
Preliminary Investigation or Preliminary Inquiry before lodging of a First Information 

Report 

 

Relevant Statute: Section 154 of Cr.P.C  

When faced with the question of whether or not a Police Officer is allowed to conduct an inquiry or 

probe into a matter before registration of a First Information Report of a cognizable offence, a large 

proportion of the case law on this matter suggests that the Station House Officer (S.H.O.) is bound 

by law and statute to first register a case and then move forward to the inquiry and investigation 

stage whereas only a handful of judgments give room to the S.H.O or the relevant Police Officer in 

charge of registration of a case to conduct a preliminary inquiry of a case before lodging a First 

Information Report (F.I.R.). The relevant cases in this matter are listed below with their headnotes 

and extracts from their respective judgments; the cases which allow the Police Officers to practice a 

pinch of freedom follow.  

CASES WHICH DO NOT ALLOW A PRELIMINARY INQUIRY: 

2010  PCrLJ  231     FEDERAL-SHARIAT-COURT    

[p. 248] D & F 

Headnote: 

Ordinarily there could be no investigation in a cognizable case without first registering the crime 

report 

Extract from Judgment: 

D. Considering the phraseology used in section 154 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, I am of the 

view that a statutory duty is cast upon the officer incharge of a Police Station to enter every 

information regarding the commission of a cognizable offence in a book maintained by such officer 

in the form prescribed by the Provincial Government. This step is, in ordinary parlance, called the 

registration of first information report. The police officer, it appears, cannot delay the recording of 

an F.I.R. once information regarding the commission of a cognizable offence has been given. It may 

also be pointed out that violation of this mandatory and pre-emptory duty was always considered 

an aberration in police discipline. Such a deviation in police vocabulary was called Burking which 

was punishable under the Police Act read with Police Rules. The use of the word "shall" in section 

154 ibid indicates that it does not give discretionary powers to the police officer to delay or refuse 

registration. He has no other option but to proceed with registration of the crime report without 

any delay. It is the right of an aggrieved person that his complaint about the commission of a 

cognizable offence shall be registered in the police station as a preliminary step before 

investigation is undertaken. 

F. It is, therefore, clear that registration of crime report precedes initiation of investigation. In other 

words registration of first information report is a condition precedent to the launching of the 

investigation. Such a measure would rule out the possibility of deliberation, consultation and 

enquiry before furnishing the information. The element of delay in lodging the crime report is 

treated with caution because there is a tendency to involve innocent people during the interval. The 

longer the intermission the greater are the chances of false implication. Investigation that follows 



the registration of a crime report has more value than the investigation which precedes registration 

of F.I.R. It, therefore, means that ordinarily there can be no investigation in a cognizable case 

without first registering the crime report. Having registered the case the police officer can proceed 

with the investigation without' a formal permission from the Court which has the territorial 

jurisdiction to try that case. 

2014  YLR  1174     LAHORE-HIGH-COURT-LAHORE  

[p. 1175] A 

Headnote: 

SS. 22-A, 22-B & 154 Constitution of Pakistan, Art. 199---Constitutional petition---Registration of 

F.I.R.---Ex-Officio Justice of Peace, directed S. H.O. concerned to register F.I.R. on the complaint of 

the complainant---Validity---When a cognizable offence was reported by a person the S. H.O. of the 

concerned Police Station was bound to register F.I.R. under the mandatory provisions of S. 154 , 

Cr.P.C.---Police was under a statutory duty under S. 154 , Cr.P.C. to register a case, where a 

cognizable offence appeared to have been committed; and was statutorily bound to investigate a 

cognizable offence---No illegality or defect was found by High Court in the exercise of jurisdiction 

by Ex-Officio Justice of Peace while passing the impugned order---Constitutional petition was 

dismissed.  

Extract from Judgment: 

When a cognizable offence is reported by a person, the S.H.O. of the concerned police station is 

bound to register F.I.R. under the mandatory provisions of section 154, Cr.P.C. It has been held on 

several occasions by the apex court as well as by court statutory that the police are under section 

154, Cr.P.C. to register a case, where a cognizable offence appears to have been committed and they 

are statutorily bound to investigate a cognizable offence. Reference in this regard may 

advantageously be made to the Jamal Khan's case, reported as PLD 2009 SC 102 and Muhammad 

Bashir's case, reported as PLD 2007 SC 539. 

