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PREFACE

It gives me immense pleasure
calendar year 2020 an
pursuance 1o Sechion
State Assembly

3021 oF U and Pfldf 1n Il‘lrf:-‘-'-":itlliﬂ,i_: the Annuail Report periaining 1o the

b of the Goa State Information Commission. The same is prepared in

1 25(1) of Right to Information Act, 2005 and shall be placed hefore the Goa

for further necessary action.

S E‘-Iu ‘H.l_:ghr Lo 1n.t_1'rr|n_a!;mn Alt, Iﬁl}{i has helped citizens o get valusble information required
aking right decision, The Act also aims at achieving ereater trnsparency m the functicning of

'.h': public I'un:_‘,l!n'-‘rl'lliu'i!:.*-i. It has hielped citizens of the State 1o wke well informed decision, who
wonld hav & ntherwise been dﬂ]][‘i\'ud of their constitutionsl o |'.-'!1 [

The ultimate aim and intent of the RTAGCH is that the public should have access o information
under the control of public functicnanes, morder o promote transparency and accountahility in the
working of every public authority and also w0 curtail corruption, mismanagenent ete. if any, and 1o
hold Governmient and their functionaries accountable to such lapses, '

Section 4 of the RTL Act obligaics the public authority to use the Istest technologics to
discharge their transparency commitments. It his now become necessary thal top echelons of the
public authorities are sensitized about seriously addressing the several a_;pfn:u of, and discharging
thear duties under Section 4 of RTI Act, including digitization of data snd use of other latest
echnologies, not only to make transparency the hallmark of ther functioning, but also, to create the
congenial atmosphere to the public at large, 1o actess the information required or desired through

pamless dnd efficient process.

Unless the kev regurement of Section 4 are not fully met by Pablic Anthorities suo-moto, the
ahjective of the Act s emshrned ins preamble and in Section 4 itself, eannot be realized in toto.
During the vear 2020 and 2021, period covered by this report, several steps for facilitating the

mformation seeker and o the PHO were undertaken, in association with NGOs working in the field
of RTI

The Commissioners were also puestsd key speakers for the functions conducted by GIPARD in
the field of RTI and also were resource persons imparting training to the Public Information
(Mfficers and First Appellate Authorities.

The Commission has taken maximum care and efforts to make ths report useful and
formative and has made several observations and recommendations thereon under Section 25 of
RTI Act 2005, which are at page 10 and 11 of this Annual Report.

[he officers and staff of the Commission have taken active interest in compiling this report
and for easy reference, this report is armanged in‘chapters with related sub heads.

Sl
(Shri. Vishwas R. Enuu-kgr!
State Chiel Information Comumissioner.
Goa State Information Comnussion,
Panaji Goa.



1. Introdoction

The Constitution of India empowers its citizens with certain fundamental rights and make the
Siale '.L'='|"I‘-|'I|*-I.'|"-|l.! for pritection of the same. Artele 19 (13 :;lil.u_"-. ite citizen freedom of 'i]!l"'-"-'h and
CAPresEIn whach allows citizens 1o '-:'|‘,1|_‘.|_|-|_ OF EXPITess 1 the w |_'|;'|.,_|['|5: ol the Govermment. Howewver,
citbeens will not be truly expressing themselves unless they know what 15 happening in and around
them. Such opimion or expression will be based on half truth or misleading, unless, they have
pccess to all the mformation that 15 required 1o express them or form their opimon

Right w Informanon Act, 2005 gives night to citizen of India 1o know on the administration
and obtun mformation on the subiject thity reguare.

1. Constitution of Commission

The RTI Act received the assent of His Excellency, the President of India on 15" June 2005, In
order to ensure effective implemenution of RT] Act 2005 {heremnalier relerred to as “Act” or the
"the said Act”), the Government of Goa by Notification No. 10/02/206/LA dated (02-03-2006
published 0 the Official Gazette Series | Noo 14 of even date constiuted the Commission to
exercise the powers confermed on, and w perforn the function assignéd 1o it under the smd Act,

In exercise of powers conferred by Section 27, read with sub section (6] of section 16 of RTI
Act, 2005 (Central Act No 22 of 20M15), the Government of Coa also potfied Coa Siaie
Information Commassion |."'5[1|:|l.'.1| Procedure) Rules, F006 b Motification. Mo, DEINERTIL
Act/ 2005433 1 and also Goa Right o Information { Regulation of Fees and Cost) Rules, 2006,

L Comumissioners

His Fxow
Chiet Info

= Lovernor of Goa had appomnted Shi Prashant 5. P. Tendolkar as the Sune
ssioner whose enure ended on 11-02-2020; The tenure of Shr Juino De

Nouzn, State | Commissioner ended on 03407-2020 and that of St Pratima Vernekar,
Stare Infin oner on 31-1222020,

In exes vers conferred under the Act. His Excellency, the Govemor of Goa
pppointed  Shet Vichwas K. Satarkar as Goa Stale Chiefl Information Commissioner and

Shri Sanjuv N, 1) dikar os State Information Commissioner. and the same was notificd in the
Oifficial Gareti nont of God, Extra-Ordinary, Senes 11, No. 48 dated 3™ March 2021 FLTAT|
were adminisiered Owih of Office and Secrecy by His Excellency on 2™ March 2021,

'he dewdls of the Information Commissioners and the Officials are as follows:

STATE CHIEF INFORMATION STATE INFORMATION COMMISSIONER
UCONMISSIONER
Shr Vishwas B Siatorkor Shri Sanjiuy W, Dhavalikior

(020032021 6l daic) (02-03-202 1 il dates

.




% il the powers and funcy,
.18, 19 and 20 presaribed th i ok
The RTI Act 2005, igh Jﬁﬂm appeals and penalties [espectively, The g,
in dealing W X body-to hear and adjudicate the appeg), and
IFlhﬁ mﬁﬁw;ﬂm monitor and ensure the: implementation of the Act at various e,
#ints 0 €l |
in E:ﬂm'ﬂﬂ.ﬁﬁ with iﬁ*’lﬂ'ﬂ"ﬁ'“m

of its own, Presently. it functions from the Premmige,

The Commission has no office premises official address of Commission is as under,

ulloited by the State Government. The present

Giow State Information Commissian,
7" Floor, Kamat Towers,
Patto Plaza,

The € Hm’i vaslis administratively headed for the year 2020 and 202] by the :I‘nliw.:.n
uﬂiﬁm-

~ | UNDERSECRETARY CUM REGISTRAR

The details of number of staff sane e siaff actually posted ore i

.ﬁl.l.ﬂilﬂ of Prsts viewnt

01

il
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Dunng the calendar year 2020, the Commission rec
Complaints,

In the year 2020, a total of 112 nos. of Appeals, 11 nes. of Complaints, 22 nos. of Penalties
were disposed off,

During the calendar

In the year 2021, a towal of 184 nos. of Appeals, 24 nos. of Complaints, 10 nos. of Penalties
were disposed off,

eived 224 nos, of Appeals and |6 nes. of

year 2021, the Commission received 300 nos. of Appeals and 20 nos, of



> list of cases from 2021 onwards

e
N e
26 0 234

February 234 30 0 264
March 264 ¥ 3 293 ]
April 293 3 17 310 |
May Mo 8 1 315_—
June 38 31 i 349
July
August
October
November
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1%, Status of RT1 Application and First A

The Goa State Information Commission received o ital of 22 RTI applications for the
calendir year 2020. The total of 07 nos. of First appeals were filed before the First Appellate
Authority of this Commssion under Section 19 of RT1 Act 2005,

The Gon State Information Commussion received a wial of 33 RTI applications for the
calendur vear 2021, The total of 02 nos. of First appeals were fled before First Appellate Authority
of this Compussion under Secion 19 of KT Act 2005

X, Cases under Sexual Harassment
Mo case has been hiled in Goa State Information Commission under the Sexual Harassment of
Women at Work Place (Prevention, Prolibition & Redressal) Act, 2013,

XL Budget for Financial Year 2020-2021

(Rs. In Lakhs)

Funds Allotted (ffice Other Salaries | Total
Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure
| for the
financial year
| 2020-2021
206.01) 8,85 ‘ 37,23 178.8 | 2249

XII. Nodal Department

The Depurtiment of Information & Publicity, Government of Goa s the administrative
Department tor Cloa Stz Information Commission. All sdminisirative and linancial marers are
taken wp and rouied through this nodal Department.

XIl. Observation & Recommendations of the Commission

In the course of heanng of the cases and during the day to day functioning of the Commission,
lapses m several practices and procedures were noticed, Hence, the observations of the
Commisston and the recommendations are given herein under as required u/s 25 of the BTI Act

a. Mode of service of Notices, Orders etc,

Rule 6 of the Goa State Information Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2006 speaifies
the mode of service of notice. The said rules were drafted soon after the formation of the
Commission in 2006. The present trend is 1o have paperless mode of transmission. People are now
using miernet and other facilities like SMS, Wha}tﬂ.ﬁ.pp, Twitter, Instagram ete 1o transmit and
receive the messages. Hence, now all correspondence can be made through electronic media oc
other equivalent facilities. Hence, there is a need 1o amend Rule 6 of Goa State Information
Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2006 appropriately.

b. Regarding Auvthorities:

It has been chserved by this Commission that there is a tend of PIOs reporting loss of
records of information sought, as either missing or lost and the same 15 on rise. It is also observed




rved properly and appropriately by the Py,
rescribed by the relevant ACt EOVErning gy,

pot maintained and prese
| undertaken. A comprehensive  Managen,e,,

Authorities for minimum stipulated years, P
(uncLioning. Digitization of records is alse not : L A : M
Information System <hould be developed by sach Public Authonty for storage J,Lm.l_n. Irie ".'.'%[ of ity
The computerization of records and use of [T resources 10 ensure transparency in functioning o
different Departmcnts, should be accorded high prierity and there should be sdequate budgepa,

provision for undertaking this work.

e, Compliance Section 4

thar the records . are

horities are 0ot strictly complying 1he
e of the activity undertaken by
Authorities, undoubtedly there
remedy provided by the Act for seeking desire
ds that the Chief Secrefary of the State should
pravision of 4(1 )b} of the RTI A

the Public Aul
o pctive disclosu

made by Public

It is also observed that most iof
provision of Section 4 Fiih) of the Act by provichn
them. 1f more and more Suo-maoio disclosures are

would be less and less people who would resort 10
information, Therefore, the Commission recommen
direct all Public Authorities of the State 1o comply with the

more diligently.
d. RTICell

The officers have besn assigned the duly af the PIOs in addition (o their other regular

ussignments. It is noticed that in such cases, the concemed officers are nol ahle to do justice neither
Lo their regular assignments nor o their function as PIOs. They are under constant fear of facing
penialty proceedings during hearing which may affect their prospects for promotion or i
curtailment in payment of their regular remuneraion. Therefore, Commission recommends that the
RTI Cell be formed in cach Public Authority/ Depanment.

