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DEEPAK KUMAR . Petitioner
Through:  Ms. Vrinda Bhandari, Ms. Vanshita
Gupta, Advs.
Versus
CENTRAL PUBLIC INFORMATION OFFICER & ANR.
..... Respondents
Through:  Mr. Abhishek Saket (SPCG), Mr.
Kamal Deep (GP) along with Mr.
Manish Madhukar, Mr. Abhigyan,
Advs.
CORAM:

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN DATTA

SACHIN DATTA, J. (ORAL)

1. The present petition has been filed by the petitioner being aggrieved
by an order dated 19.03.2018 passed by the Central Information
Commission (CIC) in second appeal bearing no. CIC/CNISE/A/2017/
31437372 in the context of an RTI Application dated 20.06.2016.

2. Vide the said RTI Application the petitioner sought the following
information:-

a) What are the marks obtained by Roll No. 1541067815 in the written
examination conducted under CISF H/C (Min)-2015?

b) A copy of the answer key for the written examination conducted on
12.06.2016 under CISF H/C (Min)-2015 should be provided.

c) What is the procedure of the board (based on the above-mentioned
examination in sequence) for preparing the merit list for final
selection?”

3. The above information was sought by the petitioner in the background
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of the petitioner applying for the post of Head Constable (Ministerial) in
CISE. The petitioner appeared in the written exam that was held in 2015 in
connection with the same.

4. In the impugned order, the CIC relied upon Section 24 of the RTI Act,
2002 to uphold the denial of the information to the petitioner.

5. It 1s noticed that the petitioner has resorted to filing multiple RTI
applications on the same subject matter.

6. By way of an RTI Application dated 21.02.2022 filed as Annexure-13

to the present petition, the petitioner sought the following information: -

“(1) Information regarding the passing marks and cut-off marks of
the CISF-2015 H/C (Min) Written examination.

(2) A copy of the merit list.

(3) Information regarding the marks obtained by roll number
1541067815 and a certified copy of the OMR sheet.

(4) Information regarding the marks obtained by all selected
candidates.”

7. It is seen that the information sought by virtue of the RTI Application
dated 21.02.2022 is identical in terms to the RTI Application dated
20.06.2016.

8. In the context of denial of information pursuant to the RTI
Application dated 21.02.2022, this Court vide order dated 18.12.2024 in
W.P(C) 17432/2024 filed by the same petitioner held as under:-

“4. The Petitioner filed an application under the Right to Information
Act, 2005 on 21" February, 2022 seeking information from Central Public
Information Officer, Central Industrial Security Force. When the
information was denied, the Petitioner preferred an appeal to the First
Appellate Authority and then to the Central Information Commission. The
second appeal has been decided under the impugned order dated 22nd
March, 2023. The translated copy filed by the Petitioner reads as follows:

"Central Information Commission
Baba Gangnath Marg, Munirka
New Delhi- 110067
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Second Appeal No. CIC/CISFOLA/2022/618319

Shri Deepak Kumar

VERSUS

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Central Industrial Security Force,

Ministry of Home Affairs, New Delhi .. Respondent
Through: Shri Surendra Sonkaria -Deputy

Commandant and

Shri Ram Prakash- Inspector

Date of Hearing: 20.03.2003

Date of Decision: 22.03.2023

Chief Information Commissioner: Shri Y. K, Sinha
Appellant

Relevant Facts Related to the Appeal..

Date of Filing of RTI Application: 21.02.2022

Date of Response by the Public Information Officer: 23.03.2022
Date of Filing First Appeal: 23.03.2022

Date of Order of the First Appellate Authority: 28.03.2022
Date of Receipt of Second Appeal / Complaint: 30.03.2022
Information Sought and Background of the Case:

The appellant, on 21.02.2022, filed an application under the Right to
Information Act seeking information on the following 04 points:

" is respectfully submitted that I am a candidate for the Constable (Min)
Examination 2015 and allege irregularities, human rights violations, and
corruption in the said examination. Therefore, the authority is obligated to
provide me with the following information:

(1) Information regarding the passing marks and cut-off marks of the
CISF-2015 H/C (Min) written examination.

(2) A copy of the merit list.

(3) Information regarding the marks obtained by roll number 1541067815
and a certified copy of the OMR sheet.

(4) Information regarding the marks obtained by all selected
candidates.”

