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9Ra # gfaw gafagr, Iadisa sz g1 & gzua... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

o1 yaprsr &g der 3R gferd fRrehrara wifdrezor (PCA) a1 e

Prakash Singh v. Union of India # &Q g &1 & d8d gferd o ol S18<) Aai-ifdeh aaTd & Hord e 3R IJeeh
STaTdes! 9T e & fg e TR SR 750 TR R gferd fRerrad nferen)or & @i sifverd @i 718 8, fSadht adae
R & Suman Meena v. State of Rajasthan (2024) & 54 & Y STega Rt S/amm T 81

02 PCA o 3ifeichR &1 b derrivieh HATd

OTfeRR0T ot SR TR gford dharar (S8 feved & 7, Serenn, 1R die, STeR agefl, a1 9<1 & geuanT) d&h
HfAd 81 PCA & T T gferd R @l FIR &of et a1 1Y R @ S & el ol a1 & hl =Tiieh L1ferT 711 &,
g & shaet CrPC/BNSS & dgd =ITerdl &l g, 59T fh S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police Complaints
Authority (2019) ® ufdurfed fomar mar g1

03  HFAYRR AN (NHRC/SHRC) <t sfienr 3R aR&ftar

HAHATIhR TREUT HIATH & dgd fSd STl dteh Gaehi o REIATH AFaT R Iecio chl fawgd STid e J3TTesi
3R SifIteT Fi R R Tend &, Afch sifdfras fi ey 36(2) & SIUR 3 "1 & e ay & aftd ST o &g fohedt
AT ! ST 8l e Fehd, oidl foh N.C. Dhoundial v. Union of India (2003) & =a1fe dA1 & w0 & wfud foear
™I

04  Jchfcch a¥Tieh IUTR T Rigia (Alternative Remedy)

gfers fAfschaar a1 gafagR & favg e rg=ae 226 & dad ST IrTerd | Re afent Wi 6l 8; AR ol Uget
CrPC &t 9RT 154(3), 156(3) a1 4T 200 & dgd Al & THET IuTsd THTE! IUART T TGRT AT AT, ST foh
Krishnkant Chourasiya v. The Establishment of Lokayukta Madhya Pradesh (2023) & S0 frar mar g1

05 tRATT (Mandamus) &t HHmg

I AT hael dHt TRATSRT SRt 3 ehd & Sid fohdl! JeMfAieh a1 #fteh ol (public duty) & fAsare & fawhetar
g3 B, 3R U8 Uy AferTd fgdl l Arem a1 gferd SifentRAT il S & 3599 T 18 718 ITehtail o folg Iueiey gl
g, o4 fa S. Chandran v. The Superintendent of Police (2019) # srfafefRa forar mar 81

=raraal 4 39 &9 ang kRar
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9Ra # gfaw gafagr, Iadisa sz g1 & gzua... I - fawga RAsdwor

gaf=a =araraa &1
gt

I= ATAg HY
faaand

sfaoffa &= ar aarafrat

gat =raTerd = e fhar g fob am ofik et & it (CCTV) R &mmeT iR AR
SN ST GATE TaTe AHATIRR] o TR & folg Sifard denfAes a1 ¢ (Dilip K. Basu
v. State of West Bengal (2015))1 &1 &, 7i+fR gferd gedasr 3R wefl gawsl & [Rafq &
had fa=fra gamasn &1 & yafa 781 8, afees wds S gaifdat (S CBI) gRT fAser
STORIAh SIS 3masae g (Extra Judl. Exec. Victim Families Assn. v. Union of
India (2017))!I

BT SR e UGeT Iea ATl ahl U8 YATUT o ¢ foh gferd g1 wmafaehy gt 7 fahg
ST R e 3T ARTed J 3 o TS AfSIke I &xdTSll Wede T a1feq (Raju Sinha v.
State of Chhattisgarh (2019), Brajesh Sharma v. State of M.P. (2019))| dgl, qard
3o AT A GGt & # PCA oh 3 3T7aRN oh 31ae aifva foham it 36eh &R & areR
SITeRx gferd @l FIR &St et o fA¢21 & 38 & (S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police
Complaints Authority (2022))I

NHRC # gfers g8fH & gewt &l Fgfad i qavis

People's Union for Civil Liberties v. Union of India (2005) ¥ I=ad <qrITed chl &t <Aaefisn &l @etis # g9 a1d i
e TR Fade (split) &1 73T foh er NHRC & gfer g8 aret aafad o fgfad fsaerdr & Smfayra ot gefaa e
Ghdl 8, 3R 39 SIfect FIgHAT U i 981 tis & gue forar mam
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9Ra # gfaw gafagr, Iadisa sz g1 & gzua... IT1 - wifafs graur

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 18, PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, 1993 — STEPS DURING OR ON COMPLETION OF INQUIRY
g URT ATFATYRR ST GIRT I ST aTell ST o SR A1 Q1 814 o 916 I8TY ST dTet chaAl ot [AfdE et 8, foras difsa
1 3G URAR o forg Garmast hl RIwRr &1, gt dieh Yo & T SfHale [E S chl [T ez ar fasn &
foIU S=a <umaTery /gt <ATITeT hT ¥%g heT QMA g

"The Commission may take any of the following steps during or upon the completion of an inquiry
held under this Act, namely :— (a) where the inquiry discloses the commission of violation of
human rights or negligence in the prevention of violation of human rights or abetment thereof by a
public servant, it may recommend to the concerned Government or authority — (i) to make
payment of compensation or damages to the complainant or to the victim or the members of his
family as the Commission may consider necessary; (ii) to initiate proceedings for prosecution or
such other suitable action as the Commission may deem fit against the concerned person or
persons; (iii) to take such further action as it may think fit; (b) approach the Supreme Court or the
High Court concerned for such directions, orders or writs as that Court may deem necessary; (c)
recommend to the concerned Government or authority at any stage of the inquiry for the grant of
such immediate interim relief to the victim or the members of his family as the Commission may
consider necessary;" 3gd: Dilip K. Basu v. State of West Bengal, N.C. Dhoundial v. Union of India

SECTION 12, PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS ACT, 1993 — FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION

g YRT AFATRR RN & haf oht fdaror &t 8, fOTH i Yadh gRT AFaYehR] & Ieeied AT U Seeied ahl Achd J
ATIRaTE Y AR St Wd: T AT ATFIHT TR ST BT SR AT hl Hod & AFaTIRR Teeft sprfargt & gaay
AT A B

