
THE HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE M.SEETHARAMA MURTI 

 

Criminal Revision Case No.1535 of 2017 

ORDER: 

This Criminal Revision Case, under Sect ions 397 and 401 of the Code of 

Criminal Procedure, 1973, (‘ the Code’ ) is f iled by the pet it ioner/ 3rd party, 

request ing to set  aside the order, dated 08.05.2017, of the learned Special 

Judicial Magist rate of II Class, Jangareddigudem, passed in Crl.M.P.no.537 of 

2017 in Crime No.54 of 2017 of Jeelugumilli Police Stat ion of West  Godavari 

Dist rict .  

 
1.1 By the said orders, the learned Magist rate while allowing the pet it ion of 

the 2nd respondent / claimant  f iled under Sect ion 457 of the Code seeking 

release/ return of 23 oxen for interim custody, ordered the said oxen to be 

returned to the 2nd respondent  herein, subj ect  to the condit ion of his execut ing 

a bond for a sum of Rs.10,00,000/ - with one surety and producing the said oxen 

before the Court , as and when ordered.   The operat ive port ion of the said 

order of the learned Magist rate reads, verbat im, as under: 

“ In the result ,  the pet it ion is allowed and the schedule property is 

ordered to be returned to the pet it ioner on his execut ing a bond for 

Rs.10,00,000/ - with one surety with a direct ion to produce the same 

before court  as and when ordered.  The SHO, Jeelugumilli Police 

Stat ion is hereby directed to return the property to the pet it ioner 

under proper ident if icat ion and acknowledgment .  The SHO is further 

directed to take photographs of the 23 oxen and f i le it  before court  

soon after return the oxen to the pet it ioner.”  

 
2.  I have heard the submissions of Sri K.S.Murt hy,  learned counsel 

appearing for the pet it ioner/ 3rd party, and of Sri S.Suman,  learned counsel 

represent ing Sri G.Bandaiah, learned counsel appearing for the respondents 2 

to 4.  The respondents 3 and 4 in this revision case are accused 1 and 2 in the 

above said crime.  The part ies in this revision shall hereinafter be referred to 
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as pet it ioner/ 3rd party and the 2nd respondent / claimant , as arrayed in this 

revision, for convenience and clarity.  I have perused the material record.  

3.  The facts, which are to be stated as a prelude to this order, in brief,  are 

as follows: 

 A1 and A2 are the Driver and Cleaner of the lorry bearing Regist rat ion 

No.TS 12 UA 8444.   When 23 oxen were being t ransported in the said lorry 

from Jaheerabad village to a place in Srikakulam Dist rict ,  the Sub Inspector of  

Police, Jeelugumilli Police Stat ion-(LW8) intercepted the lorry on Jeelugumilli-

Jangaredddigudem High Way Road near Tahasildar’ s Off ice, at  Jeelugumilli 

vil lage and Mandal, and found that  the animals are being t ransported without  a 

veterinary cert if icate and for sale for slaughtering and convert ing them into 

meat .  At  the t ime when the lorry was intercepted, it  was allegedly found that  

the bulls were loaded t ight ly on account  of lack of space in the lorry.  On the 

same day, i.e.,  on 06.04.2017, at  about  5.30 AM, he took the said accused into 

custody along with the lorry and 23 oxen and seized the lorry with the oxen 

under the cover of a mediator’ s report .  He handed over the said oxen for safe 

custody to the Secretary, A.P. Cow Protect ion Federat ion, Avupadu village, 

Nallaj arla Mandal, West  Godavari Dist rict .   The crime was registered for the 

offences punishable under Sect ion 194 of  the MV Act , Sect ion 11(1)(a)(d) of 

Prevent ion of Cruelty to Animals Act ,  1960, Sect ions 5, 6, 10, 11 of A.P. 

Prohibit ion of Cow Slaughter and Animals Preservat ion Act , 1997. He conducted 

further invest igat ion and f iled a charge sheet  against  the said accused opining 

that  the accused are liable to be punished for the said offences.    

