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Ground of the Second Appeal:

The Applicant submitted the BTI Application wo the EPF Cffice Trivandrum , through the office of the Prime
Minister. The PMO mansferred the application to the CPIO , Ministry of Labour and Employment on
17.09.2010.In the meanwhile (0471002010, the applicant requested the EPF, Trivandrum to add his e-mail id
and mobile no. to the original application. Na reply was received. On 24.01.2011, he received intimation of his
RTI application being rejected and returned on account of unsigned application. The appellant claims this to be
false.

Relevant Facts emerging during Hearing:
The following were present:

Appellant: Mr. Alex K. A, on video conference from NIC-Pathanamithitta Kerala Studio;

Respondent: Ms. Kavit Jorge, PIO & RPFC-I1 on video conference from NIC-Kerala State Center Studio,

The appellant has sent an unsigned RTI application which has been rejected by the PIC. He claims @ have sent
email and another application later. Since the RTI application was not signed by him it cannot be considered a
valid RT1 application. Also the Commission feels that sending application to the 5 oltice when the
information is sought about PF is not dght and a citizen should trv and Gle BT application where he believes
the information exist.

Decision:
The Appeal is disposed.

This decision is announced in open chamber.
Motice of this decksion be ghven free of oost vo the parties.
Amy information in compliance with this Order will be provided free of cost as per Section 7(6) of RTI A

Shailesh Gandhi
Information Commissioner
17 June 2011



