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The information has been sought about action taken on the email sent after the case was
reserved for Order cannot include within its fold answers to the question, which would be
the same thing as asking reason for a justification for a particular thing. The PIO cannot
expect to communicate the reason why a certain thing was done or not done in the sense
of a justification are matters within the domain of adjudication authorities and cannot

properly be classified as information under the RTI Act, 2005.
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In the matter of Mrs. Bina Saha vs. CPIO, Securities and Exchange Board of India
(Decision dated November 6, 2012), the Hon'ble CIC held that: "7t must be remembered

that Section 2(f) of the RTI Act defines information as a material or virtual record. The
citizen has every right to gel copies of such records held by any public authority
including the SEBI. However, in order to get the copies of such records, the information
seeker has to specify the details of the records she wants. In fact, section 6(1) of the RTI
Act very clearly states that the information seeker has to specify the particulars of the

information sought by him or her",

The Hon’ble CIC in the matter of Shri P.Shivkumarn and Shri K. Vijayakumaran Vs,
CPIO, Baharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (Decision dated 13.06.2007), held that:
“information seeker should asked for information, which may be available ‘in any
material form’ as per section (2) of the Act. A CPIO is not expected to formulate his
response to various forms of queries and express his views on the issues raised by
appellants. The information should be provided in the form in which it exists with the

public authority.”

The Hon’ble CIC in the matter of Shri Madan lal Aswal and Dal Chand Vs. CPIO
Municipal Corporation Delhi (Decision dated 05.11.2008) held that “The respondent
has replied to the query about the ownership of the land and the responsibility of
maintenance ... ........... The appellant now wanis to know why action of demolition has
not been taken, before allotment which according to him was precondition. Though the

respondents are well intentioned, reasons for actions or inaction of public authorities
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cannol be obtained unless they have been recorded by the public authority. The PIO

cannot be expected to provide reasons unless they are recorded.”

The Hon'ble CIC in the matter of Sh. Triveni Prasad Bahuguna vs. LIC of India,
Lucknow (Decision dated September 6, 2012), had held that: "The Appellant is
informed that ... redressal of grievance does not fall within the ambit of the RTI Act ..."
Further, in Mr. H. K. Bansal vs. CPIO & GM (OP), MTNL (Decision dated January 29,
2013), the Hon'ble CIC had held that: "The RTI Act is not the proper law for redressal

of grievances/disputes ..."
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