 
4.  In this backdrop, the 2nd respondent  herein/ claimant  f iled pet it ion in 

Crl.M.P.No.537 of 2017 under Sect ion 457 of  the Code before the Court  of the 

said learned Magist rate seeking release/ interim custody of the 23 oxen.  The 

case of the 2nd respondent  in support  of the said request  and the submissions 
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made on his behalf ,  in brief, are as follows: ‘ He is the absolute owner of the 

oxen.  He has got  valid bills evidencing the purchase of the 23 oxen.  The same 

were seized by the police in the above said crime.  If  they are kept  in the 

police stat ion, they may die due to starvat ion and lack of proper at tendance 

and care.  The learned Magist rate, by the orders impugned in this revision 

ordered for interim custody of the 23 oxen and directed the police to give 

interim custody of the said oxen to the 2nd respondent  on his execut ing a 

personal bond for Rs.10,00,000/ - with one surety.  The said order is a well 

reasoned order and is sustainable both under facts and in law.  The revision 

f iled by a third party-pet it ioner herein is misconceived and is not  maintainable.  

The same is f iled by suppressing and misrepresent ing the facts in order to 

mislead the Court .  The pet it ioner approached this Court  with unclean hands 

and its present  at tempt  is only to pollute the st ream of j ust ice.  As the 

pet it ioner is at tempt ing to touch the pure fountain of j ust ice with tainted 

hands, the revision case is liable to be dismissed.  The pet it ion is f iled to harass 

this respondent  and make him run from pillar to post .  As per the set t led legal 

posit ion, the interim custody of the animals can be given to the eligible owner 

after considering the following aspects: (i) The nature and gravity of  the 

offence alleged; (ii) whether the accused was earlier found guilt y of  the 

offence under the Act ; (iii) whether the owner or the agent , who is selling the 

oxen for agricultural purpose, is facing prosecut ion under the Act  for the f irst  

t ime; (iv) the condit ion in which the animals were found at  the t ime of seizure; 

(v) livelihood of the owner of  the cat t le; (vi) the health condit ion of the 

animals etcetera. In all cases, where the answers to the quest ions are not  

adverse to the claimant , the request  for interim custody shall be considered as 

a bet ter claim.   The 2nd respondent / claimant  never involved in any other case 

earlier.  In the case on hand, the invest igat ing agency did not  verify the 

background of the 2nd respondent , who is the claimant  and owner of the cat t le, 
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and the other respondents/ accused 1 and 2.  The Invest igat ing Off icer j umped 

to the conclusion that  the oxen are being t ransported for slaughtering without  

any basis for such a conclusion.  There are no grounds for such an assumpt ion.  

The police Off icer having received the order of the Court  below, whereby 

interim custody of the oxen was given to the 2nd respondent  herein, sought  one 

week t ime for complying with the said orders.  However, the police failed to 

comply with the said order with an intent ion to harass this 2nd respondent  and 

his family members who are dependent  upon him.  In the mean t ime, the 

pet it ioner herein f iled the present  revision and obtained interim orders.  Since 

the date of seizure of the oxen, they are in the custody of A.P. Cow Protect ion 

Federat ion. The oxen were purchased for a valuable considerat ion for 

agricultural purpose and sale to ryots for agricultural purpose.  If  the same are 

sold for slaughtering, they do not  fetch the value for which they were 

purchased, since the purchase was made for agricultural use.  If  the oxen are 

sold in shandy for agricultural purpose, they fetch more money and prof it .   

Therefore, the said fact  makes it  manifest  that  purchase is only for agricultural 

purpose and use and not  for slaughtering.  Selling oxen for agricultural use is 

not  a crime.  It  is a well known fact  that  the recent  relevant  Cent ral Rules 

related to Cow slaughter were stayed by the Supreme Court .  There are no 

grounds to conclude that  the oxen are being t ransported for slaughtering.  On 

account  of  the present  case f iled by the pet it ioner herein, the 2nd respondent , 

who is the lawful owner of the cat t le, is deprived of his valuable right  to 

possess the cat t le and enj oy the fruits of the labour of the oxen.  He was 

deprived of the right  to property, which is guaranteed under the Indian 

Const itut ion.  This 2nd respondent  is prepared to abide by the condit ions in the 

orders of the learned Magist rate.  He is further prepared to make a deposit  of a 

further sum of Rs.10 or 15 lakhs.  He is prepared to abide by any condit ions 

that  may be imposed by this Court  while confirming the orders of the learned 
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Magist rate passed for grant ing interim custody of the oxen to the pet it ioner.  If  

only the prosecut ion proves its case beyond reasonable doubt  as required under 

law, the case may eventually end in convict ion of the accused.  However, t il l  

the disposal of the case, on merits, this respondent , who is the owner of  the 

cat t le, cannot  be deprived of the right  to possess the same and deal with the 

same in the normal manner.   The oxen are in a very healthy condit ion.  Such 

oxen in good health condit ion will not  be sold for slaughtering.  The case law 

being relied upon by the pet it ioner is not  relevant  to the facts of the present  

case and those cited cases are dist inguishable on facts. ’  