XIV. Commission’s Website
The revamping of this Commission’s websile w
3031, The website is updited with all the
orders. y

swas done in the year
jon, including the latest

State Chief Information Com . S R, Satarkar, Hon'ble
Information Commissioner, § F R Hon'ble State
Secretary-cum- Registrar of G " ST RS SRRl IREY, ' Thakur, Under



NV, RTI Bouklet

Also, the new RTI Booklet was printed with the latest amendments, The booklet contains
Right to Information Act sectionwise, the first schedule, the sccond schedule, Government of Goa
Notifications and also the Government of India Notifications.

IONS CONDUCTED BY GOA S

ATE INFORMA TTON COMMISSION

a) RTIDAY

A conference on “Dissemination of Information ander Section 4 of the Right 1o Information
Act. 2005 in commemoration of the RTI Day was held on 12" October 2021 at Fern Kadamba
Hotel & Spa which was attended by Heads of Governmeni Departments. The total af 57

participants were present for the programme, The programme was held in 3 sessions,
Session |

Inauguration and keynote address by Hon’ble Lokayukta Justice (Retd.) Ambadas Joshi
an the theme ‘Dissemination of Information under Section 4" in the distinguished presence of
Adv. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chicf Information Commissioner, Shri. Sanjay N. Dhavalikar,

Stare Information Commissioner and Shri. Ravi Dhavan, IAS, Secretary- Information & Fublicity.

Session 2

Shri. Vadali Rambabu, Jont, Director, 15TM, New Delhi covered the important aspects of
Section 4 during the second session. Shri Rambabu  also shared some of the best practices on
Section 4 across the Oy

Session 3

The Moderator for the Programme was Shri. Kishor Naik Gaonkar, Chief Editor, Goan

Varta Live alongwith the panelist namely:-

i Padmashree { Adv. ) Norma Alvares, Practicing Lawyer (Supreme Court),

1. Shri . A, Hawaldar, TAS (Retd. ), Member. Goa StafT Selection Commission.

i Shri Prakash Kamat, Member, Goa State Advisory Boand on Disability & Retd
Scnior Assistant Editor of *The Hindu'.

The Panel dictinsion htltﬁﬂd to throw insights on the role of lhe-ﬂn:pur'ﬂn-:nm as well -as the
civil society in facilitating the implementation of the RTT Act, 2005, The role of the Departments i
adhering to Section 4 of the Act was also discussed by the panelists.
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The Commission has undertaken tramng programme on KT1 Act, 2005 for PIOs and FAAs
for three days (18-11-2021, 19-11-2021 and 20-11-2021) at Goa Institute of Public Administration
& Rural Development, Ella Farm, Old Goa, Shri B. Yognath Singh, Master Trainer DoPT, Gol,
New Delhi and Shri Vivek Velankar, Resource Person at YASHADA, Pune addressed the training

PIOECATImE,

DAY | - 18-11-2021

Training Programme on Right © Information Act, 2005 for PIOs of Directorate of
Panchavats-Bardez, Tiswadi, Saleete and Mormugao Taluka was held. The total of 62 participants
were present for the programme. The twpics covered were key dehimitions and important sections of
the Act, Role of the PIOs/APIOs, processing of RTI applications and writing speaking orders and

exemptions from disclosure of information.

DAY 2 - 19-11-2021

Pramning Progrmme on Right o Information  Act. 2005 for FAAs of Directorate of
Panchiyuts.  [hrectorate of Municipal Administration and Directorate of Higher Education was
held. A total of o) participanis were present for the programme: The topic covered were key
definitions and imporam Sections of the Act, Role of the FAA, writing speaking orders.
exemptions from disclosure of information and third party and personal information,

DAY 3 - 20-11-2021

Training Programme on Right to Information Act, 2005 for PIOs of Directorate of Higher
Education was held. A total of 32 participants were present for the programme. The topic covered
were key definitions and important sections of the Act, Rnk‘, of the PIOs/APIOs, exemptions from
disclosure of information. role of FAA and writing speaking onders.

10
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1. STATISTICAL DATA

The Annual Report focuses essentially on siaws of implementation of the Agy by Public
Authorities in accordance with w/s 25(2) of the Act.

The data received from Public Authorities regarding RTT applications for 2020 and 2021 haye
been compiled by this Commission to be reported in the Annual Report of 2020 & 2021 of the Goa
Sgate Information Commission,

Sr. No Particulars 2020 221
1. No. of Annual Reports sabmined L 94
_?_; m:my_reqmeen Receved [S8T2 17658
L - —i. - |
3. How many requests have been Disposed 3329 16794
i -I-_E] No.of P.LOs 277 284

® Requests Raceived
B Reguest Disposed

m Mo, Of POy

2020 2021

12




a) TABLE SHOWING DETAILS OF APPLICATIONS RECEIVED
The following tables give the breakup of application received by various public authorities

the State during the reporting year,
Sr. N Particulars 1 2020 2021
I. | N of Public Authorities which received more than 1000 RTI L &
Applications -
2. No. of Public Authorities which received more than 500- 1000 | =
RTI Applications " ==
3. | No. of Public Authorities which received more than  100-500 12 T
RTL Applications
4, | No. of Public Authorities which received more than S0-100 RTI 8 - BE
Applications
5. | No. of Public Authorities which received more than 25-50 RTI 9 S |
Applications
6. | No. of Public Awthorities which received less than 25 RTI 54 R
Applications ]
Highest No. of RTT Applications received in the year 2020 =
E ) 3 e —_—
il - B No of Applications
l w R i Ry : g ||
iment of Vrban 3950
2 | Office of the Dirs 1872 1
3 | Office of the — '
S 1529
4 Jffice of the
S 1209
% Department
5 = I = ] 962
- Dm THOSNERY oy
E D — I:,T'], 7
] = i 240
10 s B 216 u
I el i =
12 " i 194
5 '
"_}i-—- ———, 1!&3
=i 132
| Direci 123
. 109




.........

""" Highest No. of RTI Application received in the year 2021

G, NO. Name of Department No of Applications
7 | Director General of Police Head Quarters Panaji 3501 —
—5 | Office of District Collector South Goa District 4734
- Public Works Departiment 1307
= Diepartment of Urﬂan-'ﬁéwlnpmem Mumicipal 1540)
_Adminiﬁ!rn:iun I T

= Directorate of Settlemen & Land Records 18

6 | Principal Chief Conservator of Forests H88 e
— 7 | Directorate of Transport 513 "
I 3 Commissioner of Excise 337
0 Directorate of Vigilance 16
— {0 | Director of Education Porvarim 1143

11| Directorate of Agriculture M0

12 | Directorate of Mines & Geology Panaji 151

Total 15,319

b} TABLE SHOWING AUTHORITIES WHICH RECEIVED MAXIMUM REQUESTS IN
THE YEAR 2020

| N 3 I
ﬁ;* . Name n‘r.'"lh-pa rtmen.l: i u.lnf it Nao. of Requests
1 | No. of Public Aothorities which received more
ﬂ_]ﬂl'l L0 11 !'-{'!Erjl.f.'.'i'tlﬂ:ltﬁ
A | Department of Urhon Development A 3980
| B | Office of the Director Generiil of Police ' 3872
_':.' Office of the Principal Chief Engineer, Public | 5
Works Depar el
D | Office of the Chief Electrical Engineer, Electricity 1299
e __I:'Jlgl_:n_m'u:n-:n_l__
2 | No. of Public hnihurltll.-ﬁ whiﬁ received more
| than 500-1000 RT1 Applications )
A | Directorate of Seitlement and Land Records Q62
3 | No. of Public Authorities which received more
| than 100-500 RT1 Applications
A | Department of Co-Operation 12 481
_B. | Department of Transpor ] 473
C. | Office of Commissioner of Excise 2E8
L D. | Directoraie of Agriculture 240

1a




Directorate of Animal Husbandry.

