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Jdasbir Singh and 2 others e aeplicants
VERSLZS
UGI & 2 others e e rm Respondents
g R DER
R.éx. 2FLA2002 has been Tiled seeking the review and

recall of my order dated Z.5.2002 passed on 04 3454/2001 -
The Rewvisw applicant has alsa Tiled MA No. 2485/2002 for

caendonation of delay and M& 2484/2002 for hearing.

Z. My 2485/200% for condonation of delay is  allowscd
in the interest of t ce .,

A The oclrcumstances of the cases Jdo not  warrant
grant of hearing. Me 2486 /2007 is disallowed.

<d . I have considered the matter. 04a MNo. 3454 /2001

filed by six persons { Rendrapal, Arun Saxena, Jasbir,
Babulal., Satish Humar and Rampohoonl) szeking grant of
temporary status. with‘ respondants  organisation has been
Sdieposed of by me on 2.5.2002 holding that only one of the
applicants { applicant No.Z Aarun Saxena) was e=lligible  Ffor
arant of the same as he had only completed the reguisite
period of 2046 dave in 5 days week in a wvear. The four out of
other filve applicants in the zame O0& have come up In thiszs RA
indicating that there was a error appear on the face of
record warranting revisw and recall. What is being pointsad
out in this R&a  is that the other individuals have also
completad the requisite period and their case also was on the
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SAMS footing as that of Arun Saxena applicant MNa. Z Wwhose:
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SaSe was allowed., The revisw applicants Jdo not deny that the
records doe not show that they have not completed 206 davs but
state that it was the responsibkbility of the Tribunal Lo
consider public haolidays /3undavs etc. also alongwith the

davs the Individual actually put in, to show that they should
be considered. But they have not been able to show that in
any particular vear which was under consideration anvy of the
four persons had completed the requisite period of 206 davs.
That peing the case by extending or stretching the period by

adding other days . I could not thus direct the respondents

e consider the case of the other applicants as well. This
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is exactly what the review applicants seek, Evidently
therefore what is bsing scught is the re-appreciation of the
avidencse and the same does not fall within the purview of the

raviaw petition. Réy is not a substitute for a 0A&.

5. L. being devoid of any m
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