IN THE H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT MADRAS
DATED : 31. 08. 2021
CORAM
THE HON BLE MR JUSTI CE S. M SUBRAMANI AM
WP. No. 30247 of 2016
Janaki Mbhan ... Petitioner
. VS. .
The I nconme Tax Oficer,
Non Cor poration Ward-15(2)

Room No. 205, 2nd Fl oor, New Bl ock,
No. 121, Mahat na Gandhi Road,

Nungamnmbakkam
Chennai - 600 034. ... Respondent
Prayer: Wit Petition filed wunder Article 226 of the

Constitution of India praying to issue a Wit of certiorari
calling for the records in |TO NCW5(2)/AAGPI7764C/ 16-17 dated
12.08.2016 on the file of the respondent relating to assessnent
year 2009-10.

For Petitioner : M . G Baskar

For Respondent : M. A P.Srinivas
Seni or Standi ng Counsel

ORDER

The order of disposal rejecting the objections filed by
the petitioner on the reopening proceedings initiated under
Sections 147 / 148 of the Income Tax Act, 1961 is under challenge
in the present Wit Petition.

2. The petitioner states that she is a regular assessee
in terns of the provisions of the Income Tax Act, 1961 and fil ed
returns of inconme regularly duly disclosing all inconmes wthin
the time frame stipulated under statute. The petitioner states
that she was a shareholder in a Conpany by the nane and style of
Grand Nirvana Holiday Resorts Private Limted. She filed return
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of income for the assessnent year 2009-10. The petitioner duly
i nformed about the capital gains of a sum of Rs.10,79,97,872/-
and claimed an exenption of an anmount of Rs.6,12,83,975/- being
invested in a residential house. The Assessing Oficer during the
course of original assessnment sought for certain clarifications
on the claim of the petitioner / assessee under Section 54F of
the Act. The petitioner also furnished details and infornmations
regarding the queries raised by the Assessing Oficer. El aborate
adj udications are made with reference to the capital gains as
well as the claimregarding exenption and finally, the assessnent
order was passed on 22.12.2011 under Section 143(3) of the Incone
Tax Act. In view of the fact that the Assessing Oficer has
granted exenption in respect of one property out of three
properties purchased by the petitioner, the petitioner preferred
an appeal before the Conmm ssioner of Income Tax (Appeals) who in
turn allowed the appeal in entirety in order dated 11.07.2012.
Against the order passed by the Conm ssioner of Inconme Tax
(Appeal s), the Assistant Conm ssioner of Inconme Tax filed further
appeal bef or e t he | ncone Tax Appel | ate Tri bunal in
. T.A No. 1837/ Mis/ 2012. The Incone Tax Appellate Tribunal
el aborately considered the grounds raised by the Departnent as
well as the defence placed by the assessee and confirnmed the
order of assessnent passed by the original Assessing Authority
and reversed the order passed by the Conm ssioner of Incone Tax
(Appeals). Against the said order of |Incone Tax Appellate
Tribunal, the petitioner filed T.C A No. 71 of 2016 before this
Court and an interim order was granted by this Court on
09. 03.2016. The Tax Case Appeal is pending. However, it 1is
brought to the notice of this Court that during the pendency of
the Tax Case Appeal, the petitioner has opted Samadhanam schene
and settled the issues and therefore, the assessnment order dated
22.12. 2011 becane final.

3. The |l earned counsel for the petitioner reiterated that
all the docunents pertaining to the purchase of the properties
made by the petitioner / assessee were produced before the
Assessing Oficer at the first instance nore so along with the
return of inconme. Further clarifications sought for by the
Assessing Oficer were also furnished. The Assessing Oficer
el aborately discussed the transactions and the purchase of the
properties made by the petitioner and made a finding in the
assessnment order itself. Based on the finding, the Assessing
Oficer granted exenption under Section 54F of the Act only in
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respect of one property and the assessnent order now becane
final. Wiile so, the respondent issued a notice under Section 148
of the Act for reopening of assessnment beyond the period of four
years but within six years on the ground that the petitioner has
not disclosed the material facts fully and truly as contenpl ated
under proviso clause to Section 147 of the Act. The petitioner
requested to furnish the reasons which was comunicated to the
wit petitioner. The |earned counsel for the petitioner drew the
attention of this Court with reference to the reasons furnished
in proceedings dated 06.04.2016 wherein the very sane docunents
pertaining to the purchase of three properties are cited as
reasons for reopening and therefore, the reason furnished for
reopening is nothing but change of opinion. The petitioner filed
her objections in detail stating that the reason itself is not in
consonance with the disclosures made by the petitioner before the
original Assessing Oficer and requested for dropping of the
reopeni ng proceedi ngs. Wthout considering any of the objections
merely reproducing the reasons furnished for reopening, the
i mpugned order of disposal has been issued. Thus, the petitioner
is constrained to nove the present Wit Petition.