"The Commission shall perform all or any of the following functions, namely:- (a) inquire, suo
motu or on a petition presented to it by a victim or any person on his behalf into complaint of (i)
violation of human rights or abetment thereof; or (ii) negligence in the prevention of such
violation, by a public servant; (b) intervene in any proceeding involving any allegation of violation
of human rights pending before a court with the approval of such court;" 3gd: Dilip K. Basu v. State
of West Bengal, N.C. Dhoundial v. Union of India
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9Ra # gfaw gafagr, Iadisa sz g1 & gzua... IT1 - wifafs graur

ARTICLE 141, CONSTITUTION OF INDIA — LAW DECLARED BY SUPREME COURT TO BE BINDING ON ALL
COURTS

g UG AR ehxd & fh Fatea AaTerd gRT 9ifvd S YR & &5 & Hiar 9+t =rarel )R it €0 9 STeaaRt
g

"141. Law declared by Supreme Court to be binding on all courts.—The law declared by the
Supreme Court shall be binding on all courts within the territory of India." 3gd: Sanjay Singh
Rathore v. State of Chhattisgarh, Kishore Kumar Agrawal v. State of Chhattisgarh, Devlal Sahu v.
State of Chhattisgarh, Raju Sinha v. State of Chhattisgarh, People's Union for Civil Liberties v. Union
of India, Ramesh Ahluwalia v. State of Punjab & Ors., Dileep Kumar Pandey v. Union of India &
Ors., Union of India v. Bharat Forge Ltd., S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police Complaints Authority
(2019), S. Chandran v. The Superintendent of Police, Rahul Shrivas v. State of Madhya Pradesh,
Krishnkant Chourasiya v. The Establishment of Lokayukta Madhya Pradesh, Brajesh Sharma v.
State of M.P., Suman Meena v. State of Rajasthan

SECTION 173, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — INFORMATION IN COGNIZABLE CASES

g YRT T ATAT § T bl RUIET SR USTienvor Sl Ufehar Ua s &, forech dgd Hifedh a1 Selagi-idh ATedd § & 8
I & TR TR UTAART (FIR) gof i STt &1

"Section 173. Information in cognizable cases (1) Every information relating to the commission of a
cognizable offence, irrespective of the area where the offence is committed, may be given orally or
by electronic communication to an officer in charge of a police station, and if given— (i) orally, it
shall be reduced to writing by him or under his direction, and be read over to the informant; and
every such information, whether given in writing or reduced to writing as aforesaid, shall be
signed by the person giving it; (ii) by electronic communication, it shall be taken on record by him
on being signed within three days by the person giving it, and the substance thereof shall be
entered in a book to be kept by such officer in such form as the State Government may by rules

prescribe in this behalf:" Iga: 58 Yl & qeheri A Hd Igd 781
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Suman Meena v. State of Rajasthan
RJHC020328332024

S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police

Complaints Authority
HCMA©11247212019

People's Union for Civil Liberties v.

Union of India
ESCR010000422005

M.S. Dasauni v. State of Uttarakhand
UKHC010092912010

Dilip K. Basu v. State of West Bengal
ESCR010006222015
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v. Union of India
ESCR010000702017
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Ors.
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gEg Pvfa
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gy fAofg
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IV

01

02

. waﬂ-m 25 &9 wigd

Menino Santana Fernandes v. State of Goa
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2025-08-25 - WPCR/57/2025

g a1faehr State Police Complaints Authority (SPCA) gRT CCTV ST URdd e o STTaGH oht WTTRST et aTet SATGRT i AT
& & forg R &Y 778 oY | =amarera A ura iR SPCA & gwet wifad R & 7, 519 o FIR & =1 &her a1 gferd sifderrRal & faeg
RS 7 &AT, Supreme Court gRT Prakash Singh v. Union of India amat & fRefRa SPCA & sifieR &= & grr & =gt armat
1 dfos Teifda fRAmraa ok Tgd @1 @wU Section 156(3) of the CrPC & 3idifa AfSige & SR &= & arraT &, =marer 3 39
Re arfent st @ ist = 4@ sk SPCA &t fdar fean o ag sifaw fofa o @ uget or? SifdeR & & arR &R AR &R

fProfa THIS I ATATAT A AT ok s gfers fRepraa mifdreszot (SPCA) a1 @R A & SR g had Prakash Singh
A | FafRa 1R gford werem (S fevaa 7 9o, 1R 9, IaThR) &t stia & g & ufded &1 wmafieht st 7 &em
71 gfers Ffschardr o ATel SPCA & SRR € F1ER & 3R &+ch fog CrPC &l &RT 156(3) & dgd AfSIee h U S ehl ITR
HiSG 81

“All three points formulated, on the face of it, appear to fall outside the jurisdiction of the SPCA, which is
empowered to act, basically in terms of the judgment of the Supreme Court in Prakash Singh and others

v/s Union of India reported in (2006)8 SCC 1). ... The recommendations of the Complaints Authority, both
at the district and State levels, for any action, departmental or criminal, against a delinquent police oicer

shall be binding on the authority concerned.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2025 &d HCBM050022162025

Suman Meena v. State of Rajasthan
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024-08-02 - CRLW/792/2024

Tg AT H& U § Rajasthan # 'Police Complaints Authority' & & 3R ARTReRT &t gRef & forg Tes gt d gfafaa
A & eI g1 =raTerd A uget o Sreer & gferd sifdeat di St a7 st 3R Prakash Singh v. Union of India &
A2l & w5 e el TR IR fRrenrad anferen)or =1 et fder fea o arfeiearerat A aeh o foh o0 IR 7 3 fdar &t
g uter A8l foRar & $ik adH 'Police Accountability Committee' ol ié & feem-faden & srqeu =8t &1 =marer 2 Iy @t
Ta Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) & 3R ANTRenT ehl GR&T UG She i UfehaT ol ggg A oh e iy & aifch
TRl & Hiferen ST <l 281 g a1

