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IN ']-IE CENTRAL ADMILSA'avE TPIEiJ.L 
CU T'CK BE H: CU ITACK, 

0FIGI1'L APPLICAON £D.3O5 OF 1994 

CUttak, this the 15th day of April, 1999. 

Sub Permanent way Inspector 
and ano the rs. 	... 	Applicants. 

Versus, 

Srnt. Anila Bathi Tania and another. ... 	Responden, 

(R INSTFUCaO 

ether itbe referred to the reporters or not 	* 

Tqhe#er it be circulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Administrative Tribunal or not ?. 

A 
( G. NAASIMHAM ) 	 ck 
MEMBER(JUDICL) 	 IcE-ai9rI 

I 



CETRAL ADMISTRMVE ¶LIaJNAL 
CU TJCK BE iI: CU TrACK, 

ORIGEL APPLICATEON ND. 305 OP 1994. 

Cuttack,thjs the 13th day of April, 1999•  

0.0 RAM: 

1HE HOIURPB LE MR. SOM FLH M, VICE—CHAI1JN 

AND 

IHE HONDURABLE MR. G. NARASIMAM,ME}IBER(JtJDICIAL). 

SUb,permanent Way InspeCtOr, 
s'th Eastern Railway, 
NnbaIala, DiSt.Koraput 

Permanent Way IrpeCtOr, 
Sc*.th Easrn Railway, 
Rayagada. 

Divis ional Personnel of ficer, 
soith eastern Railway, 
Visakhapatham, 	 ... 	Applicants, 

By legal Pracd.tiorier : Mr.D. N.Mishra, Standing Cou1ase1.1  

-VerSus. 

smt. Anila Bathi inja, 
W/o.Late Bharat Tardia, 
C/o.flabali Sika, 
Vii lBada Manj arkupa, 
pcet.Dthj Khai, 
Dist. Koraput. 

Contnissi one r of wor]ne n' s canpe nsatirn 
and As St. Labcu r Commis si oner JeypOre, 
DiSt.Koraput. 	 ... Respcents, 

By legal practitioner s Ws,J.K.Tripath7,S.NMjra, 
P.K.Chard, B,P. Tripa thy, 
D.Satpathy, (For Res.No,j.), 
dvocites, 
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0 R D E R 

MUSOMNATd S0 L  YI CE_iAItIANi- 

In this Original Application u/s.19 of the 

Administrative 'Bjbunals Act,15 Railways more particu1ijy 

permanent Way Inspector,Amba1a,permanent Way Inspector , 

Raygada and Divisional Personnel Officer, Visakhapatnam have 

cane up with a prayer for quashing the order dated 4.2.1994 

at Anncure- 4 passed by the learned Canrnissioner for 

workmen's Cpensation and Asst.tabcur Cemrnissioner,Jeypore, 

Dist.Korap.it in Workmen' s Canpensation Case N. 6 2/89 filed 

by Opp.Party No.1*1  In that case, CP N0.1 made claim fC'L 

C anpe nS a U on under the workmen' s C anpe nsa ti on Ac t a gains t 

the present Petitioner No.1 and the same was allcwed, 

challenging the above order of the OP No.2, the petitioners.  

have cane up with the prayer referred to above. It is 

well settled thatthis Trib.inal has no jurisdiction to hear 

ppe1 against the order of learned Canmissiorierfor orkmen' s 

Cctllpensaticfl.Earljer also a Division Bench of  this Tribunal 

had taken the same view in oA iqo. 452/911 on 4-2-97,Learned 

çunse1 for the petitioners submit that earlier on the basis 

of a decision of the Principal Bench this case was filed. 

But subsequently, the Hon' ble Supreme Ccirt laid dcin that 

' 

	

	these cases are not maintainable before the Tribunal. In view 

of this, learned ccunsel for the petitioners does not want 

to pirsue this Original Application. We have heard Mr.D. N. 
S ta rd i ng 

Mishra,learned/ccunsel appearing for the petitioners and 

Mr.P.K. chand,learned c oinsel appearing for the OINo.l. 

In view of the above sUbmissiOfl made by the learned cnsel 
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for the petitioners, the QA is disposed of as not being 

maintainable. No costs 

(G. 	ASIi'uAM) 
M 14 BER( JTJ DI CIAL) 	 VI C E-cL-iAI 

KM/c11. 


