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Case No.: CCPD/14736/1011/2024 

In the matter of: 

Complainant: 
Sh. Sahil Ravikant Said 

Respondent(s): 
The Chairman & MD, Rashtriya Chemicals and Fertilizers Limited 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

1. Hearing: A hearing in the hybrid mode in the matter was conducted on 01.10.2025 
by the Commissioner for Persons with Disabilities wherein the following were present: 

Name & Designation of the Mode of 

Shio. Attendees (Smt./Shri) On behalfiof Presence 

1. Sahil Ravikant Said Complainant Online 

Sharad Sonawne, Executive Director : 
2. (HR), RCF Respondent Online 

Mr. Chaudhary, DGM (Legal and . 
3. Corporate HR), RCF Respondent Online 

4. Gurjeet Singh, Corporate (HR) Respondent Online 

2. Proceedings during the hearing: 

2.1 The Complainant, Shri Sahil Ravikant Said, a person with benchmark disability, 
reiterated his grievance regarding the recruitment for the post of Assistant Finance 
Officer (Grade EO) advertised on 01.04.2023 by the Respondent. He submitted that he 
cleared the online test on 24.06.2023 and was shortlisted for interview/document 
verification on 09.08.2023, but was compelled to submit a withdrawal letter due to a lack 
of 3 years' post-qualification experience. He had only articleship experience, explicitly 
excluded in the advertisement. He alleged that no relaxation in experience was provided 
for PwBD candidates despite the post being reserved for PwBDs, violating Section 34 of 
the RPwD Act, 2016, and relevant DoPT/DEPwD guidelines on reservation and 

reasonable accommodation. He claimed that the Respondent's practice of requiring 
withdrawal letters misleads candidates and deprives PwBDs of equal opportunity.



22 The Respondent, represented by Sh. Sharad Sonawne, Executive Director (HR) 
and Mr. Chaudhary (DGM Legal and Corporate HR) alongwith Gurjeet Singh. Corporate 
(HR), submitted that a detailed reply had been filed. They clarified that the advertisement 

clearly required 3 years post-qualification experience for all candidates, with no 

relaxation granted to any reserved category, including SC/ST/PwBD. as it was a lateral 
entry post, not an entry-level one. Articleship experience was explicitly excluded. They 

stated that withdrawal letters are issued as a standard practice to avoid unnecessary 
harassment/waiting for ineligible candidates, applied uniformly to all, and are not specific 
to PwBDs. They emphasised that in previous recruitments, PwBD vacancies were filled 
where eligible candidates met the criteria, and no backlog existed here. 

23 The Court inquired whether the withdrawal letter practice is standard and uniform, 
and the Respondent confirmed that it is applied to all ineligible candidates to prevent 

prolonged uncertainty. The Respondent assured that experience relaxation is not 

granted to SC/ST either, and the post's nature precludes zero-experience appointments, 
though minor relaxations of 3-6 months might be considered on humanitarian grounds in 
exceptional cases. Also, mere admission to the selection process does not imply that 

Company is satisfied about candidates eligibility. 

3. Observations and Recommendations: 

3.1.  The Court recommended both parties to file final written submissions, justifying 
their positions with evidence and to substantiate the relaxation policy aligning the extant 

Rules and guidelines. 
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