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CENTRAL ADTINISTRATIVE - TRI BUI{AI
PRITTEIPAL BEilCH .. ...
o. A. NO.2244/ 2003

New Delhl, this the lTth day of March, ?004

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V.S. AGGARWAL, CHAIRMAN
HON'BLE SHRI S. K. NATK,-,. MEMBER (A )

Constable Krlshan Gopal
No.609l /DAP (now I 6t s/SD)
son of Shri Khushl Ram
Resident of V & PO Hasangarh
Dlstrlct Rohtak (Haryana) ... Applicant
( By Advocate: Sh. P. K. Singh, prox y for Sh. B. B. Kaushlk )

Versus

1 Union of India
through
The Commlssloner of pollce,
Police Headquarters
MSO Bullding
I. P, Estate
Nery Delhi - 110 002.

DeIhl

The Jolnt Commlssloner of police (Ap)
PoIlce Headquarters
MSO Buildtng
f. P. Estate
New Delhl ll0 OO7,

The Deputy Commlssloner of poltce
lst Bn Delhl Armed Police
Pollce Headguarters
MSO BuIIdtng, I.P.Estate
New Delhi .' ll0 002. ... Respondents

(By Advocate: Sh.Mohit Madanrproxy for Sh.AJesh Luthra)

o R D E ,R Qfal)
Justlce V.S. Aggarwal:-

The applicant assalls the order passed by the

disclpllnary authority dated l3.B.9A and that of the

appellate authorlty dated ?3.4.?003. The dlsclpllnary
authority had imposed the follorrlng penalty on the

appl lcan t:

"I, therefore, order that three years
approved service of all the four defaulters
namely HC .Ialblr SIngh No. 145/DAP, Constable
Sushil Kumar No.350/CIAP, Constable Krishna
Gopal No. 609 I /DAP and Constable Bt Jender
Singh No.683/DAP is hereby forfeited
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perflranent]y for a perlod of three years bV_ entaillng reductlpn in" th.eir pay. fromRs.3963/- pM to 3170/_ pM, Rs.eS007_'pM t;Rs..S27s/- pM, Rs.34Z5l_ pM to Rs. S2OO7* plland Rs.3Z7S/- to Rs.30S0/- ptrl respectlvelyin the time scale of piy with 'immediate
effect. They wlII not earn lncrements ofpay during -the perlod of reduction and onthe expiry qf this perlod the reductlon w1lIhave the effect of postponing th;ir futureincr'ements of pay.

HC Jaiblr Singh No. I 45/OAp, Constable SushilKumar No.350/DAp, Constible Xrfsnan Gopa}
No. 6091 /r.Ap and Constable Bl Jender Si.nghNo.6B3/DAp were praced under suipensron vrJe00 No. 92 dated 30, 6 .97 / I . 7. 97 Cph Vt jay Ghatread wlth orderno. XVr (t 44) /9-t /5476_ss07/HAp(p_r )/tst Bn DApdated ?.7.9't and relnstated- uiJ" orderno. 9295-9S50/HAP/l st Bn DAp dated 23. I 0. 97.The suspenslon period from 1r: 97 to
2't , 10,97 .is hereby treated as perlod notspent on duty for a1l intents and purposes.,,

?. He preferred an appeal uhlch has since
dlsmlssed.
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3. Durlng the course of submlsslons, it t as
polnted that the penalty so awarded vlolates rure
8(d) ( 1i ) of Detht pollce (puntshment and Appear )

Rules. In support of his claim, the learned counsel
rerles upon the decislon of the Derhl Hrgh court ln
the case of Shaktl glnoh vS., Un_lon o_f I0dta (C. W. p.

No.2358/2000) declded on 17.9.?002. Thereln the Derhi
Hlgh court rerhtle construlng rule g(d) (11) of the Rures

referred to above, held:

"Rule 8 (d) ( ii ) of thedlsjunctive in nature.'or- and not 'and-.
sald Rules isIt employ the rrord

Pursuant to and/or in furtherance of theqald Rules, elther reductton ln pay may bedtrected or increment or increments, uhichrnay again elther permanent or temporary lnnature be dlrected to be deferred, Bothorders cannot be passed together.
Rule 8(d)(ii) of the said Rules is a penal
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provlslon.
construed.
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It, therefore, must be strlctly

f
4' rJhen the present case ls examined ln the riqht
of the declslon of the Delhi High Court, it ls obvlous
that the penalty tmposed by the dlscipl.inary authorlty
wourd be violatlng the plaln }anguage of Rule 8(d)(i1)
of Oelhi Pollce (punlshment and Appeal) Rules.

5. Resultantly, wlthout dwelllng lnto any other
contentlon, we quash the impugned orders and remlt the
matter back to the dlscipllnarV authorlty wlth the
dlrectlon to pass a fresh order in accordance with
law.

The, words _of .the statute, as ls yeII known,shall be understood ln thetr ordinaiy orpopular sense. sentences are requlred io aeconstrued accordtng to their grammaticalmeanlng. Rule of lnterpretati6n ,uv betaken recourse to, unless the plaln fanguageuged glves rlse to an absurdity or ufrr.r,there ls somethlng in the context or ln theobject of the statute to suggest thecontrary.

Keeping ln view the aforementloned basicprlnclples in mind, the said rule isrequired to be lnterpreted. ,,
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(s.K.fir
Member (A)
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( V.S. A rwal )
Chat rman
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