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Report of the Committee as per Hon’ble Supreme Court Order in 

M.A. No. 267 of 2017 in SLP (Crl) No. 657 of 2017, Dilawar Vs State 

of Haryana & Ors. regarding Speedy Completion of Investigation 

and Monitoring Mechanism by the Investigating Agencies 

 The Hon’ble Supreme Court vide its Order M.A. No. 267 of 2017 

in SLP (Crl.) No. 657 of 2017 in the case of Dilawar Versus State of 

Haryana & Ors., directed Ministry of Home Affairs as under:- 

“We direct the Ministry of Home Affairs to have interaction on the 

subject with all the Central and State Investigating agencies on or before 

May 31, 2018 either on video conferencing or in person.  The points 

emerging from the interaction may be recorded and examined by an 

appropriate Committee which may be constituted for the purpose.  The 

said Committee may give its report latest by June 30, 2018.  We direct 

the MHA to place on record among other data, the figures of all pending 

investigations beyond one year and action plan to complete them in a 

proposed timeframe.  With regard to State agencies also such 

information may be collected and furnished by the MHA.” 

2. Accordingly, a video conference meeting was held on 18.05.2018 

under the Chairmanship of Special Secretary (BM), MHA in connection 

with the directions issued by the Hon’ble Supreme Court.  

Representatives of the Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI) and the 

National Investigation Agency (NIA) participated in person and the 



 

representatives of 29 States/UTs participated through video conference.  

Minutes of the video conference is attached at Annexure-1.  

3. Further, pursuant to the directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, a 

Committee  was constituted to examine the points emerging from the 

interaction in the video conference meeting held on 18.05.2018 vide  

MHA Office Memorandum No. 10/10/2018- Judl.Cell-I dated 

30.05.2018 of Ministry of Home Affairs, Judicial Wing (copy enclosed) 

under the Chairmanship of DG,BPR&D. 

4. The Committee held its 1st meeting on 7.6.2018 at BPR&D Hqrs, 

New Delhi. The Committee examined points emerged during the 

aforesaid video conference. During the meeting a necessity was felt to 

have views of FSL experts also as forensic evidence constitute an 

essential part of investigation process. The meeting with FSL Officials 

was organised on 15.06.2018 at BPR&D Hqrs, New Delhi. After 

examining the points of video conference received from States and 

various central investigating agencies, having detailed discussion among 

committee members and interaction with FSL experts, committee 

narrowed down upon a factors/limitations that were prima facie found 

responsible for pendency of the cases with investigating agencies as well 

as with FSLs after the consultation of various quarters, the Committee, 

then, decided to have greater interaction with representatives of 



 

States/UTs/Central Investigating Agencies seeking some additional data 

in order to understand the aggregate incidents of various factors on the 

process and the pace of investigation.   

5. The Committee held its meeting with the representatives of 

States/UTs/Central Agencies on 4th, 5th and 9th July, 2018. After 

discussions with the representatives of States/UTs/Central Investigating 

Agencies the committee held its in-house meeting on 11th July, 2018, 17th 

July and 18th July, 2018 wherein members had detailed discussion on the 

issues that emerged out of the data received as depicted vide various 

Annexures to this report.   

6. The outcome of various deliberations and data inferences are now 

discussed in the following segments. 

6.1 Committee tabulated the pendency of crime State-wise in 

descending order.  Annexure-2 depicts the total number of cases pending 

for more than one year as on 01.05.2018.  Five States namely Tamil 

Nadu, Bihar, Assam, Delhi and Maharashtra in aggregate account for 

nearly 54% of the total pending cases.  In contrast States like Uttar 

Pradesh, Rajasthan, Gujarat, Chattisgarh and  Haryana etc. have less than 

1.2% of pendency.  Hence, prima facie, there appears to be no 

substantive correlation between size of the State or the incidence of crime  
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on the pendency as such.  Therefore, Committee tabulated the data as per 

reasons of pendency.  However, it definitely indicates that some States do 

have better practices that may be shared for the benefit of all. 

6.2 Annexure-3 depicts the State-wise reasons of pendency.  The 

Committee, based on video conferencing / discussions, enlisted 13 

specific reasons of delay separately and sought the feedback.  Other 

reasons were clubbed together under general head ‘any other reasons’.  

Such a tabulation facilitated an insight into various reasons of delay.  

Accordingly, it is evident that highest delay is due to accused  not known 

(19.58%), followed by those in which accused known but absconding 

(17.30%).   Medical examination reports which include MLR/MLC 

(3.73%) and PM Report (1.16%) seem to be causing delay up to 4.89% 

of such cases, followed by delay due to forensic examinations to the tune 

of 4.25% in aggregate.  Non-availability of witness constitutes about 

2.77%, followed by documents from financial institutions/banks pending 

(2.43%) and stay of investigations by Courts to the tune of 1.97%.  