E, | Directoraie of Mines & Geology e dis
“F | Guoa State Pollution Control Bourd 211

G. | Directorate of Vigilance 194

H | Directorate of Health Services 163

| g’fﬁcp of Deputy Director of Panchayat, South 162 =
il

1| Commercial Tax Department a2

K | Directorate of Food and Drugs Administration 3

L | Directarate of Fire & Emergency Services 1w

4 | No.of Public Authorities which received more Tl
than 50-100 RTI Applications Ll

A. | Captain of Ports b

B. | Directorate of Accounts, North Goa o) Wi

€. | Directorate of Sports and Youth Affairs 73

D. | Goa Public Service Commission 73

E. | Goa Sue Infrasiructure Development 69
Corporation

F. | Directorate of Fisheries 03

G | Sports Authonty of Goa &l

H 52




TABLE SHOWING AUTHORITIES WHICH RECEIVED MAX] |
THE YEAR 2021 MUM REQUESTS N

_

Sr. Name of Department No. of No. of Requests |
Mo Department
1 | No. of Public Authoritics which received more
than 1000 RT1 Applications
_'_‘l.'!, rector General of Police Head l:_'l_l rters |11|]'|.dji 4511
B | Office of Di District Collector South Goa District | 5 1334
C | Public Works Department 1597
"D | Department of Urban Development Municipal 1540
Administration
E | Directorate of Settlement & Land Records 1078
. 2 | No.of Public Authoritics which received more
than S(H- 1000 RT1 Applications
A Prm-:u‘.u.. Chief Conservator of Forests 5 88
B | Dircctorate of Transport, Panaji Goa 513
3 | No. of Public Authorities which received more
| [ than 100-500 RTT Applications
A | Commissioner of Excise 327
B | Direciorate of Vigilance 236
C | Direciomte of | ducation 214
. ]J -E]n_.:‘|1'|r-, cil ,'-,-__'|':|'|-I|1llrl:' o :Eﬂ'}
"E | Directorate of Mines and Geology 10 151
F | Goa Staie Pollution Control Board i
| G | Dirvectorate of Foods and Drugs 165
| H | Directorate of Health Services 138 B
1 | Department of Tourism 145
=3 | The Commussioner of Commereial Taxes 111
5 | No. of Public Authorities which received more
than 30-100 RT1 Applications ;
A | Directorate of Accounts, North Goa 9l
B | Director of Women and Child Development 7l
e | - Dircctorate of Archives and Archaeology 08 67
D | Directorate of Fire and Emergency Services 63
E ' Directorate of Fisheries 6l
T | The Sports Auwthority of Goa ol =

16



o —

G [ Gon State rnmmr: Development

m mn:—‘n Supplics and Consumer Affairs el |

5 | No. of Public Authorities which received more e

thun 25-50 RT1 Applications —

A | Directorate of Higher Education g ==

B | Directorate of Tribal Welface Panaji - S

C | Directorate of Art & Culture i

D | Diteclorate of Fisheries s

E | Directorate of Animal Hushandary 45 ___

F | Captain of Ports Department Panaji-Goa 43 :

G | Exécutive Enginese WD, XXIV. PHE, Public 43

Works Department. Bicholim Goa 15
H | General Administration Department, Secretariat A
I | Distriet & Sessions Court, Altinho, Panaji-God, e

! | Director of Tnformation & Publicity il 0l

K | Goa Legislature Secretarial L i

L | Goa Medical College Bambolim 25
‘M | Directorate of Prosecution, Panaji 2

N | Narayan Zantye College of Commerce Bicholim 26 O

| ) E:::Euw D:-ﬂwmma@g:; ; 25

6 | No. of Public Authori

than 15 RT1
di AUHORITIES HAVING SI)

(Compiled as per report year 2020)
Sr. Na -
No, ' | No. of cases

| | Goa State mmq L dlisposed

| 2 | Directosae of —
3 | Office of Deputy D St
P e 162
5 | Captain of Parts 117

6 | Directorate 89 e
7_| Goa Public Sery i
i =




-
3 | Goa Sate Infrastrocture IJc'._:crupm.;nt Corporation

BREE e T ol G b9 T
g | Sports Authority of Cxom " - _‘_-THT_'_'
~10 | Directorate of Animal Husbandry = ———
Fﬂ"' River Navigation Department 30 ﬂ;_'_
12 | Directorate of Tribal Welfare 47 e
T 13 | Directorate of Archives and Archaeology a5 ¥
14 | Goa Tourism Development Corporation Limited 30 m
15 | Goa Handicrafts, Rural and Small Scale Industrios 16 6
Development Corporation Lid
16 | Department of Environment and Climate Change 32 32
17 | Directorate of Technical Education 24 %
18 | Inspectorate of Factonies and Boilers 14 1
19 | Department of Printing and Stationery 18 |8
30 | Goa Board of Secondary and Higher Secondary 17 |6
|| Education
21 | Distoet & Sessions Court, Nonth Goa 17 fy
27 | Goa Dental (.'.'-nlfege and Hospital 13 17
23 | Maravan Zantye College of Commerce 16 I
34 | Goa College of Engineering 16 16
75 | Goa State Election Commission 16 I&
26 | Gou Instituie «f Public Administration & Rum] IE 15
D__-l;:h'l:.'h_l-lrl Tl :
27 | Directorate of Planning, Statistics & Evalaation 2 11
28 | Goa Forcst Do clopment Corporation Lid. 12 12
_I'QI .ﬁr._pﬂr-rmrm of Legnal ."Lirrrﬂlﬁgy 1‘2 1n =
30 | Directorate of Prosecution 12 4
31 | Gou Commussion for Scheduled Castes / Scheduled 10 10
Tnbes
32 | Instiute of Nursing § 8
33 | Don Bosco College of Agriculture i i
34 | St Xavier's College L 7
35 | Directorae of Oificial Language 8 3
_315 Goa College of Music 5 8
37 | Parvatiba Chowgule College of Ars & Science- 7 7
[ Autonomous
38 | DOT's S 8. Dempo College of Commerce & Economics 1 7
ot Bt et 4
=. 39 | Goa College of Home Science 7 !
| Dnyanprassarsk Mandal's College and Research 7 :
| Centre, Assugao =
__ﬂ_ﬁ, Agnel College of Arts & Commerce ! .




45 T Gon Siate Scheduled Tribes, Finance and Development | 7 g
431 | Government Eull:g:nf Arts Science and Commerce, ! 7
Sanguelim 5 —
44 | Governmen College, Khandola =
45 | Nirmala Institute of Education 6 6 1 ]
46 | Dircctorute of Accounts, South Branch b f i
47 | Admimstrative Tribunal of Goa f 6 :
48 | Principal District & Sessions Judge, South Goa, Margao 5 .1__
49 | Shree Damodar College of Commerce & Economics 3 k]
50 | College of Arts & Commerce, Zuarinagar 5 g
51 | Dhempe College of Arts & Science b 5
52 [ GVM's G.G.Poy Raiturcar College of Commerce and 5 5
Economics =
53 | Vidya Probodhim College of Commerce Education, 3 5
Compuier and Man i
34 | Department of Sainik Wellare 4 1
55 | Department of Industries , Goa Khadi and Village 4 4
Industrics T
56 | Goa Rehabilitation Board K P!
57 | Goa State AIDS Control Society 4 4
58 %:ﬂ'ﬂl‘ﬂfﬂt C‘ﬂll:g: of Arls Srmm,:and Cmm‘ 3 = ]
pemt
59 | Directorate of Meseums i 3 3
60 | Goa Stare Sccial Welfaré Board 3
_ 6l | Government Pﬁl}m =
62 | Government PDI}'Iﬂ:hIHﬂ;-, 5
63 | Goa Encrgy - ]
| Carmel College of hmg D
Women
Total Requests Ree . - T,
(© as "H"ﬁ .
: g ng year 2021
T £ :
No. i No. of cases
- .E!' oy X
l Eﬂﬂglﬂtﬂ' Pﬂw ."".' 5
- BaEat
2 | Directorate of T
3 | Directorate of Acco 158
1| Directorate of An | :




_ =

ﬂﬁ%—ﬂﬁ Authority of Goa Bambolim N ——
TWlutrmtmcmm Development Corporation o
Limited .
r-:f""ﬁ;'ri of Civil Suppliﬁ:ﬁ & Consumer Affairs T R
Tmm: of Tribal Welfare Panaji a9 o
=D | "Directorate of Animal Husbandry a5 T
=70 | Captain of Ports Department Panaji Goa a3 %
{1 [ Executive Engineer WDXXIV, PHE Public Works 1 i
Department Bicholim
2 | District & Sessions Court Altinho Panaji-Goa, ET 3
13 | Director of Information & Publicity T 5
14 | Goa Lﬂéislulurﬂ 3 T
~i5 | Goa Medical College Bambolim BT W
16 | Dimectorate of Prosecution Panaji 27 15
17 | Narayan Zantye College of Commerce Bicholim 25 10
1% | Department of Information &Technology 24 5k a=r
19 | Dept of Finance Revenue & Control 24 4 ]
20 | River Hﬂ'l.-:i:IE:!ﬁ'l"'.l'.l 'I_.-}l:']:'ﬂnn;::nl Betim Goa. 23 ot
21 ]n;p:::[m'ui_u of Factones & Boilers Panaji X 23 P
7 Din:cmrui..r of '[';:ur:nicui Education P'uwnnm 22 75t
23 | Government Polytechnic Altinho Panaji-Goa 21 17
24 | Parvatibad Chow zule College of Arts and Science 19 19
Autonomous Margoa ) g
25 | Directorate of Planming & Statistics & Evaluation A7 17
26 | 51 Xaviers College Mapusa 15 14
27 | Goa College of Engincering 15 15
2% | Goa Dental College & Hospilal Bamolim 14 14
| 25 Department of Legal Metrology 14 8
130 | Goa Forests Dev clopment Corpocation lefi'aﬂ,ﬁ* 13 13
G
T_ﬁimtﬂrutc of Small Saving & Lotteries _ H (1
312 | Electricity Departments Div VIIL Aquem Margao 2
33 | District & Sessions Court, South Margao ik 10
M | Doyanprassarak Mandal College, Assgao 11 L .
35 | Dhempe College of Ans & Science, Miramar 1 H il
_35 District RHI‘H}- Development Agt:ﬂl::jl'.sﬂﬂi 1 [}
| 37 | Goa Handicrafts Rural and Small Scale Industries 10 14
____| Corporation Limited .
_Ei_ Department of Primting & Stationary Panaj 9 9 a
39|85 Dempo College of Commerce & Economics: L) 8
" | Bambolim Goa I}

