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FACTS:

a) The appellant herein by his application, dated 14/07/2015
sought certain information from the Respondent No.2 raising 6
queries therein. The said application was not at all responded by the
PIO within the stipulated time and hence the appellant filed first

appeal to the respondent No.1.

b)  The First Appellate Authority (FAA) by order, dated 29/10/2015
directed the PIO to submit the information that was available within

15 days from the date of said order.

c) Inspite of the said order, of the FAA the PIO failed to furnish
the information and hence the appellant has landed before this

Commission with the present second appeal u/s 19(3) of the act.



d) Notices were issued to the parties, pursuant to which they
appeared. The PIO on 04/04/2016 filed a reply to the appeal
annexing thereto letter addressed to the appellant being the
information as applied by him by his said application dated
21/07/2015 filed in the section 6 of the Act. The said letter is also
dated 01/04/2016.

e) Arguments were heard. The appellant filed his arguments in

writing as his reply.

FINDING

a) We have perused the records and considered the arguments of
the parties. The initial application filed under section 6 of the Act is
dated 14/07/2015 and in warded in the office of Public Authority on

the same date.

b) Under section 7 (1) the PIO was required to reply the same
with the information or by giving reasons for refusal within 30 days
from 14/07/2015. We do not find any such reply on record given by
the PIO. A perusal of the reply filed by Respondent No.2 in this
appeal also does not disclose that any such reply, with or without
information was furnished to the appellant within the stipulated time.
Being so it appears Primafacie that the PIO has not given a response
to the request of the appellant for information within the time limit

specified under the Act.

c) The appellant, on account of inaction of the PIO had to file the
first appeal with the Respondent NO.1. The said appeal was filed on
20/08/2015. It is the contention of the appellant in the appeal Memo
that the order in the first appeal was passed on 08/10/2015 though
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in the order the date of the order is shown as 29/10/2015. We do
not find anything on record to substantiate that the order was passed
on 08/10/2015. The said first appeal was allowed with a direction to
furnish the available information within 15 days from the date of
order. Accordingly, the said order has to be complied with by
furnishing the available information on or before 15/11/2015.
According to the appellant such information was not furnished within
that time. Even in the reply dated 04/04/2016 filed by the PIO there
is no statement that they have complied with the said order of the
FAA. In this situation we find prima-facie evidence that the PIO has

failed to give access to the information to the appellant.

d) By way of furnishing information before this commission the
PIO Respondent No.2 has filed copy of the letter, dated 01/04/2016
addressed to the appellant. The said information is dealt with by the
appellant in his written reply according to him the information is
furnished to his query Nos.3, 5 & 6 are furnished. He raises objection
to the information given under query 1,2 and 4 hence we feel it

necessary to deal only with these queries.

e) Query No.1 and 3 are in the form of action taken against
erecting illegal construction. Said query is answered that show cause
notice is issued. Thus the query no.1 is answered. Similarly the query

no.2 is answered by providing the notings by way of annexure —I.

f) Regarding query No.(4) it is seen that the same is answered
vaguely and irrelevantly. Under said query the appellant has sought
for the name and designation of official with whom the application is

lying. No specific information is provided.
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g) Considering the above circumstances we hold that the PIO has
failed to furnish the information as sought by the appellant to his
query No. 4 and that rest of the queries are answered. We therefore

dispose the present appeal with the following:

ORDER

PIO is directed to furnish to the appellant the information to
query No. 4 of appellant’s application, dated 14/07/2015 filed under
section 6 of the RTI Act within 15 days from the date of this order.

PIO to show cause why action, as deemed fit, as contemplated
under section 20(1) and/or 20(2) of The Right to Information Act,
should not be initiated against him. Reply to be filed by the PIO on
19/09/2016 at 10.30 am.

Copy of the order to be furnished to the parties free of cost.

Pronounced in the open proceedings.

sd/- sd/-
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