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THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT

  DATED: 18.12.2023

CORAM:

  THE HONOURABLE MRS.JUSTICE S.SRIMATHY

S.A.(MD).Nos.298 to 300 of 2017
and

C.M.P.(MD)Nos.6426 and 6427 of 2017

S.A.(MD).Nos.298 and 299 of 2017:

Arunachalam Nadar (Died)

1.Jamuna
2.A.Ramasamy
3.A.Lakshmanan
4.A.Kamalakannan
5.A.Palaniappan ... Appellants in both cases

/Vs./

1.Chandra Mohan

2.The Commissioner,
   Virudhunagar Municipality,
   Virudhunagar.

3.R.S.Premraj ...Respondents in both cases

P  RAYER  in  S.A.(MD)No.298  of  2017  :  Second  Appeal filed  under 

Section  100  of  the  Civil  Procedure  Code  against  the  Judgment  and 
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Decree  passed  by  the  Learned  Subordinate  Judge,  Virudhunagar,  in 

A.S.No.1 of 2014, dated 08.06.2015, reversing the Judgment and Decree 

passed by the Learned District Munsif, Virudhunagar, in counter claim of 

O.S.No.397 of 2006, dated 07.12.2011.

P  RAYER  in  S.A.(MD)No.299  of  2017  :  Second  Appeal filed  under 

Section  100  of  the  Civil  Procedure  Code  against  the  Judgment  and 

Decree  passed  by  the  Learned  Subordinate  Judge,  Virudhunagar,  in 

A.S.No.2 of 2014, dated 08.06.2015, reversing the Judgment and Decree 

passed  by  the  Learned  District  Munsif,  Virudhunagar,  O.S.No.397  of 

2006, dated 07.12.2011.

In both cases:

For Appellants    : Mr.C.Murugavel
For R1 and 3 : No appearance
For R2 : Mr.M.Muthu Geethayan

S.A.(MD).No.300 of 2017:

Arunachalam Nadar (Died)

1.Jamuna
2.A.Ramasamy
3.A.Lakshmanan
4.A.Kamalakannan
5.A.Palaniappan ... Appellants
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/Vs./

1.The Commissioner,
   Virudhunagar Municipality,
   Virudhunagar.

2.Chandra Mohan
3.R.S.Premraj ...Respondents

P  RAYER  : Second Appeal filed under Section 100 of the Civil Procedure 

Code  against  the  Judgment  and  Decree  passed  by  the  Learned 

Subordinate Judge, Virudhunagar in A.S.No.3 of 2014, dated 08.06.2015, 

reversing  the  Judgment  and  Decree  passed  by  the  Learned  District 

Munsif,  Virudhunagar, in counter  claim of O.S.No.397 of 2006, dated 

07.12.2011.

For Appellants    : Mr.C.Murugavel
For R1 : Mr.M.Muthu Geethayan
For R2 and 3 : No appearance

*****

COMMON JUDGMENT

The first  defendant in O.S.No.397 of 2006 namely Arunachalam 

Nadar is the appellant herein who has filed all the three second appeals. 

The plaintiff in the suit is the 1st respondent in the second appeal. The 2nd 

defendant municipality is the 2nd respondent in the second appeal. The 3rd 
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defendant  is  the  3rd respondent  in  the  second appeal.  For  the sake  of 

convenience, the ranking in the suit is followed in the present judgment. 

2. The Learned Counsel appearing for the plaintiff / 1st respondent 

herein submitted that pending the second appeal the plaintiff had sold the 

property  to  third  party  namely  Mrs.M.Jeyanthi  Chellam  wife  of 

Manickam along with the right in the suit property, hence the party had 

instructed  not  to  appear  on  behalf  on  him and proceed with  the case 

anymore. Hence it is necessary to implead the said subsequent purchaser 

and prayed to implead the necessary party. This Court  is  rejecting the 

said  plea  since  as  per  the  principle  of  lis  pendens  the  plaintiff  /  1st 

respondent rights alone would pass to the subsequent purchaser. Hence 

the rights of the plaintiff / 1st respondent and the 1st defendant / appellant 

ought to be determined. Further as per the instructions of the plaintiff, he 

had sold the property as early as 2016 itself and the second appeal is filed 

in the year 2017. All these years the plaintiff  /  1st respondent had not 

taken any steps to implead the subsequent purchaser. The second appeal 

was  posted  for  hearing  on  20.10.2023,  21.11.2023,  07.12.2023, 
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14.12.2023 and finally on 18.12.2023. On 18.12.2023 the plaintiff / 1st 

respondent had filed the aforesaid memo which would indicate that the 

plaintiff  /  1st defendant  is  adapting  delay  tactics.  Hence,  this  Court 

proceeds further to hear the second appeal.