2




Directorate of Accounts South o

40 7 —J

i1 | Gioi Investment Promotion and Facilitation Board 8 8 !
Paaji

32 | Luw Department, Porvorim Goa ] —

41 | Dr Fr. Agnel College of Arts & Commerce Pilar T T
Goa

44 | Shree Damodar College of Commerce & T g
Economics Margao

45 | Government College of Commerce and Economic 6 6 |
Borda Margao

46 | Shiroda Caculo College of Commerce & 6 f 1
Management Studies Mapusa

47 | Sant Sohirobanath Ambiye Govt College Arls & 3 6 =
Commerce '

4% | Directorate of Official Language 6 6

49 | Nirmala Institute of Education Altinho Panaji-Goa 5 5

50 | College of Ans & Commerce Viasco 5 5 B

51 | Vidya Prabodhini College of Commerce Education 5 5
Computer and Management

52 | Goa College of Phamacy 5 &

4
55 =
4

4|2

BEEBEEEEAD




,_,...-—-—-—"__ Ehnwlng sub-set of [ nﬂp“rmm lluflng"_'

S g more No. of PIOs. 2029
§r Name of the Public Authorit No. of requests | N o———o
[No.| ——— - 24 . rmhaﬂnﬂy PIO H"d'l'h‘““
L, e e e 3 — Gsposal
~1 | Department of Urban Development - Total 3980
12 PIOY's v 1927
Tm the Director General of Police — W ==
Total 20 PIO’s 3788
3 | Office of the Principal Chief Engineer, Public 1530 —
Works Department —Total 43 PI1O's 356
3 | Office of the Chief Electrical E]]Einggrl 1200 BEF -
Electricity Department — Total 21 PIOs
~5 | Direclorate of Settlement and Land Records 60 G 1.
~Total 10 PICY's |
"6 | Departient of Co-operation ~Total 14 PIDs Ty T 1
= Pepartiment of Transport Total 19 IJ]:_]. 5 473 ; 167
§ | Office of Commissioner of Excise-Total 12 198 35
PIO's
9 Directorate of .*-.gmullun: ~Total 13 PIO's 240) 230
|10 | Darectorate of Mines & Geology =1 “otal & Tk o7 =
PILY s
11 | Directorate of Vigilance —Total 3 PIO"s 1G4 163
_'_12 Cﬂhun::n;i_ul_]'_.!\ Department ~Total 3 PIO's 132 113
13 | Directorate of Fire & Emergency Services 18] o7
__{—Total 4 P1O's . |
14 | Directorate of Accounts, North Goa —~Toral 2 a0 8K
PIO s _
15 | Dircctoraie of Fisherics —Total 2 PIOYs 65 63
16 | Directorate of Women and Child 5() a0
Development — [ otal 4 PIO's
17 | Directorate of Aris and Cuolture —Total 3 33 T
| PIO's _
18 | Directorate of Higher Education —Total 3 28 28
Pl _
19 | District Rueral Development Agency, North 21 21
Goa ~Total 2 PIO's ;
20 | Dircciorate of Industries Trade and 17 17
Commerce —Fotal 2 PIO's
21 | Government Polytechnic, Panap Total 2 16 1l |
PIOYs [ !
2 | Govind Ramnath Kare Collge of Law —Total 13 13
2 PIO’s
13 | Goa College of Pharmacy - Total 2 PIOYs 7 7 il
M 5V Sridora Caculo College of Commerce 6 b
L & Management Studies — Total 2 PIO"s
L__ Total Rt'%lurﬁts Received and Disposed 1411 11672

21




Showing sub-set of Department having more No. of P10s.2021
No. of requests No. of cases |
E;:‘_ Name of the Public Authority received by PIO disposal
i 2 3 4
1 | Director General of Police-26 PIO's 4511 4367
2 | Office of Mistrict Collector South Goa 4234 4088
District- 24 PI0's N
1 | Public Works Depariment- 40 PIO"S 1597 1370 |
4 | Department of Uthan Development 1540 1782 '
Municipal Admimstration =
3 | Directorate of Senlement & Land Records - 1078 107K
10 PIO s |
6 | Commissioner of Excise -12 P10.s 327 36 il
7 | Directorate of Vigilance-3 PIO’s 236 1959
8 | Director of Fducation, Porvorim — 14 PIOs 214 195 |
0| Directorate of Agneulre - 12 PIO’s 2010 00
10 | Directorate of Mines & Geology- 6 PIO's 181 174
11 165 147
12 | De . 3 11
il e 546
5
464
15 | Ofo The Comm P
Altinho P
16 :
1 <)
17
il
6l
43
14
15







R

Appeal leﬂﬂllfﬁ[;[t

Shrl. Kunal Komarpan,

R/o H.No, 1066, Kindlem,

Chaudi, Canacona-Goa.

TS T L R S — - Appellant

VIS

1. The Public lnformation Officer,
Sub Divisional Police Officer,

Quepem-Cioa,

2. The First Appellate Authority,
Supenntendent of Pulice {South),
Margao-Goa. eereeee RESpondeénts

Shri Vishwas R. Satarksr  Stite Chiel Information Commissioner

Filed on:  22-01-2011
Decided on; 25-10-2021

I In the present case, the Ap
Chaudi, Canacona, Goa
hmmmm ¢

information from Pabi
al QUEP:[I:[._G;.;]L
11-10-2026) i

2 'Said um]j';ﬂﬁ_m__ vils Tesp 5 ;

i peachising Advocate, 1o
ieler sec 6(1) of Right o
ch he sought the following
_ﬂﬂlﬂnul Police Officer

eond PS, the information
and integrity of India,
ate, hence denied u/s

mmzu Before the
'--*iﬁ‘pp:lhttr Authority

o o " th 'Elar:' dismissed the

' cc 16¢8 are this Commission in the
furnish the information free ¢ digection be issued to PIO 10
suffered to him. t for loss and detriment



Notice was issucd, pursant to which the PIO appeared und filed
% representative of FAA appeared on 20-08-2021 and placed the n:pi:.-r::: ;;FE{:IT 120202
s | have perused the pleadings, scrutinized the records and considered. the :‘:ﬂ‘-m"‘;:im :
. _ L

appellant through his learned counsel Adv, D.R. Vemekar.

+  According to Adv. D Vernekar, Appellant sought the COTV footage for the _
elucidating a fact regarding his one case. The information was sought a3 hj'-;TIIi"jﬂhc of
forcibly abducted in their own car by some people from Kamataka and were Iak:.:r: enl wis
and filed a false case on his client and that he wanted 1o produce the said COTY
the criminal cose pending in Kamataka coun,

[orage in

Further according 1_“ him that section 8 (1} (a) of the Act cannet be invoked Since said
infermation ‘Jm‘j ot I any way affect the  sovereignty, integrity of India, the security,
strategic scientific or CCOnOmIc interest of the state, and to support his case, he relied upon mr;w
af preamble to the constitution of India and one order of CIC in Jasprit Singh v/s Central Public
[nformation dated 02-05-2017 =

He further contended that under sec 19%(3) of the Act, the onus o prove that a denial of
reques| lies on PIO) and 1o the instant case, PIO has miserably failed to show any cogent reason
to deny the informatien. The order passed by FAA is without any reasoning and findings and his
request is demed solety with malatied intention.

8. Onthe other side, PIO through his reply submitted that CCTV footage of camera installed w
Border Check Post at Pollem has been dented under seetion 8(1)(a) of RTI Act.

According 10 P10 information sought by the Appellant is from 11-10-2020 at 00:00 am to
12102020 aill 11 00 pmand Appellant has not demonstrated lnrgﬂr [:ruh]i-l: interest wirranting
the disclosure of CCTY [ootage.

. SecBilia)of the Act ready as under:

“¥. Eacmption from disclosure of information.

I} Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, there shall beé no obligation
1o give any cilizen,

al information, disclosure of which would p;rcjudlicja!ly affect the x!:w!:rrigmy
andd integrity of India, the security, strategic, :’rEIl:_!'tllf!li.‘ oF econoefmic inte r-:,.*:llh
of the State, relation with foreign State or lead to incitement of an offence;

From the reading of above provision, it 15 clear that, even ﬂ‘-ﬂ"ﬁh the Right of the cauzen j“'
statutorily recognized the same is not absolute but reasonably restricted. Certin sufeguards have
been built in 10 the Act in order to cnable that revelation of information does not conflict with
public interest.

. In the present case, Appellant wanted to have CCTV footage of camera installed at Border
check post at Pollem, Canacona Goa.

Admittedly Pollem Check Post is the Southern border check post of
connceting the State of Kamataka, CCTV has been installed on the said check post
monitoring physical movement and safety of the individual.

of the State ol Goa
for

26.



11, In the present case, Appellant wanted to have CCTV camera footage of 47 hours from
Pollem Canacona border check post.

his appeal memo has neither disclosed the reason for CCTY camera

The Appellant in :
ahle ta establish as how the disclosure of the information has got relation

footage nor has been
o public activity or public interest.
of the Act, the seeker of the information is not required to give

No doubt under section & (2)
but purpose becomes relevant in erder to determine

any reason for requesting the information.
the fact whether the information sought involves larger public interest.

Appeltant through his advocate argued ihiii information was sought because his client wae
forcibly ahducted by some people from Karanatak and he wanted 1o produce CCTV camers
foatage before the court 1n Karantaka,

But this fuct is not pleaded in appeal nor i is reflected in RTT application. Abduction or
kidnapping 15 a crime. 1f any crime occurs it was the first duty of the Appellant to lodge the
police complaint.

In the present case Appellant has failed to produce police complaint or FIR on record,
Neither did the Appellant produce the detail of offence of abduction nor the timmg of
pecurrence of alleged offence.

