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Central Information Commission 
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Baba Gangnath Marg, Munirka 

नईनईनईनई �दली�दली�दली�दली, New Delhi – 110067 

 

ि�तीय अपील सं�या / Second Appeal No.  CIC/BARCM/A/2021/661669 

        
Shri Mohan Madhukar Kothekar          … अपीलकता�/Appellant  

 

VERSUS/बनाम 
 

PIO, Bhabha Atomic Research Centre, Mumbai 
Through: Shri B V Balaji - CPIO 

 

   …	ितवादीगण /Respondent 

 

Date of Hearing : 28.12.2022 

Date of Decision : 29.12.2022 

Chief Information Commissioner : Shri Y. K. Sinha 
 

Relevant facts emerging from appeal: 
 

RTI application filed on : 11.08.2021 

PIO replied on : 03.09.2021 

First Appeal filed on : 08.09.2021 

First Appellate Order on : 28.09.2021 
2ndAppeal/complaint received on : 21.12.2021 
 

Information sought and background of the case: 
The Appellant filed an online RTI application dated 11.08.2021 and the CPIO/Chief 
Administrative Officer, Bhabha Atomic Research Center vide letter dated 
03.09.2021 replied as under:- 
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Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First 
Appeal dated 08.09.2021. The FAA/Controller, BARC vide order dated 
28.09.2021 decided the Appeal as under:- 
 

 
 
Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
Facts emerging in Course of Hearing: 
A written submission dated 19.12.2022 has been received from the Appellant 
reiterating the contentions raised by him earlier and citing two decisions of the 
Commission in support of his case:  
 

  
 

Another written submission has been received from PIO, BARC vide letter dated 
21.12.2022 maintaining their stance from of the PIO’s reply and FAA’s order.  
 
Hearing was scheduled through virtual means after giving prior notice to both the 
parties. Both parties are present for the virtual hearing and the Appellant 
specifically pointed out that information with respect to queries 2 and 3 had been 
incorrectly denied to him. The Respondent stated that since the query number 2 
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related to a descriptive answer, there is no answer key, hence information sought 
by the Appellant could not be furnished. The Respondent further clarified that 
information about marks sought by the Appellant vide query 3 could not be 
disclosed in view of the fact that it is personal in nature. It was further stated that 
candidates who secure marks above the cut off limit form part of the wait listed 
candidates, including the Appellant.  
 
Decision: 
Examination of the records of the case and deliberations between parties reveals 
that information as defined under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act and available on 
records had been duly provided by the PIO, in terms of the provisions of the Act. 
No legal infirmity is found in the response furnished by the Respondent.   
 
In the given circumstances, since the information held by the Respondent stands 
duly disseminated, no further action is warranted under the RTI Act.  
 
The appeal is disposed off as such.  
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Authenticated true copy 

(अिभ	मािणत स�यािपत 	ित) 

 

S. K. Chitkara (एस. के. िचटकारा) 

Dy. Registrar (उप-पंजीयक) 

011-26186535  


