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" However, this rule will not apply to a counter claim by the accused in the first
complaint or on his behalf alleging a different version of the said incident. Thus
in case, there are rival versions in respect of the same episode, the Investigating
Agency would take the same on two different FIRs and investigation can be carried
under both of them by the same investigating agency and thus, filing an FIR pertaining
to a counter claim in respect of the same incident having a different version of events,

is permissible."
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"This court dealt with a case wherein in respect of the same cognizable offence and
same occurrence two FIRs had been lodged and the court held that there can be no
second FIR and no fresh investigation on receipt of every subsequent information in
respect of the same cognizable offence or same occurrence giving rise to one or more
cognizable offences. The investigating agency has to proceed only on the information
about commission of a cognizable offence which is first entered in the Police Station
diary by the Officer Incharge under Section 158 of the Code of Criminal Procedure,

1973 (hereinafter called the Cr.P.C.) and all other subsequent information would be
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covered by Section 162 Cr.P.C. for the reason that it is the duty of the
Investigating Officer not merely to investigilte the coghizable offence report in
the FIR but also other connected offences found to have been committed in the
course of the same transaction or the same occurrence and the -lnvestigating

Officer has to file one or more reports under Section 173 Cr.P.C."
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