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....... "15 Considering the facts of the case in the light of the principles of law as
discussed above, necessarily leads to the Conclusion that the disciplinary authority has issued the
impugned order of punishment contained in Memo No. 2155 dated 17.06.2009 in breach of
principle of natural justice and that itself, vitiates that said order, as even though the disciplinary
authority disagreed with the enquiry report yet without giving opportunity to the petitioner to
satisfy that the finding of the enquiry officer is correct or asking show cause against the proposed
punishment, passed the impugned order of punishment the disciplinary authority, if so advised,
after indicating the reasons for Disagreement, give notice to the petitioner giving opportunity to
the petitioner to satisfy that the finding of the enquiry officer is correct and asking show cause
against the proposed punishment, may pass order in accordance with law.

16. In the result, impugned order of punishment contained in Memo No. 2155 dated 17.06.2009 is
quashed and the writ application is allowed with the aforesaid observation. There shall be no order

of costs.
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