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Abstract 

 

The Right to Information 2005 is remarkable and one of its kind. It has been 

Enacted for the comfort of the subjects of the nation and to keep up the 

straightforwardness between the administration working and people in general 

who are the recipients. As the Act goes for making the administration 

straightforward and more responsible, its viable utilization would, in a long run, 

check debasement. If we don't have data on how our Government and Public 

Institutions work, we can't express any educated conclusion on it. Majority rule 

government spins around the essential thought of Citizens being at the focal point 

of administration. Furthermore, the opportunity of the press is a basic component 

for a majority rule government to work. It is in this way clear the fundamental 

explanation behind a free press is to guarantee that Citizens are educated. 

Accordingly, it unmistakably spills out of this that the Citizens Right to Know is of 

peak significance.  

Ideal to Information is a Fundamental Right and ensured according to Article 

19and 21 of the Constitution of India. It is a piece of the Fundamental Right to 

Freedom of Speech and Expression perceived by the Constitution and different 

Supreme Court choices. This demonstration has cancelled the Freedom of 

Information Act, 2002. The Act does not underline dynamic intercession in 

instructing individuals about their entitlement to get to data  

Without across the board training and mindfulness about the conceivable 

outcomes under the new Act; it could simply stay on paper. The Act likewise 

strengthens the controlling part of the administration official, who holds wide 

optional forces to withhold data 

The Right to Information Act  became operational on 12th October, 2005. This law 

empowered Indian citizens to seek information from Public Authorities, thus 

making the Government and its functionaries more accountable and responsible. 

Unlike many other countries (for e.g. UK) which took several years to 

operationalise the Act post the enactment, India took only a few months to bring it 

into force. This time was inadequate to change the mindset of the people in 

Government, create infrastructure, develop new processes and build capacity to 

deliver information under this Act. This has led to implementation issues which 

need to be identified and addressed.1 In this study, an attempt has been made to 

identify issues for non-compliance  in the implementation of the Act. 

 

Keywords: Democracy, Freedom of expression, Transparency in government, , 

Non-Compliance,  Implementation, Constitutional right. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

 

What is Non-Compliance?  

 - Failure to act as per wish or summon.   

How is it related to Right to Information Act? 

The usage of the RTI Act has seen a few good and bad times since it came into 

drive about 10 years back. For quite a while hesitant babus postponed giving data 

inside the stipulated 30 days. Today, a significant number of them even decline to 

consent to the requests of the state information commission. Indeed, even after the 

request of Hon'ble Central Information Commission after the second interest, 

CPIOs do no outfit data in consistence with the request of commission. The 

situations where CPIOs don't follow the request of Hon'ble Commission are known 

as Non-Compliance Cases. 

 

Issue- 

1) Lack of motivation among PIOs: 

In addition to lack of resources, PIOs lack the motivation to implement RTI 

Act. During the RTI workshops organised in the surveyed states, PIOs cited 

that there were no incentives for taking on the responsibility of a PIO; 

however penalties were imposed in cases of non compliance. It was also 

observed that there is a wide variance in the seniority levels of PIOs. For 

example PIOs have been appointed at the level of school teachers in the 

School Education Department in Andhra Pradesh. During the information 

provider survey, 89% of the PIOs said that there had been no additional 

allocation of staff for RTI related activities. 

2) Lack of Monitoring and Review mechanism : 



 

 

Under Section 19(8)(a), the Central Information Commission or State 

Information Commission, as the case may be, has the power to require the 

Public Authority to take any such steps as may be necessary to secure 

compliance with the provisions of this Act, including— 

i. By providing access to information, if so requested, in a particular 

form;  

ii.  By appointing a Central Public Information Officer or State Public 

Information Officer, as the case may be;  

iii.  By publishing certain information or categories of information; 295  

iv.  By making necessary changes to its practices in relation to the 

maintenance, management and destruction of records;  

v.  By enhancing the provision of training on the right to information for 

its officials;  

