W.P.No.3822 of 2025
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS

DATED: 11.12.2025
CORAM
THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE V. LAKSHMINARAYANAN

W.P.N0.3822 of 2025
and
W.M.P. Nos.4229, 13362 and 41884 of 2025

K.Rajendran .. Petitioner

VS

1.The Additional Chief Secretary to Government,
Co-op., Food and Consumer Protection Dept.,
Fort St. George, Chennai — 600 009.

2.The Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
N.V.N.Maligai, Kilpauk, Chennai - 600 010.

3.The Joint Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
Dharmapuri Region, Dharmapuri District.

4. The Deputy Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
Dharmapuri Circle, Dharmapuri District.

5.K.K.349 Dharmapuri District Central
Co-op. Bank rep. By its
Joint Registrar/Managing Director,
10/11, Nethaji Bypass Road,
P.0.Box No.16, Dharmapuri - 636 701.

6.M.Ramesh Kumar,
former Branch Manager,
K.K.349, Dharmapuri District Central
Co-op. Bank Ltd., Hosur Branch,
Hosur Bangalore High Road,
Opp. Bus Stand, Hosur - 635 109. .. Respondents
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W.P.No.3822 of 2025
Petition filed under Article 226 of the Constitution of India

praying for the issuance of a writ of certiorarified mandamus to call
for the records relating to the impugned order passed in
Na.Ka.175/2022-23/C4 dated 22.01.2025 by the fifth respondent
herein and quash the same and consequently direct the respondent
Nos.1 to 4 to take necessary action for commencement of statutory
enquiry under Section 81 of Tamil Nadu Cooperative Societies Act,
1983 in respect of irregularities caused by the sixth respondent in
petitioner’s father i.e., T.K.Kalidoss gold jewel loan accounts pledged
in 5" and 6™ respondent banks as per representation dated
14.10.2024 made by the petitioner herein.

For Petitioner : Mr.T.Sundaravadanam

For Respondents : Ms.Geetha Thamaraiselvan,
Special Government Pleader
for R1 to R4

Mr.A.Praveen Kumar for R5
Mr.M.S.Palanisamy for R6

ORDER

I heard Mr.T.Sundaravadanam, learned counsel for the

petitioner, Ms.Geetha Thamaraiselvan, learned Special Government

Pleader for respondents 1 to 4, Mr.A.Praveen Kumar, learned

counsel for the fifth respondent and Mr.M.S.Palanisamy, learned

counsel for the sixth respondent.
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W.P.No.3822 of 2025
2. The petitioner’s father is one T.K.Kalidoss. He was a

member of the fifth respondent society. He had pledged 248.900
grams of gold jewels and obtained loan on 03.08.2018, 31.12.2018,
29.01.2019, 27.02.2019 and 12.04.2019. The extent of pledge was
for Rs.4,37,200/-. Pending the loan, Mr.Kalidoss, unfortunately

passed away.

3. The petitioner’s brother one Cholarajan approached the
fifth respondent along with an indemnity bond said to have been
executed by the petitioner, renewed the loan and thereafter,

redeemed the pledge and retrieved the jewels.

4. The petitioner states that he came to know about these
facts, only post death of his brother Cholarajan, on 16.08.2022. He
pleads it was only when the legal heirs of Cholarajan started making

claim for a share, that they revealed the aforesaid facts.

5. Immediately on coming to know that jewels have been
returned to Cholarajan, without following the due procedures, as
required under law, the petitioner approached the respondents 4
and 5 seeking an enquiry under Section 81 of the Tamil Nadu Co-

operative Societies Act, 1983 (hereinafter referred to as TNCS Act).
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W.P.No.3822 of 2025
6. Taking into consideration the complaint, the Assistant

General Manager of the fifth respondent was appointed as an

enquiry officer. The enquiry officer came to the following conclusion:

‘slm.sraflsreay  (GsuL) &/ 0l Gl gmdl
6T6BTLI6 (Th 6 LU @iy Frarmisy (6w
CUDLILL (H 66N . 96U (DL sumif] & &6
UL aflsbemev.

BlHugl. sav g &/ 6l &roflgme( Gevl)

seLeI(HemLW  6umflag &resimy wHmC  CuWLILL (h6iTarS).

BH.CH.ITC0bHHITe &/ 6lu sraflsren  (Govl)
siooiueui  (esstlemevulley  em&SGwriudl (h  FofldlésliulL
Indemnity Bond-ar  Qygliusmiuiled 101 (HGo QLG
66U B 565) & & 6561 BIm.Camprreoss  sauauflLLD
QUUELSSLIUL (heTaTS.  ClHSasiLury — S(h.0TC0b ST
steiisuy  Indemnity Bond-o0 soa&Quriiudll he1616m %
glewen  Gusvrery 2.m&l CEFwiuL allsbsmsv.

Bm.Cam.an6obslnet  ssaiuauflal KYC  oyusmimisai
UL aflsbemev.

