
RTI Appeals & its orders, received by GIC during the FY 2021-22 

Appeal No. Appeal Text and Order 

GICOI/A/E/21/00002 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 03.04.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 28.03.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 03.03.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 27" April 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. The Appellant 

participated in the hearing through tele-conference at 11.01 AM on the cell Number XXXXXX The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was 

also taken on call thereafter for the hearing. 

   

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 03.03.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 28.03.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 03.04.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal: Provided Incomplete, Misleading or False Information 

Text of Appeal: In the reply to query no 1, it is mentioned that, “Yes, the Chairman-cum-Managing Director (CMD) is treated as Government Servant.” 

Further, in reply to query no 2 it is stated as under:- 

“The CMD is appointed by the President of India as per Article 84 of the “Memorandum of Association and Articles of Association” of the General 

Insurance Corporation of India. The excerpt from Articles of Association for remuneration of CMD (Page 35) is attached herewith.” 

It may be kindly brought to your attention that reference to Article 84 of Memorandum of Association and Articles of Association” of the General 

Insurance Corporation of India is an internal document which stipulates procedure of appointment of Chairman-cum-Managing Director (CMD). On 

the basis of that it would be wrong to conclude that CMD is to be treated as Government Servant. As such the reply is incomplete. 

Kindly provide document in the nature of an act of parliament, articles of the Constitution of India, reference to any Government Office Order or Office 

Memorandum or any Gazette Notification issued by the Government. 



Again reply to query no 5 & 6 is incomplete as it is not clarified who pays the pension, gratuity and leave encashment at the time of retirement. From 

the reply it is not clear whether Government of India bears the cost or the same is borne by GIC RE. Kindly, therefore, clarify the factual position. 

Also the relevant document on the basis of which pension, gratuity and leave encashment is paid as applicable to “Government Servant” is not 

provided. Kindly, therefore, provide document in the nature of an act of parliament, articles of the Constitution of India, reference to any Government 

Office Order or Office Memorandum or any Gazette Notification issued by the Government.  

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a point-wise response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 03.04.2021 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO humbly submits the below query-wise contentions.  

 

Responses to Query 1 and 2: Government of India Notification dated 17.12.2019 published in the Official Gazette for appointment of the incumbent 

CMD is enclosed herewith. 

Response to Query 5: Excerpt of Paragraph 54B and clause (k) of Paragraph 2 of General Insurance (Employees') Pension Scheme, 1995 framed by the 

Central Government under GIBN Act, 1972 and amended from time to time are enclosed. Cost of pension is borne by the company. 

Response to Query 6:   

w.r.t Gratuity to CMD:  Excerpt of Paragraph 10 of General Insurance (Rationalization of Pay Scales and Other Conditions of Service of Officers) Scheme, 

1975 framed by the Central Government under GIBN Act, 1972 and amended from time to time has been provided with the RTI reply dated 28.03.2021. 

w.r.t Leave Encashment to CMD: Excerpt of Sub-paragraph 5(a) of Paragraph 4 of General Insurance (Termination, Superannuation and Retirement 

of Officers and Development Staff) Scheme, 1976 framed by the Central Government under GIBN Act, 1972 and amended from time to time is enclosed. 

Cost of gratuity and leave encashment are borne by the company. 

 

FAA: 

On perusal of the submitted documents, it may be noted that ‘Government Servant’ is not defined in any of them, but the benefits conferred to CMD 

are equivalent to the benefits conferred to a Government servant and paid by the Corporation. A copy of the submitted documents is enclosed 

herewith for 

reference. 

 

Clearly the Government of India derives the power to appoint CMD from article 84 of Memorandum &  Articles of Association of GIC of India. On 

checking with CPIO, she informs that there are no documents which confirms that CMD is a government servant. In the absence of any documents 



FAA assumes that CMD cannot be termed as Government servant, however his remunerations are equivalent to government servant and is paid by 

General Insurance Corporation of India. This sufficiently addresses the points raised in this Appeal.  

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/E/21/00003 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 14.04.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 08.04.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 29.03.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:30 A.M. 27" April 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. The Appellant 

was called on Phone Number xxxxxx at 11.28 AM, 11.30 AM & 11.31 AM. The first call was picked up, but sound clarity was not there. The other two 

calls went unanswered. The appellant could not communicate telephonically. There after The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was 

heard.   

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 29.03.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 08.04.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 14.04.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal: Provided Incomplete, Misleading or False Information 

Text of Appeal: sir/madam, cutoff provided by you available under selection list. kindly provide total marks for cutoff. is it exam based cutoff 136/150? 

or exam + group discussion +interview based cutoff 136/200. 20 marks for group discussion and 30 marks for interview. kindly provide last candidate 

marks for selection post interview out of 200 marks. thank you.  