2014  PCrLJ  460     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 464] B 

Headnote: 

SS. 154 & 155---Registration of criminal case---Principle---Station House officer, under the 

provisions of SS.154 & 155, Cr.P.C., could not deprive aggrieved person by considering version of 

proposed accused to be more trustworthy than initial complaint of victim and concluding entire 

high handedness of aggressor being innocent without lodging F.I.R. , recording of statements of 

witnesses of incident and conducting thorough investigations of alleged offence within the 

prescribed parameters of investigation in accordance with law. 

Extract from Judgment: 

Under the provisions of sections 154 and 155, Cr.P.C., the SHO could not deprive the aggrieved 

person by considering the version of proposed accused to be more trustworthy than the initial 

complaint of the victim, and concluding the entire high-handedness of aggressor being innocent 

without lodging of F.I.R., recording of statements of witnesses of the incident and conducting the 



thorough investigations of the alleged offence within the prescribed parameters of investigation in 

accordance with the law. 

2013  PLD  442     LAHORE-HIGH-COURT-LAHORE  

[p. 444] A 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Police Rules, 1934, Chap. 34, R.1---Registration of F.I.R. ---Police carrying out 

inquiry/investigation prior to Registration of F.I.R. ---Legality---Police officer did not have the 

authority to carry out an inquiry prior to Registration of a case.  

Extract from Judgment: 

it emerges that there is no dispute on the duty of a police officer to register an F.I.R. under section 

154 of Cr.P.C. where a complaint discloses the commission of a cognizable offence 

2013  YLR  581     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 583] B 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Registration of F.I.R. ---Scope---Where there was information relating to the commission 

of cognizable offence which fell under S. 154, Cr.P.C, the police was under a statutory obligation to 

enter it into the prescribed register.  

Extract from Judgment: 

I am in agreement with the learned counsel for the applicant that no authority vested with an 

officer incharge of police station to hold inquiry into the correctness or otherwise of the 

information which is conveyed to the S.H.O. for the purpose of recording of F.I.R., but in the instant 

case, an application submitted before learned Sessions Judge/Justice of the Peace reveals that the 

S.H.O. had failed to perform his statutory duty and application under section 22-A has also been 

dismissed without assigning the sound reasons. There is no cavil to the proposition that if there is 

information relating to the commission of cognizable offence which falls under section 154, Cr.P.C., 

the police officer is under statutory obligation to enter into the prescribed register. 

2013  PCrLJ  749     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 751] B 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Registration of F.I.R. ---Duty of Station House officer (S. H.O) ---Scope---Before recording 

an F.I.R., S.H.O was not supposed to hold an inquiry as to the correctness or otherwise of the 

information received by him for the purpose of being reduced in writing as F.I.R. ---S.H.O had no 

authority under the law to refuse recording of F.I.R. where information conveyed disclosed the 

commission of cognizable offence.  

Extract from Judgment: 

Before recording the F.I.R., S.H.O. was not supposed to hold enquiry as to the correctness or 

otherwise of the information received by him for the purpose of being reduced in writing as F.I.R. 



S.H.O. had no authority under the law to refuse to record the F.I.R. where information conveyed, 

disclosed the commission of cognizable offence. 

2013  PCrLJ  144     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 146] B 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Cognizable offence---Registration of F.I.R. ---Station House officer (SHO), duty of ---In case 

of cognizable offence the complainant had to approach the officer in charge of such police station 

under whose jurisdiction offence was said to have been committed---officer in charge of the 

concerned police station or anyone else had no authority to refuse to record complainant's 

statement and/or to refuse to lodge an F.I.R.  

Extract from Judgment: 

The law on this point is now well-settled that in case of a cognizable offence the complainant has to 

approach the Officer Incharge of such police station under whose jurisdiction such offence is said to 

have been committed. In such an event, the Officer Incharge of the concerned police station or 

anyone else has no authority to refuse to record complainant's statement and/or to refuse to lodge 

an F.I.R. on his complaint. If the said concerned Officer Incharge fails or refuses to record 

complainant's statement and/or to lodge his F.I.R., then the complainant has to approach the Justice 

of Peace under section 22-A, Cr.P.C. 

