STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rajneesh Madhok,

B-xxx/63, Nehru Nagar,

St.No.2, Railway Road,

Phagwara : 144401 (Punjab)

 ……………………………. Appellate
Vs.
1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab State Information Commission, Punjab

Chandigarh

2.
First Appellate Authority

O/o Punjab State Information Commission, Punjab

Chandigarh












 
  ………………………………..Respondent

AC No. 638 of 2009, 

Present:
(i) Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, the Appellant



(ii) Sh. Ravinder Arora, PIO, the Respondent 

ORDERc

Heard

2.
The case relates to seeking information regarding functioning of the Respondent. Initial request containing ten items was filed on 23.02.2010. Reply was sent by  Respondent vide letter no. 1088 dated 25.03.10, on not being satisfied with the response, the Appellant approached the First Appellate Authority on 11.04.10 and subsequently the Commission on 18.07.2010. The Appellant brings out deficiencies in vision of information pertaining to items 4, 5, 7, 8 & 9. He further states that even though the First Appellate Authority had directed on 19.05.10, the PIO to provide the deficient information within three weeks. It has yet not been provided. He also requests that action as per section 20 (1) and 20 (2) should be initiated against the PIO. In response the PIO-Respondent submits that information as existed on record stands provided. The information as demanded by the Appellant in the tabulated form does not exist on record. In order to provide the requisite information as Appellant demanded at items 4, 5, 7, 8 & 9 would require resources which would require disproportionate diversion of resources.  In any case, information has been demanded is in public domain and is available on web site of the Respondent.

Contd…P-2

-2-

3.
We have carefully perused all documents on record and heard both the parties and we are of the view:-

(a)   We are satisfied with plea of the Appellant that, should the PIO not be satisfied with the orders issued by the FAA he can seek or he should seek redressal from the Second Appellate Authority i.e. State Information Commission  Punjab in this case.

(b)  Information demanded by the Appellant is readily available on the web site of         the Commission and it is in public domain. A Public Authority is not expected to “create and generate a fresh information” where none exists and where the information already exists and the issue is simply to compile. The Appellant may do the needful. 
(c) We are of the view that requisite information is voluminous and its compilation from the web site is time consuming and would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority. Appellant is advised that he should himself compile this information from the web site of the Commission.
(d) The report of the Commission for the period for which information has been sought has not yet been compiled and has not been presented in the Vidhan Sabha. Once, this report is in public domain, the Appellant may obtain the copy of the same as per the provisions of the RTI Act. 

4.
With these observations, this case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to the parties


Sd/-

                                                      (Kulbir Singh)








State Information Commissioner

Sd/-
( D.S.Kahlon)

State Information Commissioner

Dated: 17th August, 2010
 