Flm.sraflsman  amisl slmarulsd YL muss 7
Bn& &6l BemssLar s 710526344 %@ 101" (H G0
o aiLTen B&HSL JEH GQUDOUL(H BE  HHIU
UPEISLIUL (H6TN . WD) 6  BNHEHLE H@SG 2 6 LT6
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W.P.No.3822 of 2025
B&&ELE TESHG6 Slemaruilsd QUL aflshemev.

CumsaiLeuppler  uliueLullsd  @mbgHall L
UMy semswenfles  6umiyfla s and @ 56W) & &6 6N Sl(mLoL
6ULRI & CLom Gl &menen G ouamig Ul BEDL(LPEOM &3 61
Ywyeovwrs  daudprsd &t  Owulsi  &lsner  Gsvranri
B(m.610.0CWw23GLonF  15&  BLOgSmE  GCumElsTaTaTsTd

stor LswileyL oot G ilalld g &6l s e Hl6met.

7. The report of the Assistant General Manager dated
10.01.2025 was placed before the fifth respondent. The fifth
respondent merely extracted the findings and rejected the
complaint so made. Hence, the present writ petition impugning the

proceedings dated 22.01.2025.

8. It is the plea of Mr.Sundaravadanam that the respondents
ought to have initiated an enquiry under Section 81 of the TNCS Act
as the return of jewels to Cholarajan by the sixth respondent

amounts to mismanagement of the affairs of the society.

9. Per contra, learned counsel for the respondents represent
that the complaint itself was belated and was presented five years

after the return of the jewels to Cholarajan and two years after the
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W.P.No0.3822 of 2025
death of Cholarajan himself. They state that the fifth respondent

had applied her mind to the facts of the case and had come to a
conclusion that no further action need to be initiated against the
sixth respondent. They plead that the order is perfectly valid and

hence, seek the writ petition be dismissed.

10. I have carefully considered the submissions of both sides

and gone through the records.

11. The grievance of the petitioner is that the sixth
respondent had returned the jewels, pledged by his father, without
following the due procedure as required under law. Whether a
Section 81 enquiry, has to be initiated or not, is for the first
respondent to take a call, once a report is submitted, by the fifth
respondent. Though Mr.Sundaravadanam wants an enquiry to be
conducted by the fourth respondent in terms of Section 81 of the
TNCS Act, I have to point out that the fifth respondent is being
headed by a person, holding the rank of a Joint Registrar. He is
superior in position than the fourth respondent. Even if the fourth
respondent were to appoint a Co-operative Sub Registrar, to
conduct the enquiry, he or she will be way below the pecking order

than the fifth respondent.
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W.P.No0.3822 of 2025
12. Apart from this, I find that the impugned order is totally

unreasoned. Merely extracting the enquiry report and thereafter
rejecting the complaint given by the petitioner, does not pass
muster. It has been repeatedly held that authorities, irrespective of
whether they are administrative, quasi judicial or judicial, have to
give reasons in support of their conclusion. An unreasoned order
would have to be treated as a still born. As the impugned order
does not disclose any reasons, this Court is constrained to interfere

on that short ground alone.

13. The normal practice that this Court adopts is to set aside
the order and remit it to the same authority for reconsideration. In
this case, sending it to the fifth respondent, who has taken a view
against the petitioner, might result in ‘confirmation’ bias. At the
same time, directing the fourth respondent to initiate action would

not serve any purpose, as he is subordinate, to the fifth respondent.

14. All the counsel agree that the enquiry can be conducted
by an officer superior to the Joint Registrar viz., fifth respondent.
Hence, the impugned order is set aside. The entire file including the
complaint given by the petitioner shall be forwarded to the second
respondent. The second respondent shall appoint a person holding
the rank of Additional Registrar of Co-operative Societies to look

into the papers afresh and pass an order. The said exercise shall be
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W.P.No.3822 of 2025
completed, within a period of eight weeks from today. Depending on

the report of the Additional Registrar, it is open to the second
respondent either to initiate an action under Section 81 of the TNCS

Act or any disciplinary proceeding, he so desires.

15. The writ petition is disposed of in the above terms.
Consequently, connected miscellaneous petitions are closed. There

shall be no order as to costs.

11.12.2025
Index:Yes/No
Neutral Citation:Yes/No
mmi

To

1.The Additional Chief Secretary to Government,
Co-op., Food and Consumer Protection Dept.,
Fort St. George, Chennai - 600 009.

2.The Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
N.V.N.Maligai, Kilpauk, Chennai — 600 010.

3.The Joint Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
Dharmapuri Region, Dharmapuri District.

4. The Deputy Registrar of Co-op. Societies,
Dharmapuri Circle, Dharmapuri District.

5.K.K.349 Dharmapuri District Central
Co-op. Bank rep. By its
Joint Registrar/Managing Director,
10/11, Nethaji Bypass Road,
P.0.Box No.16, Dharmapuri - 636 701.
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V. LAKSHMINARAYANAN,J.

mmi

W.P. N0.3822 of 2025

11.12.2025
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