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10. The Commission observed that the State Public Information Officer failed to provide the information
within 30 days. The Appellate Authority failed to dispose the appeal according to the law. The proper procedure to
decide the appeal had not been followed by the Appellate Authority. The grievances of the appellant were redressed by
providing the Non Liability certificate and disbursing the gratuity and pension commutation amount. Here the
Appellate Autharity was deciding only an administrative matter. The disposal of the first appeal as per the Right to
Information Act should be by a proper proceeding directing the State Public Information Officer either to provide or not
w provide the information requested by the applicant. In this case the information required by the appellant is not yet
provided. .

.

11. The Commission viewed this matter very seriously, and strictly wam the State Public [nformation Officer
and the Appellate Authority that they should be maore careful in dealing with RTI cases in fature. They are advised w0
study the provisions of the RTI Act properly.

12. The Commission order that the information sought for by the appellant shall be provided o him within 7
days from mdlykﬁﬂﬂfmﬂmm“hm

The appeal is disposed off, accordingly.
Deted this the 24th day of November, 2008.



