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1. Brier Faels of the ease:-
The Appellant. by refcrring Second Appeal Order No. CIC/Sl-I/A/2015/001243. dated

08.09.2016 asked Ii,,' inl\,rmation against 8 points. under which information regarding
provision or allowing an o\lieer, below the rank or CpIO/FAA lor representing the case on
hehalr or the public authority before Cle. copy or his letter or authorization, name of B.O. and
Consumer Forum. comments/elarilication of CpIO. CIC on the decision dated 08.09.2016_
passed by the Commission in respecl to his above Second Appeal. were asked for by the

Appell:1I1t.

2. Reply of CI'IO.
In response to the above RTI Application the CI'IO, Shri R. Sitarama Murthy. DR to

IC-SC responded each and every point of the RTI Application, wherein following inl(lI"1nation

had been provided:
a &h. Your query in this regard is not clcar. Howevcr, it is understood that you arc

seeking comments or thc CI'IO on the allowing of Chief Manager. who arc
helow the rank 01- ('1'10. hy the Ihen Hon'ble Inlonnation Commissioner 10

participate in the hearing on OR-09-2016. In this regard, you may refer the RTI
!\et J()]' answers in this regard. CPIO is not required by RTI ACI to oller his

comments in such situation.
e. There is no such authorization lettcr produced by ChicI' Manager in our lile.
d. You are seeking namcs 01' 130 :md Consumcr Forum and comments ol'the CPIO

on the contcnts of lhe order dated OR-09-20] 6 by the thcn I-Ion'ble inionnmion
Commissioncr, Our file has no names or 130 and Consumer Forum etc.. to
prc".icle tc) you. Further the CP10 is nol required by RTI. Act to oller his

comments on the orders or l'IOllble inlormation Commissioner.
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You may go through the RTI Act and Rules for answers. CPIO is not expected
to otTer his comments/clarification.
In this para, you are asking whether Hon'ble Information Commissioner, proof
was asked as to the kind of information/evidence provided to RTI appellant.
copies were asked on record or provided by Bank's manager. In this regard, we
have no inforination in our files to provide to you.
In this para, you are requesting the 1-1on 'ble Information Commissioner to direct
the hank to produce evidence/proof. This para does not seek any information
rather. it seeks the I-Ion' ble In formation Commissioner to act as requested,
which is not within the parameters of RTI Act.
In this regard. we have no information in our file to provide to you.

3. Ground of First Appeal:
Aggricved with the reply sent by the CI'IO, the Appellant has filed First Appeal.

Ilowevcr. ti'om pcrusal of the First Appeal Petition, it is not clear that on which grounds this
First Appeal has been Jlled by the Appcllant.

4. Decision with reasons:
On pcrusal of the Appeal, RTI application and the reply sent by the CI'IO, it is observed

that the CPIO has provided point-wisc information to the Appellant, as per information
available in record. It is important to note that under thc provisions of Section 2(0 of the RTI
Act. only such information. as is available and existing and held by the public authority or is
under control ofthc public authority can be provided by a Pia. Further. the Pia is not supposed
to create or interprct information. Judgcmcnt of the Commission on a Sccond Appeal is quasi-
judicial in nature and a ('1'10 is not compctent to commcnt on that and it is not a part of his
duties too. Ilence. the information provided by the CI'IO is factual and as per the provision of
the RTI Act. 2005. Therefore. no intervention in this matter is required on behalf of FAA.

S. The appeal is heing disposed of accordingly.

6. In case the Appellant is aggrieved hy the decision. he is jj'ee to lile second appeal. if he
so desires. belore the Centrallntormation Commission, Baha Gang Nath Marg, Munirka, New
Delhi - 110067 against this OJ'der within 90 days.

Dated - 2]" September, 2020.
o~r?Ao~lvO~

(Meena Balimane Sharma)
First Appellate Authority

Tel: 26]62290
Copy to:-J I. Sh. Ram Kuma)', CPIO, RTI Cell, CIC, New Delhi.
~2. Sh. R. Sitarama Murthy, CI'IO & UR to IC(SC), C1C, New Delhi.
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