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l'ame (lfthe Appellant: Sh. Love Gogia
MS-1If24. Atul Grove Road. Behind S1'C Building .
.lanpath, Ne\\' Delhi - 11000 I

r---- -------------.---..
I I. I Date of R1'I application 12.12.2019
[2. ~lte oi'reJ~; of the R1'I al:~plieat;()n-_--- 23.12.2019
I -I. ! CPIO (s) who furnished reply [....:ill. S. S. Rohilla
[3~--:-1i1"')pe~i--l)ate ------.~-~-=--=---------TI- 15.01.2020
! 5. ; Date of Decision 20.01.2020L •...• _

Brief Fads of the ease:-

\. In the online RTI application. appellant has sought the following infonnation:-

a) Copy of the Show-cause notice issued by CIC to the Public Authority (CPIO IFAA.
Ivlinistry of b:ternal Affairs. New Delhi).

b) Copy of \\Tinen explanation submitled by respondeill CPIO in response to said show-
cause notice.

h).1 Copy of enclosures and supponing documents. if any. submitted with written
explanation by respondent CPIO.

cl Cop\' of the document suhmitted by complainant Lo\'e Gogia on dated 04.11.2019 vide
CIC diar~ No. 65X349 with the subjeet- "Submission in respect of my RTI requests
rejected by the CI'IO and FAA (Ministry of External Affairs (Gol), New Delhi)
Mala fide intention."

Reply of CPIO:-

The onlinc in[(lI'Ination dateu 23.12.2019, provided by Sh. S. S. Rohilla. as under:

Point No. I & 2.

"You hm'e sought certified copies of show cause notice issued to the CPIO/PIO and
Ccrtilied copies of replies ofC1"10-1\'IEA. In this connection. your attention is drawn to
... " . . the Ilon'ble Supremc Court of India' s order dated 03.10.2012 passed
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in Special Leave Petition (Civil) No. 27734 01'2012 @ee 14781/2012) in the case of
Shri Girish Ramchandra Deshpande Vs. Central Information Commission & Ors. The
I-Ion'ble Supreme Court oflndia decided as under:

.,We are in agreement wilh Ihe c'le and Ihe cOllrlS below Ihal Ihe details called/or by
Ihe pelilion('/' i. e. copies a/all memos iss lied 10 Ihe Ihird respondenl. show calise noliees
and urders of censllre/pllnishmenl elc. are qllalified 10 be personal informalion as

defined in clal/se (i) o(SeClion 81I) !!(Ihe RTf ACI. "

"6. A pel'llsol (!flhe original ;,?fi)l'lnOlion sOl/ghl by Ihe appellan/from Ihe CPIO reveal
Ihal ilems I 109 and ilems 1610 /8 perwined 10 copies oflhe appellanl's own lellers
"Tille/I 10 ,he pl/hlic al/lhority, in Ihis case Ihe Delhi police. The AA concillded Ihat
since Ihe in(ormalionreqllesled by Ihe appellanl originaledfromlhe appellanl himself
he '1'0.1' nol within his righllO seek Ihe same/j'om/he pllblic alllhorily.

7. The c()Illemion oflhe AA is IIpheld. The pllrpose oflhe RTl ACI is 10 allow access 10

o cilizen 10 il'l/iJrll1alion held by a pl/blic al/lhorily. The key elemem is provision ,~f
iriformalion. Inso/c/r (IS an in/iJl'malion is held by a cilizel'l himself il muSI be conslrued
Ihal he ,dre(l(lI- had access 10 sl/ch in{r.l/'maliol1 and his seeking Ihe samefi'om a pl/blic
aUllwrily is a II-J-wllyinti'uclUOI/S exercise. In slIch cases. il shollld sl/flice iflhe public
al/lhoritv in/imales 10 Ihe appellanl whelher or nOI his/her lellers/pelitions had been
received by Ihm public (lU/horily und Ihe dales Ihereof !fhe wanls 10 have copies of his
own lellers wrillen 10 Ihe pl/hlic aulhority, he belieI' looks I/P his own records. In all
sl/ch cases. Ihe key infi)l'll/alion 10 he lransmilled 10 an il?formalion-seeker, when such
in{rJl'lllalion per/llins 10 Ihe copies of le/lers he himself mighl have ",rillen 10 public
l/Iilhoril.\'. is Ihal Ihe public l/Iilhori/.\' ",as or ",as nOI in possessioll of Ihose
/('II('1's/pelilions. The pl/hlic awhorily has /J() obligalion beyond supplying Ihe above-
men/ioned infi.,rllllliion 10 Ihe illfi'I'I1Wlion-seeker. "