4. The learned Senior Standing counsel appearing on
behal f of the respondent disputed the said contentions raised on
behal f of the petitioner by stating that as per Explanation 1 to
Section 147, nere production of docunents, book of accounts etc.,
may not be a ground to seek exoneration from the reopening
proceedi ngs. Even if such book of accounts and docunents are
produced, the authority is enpowered to reopen the assessnent if
they could arrive at a conclusion that income chargeable to tax,
escaped assessnent due to the failure on the part of the assessee
or due to the non-disclosure of material facts truly and fully
under the proviso clause to Section 147 of the Act. In the
present case, there was non- di scl osure
during the relevant point of tinme before the Assessing Oficer
regarding certain details which provided cause for the respondent
to reopen the assessnment. Thus, the petitioner is bound to
participate in the reassessnent proceedi ngs.

5. The learned Senior Standing counsel is of an opinion
that the petitioner has erroneously sought for exenption under
section 54F of the Income Tax Act and the said informations and
materials were not considered by the original Assessing Authority
at the tinme of passing the final assessnent order under Section
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143(3) of the Act. If at all, the exenption under Section 54F of
the Act is required to be wthdrawn for violation of the
condi tion under sub-section (2) of Section 54F of the Act, the
assessee has to pay an additional tax and the additional tax is
al so cal cul ated as Rs. 46, 20, 782/ -.

6. In view of the fact that these aspects were not
considered by the Assessing Oficer, the respondent has reopened
t he assessnent.

7. In support of the said contentions, the | earned Senior
Standing counsel relied on the Judgnent of the Hon'ble Suprene
Court of India in the case of Indi-Aden Salt Manufacturing and
Trading Conpany Private Limted v. Conm ssioner of Incone Tax
reported in (1986) 25 Taxman 356 (SC) wherein, the Apex Court
made the follow ng observations:

T, In respect of the material failure,
the omssion to disclose may be deliberate or
i nadvertent. That was i mmaterial . But if there is

om ssion to disclose material facts, then, subject
to the other conditions, jurisdiction to reopen is
attracted. It is sufficient to refer to the decision
of this Court in Calcutta D scount Conpany Ltd's
case (supra) where it had been held that if there
are sonme primary facts from which reasonabl e belief
could be fornmed that there was sone non-disclosure
or failure to disclose fully and truly all materia
facts, the |1TO has jurisdiction to reopen the
assessnment. This position was again reiterated by
this Court in Ml egaon Electricity Co. (P) Ltd. wv.
aT

8. Furthernore, bearing these principles in
mnd in this particular case whether there has been

such non-di scl osure of primary facts
which has caused escapenent of inconme in the
assessnent was basically a question of fact."

8. In the case of Grilal and Conpany v. Inconme Tax

Oficer, Mnbai reported in (2016) 75 Taxman 172 (SC), the
Hon' bl e Suprene Court nmade an observations as foll ows:
"4. It is clear fromthe above that this
i nformati on was supplied as there was sone query
about the value of the land. Obviously, while
going to this docunent the Assessing officer
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woul d examine the value of the |and. However,
the reason for issuing notice under Section 148
of the Incone Tax Act was that the appellant had
not correctly disclosed the actual assets of the
plot and hence, it was not entitled for
deduction under section 80(1B) (10) of the Act.
The I ncome Tax Authority itself has nentioned in
the notice under section 148 of the Act that
such information was available only in the
val uation report. Gving the information in this
manner shall be of no help to the appellant as
the Assessing Oficer was not expected to go
through the said information available in the
val uation report for the purpose of ascertaining
t he actual construction of the plot."

9. Relying on the above Judgnents, the |earned Senior
St andi ng counsel reiterated that the petitioner has not fully and
truly disclosed the materials which provided cause for the
Assessing Oficer to reopen the assessnent and thus, the Wit
Petition has to be rejected.

