@)

9. The English translation of the same is reproduced

as under:

=
<}
©
8
i<}
£
7}
=
=}
<}
(5]
e

"GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA

No.HD/126/SST/2020 Karnataka Government Secretariat
Vidhana Soudha
Bangalore, dated: 30-01-2021

ORDER

The Deputy Commissioner, Bangalore City District
has passed the order No.15/CRM(4) DTN/2020 dated
14-12-2020 against one Mr.Karthik@ Ullal Karthik son
of Muniraju, 33 years, No0.1169, Near Shani Mahathma
Temple, Ullalu Satellite Town, Bangalore North Taluk,
Bangalore City seeking approval for detention under the
provisions of section 3(1)(2) of the Karnataka
Prevention of Dangerous Activities of Bootleggers, Drug

www.ecourtsindia.com

www.ecourtsindia.com

This is a True Copy of the court records online. Authenticated @ https://eCourtsindia.com/cnr/KAHC010178722021/truecopy/order-1.pdf




11

www.ecourtsindia.com

Offenders, Gamblers, Goondas (Immoral Traffic
offenders, slum Grabbers and Video or Audio pirates)
Act, 1985. (Karnataka Act 12); and in furtherance the
Government, under section 3(3) of the said Act, vide
order No.HD 126SST/2020 dated 21-12-2020 has
approved the same and accordingly under section 9 one
Advisory Committee is formed and the said committee
in its report dated 20-01-2021 has opined that "there
are sufficient reasons for detention of the prisoner for
one year".

www.ecourtsindia.com

2. Therefore The Government of Karnataka,
exercising the powers vested under Act No.12, section
(1) of the said Act, through the Deputy Commissioner,
Bangalore city District, confirmed the order
No.15/CRM(4)DTN/2020 dated 14-12-2020 passed
against Mr.Karthik @ Ullal Karthik son of Muniraju, 33
years, No.1169, Near Shani Mahathma Temple, Ullalu
Satellite Town, Bangalore North Taluk, Bangalore City.

www.ecourtsindia.com

3. The prisoner had involved in antisocial and
unlawful criminal activities such as murder, extortion,
attempt to murder, assault on Police who were on duty,
life threat, ganza sale and such other heinous crimes,
and as he has violated the norms of the bail thereby
causing harm to public peace and harmony, and as he
has continued with his criminal acts intimidating the
general public the above said provision of the Law is
invoked on him. He has been persistently taking part in
criminal acts, threatening the complainants/witness
persons, and people afraid of his threats were not
coming to the Court for giving witness statements.
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4. The said persons continued to indulge in
criminal acts continuously and thereafter remained
absconding from the eyes of the Police, and thereafter
taking bail from the Hon'ble Courts, remains unchanged
involving in criminal acts, and he has not reformed
himself despite of several advises given to him. He is an
habitual offender and against him, from 2012 to 2020
there were 13 criminal cases registered in Tavarekere,
Byadarahalli, Jnanabharathi and Kumbalagodu Police
Stations in Bengaluru City.
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5. There are several criminal cases are there
against this person and even after opening rowdy sheet
and giving warning to the said person, with strict watch

www.ecourtsindia.com
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on all his activities, he has not reformed his character
and conduct and has been an habitual offender
persistently indulging in various criminal acts thereby
causing breach of peace and harmony in the society,
and leaving him at large will badly cause he
maintenance of law and as such against him the order
and as such the detention order is extended for one
year from 14-12-2020, in pursuance of section 13 of the
Act.