2013  PCrLJ  117     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 124] B 

Headnote: 

SS. 154 & 155---Registration of F.I.R. ---Scope---Station House officer (SHO) of Police holding 

inquiry to assess correctness of information provided by complainant---Legality---No provision in 

any law, including SS.154 and 155, Cr.P.C., authorized an officer Incharge of the Police Station to 

hold any inquiry to assess the correctness or falsity of the information received by him before 

complying with the mandatory requirement of reducing the information into writing irrespective of 

the fact whether such information was true or not.  

Extract from Judgment: 

it may be observed that there is no provision in any law, including sections 154 and 155 of Cr.P.C., 

which authorizes an Officer Incharge of a Police Station to hold any enquiry to assess the 

correctness or falsity of the information received by him before complying with the mandatory 

requirement of reducing the information into writing irrespective of the fact whether such an 

information was true or not. 

2013  PCrLJ  70     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH 

[p. 88] D 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Registration of F.I.R. ---Scope---Under S. 154 , Cr.P.C. it was the sole duty and 

responsibility of the Station House officer (SHO) to record statement of complainant and register an 



F.I.R. ---Information supplied by complainant should be about the alleged commission of cognizable 

of fence irrespective of the fact whether such information ultimately proved to be correct or not 

and also irrespective of the fact whether ultimately such offence was found to have been actually 

committed or not. 

Extract from Judgment: 

It is the sole duty and responsibility of the SHO under section 154, Cr.P.C. to record the statement of 

the complainant and registered the F.I.R., if information regarding the commission of any 

cognizable offence is received "every information relating to the commission of a cognizable 

offence" used in section 154, Cr.P.C. pertains to information and do not pertain to actual 

commission of a cognizable offence. The information supplied should be about the alleged 

commission of cognizable offence irrespective of the fact whether such information is ultimately 

proved to be correct or not and also irrespective of the fact whether ultimately such offence was 

found to have been actually committed or not.   

2013  MLD  845     KARACHI-HIGH-COURT-SINDH  

[p. 848] A 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---F.I.R. , Registration of ---Principle---Incharge of police station is duty bound and it is his 

statutory obligation that on receipt of information whether orally or in writing, has to record the 

same in book prescribed for that purpose and no option or discretion is left with him in such 

regard. 

Extract from Judgment:  

The plain reading of above provision clearly shows that incharge of a Police Station is duty bound 

and it is his statutory obligation that on receipt of information whether orally or in writing he has to 

record the same in the book prescribed for that purpose and no option or discretion is left with him 

in this regard. 

2013  MLD  503     ISLAMABAD  

[p. 507] B 

Headnote: 

S. 154 ---Registration of F.I.R. ---Scope---Police had no power to first investigate the matter and 

then register the criminal case. 

Extract from Judgment:  

No doubt as per section 154, Cr.P.C. and also the judicial pronouncements it has been held that the 

local police has no power to first investigate the matter and then register the criminal case. But 

when the matter regarding registration for criminal case is subjudice before the ex-officio Justice of 

Peace, he is required to take into consideration the complaint including facts and circumstances of 

the case and also the report of the police while deciding the application under section 22-A, Cr.P.C. 

rather than deciding the same in a mechanical manner without giving any reason for allowing 

registration of criminal case, in the instant case it appears that both the orders for registration of 

criminal cases on the applications of the petitioner as well as respondent No.1 under section 22-A, 



Cr.P.C, have been passed in mechanical manner. In view of the same, two F.I.Rs. with regard to the 

same allegation of taking possession forcibly of the same land cannot be registered. As such,  the  

learned  Justice  of  Peace  at  the  most  could  have  ordered  for  registering  of F.I.R.  by  accepting  

one  of  the  petitions  under  section 22-A, Cr.P.C. of either the petitioner or respondent No.1 and 

further if the other petition under section 22-A, Cr.P.C. was to be accepted then only a cross-version 

could be ordered to be recorded. 

2011  YLR  2685     LAHORE-HIGH-COURT-LAHORE  

[p. 2688] B 

S. 154 ---Information in cognizable cases---Registration of F.I.R. ---No authority vests with an 

Officer Incharge of a Police Station or with anyone else to refuse to record F.I.R. where the 

information conveyed discloses the commission of a cognizable offence---Incharge of a Police 

Station or anyone else had no authority to hold any inquiry into the correctness or otherwise of the 

information conveyed to S. H.O., for the purpose of recording F.LR.  