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a point-wise response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 14.04.2021. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 



CPIO humbly submits that the information sought in the original RTI query was regarding the final cut off for General and OBC category in the 

Recruitment of Scale I Officers 2018 (General stream). It may be clarified that final cut off is the cut off for final selection (taking into account marks 

obtained in written examination, Interview and Group Discussions) to the post of Assistant Manager in GIC Re and therefore, the final cut off is out of 

200 marks.  

 

CPIO reiterates the original reply and the final cut offs are again produced below: 

a. General-136/200 

b. OBC-128.25/200 

 

The second part of the appeal seeks the marks of last candidate who has been selected which is a new set of information which was not sought in the 

original RTI Application. Hence, not tenable.  

 

FAA: 

 

FAA is satisfied with the contentions of CPIO, but in the spirit of RTI sought confirmation for the second part and CPIO confirms that the cut off marks 

are that of the last candidates selected in General & OBCcategories.  

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms.  

GICOI/A/E/21/00004 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 15.04.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 08.04.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 20.03.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 7th May 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for ‘Appeal hearing over telephone’ only. The 

Appellant was called on Phone Number xxxxxx at 11.01 AM where no one picked up the call. However, there was a immediate call back from someone 

in the household saying that Ricky [the Appellant] is in the class room.  There after The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was heard.    

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 20.03.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 08.04.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 15.04.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 



Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal: Refused access to Information Requested. 

Text of Appeal: Number of vacancy under general stream (category wise) NOTE-As I belong to OBC category, why would a candidate apply if there are 

no vacancy of that particular category. Rs. 1000 was taken as application for the same. It is large amount. 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 15.04.2021. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO reiterates the original reply that, the reservation is on the total number of vacancies of 44. There is no stream wise reservation. The reservation 

is subject to availability of eligible candidates in particular stream. Wherever reserved candidates are available for particular stream, the vacancies will 

be filled up on basis merit of marks obtained. Reservation is applied across overall vacancies of all streams. 

Therefore, CPIO humbly denies the allegations of “refused access to Information requested”. 

The later part of the Appeal is a rhetorical question which warrants no comments of CPIO. 

FAA: 

 

FAA confirms from CPIO about the category-wise vacancies and is satisfied with the contentions of CPIO. It appears that the query was sufficiently 

addressed in the CPIOs reply and the information is sought is not refused by CPIO.  

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/E/21/00005 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 25.05.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 07.05.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 14.04.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 15th June 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for ‘Appeal hearing over telephone’ only. The 

appellate authority called up Appellant at Cell number xxxxxx at 11.01 AM today for 2 minutes & 33 seconds. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika 

Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was online/ present for the hearing.     

 



ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 14.04.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 07.05.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 25.05.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal: Any Other ground. 

Text of Appeal: Respected Sir/Madam, This is in reference of your reply to my RTI dated 7.05.2021. I am not satisfied with the answer of my first 

question .i.e- How many candidates have applied for the scale 1 officer general stream? I want category wise answer i.e for General, OBCs, SC, ST and 

PwBD, Girls candidates applied in officer scale 1 in general stream? 

 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 25.05.2021. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO humbly submits that the information sought in the RTI Application only the number of candidates applied for general stream was sought and 

hence, the reply was given accordingly. 

 

The Appellant is seeking additional set of information in the Appeal which is not tenable. However, the information as available with the source 

department is given below: 

 

The category wise number of applications received for general stream are: 

 

POST SC ST OBC EWS GENERAL PwBD* TOTAL 

GENERAL 34135 8978 18308 3157 23676 1904 88254 

*horizontal reservation 

 

FAA: 

 



It appears that the original query was addressed in the CPIOs reply dated 07.05.2021 itself, moreover the additional information sought in this Appeal 

is also furnished upholding the spirit of the Act.  

 

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/E/21/00006 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 02.06.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 29.05.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 01.05.2021. The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:30 A.M. 15th June 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were 

intimated to participate in the hearing through RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 

‘Appeal hearing over telephone’ only. The Appellant did not participate initially in the hearing through tele-conference despite the intimation to 

participate in the hearing. The appellate authority called the appellant at Cell Number xxxxxx twice at 11.20 AM & once at 11.32 AM but the 

recorded message in Bengali said that it was outside the network coverage area on the first two occasions but was answered at 11.32 AM. The 

Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was online for the hearing. 

 

ORDER 

 

The RTI Application dated 01.05.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 29.05.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 02.06.2021 are perused. 

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC 

has given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal. 

