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Judgement

1. There is a delay of 68 days in filing the appeal. But, as requested by
Ms.Anusha Asundi, learned advocate for the appellant, we take up the matter for
final disposal as it involves the cause of a retired teacher.

2. A teacher in a private recognized unaided institution felt that she was entitled
to extension of service up to the age of 60 years.

3. The authorities not having granted the same, she approached the Educational
Appellate Tribunal at Chikkamagalur.

4. The Hon'"ble Single Judge was of the opinion that the Appellate Tribunal did
not have jurisdiction to grant such relief.

5. We are at one with the Hon''ble Single Judge that the teacher was misguided
in approaching the Appellate Tribunal.

6. Section 94 of the Karnataka Education Act, 1983, does not contemplate
granting of extension of service.

7. For grant of extension of service, various factors are to be considered. It is not
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automatic. Therefore, the Hon'"ble Single Judge was right in dismissing the writ
petition.

8. However, His Lordship reserved liberty to the writ petitioner to approach the
Government for extension of service.

9. Today we are informed that the appellant-teacher has crossed the age of 60
years. Therefore, she is, at the best, entitled only to monetary compensation in
lieu of such extension of service. If she makes such a representation, the
authorities shall consider the same in accordance with law. We express no
opinion.

10. I.A.T of 2016 seeking for condonation of delay of 68 days in filing the appeal,
is, therefore, dismissed. Consequently, the appeal is, also, dismissed.

11. We make no order as to costs.
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