Cont.P.(MD)No.29 0f 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

BEFORE THE MADURAI BENCH OF MADRAS HIGH COURT

Order Reserved On Order Pronounced On
20.04.2023 2023

CORAM

THE HONOURABLE MRS.JUSTICE S.SRIMATHY

Cont.P.(MD)No0.29 0f 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 0f 2023

Cont.P.(MD)No0.29 0f 2023:

C.Sukumaran ...Petitioner

Vs.

Mr.T.S.Jawahar, I.A.S.,

Secretary to Government,

Government of Tamil Nadu,

Animal Husbandry Department,

Fort St. George,

Chennai — 600 009. ...Respondent

PRAYER: Contempt Petition filed under Section 11 of the Contempt of Courts
Act, 1971, to summon the contemnor / first respondent and punish him for willful

disobedience of the orders of this Court made in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 dated
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Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

20.06.2012.

For Petitioner : Mr.S.Bharathy Kannan

For Respondents : Mr.Veera Kathiravan
Additional Advocate General
assisted by Mr.R.Suresh Kumar

Additional Government Pleader

Rev.Aplw.(MD)No.71 of 2023:

1.The State of Tamil Nadu,
Rep. By its Secretary to Government,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Fort St. George, Chennai — 600 009.

2.The Director,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Teynampet, Chennai — 600 005.

3.The Joint Director,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Nagercoil,
Kanyakumari District — 629 101. ...Review Petitioners

Vs.
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Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

C.Sukumaran ...Respondent

PRAYER: Review Petition filed under Order 47 Rule 1 & 2 r/w Section 114 of
CPC, to review the order passed by this Court in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 dated
20.06.2012 and dismiss the writ petition.

For Petitioners : Mr.Veera Kathiravan
Additional Advocate General
assisted by Mr.R.Suresh Kumar

Additional Government Pleader

For Respondent : Mr.S.Bharathy Kannan

COMMON ORDER

The contempt petition has been filed alleging disobedience of the order

passed by this Court in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 dated 20.06.2012.

2. The petitioner in Cont.P.(MD)No0.29 of 2023, who is the respondent in
condone delay application filed in W.M.P.(MD)No0.3021 of 2023 and the

Rev.Aplw.(MD)No.71 of 2023, is hereinafter referred to as 'petitioner' for the sake
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of clarity. The respondent in Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023, and the petitioners in
W.M.P.(MD)No0.3021 of 2023 and Review Applicants in Rev.Aplw.(MD)No.71 of

2023 are hereinafter commonly referred to as 'respondents' for the sake of clarity.

3. The writ petition in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 has been filed for Writ
of Mandamus, directing the respondents to regularize the service of the petitioner
as 'Full Time Artificial Inseminator (Seyarkai Murai Karuvoottalar)' on
completion of ten years of part time service from 29.06.1990 and to pay time
scale of pay and other monetary benefits payable from 29.06.2000, within a

stipulated period.

4. The brief facts as stated by the petitioner are that the petitioner was
appointed as 'Artificial Inseminator (Seyarkai Murai Karuvoottalar)' in
Government  Veterinary  Artificial Insemination Centre, Manjalmoodu,
Kanyakumari District on 29.06.1990 by the Joint Director of Animal Husbandry

Department, Nagercoil, who was the third respondent in the writ petition. The
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contention of the petitioner is that he was working in the said post for more than
ten years. The government issued G.0.Ms.No.22, Personnel and Administrative
Reforms (P) Department, dated 28.02.2006 to regularize the service of the
employees, who have rendered service for more than ten years. Hence the
petitioner submitted a representation dated 02.01.2012 seeking regularization of
his service, but the respondents had not taken any steps to regularize the service.
Hence, the petitioner filed the writ petition in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 and this
Court vide order dated 20.06.2012, has held that similar issues were considered
by this Court in W.P.(MD)No.11707 of 2006 on 22.12.2006 and the same was
confirmed in W.A.(MD)No0.391 of 2007 on 25.10.2007 and the said order was
implemented on 30.11.2007. In another writ petition in W.P.(MD)No.18126 of
2008 on 29.07.2008, which was confirmed in W.A.(MD)No.230 of 2009 on
03.08.2009 and the said order was also implemented. Infact, the Government,
aggrieved over the judgment passed in W.A.(MD)No0.230 of 2009, dated
03.08.2009, preferred a Special Leave Petition in SLP No.1972 of 2009 and the

same was also dismissed in the month of March, 2010. The similar issue was
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considered by this Court in another writ petition in W.P.(MD)No.13499 of 2008
on 12.06.2008, which was also confirmed in M.P.(MD)No.l of 2008 in W.A.
(MD)No0.SR75291 of 2009 on 07.10.2009 directing the respondents therein to
grant regularization of the petitioner's service on his completion of ten years,

following the earlier orders passed in similar writ petitions and writ appeals.