12, In fact the purpose of installing CCTV cameras in pub
w ensure surveillance. so as o Kecp
and vandalism in order to facilitate th

like border check post is
ments illicit happening

AL

|
;B

er Check Post at

13, The Appellant has sought CCT
vailable, it may

Pollem, which is a sensitive public

misused by the third party ) vhic ises where such
cameras are installed.
4. The Appellant has not dem arger public interest wamanting the disclosure of
CCTV camera footige, besides : 15 nformation pertaimng only
10 himsell "
15. The Hon'hle Chief Infe rumal v/s Pondicherry
University dated 27-05- '
. ion - 3 cameray in public
_J:H!t_il'.‘.‘lfl is fer ensure he anti- elements and
i happenings ke vandalism lite 4 quick respons
diring an eme arder. CCTV
foatage can tﬂiﬂ L d help the law



L

7 Anecher decision of C1C in Md. Shakeel Ahmad v/s CPIO which staes:-
“The Commission has nor been  in Javonr  af
_,I'I'J'-l’m,l'i' l{f'f_'[ AV cameras o RTT lilf.?ﬂ”f_‘:ﬂlf.‘i as i |‘|"..I|'f.|ld..[',l'1.|'_f¢'j'f||'_r,!-.|- Hig security of th
prenuses, where those cameras are instulled. However the l:.'r.*.;.hl.lrli.u.r}rn Prars i';J':-:-' ; ;
provision of limied CCTV footage in cases where it pertatned 1o the s
himself. ™

otteliticnal provisfon af

et

jn Case No. CIC/SMIAZZOI 3000411 & 412 of Shri. Assem Takyar vis CPIO SupremeCourt
of India and CP10O High Court Ilf.' Delhi, the CPIO of the Hon'ble 5.C. had refused to disciow the
COTV footage by claiming exemption under Section 8(1)(g) of the R.T.1. Act. The Hon'hle Central
fr:i'rlr'rl‘]i-“im Commussion held:-

“thar the details of the CCTV cameras installed to protect the Supreme Court of
Indta and the High Cowrt have clear security angle. The knowledee abous those
cameras swch as whether they e functioning or ner and the foorage from those
cameras can be misused and might compromise the security of the Courts, ws such
mer sech information showld be disclosed ™,

In Case No. CICAY AAS20T6MKI2 188 of J. Prakash vis CPIO, Steel Auvthority of India
Lid. (SAIL)-Visvesvaraya lron & Steel Plant (VISL), Bhadravati and m Case No,
CICASHASZ015/00 1336, the Central Information Commussion has observed that-

" The information sought by the Appellant attracts the bar of Section 8¢1) () ard

gl of the RTI Act The Commission has not been in favour of unconditionel
provicici of feetage of CCTV Cameras to RTT applicants as 1 could endanger the
wrnei of the premises, where those  cameras  areinstafied.  However, the
Commivion ey directed provision of limited CCTV footage in cases where it
pericained to the applicant himsed,

In wiew of sbove rutio lid down in various Judgement, there 1s no sufficient ground o

disclose the CCTY camern footage to the Appetlant.

17, Censidering the nature of information sought for by the application dated 10-08-2020, 1
find thot, disclosure of mformation does not appear to be very practical proposition
particularly when Appellant has not established any larger public interest in such
disclosure. The disclosure of CCTY footage may result in unwamanted mmirusion of
privacy of Individual.

In halancing the competing interest, the disclosure of information must appeur to justily
public imerest and will not cause harm (o the public institution.

Hon'ble High Court of Andra Pradesh in Kunche Durga Prasad Anr. vis Public
Information  Officer of Chief Manager (HR), Oll & Natural Gas Corporation Lid. (2010 13

ALL MR (JOURNAL) 11) has held that:

‘9 It iv not a place of mention that Parliament way very much aware of the
necessite 1o sivike @ decent balance between making the informsation inigilalle 1o
the citizenry, fo promote public thieresi and efficiency. on the ane hand, and
preservtion of confidentiality of sensifive trformmation, on the other  hand, The
statement of objeciives of the Actemphasizes the need to harmonize these wo

conflicting interest.



Satya & Ors (C.A, No, 7571201
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informarion availabie “;:nuw';-‘f o exerciving his vight of Jreedom of speech and
Cmp.'rﬁf?rfm Hja;ﬁ;m' e fisist thut any Information relating i ik annal by
Expressio, an : :

ished thers nnbess it i3 the reafm of public activity or 5 requived to he
I e other: ’ ! o A
ﬁmmﬂj under amy Jaw, for the tirme being force.
e o ey fo the imformalion connot be
¢ of an indnidusl ta fave LCOESS i i :
”“:m- ?:;ﬁ::?; gigm as to invade the rights of others. Further, Section 62
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S O -gemgal of records il is seen that ﬂi&miﬂiﬁﬁﬂi& dated 13-10-2020 was replied |
- PiDon !Qwiﬂ-iﬂiﬁﬂ is ﬂﬁhﬁﬁmﬂﬂpﬂ time as provided in the ‘3&; G h

a e n finds that, the denial of information by the PIO s ressonbl
Wﬂm the question of granting compensation does not arise us Pﬂ:‘ﬁ




Appeal No IBT2021/5¢ ¢

Shri Nitin Mantn,

Superviser,
Directorate of Settlement & Land Records, . Appellant

Panaji-Cioa.

VIS

. Smt. Rupali Lothikar,
Head Surveyor, i Eand & ‘

Oifice of the Inspector of Survey

Margao-Go.

2. Kum. Domiana Nazareth,

The Public Information Officer,

The Superintendent of Survey and Land Records,

Panuji -Cioa, i Respondents

Shri Vishwas R. Satarkar

E

Sqate Chicf Information Commissioner

Filed on:  11-08-2011
Decided on: 17-11-2021

E INB

ment & Land Records,
Right to Information
“of First Appellate

.-l::lf the effect and

The Appellant, Shri Nitin Man

Panaji-Goa, filed this appeal beiny
Act, 2005 (hereinafter o be |
Authority (FAA) dated 02-08
operation of the said order.

Acconding to Appellant, | Respan o1, 8 g Head Surveyor from the
office of the Inspector “of Surv A application dated
21-05-2021 applied for ¢ 0l No, 2. Public
Information Officer (PIO), ¢ rds at Panaji the
following mformation:

ave avaifed by Shro
¢ Department of
 has jotned e

ritte q,rw.iur_.h the
§ since the period
ecory -Fﬂ'ﬂﬂﬂ The

s the same will



4,

o ¥

rthet according 1o Appellant the PIO followed the process of I
appetiant under sec 11 of the Act, and rejectedt the information
g1k

I .nru.l issued notice 1o (e
heing exempted undes e

visfied with the reply of PIO, the R '
Nt !,‘an!\.tll.d wil : ; ) € Respondent Mo, | preferred a fin 1
ty Director (Administration), Directorate of Seitlement and Land E:unlrr:: JfllTFIJ[-:"H: “l- sy
peing the First Appellate Authority (FAA), At Fanay Loa,

The FAA by order dated 02-08-2021 allowed the first appeal and direcied © fumish
nformation (o R“F"‘"f'd"“t No. 1. Aggrieved with the order of FAA {Respondent No, 2) liw
Appellant prefemred this second appeal under sec 19(3) of the Act before the Commiszion |

Notice was issued fo the partics, pursuani w which PIO appeared and filed her reply o

31-08-2021. Respondent No. | appearcd through her legal representative, Adv, Chirag Anple
and filed reply on 31-08-2021. -

perused the pleadings, reply and scrutinized the documents on records and heard the
submission ol partes.

Learned counsel, Adv. LA. Lobo appearing on behalf of Appellant argued that information
sopht by Respondent No. |15 a personal information and it cannot be divulged as per sec
8 1Ty as furmishong thas information would amount o unwarranted invasion of his privacy
and that information 1s in no way connected to larger public interest. 3

He further contended that, Respondent No. 1 filed first appeal before FAA, however the
Appellant is not made o party in the said proceeding so also the FAA also did not follow the
mandate of sec || of the Acl. by issuing notice to Appellant and instead passed the order on

02-08-2021 directing the P10 to furnish the information.
Funther acconding 1o him the said order of FAA Huﬁ_:i'ﬂ from the putent defect as it violates
the principles of nutural justice and prays that order of FAA be quashed and set aside and

remand hack the proceeding before the FAA 1o hear the first appeal in accordance with law, In
suppart of his cose he relied upon the judgment of Hon'ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in
Mario Diniz v/s the (ioa State Information Commission and Ors (Wit Petition No, 14172012).

On the order side. learned counsel, Adv. Chirag Angle argoed on behalt of Respondenmt No. 1.
He submiticd that the information sought for is already well within the public domain heing
held by the public authority, thus warranting statutory disclosure and no prejudice will be
caused 1o the Appellant if information is disseminated.

Farther according to  him the order of FAA dated 02-08:2021 is well reasoned and
Judicious order requiring o inferferenve of this Commission and he relied upon the
lidgment of Hon'ble High Court of Bombay at Goa in case of Kashinath J. Shetye v
Public Information Officer and Ors (Writ Petition No. 1/2009) and judgment of the Hon'ble

fi

High Court of Bombay at Goa in C. Radhakrishnan v/s Public Infonmation Officer and 3
Ors{Writ petition No. 1004/2019) to support his argument.

3z
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1l

1L

L3

14.

L5.

Fenitted thal 6n receipt of the RTI nppiii:uﬂun on 21-05-2021,
riiiﬁ Izl:lﬁ *Th?ﬁsﬁ ESTIRTV12/1616 dated 31-05-2021 issued natice 1o AFF“"EII:
(third party) under provision of sec 11 of the Act, the Appellant by his reply dated 16-06.29,
.uhjnctﬂrtln divulge the said information heing it is his personal information, Accordingly .,
[8-06-2021, she Informed the Respondent No. 1. that information cannot be provided sincg gy,
same is exeanpted under sce 8 (1)) of the Act

parties in the proceeding arc working in the same Deparimey,
d Land Recorls.

the RT1 application dated 21-05-2021 by whicy,
rdiniary  leave avatled by the

It is u strange case where all the
i.e Department of Settlement an

The entire exercise in the proceeding starts by th
Respondent No. 1 seeks information pertamning [0 exira ©

Appellant,

The whole proceeding is full of contradictions and ormissions and suffers from mapy
infirmities like FAA did not join Appellant as party in first appeal. The Appellant in this
second appeal did not join FAA as a party in the proceeding. The P10 in her RTI reply has nor
mentioned about the third party notice issued under sec 11 of the Act elc.

