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IN THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH
AT JABALPUR

WP No. 5058 of 2024
(ATUL MANDLEKAR Vs THE STATE OF MADHYA PRADESH AND OTHERS)

Dated : 20-03-2024

Shri Saurabh Kumar Sharma - Advocate for the petitioner.

Shri Swapnil Ganguly - Deputy Advocate General for respondents No.l
to 5/State.

Shri Hemant Namdeo - Advocate for respondents No.6 to 9.

This petition under Article 226 of Constitution of India has been
filed seeking following relief(s):-

"i.  That this Hon'ble Court may kindly be
pleased to issue writ of mandamus and
directing respondent nos. 4 to 5 to
conclude the investigation into the crime
no/131/14, (Ann.P/1) P.S. Balaghat,
District-Balaghat as early as possible and
to take necessary steps as required under
the law within time bound period i.e. 30
days.

i1.  That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly be
pleased to issue writ of mandamus and
directing respondent nos. 3-4 to while
making investigation into the crime the
earlier IO may not come into the way into
the crime no/131/14, P.S. Balaghat,
District-Balaghat & further the pending
representation/ complaint (P/3-P/5) may be
directed to decided.

iii.  That, this Hon'ble Court may kindly be
pleased to issue writ of mandamus and
directing respondent nos. 3-4 make inquiry
against the responsible officer who
violated the decision of this court in
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Rajendra Singh Pawar vs State of M.P.
and otehrs, reported in I.L.r. [2021] m.p.
289 as they not obey the M.P. Police
Regulations Act reads as under:- "634.
The General Diary:-"

2.  This picture shows a sorry state of affairs of the Police
Department working in the District of Balaghat. On an FIR lodged by
the complainant, a closure report was filed in the year 2017 and closure
report was rejected by the Magistrate in the year 2017 only. Thereafter
Police did not take any action and accordingly, this petition has been

filed.
3. This Court by order dated 12/03/2024 had passed the following

order:-

Shri Sourabh Kumar Sharma - Advocate for
the petitioner.

Smt.Swati  Aseem  George -  Deputy
Government Advocate for the respondents/State.

This petition under Article 226 of
Constitution of India has been filed seeking the
following reliefs :-

1. That this Hon'ble Court may
kindly be pleased to issue writ of
mandamus and directing respondent
nos. 4 to 5 to conclude the
investigation into the  crime
no/131/14 (Ann. P/1), P.S. Balaghat,
District- Balaghat as early as
possible and to take necessary steps
as required under the law within
time bound period i.e. 30 days.

ii. That, this Hon'ble Court may
kindly be pleased to issue writ of
mandamus and directing respondent
nos. 34 to while making
investigation into the crime the
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earlier 10 may not come into the
way into the crime no/131/14, P.S.
Balaghat, District- Balaghat &
further the pending
representation/complaint (P/3-
P/5)may be directed to deiced.

iii. That, this Hon'ble Court may
kindly be pleased to issue writ of
mandamus and directing respondent
nos. 3-4 make inquiry against the
responsible officer who violated the
decision of this court in Rajendra
Singh Pawar vs State of M.P. and
others, reported in L.L.R. (2021)
M.P. 289 as they not obey the M.P
Police Regulations Act reads as
under: "634. The General Diary:-

In compliance of order dated 06.03.2024,
the case diary has been produced in a sealed cover.

The necessary facts are that an FIR in Crime
No.131/2014 was lodged by the petitioner at Police
Station Kotwali, Balaghat for offences under
sections 448, 452, 294, 427 and 506 of IPC. The
police after concluding the evidence filed a closure
report.

The petitioner also submitted his protest
petition. The CJM, Balaghat by order dated
21.09.2017 rejected the closure report and directed
for further investigation. It is the case of petitioner
that after closure report was rejected, nothing has
been done.

