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1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 ST TtheTTS3R ohl deTfHeh SR 3R IeT

fTATEEH, 2023 dt 4RT 173(1) T S7ORTY o Uehd ol UR fordlt off gfer um & R <t i & fom
TH3ME3TR &S thed ohl dTHeh SMfAehR ) &, et TTufies e afd g iR I1eg sl T8 g A s= T &
(Anirban Bhattacharya v. The State of West Bengal (2025))I

02 SMARR & 31rg § oft srfam gsfierzor
IS gfera Sifderrt &t & 72 T fonedt T3 SRty & 9fed g1 a1 Tohd &t 8, dt 98 &SR &l st o gaTell Gans
TH3ME3TR &5 thed Y SRR e e FehdT; 39 Uge '0" TR & T STRY THMSINR &5t hent gl 3R e 39 Tefda
SRR aTet U H RIHIARA o<1 g1 (Shivananad Bhajanthri v. State of Telangana (2025), Neelu
Shrivastava v. State & Ors (2021))|

03 USIIchUT ¥ 8-hR UR Jehfctieh ShlH! SUTT
i GRT TSR/ SIRY TRSTTSSR &of ohe & §9hR o ol FRATT &, difea o forg e I=a =amarera Srm srgfaa
2; 39 SuaTaey & arT 173(4) (Tadt ot fafea fRerrd) oik 4wt 175(3) (afSiee &t frerra) & dga durAa
Jenfetieh ITHT ITTR T SUANT eheT ATfeq (Petitioner v. Station House Officer, IT Town Police Station
(2022), Santosh Kumar Bhaskar v. State of Chhattisgarh (2023))1

04 HARIEE RT AT [GHNT a1 T
STel IS fRARITRAT THIATSIR ol 7 et TR ANSIEE oh THET 3HTdad Shedl 8, dl Al i A ®U & Smer a4 &

oI Tg @A o T sru=t =a1faes fades a1 il ezt anfe T foh o SR araa & Y3 STURTY &l 164 ohid & (Om
Prakash Ambadkar v. The State of Maharashtra (2025), Kamlesh Meena v. State of U.P. (2025))I

raraal & 39 &9 a1 fkRar

watsr mrarea w1 Yoo rTer 3 AR e & foh T3 SroRTer &Y gaer e R gford & g gwangem

il &St a1 AR g1 K.P. Tamilmaran v. The State by Deputy Superintendent of
Police (2025) ® @l = e foha foh afe gferd ot H3ig STORTY Al STHeRRT fereh 8, ot famm
SftuaTRes Prafer & oft THIMESIR gof TeAT 3T a1l &1 gTetifeh, YETER a1 raaies
A H TSR &l e & Ugel Geh HITHd URIHe STia el SIgAfd &1 715 & (The State of
Telangana v. Sri Managipet (2019), Kailash Vijayvargiya v. Rajlakshmi
Chaudhuri (2023))1
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I AT # I ATt 3 g § o Tuf ar sitepkst [Aaret ST Are |, STgt a3k siuRifdes g

Mg e A3 81 &, S & oRAYe wRoT § TSR it omrart @ g e i st ARy,
FIIfh THIATSIR IS GATSGATTN ST 6l & dfcch hael SIid Y& e &l Yo A18H ¢ (Rohit
Das v. The State (2025), T. Madhavi v. The State (2025))|

g1 1 fawrw dfigueey, 2023 6 I & d1E, Sralerdl F T ufcharate SguTer W ad fiar 81 G.
Krishna Murthy v. State of Karnataka (2025) & ag a1 71 foh &RT 173 sftggaey &
Sifard ufthar (S8 R st # fafea ufaf®) @ urem fong fomm & 72 sia ot ave @ gfva
(vitiated) gF STt &1 38k Sreman, R. Somasundaram v. State of Tamil Nadu (2025) #
ey I ARITAT 3 WE fohar o firumgaey &Y &R 173(3) & d8d & 718 URf¥es St 6y
iR hig 'FAft-grarer’ e gt Fehe |

sfaoffa &= ar Farafrat

- 3 N
SR ATIFTR GRITe TR Yferd STRY GhITEIR &of hed THT 10" U T IUHI T o SoT1d A 3 T Sifchd
&t 8, fO a1e # SreTerdl ot RIS 28T 3R TSR aret gfer R & RITHiaRka e dl ST &7 UgdT 8|

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 3/ 23



ARAra st g i wreta amRe grem "@igar, 2023.. ITI - 9ifafds wauars

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

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

g U SAar ehdl g foh T3 sroRry § Jeifdd g it STerR) gferd sifdrenrt et &t ST end! 8, aTe g SToRTy fohedt off
& 7 fonar T 8, S 'SR ThegeR’ ot denfReh YR U Shdl g

"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" 3gd: Md. Laskar Ali v. The State of Assam, Shivananad Bhajanthri v. State
of Telangana, R. Somasundaram v. State of Tamil Nadu, G. Krishna Murthy v. State of Karnataka,
Kamlesh Meena v. State of U.P., Anirban Bhattacharya v. The State of West Bengal, Rohit Das v. The
State, T. Madhavi v. The State, Jahanara Begum v. The State, K. Bhaskar Rao v. The State and Others

SECTION 175, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — POLICE OFFICER'S POWER TO INVESTIGATE
COGNIZABLE CASE

g T THRI ot T ASIREE & ST & 31U R HfAHR & 7 fhdt off T3ig Amet 6t i e a1 SHfFR a1 §, 3R
U prfaTe! dt SIfIeR & o SR TR U4 g+ O g91dT 8l

"Section 175. Police officer’s power to investigate cognizable case\n\n(1) Any officer in charge of a
police\nstation may, without the order of a Magistrate, investigate any cognizable case which a
Court having\njurisdiction over the local area within the limits of such station would have power
to inquire into or try\nunder the provisions of Chapter XIV\n\n(2) No proceeding of a police officer
in any such case shall at any stage be called in question on the\nground that the case was one
which such officer was not empowered under this section to investigate." 3gd: Md. Laskar Ali v.

The State of Assam, Anirban Bhattacharya v. The State of West Bengal
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SECTION 178, BHARATIYA NAGARIK SURAKSHA SANHITA, 2023 — POWER TO HOLD INVESTIGATION OR
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY

Ig Afoee st gfora Ruld urd g7 o Stia ot fAder & a1 Ui S e a1 sifder ar 81

"Section 178. Power to hold investigation or preliminary inquiry\n\nThe Magistrate, on receiving a
report\nunder section 176, may direct an investigation, or, if he thinks fit, at once proceed, or
depute any Magistrate\nsubordinate to him to proceed, to hold a preliminary inquiry into, or
otherwise to dispose of, the case in the\nmanner provided in this Sanhita." Igd: research u%f q
RRIRIEI
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IV. WWWUT 25 &9 wisd

o1 Anirban Bhattacharya v. The State of West Bengal
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-09-19 + CRR/4119/2023

g HHAT Geh SATURTTY gAIeEor arfaien (Criminal Revisional Application) @ €efad 8, [ arfienterdt =t o ufiig s
Nachiketa Chakraborty & &« hate speech SR enfien a1l sl 9 Ugam™ & SRIT & UTafihT &5t et Y 71 &Y ot
gifeeTehdt =t f=rel) sreTerd & Section 156(3) of the Cr.P.C. & dgd smaed f&ar ur, 9 afSige 3 31fder & (territorial

jurisdiction) & srara & @Rt & fam

frofa =TT = T fohar fop Stuaeaua 6 4wy 173(1) SRt TheMEsR & faar ot danfaes argar 2t §1 93T sravry &
RaYE g1 wR el oft gfers o & faig 38 &t e aifemd 8, et 8 SroRTy I8eh SifdehR & & aTg gai gl 39 aTe 39
e A &l 3 hY ST & forg AT ST =Ryl
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“. (4) Any person aggrieved by a refusal on the part of an officer in charge of a police station to record the
information referred to in sub-section (1), may send the substance of such information, in writing and by
post, to the Superintendent of Police concerned who, if satisfied that such information discloses the
commission of a cognizable offence, shall either investigate the case himself or direct an investigation to
be made by any police officer subordinate to him, in the manner provided by this Sanhita, and such
officer shall have all the 13 powers of an officer in charge of the police station in relation to that offence
failing which such aggrieved person may make an application to the Magistrate.” Section 175 of the BNSS
reads as follows: - 175. Police officer's power to investigate cognizable case. “(1) Any officer in charge of a
police station may, without the order of a Magistrate, investigate any cognizable case which a Court
having jurisdiction over the local area within the limits of such station would have power to inquire into
or try under the provisions of Chapter XIV: Provided that considering the nature and gravity of the
offence, the Superintendent of Police may require the Deputy Superintendent of Police to investigate the
case. (2) No proceeding of a police officer in any such case shall at any stage be called in question on the
ground that the case was one which such officer was not empowered under this section to investigate. (3)
Any Magistrate empowered under section 210 may, after considering the application supported by an
affidavit made under sub-section (4) of section 173, and after making such inquiry as he thinks necessary
and submission made in this regard by the police officer, order such an investigation as above-
mentioned. (4) Any Magistrate empowered under section 210, may, upon receiving a complaint against a
public servant arising in course of the discharge of his official duties, order investigation, subject to- (a)
receiving a report containing facts and circumstances of the incident from the officer superior to him;
and (b) after consideration of the assertions made by the public servant as to the situation that led to the
incident so alleged.” 14 19. This Court has deeply analysed the statutory provisions, particularly section
156 (3) of the Cr.P.C. corresponding to Section 175 (3) of the BNSS. Both delineate the powers of the
Magistrate as far as police investigation is concerned. Section 156(3) empowers a Magistrate to order an
investigation by an officer in charge of a police station within the Magistrate’s territorial jurisdiction. 20.
Section 154 of the Cr.P.C. mandates the registration of FIRs irrespective of territorial limits, and sections
155 and 156 of the Cr.P.C. impose jurisdictional constraints during the investigation and trial stages. The
Magistrate’s power under Section 156(3) is strictly confined to ordering investigations by the officer in
charge of a police station within their jurisdiction. 21. Section 173 of the BNSS governs the registration of
FIRs, including the concept of the Zero FIR, and outlines the process for receiving information through
oral, written, or electronic means. The concept of Zero FIR refers to a First Information Report filed at a
police station regardless of jurisdiction. It essentially marks the initial stage of an investigation before the
location of the offence is determined. 22. According to section 173(1) of the Bhartiya Nagarik Suraksha
Sanhita (BNSS) 2023, a Zero FIR allows any police station to register a complaint for a cognizable offence,
regardless of whether the incident occurred within its jurisdiction. This section makes it imperative upon
the police 15 station to register a Zero FIR in case a cognizable offence is reported, even when the
occurrence has taken place outside the jurisdiction of its police station. 23. The police station that
registers the FIR assigns it the number “0” and then transfers it to the appropriate police station under
whose jurisdiction the offence is committed, for further investigation. This procedure ensures prompt
registration of FIR without delay, and immediate action, helping citizens to avoid delay and hassle, and
further aids in preserving evidence by preventing loss of time in initiating investigation. 24. This Court
also finds upon perusal of the application filed u/s 156(3) of Cr.P.C. that only the contents of social media
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mentioning, without any date, time and place of the concert and without any authenticity, cannot be the
ground to take cognizance of such offence even though the allegation of offence is serious in nature. 25.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha WBCHCAB507452023

o2 Anand Sathish v. The Superintendent of Police

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024-11-06 - CRL OP(MD)/16013/2024

gg #\a Criminal Original Petition ¥ Hsifad g fSe arfaierenat 2 Crime No. 10 of 2024 & Sfi@ &t Dindigul gfer™ (=R
yfarél) @ Madurai gferd (e ufaardl) et iR &=t e 7T bt oft | arferenrend a1 dch o1 féh Ut T dsiteha ehrafer 3R
HAT STURTY Madurai & IR &3 & o7 &1 =marera = ur fs o7et g gfore foreht oft enfdenr & Zero FIR &of &R ahdt &,

Afh ST a1 SRR 3T gferd R & Ut €t g1 afee | =T = dtaR ufdardt st g fean f& @ &t FIR @t Zero FIR
T gY I AT SRR aret = ufdard) ot wmiaRa R, arfts Freaer sra giRfda 6t s adk sk s a1 urer &

frofa 3o IRITrd A AT foh gy, 2023 6 arr 173(1) F SRt ThamEarR ol A @hidh 39 Teh Jemf-ien MR fear
a1 81 SRR ht HHATSHT & sTarsie, Hid Ry <l g1 e R gferd ifIeaRt @l 38 af ahm givm ok fiir 33 ddifaa
SR aTet Yferd W # RIMIARA ST ghT|

“As rightly pointed out by the learned Senior Counsel app earing for the petitioner, Zero FIR has been
given a statutor y basis under BNSS, 2023 by including the same in Section 173(1) which relates to
registration of FIR in cognizable cases. 21. Considering the scope of Zero FIR, it is clear t hat an Officer in
charge of a Police Station, irrespective of his jurisdicti onal competence, shall record every information
received orally or in wri ting, relating to the commission of a cognizable offence and that the power of a
n Officer in charge of a Police Station to investigate into a cogniza ble offence is co- extensive with that of
the Court having jurisdiction over the local area within the limits of such Station, having power to enqui
re into or try that 11/15 https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis Crl.0.P .(MD)No.16013 of 2024 offence. 22. No
doubt, the power of Court to interfere with an inv estigation is limited and that the investigation once
started can not be called in question by the Court on the ground that the Police Offic er investigating the
same was lacking territorial jurisdiction provided th e investigating officer bona fide without noticing
lack of territorial jurisdiction has proceeded with the investigation. 23. In the case on hand, as already
pointed out, it is th e specific complaint of the petitioner that the fifth respondent had deliberately lodged
the false complaint with the third respondent and t hat there was collusion between the third respondent
and the fifth r espondent and that is why, the third respondent had arrested two accused on the very sam
e day. 24. In such a scenario, the third respondent cannot be allow ed to proceed with the investigation.
Hence, the third respondent i s to be directed to consider the FIR registered in Crime No.10 of 2024 as
Zero FIR and then to transfer the same to the jurisdictional police i.e., fourth 12/15 https://
www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis Crl.0.P .(MD)No0.16013 of 2024 respondent and the fourth respondent is to be
directed t o register the case and to proceed with the investigation and file final report within the time
stipulated by this Court. 25. In the result, this Criminal Original Petition st ands allowed.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2024 Fd HCMD011008342024