Respective States/UT/Central Investigation Agencies need to, therefore, 

fix up the problems through specific steps within their area of 

responsibility.  However, in 43.24% of the cases the delay is due to other 

reasons. Such reasons  range  from  lack of investigating  officers,  border  

crossing  on international boundaries, inaccessibility of  terrains  for  long                  
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spell of time in some States, disturbed  atmosphere in the State to the 

intricacies of  terror related cases.  Some of these reasons suggest that 

with better supervision, operational planning and capacity building, the 

pendencies could be reduced to the best possible level.   

6.3 Having broadly seen the causes of delay, the Committee tabulated 

the timeline of disposal as informed by the respective States for the next 

one year vide Annexure-4.  It is reflected from the analysis that total 

3,05,894 cases would be disposed of in next one year.  The period 

disposal is 74,219 (up to 31.07.2018), 66,654 (up to 30.09.2018), 75,655 

(up to 31.12.2018) and 89,366  (up to 30.06.2019).  This constitutes 

nearly 82.47% disposal by States/UTs/Central Investigating Agencies     

(except Tamil Nadu & Arunachal Pradesh who have expressed their 

inability to give any time line).  The various States/UTs had stated during 

video conference that in many cases defining timelines may not be 

feasible.  Going by the data as above, nearly 17.53% of pending cases 

tend to fall in this category.  As per video conferencing / follow up 

discussions, such a pendency is attributable to factors like criminals 

crossing over international boundary in border States, cases against terror 

elements in disturbed areas, inaccessibility of terrains in some places for 

long spells, besides reasons like stay by Courts, delay in cyber-crime  



 

 

evidence collection, detecting documentary trails and corresponding 

examination, seeking presence of witnesses from abroad etc. 

6.4 Committee studied the pendency of cases crime head-wise vide 

Annexure-5.  In aggregate, the body offences (17.93%), followed by 

property offences (14.43%), economic offences (11.98%) and local & 

special laws (11.63%) constitute the bulk of cases i.e. nearly 56%.  

UAPA, IT and SC/ST cases in all constitute about 5.7% of the pendency.  

Accident cases in itself constitute 7.16% of the pending cases. Here, it is 

relevant to observe that capacity building in terms of technologically 

upgraded logistics, investigation kits, training of investigators etc. can 

play a major role, as stated by the States during the video conference.  

Some States have argued to reduce the level of IO, such as from Dy. SP 

to Inspector in UAPA and SC/ST Act cases and Inspector to ASI in IT 

Act cases.  Some of the States have delegated power of  investigation to 

the lower ranks such as Head Constable/Naik.  To cite an example, 

Maharashtra has given powers to Naik Police Constable (rank between 

Head Constable & Constable) to investigate cases under Sections 194(2), 

281, 118(1), 125, 303(1) & 303(2) of BNS, 2023 (Earlier Sections of 

IPC- 160, 279, 324, 337, 378 & 379) and also under some local acts. 
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6.5 During the analysis, Committee also received the data on average 

workload per Investigating Officer calculated as on 01.05.2018. The 

same is depicted vide Annexure-6.  It ranges from 3.8 in Rajasthan to 

37.5 in Assam, 39.8 in Uttar Pradesh and 60 in Puducherry.  The local 

expansion of force, filling up of vacancies, separation of law and order 

and Crime Police etc., besides capacity building are some of the crucial 

factors that are to some extent responsible towards a faster pace of 

disposal.  Committee felt that complexities of investigation, as per the 

reasons analyzed so far, may differ from case to case as well as place to 

place.  Hence, States need to conduct their own workload analysis and 

devise congruent strategies in this context. 

6.6 Since forensic examination is an important component of 

investigation and cited by States as one of the reasons of delay, 

Committee studied the forensic examination capacity vide Annexure-7.  

In most of the places, in domains like Biology/DNA/Cyber Forensics, the 

annual intake of cases is much more than the disposal.  This has resulted 

into cumulative backlog over a period of time.  This implies that many 

cases will not get disposed off even within one year.  Non-existence of 

conducive conditions for storage also tend to adversely affect the quality 
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of the evidence in terms of its analysis by experts.  Prime facie, it 

indicates that FSLs need capacity building in cyber forensics and DNA 

finger printing as well as upgradation of technology in other areas, 

besides availability of adequate experts. 

6.7 Committee also studied the monitoring mechanism of various 

States vide Annexure-8 and the existing SOP on timelines vide 

Annexure-9.    The following good practices can be recommended to all 

States/UTs/Central Investigating Agencies for speedy investigation. 

   (i) Timelines to complete the various kinds of investigations could be 

issued. 

