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W.P. No.16639 OF 2013  

ORDER: 

 

 The petitioner p rays for the following relief: 

 “…writ of mandamus declaring the inaction of the 

respondents 1 to 3 herein in rendering necessary 

assistance to protect the possession of the petitioner in 

respect of Acs.22.00 cents of dry land in Sy.No.359 of 

situated in Medicherla Village, Bapulapadu Mandal, 

Krishna District. in terms of the decree and judgment in 

0.S.No. 70 of 1994 on the file of the Senior Civil Judge, 

Nuzivid, as illegal, arbitrary, unjust and violative of 

Articles 14, 19(1)(g) and 21 of the Constitution of India 

and consequently direct the respondents 1 to 3 to provide 

necessary protection to the petitioner to protect her 

possession and enjoyment of the above extent of land…” 

 

 The petitioner relies on the judgment and  dec ree in                       

O.S. No.70 of 1994.  Now, the c ompla int is there is inac tion of 

respondents 1 to 3 in rendering  assistanc e to p rotec t possession of 

the petitioner of an extent of Ac .22-00 in Survey No.359 in 

Med ic herla  Village, Bapulapadu Manda l, Krishna  Distric t. 

 Mr.Sridhar Reddy p lac es strong relianc e on the dec isions of 

this Court in Satyanarayana Tiwari v. S.H.O.P.S.Santhoshnagar, 

Hyderabad1,  Sangu Brahmam v. Station House Offic er, Garidepalli 

P.S.Nalgonda Distric t2  and  c ontends tha t  the exec ution of dec ree 

and  judgment is one of the remed ies and  to uphold  the d ignity of 

rule of law respondents 1 to 3 a re under lega l ob liga tion to render 

nec essary polic e p rotec tion. 

I have perused  the rec ord  and  a lso the p rinc ip le la id  down 

by this Court in the dec isions referred  to above.  On 11.06.2013, the 
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writ petition is filed  seeking enforc ement of dec ree da ted  

05.02.2003.  The petitioner has got dec ree of perpetua l injunc tion in 

her favour.  The petitioner, if the dec ree of perpetua l injunc tion is 

d isobeyed , ought to file app lic a tion for exec ution of the dec ree, 

a ttac hment of p roperties of J.Drs and / or app lic a tion for polic e 

p rotec tion etc . as is advised .    The remedy of writ, it is well settled , is 

a  d isc retionary relief.  The Court exerc ises the jurisd ic tion of 

Mandamus sub jec t to petitioner estab lishing  a  right, c orrespond ing 

duty and  demand and  refusa l by respondents etc .  Yet another 

c irc umstanc e taken by the Court is existenc e of effec tive 

a lterna tive remedy.  This Court while c onsidering  and  d isposing of 

the p resent writ petition is not expressing the view tha t under Artic le 

226 of the Constitution of Ind ia , the d irec tion to p rovide polic e 

p rotec tion etc . c ould  not be granted .  As a lready noted , it depends 

on the fac ts and  c irc umstanc es of eac h c ase.  The petitioner fa iled  

to make out the c ase for issuing a  d irec tion as p rayed  for. Henc e 

the writ petition is not admitted . Ac c ord ing ly, the writ petition is 

d ismissed . The petitioner is g iven liberty to work out remed ies if 

d isobed ienc e by respondents is trea ted  as c ontinuous c ause of 

ac tion by approac hing Exec uting  Court for nec essary relief. 

           No order as to c osts. 

 Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed .  

                                                                          

                  ___________ 
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