03 Neelu Shrivastava v. State & Ors
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04

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2021-11-30 - W.P.(CRL)/481/2020

I TTfiehT Ueh AfGel ZRT SRR 6l 715 ofY, {9 SR e 7 fob Igent T+ 9T, selTeh 3R R gdrsr &6 718 g1 difsar =
feeft & GTB Enclave gfer @3 # FIR &of & a1 T foka, A police & & SifeR &3 T T dTene MiorameTe (IR
TRT) RIFTARA d | dfifgar 3 ok fean i srorte o1 ges fewan fieeft & off gam a1, s9feg Delhi Police &t 519 &t @1f3gl
=rgTerd 3 e fan ok gefd FIR a1 g e anel ok afed gaim &) Tk 8, aifth afe arorry a1 s o e daifda gforg Rem
& SR & 31aT 8, At S ST A F SRR gl AT TR | Terd 3 A i IRT a0 @ 3t g o1 fAdsr feam

frofa  feoell S =T = fRefRa fohar foh SRt TthemEsR & agawur sifew auf afafa 6 Refer & are o 8 oft, arfes
S ot &fAerR <t et & fomT qRd T et ek | T3 STURTY T TehdIeh’ul 811 TR Gferd gid HIHHT &of e 3R 38
T UM & RAFIART heq & g smeg g1

“11. Before delving into the issue at hand, it is pertin ent to first note what exactly constitutes a 'Zero
FIR'. As per Section 1 54 CrPC, if any information relating to the commission of any cognizable offence is
received by a Police Station, the Police is duty bound to register the FIR. However, if the crime does not
occur within the jurisdiction of the said Police Station, then after registration of the 'Zero FIR', the same
has to be transferred to the concerned Police Station where the offence has inde ed been committed. ...
Therefore, the place of crime and jurisdiction of t he police station becomes irrelevant when a cognizable
offence is disclosed, and the police station is obligated to instantly transfer the pertinent docum ents over
to the police station vested with the jurisdiction which numbers the FIR and begins the investigation. 12.
The provision of 'Zero FIR' came up as a recommenda tion in the Justice Verma Committee Report, in the
new Criminal Law (Amendment) Act, 2013, after the horrendous Nirbhaya rape and murder case which
took place in December 2012. The provision states: "A ze ro FIR can be filed by the victim, irrespective of
their residence or plac e of occurrence of crime ”. In Lalita Kumar v. Govt. of U.P. & Ors., AIR 2014 SC 187,
the Supreme Court also laid down that if a complaint is related to a cognizable offence, it is clear that as

per Section 154 Cr.P.C., there has to be a mandatory registration of FIR.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2021 Ha DLHC010126882020

Petitioner v. Station House Officer, II Town Police Station

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2022-11-09 - WP/13993/2022

Ig gTfAehT Gferd ot Ueh fRARTad 0R F.ILR. &Si et a1 fA&er 3 & folg arar &t 712 oft, s fRrepraraendf = ere a2 ot Afgarar adtern
H GErIdT & AW WR YRSl 3R 47 §3U T SRIY T AT| AT & JHE 3 HeT I8 AT foh o1 gferd gRT F.LR. &S ol &
SRR A TR I ITed & JHE Re 1fAehT SR ehveh mandamus SR &z &hl AT &A1 it &0 8 3= 81

Rrofa AT A theet AT foh gTetifch ST TORSTTESTR &o el Yfeld ol IR 8, @ifche T3NSR IT SR YRS &of
T & Fi R F difsa g 3= ~marera & e ORT 482 AT 3Tw8S 226 & dad Re arfar arR & avofig 78t 81 difsa
Hl FIE AiS (e /fgrgaey) & dga FufRa darfae Iurat e 8t FgrT o= ghml
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“28) ... In none of the said judgments, it is held that in cas e an F.LR. is not registered or a Zero F.L.R. is not
registered , in both the situations that the aggrieved person can approach the High Court under Article
226 of the Constitution of India and seek a direction to register an F.I.R. or Zero F.I.R. No such law is laid
down either in the Lalita Kumari4 case or in the aforesaid judgments of the Delhi High Court and the
Karnataka High Court. Therefore, the petitioner cannot rely on those judgments and seek to maintain the
present Writ Petition filed for a mandamus to direct the police to register an F.I.R. or a Zero F.LR. So, the
contention of the learned counsel for the petitioner that in view of the law laid down by the Apex Court
in Lalita Kumari 4 case, and in Umapathi S.13 case (of Karnataka High Court) and Neelu Shrivastava 13
case (of Delhi High Court), that the writ for mandamus is maintainable and direction is to be given to the
police to register the Zero F.I.R. is misconceived and unsustainable under law. The appropria te remedy
is not the writ and the party has to avail the remedies contemplated under Cr.P.C. as discussed in detail
supra, as per the settled law. 29) To sum -up, writ for a mandamus or even a petition under Section 482
Cr.P.C., to direct police to register an F.I.R. or a Zero F.L.R. is not maintainable. The aggrieved person has

to avail his remedies contemplated under Cr.P.C. 28"

HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH - 2022 Hia APHC010238202022

Shivananad Bhajanthri v. State of Telangana
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025-08-29 - CRLP/10506/2025

grferehtendt 3 FIR @l g & &t 71 <hl off, I8 aeh < gU foh hfda Srorrer shafees  ganm ot 3R gevrare gferd & urd &feerr gl
&1 =amarerg = e fohar fah Section 173 of the BNSS & d&d, gford fonelt «ff = wR d3iw sravrey & g 'Zero FIR' &f i Iahdt
8, el 81 STURTY Ik ATARR & J AE g3 811 BTelifch, Yferd = 38 Al H FIR &t 'Zero FIR' & &4 H Tgl &1 4 &of Tl fohar T
ATy = TR T AueRT ad gy gferd st fAdsr fean fos 3 sasges sitaenRerd g gt & SiR ATHe i 39 gford &ee o
RIFIART &< foreich UTd SfITR &

frofa  ATATAT A AT foh SQATHTH dl &RT 173 & d8d gferd o U SR 7 g1 R +ff SR ThamSerR &sf s i fery
81 SUHT Jg T Nt dl @Ra = e ofk Tneat ot QRiSrd T 81 =maTerd A g sl ThaTEaTR ot ST ThaTSaTR
AR AT eh HIaATREAATS G e 3R 38 S1TAGRR aTer A H AT T ST

“6. A perusal of the complaint reveals the offenc:s to have been occurred at Bijapur, Karnataka District.
However, the police can register Zero FiR, even when they do not have ary jurisdiction as per Section 173
of BNSS. This is to prevent victims from being delayed or denied justice when they are in urgent or
threatening situation. The Police are also issued sop with regarri to such kind of FIR's by Bureau of Police
Research and Developntent, IVlinistry of Home Affairs. 7. The BNSS-2023 has replaced Criminal
procedure Code, .1973 and the provisions of registration of a cognizable offence is now provided under
Section 113 of BNSS instead of Section 154 of Cr.P.C. The SOP outlines the following procedural s:eps

which may be followed for submissions and processing of Zero F.IRs ...”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2025 Ha HBHC010482962025