   [Committee finds that the timelines as suggested by Andhra 

Pradesh Police seem to be systematically evolved.  The same are 

recommended to be considered by respective States at their level.  

These guidelines are placed at Annexure-10] 

(ii) Permission of designated higher authority be required to keep the 

cases pending beyond the given timelines as issued vide (i) supra. 

(iii)  Periodic monitoring mechanism be put in place: 

(a)     Quarterly review meetings at Range & Zonal level. 

(b) Half yearly crime conferences by DG. 
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(c) Special review at sub-division level for under investigation 

cases pending for more than one year. 

(iv) Creation of special mechanism for execution of NBWs. 

(v)    Monitoring mechanism in each district and Police Commissionerate 

to  check the merit of charge sheets before its submission to courts. 

(vi) Key performance indicators to monitor and encourage Police 

performance. [Telangana Model – Annexure- 10A] 

7. Recommendations: 

Whereas it may not be feasible to recommend uniform solution 

keeping in view the State specific peculiarities, Committee is of the view 

that it is still possible to suggest certain ways and means for speedy 

completion of investigation that the States may suitably adopt: 

7.1 ‘Optimal workload review’ of Investigating Officers in the State 

could be done. In this context, revisiting effective bifurcation of law & 

order / crime investigation police, filling up of vacancies and other 

related aspects remain crucial. 

7.2 Capacity building of Investigating Officers through modern 

investigating aids/forensic tools/cyber techniques, adopting well-

designed training modules constitutes an important segment of the 

strategy. 



 

7.3 FSLs need capacity building in cyber forensics and DNA finger 

printing besides upgradation of technology in existing domains. 

Availability of adequate number of forensic experts could also facilitate 

the task. Similarly, States may review capacity of hospitals with respect 

to medico-legal examinations. 

7.4 Use of information and communication technology for servicing of 

summons, examination of witnesses including  subject experts as well as 

IOs, which could make processes faster and more efficient, need to be 

promoted. 

7.5 Online integration of  Police Units, forensic labs, hospitals, courts 

and other agencies for submission of investigation related documents 

calls for due attention. In this context, there exists a need for synergising 

CCTNS & ICJS networks too. 

7.6 Evolving feasible timelines to complete various kinds of 

investigations by respective States/UTs/Central Investigating Agencies 

deserves serious consideration.  Model vide Annexure-10, para 6.7 (i) 

supra is suggested in this context.  Similarly, periodic monitoring 

mechanisms at various levels need to be evolved where ever not existing.  

Para 6.7 (iii) is recommended in this context. Option of adopting Key 



 

Performance Indicators (KPI) is also available, as done by the State of 

Telangana.  Annexure-10 A vide para 6.7(vi) is referred to in this regard. 

7.7 Some other valuable suggestions were also given during video 

conference/discussions which could also be considered at appropriate 

level:- 

(i) Creation of Investigation fund as done by states of Andhra 

Pradesh, Karnataka,      Maharashtra, Telangana etc.  The concerned State 

Governments could earmark the fund for the purpose and place it at the 

disposal of SHOs for meeting investigation expenses.  Rates are, 

however, contingent upon the  categorisation of Police Stations by the 

States on the basis of the local requirements. 

(ii) Need based inclusion of various experts in investigation processes 

such as cyber experts, financial and legal experts etc., along with well-

defined procedures that now seem to be the need of the hour. 

(iii) Changes in the level of Investigators, as some of the States have 

argued, by reducing their level, such as from Dy. SP to Inspector in 

UAPA and SC/ST Act cases and Inspector to ASI in IT Act cases could 

be initiated.  

(iv) Protocol for ‘stay by courts’ is another arena for consideration at 

appropriate forum. 
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Annexure : 01 

F.No. 10/10/2018- Judl. Cell-I 

 

Subject:- Minutes of the meeting, held through video conference, on 18.05.2018 

under the Chairmanship of  Special Secretary (BM) regarding the matter 

of speedy completion of investigations and monitoring mechanism by the 

Investigating Agencies.   

A video conference  meeting was held on 18.05.2018 under the Chairmanship of 

Special Secretary (BM) in connection with the directions issued by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in MA No. 267 of 2017 in SLP(Crl) No. 657 of 2017, Dilawar vs State of Haryana  & 

Ors  for speedy completion of investigations and for setting up of an inhouse monitoring 

mechanism by the Investigating Agencies. Representatives of the Central Bureau of 

Investigation  (CBI) and the National Investigation Agency (NIA) participated in person and 

the representatives of 29 States/UTs participated through video conference. 

 

2. Special Secretary (BM) welcomed the Officers of CBI, NIA and Investigative 

Agencies of States/ UTs.  He explained the background and impressed upon them the need for 

speedy completion of investigations and for setting up requisite monitoring mechanism by the 

Investigating Agencies. He then invited the officers to share their views on the matter. 

