Lalith Babu

630M9o m.;d'lmﬁ numﬁ%jluamam 06N=200 med'lmﬂ
MG {l860MIN)E20?

@OGAlEY ®I1D0S0)ETI0U0  almigle: ©MBa0dcau™  &anlTud
8o @Rqflellen] #00)6ERu0 @RealeM&em @ROIWla[ISlo @Rl
8Me @Rafled muadaflentsem OllNOINEGIND HETHMMD A)MI0aE MEMRIle
@oaflad muadafla)). T WOWIQ MSAISIGRALOOWMMIET AllUBIUSIUD

&along seosmommd AP .No.217/2006/8IC agem moud  essmuled
I 1M DlnldoMe M0 &)

“From the records 1t was seen that he had not preferred the first appeal betore
the A.A. The normal course of action was to make an appeal before the AA within
30 days if the requester appellant i1s dissatisfied with the information or if the
information furnished was insufficient or incorrect or incomplete. The appellant
herein had not availed of the first opportunity of preferring an appeal before the
AA even though the PIO had Eiven T.hﬁ_Partiuulars of the Appellate Authonty as
required by the statute. Further it could be seen that the PIO had taken pain to
collect all the information from the HM of the concerned school and furnished it to
the appellant,

On a close scrutiny, 1t is to be seen that all necessary steps had been taken by
the PIO. The appeal ought to have been filed before the first Appellate Authority
and only after exhausting such a remedy, the appellant should have moved the
State Commission, on second appeal. It 1s to be noticed, interalia, that appeal was
made in a casual form scribbling on a half sheet of paper He had not cared to
prefer the appeal, with all the relevant back papers/references for proper and
speedy disposal of the appeal. Such incomplete appeals and mcomplete details are

to be discouraged



