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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNRAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A.NO.1180/200%3
wlth
0.A.NO.2086/2003 &
O A.NO.2533/2003
New Delhi, tth the ZSth day of March, 2004

HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE v, &, AGGARWAL, CHATRMAN
HON' BLE SHRI S.ALSINGH, MEMBER (A)

C.h N, 1180/2003

Sube Ram (D- I1/525%)

S0 Shrd Gurdial Singh

Resident of 14-~C, CRWD Complex,
Vazant \'{lhrﬁf,

New Oelhi Applicant

(Bv Advocate: Shri Shyam Babu)

C.A.No. 7086/2003

Sube kam (D-1/57%)
5/0 Shri Gurdial Singh
Resicdent of 14-C, CPWD Complex,
Vasant Vihar,
New Delhki Aopllicant
LBy Advocate:r Shri Shivam Babu)

Versus

1. Govt. of NCT of Delhi
through its Chief Secretary,
Plavers Building,
I.F. Estate,New Delhi

2. ThHe Cominissioner oT Police,
Police Headousrters
I.P,Fstate

Naw‘Delhi.

[I%]

Joeint Commissioner of Police (Operations)
Police Headguarters
I.P.Estate

New Delti Respondents
(By Advocate: Sh. Georde Paracken in 0.A. 180/2003
Sh.Adesh Luthra in 0. AL 2086/2003)

Oub  No, 2533/7200%

R.N.Nager

(Retd. In%mertor) NO.D~T/436

Village and Post 0Office Nimka,

District Faridabad, Haryana <. Apnlicant

(By AdvocatefSh.T.R. Kukreja,proxy far Shri K,s
Negi) '
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Ver sius

Govt., of NCT of Delhl,
L

5. Sham Nasth Marg,
Delhi

Z. ~The Commissioner of Folice,

Deihl Police, :

Folice Headquarters,

ITO, HWew Delhi ... Respondents
(By Advocate: Sh.Adesh Luthra)

O RDE R (Oral)

Justice V.5. Aggarwal:-

By this common order, we propose to dispose of

three oriaginal applications together,

2. In 0.A.1180/2003, the disciplinary authority

has passed the followlng order:

"1 have examined the record of
departmental proceedings and have also
considerad the pleas taken by  both the
delinguents in thelr representations carefully.
Both the delinguents have also been heard in
0. R. None  of their pleas have any force,
Thelr contentlons have already been considered
by the E.0. Therefore I, award Inspr. Silbe

.Ram, No.D-I/52% and ASI Viday Fal  Singh,
No.1464/0 & punishment of forfeiture of two
years approved service permanently entalling
reduction in  thelr pay by two stagez for a
pericd of ong year to each. The reduction will
have the effect of postponing their future
increments with immediate effect.”

8

. In 0.A.Nos,2086/2003  and 7%33/2003, the
penalty imposed upon the applicants in the separate

departmental enauiries read:

"I Hever @xamined the record of
departmental praoceedings and " have also
considered the pleas taken by both the

delinguents in their representations carefully.
Both . the delinquents have also been heard in
Q.R." None of. thelr pleas has any force. Thelir
contentions have already been considered by the
. £.0. . as mentloned 1in the TFinding. I,
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therefore, award Inspr. R.N. Nagar No.D/93%

and Inspr. &ube Ram, No.D-I/525% a opunishment
of  forfelture of two vears approved service
nermanently entailing reduction in their pay by
two  stages for a perlod of ore vear to each.
The reduction will have the effect of
nostponing their future incremants with
immédiate effact,”

The appeals had been preferred in all the

matters which ware dismissed,

4, Without dwelling into the merits Qf the matter
to  which we are also not expressing ourselves, 1t was
pointed that the penalfty awafded 1s contrary to rule
alddy(iiy  of Delhi. Police (Punishment and Appeal)
Rules, ﬁ980. In support of his claim, the learned
codnsel relies upon the decision of the Delhi High

Court in the case of Shakti Singh vs. Union of India

{(C.W. P, No,23%68/2000) decided on 17.9.2002. Therein
the Delhi High Court while.construing rule 8(d)(ii) of

the Rules referred to above, held:

"Rule - 8(d)(1i)Y of the sald Rules is

disiunctive in nature, It employ the word
“ar” and npot Tand’,

Pursuant to and/or in furtherance of the
salid Rules, either reduction in pay may be
directed or increment or increments, which
may again either permanent or temporatry 1in
nature be directed to be deferred. Both
orders cannot be passed together,

Rule 8{d){ii) of the said Rules is & penal
provision. It, thereTore, must be strictly
construed,

The words of the statute, as 1ls well known,
shall be ‘understood in their ordinary or
poplllar sense. Sentences are redulred to be
construed according to  thelr grammatlical
meaning., Rule -of interpretation may be
taken recourse to, unless the plain language
used glves rise to an absurdity or unless
there 1s something in the context or in the
object of the statute o suguest the
contrary. :
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keaning In view the . aforementioned
principles in mind, ° the said
required o be interpreted.”

nasic
rule 1%

a, Wien  the  present cases are examined in bEhe

light of the decision of the Delhi High Court, 1t is

obvious. that the penalty lmposed by the disciplinary

avthority would be violating the plailn

Rute 804011 of Delbhi Police'(Punishment and Appenl)

Rules=,

6. Resultantly, we ouash the impugned orders and

direct that the digciplinary authority, in

aceordance  with  law, may pass a fresh order taking

stock  of the totality of facts and circumstances. Tt

g

shall  be hiaghly appreciated that the order is passed

within two months of the receipt of the certified copy

af the present order, O.As.

are disposed of.
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Member (A)
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