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer: 

Ground for Appeal: Provided Incomplete, Misleading or False Information 

 

Text of Appeal: The information requested in this RTI is only related to the full time and permanent employees of a particular department in GIC Re, 

it has nothing to do with any 3rd party information. The information requested here is for all your permanent employees working in a particular 

department as on date and RTI Act of 2005 does not exempt you from sharing these details, not sharing these details this is a clear violation of RTI 

Act in itself. 

 

Please share the list of all the Deputy Managers currently working in Finance and Accounts department of General Insurance Corporation of India 

(GIC Re). I will need the following details: 

1) Employee Name 

2) Employee's Manager Name 



3) Employee date of joining 

4) Employee current salary per month 

5) Employee office / work location 

6) Any medical benefits these employees are entitled / opted for 

 

FAA: 

 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 02.06.2021. 

 

Contentions of CPIO: 

 

CPIO reiterates and stands by responses in the reply dated 29.05.2021. Moreover, CPIO humbly submits that the response to the RTI Application was 

given with a fair understanding of the RTI Act, 2005 and after due consideration of the provisions of the Act and their diligent application in the 

present case. 

 

Section 2 [n] defines "third party" – as “a person other than the citizen making a request for information and includes a public authority.” Section 2[h] 

defines public authority as under - "public authority" means any authority or body or institution of self government established or constituted— 

(a) by or under the Constitution; 

(b) by any other law made by Parliament; 

(c) by any other law made by State Legislature; 

(d) by notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government, 

 

and includes any— 

(i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed; 

(ii) non-Government organisation substantially financed, directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government;  

 

Therefore, it can be deduced that the employees of a public authority though full time and permanent, are third parties as per Section 2[n] of the 

Act. 

 

In common parlance, the details sought by the Appellant in under points 1 to 6 fall under the expression “personal information”. However, the 

information sought has been disbursed or exempted on application of RTI Act, 2005. The information sought in points 4 and 6, in regard to salary 

and medical benefits respectively have been furnished as per the provisions of the Act. 



It is also submitted that what qualifies personal information may differ in each matter hence decided on case-to case basis taking into consideration 

the unique nature of the information sought. 

 

In the matter of Canara Bank v. C.S. Shyam & Anr. Civil Appeal No.22 OF 2009, it is observed that - “information pertaining to the date of 

his/her(public officer) joining, details of promotion earned, date of his/her joining to the Branch where he/she is posted etc. is personal in nature; 

and, is exempted from being disclosed under Section 8(1)(j) of the Act.” 

 

In Thalappalam Service Coop. Bank v. State of Kerala, [2013] 16Scc 82, Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that in respect of third party information, 

public authority can divulge such information to an applicant under RTI Act. If the following circumstances are met: firstly, if the information asked for 

is not barred by Sections 8 [1][a] to 8[1][j], RTI Act and secondly, if the public authority is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure 

of such information, that too, for reasons to be recorded in writing. 

 

In the matter of Girish Ramachandra Deshpande v Central Information Commission SLP(C) No. 27734 of 2012 Hon’ble Supreme Court observed as 

under –  

“13...... Of course, in a given case, if the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer of the Appellate Authority is 

satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information, appropriate orders could be passed but the petitioner cannot claim 

those details as a matter of right.” Hence, it can be said that the onus to convince/ convey the CPIO that there is greater public interest involved lies 

on the Appellant. 

 

In the absence of larger public interest, it is felt that the disclosure of such information may cause unwarranted invasion of privacy of the employees. 

Therefore, the allegations made against the CPIO are humbly denied. 

 

FAA: 

 

FAA tried to elicit as to what larger public interest will be served by the information sought, the Appellant informed that he has a right to get the 

Names, Date of Joining, there supervisors name etc. as other companies have given him without explaining as to what larger public interest it will 

serve. 

 

It is stated that out of the two conflicting rights [i.e., right to information and right to withhold] which has to be given primacy depends on the larger 

public interest. 

 

Having gone through the original queries FAA is satisfied with CPIOs contention except the fact that Number of Deputy Managers in Finance and 

Accounts department can be given. 



 

CPIO informs that there are 21 Deputy Managers in Finance & Accounts department. 

 

In consideration with the CPIOs contentions and the various judgements of Hon’ble Supreme Court, it appears that the original queries were 

sufficiently addressed in the CPIOs reply dated 29.05.2021 in consideration of the provisions of RTI Act, 2005 

 

ORDER. 