3.  The  suit  is  filed  by  the  plaintiff  for  permanent  injunction 

restraining the first defendant from interfering in the peaceful possession 

and enjoyment of the suit property.  The claim of the plaintiff is that the 

plaintiff has purchased the property in Survey No.392 on 03.05.2006 and 

enjoying the suit property. The property is having the pathway in Survey 

No.397/P  and  the  plaintiff  is  enjoying  the  pathway.  But  the  first 

defendant  namely Arunachalam Nadar had disturbed the enjoyment of 

the said pathway and hence the plaintiff had filed the suit for permanent 

injunction. 

 

4. The first defendant has filed a written statement stating that the 

said lane exclusively belongs to his property and the same is not a public 

pathway but a private lane.  Apart from filing a written statement, the 
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first defendant has also filed a counter claim and has paid separate court 

fee showing the separate  cause of  action.  In  the counter  claim the 1st 

defendant  Arunachalam Nadar had stated that  the plaintiff  had filed a 

complaint before the municipality claiming that the said lane is public 

pathway  and  alleged  that  the  1st defendant  had  put  up  wooden  door 

preventing the plaintiff from using the public pathway. On receipt of the 

complaint  the municipality without issuing any notice had demolished 

the wooden door and compound wall within five days. Hence based on 

the said separate cause of action the 1st defendant had filed the counter 

claim. 

5. The Trial Court has considered the evidence cited by the parties 

and dismissed  the  suit  and has allowed the counter  claim of  the first 

defendant. Since the Municipality has removed the wooden door which 

was erected by the first defendant, the Trial Court has imposed a cost 

against the Municipality and directed to restore the door. Aggrieved over 

the  said  Judgment  and  Decree,  the  Municipality  has  preferred  first 

appeal.  Aggrieved over the dismissal of the suit, the plaintiff has filed a 
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first appeal and aggrieved over the counter claim of the 1st defendant, the 

plaintiff has preferred first appeal. Hence, there were three first appeals.  

6. While considering the case of the plaintiff, the First Appellate 

Court has rendered a finding that the counter claim is not maintainable, 

since under Order VIII Rule 6A counter claim cannot be raised against 

the  co-defendant.  The  First  Appellate  Court  further  held  that  the 

document of the first  defendant shows it as private lane, but the same 

cannot be accepted as private lane, because the survey document of the 

Municipality  states  the  lane  as  a  public  pathway.  Therefore,  the 

weightage  is  given  to  the  survey documents  of  the  Municipality.  But 

rejected the sale deed and four boundaries shown in the first defendant 

document, wherein in the four boundaries on the western side of the 1st 

defendant document it is shown as “private lane”. Without believing the 

sale deed, the First  Appellate Court had allowed all the three appeals. 

Aggrieved over the same, the first defendant has filed the present three 

second appeals. 
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7. The second appeal was admitted on substantial questions of law 

a, b and d.  But the first defendant also prayed to consider the substantial 

question of law e and also canvassed the same before this Court.

8. As far as the first substantial question of law is concerned, the 

first defendant is claiming the disputed pathway as “private lane” which 

is exclusively granted to the property situated in S.No.396. When the title 

over the lane is questioned by the first defendant, then the plaintiff ought 

to have filed suit for declaration, declaring the said lane as public lane, in 

such  circumstances  whether  the  suit  for  bare  injunction  can  be 

maintained. 