vi.  By providing it with an annual report in compliance with clause (b) of 

sub-section (1) of section 4; However, there are inadequate processes 

and records available with the Information Commission to take the 

above-mentioned steps. A few States conduct reviews to understand 

issues leading to non compliance by Public Authorities. Among the 

surveyed States, only Andhra Pradesh has taken concrete actions for 

reviewing the implementation of RTI Act at the PA level. A committee 

with CIC Andhra Pradesh, Chief Secretary as members has been 

formed which reviews the implementation every quarter. In other four 

states, monitoring is done only through collection of statistics on RTI 

implementation. To exemplify further, there is no/inadequate 

mechanism for monitoring the implementation of Section 4(1)(b). Out 

of the states surveyed under the study, only Andhra Pradesh and 

Assam SIC annual reports had the status of proactive disclosure 

conducted by the Public Authorities. In Andhra Pradesh the Chief 

Secretary and Chief Information Commissioner had quarterly 

meetings with heads of Public Authorities to monitor the status of 

proactive disclosure. (However, it is important to note that monitoring 

the status of proactive disclosure in the annual report is a step in the 

right 296 direction, but it alone doesn‘t guarantee an effective 

monitoring system for proactive disclosure). One of the most 

important roles of the Information Commission is to monitor and 

review the Public Authority and initiate actions to make them comply 

with the spirit of the Act. However this has been one of the weakest 

links in the implementation of the Act. It is acknowledged and 

appreciated that the Information Commissions have been primarily 

been spending most of their time in ―hearings and disposing off 

appeals. However monitoring the Public Authority for compliance of 

the Act is also an important aspect of the role of the Information 

Commission, which could result in reducing the number of appeals. 



 

 

Given the huge effort involved in the identifying the Public Authority 

& their non-compliance issues, it is imperative that the Information 

Commission mobilize the citizens/use third party agencies in 

identification of noncompliance by the Public Authorities. 

 

Can Officials be punished if they do not comply with the Law? 

Public  authorities who intentionally delay or discourage an application for data, 

or who purposely give off base or deluding data can be rebuffed under the RTI 

laws. Punishments are an essential piece of a RTI law since they assume a crucial 

part in changing the way of life of mystery that are basic inside huge numbers of 

India's administrations. Without the danger of endorse, there is minimal impetus 

for administrators to agree to the new terms of the Act. The Central Act allows for 

the imposition of penalties. Most notably, where a PIO has, without any 

reasonable cause:   

• Refused to receive an application: 

Irrespective of the mode of submission of application, the PIO ought to receive the 

application & even if the “Applicant” under the Act has either intentionally or 

wrongly addressed his/her application to a PIO, the PIO has to receive the same 

and in no case the PIO should prevent the receipt or refuse to receive the same. 

If the PIO intentionally attempts to prevent the receipt or refuses to take postal 

delivery of the Application addressed to him, it may be construed that the PIO has, 

without any reasonable cause, refused to receive an application under the Act, and 

shall be liable for Penalty under Sections 19(8) and 20 of the Act. 

If the PIO refuses to take postal delivery, there exists sufficient proof to tackle the 

issue to redress the grievance properly in two ways –  

(1)  Directly complaining to the State Information Commission (SIC) or 

the Central Information Commission(CIC) as may be applicable, and  

(2)  Appealing to the First Appellate Authority(FAA). 

In fact, the PIOs need to note here that any “intentional refusal to receive the 

application”, on their part, lead to imposition of Penalty under Section 20 of the 

Act. 

 

Case Law- Mr. Gaurav Bharadwaj Kothi v. BSNL in File No: 

CIC/LS/A/2011/001708/BS/0821-Penalty 



 

 

 
 

 

 

Background 

 The appellant filed five applications under the Right to Information (RTI) Act with 

the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) seeking information regarding some civil 

contractors. The Assistant Public Information Officer (APIO) returned the 

applications on the ground that fee of RTI was not in order due to incorrect 

address of the payee on the postal order and asked the appellant to submit the 

said applications with correct payee address. The appellant then addressed a letter 

to the Public Information Officer (PIO) requesting him to intimate the “correct 

address of the payee” however no reply was given. The First Appellate Authority 

too did not pass any order regarding the first appeal filed by the appellant.     

