- A
Lalith Babu

a@ allaiee mleawlnsIeemslmd EROMmPe B MIGBAIMOEI
el af)@mIMIS@EsI@ QIRO@®U QilwEadw dIYM»mIEM
Muall®e CEAINNIGOM @REAIB®HOM @O0 oflelcamsrrmos.
eIt GREAGHMEBES BQaIS] MBIE:EMUIg. alleodIw
@Rl oldajodmemiog. @o® speaking dlolwlcd arwilcles
 GTR@IET ;

The Public Information Officer was given a chance to come and explain
before the Commission how and why they feared furnishing of the information
would be detrimental to the interests of the Government. The PIO did not avail
of the opportunity. The Public Information Officer did not make a detailed
argument not either. Both the PIO and the Appellate Authority had casually
rejected the request of the Appellant vide Ext. BI and Ext. BIL. No reasoning,
analysis of the question and, no illustration as to how Section 8(1) (&) and (h)
were resorted to. A speaking order was always expected from the PIO and
Appellate Authority. The Right to Information Act Section 7 Sub-section (8) make
it abundantly clear that the reasons for the rejection will have to be narrated. The
framers of the statute contemplates speaking orders and reasonable decisions or
reasons for taking the decisions when the request is refused or denijed.
Providing access to information is the general rule and denial of information is
the exemption.




