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In the matter of-
Mr. Ajay Kumar Singh .Complainant
Versus
The Chairman & Managing Director,
Punjab National Bank. ..Respondent

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
1. Hearing(lll):

1.1 A hearing was conducted on 17.11.2025 in hybrid mode. Wherein following
parties/representatives were present:

S1.No. Name of the parties /Representatives Parties |Mode
1. [Mr. Ajay Kumar Singh Complainant|Online
2. |Shri Rishabh Sharma, Counsel for the Complainant|/Online

Complainant

3. [Shri Amarendra Kumar, Respondent|Online
General Manager,
HRD, PNB

2. Proceedings of the hearing:

2.1 At the outset, the Complainant submitted that, vide order dated 30.09.2024,
the explanation furnished by the Respondent regarding the delay in disbursal of the
sanctioned home loan had already been found unsatisfactory. It was further
submitted that no Action Taken Report has been filed despite opportunity. The
Complainant stated that although the loan was sanctioned on 14/15 October, it was




disbursed only on 03 January, causing financial hardship. It was further contended
that out of 23 similar cases, only the Complainant's case was delayed by more
than two months, and that the delay must be examined in the context of alleged
disability-based discrimination and pending related complaints.

2.2 The Respondent submitted that the loan was sanctioned and not denied, and
that the delay occurred due to confusion regarding mortgage documentation
requirements. It was further submitted that an inquiry conducted by the Head Office
Committee concluded that the delay was procedural in nature and not
discriminatory. The inquiry report has been placed before this Commission.

2.3 Upon consideration of the submissions, this Court observes that while the
loan was ultimately disbursed, the issue requiring examination is whether the delay
was merely procedural or amounted to disability-based discrimination in violation of
the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Act, 2016 The Respondent is required o
substantiate that the delay was inadvertent and procedural, while the Complainant
may place material on record in support of the allegation of discrimination.

2.4 Accordingly, the Respondent is directed to file, within fifteen (15) days from
the date of issuance of this Record of Proceedings (RoP), a detailed Action Taken
Report clearly stating: (i) the reasons for the delay; (ii) the officials responsible, if
any; and (iii) the action taken or reasons for not initiating action, if the delay is
found unjustified. A copy thereof shall be furnished to the Complainant, who may
file a rejoinder within seven (7) days thereafter.

/S

(Ipsita Mitra)
Dy. Chief Commissioner