Proceedings 

 During the first hearing before the Central Information Commission (CIC), the CIC 

observed that as per section 5(3) of the RTI Act, the APIO was bound to render 

reasonable assistance to the appellant but he failed to do so. The commission also 

observed that the DoPT has issued consolidated updated guidelines on the RTI Act 

to help all stake holders in dealing with RTI matters. All the postal orders enclosed 

with the five RTI applications were in the name of AO, BSNL and the PIO could not 

have refused the same in terms of the above guidelines. The Commission directed 

the PIO to furnish the complete and correct information as requested by the 

appellant in his 05 RTI applications. Under section 20(1) of the RTI act, the 

Commission issued a show- cause notice to the concerned PIO to explain whether 

he had any reasonable cause for refusing to accept the RTI applications.  

During the second hearing before the CIC, the PIO was unable to give any 

satisfactory reply and admitted that refusal on his part to receive the RTI 

applications were not in accordance with the RTI rules. As regards non-supply of 

information the PIO pleaded that the information sought is very voluminous and 

there was acute shortage of staff and hence the same could not be furnished. 

 View of CIC 

 The Commission noted that the IPOs filed by the appellant were in accordance 

with the RTI rules and that the refusal of the said RTI applications by the PIO is a 

gross violation of the RTI Act. The Commission observed that the burden of 

proving that denial of information was justified and reasonable is clearly on the 



 

 

PIO as per section 19(5) of the RTI Act. Under section 20(1) of the RTI Act, the 

Commission levied a maximum penalty of Rs. 25000/- on the PIO and directed to 

him to furnish the complete information to the appellant. 

 • Not furnished information within time limits  

RTI Act Prescribes time limit under which the reply need to be given by Public 

Information Officer. 

For PIO to reply to application: 30 days from date of receipt of application 

For PIO to transfer to another PA under Sec 6(3): 5 days from date of receipt of 

application 

For PIO to issue notice to 3rd Party: 5 days from date of receipt of application 

For 3rd Party to make a representation to PIO: 10 days from receipt of notice from 

PIO 

For PIO to reply to application if 3rdParty involved : 40 days from date of receipt of 

application 

For applicant to make First Appeal: 30 days from date of receipt of PIO’s reply or 

from date when reply was to be received 

For First Appellate Authority to pass an order: 30 days from receipt of First Appeal 

OR Maximum 45 days, if reasons for delay are given in writing 

For applicant to make Second Appeal before CIC/SIC: 90 days from receipt of First 

Appeal orders or from the date when orders were to be received 

For CIC/SIC to decide Second Appeal: No time limit specified 

 

 

 • Malafidely denied the request or knowingly given incorrect, 

incomplete or misleading information 

Where the central information commission at the time of deciding any complaint 

or appeal is of the opinion that the public information officer has without any 

reasonable cause and persistently, failed to receive an application for information 

or has not furnished the information within time specified malafidely denied the 

request for information knowingly given incomplete information or misleading the 

information or destroyed  information which was the subject to request or 

obstructed in any manner in furnishing the information it may recommend for 

disciplinary action against the public officer. 



 

 

 

• Destroyed information subject to a request or obstruction of 

information. 

Case Law -Shri Deepak Khullar v. South Delhi Municipal Corporation 

(SDMC) in F.No.CIC/YA/A/2014/000463 

F.No.CIC/YA/A/2014/000594 F.No. CIC/YA/A/2014/000347 

 

 

Relevant facts emerging during hearing on 24.11.2014  

The Commission vide order dated 27.10.2014, issued a show cause notice to Shri 

D.P.Bhardwaj, PIO/EE(B), West Zone, South Delhi Municipal Corporation (SDMC) 

for deliberately obstructing the flow of information in relation to second appeals 

no. IC/YA/A/2014/000463, CIC/YA/A/2014/000594 and 

CIC/YA/A/2014/000347. Shri R.K.Jain, on behalf of the appellant, submitted 

that the respondent had not provided information in compliance to CIC order 

dated 27.10.2014. He further submitted that the respondent at the time of hearing 

on 24.09.2014, had requested three/four days time to submit their written 

submission, but they failed to do so till date of decision i.e. 27.10.2014. This 

shows callous attitude on the part of the respondent in not providing the 

information sought. 

