
,.'-,flrmH

central Admlnlstrative Trlbunal, prlnclpal Bench

Orlglnal Appllcatton No. I 4?6 of ZOO1
wi th

Or1glnal Appltcatlon lrto.2B7S of Z00S
M. A. No , 2036 / Z0A3

Neu, Delhl. this the ZZnd day of April,2004
Hon - ble ilr. Justice V. S. Aggarual, Chal rman

Hon - ble Mr. R. K. Upadhyiya,ltember (A)

a. A. I +2q l-?oo3

Ramesh Chand
S/o Shri Jagdish prasad.
Corrstable i n DeI hi poI ice(PIS No. 289S I 245 )
R/o Vi11;- Abdulapur Mewla
PO:* Amlnagar Sarai
Distt;* Bagpat, Up

(By Aclvocate: Shri Ani] SlngaI )

4.a.3il5la003

....Appllcant

Gian Bahadur
Head Constable in Delhi
( PIS No. 2874069S )
R/o House No.735.
Shastri Gram,
PO & PS :- Garhi Cantt,
Dehradun, Uttranchal

Police

....Appl1cant
(By Advocate: Shrl Anil. Singal)

Versus

t

Joint Conrmlsstoner of police.
( frafflc ), p. H. A. .
I. P. Estate, New Delhi

€iNCT of Delhi through
Commissloner of pol ice.
PoIlce Heari Ouarters.
I. P. Estate, New DeIhl

DCP (Trafftc)
through Comm. of police"
Pol ice .Head euar ters.
L P" Estate. New Oef h"i

?

3.

4 Shri R.S. Jhakar (Eo)
then Traffic Inspector
through Comm. of police
Pol lce I'tead euar ters.
I. P. Estate, Ne$ Delhi ....Respondents

L* '.. r ri*it"i

1"*ff! '.,*ii!}.,
, -.Y*x-' l- :,.'

(By Advocate: Shri Ashwani Bharcjrrra j. proxy for Shri RajanSharma )
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For the

is condoned.

reasons stated tn the application, delay

authority had

reads:

tf

o. A. I 4a6laq0.S ._q..*8.,-a*."3.Ezsl.egqg"

By this common order, we can convenientry dlspose
of two peti tions irrvolving a common controversy.

?.. In O. A. I 426/ 2003, the disciplinary
passed the penalty order dated I S.9 .ZO}t . It

t

"Hence, I impose the penalty offorf ei ture of two years approved servicepermanently for a period of two years Lrpon HCGian Bahadur, No. I 808-T and Const. Ramesh
Chancl, No. Z8B3*T entailtng reduction in theirpay. The pay of HC Gian Bahadur, No.1B0B*Tand Const. Ramesh Chancl, No.2gg3-T isreduced from Rs.4400/- to Rs.420A/* and fromRs.3500/* to Rs.3350/- respectively in theirtime scale of pay for a perlod of two years
with immediate effect. They will not earnincrements of pay during the period ofreductlon and that on the expiry of thisperiod, the reduction wilt have the effect ofpostponlng their future I ncrement of pay.
Their suspension period from 06,0S,2000 tcr
29.06. 2001 ls also decided as period notspent on duty. "

In 0. A. 2375/200S, the co-dellnquent Gian Bahadur

imposed the following penalty;

3

had been

Hence, I impose the penalty of
f orfei ture of two years approved ser.vicepernranently for a perioc1 of two years upon HCGian Bahadur, No. I 808-T and Const. Ramash
Charrd" No.288:i-T entalling reduction in theirpay, The pay of HC Gian Bahadur, No. .t 903_Iand Const. Ramesh Chand, No. ZBB3*T 1sreduced from Rs.4400/- to Rs.4200/* and from
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Rs.35tl0/- to Rs.3350/- resprectively in their
time scale of pay for a period of tr.,o years
with tmmediate effect. They will not earn
increments of pay during the period of
reductlon and that on the explry of this
perlod, the reduction r*111 have the effect of
postponlng their future increment of pay.
Thelr suspension period from 06.03.2000 to
29. 0 6. ?0A I is also decicled as per iod not
spent on duty. "

4. T'he appeals preferred hy the applicants tn bot,h

the cases have slrrce been dismissecJ"

5. tr,ithout delvlnq tnto any other contrr-rv€tsyr

learned counsel for the applicants relied upon the declsiorr

of the 0elhi Hlgh Court In the case of Shak_tl -S1noh .*v*s-*

UnLon Indla (C. W. P. No.2358/2000 ) declded on l'1 .9.2A0?

A similar contr'oversv as ln the present case had come uF

for consideration. rt pertained to interpretation r:f rule
8(d)(1i) of Delhl Porice (punishment and Appeal) Rures.

The Delhl High Court held:

"Rule 8(d)(ii) of the
dlsjunctive in nat-ure.
or' and not and' .

said Rules is
It employ the rrrord

Pursuant to and/or lrr furtherance af the
said Rules, €ither reduction in pay may be
directed or increment or tncrements. which
may again elther permanent or temporary 1n
nature be directed to be deferred. Both
orders cannot be passed together.

Rule 8(d)(ii) of the sald Rltles is a penal
provlsiorr. ft, therefore, must be str ictly
cons tr ued.

The words of the statute, fis is well known,
shall be understood in their ordinary orpopular sense. Sentences are reguired to
be construed according to their grammatical
meaninq. Rule of interpretation may be
taken recourse to, unless the plairr
larrguage used gives rise to an absurcllty or
unless there is sornething ln the context or
ln the object of the statute to suggest the
contrary.

Keepl ng i n
pr inciples

view the
in mind,

aforementtoned basic
the sald rule ls

A
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reqLllred to be interpretecl.,,

6. rdenticar is the position herein. Therefore.
nec$ssar11v keeping in view the ratio deci dencrl .f the
decision rendered in the case of Shakti Singh (supra), we
quash

autho

the lmpugned c.rrcrers ancr dlrect that the disciplrnary
rity may pick up the 100se threads arrd from the stage

t-he punlshment orcler has been passeci ffidy, as deemed
appropriate! pass any f resh order 1n accordance wi th tarer.
The appllcants *ourcr he entltted to the consequent.ial
benefits. O.A. is disposed of.

en,Q.frq'6fv)u | 

-

( R. K. up"Ky"y" )
Mearber (A )

A*
( v.s Aggarwal )

Chalrman
/ dkn!