9.  The  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  had  rendered  a  judgment  in 

Anathula Sudhakar Vs. P.Buchi Reddy reported in  (2008) 4 SCC 594 

wherein it has been elaborately dealt when a suit for declaration ought to 

be  filed  and  when  a  suit  for  bare  injunction  ought  to  be  filed.  The 

relevant portion is extracted hereunder:

“21. To summarise, the position in regard to suits for prohibitory  
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injunction relating to immovable property, is as under:

(a) Where a cloud is raised over the plaintiff's title and he does  

not have possession, a suit for declaration and possession, with  

or without a consequential injunction, is the remedy. Where the  

plaintiff's title is not in dispute or under a cloud, but he is out of  

possession,  he  has  to  sue  for  possession  with  a  consequential  

injunction.  Where  there  is  merely  an  interference  with  the  

plaintiff's  lawful  possession  or  threat  of  dispossession,  it  is  

sufficient to sue for an injunction simpliciter.

(b) As  a suit  for  injunction simpliciter  is  concerned only  with 

possession  normally  the  issue  of  title  will  not  be  directly  and 

substantially in issue. The prayer for injunction will be decided  

with reference to the finding on possession. But in cases where de 

jure possession has to be established on the basis of title to the  

property,  as  in  the  case of  vacant  sites,  the  issue of  title  may  

directly  and substantially  arise for consideration,  as without a  

finding  thereon,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  decide  the  issue  of  

possession.”

In the present case admittedly the 1st defendant has raised a cloud over 

the title over the pathway. Infact the 1st defendant not only raised a cloud 
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but  has  filed  counter  claim after  paying  court  fees.  By  applying  the 

judgment stated supra, the plaintiff was not in possession of the private 

lane at all, which is evident from the fact that the plaintiff had purchased 

the property in S.No.392 on 03.05.2006 and on 08.09.2006 had filed a 

complaint  to  the  municipality  and  the  municipality  had  removed  the 

wooden door of the 1st defendant on 13.09.2006, within five days from 

the date of purchase. It is not the case of the plaintiff that the wooden 

door  was erected  recently,  that  too after  his  purchase of  the property. 

Admittedly the wooden door was old and was in existence at the time 

when the plaintiff had purchased of the property. Further the Advocate 

Commissioner  report  also  states  that  the  wall  was  constructed  by the 

plaintiff  recently. The south western side the plaintiff  Chandra Mohan 

had put new Tin Sheet Door and over the said Tin Sheet Door new two 

feet  concrete  sunshade  was  extended.  Therefore,  this  Court  is  of  the 

considered opinion that the wooden door was available even prior to the 

purchase of the property. Hence when the vendor of the plaintiff was not 

in possession of the lane, then the plaintiff cannot be in possession of the 

lane. By applying the ratio laid down in Anathula Sudhakar Vs. P.Buchi  
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Reddy reported in  (2008) 4 SCC 594, where a cloud is raised over the 

plaintiff's title and he does not have possession, a suit for declaration and 

possession,  with or  without  a consequential  injunction,  is  the remedy. 

Hence  the  suit  filed  by  the  plaintiff  for  bare  injunction  is  not 

maintainable and liable to be dismissed.  Therefore, the first substantial 

question of law is answered in favour of the first defendant.

10. The learned Counsel appearing for the first defendant relied on 

the parent  documents which were executed for the Survey No.392.  In 

Exhibit  B2 sale deed dated 18.08.1961, wherein four boundaries were 

stated as under:

“jhd nrl;by;nkz;l;

18.08.1961

Mtz vz;:1961-k; tU\j;jpa 2862eph; gj;jpuk;.

Vojpf;nfhLj;jth;:- r.jpy;iyak;kkhs; f /ng.ng.g.rq;fuypq;f 

ehlhh;.

Vojp thq;fpath;fs;:- uh[k;khs; vd;w nts;isak;khs;-1>

   gj;khtjp mk;khs;-2>

jgrpy; nrhj;J tpguk;:- 'A' n\l;A+s; uh[k;khs; (v)  

nts;isak;khs; ghfk;

,uhkehjGuk;  b.tpUJefh;  rg;b  tpUJefh;  Kdprpgy; 
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lTz;> 12 tJ thh;L cs;njU gioa NlhePh; 9 GJ NlhePh; 

11 b.v]; 392 ePh; cs;s tPl;Lf;F khy;: 

tlf;F b.v];;. ePh;391 y.ng.ng f.ikdh; ehfuh[d;

fpof;F  b.v];.  397  ePh;  cs;  njU>  b.v];.  eph;.396  G

+.eh.ng.khhpag;g  ehlhh; fhh;bad; ikdh; nghpajk;gp> b.v]; 

eph; 395 ePh; tp;.vd;.vk;.V.uj;jpd rghgjp ehlhh;.

njw;F  b.v];.eph;.393  ng.ng.r.jpy;iyak;khs;.  b.v];.eph;394 

tp.vd;.vk;.V.uj;jpdrghgjp ehlhh;.

