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Decision No. CIC /OK/A/2008/00826/SG/0537
Appeal No. CIC/OK/A/2008/00826/
 Relevant Facts emerging from the Appeal:
Appellant



:
Ms. Kaneez Fatima,






C/o. Mohd. Rashid Hussain, 







Allahpur Bhikan,







Allahpur Bhikan, Dingarpur,







Moradabad,







Uttar Pradesh- 244301.

Respondent 1



:           PIO,
Aligarh Muslim University(AMU),
Office of the PIO,

Aligarh,

Uttar Pradesh.

RTI filed on



:
11/09/2007
APIO replied



:
10/10/2007
First appeal filed on


:
25/03/2008
First Appellate Authority order
:
not mentioned
Second Appeal filed on

:
26/05/2008.
Information sought & replies, if any:

The appellant had sought the following information on the entrance test for class VI of AMU Girls High School for the session 2007-08 and the CPIO have replied accordingly:
	No.
	Information Sought
	CPIO’s Reply

	1
	Names, roll no. and obtained marks( in Advance Hindi, Urdu and compulsory Hindi and Urdu) of those candidates who could not obtain a minimum 40% qualifying marks in the above said papers which is essential condition for admission to the above mentioned class but they have obtained more marks than cut off marks as required for the interview call.
	It would require decoding the recorded marks from the answer books of all the candidates to provide this answer, so it attracts Section 7(9) of the RTI Act.

	2
	Answer sheet of the appellant.
	Rejected under Section 8(1)(c) of the RTI Act. 

	3
	The serial no. of those questions which are wrongly answered by the appellant.
	-do-

	4
	Seating plan of the room where the appellant was seating in the said test.
	Enclosed.


The appellant found the information by the PIO as incomplete so the appellant filed an appeal before the FAA.  
First Appellate Authority’s order:

As the FAA did not pass any order till date, the appellant has filed a second appeal.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing: 
The following were present

Appellant:  Mr. Mohammed Rashid Hussain, representing Ms. Kaneez Fatima

Respondent:  Mr. Ateeq Ahmed Khan, PIO
The appellant states that he had expected that the Commission would do justice in a time-bound manner, in which case the information would have been relevant. Since the Commission has taken over seven months the information has become irrelevant and he wishes to withdraw the appeal since it has become meaningless.
Decision:
Appeal is disposed.
This decision is announced in open chamber.

Notice of this decision be given free of cost to the parties.

Shailesh Gandhi

Information Commissioner
15th December, 2008.           

(In any correspondence on this decision, mention the complete decision number)
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