Rrofa ST Id ATATAY A T TR et a1 & foh ag Prakash Singh wimet 7 fog g e & sy wsa ofk foier
TR R @7 'Police Complaints Authority' @1 amsfter a7 &2 | afe urfdrerzor Toa o fR1enrrat a1 fAearor g awar, at
AR ST 226 & Jgd Id T A AT GR-IR e Tohd &
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03

04

“In this regard, this Court directs the State Government to take the requisite steps for the appointment
and constitution of the ‘Police Complaints Authority’ at the state and district levels in the state of
Rajasthan, in compliance with the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the judgment in Prakash

Singh (Supra)...”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2024 |id RJHC020328332024

S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police Complaints Authority
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-07-30 - WP/21587/2019

Tg Amer Puducherry & Police Complaints Authority (PCA) @t 1ferat iR SifeIerR &5 & Taifdd &1 anfaerendl & PCA gRT
SIRY Ueh 311G <h S f-aa ahl 717 <l off, S police @t gep 4fF faarg (land grabbing) A/t & FIR &St &t 3R ST & T
fdar fean mar om1 =marerd A RafRa frar i PCA &1 a1 dhaet gfera sifdeniat & R gereaR & el el stiw s 3R
ST ThIRATS ch AT St deh WA ATI =T 3 T fohar fh PCA et Goh dahfcticn <ITaTerd o U H &1l e T
SRR gl & 3R FIR &f et a1 sifg it AR dher S8 fdr 31 39k SifdierR &3 @ amer 8, arifes & <rfaerat dharet Code of
Criminal Procedure & dgd 9&™ =ITaTeidl o UTd &

frofa  ATATT = TE foha foh gfers fRrerara wnfeen’or &1 e dhaet gferd sifdreRar & faveg R &Y fRAerdl &I Stiw A
3R SIIRITEATHR  SATURTIEeh ThIRaTS chl RITRTRET e oh folq fhaT 7T &1 ¥k UTH dehfciich SGTeld o ®U H I & a7
THIATEIHR &of e o (ST STRY e ol g SR &5 78l &1

“The Police Complainants Authority owes its existence to the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
Prakash Singh case and the consequent Government Order passed by the Government of Puducherry. It
can act only within the four corners of the authority vested in it. In the considered view of this Court, the
power to give a direction to register an FIR or to transfer investigation or to complete the investigation
within a particular period or to alter the offence or to direct further investigation or to file a further
report, are all matters falling within the jurisdiction of a competent Court, as prescribed under the Code

of Criminal Procedure.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Fd HCMA011247212019

People's Union for Civil Liberties v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005-01-18 - 2005 INSC 35

gg #\a National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) # W& & U # Geh Yati-gd gferd Sifdrert &bl fAgfaey ot duar &
Gaiferd 81 anfrerrerartatt & ah f&am i Section 3(1)(d) & dgd gferd sifdrenrt 39 g & forg ur =81 € ofR fAgfery ufehar 7 3R
qRef T 3T 7| Tfdardl = aeh e foh Heifdd sfYeRt il AreTfaeRY @ defda A § ST Sa 6| e o THe &t
=rareier i @edis & Aave Icq= ganl =rfd Y.K. Sabharwal 3 /11 & gfers gsyf aret eafery &l Fgfert @ sm Sian &
T 7 81 ThdT & SR I8 TwT Y Awaerdr sl uwifad a Fahdr g, 3afoiy 38 = 9ifvd fomal 9k faudia, =g D.M.
Dharmadhikari % 7T foh s & gferd Sifdeit 0k his TE ufdey A8l §1 Ad¥a & SRUT A o Gen g8t 99 (larger Bench)
et A fam
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05

06

Rrofa  ATATd o GHe ag TR foarofia usr ot o o gfers sifderRat s AmenfaeR smal a1 e a9 ST A1feg |
=raTerd = J@ifehd fohar fon gfor fexrad & Safier ofik Amanfenrt & iR Sectas &t Sira 7 s & gfd Si=ar a1 fagms
TG & o folg g9eh! fsaerdT 3R SH-4RUN Sidid Agayui ¢

“When a Police officer is a member of NHRC, the question to be asked is not to his bias but is the
impression of a reasonable right minded person and the confidence the Commission would generate as a

result of participation of a person of such a background.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2005 Hid ESCRO10000422005

M.S. Dasauni v. State of Uttarakhand
HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2015-11-23 - WPSS/48/2010

gg "men Uttarakhand Police Act, 2007 & dgd TIfdd State Police Complaints Authority &t Sifaat iR srivomeft & defda
&\ TTf<ientendt, T Police Sub-Inspector, 3 Authority ZRT 3% % 'Serious misconduct’ & T SRTEATHR hRaTs Sl
fmmRart 3R it St &t g & oft | anfRiemTendl s g adh g ot fah Authority e ag-ge&ita R 8, ok 3adh
Chairman gRT 3rehel foram mar Aofa srgft &0 @ /1= 181 81 =amarerd 3 ura o 9o &t uRfSes s # Ffe oft, ame 7 dguf
Authority = ATHc el STie <l 3R ATfeIehIehal ht SIS UTaT| =ATaTerd 3 ATfeiealehdl ht Grld! hl @IRST s §Q el foh SrgRma-TeTen
gfeharg Uttar Pradesh Police Officers of Subordinate Ranks (Punishment and Appeal) Rules, 1991 & STER STRI 3§
Henett g

frofa  ATATAT A IAES Yferd S1fAfam & agd gfer fRiera mfdeszor gRT gforw sfifat & favg "k qream” (Sis srde
e ofik ergifdd st wahT) il ST et 3R fI9TT oh) ShRars <ht fATRTRST e <t 1ferra et fafermm=r A

“Under Section 74 any person may lodge his complaint, relating to any “misconduct” or “ serious

misconduct” on the part of police personnel, with the Authority...”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2015 Hia UKHC010092912010

