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Central Information Commission
ST Y A1, GRS
Baba Gangnath Marg, Munirka

T3 fawefl, New Delhi — 110067
fgiig S ¥R / Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137116+

CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137113+
CIC/POSTS/A/2023/116009+
CIC/POSTS/A/2023/115377

Himanshu Pandey W/Appellant
VERSUS
oqH
CPIO:
Department Of Posts, : ..qﬁla'la‘TUT/Respondents
Mainpuri, UP
Relevant dates emerging from the appeal:
S1. No. |Second | Date of Date of Date of Date of Date of
Appeal | RTI CPIO’s First FAA’s Second
No. Application | Reply Appeal Order Appeal
1. 137116 | 04.05.2023 |29.05.2023 | 07.06.2023 | 06.07.2023 | 28.08.2023
2. 137113 | 25.06.2023 | 24.07.2023 | 26.07.2023 | 23.08.2023 | 28.08.2023
3. 116009 |10.02.2023 |22.02.2023 | 26.02.2023 | 20.03.2023 | 27.03.2023
4. 115377 102.02.2023 |22.02.2023 |26.02.2023 | 20.03.2023 | 27.03.2023

Note : The above-mentioned appeals have been clubbed together for decision as RTI

applications are similar in nature.

Date of Hearing: 12.11.2024
Date of Decision: 14.11.2024
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CORAM:
Hon’ble Commissioner
ANANDI RAMALINGAM
ORDER

Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137116

1. The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 04.05.2023 seeking information on the

following points:

» Attested photocopies of Allau B.O. Account dated 20.10.2019 to 31.10.2019.

1.1. The CPIO replied vide letter dated 29.05.2023 and the same is reproduced as under:-

gla 31T GRT TIRG] STHER Uelidhy H <7 STHYIT @& Uq U &1 #ed 5T
7757 17 7T 9 HIHG BFIR &5 8 3T 315! 59 Ga¢/ F T JaT7 767
&1 off G/

1.2. Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First

Appeal dated 07.06.2023 alleging that the information provided was incomplete, false and
misleading. The FAA vide order dated 06.07.2023 upheld the reply given by the CPIO.

1.3. Aggrieved with the FAA’s order, the Appellant approached the Commission with
the instant Second Appeal dated 28.08.2023.

Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137113

2. The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 25.06.2023 seeking information on the

following points:

CPIO @ T7e7T T QN FfA7 1:20-2-2023 GRS HRET TN HIRT 1 SAZINT
PV 8g HTTP BIFITT F1 J8T GRTRL No. RU 437856769 in Ia. 18-3-2023
[QTRT 1@ 23.3.2023 T FEGIET 175 Ga-IT FYTsE BRI T7] -

(i) P Goigpd U7 P13 g &1 FHI0T Fid ST HNTT 77/
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(ii)  BIIT GNEBI G 20-2-2023 & HTIH [TEIRTT T2 T BIST TN BT THINOT

Tlid GUcTsE BT ST/

2.1. The CPIO replied vide letter dated 24.07.2023 and the same is reproduced as under:-

[ 13N g @1 FifaT 8 1T B ¥4 3/- [ o 3usTiEeR 7 UCR &
74T BV 4T Fl §9 BT 1 8T &Y

i, 3 TP TS a7 Y & Gal9d 514 & BN 39 Jae/ 4 3] [35]
GBI &1 -] H3T7 7] @] off Gbell/

2.2, Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First
Appeal dated 26.07.2023 alleging that the information provided was incomplete, false and
misleading. The FAA vide order dated 23.08.2023 upheld the reply given by the CPIO.

2.3. Aggrieved with the FAA’s order, the Appellant approached the Commission with
the instant Second Appeal dated 28.08.2023.

Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/116009

3. The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 10.02.2023 seeking information on the

following points:

SfSATITT FYSIHEN SB A/c No. 3215860 TIGTERD [6HIY Gved & FIGEd 14

TFIG FYCTE BT B T B/

() &GId BT [T GiaT Fo

(ii)  GId T PoT FHIT =T

(iii) &I P1A7GT B1 3T TRIG (DLT) -
(iv) &I IPIT &1 Bl

(v) I STHIT BT BT A

(vi)  A/C No. 3215860 @ TIa= T T 747 HIcl FYTE BRI1 B] PUT HY/
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3.1. The CPIO replied vide letter dated 22.02.2023 and the same is reproduced as under:-

FI6] T G G & OB SHQATHT 2005 BT EINTS (1)(h) & Ted IaT7
f&a7 ST YT 78781

3.2 Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First
Appeal dated 26.02.2023 alleging that the information provided was incomplete, false and
misleading. The FAA vide order dated 20.03.2023 upheld the reply given by the CPIO.

