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During the hearing the SPIO submitted thatthe list of the presiding
officer, Assistant Retumning Cfficer and Returning Officer and their salary particulars
would be available in the Collectorate. But they are not kept compiled and according
to their salary. their department base efc. Therefore, the information requested by the
petitioner cannot be prepared and provided to him. The Commission observed that the
information related to the salary and department vise names etc are not prepared and
kept as such by the Public Authority as requested by the appeliont. Public Information
Officer has no obligation to prepare such list and provide to the Information
seeker, The Information, which has been kept as such as been provided to the
petiticner in. item number 1 & &, But the prepargation of information on other items
attracts section /(%) of the RTl Act. Therefore, the Public Authority can ask the appellant
to peruse the records, connected records and files to gather the information required by
hirm if he desired so0. In the circumstances Commission Order that an opportunity should
be provided to the appellant fo peruse the connected records and files on mutually
convenlent dote and time and he should give an opportunity fo take photocopy and
exfracts required by him free of cost u/s 7(6) of the RTlI Act within 15 days.
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4. After hearing submissions of both the parties, it appears that the entire file was
made available to the appellant only on 29.11.2011. The Commission is of the view
that while inviting the appellant for inspection 1t would have been appropriate to give
a certain date of inspection rather than stating that the appellant may inspect the file
on his next visit. Having said that, as there does not seem to be malafide intention of
the preceding CPIO in doing so and the information being already provided to the
appellant, the Commission finds no reason to issue any further directions. The appeal
1s accordingly dispossed off.

(Sushma Singh)

Information Commissioner
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