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ACT:

Nati onal Security Act, 1980, sec. 3 /(2) and 5A-"Law and
Order situation” and "Maintenance of Publ i c O der™
di stingui shed.

HEADNOTE:

Section 3 (2) of the National Security Act 1980 (for
short, the Act) enpowers the Central Governnent ‘and the
State Covernments, if satisfied Wth respect to any person
with a viewto preventing him- "inter alia fromacting in
any manner prejudicial to the maintenance of public order”,
it is necessary to do so to nake an order directing such
person to be detained. Section 5-A of the Act by virtue of
section 2 of the National Security (Second Amendnent) Act
provides. (i) that where a person  has been detai ned under
section 3 of the Act on two or nore grounds, such order of
detention shall be deenmed to have been nmade separately on
each of such grounds and that such an order shall not be
deened to be invalid or inoperative nerely because one or
some of he grounds are vague, non-existent, non-relevant,
not connected or invalid for any reasons whatsoever and the
CGovernment or officer making the order of detention shall be
deenmed to have nmade the order of detention under the said
section after being satisfied as provided in that section
with reference to the renmaining ground or grounds.

The District Magistrate, Agra passed an ‘order of
detention of Ajay Dixit, the detenu, under s. 3 (2) of the
Act on 29th February 1984 stating that he was satisfied that
the detenu was likely to act in a manner prejudicial to
mai nt enance of public order and that it was necessary to
detain him with the object of preventing him fromacting
prejudicially to the nmmintenance of public order. The
grounds of detention were (i) that on 10.4.81 the detenu
al ongwi t h hi s conpani ons surrounded Shri Kanhaiya Lal Sharma
with the intention of killing him but the latter escaped
slightly; (ii) that on 27.9.82 he fired at the police party
fromhis house where the policy had gone to arrest goondas
collected by him (iii) That on his arrest on 27.9.1982 a
country made
844
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Tamancha and two live cartridges wthout Ilicence were
recovered from him (iv) That on 15.1.83 he shot dead Shri
Naresh Paliwal ; (v) That on 31.10.1983, he forcibly

conpelled Ms. Sanjeev Kumar Paliwal at the point of a
revolver to take a nude snap of inmmoral act being commtted
by Unesh wth Sanjeev Kumar Cupta; and (vi) That on
26.2.1984, he attenpted to nurder Shri Jai Kumar Jain. The
grounds of detention also stated the fact that crinina
cases were pending trial in the court in respect of the
above crimnal acts comitted by the detenu

The petitioner-father of the detenu, noved this Court
under Article 32 of the Constitution for a wit of habeas
corpus directing the release of the detenu fromdetention
He contended, inter-alia, that the grounds nentioned in the
order wore illusory, insufficient and not bona fide and in
any case irrelevant for the detention of the detenu for the
mai nt enance of public order.

Allowng the wit petition
N

HELD: (1) The satisfaction of the detaining authority
cannot be subjected to objective tests and courts are not to
exerci se appel | ate powers over such authorities and an order
proper on its face, passed by a conpetent authority in good
faith, would be a ‘complete answer to a petition for a wit
of habeas corpus.,/ But when a challenge is nade to a
detention on the grounds that the stale and irrelevant
grounds were the basis for detention, then the detenu is
entitled to be released and to that extent the order is
subject to judicial review not on the ground of sufficiency
of the grounds nor the truth of the grounds but only about
the rel evancy of the grounds which would come under judicia
scrutiny. It is, therefore, necessary in each case to
exam ne the facts to determ ne not the sufficiency of the
grounds nor the truth of the grounds, but nature of the
grounds all eged and see whether these are relevant or not
for considering whether the detention of the detenu is
necessary for nmmintenance of public order

[ 850F; 853A-B; 854G H

(2) It is inmportant to bear in nmnd the  difference
between the |aw and order situation & maintenance of public
order. The contravention 'of |law always affects order, but
before it could be said to affect 'public —order’ it nust
affect the comunity or the public at large. The question
whet her a nan has only comrmitted a broach of | aw-and order
or has acted in a nanner |Ilikely to cause a disturbance of
the public order, is a question of degree and the extent of
the reach of the act upon society. The test is: Does it |ead
to a disturbance of the even tenpo and current of life of
the community so as to anpbunt to a disturbance of the public
order. O, does is affect nerely an individual ~without
affecting the tranquillity of society. It nmay be renmenbered
that qualitatively, the acts which affect ’'Ilaw and order’
are not different fromthe acts which affect 'public order’
Indeed a state of peace or orderly tranquillity which
prevails as a result of the observance or enforcenent of
internal laws and regul ations by the Government is a feature
conmon to the concepts of 'law and order. and 'public order’
Every kind of disorder or contravention of |aw affects that

