STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt.Anguri Devi,

#20639, Gali No. 26/2,

Ajit Road, Bathinda.





......Complainant






Vs.
PIO/.O/o Distt. Education Officer (Sec.) Bathinda.

.....Respondent.

CC No-678-of 2007: 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Suresh Kumar Bansal, APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O 




DEO(S)Bathinda.


Order:


Smt. Anguri Devi  vide her complainant dated nil received in the Commission on 25.4.07 stated that her complaint dated 30.3.07 in the prescribed form A made to the address of PIO, O/O DEO)S) Bathinda with due payment of fee had not been attended to. Rather her two IPOs of Rs. 5/- each of 26.3.07 had been returned to her. Whereas IPOs had been declared as a valid mode of payment w.e.f July, 2006. She attached the original postal orders.

2.

A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO on 30.8.07 and date of hearing fixed for 23rd October, 2007. Today, Smt. Anguri Devi has not appeared. A copy of her query made to the Commission through the internet dated 25.9.07 has been received in which she has asked for the present status  of her application u/s 18 read with Section 19 & 20 of the Act The APIO-cum-Supdt. O/O DEO(S) Bathinda states that the IPOs had been returned to her not due to wrong mode of payment as alleged by her but because she had addressed it to the wrong authority i.e. the Accounts Officer. This had been duly conveyed to her within time and she had been asked to deposit fee vide challan and that the information is ready and will be supplied the moment she makes the payment. But she never deposited the fee or approached the office again.

4.

Although it is correct that the IPOs have been wrongly addressed to the Accounts Officer, but the APIO has not told her which is the correct authority to Whom she should have addressed the IPOs nor to which head of account
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she should now deposit the money in the treasury.  His communication in this regard is quite vague, considering that there is already a complaint made by her there is no display in the office regarding any of the authorities under the RTI Act. It is observed that the primary purpose of the RTI Act is not to collect the Revenues in the state but to give out information and she had shown her keenness for the information by sending the IPOs. The correct course would have been to tell her that she should substitute the IPos, by clearly giving the name of the authority to whom it should be addressed, which has not been done. 

5.

The APIO is now directed to immediately supply her the information sought by her under due receipt from her free of charge and to produce a copy of the receipt of the same from the applicant alongwith a copy of the information supplied for the record of the commission on the next date of hearing. In case Smt. Anguri Devi got this information, she need not appear on the next date of hearing.



Adjourned to 19.12.2007.






   Sd/-

  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 23.10. 2007.
