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SUPDT. OF POLI CE ... APPELLANT
VERSUS

D. SELVARAJ & ANR . . . RESPONDENTS
(Wth office report)

Date : 04/03/2003 These appeals were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE SHI VARAJ V. PATIL
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ARI JI T PASAYAT

For Appellant (s) T.M Sanpath, Adv.

M. A
M. V. Balaji, Adv.
M. P. N Ramalingam Adv.

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
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....... L....l.........T...... T T T T
. SP2
Heard |earned counsel for the appellant for five
ni nut es.
The appeals are dismssed in terns of the signed
order.
. SP1
Sarita (Shel l'y Sengupt a)
Court Master
(Signed order is placed on the file)
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The order passed by the Central Admnistrative
Tribunal, Madras is challenged in these appeals. The
respondents, namely, D. Selvaraj and G Selvaraj were
kept under suspension on 18/1/1995. Subsequently, the
orders of suspension were extended upto 18/7/1995 by the
Additional Director Ceneral of Police. The Tribunal held
that after the expiry of the period of suspension, the
respondents were not reinstated and that the Additiona
Director GCeneral of Police was not conpetent to extend
the period of suspension. |In that view, the Tribuna
passed interimstay of the suspension.

At the hearing, M. AT.M Sanpath, |earned
counsel for the appellant pointed out that against D.
Sel varaj fresh order of suspension was passed in the year
1996 having regard to the prosecution |aunched against
hi m
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In our view, whether the Additional Director
General of Police was conpetent to extend the period of
suspensi on or not, may not be necessary to be exam ned in
these cases having regard to the passage of tinme; at any
rate that period of suspension has come to an end on
18/ 7/ 1995. This being the position, in our view, these
appeal s have becone infructuous. Hence the appeals are
di sm ssed

(Shivaraj V. Patil)

New Del hi, J.
March 4, 2003. (Arijit Pasayat)



