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Al AR, vedd udld 534 9 3 as per section 195 Cr.P.C. Complaint must be in
writing by the public servant concerned and if there is no compliance of this
section then the trial was without jurisdiction and the conviction can not be
maintained.

agil i, uerl eldsié-l Gaurishanker Jha v/s. Chintanath Jha, L s2d4lMl

44 89 5 if it appears that when the cognizance has been taken and the defect of
want of jurisdiction or absence of sanction crops up, then the court should not
proceed with the trial. If withnesses have been produced by both sides when a court
has no jurisdiction or there is inherent want of sanction, the prosecution becomes
bad, illegal and without jurisdiction......... All proceeding are to be dropped or
complaint has to be dismissed but definitely no order of acquittal or discharge can
be passed.

agdl L. xUd 8ISsiédl Kanjibhai v/s. State on 16 March, 2010.

Criminal Misc. Application no.348 of 1995,4% 4l s21dUML 2dd 9 5 in view of
the provisions of sub-section(l) of section-195, which expressly bars taking of
cognizance of an offence under section-188 except as provided thereunder, read
with section-2(d) of the Code, it was not permissible for the learned Judicial
Magistrate First Class to take cognizance of the offence in question on the basis of
a charge-sheet filed pursuant to the first information report lodged by the
respondent No.2. In the light of the provisions of section 195(1)(a), the Court could
not have taken cognizance of the offence under section 188 IPC except on a



complaint in writing by the public servant concerned or some other public servant
to whom he is administatively subordinate.

agHl L. eledl s1Ssié Hi1sd  Arvind Kejriwal & Ors. v/s. Amit Sibal &

Anr., Cri.Misc.Application n0.18920-21/2013. 2% ¥l slddlHL 2Udd © 5 If the
trial court proceeds to drop the proceedings qua petitioners, then the Apex Court's
decision in Adalat prasad v/s. Rooplal Jindal and Ors. (2004) 7 SCC 338 would not
stand in the way of trial court to do so.

M GUALSA Yselml wdl ada Alendl s @s da Al LAl sau—aey
2 GUR Yol Y5Lelll Blnl Al 420 518 o Hidg © 5 Sl sl san—a ¢ i wedla 2ae8e(le
453 A3 dal 518 a1dle s¥uA-2 d1E uRl A A B UM sladdl sH s1uel Al W83 olarals
1 wad 2ia sy widld el i 3uHl sodldetd el sldl odi slma w1klle Gur
siovlort Aal selsla ole Asdl sl sl Bolsis Al sam 2u¢ suAas 20l 03 -l

sidalgl QLU 4l UL 6l8 54l g5H $AUML 24U ©

dl.11/43/014

AAS2 (pigclRAle. 3. 218l8)
oflogl AL, oy . Hofl.5.5. 21512

GJ-01415