 Shri D.P.Bhardwaj, AE(B)/APIO (who arrived late after the hearing had already 

started) submitted that he has been designated as APIO, South DMC, Delhi and 

not the CPIO. On a query by the Commission as to who is the CPIO, Shri 

Bhardwaj replied that the EE(B) is the CPIO, who is responsible to comply with the 

order of the FAA and to submit written submissions in compliance to CIC orders. 

On this, Shri Jain submitted that the CPIO includes APIO also and quoted Section 

2(c) of the RTI Act, which reads as follows: “2. .... (c) "Central Public Information 

Officer" means the Central Public Information Officer designated under sub-

section (1) and includes a Central Assistant Public Information Officer designated 

as such under sub-section (2) of section 5; 

 5. .... (2) Without prejudice to the provisions of sub-section (1), every public 

authority shall designate an officer, within one hundred days of the enactment of 

this Act, at each sub-divisional level or other sub-district level as a Central 

Assistant Public Information Officer or a State Assistant Public Information 

Officer, as the case may be, to receive the applications for information or appeals 

under this Act for forwarding the same forthwith to the Central Public Information 

Officer or the State Public Information Officer or senior officer specified under sub-

section (1) of section 19 or the Central Information Commission or the State 



 

 

Information Commission, as the case may be: .....” Shri Jain contended that 

merely on the ground that he is an Assistant PIO and not the CPIO, does not 

absolve him from his liabilities under the Right of Information Act. 

 The Commission notes with concern that Shri D.P.Bhardwaj, while attending two 

earlier hearings of the Commission, never brought this fact to the notice of the 

Commission that he was not the CPIO but only the APIO. The Commission, in 

their order dated 20th August, 2014 and 27th October, 2014 had directed the 

CPIO to submit their written submissions and compliance report to the 

Commission. In response, the CPIO has not provided any response. The FAA in his 

orders also directed the CPIO to comply with the directions given. In the light of 

the above, the Commission directs Shri A.K.Meena, CPIO, EE(B)I West Zone, 

South Delhi Municipal Corporation, to show cause as to why penalty should not 

be imposed on him u/s 20 of the RTI Act for deliberating obstructing the flow of 

information to the appellant, as per provisions of the RTI Act. CPIO is afforded an 

opportunity of personal hearing on 08.01.2015 at 4 PM on which date he must 

present himself before the Commission. Written submission, if any, should reach 

the Commission by 30.12.2014 positively. If there are other persons responsible 

for obstructing the flow of information to the appellant, the CPIO is directed to 

inform such persons in writing about the show cause notice and direct them to 

submit their written submissions, if any, and to attend the Commission’s hearing 

on the above mentioned date. In case the CPIO, EE(B)I West Zone, SDMC, fails to 

comply with the Commission’s directions, it will be construed that he is the only 

person responsible for obstructing the flow of information to the appellant as 

sought in his RTI applications above. Shri D.P.Bhardwaj, AE(B)/APIO is also 

directed to attend the Commission’s hearing on 08/01/2015 at 1600 hours 

positively. The hearing is adjourned till January 08, 2015 at 1600 hours. 

 Relevant facts emerging during hearing on 08.01.2015 

 Appellant and APIO Shri D.P.Bhardwaj are present. Shri Bhardwaj reiterated his 

stand taken earlier. CPIO Shri A.K.Meena through his written submission dated 

29.12.2014 submitted that he has never defied the order of the Information 

Commission and always tried to abide by the provisions of the RTI Act. The 

directions issued by the Commission with reference to the present appeals have 

been complied with in toto. He further requested for dropping the show cause 

proceedings against him and tendered unconditional apology for the inconvenience 

cause to the Commission. 

