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3. , Not satisfied with the reply of the CplO, the
appeal on 30.5.2011. The FAA vide his order dated

Case No. C|C/S St At2O1Zt00Ol 31
Dated: 08.06.2012

: Ms. Anumeha

: Ministry of Horne Affairs

: 05.06.2012

ORDER

appellant preferred first-

29.6.2011 held that the

Ms' Anumeha, hereinafter called the appellant, has filed the present
appeal dated 13,7'2011 before the Commission against the respondent Ministry
qf Home Affairs (MHA), New Delhi for not providing satisfactory information in
reply to her RTl-application dated 9.5.2011 The matter 

-c_ame _up_for hearing +n
05'aa'2c12' The appeilant was present whereas the respondent were
represented by shriA.K. saxena, Director andshri Rajeev Kumar, so.

2' The appellant had filed an application dated 9.5.2011 under the provisions
of the RTI Act, wherein he sought information on the following two querie s - ,,(1)

comments received by the Ministry of Home Affairs, on the Draft Delhi police
8i11,2010, posted on the MHA website; and (2) Final version of the Draft Delhi
Police Bill, 2ua hking inta account the comments received by the ttltHA..,, The
cPio vide letter No. 1401 117012011-UTP dated 25.s.2011 informed the appelant
that the matter ahs been referred to Ministry of Law & Justice, therefore, the
request made in the aforementioned application cannot be acceded to at this
stage.
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appellant had desired to inspect the file, which is not available in this lt/iiisll
since it has been referred to Ministry of Law & Justice where the draft De,ri

Poiice Biii t"vas being examined and it would not be appropriate to halt the

process as it would delay the comple.tion of the action. Further, transfer cf

apoi cation to l;liristry of Larv & Justice may not serve any purpose, as the CPIO

,n lha: l,'n n str-i' i'.rdS oot the custodian of the record. Moreover, the FAA held. tl e

:-:': ^1a:ie' s pnoposed to be placed before the Union Cabinet fcr tis

::-s:€-a:3' aic as suci'r I is exempted from disclosure at this stage under
-:--- -- . - 2::5- - = - --l ,

t T.e aDDe a-: - -€" ,,','nltefi submissions

s-:?'rs :^at i.= :: I :e : rected to grant the

rsce:: :- cf a :-€ '€s ano oocuments related to

l.'Jl r s:.., c't:*s l=? -s ci the Draft Delhi Police

*\i!sle anc 3 *2 ,Brs cF, of the Draft. Delhi

2::: --:= :-= :: --€-:S '::e . e 3 3 . :re l,lHA

filed before the Commissicn

request of the appeliant for

(i) comments received by the

Bill, 2010, posted on the MHA

Police Bill, 2010 taking into

5 tia./i"tg consloered th'e sun.,'nssoi]s cf tire cartres. the matter is ren:ittei

bacx to the FAA lvith the dinections to consider the RTI application c; tl^e

appeilant afresh within fifteen davs of receipt of file from the Ministry of Law &

Justice and to take a view on the request for a copy of the comments received by

the MHA are provided to the appellant. ln case the appellant still not satisfied

with the reply of the FAA, she may. if she so desires. approach the Commission

afresh in second appeal.

The matter is disposed of with the above directions.


