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BEFORE THE APPELLATE AUTHORITY 

(Under the Right to Information Act, 2005) 

INDIA GOVERNMENT MINT 
(A Unit of SPMCIL) 

IDA.PHASE-II, CHERLAPALLY, Hyderabad – 500 051 
 

                         First Appeal No. 15/2020 dated 20.11.2020. 
       

 
 

Qayyum Bin Mohammed : Appellant 
     Vs.  

CPIO(HR), IGM, 
Hyderabad 

  : Respondent 

 
   

ORDER 
 

1. The appellant filed  an  RTI application dated October 08th 2020 under the Right to 

Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”) through the offline mode and registered on RTI 

portal by the CPIO(HR) bearing Legacy Request No: IGMHY/R/L/20/00001. The 

respondent disposed of all the above request vide his RTI reply dated November  04th, 2020 

to the appellant. The appellant filed the present appeal dated November 20th, 2020 received 

on 23.11.2020 against the above response.  

 

2. I have carefully considered the application, the response and the Appeal and find that the 

matter can be decided based on the material available on record. 

 
3. From the Appeal, I note that the appellant is aggrieved by the respondent’s response to his 

applications for Refusing access to Information Requested by the applicant. 

 
4. Queries in the application: 

 

Sl 
No. 

Date  of 
Application  

Information sought 

1 October 08th 
2020 

Urgently needed the documents filing before Hon’ble Court at 
Hyderabad Copies 1) Superannuation Certificate of Md.Bin Abdullah 
S/o Md. Bin Salam, 2) PPO A/c No. 3) SB A/c number of the 
deceased pensioner and branch of the bank, 4) PAN card, 5) Family 
particulars deceased pensioner as per service register 

 

5. The respondent provided the information to the appellant well within the prescribed 

period of time as per the provisions contained in the RTI Act, 2005. 

 
6. Grounds in Appeal – The applicant raised the appeal on the ground that, “Refused access to 

Information Requested.” And stated as below in the appeal: 
“The Appellant further submits that the Department itself having maintaining 
record system of the pensioner then the question of tracing out the records by 
the token number is not satisfactory Pension departments having all 
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responsible to look into the matter and issue the records as early as possible, 
delaying the records could be considerably looking into denial of facts that the 
pensioner is not the pensioner of the department concerned, it is for most duty 
that a deceased pensioner family matters could be looked into seriously 
whereas the appellant who is employee as well as pensioner and deceased 
person of the department. Who served his services may be understood and 
rightly provide justice to the family when the family at a dispute for the 
succession and partitions among the children of the deceased pension above 
said. It is pertinent to note that the token is for in service employee and PPO 
No for pensioners, who could a pensioner mention is token no in the absence 
of service. 

It is therefore prayed that, the above said documents which are 
necessary for the purpose of filing civil suit for the settlement of the dispute 
among the family members of the deceased pensioner Mohd Bin Abdullah S/o 
Mohd Bin Salam ( chaush) and same may be complied in the interest of 
justice.” 
 
 

7. I note that the appellant had sought the details of 1) Superannuation Certificate of Md.Bin 

Abdullah S/o Md. Bin Salam, 2) PPO A/c No. 3) SB A/c number of the deceased pensioner and 

branch of the bank, 4) PAN card, 5) Family particulars deceased pensioner as per service register. 

Whereas, the respondent CPIO vide his reply dated 04.11.2020 has informed the Appellant that the 

information could not be traced out as the appellant have not mentioned the Token number by 

which employees are recognized. Further, the CPIO noted that Date/Month/Year of retirement of 

Sh. Mohd Bin Abdullah was not mentioned for tracing the records and considering the case for 

disclosure of information under RTI Act, 2005. 
 

8. Points for Consideration: 

a) Whether the CPIO refused the information to the applicant on the pretext of not 
providing Token Number and Date/Month/Year of retirement of Sh.Mohd.Bin 
Abdullah? 

b) Whether the information requested can be provided to the applicant as per the 
provisions of the RTI Act?” 

