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D.Gengai Muthu
S/0.Duraisamy,
D.No.4, 4™ Street,
Singarathoppu,
Aruppukottai Town,
Virudhunagar District.

1. The District Registrar
Registration Department,
Virudhunagar District.

2. The Sub Registrar,

Thiruchuli Sub Registrar Office,

Virudhunagar District.

3. Chellapandi,

Case QR

..Petitioner(s)

Vs

S/o.Subramania Thevar alias Karuppasamy
Thevar, No.3-226-4, 3/153, Middle Street,
Melakandamangalam Village (PO), Tamilpadi,

Virudhunagar District - 626 129.

4. Rajendran,

S/0.Subramania Thevar alias Karuppasamy
Thevar, Pasumpon Nagar, Thottamadakkipatti,
Sevalpatti PO, Virudhunagar District - 626 140.
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5. Muruganandam,
S/0.Subramania Thevar alias Karuppasamy
Thevar, No.3-226-4, Melakandamangalam
Village PO, Tamilpadi,
Virudhunagar District - 626 129.

6. Indirani, W/o.Velchamy,
Door No. 2/120, Vedanatham Village,
Vilathikulam Taluk, Tuticorin District.

7. Latha,
W/o.Ramesh, Door No. 7/29A, Meenkadai
Street, Paramakudi Town and Taluk,
Ramanathapuram District.
(R3 to R7 are impleaded vide court order dated
16.10.2025 in WMP(MD)No0.22237 of 2025 in
WP(MD)No.27133 of 2025 by GRSJ)

..Respondent(s)

Writ Petition filed under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, praying
this court to issue a Writ of Certiorarified Mandamus to call for the records
pertain to the impugned refusal check slip in RFL/Thiruchuli/24/2025 dated
22.09.2025 issued by the 2™ respondent and quash the same and consequently,
direct the 2™ respondent to register the settlement deed dated 22.09.2025
presented by the petitioner in favour of his son namely, G.Karthikeyan in
respect of the property situated in Bymash No.28/6, Survey N0.95/2 to an extent
of 16 cents and Bymash No.154, 155, 156, Survey No.33/1 to an extent of 3
acres and 88 cents, Melakandamangalam Village, Aruppukottai Taluk,
Virudhunagar District and pass such further or other orders as this Hon’ble
Court may deem fit and proper in the circumstances of this case and thus render
justice.

For Petitioner(s): Ms.D.Rajeswari

For Respondent(s): Mr.R Parthiban
Special Government Pleader for R1 and R2
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Mr.J.Karthikeyan for R3 to R7

ORDER
The petitioner is before this Court against the impugned Refusal Check

Slip bearing reference in Refusal No.RFL/Thiruchuli/24/2025 dated 22.09.2025,
whereby the Settlement Deed dated 22.09.2025 executed by the petitioner in
favour of his son, G.Karthikeyan, has been returned with the following
observations:

ENGENGEY) LT LD HmFa FTTLS61H
6T606MEVBGHL_LIL L. GLD6VSHEWILLDMIGEVID  &HIFTIOD.  6DLILDTEND
Hiy.28/6 1), &iBeu 61601.95/2 HehewF OFewi(p 6060 UL LIBLD
CFewip 16&5@ ey 0.06.51D, 2).6me3 SFTIOWLD  EHLILDTEND
BloLy 154, 155, 156,5786u elewr. 33/160 UeheWdF edbdj 3
CFewih 88H@ gfervl.57.00 GFjHa 22.09.202510 BHHullev
HTOOFL 1960606 Sieuemrd @eiipl g Hwid 1.00 Siemailed
UHNHG HTHHe0 i’ L peweouled GumBuy FT6eu
6T600T 6301160 MO CeTdHal OHTLiTUTS O\F 6iT6m6nT
USHOHBHIMBHHMEVAI] ~  DQUTHET ~ FBBlHND 676001
18223/411/2013  mmeri  08.11.2013  Ligujlb, wBWIS  CF6dTenent
LFH6NSHHIMBHHMeVN] DlaITHeT  FHBmplbensds 39708/411/2018,
Brei:  04.10.2018601 LI  E6NeUENIIENSH  &ll6LEVMIBFTEIM
ufFledemneuuiesr Gurgkl GBev Hewii  FJGeu eTemToNN6D  6T6WT
HH-FHOIFFTO  DiQUTH6T  GOTFT  HH.H  CEmmnsLpHS
(DS CBTHLULITEAD DUTHI LS  6I(SHUTRIGUT  FH
05.8TTHHCHWST 61108 OLUBILIITTEAD SLEUEILD HTEHBHD
QFuiwiu’ Lgl.  CoBuy — UeUTIHDHN (P60 HEICIILDTH
SMHULTHCHAUT = DIeUTHET~ LDEHE FemmLoL_ Ly &H8zH6uiy
HANBBTHOD HO  DHH6ET  GMIDGITH6T  HIFIguIedl  HlemsouTlev
QIMRISLEOUDBB  Sewyul  Seuewis  497/19441b,  JH3H emDLOT6IT
SleuJsenmed 15.12.196510 G5 DGLILSECHT mL FTJLIZ6ussLD
3UsBHaEID  30/1965BF U6y DeUEID (PeVLD  6TeMTHE 2 _Ulled
FTFewId 61(1p&HS OCaThHasIul B euf SLbH 20.03.19681D
Copg amevld OFaip Uiy [HOLIPmOHBHG lbSH Hensvuled
AU HHT  HeWIL  1,26055 OQFTHHIHEG UHUTUI  LOBMID
CuifliLy Giosvmesiteming; HiewM Hiev 2 [Fflewip ellugmiseT 10(1)
QI L LD SIHLILSHCHTL_6mL DIGRITE &IJMLOLD
GLDeVHEHEMIL_LOMIG6EVID  LILLT  6leml. 44660  Flemmiol L &HEHeli
o&e  HpausH8Hau] Guwifled FF6eu etewr. 95/2AsE Oamd.
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0.12.0. wrBBLLL(BeTerdl. OMMID LI LT 6T6w17560 FiJj6eu 6T6w01.
33/14 wed Gemé. 0.35.2510, Fj6eu  elewr. 33/1260 Geumd
0.22.5010 ©  &UAFweNwWBHeuy = 6160 SHULIFTLOGSH6MT
Quuwifleond,  wlLm  etemr. 202060  FGeuetewr.  33/14B
0am&.0.60.75 Fol (B ULLTal60 (PpHEBTIbHIHD, RFTCeymalyed,
GFevevliumemng  QuUwiflevo’” 2 eitengkl.  Gwomul  QFTHSH
OHTLIUTS eAewIHmS L6 OFuUILl LIFH6)HHIenMmEHHeN606IT
GBmBlamBUTleLY (6T SeNEIRIGET MM’ UL
spFBweupplenen  LflFellds  CeuswibhOs  GHfleNdslir (Heiter
Hlemeoullsd Gomuly  Syeuewid 6110 OETEBLUT  GLwifled
ULLT  @6e0eoTHHTe0 ei1pHOsTBUUsy Guwifled  ulom
rpIHeY = CFUIS L7601 61T HTH&H6L G&uwiw
SIfDISSILGS DS

2. The case of the petitioner is that the petitioner is the owner of the land
measuring an extent of 4 acres in Survey Nos.95/2A and 33/1, by virtue of two
Sale Deeds, namely, Doc.N0.497/1944 dated 27.03.1944, measuring an extent
of 16 cents, and Doc. No0.332/1948 dated 24.02.1948, measuring an extent of

3.84 acres.

3. It 1s the case of the petitioner that the first mentioned document was
executed by one Siraimeeta Thevar, for himself and his minor sons, namely,
Karuppanadevar, Karuppasamy Thevar (@ Subramania Thevar and Kilavan to
one Rathinammal and after his death, the second mentioned document was
executed by his three minor sons namely Karuppanadevar, Karuppasamy
Thevar @ Subramania Thevar and Kilavan through their mother, namely,
Angammal, who is the wife of the said Siraimeeta Thevar in favour of the said

Rathinammal.
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4. 1t is the further case of the petitioner that the said Rathinammal did not

have any issues and therefore, had executed a registered Will which was

registered as Doc.No0.30/1965 dated 15.12.1965, in favour of the petitioner. It is

the case of the Petitioner that the Petitioner as the nephew of the said

Rathinammal, bequeathed the above properties purchased by her under the

above two mentioned documents and by virtue of the registered Will .

