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IN HE CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRI BUMNAL
CUTTACK BENCH: CUTTACK,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION ND, 305 OF 1994
Cutta k, this the 13th day of April, 1999,

Sub Permanent way Inspector

and anothers, eee Applicants,
versus,
Smte Anila Bathi Tyndia and another., ... Respondenss,

(FOR INSTRUCTIO IB )

1. vhether itbe referred to the reporters or notp V.@

2. whegber it be circulated to all the Benches of the
Central Agministrative Tribunal or not 2,

T ip—A - e?
( G, NARASIMHAM ) (‘Ic@ﬁk“ﬂ%

MEMBER(JUDICEAL) VICE-G{AI'@N




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CUTTACK BENGH: CUTTACK,

ORIGL MAL APPLICATION No, 305 OF 1994,
Cuttack, this the 13th day of April, 1999/
€.C R A M3
THE HOROURAB LE MR, SOMMATH M, VICE-CHAT RMAN
AND

THE HONOURABLE MR, G, NARASIMHAM,MEMBER(JUDICIAL) .

LN

1. sub,permanent Way InspeCtor,
Saith Eastern Railway,
ambodala, pist,Koraput,

p Permanen t Way Inspector,
South Eastern Railway,
Rayagada,

3 Divisional personnel Officer,
South Eastern Railway, :
Visakhapa tnam, oee - Applicants,

By legal Practitioner s Mr,D, N.Mishra, Standing Counhasel,

=Versu s

le smt, Anila Bathi Tandia,
W/o.Late Bharat Tandia,
C/o.Dabali sika,
villgBada Manjarkupa,
Post,Dahi Khal,
Dist,Koraput,

2, Commissioner of workmen's Campensation
amd Asst.Labour Commissioner Jeypore,
Dist,Koraput, e««. Responents,

By legal Practitioner 3 M/s.J.K, Tripathy,s. N Mishra,
P, K. Chafﬂl B. P, ‘I‘ripa ﬁ'ly,
D.Satpathy, (For Res.No.1).
Advecates,

e eces
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MRJISOMNATH SOM, VICE~CHAL RMA N3~

In this Original application u/s.19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act,19%5 Railways more particulaly
Permanent Way Inspector,Ambodala, Permanent Way Inspector ,
Raygada and Divisional Personnel Officer, Visakhapatmam have
come up with @ prayer for quashing the order dated 4. 2,1994
at Annexure~ 4 passed by the ledrned Commissioner for
Workmen' s Canpensation and Asst, Labour Commissioner, Jeypore,
Dist.Korap.iﬁ in Workmen's Compénsation Case No, 62/89 filed
by Opp».Party No,ls In that case,’ OP NO,1 made claim for
Ccanpensation under the workmen“ 8 Compensation Act against
the present Petitioner No,1l and the same was alloyed,
Challenging the above‘ ord'e\r of the OP No,2, the petitioners
have cane up with the prayer referred to above, It is
well settled thatthis Tribunal has no jurisdiction to hear
appedk against the order of learned Cammissionerfor workmen's
Canpensation,EFarlier also a Division Bench of this Tribunal
had taken the same view in OA No, 452/91, on 4-2-97.Learned
g?unsel 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 Court laid down that

" these cases are not maintainable before the Tribundl, In view

of this, learned caunsel for the petitioners does not want
to pursue this Original application, We have heard Mr.D, N.
standing o
Mishra,learned/c cunsel appearing for the petitioners and
Mr.P.K, Chand,learned c ainsel appearing for the OFNo.l.

In view Of the above submission made by the learned counsel
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for the petitioners,

the OA is disposed of as not being

ma intainable, No costs

Al vf"ﬂ o~
(G, NARASIMHAM)
MEMBER(JUDICIAL)
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