Dilip K. Basu v. State of West Bengal
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2015-07-24 - 2015 INSC 524

g ATHAT Gferd fGred & g9 aTelt Jidi 3fiR ATd-Tedl hl g Tl ¥ Haferd g1 =mmerd = Protection of Human Rights Act,
1993 & dgd ST TRBRI ! &g o1 STRT fhu | =amamera 3 91 fof Section 21 & dgd Iy A4 S1fYehR SR (SHRC) &l T3+
AT GRBRI ol haed §, 7 foh haer Uah fAaenrefi= fert| \n\n=amarer = e Rar for Rife Toai & o8 783 & ofiar SHRC
RTUT S A1 7R @reft Tal @l i 78 & iR AT A1fgQ | 38k SrefraT, Siett # CCTV SRR & T, gferd o=t 8§ Hiide =
forem e, ofR ot & wfgen el iRy R e sifart fhar mar &1 @ &), et & R-enfeifes smigent
fAgferT iR fexraa & Hidl & Amel 7 3T sifvate I e smesr fear mar g1

frofa  Iadd AT o AEer e fo amenfieR dxeror sifafaam i urr 21 & d8d udiss Isu H I5T AFaTRR TR
(SHRC) a1 78 a1 StfAard 81 fgrera & fgam ofk aramn ot Aepmt o oy St ofiR gfors =t & Siéldt R ey s
ey ok T ARt gfafga &t s anfgal
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“Protection of Human Rights Act, 1993 symbolises the culmination of a long drawn struggle and crusade

for protection of human rights in this country as much as elsewhere is the world.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2015 | ESCRO10006222015

o7 Extra Judl. Exec. Victim Families Assn. v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017-07-14 - 2017 INSC 620

g AT ATOTGR 7 Gfer 3R Gt Sl gIRT hiAd thoit Hows! (fake encounters) # g3 1528 Hidl & Siiw & Heifdd &1 =amarerd 3
gg e forar foh et gramafd a1 difsa uRart grr gamas Wer o a7 a & Isa &t 7R srorret 6 Sii9 @ e T8l fedt|
T 3 917 {36 rdifAes @ AR (Public Interest Litigation) & dgd SRR el gRT I8TS TS HiTT TR GaTS chl ST Tehell &
Hifeh =TI qh Ugd Yeh AATIIGhR & | =TT = $9 913 chl fsaer ST & forg CBI &t Geh Aty ST &t (SIT) i &t et
fger fean ofk AfoTgR gfery &t ST 9 SterT @ 91 g1, =marerd = National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) @t
guraRfierar gem ofR 59k fean-fAden & sifferd srafaaa = &k

frofa  JeadH AT F AT ok gferd gRT fohy 71q 7R Srorert (Si9 thstt Howe a1 Sael §Td) H chad faita G3TTasiT &1
ST ol fached T8 81 Tehd | HAYTHh =TI ST TORTHT & hael H3iTas! o SIRY fAUeR t srgafa el &, ofk 3
A | Hieftens (CBI) S T uSifaat grr fAeaer st eifvard g1

“Compensation has been awarded to the next of kin for the agony they have suffered and to enable them
to immediately tide over their loss and for their rehabilitation. This cannot override the law of the land,
otherwise all heinous crimes would get settled through payment of monetary compensation. The

constitutional jurisprudence docs not permit this...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017 Hid ESCRO10000702017

es  Krishnkant Chourasiya v. The Establishment of Lokayukta Madhya Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023-02-27 - WP/4299/2023

Ig ITfIehT G ¥4 & Yfory a1 defda sifdremiRal et FIR gof det & Ader 37 &t 71 & a1 grR i 718 ofY | anfareratar ot adk o
feh IB1H Fo iRl & T fAehrrd &St &t off, 51T R &g wRarg 781 g8 1 =rarerd 3 guiA i & FAufal (S14 Sakiri Vasu
vs. State of U.P.) eT gaTell &d gQ T farar foh FIR &sf e & fog srgeede 226 & dgd Re arfaie arr &1 IfEa Sura =8l 81
ATy 3 gl o afe gior sRaTs 781 seel 6, df fRImadhal & are CrPC &t &Rt 154(3), 156(3), 190 3R 200 & d8d AfeIge
& T AR e T THTdT dehfcticn ST IUTT I 81 3Hd:, =TTy = Tfehl i @Ikt x fear ofRk arfeererdta st
Ao a1 Yl fatw =amarefiar & THet fRUeprad s ahl W &

Rrofa  Ied <IRATER 3 AT foh TRITSSIR &ST 7 e I fRARRId ot ciene e 3rgedba 226 o dgd Re aTfient TRR A8l I ST
Gopdt| difea aafery & ure <8 ufehar Gfgar (CrPC) & dgd AfSie & Tmer arT 156(3) 3R 4R 200 & wU § srufde gt
ohfctien de e IUIR U &

“Even in cases where no action is taken by the police on the information given to them, the informant's

remedy lies under Sections 190, 200 CrPC, but a writ petition in such a case is not to be entertained.”
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HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2023 Ha MPHC030050032023

Ramesh Ahluwalia v. State of Punjab & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-09-13 - 2012 INSC 394

g AT Geh STl el & hHart gRT 70T da1 T ot AT & @ Haiferd 81 =amarera = Tue o & garft e fAsh g
'State' I gfeTeT # g1 o1t 8, R off I g eI st o fdee ae 3@ 8, dt I fawg Article 226 & dgd Writ
petition TR < ST Tehdl & | =TT 3 a8 ot 7171 o srgememTeras afafd (Disciplinary Committee) &t ehrfargt & fAsaerdr ar
ST T, 1Tk St cafert Ueier T TTaTg T, Ja! STtel G- arel afAfa o Tea oft o1 =amarerd 3 srgemaiards afafd & smeer ot
T o o SfiR arfRemreRat et 3R w4, ATt State School Education Tribunal 3 Twet Srdtel TR she i Srafd &

frofa  JSIAH YR = TRATGT (Mandamus) Re & aamues &R W & &d §g el o 3 el +ff e (a8 ag Fsh
&t a1 rereiien) faheft @ften rdea (public duty) T UTel & 38T 8, dt SHoh ATt <1 deh Ugd GATSd e o folg TRAmger
Re St i <11 gend &1

“Mandamus is a very wide remedy which must be easily available “to reach injustice wherever it is

found”. Technicalities should not come in the way of granting that relief under Article 226.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 #g ESCRO1000932012

