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1. 

 

 

INCIS/A/E/26/00001 

Red Dt.: 02/01/2026 

Cld Date: 20/01/2026 

 

 

 APPEAL 

DISPOSED 

OF 

 

 1. Brief facts I filed RTI application 

INCIS/R/E/25/00017 (received 12/11/2025) 

seeking information on east coast wave rider 

buoys (Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Odisha, 

West Bengal): station inventory, 

deployment/availability, public access 

endpoints, dissemination SOP, and telemetry 

ingest SOP/sample. The CPIO rejected it on 

27/11/2025 stating the information was already 

provided under INCIS/R/T/25/00013 dated 

11/09/2025, citing CVC Circular 03/03/2017 

and CIC decision CIC/AD/A/2013/001326SA 

(25.06.2014).In my earlier RTI trail, INCOIS 

redirected to NIOT, and NIOT disposed stating 

wave rider buoys are handled by INCOIS / 

advised approaching INCOIS. Hence, a 

blanket repeat RTI rejection without item wise 

comparison defeats the transfer/disposal chain 

and does not address the specific records 

sought.2. Grounds A. Nonspeaking rejection: 

The rejection does not provide an item wise 

mapping showing how each query in 

INCIS/R/E/25/00017 is identical to, and fully 

answered in, INCIS/R/T/25/00013.B. Specific 

records sought (wave rider buoys only):Station 

1. The reply of the Respondent against the instant appeal is 

as under: 

1.1.Regarding the Appellant Argument No.1 on brief 

facts: 

 

The appellant misrepresented the facts mentioned 

above with regard to his previous RTI No. 

INCIS/R/E/25/00013 (the ‘first RTI application’). The 

Respondent already provided the available 

information with this public authority pointwise. Out 

of 6 points against which the information was sought, 

the Respondent has provided all the relevant 

information available on records against 5 points. The 

information sought by the applicant / appellant with 

regard to the Sl.No.4 in the attached CPIO response 

letter doesn’t pertains to INCOIS and hence the RTI 

Application INCIS/R/E/25/00013 was transferred to 

NIOT to provide the information pertaining to Sl. No. 

4. However, it is understood from the applicant’s new 

RTI application No INCIS/R/E/25/00017 dated 

12/11/2025 (‘the second RTI Application’) that NIOT 

has disposed off the RTI application saying that wave 

rider buoy project is dealt by INCOIS. However it may 

be noted that the request for information in Sl.No.4 is 

not related to wave rider buoys.  

 



  

inventory: station ID/name, WGS84 lat /long, 

buoy make/model, payload/parameters (Hs, 

Tp/Tm, direction etc.), owner/operator. 

Deployment &availability: 

deployment/retrieval dates; monthly/daily 

uptime/availability from01/01/2021; 

downtime/failure/drift/vandalism incident logs 

and action taken. Public access: exact 

URLs/API endpoints for real time /near real 

time wave parameters; if access 

changed/withdrawn since 2021, provide office 

orders/file notes/approvals/reasons and 

plan/target date for restoration. Dissemination: 

current SOP/policy for public release; 

responsible officers name/designation/official 

contact. Telemetry into INCOIS: SOP for 

email/FTP ingest (credentials may be 

redacted), endpoints/addresses, file 

naming/format, and one redacted sample 

header/listing/sample file from last 7 days .C. 

If any denial is proposed: CPIO must cite 

specific RTI Act exemption(s) and provide 

severed disclosure u/s 10 wherever possible. D. 

Transfer: If any part is held by another INCOIS 

division/unit, transfer u/s 6(3) and inform 

me.3. Relief sought Set aside the rejection of 

INCIS/R/E/25/00017 and direct disclosure in 

requested formats (CSV/JSON for tables; PDF 

for notes/orders).Alternatively, if CPIO claims 

the information was already supplied in 

In his second RTI application 

No.INCIS/R/E/25/00017, the applicant/appellant has 

mentioned that he is asking information for wave rider 

buoy only and repeated all the information requests 

that he already sought in his previous RTI Application 

INCIS/R/E25/00013 and added a slightly modified 

request which is a piece of information which he might 

have forgot to ask in his previous application. But the 

applicant / appellant is not requesting the information 

pertaining to Sl.No.4 to which INCOIS didn’t provide 

the information, as INCOIS doesn’t held any record 

for the same. 

