
HON’BLE SRI  JUSTI CE P. KESHAVA RAO  

 

W RI T PETI TI ON No .1 9 2 4 4  o f  2 0 1 4  

ORDER:   

 
  

Heard both the counsel. 

 

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

“…this Hon’ble Court  m ay be pleased to issue order or orders 

m ore part icular ly one in the nature of writ  of m andam us 

declaring the inact ion of the respondents herein register ing the 

cr ime as per the pet it ioner herein complaint  dated 06-03-2014 

and conduct ing invest igat ion without  registering in cr ime as per 

not ice U/ s.91(a)  a Cr.P.C dated 01-04-2014 as illegal,  

arbit rary, against  the law and violat ion of mandated provision 

under 154 Cr.P.C and violat ion of Art .21 of Const itut ion of 

I ndia. And consequent ially it  is also prayed that  this Hon’ble 

court  may be please to direct  the respondents here in to 

register ing the cr ime as per the complaint  dated 06-03-2014 

and ent rust  the invest igat ion to the CBCI D for fair  and 

t ransparent  invest igat ion and pass such other order or orders 

deem fit  and proper in the circum stances of the case in the 

interest  of Just ice.”  

 

3. The learned Governm ent  Pleader appearing for the respondents 

placed on record the writ ten inst ruct ions dated 05.08.2014 issued by 

the Stat ion House Officer, Sham shabad Police Stat ion, Cyberabad. 

 

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

that  the pet it ioner herein lodged a com plaint  on 06.03.2014 with the 

Stat ion House Officer, Sham shabad Police Stat ion, by registered post  

stat ing that  he is the owner and possessor of the land in 

Sy.No.142/ 2/ AA adm easuring Ac.2.03 guntas, situated at  Chinna 

Golconda, Sham shabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict . When one  

M. Bal Reddy and others t r ied to interfere in his land, he filed 

O.S.No.1103 of 2000 before the Addit ional Junior Civil Judge, Ranga 

Reddy Dist r ict . The said suit  was dism issed leading to filing of an 

appeal vide AS.No.175 of 2006 on the file of the I I  Addit ional Dist r ict  
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Judge, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict . When the said M. Bal Reddy and others 

t r ied to dispossess the pet it ioner and t r ied to rem ove the bore well 

from  his land, he filed a com plaint  request ing to take necessary act ion. 

On the basis of the said com plaint , the respondent  No.2 issued a 

not ice under Sect ion 91(a)  of the Crim inal Procedure Code dated 

01.04.2014 to the pet it ioner/ com plainant  request ing to furnish the 

t it le and possession docum ents for the purpose of enquiry.  

The pet it ioner failed to produce the relevant  docum ents. During the 

course of enquiry, it  was also revealed that  there was a civil dispute 

between the pet it ioner/ com plainant  and the said M. Bal Reddy and 

others with regard to the subject  land in O.S.No.1103 of 2000,  

which was dism issed. As the m at ter relates to civil in nature,  

the respondent  No.2 suggested the pet it ioner/ com plainant  to approach 

the com petent  civil Court  seeking redressal of his gr ievance. I t  is also 

further m ent ioned in the said writ ten inst ruct ions that  one Karnakar 

Reddy had lodged a com plaint  with the respondent  No.2 against  the 

pet it ioner’s associates by nam e Ananta Reddy and Sara Jangaiah. 

Pursuant  to the said com plaint , a case in Cr.No.51 of 2014 for the 

offence under Sect ions 447, 427 and 323 of the I ndian Penal Code was 

registered on 16.02.2014. Both the accused persons surrendered 

before the concerned Court  and subsequent ly,  released on bail.   

The said case is pending t r ial vide CC.No.520 of 2014. There is a civil 

dispute between the pet it ioner and the said M. Bal Reddy and others 

with regard to the subject  land for which the respondent  police have 

nothing to do with it .  As the subject  m at ter of the com plaint  of the 

pet it ioner dated 06.03.2014, being civil in nature, the respondent  No.2 

suggested the pet it ioner to approach a com petent  civil Court  for 

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

facts dem onst rated show that  the m at ter is civil in nature and as such, 

there are no m erits in the writ  pet it ion and the sam e is liable to be 

closed. 

 

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

pending m iscellaneous pet it ions, if any, shall stand closed. There shall 

be no order as to costs. 

 

________________ 

   P. KESHAVA RAO, J  

 
December 10, 2019 

DSK 
 