Be that as it may, the issues that arise for consideration before this Commission are:-

1) Whether information sought is personal information and hence exempted under
sec ¥ (1)1} and

mplying of sec | 1 of the Act,

[ e no obligation to

formali et af which has ne
n_rﬁﬂrmuﬁﬁ* d cause unwarranted
f af B Pud i Tnfrmarion

auedhoriry, as the
the-disclosure of such

1 _-::‘.I “ Jenl eF i H.fﬂrl"

From th )
il ing B e nder two

g b ¢

“ - -.. g
{a .- ik 5 ..J.k. .-.. @ puhlii-‘



w9 Reading af the afaresald fudicial precedents, in owre opindor, wonld fmdic
chat persoral records, Including ndme, address, physical, mental ul;rﬁl' ﬂ:ﬁ"::'lr::‘fumﬂ
ANETHA, marks ofained, grades and answer sheets, are all teected IrIH'- :--.-'r:rmllll'
infermation. Similarly, professional records. incluiding q;rﬂri.lrh:u::rr:
rivrmanee, evalwation reports, ACRs, disciplinary proveedings, ete. are 1’-:"

Ft-r.murif irfprmeation. Medical

prconds, treatment, choice of miedicine, List of hospitaly and doctors vixited, findingy
recorded. including thar of the family members, information relating o assels
fiabilities, income fx s, details of investments, lending ana borrewing, ff-rl_
are persanal information, Such persomal information is entitled to protection from
unu':errun'-!ft"lf ivasion of privacy  and condifional  oocess Ty avaifable when
stipulation of larger public fnterest s yatisfied. This fest 5 idicative and nol
-e,.rﬁt.r.li.'u'fi:l'r-'. i

17. The Hon'ble High Court of Bombay ai Goa in case Kashinath J. Shetye wis Public
[aformation Officer and Ors. In para No. 7 has held that-

7 The first thing that needs to be taken info conside ration {5 fhar ire petinioner 15 d
public servant When one decomes g public servant, he i strict sense beromes o
public servant and as sueh, every member of public, gets o right fo know abour his
working, fis  honesty, infegrity and devotion 1o dury, I foct, netfing FEIRNS
persanal while as far as the discharging of duty. A public servant continges fo b 11
public servint for all 24 hours. Therefore. any conduct! misconduct of a public
st even i privite, ceases 1o be private. When, th:rqﬁ:rc.-#:mmiw af a public,
dimmends o information as fo how many leaves were availed by the public servent,
iich information thoagh persenal, kas 1a he supplied and there is no eeeestion of
privacy ai all. Such supply of information, at the most, may disclose hew  sincere
or  insincere the public servant is discharze of hix cury and the public has a

,-'rgnlr.' ¥

1§, Referring to the Kashinath J. Shetye v/s Public nformation Officer & Ors, the Hon' ble
High Court of Bombay at Goa in €. Radhakrishnan v/s Public Information Officers

& 3 Ors has ledd thatz-

"2, The proviso 1o Section ST of the M‘fﬂﬂ is crucial for the reason that
being a public servant if the State Eegislature was 1o call for such mformation
pertaiting to the Petitioner, the quarmﬁm't}ﬁcﬁ could not have demied ihe same.
This is for the réason that the Peritioner, 4y ﬂPII'HR-' servait, is Fmﬂl salary from fhe
public exchequer and the State Legistature would certainly be entitled to call for
such information, {f the State Legislature could not be denied the aforesaid
information, by operation of the proviso o Section 1) () of the satd A,
Respondent no, 4 also could not have been denied such information.

25, XXX XXX
20 XXX XXX



27 There cannot be any doubt about the Jact that invasion of privacy hay 4, i

constrited in the facts of each case and. in any case, when it is found thar 'ﬁ""f#'r'ng

of such information can be suid 1 in larger public Interes, e excmption ungy,

Soetion 8 (1) (i) of the satd Act, would not be avaifable. "
In the present case the available information sought pertains to extra  ondinary gy,
availed by the Appellant snd which is certainly not personal imformation as per the ratig

laid down by above judgments, therefore issue number one 15 answered as “negative’.

19, While deciding the issue No. 2, it is relevant to deal with sec 11 of the Act which reads 5.
urder:-

“1 1. Third party information. (1) Where a Central Public Information Officey
or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, intends to disclose any
information ar record, or part thereof on a request mace under this Aet, swhich
relates 10 or hay been supplied bv.a third party and fas been treated as confidenrin
by that third party, the Central Public Information Officer or State Public
fnformarion Officer, as the case may be, shall, within five days from the receipt of
the request, give @ written notice to such thivd pariy of the request and of the jact
that the Central Public fnformanion Officer ar State Public Information Officer, u
the case may be, intends o disclose ;thrg‘qumn ar record, or part thereaf, and
- 1 ".-"-'-"'I-Z'-".{,'-'

fnvite the third party i orally. regarding whether
the informuation shauld n of the thivd parry shall be
kepr in view while taki ; if

Provided that except in the case of trade ar commercial secrets protected by fun,
disclosure may be allawe eerest fn disclosure outweiehs in
imprortance any harm « nterests of such third party.

10 third party. If the P10
) ﬁl& PIO is under the
o the receipt of request

mtends to disclose -B.Iﬁ' inf
obligation to  give written DONCE 10 S
{or information.

It may be appr e here 10 ition “'-"I st “third party” in
citizer making o reguest fod

Section 11 pre the p el & PIO is required 1o disclosc
information which rel e d party and has been treaed a

~dn appeal is prelerred
d party, reasonable
J“LFFI'EM {M . o .“TI:[IIJ'LT_ o the

g iz Il cation using her
i atter 10 faor and just

on in Mano
‘:i'pﬂ:i. . B



o Considering the facts and circumstances of the
e ks : 15 case and  faki .
Judgmient of the learned Single Judge of this Court reported .r:a At:fg’:g{?:; P
in the case of Rexerve Bank af India, Mumbaei, v, Rul Ferreirg, & ﬂr': fﬁ:::]:;. ”:I
" B 1 T

i well sertled that before supplving the informarion sought by the WP-14]-12 3

1. i
Rﬁprm;frm ner. 2, the Petitioner way entitled for @ notice within th
; : et .
section 11 of the Right to Information Ace. " il

This judgment cannot be of any help to the Appellant, as in the presént ease notice under
soc 11 was Lesped by the PIO and the say of Appellant was obtained prior to take decision.

This view is also .funit'u.ed by Hon'ble High Court of Bombay in Skill [nfrastructure Private
s it WIS Stale information Commissioner, the Maharashim State Information Cun_nui.u:iLr'n
g Ors (2010 (3 MAH. L1 193] T

Considering the above ration Jaid down by the Hon'ble High Court, and since the third party
was heard before taking decision by the PIO, the issue number 2 is also answered as negative

3], Considering the nature of the information sought by Respondent Mo, 1, same is generated by
public authority in exercise of ils duties and [unctions. This information cannot be considered
as personal information and would not couse unwarrantad invasion in his privacy, objection of
the Appellant do not justify the non-disclosure. The Appeﬂam has not substantiated that
disclosure of information would cause injury to him.

32 | am therefore unuble 1o grant the relicf prayed by Appellant {third party) and disposed the
appeal with following:-

ORDER

* The appeal is dismissed.
* Proceeding closed.
s Pronounced in open court.

* Notify the parties,

Sd/-
(Vishwas R. Satarkar)
Spate Chiet Information Commissioner
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Shri Oswald Fernandes,
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Vi

I, The Public Information Officer (P1Q),
Mr. Allauddin Maniyar, _
Village Panchayat of Cavelossm,
Cavelossim, Salcete-Giou

2. First Appellate Authority (FAA),
Mr. Amlesh Shivoikar .
Block Development Officer-1, .
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Filed on:- 15-04-2020
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' I a -
RT1 application filed on - 5-06-2020
PIO replied on + 14-08-2020
First appeal filed on . : 10-07-2020
First Appelate authority order passed on 03092020
Second appeal received on _— '

25, Rio. Muxivaddo,
yat Cavelossim, Shn
u/s 19(3) of Right to

Information Act. 2005 (RTI Act, 2005 sion on 15-09.200.

I. The Second Appeal filed by
Curtorim-Salcete, Goa &

a} The Appellant Shri. Ferr i SIGI2020 filed u/s 6i1)
of the RTI Act, 205 Trom K ol low nformation:-

he owners Mr. Cruz

(i Copies of
: of House Numbers

in Tibet wa

& numbers were

neluding occupancy

=ETHES i
1 siruciare.
iy



(v} Information whether all those . |
and or the said hoyse s SITUCtures with b

WSE fp

BEle Structures - Frlieace
(vi  Copics of receips of Piyment of hoyse Lax
{vi) Copies of all the doe

Iments w
above.

bi It is the contention of the A

Ppellant th =
PIO failed (o 1ssue documen at he filed firg

il i al b i T :
S Within the prescribed time ﬁ!??;._ e RERAN ar the

¢) It is the comention of the appellam
documents alongwith the coy
hotse No. 3200C was
regarding theft of missi

that during (he hearing, th risluced

| : @ Fl“': ' X 3

=ring letier. However one in i
£ one important document reganding

not furmished instead cop [
v TS ¥ of complaint filed 0 P Caly,
ng documents was procuced. M

d} 111 the contention of the Appellant that documents which | :
S : * e had appl
RTI application before PIO wem missin Ppried for under

2 as per the Complaint filed by the PIO,

¢l It is the contention of the Appellant that he is in Possession of a document received
under RTL which reveals that the PIO hye allowed Mr. Cruz Cardozn 1o Inspect
proceeding books withont any watch and then the said documents went missing, One
of the document (resclution) went missing is regarding house No, 32000 runied
without following due process to Mr.

