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THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE VENKATA JYOTHIRMAI PRATAPA
CRIMINAL REVISION CASE NO: 404 OF 2024

Revision filed under Section 397 & 401 of Cr.P.C., praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the Criminal Revision
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25-04-2024 passed in Cri.M.P No. 152/2024 in Crime No. 222/2024 of East
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{3) Code of Criminal Procedure by duly allowing the petition,
Between:
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D. No.19-14-11, Raghavendra MNagar, Kesavayanagunta, Tirupati Town,
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...Ravision Petitioner

AND

Investigation Officer, Crime No, 222/2024, East Police Station, Tirupati
On behalf of the State of Andhra Pradesh Rep. by Public Prosecutor
High Court of Andhra Pradesh at Amaravathi

...Respondent



Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri. Namineni Pavan Kumar
Counsel for the Respondent: Public Prosecutor (AP)

The Court made the following:
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EEE IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT
1T AMARAVATI [3396]
[]: (Special Original Jurisdiction)

WEDNESDAY ,THE THIRTY FIRST DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE VENKATA JYOTHIRMAI PRATAPA
CRIMINAL REVISION CASE No. 404 of 2024

Between:

P % Rajyatakshmi ...PETITIONER
AND

Investigation Officer ...RESPONDENT

Counsel for the Petitioner:
1 NAMINENI PAVAN KUMAR

Counsel for the Respondent:
1.PUBLIC PROSECUTOR (AP)
The Court made the following:

ORDER:
1. This Criminal Revision Case is filed under Sections 387 and 401 of the

Code of Criminal Procedure Code, 1973', impugning the order dated
25.04.2024 passed in CAM.P.No.152 of 2024 an the file of the Court of I
Additional Judicial Magistrate of | Class-cum-ll Additional Civil Judge (Jumor
Division), Tirupati,® wherein, while disposing of the CriM.P., the learnad
Magistrate directec the Investigating Officer o ook into the grievance of the

Petitioner in connection with the Crime Mo, 222 of 2024 of East Police Station,

' Hereinafter refermed to as “tha Code”
® Harainatter referrad o as ‘Magistrate Caur'Tral Court!




Tirupati, registered for the offence undar Sections 354 427, 506 and 509

read with Section 34 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860,

2. The factual background, as borne out from the record, is as

follows;

a. Petitioner in Crl M.P No.152 of 2024 on the file of the Magistrate Court/
Revision Petitionsr before this Courtide facto Compiainant is a retirad
professor and a resident of Tirupati. She has lodged a written report against
Babu Naidu and others. who ara arrayed as accused, in the registered Crime

NO.222 of 2024,

b. In the Petition filed vide CrlMP it is the plea of the Petitioner that the
accused, baing her neighbour made illegal construction of a cellar on the:
westarn side of the Complainant's house without any plan approval by the
Municipal Authorities and without any szt back. It is stated that several
complaints  dated  08.01.2024 22.01.2024, 29.01.2024, 02.02.2024
08.04 2024 and 10.04.2024 have heen brought to the notice of the police
officials right fram the Station House Officer to the cadre of the Director
General of Police, against the accused, for causing mischief and destruction
at her dwelling house threatening and attempting to kil the Petitioner's
daughter, intimidating and outraging the modesty of the Patitioner, conspiring

and atempting to destruct the Petitioner's house |t is stated that Petitioner

* Herginafer referrad o as “IPC”



was made to bind over to acquiesce to the accused illegal and unauthorised
construction of cellar in encroached land adjacent to the weastern compound
wall of the Petitioner's house. It is stated that the Accused remaved the
foundation at the bottom of the compound wall and cracking the compound
wall in the guise of digging a further deep pit of about 15 feet in the land
abutting the south-west compound wall purportedly for unauthorised cellar
censtruction. It is further stated that basing cn the Complaint given by the De
facfo Complainant. finally on 10.04.2024, a case has been registered against
Babu Maidu and his henchmen, which is the subject matter of the above

Crime.

c. It is stated that since the Police deliberataly refused to collect crucial
time sensitive evidence, which if not interfered with immediately, would result
in the criminal proceedings being ceremonial leading to permanent
miscarriage of justice, the Petitioner filad an application under Saction 156(3)
of the Code before the trial Court to monitor the investigation. The said

Petition was disposed of, vide impugned order dated 25.04.2024.

