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ORDER 
I

1) The brief facts of this appear are that the appeilant vide
application dated oslozlzolg fired under section 6(1) of the Right
to Information Act, 2005 (for short, the Act) sought information on
three points from Respondent pubric Information officer (plo).
The PIo vide retter dated ollo3l2o19 denied the information on
point no. 1 and 2 under section B(lxh) and section 11 0f the Act
and wrth respect to point no. 3 stated that no correspondence is
avairabre in the plo's section. Being aggrieved, the appeilant
preferred appear dated 08/03/2019 before the First Appeilate
Authority (Foo). The FM vide order dated ouo4rzolg dismissed
the appeal. Agg,eved by the said dismissat, the appelant fired
second appear before the commission praying for quashing the
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order of FM and diredirrs b plo to provide certified copies of
the informaUon.

2) Ttle appeal was rcgfrfriled and the oncerned parties were
notifu. fursnrt b fie ndi{E, appdlant Miss. parirnal Gaurc
Desai appeared alongrvith hen AdrccaE vallabh Gauns Desai.

Respondent PIO is represented by Sneha Talekar, Legal Assistant

and team of Advocates led by smt. A. Agni. The appellant filed
written submission dated A4lO2t2O20 and additional submission
on 24rc21202o, mo fibd repty daEd z3loglzotg, writEn
sbmisskrn ded z4rollzozo, affidavit'dabd cFtlozlzoza and
anoilrer subrnlqtun m tOlOZl2020.

3) Ttre appellant staEd that the infurmatkrn under point no. 1 and 2
d her appliation h6 been denled by te plo claiming exempuon
under section B(1) (e) and g(lxh) and also under section 11 of
the Act. However it is the contention of the appelrant that the
said information does not come under these sections. There is

nothing confidenUal or sensitive in the information sought, rather
the same is in the interest of studenb and the appellant has 6very
right to get the said information. Also that the FM has not given
any elucidation about the disposal of first appeal but by merely
relying upon the face vatue of plo,s reply. Further, the appellant
stated that the respondent has not brought any correspondence
on record while denying the information under section 11 of the
Act. In a simirar matter earrier, the same FAA had overrured
objection of the PIO to furnish the information and the information
was furnished to the appellant as per the directions of FM.

4) The PIo vide different submissions stated that the appellant has
requested for the information related to correspondence
exchanged between Goa University and the institution i.e. wM,s
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Govind Ramnath Kare Cdlqe of lauv, and the college has
requested the PIO that the Sarn rnry be treated as confidential.
Hence the information tlas bqr dGnaerl under section B(lXe) and
B(lxh) alongrrfrur ffion trr,ff uE Act Also that il,ure b no
remd of gr@--18 ap.,rytim b any studer& therefure the
question or fun*hru,hhmat*m on poir* rE. 3 of the apflirilon
does not arise, as the said information does not exist. Further,
PIo denied the artegation of appeilant that the plo/Goa University
is trying to protect veted interest of the principal of the said Law
@e, That &cr€ is no reord anaihHe regarding arry intimatinn
from me @fult,rry sfudent Hdpg exenrptirm on acount
d harying athrrdrd,llu,.,odih,ldes hrhid, annrrtrs b be on duty as
envisa9cd ln thc txth,E$ty Orrdinarre 11.4. Hence there is normrd aroirdc urtil $re urrversty of grilurE any exempuon on
ttnt murt b xU sildem.

5) The Commission has perused the records of this appear. It is seen
that the appeilant vide appricaron dated os/ozrzolg sought
information on three points, from the plo. (i) certified copies of ail
show cause noues issued to wM,s Govind Ramnath Kare 6rbge
of Law and vidya Vikas Mandar from october 2018 to February
2019, (ii) certified copies of repries received by Goa University, in
respect of show cause notices issued to vidya Vikas Mandar and
wM's Govind Ramnath Kare corege of Law, from october 2018 to
February 2019, (iii) certified copies of ail correspondence
exchanged between Goa University and wM,s Govind Ramnath
Kare coilege of Law, in reration to granting exemption for
minimum attendance requirement, for students pafticipating in
extra-curricular activities for academic year zoLT-LB{nd 2018-19.

The plo under section B(lXe) and/or section B(ixh) and section
11 of the act initiaily denied the information sought under point
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no. (i) and (ii) and the FAA ryhdd the decision of plo white

dismissing UE first appeal.

Under the Act Uc lhfusorr sr be denbd, ir it falb only urder
ertain camgorrc. &s boam ttn infurmation/doorments b
rnarked 'onfidenthf, the krfurnrdim cannd be withheH ftorn

disclosure. It must be clear the test of section B and/or section 9

of the Act to withhold, if not the same has to be disclosed.