Extract from Judgment: 

We are fortified in our view by a landmark judgment of the august Supreme. Court of Pakistan in 

the case of Muhammad Bashir v. S.H.O. Okara Cantt. and others 

(PLD 2007 SC 539) while dealing a similar question held as under:- 

 "Recording of F.I.R. as to correctness or otherwise of information received by an officer Incharge of 

Police Station for the purpose being reduced in writing as F.I.R. and power of Officer Incharge of 

Police Station to refuse to record the F.I.R. only because in his opinion the allegations conveyed to 

him were false. No authority vested with an Officer Incharge of a Police Station or with any one else 

to refuse to record F.I.R. where the information conveyed discloses the commission of a cognizable 

offence. No authority vested in Incharge of a Police Station or with any one else to hold any inquiry 

into the correctness or otherwise of the information which was conveyed to S.H.O. for the purpose 

of recording F.I.R." 

2011  YLR  1549     LAHORE-HIGH-COURT-LAHORE 

[p. 1549] A 

Headnote: 

SS. 22-A, 22-B & 154 ---Constitution of Pakistan, Art. 199--- Constitutional petition---Registration 

of criminal case---S. H.O. concerned in parawise comments had submitted that the occurrence as 

alleged by the petitioner, had never taken place---Application filed by the petitioner under SS. 22-A, 

22-B, Cr.P.C. was dismissed due to non-appearance of the petitioner---Police could not embark upon 

an inquiry in order to verify the truthfulness or otherwise of the allegations levelled in a complaint, 

which was submitted to the S.H.O. for taking necessary proceedings under S. 154 , Cr.P.C.---

Information laid before the S. H.O. was only in respect of commission of a cognizable offence and 

not the actual commission of the cognizable offence---Station House officer seemed to have had 

started the investigation prior to the Registration of the F.I.R. as provided under S. 154 , Cr.P.C., 

which was not permitted---S.H.O. was directed to record the statement of the petitioner and if the 



same disclosed commission of a cognizable offence, necessary legal proceedings under S. 154 , 

Cr.P.C. should be initiated---Order accordingly.  

Extract from Judgment: 

Notwithstanding the comments of S.H.O., Police Station Mughalpura, Lahore, the law on the 

point is very clear as the police cannot embark upon an inquiry in order to verify the 

truthfulness or otherwise of the allegations levelled in a complaint, which is submitted to the 

S.H.O. for taking necessary proceedings under section 154, Cr.P.C. The information laid before 

the S.H.O. is only in respect of the commission of a cognizable offence and not the actual 

commission of the cognizable offence. It seems that S.H.O. has started the investigation prior to 

the registration of the F.I.R. as provided under section 154, Cr.P.C. which is not permitted. The 

police have put a cart before the horse. 

CASES WHICH GIVE ROOM FOR A PRELIMINARY INQUIRY 

While the above mentioned cases expressly state that the investigation prior to lodging of a First 

Information Report makes the whole case weak and questionable in the eyes of law, and 

subsequently damages its evidentiary value, the following cases provide a little room to the Police 

Officer in charge to conduct a preliminary inquiry into the matter before lodging an FIR. This does 

not, however, mean that the Police Officer can decide on the matter himself; he is still bound by law 

to lodge a FIR if a cognizable offence has been reported and let the courts decide the case on merits 

and on the basis of the investigation.  

2006 P Cr. L J 1191 

[pp 1200, 1202] A & B  

Headnote: 

S. 154---F.I.R., nature and recording of---Defect in recording F.I.R.---Effect---Mere defect in 

recording F.I.R. or even recording of F.I.R. after investigation, would not make the whole trial 

illegal---F.I.R. was not a substantive piece of evidence and even if an F.I.R. was recorded after 

commencing of formal investigation, it would not destroy the whole trial and it would not 

materially affect main case of prosecution. 

Extract from Judgment: 

At this stage, it will not be out of place to mention that a mere  defect in recording the F.I.R. or even 

recording of F.I.R. after the investigation, does not make the whole trial illegal. In this regard 

reference can be made to a case titled as Ali Asghar Khan v. The State 1973 PCr.LJ (AJK) 722, 

wherein it has been opined at page 727 of the report in the following manner: 

"It is no doubt correct that when the F.I.R. is entered after the police had started the investigation, the 

first information report is not admissible into evidence but this cannot mean that we can throw out 

the prosecution case on the score of the first information report having been entered after the start of 

the investigation by the police."  