Badrinath v. Government of Tamil Nadu
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000-09-29 - 2000 INSC 473

g ATHAT VR U=mafes Fat (IAS) & Uk 1fdeprt &Y ughafa (promotion) @ Tefda &, 918 'super time scale' # ugad =gl
foram e o1 Riifeh ek AT & ST drdaTe! SR Ufdegd fewfori (adverse remarks) wifea off | =amarera 3 fAofa
f&am foh Governor gRT IFUfd ME & ERIM 8214 7Y STRIYT & SR R & T2 'censure' 31dY off, 3R umafe wRarE & 39 @xM
3R SI3ER gt Yoh UficheT a2l AT IUANT &1 Article 16 & dgd 'fair consideration’ & ifSehR @l Ieeiad g1 AT =
Wednesbury principles & @] &=d gY el foh Sta @ afafa = srumifires 3k QR armft R siRian foan &Y, ot =il geiten
&Y ST gerd! g1 31d:, [Aofa &t w8 &= fRar mam

frofa  IATY A T foha foh afe dls IR ar usmafAes mifdrenor derfes rferma et s w=mm & &, gufaargef &u @
(mala fide), a1 ST faaRT & SR WR &edT 6, df 3o AT S0 226 & d6d gEIa X I HH & IR B
e o foIT a1e o GepdT &1

“High Courts in India exercising their jurisdiction under Article 226 have the power to issue a writ of
mandamus or a writ in the nature of mandamus or to pass orders and give necessary directions where
the government or a public authority has failed to exercise or has wrongly exercised the discretion

conferred upon it...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000 Hd ESCRO10004492000

Dileep Kumar Pandey v. Union of India & Ors.
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SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025-05-21 - 2025 INSC 749

g AT 29 U O Iofda a1 fo e/ Air Force School, Bamrauli &Y Constitution of India & Article 12 & dgd 'State' T
"authority" AT ST TehdT & 3R T 38 f&aTh Article 226 3 Sidrfa writ ATfiesT GRR 6 ST Ahd! &1 TITerd & THeT i
forerme frerenl <kt S Feieft shrfenfaat ok Tpet & vee W Indian Air Force (IAF) & fRgiror &l oesfa or m1\n\naigra & fAufa 4,
I T = AT foh Whet 'State' dhl GRTST & 781 STaT &, Fifch SRl Uee fhelt TRepRT =07 a1 defren fami & arefiqr
61 8, 3R I8 FAsf srgaier & arR # SraT 81 31a:, writ AT GaTs aivg gl 81 gTelifeh, Geh =amandiar 4 sragHfd STard gu AT foh
ot AT S (fR18r) e 8T & SR IAF &1 39 IR 7181 =101 8, st g wrrit SifahR &5 & sfarfa s g

frofa  =ATATAT A AT foh STT8¢ 226 o dgd URATRRT SR e & folg ufaardl &t ‘s’ g sifard =18t 8, afces 39k gy
TRt TehRTE @ieh ehded (public duty) a1 ST AT g fopaT ST Siasaeh 81

“The words “any person or authority” used in Article 226 are, therefore, not to be confined only to
statutory authorities and instrumentalities of the State. They may cover any other person or body
performing public duty. ... No matter by what means the duty is imposed, if a positive obligation exists

mandamus cannot be denied.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025 Hd ESCRO10005842025

Union of India v. Bharat Forge Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-08-16 + 2022 INSC 837

g AT Ueh GRapil fAfder (tender) wfehar & GST &=f ofR HSN ahts & fafkor @ Tefaq g1 ffder & wmr oF aret aiefierarsi &
S-S GST &% Iggel b, e 7w eren 3R ek ganferd g8 1 Sea =ararera 3 & fear o o Mfderenat (appellant) &t @@t
HSN &g 3R @] GST & TE &e-t @1fgy arfcr Ten @ ufaeaef (level playing field) §RfAd g @k | ddt=a =marerd A 59
JTRST i TRt = | =amarera 3 Toe fohan fos fAfdeT axarasti & agd gt HSN @i ik GST &R IdMT sieiierar 6t Ser 81
Ty 3 g ot gt o Afdereral R O SIS dunfaes a1 ardsiAe imieRY (public duty) =18 & o6 ag @ e sifdem et @ HSN
DS T WERT AT, 3R Re S ozt & forg OTft it arrgt smezrar =it ot

frofa AT = TE fohaT foh trATé ST Re SR et & foig ag sifamd ardf @ foh s an &ifafer gy ufderdt o= ga ardsifa
7 Jerfes e RO fohar T g) 3R 39 ohdled & uter & fathetar arfara gl

“A Writ of Mandamus or a direction, in the nature of a Writ of Mandamus, is not to be withheld, in the
exercise of powers of Article 226 on any technicalities. This is subject only to the indispensable

requirements being fulfilled. There must be a public duty.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10009202022

Arun Kumar Bhadoria v. State of Uttarakhand
HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2018-05-15 - WPPIL/48/2017

Ig SHfed a1faen (PIL) ITRES # Yo a1 o folg sgar e rdt 8k AHdia st aRfRfat &Y AfT st dens iR &t 718 ot
gifrentehdl A deh fa foh gfere sifdremRaT Sik wnfifat et srcafaies IR ol ATHAT &eAT USdT & 3R Ieh! e fRafaat § gur &
SR &1\n\n=arTerd = Uttarakhand Police Act, 2007 & U1 ahl fasawor dhed §Q AT foh 750 TR & UM Uge § ot
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VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig

gferd shedur, el & fAareT ofk s f[RAfaaT # gur & forg gafa qunfae et dise 81 gaft =mare 3 gfo™ gurt $ik
HfEfT it i fRfaal W) Ay fewfor &, dfch 5T TR gRT & & UTe 3R Yol shedror &t & Tfchd draf-aa- &
fAder & Ty At @t FuerT & fear mar)

frofa I ITATETT 3 WA foh Qo e # gUR, 39 Aot SR SIfRd et sxadidl @ qud e 3R AmiRent &
SfARRY ehl &1 A o g gferd fRieprad FarRor o $iR ad™ fRierraa unfareRzor &t yfitent sraaferes Agayuf 81

“The Commission has recommended a structure so as to insulate police from unwarranted interference...
the complaints authorities would provide an effective grievance redressal mechanism against police high

handedness.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2018 Hra UKHC010139052017