However, it is submitted by counsel for
State that after the closure report was accepted, the
Investigating Officer conducted the further
investigation and recorded the statements of
Devendra Soni and Smriti Nagpure on 22.07.2021
and 21.07.2021. The supplementary statement of
Avinash Mandlekar was also recorded on
15.02.2021, who also informed that he is making
the statement on the basis of the information given
by his mother and wife.
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Thus, although the aforesaid fact is
mentioned in the summary sent by the SHO, Police
Station Kotwali, Balaghat dated 10.03.2024, which
i1s addressed to the Government Advocate, High
Court of M.P. but the photocopy of the case diary,
which has been sent in a sealed cover, does not
contain the diary proceedings of further
investigation done by the police. The diary, which
has been sent in a sealed cover is incomplete.

Be that whatever it may be.

Accordingly, the counsel for State was
directed to point out as to whether the police can
sit over the matter or has to file the final report
(Closure report or the chargesheet)?. It is
submitted by counsel for State that the further
proceedings shall be taken up.

Considered the submissions made by
counsel for the parties.

By order dated 21.09.2017 the closure report
filed by the respondent was rejected by CIM,
Balaghat. As per the summary of further
investigation done by the SHO, statements of
Devendra Soni and Smriti Nagpure were recorded
on 22.07.2021 and 21.07.2021. Thereafter nothing
has been done.

Thus, it is clear that initially the police took
approximately 4 years to record the statements of
two more witnesses after the closure report was
rejected and thereafter more than 2-1/2 years have
passed, nothing has been done by SHO, Police
Station Kotwali, District Balaghat.

Under these circumstances, the
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat is directed to
file his response to the following issues :-

1. Once an FIR is lodged, whether
the Police is obliged to file a final report
(closure report or the chargesheet) or
not?

2. Whether the police can sit over
its investigation without filing the final
report in the Court or not?

3. In the present case, the order
was passed by CJM, Balaghat; thereby
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rejecting the closure report on
29.01.2017. Thereafter, the police took
almost 4 years to record the statements
of of Devendra Soni and Smriti
Nagpureand 1e. on 22.07.2021 and
21.07.2021. Thereafter, more than 2-1/2
years have passed but the police have
not taken any action. Accordingly, the
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat is
directed to explain as to whether such an
act of SHO, Balaghat is in accordance
with law or not?

4. The Superintendent of Police,
Balaghat is also directed to point out as
to whether in the crime control meeting
held on monthly basis, the concerning
SHO had ever informed him about the
pendency of this investigation or not and
if yes, then what instructions were
issued by the Superintendent of Police,
Balaghat in that regard and if no
information was given, then whether
such an act of the SHO, Police Station
Kotwali, Balaghat is in accordance with
law or not? If the information was given
during the crime control meeting, then
why no action was taken by the
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat to
conclude the investigation at the earliest,
which is also the mandate of section
173(1) of CrPC.

5. The Superintendent of Police
shall also file the minutes of every crime
control monthly meeting headed by him
after his joining as Superintendent of
Police, Balaghat.

Let the reply be filed latest by 18th of
March, 2024.

List this case on 19.03.2024.

The case diary, which was produced by the
State counsel is returned back to the State counsel
for keeping it in the safe custody in a sealed
cover."
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4. It appears that Superintendent of Police, Balaghat instead of
taking up the matter on his own, delegated his Authority to Additional
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat to look into the matter, and
according to Shri Swapnil Ganguly, Additional Superintendent of
Police, Balaghat could not conclude the enquiry even after expiry of

four days.
5.  Be that whatever it may be.

6. On 19/03/2024, Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat was
present on his own because this Court had not directed for personal
appearance of any Officer. It was submitted that present T.I. Police
Station, Kotwali has been placed under suspension. Since CSP, Balaghat
had not brought the Jarayam Register, therefore case was adjourned for

today.
7. It was submitted by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that

in the Jarayam Register, the summary of the proceedings conducted by
the Investigating Officer are also mentioned and the fact of filing

closure report on 29/09/2017 is also mentioned indirectly.

8.  Accordingly, he was directed to point out from the last entry as to

whether filing of the closure report is mentioned therein or not?

9. By referring to the entry dated 29/09/2017, it is submitted that
although the filing of the closure report has not been mentioned
specifically but gist of the entry indicates that closure report was filed
because it also contains the case number i..96/14.