orderly tranquillity. The distinction between the areas of
"law and order’ and ’public order’ "is one of degree and
extent of the reach of the act in question on society". It

is the potentiality of the act to disturb the even tenpo of
the life of the conmunity which nmakes it prejudicial to the
mai nt enance of public order. |If the <contraventionin its
effect is confined only to a few individuals directly
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i nvol ved as

845

di stingui shed from a wide spectrumof the public, it would
raise a problemof Iaw and order only. These concentric
concepts of ’'law and order’ and ’public order’ may have a
conmon 'epicentre’, but it is the length, nagnitude and
intensity of the terror-wave unleashed by a particular
eruption of disorder that helps distinguish it as an act
affecting 'public order’ fromthat concerning | aw and order
[851A-B; D E; GH 852A-D

(3) In the instant case, apart fromthe fact that the
first ground was old and stale, it is irrelevant in as much
as the detenu has been acquitted of the charge before the
detention order was passed. The other grounds nentioned in
the detention order no  doubt are also unfortunate and the
conduct all eged of” the detenu is reprehensible. Such
conducts, if true, are not of such nature which could
possi bly endanger ’'public order’. The grounds nentioned
therein are not of such nmagnitude as to anobunt to apprehend
di sturbance of public order, nor was there any evi dence that
for any conduct of the detenu public order was endangered,
or there could be reasonabl e apprehension about it. In view
of the nature of the allegations nentioned in the grounds,
this Court is satisfiedthat these are not of such a nature
as to lead to any apprehension that the even tenpo of the
conmunity woul d be endangered. Therefore, the detention of
the detenu under the provisions of section 3 (2) of the Act
was not justified. [853C D; 855A]

Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia v. State of Bihar & Ors [1966] 2
S.CR 709. Arun Giosh v. State of West Bengal [1970] 3
S.C R 288, Ram Ranjan Chatterjee v. State of Wst Benga
[1975] 4 S.C.C. 143 at 146 Jaya Mala v. Home Secretary Govt.
of J &K [1982] 2 S.CC 538, Alijan Man V. ‘District
Magi strate, Dhanbad and Ot hers [1983] 4 S.C.C. p 301, at 308
and Kam akar Prasad Chaturvedi ~v. State of MP. and An
other. [1983] 4 S.C.C. 433. foll owed.

JUDGVENT:
ORIG NAL JURI SDICTION: Wit Petition (Crimnal) No. 916
(Under Article 32 of the Constitution of 1ndia)
Sunil K. Jain and Diwan Bal ak Ram for the Petitioners.
Manoj Swarup and Dal veer Bhandari for the Respondents.
The Judgnent of the Court was delivered by
SABYASACHI MUKHARJI, J. Shri Ram Narain Dixit in this
petition under Article 32 of the Constitution challenges the
detention of Ajay Dixit, his son inthe D strict Jail of
Agra, under the National Security Act, 1980. The District
Magi strate, Agra passed a detention order and served on A ay
Dixit hereinafter <called the detenu under section-3 of the
Nati onal Security Act, hereinafter
846
called the Act, on six different grounds. The grounds
mentioned therein are as foll ows:

"1. That on 10.4.1981 at 10.30 p.m vyou alongwith
your conpani ons surrounded Shri  Kanhaiya Lal Sharma
resident of Ferozepur and fired at him with the
intention of killing him but he escaped slightly. In
this connection a case under S.307 of |I.P.C was | odged
with the Police Station and is pending the trial in the
court agai nst you.

2. That on dated 27.9.82 at 3.10 p.m you
coll ected goondas in your house in the town of
Ferozabad and when the police party reached in order to
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arrest the goondas you fired at the police party on

which a case against you under S. 307/34 of |Indian

Penal Code is pending the trial in the court.

3. That on dated 27.9.82 you were arrested by the
police in the town of Ferozabad and a country made
Tamancha and live cartridges wthout |icence were
recovered from your possession in respect of which a
case agai nst you under S.25/27 of Arns Act is pending
the trial in the court.

