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Decision No. CIC /OK/A/2008/01037/SG/0378
Appeal No. CIC/OK/A/2008/01037/
Relevant Facts emerging from the Appeal

Appellant



:
Dr. Gautam Puri, 






R-90, Greater Kailash-I,






New Delhi.
Respondent



:
Mr. A.R.Ramesh,

PIO,







Indian Institute of Management Bangalore,






Bannerghatta Road,







Bangalore.

RTI application filed on

:
10/12/2007
PIO replied



:
01/01/2008
First appeal filed on


:
28/04/2008
First Appellate Authority order
:
Not Mentioned.
Second Appeal filed on

:           03/07/2008
Information Sought:
The Appellant had filed an application under RTI Act,05 requesting for the details required, complete solution with explanation to all the questions of CAT 2007 Test Form No 333. The explanation should give the reasons for a choice being correct or incorrect.
The PIO replied:
The PIO had been transferred this case to the Ashish Bhattacharya, Chairperson (Admin), IIMC because he has been identified by the CAT Group for responding to CAT related questions.
The Reply of the Chairperson as follows: “The CAT Group does not maintain any record of clarifications/reasons for agreeing or rejecting to a particular answer to a question. The questions and answers are constructed and debated simultaneously by experts. The key is finalized based on the consensus arrived at between the experts. For security reasons all papers other then the question paper and final key are destroyed.”

“The explanations are not stored and hence it does not fall within the definition of “records” as per the provision of RTI Act, 05.”
The First Appellate Authority Ordered:

Not mentioned.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:

The following were present

Appellant: Mr. Om Punia on behalf of Dr. Gautam Puri
Respondent: Mr. A.R. Ramesh, PIO
The respondents have clearly mentioned that the records sought by the appellant have been destroyed. They have also filed an affidavit that these records have been destroyed.
The appellant contends that he believes the RTI act mandates that all records have to be maintained, or at the very least there should be written guidelines about destruction of records. The appellant contends that there were no written guidelines for maintenance or destruction of records. This is not a good practice. However the respondent claims they have now put in place written guidelines for maintenance and destruction of records. It is certainly the prerogative of a Public authority to decide about the time for which records must be maintained.

Decision:
The appeal is dismissed.
This decision is announced in open chamber.

Notice of this decision be given free of cost to the parties
                  Shailesh Gandhi

                                                                                                       Information Commissioner

                                                                                                                        3 December, 2008    

(Any correspondence on this decision, mention the complete decision number.)
                                                                                                                                            (sum)