 The Commission notes with concern that the CPIO in his written submission has 

failed to explain the reasons to obstruct the flow of information as per provisions 

of the RTI Act, 2005. The Commission is of the firm opinion that both the CPIO 

and the APIO are guilty of obstructing flow of information in replying to the RTI 



 

 

applications of the appellant, for which no convincing reasons have been 

submitted. 

 In view of the above 

The Commission imposes a penalty of Rs 15,000 (rupees fifteen thousand only) 

u/s 20(1) on Shri A.K.Meena, EE(B)/CPIO, West Zone, South Delhi Municipal 

Corporation, and a penalty of Rs 10,000 (rupees ten thousand only) on Shri 

D.P.Bhardwaj, AE(B)/APIO, West Zone, South Delhi Municipal Corporation for 

violation of the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. The amount of Rs 15,000 will be 

deducted from the salary of Shri A.K.Meena, EE(B)/CPIO, West Zone, South Delhi 

Municipal Corporation, in three equal instalments @ Rs. 5000/- per month 

starting from February 2015. The total amount of Rs. 15,000/- will be remitted by 

April 2015. The amount of Rs 10,000 will be deducted from the salary of Shri 

D.P.Bhardwaj, AE(B)/APIO, West Zone, South Delhi Municipal Corporation in two 

equal instalments @ Rs. 5000/- per month starting from February 2015. The total 

amount of Rs. 10,000/- will be remitted by March 2015. The Superintendent 

Engineer, FAA, South Delhi Municipal Corporation is directed to recover the above 

amounts of Rs. 15,000/- and Rs 10,000/- respectively from the salaries of S/Shri 

A.K.Meena and D.P.Bhardwaj, and remit the same through Demand Drafts or 

Banker’s Cheques in the name of Pay & Accounts Officer, CAT, payable at New 

Delhi and send the same to Shri Shanti Priye Beck, Joint Secretary (Admn.), 

Central Information Commission, Room No. 302, 2nd Floor, August Kranti 

Bhawan, New Delhi–110066.   

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Provisions and Procedures for Non - Compliance Cases- 

Information Commissioner can force a punishment of Rs 250 every day. The 

aggregate punishment can't exceed Rs 25,000.    

Section 20(1) states that "Chief Information Officers" can be punished, however 

when perused with s.5(5) of the Act (which expresses that any officer whose help is 

looked for by a PIO will be dealt with as a PIO for reasons for the Act's punishment 

conditions) unmistakably by and by any authority can be authorized for resistance 

on the off chance that they have evaded their obligations under the law.    

Prior to a punishment is forced under s.20(1), an authority must be given a 

sensibly chance of being heard. The authority is in charge of giving that he/she 

acted sensible and industriously.    

Under the Central Act, where a money related punishment is forced, the 

Information Commission can likewise prescribe disciplinary activity against the 

PIO under the appropriate administration rules. Every single Information 

Commissioner is a free semi legal expert having duty and capacity to get its 

requests actualized. According to Section 18, the IC can summon the officer 

concerned, inquire as to why the request isn't executed and pass essential 

requests. The objection or second interest won't end with simple bearings being 

passed or indicate cause see issued. It can proceed for consistence likewise, in 

situations where IC thinks that its fundamental. Consistence report must be 

documented by the PIO and if not went along, the candidate needs to record 

grumbling for rebelliousness which should be heard by the Commission If the 

judgment or order of the court is not complied with, it will amount to civil 

contempt of court for which penalty of imprisonment is also prescribed. 

Scandalisation of courts or judges would amount to criminal contempt of court as 

per Contempt of Court Act 1971. Either for courts or Information Commissions 

getting their orders complied with is a complex issue.  The RTI Act in itself does 

not contain a particular consistence arrangements. The courts have capacity to 

rebuff for Contempt of Court, though the Information Commission does not have 

such powers. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Grievance Redressal 

Grievance Redressal is a management and governance-related process used 

commonly in India. While the term "Grievance Redressal" primarily covers the 

receipt and processing of complaints from citizens and consumers, a wider 

definition includes actions taken on any issue raised by them to avail services 

more effectively. 