The Public Information Officer / Deputy Inspector General,
Central Industrial Security Force, New Delhi, via letter dated 23.03.2022,
provided the following response:

“02. As intimated vide this Directorate letter No. (730) dated
25.02.2022 and of even No. (969) dated 15.03.2022, we regret that the
information sought by you, cannot be provided under RTI Act 2005, as
Section 24 read with second schedule of the Act exempts CISF from
providing information except for the cases of corruption & human rights
violation. The information sought by you does not fall precisely within the

Digitally
By:ABHISHEK THAKUR
Signing Date:15.04.2025
06:12:34

Signature Not Verified W.P.(C) 4516/2025 Page 3 of 6
o
5



2025 10HC : 2551

ambit of the two categories mentioned above.”

Dissatisfied with the response received from the Central Public
Information Olfficer, the appellant filed the First Appeal on 23.03.2022.
The First Appellate Authority / Inspector General, Central Industrial
Security Force, through its order dated 28.03.2022, stated as follows:

“02. As intimated vide letter of even No. (730) dated
25.02.2022, we regret that the information sought by you, cannot
be provided under RTI Act 2005, as Section 24 read with second
schedule of the Act exempts CISF from providing information
except for the cases of corruption & human rights violation. The
information sought by you does not fall precisely within the ambit
of the two categories mentioned above.”

Being aggrieved and dissatisfied, the appellant filed a second appeal
before the Commission.

Facts that emerged during the hearing:

A written submission dated 01.03.2023 was received from the
Central Public Information Officer, reiterating the aforementioned facts.

Both parties were duly notified regarding the matter, and a
hearing was scheduled via video conference. Both parties participated in
the hearing through video conferencing, and it was noted that similar
queries had been raised earlier by the same appellant through an RTI
application dated 16.10.2016, which had resulted in the filing of a second
appeal bearing number CIC/CNISF/A/2017/314372. This appeal was duly
adjudicated by the coordinated bench through its order dated 19.03.2018.
Decision:

In light of the fact that a previous second appeal
[CIC/CNISF/A/2017/314372] filed by the same appellant on a similar
subject matter was already adjudicated by the Commission through its
order dated 19.03.2018, no fresh adjudication on the same matter is
deemed necessary.

Since the original matter has already been duly decided once,
undertaking a fresh adjudication on the same issue would be redundant
and legally impermissible. The appeal is accordingly disposed of.

Y.K. Sinha
Chief Information Commissioner”

5. As can be seen from the above, the decision for denial of the
information as upheld by the CIC is that the CISF is exempted under
Section 24 read with Second Schedule of the RTI Act from providing
information except in cases of corruption and violation of human rights.

Digitally
By:ABHISHEK THAKUR
Signing Date:15.04.2025
06:12:34

Signatqpe'No Verified WP.(C) 4516/2025 Page 4 0f6
gn,‘
5



2025 10HC : 2551

6. Ms. Vrinda Bhandari, counsel for the Petitioner, acknowledges the fact
that the information sought by the Petitioner does not pertain to
corruption or human rights violation, nonetheless, she argues that in
similar circumstances, CIC has taken a different view and places reliance
on the decision in Pankaj Kumar v. Central Public Information Officer,
Directorate General of Sashastra Seema Bal. 3

7. However, in the opinion of the Court, since the Respondent organization
is exempted under Section 24 read with Second Schedule of the RTI Act,
the view taken by the CIC in the instant case is within the framework of the
statute. Therefore, judicial intervention is not warranted.

8. In view of the foregoing, the Court finds no ground to interfere in the
present matter and accordingly, the present petition, along with pending
applications, is dismissed.”

9. The above reasoning/conclusion of a Coordinate Bench of this Court
in W.P (C) 17432/2024, in the context of identical RTT application filed by
the same petitioner, is binding on this Court. It is notable that an LPA filed
by the petitioner against the aforesaid order dated 18.12.2024 passed in W.P
(C) 17432/2024 was disposed of by the Division Bench of this Court vide
order dated 20.02.2025 passed in LPA 128/2025. The same does not
interfere with the view taken in the order dated 18.12.2024. Moreover, the
same takes note of the fact that multiple RTI applications have been filed by
the petitioner. It has been specifically observed by the Division Bench as

under:-

“7. We are in complete agreement with the order passed by the learned
Single judge. Accordingly, no interference in the order under challenge
herein passed by learned Single Judge warranted.”

10.  The Division Bench also took note of the practice, adopted by the
petitioner, of filing multiple RTT Applications in respect of the same subject

matter. In that context it was observed as under:-

“6. If such a course is permitted, in our opinion the same may entail
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unending process of making applications under the Right to
Information Act which is not permissible under the scheme of the said

Act.”
11. In the above circumstances, this Court is not inclined to entertain the

present petition. The same is consequently dismissed.

SACHIN DATTA, J
APRIL 8, 2025/uk
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