5. In the present writ petition, this Court directed the first respondent
therein to pass regularization order and grant regularization of the petitioner's
service on his completion of ten years and also to pay arrears of salary, pursuant
to such regularization within a period of four weeks therefrom. This order was not
implemented and hence, the petitioner filed this contempt petition in Cont.P.

(MD)No.29 of 2023.

6. Before numbering the contempt petition, Registry raised objections,
since the contempt petition has been filed beyond the period of limitation

prescribed under Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971 and also raised
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certain defects in the contempt petition. In the meanwhile, another learned Single
Judge, has passed an order that the Registry is not having power to raise
limitation and has directed the registry to number all the contempt petitions.
Hence, the present contempt petition has also been numbered and placed before

this Court.

7. The respondents in the writ petition have filed a Review Application
against the order passed in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 dated 20.06.2012 along
with condone delay application in W.M.P.(MD)No0.3021 of 2023 to condone the
delay of 3145 days in filing the review application. The contention of the
respondents is that the petitioner has never ever worked for a single day as an
employee either as part time or on temporary basis or on consolidated pay. The
petitioner has falsely alleged that he was working as Artificial Inseminator
(Seyarkai Murai Karuvoottalar)' in Government Veterinary Artificial Insemination
Centre, on daily wage basis from 29.06.1990 to 10.06.2012. The Department has

not even paid a single rupee to the petitioner as an employee and also raised
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various grounds. Hence, the respondents had filed a Review Petition with the

application to condone the delay of 3145 days in filing the same.

8. The petitioner filed a counter affidavit in the delay application stating
that the respondents have not explained the delay committed for each and every
day. Moreover, the present review petition has been filed, only after the contempt
petition was numbered. The respondents have made some mechanical
submissions without any merits and without explaining the delay caused in filing

the review application.

9. In the counter affidavit filed by the respondent in contempt petition, it is
stated that after the order was passed in the writ petition, the respondents in the
writ petition preferred a writ appeal with a delay of 749 days in M.P.(MD)No.1 of
2015 in W.A.(MD)No.SR40650 of 2014 and the same was dismissed on
20.04.2017. Aggrieved over the same, the respondents preferred a review

application with a delay of 229 days in C.M.P.(MD)No.1486 of 2018 in Rev.Aplc.
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Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

(MD)No.SR5419 of 2018 and the same was also dismissed on 06.12.2021. Both
the writ appeal and the review application were not considered on merits.
Aggrieved over the same, the respondents preferred a Special Leave Petition in
SLP(Civil) Diary No0.9790 of 2022 and the same was also dismissed on the
ground of delay on 10.10.2022. Thereafter, the petitioner had preferred this
contempt petition, which was filed on 08.09.2022 and the Review Application
was filed with the delay on 13.02.2023. In this background, both the contempt

petition and the Review Application ought to be considered.

10. Heard Mr.S.Bharathy Kannan, the learned counsel appearing for the
petitioner and Mr.Veera Kathiravan, Additional Advocate General assisted by
Mr.R.Suresh Kumar, Additional Government Pleader appearing for the

respondents and perused the materials placed before this Court.

11. The contention of the respondents is that the writ petition was allowed
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at the admission stage itself. On perusing the order dated 20.06.2012, this Court
has recorded that the writ petition is disposed at the admission stage itself and the

relevant portion is extracted hereunder:

“Heard the learned counsel appearing for the petitioner
and Mr.M.Alagathevan, learned Special Government Pleader,
who takes notice on behalf of the respondents. By consent, the
Writ Petition is taken up for final disposal at the stage of
admission itself.”

Therefore, it is an admitted case that the respondents were not granted any
opportunity to put forth the facts before this Court. Therefore, this Court is of the
considered opinion the respondents ought to be heard even though the review is

filed with huge delay.