10. It is submitted by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that as
per the Rojnamcha Sanha dated 29/09/2017, closure report was filed but
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it was returned by the concerning Magistrate with a direction to conduct
further investigation.
11. The Rojnamcha Sanha dated 29/09/2017 which was provided by
CSP Balaghat reads as under:-

‘e weE e (gfera fam)

NSEILEIRCERYS
INEIRCISIEIE T : JTTHTE DiadTed
fo7 - gparR f&AT6 : 29,/09,/2017  WAI : 11:46
e | ufafe | w1 =R t]
HHID BT
TR
022 | IITEL | 11:46 | ISR gfafee | faoamm s
Rare dERd Sa — | 131 /14

f1e7®% /BHIMRAO | 9RT 448,294,
MESHRAM & fIU | 427,506,452 dife
gar_ RUTEl / YESHU | &1

LAL BAHESWAR ERT
DM gol G
g5 WS dERE
AH W B fp oem
®H. 131/14 ORI
448,294,427 506,452

e & fadeer
AR HEX DI
SRR T UHRI
qeed g1 3IfiM
fade &g U<l g8 |
SR BT IdAID
fhaT ITURTY AR Bl
HIH 06,/03/14
o) M & B o) k< )
TId gRT Rrerad
$.q.31. /T, / Rrepr,
/SHAT /204 /14
feaie  31,/01/14
R IR S
qed TG I
Mad & fawg a1
ST fad=a=m a7 T8
g2 Td e NI
Qe T & UdRur #
dRM  "edr  gfed
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AT RN
<Teh AT YTl hR
GRSl . 06/ 14
fee  27,/09/14
BT Trh fhar T,

qraTae & aHeT
GRel Wefd 7g
gy fhar AT o o
AT ISR
g e AT
qrerare g1 faid
21,/09 /17 Pl

SR AN

HIIaTE! DI STl |

12. Thus, it is clear that the Magistrate had rejected the closure report
which was filed on 29/09/2017 with specific direction to conduct further



VERDICTUM.IN

9 W.P. No.5058/2024

investigation but Investigating Officer instead of following the orders

passed by the concerning Court sat over the matter.

13. Accordingly, CSP Balaghat was directed to go through the case
diary and to point out as to whether any further investigation was done

by Investigating Officer or not?

14. After going through the Police case diary, it was fairly conceded
by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that no further investigation
was done by Investigating Officer after rejection of the closure report
and the diary was opened for the first time on 22/07/2021. Therefore, it
is clear that the Investigating Officer was out and out to flout the orders
of the Court for the reasons best known to him which requires a

thorough investigation.

15. It is further submitted that in the Jarayam Register, it is

mentioned that one closure report was filed on 01/11/2014 containing

MJCR No.013718/2014.

16. Since the endorsement which is in red colour also contains the
case number as MJCR/013718/2014, therefore it appears that first
closure report was filed sometime in the year 2014 which was not

accepted by the Magistrate.
17. Be that whatever it may be.

18. One thing is clear that after the closure report dated 29/09/2017
was rejected with a clear direction to conduct further investigation,

nothing was done by the Investigating Officer.

19. Furthermore, it was also not mentioned in the Jarayam Register
that the investigation is closed. Accordingly, it is clear that even

according to the records of the Police Department, investigation was
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pending but still Officers inspecting the Police Station conveniently

ignored the said aspect.

20. It is not out of place to mention here that in the Jarayam Register,
after entry dated 29/09/2017 has been made, another entry has been

made which reads as under:-

"GRG U9 fedid 15.3.24, =graTerd A=+ CIM
TeIed Case No.MJICR/ 33/24/15.3.2024."

21. It is submitted by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that
after conducting further investigation now the closure report has been
filed which is still pending consideration before the Court of CJM,
Balaghat.

22. Since the closure report is pending consideration, therefore this
Court would not like to make any comment on the merits of the case but
would certainly like to consider whether the negligence on the part of
the Investigating Officer as well as supervising Officers amounts to
negligence or they were out and out to act in a particular manner with an

intention to give undue advantage to any other person.

23.  Accordingly, Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat was
directed to explain as to what steps were taken by him to look into the

matter.

24. It was submitted by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that
he has recently joined. Accordingly, he was directed to disclose the date

of his joining. Then he submitted that he had joined on 22/04/2022.