Grievance Redressal mechanism is mandated in Government agencies and 

departments that are directly involved with serving citizens and organizations. 

Usually a Public Relations Officer (PRO) is designated with the role of receiving 

complaints and initiating corrective action, but this mechanism often fails on 

account of lack of authority vested in the PRO over officers of various capacities. 

The Government of India has made effort to systematize the nature of grievance 

redressal through legislation, being driven by civil society agitations under 

leadership of Anna Hazare and Arvind Kejriwal for enactment of the Jan Lokpal 

Bill into law.  

Private businesses and Non-Profits engaged in service delivery, such as hotels, 

restaurants, colleges, etc. often tend to set up their own mechanisms, such 

as Feedback forms and Contact Us pages. Such means to get direct feedback 

enable businesses to take corrective action in time. Governments also often accept 

the responsibility of Consumer protection from private organizations 

through Legislation as well as setting up Consumer Courts and Organizations for 

Dispute Resolution. Such consumer courts pursue quick action for redress, while 

maintaining affordability and ease to the consumer. 

 

Grievance Redressal typically covers the following types of complaints: 

• Service Unavailability 

• Non-Delivery against Commitment 

• Excessive Delays 

• Injustice concerns (such as over race, caste, sex) 

• Staff Misbehaviour 

• Malpractice 

Wider definition of grievance redressal covers: 

• Malfunctions under Warranty coverage 

• Product Support issues 

• Citizen Vigilance reports 

• Employee Disputes 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/India
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chief_communications_officer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anna_Hazare
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arvind_Kejriwal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jan_Lokpal_Bill
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jan_Lokpal_Bill
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nonprofit_organization
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Feedback
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumer_protection


 

 

 

How Grievance Redressal is related to Right to Information Act 

 

The Right to Information Act, 2005 (RTI) was created in 2005 and marked an 

important time in Indian legislative history. The Right to Information enables 

citizens to hold the government accountable and ensure that it is a transparent 

body. Questions that can be asked by the citizen to the government range from 

anything that may concern to some meeting notes to why a teacher is not present 

in a public school, etc. In the current RTI system there are many challenges that 

are inhibiting the government’s efficient delivery of the RTI as a service to the 

people. This has changed the concept of how the citizens view the RTI, as the 

government feels harassed and the citizens feel as though their rights are being 

unjustly denied. Additionally, individuals have turned the RTI into a redressal 

mechanism rather than a way to ensure transparency and learn/understand how 

their government is functioning. The use of the RTI as a redressal mechanism has 

created a relationship of animosity between the government and citizens. The 

below note outlines the ecosystem of the RTI and notes specific challenges that 

both citizens and the government face. 

 

CASE STUDY-CIC/DIRED/A/2017/188568 

The appellant was employed in a private school named Maharaja Agarsen Public 

School and was removed illegally. Challenging this wrongful and illegal act of the 

Respondent School authorities, she approached the High court and subsequently 

the Delhi  Schools Tribunal. However matter is still pending adjudication. The  

appellant emphasized that she sought information against points 1 and 2 

specifically. Respondent states that school was controlled by DDE,Zone and hence 

all the information as sought by the appellant was directed submit an  explanation 

before the commission for the inaction and non furnishing of information. 