12. The petitioner stated that his educational qualification is 10" standard
and he was sponsored by the District Employment Office, Kanyakumari District
at Nagercoil for the Artificial Inseminator Training and he has completed the said

training from 15.11.1989 to 14.12.1989 conducted by the third respondent.
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Thereafter the petitioner has stated in the affidavit that he was appointed as
'Artificial Inseminator (Seyarkai Murai Karuvoottalar)' in Government Veterinary
Artificial Insemination Centre on 29.06.1990 by the third respondent and at the
time of appointment, his salary was fixed as Rs.5/- per day. The relevant portion

of his affidavit is extracted hereunder:

“2. I state that I was appointed as 'Artificial Inseminator
(Seyarkai Murai Karuvoottalar)' in Government Veterinary
Artificial Insemination Centre, Manjalmoodu, Kanyakumari
District on 29.06.1990 by the 3 Respondent herein. My
educational qualification is 10" standard pass and I was
sponsored by the District Employment Office, Kanyakumari
District at Nagercoil. Moreover, I have completed Artificial
Inseminator Training from 15.11.1989 to 14.12.1989 conducted by
the 3™ Respondent. At the time of appointment my salary was
fixed as Rs.5/- per day.”

13. On perusing the typed set, it is seen that the writ petitioner has not filed
the copy of the appointment order. This Court specifically directed the Learned
Counsel appearing for the petitioner to produce the appointment order and posted
the case for next hearing. The petitioner has not produced the same, but the writ

petitioner is relying on a Resolution passed by the Manjalmoodu Village
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Panchayat and the Resolution No.79 of 1990 dated 28.12.1990 reads as under:

Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023
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“ioehsTapiap®  oapmd  sn 'L sShomend prs:28/12 /1990
GUIThsiT:79 /90 Sromeonp:79 /90

Gl omal L5860 eaueameusdiCHTH el b  CuoebmiD
oagm” F  eliPudhdled o L wehaTepap® 2myml Pufsd SBwimd
QGBI BTDHML HIM0nFTT Shapl” L Bmeoud Sukid  aumEmsI.
BhPameoudbded  uofumhy  aibD  Bb.FGWTTEr &/ 6GU  GFsbeviILIs
Weitemem  DiuiTHemem  HTebBemL  UFmofi]  Slemoured _SUWILDsorDd
Gaimhul’ G uvaofwrHny suwEorir.  Cobul  Baeondslsd &HbayL L 6b
&L LsoorD  d@pLTlil 10/ - C uj.g,]) aug;, B BILHE DS N i
BIT6OHEDL_ Lok & 31 LD6m60T He1T6b LIT6D afsof G
an _Bma] Shshisasb 5  aurit 3 aumit  eredim _5y&haed
SGHYL L b S Lomd  aug albsiuGEmgl. Cobu  eaym LuPeb
ehITIAPL 196D  DumiSaumd BTG BhLL L 6d _Hamevuddlsb
10/ - (uds @uri) sULonbd agedlums ghs Gshim 3
auril _Femsowdhd’ed  usofwmdyy  aupld Ul wmaTh B — BHITELHML
SlomuPel®m55h 2adlud GHTHSH Cobuw Soeowsbsns BIHeIoTS
GawebuL Gahybuy SubdEGerT STebHmL  UFTOFILSHmD  GIF6irensr
DNTHOMUJD  GBebemed ML LD GHETHGHTGHD  HITGLHML
ugmofiygienm  SubdGeom  daTsmaryd  Gof  wren’ L. " F
_&6M6VANIT DN H6m6ITU|ID CuL" (B _&riomeof 5 g 6J BLOGOIHITH
SSTromePBsur L gl

In the said Resolution, it is stated that the petitioner was appointed in the

Government Veterinary Artificial Insemination Centre. This Court is of the

12/26

https://lwww.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis
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considered opinion that the Panchayat Council resolution cannot be taken as an
evidence to prove that the petitioner was appointed in the said post. Simply
because the panchayat had passed resolution, the petitioner will not have any
right to claim employment. Even if it is taken that the resolution is passed, then in
consequences thereof the Executive Officer of the Panchayat ought to have issued
appointment order. The petitioner has not produced any appointment order issued

by the appropriate authority.