25. It is really surprising that even after spending one year & 11
months, CSP Balaghat is of the view that he has recently joined.

26. Be that whatever it may be.
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27. It s for the Director General of Police, State of M.P. as well as for

the State Government to look into the conduct of their Officers.

28. Accordingly, CSP Balaghat was directed to point out from
Jarayam Register or from the Police case diary as to whether there is

any entry with regard to holding of any further investigation or not?

29. After going through Police case diary, it is submitted by Shri
Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that as per the statements which are
the part of Police case diary, statement of Smt. Jyoti, one of the accused
was recorded on 25/01/2021, statement of one Shekhar was recorded on
15/02/2021, statement of one Smrati Kumar Nagpure was recorded on
21/07/2021 and statement of Shri Devendra was recorded on
22/07/2021.

30. Accordingly, Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat was
directed to point out from the case diary as to whether any case diary
proceedings were written on 25/01/2021, 15/02/2021 and 21/07/2021
pointing out that the statements of Smt. Jyoti, Shekhar and Smrati

Kumar Nagpure were recorded on the said dates or not?

31. It is fairly conceded by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat
that Police case diary does not contain the case diary proceedings of the
said dates. It was further submitted by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP
Balaghat that ideally the Investigating Officer must record the
proceedings in the case diary on the date when the investigation was

done but in the present case it has not been done.

32. Accordingly, Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat was
directed to explain the the meaning of word "ideally" and was directed

to point out from the Police Regulations as to whether Investigating
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Officer is required to record the daily proceedings or he can write on

any subsequent date as per his convenience.

33. By referring to paragraph 642 of Police Regulations, it was fairly
conceded by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP Balaghat that daily action
taken by Investigating Officer has to be recorded in the case diary.
However, it is fairly conceded that the Investigating Officer did not
record the Police diary proceedings on 25/01/2021, 15/02/2021 and
21/07/2021.

34. Daily case diary proceedings are generally recorded to cross-
check the action taken by the Investigating Officer. Once there is no
document to cross-check as to whether Investigating Officer had really
recorded the statements of Smt. Jyoti on 25/01/2021, Shekhar on
15/02/2021, Smrati Kumar Nagpure on 21/07/2021, then there is every
possibility that the Investigating Officer must have concocted and
created false statements of abovementioned witnesses as well as

accused.
35. Be that whatever it may be.

36. Police case diary contains the case diary proceedings dated

22/07/2021, which reads as under:

RIS
€T 172 LRI,
3T HHID — 131 /2014 RAIA—72 / 22.07.2021
HRT—448,294,427 506,452 WI&(d
JRY ST HRU HaR bl dH SRNI S

fo 22072021 | Gsfy SR s @ gnr ursd cifed
o 9y WM R oG B A URY P

TS |

YA IeX U HEAE IR
ERT 21.09.17 BT d9¥ol & fafdad =
frar Sy fAd=aT BRa & UTETd STURTY

T °gfed BHT U7 O SS9 IR &
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Hag H ANIIGH =IrTerd U fHar S
TG HRA R AG AR & 3T Bl
AT UM AEIGd U4 aRs STdRaAT &l
ETelTd ¥ ST BRIAT AT Gl Hax
gd H A R Ao ararae & dHe
PR YA JBdrS | GEIUT H HRIAT TAT YHT HaxX H g4 H
oAl Wd & | W R e aidEe & 9EHe
MU TSR 9 | gawvr H fafde I gg U Ul feam
ggdre Wil || T o1 S SIS STfeeR gRT forRad
o UBROT H Y | QT T QAR AIgP b Fay H g b
gy der TR | gd A Ao SRR §RT YR
gfera 31efleTeh | RSN AW BT UG Sil fa9eeT ok o9
qEIGd I TR | Fadae SuftRiers diadrell drerdie gRT
Uiy U9 dIR | gdpxor # faffe s o 718 | U4 9e
AT F YA I | IR BRI A AN IR YIBROT H
T Y. | @RoN HHIG 06 /14 f&dAld  27.09.2014
IPR A I | JgHIE  AWBR GRRE ST [U
R & B SN | PRIeTd PIadTell aTarTdre gRT @RSl @1dh
AT Wgd =g | P T8 o UPRU ¥ex 7 g Uil e
A ST | AR HSoihR 9 Judre dR B o
& e fPd T w9 ueRl Wi, qow, NG
AT ¥ yudre fear war| ureff grr ufes
AT HSAdPR DI BId & ST Idr™l gd
TSI ERT JBdre W Hedl f&did &
TG | Dlg BRI A8l 89T gd1dT IT3T |
THROT FEX H HYU BT AT THRI
AElqd Ud dR SMHRITON Bl 3faTd
PRIAT AT ST YBROT H S(RY "fed &
Haeg # iy AT Weg T B @Rl AN
M 9 ARG Af¥GRI ararETe @ [
e AR A H USRI B OSTR
I SRR GRG 8 Wgd PR 3y fFewr &
22.07.2021 T 8 W YA YIRU B SRR 918 I
A, ARTHRI & A AT & e
GRSl Whd B WA B ol B
YEHRUT Pl fAaaHr SRy 2 |
THRUT ¥R DI SN o qHy
R BT ogd B | AT @ TE |

