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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEVW BOMBAY BENCH
NEW BOMBAY =400 614

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO, 391/89

| - \

—Muzaffar Hussain

5/20 Sattar Jalal Compound
M B Qazi Chawk o
KALYAN Dist: Thane " .. Applicant, -

V/s;‘

Divisional Réilway Manager ' ' i
Central Railway, Bombay V.T, . .. Respondents

;' Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice U.C.Srivastava, V.C.

‘{ ‘ Hon'ble-Shri M.Y.Priolkaf, Member (A)

APPEARAI\CES s

Shri L M. Nerlekar .
Advocate

for tHe appllcant

'Shrl Subodh Joshi
* Advocate

for the reSpondent |

ORAL JUDGMENT o " DATED: 29.4.,1991
_(PER MY, Prlolkar, Member(A) ) g

The applicant in this case was working as

.ATréinWSuperintendent: He was charged with misbehaviour with

| . . X .
the vigilance inspector when the vigilance inspector

questioned him'regarding joining duty at Kalyan instead of
at Bombay V.T. and ohysically pushlng out the vigilance

1n5peétor and his colleague. After conducting an inquiry

'accordlng to the rules, a mlnor penalty of reduction in the

stage for two months. was imposed on him, It is stated in

the dlsc1p11nary authority's order that this mlnor penalty
|

has been imposed teking a lenient view of hlS misbehaviour

taking into consideration the fact that it was the fag-end

of the service of the applicant,
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The applicant has challenged the penalty mainly .

on the ground that there is no evidence to prove that the
applicant has joined duty at Kalyan and that the findings
of the inquiry officer are perverse and no congent reasons
were ‘given, . |

After 901ng through the record and hearlng

the counsel on both 51des we do. not find any merit in this

A

»,appllcatlon. The av1dence-has.been discussed in- the(lnqulry

report and ObleUSlY this is not a case of absolutely no
ev1denoe. . It has been held by the Supreme Cou#rt in the case
of Parma Nand V Union of Indla (1989 (1) SCALE ) that the .

the egquiry>off1cer or the}competent authority is based on l\

evidence, even if same of it is found_to be irrelevent

or extraneous to the matter, ,

In our view the enq01ry officers findings |

can not be con31dered as perverse or based on no evidence at

‘all. The appllcatlonils, accordingly, dismissed as devoid of

‘any merit with no order as to costa.
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* Tribunal will not interfere 1n a case where, the conc1u51on of .