Cruz Cardozo, who was allowed 1o inspect al|
bowrks.

[ It s the contention of the Appellant that the FAA failed 1o direct the PIO 1o Famish all
the documents sought by the Appellant. The Resolution of House No, 3200C is critical
as the Appellant has & Complaint pending against illegalities related to the said howse
before virous suthorities. It 18 also the contention of the Appellant that the FAA
disposed e matter without holding the PIO responsible for the Toss of documents.

g) Itis the contention of the Appellant that the FAA wanted 1o close the finst Appeal

without issuing a copy of the satd r_l:sﬂluﬂﬂn_ 0 ﬂi:_&[!pﬂilmh which the Appellant
objected However, without recording Appellant’s objection, FAA ¢losed the Appeal,

. 1 i 3 dent No. 1
3. In the above background the Appellant heing aggrieved by the action of Respon |
PIO and Respondent No. 2 FAA, approached this U-l:rnuu.‘mmn wis 19(3) ni: the RTI Act,
2005 on 15-09-2020 with various prayers including furnishing of the information,

4. After notifying the concerned parties the matter was taken up for lua.n .nﬁ' Ri:l;hu:i_;? ;,;T
notice of this Commission, the Appellant appeared before the Cum“ﬁh:! '- < ]T:ﬂ ondent
| PIO filed reply on 9-02-2021 and preferred not t“““”‘_ﬂ-'g'}"““fﬁ T
N 2 FAA filed written submissions praying for exemption {rom PP

shserved
3 1 have perused the replies and submissions made by both the Hﬁw#ﬁ}éhi;r;i:m A
{hat pant information is fumished o the Appeliant. ﬂ]ummﬁugjt:. tﬂnl::lalﬁmﬂsm house of Cruz
days. According w the Respondent PIO, the doc < hackeround the PIO has written 2
Cardozo are not found in the Panchayat Office, On "‘ﬁ 5o b-mm requesting him to register &
letler 1o Police Inspector, Colva Police Station, dated X
Complainy/ FIR.



-

adent No, | P10 in o reply sent to the Ap
Bﬁpﬂmpwl of house No. 32HC the house r'la.r:tl 11:‘:
allotted to Cruz Cardozo as per records, the uppticnti?n 1inwmdnd on 25-10-201 1 agains g,
entry no. TO4 m ivward Register, the application s missing unq re:;::luu:m PAge is torn in th,
monthly meeting proceeding book and the FIR is I'H:Ed i Colva Police Sujon g,
06-08-2020, Copy of Inward Register and FIR is enclosed.

6. It is seen from the Records that the
dated 14-08-2020 has stted that,

7. Respondent No. | PIO in his reply dated 09-02-2021 filed before the Commission by,

stited:-

o) That the information sought in regards to house no, 3200C, it was observed thy i,
proceedings book of month meeting dated 28-10-2011 only two pages i.¢ 142 and 162
are missing and nol available and in respect of which Complaint FIR dated 06-08-201

after venfication.

b That further. the connected house tix filed for year 2010-2001 is also missing and
cannol be traced.

¢) That apart from this, |6 applications under RTT are disposed by providing mformation
and Appellant saw for himself that no such documents were available and missing.

d} The documents sought ane as M 1. Before th H;f Respondent as
Secretary for Cavelossim, there several Secref . ‘the Respondent s
incharge of documents since Dy 15 annot be sponsible for loss or

¢) Under Right to Info mation / 5, the right to mation” means the
night to information 1 § held by or under the coniral of

nis or recond

¢85, lapes, video
puts where such



10

11.

ords belonging 1o several other persony might hay
ilegal grant of house no, 320/, ’ e gone: (issing only 1o protect.the

After detatl perusal of all the submissions and documents the Commission has arri
certain {indings as under. as arrived at

The P10 realized about the missing of documents related to hous :
e o el se No. 320/C onl
the Appellant filed RTI application. The PIO had earlier allowed the nspection i'ﬁ:’:;f

Cruz Cardozo.

il

h) Respondent Ik wrote: 4 letter to Police Inspector, Colva Police Station dated
[1F-118-2020, requesting him to Register a Complaint / FIR. However, the Commission is
not updated by the Respondent regarding the inguiry of the said Complaint.

g) Since the relevant dt‘.lllzumi.'ﬂ[.‘-'. are misgsing from Panchayat Office and FIR 15 lodged, the
Commission cannot Issue directions to the P1O to furnish remaining information which
sccording 1o PLO, does not exist in the Panchayat Office.

d) However, being the eeretary, of the Village Panchayat, the P10 is the Custodian of all
documents and records mainiained by his Office, should do proper follow up of his
Palice Complamt.

In a similar matier the Hon ble High Court of Delhimn writ petition { C ) 36609/1. and CM
16642012 (stay) in the casc of Union of India Vis Vishwas Bhamburkar has held -

“ip ot uncomman in the Government Departments 1o evade the disclosure of the
fforation taking the standard plea that the information sought by the Applicant &
nol available. Ordinarily, the information which a1 some point of tme or otherwise
wie qvailable in the records of the Government should continue 1o be available (o
the concerned department unjess it has been destroyed in accordance with the rules
framed by the Department for destruction of old records. Even in the case where it 15
found that desired information though available at one point of time is now oot
wraceable despite of best effort made in the regards, the Department concerned must
fix responsibility for the Inss of records and tike action against the Officersit Mhicial
responsible for the loss of records, unless such a course of action is adopted, 11
would not be possible for any Department/Office, 10 deny the information which

atherwise is not exempted from the disclosure”

said documents are not raceable till date, and the

FIR being registered in the Police Syation, the Commission is unable to pass any direction
the PIO to furnish information. However, that itself does not absolve the P10 or the Public
Authority concerned herein of his responsibility under this Act or the Act governing the
Village Panchayat under which such document is required to be maintaincd And there!ore.
appropriate order is required to be passed 5o that the liahility is fixed and teconds are traced

Also, it has to be noted that the FAA should have looked into the first Appeal IR aeaae
application of mind und should have considered the fact that the PIO has furnished only pan

information. However, the FAA disposed the Appealina casuil manner.

Considering the above position and the



12 In the above ciroumstances and 10 ihe light of above discussiot: 1 dispose the Appeal with
1o monitor the inguiry of the

following:-
. N~ 5O, Margao is direeted : .
8) Respondent No. ﬁ;ﬁfﬁy . BIO on 06-08:2020 in Colvs Palice Station,

" FiR/Police Comp
b} The Direcior of Panchaydl is directed 1o initinte appropriate proceedings against il
) 1h r ald Village Panchayat responsible for missing of the sai

Secretanes of the §

documents.
¢l lssue showcause notice to the Rﬂ'ﬁpﬂtﬂﬂmﬂn. | PICY Shri. Allauddin Maniyar and the
PIC is further directed (0 ShOWCAUSE &5 1o why penalty as provided under section 21)
(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Acl. should not be imposed against him.
sent PIO shall serve this notice alongwith the
bafore the Comimission on or

di In case the PIO 15 wansferred, the pre
d present address of the

arder to the then PIO and produce the acknowledgement
mefore the next date of hesrmng, alongwith the full name 4R

¢} Respondent No, | FIO Stri. Alla i1 Manivar is hereby directed to remain present

before this Commission on 27-08-2021 al 10,30 a.m. alongwith the reply to the
Showcause notice. The Re; i &m::mjm:nutmte penalty procecdings and send a
: i 1, Government of Goa.

T T
pelionate "-:-—'ﬁr’:-rlal_!- iﬂil'h :







3, Being agen

. The matler Wik

ferred an  appeal ¢
F“‘j. th: IAIIP:HEHI FH.F : iftegd
aved by the FESPORSE ?:; ‘:‘ First Appellate Autherity (FAAL Secretary. G,
33-4- 2020 hefore lhﬂkﬂﬂi'ﬂild*“[ ‘L['h‘ PAA vile order daed 22-05-2020 dismissed

God. 1% ¢ information i CONLTArY to the provisions of

clative Assembly, Por vOFTm ; 3
fppuum@m Appelln; siates ““{{E"‘f{,mmmmﬁs Jeliberate and with an mEntan 10 deprive

the Act and the conduct of the
Appellant the information e

A
gt that he filed second
MF"TM Appellant hits prayed for

sorect and complete information,

ppeal before this Commission o

It is the contetion of the AT
the whove mentioned grounds.
(a) Directions © Respondents 10 furnish
(h) Penalty on Respondents and disciplinary action etc.
; board ice was issued 10 the concerned parties. Pursuan
i mﬂ.nnj{:'l:ﬂ appearcd in person. FAA filed reply dated
i i then PIO has retired and the
- . APIO Shri Bicholkar submitted that the _
i:pﬂﬁﬂt l:llﬂltlﬁ new PIO 18 in process. gubsequently the present PIO Shri Mohan Gaonkar
filed reply dated 10-09-2020 stating he his been uppointed as PIO on 28-08-2020. The PIO
was admatted as Respondent N 3 in the cause title of this Appeal. The Appellant filed
10.08-2020 and again on 07-10-2020.

to the notice, ﬂEpeHam as well as

counter reply on

The present PIO has stated in bis reply gould not be furnished i the
m:was a0t in the Legi RT1 application, Though the
i n wias not fumished as i

e ﬁ]?mm{"' w : e woul ﬂtmipmﬂ‘rlsed decision

i & been held that in cases under
on is complete and
ie PIO) states that the
wght pertains 1o his
< _ﬂmhﬂﬁl:r'- .|'I|||]'I'|-
iking process us the
¢ information to the

misking process. |
investigation, infe
records in any form it
Appeliant works i
oW SErVICE malier on Wi
divulging of informi

service matter is still o

' el S

The FAA, vide reply [6-202 : :
; I e i L #,FPE:[I]THI: FaA
I;'ﬁ' stated Mﬂf" ; ! was not in the Legislature
e " _ i 4 ater, the file was received,
mﬂkfnm . 5 h:'llhl ] g ! “.;_'t U"E dLi‘:-tﬁil_'l[l
by tha finnL bl ! thiy Siled writ petition
o e EFAA fas e el
|-H'..I'1 -” .- = L

Secretariat during received by the Legislaive
Therefons the inf % 88 decidced by the FAA
nat bar under ' ve or dead, does
also questioned i ¢ Appellant o

s together



)
=

10.