10. Considering the argunments as advanced by the
respective |earned counsel for the petitioner and the |earned
Seni or Standing counsel for the respondent, it is not in dispute
that nere filing of docunents, book of accounts etc., would not
be sufficient to grant exoneration from reopening proceedi ngs
fromthe assessee under Explanation 1 to Section 147 of the Act.
Explanation 2 to Section 147 enunerates various circunstances
wherein the cases are to be treated as deened cases for reopening
of assessnment. However, in the case where reopeni ng of assessnent
is made beyond the period of four years but within six years it
is mandatory that the conditions stipulated under proviso clause
to Section 147 of the Act is to be conplied wth.

11. In the present case, the respondent raised a ground

that the petitioner / assessee had not produced all relevant
materials fully and truly which provided cause for reopening of
assessnment. In this regard, this Court has to examne the

materi als produced as well as the reasons furnished for reopening
of assessnent.

12. The return of incone for the assessnment year 2009-10
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filed by the assessee reveals that deduction under Section 54F
was sought for. Long term capital gain was inforned and
deductions were also sought for wunder the provisions of the
Incone Tax Act. It was not in dispute with reference to the
capital gain clained as well as the informations provided seeking
exenpti on under Section 54F of the Act.

13. A reading of the assessnent order would clearly
reveal that the working for arriving at the deduction under
Section 54F was considered by the Assessing Oficer in detail in
Para Nos.6 and 7 of the assessnment order. Based on the
informations in Para No.18 of the assessnent order, the Assessing
O ficer categorically made a finding which reads as under:

"18. In view of the above discussions the

contentions of the assessee that the entire land is
avai l able for benefits of Sec. 54F is not correct.
The only portion of Iland which can be said as
conplying with the provision of Sec 54F is which is
conprised in Survey Nos.98/9, 98/10, 98/11, 98/2-3
wherein which the residential house is situated as
claimred by the assessee. This land can be
considered as indivisible with the residential
house (because of the peculiar geographical terrain
of the entire land). This land only can also said
as appurtenant to the residential house. Even this
| and has water bodies present but it would be
practically inpossible for the seller (Y.J. Alex)
to segregate the water bodies and |land and sell it
to two different buyers. The natural positioning of
wat er bodies of land within these survey nunbers is
such that the segregation is difficult. Therefore,
this chunk of land along wth residential house
conprising in the Survey No.s. 98/9, 98/10, 98/11
98/2-3 would only qualify for the benefits of
Sec. 54F. "

14. Not satisfied with the assessnent order passed under
Section 143(3) of the Act, the petitioner / assessee filed an
appeal before the Comm ssioner of Inconme Tax (Appeals) who in
turn considered the grounds raised by the petitioner / assessee
and allowed the appeal in entirety. The Income Tax Departnent
preferred further appeal before the Incone Tax Appellate Tri bunal
and the I ncone Tax Appellate Tribunal adjudicated the issues with
reference to the exenption claim nade by the assesse and
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confirmed the assessnent order passed by the original Assessing
Oficer. It is pertinent to note that Income Tax Appellate
Tribunal i ndependently appointed the Inspector of Incone Tax to
conduct an inspection and submt a report and the said report was
categorically considered by the Incone Tax Appellate Tribunal and
it is relevant to extract the portion of the findings in this
regard from and out of the order passed by the Inconme Tax
Appel  ate Tribunal, which reads as under:
“14. The assessee relying on the nenorandum
expl aining the provisions of section 54F as reported
in 184 |ITR (Statue) submits that provision 1is
intended to benefit an assessee that invests in
acquisition of residential house. According to the
assessee, this paraneter is satisfied in this case.
Therefore, interpretation given by the Revenue that
assessee purchased several pieces of |and by way of
separate sale deeds and therefore not eligible for
deduction under section 54F of the Act on the entire
land is hyper technical and contrary to the intention
of the provision. No doubt provision is intended to
benefit the assessee that invests in acquisition of
resi denti al house. However, in this case the
intention of the assessee appears to be not to
purchase residential house but to develop a resort.
This is clearly evident from the enquiry report

submtted by the Inspector of I ncone Tax on
27.05.2013 which read as under: -
"As directed, | have conducted a site

i nspection on 21.05.2013 at the |anded property
purchased by Snt. Janaki Mhan, Plot No.490, 4th
South Cross Street, Kapal eeswara Nagar, Neel ankarai,
Chennai (PAN : AAGPJ7764C) from Yogyaveettil famly
at Muhanma on 04.04.2009 and the report thereupon is
subm tted as under: -