37. In the case diary proceedings, there is no mention that the
statements of Smt. Jyoti, Shri Shekhar, Shri Smrati Kumar Nagpure
were recorded on 25/01/2021, 15/02/2021 and 21/07/2021 but it is

projected from the case diary proceedings dated 22/07/2021 that the
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statements of the witnesses were recorded on the said date i.e.
22/07/2021. Thus, it 1s clear that the Investigating Officer was
manipulating the records and it was not noticed by the officers having
Supervisory power.

38. Furthermore, it is fairly conceded by Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra,
CSP Balaghat that no Rojnamcha Sanha of 25/01/2021, 15/02/2021 and
21/07/2021 are in existence to corroborate the recording of statements of
Smt. Jyoti, Shri Shekhar and Shri Smrati Kumar Nagpure on the
aforesaid dates.

39. Thus, in all probabilities the Investigating Officer has created and
concocted the statements by projecting them to be the statements of
witnesses and the accused.

40. It is also not known as to whether the Investigating Officer had
visited their houses or the witnesses as well as the accused were
summoned in Police Station. Even from the case diary proceedings
dated 22/07/2021, it is not clear that the Investigating Officer had ever
visited the house of Devendra or Devendra was called in the Police
Station. The Police case diary also does not contain any notice issued to
any of the witness to indicate that they were ever called by the
Investigating Officer in the Police Station. Thus, even the Police case
diary proceedings dated 22/07/2021 are under the cloud of suspicion and
it appears that nothing was done except creating the false documents and
that is why all these proceedings do not find place in the Jarayam
Register. Thereafter, the misdeeds of the Investigating Officer did not
come to an end and then he again conveniently sat on the matter.

41. The Superintendent of Police, Balaghat in his affidavit has stated
that during the monthly crime control meeting, this case was not shown

pending and therefore, it was not within his knowledge that this
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investigation is pending.

42. It is really surprising that in the Jarayam Register it has not been
disclosed that this investigation is over, still it was being projected by
the Investigating Officer as well as the concerning SHO, Police Station
Kotwali Balaghat as closed investigation. Why the SHO, Police Station
Kotwali Balaghat was showing such keen interest by showing this
investigation as closed, is also a matter of investigation. However, the
darker side of the picture is yet to come.

43. This Court by order dated 12/03/2024 had directed the
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat to file his affidavit but instead of
taking up the matter in his own hand and looking at the documents and
making an attempt to file a proper affidavit, it appears that he also dealt
with the case in most casual manner.

44. It is submitted by Shri Swapnil Ganguly that on 16/03/2024, the
matter was handed over to the Additional Superintendent of Police to
conduct an enquiry.

45. It is really shocking that the Superintendent of Police, Balaghat
instead of conducting an enquiry on his own delegated the matter to
Additional Superintendent of Police, Balaghat, who also sat
conveniently knowingfully well that the case was listed for 19/03/2024
for consideration of affidavit of Superintendent of Police, Balaghat.