The same view was affirmed in a case titled as Sajawal Khan v. The State PLD 1979 SC (AJK) 130, 

wherein it has been laid down at page 136 of the report as under:--  



"It is further contended that F.I.R. was lodged after start of the investigation and as such it loses its 

evidentiary value. According to the information given to the A.S.I. Muhammad Akram, this argument is 

a fallacious one and cannot be accepted. F.I.R. is never considered as a substantive piece of evidence 

and carries small evidence in it. Nevertheless, whatever was said to Muhammad Akram A.S.I. was 

exactly reproduced in F.I.R. in extenso by Faqir Muhammad P.W.I. Apart from it, even if the F.I.R. is 

excluded from consideration, it makes little difference as it is otherwise proved beyond doubt that the 

accused had committed the offence exactly in the fashion in which the prosecution alleges."  

The above mentioned principle was reaffirmed in the case of Khalid Hussain and another v. The 

State and another PLD 1984 Sh.C. (AJK) 1, wherein it was held at. page 8 of the report as under: 

"The F.I.R. was always used as corroborative piece of evidence. In this view of the matter, even if it was 

accepted for the sake of argument that the F.I.R. which was not a substantive piece of evidence was 

prepared after the preliminaries, it would not affect the case of the prosecution so much so to record 

acquittal of the convict."  

The same view was also affirmed in a case titled as Mst. Rehmat Bibi v. Muhammad Najib and 

another 1997 PCr.LJ SC (AJK) 331, wherein it was observed at page 336 of the report that: 

"Even if an F.I.R. is not proved the sentence and conviction of an accused person cannot be set aside, if 

the case is otherwise proved." 

The above mentioned authorities lay down the rule that the F.I.R. is not a substantive piece of 

evidence and even if an F.I.R. is recorded after commencing of formal investigation, it does not 

destroy the whole trial and it will not materially affect the main case of the prosecution.  

1991 P Cr. L J 2167 

[p. 2170] B  

Headnote: 

Ss. 154 & 156---Prohibition (Enforcement of Hadd) Order (4 of 1979), Art.4---Investigation---

Receipt and recording of first information report was not a condition precedent to the setting in 

motion of a criminal investigation---Police being possessed by such knowledge through informal 

intelligence, could undertake investigation on its own motion without drawing a formal first 

information report.  

Extract from Judgment: 

The submission is that the commencement of the investigation before recording of the F.I.R. is not 

warranted under the law and consequently, the prosecution on the basis of such investigation is 

illegal and liable to be thrown overboard. Such argument was raised before the learned trial Court 

Judge as well but was repelled. A similar issue came up for consideration in the case of Muhammad 

Anwar v. The State 1968 P Cr. L J 1597, wherein a Division Bench of Lahore High Court after 

considering the case-law observed that it is well-settled that the receipt and recording of the first 

information report is not a condition precedent to the setting in motion of a criminal investigation 

and being possessed by such knowledge through informal intelligence, the police can undertake the 

investigation on its own motion without drawing a formal first information report. 



1977 P Cr. L J 2 

[p. 3] A 

Headnote: 

Ss. 154 & 157 read with Punjab Police Rules, 1934, r. 24.4-. 1. R., registration of-Alleged incident 

although reported to Police yet Police Officer refusing either to register a case or make any 

investigation, having reasons to suspect that no such cognizable offence as alleged was ever 

committed-Action of Police, held, not without lawful authority, in circumstance.-[First Information 

Report].  

Extract from Judgment: 

In that view of the matter, if the Police, suspecting that there was no reasonable ground for 

recording the F. I. R. or making the investigation has refused to proceed in the matter, the action of 

the police cannot be said to be without lawful authority. 

P L D 1964 (W. P.) Lahore 148 

[pp. 153, 169] A & F 

Headnote: 

Ss. 154 & 156----Cognizable offence-Police have statutory right to investigate without sanction 

from judicial authorities-Recording F.I.R. Not condition precedent-F.I.R. disclosing commission of 

cognizable offence-Mentioning names of all or any accused-Not necessary.  

