CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION
Room no.415, 4th Floor, Block IV,
Old JNU Campus, New Delhi 110 066.

Tel : + 91 11 26161796

Decision No. CIC /OK/A/2008/00725/SG/1044
Appeal No. CIC/OK/A/2008/00725/
Relevant Facts emerging from the Appeal:
Appellant                                            :
Mr. Ravi Kumar,






F- 217 SaritaVihar 







New Delhi- 110076.

Respondent                                         :           K. Kunhikrishnan

Chief Administrative Officer & PIO,


IIM, Kozhikode,


IIM Kozhikode Campus,


P.O. Calicut- 673570,


Kerala.

RTI application filed on

:
23/03/2007
PIO replied



:
27/04/2007
First appeal filed on


:
08/05/2007
First Appellate Authority order
:
25/05/2007
Second Appeal filed on

:
02/05/2008

Information sought and reply, if Any:
	No.
	                     Information sought 
	             PIO’s reply

	1
	Total no. of reserved students having appeared for CAT 2005.
	The details are not available with IIM, Kozhikode.

	2
	Total no. of seats allocated for reserved students in 2006-08 batch.
	-do-

	3
	The no. of students called for interview in reserved categories in CAT 2005(2006-08) batch. 
	-do-

	4
	Weightage of viva-voce/interview conducted for selection in the PGP Program through CAT 2005.
	45% of weightage given.

	5
	Merit points/marks wise segregation of interview components and such detail for the 180 students selected through CAT 2005.
	The question is not clear.

	6
	Whether the course runs as a generalized program or specialist? If latter, kind of questions sought against selection.
	The question is not clear. However, if by chance the question refers to IIMK’s PGP, then it is a general management program with options for specialization in its second year.


.
The appellant was not satisfied with the answers given by the PIO so he filed an appeal before the First Appellate Authority. 
First Appellate Authority’s Order, if Any: 
The Appellate Authority rejected the appeal on the ground that he found them to be satisfactory. Aggrieved by the FAA’s decision, the appellant has filed the second appeal.
Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing: 
The following were present

Appellant:  Absent
Respondent: K. Kunhikrishnan, PIO
The respondent has stated that they cannot give any information on CAT. They are contending that CAT is a virtual organization made up by various faculty of the different IIMs. They further contend that no centralized data is available anywhere, and effectively CAT becomes an organization which exists and then disappears or becomes invisible. 

Each IIM maintains the data of applicants relevant to then and to get data on all applicants appearing for CAT, such information has to be collected and combined from all IIMs. The respondent was asked whether there is any central data available any where in world of the relative ranking and marks of the candidates who appear in the CAT exam, and if it is available anywhere, then for how much time period it is preserved. The respondent states that they need to find out the answers to these query. The respondents will reply to this query by a written submission before 10 January, 2009. 
The hearing was adjourned until the respondent answers this query of the Commission.

The respondent Mr. K. Kunhikrishnan has replied by his letter of 6 January 2009 that the ‘complete data of the candidates who appeared for the CAT exam, the marks scored by each candidate and the relative ranking of each of the candidates are available with IIMA. 

Currently the database is available at IIMB for the last four years with the faculty in charge of data compilation as assigned by the CAT group.’ The respondent has also confirmed that the data for the year 2000 onwards is available with IIMA.

      In view of this, and since no exemption was claimed by the PIO during the hearing, the PIO is directed to either obtain the information and send it to the appellant; or get IIMB to send it directly to the appellant. The PIO is warned to ensure that RTI applications are answered within the time specified in the Act to avoid the penal provisions of Section 20 (1).  
Decision:

The appeal is allowed.

The PIO will ensure that the information is sent to the appellant before 
30 January 2009.

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

                Shailesh Gandhi

                                                                                                       Information Commissioner

                                                                                                 13 January 2009                                                                                                                  

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

