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Order Order 	 taknonorder 

9 	11.8.9. 	None appeared for the applicant. 

We haveheard Mr.3.Pa1,1earned Senior 

Standing Counsel(Railways) for the 

respcndents. A reing of the pctiticn 

shcws that the sare is misconceived inamuch 

as the decisicn of the Labour Cc'rt in 

Industrial Dispute MiSC.CaSe NO.1/90(C) 

is challenged in this Tribunal, Respondent 

N0.3 being the Presiding Officer, Labou 

'ourt., Bhubaneswar. We have gone throuh 

various averrrnts in different paragraph 

of the petttton and find that the main 

grievance of the applicant in the prese 

application is that the LabourCourt did not 

apprec iate the mate rials placed before it 

by the workman and the petition itself Etarts 

with the allegation that the applicant .s a 

w orkma* and in that capacity he has apptoached 

and in that capacity a reference was maje tothe 

Industrial Tribunal. In our view, this 

Tribunal ds not sit in appeal on any 

decision of the Labour Court inasmuch a it 

deals only with service matters of Cental 
&4I\.' 	il1J 

	

overnrrent emp1cyees. That being so, th 	1/ 

	

application is not maintaiable and the 	
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sante is dismissed. 
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