The property in Survey Nos. 98/2-1, 2-1A, 2-
2, 2-3, 98/9, 10, 11, 99/5-1, 5-2, 5-3 and 99-11
adnmeasuring 555.612 cents as per records of Sub-
Regi strar O fice, Puthananbalamlies about 750 neters
from Muhamma Boat Jetty towards north. The east side
of the land is Venbanad |ake and west side is
Pal | avat huckal -CM5 Road which is parallel to the
Muhamma - Thanner nukkon Road. This property is lying
as a single property fenced with conpound wall even
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though it is in several survey nunbers.

At the tinme of nmy visit, M . Anesh,
M K. Proj ect Engineer recently appointed to supervise
the land devel opnent work was present and al so sone
| abourers. M. Anmesh informed that ground |eveling
work was started about 10 days back only and about
800 | oads of red earth were unl oaded which was ' bei ng
| evel ed with JCB. He told ne that the owner of the
property Snt.Janaki Mohan intends to construct a
resort there and for which Chennai based conpany
namely Ms.Arun Expello had been engaged for the
construction worKk.

| could observe two old house properties in
the said land. One is used by M. Anesh as office the
area of the house is about 1000 Sq.ft. The other one

having about 300 Sq.ft area is alnost in a
di | api dated condition. M . Anesh
infornmed that there were three houses about 15 to 20
years old in the land all of which were in

di | api dated condition. One of wunused building was
denol i shed recently for carrying out ground
devel opnent leveling work. About 3% acre land is
bei ng under 1eveling work. Most of the area of the
land is marshy wth bushes, plants, ponds unyi el ding
coconut trees. The nearby inhabitants informed that
the property had been kept idle by the purchaser
after it was purchased till one nonth back.

The property have large commercial or
busi ness inportance in the area because of energence
of eco-backwater tourism in Al appuzha. Muhamma is
lying in western side of the Venbanad I|ake 1in
Al | apuzha District. Many resorts are functioning
successfully for years in this area. It is evident
that the purchaser spent huge anount for buying this
land with an intention to nake a huge return from
either running a resort or fromresale of the I|and.
Earlier before the advent of tourism the cost was
only Rs.20,000/- for a cent of land. But as this area
become a major tourist attraction in the world, the
| and price in this area has gone up substantially.

My findings in brief in the Ilight of
gquestionnaire envisaged in the letter of Hon.ITAT
Chennai are as under: -
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1. The very intention behind deduction u/s.54F is
fully defeated as the assessee neither constructed
any building in the land nor existing buildings were
usef ul for residenti al pur pose. Mor eover , t he
i ntension of the assessee in purchasing the property
is to start a resort thereon which is a commercial /
business activity. The assessee has been keeping the

land idle fromthe date of purchase till l|ast nonth.
2. Wth regard to the investnment in property after
pur chase.

a) three side of the property is fenced wth
tenporary conpound wall ( netal sheet)

b) two nediumtype gate fixed.

c) Three netre w de approach road fromthe opening of
the property about 150 ntrs is paved with graved red
earth.

d) Gound leveling work in about 3.5 acre |and which
is being carried out.

3. The purchaser never wused this property for
residential or for business / comercial purpose.

4. After the approval by the Al appuzha Chief town
pl anner, the Gama Panchayat, Mihanma has given
perm ssion for construction of villas in the resort
on 07.01.2011. This has been anended on 23.01.2013
based on applicants renewal application. Letter dated
25.05. 2013 of the Secretary, Mihamma G anma Panchayat
encl osing the above perm ssion is attached herew th.
5. The property 1is still in the possession of
Snt . Janaki Mohan as per the records nmaintained in the
SRO, Put hananbal an as on date. Letter received from
t he SRO, Puchananbal an stating the same is encl osed.”

15. The Inconme Tax Appellate Tribunal passed a final
order with the finding that the Assessing Oficer is perfectly
justified in restricting the deductions only to the portion of
the land purchased from M.Y.J Alex in Survey Nos. 98/9, 98/10
98/ 11 and 98/ 2-3. Thus, upheld the order of the Assessing Oficer
and reversed that of the Conmm ssioner of Incone Tax (Appeals).