 

3.  The representatives of the States/UTs expressed views as under:- 

i) Andhra Pradesh:  

• There are around 22000 cases in which investigation is pending for over a 

year. 

• Bulk of crimes are simple crimes e.g. Section 125,125,84,105,318(4) BNS 

(Earlier IPC 337, 338, 498, 304, 420 IPC) and  time limits can be 

prescribed. 

• In serious crimes like drug smuggling, murder, economic offences, 

property cases time lines cannot be fixed.  

• I.O are transferred and new I.Os take time to grasp the cases.  

• Level of I.O can be amended by the States if the matter is in concurrent 

list.  

 

ii) Jharkhand: 

• In house monitoring system is in place.  

• Large number of vacancies remain unfilled. Acute shortage of I.Os  

• The State has the problem of Left wing extremism and most officers are 

assigned to security and law and order duties. Hence fewer officers are 

available for investigative purposes.  

• Investigation depends on forensic infrastructure available in the State. 

• Sanctions for prosecuting from various agencies also takes long.  

• Connectivity of the courts through video conference as many witnesses 

have to travel far to the courts.  
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• Over 15000 cases pending over one year (annual reporting is around 5000 

cases). 

• They will produce an action plan and reduce pendency. 

 

iii) Arunachal Pradesh: 

• Around 700 cases are pending over one year. They suggested that a cut off 

date for deciding the one-year period may be specified.   

• Section 468 already lays down the period of limitation for the Court to 

take cognizance of an offence. 

• No time line can be fixed as circumstances of the cases  are not in control 

of police as availability of forensic reports, medical reports takes long and 

are beyond their control.  

 

iv) Haryana: 

• The instant case pertains to Haryana. Law is silent on whether the time 

limit of 6 months is applicable  for reinvestigation by the CBI after case 

was  handed over to them. 

• The courts grants stays on arrests and filing of charge sheets. 

• Time limit cannot be fixed as murder cases, fraud cases take longer 

time to investigate. Complainants also want extended investigations. So 

it is impossible to close investigations.  

• 1.6% of  crime reported yearly remain pending  for completion of 

investigation. 

 

v) Chhattisgarh: 

• Section 514 BNSS earlier 468 CrPC already lays down the period of 

limitation for the courts to take cognizance of an offence. However the 

section does not lay down time limit for serious offences.  

• Time limit may not be possible when accused is unknown. If the 

accused cannot be produced then Challans and charge sheets are not 

accepted by Courts. 

• Internet /cyber crimes are difficult and not possible to adhere to time 

limits. 

 

vi) Rajasthan: 

• To prescribe time limit for investigation, time limit have to be 

prescribed for FSL reports, medical reports, etc.  

• State does not have  sufficient manpower  as well as financial resources 

• Stays were given by the Courts in 584 cases which leads to delays.  

•  Petty crimes can be investigated by the HC /Constables. 

• Video conference may be done to speed up criminal justice system. 

• Online filing of charge sheets should be taken cognizance by the 

Courts.  The existing Integrated Criminal Justice  System (ICJS)  should 

allow this facility.   
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• Many cases have inter-state / international dimensions and hence no 

time limit can be adhered to in such cases. 

 

vii)  Kerala: 

• Courts are staying investigations for which protocols need to be adopted. 

• Some new statute like Information  Technology Act have specified the 

level of I.Os  at Inspector level.  Kerala had high number of IT offences. 

There is need for the level of IO to be brought down to SI.   

• The provisions in UAPA allowing police custody (overriding the 

judgement in Kulkarni vs CBI) should be allowed for serious offences like 

rape, homicide, dacoity , etc.  

• Most new statute prescribes timelines. Hence,  chapter 13 of BNSS earlier 

chapter 12 of CrPC needs to be brought in line with such laws. A reference 

may be made to the Law Commission for examining the matter. 

• There is not enough Cyber experts and Forensic labs. 7 lakhs FIRs are 

filed in a year. FSLs should be established in every district. Support has to 

be provided by the modernization scheme of Police by MHA. 

 

 

viii) Bihar: 

• In-house arrangement for monitoring and oversight has been provided in 

the Bihar Police Manual.  As per Rule 173of Bihar Police Manual  there 

are 3 categories of cases and timeline requiring oversight of various levels 

of officers has been prescribed.   

• Increase in number of IOs will address the pendency of number of cases. 

 

ix) J&K: 

• Around 9000 cases are pending for over a year. 

• 25-30% of these cases come under petty offences. 

• 25-30% of cases are such that independent investigation cannot be carried 

out and delayed due to non-submission of revenue, medical and forensic 

reports. Time lines should be prescribed for these agencies, as presently 

there are no timelines for them. 

