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Case No. CCPDI AD|OO43(2O23

In the matter of-

Shri Manoj Kumar Gupta
Ema il: ma noha r. n itp2 OL2@g ma il.com
...Complai nant

Versus

The Director,
Nationa I Remote Sensing Centre ( N RSC),
Hydera bad
Email : director@nrsc.gov. in ... Respondent

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

1. Hearing: A hearing in hybrid mode was conducted on

L8.O6 .2026. The following parties/representatives were present during
the hea ring :

2 Proceedings of the hearing:

2 1 At, the outset, the Complainant submitted that despite
possessing the prescribed qualifications, uploading a!! required
documents, and securing marks above the PwBD cutoff in the CBT, he
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No.

Name and Designation of the
Party/Representative

Parties Mode

1 Shri Manoj Kumar Gupta Com pla in a nt On line

2 Shri Ankur Srivastava, Controller, NRSC Respo nd e nt On line
3 Shri Pawan Kumar, Senior Administrative

Off ice r
Respon de nt On line



was not called for interview. He alleged that the Respondent provided

contradictory reasons for rejecting his candidature, including non-
possession of essential qualifications and non-uploading of requisite
docu ments.

2.2 The Respondent denied any discrimination on the ground of
disability and stated that the candidature was rejected solely because

the Complainant failed to upload the prescribed postgraduate degree
certificate and mark sheets required for eligibility. lt was further
submitted that the reserved PwBD vacancy had been filled by another
eligible candidate.

2.3 During the hearing, the Complainant produced a copy of his

application form showing that the requisite documents had been

uploaded, whereas the Respondent maintained that its recruitment
porta I records ind icated otherwise. Observing a d iscrepa ncy between the
records relied upon by both parties, the Court directed the Respondent
to place on record the application form and all documents available on

the recruitment portal, along with a detailed written statement. The

Complainant was also permitted to submit supporting documents. The
matter was adjourned to 20.07.2026 for further hearing.

2.7 This is issued with the approval of the Commissioner for Persons

with Disabilities.
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Dy. Chief Commissioner


