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ि�तीय अपील सं�या / Second Appeal No.  CIC/NFCOM/A/2021/800056 

        
Shri Ganesh Sunil Jagdale          … अपीलकता�/Appellant  

VERSUS/बनाम 
 

PIO/Industrial Relations Officer 
Department of Atomic Energy 
Through: Shri D Srinivas Rao - CPIO 
 

   …	ितवादीगण /Respondent 

 

Date of Hearing : 11.01.2023 

Date of Decision : 19.01.2023 

Chief Information Commissioner : Shri Y. K. Sinha 

 
Relevant facts emerging from appeal: 

 

RTI application filed on : 29.09.2021 

PIO replied on : 29.10.2021 

First Appeal filed on : - 

First Appellate Order on : - 
2ndAppeal/complaint received on : 02.12.2021 
 

Information sought and background of the case: 
 

The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 29.09.2021 which was responded to 
by the CPIO, Relations Officer, Department of Atomic Energy as under:- 

 

 
 

The Appellant filed a First Appeal dated 29.10.2021 which was disposed off vide 
order dated 17.11.2021 in the following manner:  
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Aggrieved and dissatisfied, the Appellant approached the Commission with the 
instant Second Appeal. 
 
Facts emerging in Course of Hearing: 
Comments dated 05.01.2023 have been received from CPIO – Admn. Officer-III 
reiterating the above facts and adding that the FAA had furnished another reply 
dated 12.11.2021 explaining the Appellant as follows:  

  
 
Hearing is held through video conference upon serving notice of hearing in 
advance to both parties. Respondent alone is present for the hearing, while the 
Appellant has neither attended the hearing nor sent any submission explaining 
the cause of his absence. 

 
  Decision: 

Perusal of the submission sent by the Respondent reveals that information as 
defined under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act has been duly provided by the PIO, well 
within the mandated time frame. The Appellant has neither explained the cause 
of his dissatisfaction in the Appeal nor has he appeared to contest the case.  
 
Considering the fact that information stands disseminated by the public 
authority no cause of action subsists under the RTI Act for further adjudication.  
 
The appeal is disposed off accordingly.  
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