 

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/P/21/00001 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 26.05.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 05.05.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 07.04.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 1st July 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for ‘Appeal hearing over telephone’ only. The First 

Appellate Authority called the appellant on the mobile number xxxxxx which was provided in the Application /Appeal. As the given mobile number 

appears wrong two more combinations of the number have been tried like xxxxxx, where the subscriber was not available, and another combination 

of number xxxxxx was tried which is somebody else’s mobile number. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was online for the hearing. 

Therefore, the hearing was held exparte.    

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 07.04.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 05.05.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 26.05.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal:  





 

Text of Appeal:  



 

 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 26.05.2021. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO reiterates and stands by responses in the reply dated 05.05.2021 and humbly denies the allegations raised in main points 1& 2 against CPIO.  

 

In the brief facts, the appellant states the inferences drawn from the information provided in response to the RTI Application which warrants no 

comments.  

 



The prayer part of appeal, form points e to h are new set of information sought by the appellant in the appeal stage, therefore not tenable.  

 

Moreover, to summarize the queries from a to h of the RTI Application, the information sought was the complete file maintained by GIC Re w.r.t 

Appellant’s Grievance Complaint Ref: XXXXXX dated 09.12.2020. CPIO submits that all the queries of the RTI Application were duly replied and all the 

records maintained in GIC Re were given to the appellant.   

 

FAA: 

It is observed that the information sought in the RTI Application has been duly replied by the CPIO. It is reiterated that RTI is a forum to seek 

information, though new information is sought in the First Appeal the same is provided in the spirit of the RTI Act.  

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/E/21/00007 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 18.06.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 18.06.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 07.06.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:30 A.M. 1 July 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. The First 

Appellate Authority called the Appellant on the given mobile no. xxxxxx, but call was not taken but later the Appellant called back and participated in 

the hearing. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was online.     

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 07.06.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 18.06.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 18.06.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal: Provided Incomplete, Misleading or False Information 

Text of Appeal: Respected sir, Reply is not satisfactory as if information not available then they must transfer my RTI to come concerned branch 

undersection 6(3) of RTI act as my resources feels that there is big scam in providing insurance claims. Kindly instruct accordingly. Regards for 

Appellants' contentions during Hearing: The Application may be transferred if the information is not 



available with CPIO. 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 18.06.2021. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO humbly denies all the allegations. CPIO reiterates and stands by responses in the reply dated  

18.06.2021.  

 

First query in the RTI Application is produced below  –  

 

“How many vehicles have been registered in Dehradun RTO by showing the address of Care off or through other address which is insured by your 

company” 

 

The following queries, queries 2 & 3 are also closely related to the subject of first query. 

 

CPIO submits that though the information sought by the applicant is sure to be held by another public authority or private entities or the subject 

matter more closely pertains to their functions the following factors are considered.  

 

There are 34 general insurance companies in the insurance industry which have business in Dehradun. CPIO cannot differentiate as to which company, 

precisely public authority, holds the information sought. Moreover, the information sought could be held by both public and private general insurance 

companies in parts. Neither is Dehradun RTO available on RTI MIS portal nor the details of CPIO of Dehradun RTO is available on their website. 

 

In the Second Appeal before CIC in R.S.Gupta v. LG Office (CIC/SA/A/2016/001483), CIC quoted and 

reasoned that –   

“RTI Act, 2005 is silent on what to do when a public authority receives request for information not concerning with or not in its control.” 

Full Bench of the hon’ble CIC in Ketan Kantilal Modi vs Central Board of Excise and Customs (CIC/AT/A/2008/01280) elaborately discussed the 

above question.  

“49. The expression “concerned public authority” implies that, that public authority should be holding the information which the petitioner 

sought as per Section 2(j) of the RTI Act, which states that right to information means "the right to information accessible under this Act 

which is held by or under the control of any public authority.". 

Section 6 (1)  its expression 'concerned public authority' ⎯ becomes clearer when read in conjunction with Section 2(j) of the Act. 



50.   According to the Appellate Authority, an application, which is not filed before the 'concerned   public authority' holding 

the information, is not a valid RTI application under 

Section 6(1) of the RTI Act.” 

Full Bench of the Commission finally concluded - 

“54. We, therefore, hold that a petitioner is obliged under Section 6(1) to file his RTI application before the CPIO of the public authority 

which is the "concerned public authority", which holds the information within the meaning of Section 2(j) of the Act.” 

 

Therefore, it was not practically possible to invoke Sec 6(3) of the Act to transfer the RTI Application. 

 

FAA: 

FAA conveyed the Appellant that there are multiple insurance companies which 

are not even public authorities but have motor vehicle insurance business. There are only 4 public 

sector insurance companies which may have part information. 

 

Appellants' contentions: It is requested to transfer at least to the 4 public sector insurance companies 

which may have information. 