I

13

application, the information is not hel

dents have raised some

™ ﬁ‘:;md on the other hangd the A
ﬁﬂ‘:ﬂﬁr!mdmrg_ Considering  the
4 Hercules Noronha, Joint Secrey
Fﬂ-:-’i 4 well as PIO. Mr. Noronhg

{lant because the said matter 1s yho
The Appellant, in the past has gsed political i “rﬁalar].r i AFMIHH‘I
fm i Iy furmiaind 6 hit ot oo way merements and if

me when the decision making process. |
- - AR H 1 - 5‘ m
lete, the Appellant may again use political favours Lo settle the matter i%lﬁi::fmnur.n

entatd - :
ppetlant has cxpre ‘et of information by the

ssed certain :
Eravity, the maer “pprehiensions againg

Was posted [or g ;
Y. Goa Legislature Secretariat argued on lfcut:w:}

15 not furnished 1o the

Muence 1o ger aut

The A—FP‘:H‘“_'I :J.r,_gm:tl that he haﬁ_““' approached any political personality and he is seeking
fhis informatian 1w e mf'hm'l_trmre the Hon'ble High Count in a relevant matter filed

pim, That the Appellant is entitled for higher scale as per Government Circular sine
()13, However, the decision process has continued for years together which has denied him
he higher scale. That the Appellant is seeking his own information and the said information
s available in the Legislative Secretariat, which should be provided to him. The Appellant
h-,'gmighmd FAA’s order dated 22-05-2020. n the last para of the zaid order the FAA hats
gated that the file pertaining to the information has been received by this Secretariat on 287
Apil 2020, and the applicant, if he wishes may make a fresh app_lira%in_n for the sdme, The
Appellant argucd that the FAA :a]'!l:lul_d have directed PIO 1o furmisk information instead of
asking Appellant o file fresh application,

[t is seen from the records that the PIO and the FAa, while denying the i.m'u;n;nwltm 1‘;J-|.:i
Appellant has claimed exemption under various sub clauses pf ::-u.‘ﬂnul? :_1):.: the Ac .n :.-r
ofaim is relied upon the orders passed by several Information Commissions in suppnl_1 i
i ientions that the process of inquiry and decision making also constitu
o However, the relevant point here is thit the orders of Smlle !Infnnqm:_-m:
¢ T I '.n:her IS[-.m:s having jurisdiction concurrent Lo t.hnF _J::t" this Elﬁﬂlﬁﬁ::::
DJI":HU h-L naidered as hinding.  Moreaver, the comtext of the decision und s
cann i i

brought before them are not known.

investigation

' ' jous slages e
Moreover, the reasons for dental of il'lfl;l-ﬂﬂ'-llllT.llL'- by Rﬁﬁ?ﬁ&;ﬁﬁ Fﬁﬁfﬂ_fn
different rEnm iy it was denied saying the file 15 not ava l : e i pe
I'r:u:;: hllui e _:. ved the file duning pn.}-reudinﬁf Tﬁl Esﬁg,‘zg ek A
i tha 30 day .
It iz strange that the reasons put up hg ;hﬂul; eyt i ;15P?._~¢, ?;th
2™ May E}EEIIU' much after the receipt of file, that is on =
L L @

Id not have taken this ground.

: ecding of sgeond
3 A, during the proce :
Parthermore, the SiinG e Pm&ﬂm; - 11:‘hiln:PI;I':'L'J;J'ML while up helding the s&¥ of P10,

irs I SAA ook
appeal has been differcnt. ?ﬂ"-]lm}g I;Eiggﬁ whereis the present PIO and FA
tlso inifiated sppeflant to fue e .
support of section 8(1)(€) and

order of the FAA is Lli.l.l-l'.‘-‘d_‘
April, 2020 and therefore FAA cou

X [ section 8 (1) of

: various sub clauses & s o

examine 1his ﬂl'E““mL ! e infunﬂﬂi;’“'m Tﬂiﬂl‘;“ﬁ: l::mw
cxemplion 1 per, B.o- MRS - s
lanket f:mP'i”“'F lnm 1: Iﬁtl'l'l-llﬂf rHa el High Court his
£) 293 ;

It 15 therefore necessary II:lI;r
the Act does not provide
PIO 10 show the reason Imr mﬂh ﬂl
Information Officer, Weit Petition
ebserved n para 19 which reads =



rhat arises for consideratten I alveady been formulated fo the
o 'ﬁ'r ire 'H.f the taformiation somght

=pg. The el
' | 2011, Whether the disclost
il : Jd impede the imvestigation

el ot supplied 1o Fiinin ver we
The schene af the RTT act, ity objecty

by the petitioner 10 e extent |
rn,l!imidrdm;ﬁrma‘m (it} of the BIT Act ¢ s |
and reasons indicate that disclosure of information i3 the rute and non disclosure
dhe exception. A public auihority which seeks 10 withhold infermaiion averilable with
it has fo show that the information sought is of the nanire specified in section 8 of
R Act”™.

Haryana in Vijay Dheer v/s State Informition

|4, Further, Hon'ble High Court of Punjab and
Commissioner, Purjab and Ors. { LNIND 2013 PNH 2263 ) has held :
i & of the Act, it would

“ Wile examining the scape af an exemption clause under recti
act itself. The objects

be useful o refer to the stafentent as ofjecis and reasons of the

and reasons of the Act recite that the provisions of vhie Act are 16 Ensure mexinin
ons consistent with e constitugional provisions and to

diveloxure and minimun exemph

arovide for an effective mechanism for access 16 at information and diselosiure by
cutharities. Still further, the Act has bean anacted in order f promote ARSPArency ¢ i
accountability in the warking of every public autharity .

Court of Delhi, it is obligatory on the
s and if it 15 exempled
- zub clause of section

Considering the ratio Jaid down by the Hon'ble E
PIO 1o fumnish information unless in some exc '
the onus i on PIO 10 show why the inforimat
801} \

15. The PIO and FAA has sought ex under sec (1ye). | jpreme Court, in
civil appeal No. 6454 of 2011 (a ut of SLE (c) No. 7526/2 BSE & Anr. vis.

Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors b

. | mﬂﬂaﬂ to cliaim
ming that it 15 o
hat notwithstanding

w. AL ot This would only
i ALl : {iuh EXE k,_'y'[!ﬂ:tl_i!_- operate o

nship, te thrd
relating to the



-

|6

17.

15,

19,

1 is seen in the records as we :
wduced documents/ unr.::::';”dgm“g (TEUIICRL that the A
recise. Also bo cpondence related 1o th " Appellant and rey
more precise. Also both the sides hayve Joy e Service matter ang Pondents have
hese things do not pertain to the 4 veled allegmions agains Pay fixation, to be
under the jurisdictions of this Cq PFEHI 45 redressal of .*:er'.-jﬁ:. If-'ﬁcl'r other. Howeyer
(hese submission. The: role. of [_' J'I'I-II1].I-..".'J::'IIL IJ‘IE]"E'r{}IE- the Commi lill-lll!rm does not come
e foruition it Is avaites ormmission 15 limited o ensyre l::ﬂmn I'r.'r_lu Nl consideres
s avalable in records and sought umlc} i R*_ﬂl;]-'l CItEZen is provided
: FEht to Information A
ct,

2005.

T e
As p:eﬂim ﬂf; t:; the Appellant, the PIO’s office had received th
proceeding of first appeal. However the F : ed the concerned file during the
information, asked Appellam o it ¢ FAA instead of directing P 1o furmi
arrogance of the FAA and least [eqp::ﬂ][':; fm;h }E]lpplicurjm;_ This shows nothing ht.{n:;]:
s i owards the provisions of the Act. The
?é::.]:; qt.;]fr:'fm'jll"]["ad d;:.u.:_un making process of the authority which w:m; :1 :L .tppe_uun: has
¢. The enquiry or investigation and al - WCHICH deenn; bo-0e angoing Jof 4
: e i o alsy any decision makin : -
;:ﬂf{:;l:.lfl :,;n-i:”‘:: alains s _Ic:gu.'al conclusion at a certn point, And nt:: E]I;:v:m mmjm
n ation should not be demed. At what stage, the decision making process is ’FT;EE[ ::'
; g

also not brought on record by the PIO.

lm;mrmntlj.',_ [J|_:: Appellant is seeking his own miormation, which is available in the record
ol PIQ_ More rrn_pq_:r_tum]}-. the Appellant has now retired on superannuation and therefore
there is no possibility that he can interfere in the decision making process of his pay

fixarion, if at all the same is still pending.
In the light of above discussion and on the basis of recards brought before the commassion
the appeal 1= disposed with following order -

(a) The Appeal is partly allowed.

ihi  The Order of FAA 1s sel aside.

furmish thi information sought by the A ppellant vide

i¢c) The PO is directed 10
within 10 days from the receipt of this arder, free

application dated | 1-03-2020,

of cost

Proceedings stand closed.
Pronpunced in the open court,

Notify the parties.

Authenticated copies of the Order should be given 1o the parties free of cost
i is g Wit

fiay move agumst this order by way of &

/ . Information Act, 2005.

Petition, @5 0o further

2 Aggrieved party if any, | .
Ppeal is provided against this order under the Right o
Sd/-
N, Dhavalikar
sanl,f"'-‘? muﬂﬁ{{mcr

Stale [nformation _'L'l_
Goa Srate lnthmn_mn
Panaji-God

Comission
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