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Commission observes from the perusal of the contents of the
RTI Application that the information sought 1s not as per Section
2(f) of the RTI Act as the questions are futunstic and vague. The
information sought wvide last query although qualifies as
information as per Section 2(I), vet it 1s in continuity to the
preceding questions seeking such dates when the public
authority will put certain enlisted information in public domain.

It 15 also observed that the CPIO provided interim rephies
stating that the application 1s under process as it will take time to
provide the information subject to availability. It may be noted
that the CPIO reply 1s not appropriate in as much as 1t should
have been clearly stated if the information was available or not.
There 158 no provision in RTI Act that requires a CPIO to take
indefinite time to create the information sought.

With these observations, Complaint 1s disposed off.
(Ihvva Prakash Sinha)