16. The Assessee preferred Tax Case Appeal before the
H gh Court of Madras in T.C.A No. 71 of 2016 and during the
pendency of the Tax Case Appeal, the assessee approached the
authorities under the Samadhanam schenme and the disputes were
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settled and the assessnment order originally passed becane final.

17. This being the fact not disputed between the parties,
| et us consider the reasons furnished for reopening of assessnent
in proceedings dated 06.04.2016. The reasons furnished are as
under:

"All the three houses were not in a human
habitual condition as seen from the photos. As per
sub section (2) of section 54F, the assessee should
not acquire another asset other than the new asset
within two years. Here, you had acquired two nore
houses on the sanme date. The exenption u/s 54F is
required to be withdrawn for violation of condition
under sub section(2) of section 54F. This was not
considered while conpleting the assessnent u/s 143(3)
by the Assessing Oficer and consequently by CT (A
in his order dated 11.07.2012. If this is considered,
there would be an additional tax demand of
Rs. 46, 20, 782 (excluding interest u/s 234B)."

18. The assessee filed her objections which was disposed
of by nmerely stating that "in the instant case, as the tax effect
that escaped inconme is nore than Rs.0.1 Lakh Rupees and the
notice under Section 148 is issued on 29.03.2016 which is within
time limtation is 06 years, the reopening proceedings is in
order in letter and spirit as per the relevant provision of the
I ncome Tax Act and valid in | aw

In the instant case the fact in contention here is the
eligibility of claimu/s 54F of the IT Act. Even in the face of
the claim of the assessee that there was no failure on her part
to disclose fully and truly all material facts regarding the
claim u/s. 54F, the specific facts related to the acquiring of
total three houses on the sane date out of the sale consideration
is found being m ssed scrutiny and hence escaped assessnent. As
pur chasi ng/ acquiring nore than one residential house on the sane
date out of the sale consideration is against the principle and
violation of the conditions prescribed under sub section (2) of
Sec.54F of the IT ACt, the reassessnent to scrutinize this
crucial criteria whether to allow exenption or withdraw the claim
of 54F is justified and perm ssible by the law. Further for the
benefit of the assessee, it is worth to discuss the relevant
section 147 of the IT Act which speaks about the I|Incone Escape
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Assessnent is having it's sub section (c) under explanation 2
where it enpowers the assessing officer to consider a few cases
to be deenmed cases where inconme chargeable to tax has escaped
assessnent .

19. The objections in detail filed by the petitioner
regarding filing of all the sale docunments as well as the
adj udi cati ons made by the Assessing Oficer elaborately were not
consi dered by the respondent while disposing of the objections.
Contrarily, the respondent has reiterated the reasonings given
for reopeni ng of assessnent and passed an order by nerely stating
that it is not the case of change of opinion. Thus, the reopening
assessnent is in consonance with Sections 147 / 148 of the Act.

20. The facts established would reveal that the assessee
had admttedly furnished all the docunents pertaining to the
three properties and the Assessing Oficer has originally taken
note of all such purchasers with reference to the sale docunents
produced before him and made a categorical finding that the
assessee is entitled to claimexenption under Section 54F of the
Act only in respect of one property. The findings categorically
made in the original assessnent order are self speaking that the
assessee had produced all those docunents and the Assessing
Oficer also had considered all those docunents.

21. The reasons furnished for reopening of assessnent in
proceedi ngs dated 06.04.2016 reveals that as per sub-section (2)
of Section 54F, the assessee should not acquire another assest
other than the new assest within two years. Here, the petitioner
had acquired two nore houses on the sane date. The exenption
under Section 54F is required to be withdrawmm for violation of
condi tion wunder sub-section (2) of Section 54F. Thus, it is
apparently clear that for the purpose of wthdrawal of the
exenption granted under Section 54F, the assessnent is reopened.
Such a reopening cannot be construed as based on new tangible
material. If at all any l|apse conmmtted during the original
assessment proceedings or erroneous consideration based on the
opi nion forned by the Assessing O ficer during the rel evant point
of time, the other possible opinion if at all raised for
reopeni ng of assessnent is to be construed as change of opinion
and cannot be considered as new materials for the purpose of
reopeni ng of assessnent.
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22. However in the event of tracing out new tangible
material or informations which were not at all adjudicated during
the original assessnment nmay be a good ground for reopening of
assessnent. As Explanation 1 to Section 147 enunerates that nere

book of docunents is insufficient to grant exenption
from reopening proceedings. However, in the present case,
admttedly the assessee had submtted all the docunents

pertaining to the purchase of the three properties and all those
docunments were placed before the Assessing Oficer and the
Assessing O ficer considered all those three docunents and forned
an opinion that, the petitioner / assessee is eligible to grant
exenpti on under Section 54F of the Income Tax Act only in respect
of one property.