The State of Telangana v. Sri Managipet @ Mangipet Sarveshwar Reddy
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SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-12-06 -+ 2019 INSC 1333

g AT Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 & dgd &oi Geh FIR &l 3 et © Tafdd &1 SRt 3 Section 482 of the Code
of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd aTfaeT arR &I off| I=7 IATerd & $ SURT U SRIATE! St i U & g e far o,
A Supreme Court 3 g & 3rdiel el TR eHd gY TE T foh I5 TReAR & urd Sifgd d sifdreRat &l gAfgferT sk
ST oh folq STfSehd et hl ShRiehRY 1Tkt &1 =TT = ag T gl foh &% ATet & preliminary inquiry SiHart g1 g ok
SIS et & forg sanction @t TRi&roT (trial) & SRt a1 fohaT ST GehdT 81 Tad8R, SoT <IN o STELT & IE o f&ar mar
3R ATt Y fomRoT sreTerd (trial court) & T feam

frofa Gdled AR = Lalita Kumari & %8et @l Sg=1d §Y el foh T STURTY el UehEIehiul g4 TR YThATS SR T GsiIeheour
e ¢ SR Ut AT & uRfe ST srgad 78l 81 URfHeh STia chdel deft hl ST G 8 STaT STORTY oh1 &Y TE 7 1|

“29. The Court concluded that the registration of an FIR is mandatory under Section 154 of the Code if the
information discloses commission of a cognizable offence and no preliminar y inquiry is permissible in
such a situation. This court held as under: “111. In view of the aforesaid discussion, we hold: i)
Registration of FIR is mandatory under Section 154 of the Code, if the information discloses commission
of a cognizable offence and no preliminary inquiry is permissible in such a situation. ii) If the
information received does not disclose a cognizable offence but indicates the necessity for an inquiry, a
preliminary inquiry may be conducted only to ascertain whether cognizable offence is disclosed or not.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Ha ESCRO10003152019

Om Prakash Ambadkar v. The State of Maharashtra

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025-01-16 - 2025 INSC 139

3T A § Uah 1iies AfSIRE gRT Section 156(3) of the Code of the Criminal Procedure, 1973 @& dga WAfaeh! (FIR) &si
T T ST STRT o T o1 Gfie hté = Te foha fos sta it g fAIRradeRat Section 156(3) & d8d 31ded el 8, df Afsige
I Tg o g foh g 37 =1k fade ot TRt e ofiR I8 <& foh R emTg 71Q oTRIY areda | fopeft S stu=1e (cognizable
offence) & 7T& &h<d & a1 a1 | =Terd = U foh 39 AT 7 Ao 3 597 a8 5 foh o SIRIY 3Ry & ek § 311 8, Tif3es
w0 ¥ (mechanically) 31 urika forar 2Tl SiE 3 gt foh dhaet STUHTSG a1 319g Teg] ol TAIT Section 294 of the Indian
Penal Code & dgd '31cfict e T8l AT ST TehalT| 37:, i = AR 3R 8T I & e at g o faam|

frofa  IATAT = WE b foh fiumgaqs & dgd AfSRee ol UTafidhl o1 Srmeer 37 & uget =a1fiies AfIses ol TR eh T ST
JIGTgETH & d8d SR & ¥ gd AfSRge ol fAhrdedl gRT gadt ot g 7Tg €R1 173(4) & Srae SR Y 03 WR foar
AT AT

“31. A comparison of Section 175(3) of the B.N.S.S. with Section 156(3) of the Cr.P.C. indicates three
prominent changes that have been introduced by the enactment of B.N.S.S. as follows: a. First, the
requirement of making an application to the Superintendent of Police upon refusal by the officer in
charge of a police station to lodge the F.I.R. has been made mandatory, and the applicant making an
application u/s 175(3) is required to furnish a copy of the application made to the Superintendent of
Police under Section 173(4), supported by an affidavit, while making the application to the Magistrate u/s
175(3)."

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025 Hid ESCRO10002692025
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Lalita Kumari v. Government of U.P.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-02-27 - 2012 INSC 108

gg "\ Section 154 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 & dgd gfcid chl st smeddT & Haifdd &1 §&7 U g o1 fh
1 foRet W STuRTY (cognizable offence) d GamT oM tR gferT Sifdenrt FIR &t ot & forg amed 8, a1 39 FIR gof e 9
gt i S (preliminary enquiry) &= &1 @IS fades a1 forehed TTed &1 =amaTer 3 ur foh 39 fawy R fafera =nfies fFofat
F fRtemsTeh I 6 81 39 qE & A1dSi-eh Aecd SR I TUEAT Y TGl Sl S&d §Y, AT = 3 AW Gl A 4 A G
=ranefien Y ge Constitution Bench @t Taf¥a st et o foran a1fes wen snifdrertRen et Risgia @nfua fomar s wdh|

frofa AT = URfHh fasawor 7 Raifrd foha for srgeda 21 & dgd SRt & tfdenRT <l grarm ok difsd & sifdrenri &
drer Sge™ g1 T1feq | gTetifeh, T SURTY <hl YT R YHATSHR 1 Usienul Aar & 3R gferd iferRt & ure dmm=a:
faeenrefts arferrat =& gt &1

“50. ... In the light of Article 21, provisions of Section 154 A of Cr.P.C. must be read down to mean that
before registering an FIR, the Station House Officer must have a prima-facie satisfaction that there is
commission of cognizable offence as registration of an FIR leads to serious consequences for the person
named as accused and for this purpose, the B requirement of preliminary enquiry can be spelt out in

Section 154 and can be said to be implicit within the provisions of Section 154 of Cr.P.C.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 Hid ESCRO10001522012

Md. Laskar Ali v. The State of Assam
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025-01-28 - WP(C)/407/2025

g HIHET ATfIehTehd| GIRT 31T ATl Uld <hl Tferey g & ATt & Yo gRT FIR &t A fohy ST & Rt graR fovam mar o
=R & Supreme Court & faf9a ok, S fs Sakiri Vasu vs. State of Uttar Pradesh e gaTell d gQ g e fohar fh
g gferd FIR gof et & 3R dedt 8, df Jafdd aafad o1 IuaR I =rned (High Court) & ITfIehT SR a1 8!, afeh
Section 156(3) CrPC (a1 =14 &1, Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 & dgd Hsifed Urqer) & dgd defed
AT & U ST § | dadaR, 3o =TT = 39 ATl i WIhR e ¥ 3R e a1 ofR arferendf @l s grT AafRa
Jepfeieh RTIHT IUTT STUATA aht ST fem |

frofa TGIET Iod AT 3 T foha o afe difed gferd gRT UHSNEsR a1 SR YHSHTSIR &St A &hed § difsd 8, af 38
U9 SQAQHEH hl ORT 175(3) (R I i 9RT 156(3) o THRE) & dgd Afoee & THE ST i HTET dehfcdeh SUdR
Iuetsy g1 3gfary, U Re arienrai ol wWier g1 fohar Saem|

“12. Having regard to the provisions contained in Section 156[3], CrPC and Section 175[3], BNSS and the
observations made in the decisions mentioned above, this Court finds that the power used to used by the
Magistrates earlier under Section 156[3], CrPC is also exercisable under Section 175[3], BNSS. This Court
is also of the considered view that if the petitioner has any grievance as regards the non-registration of
the FIR he can approach the jurisdictional Magistrate concerned under Section 175[3], BNSS by adhering

to the prescription mentioned therein.”

GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2025 Hid GAHC010007462025
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Rohit Das v. The State
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-03-12 -+ CRR/10/2025

Ig HTHAT Geh FIR &l 3E e i anfaenr & Tefera o1, orad anfaermeal 2 ad o f faare e w0 8 damit uefd o ¢ ok 98 T
'bonafide purchaser' g1 faare srae Hufxl et forehl & SR aarrerl iR fagharsit & after srrar e Twwnstt @ I gam il
AT A AT SR FIR &t I€ a1 STeaamst! giift aifes STia ar+ft Qreeitelt =@=or & § 8fR IS charge sheet arR 81 &Y TS 81
TaTerd = T foRaT foh FIR o1 3899 STORTY & Gfed g1 ol Teg Bl ae &, 7 fob aeft ideron et wwfgd sveeni & gt 819 aak
T A T SR e Y, ATATerd 3 ATfrent vt @R a f&am

frofa AT A AT foh TURSHTSSIR 1 {3 UR1&T0T I8 & foh T Wae bt 112 e § T3t STuRTey o1 Teg OaT 8T &1
UThSTESTR i g A%qd ST 814 Sl HTATRdT ol &, 3R LT IR0 H g1 57 YR UR ST T A1 g1 (kT ST

il

“9. On a conjoint reading of section 173(4) and 175(3), it appears that section 173(4) of BNSS, 2023 gives a
right to th e complainant to make a complaint to the Superintendent of Police once the Officer Incharge
of the Police Station has refused to record the information furnished under section 173(1) while in
section 175(3) if an application is filed by the applicant for non-registration of the FIR ... The true test of a
valid FIR is to ascertain whether the information furnished provides reason to suspect the commission of

an offence to be investigated by a police officer under section 175(1) of the BNSS.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Fa WBCHCPOOO1852025

K.P. Tamilmaran v. The State by Deputy Superintendent of Police
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025-04-28 - 2025 INSC 576

g HTHT Tah TR fhfeit @ o1 8, O ue aferd gadh ok Vanniyar THer & gadt &Y g ax & 18 oft| 39 At & g0 fare
gferd SrfreRtRaT (A-14 3R A-15) I yffiest R o1, fS=g17 STHegie FIR &5f | &8l 3R Vanniyar 99er & sr&e aiftat
@ g9 & g Dalit T9e & fAefy cafaat ot g1 amer & thaman| I5i+ T1ed e ok STTeft Ted aaR et a1 oft gams o
Supreme Court of India % High Court & 39 fAufa ot T8t g foas A-15 &Y Qufdfg (Sections 217, 218 IPC 3k
Sections 3(2)(i), 4 of the SC/ST Act) @t SReRR T T UT| =TT = TE foha o o FIR &t ahent & forg ameg & aft 32
foreht 3T sruRTY (cognizable offence) &t STHHR! e 8, A8 a8 o= & aTer 1S oft gt

frofa ITATCId A ST o Yferd ohl T3 STuRTY <hl YT UMW 814 UR gid HIHeT &oi T 3tfard g1 afe ls siaenien
fRrenraraendl gt +ff arrar 8, da ot gferd o1 I8 Srgl AR @ o6 a8 SToRTY el GemT e R g ATHe &Sf ar STid E R

“Once the police gets information regarding the commission of a cognizable offence, whether it is
through any informant/complainant or otherwise, police is empowered to register the case and proceed
with the investigation. This becomes clear from the bare reading of Sections 156 and 157 of CrPC. ... A
Constitution Bench of this Court in Lalita Kumari v. Govt. of U.P. (2014) 2 SCC 1 made it absolutely clear
that an FIR can be registered even if there is no formal informant. In fact, it is obligatory for police to
register the FIR when they receive any information which is sufficient to suspect that some cognizable

offence has been committed.”
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SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025 Hd ESCRO10005442025

12 T. Madhavi v. The State
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-03-12 - CRR/12/2025

g AT 39 HUfR & aied | didd giRaTus! § Hafdd FIR @l 3¢ et hl AFT & S[8T &1 ATfIentehd! ot deh T foh faare g wu
T frrradeRdtait ofik siteRe & ot 8, ik g wepfar & Sart (civil) &, 39 FIR &sf & a1 Magistrate T S&T SR oMl
=TT = 71T 3R FIR ot foneft SorTer ot faqa fraRor a1 Sigd o1 319 S&ATasT 819 chl STaaehdT 61 6, dfceh I8 chddl Haid STORTY
(cognizable offence) &t Fa=T UG T & olq &1 =TT = hgl ok Gfeh ST 37+t [T @Rur # & SR $TRIY U (charge
sheet) @@t 7€l g1 &, 3T 39 TR W FIR o T AT STecdTsil gH1T | TageR, =ATerd = Frfen! @Tis & &

frofa  STaTId = TTE fohar fon foReht aTurfAeht i derar et uteror dhaet a8 &aT & foh T & 718 TR & 319 SToRTY & gfed
B o1 Hdg et gtar &1 dfch ATHET YT TR W 8, 3Afeiy 39 AT Wy il &TaT ahid g4 39 € ol [hdl ST A1y |

“8. ... The FIR was never treated to be a substantive piece of evidence and can be only used to
corroborate as contradict the informant’s evidence in the court. FIR is not an encyclopedia disclosing all
facts and details relating to the offence. The true test of a valid FIR is to ascertain whether the
information furnished provides reason to suspect the commission of an offence to be investigated by a
police officer under section 175(1) of the BNSS.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha WBCHCPOOO1872025

13 Kailash Vijayvargiya v. Rajlakshmi Chaudhuri

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-05-04 - 2023 INSC 494

g AT Section 156(3) of the Code of Criminal Procedure & d&d Magistrate T e 3R FIR &of e o TS &
Giferd 81 Gop fRAhrIdeRdT = SellchR &1 STRIY «7TTd §Y 3ide f&ar o1, 918 Magistrate = gt @iiRst &= f&ar 411 High Court A
3 3TN T T I T SR AT ot g: fraR & forg w1 feam| 3@k ame Magistrate 3 FIR &of &et @t fA&eT feaml Supreme
Court 7 @e fopaT foh Magistrate @t sma= =nfes fades (judicial mind) @1 ST &A1 AR SR T8 a7 T A1y fob o
Section 156(3) & dgd STid T SMI&LT AT §, AT Section 202 & dgd U (cognizance) AT g1 <M = S1TeaT feam s Amel ;R
o @ foar forar ST ofik IfRa ufehar sroarE SU|

frofa  ITIdH AT = WE fhar foh e AfSde Urafiehl a1 smeer 3 & foly emRT 156(3) (eaeaed &l 4R 175 & THHRe)
% d&d TR ohT UIRT ohxdT g, It I FifAch TU T ST & I a1 A1eq | AfSie l ag JRTHd dear g fos oy g
SMRIUT & =1fieh fadeh e UR T STURTES hT Uehe T BT 8|

“17. Having said so, the Constitutional Bench in Lalita Kumari (supra), nevertheless, felt it was necessary
by judicial interpretation to carve out another layer of protection vide preliminary inquiry by police. In
certain instances, a preliminary inquiry may be justified owing to the genesis and novelty of crimes. ...
Preliminary inquiry, when held, should be conducted without causing delay and in a time bound

manner.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Ha ESCRO10004192023
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Jahanara Begum v. The State
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-03-12 + CRR/13/2025