4. That on 15.1.83 at 5.00 p.m you al ongwith your
brot her shot dead Shri Naresh Paliwal brother of Shri
Sanj eev Kumar Paliwal resident of Ferozabad. 1In this
respect a case against you under S.302 of I|ndian Pena
Code was registered in the Police Station and is
pending trial in the court.

5. That on 31.10.83 Shri Sanjeev Kumar Paliwa
| odged a report with the Thana Ferozabad (North) that
he was carrying the profession of photography. 12-13
days before a boy took him away for the purpose of a
phot'ograph to a room where you and your associ ates were
present and you forcibly conpelled Ms. Sanjeev Kunar
Paliwal at the point of revolver to take a nude snap of
i moral act being committed by Uresh with Sanjeev Kunmar
Gupta. In this respect a case against you under Section
342/ 286 of Indian Penal Code was 'registered and the
sane i s under trial

6. That on 26.2.84 at -about 5.00 p.m you
al ongwi th your. ‘associates in the town of Ferozabad
attenpted to murder

847

by sprinkling kerosene oil and by lighting it with a

mat ch box Shri Jai Kumar Jain resident of Ferozabad in

order to recover your so-called noney in respect of
whi ch a case against you under S:307 of |ndian Pena

Code was register ed and is under trial."

On the above grounds the District Magistrate by his
order dated 29.2.1984 stated that he was satisfied that the
said Ajay Dixit was likely to act in a manner prejudicial to
mai nt enance of public order and that it was necessary to
detain him with the object of preventing him from acting
prejudicially to the maintenance of public order. The said
order was passed under Sub-section (2) of Section 3 of The
Nati onal Security Act, 1980., and the petitioner was
detained from 29th February, 1984. On March 14th, 1984 t he
petitioner submitted his representation to the Advisory
Board. On 23rd march, 1984, the State CGovernnent rejected
the representation of the detenu.

The petitioners al l eged that the procedures. and
fornmalities provided under the Act had not . been  nade
available and applied in the case of the detenu, The
petitioner states that the detenu was detained -and the
grounds mentioned in the order were illusory, insufficient
and not bonafide and in any case irrelevant for the
detention of the detenu for the mai ntenance of public order
Subsection (2) of Section 3 of the Act enpowers the Centra
Government and the State Governnments, if satisfied wth
respect to any person, with a viewto preventing him"inter
alia from acting in any manner prejudicial to the
mai nt enance of public order”, it is necessary to do so to
make an order directing such person be detai ned.

There are decisions which have dealt wth limts and
the scope of this rather drastic power of preventive
detention vested in the GCovernment and which is sanctioned
under the provisions of Article 22(3), (4) and (5) of the
Constitution. There are various procedural safeguards like
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maki ng known to the detenu within a particular tinme the
grounds of detention and giving himinformation that he can
nmake representation agai nst the det ention Wit hin a
particular tinme and further that the representati on shoul d
be placed before the Advisory Board and the opinion of the
Advi sory Board should be placed before the Governnent
concerned Land thereafter decision taken. The petitioner
made sone ot her avernents of non-com
848
pliance with the procedural safeguards under the Act. The
main ground in the petition is that the petitioner was not
informed of the rights available to himnor of the reasons
or order passed on his ‘representation. In view of the
avernents made in the petition and the affidavits filed on
behal f of respondent, it is not necessary in the facts and
circunst ances of this case to discuss these in detail
Preventive detention is an exception to the norma
procedure. It is sanctioned and authorised for very limted
pur pose under ‘Article 22(3)(b) w th good deal of safeguards.
The exercise of that power of preventive detention nust be
with circumspection and care. ~W —are governed by, the
Constitution and our Constitution enbodies a philosophy of
government and a way of Ilife. The working of this
Constitution requires under st andi ng bet ween those who
exerci se power and the people over whomor in respect of
whom such power i's exercised. The purpose of all governnent
is to pronote common well-being and it must sub-serve the
conmon good and it is necessary therefore to protect
i ndi vidual rights as far as consistent with security of the
soci ety and an atnosphere where the even tenpo of the
conmunity is | east endangered. These provisions should be so
read as to inply grant of power and also limt the user of
the power. The observance of a witten law about the
procedural safeguards for the protection of the individua
is the normal and high duty of a public official. But in al
circumstances s not the hi ghest. The law of self-
preservation and national security often claimed /‘a higher
priority. "To |ose our country by a scrupul ous adherence to
witten law, would be to lose thelaw itself,  with life,
liberty, property and all those who are enjoying themwth
us, thus absurdly sacrificing the end to the means", Thonas
Jefferson Witings (Washington ed. V. page 542-545 Soneti nes
the executive may have to act without nornal safeguards for
ordinary detention and resort to preventive detention when
the necessity demands it, but it nrust explain its action
when call ed upon in judicial review and ask for acquittance,
The question of difference between '| aw and order’ and
"public order’ has cone up nmany a times ill judicia
decisions. In the case of Dr. Ram Manhohar Lohia v. State of
Bihar & O's., a Constitution Bench of this court had to
consider this controversy in the context of Rule 30 (i) (b)
of the Defence of India Rules, 1962. M. Justice Sarkar who
was a party to the npjority view
849
observed that it was not necessary to take too technical a
view but one should proceed in a matter of substance, if a
man could be deprived of his liberty by the sinple process
of making of an order he could only be so deprived of it if
the order is in terns of rule. If for the purpose of
justifying the detention such conpliance by itself is
enough, non-conpliance nust have a contrary effect. A nmere
reference in the detention order to the rule is not
sufficient to show that by "law and order" what was neant
was public order. The |l earned judge observed that the order
no doubt mentioned another ground of detention nanely
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prevention of acts and so far as it did so, it was clearly
within the rule. But the order has notwithstanding this, to
be held illegal, though it nentioned a ground on which a
| egal order of detention could have been passed, because it
could not be said that in what manner and to what extent the
valid and invalid grounds operated on the mnd of the
detaining authority. O course, as the present law stands if
one of the grounds is invalid the order of detection can not
be set aside nmerely on that ground.