46. It is submitted by Shri Swapnil Ganguly that some reasonable
time is required for the Additional Superintendent of Police, Balaghat to
look into the affairs.

47. It is really surprising that the entire controversy revolves in three
documents; Jarayam Register, Rojnamcha Sanha and Police case diary.
Still, the Additional Superintendent of Police, Balaghat was not in a

position to conclude the enquiry within a period of four days, whereas
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the entire illegalities were detected by this Court within two minutes
after looking at all the three documents.

48. Thus, it appears that the entire effort of the Superintendent of
Police, Balaghat as well as the Additional Superintendent of Police,
Balaghat is to protect the Police Officers, who were malafidely acting in
the present case.

49. Accordingly, the Director General of Police, State of Madhya
Pradesh is directed to conduct an enquiry into the matter and fix the
responsibility of Superintendent of Police, Balaghat, Additional
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat, Shri Anjul Ayank Mishra, CSP
Balaghat, present SHO, Police Station Kotwali Balaghat, the then SHO,
Police Station Kotwali Balaghat as well as the Investigating Officer.

50. This Court has already come to a conclusion that the Investigating
Officer as well as the then SHO, Police Station Kotwali, District
Balaghat were out and out to give undue advantage to the accused
persons because first of all they took four years to file the closure report
(this finding is not final because the Jarayam Register also contains a
date that on 01.11.2014 one more closure report was filed and the
outcome of the said closure report is not known). Thereafter, without
making any corresponding entry as required under the different
provisions of Police Regulations, the documents were created by falsely
showing that the investigation has been done and again the matter went
in hibernation and the Investigating Officer was all the time sleeping
over the matter and neither the then SHO, Police Station Kotwali,
District Balaghat took any pains to verify about the status of pending
investigation nor the the CSP, Balaghat also did take any pains.

51. Accordingly, this Court is of considered opinion that the
Investigating Officer and the then SHO, Police Station Kotwali,
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Balaghat have prima facie committed an offence under Section 13(1)(d)
of Prevention of Corruption Act (since all these things happened prior to
the amendment in the Prevention of Corruption Act in the year 2018,
therefore, this Court has referred to the pre-amended section of
Prevention of Corruption Act).

52. Accordingly, the Director General of Police, State of Madhya
Pradesh is directed to register an offence punishable under Section
13(1)(d) of Prevention of Corruption Act against the then Investigating
Officer and the then SHO, Police Station Kotwali, District Balaghat.

53. The Director General of Police is also directed to verify as to
whether any other person has any role to give undue advantage or not?
If it is found that some more persons had given undue advantage and
committed the offence punishable under the Prevention of Corruption
Act, then they can also be implicated in the said offence.

54. Let the report be submitted within a period of one month from
today.

55. List this case on 22/04/2024.

56. It is made clear that the investigation/enquiry shall be conducted
by the Director General of Police, State of Madhya Pradesh only and he
would not delegate or assign this duty to any officer.

57. The report must be filed with the affidavit of Director General of
Police, State of Madhya Pradesh.

58. The Police case diary as well as Jarayam Register are returned
back.

59. At this stage, it is submitted by Shri Swapnil Ganguly that instead
of directing the Director General of Police, State of Madhya Pradesh to
conduct an enquiry some another officer like Inspector General may be

directed to do the needful.
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60. Considered the submissions made by counsel for the State.

61. This Court by order dated 12/03/2024 had directed the
Superintendent of Police, Balaghat to submit his affidavit explaining the
issues mentioned in the said order.

62. Shockingly, the Superintendent of Police, Balaghat did not take
the order seriously and in his turn handed over the enquiry to the
Additional Superintendent of Police, Balaghat. If the Police Officers are
not ready to take the orders of the Court with seriousness and if they are
not ready to realize the mistakes which are being committed by their
own Department, then this Court is left with no other option but to direct
the Director General of Police to conduct the enquiry by himself so that
he can realize the malafide actions which are being done by his
subordinate Police Officers, thereby jeoparding the rights of the citizens
of the country.

63. Accordingly, the prayer for assigning the enquiry to some other
officer except the Director General of Police, State of Madhya Pradesh

is hereby rejected.

(G.S. AHLUWALIA)
JUDGE
SM.