Nkw;F  b.v];.eph;.391  ePh;  ikdh;  y.ng.g.ikdh;  ehfuh[d;> 

b.v];.391 ePh; ng.g.g.uj;jpdrghgjp ehlhh;.

,e;j khYf;Fs; 1tJ jhf;F: Nky;Gwk; RtUs;gl fpoNky; 

[hjpab 19 tlGwk; Rth; nghJikapy; ghjpAs;gl njd;tly; 

[hjpab 6-1/2  msTntsAk; Nky;Gwk; top ghijAk; cs;s 

tPLk;>  ,Jtpd;  <rhd;aj;jpy;  2tJ  jhf;F:  tlGuk;  Rth; 

ghjpAs;gl njd;tly;  [hjpab 34  Nky;Gwk;  Rth;  ghjpAk; 

fPo;Gwk;  Rth;  nrhe;jKks;gl  fpoNky;  [hjpab  20-1/2 

msTs;s kidepyKk; mjpy;  fl;bapUf;fpw njw;F ghh;j;j 

kr;R>  jfur;rha;g;Gk;>  njd;Gwk;  Kj;j ntspAk;  gp-n\bA+y; 

gj;khtjp mk;khSila tPl;bYk; ,jd; 1tJ jhf;F tPl;by; 

cs;s  topAk;  cs;gl  tPLk;  fjTepiy  vyf;l;hpf;  iyl; 

tifawh rk];j;jKk;.

2)  n\lTz;>  n\rg;b  n\lTz;>  12tJ  thh;L 

cs;njUtpy;  b.v];.389  ePh;  cs;s eil ghijf;F  khy;:- 

T.S.No.391 eph; y.ng.g.f.ikdh; ehfuh[d; tPl;Lf;Fk; njw;F> 

b.v];.eph;.  391>  398  ePh;  y.ng.g.f  ikdh;  ehfuh[d; 
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tPl;Lf;Fk;> b.v];.eph;.  397  ePh;  Kuf  ehlhh;  tPl;Lf;Fk; 

fpof;F.

b.v].eph;.414 ePh; fpoNky; cs;snjUTf;Fk; tlf;F.

T.S.No.393  eph;  B n\l;A+y;  gj;khtjp  mk;khs; 

tPl;Lf;Fk;>

b.v].eph;.392 ePh; ,jd; 1tJ jhf;F tPl;Lf;Fk; Nkw;F.

,jw;Fs; tlGwk; jhf;F-1: njd;tly; [hjpab 7-1/4 fpoNky; 

[hjpab 5 msTfSs;s nghJik eilghijAk;> ,Jtpd; 

njw;F: tljiy fpoNky; [hjpab 6-1/2 njd;jiy fpoNky; 

[hjpab 5-3/4 njd;tly; [hjpab 36-3/4 msTs;s nghJik 

eilghijAk;  Mf  2  vLg;G  nghJik  eilghijapy; 

y.ng.g.f.ikdh; ehfuh[Df;Fhpa nghJik eilghij ePf;fp 

1>  2  tJ jhf;F tPLfSf;Fs;s nghJik eilghijapy; 

vdf;Fs;s  6-y;  4  gq;F  ghj;jpaKk;  n\  eil 

ghijapypUf;fpw  nghJik  fjT  epiy  ghj;jpaKk; 

rk];j;jKk;.”

While  showing  the  four  boundaries,  on  the  eastern  side,  it  has  been 

clearly  shown  as  “S.No.397  Ulltheru”  (cs;njU). Further  the  first 

defendant has also relied on Exhibit B3 to prove that the 1st defendant’s 

private  lane  is  shown as  boundaries,  wherein  the eastern  boundary is 

shown as Survey Nos.396, 397, 398. In order to give clear picture, the 1st 

defendant’s property is in S.No.396, the disputed lane is in S.No.397/P 
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and  one  Deivanaiammal’s  property  is  in  S.No.398  and  the  said 

Deivanaiammal is having another portion of the disputed private lane in 

the same S.No.397/P. 

