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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
0A NG, 2887/2002

aw Delhi, dated this the 8th day of Aprii, 2003

Horn’kble Shii Jus
Hon ' ble Shra
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Const., Parveen Kumar
Vvillage Kharidahiva
Fost OFffice Badhana, OL. 5Sonepst .. Applicant
{Shri Ashwani Bhardwag, Advacats)
varsus
1. Commissionsr of PFolice
Polica Hgrs., IF Estate, New Dalhi
2. Addl. Commissioner oFf Polics
Armed Folice, New Delhs
a. Dy. Commiasicnar of Poiice
I1Ird Bn DAP, Police Hgrs.New Daelhi
4. Rampat 3ingh
Azssistant Commissicner of Fals
EG, I1Ivrd Bn DAF, Folice HQ‘S.
IP Estate, New Delhi .. Respondents
{Mrs, Sumedha Sharma, Advocate)
ORGER{Gral)
Shiri Jdustice V.5.Aggarwal
The appiicant Shri Parveen Kumar 18 a constable 1n
Dalhy1 Police. The disciplinary autharity on 27th  July,
2001 imposad the following penaity on the applicant
Therafaore, I, Naresh Kumar, Dy, CfmmTSaionar of
Paiice, III Bn. DAP, Delhi do hereby orde that
ohe  year appiroved service of Ccrst bis Pravaan
Kumar, HNo,2533/DAF 78 forfeited permanently Tor a
peiricd oFf ane  year antailing reduction from
Rs.3275/- to Re.320060/- p.m. 1in the pay scale aof
RE.3051—75—3950—80/45QO with immediate eTriect. It
18  further ordered that he will not earn incramsnt
af pay during the pericd of reduction and on expiry
of  the reduction periocd, the raduction will have
affect aon postponing his future increments of pay.”
His appeal 1in  this regard had besn dismissed by the
appe

late author ity. ‘/Q{\_ﬁé/e



zZ. 8y virtue of the pressnt application, applicant
assails The ‘orders passed by disciplinary as well as
appellate authority. On behalf of the applicant, 1t has
heen stated tha crder passed by the 4gisciplinary
authority viclates Rule a(dj{i11) of the DLalhi PFolics
(Funishment & Appesal) Rules, 1380 as the penalty impossad
amounts to dual punishment.
3. Tha Delhi Court i the case of Shakti Singh Vs, UGT
in CwP NG, 2368/7000 decided on 17th September, 7000 whila
dealing with Rula 3{d){(137) of the Rules referred to above
has gone into this contraversy and has hald as under:
Rule 2{dj{13) of the said Rulss i& disjunctive
in nature. It employs the word "or’ and not “and’.

Fursuant to and/or in furtherance of the said
Rules, either reduction in pay may be diractsd or
incrament orf  ncrements, which may again saither
permansnt orF temporary in nature, be divected to be
detTerred, Both arders cannotl be passed together”

Rule &8id)(3i) of the =aid Rulas 13 a peanal
Dravisiohn, it, therators, must oe strictly
construed.

The words of the statute, as 1s waell Knownh,
shall be understood in their ordinary arf popular
s8Nsa., sehtences are reguired to be constrused
according to  their grammatical meaning. Rule of
interpretation may be taken reacourse to, unless the
pglain Janguage used gilves rise Lo an absurdity orF
unjess there s something in the contest or in  the
object o the statute to suggest the contrary,

Keepning i View the afcrementioned basis
principlies  in mind, the s3a37d rule 15 reguired to he
interpreted.”

4, Identical s the position herein. Therefora, we hold
that the ratio of the decizian in the case &Ff Shakt;
Singh  {supra) wouid be clearly applicabls in the present
case 4&also as  ths punishment awarded to ths applicant
amounts  to dual penalty. On this short ground alone, we
guash the 1mpugned orders and remit the <case Lo tha
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{V.5.Aggarwai)
Chairman