 
4.1 Learned counsel appearing for the 2nd respondent  while reiterat ing the 

above stated case of the 2nd respondent  placed reliance upon the following 

decisions: 

(i) Placing reliance on the decision in Mohammed Shafi v. State of AP1,  

it  is stated that  in this cited case this Court  granted interim custody of the 

cat t le with the following condit ions: 

(1) He buffaloes seized by the police shall be given to the 

inter im custody of the pet it ioner on his execut ing a bond for 

keeping the cat t le with him without  disposing of them either to 

others or for any other purpose by providing the required feed 

to all the buffaloes and  

(2) Under any circumstances, he shall not  send them to 

the slaughter house t i l l the disposal of the case. 

 
  It  was also pointed out  by the learned counsel for the 2nd respondent  

that  in the cited decision this Court  also held that  the police have no 

preferent ial right  and that  the Magist rate can exercise j urisdict ion to handover 

the interim custody of the animals to the owner, who claims custody of the 

cat t le, after imposing condit ions that  the owner shall not  dispose them of to 

any one or sell them to slaughter house t il l the disposal of the case and feed 

them well during the interim custody.    

                                                 
1 2006 (1) ALD (Crl.) 846 (AP) 
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(ii) In Manager, Pinj rapole Deudar v. Chakram Moraj i Nat 2,  the 

Supreme Court  held as follows: 

“ In view of the above discussion and provisions of Sect ion 451 

CrPC, it  appears to us that  unless the owner of the animal in 

respect  of which he is facing prosecut ion, is deprived of the 

custody (which can be done only on his convict ion under the Act  

for the second t ime), no bar can be inferred against  him to claim 

inter im custody of the animal.  

 
In the said cited decision, the High Court  took the relevant  facts into 

considerat ion and confirmed the orders of the Addit ional Sessions Judge 

direct ing handing over of custody of the animals to the owners.  Confirming the 

said orders of the High Court , the Supreme Court  dismissed the appeals.   

4.2  Learned counsel for the second respondent / claimant  also submit ted that  

in view of the rat ios in the decisions, the order of  the learned Magist rate is 

liable to be confirmed, if  necessary, by imposing further condit ions, having 

regard to the facts of the case and that  the revision of the pet it ioner is liable 

to be dismissed.  

 
5.  Per cont ra, the learned counsel for the pet it ioner/ third party would 

contend as follows: 

The learned Magist rate of II class ought  not  to have released and granted 

interim custody of the 23 oxen to the 2nd respondent / claimant  who claimed to 

be the owner of the said cat t le.  The learned Magist rate failed to take into 

account  the facts, which are germane for considerat ion and also the set t led 

legal posit ion obtaining and applicable to the facts of the case.  Admit tedly, 23 

oxen are being t ransported in one vehicle, which is not  suitable for such 

t ransportat ion.  The said vehicle is not  having facilit ies for loading and 

unloading besides bedding on the f loor and sides of the vehicle.  It  is not  a 

vehicle ident if ied as an animal carrier.  No precaut ions as required under law 

                                                 
2 (1998) 6 Supreme Court Cases 520 
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were taken for the safety of the animals.  The Rules governing t ransportat ion 

of the animals were not  followed while t ransport ing the 23 oxen by placing 

them t ight ly and one over the other in one vehicle.  Carrying (23) animals in 

one vehicle itself  would show that  the animals are being carried for 

slaughtering.  If  the animals are intended for future agricultural use, an 

at tempt  to t ransport  23 animals would not  have been made, that  too, in a 

vehicle, which is unsuited for such t ransportat ion.  Loading of (23) animals in 

one lorry undoubtedly subj ects them to pain and suffering during 

t ransportat ion.  The provisions of Prevent ion of Cruelty to Animals Act , 1960, 

A.P. Prohibit ion of Cow Slaughter and Animals Preservat ion Act , 1977 and 

Andhra Pradesh Prohibit ion of Cow Slaughter and Animal Preservat ion Rules, 

1980, provide for obtaining a cert if icate before the animal is slaughtered.  