The National Security (Second Anendnment) Act, 1984 was
assented to by the President on 31st August, 1984 and it
provided that it should be deermed that the Act had conme into
force on the 21st of June, 1984. Section 5A of the Act by
virtue of Section 2 of the National Security (Second
Amendnent) Act, reads as fol lows:

"5A. Wiere a person has been detained in pursuance
of an order of detention whether nade before or after
the commencenent” of the National Security (Second
Amendnent) Act, 1984 under section 3 which has been
nmade on two or nore grounds, . such order of detention
shal'l _be deenmed to have been nade separately on each of
such grounds and accordingly: -

(a) Such order shall not be deened to be invalid
or inoperative nerely because one or some of the
grounds is or are-

(i) Vague,

(ii) non-existent,

(iii)not relevant,
850

(iv) not connected or not proximately connected with A

such person, or

(v) invalid for any other reasons whatsoever. and it is

not, therefore, possible to hold that the Government or

of ficer making such order would have been satisfied as
provided in section 3 wth reference to the remaining
ground or grounds and made the order of detention:

(b) the Governnent or officer nmking the order of

detention shall be deened to have nade the  order of

detention under the said section after being satisfied
as provided in that section wth reference to the
remai ni ng ground or grounds."

The Act specifically nakes the provision of Section SA
of the anended portion of the Act applicable in case of an
order of detention whether passed before the commencenent of
the ' National Security (Second Arendnent) Act, 1984 or
after it. Therefore in this order of detention section 5A
woul d be applicable, as the order was passed before the
coming into force of the National Security (Second
Amendnent) Act, 1984.

Justice Hidayatullah, as the | earned Chief Justice then
was, and Justice Bachawat observed in the said decision that
the satisfaction of the detaining authority cannot be
subjected to objective tests and courts are not to exercise
appel | ate powers over such authorities and an order proper
on its face, passed by a conpetent authority in good faith,
would be a complete answer, to a petition for a wit of
habeas corpus. But when fromthe order itself circunstances
appear which raise a doubt whether the officer concerned had
not m sconceived his own powers, there is need to cause and
enquire. The enquiry then is, not with a viewto investigate
the sufficiency of the mmterials but into the officer’s
notions of his power. |If the order passed by hi m showed that
he thought his powers were nore extensive than they actually
were, the order might fail to be a good order. Wen the
liberty of the citizen is put within the reach of authority
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and the scrutiny by courts is barred, the action nust conply
not only wth the substantive requirenents of law but it
should be with those fornms which alone can indicate the
substance. The |earned judges further observed that the
contravention 'of |law always affects 'order’ but before

851

it could be said to affect ’'public order’, it nust affect
the community or the public at large. One has to inmagine
three concentric circles, the largest representing "l aw and

order", the next representing "public order" and the
smal | est representing "Security of State’’. An act my
affect "law and order” but not “public order”, just as an
act may affect '"public ‘order” but not "Security of the
State". Therefore one nust be careful in wusing these

expr essi ons.

