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............ Thus, a CPIO is expected to provide the information available with him. He is
not required to collect and compile the information on the demand of a requester no
he is expected to create a fresh one merely because someone has asked for it. Because,
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KARNAT)’:KA AT B}LNGALURU |
DATED THIS THE 4”‘ DAY OF NOVEMBER '?Ol 6
BEF OR]E'

THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE A, S BOPAN NA

1. THE STATE OF KARNATAKA .
a REP. BY ITS PRINCIPAL SECRETARY L
DEPARTME_;;:F;'.F AGRICULTURE | |
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... PETITIONERS

“THE KARNATAKA STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION
M s. ILHLDING BANGALORE--SﬁD 001,
2, AR VISHWANATH
T S/ O NOT OWN '
A-T ROAD, AREHALLY-573 101

BELUR TALUK
HASSAN DISTRICT

. RESPONDENTS

(BY SRI G.B.SHARATH GOWDA, ADV,, FORRI1
R2 IS SERVED & UNREPRESENT ED)
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-"ITION IS FILED UNDER AT{TICLEJS 226

I CONSTITUTION OF IND‘A PRAYING TO

QUASH 'I‘HE IMPUNGED ORDERL )ATEI 2 11 ,20".‘1:1 PA SED Y
-A AN D ;-__-_:j;‘__ C

THE 15T RESPONDENT VIDE ANNEXURE
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QN FOF HEARING THIS
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order dated 2 11 Oll pasSed by the 1%t responden

impugnéd at \ o e-A te the petltlon

| e G espopient Tied an spplcation dated

1.2. 204 1 to the Public Informatlon Ofﬁcer Office of the

eeking for
Commlsswner, Dep_;“ﬁ- ment of Agiculture seglong :

S mdwated therein. On taking note of

the information a

Pubhc Informatlon Oﬁiccr keepmg
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dated 7/17.2.2011 as at Annexure-E to the petition

| infonning the 2nd reepondent that _S'ince the 'infdi?méti-on
sou. ght 1S frorn the d]fferent offices - and cach- of thoef*

ofﬁr*es have the Pubhc Informatmn Ofﬁcer the 2ﬂd-.

respondent to m ﬂ??-e an apphcatlon to the concerned

_ Pubhc Informatlon Oﬁlcer, | 1f he .atﬂ] desn'es that
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of the 1nformat10n H d for directlon in that regard
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) 3 '[‘he petmoners herein had appeared therein

-':and 0pposed tht.- clejm ‘made by the Qnd respondent.

- The 1Elt reaoondent i;;'j:,,‘:s_-ough the order dated 2.11 2011 .

| ae at Annexure-rA has du'ected that the information be
fumi.shed to the 2nd respondent w1t_hm 30 days free of

coet through registered post acknowledgment due. The
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peﬁ'tioner§, ﬂlCI'EfQI'E, claumng to be aggngved are
before this Court.
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4. Heard the learned Government Advocate and

perused the petition papers. . = .
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5 At the outset Lhe pe;'_

ﬁled by the 2*1&‘ Ees;:{onglemt wguld ‘msclose that

pointed out ln the endorSPment issued the mformauon

5L

sought is fro:m the dlfferent oﬁices all over the State,_
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and the mformamo:n as sox.ght 18 also of varied nature
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WiﬂlO'th any SPGC?? '-",C

ication of .th-e; particulars as has

’
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-be en S04, ight.. In_ sufch - circumstance, when - the

¥

uuorm'atlfcm' related to the entlre State and as nghtly
pom.tedu_ bl}f' in the ‘endorsement, when each of ~_the
officés. have the Public Information Officers, the
applicant ought to have filed the application té the {zery
Public Information Officer and that too with specific

details of the information that was sought, In this




nformation: sevighs a1 e .
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than achieving the object, for which, the Act -ha_s B’een

passed.
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6. If the above aspect is kept in vlew aﬂd the orde1

_ unpumed dated 2 11 2011 is: t_"_“‘en mto con&deratwn '

! .

the 13* ” respondent w1thout. |
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it would be clear that

| apphcatlon of mmd to alI these aspect«: of the matter'
- J 5 . -
has proceededw e,t t gent the

: "t

15t respondent
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has not e.p‘p}-e te‘ mmd to the nature of - the

.1’_
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mformation that *‘;had been sought and as to whether'

".'r

the dlrectmn sﬁeu‘ld be 1ssued to prowde such |

‘i

*mfor‘natmn but ’the 1m responde,nt has also eenously
erred ;n N dlrectltlg the petltloners to furnish such
mfoxmenen free of cost when the same would run to
several ""th'ousands of pages and as per ‘ the rough

estimates made by the petitioners, the cost incurred

wotﬂd amount to about Rs.40 lakhs. Therefore, in such
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_ and unsustainable in law. The order dated 2.11.2011
\iAnnexure-A) is accordingly quashed. T | -
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