5. For the sake of clarity, the property purchased by the said Rathinammal

and in respect of which the Will was executed by the said Rathinammal in

favour of the petitioner are reproduced below:

S.No Doc.No. & Date Document Executant Claimant Survey Extent
Number
L. 497/1944 & Sale Deed | Siraimeeta Rathinammal 95/2A 16 cents
27.03.1944 Thevar  and
his three sons
2. 332/1948 & Sale Deed | Angammal Rathinammal 33/1 3 acre 88
24.02.1948 and her three cents
sons
3. [30/1965 & 15.12.1965 Will Rathinammal | Gengai Muthu 95/2A 16 cents
33/1 3 acre 88

cents

6. The land which was bequeathed in favour of the Petitioner has now

been proposed to be settled by the petitioner in favour of his son Karthikeyan,
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which has now been rejected. The description of the property in the Settlement

Deed is reproduced below for the sake of clarity:

QarHzm alluyld

1. elmaIbs] udHey wrell b HmFaHH | 2. Guomug  BLoevdseuwiL LDmkIG6VLD
SHlemENLILIZ6)| LOTRIL LD DIHLILSECHTL 6mL | HITIDSHSH6V  eHLIDTeNY  [HLOLIT. 154,
QULLLD GLo6udh&emwIL LOmIGEVLD  &HIFTOSSHED | 155, 158, &iGeu eremr.33/1 Lehens
eOLILOTENY  [BIDLIT.28/6  &iJGeu  616m1.95/2 | gJbHT 3 OFewi(p 88&H@ o0
behenF OFewi 6060 eu_Umw OFewi® | 1.57.05@ LOT6L:-

166@ ¢jererv 0.06.56@, LOT6L-
Qb - FJ6eu eremr.33-14 My mlevld BEheMF LDTEVIHGHID QI HG

OHB& - FiT6eu 616m1.95-26) B Hl6VID & GLoeol BrHe — OFLliguimy
LehemFHGHID HIPH G,
CoB@ - &i6eu e16m1.95-1 Ml Mlevld
EGIEN BrHer ~ OF gy
HlpsH@ - FJ6eu 616m1.95-211 MIif MHlevd LebeWFHGHLD OCHBG

& ®GLosdl BrHen ~ G&Fliguimy

QemGHen Ogewiy 16 SLBUULLGI LGbmEHED CHE

CuoBLy OFTHam HBEUTH 2 1 LfleyliLig
LT elewr.d4dey  FJ6eu  etemr.  95/2A

B6heNF gyen 0.12.0 oT60T BHBGETLIL LS. GLomLg
o | LNfleurasuyeiten FiyGeu sTemtemiley | OFTHH  HBCUTH 2 1 LTfleyliLig
Bl (HLILIL LS. ueLm 616017560 &G

otewir.33/14A UehewsF eJerd 0.35.25
eTeuieD, LI LT 616001.202060  &FJG6u
etewr.33/14B yehewsF eFerd 0.60.75
eTeaD, LILLT  6T600r.7560  &FifGeu
oTewin.33/12  UehewsF giferd  0.22.5
eleoiID, LILLT 6T600r.199460 &FifGou
etemn.33/4  yehemd  gFery  0.30.0
sleniad, 2 L Lfleuraslujeiten  FijGeu
eTemT 6160 &L (HLILIL L &.

7. Independently, it appears that the petitioner has also approached the
jurisdictional Tahsildar at Aruppukottai, Virudhunagar District, on 15.02.2023
for issuance of patta in respect of the lands in Survey Nos.95/2 and 33/1, which

is sought to be settled in favour of the son. The request of the petitioner for
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issuance of patta for the lands in the above survey numbers was rejected by the
jurisdictional Tahsildar in his proceedings bearing reference in

Na.Ka.A3/3281/2023 dated 03.01.2025. Text of the above said order is

reproduced:-

"GIMIGENGHI  LOWILL:  6TRIG6eT I ULLT  1oTmIGH6L  ellewiliLmisered
GBUULL  Hewlledl  ULLT  eleoiidbendd  woBmio” 75 Qeummlen
o flemowimenifael  @mbd I MU L6MT  6ITLUBID  DUTH6NH  UTSFEH6N
STIMID FnMlbOBTENEHID HLTHET DDILINSHSHI 6I([HB 6B .