In the decision of this Court in this case of Arun
Ghosh v. State of ‘West Bengal ,~the question was whet her the
grounds nmentioned could be construed to be breach of public
order and  as such the detention order could b e wvalidly
nmade. There the appell ant had nol ested two respectabl e young
| adi es threatened their fathers Iife and assaulted two other
i ndividuals. He was detained under section 3(2) of the
Preventive Detention ~Act, 1950 in order to prevent himfrom
acting prejudicially to-the maintenance of public order. It
was held by this /Court that the question whether a nan has
only conmtted a breach of |aw and order, or has acted in a
manner |ikely to cause a disturbance of the public order, is
a question of degree and the extent of the reach of the act
upon society. The test is: Does it lead to a disturbance of
the even tenpo of the lLife of the community so as to anount
to a disturbance of the public order, or, does it affect
nerely an individual without affecting the tranquillity of
society. This court found in that case however reprehensible
the appellant’s conduct mght be, it did not add up to the
situation where it may be said that the community at |arge
was being disturbed. Therefore, it could not be said to
amount to an apprehension or breach of public order, and
hence, he was entitled to be rel eased.

The law on this point was stated by this Court in the
case of Ram Ranjan Chatterjee v. State of Wst Bengal as
foll ows:

"It may be renenbered that qualitatively, the acts
whi ch affect ’'|law and order’ are not different fromthe
acts which affect "public order’. Indeed, a state of
peace or orderly tranquillity which prevails as a
result of the observance or enforcement  of -interna
| aws and regul ati ons by

852
the Governnment, is a feature common to the concepts of
"law and order’ and ’'public order’. Every kind of
di sorder or contravention of |aw affects that orderly
tranquillity. The distinction between the areas of 'I|aw
and order’ and 'public order’ as pointed by this Court
in Arun Ghosh v. State of West Bengal, is one of degree
and extent of the reach of the act in question on
society". It is the potentiality of the act to disturb

the even tenpo of the life of the comunity which makes
it prejudicial to the nmaintenance of public order. If
tile contravention inits effect is confined only to a
few individuals directly involved as distinguished from
a wide spectrumof the public, it would raise a probl em
of law and order only. These concentric concepts, of
"law and order’ and ’'public order’ nmay have a comon
"epicentre’, but it is the length magnitude and
intensity of the terror-wave unl eashed by a particul ar
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eruption of disorder that helps distinguish it is an

act affecting ’'public order’ fromthat concerning 'l aw

and order’

Reliance was also placed upon Jaya Mla v. Home
Secretary Government of J & K. In that case also a crimna
case had been started on the basis of an incident. The Court
felt that the grounds of detention were such grounds upon
which no valid order can be sustained. It has been further
observed at page 540 as foll ows:

"But it is equally inmportant to bear in mnd that
every mnor infraction of |aw cannot be upgraded to the
hei ght of an activity prejudicial to the maintenance of
public order....... I'f every infraction of |law having a
penal sanction by itself is a ground for detention
danger loons larger that the normal «criminal trials,
and crimnal courts set. up for admnistering justice
will be substituted by detention |aws often descri bed
as law ess law. "

See also - in this connection the observations of this
Court in Aijan Man v. District Magistrate, Dhanbad and
ot hers.

Stale incidents cannot also be a wvalid ground for

sust ai ni ng det enti on. See in this connecti on t he
observations of this Court
853

in Kamkal ar Prasad Chaturvedi v. State of MP. and Anot her
When a challenge is made to detention on the grounds that
the stale and irrelevant grounds were the basis for
detention then the detenu is entitled to be released and to
that extent the order is subject to judicial review not on
the ground of sufficiency of the grounds nor the truth of
the grounds but only about the relevancy of the  grounds
whi ch woul d conme under judicial scrutiny.

