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The appellant has filed an RTf application dated 16.01,2017 in connection

with non-eompliance of Commission's order NO.CICNS/A/2014/001846 dated
25.01.2016.

2. Shri AK Talpatra, DR to CIC(AB) cum CPIO vide his letter dated 31.01.2017
has informed the appellant that:-

"(1) The Registry has starled functioning since March 2016. Hearing starled

from 25.04.2016. Your case related to 25.01.2016.

(2) We have sent a letter to the respondent to explain the reason for non-

compliance of CIC decision (copy enclosed).

Decision with reasons:.

3. On perusal of the RTI application and reply of the CPIO, it is observed that the

appellant has not sought any information from the CPIO of the Commission. The

appellant has informed vide his above mentioned RTI application that the respondent

has not complied with the above mentioned orders of the Commission even after

lapse of nearly 1 year. However, the CPIO has took the ~ognizance of it and directed

the respondent vide letter dated 30Jl-1.•20~7 to 13F6vide r11 information to the
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4. Now from the perusal of the appeal, it is obse,rvedthat the appellant is not
aggrieved with the response of the OPIO. He has stated in the appeal that the. , , .. '

respondent has,provided incomplete, misleading and without facts finding report as
sought for by him and other brief of his gri~v~nces.

5. In this regard, it is to mention that the FAA Of the Commission has the
jurisdiction to direct CPIO of the Commission and has no pov:.e~to give any

direction to the CPIO of theotherpublicauthoJity;Sincethe appellant is not

aggrieved with the response of the CPIOof the C6mmission, no intervention is
required on the part of the FAA, CIC,.However, the appellant is advised to 'file non-

non-compliance of the Commission's order separately, if he feelsaggJievEldby CPIO
response, in pursuance to CIC's order.

6. The appeal is, therefore, disposed off.

7. In case the appellant is aggrieved by the decision, he is free to fil,esecond
appeal, if he so desires, before the CIC in Room No.1.85,Ground Floor, August

Kranti Bhawan, Bhikaji Cama Place, New Delhi-110066 against this orger within 90
I'""

days. ,
, .

Dated the 11th April; 2017
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1. The CPIO, RTf Cell; CIC,NewDelhi.~~,,~
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