For and on behalf and in the
name of the Governor of Karnataka

Sd/-
(M.R.SHOBHA)

Under Secretary to the Government,
Dept. of Home Affairs (Law and Order)"

10. Meaning thereby, the State Government has
nowhere in the aforesaid order or in the written statement
submitted by it has stated that the representation of the
detenue was considered by the Advisory Board or by the
State Government in spite of there being a catagoric ground
taken by the petitioner. Paragraphs-39, 40, 41 and 42 of the
judgment delivered in the case of Smt. Jayamma (supra)

are reproduced as under:

"39. In a decision between Moosa Huseinsanghar and
State of Gujarat [(1993) 1 SCC 511 : AIR 1994 SC
1479.] , wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court has observed
relying upon various other earlier rulings in the following
manner:

“The contents of Article 22(5) as well as
the nature of duty imposed thereby on the
detaining authority support the view that so
long as there is a representation made by the
detenu against the order of detention, the
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aforesaid dual obligation under Article 22(5)
arises irrespective of the fact whether the
representation is addressed to the detaining
authority or to the Advisory Board or to both.
The mode of address is only a matter of form
which cannot whittle down the requirement of
the constitutional mandate in Article 22(5)
enacted as one of the safeqguards provided to
the detenu in case of preventive detention.”

www.ecourtsindia.com

It must, therefore, be held that merely
because the representation was addressed to
the Advisory Board and not to the State
Government., did not absolve the State
Government from the constitutional obligation
flowing from Article 22(5) to consider the said
representation.”

40. In the last decision cited by the Learned Additional
Advocate General between K.M. Abdulla Kunhi and
Union of India [(1991) 1 SCC 476.] , wherein the
Hon'ble Apex Court has made the following
observation—

www.ecourtsindia.com

“(I) The constitutional right to make
representation under clause (5) of Article 22
by necessary implication guarantees the
constitutional right to a proper consideration
of the representation. However, the obligation
of the government to afford to the detenu an
opportunity to make representation and to
consider such representation is distinct from
its obligation to refer the case of detenu along
with the representation to the Advisory Board
under clause (4) of Article 22 read with
Section 8(c) of the COFEPOSA Act to enable
the Board to form its opinion and send a
report to the government. It is implicit in
clauses (4) and (5) of Article 22 that the
government while discharging its duty to
consider the representation, can not depend
upon the views of the Board on such
representation. It has To consider the
representation on its own without being
influenced by any such view of the Board. The
obligation of the government to consider the
representation is different from the obligation
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of the Board to consider the representation at
the time of hearing the references. The
government considers the representation to
ascertain essentially whether the order is in
conformity with the power under the law. The
Board, on the other hand, considers the
representation and the case of the detenu to
examine whether there is sufficient case for
detention. The consideration by the Board is
an additional safeguard and not a substitute
for consideration of the representation by the
government. The right to have the
representation considered by the Government
is safeguarded by Clause (5) of Article 22 and
it is independent of the consideration of the
detenu's case and his representation by the
Advisory Board under clause (4) of Article 22
read with Section 8(c) of the Act.”

41. Last, but not least, the decision of the Hon'ble Apex
Court between Golam Biswas and Union of India [(2015)
16 SCC 177.] , also play a dominant role. In this
particular decision, the Hon'ble Apex Court has observed
that—

“Placement of detenu's representation before
the Advisory Board is mandatory obligation
of the competent authority and its binding
effect is also considered. If the Advisory
Board upholds the order of detention, it
would be open to Central Government to
continue detention or release detenu,
depending on the merits of each case. The
fact that opinion of the Advisory Board
against continuance of order of detention is
final vis-a-vis the appropriate Government is
the motivating imperative for requiring
appropriate Government to forward pending
representation of detenu to Advisory Board
so as to enable it to traverse entire
panorama of grounds taken against
detention order for an effective, timely and
meaningful consideration of the case of
detenu.”

