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The grievance of the petitioner in this case was that the police

authorities were not taking action on his complaint with regard to his

missing buffalo.  According to the petitioner, the said buffalo was in the

custody of the seventh respondent and though the police authorities

traced it out, they were not taking action to return the same.

The Sub-Inspector of Police, Vakadu Police Station, Nellore

District, filed a counter-affidavit stating that upon the complaint made by

the petitioner as to his buffalo going missing, Crime No.2 of 2011 was

registered under Section 379 IPC on the file of Vakadu Police Station. 

As the petitioner alleged that the seventh respondent had the custody of

his buffalo, the Veterinary Assistant Surgeon, Veterinary Dispensary,

Mallam, Chittamuru Mandal, Nellore District, was asked to examine the

buffalo in the custody of the seventh respondent to ascertain as to

whether it was the petitioner’s buffalo.  However, the doctor, upon

inspection of the seventh respondent’s buffalo, issued letter dated

07.01.2011 stating that the said buffalo was not the buffalo of the

petitioner. On the aforestated communication, the police proposed to file

a final report before the competent criminal Court referring the case as

‘mistake of fact’. 

No reply was filed to the aforestated counter though the same was

filed as long as back as on 28.10.2011.



In the light of the aforestated facts, it is clear that the complaint

made by the petitioner was found to be without basis and the police

authorities took a decision accordingly.  In the event the petitioner is

aggrieved by the final conclusion arrived at by the police authorities in

relation to his complaint, it is for him to take appropriate measures in

accordance with law. 

Reserving liberty to the petitioner to do so, the writ petition is

dismissed.  Pending miscellaneous petitions shall also stand dismissed. 

No order as to costs.

 
 

______________________
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