Pursuant to the above direction, DDE issued a show cause and also a 

notice/warning to the school authorities for withdrawal of recognition. Through a 

letter dated 08.08.2017, the school viz. Maharaja Agarsen Public School informed 

the DDE, Dte. Of Education claiming that they are not a public authority  but later 

on the school furnished some information about audited account and staff 

statement of teaching and non teaching staff. The school further informed the 

DDE, that same information pertaining to 1999 to 2000 could not be furnished 

since the same was either lost or destroyed by then managing committee. 

http://righttoinformation.gov.in/webactrti.htm


 

 

On this, commission issued a Notice of Non-Compliance upon the DDE, Dte of 

education on 26.12.2017 for not complying with the specific directions 

pronounced vide order dated 05.07.2017 of the commission. In response to the 

Non-Compliance Notice dated 26.12.2017, the DDE Dte. Of Education which 

include Annual return from 2006 to 2017, relating to staff statement, PF and 

ESI facility provided to the staff and copy of Memorandum of Association etc was 

forwarded to the appellant and ran into 899 pages of information. 

Upon perusal of the foresaid document received from the Respondent-DDE, 

Directorate of Education , the commission notes some discrepancies/ irregularities 

and a Show Cause Notice was issued by the Com. On perusal of submission of 

PIO/DY. Director Education, it is noted that endeavours of the officer has not only 

aided in supply of information to the appellant, but also led to the appellant 

joining back the school. The appellant has informed  this commission by a hand 

written note that she is satisfied with the information received and joined back in 

the school on 26.06.2018. He has further stated that apart from providing the 

information to the appellant, the actual grievance of the appellant has also been 

redressed and she has joined back her School.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

RESEARCH ANALYSIS 

 

NUMBER OF CASES FILED IN CENTRAL INFORMATION 

COMMISSION UDER THE REGISTRY OF HOURNABLE 

COMMISIONER MR. YASHOVARDHAN AZAD FROM 01.01.2018 

TILL NOW 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4%

96%

NO. OF CASES REGISTERED IN 

CENTRAL INFORMATION 

COMMISSION

NO. OF CASES FILED FOR  NON-COMPLIANCE IN 2018 IS 109

NO. OF CASES FILED IN CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION IN 2018

IS 2317



 

 

 

TOTAL NO. OF CASES WHICH ARE DISPOSED OFF, FILED FOR 

NON-COMPLIANCE 

 

 

 

 

NO. OF CASES WHICH DOES NOT FALL IN THE CATEGORY OF 

NON-COMPLIANCE 

 

61%

39%

TOTAL NO. OF CASES WHICH ARE DISPOSED OFF, FILED FOR NON-
COMPLIANCE

NO. OF CASES IN 2018 FILED FOR NON-COMPLIANCE IS 109

NO. OF CASES DISPOSED OFF TILL NOW IS 66

78%

22%

Sales

NO. OF NON-COMPLIANCE CASES IN 2018 IS 109

NO. OF CASES WHICH WERE NOT  FOR NON-
COMPLIANCE CASES IS 31



 

 

NO. OF CASES IN WHICH SHOW CAUSE NOTICE WAS ISSUED  IN 

THE CATEGORY OF NON-COMPLIANCE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

98%

2%

NO. OF CASES IN WHICH SHOW CAUSE 
NOTICE WAS ISSUED

NO. OF OF CASES FILED FOR NON COMPLIANCE IS 109 IN 2018

NO. OF CASES IN WHICH SHOW CAUSE NOTICE WAS ISSUED  IN THE CATEGORY OF NON-
COMPLIANCE IS



 

 

HOW TO MAKE NON COMPLIANCE ISSUES MORE EFFECTIVE 
UNDER RTI 

- Ideal to RTI laws drive commitments of straight forwardness on all experts 

working without trying to hide work environments which are anchored by the law. 

For the law to be realized, all specialists who work at an open affiliation ought to 

be centred around straight forwardness - in light of the way that they are the ones 

who will make and manage the information that the overall public will inquire. If 

they don't understand their commitments truly or in case they are not devoted to 

completing the law, by then its intense action will end up being more troublesome.  

- Perceiving how fundamental it is that all specialists anchored by the law fathom 

it and support it, experience has shown that one of the most essential exercises 

that should be embraced when getting ready to execute any RTI law is to give 

preparing to all authorities. Segment 26 (d) of the Central Act especially puts a 

dedication on the Central and State Governments to offer getting ready to open 

experts. As a need, all Public Information Officers (PIOs) and Appellate Authorities 

ought to be totally arranged on what their commitments are under the law, how to 

direct applications/bids.  

