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The question now before the Commission is whether the request

made by the Appellant is information within the meaning of the RTI Act?

It is true that the Appellant had preferred a questionnaire before the
PIO. It contained 7 specific questions to be answered and all the questions are
framed in such a way so as to obtain interpretations and explanations with

regard to the incongruity, inconsistency and imperfections in Govt. Orders

issued at wvarious point of time to meet various contingencies and
circumstances. The Appellate Authority had also pointed out that a time

bound reply was almost impracticable to answer such a questionnaire. The
Commission had scrutinized the nature of the questions and do agree with the
remarks of the Appellate Authority. Of course, the word information under the
RTI Act includes opinions, advices, press releases, circulars etc. But these are
specific pieces of information held and available by the Public Authority and
not information that is to be deducted or inferred or worked out by the PIO.
The concept is to seek a definite information as readily available with the

public authority.
In this connection, the Commission would like to observe that what the

Appellant had sought was not specific information but seeking certain

clarifications/interpretations etc., of the Rules. This would not come under
the purview of the RTI Act. What is contemplated is provision of information as
held by the public authority. Since the Appellant had not sought specific

information, the Commission feels that his original request does not qualify to

be treated as a request at all as coming under Section 6 of the RTI Act and,
therefore, it doesn't merit time bound consideration by the public authority as

stated by him.
The appeal is, therefore, dismissed.

Dated this, the 9th day of May, 2007.

Palat Mohandas,
Chief Information Commissioner

P.N.Vijaya Kumar,
State Inlormation Commissionar



