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legislative intendment and for that purpose the broad feature of the Act can
looked into.!

While interpreting a statute the consideration of inconvenience and
hardships should be avoided and that when the language is clear and explicit and
the words used are plain and unambiguous, the Court is bound to construe them
in their ordinary sense with reference to other clauses of the Act or rules, as the case
may be, so far as possible, to make a consistent enactment of the whole statute or
series of statutes/rules/regulations relating to the 'subject—rnatter.z

Harmonious interpretation of statute—Any statutory provision is required
to be given a harmonious interpretation keeping in view the object sought to be
achieved and the same cannot be enlarged for reasons which may apparently

appear to be laudable but not sustainable.?

Tt is well-settled principle of interpretation of statutes that nothing has to be
read in or nothing has tobe implied and one has to look fairly at the language used 4

The law relating to interpretation of statute is thatif the meaning of the statute:
is plain, the effect must be given to it irrespective of the consequences. It is only
when that language of the statute is capable of bearing more than one construction
then in selecting the true meaning, regard must be given to the consequences
resulting from adopting the alternative construction. If the words of the statute are
susceptible to only one meaning and no alternative construction is reasonably open
then only such a construction is possible which gives the general meaning of the
words. Any consideration that it will result into hardship, inconvenience, injustice,
has to be rejected and preference is to be given to that construction.®

The maxint “contemporanea expositio”—Application of—The maxim
“contemporanea expositio’” as laid down by Coke is applied in construing ancient
statutes but not to interpreting Acts which are comparatively modern, Further, it
has been observed that in a modern progressive society it would be unreasonable
to confine the intention of a Legislature to the meaning attributable to the word used
at the time the law was made and, unless a contrary intention appears, an
interpretation should be given to the words used to take in new facts and situations
if the words are capable of comprehending them b
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