3.3. Aggrieved with the FAA’s order, the Appellant approached the Commission with
the instant Second Appeal dated 27.03.2023.

Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/115377

4. The Appellant filed an RTI application dated 02.02.2023 seeking information on the

following points:

() AT FUSTHER GG HSeT B7G%1 H'SB Tl Fo 3215860 GIATEIRD 47
BT GUsy 3 &I &1 @ui ieeHe &1 FHIUIT SaTHld FTdE BT Bl

HUI B |

4.1. The CPIO replied vide letter dated 22.02.2023 and the same is reproduced as under:-

6] 7T G GG & SHIBR SHOATH 2005 BT 4RTS (1)(h) & Te&T HGT7
f&a7 ST YT 78781

4.2. Dissatisfied with the response received from the CPIO, the Appellant filed a First
Appeal dated 26.02.2023 alleging that the information provided was incomplete, false and
misleading. The FAA vide order dated 20.03.2023 upheld the reply given by the CPIO.

4.3. Aggrieved with the FAA’s order, the Appellant approached the Commission with
the instant Second Appeal dated 27.03.2023.
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Hearing Proceedings:

S. The appellant and on behalf of the respondent Shri Desh Deepak Shukla, Inspector

of Posts, attended the hearing through video conference.

6. The appellant inter alia submitted that the reply given by the respondent was
unsatisfactory. He insisted that since the departmental enquiry against him had been
concluded, the CPIO no longer had any reason to withhold data relating to his ledger
account statement, Allau B.O. Account, etc. He further stated that the information related
to disposal of his representation dated 20.02.2023 (received on 23.03.2023) had not been

provided, so far.

7. The respondent while defending their case inter alia submitted that the information
related to transactions reflected in the ledger account, and Allau B.O. was not disclosed at
the stage of pendency of enquiry proceedings. The CPIO explained that the witness
statements had not been recorded at the material time, hence, disclosure of information
prematurely would have allowed the appellant to contact the witnesses or tamper the
evidence, thereby adversely affecting the investigation. However, the departmental
enquiry having concluded, the criminal proceedings in pursuance to the FIR filed against

the appellant are still pending.

8. The Commission after adverting to the facts and circumstances of the case, hearing
both parties and perusal of records, observes that the respondent have timely responded to
the appellant in all four cases. The respondent having confirmed the stage of pending
investigation in the criminal proceedings, the stand taken by them for non-disclosure of
information related to records concerning account statements/evidence as per Section 8 (1)
(h) of the RTI Act, is found sustainable in the eyes of law.

8.1. However, in the case of CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137113, wherein the CPIO has
already furnished the copy of delivery slip of the appellant’s representation, the respondent
is yet to inform the action taken on it. The Commission notes that the disclosure of
information relating to the disposal of appellant’s representation has no bearing on the

investigation connected to criminal proceedings and he is entitled to know the outcome of
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his own representation. In view of the above, the respondent is directed to provide the
information sought in point no. (i1) of the RTI application, including the action taken/broad
outcome along with copies of file notings after redacting personal details, if any, in
consonance with Section 10 of the RTI Act 2005, to the appellant within two weeks from
the date of receipt of this order, under intimation to the Commission. With these
observations and directions, the appeal CIC/POSTS/A/2023/137113 is disposed of. The
Commission finds no scope of intervention in the remaining three appeals and the same
stand dismissed.

Copy of the decision be provided free of cost to the parties.

Sd/-

(Anandi Ramalingam) (GIT'"i_cﬂ TITI'%"TH')

Information Commissioner (AT 3TYd)
fieh/Date: 14.11.2024
Authenticated true copy

Col S S Chhikara (Retd) P 0T 0¥ faR1, (Remag)

Dy. Registrar (3U EEIRED)
011-26180514

Addresses of the parties:

1. The Central Public Information Officer

O/o. The Superintendent of Post Offices,
CPIO,

Department Of Posts,

Mainpuri Division, Distt-Mainpuri, UP-205001

2. Himanshu Pandey
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Recomendation(s) to PA under section 25(5) of the RTI Act, 2005:-

Nil
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