 

It may please be noted that the information sought by 

the appellant in his earlier RTI application was fully 

met and disposed off. From the content of the second 

RTI application by the appellant, it is understood that 

the reason for filing the second RTI application is 

purely based on disposal of RTI by other public 

authority. It appears from the content of the second 

RTI application that the appellant has not read through 

the information provided by the Respondent due to 

which he might have filed the second RTI application 

seeking majority of the same information again.  

 

In addition, it may be noted that there is no public 

interest in this, including the newly added piece of 

information in the second RTI application and the 

appellant is seeking the information repeatedly for his 

private purpose. The information ‘accused to be held’ 

by this public authority was already provided. 

 



  

INCIS/R/T/25/00013, direct resupply of that 

information and provide an item wise mapping 

(question exact page/annexure/URL) 

demonstrating full compliance. Pass a 

speaking order.  

 

Hence the claim of the appellant that CPIO has made 

rejection based on “repeated RTI application” without 

item wise comparison is not correct.  

 

The CIC in its decision CIC/AD/A/2013/001326SA on 

25.06.2014 clearly mentioned that the citizen has no 

right to repeat the same or similar or slightly altered 

information request under RTI Act, 2005, for which he 

already got a response. The CIC also referred at 

Sl.No.12 of its decision order that the applicant / 

appellant cannot file another application for a bit or 

piece of information which he forgot to ask, or not 

advised by his lawyer, or for any other reason. He 

should ask all possible aspects of information about 

that subject matter, in the first ever available 

opportunity. 

 

1.2.Regarding the Appellant Argument No.2 on 

ground for appeal (A,B,C & D): 

 

A. The item wise mapping was already provided to his 

first RTI application No.INCIS/R/E/25/00013 and 

the second RTI application doesn’t qualify to be 

responded as per CIC decision referred above. 

Please see detailed comments of the Respondent at 

Sl.No.4.1 above. 

B. All the records pertaining to wave rider buoy that 

were sought by the appellant and ‘held’ by this 

public authority has been provided, despite that the 

appellant has repeated the same request for 

information. The new piece of information on 



  

“Telemetry into INCOIS: SOP for 

email/FTP………. redacted sample 

header/listing/sample file from last 7 days” has 

been included a fresh in this. As per CIC decision 

detailed at Sl.No.4.1 above, the CPIO/Respondent 

rejected the application as majority of information 

sought is repeated and a new request for a piece of 

information was added which is relevant to 

previous requests he made.  

C. The second RTI application has been rejected 

based on the ‘repeated nature of the application’ 

and not to withhold any information available with 

this public authority. The information held by this 

public authority was already provided and hence 

there is no instance of providing a ‘severed 

disclosure under section 10. The appellant claim is 

not correct. 

D. The information held by another division of 

INCOIS was already collected by 

CPIO/Respondent and a consolidated reply was 

provided against appellant’s first RTI Application. 

The information that this public authority doesn’t 

hold was transferred to relevant public authority. 

In the case of appellant’s second RTI application, 

the application in its entirety doesn’t qualify to be 

responded due to its repeated nature of request and 

no case arises for transfer of any part of the second 

RTI application. 

 



  

1.3.Regarding the Appellant Argument No.3 on Relief 

sought: 

 

As detailed above at Sl.No.4.1 & 4.2, the rejection of 

repeated RTI application is in order and it is in 

accordance with CIC decision and no further action is 

required from CPIO/Respondent. As the 

CPIO/Respondent has already provided the item-wise 

information, which is already available with the 

appellant, there is no instance that gives the necessity 

to resupply the information by CPIO/Respondent. 

 

2. This office has carefully considered the application, the 

response, the appeal and the records made available and 

finds that since the CPIO has already provided the 

information requested by the appellant against his first RTI 

application and the second RTI application is of the nature 

of repeated request, the contentions of the appellant that 

refused access to information requested does not hold 

ground. 

 

 