Ig AT Yeh FIR i IE e T 1T § HEfid 8, St oraed Ul & 91 8 Sfdd aiared! @ 37 gs off | anfererat = ad fear fh
forare uepfar & AR (civil) & 3R Magistrate T FIR &of e ST STTRRT AHTT AT1 GERY MR, g 3 deh fean fk FIR S ot haet
URf9eR =0T & SR ATHet hl guf S siasdes g | =T 3 AT foh FIR ot T e S1eft Siegarmstt ghft aiifer S sreft 9t <6t 8
3R areft @ @IS charge sheet gTfae 781 &Y 18 &1 =maTera 3 Te fohan {36 FIR forelY srovrer & g & T ol Yoha A1 §, A1 {6
S THTOT| JEgR, <maTerT = arfRieT St @it wR

frofa TG = HTT foh ST6 THIHTSIR ot e ahT (ST ARSI gRT T ST 8, af 38 ST & URiYes wRur § g1 € gl
foraT ST TNfRT | UhSITESIR il STuRTe oAl faRgd sfagT™ 817 i sTasaehdT ATel &, U8 Shaet T3 hed i STia ot TaeT foig 21

“8. ... The FIR was never treated to be a substantive piece of evidence and can be only used to
corroborate as contradict the informant’s evidence in the court. FIR is not an encyclopedia disclosing all
facts and details relating to the offence. The true test of a valid FIR is to ascertain whether the
information furnished provides reason to suspect the commission of an offence to be investigated by a
police officer under section 175(1) of the BNSS.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Hd WBCHCP0001882025

Charansingh v. State of Maharashtra
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-03-24 - 2021 INSC 207

Ig HHAT YEER & ARIUT & Hafdd 8, S8t appellant & f&«Th disproportionate assets & STRIY & & | AR & GHET T&I
U Ig o7 foh 9T FIR &Si dheet § Ugel 'preliminary enquiry' a1 s &9 & 7179 8| =grred = (o e fh g & amal
# FIR Usiienyor ¥ Uget preliminary enquiry 7 dhaet $83 (permissible) § afedh aie-ar +ft &1 ST ST I8 UdT &1 ¢ Ik
T h1g cognizable offence g3 8 a1 7811 afe enquiry # 1S 319 Fed a1 Aerar, @ FIR &1 g1 <l SITQE | =marer = Te fhar
for Tt enquiry & SR SR et TETRRUT & T STTER 1 i & faeeg a1 & 3R ag ufehan famedt fishing or roving
enquiry' & Soft § 7T ot 81

Profa T ATATeRT X AT foh YETEIR & el § THATERR o & @ Ugel TR Sid dhalel Ay 8 78 afesh afeia
ot &1 39T TR AR Y Rrya-radr st wREAT 981, Jfceh Shael Ig 3@ & o o7 I3 3TuRTe & 920 Uehe gid 2|

“8.1 ... While holding that the registration of FIR is mandatory under Section 154, if the information
discloses commission of a cogni zable offence and no preliminary enquiry is permissible in such a
situation and the same is the general rule and must be strictly complie d with, this Court has carved out
certain situations/cases in which the preliminary enquiry is held to be permissible/desirable before

registering/lodging of an FIR.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Hda ESCRO10002042021
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16 R. Somasundaram v. State of Tamil Nadu
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-10-14 - CRL OP(MD)/10129/2025

g ATHaT gferd gRT 'preliminary enquiry’ @t ufehar iR 39 SR T SR &t ht 34T & Heifdd 81 =amarera = e fomar foh
gaf Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita (BNSS) &t Section 173(3) & dgd & STorell & URf¥es Stiw &t sigAfd &, dfda
Ig SId Yah mini-trial 781 g1 Tenclt | =ATATT A alg<r foh & des FIR &S A1g1 ahl SiTe, 9 d Section 179 BNSS (gd & Section
160 CrPC) & dgd TaTe! oht gferd R geim o forg Tw SRy &1 foha ST Tehan, aiifeh Stiar <t ufehar FIR USiiehRor & aTg & &
gt 81 gfera ot e fam ma 1o 3 uRfes i o SR ahrert Tt ot urer e ofiR T1edr Sjer o forg fomT FIR & foreft @t oft
TR 7 &3 |

frofa =TT = TE fohaT foh StgAqeaea &t a1 173(3) & d8d 3 T '© IIeT hl FolT aTet Haid ATl # gferd &l URfHe Siig
T IIfAPR §, <Afch T8 fad AT T8 8 Tehll | THIATSIR &of fehy fomT fohedt oft AmTRes ol iR ezt a1 R-S_eet I
SIRY &R &t SrgAfa gferd &t =8 & ST Feet |

“8. However, with the coming into force of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (BNSS) , a new
statutory provision has been introduced in Section 173(3), which provides: ... '... the officer in charge of
the police station may with the prior permission from an officer not below the rank of Deputy
Superintendent of Police, considering the nature and gravity of the offence, proceed to conduct
preliminary enquiry ... within a period of fourteen days; or proceed with investigation when there exists

veen

a prima facie case.

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha HCMDO 16636422025

17 G. Krishna Murthy v. State of Karnataka

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025-03-18 - CRL.P/3306/2025

TE HTHAT ATARTehd! GRT hiceh 3Ty 3fAfATH, 1965 (Karnataka Excise Act, 1965) & dgd &of STURT{Seh shidaral ol %€

& hl AT § Hefed g1 It Uel el STRIY T foh arfientehat et fomT urfite & fegweh! ot STId gU UensT AT 1| —rTerd 3 ura
foh ararert sifremTial 3 F3 SruR1Y (cognizable offence) & a1 fAe & aTasia FIR &S et a1 R 8189 3¢ H faifed
SR &S et ehl STFard Ufeha a1 Ter T8 fhaT| =amarera 3 /1 fah Section 173 of the Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha
Sanhita (BNSS) @T Ieeit gai 5, fSerd gt St ufehar gfSd 81 71 81 8 ehlH! UfshaT a1 gudTT HIMd gy, Ied =ArTerd = Heiferd
SRk SRiaTa! bl I o f&aT|

favfa  Shrilech Ied AT = fAufy e s I3 srurre § dtumgaey i arr 173 & uraa sifard €1 ThagsrR &st fhy

for o1 R gew e | faifd SRl @t &t g o &t 1€ @i oft sTia ot wfohar Y gfta (vitiated) R &t 8, St Y
UfehaT ST GEUaNT g1
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“5. In the present case, Section 173 of the Bharati ya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita (BNSS) Act, 2023, which de
als with the reporting of information on cognizable offences, st ates that every information relating to
the commission of a cogniza ble offence shall be reported in writing. Before conducting an invest igation,
the registration of the FIR is mandatory. 6. In the instant case, the respondent conducted t he
investigation without registering the FIR or record ing the reason in writing in the Station House Diary in
case of exige ncies ...”