Raju Sinha v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2019-11-27 - WPCR/1176/2019

g ATHAT Gferd GRT FIR &S A e & faeg TR &l 718 Ten Re a1fden @ daifaa g1 anfeenterdt = 7171 & oft foh ufcanfeat & g
Section 420 of the IPC & dgd ATHT &sf f&RaT STQ | =maTerg 3 Arfeient &t @RS @i gy Tue fond s Sta gferd FIR &1 o &
SRR d! 8, df Feifdd aafert & urr Section 154(3), Section 156(3), and Section 200 of the CrPC & dgd UHTdt derfcen
HTLA IUAR IU & | ATaTery = ag ff wfua foman foh 38 AmAel J Hid Article 226 of the Constitution of India & dgd Re
IIRAhT TR ST 3T 181 & iR aTfRihTenal ot Teifdra = afSiee & Tmer o= o s fear )

frofa AT A GEITTUT =a1fies fRgial et alerd gu el foh gferd gRT T=ia ruvry & fRreprad W i shRars 7 &= et
oS & AmRes @l uget <8 Ufchar Tfgar & dea uetey gferd srefieres (154(3)) a1 afSee (156(3)) & THeT Jenfcder ST e
T et Ty, = fob e S =marera & Re arfkienr @l =nfgul

“...the remedy available to the aggrieved person lies to approach the Judicial Magistrate under Section
156(3) of the CrPC. We are of the opinion that the High Court should not encourage this practice and
should ordinarily refuse to interfere in such matters...”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2019 Ha CGHCO010401112019

N.C. Dhoundial v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003-12-11 - 2003 INSC 703

Ig A National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) & SifeihR & $iR aRef (limitation) & T g1 ge SRRt
SRRt A CBI 1fAerIRal R sray fgeraa ok Iafiss a1 oIy e 211 NHRC = uget fRierad @it i, dfee ame 8 gafdar
gTferent TR CBI SifAemRaT & Tt ST ShRaTs ol e fear| datea =amarera 3 fofa f&ar & Protection of Human
Rights Act, 1993 &t Section 36(2) & dg&d NHRC U a8 & 31fdies QRI=it ae-Taii el T A8l of GehdT| =qrTerd 3 |1 foh 39
AW # "continuing wrong' &1 fRigia @] 781 gtar 3k NHRC = srut denfAes st st Seetad fohar 81 dagarR, NHRC &l
fder Article 14 &1 Seeter A1d T 3€ o foam |
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Rrofa  ITAdH AT F AT foh TET AFEAERR T (NHRC) Ten denfies e & ok ag s gr1 @nfud iareh @
ST g3 &1 ST Y 4T 36(2) AHETYRR SN TR Yeh 9% UREHA (jurisdictional bar) e 8, fSreeh o a8
T & fafd T ues adf fi srafdy gara gt STH & a1 fohdY amer &Y ST T8t R Tehdrl

“The Commission, which is the creature of statute, is bound by its provisions. ... Section 36(2) of the Act
thus places an embargo against the Commission enquiring into any matter after expiry of one year from

the date of the alleged act violative of human rights.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003 Ha ESCRO10007122003

16 Hardam Singh v. State of Punjab
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2019-09-12 - CRA-D/109/2014

g AT 25 e 1991 i el [T Jarl shiee e & Aoiggl 6t g3dre & IR g2 Yferd sl @ g&fdd g, e ems
e Sl g g3 3R SIGRE U1 81 Y| [T A Gferd = T & a[iTel el &rdT dhid §Q HoIgX! o &t FIR &si el off, cifeh &g
7 doTre 3R gRamon S =ararera & A3 R geAT i fAser St & fog oremm @ FIR gof &Y TS| <marera 3 Tredi ok Targ! oS3
& STYR TR a7 foh gfer = fomm foheft sarget sméer ar gd Aaresit (S ardt =mst) & <rnifagof neeferRat & Mieftart &t a5
AT GRT & 718 QNI Sl SRR T §Y, S I1aTerd = Srdiercharsit st [PC i fafera amraft ofik Arms Act & @84 ardt

ST SR Tl G |

Rrofa  Ied RT3 feld gRT 31 fdeh SR MR-l aat T (fom Iarasit & meflar) sent iR gfer sifdenRat &
AT SR AuRAfg Sl SRER @M AT & AFATYRRT & THE 3R gfod Staracg! gRfga o & fag giera gari
3R fRAehrrd Tiferenon Y SradehdT UR o feam|

“The National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) was established on 12th October, 1993 as mandated by
the Protection of Human Rights Act, 1993. ... The Commission has recommended a structure so as to

insulate police from unwarranted interference...”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2019 Hid PHHC010131412014

17 Devlal Sahu v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020-11-26 - WPCR/442/2018

T AT § ATfKiehrendiell A <Ted § Yo et Ufdard 9w 5 o o 31 STuRTe o folq FIR &St et ot &1 S <ht |t <t ot
ARITeTY 3 Felted AT & Lalita Kumari v. Government of U.P. 3fR Sakiri Vasu v. State of U.P. & fufat a1 desf 2 §g
el foh 519 gferd FIR &5f A & fatheT &<t 8, ot anfientehd ot Hd I —ARATerd & UTH 3717 o SoT1 Ul dehfcdeh detfeh
IUART T IUINT HeAT ARy | 399 Feifdd gfersr srefieres @l Section 154(3) CrPC & dgd Jfd aheel, a1 AfSge & THET Section
156(3) CrPC & d&d 3Tag e M & | TadaR, <IRITerd = ITfIehT ot @Tist a feam R arficTendt et sl & SIOR 3IRa
JUDR 7T i WesraT &
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frofa =TT A Aot o i afe gfor fRera e o off Twengem ast 8l sedt, dt arfeenrerdt Te Iea e | S
& oI HHSTRUT (CrPC) &t &RT 154(3) & dgd gfor siefleten ot fora TehaT 8, SR 39k fathel 3@ IR &RT 156(3) & dgd
e AT T ST Ut T Tehdl & |

“We are of the opinion that the High Court should not encourage this practice and should ordinarily
refuse to interfere in such matters, and relegate the petitioner to his alternating remedy, firstly under

section 154(3) ... and if that is of no avail, by approaching the concerned Magistrate under section 156(3).”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2020 | CGHC010227512018