14. On the contrary the contention of the respondents is that the petitioner
was never ever appointed at any point of time as an employee of the respondent
and they relied on the certificate dated 14.12.1989 issued to the petitioner, which

reads as under:

F6OINY&1p

nFmeousbshd uPhd Gun dmin? oabsiul L Hon
FTPT SO LTMT  Hb.C.aGOTys GBI, &/ Gu.GFebsviiesn
Weitemanr, 1¥mmHed, SmeidHgH afl, WehITHIPH 22.11.89  (1pSHed
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14.12.89 pu 2 onafbgk GHTHD BIL U peopuisr S1p CFubHms
(psmm &G L ebbeT GBS Coyipll wuihd  GuDHMISTATTT  eredimID
sIhdHHs  Gemsaiul L. Chrshdlemeor  Semms  GFlyd  susmduPed
Gy uufH P arn S 1606015 5 Sy lIemL_ D SITY
ufhFsemamuo  Foiiunrs  AaPSsliu’ Geteareor  osredmid  Dault  LufH
BTe&HFD 6Ih% b BIEpDd auymosd D bsalsbsnsv or6mid D a6ir
anlf SR IuGRsmg).”

The certificate only certifies that the petitioner has attended the training. It further
certifies that the petitioner without taking any leave has completed the training.
Therefore, this Court is of the considered opinion that the petitioner has attended
only training and the same cannot be construed the petitioner was appointed in

any post.

15. The respondents further submitted that the petitioner’s name was called
for from the District Employment Office for the said training. Thereafter during
the training period, the petitioner's name was removed from the Live Register.
After completion of the training, it was reported to the District Employment

Office that the training was completed. Thereafter, the petitioner's name was
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removed from the “Dead Register” and brought back into the Live Register again.

This is evident from the communication from the District Employment Exchange

Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023

Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

Office dated 02.01.1990, which is extracted hereunder:

From the above it would be evident that the petitioner was not appointed by the
respondents, but only imparted training to the petitioner. Therefore, this Court is

of the considered opinion that the petitioner was never appointed by the

“shisd GuuT Dhugashdd 30.5.83 iy 3451/83
oT6dID  L18'Geusmizsonlsdt  &ilp 6fbell 02.10 6r60IM GHMIPsd Bewbbddeb
GUITHINTE  UPBEBTS  USa]  GFIiLL Hsitargl. BhIBET  Bebal'd
SEHFOUTES  DISTITHT  oraueoit/ smateot  Usfufl_fisapbd 6.10.77
ausmyuPspitd ug'a) G ligleien LOSDISITIF T B6iT uif’s glemy SsiuL B
A BeIMe0IT.  ShIBebbd Selaugisncdsd apeold  CatemsouafICUIT®H bd
uifls g1emiy G hwinn’ ® Gain_Louir 1989 (1PB6D BITCDH6ML_
ugmofing  gHlemoor BubdbiT, BTSTCHETIPI &erban efufed LsoPLb 5!
AUGABTE BT U’ o @oiyl uHCanhd wrHminn’ G
5&H6e0 USaL smL @ uffril udGa g eb.......... ”

respondents as an employee.
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16. The petitioner also produced a Register maintained by him, where the
petitioner has received money from the owner of the cattle for carrying on the
work of artificial insemination to the cattle. This Register is maintained from
1989 onwards, wherein the petitioner has recorded the name of the owner of the
cattle, owner’s address, short description of the cattle, number of cattle and the
amount received from the owner of the cattle. For example, on 09.07.1990, one
Kunjikan Panikka, Muthappan Code, Angucode Post is the owner of cattle and
the category is mentioned as 'Karuppu Vellai' and the petitioner has received
amount of Rs.5/- from the said Kunjikan Panikka. Likewise, in all the entries, the
petitioner has mentioned the name of the person, address, the owner of the cattle,
number of cattle and whether the Insemination has resulted in pregnancy or not.
The entry specifically mentions the amount received from the owner for carrying
on the artificial insemination. On perusing the register, it is seen that the
petitioner has received the amount from the cattle owner. The petitioner has not
produced any evidence to substantiate that he had received salary / wages from

the respondents. Therefore, this Court is of the considered opinion that the
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petitioner has not received any salary from the respondents.