HIGH COURT OF KARNATAKA - 2025 Hia KAHC010158772025

182 Pradeep Nirankarnath Sharma v. State of Gujarat & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025-03-16 - 2025 INSC 350

g AT Teh YaTAg IAS SRR gRT aRR & 18 a1fient & Teifdq 8, forad 3=gia 7 &t off o 37k R &g off FIR & et
¥ Ug Uah SHart mefies ST (preliminary inquiry) &t STt a1fgg | srdiererdf ent ek 2T foh 31ch fIeTth IR-aR FIR &St el
3I7eh Hiferen SrfARRT et Ieciad g iR I8I4 Lalita Kumari v. Government of Uttar Pradesh < garer f&am| =marer 3 we
fora f36 Lalita Kumari @t Aok g2 amet & mrafaes st ot sifaard =&t smmar 81 afe ga=m @ weam gua (prima facie) fodt
cognizable offence @1 udT gatd &, at gferd & folg Section 154 of the Code of Criminal Procedure & @gd FIR &g &heT
SIfarR] &1 =maTerd 3 gl foh gferd ol Siia & Uge §e &A1 ST ¥U ¥ Terd g 3fR Uit blanket gd &A1 =1iies sifaves
(judicial overreach) ghmi

frofa  Gdied AT = TE e o T3 SToRTY & ATTell | UTfieh! &t e SifAard &1 ST & Q4T i UraeT =gl 8 St
UThTTS3IR &of e T Tgel STRIUY Tl ST UeT g+ AT TAEVHIUT & T STeTR UG el 8t |

“10. ... under Section 154 of the CrPC, the registration of an FIR is mandatory if the information received
discloses the commission of a cognizable offence, and the police have no discretion to conduct a
preliminary inquiry except in limited circumstances as laid down in Lalita Kumari (supra). The State also
asserted that there is no statutory provision requiring the accused to be given an opportunity to explain
his position before the registration of an FIR...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2025 Ha ESCRO10003502025

19 Bikash Ranjan Rout v. State Through The Secretary (Home) Government Of NCT Of
Delhi

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-04-16 - 2019 INSC 536

Ig AHaT Magistrate gRT 9 (accused) @t Section 227 CrPC & dgd discharge fahg ST & a1¢ @-0R0T (suo moto) &
3T &Y S (further investigation) @7 SM&T & I ST deraT ¥ Faifdd g1 Seadd <ararerd = WE fohar {3 g aR s1a
Magistrate faneft omRIdt @t discharge @R a1 §, @ @8 Section 173(8) CrPC & dgd T@-IRUN & 31 hl S e fAger 81 §
HendT, ifch T SRR & ¥ a8 81 gTeriich, ST SRR I o HTUR T AT Y S & foIg Sirde e 8g @ 6l
TEIIR, R 7 Magistrate 3R High Court & 311 @t 38 &= fear
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21

frofa AT = TE foha foh STa 9T 173(2) & dd gford Rl afSige & grer ot §, df ag a1 df 38 iR ax d9= o
HohdT &, IT HRIATE! & h TehdT &, TT 31T I ST ol T & TordT g1 afe AfSe wRiatg! s e a1 fofa arar g, at
fRrehrraehal ot FAaTs e ST AT Sifard &1

“Where, in either of these two situations, the Magistrate decides to take cognizance of the offence and to
issue process, the informant is not prejudicially affected ... But if the Magistrate decides that there is no
sufficient ground for proceeding further and drops the proceeding ... the Magistrate must give notice to

the informant and provide him an opportunity to be heard at the t ime of consideration of the report.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Hid ESCRO10008632019

K. Bhaskar Rao v. The State and Others
CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025-03-12 - CRR/16/2025

g HTHAT Yeh FIR i T e Y anfent @ Waifda 8, foad anfierendl 7 adh fean s faare qrer ®9 @ ges dufy & 9-371 & enfaa
TRIER, fachdr ofiR S & o a1 Rfaer ATe 81 aTfeienTardt T STRIT 27 foh AfSIde 7 Section 156(3) of the Criminal
Procedure Code (ar T&fdd BNSS 2023 uraert) @l urer fahg fomT FIR st et ot g feam | =amarera 3 /11 fs FIR &g
fq axamest 78 & R 39 =01 WR Site et a1fdrd o 3fed 8T 81 fch sr+ft Sifa SRt 8 3R @l charge sheet @@ =81 g3 ¢,
T A FIR @t X dheet 9 SRR ae T ofR arfient ot @rieat & e

Rrofa  Sheldhl e =TT 3 ORT 173(4) 3R 9T 175(3) Huqegd & Ggad s | AR & g e o qwmamgem
T &I ILT chadl AT STURTY & Gfed g T Hag BaTl e &1 Ife fRrraaerat 3 FafRa ufckar a1 urer foran 8, af afoge
GRT UTAfHehT &t e ot fAger gofd: aur 81

“7.0n a conjoint reading of section 173(4) and 175(3), it appears that section 173(4) of BNSS, 2023 gives a
right to th e complainant to make a complaint to the Superintendent of Police once the Officer Incharge
of the Police Station has refused to record the information furnished under section 173(1) while in
section 175(3) if an application is filed by the applicant for non-registration of the FIR ... direct

registration of an FIR.”

CALCUTTA HIGH COURT - 2025 Hid WBCHCPO001912025

Kamlesh Meena v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025-07-24 - NA528/25348/2025

g HIAAT oh el STaTerd oh I ST ! Al o & Haifd &, e gferd &l fRreraderdl gRT eTTg 77 SRl & SITeR 0
F.I.R. &51 o3t 3fRR STiar ahet T feeT T mam | anfaesrenat, Sit fos demfaa omRidt €, 7 aefier &1 foh g ameer B.N.S.S. &t 3
ufeha &1 Ut Ry formT uTRa fora wam o1 =amarer = 39 a1a R SR e foh haet F.LR. aof et & fder @ fonelt earfery & st
SHfARRY T &1 81 giar 3R ST & =R01 H difad SRIUET & UTd S(Y=T Y&t 3@ ol YAt 37a¥R idT 8| dag9R, 3fareid 4 I8
T foma foh URfWeR STier & =R0T H 8T et I i SMYUR T8l ¢ 3R ATf<IeT i GAaTs I g1 AT
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23

Rrofa  SATEIEIG I <A A HIHT foh 3T STURTY hl YT fie TR UHSHTSSHR Iof et oh AfSIGC oh SMGeT § Fofrfad
SR & SIfARRT T & 8! BiaTl STTTTIYY cht ¥RT 175(3) & d5d AL hl THSATSIR &of el ol (LT S THg
gferd Rt oiR fRerradendl & g o et fasAwor &er ghm|

“10. Under the new law i.e. Bharatiya Nagrik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023 (in brevity, ‘B.N.S.S.’), the
corresponding provisions of the aforesaid Section 154 Cr.P.C. are enunciated under Section 173 of B.N.S.S.
Likewise, previous provisions under Section 156(3) of Cr.P.C., in relation to entertaining the complaint by
the learned Magistrate, are enunciated under Section 175(3) of B.N.S.S. ... any Magistrate, before ordering
investigation u/s175(3) of the B.N.S.S., is required to: a. Consider the application, supported by an
affidavit ... b. Conduct such inquiry as he thinks necessary; and c. Consider the submissions made by the

police officer.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2025 i UPHC013393912025