42. On materials reading and understanding the above
said decisions, it is amply clear that the detaining
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authority has to provide an opportunity as early as
possible complying all the requirements of law along
with the detention order and the documents relied upon
by the detaining authority to the detenu so as to enable
him to make an effective representation to the detaining
authority. If the Government itself is the detaining
authority under sub-Clause (1) of Section 3 of
Karnataka Prevention of Dangerous Activities of
Bootleggers, Drug-Offenders, Gamblers, Goondas,
Immoral Traffic Offenders, Slum-Grabbers and Video or
Audio Pirates Act, 1985, then the Government has to
consider the representation filed by the detenu, if the
said power of detention is provided to any other
authority under sub-Clause (3) of Section 3, the said
detaining authority has to consider the representation
filed by the detenu. Thereafter, the detention order
containing grounds and other materials along with the
representation has to be sent to the Advisory Board
under Section 10 of the Act for its consideration. Then,
under Section 11 of the Act, the Advisory Board after
considering the materials placed before it, i.e., including
representation of the detenu has to give its opinion to
the State Government within seven weeks from the date
of detention of the concerned. Thereafter, under Section
12 of the Act, the Government either confirm the
detention order or vacate the order of detention of the
person concerned depending on the report of the
Advisory Board. However, if the Advisory Board has
reported that there are no sufficient cause for the
detention of the person concerned, the State
Government shall revoke the detention order and cause
the person to be released forthwith."

11. In the light of the aforesaid judgment, as the
representation was not considered either by the Advisory
Board or by the State Government and as we are dealing
with the right of personal liberty, the order of detention

deserves to be quashed.
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12. The Apex Court in the case of K.M.Abdulla
Kunhi and another (supra) while dealing with the case of
COFEPOSA has held that in case a detenue is having a

constitutional right to make representation under Clause (5)

www.ecourtsindia.com

of Article 22, by necessary implication guarantees the
constitutional right to a proper consideration of the
representation. The Government considers the representation
to ascertain essentially whether the order is in conformity

with the power under the law and the Advisory Board, on

www.ecourtsindia.com

the other hand, considers the representation of the detenue
to examine whether there is sufficient case for detention. The
consideration by the Board is an additional safeguard and not
a substitute for consideration of the representation by the

Government.
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13. In the present case, the representation of the
petitioner-detenue has not been considered either by the
Government or by the Advisory Board. There is no averment
made in the written statement filed by the State

Government.
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14. The other shocking aspect of the case is that in

respect of detention order, which has been passed by the
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Commissioner of Police affirmed by the State Government,
the Inspector of Police has filed his affidavit in a casual
manner. It has been stated that the petitioner has not given

details with regard to his representation and has not filed any

www.ecourtsindia.com

representation along with the amended petition.

15. In the present case, as the order of detention
was passed by the Police Commissioner, it was the duty of
the Commissioner of Police to file his affidavit along with the

statement of objections.
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16. As we are dealing with a case of personal liberty
and the petitioner is in detention since 14.12.2020, this
Court is of the opinion that the petition deserves to be

allowed with cost of Rs.25,000/-. The petition is allowed
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with the cost of Rs.25,000/-. Though Rs.25,000/- is a
meager amount, as it is a case of violation of personal
liberty, however, keeping in view the totality of the facts and
circumstances of the case, the cost is confined to
Rs.25,000/- and the same be paid to the petitioner-detenue

within a period of 30 days from today. It is further made

www.ecourtsindia.com

clear that this Court has not expressed any opinion on merits

in respect of the other grounds raised by the petitioner, and

This is a True Copy of the court records online. Authenticated @ https://eCourtsindia.com/cnr/KAHC010178722021/truecopy/order-1.pdf

www.ecourtsindia.com



18

www.ecourtsindia.com

this Court has considered only the ground raised by the
petitioner relating to the submission of his representation

and its non-consideration.

17. As this Court has set aside the order of

www.ecourtsindia.com

detention, the continuation of the petitioner under detention
is illegal. Hence, the Registrar General is directed to
communicate this order passed by this Court to the
Commissioner of Police, Bengaluru as well as the

Senior Superintendent, Central Prison, Bengaluru, to pass

www.ecourtsindia.com

consequential order forthwith, in case the petitioner is not

required in other criminal cases.

With the aforesaid, the petition stands allowed.

SD/-
ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE
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JUDGE
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