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AR [Ae8 goslua Ulad s1s, 2¢50 (gsHi '&.Ul.s1s")ofl sdH—-c<¢ del
AUSHIs 5115 252 1¢c9 ofl s 03 a8l €l slxe: Haydoz Ase 200U ol
sdH ua(ofl) 860l 9ol AHedd slalaid WA sls, 1c93 (gsi 'sl.ul.
sIs' ) oflsdd  193(R) yxot UIFMe d.5.21.8] edRl £1Ud SUIAT A1dd &,

S1oofls0d  ddloll dciss yaad] 8.

Al s1A s120f1504 ddlal doiss (4.2 Ul Ul & [A2qa d Aictadini »1dd
8 dHy 1 gsHHI s SAUIHI AIdd YSIERA d§ ULl dHe yofd: edld
ERYIHI AIdd & s XY dad YotidQllefl asai s1g yafasdl 2HdsIQA of W.
(.24 . U118 as Pankaj Agarwal vs. State of Delhi, S.C., case No0.259-2001,

dtd.12-03-2001 41011 YSIEl GUR AR AVUIHT A1 8.

6d IR d.5.4.2 €qiRl F.Ul.SIsofl sSAH—ACC ofl otlof] UIFANe 2% SAIHI

AIdd O AR §1.ul.s1.ofl sdH-—acu RiNAI 2§11d & F of|d H¥H O.

"Section: 195 Prosecution for contempt of lawful authority of public servants,
for offences against public justice and for offences relating to documents given
in evidence.--
(1) No Court shall take cognizance
(a) (i) of any offence punishable under Sections 172 to 188 (both
inclusive) of the Indian Penal Code, (45 of 1860), or
(ii) of any abetment of, or attempt to commit such offence, or
(iii)  of any criminal conspiracy to commit such offence, except on the
complaint in writing of the public servant concerned or of some
other public servant to whom he is administratively subordinate";

Bsd sIRIEISIA K21dleg 249y 2uve & 5, &.Ul. sisol sddH—-9 &l ¢
Aed § A1 §d 19 3ol 1] AAG %1 S1¢ URI dotlall Al2TU &l dl d HIS A
Ads AU dl d A¥AAYs ¥ dgldl]l dicil 860 &1y ddl 2A(e8sIF] edRl dvld
s3lu1e A1y dollaf S12oflno>d SIE def ASIA aiel S F VHIslcHS FAUIS &, |
aciss  s3ue 5§ X sl.ul.slsol sdd-2(s)Hl UIvAIRIAd sUIAT AH1dd
& d uel Hecdofl &1, X oflA H¥o 8 :

"(d)" complaint" means any allegation made orally or in writing to a

Magistrate, with a view to his taking action under this Code, that some

person, whether known or unknown, has committed an offence, but does not

include a police report.
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gldoll SAoll Aecfdi duidl duid AAaidloid YsIEIA] (A8 ofIHER &ILSIEA

Aol olIHER AUH S1E URI AHIUYIHT AHIdd &, F NYA dl-

q. Daulatram vs. State of Punjab, AIR 1962 SC 1206 dial s12A1HI
AU eR=AHRIYl A1A .Ul. sisal sdH 1< 860l AHIRAU &d] d 3 HIAd]
Fdofl A%loll gsH SUIHI A1dd, ¥ 2Ad dl.2A U2l SI1& WA URIJd VHdl ACERI:

8AUYYIH| AHI1dd 5,

This paper was flied along with the charge sheet and it is stated that this satisfies
the requirements of s. 195. In our opinion, this is not a due compliance with the
provisions of that section. What the section comtemplates is that the complaint
must be in writing by the public servant concerned and there is no such
compliance in the present case. The cognizance of the case was therefore wrongly
assumed by the court without the complaint in writing of the public servant

namely the Tehsildar in this case. The trial was thus without jurisdiction ab inito

and the conviction cannot be maintained. [My emphasize]

2. Kanjibhai vs. State of Gujarat, Cr.M.A. N0.348/1995, dtd.16-03-2010
s i Sl sisofl sAH 1 Yx¥oig, Asiial olHER A2 S1E €dIRl ddli
AIdg. dHl sdd acu (2)(A3) H¥olo Ulda &Ad o &g, Y sAYUIAI

AHIdA S, 191 ARTATHT H¥12g2 dYotlof Aslial def S alel.