18 Kishore Kumar Agrawal v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2021-03-22 - WPCR/206/2021

ITfAchTeRdt = 39 MR R Re arfiret arR &t off i gfer 3 3 fRreraa W FIR &of 81 &l &1 afierendf r oy o &
gfaarfedt =& I7eht Jff IR 33y chesT S T UaTy foharT | I =amarerd = GuiA ahic & fafw= fAof, fasiy &9 & Sakiri Vasu v.
State of U.P. @l gaTell &d gQ U8 TWE foha foh afe gferd FIR &St et & SepR &heell 8, af difsd eafert & ure e = =marerd o
S & SSI CrPC &l Section 156(3) & dgd Hsfid ARSREE & U ST &1 Jehfctich 3R T ST IUTT IuTed 8 | =IrTerd
T foRa foh U9 A § writ jurisdiction T IuAT A8l foham ST Afeq | degaR, atfie st SRt v feam mam ok
ITfRIhTehdl T I & IR AR & THel T HY ge S|

Profa o AT = AT foh STd gfeld YRS (FIR) &ST et ¥ SR hed! &, af d1e awes 226 & dad Re SifdaR &=
ST IUFNT T8} fehal STHT AT | AR ol WTSTRUT il &RT 156(3) & ded AfSe & THel ST d1ey, Fifch I8 U
YTt dehfclien IUT B

“We are of the opinion that the High Court should not encourage this practice and should ordinarily
refuse to interfere in such matters, and relegate the petitioner to his alternating remedy, firstly under
section 154(3) and section 36, Criminal Procedure Code ... and if that is of no avail, by approaching the

concerned Magistrate under section 156(3).”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2021 Ha CGHC010086672021

19 Government of Andhra Pradesh v. P. Gautam Kumar
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2012-08-16 - WP/19026/2012

g TTAT 3718 TRRT ST ZRT e[ UG f=eh =Tanfeiehor (CAT) & 3T 31T & fReATh SRR &t 718 arfient T gefdq §, S99 DGP
(HoPF) & g W V. Dinesh Reddy &t fgfert @l gt &t 715 oft| anfeieprerat A aeh foa fos fgfary wemmit off, Srafes afdardt e
dah o1 f3 g8 Prakash Singh v. Union of India & fRaffta siffard fean-fdar @ e &1

frofa =TT = TE foha foh gfora AgifRares (DGP) & 9o $iR ~graH rdentel & dae | Prakash Singh ATt & Tatea

TATerd gRT & 1Y FEer g avE & Sreenit § SfR I ont gUieEl (UPSC) gRT 3R fohg 11 aRs sifdreniRa & &9e &
STYR TR gt I8 fgfar st ghft
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“The DGP of the State shall be selected by the State Government from amongst the three senior-most
officers... empanelled for promotion to that rank by the Union Public Service Commission on the basis of

their length of service, very good record and range of experience...”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2012 Hd HBHC010275852012

20 Sanjay Singh Rathore v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2021-03-18 - WPCR/202/2021

g AT Geh Re arfaer & Saifdd & fSas anfaerendl = gfer grT @3 stav1e (cognizable offence) it @HT &7 & arasia FIR
&Sl 9 A & FR&eTs =T @ (s S /i i oftf | =ararers 3 dates arrerd o [ofal Si9 Sakiri Vasu v. State of U.P. 3R
Aleque Padamsee v. Union of India @ gareTl &d G ug T fahar fah e FIR &S g1 <l ST, dt difgd & arg Cr.P.C. &l g1
154(3), 156(3) a1 200 & d8d Hefdd AfSREE & U ST ehT dehfctieh 3R WA ST IUTT IUSTed] & | 3Td: =ATITerd = ATI<IehT i
TR R §Q ATfAehThd! i SUGeRT ST Hel TR ST chl Wit &

frofa  IRATET A AT foh T SURTY & GeITd TR YHSNSITR &of AT Yferd a1 Sifard srded 8, Afen afe gfers gar w18t
e, ot hifsa ol Whe 3w =ararera § Re arftient R & & soirg AfSe & gHeT Iy dohfcer deif-eh SUTA el STOTT-T

gl

“The police officer cannot avoid his duty of registering offence if cognizable offence is disclosed. Action
must be taken against erring officers who do not register the FIR ... However, in case the police fails to
register an FIR, the modalities set out under Section 190 read with Section 200 of the CrPC are to be

adopted...”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2021 | CGHC010066582021

21 S. Chandran v. The Superintendent of Police

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-07-01 - WP(MD)/15095/2015

gifreatehd A gferd StfeRTRaT & R famfia srgmeaTaTe SRaTs YE A 3R ITah faveg &of STuRTfe AFTel et Akt o folg
Mandamus &I 771 &t off | =rarera = ura fos ag arfar uRar o dufx fare @ 9Rka oft ofk gfor sifdeRal ot se & 38ea @
ERR <t 718 oY | =TaTera = T foRa fak Article 226 of the Constitution of India 3 d&d chad 319 Ied 81 TR &l gferd
SfRTRA & AT hRaTs o1 2T R i Tepdt &1 gfor ifemRat gRT S & SIgER gt by Mg A1e st gt 34T sigfad
1 31 <ITATe A §9 ATfeT it vexatious litigation A §Y @RS & f&am

frofa T 3 WE fohar foh uraARer Re dhaer auft St it ST Gerd) & ST iieh Qaes 31u=t Tt Ao a1 durfAes ededt

UTei et | fathel T8 81 | gferd SifAaRIRaT et SM-4Heh a1 SfaeTd faaral et e o S50 ¥ SRR oh T8 STYRE 1R
TR e aTell arfaieptadt (vexatious litigations) ot gdicaied fopam ST ATfgy|
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22

23

“A writ of mandamus would lie undoubtedly if the public servants are failing in their duty to act as per
the Service Rules. ... Contrarily, mere registration of a criminal case against the accused persons would
not provide a cause for them to file writ petitions under Article 226 of the Constitution of India and such

writ petitions are to be treated as vexatious litigations...”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Fd HCMD010362402015

Rahul Shrivas v. State of Madhya Pradesh
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2022-03-07 - WP/19025/2020