3. The grounds taken by the Revisionist in the Revision, are as

follows;

a. The cbhservation that the Trial Court cannot monitor gach and every

step of investigation as the investigation is the exclusive domain of the police



in the crimes particularly registered under Section 154 of the Code is contrary

lo the settled law and bound to cause miscarriage of justice.

b. The view of the Trial Court that the scope of monitoring investigation
under Section 156(3) of the Code is meant only In cases of private complaint

Is contrary to the wall settlad |aw,

c. The Trial Court erred in not observing the exceptional cmissians and

commissions of the police and their deliberate actions to save the accused.

d. The Tral Court turned a blind aye to the deliberate and brazen
falsification of Columns 8 and 10 of the FIR in order fo diminish the offence

registered to save the accused.

e. The Police have failad to eallect the time sensitive evidence, which is

Dound io cause miscarriage of justice, since it could disappear

f. The impugned crder is bereft of any scrutiny of the avasiveness an the

rart of the Police to callect such evidance.

9. Because of tha inactian of the Folice, the petiticner is still in threat
which the trial Court failed to recognize. The Accused retalated on
10.04.2024 for the complaint which was forwarded through  the

Superintandent of Police on 08.04. 2024



h. The impugned order is contrary to the Judgment of the Hon'ble Apex

Court in Sakiri Vasu V. State of U.P*
Arguments Advanced at the Bar

4. Heard Sn Pavan Kumar Mamineni, leamed counse! for the

Petiticner and learned Assistant Public Prosecutor appearing  for

respondent/State.
8. Perused the material available on record.
6. In the written submissions filed by learned counsal for the

Petitioner, it is submitted that the Hon'ble Apex Court in Sakiri Vasu (case
referred supra) has expressly held that a power of leamed Magistrate to order
further investigation under Section 156(3) of the Code includes, implied and
incidental powers to manitor and supervise power of investigation and that it
15 the only remedy available to a victim, who is aggrieved by the inaction of

the Police.

7. it is arqued by the learned counsel appearing for the Revision
Peatitioner that the learned Magistrate has got every authority to check the
investigation though the case is registered by the Palice under Section 154 of
the Code without it being referred under Section 156(3) of the Code. Learned
counsel further would submit that the jurisdictional Magistrate as per Section

173(8) of the Code, could scrutinise the investigation done by the Police and

* 200821 500 409
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identify the lapses and direct the Police far further investigation under
incidental and implied powers. Learned counsal further submits that the
purpuﬁ: of investigation ordered under Section 202 of the Code 15 to be from
the investigation ordered under Saction 156(3) of the Code. Leamned counsel
further submits that in the impugned order. the learned Magistrate simply
disposed of the Petition showing that the Investigation is exclusive domain of
the Folice when a case is registered under Section 154 of the Code and that
conclusion is quite cantrary to the provisions of law and the Judgment of the

Han'ble Apex Court,

8. Learned counsel finally would submit that whan the Police s
deliberately aveiding to collect the evidence during the course of iInvestigatian
ta shield the Accused or thaugh not dehberately but in a lethargic way so that
the time sensitive evidence may disappear, the jurisdicticnal Magistrate has
every authority to look info such aspects to set the things in a right path by
exarcising the power under Section 156(3) of the Code. On these grounds,
learned counsel would contend that the impugned order is not sustainable

under [aw.

3, Fer conira, learned Assistant Public Prosecutor would submit
that the Police are attending the case with diligent attention, It is stated that
the written objections filed by the Police before the Magistrate Court would
show that C.C.T.V. footagas are not available. Further, the jurisdictional

Magistrate has no autharity to monitor the investigaticn by issuing specific



directions for the collection of ewvidence. Therefore, in the light of these
submissions, the learned Assistant Public Prosecutor submits that the Court

may pass appropriate orders.
Point for Determination

10. Having heard learned counsel representing both sides, the

question that would arise for determination befare this Court is:

| Whether Learned Magistrate can monitor or look into the grievance of
the victim and respand to the inaction of the police in collecting the
crucial time bound evidence during the course of investigation, in a

case registered by police under Section 154({1) of the Cade?

Il. Whether the impugned order passed by the learned magistrate is

sustainable under law or warranis any interference of this Court?
Determination by the Court:

11. The grievance of the Petitioner herein is that the Police are not
conducting investigation in a proper way and are showing lethargy in
collection of evidence which is a time bound ie., if not collected then and
there, it may not be possible to collect at subsaquent pericd of time. The crux
of the issue is that the petitioner is aggrieved by the manner of investigation is
sald to have been conducted against the accused on the complaint of the

Fetitionar.



