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Court held that interference with the decision of departmental authorities is permitted if
such authority had held proceedings in violation of the principles of natural justice or in
violation of statutory regulations prescribing the mode of such enquiry while exercising
jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution. It was held as under: (SCC p. 423, Para 16)

“16. The Division Bench [Shashikant S. Patil v. High Court of Bombay, 1998 SCC Online
Bom. 97 : (2000) 1 LLN 160] of the High Court seems to have approached the case as
though it was an appeal against the order of the administrative/disciplinary authority of the
High Court. Interference with the decision of departmental authorities can be permitted,
while exercising jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution if such authority had held
proceedings in violation of the principles of natural justice or in violation of statutory
regulations prescribing the mode of such enquiry or if the decision of the authority is
vitiated by considerations extraneous to the evidence and merits of the case, or if the
conclusion made by the authority, on the very face of it, is wholly arbitrary or capricious
that no reasonable person could have arrived at such a conclusion, or grounds very similar
to the above. But we cannot overlook that the departmental authority (in this case the
Disciplinary Committee of the High Court) is the sole judge of the facts, if the enquiry has
been properly conducted. The settled legal position is that if there is some legal evidence
on which the findings can be based, then adequacy or even reliability of that evidence is
not a matter for canvassing before the High Court in a writ petition filed under Article 226
of the Constitution.”

High Court of Bombay v. Shashikant S. Patil, (2000) 1 SCC 416


