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ORDER
This is a second appeal preferred by one Mr.M.K.Haridas u/s.19(3) of the
RTI Act. A brief account of events leading to the filing of the second appeal
could be narrated as follows:The appellant is an activist. On 6.3.2007, he had preferred a request
before the PIO of the O/o.the Chief Secretary, Secretariat, Trivandrum, the
same is marked as Ext A1. The request contained 5 questions and they are:1.
1992 apX¬ GsXms° Bhiyßƒ°mbn ImemImeßfnse k¿°m¿
At\zjW IΩoj\pIsf h®n´p- v?

2.

1992 P\phcn apX¬ 2007 P\phcn hsc \ntbmKn® IΩoj\pIfpsS
sNb¿am≥amcpsS hnhchpw \ntbmKn°s∏´ At\zjWßfpsS hnhchpw.

3.

Hmtcm At\zjWIΩoj\pw (1992 P\phcn apX¬ 2007 P\phcn
kwÿm\ JP\mhn¬ \n∂pw Nnehmb XpIbpsS hniZhnhcßƒ.

4.

1992 P\phcn apX¬ 2007 P\phcn hsc \ntbmKn°s∏´ At\zjW IΩoj≥
ka¿∏n® dnt∏m¿´n¬ GsXms° At\zjW IΩ‰nbpsS I- ØepIfn¬
ImemImeßfnse k¿°m¿ \S]Sn FSpØp?

5.

1992 P\phcn apX¬ 2007 P\phcn hscbp≈ Imeßfn¬
IΩoj\pIsf \ntbmKn® apJya{¥nam¿ Bcmbncp∂p?

hsc)

At\zjW

The request was transferred to the Public Information Officer of the
Home Department under intimation to the requester. Since the request was an
abstract one and was not specifying any particular information and since the
men and material and resources were insufficient to collect the information
requested, the PIO had rejected the request u/s.7(9) of the RTI Act.
The appellant, thereupon, preferred a first appeal before the Principal
Secretary to Government, and Appellate Authority, Home Department. After
due consideration, the Appellate Authority had also rejected the request and
hence the second appeal before the State Information Commission.
The remarks of the Appellate Authority was called for. It was submitted
on behalf of the Government that innumerable number of Inquiry Commissions,
Commission of Inquiries under the Commission of Inquiries Act and ever so
many inquiries by Cabinet Orders were conducted since 1992.
It is
impracticable to collect the details of each and every Inquiry Commission, its
term of reference, its members, its decisions, its directions, the expenditure
incurred etc.
The men and material available are insufficient to collect the
information and hence Section 7(9) was resorted to.
The issue that evolves for consideration is whether the request for
information should be specific or not?
The questionnaire of the appellant was reproduced in its full text so as
to have a clear understanding of the nature of the questions and information
sought by the appellant. The appellant was never specific and was never
requesting for a particular information. The request was an abstract and
lucid one. It never meant the details of an event or events or anything that is
defined under section 2(f) 'information' under the RTI Act. The right to
information is information accessible under this Act and readily available and
held by the public authority. Compilation of datas over a period of 6 years is
not practicable with the limited resources available at the command of the
PIO. It was further made clear that the information was all the more
complicated because the action taken on each report, the name of Chief
Ministers who were in office at the time of appointing of the Commission of
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Inquiry etc., are all details that are not easily available or readily available
with the PIO. Therefore, the requester could have been more accurate,
specific and matter of fact in demanding for information. The Commission
feels no scope for further interference with the findings of the PIO and
Appellate authority. The PIO could have issued a speaking order instead of
rejecting the request u/s 7(9). Every order is expected to be a speaking order
with the reasoning thereof.
There is no merit in the appeal, and therefore, dismissed.
Dated this, the 4th day of September, 2007.
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