12. It is no doubt true that crima investigation is one of the primary duties
of palice. It is also fundamental trite of law that investigation has to be fair,
proper transparent and judicious as it is an Important facet of rule of law. Fair
and proper investigation is also given the status of a constitutional right as
under Aricle 21 of the Constitution of India. In general circumstances, it is in
the exclusive domain of the investigation authority to conduct investigation
which includes multi-fold steps. It is a settied principle that a Magistrate
cannot  overstep the well-defined boundaries carved in the criminal
jurisprudence, Howewver, in cases where the grievance is that the
imvestigation is net being conducted in a fair ar proper manner, the Magistrate
can step in and monitar the investigation, as per catena of decisions. It is

necessary to discuss a few of tham.

13. Sakiri Vasu s a decision wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court had
axtensively reviewed the scope of pawers vested with a Magistrate in view of

Section 156 (3). The relevant passages thereundar raad thus:

"1, In this connection we would like to state that if a person has a
grievance that the police station is not registering his FIR under
Section 134 CrP.C.. then he can approach the Superintendent of
Folice under Section 154(3) Cr.P.C. by an application in writing.
Even if that does not yield any satisfactory result in the sense that
either the FIR is still not registered. ar that even after registering it
no proper investigation is held, it is open to the aggrieved person
to file an application under Section 158 (3) CrP.C. before the

learned Magistrate concerned. f such an application under



Section 156 (3) is filed before the Magistrate, the Magistrate can
direct the FIR to be registered and also can direct a proper
investigation to be made, in a case where, according to the
aggrieved person, no proper investigation was made The
Magistrate can also under the same provision moenitor the
investigation to ensure a proper investigation.

LR 2 L 2

13. The samea view was taken by this Court in Dilawar Singh vs.
State of Delhi JT 2007 {10) SC 585 (vide para 17}, We would
further clarify that even if an FIR has been registered and even if
the police has made the investigation, or is actually making the
investigation, which the aggrieved person feels is not proper, such
a person can approach the Magistrate under Section 156(3)
Cr.P.C., and if the Magistrate is satisfied he can order a proper
investigation and take cther suitable steps and pass such crder
orders as he thinks necessary for ensuring a proper investigation,

All these powers a Magistrate enjoys under Section 156(3) Cr.P.C

s drdrdeh

16, Section 158(3) provides for a check by the Magistrate on the
police performing its duties under Chapter Xl CrP.C. In cazes
where the Magistrate finds that the police has not dene its duty of
Investigating the case at all, or has not done it satisfactorily, he can
issue a direction to the police to do the investigation properly, and
can menitor the same

iR

17. In our apinion Saction 158(3) CrPC is wide enough to include
all such powers in a Magistrate which are necessary for ensuring
a proper investigation, and it includes the power to arder



1o

registration of an FIR and of ardering a proper investigation if the
Magistrate is satisfied that a praper investigation has not been
done, or is not being done by the police. Section 1568(3) CrPC,
though briefly worded, in our gpinion, is very wide and @ will
nclude all such incidental powers as are necessary for ensuving a
praper iwveskqation. "

18. It is well-settled that when a power 18 given to an autharity to
ao something it includes such incidental or Implied powers which
would ensure the proper doing of that thing. In other words, when
any power is expressly granted by the statute, there is impliedly
included in the grant, even without Special mantion, every power
and every control the denial of which would render the grant itself
ineffective. Thus whare an Act confars jurisdiction it impliedly alsa
grants the power of deing all such acts ar employ such means as

are essentially necessary fo its execution

Ekkw

24. In view of the abovementioned legal position, we are of the
view that although Section 158(3) is very briefly worded, there is
an implied power in the Magistrate under Section 158(3) Cr.P.C,
lo arder registration of a eriminal offence and for to direct the
officer in charge of the concerned police station to hold 2 oraper
investigation and take all such necessary steps that may be
necessary for ensuring a proper investigation ncluding maonitoring
the same. Even though these powers have not been expressly
manticned in Section 156(3) Cr.P.C.. we are of tha opinian that

they are implied in the above provision.”

lemphasis supplied)