• 20-25% of the cases are blind case of hit and run, accused are unknown 

person. Large number of cases of elopement also remain alive.  

• Cases are also stayed by the Courts.   

• Sanction of DM and DC level ought to be sufficient.  

• Shortage of IOs, forensic labs and resources. 

• Unique problem of the State -Around 3000 cases no timelines can be set 

as the accused are believed to have crossed over the border.  

 

x)  Madhya Pradesh 

• FIR in 269892 cases were filed during last year out of which 6212 cases 

of the cases are pending (2.3%.).  
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• There is a large number of vacancies in the police force.  There is 1538 

vacancies at IO level. 

• Separate cadre needs to be made for Investigation and Law& Order.   

• In economic offences obtaining  the documents take longer time. 

• Blind  cases, elopement cases, hit & run,   robberies, interstate cases and 

procedural delays by courts leads to pendency of cases.   

• Strong supervisory mechanism at various levels can be set up. 

 

xi) Punjab : 

• Board of Investigation exists since 2015 in Punjab however it should be 

made functional and given autonomy.  

• Time line should be given to all agencies involved in investigation. 

• Although no outer limits can be fixed, 60-70% are simple crimes  

which can be   disposed of timely.  

• Courts  should give a direction for separation of duties of investigation 

from law and order. 

 

 

xii) Karnataka: 

   

• Around 85000 cases are pending for more than a year. 

• No time limit can be fixed for accused –known but not traceable, and 

accused unknown. 

 

xiii) Uttar Pradesh:  

• The courts have the power grant bail in cases beyond exceeding the time 

limits. 

• Section 514 BNSS( earlier 468 CrPC) should be the guiding principle.  

• Matter may be referred to Law Commission for examining timelines for 

heinous cases. 

 

xiv) Himachal Pradesh: 

• 431 case are pending for more than a year. 

• Of these 18% are held up due to want of forensic / medical reports. 

• Acute shortage of IOs and Prosecuting Officers. 

• Refer to Delhi High Court order of 2003 where production of accused was 

not necessary for filing of charge sheet.  This needs to be made applicable 

to other States also.  

 

xv) Maharashtra: 

• 2% of cases are pending for over a year.  

• 70% of inmates are under trials who need not be held in prison 

unjustifiably.   
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• The courts are only empowered to give bail.   

• Excellent monitoring and oversight mechanism exists.  

• They have dedicated teams for investigation, who are not used for law and 

order duty. 

 

xvi) West Bengal: 

• Sufficient provisions exists for bail for unjustified incarceration. 

• Staggered time lines can be set for different levels of cases.  

• Time lines have to be set for ancillary agencies like medical, FSLs and  

sanctioning authority. 

 

xvii) Assam: 

• Have endorsed all the points  

• Would send detailed report in writing 

 

xviii) Telangana: 

• Various acts like POCSO, SC/ST Act, Arms Act, and also provisions of 

BNSS earlier CrPC  for rape cases  have laid down time limits.  

• Simple cases  under section 118(1), 117(2),85,105 BNS (earlier 324, 325, 

498A , 304 IPC), and if accused  is known, it would be possible to dispose 

of these cases timely.  

• Economic offences  cases are difficult to process with in a time line due to 

lack of documents. 

 

xix) Tamil Nadu: 

• Time limit needs for other agencies involved such as medical, revenue 

and forensic labs.   

• Matter needs to be referred to the Law Commission.  

 

xx) Odisha: 

• Around 25000 cases are pending for more than a year. 

• Endorsed the view that timeline can be fixed for simple cases. 

• Cooperation of other agencies is needed for speedy investigation. 

 

xxi) Andaman and Nicobar: 

• Beside endorsing the general view, it was suggested that the topographical 

and weather condition limitations impact sending teams to the mainland,  

needs to be factored in while fixing time limits for investigation. 

xxii) Goa: 

• One size fits all approach cannot be adopted.  

• Facts and  circumstance vary from case to case and simple cases often 

become complicated.  

• Investigations need coordinated approach with other agencies. 
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• Goa has a high number of cases under NDPS Act but CFSLs take long 

time as they do not have reference material with them leading to delays. 

 

 

 

xxiii) Uttarakhand : 

• 225 cases are pending for over a year. 

• 50% of above cases are fraud (420) cases. 

• Timelines can be fixed for simple cases.  

• Mechanism /SOP like in  Bihar, can be adopted for investigation. 

• DGP conducts video conferences with SPs regularly to bring down 

pendency.   

• No time lines can be fixed for some heinous cases. Section 514 BNSS 

(earlier  468 CrPC)  could be the guiding principle. 