23. Wile so, now the reopening is nade based on the
reasoni ng that the exenption under Section 54F is required to be
withdrawmn for violation of condition under sub-section (2) of
Section 54F. The Assessing Oficer during the relevant point of
time, when this issue was considered was very much aware of the
fact regarding the inplication of sub-section (2) of Section 54F
and by considering all those aspects, he granted exenption for
only one property alone. This being the factum the Assessing
Oficer clearly formed an opinion for the purpose of grant of
exenpti on under Section 54F whil e passing the original assessnent
order and now the reasons furnished for reopening of assessnent
woul d reveal that they are taking a different opinion on the sane
set of facts. Thus, the said reasons furnished for reopening the
proceedi ngs dated 06.04.2016 anounts to change of opinion beyond
any pal e of doubt.

24. As far as the Judgnent relied on by the respondent in
the case of Indi-Aden Salt Mnufacturing and Trading Conpany
Private Limted cited supra is concerned, the Hon' ble Suprene
Court in unequivocable terns held that in respect of the materi al
failure, the omssion to disclose may be deliberate on or
i nadvertent. That was inmaterial. But if there is omssion to
di sclose mterial facts, then, subject to the other conditions,
jurisdiction to reopen is attracted. However, in the present
case, absolutely, there was no omssion on the part of the
assessee and all the docunents pertaining to the purchase of the
three properties were furnished by the assessee and the Assessing
Oficer also verified the docunents and made a finding in the
assessnment order. Thus, the findings nade by the Apex Court of
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India in the said Judgnent is of no avail to the respondent as
the petitioner / assessee had submtted all the material facts
before the Assessing Oficer.

25. In respect of the other Judgnent in the case of
Grilal and Conpany is concerned, the Hon'ble Suprene Court in
clear ternms held that the assessee in the case before the Hon' ble
Suprenme Court had not correctly disclosed the actual assets of
the plot and therefore, the assessee was not entitled for
deduction. However, even perusal of the reasoning furnished in
the present case, there is no such allegation against the
petitioner / assessee. In the present case, the sale docunent
pertaining to all the three properties were placed before the
Assessing Oficer by the assets. Even the return of incone filed
by the assessee would reveal that the details regarding the
capital gains are clearly nentions that it is not disputed by the
Assessing Oficer and its correctness is also not questioned by
the authorities. This being the factum established, this Court of
an opinion that the Wit Petition on hand is a case of change of
opinion wherein an interference is called for. Admttedly, the
reopeni ng proceedings are initiated beyond the period of four
years and thus, the conditions stipulated in proviso clause to
Section 147 is to be conplied with. The respondent has not
established that the petitioner had not furnished all nateria
facts fully and truly for the assessnent. Further, the materials
produced for the assessnment for claimng exenption are not
di sputed by the respondent.

26. In view of the fact that non-disclosure on the part
of the assessee has not been established in this case, and thus
the <case of the petitioner deserves nerit consideration
Accordingly, the inpugned order passed by the respondent in
proceedi ngs No. | TOQ NCWL5(2)/ AAGPJ7764C/ 16-17 dated 12.08.2016 is
guashed and the Wit Petition stands allowed. However, there
shall be no order as to costs.

Sd/ -
Assi stant Regi strar (CS-V)

/'l True Copy//

Sub Assistant Registrar
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To

The I ncone Tax O ficer,

Non Cor poration Ward-15(2)

Room No. 205, 2nd Fl oor, New Bl ock,
No. 121, Mahat ma Gandhi Road,
Nunganbakkam

Chennai - 600 034.

+lcc to M. G Baskar, Advocate, S.R No.44029
+lcc to M. A P.Srinivas, Senior Standing Counsel, S.R No.43549

WP. No. 30247 of 2016

LN( CO)
SB( 23/ 09/ 2021)
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