ITReRTehdl 3 39 SMTYR UR IR gt s ot foh ufdardt T 5 ok 6, S Ut dhaet BAMS &t f31ft 8, & MD (Medicine) @t
G &TaT & AT bl QoA ifreh garsil & ITaR e ol WA & @ &1 fverm mmae <t Sirar & Rierraa agt ord 1 ofY, Afth ufdanfeat ot
USTieneuT TgTet o o 1T | anfaiehrerdl A gfeld gRT 1S ShRaTE 9 et o Tt <IRITerd h EaTSll We@edT| 3o ey - WE
fora fak Article 226 of the Constitution of India & @gd FIR & folg Writ ST} 81 &t 51 e, aifche fcar i fos gfera at
U fAeRrad i fAsger Stia et arfey ofk afe e srorTer uran it 8, dt Cr.P.C. & d8d Sfad sl Rars de-t Ayl

frofa AT = TTE fhaT foh TRITESIR &St e o iy Srgeedba 226 & dgd Re ST Al I ST dahd, wifch 5Ta ahig
fRARTIdendt gferd WM SITdT 6, df I8 31aadh & foh gferd fRArad i St e SR Haia SravTy <l gfe g1 ok Hemdiedt &

J&d I dhRaTs GHTHd Fe

“...indeed no writ can be issued under Article 226 of the Constitution of India in the matter of registration
of FIR, nevertheless, once a complainant has approached the concerned Police Station, it is expected that
the complaint is duly adverted to and if cognizable office is found after verification the same may be put

to action...”

HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2022 |d MPHC012809562020

Brajesh Sharma v. State of M.P.
HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019-06-17 - WP/11071/2019

39 AT | arfaererdt A Ua Re anfarer arR o gfer st 39k gRT & 718 AT WR FIR &St et ot fAder & &t 71w & ot
AT o THE 73 U g o7 foh &1 FIR &St aheA &6 folg Article 226 of the Constitution of India & dgd Re gt werd
& a1 8l | <graTerd A gg e foha {3 afe gferd FIR &f 8T et 8, dt fRieraadhdl & o Sections 154(3), 156(3), 190, 3k 200
CrPC & dgd G&rH AfSEE o GHeT fAhTId &of &= ol dehfcten 3R U|TE IR IJuTed §| 3 TR FS{Ri el garell ad gy,
=rarerd = Re arfeient et @RS & f&am 3R arfentend| et Temd SRR aTet <—ITerd | STURTTY fRARRIT &St st chl WcaidT &1

frofa I AT = AT {3 gfera Ffschadt & e T sr=ee 226 & d8d TRATGT hl 77T & aTeft ATraehe faarofia
T8t &, rifch fRAIArraedf & ure el Y &Rt 190 3R 200 & dgd AfSree & THer st AR ot a1 dehfcien

HTLAT IUTT T B |

“Even in cases where no action is taken by the police on the information given to them, the informant’s

remedy lies under Sections 190, 200 CrPC, but a writ petition in such a case is not to be entertained.”
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HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH - 2019 Ha MPHC030128042019

24 Kiran Singh v. National Human Rights Commission

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-12-14 - W.P.(CRL)/2475/2015

Tg AT 5 HS 2006 i feceht gfor & werel It gRT fohy 7T sfdd heff ek & Hafed 8, foad uia aafaaat i g 8 g ot
TS & T (anfieTendl) = TeRrdeR Y fsaer CBI STia SR i ITferiRa et Famast & 77 &t &1 NHRC 3 URfSes stia &
g foh gfers &t srfaret | iR @rfaat off, S fos wRfSies dredt @ sivre iR sifard afSifeeaa Sira =1 e aaagd, e
AfSRge gR1 &t 12 5119 7 oft gford &t gt R iR g saat fohar mam ofik CBI St i ReiRar i 7181 =amarerd A 37 a2t &
SR TR AT ch TfIRdT i Y@ ifehd fhar &1

Rrofr el Sod ATITerd = AFAN YRR TRET0T ST i &Ry 12 3R 13 & dgd TR AFaneR Rt (NHRC) & faega
ST fIRRT 3R Sarit srarerd (Civil Court) St iferrat <t gfe &t ST AaTfIRT & g7 SR dich dden! chl ATIRaTG!
I Td: G Sehs T ATRIhT TR S8 ST o Gehal B

“Under Section 12(a), the NHRC has vast powers which include inquiry suo-moto into any complaint or
any incident, intervening in any proceedings involving violation of human rights ... Since the NHRC
exercises powers like a Civil Court under Section 13, what is important is the operative portion of the

NHRC order...”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Hid DLHCO15507672015

25 S. Ramesh v. The Chairman, Police Complaints Authority
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2022-02-02 - WP/18526/2021

Ig TTfieRT HETY I <TaTerd § gRR &t 718 off, fSTH petitioner 3 ag fAdsr @i ar f&6 Puducherry & Director General of
Police @t Police Complaints Authority & 3eeT T UTeid &A1 TMfeY | <RI 3 Prakash Singh v. Union of India Ama &
gifts snié grr RaffRa Rigidl e garer & gu @e faar fas Police Complaints Authority & Ui FIR &sf & a1 ¢ R @ Sfiw
T TSR A T NTYPR &3 AT §1 =aramerg = uran fok Police Complaints Authority dhaer fafre aRkfedfaat & g erf & Tepdt &1
<[fch ATfIRIchdT a8 Rieg Tt & fathel 3@ foh fore fAfIE a1 ot UTe foparm ST 8, =amraera = ATfIehT vt @RS o fea|

Rrofa  Ied IR = T foha foh gferd fRraa mifdreszor (PCA) & urer gfor sifremiRa o faveg &t S arelt SrgRIme-Teh

HRATE o GRR T FTER ST Gferd &t AY R @ Fid (fresh investigation) & ar fRel a1 AmTReR & e urafadht ast
e ot 3T 29 o MR & T8l B

“...the Police Complaints Authority is not conferred with the jurisdiction either to cause a fresh
investigation or to register an FIR against any person other than the police officer and that the Police
Complaints Authority needs to exercise the power within the four corners of the jurisdiction conferred

by the Apex Court in the case of Prakash Singh supra.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2022 Ha HCMA010916852021

AT HTOT
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g AT Vitark Al gRT Orasii-er ®9 4 Iuetsy Hofaf 3iik SuTTendt o UsT & SR TR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chadt Ra< grdT & fog § ik
FIEAT 9eTg (legal advice) =18l 81 fnsdt +ff filing, opinion, a1 correspondence # IualT & & ugat @t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @&t g fAufa (source judgment) & g W= ¥4 T T fohar ST AR
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