Surender Kaushik v. State of Uttar Pradesh
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013-02-14 - 2013 INSC 103

g AAAT FIR & Usiieheor § Hafad g1 =amarerd 3 g RuiRa foar o gen 8t get & deie 7 gast FIR &St ehear 319 dR TR afsid g,
AR a8 Rigid 'counter FIR' &R AN A8l 81T 81 A& STeTT-37eT cafeidl gRT Ueh &1 =T o [AfH= Ugqst a1 STeiT- 31T Tenon
& STYR WR fAehrard Y ST &, dt gt FIR &t I o1 fohal ST endT| =amaTerd = T foha fah 'sameness' &1 Rigid a& am =gt
BIT ST& STRIT STTT-37T g1 SR ITehT GRRT STl 81| AT HAHet #, Jfch FIRS & @Y 714 $IRIY 3R 2nfie cafeaa dht o
o7 off, safory 2udt FIR &1 %€ &A@ 3R & Rar T

frofa =TT = AT foh Teh g1 T ¥ 3T g1 dTet &1 STeTT-3TelT TLehuTl (versions) & SR TR TRER faRieY freprard
(counter FIRs) &St I ST Gehelt &1 'THETAT' (sameness) T Rigid a9 AN 781 gtar sid g1 fRAehrrdl e ey 3R
VECaEE R

“15. ... 'The 1973 CrPC specifically provides for further investigation after forwarding of report under
sub-section (2) of Section 173 CrPC and forwarding of further report or reports to the Magistrate
concerned under Section 173(8) CrPC. It follows that if the gravamen of the charges in the two F1Rs - the
first and the second-_ is in truth A and substance the same, registering the second FIR and making fresh
investigation and forwarding report under Section 173 CrPC will be irregular and the court cannot take

v

cognizance of the same.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013 Ha ESCRO10003162013

Santosh Kumar Bhaskar v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023-01-30 - WPCR/61/2023

g HTHAT ek Re a1en @ Taifaa & Sad anfarereral 3 ufqanfeat & e FIR st aea & forg fR&er 27 & i 6y of | =marera =
Tatea =marerd & fafva fofal S f Sakiri Vasu 8k M. Subramaniam @ garer 3a T g e fohar & afe gfers FIR of =8
Rl g, d grsanid A/ WY Re arfien arfeer s IRa Su=r =181 81 =amarera 3 Fofa fean fo 38 amrert # arfRiemrendt & ura

Section 154(3) CrPC & dgd I=a gfera SifeIfat 3 U ST At Section 156(3) CrPC & dga defda aforee & ur fRremd aof
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TR T TATET Jepfcieh IUAR U g 31d:, ATrIhT i @RS & fear T 3fR arfenterd! aht ST UfehdT & SAR 89 depfcien
Tl R ST & Wedsrar & TS|

Rrofa BTG 3o AT A Shael AT foh g gRT THSITESIR &of A St R URATSeT (mandamus) SRt & i Re
greeT Tivofty Tl &1 fARTadendt et 9RT 156(3) a1 9RT 200 TR (3 SHiuTugey & ded Jefdd uraem ) & dgd
Jenfeteh =Tk Hal AT IUANT ST AT

“3. ... petitioner is seeking mandamus directing the police to register FIR under Section 154 of CrPC,
which is not maintainable and petitioner be relegated to avail remedy of approaching jurisdictional
criminal court under Section 156(3) of CrPC or to prefer complaint under Section 200 CrPC. ... 120.1
Registration of FIR is mandatory under section 154 of the Code, if the information discloses commission

of a cognizable offence and no preliminary inquiry is permissible in such a situation.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2023 |9 CGHC010033682023

24 Ebha Arjun Jadeja & Ors. v. The State of Gujarat

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-10-16 - 2019 INSC 1148

g A Terrorist and Disruptive Activities (Prevention) Act (TADA Act) &l &RT 20-A(1) & SIHaRT SiguTe 9 Safed 81
=rarerd = iy fear fh gferd l TADA Act & dgd SIaRT <l STHeR! &St e & Tgd District Superintendent of Police & gd
AR T SifFad 81 59 AT H, Sifgen © ey gfaR sRe fohg g 2, ofk gfer 7 fomT g wSlt & FIR &S e ot oft | =amarera
3 T foRa fo afe AmTer @7 0 @ TADA Act & d8d STORTY & g, dtf Ufsharaies Ieh (procedural lapse) Gt hrfare! ot gfiid
IR &t 81 TEgHR, ITerd A TADA Act & dgd sifgerd! ol farst e f&a, grerifen Sk f&emh Arms Act & raamT & dgd
FriaTgl S TR it sy & T

frofa AT A URT 154 HRAE & T Urafiehl asf et i sifarddr ok Sk d gQ we foha foh S7a ot e sroRes <l
Hifen ga=n § STt &, at AT TR I AT ht WA b A Gof et h [o1g AT &0 I a1 8

“12. ... We may refer to the opening portion of Section 154 of CrPC, which reads as under: “ 154.
Information in cognizable cases. -(1) Every information relating to the commission of a cognizable
offence, if given orally ... shall be reduced to writing ... 13. The word ‘FIR’ is not used in Section 154 of
CrPC, though it is now commonly used with regard to information recorded under Section 154.
Therefore, whenever information relating to commission of a cognizable offence is given orally then the
officer-in-charge of the police station is bound to record that information in a book to be kept for such
offences...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Hia ESCRO10002512019

25 Union of India v. State of Maharashtra
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-10-01 - 2019 INSC 1102

gg {1l 'Dr. Subhash Kashinath Mahajan v. State of Maharashtra' & fufg & St fesn-faden &t geften @ deifda &1 gd
faufg & Scheduled Castes and the Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989 & dgd fIRTARI & uga
'appointing authority' a1 S.S.P. &I #edt 3R Dy. S.P. gRT URf¥e 79 Sifant e & 72 oft | =marera 3 & fean-fAden ot | e
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T Fifes 3 foanRieT & Frdes & gxd8iy oed & SR Ay & Article 15 & dgd 'protective discrimination’ & igia &
faeg &1 =amarera = Te fohar foh s T gualT 819 WR Section 482 of the Cr.P.C. & dgd Jgd it ST Hehdl! 8, AAfch Sl &
TTGET ehl ShHSTIR g1 fhaT ST JepdTl

frofa  Garted AT = TE AT foh &RT 154(1) & d8d 939 STU=1Y <hl Fa-1 e W gferd gRT arafidhl &of et 7 fohedt
UehR Y fasga=iaar a1 UTHTfOreRdT T T18T0T gd-2ret el &1 Gferd SifiepR) 'fasga-tadr’ & 3797a ol SgTH1 a1y HTafieh &sf
T T STHR Tl b GehdT|

“31. At the stage of registration of a crime or a case on the basis of the information disclosing a
cognizable offence in compliance with the mandate of Section 154(1) of the Code, the concerned police
officer cannot embark upon an enquiry as to whether the information, laid by the informant is reliable
and genuine or otherwise and refuse to register a case on the ground that the information is not reliable
or credible. ... 32. Be it noted that in Section 154(1) of the Code, the legislature in its collective wisdom has
carefully and cautiously used the expression “information” without qualifying the same as in Section
41(1)(a) or (g) of the Code wherein the expressions, “reasonable complaint” and “credible information”

are used.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Ha ESCRO10001392019

AT HTOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9Tesi<eh U T IUars fAufal 3R Iuaiiehal & U8l & MTUR R aOR foha T &1 I8 dhadt RO Tgradt & foag € iR
FILA Termg (legal advice) 7@t &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget 9+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations &t g fAUfT (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥U & T fohar ST =1igq|
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