3. glAdl & AuAdA A1 (A, 222 21g HeRI slalad Ard]S:Ad o 62—
TU3/2020,d1.29/C /202001 YSIEIH] ANER/ARIUIAI § FAT 3yiotH1RE]
(ecel ysia gidTs Aci A1 211dd1 2ol d duid ¢k A4S €d1RI Yoldl S§Y,
ol 1€ &1 A defl d IEAal Bedea 860 daall A1A AUISHs Sl2flx
AS2,1¢C9 d Slxie Ha¥Hoe As2—200U AHodd Il aleldIH] AT &1
Aol dHI Ul s1 %180l 1dlall ¢idlafl ceddl] eslsd &l d¥l di.av/3/20 dl
ol1g1glS laiall oA dla i1 sIAdIE]l sd1d1 A1dd] 2 dHi uel ¢Ul.sls o
sAad—<¢¢ RiaAi 2119d] el E1ddpAH (A, 222 218 UXIG, AH.AAH. 26dIdId
(A, 222 g elua(Rooo () A4.21.2{l. 0¢), Al.yoflaiud (4. 222 M1
didldeilg (00 e AA.ALAl. usw), 222 s &A@l (4. ciyadid

(aeer Yul.(a) AA.2A1.d1 o1 USIEIATN AHIAA dal  AEL URWER/

AU A1H SRHIUYIHT A1dd AI%Ae € SUIHT A1dd.
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&d 18 Uil SAol UAUT sU1HT 211 dl AH1RAUIA ofolid 4HT A, Sl.AH. Hall
¥18R0llHIo] AollER 3G &ldloll 12U & Aol doll oAUl UUH ofIdH]
AHedIdoll AIGIR &lda UM 2% SAUIHI A1dd &, AR (4.4 41128
d2% ¥ Pankaj Agarwal vs. State of Delhi, case No.259-2001, dtd.12-03-2001
gl %SIE\I Pankaj Agarwal vs. State of Delhi, S.C., case No.259-2001, dtd.12-
03-2001 dIal YSIEl GU AI8R AUd &, d YSIEIH] AYER—ARIU A1d
gl slsofl sdd ¢s, 332, 3u3 AT 37 Yol Al2U &dl a ddl
A10 A2 ofl s1¢ edil s1o0flsod AUIHT AH1dd. ¥ AIA ofl.&1IS1E ULl 2]
€ s3] Aal Ad ol Ud s18Hi Sl sisdl sdH ¢S of SlooflBed A ASI

ofg sRREIS (5.Ul. slsdll sAdH 1cU y¥ol olg oS 8 dg sAd] d yg 2¢€ s?,

oy doll A1A SRIYIE] AlG AVdlo) SRHIYUIHT AHI1dd. Aed S, I YSIEl

Gdelol A s3] ulduield s3 8 s, J.Ul. sisoll sdH 192 &l ac¢¢ qélall dallal

S120f1%024 (5.uUl. S1sdfl s.9cU o Algla . ¥ (4. A U1 dotiell (Aeadf]

s eslsa €leyAgd1di A1dd] ot@fl. del siuElof] 2use AU I ol ¥R AH2I AU
sIg dufla sluie ¥ Ads s dal dioidi &l ddl AlAsIZ] €91l sAUIAI
A1dd o &8ld, (5. Ul. s1soll sAH—cU ol 2use d ole osdl &ldie, LIl
A1 &, Y] 21 81 €911 ARIU A1 ol Aslict A ASIA dH of &1 dY &
od ULl Hlio &. defl 24141 A%2NH1 K. Prabhakar Rao v/s. State of A. P., decided
on 25/11/2014 4101 YSIEIHT 8A/UI Y AHRIUI A1d ol UIA1S1a (5.Ul. SISl
SAH AU X0 Usdl #sdl KA, ¥ GUAsd Uufd ealal Al oflA Hxoiall

gSH SUIHI AHId & -

1 GSH ::
q. gldall sdofl siddigla (5.Ul. sisdl sdH—ACU ol e osdl &ld,

AH1RAU] A1 el SAotl WIRAISTI [5.Ul. Slsofl SHH U YO Cig SUINHI

AHId & Aol ARIUld [SHoicalHd OS] HSdlall §SH SUIHT 1D .
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2. AHIRJAU] A1 a1 1ol 2Aal %1 HASI (5. Ul. S1Sofl sAH ¥39(S) H¥A 1911 ©

HIRA el Uig 20111 Vol AR GIE AU IURLEG A A2 1S

gSH AIY dl.ao Hl, dHie—¥dIg Ad 029 ol A¥ vicdl AHelddHi

aid] Aceaid] %182 saf.
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