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Case No.: CCPD/14737/1011/2024

In the matter of:

Complainant:

Sh. Priyesh Shah Bheda

Respondent(s):

1. The Secretary, Department of Personnel & Training (DoPT)

2. The Secretary, Department of Revenue, Ministry of Finance

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
1. Hearing: A hearing in the hybrid mode in the matter was conducted on
02.09.2025 wherein the following were present during the hearing:
. Name & Designation of the Mode of
Sl-Ng: Attendees (ngnt.iShri) On behalt of Presence
1. Priyesh Shah Bheda Complainant Online
Awanish Kr. Mishra, Under Respondent :
2 Online
Secretary No.1
5 Ruchita, Commissioner Respondent Online
) (Coordination), CBIC No.2

2. Proceedings during the hearing:

2.1 The substance of the complaint was read out by the Court. The Complainant
participated in the Civil Services Examination (CSE) 2003 and was one of four
PwD candidates selected. He alleged that only 4 vacancies were reserved for
PwDs out of 413 total selections, instead of the minimum 3% reservation
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mandated under Section 33 of the Persons with Disabilities (Equal Opportunities
Protection of Rights and Full Participation) Act, 1995 (applicable at the relevany
time). He was initially allocated Indian P&T Accounts & Finance Service (Group A),
which he joined under protest, and later reallocated to Puducherry Civil Service
(Group B) vide notification dated 31.12.2007, following court directions. In hig
subsequent attempt (CSE 2006), he was allocated Indian Revenue Service (2007
batch). He contended that proper implementation of 3% reservation would have
entitled him to the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) in the 2004 batch. He relieg
on the Delhi High Court judgment in Ravi Kumar Aurora vs. Union of India (2004)
and earlier orders of the Chief Commissioner for Persons with Disabilities (Case
No. 1247/2001), highlighting inadequate reservation in Group A services.

2.3 The Complainant submitted that he seeks:

2.3.1 Declaration that he qualified for the Indian Revenue Service {Customs &
Central Excise) in CSE 2003 with consequential seniority,

2.3.2 Adjustment of vacancies as per the PwD Act,

2.3.3 Award of litigation costs and other appropriate relief.

He stated that he would appear in person for the final hearing to present detailed
case laws and arguments.

2.4 The Respondent No. 1 (DoPT), represented by Shri Awanish Kr. Mishra,
Under Secretary, submitted that the matter involves old records (CSE 2003) and
policy issues with wide implications, including identification of posts and
reservation implementation from 1996 onwards and effective implementation
started around 2000. He stated that the department is in the process of locating
relevant documents due to a location change and consulting stakeholders like
UPSC, Department of Revenue, etc. He assured active processing but requested
additional time, at least 8 weeks, for a comprehensive response. He admitted that
action has been initiated but is incomplete for a final decision.

2.5 The Court observed that the complaint, filed on 25.09.2023, is now over two
years old. The initial notice was issued on 01.01.2024, with a final reminder on
14.03.2024. Despite this, no substantive reply has been filed, and the Respondents
continue to seek extensions even after the matter has been pending for nearly
three years. The Court expressed serious concern over such delays, noting that
PwBD complainants cannot be made to wait indefinitely for justice. The Court
rejected the plea for 8 weeks and was willing to grant a fixed six weeks as the final
opportunity for the Respondents to file a detailed reply and undertake
consultations.



.6 The Respondent No. 1 was recommended to submit:

D AMEIAME: AL e A 5 W L WS b Ly

46.1 An undertakmg (to be flled |mmed|ately after the hearing) confirming that six
veeks is the final period and no further extension shall be sought;

¢6.2 Complete records, calculations of reserved vacancies in CSE 2003,
kentification of posts, and reasons for alleged shortfall in PwD reservation;

6.3 Response to the Complainant's prayer for consequential relief/seniority
ddjustment.

87 The Court clarified that failure to comply or seek further time shall lead to ex-
farte decision baged on available records. The Complainant may file additional

documents/case laws in advance.
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(Izsita Mitra)

Dy. Chief Commissioner for Persons with Disabilities