Unless the animal is not  economical for breeding or for any kind of agricultural 

operat ions or for giving milk or bearing an offspring, as the case may be, such 

cert if icate for slaughtering shall not  be issued.   The oxen are present ly lodged 

in a very safe and secure place, viz.,  Goshala of A.P. Cow Protect ion 

Federat ion and are being taken good care of by the Federat ion.  The said 

animals were vaccinated and a veterinary doctor examined the health 

condit ion of the animals; and, the Cat t le Welfare Off icer, Nallaj erla, issued a 

cert if icate, dated 03.07.2017, to the effect  that  it  will take some t ime for the 

animals to come out  of the pressure exerted upon them while t ransport ing all 

of them in one vehicle and that  the animals have to be at tended under doctor’ s 

advice for forty days. Hence, in the facts and circumstances of the case, the 

learned Magist rate commit ted a grave error in ordering to give interim custody 

of the oxen to the 2nd respondent .  The said order is cont rary to set t led legal 

posit ion and the guidance in the decisions of the Supreme Court .  Hence, the 

pet it ioner is obliged to f ile the present  revision seeking to set  aside the orders 

of the learned Magist rate.  There is no merit  in any one of the content ions of 
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the 2nd respondent / claimant .  The provisions of law and the Rules are observed 

only in their breach.  The preservat ion of cat t le in the cont inued care and 

custody of the Federat ion t il l the disposal of the criminal case, on merit s, is 

j ust  and fair in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

5.1  In support  of the said content ions, learned counsel for the pet it ioner 

placed reliance on the following decisions: 

(1) State of UP v. Mustakeem3.   In this cited decision, the rat io laid 

down verbat im reads as under: 

“ The State of Ut tar Pradesh is in appeal against  the direct ion of the 

Court  direct ing release of the animals in favour of the owner.  It  is 

alleged that  while those animals were t ransported for the purpose of 

being slaughtered,   an FIR was registered for alleged violat ion of the 

Provisions of Prevent ion of Cruelty to Animals Act , 1960, and the 

specif ic allegat ion in the FIR was that  animals were t ransported for 

being slaughtered, and the animals wee t ied very t ight ly to each 

other.  The Criminal Case is st i l l pending.  On an appeal for get t ing 

the custody of the animals was f i led.  The impugned order has been 

passed.  We are shocked as to how such an order could be passed by 

the learned Judge of the High Court  in view of the very allegat ions 

and in view of the charges, which the accused may face in the 

Criminal Tr ial.   We therefore set  aside the impugned order and direct  

that  these animals be kept  in the Goshala and the State Government  

undertakes to take the ent ire responsibilit y of the Preservat ion of 

those animals so long as the mat ter is under t r ial.”  

 
(ii) In Mohd. Moinuddin v. State of AP.4,  and Bhagyanagar Goseva 

Sadan v. Public Prosecutor, State of Andhra Pradesh5,  having regard to the 

facts and the legal posit ion, this Court  declined to grant  interim custody to the 

claimants and directed the cat t le to be lodged in Goshala. 

 

                                                 
3 Criminal Appeal No.283 to 287 of 2002, dated 22.02.2002 
4 Crl. Revision Case No.1181 of 2010, dated 17.07.2010 
5 2000 (1) ALD (Crl.) 102 (AP) 



 

 
MSRM, J  

Crl.R.C.No.1535 of 2017 

 

 

9 

(i i i) A Division Bench of this Court  in Public Interest  Lit igat ion No.206 

of 2015 noted that  this Court , by orders dated 15.02.2016,  issued the following 

direct ions on the issue of interim custody of animals. 

1) The Regist rar General, High Court  of Judicature at  

Hyderabad for the State of Telangana and State of Andhra Pradesh is 

directed to circulate copies of order of Supreme Court  in State of 

Ut tar Pradesh v. Mustakeem & Others and the orders of this Court  in 

Criminal Revision Case No.1181 of 2010 dated 7.7.2010 to all the 

Subordinate Courts in the States of Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. 

2) The two State Governments through the concerned 

authorit ies shall issue appropriate orders to the Assistant  Public 

Prosecutors/Addit ional Public Prosecutors/Public Prosecutors and 

invest igat ing agencies to sensit ize them the relevant  statutory 

provisions and orders of Supreme Court  of India in State of Ut tar 

Pradesh v. Mustakeem & Others and the orders of this Court  in 

Criminal Revision Case No.1181 of 2010 dated 7.7.2010. 

3) The respect ive Governments shall f i le status reports on 

act ion taken as per direct ions of this Court  dated 31.8.2015.”  

 
Eventually, the Division Bench of this Court , having regard to the submissions 

made on behalf  of the States of AP and Telangana and the status reports f iled, 

observed that  no further orders are required to be passed at  that  stage and 

disposed of the PIL with certain observat ions. 