17. The next contention of the respondents is that the very scheme itself is
to grant opportunity to the unemployed youth to motivate self-employment. The
Circular dated 26.08.1989 was produced before this Court and it has clearly
stated that the scheme is only for self-employment purpose and the trained
persons will be in a position to earn more than Rs.30 per day and it has been
categorically stated that the Government will not pay any salary or any benefits to
the trained persons. Also, it is categorically mentioned in the circular that based
on this training, the Government job will not be granted. With these specific
conditions, the training was imparted and the petitioner is fully aware of this
condition before going for training. The circular dated 26.08.1989 is extracted

hereunder:

“Oungpeir: — &IebBemL  ugmifiiySsiemom  —  Sleom  FIyT
smapl” 6 usfumenirsst  (Lay Inseminator) esire) Gaiised —

SNHH.
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uriremad: —  BISTCHTaled omau” L Cousmepaumhiiily  <Displsucnds
BLY.&  6T60I........ 562 8.7.89

+++

&TebBemL_  ugmoPinySHsemn &G L TalThamasb  GHmTai(h
BIT6VH6ML_ Deo1GU® 5B (psmmu’sd G5 HHCHTemeaT6D
o siten D_nsafeb GFweLLIBHSHHlGI GEHITL_iTUT®,
smap Lmariserta  (Lay Inseminator) Esira) el _shisag
cuwit  uritewanPH&Hs5  wman’ L. Guemed  aumiiliy]  <Disiedevd
BlesH5HHd  cumiul L asdb  GHTLTHH, STHSST 6.9.89 CHa
DMl BT 10.00 sl  Denaled GHUYHHOD  HTLHML
oh HGHIa0menu’sd B GUDID  CETpsS  CahiTalhd  mrTHsh
CHL B GmmemeniiuBGSE ).

smap L men_(Lay Inseminator) usm? efuyib: —

1. &Gl LmarT U — giuGaemevsuminigil  usof.

2. CHTHEHEGHSIU L. SGBLL L Tahdd® &hpL" L b  Usofufsb
@b  asD  wihE  alSBsiuG. ufhd  BITevs &6,
ufbd  Gupid BumSBE BT §60IMIBEH ap.15/ —  (@humi
uSorbg 1o BiD) o _HalS6HTemE anphGiIuGD.

3. GHTHEHEGESIU L. &G LmarTssd, uwiPhd  aprohsiien
CaiTbesGhsiu L Symohisahbd Hbe,L L b Ul GFiw
_SESU|EDL_WENT Db ITIT &6,

L. &G, L marTher Yiflujd SmaLL’ 1L 6d @peLDmd  BITGETT6INIbhd
st @.30/ — ey FwCalemed aumhinfedr @psvid saud
BewL_b® anfums 2 siTengl. D5 HC®e01
Ayasasyinfed D@pbH  ereuals  emsugpld, U HEHD
AULPMIGBIILIL_LOML LTSI

5. erl_Lmb auGiny CHTFS GubBmBs CousadiBib.

. oahEd U LS Gasfhasayms Bmbs Causdi(Bib.

7. GoiTpssh  ChTalD®  DdauTsargh  GFTHES  GFeaiCenCu
sy Gausodr(BLD. JO GHITL_TUTS Liwlsoori 1L 6J HIID
SULPRISILIL_ oML LTSl

o0
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8. Shsi L BITIJ600ILOIT B DS Gaueme
GEHTHHSIILL_LOTL LTI
CoiTpsd  CahTalDd  supOUTIOH  HPHEBTd 2 dI6mLD
maisniusstt  (Original Certificate) oesman® suyGsusdiGio.

1. ®evalF IFmwedrnys1p.

2. g G55 FTedsIp.

3. an&FFTOHIIHLP.

=

. I5'eoIpDm e sugmut i sCaum &GMI5’60
afauamuiPursCur D@ Pt ASHHTOT AHHTL & FTeoinysLp.

5. auNIsHIDHCHTL Ly 60T &Ip JOYTY: T &BIUSHMBT
FTHSMITUPOT ASDBTON ASHTL PF SIS,

18. Based on the Scheme Circular dated 26.08.1989, to implement the
scheme and to impart training, the respondents have selected the persons through
the proceedings dated 13.11.1989 and the petitioner was in Serial No.9 and the
petitioner has attended the training from 15.11.1989 to 21.11.1989 and
22.11.1989 to 14.12.1989. From this, it is evident that the petitioner has attended
the training and he was fully aware that it is only training for self-employment.

Also, the petitioner is fully aware that the it is not even temporary employment or
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consolidated pay employment and the government will not pay any salary. But the
petitioner has filed an affidavit before this Court that the respondents have
granted part time employment, which amounts to perjury. This fact of false
affidavit was not brought to the knowledge of the writ Court while passing the

order and unfortunately the writ Court has allowed writ petition.