 

xxiv) Mizoram: 

• 35 cases are pending for  over a year ( serious -11, non serious 24)  

• Reasons for delay are due to non receipt of reports from medical, FSL, 

inter-State agencies, etc. 

• Information technology cases -law should be amended to allow 

investigation by lower rank officers. 

• They have effective supervision and monitoring of investigations. 92.9 

% conviction rate in 2014.  

• 80-90 % conviction rate as on date. 

• 20%  shortage of manpower and  equipment.  

 

xxv) Manipur: 

• 23,138 cases pending for over a year. 

• Lots of cases under UAPA which can only be investigated by a gazetted 

officer.  IO level needs to be lowered to Inspector rank. 

• Being a border State, large number of officers are on law and order duty. 

• Difficult terrain and climatic conditions hamper investigative work. 

• High number of cases pending for want of FSL reports as there is no FSL 

in the State and they have to depend on  FSL in Guwahati/ Kolkata.  

• Special investigative teams under Additional SP are meeting regularly. 

 

xxvi) Meghalaya : 

• Endorses the points of other States and will submit detailed report in 

writing.  

• Topographical / militancy / lack of FSL were the  main issues. 

xxvii) Puducherry: 
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• 1500 cases pending over a year. 

• 50% for want of medical certificate and 20% absconding accused.  

• Other pending for lack of FSL, etc. reports  

• Need for increase of manpower and FSLs. 

 

 

 

xxviii)  Gujarat: 

• Endorsed the views of other States. 

• Large number of cases involve stays granted by courts. 

 

xxix) Tripura: 

• 346 cases are pending for over a year out of 4200 cases registered. 

• Large number of under trials whose plight needs to be considered. \ 

• The quality of investigation is of prime importance.     

• They have internal monitoring mechanism. 

• Post mortem and viscera reports from FSL take time.  

•  Lack of IOs. 

• Medical reports for persons discharged from hospitals should come with a 

week. 

• Promotion of police officers held up due to court cases. 

• Physical presence of IOs at the time of trial should not be compulsory as 

they are often transferred. The facility of video conference should be 

given. 

  

xxx) National Investigative Agency: 

• One size fits all solution may not be possible across all cases. 

• Terrorism, Left wing extremism, militancy all have different impact. A 

uniform timeline may not be possible. 

• Some supervisory mechanism may be adopted. 

• Time limits already  laid down in section 187,193,514 BNSS (earlier 167, 

173, 468 CrPC) and various other acts. 

• List of cases pending for over a year can be added in the data on NCRB. 

• In UAPA cases Inspectors level can be appointed IOs.  

 

xxxi) CBI: 

• They would submit their inputs in writing. 

 

 

4. The views of various States/ UTs are summarized as under:- 
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• The procedure for timelines is already laid down under section 187,193,514 

BNSS (earlier 167, 173, 468 CrPC) The Courts do not accept challans and 

charge sheets if these are not adhered to. 

• The process of investigation cannot be seen in isolation. Investigation 

depends on various other non-police agencies/ inputs  like medical reports, 

forensic reports and reports of revenue departments, etc. These reports are not 

received timely. The delay in the procurement of these reports is beyond the 

control of the investigation agencies.  

• If a time line is fixed for investigation then such time line should  also be 

made applicable to other agencies like the medical department, forensic 

labs, revenue departments, etc. that are responsible for providing input  for 

quality investigation.   

• The investigation wing needs to be separated from duties of law and 

order. There is need for creation of a separate  cadre of police for dedicated 

investigation. 

• The level of Investigating Officer (I.O.) needs to be reviewed for several acts. 

For example, in the UAP Act,  the IO is a DSP level officers, but in most 

States there may not be sufficient DSP level officers, hence Inspectors should 

be empowered to investigate the matter. Similarly, Head Constables / 

Constables with at least 5 years’ experience should be empowered to 

investigate simple crimes. Educated persons are now available even in 

constable ranks. In IT Act, 2000 also the level of  I.O be brought down from 

Inspector to Sub-Inspector.  

• There is a shortage of Cyber experts and Forensic experts.  

• The number of number Forensic and Science Laboratories (FSLs) is 

insufficient and the Courts ask for modern scientific evidence like DNA tests, 

etc.    

• Interagency, interstate or international cases, cases of economic offences, 

cybercrimes, cases where accused are unknown or absconding will take longer 

time to investigate and timeline may not be possible. 

• Sanctions required from various agencies should be made available a lower 

level.  

• The date of  Hon’ble Supreme Court’s Order  i.e 01.05.2018  was taken as 

the cutoff date for  the one year period.  

 

 

5.  The Chairman thanked the participating States and the CBI/NIA, and  requested them 

to submit their views in writing by 23.05.2018,  along with the data on cases pending for 

investigation beyond one year, as on 01.05.2018  and action plan to complete investigation to 

enable MHA to inform the Hon’ble Supreme Court by the given date i.e.30.06.2018. 