- Need to set up a consistence instrument to guarantee that prerequisites under 

RTI are met. It ought to be coordinated to every Central Ministry/Public Authority 

that they ought to delegate a senior officer not underneath the rank of Joint 

Secretary and not beneath the rank of extra head of division in the event of 

appended workplaces for guaranteeing consistence with the proactive RTI's 

Applications.  

- Notwithstanding absence of assets, PIOs do not have the inspiration to actualize 

RTI Act. Amid the RTI workshops composed in the reviewed states, PIOs referred 

to that there were no motivations for assuming on the liability of a PIO; anyway 

punishments were forced in instances of rebelliousness. It was additionally 

watched that there is a wide difference in the rank levels of PIOs. For instance 

PIOs have been selected at the level of teachers in the School Education 

Department in Andhra Pradesh. Amid the data supplier review, 89% of the PIOs 

said that there had been no extra distribution of staff for RTI related exercises. 

 - The Public Authorities need to upgrade the level of proprietorship to guarantee 

the RTI conveyance occurs as per the soul of the Act. They must be at last in 

charge of Identifying the holes in their workplaces in the conveyance of the data, 

from that point distinguish the assets required and suitably spending plan for it. 

 - It can likewise be suggested that the issues can be fathomed without controlling 

privileges of the residents. This is conceivable by exploring like clockwork the sort 

of data individuals need and putting it up on site. 



 

 

CONCLUSION 

The RTI ACT, 2005 has introduced another period of straightforwardness and 

individuals' entrance to data in India. The usage of the Demonstration is gathering 

force with each passing day. Government, common social orders and the media 

have for the most part loaned their strength to the acknowledgment of residents' 

entitlement to data through the progressive Demonstration. Be that as it may, the 

exceptions contained in the Demonstration needs a crisp look. Exclusions should 

be kept at least to guarantee adequacy of the Demonstration. Once more, private 

endeavours can't be permitted to stay out of the ambit of the Go about as they are 

taking care of open cash and have been engaged with tricks that have an 

immediate bearing on open life. The long custom of mystery in our authoritative 

culture affected by the frontier headache and medieval attitude, to break these 

adverse impacts, more stringent punitive arrangement is expected to guarantee 

individual obligation of the authority worried on account of colourable refusal of 

RTI. What is most imperative at exhibit point is to give fair opportunity to the 

Demonstration to work without negative hindrances and b bottlenecks. There is 

an exceptional obligation give occasion to feel qualms about the associations of the 

common society and probono publico to be careful with the goal that the targets of 

the Demonstration ought not be disappointed by the bureaucratic controls. The 

essence of any helpful authoritative institution dependably lie in its executions. 

The accomplishment of the Privilege to Data in India is an open test in our 

managerial culture, open administration capacity of alteration and open 

administrations' promise to the general population cause. Give us a chance to 

trust positive reaction from our administration in the effective operationalisation of 

the Privilege to RTI ACT, 2005. 

 

After a relative investigation of Non – compliance instances of those open offices 

which are under the registry of Information commissioner Mr. Yashovardhan Azad, 

I inferred that the aggregate number of resistance cases under the registry of IC 

Mr. Yashovardhan Azad in the year 2018 is 109. What's more, that 39% of the 

cases are disposed off and 22 % of the cases do not fall under the classification of 

non-compliance. This is on account of individuals measurements not comprehend 

the contrast between grievance redressal and rebelliousness ,I have watched that a 

large portion of the cases which were rejected, were not the instances of non-

compliance but rather of grievance redressal, this issue can be settled if the 

commission will be more particular with respect to the orders given in the cases 

.As vague direction can lead to the non-compliance of the order of central 

information commission by the respondent as people doesn’t understand the 

difference between recommendation and directions given by the central 



 

 

information commission and sometimes vague order can create confusion in the 

mind of the respondent for the compliance of the orders given by the commission. 

 


