Substantive Differences Between The NCPRI And Government Grievance Redress Bill 

The proposed grievance redress bill by the Government has made important advancements by codifying legally binding citizens’ charters and instituting mandatory timelines for grievance redress along with ATRs. However the efficacy of the government bill is seriously compromised by the lack of the four main features.

1. People’s Facilitation Center: As per the proposed bill, each public authority will have its own Information and Facilitation Centre. This set-up dilutes the single-window facilitation approach suggested by the NCPRI. Moreover an internally managed facilitation center will be prone to the same conflict of interest issues as the officials of the public authority, and may harass the complainant by making it difficult to raise complaints. 
2. Independent Appellate Authority at the District Level: As per the proposed Bill, appeals against the orders of the GRO of a public authority will lie with the Head of the Department of the Public Authority, and not with an independent District level Authority. There is inherent conflict of interest in this set-up, since at least some of the grievances will likely be precipated due to negligence or complicity of the HoD of the public authority. Moreover there is increased probabllity that the HoD will not take action against the GRO of the same public authority. This has been borne out by the RTI experience where the first appellate authority, who sits above the PIO in the chain of command, often endorses the decision of the PIO, irrespective of merit. By combining an internal escalation to the HoD at the district level with an independent appeal mechanism from District level and above, the NCPRI has suggested a means of incorporating both avenues of redress without compromising on the essential element of independent disposal at the district level.
3. Compensation to Complainant: The proposed Bill has removed all provisions for compensation to the complainant for entitlements wrongly denied or delayed. A nominal amount of compensation (Rs 100/200 for each day of delay) is an important reparative feature, and will help encourage complainants to pursue complaints and also provide some justice for entitlements denied. It is also suggested that if the delay/denial of service occurred due to malafide or negligent actions of a public official, the penalty thus imposed may be applied towards compensation.

4. Codification of Section 4 of the RTI: Six years of experience with the RTI Act has shown that a significant section of RTI users access information in an attempt to resolve grievances with the functioning of public authorities. However, much of the information accessed under the RTI Act to secure entitlements should be proactively disclosed by all public authorities as per the Section 4 of the RTI Act. In fact, non compliance with Section 4, is in itself a violation of the RTI Act, and thus a legitimate complaint as per the Grievance Redress Bill. The Grievance Redress Bill is hence an opportunity to codify Section 4 by combining the existing legal mandate for proactive disclosure under the RTI Act with punitive provisions of the Grievance Redress Bill for non-compliance. Successful implementation will require that Section 4 is explicitly included as part of the Citizen’s Charter and Statement of Obligations of the public authority.