 
9. The above point standing for consideration of the FAA is dealt as below: 

a) Whether the CPIO refused the information to the applicant on the pretext of not providing 
Token Number and Date/Month/Year of retirement of Sh.Mohd.Bin Abdullah? 
 

The FAA observes that stand of CPIO is justified. Since, the records pertaining to 
the employee cannot be traced without sufficient information considering the large number 
of records maintained at this office. Further, it is observed that the appellant had only 
provided the name of the deceased pensioner for providing the information. However, on 
perusal of the records it is observed that there are many pensioners with similar name and the 
respondent CPIO cannot provide information without accurate data pertaining for recognizing the 
relevant records.  

However, in the interests of justice and in furtherance to the provisions of the RTI Act the 
CPIO is directed to trace the relevant records and provide requisite information subject to the 
observations in the next point i.e. 9(b). 

 
b) Whether the information requested can be provided to the applicant as per the 

provisions of the RTI Act?” 
 

Under the provisions of Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005 the information sought by the 
appellant cannot be disclosed as information as it relates to personal information of the deceased 
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pensioner and the disclosure of which has not relationship to any public activity or interest, or 
which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual . 

 
However, after, hearing the written submission of the Appellant and perusing the records, it is 
observed that the appellant is seeking information to his deceased father who was a former 
employee of this Mint. The Hon’ble Central Information Commission noted as below in the matter 
of Sanjay Singh vs. BSNL, Baliya vide Decision No. CIC/LS/A/2011/002819 dated 2.2.2012 : 

 “…a son cannot be treated as third party when he seeks information about the 
pensionary benefits of his deceased father. If he were to be so treated, he, (the 
successor) would be deprived of financial benefits due to him. In this view of the 
matter, we are of the opinion that there is no harm in providing requisite information 
to the appellant. This order is being pronounced only with a view to enabling the 
appellant to ensure that the pensionary and other benefits resulting from the death of 
his father accrue to the family.”   

 
 
Further, the Hon’ble Central Information Commission in Second Appeal No: 
CIC/PNBNK/A/2016/297945 dated 22.01.2018 has decided a case with similar facts and held as 
under:  

“The Commission observes that to access information regarding an account 
of a deceased person, the appellant has to prove that he is the legal heir of the 
deceased. The Commission, therefore, directs the CPIO, Punjab National 
Bank, Circle Office, Bulandshahar, to provide information to the appellant 
within a period of four weeks from the date of receipt of a copy the death 
certificate of late Shri Manohar Lal Varshney and an affidavit signed by all the 
legal heirs, authorizing him to receive the desired information from the 
respondent bank, on their behalf..” 
 

Accordingly, the appellant may prove that he is the legal heir of the deceased for which he 
may provide a copy of the death certificate of Shri. Mohd. Bin Abdullah and an affidavit 
signed by all the legal heirs, authorizing him to receive the desired information from the 
respondent CPIO on their behalf.  The CPIO is directed to provide the information 
sought on receipt of the above documents from the Appellant with in a period of 07 
working days from the date of such receipt. 

 
 

10. In exercise of the powers, conferred upon the Appellate Authority under Section 19(6) of 
Right to Information Act, 2005, the appellate authority finds no reason to interfere with the 
responses provided by the respondent CPIO.  
 

11. With the above observations the Appeal stands disposed.   
The decision can be appealed against to CIC within a period of 90 days at below mentioned 
address or through the online RTI portal. 

Central Information Commission,  
CIC Bhawan,  Baba Ganganath Marg,  
Munirka, New Delhi – 110 067.  

 
      

Place: Hyderabad (Dr.J.P.Dash) 

Date: January 02nd , 2020 APPELLATE AUTHORITY  & 

F.No. HD/IGM/RTI/19-APPEAL/                                           CHIEF GENERAL MANAGER 
  
          To, 

Shri.Qayyum Bin Mohammed,  
 