@evdbdsD’ 90 gaplul_Beiten 2 FogpHosiis  Civil  Appeal
No.1382/2022 SyUeg Gomanpsiul CFThHHIBHeMe ~ (1WPpAD
o flewiowimengmen  (SlewFwlo’  @@IDd  uHwiL 2 uflev’  psvld)
ot LILLT oBpid Siepiien 2 flewio  eupmisLLL CalemiBid. <1566
@mhHeugselles GuWIfled RHBSGLD GoBHewIL.  Hewrell LI L THEH6T 44
BBID 75 emen HeitemLly QFuIwLiLL B eTedl GQUWfled LILLT LOTHBIZ5H60
QuwiwliuL. Geuemr(BLD.

11) ou566u eul LmFuwifledt @evddHd 160 SmeorlIll L el L mL&luifleor
o _HFHTmel 6IHTHGI0 RbdH oIeNed  DWISHfHH  eTendHl LT
OTBIHEV Tl ILIBIGMET  DhISHFHH — HTDHIOU|L 6T Lol
Couemir(haslGmeir."

8. The said order has been challenged by the Petitioner before the District

Revenue Officer, Virudhunagar District.

9. At this stage, the learned Senior Counsel appearing for the petitioner
would submit that against the order of the Tahsildar dated 03.01.2025, an
Appeal dated 10.02.2025 is pending before the District Revenue Officer,

Virudhunagar District.

10. It appears that in respect of the above lands, pattas have also been
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WP(MD) No. 27133 of 2 EIEF="%=%

_

issued in the name of the sons of Siraimeeta Thevar and his descendants, as

detailed below:
S.No | Patta No. Name Survey No. Extent
1. 44 Kilavan 95/2A 12 ares
(30 cents)
2. 2020 Subramania Thevar @ 33/14B 60.75 ares
Karuppasamy Thevar and (1 acre 50
his sons, cents)
Muruganandam (RS),
Rajendran (R4), and
Chellapandi (R3)
3. 1994 Indirani (R6) and 33/4 30 ares
Latha (R7) (daughters of (74 cents)
Subramania Thevar @
Karuppasamy Thevar)
4. 75 Subramania Thevar @ 33/14A 35.25 ares
Karuppasamy Thevar (87 cents)

11. The private respondents, who were subsequently impleaded before
this Court, namely, respondents 3 to 7, are the grandchildren of Siraimeeta
Thevar through his second son, namely, Subramania Thevar (@ Karuppasamy

Thevar, through his wife, namely, Somasundaramal.

12. The learned Senior Counsel for the petitioner would submit that the
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petitioner has been in possession of the property since the execution of the
registered Will dated 15.12.1965, registered as Doc.No.30 of 1965, by the said

Rathinammal in favour of the petitioner.

13. To substantiate his case, the learned Senior Counsel also drew

attention to the following two decisions of this Court:

1. Amulraj vs. The Sub Registrar (W.P.(MD) No.11299 of 2025
dated 23.04.2025); and

2. D.Sivakumar vs. The Inspector General of Registration, Chennai
and others (W.P.No0.25546 of 2025 dated 16.07.2025).

14. The learned counsel for the private respondents 3 to 7, on the other
hand, would submit that there is no proof that the petitioner is in possession of
the property which is said to have been bequeathed in favour of the petitioner
pursuant to the aforesaid registered Will in Doc.No.30 of 1965 dated

15.12.1965.

15. That apart, it is submitted that these properties in Survey Nos.33/1
and 95/2, measuring an extent of 75 cents and 31 cents, respectively, were
purchased by the private respondents' mother namely, Somasundarammal [wife
of Subramania Thevar @ Karuppasamy Thevar, who is the second son of

Siraimeeta Thevar] from another person also named Subramania Thevar, son of
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one Kandasamy Thevar vide registered Sale Deed in Doc. No.228 of 1991 dated
14.03.1991, in respect of the which patta was also issued in the name of the
private respondents' mother, namely, Somasundaramal, wife of Subramania

Thevar (@ Karuppasamy Thevar in Patta No.297.

16. That apart, it is submitted that the private respondents' mother
namely, Somasundaramal had earlier executed a registered Sale Agreement in
Doc. No0.604/2001 dated 12.03.2001, in favour of one Pandi which was later

cancelled on 17.09.2018 by Doc. No.1862 of 2018.

