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ANTONY DOMINIC & P.V.ASHA,  JJ.
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 Writ Appeal  No.2259 of 2015
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Dated this the 13th day of November, 2015

                JUDGMENT
Antony  Dominic, J.The appellant, who was a candidate for the post of Computer Programmerin the respondent University, sought  extension of  time to join the post  till  hecompletes Masters Degree in Engineering.   That request made by the appellantwas  turned  down  by  the  University.   Thereafter,  the  appellant  made  Ext.P8representation to the Government and filed the writ petition.  The writ petitionwas  disposed  of  by  the  learned  Single  Judge  upholding  the  decision  of  theUniversity.   Though  the  learned  Single  Judge  directed  consideration  of  hisrepresentation,  the  learned Single  Judge clarified  that  the  judgment  shall  notoblige the University to accept the decision of the Government on Ext.P8.  It isstated that thereafter the Government considered his representation and passedan order in his favour.  However, in view of the clarification in the judgment, theUniversity refused to act upon the Government Order.  It is, therefore, that thewrit appeal has been filed mainly aggrieved by the clarification contained in thejudgment to the above effect.2.   We  heard  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  learned  Standing  Counselappearing for the University and the learned Government Pleader appearing forthe  respondent No.1.  
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3.   Irrespective  of  the  contentions  raised  in  the  appeal,  StandingCounsel for the University has submitted before this Court that the post hasalready been filled up by the University.  Even apart from that,  as is evidentfrom the pleadings itself at the time when the appellant got selected he was asecond semester student of the Post Graduate degree, which means that theextension  of  time  sought  for  by  him  was  for  a  period  of  1  ½  years.   Anappointing authority cannot wait for such a long period of time awaiting thearrival of a candidate selected by it.4.  We do not find any illegality in the decision taken by the Universityrejecting  the   request  made by the  appellant  for extension of  time till  thecompletion of his course.  In so far as the direction in the judgment that thedecision on Ext.P8 would not oblige the University to act upon is concerned,we have not been shown any statutory provision obliging the University to dootherwise.We do not  find any substance  in  this  appeal.   Appeal  fails  and it  isdismissed accordingly.                                                                               Sd/-

          ANTONY DOMINIC
            JUDGE

                                                                                                      Sd/-
                    P.V.ASHA
                 JUDGE
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