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OA No. 944/2018

New Delhi, thijs the Q9 day of December, 2020
(Through Video Confcrencfng)

Hon’ble My. Justice L, Narasimha Reddy, Chairman
Hon’ble My, AR, Bishnoi, Member (A)

Kamlesh Sharma }
Group B : [
S/o. Shivprasad

R/o. 201/2, Amrut Dham,
Near Yogidham
Guaripada Kalyan (w)
Dist. Thane, Maharashtrg -..Applicant

(By Advocate ! Ms. Amita Singh Kalkal)

Versus

1. Govt. of NCT,
Through g Chief Secreta.ry,
Department of Education,
Old Sccrc:tariat, Delhj.

2. Delhi Subordinate Service Selection Board,
Through jts Secrr—:tary,
UTCS Bui}ding, Vishwas Nagar, j '
Shadara, Delhi-110 035 ---Respondents ;

(By Advocate - Mr. Ma.nanjay Kumar Mishra)
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The | respondent proposeci to fill up the post of Physica]
Education Teacher (PET), and the matter was entrusted to
Delhi Subordinate Services Selection Board (DSSSB). A
notification wag issued in the year 2014, The applicant
appeared in the written test conducted for the burpose. After
the dcclaratiop of the results, the candidature of the applicant
Was not considered on the ground that he is over aged, i.e,
above 32 years.

& The applicant contends that the advertisement itself
provided for relaxation of age to the extent of 5 years in favour
of meritorioyus Sports persons, and he claimed the benefit of
relaxation under the clause. It is stateq that when he wag
required to upload the documents, he furnished a certificate of
meritorioﬁs Sports person participation in the inter university
In the event of Cross Coun try (Athletics) and the same wasg not
taken into account, and that e respondents included his

name in the list of rejection notjce No.203,
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sSowin3. The applicant contends that he took part in the event of

ross country (athletics) and being a meritorious sports

person, he was entitled to be extended the benefit of relaxation
of age, by 5 years. He filed this OA with a prayer to grant
relaxation of age.

4. On behalf of the respondents, counter affidavit is filed. It
is stated that in the notification itself, various events, the
participation in which would enable the candidates to claim
the benefit of relaxation of age limit, is furnished, and that the
event, said to have been participated by the applicant does not
find place in it. Various contentions urged by the applicant
are denied.

5. We heard Ms. Amitla Singh Kalkal, learned counsel for :
the applicant and Mr. Mananjay Kumar Mishra, learned
counsel for the respondents.

Gu e s ot i dtsputc:. that the applicant took part in the
selection process and he was otherwise eligible on the basis of
his merit. The only ground on which his candidature was
rejected is that he crossed the age limit of 32 yeansoilihe

notification itself mentioned that the meritorious sports
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ersons are entitled for the relaxation of age limit by 5 years.

list of sports cvents is also furnished with that. Athletics

occurs at Sl. No.2. The cross country event is a part of it. The
applicant placed reliance upon the particulars furnished by
the Athletics Federation of India.

7.  The question as to whether the ‘cross country’ event is
partrof Athletics, from the point of respondents, needs to be
examined. [fisthered sy any tdeubi | i this helhalfthe
respondents can also consult the competent authority in £h.is
behall. In case the event of ‘cross country’ is treated as a part
of Athletics, the applicant shall be entitled to the benefit of age
relaxation of five years. If any different action is taken in this
behalf, the same shall be communicated to the applicant
within a period of two weeks.

8. The 0A is accordingly disposed of. There shall ‘be no

order as to costs.
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{A. K. Bishnoi) (Justice L. Narasimha Reddy)
Member (A) Chairman

7 pi/ jyoti/ mbt/ sd