17. It is further submitted that during the interregnum, the properties were
sold to one Ramasamy Naicker by Doc. No0.389 of 2004 dated 18.03.2004 by

the private respondents' mother namely, Somasundaramal, as follows:

S.No. Survey No. Extent
1. 95/1 37 cents
2. 95/2B 31 cents
3. 33/1A1F1A1 75 cents
33/4
4. 33/1A1F1Al 1 acre 50 cents

18. It is the further case of the private respondents that after the death of
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the said Ramasamy Naicker, the lands which were earlier conveyed to
Ramasamy Naicker on 18.03.2004 under registered Doc. No.389 of 2004 were
purchased back by the private respondents herein from his legal heirs, namely,

Kanagaraj, Kuruvammal and Subbulakshmi by the following Sale Deeds:

S. No. Date Document No. Claimants Survey No Extent
1. 26.03.2025 848/2025 Indirani & Latha [33/1A1F1A1 |75 cents
Muruganantham 95/1 37 cents
2. | 26.03.2025 849/2025 Rejendran and|95/2B 31 cents
Chellapandi 33/IAIF1Al |56 cents

19. The learned counsel for the private respondents would further submit
that pattas in respect of these lands stand in the name of the private respondents
right from inception, after the initial purchase was made on 14.03.1991 from
Subramania Thevar by their mother late Somasundaramal, barring the period
when it was sold to Ramaswamy Naicker in 2004 and that the position was

restored back in 2025, as mentioned above.

20. The Ilearned Special Government Pleader appearing for the
respondents 1 and 2 would submit that there is a contradiction between the
Schedule in the Settlement Deed executed by the petitioner and the Will and

further submits that the request of the petitioner having been rejected by the
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jurisdictional Tahsildar on 03.01.2025 for issuance of patta, the contents of
which have been extracted, above question of the registration of Sale Deed does

not arise.

21. The learned Special Government Pleader appearing for the
respondents 1 and 2 would further submit that in the absence of patta, the

registration cannot be entertained in view of Section 5 of the Tamil Nadu Patta

Pass Book Act, 1983.

22. At this stage, the learned counsel for the private respondents 3 to 7
would further submit that they are in continuous possession of the property and
that they are cultivating the same and have also availed crop loans in respect of

the property and also have dug a well therein.

23. In response to the same, the learned Senior Counsel for the petitioner
would submit that in the suit filed by the private respondents and others, who
are the legal heirs of late.Subramania Thevar (@ Karuppasamy Thevar, in
0.S.No.85 of 2013 before the Additional District Munsif Court, Aruppukkottai,
the Trial Court, in judgment dated 27.03.2023, has observed that there was no

proof to substantiate that the private respondents were in possession of the
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subject property and thereby, dismissed the suit, against which they preferred an
Appeal in A.S.No.40 of 2023 before the Sub Court, Aruppukottai, which was

dismissed as not pressed on 03.12.2024.

24. I have considered the arguments advanced by the learned counsel for
the petitioner, the learned Special Government Pleader for the respondents 1

and 2 and the learned counsel for the respondents 3 to 7.

25. The reasons stated in the impugned Refusal Check Slip purely based
on assumption that the property is not standing in the name of the petitioner /
Gengai Muthu. There is no dispute that the title to the property is traced both by
the petitioner as also the private respondents from one Siraimeeta Thevar, who
1s said to have executed a Sale Deed in favour of one Rathinammal as
mentioned above way back in 1944 and 1948. The said Siraimeeta Thevar’s
wife namely, Angammal had also executed a Sale Deed in favour of one
Rathinammal, who is said to be the paternal aunt of the petitioner. The said
Rathinammal’s husband namely, Sakarai Nadar (@ Arumuga Nadar is said to be

the petitioner’s father’s elder brother’s wife.

26. It 1s also evident that the said Rathinammal had executed a registered
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Will in Document No.30 of 1965 as mentioned above, bequeathing the rights in
the aforementioned property in favour of the petitioner which is sought to be

now settled by the petitioner in favour of son namely, Karthikeyan.

27. On the other hand, Somasundarammal, wife of Subramania Thevar @
Karuppasamy Thevar, who is said to be the daughter-in-law of the said
Siraimeeta Thevar, purchased an extent of 1.06 Acres from another person
named, Subramaniya Thevar, son of Kandasamy Thevar. The husband of the
said Somasundarammal viz., Subramania Thevar (@ Karuppasamy Thevar is the
son of the said Siraimeeta Thevar and Angammal. These transactions are of the

year 1991 and thereafter.