Copy of the document submitted by the Appcllant)Complainant in file No.
CIC/MOEAF/C/2019i646092 requested by the Appellant/Complainant originated from
the Appellant himsel f. he is not within his right to seek the same, In this connection,
your allention is drawn \0 paragraph 6 and 7 of the Commission's order dated
05.12.2006 passed in File No. CIC/AT/A/2006/0041I in the case of G,P,S. Rana Vs.
Delhi Police. The Commission decided as under:

Point NO.3

a). At the oUlse\. it is submitted that the instant appeal is regarding only point No.
I, 2 & 2.1 of the instant RTI request. It is neither regarding CPIO's reply to
point No. :; of the RTI request nor an altemptto contest decision ofLd. CIC in
ease No. CIC/MOEAF/C/2019/6460n,

Ground of First Appl'al:-
:;. Aggrieved with reply ofCPIO, Sh. S. S. Rohilla. appellant filed the First Appeal stated

thal:

h). For point No. I. 2 & 2.1 of the RTI Application: CPIO denied the infom1ation
under Section 8( I)(i) of RTI Act by quoting paragraph 13 of a judgment dated



03.10.2012 of Hon'hle Supreme Court passed in Special Leave Petition (Clivi I)
No. 27734 of 2012 @ cc 14781/2012) in thc case of Shri Girish Ramchandra
Deshpande Vs. Central Information Commission & Ors. The Hon'ble Supreme
Coun of India dccidcd as under:

"lVe are in agreement \\'ilh ,he elc and the collrts be/o\\' thatlhe details called
./or hy the pClilioner i.e. copies ol'allll1ell1os issllcd 10 ,he Ihird respondelll, sho",
C(llIse /1olices (lnd orders '?l'cel7SlIre!punishmelll etc. are qllal!fied 10 be personal
inlimnation as I.!£:finedin cia lise (j) a/Sect ian 8(/) of'ihe RTf Ael. "

C). It is respectfully suhmitted that the above mentioned generic reasoning given
by the CPIO doesn't lit into the merits of the present RTI request. Hence the
denial of infonnation is not eOIl'ect.

Commrnts of CI'IO on First Appeal:

4. For Disposal of First Appeal written commcnts of CPIO were asked by the FAA. The
CPIO. Sh. S. S. Rohilla. in his comments has submitted,

"Thc appcllant ivlr. Love Gogia. vidc RTI application dated 12.12.2019 sought (A) copy
of show cause not icc. copy of written explanation submitted by the responde;lt authority
lI'ith copy of enelosure and supportive documents. (B) Copy of documellls submitted
by the complainant himself on the date of hearing i.e. 04.11.2019 and again on
29.11.2019.

Above documents lI'ere sought In respect of a complaint vide
CIC/ivlCHOAF/Cl2019/646092.

Our rcph' dalt'd 23 .12.20 19

The in!lll'Jllation was not provided in terms of

1. lIon'blc supreme court's order dated 03.10.2012 passed in SLP (Civil) No. 27734
of 20 12 1I ec 14781/20 I 2) in thc case of Shri Girish Ramchandra Deshpande Vs.
Central Inflmnation Commission & Ors.
Commission's order dated 05.12.2006+ passed in File No. CICIAT/N2006/00411
inlhe case ol'G.P.S. Rana Vs. Delhi Policc.

i\ wpy of our rcply is enclosed herewith."

I-IraJ'inl-\ (If Appcal:-

:'. The lirst appeal was heard on 17.01.2020 over mobile No. 9654579200 orthe appellant.

6. On perusal of the Appeal. RTI application. CPIO's rcply and hearing, it is observed that
the reply g.iven by the (1'10 is factual and as pCI' provision of the RTI Act. 2005. Therefore.
further inten'ention is not required on the part of thc FAA. in the maller.

7. Thc appeal is being. disposed of accordingly.



8. In case the appellant is aggrieved by the decision, he is free to file second appeal, if he
so desires. before the Centrallnforrnation Commission, Baba Gang Nath Marg, Munirka, New
Delhi - 110067 against this order within 90 days.

Oated .Ianua~' 20, 2020.

(Y. K. Singhal)
First Appellate Authorit),

Tel: 26162290

. ,~~
Copy to:- ~ \ .

1. CPIO. RTI Cell, CIC, New Delhi. ~
Jh. S. S. Rohilla, CPIO & DR to CIC, New Delhi.
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