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ि�तीय अपील सं�या / Second Appeal No.  CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110455 

 CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110457 
CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110456 
CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110458 
CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110459 
CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110460 
CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110461 

          
Smt. Lata Gangaram Koli          … अपीलकता�/Appellant  

VERSUS/बनाम 

 
PIO, Chief Administrative Officer(A) 
Bhabha Atomic Research Centre,Mumbai 
Through: Shri B V Balaji- PIO/Chief Admn. 
Officer(A)  
 

   …	ितवादीगण /Respondent 

 

Date of Hearing : 04.07.2022 

Date of Decision : 04.07.2022 

Chief Information Commissioner : Shri Y. K. Sinha 

 
Relevant facts emerging from appeal: 
 

Since both the parties are same, the above mentioned cases are clubbed 

together for hearing and disposal. 

 

Case 
No. 

RTI Filed 
on 

CPIO reply First appeal FAO 2nd Appeal 
received on 

110455 21.07.2020 26.08.2020 15.09.2020 04.11.2020 08.03.2021 

110457 21.07.2020 26.08.2020 15.09.2020 28.10.2020 08.03.2021 

110456 21.07.2020 26.08.2020 15.09.2020 04.11.2020 08.03.2021 

110458 21.07.2020 28.08.2020 15.09.2020 28.10.2020 08.03.2021 

110459 21.07.2020 28.08.2020 15.09.2020 28.10.2020 08.03.2021 

110460 21.07.2020 28.08.2020 15.09.2020 28.10.2020 08.03.2021 

110461 21.07.2020 26.08.2020 15.09.2020 28.10.2020 08.03.2021 

 
Information sought and background of the case: 
 

(1) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110455 
The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 26.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 
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Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
04.11.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the abovementioned facts. 

 
 
 

(2) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110457 
 

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 26.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 
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Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
28.10.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the facts as discussed hereinabove. 

 
(3) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110456 

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 26.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 

 
 
Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
04.11.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 

 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the facts, as mentioned above. 

 
(4) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110458 

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 28.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 
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Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
28.10.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  

 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022 has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the facts, mentioned hereinabove. 

 
 

(5) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110459 
The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 28.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 

 
 
Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
28.10.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the aforementioned facts. 

 
 

(6) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110460 
The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 28.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 
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Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
28.10.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022 has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the facts. 

 
(7) CIC/BARCM/A/2021/110461 

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 21.07.2020 which was responded to 
by the CPIO/Chief Administrative Officer (A) vide letter dated 26.08.2020 replied 
as under:- 

 
 

Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 15.09.2020. The FAA/Controller BARC vide order dated 
28.10.2020 upheld the reply of the CPIO.  
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
A written submission dated 29.06.2022has been received from the Respondent 
reiterating the facts noted hereinabove. 
 
A written submission dated 25.06.2022 has been received from the Appellant 
authorising her husband to represent her during hearing.  
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Further submissions dated 30.06.2022 have been filed by the Appellant 
narrating the background of a long drawn family dispute of the Appellant with 
her brothers regarding the properties left behind by their father late Shri 
MadhukarRumde, who was an employee of the Respondent organisation. Among 
the various arguments, the Appellant has stated that she is the daughter and 
legal heir of late Shri Madhukar Rumde and his wife late Smt. Malati Madhukar 
Rumde and is the sister of Shri Rajesh Madhukar Rumde. It is her contention 
that since she has sought information pertaining to her deceased parents and 
her brother, who is currently employed with the Respondent, she is entitled to 
the same as a family member and it cannot be denied to her as third party.  
 
Hearing was scheduled through video conferencing after giving prior notice to 
both the parties.Respondent alone attended the hearing through video 
conference, while the Appellant remained absent and has not communicated the 
cause ofabsence to the Commission, despite service of notice in advance. 

 
Decision: 

Perusal of records of the aforementioned appeals reveals that the Respondent 
has acted well within the precincts of the RTI Act and furnished information 
from available official records, applying relevant provisions of the Act to deny 
information which is legally exempt from disclosure. The Commission finds no 
legal infirmity in the replies furnished by the Respondent and hence the replies 
are duly upheld. The submissions sent by the Appellant reveal that the 
aforementioned appeals are borne out of a family dispute, which cannot be 
adjudicated within the ambit of the RTI Act. Moreover, the Appellant has chosen 
not to buttress thecases despite service of hearing notice. Hence the 
Commission is of the considered opinion that no fruitful purpose will be served 
in prolonging litigation of these appeals. The Appellant is advised to approach 
the appropriate forum to resolve her dispute.  
 
In the given circumstances, since the information as permissible under the RTI 
Act stands disseminated, no cause of action survives anymore which needs to be 
adjudicated under the Act.  
 
Hence the appeals are disposed off as such.  

 
 

                                                                             Y. K. Sinha (वाई
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Authenticated true copy 

(अिभ�मािणत स�ािपत �ित) 

 

S. K. Chitkara (एस. के. िचटकारा) 

Dy. Registrar (उप-पंजीयक) 

011-26186535  