28. Prima facie indications are that there is a title dispute. There are also
records to indicate that the private respondents have also obtained Patta in their
name. Further, there are indications that Patta is still standing in the name of the
said Siraimeeta Thevar and his children and grandchildren. The petitioner’s
request for issuance of Patta has also been rejected by the jurisdictional

Tahsildar, in his proceedings dated 03.01.2025.

29. It also appears that the petitioner is not in possession of the land,
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although a registered Will was executed in favour of the petitioner way back in

1965 vide Document No0.30/1965, dated 15.12.1965.

30. A Division Bench of this Court in N.Ramayee v. The Sub Registrar,
Salem and another vide its order dated 05.11.2020, W.P.No.674 of 2020, has
held that Patta under Section 5 of the Tamil Nadu Patta Pass Book Act, 1983 is
not mandatory for registering of document. In Paragraph 18, the Court has held

as under:-

©?18. Conspectus of the various provisions referred above make it
clear that the Registering Olfficer cannot go into the title of the property
in respect of which document is presented. However, under various
provisions he has power to refuse to accept the document for
registration unless mistakes found in the document are set right
properly. Except Section 22-A of the Tamil Nadu Act, other provisions
referred above do not give any power to the registering officer to refuse
to register the document presented by the person executing documents.
Rule 60 also states that the registering officer can only enquire about
the executant and the claimant of the instrument of sale regarding
whose identity he has to satisfy himself. But the provisions does not give
absolute power to refuse registration. As already indicated above, the
purpose and object of the Act is to give a public notice about any
encumbrance in the immovable property.©’

31. Thus, the fact remains that both the said Siraimeeta Thevar and his
wife, Angammal, had transferred the land in favour of the said Rathinammal
vide Document No0.497 of 1944, dated 27.03.1944, and Document No.332 of

1948, dated 24.02.1948. The subsequent alienations of the same property in
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favour of Somasundarammal by Subramania Thevar, S/0.Kandasamy Thevar,
were, therefore, impermissible. Consequently, the said documents, prima facie,

ought not to have been registered by the second respondent.

32. Therefore, to the extent that the lands had already been conveyed
under Document No0.497 of 1944, dated 27.03.1944, and Document No.332 of
1948, dated 24.02.1948, and were subsequently bequeathed in favour of the
petitioner by Rathinammal under Document No.30 of 1965, dated 15.12.1965,
the petitioner would be entitled to deal with and settle the said lands, but for the

subsequent registrations.

33. The question as to whether the petitioner is in possession of the land
or not can be adjudicated only after a full-fledged trial before the competent
Civil Court. Therefore, it is open to the petitioner as well as the private
respondents to establish their respective title and ownership over the land in
question by instituting appropriate proceedings before the Civil Court. In view
of the conflicting entries and registrations in respect of the same property, the
validity of the competing documents cannot be conclusively adjudicated in the

present proceedings.

Pagel6 of 18

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis



34. Accordingly, it is open to the petitioner as well as the private
respondents to work out their respective remedies before the competent Civil
Court, including by seeking a declaration that Document No.497 of 1944, dated
27.03.1944, Document No.332 of 1948, dated 24.02.1948, Document No0.848 of
2025, dated 26.03.2025, and Document No.849 of 2025, dated 26.03.2025, are
null and void, in the light of the decision of the Division Bench of this Court in
Anitha v. Axelin Thiraviyam and Others [W.A.(MD) No.3205 of 2025, dated

04.12.2025].

35. Accordingly, the Writ Petition stands disposed of, with a direction to
the second respondent to register the document only upon the petitioner or the
private respondents, as the case may be, obtaining an appropriate decree from

the competent Civil Court. There shall be no order as to costs.

01-10-2026
Index: Yes/No
Speaking/Non-speaking order
Neutral Citation: Yes/No
smn2
To

1. The District Registrar
Registration Department,
Virudhunagar District.

2. The Sub Registrar,
Thiruchuli Sub Registrar Office,
Virudhunagar District.
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C.SARAVANAN, J.
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WP(MD) No. 27133 of 2025
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