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के᭠ᮤीय सूचना आयोग 
Central Information Commission 

बाबा गंगनाथ मागᭅ,मुिनरका 
Baba Gangnath Marg, Munirka 

नई ᳰद᭨ली, New Delhi – 110067 
 

ि᳇तीयअपीलसं᭎या / Second Appeal No. CIC/SBIND/A/2017/162722 
 
 
Shir Gopal Kumar Jha,  … अपीलकताᭅ/Appellant  

 
 

VERSUS 
बनाम 

 
 

CPIO,  State Bank of India, 
Patna. 

  
…ᮧितवादीगण /Respondents 

 
Relevant dates emerging from the appeal: 

RTI : 30.04.2017 FA : 09.06.2017 SA : 28.08.2017 

CPIO : 02.06.2017 FAO : 21.08.2017 Hearing: 14.05.2019 

 
O R D E R 

(17.05.2019) 
 

1. The issues under consideration arising out of the second appeal dated 

28.08.2017 include non-receipt of the following information raised by the appellant 

through his RTI application dated 30.04.2017 and first appeal dated 09.06.2017: 

(i) In the appellant’s account, whether simple interest was applied or 

compound interest during moratorium period. 

(ii) what is the total amount of interest applied during moratorium period. 
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3. The appellant has filed the instant appeal dated 28.08.2017 inter alia on the 

grounds that the reply given by the CPIO is unsatisfactory and misleading. The 

appellant requested the Commission to direct the CPIO to provide the correct 

information immediately, compensate him as per Section 19 (8)(b) of the RTI Act, 

and take necessary action as per section 20 (1) of the RTI Act. 

4. The CPIO vide letter dated 02.06.2017 gave a point wise reply. The FAA vide 

his order dated 21.08.2017 has directed the CPIO to examine the matter in view of 

the facts raised in the appeal and advise the appellant accordingly. 

5. The appellant and the respondent Mr. N.K. Sinha, Chief Manager, State Bank 

of India, Patna attended the hearing through video conferencing.  

5.1. The appellant submitted that the information which was provided by the CPIO 

was unsatisfactory and misleading as there were different statements of the said loan 

account given to him on the same date. He added that all four statements which were 

different could not have been correct. He has stated that an inquiry should be made in 

this regard.   

5.2. The respondent submitted that the statements given are system generated and 

there is no possibility of manipulation.  The respondent further submitted that at 

times the statements may be different if these are taken at different intervals of time.  

The respondent further submitted that as the appellant was feeling aggrieved with the 

computer generated statement and was trying to bring out discrepancy hence, for his 

satisfaction, separate calculation sheets were prepared for satisfying him.  

6. The Commission after adverting to the facts and circumstances of the case, 

hearing both the parties and perusal of records, feels that the due reply has already 

been given by the respondent. This forum is not a grievance redressal forum.  

Moreover, the Commission is not satisfied with the arguments of the appellant that 
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an inquiry under section 18 of the RTI Act is required in this matter. The 

Commission feels that ends of justice would be met if the appeal is dismissed.  

Accordingly the appeal is dismissed.  

Copy of the decision be provided free of cost to the parties. 

Sd/- 
(Suresh Chandra) (सरेुश चंᮤ ा) 

Information Commissioner (सचूना आयᲦु) 
ᳰदनांक/ Date: 17.05.2019 

 