14. In XYZ v. State Of Madhya Pradesh & Ors. ° the Hon'ble Supreme
Court while reiterating the law laid down in Sakiri Vasu had observed that the
powers conferred to a Magistrate as under Section 158(3) ought to be
exercised towards meeting the ends of justice In T.C. Thangaraj v. V.
Engammal,” has ance again reiterated the position of law as laid down in

Sakiri Vasu and observed as follows;

"12. It should also be noted that Section 158(3) of the Code of
Lrminal Procedure provides for a check by the Magistrate an the
police performing their duties and where the Magistrate finds that
the police have not done their duty or not investigated
satisfactorily, he can direct the police to carry out the investigation
properly. and can monitor the same. (Sse Sakiri Vasu v. State of
Py

{femphasis supplied)

15. Further, the Hon'ble Apex Court in Sudhir Bhaskar Rao Tambe
v. Hemant Yashwant Dhage and others” by following its earlier decision in

Sakiri Vasu’'s case (supra) held as follows:

"2. This Court has held in Sakiri Vasu v. State of UP,, that if a
person has a grievance that his FIR has not been registerad by
the police, or having been registered, proper investigation is not

being done, then the reamedy of the aggrieved person is not to go

120221 18 S.C.R 183
' {2011) 12 5CC 328
“[2016) 6 SCC 277
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to the High Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, but
to approach the Magistrate concermed under Section 156{3)
r.P.C. If such an application under Saction 186{3) CrPC is made
and the Magistrate is. prima facie, satisfied, he can direct the FIR
‘0 be registered, or if it has already been registered, he can direct
proper investigation to be done which includes in his discretion, if
he deems it necessary, recommending change of the investigating
officer, so that a proper investigation is done in the matter. We
have said this in Sakiri Vasu case becayuse what we have found in
this country is that the High Courts have been flooded with writ
petitions praying for registration of the first information report or
praying for a proper investigation

3. We are of the opinion that if the High Courts entertain such writ
petitions, then they will be flooded with such writ patitions and will
not be able to do any other work except dealing with such writ
petitions. Hence, we have held that the complainant must avail
of his alternate remedy to approach the Magistrate concerned
under Section 156(3) Cr.P.C. and if he does so, the Magistrate
will ensure, if prima facie he is satisfied, registration of the
first information report and also ensure a proper investigation
In the matter, and he can also monitor the investigation.”

(emphasis supplied)

17. In M.Subramaniam And Another v. S.Janaki And Another 'a three-
Judge Bench of the Hon'ble Apex Court affirmed the view taken in Sakiri

Vasu and Sudhir Bhaskarrag Tambe.

% AIR OMLINE 2020 SC 347



18. In Vinubhai Haribhai Malviya and others vs. State of Gujarat and

anﬂth?r ®, Hon'ole Supreme Court held as under:

"23. It is thus clear that the Magistrate's power under Section
156(3) of the CrPC is very wide, for it is this judicial authority that
must be satisfied that a proper investigation by the police takes
place. To ensure that a "proper investigation” takes place in the
sense of a fair and just investigaticn by the police - which such
Magistrate is to supervise - Article 21 of the Constitution of India
mandaies that all powers necessary, which may also be incidental
or implied, are availahle to the Magistrate to ensure a proper
investigation which, without doubt, would include the ordering of
further investigation after a report is received by him under Secticn
1732}, and which power would continue to ensure in such
Magistrate at all stages of the criminal proceedings until the tnal
itself commences. Indeed, even textually, the “investigation"
referred to in Section 156(1) of the CrPC would, as per the
definition of “investigation” under Section 2({h)., include all
proceedings for collection of evidence conducted by a police
officer; which would undoubtedly include proceedings by way of
further investigaticn under Section 173(8) of the CrPC."

(Emphasis supplied)

19. In Om Prakash Sharma v. State of M.P. and another,”™ a learnad
=ingle Judge of the Madhya Pradesh High Court had provided exhaustive
guidelines for the magistrates in the adjudication of applications filed under

section 156 (3} of CrP.C, The relevant paragraph reads as follows.

*2018 SCC Cnlire S50 1345
" Misc Crmiral Case No. 44485 QF 2020 Madhys Pradesh Hign Court, dated 25-03-5021
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124, (B} WHEN APPLICATION U/S 156{3) CRPC REVEALS
IMPROPER ! DELAYED INVESTIGATION ONLY

fi} In case, application U5 158(3) relates to grievance of improper
or delayed investigation after odging of FIR, the Magistrate should
direct the police to submit repart and thereafter pass appropriate
remedial directions if the report submitted by Police discloses
Improper or delayed investigation Tha Magistrate after Dassing
such order can also manitar the process of investigation to ensure

that it reaches to it's logical & lawful conclusion,

However, whilz doing so, the Magistrate should aveid stepping into
the shoes of investigating authority. The Magistrate ought to

ass5ume only supervisory role.

