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.,,Cornplainant
ln the rnatter of:
Shri Balakrishnan E

lfersug

(I) The Clrief Executive O{ficer,
Prasar Bharti , New Delhi

{:2) The Director General,
5.ll Section, All lndia Radio
Airashvani Bhawan,
Parliament- SLreet, New Delhi Respondents

1. Flearingl:

1,L A lrearing in hybrid mode was conducted on 18.11.2025. The
fr:llovuing parties/representatives were present:

$.
l$o,

Name and designation of the
Attendees

On behalf of Mode of
Altendance

1 Mr. Balakrishnan E Complainant Online

2 Mr. Satish Kumar- Senior AO Respondent Online

3 Mr. Rajesh Kumar- DDG- Admin Respondent Online

2, Recrlrd orf Proceedings:
2 . L l-he complainant submitted that he joined governrnent service in



1988 but received his first promotion frorn LDC to UDC only in 2004 after .

a long delay of about fifteen years, and subsequent promotions were
also not granted in a timely manner. He alleged that these delays
occurred because his case was not properly considered under the
dlsability reservation provisions.

2.2. During the hearing, representatives from the respondent
organization, AkashvanilPrasar Bharati, including Sh. Rajesh Kumar,
Deputy Director General {Administration} and other concerned officials,
appeared and informed the Court that there were certain discrepancies
in the complainant's disability certificate, which had led to doubts
regarding eligibility for promotion under the pwD quota.

2.3. The Court observed tl'rat administratlve authorities who are not
medical experts cannot independently question or invalidate a disability
certificate without proper medical reassessment by a corrrpe'tent medical
board. The Court also obsenved that how it took 15 years to give
reservation to the Complainant on the point of seniority. lt was also
noted that earlier communications and notices issued by the Court to the
respondents had not been proper-ly responded to.

2.4. After considering the submissions of both sides, the Court
recommended the Respondent department to submit a detailed written
reply within seven days explaining the action taken in the matter, failing
which appropriate action under Section 93 of the Rights of Persons with
Disabilities {RPwD} Act could be initiated. The Respondents shall furnish
the following documents:

2.4.L. RecruitmenVpromotion Rules (RRsl - Applicable rules governing
promotion and PwD reservation.

2.4.2. Reservation Roster Register - Showing PwD reservation position
and vacancy status.

2-4'3. DPC Proceedings/Promotion Records - Minutes or documents
explaining promotion decisions.

2.4.4. Correspondence/File Notes - Communications or internal records
explaining reasons for denial/delay of promotion.

2.5 The Complainant is also advised to submit a valid and updated
disability certificate, includlng lis uDlD card, to facilitate proper
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exar."rinettir:n and further cortsideration of his promotion claim under tlre
disability reservation provisions.
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{lpsita Mitra}
Dy. Chief Commissioner