 

FAA: 

The very purpose of this Sub section 6(3) is not only for effecting proper, timely & sure supply of information, but also to arrange the possible 

convenience to the Citizens/Applicants under the Act. 

 

FAA believes that CPIO has made reasonable enquiry before replying to the original RTI Application, 

however, in the spirit of RTI Act, it is directed to transfer the RTI Application to the 4 Public Sector 

General Insurance Companies namely, New India Assurance Company Ltd., National Insurance 

Company Limited, Oriental Insurance Company Limited., and United India Insurance Company 

Limited. 

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms.  

GICOI/A/E/21/00008 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 21.06.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 18.06.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 30.05.2021.    



The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 12:00 P.M. 1st July 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for ‘Appeal hearing over telephone’ only. The First 

Appellate Authority called the Appellant at 12.02 pm on the given mobile number xxxxxx, the line was busy. The second time at 12.10 pm Appellant 

took the call and participated in the hearing. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was online for the hearing.   

  

ORDER   

  

The RTI Application dated 30.05.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 18.06.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 21.06.2021 are perused.     

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.    

  

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:      

Ground for Appeal: Refused access to Information Requested  

 

Text of Appeal: Kindly provide the information as requested in RTI application at the earliest.  

 

Information Sought in RTI Application: Kindly provide copies of all the documents regarding action taken and process of my case correspondence and 

noting portion of my file in the office of GIC HOUSING FINANCE Barasat Branch,Kailash bhawan,74/38, Jessore  road,Kolkata-700127,for the period 

May 2018 to Till date. Customer ID : xxxxxx - Loan Account No. xxxxxx.  

My self xxxxxx s/o xxxxxx You are requested to provide the information through email id xxxxxx as per the RTI Act and rules within 30 days.  

 

Appellants’ contentions during the Hearing: Public authority includes any body owned, controlled or financed by public authority even if its 42%.  

 

FAA:  

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 21.06.2021.  

 

Contentions of CPIO:   

  

CPIO reiterates and stands by responses in the reply dated 18.06.2021 that “GIC Housing Finance Limited” is not a subsidiary / sister company of 

General Insurance Corporation of India.”  

  

Moreover, CPIO made reasonable enquiries w.r.t the status of GIC Housing Finance Limited. if it was a public authority or not.   

  



It is apprised that the Hon’ble Central Information Commission in the matter of Shri Nisar Ahmed Shaikh & Ors. vs LIC Housing Finance Limited, LIC 

Mutual Fund and GIC Housing Finance Limited on 28 October, 2009 held that GIC Housing Finance Limited is a Public Authority under RTI Act, 2005. 

[Reference link - https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1796198/].  

  

GIC Housing Finance (GICHFL) has moved the Bombay HC against an order of the Central Information Commission (CIC), where the Hon’ble High Court 

vide its order dated 23.09.2009 has stayed the order of CIC. A copy of the Hon’ble High Court is attached herewith. Hence, matter in issue i.e., “whether 

GIC Housing Finance Limited is a public authority or not”, is still pending before the Mumbai High Court as on date.  

  

As on date GIC Housing Finance Limited neither comes under the ambit of RTI Act nor it has a CPIO.   

  

Therefore, there is no scope for transfer of RTI Application as per sec 6(3) of the Act.   

  

FAA:  

FAA concurs with the views of CPIO. As per Sec 2(j) of the Act "right to information" means the right to information accessible under this Act which is 

held by or under the control of any public authority.  

  

ORDER.     

   

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms.  

GICOI/A/E/21/00009 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 05.10.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 17.09.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 31.08.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 22 October 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. After the 

scheduled time, FAA called the Appellant at 11.45 am. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC was present for the hearing.     

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 31.08.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 17.09.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 05.10.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.   

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     



Ground for Appeal: No Response Within the Time Limit 

Text of Appeal: Kindly tell me my score in GIC Re prelims held on 29th August 2021.... And my rank in my category. My details are as follows :  

Roll number - xxxxxx Reg num : xxxxxx 

Information Sought in RTI Application: Kindly tell me my score (Overall and Subject wise) in phase 1 written examination of GIC Re scale-1 conducted 

on 29th August 2021. Also tell me my overall rank as well as in my category in phase 1. My Roll number xxxxxx. Registration number xxxxxx. Supporting 

documents has been attached. 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 21.06.2021. 

 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO humbly denies the appellant’s allegation mentioned in the ground for Appeal, “No Response Within the Time Limit” and confirms that the reply 

was given within the time limit of 30 days as prescribed under section 7(1) of RTI Act, 2005.  