(i) In case the repor requisitioned from Police reveals that
investigation is being done with promptitude and in accordance with
iaw, then the application Wis. 158(3) should be dismissed by
passing a short speaking arder”

(emphasis supplied)

20, Except making a reference of the decision in Sakiri Vasu
Eeferring the power of the Magistrate. no categorical finding to that effect has
peen given in the impugned order. It is significant to note that the adjudication
autharity and the Investigating Agency are distingt but Inseparable wings of
the criminal administration of justice The dstection of g crime is exclusive
functien of the investigating agency, whereas, adjudication of such matters
and deciding a person is guilty or not for the said offence is the authority of

the Court.



1h

21, Section 156{1) confers power upon any officer in-charge of a
police station to investigate any cognizable case Saction 156(3) provides for
a check by the Magistrate on the palice performing its duties under Chapter
A, Cr.P.C. In cases where the Magistrate finds that police has not deone its
duty of investigating in the given case at all or has not done it satisfactarily,
he can issue a direction to the police to do the investigation properly and can

monitar the same.

22 It is no doubt true that the statute does not confer any power
upon the Magistrate to interfere with the day to day investigation or to have
control over the investigation of the crime, At the same time, the power of the
Folice to investigate into any crime is not unlimited. It should be exercised
within the bmits as prescribped under law and should not result in
transgression of settled principles of law. It is also true that the role of
jurisdictional Magistrate even in any police case startz from the receipt of the
original FIR. Needless to say, the exact time when the FIR reaches the Court
has got its own importance. It is not uncommon to see that in a case of grave
affence like murder, the enormous delay in reaching of the FIR to the Court
would go to the roct of the case. It is also imporiant to note that the time of
receiving the stipulated documents by the Magistrate would strengthen the

integrity and credibility of the Prosecution's case,

23. Thereafter, even during the course of investigation, for police

custody, for collection of medical evidence, for collection of signatures, to
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summan any person for production of any document. or for Search Warrants,

Folice may approach the concerned Magistrate Court for its assistance.

24, At the end of the investigation, the final repart, vide Section 173
of the Cr.P.C. has to be filed before the concerned Magistrate Court
Sometimes, the final report may show incriminating material collectad during
the course of investigation against the accused and at times Police may
request the Court far closure of the case, when nothing is found against the
Accused. Needless to Say. even at such juncture, the Magistrate has ample
power either to receive the report as it is and take cognizance of the offence
or diract the Police far further investigation on any point, which was left
Jnanswerad or accept the report after issuing notice to the de facto
Complainant to close the case or basing an the sworn statement of the de
facto Complainant in the protest petilian may take cognizance against all the

accused

25. Mow the guestion is as to whether the junisdictional Magistrate
nas got any power to interfere in the nvestigation in a case that is withaut
priar reference from the Court. Here is a case whers the Petitioner has
approached the Court stating that Police are deliberately not collecting the
data j.e., CC foolage and are showing lethargy for callection of evidence.
Succinctly put, the question is regarding the remedy available in such =
situation to protect the interest of the victim. There cannat be any dispute

about the fact that a crima s committed not just against an individual, but it is



against the_ﬁ.nciety and it is for the State to take such respansibility to have

fight against the accused on behalf of the victim.

26. In the present case, Petitioner being a woman af about 75
years and a retired Professor by profession made a camplaint to Palice to
the effect that to the west side of her house, accused are making
unauthorised constructions without any approval from the authorities
concemed and without leaving set-backs, causing destruction of her property
and when guestioned, the accused attacked her and her daughter. In arder
to establish the allegations made against the accused, Complainant has
approached the Police and during the course of investigation informed that
there is crucial evidence of CCTV Footage to show the presence of JCB at
the scene. It is her grievance that the Police have not responded. There
cannot be any second opinian that the investigation is the exclusive domain
of the Paolice. It does not mean that unlimited powers are vested with the
Folice to collect whatever evidence they feel and ignore the important
evidence as per their whims and fancies. It is the duty of the investigating
agency to collect the material irrespective of its favouring nature as the Code
stipulates far a fair investigation. When there iz a dent in that process, the
victim has avery right to approach the Magistrate Court by way of filing a
Petition. The Investigating Agency has filed a counter ta the effect that the
CCTV footage is not available and that it is the exact grievance of the
Fetitioner. Irrespective of the nature of the case, whether police or private

complaint, the power of Magistrate as under Section 158(2) is available to
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moenitor and supervise the investigation, when a grievance is made. This is

the crux of the decisions referred supra,

27. The wictim has a role in the criminal proceedings right from the
stage of FIR wide the judgment of the Hon'ble Apex Court in Jagjeeth Singh

