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FACTS: 

  

 The appellant working in MTNL as CE was transferred from Delhi to Mumbai. In 

connection with the same by an application dated 29.11.2005 addressed to the CMD of MTNL, 

the appellant sought for various information. By a communication dated 4.2.2006, the PIO 

declined to furnish the information applying the provisions of Section 8(1)(j) of the Act. The 

appellant filed an appeal before AA on 25.2.2006 contending that the instant provision cannot be 

applied to deny the information. By a communication dated 5.5.2006, the appellant authority 

furnished the information on items A(ii),(iii),(iv) and C(v). Aggrieved with the decision of AA, 

the appellant has filed the present appeal. Comments were called for from PIO.  In the 

comments, it is stated that the appellant was transferred along with post from Delhi to Mumbai 

considering the project requirement and therefore his transfer was purely an administrative 

exercise in the interest of service and organization. In the rejoinder, the appellant has questioned 

the decision of his transfer from Delhi to Mumbai on various grounds. 

 

DECISION: 

 

 I have perused the information sought and the information provided. In paragraph (A) of 

his application, the appellant has sought information in 8 sub paragraphs of which except sub 

paragraphs (ii),(iii),(iv) for which the appellate  authority has furnished the information, others 

are in the nature of interrogatory with the prefix  why, what or  how. Likewise, under paragraph 

(B), he has sought for information under 3 sub heads, which are also interrogatory. Likewise, the 

information sought in sub paragraphs (i) to (viii) of Paragraph (C) are also in the form of 

questions. In terms of RTI Act, a citizen is entitled to seek information that is available in a 



material form and a CPIO cannot be expected to answer such queries, the answers to which 

could never be in a material form.  

 Since I find that information which are bound to be provided under the RTI Act has 

been furnished, the appeal does not survive. 

 

3. Let a copy of this decision be sent to the appellant and CPIO. 
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