 
6. I have given earnest  considerat ion to the facts and submissions.  I have 

carefully gone through the provisions of the enactments, Rules and also the 

decisions cited.  

7.  The case of the 2nd respondent / claimant  is that  he purchased 23 oxen 

for huge considerat ion and that  he is having valid bills evidencing the said 

purchase and that  if  the oxen are allowed to remain unat tended in the police 

stat ion and in police custody they may die due to starvat ion.  His further claim 

before this Court  is that  the same were purchased for agricultural purposes and 

uses and also for sale in future to Ryots for the same purposes and uses and not  

for slaughtering.  The learned counsel for the 2nd respondent  further contends 
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that  the 2nd respondent / owner of the cat t le is only the competent  person to 

feed and maintain the oxen and take care of them and as such, it  is necessary 

to release the oxen to him as per the orders of the learned Magist rate.  He 

further stated that  the release of oxen to the owner is necessary as they are 

required for agricultural purpose and use and also for sale to farmers for the 

same purpose.  The case of the pet it ioner, an Animal Rescue Organisat ion, is 

that  the bulls shall be lodged in a Goshala of A.P. Cow Protect ion Federat ion, 

Avupadu village, unt il the disposal of the Criminal case.  As noted, the 

pet it ioner while point ing out  the violat ions and breaches of the provisions of 

law and the Rules and also the peculiar facts of the case seeks to cancel and 

set  aside the orders of the learned Magist rate whereby interim custody of the 

oxen was directed to be given to the 2nd respondent / claimant .   The admit ted 

fact  is that  23 oxen were seized when they were being t ransported in one 

vehicle by t ight ly loading them one over the other by endangering their lives.  

They were being t ransported in a vehicle unf it  for such t ransportat ion without  

caring for their welfare and well being and by ignoring the pain and suffering 

they will be put  to during such t ranspirat ion in one vehicle.  Further, while 

t ransport ing the oxen, none of the required precaut ionary measures were taken 

and the statutory guidelines, which are required to be followed, were not  

followed.  It  is not  the case of the 2nd respondent / claimant  that  he obtained 

necessary f itness cert if icates for the oxen in the required form for the purpose 

of t ransportat ion or that  he has taken other precaut ions to ensure that  the 

animals are not  subj ected to unnecessary pain and suffering during 

t ransportat ion.  His only submission is that  he is the owner and, therefore, he 

is ent it led to have interim custody of the animals.  He further aff irms that  the 

oxen are purchased for agricultural use and not  for slaughtering.  It  is to be 

f irst  noted that  it  is not  disputed that  23 oxen were being t ransported in a 

vehicle, which is not  ident if ied as an animal carrier and which is not  
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maintained in such a way as not  to cause inj ury, pain or suffering to animals.  

The vehicle admit tedly is not  having suitable breast  bars and beddings on the 

f loor as well as sides.  The (23) oxen were loaded in the vehicle by violat ing the 

space regulat ions.  No cert if icate as required under the provisions of the Rules 

was obtained before t ransport ing the cat t le.  No f irst  aid, watering and feeding 

arrangements were made as required.  The manner in which the 23 oxen were 

being t ransported in one vehicle and the violat ions resorted to while 

t ransport ing them and the facts and circumstances of the case do not  support , 

prima facie,  the content ions of the claimant . 

 
8.  Some of the statutory guidelines that  are to be followed and certain 

precaut ions that  are to be taken while t ransport ing the animals are as follows: 

(i)  The average space provided per cat t le in a vehicle shall not  be 

less than two square met res. 

(ii) Suitable rope and plat forms should be used for loading and 

unloading cat t le into and off  the vehicles. 

(iii) Watering arrangements en-route shall be made and suff icient  

quant it ies of water shall be carried for emergency. 

(iv) Suff icient  feed and fodder with adequate reserve shall be carried 

to last  during the j ourney. 

(v) Adequate vent ilat ion shall be ensured. 

(vi) Emergency/ f irst -aid equipment  shall be carried 

(vii) Vehicle should have suitable ramps and plat forms for loading and 

unloading. 

(viii) There should be suff icient  bedding on the f loor of the vehicle. 

(ix) Vehicle breast  bars should be properly placed. 

(x) Vehicles shall be maintained so as not  to cause inj ury, pain or 

suffering. 

(xi) Vehicle shall be a vehicle, which is clearly ident if ied as an 

animal carrier. 