19. Infact, the respondents were not granted any opportunity to put this
factual matrix before the writ Court since the writ petition was disposed of at the
admission stage. On appeal before the Hon'ble Division Bench, the petition was
dismissed on delay. The Review application was dismissed on delay. The Special
Leave Petition was also dismissed only on the ground of delay. Which means the
issue raised in the writ petition was not contested on merits. Therefore, applying
the principle laid down in Kunhayammed & Others vs State Of Kerala &
Another reported in 2000 (6) SCC 359, the present Review Application is

maintainable and since the order in SLP is not passed on merits by the Hon’ble
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Supreme Court, since the Special Leave Petition is dismissed only on delay.

20. In the present case, while hearing writ petition, the respondents were
not granted any opportunity. In the writ appeal, it was dismissed only on delay
and not on merits. The review application, which was filed against the dismissal
order in delay application, was also dismissed on the ground of delay only. The
respondents were not allowed to contest the case on merits before any Courts.
Therefore, this Court is of the considered view that serious prejudice has caused
to the respondents. Therefore, this Court is inclined to entertain the Review
Application. Moreover, the petitioner has committed perjury. This Court is
inclined to take separate proceedings for perjury committed by the petitioner.
However, the petitioner being an unemployed youth at the time of filing the writ
petition, this Court is pardoning him. This Court hopes that in future the

petitioner would not indulge in filing false affidavits.

21. The petitioner has undergone training for self-employment only and the
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petitioner was very much aware that he was never ever appointed in any
government post and has not received any salary from the respondents for each
insemination. He has received money from the owner of the cattle and not even a
single penny from the respondents. When the petitioner was not even employed

by the respondents, the petitioner can never claim for regularization.

22. The respondents submitted that the writ appeal was filed with a delay of
two years. While the petitioner sought to implement the order of the writ court
then only the respondents came to understand that an order is passed behind their
back without granting an opportunity. If the order passed in the writ petition is
implemented then the government ought to have paid backwages, when the
petitioner was never even engaged for any employment. Therefore after obtaing
permission from the government the writ appeal was filed with delay of two
years. Then the government again tried their luck by filing review application and
then SLP, but all the petitions were dismissed on delay only. Since the petitioner

has committed fraud on the Court, the government took earnest effort to bring the
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fact before this Court. Hence the review application is filed with huge delay.
Since the writ petition is filed on false affidavit and the writ petitioner has
committed fraud on the Court, such fraud cannot be entertained. Moreover, the
petitioner by committing such fraud is claiming arrears of salary for the period
from 29.06.1990 to 10.06.2012 and for the subsequent period, which would
amount to day light robbery. Hence the reasons stated in this paragraph and for
the discussion and reasons stated in previous paragraphs, this Court is allowing
the condone delay application which is filed with delay of 3145 days. Hence the

Registry was directed to number the review application.

23. Since the petitioner has committed perjury and has played fraud on the

Court, this Court is inclined to allow the review application. On merits also the

review application is liable to be allowed.

24. As far as the contempt petition is concerned, the contempt petition is
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filed beyond the period of limitation and the petitioner has not stated any
acceptable ground for filing the contempt petition beyond the period of limitation
and the same is liable to be dismissed on this ground. Moreover, this Court is of
the considered opinion that the writ petition is filed with false affidavit, hence the
order passed by this Court cannot be implemented and the contempt petition is

dismissed on this ground as well.

25. For the discussion and reasons stated supra, the order passed in the writ
petition in W.P.(MD)No0.8259 of 2012 dated 20.06.2012 is quashed and the
Rev.Aplw.(MD)No.71 of 2023 is allowed. The contempt petition is dismissed.

There is no order as to costs. Other connected miscellaneous petitions are closed.

NCC : Yes/ No 2023
Index : Yes/No

Sm

24/26

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



Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023
and
Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023

To:

1.Mr.T.S.Jawahar, I.A.S.,
Secretary to Government,
Government of Tamil Nadu,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Fort St. George,

Chennai — 600 009.

2.The Secretary to Government,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Fort St. George, Chennai — 600 009.

3.The Director,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Teynampet, Chennai — 600 005.

4.The Joint Director,
Animal Husbandry Department,
Nagercoil,
Kanyakumari District — 629 101.
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S.SRIMATHY, J.

Sm

Pre-delivery Common Order made in
Cont.P.(MD)No.29 of 2023

and

Rev.Aplw(MD)No.71 of 2023
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