11. To prove that the plaintiff is not entitled to the disputed lane, a 

reverse method is also applied. The plaintiff’s property is in S.No.392 

and in the plaintiff’s parent documents which is marked as Ex.B2 and 

Ex.B3, the eastern boundary is shown as Survey Nos.396, 397 and 398. 

On the western side and norther side boundaries it is shown as Survey 

No.391.  On  the  southern  side  it  is  shown  as  S.No.393.  Further  the 

property  in  S.No.392,  the  pathway  to  the  plaintiff’s  property  is  from 

S.No.389. The said S.No.389 is shown as Item No. 2 in the document and 

the sale is for the Item No.1 in S.No.392 and Item No.2 in S.No.389. For 

Item No.2 separate four boundaries are shown in the said document. All 

these  facts  would  show that  the  plaintiff  has  a  separate  pathway  for 

ingress and egress to his property in Survey No.392. At the same berth 

the  first  defendant  property  is  in  S.No.396  and  is  having  a  separate 

pathway for his ingress and egress for his property in Survey No.396, 
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which  is  in  S.No.397/P.  Likewise  the  property  belonging  to 

Deivanaiammal is in S.No.398 and is having a separate pathway for his 

ingress and egress for her property in Survey No.398, which is in S.No.

397/P.  When plaintiff has a separate pathway in S.No.389, likewise the 

first defendant is having a separate pathway in S.No.397/P and the said 

Deivanaiammal is having a separate pathway in S.No.397/P, hence the 

claim of the plaintiff that the S.No.397/P is a public pathway is false. If 

the plaintiff’s case ought to be accepted then the S.No.389 also should be 

declared  as  public  pathway  and  the  1st defendant  and  the  said 

Deivanaiammal  also  is  entitled  to  the  said  pathway  in  S.No.389. 

Therefore,  this  Court  is  of  the considered opinion that  the plaintiff  is 

absolutely  wrong  in  claiming  right  in  the  private  lane  exclusively 

belonging to the 1st defendant. Infact the Ex.B2 and Ex.B3, the parent 

documents of plaintiff’s property would clearly indicate that the plaintiff 

is not entitled to T.S.No.397 pathway, but the plaintiff sale deed in Ex.A2 

has granted the pathway. When the plaintiff’s vendor is not having any 

right over the said pathway, then the vendor cannot sell the said pathway 

to the plaintiff and the mischief is in the plaintiff’s sale deed Ex.A2. 

15/22

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



S.A.(MD).Nos.298 to 300 of 2017

12. The next substantial question of law that was raised is whether 

the co-defendant can seek a relief of declaration. The Appellate Court has 

terribly  erred  in  terming  the  first  defendant  as  co-defendant  along 

Municipality.  The first defendant is claiming relief against the plaintiff 

alone.  Incidentally, the second defendant has removed the door which 

was erected by the first defendant. Hence, the claim was sought against 

the  Municipality  to  restore  the door,  which can  never  be termed as  a 

relief  against  the  co-defendant.  Moreover,  the  issue  is  whether  the 

disputed lane can be termed as public lane or private lane and this would 

not  make  the  1st defendant  and  municipality  as  co-owners  and  co-

defendants. The main relief by the first defendant is against the plaintiff 

and  incidental  relief  is  only  against  the  Municipality  to  restore  the 

wooden gate. Therefore, the second substantial question of law is also in 

favour of the first defendant / appellant.

13. The next substantial  question of law is whether the plaintiff 

had proved the dispute lane as public lane by placing reliance on the 

revenue records which is stated in the deposition of the plaintiff. The 1st 
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defendant / appellant relied on the judgment rendered by this Court in 

S.A.No.658 of 1999 wherein it is held as under:

