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Present ; Hsn'b].e Mr,3.Bjswas Administrative Menber 

Hflble Mr. Sathath Khan, Judicial Member 
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Lt1CN OF nrnIA & CR3. 

F r the applicant 	N •  B. Chatterj ee, Ce '. sel 

For the respondents Mr.?.K.Ar.re. cOunsel 

RD E.R 

S.Bjswas, A.103. 

The id, c.imsel ter the applicant (resp.ndents in 

cPe states that the applicant(resp.ndnts in (I4 went be±.re the 

Hen'ble High Court challenging the erder of the TriIma1 dated 

12.6. 20$0 passed in CA 655/7 which states,in WPCT N..814/ 2 ,$, 

"Having heard the learned cG1sel t•r the parties, 
we are of the •pini.n that keeping in view the tact 
that an • rde r . t rertv a]. • rde r p urp. rt ed to have 
bcen passed against the husband •t the first 
resp.ndent herein witheut casting stigma, the 
id. Trjb1al cannst be said to have cerirnited an 
illegality in passing the impugned erder. In any 
event, in view of several decisi.ns of the Apex 
Court, such an •rder .f rerneval ceuli net have 
been passed withsut cempliance .f principle .f 
natural j ustice." 

2. 	 The id. cetmsel tsr the respondents in GA 655/7 

pp.sed the (P stating that the department hs filed a RVjew 

bet•re the Hen'ble High Ceurt which is pending and admittedly no 

stay has yet been granted on the reviiew. He tu,theF  submits that 

the 	arids stayed by a dittert •rder,y the Hen'ble High C.urt. 
7' 

3• 	 Having censidered all this we are of the view that 

the •raer in WFCT 814/2000 is clearly ruling the field and the 
rder 

et the Tribulal ought to have been implemented. We theret.re  

direct the respondents in the CA either to •tain a stay within 