 

The chronological event of the RTI Application/CPIO Reply is as below:  

 

RTI Application of XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX received by GIC via RTI MIS :  31.08.2021 

30 days of time limit u/s 7(1) of RTI Act, 2005 expires on:   29.09.2021 

CPIO’s reply uploaded on RTI MIS portal:     17.09.2021  

 

As per the above dates, CPIO states that the reply was given on 17th September 2021 which is the 18th days of receipt of RTI Application within the 

statutory time limit of 30 days. The Application was received online on portal and hence reverted through the RTI MIS portal. The Action History report 

on the RTI MIS portal is humbly submitted for reference.  

 

Further to the query in RTI Appeal, CPIO reiterates and stands with the RTI reply dated 17.09.2021 now that the results of online written exam were 

announced on 20.10.2021. Applicant is advised to check our website www.gicofindia.com for results link wherein the results can be accessed by 

entering the details like Roll No. and DOB. A screenshot of the same is given below. 

 



 
 

 

Moreover, in the matter of Shri Ramesh Chandra Sharma vs National Highway Authority of India, Dehradun [Appeal No. CIC/ YA/A/2015/002732/MP; 

Appeal No. CIC/ YA/A/2016/000983/MP] before CIC, it was upheld that CPIO is not obliged to give information under the RTI Act, where the same is 

already available in the public domain.   

 

In addition to the above, rank is given only to those meritorious candidates who have been called for GD and Interview.  

 

FAA: 

FAA asked contentions of the Appellant over the telephone call and the Appellant contended that as 

the results were notified the queries were addressed.  

 

FAA heard both the parties and concurs with the views of CPIO. As per Sec 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, 

the reply was given within the time limit and the Appellant may follow GIC's website  

www.gicofindia.com for further updates regarding the results.    

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 



GICOI/A/E/21/00010 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 13.11.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 02.11.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 18.10.2021 which was received by us on 21.10.2021 through post.    

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 6" December 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing 

through RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. The 

First Appellate Authority waited for Appellants' telephone call and then called Appellant on his Mobile with number - xxxxxx. Both the Appellant and 

the Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC participated in the hearing.      

  

ORDER   

  

The RTI Application dated 18.10.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 02.11.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 13.11.2021 are perused.     

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal.  

  

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:      

Ground for Appeal: Refused access to Information Requested  

 

Text of Appeal: The Company has denied information on ground of commercial confidence. This is wrong. The Company holds more than 1% shares in 

some of the Companies (as filed with Stock Exchanges), from where it is clear that the Company has made investments which have turned to zero or 

near zero value in a number of cases. This cannot be just a lack of commercial judgment in so many cases. The Company may not have a good 

investment policy, or may not have followed the policy, leading to loss of public money. I have therefore asked for the above information.  

 

Information Sought in RTI Application dated 18.10.2021:   

Query 1: Approved Policy document and other relevant internal guideline for making investment of Shareholders'/Policy holders' fund in Listed or 

Unlisted Equity Shares.  

Query 2: Rationale (or investment note by whatever name called) for each investment made in listed or unlisted Equity Shares held as investment as 

on 30.09.2021. (To further clarify, i do not need rationale for investment for all shares which may have been already divested (sold off) as on 

30.09.2021).   

Query 3: Date of making each of the investments (if investment in any listed unlisted Equity Shares has been made on multiple dates, kindly provide 

the information date wise) and Average purchase price for each date.   

Query 4: Applicable Authority Matrix for making investment in Listed and Unlisted Equity Shares. Kindly provide the names and designations of each 

authority at present, if the authority is a 'committee', kindly provide the names of the committee members.  

Query 5: In case there is a separate policy for sale of investment made of the shareholders'/policy holders' fund, kindly provide a copy of the same.  

 



FAA:  

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 13.11.2021.  

 

Contentions of CPIO:   

  

It is humbly reiterated that the information sought by the Appellant falls under the Sec 8 (1) (d) of the Act and therefore exempted from disclosure.   

 

Providing every detail of the investments as sought by the Appellant would harm the competitive position of investee companies. Moreover, disclosing 

such details where GIC invests can impact the share price of these third-party investee companies. Therefore, this information is exempted under 

section 8 (1) (d) of RTI Act 2005.   

 

Furthermore, all investments of GIC are done as per IRDAI guidelines.   

 

Further statements made by the Appellant in the Appeal dated 13.11.2021 are mere assumptions of the Appellant.  

  

FAA:  

FAA heard both the parties and concurs with the views of CPIO that the information sought comes under the purview of Sec 8(1) (d) of the RTI Act, 

2005, and is exempted from disclosure.   

