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3 It appears the Appellant had scught some inflormation under the RTI

from some other department of the govemnment. The CPIO of that depatment
had declined to disclose the informafion on the ground that some guidelines
izsued by the DoPT did not permit desclosura of such information. Mow, in his

presanlt RTI applcation addressed to the CPIO of the DoPT, the Appellant
wants 1o know il the CPIO of the other department was right in declining tha

information., In response, the CPID had pointed out 1o him that it was nol his

duty to interprel any action of another CPED. The Appeliate Aulhorly had

endorsad the decision of the CPID.
4, We have carefully considered the facis of the case. The lacl of the

matiar i that the Appellant had sowght some informaticn from anclher
departmant which was deniad (o him by refamring to some guidaBnes issusd by
the DoPT. Wheathar the CPIO concemed interprated the guidalines cormeclly or

not or whether he exceeded his brief and duty beyond what is laid down in {he
Right to Information (ATI) Act is an issue which can be adjudicated only by the

CIC and not by another CPIO. The right course for the Appellant should have

been o come balara the CIC in second appeal against the damal of inlormation
by the other depariment and notl go back 1o the CPIO af the DoPT seeking
clarification on tha rightness of the action of the athar CPI0. Therafore, we find
nothing wrong in the response of the CRIOYAppeliate Authonly in the DoPT in

this case.

B, There is no merit in the appeal, It is disposed of accordingly,
E. Copies of this order be given free of cost to the pariies.
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