Bearing the aforesaid principles in mnd, the first
ground nentioned in the order of detention was that the
detenu al ong-with the conpani ons surrounded one Kanhaiya La
Sharma and had commtted an offence under Section 307 of
I ndi an Penal Code on or about 10th April, 1981. Apart from
the fact that the ground was old and stale, it is irrelevant
i nasmuch as the detenu has been acquitted of the charge
before the detention order was passed. He was acquitted on
2nd February, 1984 whereas the detention order was passed on
29t h February. 1984. The respondents in their counter do not
di spute this position but state that the infornati on had not
reached the detaining or the recommendi ng authority. This is
unfortunate. The other grounds nentioned in the detention
order no doubt are also unfortunate and the conduct alleged
of the detenu is reprehensible. Such conducts, if true, are
not of such nature as could possibly endanger ’public
order’. The incident was alleged to have happened ten or
twel ve days prior to 3lst October, 1983, yet the'detention
order was passed quite sone time thereafter in February,
1984. In certain crimnal charges nmentioned in grounds
nunbers 2,3, 4 and 5, there is no difficulty in arresting
the detenu. The grounds nentioned therein are not of such
nmagni tude as to anpbunt to apprehend disturbance of public
order, nor was there any evidence that for any conduct of
the detenu public order was endangered, or there could be
reasonabl e apprehension about it. As enphasised by the
decisions of this Court, it is inportant to bear in mnd the
di fference between |aw and order situation and mai ntenance
of public order. The act by itself is not determ nate of its
gravity. In its quality it may not differ from another but
its potentiality may be very different. Therefore the
guestion whether a nman has only committed a breach of |aw
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and order or acted in a nmanner likely to the disturbance of
public order is a question of degree of the reach of the act
upon

854

society. In this connection it may be appropriate to refer
to the observations in the case of Arun Ghosh v. State of
West Bengal (supra) at page 290 as follows:

"I't nmeans therefore that the question whether a
man has only committed a breach of |aw and order or has
acted in a manner likely to cause a disturbance of the
public order is a question of degree and the extent of
the reach of the act upon the society. The French
di stinguish law and order and public order by
designating the |latter as order publique. The latter
expression has been recognised as neaning somnething
nore than ordinary maintenance of law and order
Justice Ramaswam in Wit Petition No. 179 of 1968 drew
a line of demarcation between the serious and
aggravated forms of breaches of public order which
affect the community or endanger the public interest at
| arge from mnor breaches of peace which do not affect
the public at large. He-drew an anal ogy between public
and private crime. The analogy is useful but not to be
pushed too far.” A | arge nunber of acts directed agai nst
persons or individuals may total up into a breach of
public order. I'n Dr Ram Manohar Lohia’'s case exanpl es
were given by Sarkar, and Hidayatulla, JJ. They show
how simlar acts in di f ferent contexts af f ect
differently law and order -on the one hand and public
order on the other. It is-always a question of degree
of the harmand its effect upon the comunity. The
guestion to ask is: Does it lead to disturbance of the

current of |ife of the comunity so-as to anmount to a
di sturbance of the public order or does it affect
nmerely an individual leaving the tranquillity of the

soci ety undi sturbed ? This question has to be faced in

every case on facts. There(is no fornula by which one

case can be distinguished from another."

It is, therefore, necessary in each case to exam ne the
facts to deternine, not the sufficiency of the grounds nor
the truth of the grounds, but nature of the grounds all eged
and see whether these are relevant or not for considering
whet her the detention of the detenu is necessary for
mai nt enance of public order.

In view of the nature of the allegations nentioned in
t he
855
grounds, we are of the opinion that these are not such a
nature as to |l ead to any apprehension that the even tenpo of
the community would be endangered. Therefore the detention
of the detenu under the provisions of Section 3(2) of the
Act was not justified.

There are various allegations of nala fide in this
application nanely that one of the relations of Advocate-
General of UP. was involved. It is alleged that the
Advocat e- General of U P. is the father-in-law of a |oca
resident with whomthe famly of the detenu had |and dispute
due to which many attenpts on the life of the detenu and his
brot her had been caused to be nade by the Advocate General
In the viewwe have taken it is not necessary for us to go
into these questions. There are sone subm ssions about the
procedural irregularities. Though on the whole we do not
find much substance but it is not necessary also to detain
ourselves on the exami nation of these question

In the aforesaid view of the natter, the detention
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order dated 29th February, 1984 which is Annexure | to the
petition is hereby quashed. The detenu should be set at
liberty forthw th.

M L. A Petition all owed.
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