“11. Though the 9th defendant / Municipality has stated  

that the suit and schedule property is public street and the same  

has been maintaining by the Municipality,  it  has not produced 

any document to show that either of the vendor of the plaintiffs or  

the plaintiffs have dedicated/gifted the paint 2nd schedule property  

in favour of the Municipality. The plaintiffs, who are the owners  

of  the  1st schedule  property,  have  also  not  made  a  request  to 

declare the suit 2nd schedule as public pathway as per the District  

Municipalities Act. When there is no dedication/gift/ requisition  

by  the  original  owners,  the  2nd schedule  property  cannot  be  

declared  as  public  street.   Moreover,  the  suit  2nd schedule 

property has not been maintained by the Municipality by laying  

road, drainage facility, etc. Though by relying on Exs. B6-Town 

Survey  Register  and  B7-Survey  sketch,  it  is  contended  by  the  

defendants that the suit 2nd schedule property is a public street, a  

perusal of Ex. B6 shows that the suit 2nd schedule property has  

been  described  as  "Boosthathi  Sanjeevinathapuram  North 

Street". The word "Boosthathi" refers to Patta land belonging to  

private individuals. Therefore, even on the basis of Exs. B6 and 

B7, it cannot be presumed that the suit 2nd schedule property is a  

public street. Moreover, the entries in the revenue records itself  

would not confer any title on the 9th defendant.”           
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The plaintiff  is  relying on the revenue records and submitted that  the 

disputed lane is public lane. When the sale is executed along with roads 

and pathways,  then the roads  and pathways ought  to  be gifted to  the 

municipality, then only the said roads and pathways would be vested with 

the municipality. If  not  gifted, then the municipality cannot claim any 

vesting right  over the road.  This  has been confirmed in  the judgment 

referred supra. Any revenue records and survey records should align with 

the  documents  of  the  private  parties’  properties.  The  right  to  hold 

properties are guaranteed under the constitution. Therefore, the survey 

records  should  go  along  with  or  align  with  the  private  persons 

documents.  Therefore, the First Appellate Court had erred in relying on 

the survey records without verifying the fact that the lane was not gifted 

to the municipality. As stated supra when the plaintiff is having a private 

lane  in  S.No.389  for  the  property  in  S.No.392,  likewise  the  first 

defendant is having a private lane in S.No.397/P for the property in S.No.

396.  Therefore, the survey records of the Municipality are not alignment 

with the sale deeds of the private parties. Hence, by relying on survey 
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records and granted relief to the plaintiff  is  illegal and the substantial 

question of law is answered in favour of the 1st defendant. 

14.  As  far  as  the  compensation  payable  by  the  Municipality  is 

concerned,  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  the  property  in  S.No.392  on 

03.05.2006 and on 08.09.2006 had filed a complaint to the municipality 

and the municipality had removed the wooden door of the 1st defendant 

on  13.09.2006,  within  five  days  from  the  date  of  purchase.  The 

Municipality has acted on the complaint of the plaintiff and had removed 

the wooden door and demolished the compound wall without even giving 

any notice  to  the  first  defendant.  From cause  of  action  shown in  the 

plaint itself is evident that the plaintiff has not stated that the wooden 

door  and  the  wall  was  erected  after  the  purchase  of  suit  property. 

Therefore,  there  is  no  cause  of  action  as  such  and  suit  is  vexatious. 

Moreover, at a high speed the Municipality has acted on the complaint of 

the  plaintiff,  the  bias  attitude  of  the  municipality  is  explicit.  In  such 

circumstances, the 1st defendant / appellant is entitled to compensation. 
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15.  Therefore,  all  the  three  substantial  questions  of  law  are 

answered in favour of the first defendant / appellant. The judgment and 

decree of the First  Appellate Court  is  set  aside and the judgment  and 

decree  of  the  Trial  Court  is  upheld.  The  suit  filed  by  the  plaintiff  is 

dismissed.  The Counter  Claim of the 1st defendant  is  granted.  All  the 

three second appeals are allowed. The Municipality is directed to restore 

the wooden door and the wall belonging to the first defendant within a 

period  of  eight  weeks  from  the  date  of  receipt  of  the  copy  of  this 

judgment. 

16.  With  the  above  said  observations,  the  second  appeals  are 

allowed.  No costs.  Consequently, connected miscellaneous petitions are 

closed.

        

        18.12.2023

Index : Yes / No
NCC : Yes / No

Tmg
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TO:

1. Subordinate Judge, Virudhunagar.

2. District Munsif, Virudhunagar.

3.The Commissioner,
   Virudhunagar Municipality,
   Virudhunagar.
 
4. The Section Officer, 
    VR Section, 
    Madurai Bench of Madras High Court, 
    Madurai.
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S.SRIMATHY, J.

         Tmg

 Judgment made in

S.A.(MD)Nos.298 to 300 of 2017

Dated:

18.12.2023
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