CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION
BABAGANGNATH MARG,
MUNIRKA, NEW DELHI — 110067

CICOM/A/E/25/00137
CICOM/R/E/25/00464/1

Appellant:  Shri Siddhartha Mukherjee,

1 Date of RTI Application | 23/05/2025 B
2 Date of reply of the RTI | 13/06/2025
application

CPIO(s) who furnished reply Shri Chandan Kumar, SO (Admn.)
Date of First Appeal application | 17/06/2025

Date of First Appeal receipt 17/06/2025

Date of Decision 09/07/2025

Brief description of the case:

O (n | B L

Through the first appeal, the appellant has sought to cofirm in writing whether
in the recent past the Commission had received a complait of judicial impropriety
against its Chief Information Commissioner, Shri Heeralal Samaria and if so,
certified copy of the action taken report in the matter be provided.

Reply of CPIO:

The required reply has already been given by the CPIO (Section Officer —
Admn. Section) vide letter No. 2025/CIC/Admn. / RTI dated 13.06.2025 in which
the CPIO has informed the applicant that the information sought is not clear.

Grounds of First Appeal:

Aggrieved with the reply of CPIO, the Appellant has filed First Appeal
reiterating his request to provide the requested information in the RTT application.

Decision of FAA:

Upon receipt of electronic First Appeal requesting therein to provide personal
hearing to the applicant, the First Appallate Authority considered request and
scheduled personal hearing of the applicant through video conferencing on
09.07.2025 at 1100 hrs. A communication to this effect was made to all concerned
through electronic/ physical mode. Instead of appearing before FAA through video
conferencing. the ‘appellant approached physically in the Commission’s office
without due permission. However, on the request of the appellant, the FAA allowed
the appellant to appear physically as an exception keeping in view the old age of
appellant.




While FAA granted physical personal hearing to the appellant, appellant
submitted a written submission dated 09.07.2025 reiterating his RTI application
request. The written submission was allowed to be taken on record by the FAA (copy
enclosed).

After perusal of the First Appeal, RTI application and reply of the CPIO, it
has been observed that the information given by the CPIO with respect to Admn.
Section 1s not appropriate and a vague reply has been given. Therefore, CPIO
(Admn.) CIC is directed to revisit the information and provide pointwise relevant
information within 10 days.

A copy of submission dated 09.07.2025 as referred to above is also forwarded
to FAA/ Registrar for information and necessary action.

The appeal is being disposed of accordingly.

[f'the appellant is not satisfied with this order/decision, a second appeal under
Section 19(3) of the Act may lie within 90 days of the receipt of this order to the
Central Information Commission, Baba Gang Nath Marg, Munirka, New Delhi —
110067.

y/m’\ﬁ\y{

Dated: 09.07.2025 First Appellate Officer & Joint Secretary (Admn.)

Copy to: W\Vy

1) FAA/ Registrar, CIC - for information and necessary action please.
) DS to CR (Section) — for necessary action please.
¢ 3) Central Public Information Officer, RTI Cell, Central Information

(‘a Commission, New Delhi.
60\0 4) Section Officer — (Admn.), Ceniral Information Commission, New Delhi.
Ak (051
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B written Submission for First Appeal Hearing

Before' J oult Secretary — Law & Administration, Centr. al Informatmn
Commission

" Date of Hearing: 09/07/2025 at 11:00 AM

Appellant: Siddhartha Mukherjee

RTT Application No.: CICOM/R/E/25/00464

Date of written su'b-mis.sion: 07/07/2025

1. Buckground and Context

The RTl application dated 23/05/2025 sought certified records and clarifications
regarding postponement of hearings, bench allocations, and internal CIC
protocols.

The information requested directly pertained to second appeal cases pendmg
before the CIC and concurrent judicial proceedings before the Hon'ble Delhl ngh
Court (WP{C}.4310/2025).

The. responses received from multiple CPIOs were contradlctnry and euaswe
Notably, one reply redacted my identity and declared the request unclear,
despite a clearly drafted application and attached supporting dotumentati_o_n. Co

2 Substantr’vé__'frrég_t_daﬁtr‘éé_ H;'ghﬁgﬁted in _R'H Rep!fes'

CIC’S response dated 28{05/2025 admlts that mu[tlple polnts are "‘not avallable .
on record-,” wlthout produclng any affldawt for having carried out search for the

mformation wh['ch raises sermus concerns about the Commlssmns-'record
'management_and transparency o SR

urther: adwsed inspection of records Dn!y between 3; 00—4 00 PM-on N

_workm '”dayé, effectwelv delaying : access to tlmely mformanon desplte urgency_ o
'arlsmg from Jud:mal proceedmgs. S

CIRCULAR "dated 22/07f2016 {annexed |n the uploaded ﬂle) stfpulates__'____.._"




procedural grievances, especially when the documents under scrutiny concern
high-fevel institutional conduct.

4. Prayer and Relief Sought

« That the Hon'ble Appellate Authority take cognizance of conflicting replies,
procedural fapses, and the apparent opacity in allocatlon and schedulmg of
appeals.

« That my request for in-person appearance be respectfully raconsidered in view
of the gravity of the matter and its implications for judicial proceedings
underway.

» That a consolidated, unambiguous, and certified response be issued in line with
Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, accompanied by reasons for record unavailability and
postponemeant decisions,

5. Conceaiment of information Regarding Judicial Impropriety Aflegations
= Aspart of the RTi Application, | speciﬂca]ly sought confirmation as to whether the

Commission had received any complaint pertaining to judicial impropriety
involving the Chief Information Commissioner Shri Heeralal Samaria, and if so,

requested a certified copy of the action taken report. This was important as | had -

specifically requested the Chief Information Commissioner’s recusal as the

~ complaint under consideration involved the same partiesi.e. HPCL during hearing
into my cases involving HPCL but he not only.refused to recuse himself but went
on to pass mechanical one sided orders into my cases which are presently under
chaltenged before Delhi High Court.

+ Despite the sensitivity and gravity of this query, both demgnated CPIOs failed to
offer any response. whatsoever, Such s;lence on .an. Issue of mst:tutional.
accountability is dlsturbmg arid deeply contrarv to the very ethos of'

- transparency that the CIC is mandated to° uphold:
It is beyond reasonable comprefiension that the apex RT body-—-tasked Wlth_
: safeguarding the publ[CS right to- informatlon' -would wiltfully ignore a'direct

raising legitimate concerns about deliberate : siippression of relevant facts.
~ The Commission’s silence in this matter evokes serious apprehensmn under the

‘the CIC must demcnstrate he:ghtened objectwlty and pmcedural |ntegnty, not
'_ mst;tutsonal e.'suon. . -

= and specific query related to allegations agalnst its hlghest office bearer, thereby N

prmcuple of ~ ‘nemo Iudex In causa sua ~=no. o c‘:j.-_-should be-a judge in thelr Own
'.._'cause ‘When, questlcms of Jmproprtety arise against its own highest. functlona ry, -