Moreover, FAA understands that the reason and rationale of investments sought by the Appellant prima facie doesn’t qualify to be information under 

section 2 (f) of the RTI Act, 2005, therefore, CPIO is not obliged to explain the same.   

  

ORDER.     

   

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/E/21/00011 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 14.11.2021 to the Appellate Authority on his dissatisfaction over the reply dated 12.11.2021 of the CPIO against 

his RTI Application dated 21.10.2021.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 1130 A.M. 6" December 2021. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing 

through RTIMIS portal. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing over telephone' only. The 

First Appellate Authority waited for Appellants' telephone call and called Appellant on his Mobile with number - xxxxxx. Both the Appellant and the 

Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC participated in the hearing.     

 

ORDER  

 



The RTI Application dated 21.10.2021, CPIO’s Reply dated 12.11.2021 and the Memo of Appeal dated 14.11.2021 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has 

given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal. 

 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

 

Text of Appeal:  

1) In my query no 1 & 2 i apply only for the response sheet and correct answers of my responses not for the question paper, which i want to clear  

2) The same type of response cum answer sheet i already received by the external agency in other exams (which conducted by the same agency) so 

the agency shares response cum answer sheet that i demanded here.  

3) in query no 3 i want the evaluation process and the secured marks per question by me  

4) i already know my result and i am not satisfied that's why i need the response sheet, right answer sheet for my clarification so give me the valid 

reply as per my query 

 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 14.11.2021. 

 

Contentions of CPIO:  

CPIO humbly submits and reiterates that, the external agency does not share the "correct answers" and "answer sheets" of all the candidates as 

a practice. 

 

However, upon pursuing the queries with the external agency and the responses received by the GIC Re are mentioned below:  

 

Query Nos. 1& 2 -  

l) Provide me a certified copy of my answer sheet or OMR sheet that is question wise attempts (with time taken for each questions) by me with 

number of right and wrong responses of each parts i.e. A, B& C.  

2) Provide model answer sheet or answer key for part A&B, if possible, provide model answer for part C also.   

Response received far queries l& 2: PFA the response sheet (answers marked by the candidate) and Right answer key in respect of xxxxxx (Roll No. 

xxxxxx) for Part A & Part 8 (combined} for the post of Scale I Officers (Assistant Manager) -- General, GIC exam.  



Query no. 3 (a & b]  

3) Descriptive section (part CJ  

a. Number of attempts with time taken  

b. Question wise marks obtained by me 

Response received for queries 3 /a & b/: pertaining to Descriptive Paper (Part C)-As per practice the individual marks for each question of the 

descriptive paper and number of questions attempted are not provided. Only a combined score of all the questions of descriptive paper are 

provided.  

Query no. 3(c)-  

c. Process of evaluation for part C  

Response received for 3 

c: The Descriptive papers are evaluated on the basis of Model Answer provided to the expert evaluators as per the standard process. 

 

FAA: 

In telecon with Appellant, FAA explained the process of evaluation and assured that the Response sheet and the answer key of the Objective paper 

(Part A & B) as received from external agency is being provided (attached herewith). However, w.r.t Descriptive paper (Part C), it was stated that the 

marks as requested "per question" is not provided. FAA enquired if the Appellant queries were answered and if he is fulfilled with the given information. 

 

ORDER.    

  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

GICOI/A/P/22/00001 The Appellant has filed Appeal dated 27.02.2022 to the Appellate Authority which was received by us on 04.03.2022 through post on his dissatisfaction 

over the reply dated 21.02.2022 of the CPIO against his RTI Application dated 29.01.2022.   

The hearing of Appeal was scheduled at 11:00 A.M. 22" March 2022. The Appellant and the CPIO were intimated to participate in the hearing through 

Notice/ Intimation of Hearing dated 15.03.2022. In consideration of the ongoing COVID crisis, both the parties were summoned for 'Appeal hearing 

over telephone' only. The Respondent, Mrs. Radhika Ravishekar, CPIO, GIC participated in the hearing. 

After waiting for the Appellants' call till 11.15. am, the First Appellate Authority called the Appellant on the Mobile number xxxxxx as given in the 

Appeal at around 11.18.am. The call was attended by the Appellant's father and the same concerns as mentioned in the Appeal were raised.   

 

ORDER  

 

The RTI Application dated 29.01.2022, CPIO’s Reply dated 21.02.2022 and the Memo of Appeal dated 27.02.2022 are perused.    

During the hearing, the Memo of Appeal was read out to CPIO and was asked for the response on the grounds raised in the Appeal, specific to the 

below produced paras of the Appeal. The CPIO, GIC has given explanation/response to the grounds raised in Appeal. 



