Crl.RC(MD) No.961 of 2019

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT
DATED: 17-02-2026
CORAM:

THE HONOURABLE MR JUSTICE MOHAMMED SHAFFIQ

Crl.LRC(MD) No.961 of 2019
and
Crl.MP.(MD).No.2228 of 2020

Theriappan ...Petitioner
Vs
The Inspector of Police
Sirivillaputhur Town police Station
Virudhunagar District ... Respondent
Prayer: Criminal Revision Case is filed under Section 397 r/w.401 of
Cr.P.C., to call for the records relating to the Judgment dated 15.11.2019
made in Crl.A.No.81 of 2014 on the file of the Principal District Court,
Srivilliputhur confirming the Judgment dated 28.04.2014 made in
C.C.No.163/2012 on the file of Judicial Magistrate Court No.2,
Srivilliputhur and set aside the same as illegal.
For Petitioner : Mr.R.Ramanujam
for

M/s.Gandhi Associates

For Respondent  : Mr.A.Thiruvadikumar
Additional Public Prosecutor
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ORDER
Heard, Mr.R.Ramanujam, learned Counsel for petitioner and
Mr.A.Thiruvadikumar, learned Additional Public Prosecutor for

respondent.

2. This Criminal Revision Case is filed challenging the order
dated 15.11.2019, in Crl.A.No.81 of 2014 passed by Principal District
Court, Srivilliputhur by confirming the judgment dated 28.04.2014 made
in C.C.No.163 of 2012 on the file of Judicial Magistrate No.2,

Srivilliputhur.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the primary
ground of challenge to the impugned order is that it suffers from the
infirmity of confirming the petitioner’s conviction despite the fact that he
was not represented by any counsel. He further submits that the finding
of the Appellate Court, particularly in paragraph 9, clearly shows that the
petitioner was not represented by any advocate. The relevant portion of
the judgment dated 15.11.2019 in Crl.A. No.81 of 2014 is extracted

hereunder:
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“0. @bs Guweoupemmui® 201410 UEHIH SHTEHHD
QauiwiulBeTengl. eslell®bal 201810 pewi®  OF LI LbuT
I  eumy RPbH  Coedpempui®  (PpHeiemo  LoTeIl L
SiOTe|  HHSBHB60  Blviewauulsd  QGhHH  UHD
Bemeouled, @bH CsopedBUIBGHTIT b U6
BLSHHINSBCHMBMB  auenduled  (peiteuTelleDensy  6T6IILIGI
e fwelmB B! nfelevedlsh g imilev Fn([HFH6V LoT6uL_ L
b&I LD BLD &L b 21,6001 (h Q&L LbuiT LD & & FH60
SluHSLIUL (b GFweouL(h aUbhS
Hlem6VU 60 @AbHALDEIMB &H 3560 )Y >) o601 LOTHLD
QurpiCummp ey @bd upHEHled  GosdpenmuibhHryi
BOHBHSHE0 UM QUPSSNN  BLEHS (e
aTCalemiBID  6TNIMID, 5 UWIBHEHHEG CoBUlL  QIpHE
Bevienalulled @mlusbrad Fapdl  26.09.2010 Seiip 2 flul
afelly @elws Wfley 3856y  GsdpenpuiBSHTIT
QULDEH BN 6h (Hb G STUILIL (HeTengl. SIFI0L_(HLO6TS)
gBHGey  RHHHISIBHH6L UL  FnBH6L OTEUL L
bHULH  SeuTael 12.03.2019 Siaip GCosdpenBuibSTIHES
o flw  ofellly  S@IueTeneIT  6leUGH  GIIPHE
Camiysefieruy OafweimaBa. isieene]  dMeNliLseiT
SN NwGLITleuid Cosv(pemmuibBaTyGrm,
Cosv(pemmuibB Tyt SHILILT60 SIS DINE XN
BHODBSHS0 — UIPTH  HNGH  HILY TSRS
IbHIHIMTHH  HaUBIUeTeNenT. 5 eI(HLMISEHHEG GoBul (b

Blevienalulled 2 6ol aIPSHGHH6M60 HILILT6ITHNET  HMIPHDHI
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allgTyene OQFUIH 2 _LIWITHSBEHHEG 2 Ml HHemUl HeLdH
Couewii(hlo 616013 Hlemevullsd QBHAHIOEIBID  (WWBSF  TBHD
Gurglevid GsvpemmuibsmTy@ym, SlIT S|
INEF:341(@:16) 11 @GO (emBUSL (h b OB 60
AWITHTH  Hleweoulled o LweuTHsendE o Ml HaHlemul
BeOGL QuTBLBG sfelly SeiuiulL Hlensoulevid
Cusd(pempuibHTIT  HIUled b  UPHBME  FLOJF
CFUIHIOBTENBHTHD Fnlll  BLOUQHME 61(HHD  CeusmrHLd

61603 Hlemevulled dnl eTelalld eI GLosv(pemmuil L et

SHILILT6D BT H6V CEFILILL ell606M60. & 60 SILIL
BWITWISHmSH 1B HHIMT HH BRIBIES QUTH(LPLD
(peirenenelILBH S (LpSITRUT6)606M 6V 6T60TLIGHT6V 5

QUMLMISEHSG CuBuUl®B  Hevemeuulsd o e6iten  QbsH
QIPHHID  @eluld  HTELHTIOSHLILGSHSHToeL 2 flul &6y

BB HHHEG 2 ShHHHTH QMBS 61601 HTIOTNHE]
&B1DHEMTL_UTBI SBLosL(pemBUIL (B
BHWeIBID AIDCsv(Wwempuih apsABE& &Tey STawang.L]

4. In the absence of counsel, a duty was cast upon the Court to
ensure that the petitioner/appellant/accused was represented by a legal
aid counsel. However, the trial Court proceeded with the matter on merits
and passed impugned order without the petitioner being properly
represented. Though the petitioner has broadly indicated how the finding

in the impugned order, holding him guilty of rash and negligent driving,
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may not withstand scrutiny if the facts are properly put forth, this Court

is not inclined to go into the facts or merits of the above submission.

5. In view thereof, this Court is inclined to remit the matter to
the Appellate Court for reconsideration. It is submitted by the learned
Counsel for the petitioner that he would be represented by an advocate
before the Appellate Court. In for any reason, the petitioner is not
represented by an advocate, it is incumbent upon the Appellate Court to

ensure that a Legal Aid Counsel is appointed to assist the Court.'

6. With the above observations, this Criminal Revision Case is
disposed of. No costs. Consequently, connected miscellaneous petition
is closed.

17-02-2026
gvn

1 . Mangat Singh vs. State of Punjab, 2005 (11) SCC 185
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MOHAMMED SHAFFIQ, J

gvn
To:
1. The Principal District Court, Srivilliputhur.
2. The Judicial Magistrate No.Il, Srivilliputhur.
3. The Inspector of Police
Sirivillaputhur Town police Station
Virudhunagar District
ORDER
IN
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17/02/2026
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