Moreover, the prwlso mentioned under section 8(1Xj) allows very

wue scope, n'Hdr stahs ftat sE infurmation wfr*fr cannd be

ffil b fie hrMor a Stah tsgftmre shall rtr be denM

b any persn. In tfie F Esnt case, fte PIO has invoked section

8(lXe) ard Sn8(lxh), which is, reprcducd below :-

8. Ercffim fuin ddmre of ffinnffin - (1) Ndnitffinding

aqdtBfr!fiM ln tfib Ac[ Urcre $an be no oblipttn b give

any cithur,-

(e) information available to a person in his fiduciary relationship,

unless the competent authority is satisfied that the larger public

interest warrants the disclosure of such information.; .
(h) information which would impede the process of investigation or

apprehension or prosecution of offenders;

The information sought is correspondence between the

Institute and the Goa University. Both the Institutions are public

authorities and there cannot be said to any fiduciary relationship

with respect to conduct or functioning of public authorities.

Further section 8(1Xh) cannot be invoked without giving proper

reasons, as to how the disclosure of information would impede the

investigation has to be specified.

The Commission is therefore of the view that the above

mentioned information sought under point no, (i) and (ii) does not
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6)

come under section g(lxe) uf,ler section g(lxh) of the Act.
Also, in the case of tfiird pqty ilfrrmation, the plo is required to
issue rptie to u," &ird party and seek submission regardirg
fumishing of uD rfrnmhn. -Hrer,er the plo has nd brought
anY rcmrd d srfi @ with fte third party.
c-onsiderirg $ese facts, fte plo is required to fumisfr trle
information under point no (i) and (ii) of the application.

Regardiqg inbnnation rquested under point no. (i) and (ii), tlre
PIO videoSmHm,ffi L$tWn3|,,bmlEhton rmd thattrc
said lrfrrmffio:r ffi,rEt ftrnished c the entire nrafter pertaining

b He shffi cnm nffie Hrcd by gm urnrcrsnv and the reply of
the @llege rrc @' pendrg by tre E.c. of Goa University, on

munt d penmcy d the writ FefiEur. hlenertheless, in view of
Ere drarge :d siusfron the mllege ibelf has furnished the

appdlant ute tedy b the $ovr cruse notie, hence information at
point (ii) has been fumished to the appellant. Fufther, the plo

has undeftaken to provide the copy of the show cause notice to

the appellant.

However, the appellant brought to the notice of the co*rirrion
that the PIo has not provided her the copy of the show cause

notice issued by Goa University to the college. The appellant

states that the postal envelope received by her did not contain any

copy of any show cause notice. This being the case, the

information sought under point no. (i) is not yet furnished to the

appellant and the PIO is required to comply with the same.

8) With reference to the information sought under point no. (iii) as

mentioned in para 5 above, the PIO has stated that no such

correspondence in this regard is available in his records. Later, in

an affidavit dated 0410212020, the PIO has reiterated his stand

stating the same and that the said information is not available

7)
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with the authorfi; Ferwiling ttre facts mentioned in this para,
the commission @ndudm.m the information sought under point
no. (iii) does n* *oge*o ,hene,ttre commission is unable b
issue direction b the the same.

9) Hene fte ffin onc{udes ftat the appellant vide
application dated asrczp}rg had sought information on three
points, of which information under point no. (ii) has been
furnished, infunnatbn under point no. (iii) is not availabre and the

: PIo b rqfiuel tsfirnhh,ure irfrrnrffion under point rp. (i).

l0) The +peH'b ffi fur urpertron frorn pIO under
sdm 19(sxb) frr dohilng ute rnfurmathn, whkfr acmrdirg b
ls $ould hrE ,@"funrA*red uuffih the stipulated period of
utrty day$ llre, uE plo hre daborffid fte $hlatbn under
whl& the ffinffin;f,re wihhdd by him and the Commision
a@pts the orftrfron of tfre plo. Arso, the appeilant has not
argued on the nature of compensation she wishes to claim
vis-a-vis monetary or other Iosses suffered. Thus, the prayer for
compensation cannot be considered.

l1) In the light of above discussion, the present appeal is disposed
with the following order :-

(a) The plo is directed to furnish the information sought by the
appellant under point no. (i) of the application dated oslozlzoLg,
within 10 days from the receipt of this order, free of cost.

(b) All other prayers are rejected.

Proceeding stands closed.

Pronounced in the open court.

Notify the parties.
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Authenticated copies of the order should be given to the partiesfree of cost.

Aggrieved party if any, may morc against this order by way of a writPetition, as no further appeal is plovided against this order under the Rightto Information Act, 2005.

sanjay fiIor6ritikar
staE Informatircn Cornmlssioner

Goa State Inbnnation Co*rnLi,on
panaji _ Croa
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