 
The learned counsel for the pet it ioner submits that  there was no suff icient  

f loor area in the vehicle and also suff icient  bedding on the f loor of the vehicle 

for carrying the animals and that  in a vehicle like the one involved in the 

crime, it  is impermissible to carry 23 oxen at  a t ime and that  the vehicle is 
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totally unsuited for t ransportat ion of even the permit ted number of oxen and 

that  the Guidelines in the Rules are observed only in their breach than in 

observance.  As contended by the learned counsel for the pet it ioner, no 

prudent  purchaser, who purchased the cat t le for valuable considerat ion for 

agricultural use or for sale to other ryots for agricultural use will resort  to such 

careless acts and violat ions of law while t ransport ing the oxen.  The very fact  

that  the animals were being t ransported in such a manner should have weighed 

with the learned Magist rate.  However, the learned Magist rate without  

considering the legal posit ion obtaining and having j ust  referred to the 

provisions of Sect ion 457 of the Code and his powers to return the cat t le, 

ordered for return of the cat t le.  He simply ignored the precedent ial guidance 

in the decisions of the supreme Court  and of this Court  and thus exhibited least  

concern, inspite of the fact  that  the content ion of the prosecut ion is that  there 

is a prima facie case in support  of the charge that  the persons concerned are 

guilty of cruelty towards animals, which are seized in the case.  The fact  of the 

mat ter is that  the oxen are now safely lodged in a Goshala and are being 

at tended to and taken good care of by the organizers of the Goshala.  It  is 

borne out  by the record that  a Veterinary doctor already examined the oxen 

and vaccinated them and that  the Cat t le Welfare Off icer, Nallaj erla, issued a 

cert if icate, dated 03.07.2017, to the effect  that  it  will take some t ime for the 

animals to come out  of the pressure exerted upon them while t ransport ing all 

of them in one vehicle and that  the animals have to be at tended under doctor’ s 

advice for forty days.  Therefore, the safety of the oxen is already ensured.  

Further, the learned counsel for the pet it ioner also submits that  any condit ions 

imposed in the orders of this Court  would be duly complied with by the revision 

pet it ioner and that  necessary steps would also be taken, if  so directed, for 

insuring the lives of the 23 oxen for abundant  caut ion and such a course inures 

for the benefit  of the ult imate successful party.  Thus, the pet it ioner also 
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undertakes to take steps to get  insured the lives of the animals, if  required and 

if  so directed by the Court .   

 

 
9.  On the above analysis and on detailed and thought ful considerat ion of 

the facts and circumstances, this Court  f inds that  the order grant ing interim 

custody of the animals to the 2nd respondent / claimant  is wholly unsustainable 

under facts and in law and that  the pet it ioner made out  valid and suff icient  

grounds calling for interference with the said order of the learned Magist rate 

and for grant ing the relief claimed in the revision case. 

 
10.  In the result ,  the Criminal Revision Case is allowed and the order, dated 

08.05.2017, of the learned Special Judicial Magist rate of II Class, 

Jangareddigudem, passed in Crl.M.P.no.537 of 2017 in Crime No.54 of 2017 of 

Jeelugumilli Police Stat ion of West  Godavari Dist rict ,  is accordingly set  aside, 

with a direct ion to cont inue to keep the 23 oxen in the same Goshala of A.P. 

Cow Protect ion Federat ion, Avupadu village.  However, the said Federat ion 

shall cont inue to maintain the said cat t le by taking necessary care and all 

precaut ions, which are required to be taken, by ensuring the maintenance of 

the 23 oxen in good and healthy condit ion.  However, the pet it ioner shall take 

steps, within two weeks from the date of receipt  of  a copy of this order, for 

get t ing the lives of the 23 oxen insured for a sum of Rs.10 lakhs (Rupees Ten 

lakhs only) for a period of one year by following the procedure and approaching 

the competent  authority for the said purpose.  The t rial Court  shall endeavour 

to dispose of the main case, as expedit iously as possible and preferably within 

a period of three months from the date of receipt  of a copy of this order, 

however, in st rict  accordance with the procedure established by law and 

uninf luenced by the observat ions, if  any, in this order, which are made at  this 

intermediary or interlocutory stage only for the limited purpose of disposal of 

this revision case.  
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Pending miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, shall stand closed. 

 

_____________________ 
M. SEETHARAMA MURTI, J 

17th July, 2017 
 
Note:- Furnish copy by 20.07.2017 
(B/ o) 
RAR 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 


