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Brief facts ot the case:'-

The appeliant has filed RT! apptlication in DoPT who transferred meI ;RTI application

uls 6(3)to CIC In which the appeliant has sought following information:-

-1 Please provide the documents duly attested by PIO regarding tor not signed ihe
order No.CIC/MOEAF/N.?OT?H15931/MOYAS dated 18.10.2017 (copy enciosed} by
professor M Sridthar Acharyulu (Madabhjush:’ Sricthar) with blue pen or blue ink pen
and same ale not 1ssued o me.

> Please provide the documents duly aitested by PIO with name and designation
regarding names of CPIO was not mentioned in places of respondents by professor M
Sridhar Acharyulu (Madabhjushi Srighar) in QOrder No.CJC/MOEAF/A/?O“!?H15931/
MOYAS dated 18.10.2017 (copy enclosed) and professor M Sridhar Acharyulu
(Macfabhjusm' Srighary has heéen appointed by Ministry of Personnel. Public
Grievances and pension. They have mentioned in order "Omprakash Kashiram v PIO.
M/o Youlh Afiairs and Sports” and Public Authority: Shii N.A. Sregjit, Under Secrelary
which is not correct. '

3. Please provide the documents duly attested by PO with name and designation
regarding order nat issued with blue ink pen signalure by commissioner if the matters
is written with para 3 of order No.CIC/MOEAF/A/ZO‘J 7/115931/MOYAS dated
18.10.2017 as stated by the Cormmissioner. One side the commissioner is sayig that
the matter is fantastic/fantasy. instant. frivolous and suggesting for imposing fee for
first and second appeals and other side the commissioner has nol signed the order
with blue ink pen and same is not issued lo me. :

4. Please provide the documents regarding the RTI application. first appeal. 27
appeals antd ordet No.CIC/MOEAF/A/?Oﬁ/‘I15931/MOYAS dated 18.10.2017 has
peen uploaded in CIC: New Delhi Wave site.

5 FPlease provide ,;:«_,':‘Hhe documents regarding the order
No.CIC/MOEAF/A/201 7/115031/MOYAS dated 18.10.2017 is authentic under the RTI
Act 2005 and for claim of Rs.25000/-."
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2. Shri Dinesh Kumar, ex. DO to I1S{SA) cum CPIO vide letter dated 18.01.2018 has
responded as under:-
“1. A copy of the decision dated 18—1.0-201 7 given by the Commission duty

authenticated by the PIO, registry IC-SA is enclosed. Further it is stated that the
decision in this case has been sent as per the practice.

2 The information sought is not clear. However the names-of the appellant and
Respondents of the case are mentioned as per praclice. A

3. The information sought is not clear. However the authenticated decision is
enclosed as in point-1. ' ' :

4. The decision dated 18-10-2017 of the Commission has already been
uploaded in the Cominission’s website. Further others documents referred to in the
RTI are not uploabfed along with the decision. The appellant is advised to specify, if
he wants these documents. ‘

5. " The information sought is not clear, However the -authenticated decision is
‘ enclosed as in point-1.” :

3. The appellant has filed his first appeal in DoPT Who lransfer}ed the same 1o CIC. On

perusal of the appeal. it appears that the appellgﬁnl is aggrieved with non-receipt of

information from the CPIO, DoPT.. Since the DoPT has transferred the RT! application and
first appeal to CIC, the appeal has been admitied.

Decision with reasons:-

4. In the appea!, appellant has stated that CPIO has not‘provide.d information and
penalty may be im_poéed on himfher for non;supply of information. However, on pérusal of
the case file, it is observed that Shri'Dinesh Kumar, ex. DO to IC(SA)- & CPIO has already
furnished point-wise information to the appeliant as per Para-2 above (copy enclosed). The
point-wise information furnished by the CPIO is seems lo be appropriale. therefore, no

intervention is required on the part of the FAA, in the matter.

5. The appéal is, therefore, dispﬁosed off. _
B. in case the appellant is aggrieved by the decision, ne is free to file second appeal, if
he so desires, before the Central Information Commission, Baba Gang Nath Marg, Munirka,

New Dethi-110067 against this order within 90 days.

Dated the 237 February, 20152
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Encl. Na/ 9 s FEB 2018 i ( Rak’ésh Kumar Sinétj)
. Additional, Secretary & Eirst\Appellate Authority
S W o 3 N[-RUSSIE {56 'y/\ il q e Tel: 26162290
Copy to:- | initials. e frenn RSTISISiL: I8 .

: .
«1.  Shri Ashok Kumar Shanng-:CPlb, RTI Cell, CIC, New Delhi.

2. Shri Rajeshwar Lal, Under Secretary to the Govt. of India, DOPT, North Block,
% \\(D;/ New Delhi. with reference to Letter No 2/2/2018 - RTIC/1292948.

Ms. Varsha Sinha; Dir (IR), DOPT *North Block. New Dethi.




Floor,

it e T B e R BT

i P

Room no.— 313, 3 b
Baba Gang Nath Marg, Munirka f5.
New: Délhi— 110 067
‘Websitd: cic.gov.in i
File no.: CIC-CPIO-5A-2018-009 Dated : 18-0%?-2018
i

sh. Onﬁprakash*K&shiram
Amol Apartment, 3/16,
waldhuni,

Kalyan, Pin:421301

Sub. : Information under Rt Act, 2005,

Sir,

Cell on 02-01-2018. The information sought

under:

1. A copy of the decsion dated 18-10-20

£

: : : ;
| am 1o refer to your AT application dated 11-12-2017 reci eved in the registry c;f%irilc-SA from RTI
in respect of ap'pendix #p” attached with RTi{Application is as

I
1
Al

ik
17 given by the Commission duty aut‘h’éi:nticated by the

P10, registry 1€-SA is enclosed. Furthier it is stated that the decision in this case;};}"ras been sentas

per the practice.
2. The inforamtion sought is not clear. How
the case are mentioned as per préct‘lce.
3. The information sought is not’ clear. However the

point-1. .

[

|
ever the names of the appellant andq Respondents of

3

authenticated decision j§ enclosed as in

4. The decision- dated 18-10-2017 of the Commission has alreadey been ﬁploaded in the

|
.

Commission’s website. Further others documents referred to in the RT! zére not uploaded
alongiwth'the decision. The appellant is advised to specify, if he wants these dqcuments.
5. The information sought is not clear. However the authenticated decision fis enclosed as in

point-1.

~ Incase you are not satisfied with the Information provided, you may prefer an ¢
Appellate Authority as per RTI Act, "within 30 days reciept of this information/decisio

Appéﬂa’!’é Authority as given below:-

A

oo ¥
\

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singh, Addl. Secy cum FAA

Reom no. 502, 5% Floor, ,

Baba Gang Nath Marg, Munirka
New Delhi — 110 067

E-mail ; as-cic@nic.in

S
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Ph. 1011~ 2467 1098, 2617 5295 {Fax)

if

peal to the First
Details of First

y
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B

(Dinesh Kumar)

"/\}\ a7 ) ¥ Dy. Registrar
R\
P, | ,'.I.A A e - b LR PO RSO 2 dated 02-01- 2018,
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