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promoted in 1992s' He was asked to signify his consent by 3.93 9  
which he did within time; The petitioner was ultimately selected 

for promotion in 1995 which he accepted and joinedIAS cadre post 

at Howrah on 16 .1O .95 However, by a letter dt .21/25 5 .93, he was 

informed by the State Government that the Union Government did not 

accede to the recommendation for promotion of the petitioner from 

1991 select list and the petitioner made further representation 

on 3.6 .93 to which he was not favoured with any reply ' In such 

situation, he Contends that he has lost t)ee years seniority in 

lAS cadre and the instant t)A, has been filed on .2.296 such that 
he may be treated as promoted to IA;S in 1993 from 1991 select 

list. 

	

2. 	A Misc App1ication has been filed simultaneously to the O.% 1  
for condonation of delay of little more than 14 months in filing 

the O.A. The ground for condonation ä taken in the MA is that 

as the petitioner was busy in the construction of a flat, he was 

unable to spare any time or fund to file the aPplication. The Ld. 

Coujisel for the petitioner Mr.Thakur with his usual fairness has 

stated that he himself was shaky about the sustainabi].jty of the 

ground for condonation of de1ayWe are also unable to hold in the 

facts and circumstances of the Present case,on the ground taken by 

the petitioner )te.t the period of limitation Can be extended by more 

than 14 monThs, particularly because there is nothing before us to 

show that other commitments of the petitioner were relegated to a 

position of lower priority. Filing an application in this Tribunal 

does not require either substantial fund or considerable time and 

therefore, the period of limitation cannot be stretched on such 

ground . 

	

3•4 	We, therefore, see no merit in the Misc.Application, which 

is rejected. The O•A•  is also dimiissed as time barred. No order is 

made as to Costs.4  
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