***** 
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Annexure : 10 

Suggested Timelines for finalizing investigation of various types of cases 

(Andhra Pradesh Model) 

 

Sl. 

No. 
Subject  

Section of Law  

Prescribed Time 

Limit  

1.  

OFECENCES AGAINST STATE 

Sec. 

147,148,149,150,15

1,153,154,155,156,1

57 & 158 BNS 

(earlier Sec. 121 to 

130 IPC) 

4-8 Months  

2.  

CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY  

61(1),61(2) BNS 

(earlier 120 A, 

120 B IPC) 

6 Months  

3.  OFFENCES AFFECTING THE 

HUMAN BODY, HOMICIDE  AND 

MURDER 

Sec 100 & 101 BNS 

earlier Sec.299 & 

300 IPC  

6 Months  

Beyond 6 months, in complicated cases, extention twice by SP and later by CID. 

4.  

KIDNAPPING, ABDUCTING ETC.  

Sec 

137(1),137(1)(a), 

137(1)(b),138,137(2

),139,140(1)140(2),

140(3),87,96,141,14

0(4),142,97,143,144

,145,98,99,146 BNS 

(earlier Sec. 359 to 

374 IPC) 

1-6 Months  

5.  

RAPE, UNNATURAL OFFNCES, 

POCSO AND OTHER CRIMINAL 

CASES AGAINST WOMAN 

Sec 

63,64,65(1),66,65(2)

,67,68,70(1),70(2),7

0(2),71BNS (earlier 

Sec. 375- 377 IPC) 

3 Months ( 2 

Months for POCSO 

cases)  

6.  However in complicated/gang rape 

cases, an outer limit of 4 months can 

be given   

 

7.  

ATTEMPT TO MURDER AND ALL 

OTHER CAES UNDER THE 

ABOVE CHAPTER WRONGFUL 

RESTRAINT CONFINEMENT  

Sec 

126(1),127(1),126(2

),127(2),127(3),127(

4),127(5),127(6),12

7(7),127(8) BNS 

(earlier Sec. 339 to 

348 IPC) 

2-4 Months  

8.  

GRIEVOUS HURTS  

Sec 118(2) BNS 

(earlier Sec. 326 

IPC) 

1-3 Months 



9.  

HURT  
Sec 118(1) BNS 

(earlier Sec.  324 

IPC) 

1 Month if wound 

certificate is 

received without 

delay.  

10.  

OF CRIMIMINAL FORCE AND 

ASSAULT  

Sec128,129,130,131

,132,74,75,76,77,78,

133,134,135,136,13

7(1),137(1)(a),137(1

)(b),138,139,140(1),

140(2),140(3),87,96,

141,140(4)142,97,1

43,144,145,98,99,14

6 BNS (earlier Sec. 

349-374 IPC ) 

1-2 months  

11.  
OFFENCES RELATING  TO 

RELIGION 

Sec 298 BNS 

(earlier Sec. 295 

IPC) 

1-2 Months  

12.  

OFFENCES AGAINST THE 

PUBLIC TRANQUILITY  

Sec 

189(1),189(2),189(2

),189(4),189(3),191(

1),191(2),191(3),19

0,189(6),189(5),195

(1),192,196,197,193

(1),193(2),193(3),18

9(7),189(8),189(9),1

94(1)194(2) BNS 

(earlier Sec. 141 to 

160 - IPC) 

 

45 days 

13.  

OFFENCES BY OR RELATING TO 

PUBLIC SERVANT  

Sec 

198,199,200,201,20

2,203,204,205, BNS 

(earlier Sec. 161 to 

171- IPC) 

 

2 Months  

14.  

OFFENCES RELATING TO 

ELECTIONS  

Sec 

169,170,171,172,17

3,174,175,176,177 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

171- A to 171-1 

IPC) 

 

2 Months  

15.  

NON-FATAL ROAD ACCIDENT  

Sec 125 BNS 

(earlier 337,338 

IPC) 

 

 

1 Month  



16.  
FATAL ROAD ACCIDENT  

Sec 106 BNS 

(earlier 304 (A) 

IPC) 

1-2 Months  

17.  OFFENCES AGAINST PROPERTY   

 

a) THEFT  

Sec 303(2) and 305 

to 308(1) BNS 

(earlier Sec. 379 to 

383 IPC) 

3 Months 

 

b) EXTORTION  

Sec 308(2) to 308(6) 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

384 to 389 IPC) 

3 Months 

 

c) ROBBERY  

Sec 309(4) to 309(6) 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

392 to 394IPC) 

