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T arfier 5= / Second Appeal No. CIC/BARCM/A/2021/656809

Shri Shivam Kumar Gour ... Fdtewar / Appellant
VERSUS /919

PIO ...JfaamRT /Respondent

Bhabha Atomic Research Center

Mumbai

Date of Hearing : 18.01.2023

Date of Decision . 23.01.2023

Chief Information Commissioner : Shri Y. K. Sinha

Relevant facts emerging from appeal:

RTI application filed on :30.08.2021
PIO replied on : 20.09.2021
First Appeal filed on : 25.09.2021
First Appellate Order on : 18.10.2021
2ndAppeal/complaint received on :29.11.2021

Information sought and background of the case:

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 30.08.2021 which was responded to
by the CPIO vide letter dated 20.09.2021 as under:-

Information Given

L Information Sought B
The BARC, Post work assistant adv no 01/2019 R-2 Seeki larificati
| was filled the form of BARC Work Assistant which held |, EET “;9 P sasien? “a”;‘:a“"” _arg: hat
on 21 Feb 2021 and s Application No. 120227019361 In | yeq &8 normation un er section 2(f) of
this exam | was secured 175 marks out of 200 in OBC | the RT! Act, 2005.
category. When result announced at that time the cutoff is
134 marks. In the list of Qualified students for advanced
exam (2nd Round), here is not my name and Application
Number. Kindly give me exact reason Why | did not get
selected and also my raw marks.

However, as informed by Deemed PIOQ, it
is informed that Shri Shivam Kumar Gour
scored 122 marks in Stage 1 & not
qualified for Stage 2 Advanced Test.

Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First
Appeal dated 25.09.2021. The FAA/Controller, BARC vide order dated
18.10.2021 held as under:-
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o On perusal of the records it is observed that the appellant has been informed that he had scored
122 marks in Stage 1 & not qualified for Stage 2 — Advanced Test. It is mentioned in the Advertisement
and the Question Booklet that 3 marks will be awarded for each correct answer and 1 mark will be
deducted for each incorrect answer. Question Paper booklet has already been provided to the candidate
at the time of examination, On checking and evaluation of the applicant's OMR sheet with answer keys
of Stage 1- Preliminary Test, it is again found that he has scored 122 marks in Stage 1- Preliminary Test.
Hence he has not qualified for Stage 2 — Advanced Test.

6. The RTI Act, 2005, provides Right to Information for citizens to secure access to information
under the control of public authorities. RTI is not a forum to resolve the grievances raised by the
applicant. The same is reiterated by the Central Information Commission (CIC) vide decision No.
CIC/VSIA/2015/002101/SB dated 14.06.2016.

7. Therefore, | do not see any scope for review or intervention in the Appeal.

Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the
instant Second Appeal.

Facts emerging in Course of Hearing:
The Appellant remained absent during the hearing despite prior intimation. A
written submission has been received from the Appellant dated Nil, the relevant
extract of which is as under:
H ﬁ‘lﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁﬂ'ﬁl‘ﬁaﬂ'{ A BTsel §&aT CIC/BARCM/A/2021/656809 &1
oY erer o Sl & 36 3 18/01/2023 i Feraré Y AR W IR @t IrAS £
1mn1mnzaﬂﬁﬁqﬂm%mmﬂﬁwamm%ﬁmmwm sq
HIAEH ACTH § T FA1 Igal & o S AL T8 & 35 OMR sheet Fr Fraet HrdY § Hraler Hrdy
G OMR e & i SISt gl & i 1 T FOR =Arer § Torweh FHR0T AY g1 Hre=t AT 7 HTohT
aier ST oY 1Y Rr@ré g, @rer & BARC @R 36R doft 1 3t FeateT < T o1 3T A @
3 STCet 13T TRy 3o & P A WY 31 0 ST 30 A TR 3R T 3 eI g3 E Al ey
aﬁrmmﬁﬁﬂﬁmmﬁmaﬁw& 3R STl A T TN & A A &FAT AT g, 31T A e
R R #%, v9 A 3T & & 3o A Rl w5 was

The Respondent represented by Shri V V Balaji, CPIO and CAO (A) participated in
the hearing through video conference. He reiterated his written submission dated
12.01.2023 (copy delivered to the Appellant through email) the relevant extract of
which is as under:
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(i) The Appellant had scored 122 marks in the Stage-1 and did not qualify for the
second Stage-2 Advance Test, which was reviewed and confirmed by deemed PIO.

(ii) Both PIO and Appellate Authority has provided the information as given by the
deemed PIO and for perusal of first appeal of Appellant, the OMR sheet was
rechecked and found that the Appellant had scored only 122 marks.

(i) It is also observed that stage-1 exam question paper consist 50 questions which
carry 3 marks for each totaling of 150 marks. It is also informed that 1 correct

answer carries 3 marks and 1 mark will be deducted from each wrong answer.

(iv) Itis also observed that in the application stage the applicant has mentioned that he
had scored 175 marks out of 200 marks whereas in the Appeal stage, he changed
his view and informed that he scored 165 marks out of 200 marks. Both the
statement made by the Appellant in the application stage and appeal stage are

contradictory each other.

(v) Since, the stage-1 examination was conducted for 150 marks (50 qguestions), the
claim of the appellant that he had scored more than 150 marks does not hold good.

Decision:

Keeping in view the facts of the case and the submissions made by both the
parties, the Commission is of the view that an appropriate response as per the
provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 has been provided by the Respondent. Hence, no
further intervention of the Commission is required in the instant matter. For
redressal of his grievance regarding recruitment process, the Appellant is advised
to approach an appropriate forum.

With the above observation, the instant Second Appeal stands disposed off
accordingly.

Y. K. Sinha (a1€. %. R

Chief Information Commissioner (q&% 3T AYH)

Authenticated true copy
(SIfHYHATIONT Feafad ufd)

S. K. Chitkara (q&. *. f=esm)

Dy. Registrar (37-9s(7=)
011-26186535
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