 

Appellant Contentions, Grounds for Appeal & Prayer:     

Ground for Appeal:  

8.0. Provided Incomplete, incorrectly denied on the ground that it pertains to third parties and Misleading Information by CPIO. The order in question 

of the CPIO on point no. 3 and 7 is incorrect and illegal and contrary to the provisions and the spirit of the RTI Act, 2005 hence liable to be set aside. 

8.1. That the marks secured by the selected candidates in written and interview during selection process has been incorrectly denied by claiming 

exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act,2005 whereas the CIC New Delhi’s held in decision no. CIC/EPFOG/A/2018/614958 dtd. 08.06.18 in the 

matters of Shailendra Kumar Singh v. PIO, EPFO that ..Any information relating to transfer, recruitment, promotion and placement falls under the 

category of official activities as per Para No.12.  

8.4. CPIO incorrectly replied in the point no. 7 stating No action has been taken since there was no late comers for the GD and Interview process 

because of the RT PCR test of a candidate named xxxxxx roll no. xxxxxx was done in Mumbai about 09:00 hrs. on interview date and after test she 

obtained the RTPCR report about 9:30 hrs in a hospital at Mumbai and then she came at interview place about 10:00AM in view of this it is proved 

facts that the above said candidate was absent at the reporting time of interview at 08:00Am and up to 10:00AM. In view of the reply of CPIO is not 

correct.  

The valid information regarding action taken report on my complaint dtd 06.11.2021 would obtained from concerned nodal officer  

Text of Appeal:  

9. Relief Sought and Prayer: 

9.1. That the original record pertains to all points on RTI application may be summoned and perused. 

9.2. That the order of the CPIO may be set aside to the extent it has been appealed against and CPIO may be directed to provide the information 

sought for as required in application on point No. 3 and 7. 

9.3. Kindly provide the correct information as evidence on record, camera recording and entry sign register at entry gate of interview place for 

confirmed information that candidate named xxxxxx roll no.  xxxxxx was present at reporting time or after reporting time for interview in confirmation 

and supporting evidence of CPIO reply. 

9.4. That any other relief as the Appellate Authority deem fit and proper may also be ordered in favour of the appellant in the interest of justice 

according to provisions of RTI Act, 2005.  



Information Sought in RTI Application dated 29.01.2022:  

Query 3: Marks secured by the selected candidates, written and interview during selection process. 

Query 7: Action taken on my complaint was send on email: devesh@gicofindia.com Nov 12, 2021, 12:30 AM .copy enclosed. 

 

FAA: 

First Appellate Authority hereby asks the CPIO to give a response to the above-mentioned contentions raised by the Appellant in his Appeal dated 

27.02.2022. 

Contentions of CPIO:  

 

CPIO humbly denies all the allegations. Moreover, on perusal of the enclosed CIC judgements in the matters of Pammi Lal vs. CPIO, Punjab National 

Bank, Inspection and Audit Department, Divisional Office, Pipali Road, Kurukshetra (CIC/PNBNK/A/2017/121074+108026+107988 dated 28.03.2018) 

and Shri Kamlesh Kumar Mitra v. CPIO, Ministry of Defence, Directorate General of Quality Assurance (DGQA), Bangalore 

(CIC/CC/A/2016/000073/DODFP dated 07.06.2017), the information sought in respect of the selected candidates under query 3 of RTI Application is 

produced below as received from the source department. 

 

Reply to Query 3 of RTI Application: The information regarding marks of the selected candidates in the Recruitment of Scale I Officers-2021 are as 

under: 

*the information contains third party personal information. Hence can not be disclosed on website.  

In reference to the information sought under to Query 7 of RTI Application, CPIO submits the contentions of DPIO of concerned department as 

received: 

“As already mentioned in our reply, it is reiterated that there were no late comers for GD and interview process for Recruitment of Scale I Officers-

2021 conducted on 28th October 2021. Hence, no action was warranted against the said complaint. 

 It is restated that the candidate xxxxxx had reached the venue well within the stipulated time on 28th October 2021.” 

Further, CPIO humbly submits that the information sought under para 9.3. of the Appeal like - evidence on record, camera recording, and entry sign 

register at entry gate of interview place are new set of information sought in the Appeal and therefore not tenable.  

 

FAA: 

FAA in an attempt to hear the Appellant, called the Appellant on the mobile number as provided in the Appeal. However, Appellant’s Father attended 

the call and reiterated the contentions of Appellant as mentioned in the Appeal dated 27.02.2022. He was assured that the Appeal has been perused. 

The contentions of both the parties are heard and FAA concurs with the views of CPIO.  

 

ORDER.    



  

The Appeal stands disposed off in above terms. 

 