Extract from Judgment: 

I agree in principle that it is not necessary that the first information report should mention the 

names of all or any of the accused so as to empower the investigating agency to set in motion. In 

fact the recording of a first information report is not a condition precedent and the police, on the 

receipt of credible information that a cognizable offence has been committed may, under the Code 

of Criminal Procedure or other statute or law authorizing them in this behalf, start investigation 

without recording or drawing up a formal first information report. 

Their Lordships of the Privy Council in Khwaja Nazir Ahmad's case (AIR 1945 PC 18), observed:  

"But, in any case, the receipt and recording of an information report is not a condition precedent to 

the setting in motion of a criminal investigation. No doubt in the great majority of cases, criminal 

prosecutions are undertaken as a result of information received and recorded in this way but their 

Lordships see no reason why the police, if in possession through their own knowledge or by means 

of credible though informal intelligence which genuinely leads them to the belief that a cognizable 

offence has been committed, should not of the own motion undertake an investigation into the 

truth of the matters alleged. Section 157, Criminal Procedure Code, when directing that a police 

officer, who has reason to suspect from information or otherwise that an offence which he is 

empowered to investigate under section 156 has been committed shall proceed to investigate the 

facts and circumstances, supports this view." 



PLD 1979 Karachi 513 

[p. 519] C 

Headnote: 

Ss. 154 & 157-Receipt and recording of first information report--Not a condition precedent to 

criminal investigation-Unsigned telegrams and telephonic messages-Not F.I.Rs. within meaning of S. 

154, Cr.P.C. -Nothing, held, wrong with commencement of investigation on telephonic information 

and such information from complainant or informant and signed by him may be treated as 

F.I.R.-[First Information Report]. 

Extract from Judgment:  

It is also well settled by now that receipt and recording of F.I.R. is not a condition precedent to 

criminal investigation. Section 157 of the Criminal Procedure Code directs a police officer who has a 

reason to suspect from information received or otherwise that a cognizable offence has been 

committed, to proceed to investigate under S.156, Cr. P. C. This view was originally taken in AIR 

1945 PC 18 which has consistently been followed by our courts. 

PLD 1994 Lahore 485 (D.B.)  

[pp. 498, 500] L, M & Q. 

Headnote: 

Ss.154,155,156 & 157---Penal Code (XLV of 1860), S.295-C---Registration and investigation of 

case---Delay in registering a case, especially in sensitive cases, emanating from the Police practice of 

obtaining permission from the superior officers---Effect---No formula or any hard and fast rule can 

be laid down to decide the weight to be attached to such delay; such matter has to be left for the 

Trial Court to evaluate on the basis of the overall evidence on record in a given case. 

Extract from Judgment: 

It was because of these provisions that in Shah Muhammad case (supra) - the learned Judge 

observed that if the police l suspecting that there was no reasonable ground for recording F.IR. or 

making investigation, has refused to proceed in the matter, the action of the police cannot be said to 

be without lawful authority. 

The question whether the criminal investigation commenced without recording the F.LR. is illegal 

and has the effect of vitiating the arrest and the trial came up before the Courts earlier too. In the 

case of Emperor v. Khawaja Nazir Ahmad AIR 1945 Privy Council 18, it was observed as under: 

"In the case of cognizable offences, receipt and recording of a first information report is not a 

condition-precedent to the setting in motion of a criminal investigation. No doubt in the great 

majority of cases, criminal prosecutions are undertaken as a result of information received and 

recorded in this way, but there is no reason why the police, if in possession through their own 

knowledge or by means of credible though informal intelligence which genuinely leads them to the 

belief that a cognizable offence has been committed, should not of their own motion undertake an 

investigation into the truth of the matters alleged. Section 157 when directing that a police officer, 



who has reason to suspect from information or otherwise that an offence which he is empowered to 

investigate under section 156 has been committed shall proceed to investigate the facts and 

circumstances supports this view." 

..the legality of the investigation and proceedings taken or the trial held were challenged on account 

of violation of provision of sections 154, 156 and 157, Cr.P.C. The answer returned was that receipt 

and recording of F.I.R. is not a condition-precedent to setting in motion of criminal investigation 

and that illegality committed in this respect does not per se vitiate the arrest or the trial.  
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