
HON’BLE SRI  JUSTI CE P. KESHAVA RAO  

 

W RI T PETI TI ON No .2 1 3 4 8  o f  2 0 1 4  

ORDER:   

 
  

There is no representat ion on behalf of the pet it ioner, in spite of 

the m at ter being listed under the capt ion ‘for dism issal’.  Mr. P. Govind 

Reddy, learned standing counsel, appearing for the Governm ent  of 

Andhra Pradesh is present . 

 

2. The prayer sought  in the writ  pet it ion is as under:  

“… this Hon’ble Court  m ay be pleased to issue an appropriate 

writ , direct ion or order, m ore part icular ly one in the nature of 

Writ  of Mandam us, direct ing the respondent  No.3 to forthwith 

finalize its invest igat ion pursuant  to the Memo No.G2/ 23/ RTI  

Act / 2005/ 2011, dated 30-7-2011 of the Respondent  No.4 and 

lay Charge Sheet , in respect  of the incident  of the 6 th 

respondent  act ing as imposter, assault  on the pet it ioner and 

the members of his fam ily, theft  of their Gold, Money, and 

other valuables and ext ract ion of a cheque for cheque for  

Rs.6,00,000/ -  (Rupees Six Lakhs only)  from  the pet it ioner and 

forcing him  to execute m arr iage cancellat ion statem ent   

/  receipt  to pay Rs.1,00,000/ -  in cash within 40 days,  

on 24/ 25-04-2011 ( intervening night )  and pass such other 

order or orders as this Hon’ble Court  deems fit  and proper in 

the facts and circum stances of the case.”  

 

3. The learned Governm ent  Pleader appearing for respondents 1 to 

5 placed on record the writ ten inst ruct ions dated 12.12.2019 issued by 

the Sub- I nspector of Police, Bodhan Police Stat ion, Nizim abad Dist r ict . 

 

4. From  a perusal of the said writ ten inst ruct ions, it  is revealed 

that  there is civil dispute between the pet it ioner and the respondent  

No.6 for which the respondent  – police is no way concerned.  

I t  is also specifically m ent ioned that  the respondent  No.5 never 

harassed, threatened and interfered with the civil disputes between 

the pet it ioner and the respondent  No.6 at  any point  of t im e. I n fact ,  

the pet it ioner did not  approach the respondent  No.5. Upon a pet it ion 



  

2 

lodged by the pet it ioner under the Right  to I nform at ion Act ,   

the I nspector of Police, Bodhan caused enquiry and later subm it ted 

report  to the Sub-Divisional Police Officer, Bodhan on 11.08.2011 

stat ing that  the allegat ions m ade by the pet it ioner are false and 

baseless and as such, no case was registered and no persons were 

arrested. CC.No.407 of 2011 and CC.No.408 of 2011 are the pr ivate 

com plaints filed for the offence under Sect ion 138 of the Negot iable 

I nst rum ents Act  for which the respondent -police have nothing to do. 

Therefore, the writ  pet it ion is not  m aintainable. 

 

5. I n that  view of the m at ter, this Court  is of the opinion that  there 

are no m erits in the writ  pet it ion since the pet it ioner is t rying to set t le 

his scores against  the respondent  No.6 by way of filing the present  

writ  pet it ion. When there are disputed quest ions of fact  and a civil 

lit igat ion pending between the pet it ioner and the respondent  No.6,  

the sam e cannot  be adjudicated in a writ  pet it ion filed under Art icle 

226 of the Const itut ion of I ndia. 

 

Accordingly, the writ  pet it ion is dism issed. As a sequel thereto, 

pending m iscellaneous pet it ions, if any, shall stand dism issed.  

There shall be no order as to costs. 

________________ 

   P. KESHAVA RAO, J  

 
December 16, 2019 

DSK 