3 Months 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

d) DACOITY  

Sec310(2),310(3) 

and 311 BNS 

(earlier Sec. 395 to 

397 IPC) 

3 Months 

 

e) HOUSE BREAKING AND 

THEFTS  

Sec 331(3) to 

331(8),334(1) and 

334(2) BNS (earlier 

Sec. 454 to 462 

IPC) 

3 Months 

In simple cases, a reasonable time to 2-3 months may be given. Where cases are of grave 

nature  and where professional gangs/individuals are involved or where offenders hail from 

other states, a maximum of 6 months can be given. Beyond that distt. SsP may be authorized 

to give extension of  not more than 3 months in each instance and not more than two 

extensions. Beyond that, CID can give 1 or 2 extensions with reasons to be recorded in 

writing.  

18.  

CRIMINAL MISAPPROPRIATION 

OF PROPERTY   

Sec 314 to & 315 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

403, 404 IPC) 

4 Months is 

sufficient if 1 or 2 

persons are involved 

in the offence and at 

least 8 Months is 

required where ever 

the case of grave in 

nature and involved 

large sections of 

public. 

19.  

CRIMINAL BREACH  OF TRUST 

Sec 316(1) to 316(5) 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

405 to 409 IPC) 

 

4-8 Months  



 

 

 

In organized crime or economic offences, an outer limit of 6 months can be prescribed. 

Beyond that 2 extensions by SP, 2 more by CID and beyond that by DGP/ Head of Police 

Force. 

 

20.  
RECEIVING OF STOLEN 

PROTERTY 

Sec 317(1) &317(5) 

BNS (earlier Sec. 

410, 414 IPC) 

15 days  

21.  
CHEATING /CHIT FUNDS, 

MONEY CIRCULATION 

ACTIVITIES SCHEMES NBFCS 

UNDER APPDFE  ETC. 

Sec 

318(2),318(3),319(2

) & 318(4) BNS 

(earlier Sec. 417 to 

420 IPC) 

2 Months for simple 

cases and 6 months 

for complicated 

cases.  

22.  

MISCHIEF  

Sec.324(1), 

324(3),324(6) BNS 

(earlier Sec.425 and 

440 IPC) 

1 Month  

23.  
Offences under Cr.PC 

 

1 Month  

 

24.  

CRIMINAL INTIMIDATION ( EVE 

TEASING )  

Sec.351(1),  352, 

353, 351(2)/(3), 

351(4), 354, 79,355,  

& 62 BNS (earlier 

Sec. 503 to 510 

IPC) 

 1 Month  

25.  

OFFENCES RELATING TO 

DOCUMENTS AND PROPERTY 

MARKS , COUNTERFEITING 

CASES ETC. 

Sec 336(1),335, 

336(2), 337, 338, 

336(2),336(4), 

340(1), 340(2), 

341(1), 341(2), 339, 

342(1), 342(2), 343, 

344, 345(1), 345(2), 

345(3),347(1), 

347(2), 348, 349, 

350(1), 350(2), 346,   

BNS (earlier Sec. 

463 to 489 IPC) 

 

 

2 Months for simple 

cases and 6 Months 

for complicated 

cases.  

26.  

FUNDAMENTAL DEEDS AND 

DISPOSITION FO PROPERTY  

Sec 320,321,322, 

323 BNS (earlier 

Sec. 421 to 424 

IPC) 

 

 

2-4 Months  



27.  

CRIMINAL TRESPASS 

Sec 

329(1),329(2),330(1

),330(2),329(3),329(

4),332(a),332(b),33

2(c),333,331(1),331

(3),331(5),331(2),33

1(4),331(6),331(7),3

31(8),334(1), 334(2) 

BNS (earlier 

Sec.441 to 462 IPC)  

1 Month  

28.  ATTEMPT  TO COMMIT 

OFFENCES  

Sec 62 BNS (earlier 

Sec. 511 IPC) 

1 Month  

29.  
OFFENCES UNDER FICN, NDPS 

ACT CASES AND OTHER SPL. & 

LOCAL LAWS 
SPL; & LOCAL 

LAWS 

1 Month for simple 

cases and 03 

Months in NDPS 

Act cases  

30.  ARMS ACT CASES, ES ACT SPL. ACT 4-6 months  

31.  CASES UNDER ULPA SPL. ACT  3-12 months 

32.  CASES REFERRED BY THE 

COURTS COURT CASES  

Depending on the 

section of law 

33.  CYBER CRIMES   2-3 Months 

34.  

SC/ST (POA) & PCT ACT 

 

1 Month  

(enhanced to 2 

months in the 

amendment act )  

35.  CUSTODIAL DEATHS  2-4 Months 

 

In all other IPC and SPL cases, 2-4 months may be prescribed.  
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