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N. SENGUPTA, MEMBER(J), Heard Mr. Ganeswar Rath for the applicant 

and Mr. .K,Mishra, Learned Senior Standing Counsel 

for the respondents. 

2. 	 fhe point of controversy is whether the 

respondents terminated the services of the applicant 

without affording him an opportunity of hearing. On 

hearing Mr. A.K.Mishra, it appears that so far as the 

bastc facts are concerned, there is not much of a 

dispute. There was a process of selection in which the 

applicant was provisionally selected and issued an 

order of appointment. Subsequently another person, 

who also was one of the candidates, filed an application 

alleging invalidity of the selection of the applicant. 

Upon that petition of the other candidate, the Chief 

Post Master General passed an order directing 

termination of the appointment of the applicant. 

Thereafter the Sr. Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Dhenkanal Division passed an order(Vide :nnexure-4) 

on 27.3.1991 terminating the services of the applicant 

with immediate effect. Mr. Rath has contended that 

once the applicant was selected and in oursuance of 

that selection, he took over charge of the E.D. Branch 

Post Lff ice, a right accrued to him which could not 

be ta-ken away without following the principles of 

natural justice i.e. without hearing him. In this 

regard he has scught reliance upon a decision of 

Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the case of B.S.Raj, 
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versus Union of India reported in (1988)-6 ATC 712. 

There almost a similar çuestion arose and that Bench 

directed setting aside of the order of termination. 

In the circumstances we would Guash -nnexure-4 and 

would direct the authorities concerned to decide the 

matter after affording the applicant an opportunity 

of being heard which would include the making of 

a representation. The case is accordingly disposed 

of. No costs. 
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