Vs. Ashish Mishra"', wherein. at Para Nos 20 and 24 it was held as follows:

'20.1t was further recommended that the victim be armed with a right
to be represented by an advocate of hissher chalca, and if hefshe is
not in a position lo afford the same, fo provide an advocale at the
slale’s expense. The viclim's right fo participate in criminal trial and
hisfher right to know the stalus of investigation, and take necessary
steps, or to be heard al every crucial stage of the criminal
proceadings, including at the fime of grant or cancelistion of bail,
were also auly recogrnised by the Committee. Rapealed judicial
infervention, coupled with the recommendalions made from lime to
tire as briefly noficed above, prompted the FPariament fo bring into
force the Code of Criminal Procedure [Amendment) Acl 2008
which not only inserted the defimifion of a ‘victim' under Seclion 2
(wal but alsa statutorily recognised varous nights of such viclims af
different slages of frial,

24. A ‘victim' within the meaning of CrP.C. cannot be asked to
await the commencemnent of frial for asserting hissher right to
participale in the proceedings. He/She has & legally vested right
ta be heard at every step post the ocewrrence of an offence. Such
a vichm' has unbridied parficipatory rights from the slage of
invastigation 1l the culmination of the proceedings in an appeal
ar revision. We may hasten lo clarfy fhal viehm' and
complainantinformant’ are two distinet connotations in criminal
fuisprudence, |t s not  always  necessary  that  the
cormplanantinformant is also a victim', for even a siranger to the
act of crime can be an informant’, and similarly, a ‘victirm' need
nol be the complainant or infarmant of a felany.”

28. In the instant case learnad Magistrate has cpined that the

Court cannot manitar each and every step of investigation and had directed

" [zozniosce 331
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the Investigating Officer to loak into the grievance of the Peatitioner heremn
There is some farce in the contention that the Magistrate cannot monitar the
investigation step by step in a case which was registered under Section 154
of the Code, but at the same time, Learned Magistrate has every authority to
have a lock at the investigation in particular. when the victim has
approached the Court expressing a grievance. Learnad Magistrate ought to
have exercised the power vested under Section 156(3) in the given
circumstance. If the practice of interfering in the investigation is randomly
and regularly encouraged, it may lead the several complications. At the
same time, the genuine grievance of the victim cannot be kept unanswered.

In that view of the matter, interference of this Court is warrantad.

29, This Court makes it clear that no opinion 15 made touching the
merits of the matter It is for the investigating officer to investigate allegations

in accordance with law.

30. At this stage. for better understanding, it is apposite to extract
Section 183(3)(i) of Bharatiya Nagarik Suraksha Sanhita, 2023, which reads

as under:

“183 (3) (ii): The police officer shall within a period of ninety
days. inform the progress of the investigation by any means
ihcluding electronic communication fo ithe informant or the
wictim, "

31. It is not out of place to mention that, in view of the above

provision, the informant or the victim is entitled to know the progress of the
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investigation and it is a welcoming measure to address the arievance of the
informant or the victim in a case. such as the Petitioner in the present case.
Though the said provision is not there in the carresponding Section of
CrP.C. ie, Section 173 Cr.P.C., that does not bar the infarmant or the
vicim to know the progress of the case registered for the offence under

Indian Penal Code.

32. In the result. Crnminal Revision Case is alowed The Order
cated 25.04.2024 passed in CriM.P.No 152 of 2024 by the Learned 1|
Additional Judicial Magistrate of First class-Cum- | Additional Civil Judge
Tirupati in connection with Crime No.222 of 2024 on the file of the East
Police Station, Tirupati is hereby set aside. Learned Magistrate is directed to
have fresh lock over the matter and take appropriate decision according to

|aw

Miscellanecus pstitions pending, if any, shall stand closad,
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