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1. This'appeal has been preferred by appeliant Dr, 'Ma_nab'eﬁ_dra Lahkar being
" aggrieved with the reply of Registrar (Judiclal) -'&"p'ro'- the Hon'ble Gauhati
High- Ccurt dated’ 11.03: 2020 by whlch the mformatlon sought by the
appel ant Was refused to be furnished on the ground that the same is
exempted from dlscfosure under Secuon 8{1} (g) of the Right (o
Information Act, 2005 (in short heremaﬁzer referred to as “the 877 Act
2005"). '

2. The appeliant was arréyed as a defendant in two Title- Suits pending in the
court of learned Munsiff, Rangia. Some other litigations ‘against him are
also pending in the court of learned SDIM, Rangia. The appellant being
aggneved with certam urders passed by the leamed Munsarf Rangia as well
as nOn—d|sposaI of - certan petltsons fi Ied in the Ttle Su1t Ho.55/2016 made
a complamt to the Regfstrar (V:gllance) of the Hon'ble Gauhati High Court
on 31.01.2020. In his comp[amt the appellant a]leged that the conduct of
the learned Munsﬁf “Rangia: whlle proceedmg in the cases is- viclative of
well seftled principles of law and-it reveals unfarrness ard-incompelency of
officer concerned.. He further alleg_ed that :in spite - of submission of
arguments and relevant _dotu:‘hentary' evideh’ce"ir_i Title - Suit NO.44/2016,




the same were not reﬂécted in the order passed by the learned Munsiff,
_Rangia It was- alse a!ieged that the learned Munsiff did not pass orders in
-Misc., (J) Case No 48/2018 in: Title Suit No.55/2016 in spite of many fixed
dates fer-orders, whlch would goto reflect the incompetency of the officer
concemed
in the said com;:lalnt the  appellant praved to pass necessary orders and to
calt ror the Report-of the facts in-issue in the order dated 05. 12.2016 in the
Petltlon ‘No. 1201/2618 order dated 10.09.2018 in Misc (1) Case
.No.4_8/2918, in Tithe Suit No.55/2016 and to pass orders to ensure whethar
the appeliant was made a party or not in Misc (1) Case No.48/2018 and
alst to ensure 'wheth'er the facts in issug in Misc (J) Case No.48/2018 in
Tit'l‘e: Sult No,55/2016 'are also the facts in issue of the Title Suit
No.44/2016(since dispos‘éd) ar_’id Misc {1) Case No.87/2016. The appeilant
further prayed to pass orde_f-s tc'_it.l%ansfer the Title Suit No.55/2016 and the
Misc. cases to the competent authdrity having jurisdiction as per Assam
Land and Reverive Re_gu/aﬁm, 1886 and also to pass orders ko secure the
rights of justice in CRP (1/0) 255/2017 and enforcement of the doctrine of
‘orders/directioris of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal
No.1132/2011, SLP(C) 3109/2011 for securing his rights and for larger
3 mterest of the publlc
‘Subsequently, th_e-appe_l_l_a_nt‘ filed an RTI Application on 05.03.2020 seeking
certiﬁed-photocopi'es of the pfdceedings/Repori against his complaint dated
31.01.2020 which was rejected vide the impugned order dated 11.03.2020.
"Hence this appeal. -
Heard the appellant—m—person and-Registrar (Judicial) & PIO. Also perused
the records. '
' 'It has been submltted by the appeuant that demaI of supply of the requisite
'mformatlon on the ground that the same are also exempted from
d;sciosure under Sectlcm 8.1 (g) of the R7TT Act, 2005 is violative of the
rules prescnbed by the nghr ro Informarfon Act, 2005, He has submitied
'that the matter in QUEStIDﬂ refates to the life and liberty of the appellant
and his dependents as guaranteed under the €onstitution of India under its
‘Preamble as wel a_s A-_rtnc!e 15(2}b) and Article 21, The appeilant
subrnitted that-he was made a victim and has been deprived of the rights

for-se;cU_ring justice in Tit_lé Suit ‘and its Misc, cases filed in the court of
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*leamed Munsiff; Rarigia which ére‘ alse. relaﬁed to Ehe crifninal cases being
GR Cases. 430/2016 and 431/2016 which are pendnng in the court of
learned SDIM, Randia. He submll:ted that he has been victimised for fatse
and fabricated crm‘nnal charges uncier SECtiBI"l 44?/427{'354/323/506 of IPC
in the matter in question of hls RTI and his 50c1al and dgcademic reputation,
rights and human dignity has been ruined, Whlch he earned after dedicated
hard work together with prlceless sacnﬁoes of his. parents. The appellant
has also subrnitted that he has suffered |mmensety and irreparable foss and
injury has been caused ko his person

The learned Regrstrar (Juchoal) & PIO has submltted that the information
sought by the appeflant would rio way be’ useful for public interest and the
appellant’s fundamental 'righté‘ as well aés.'righ&. to be exercised under the
ngf?f o Im’brmatron Act has not at aII been vmiated He ‘has further
contended that the :nformatlcn sought by the appeliant which relates to
the pmceedmgs/Report relatmg o his compfamt against the Judicial Dfficer
would no way help the appellant in deferding his c_ase{s) and would rather
be adverse to the independence of judiciary vis-a-vis public faith in the
judiciat system of the country. The Registrar ‘(ucicial) & PIO has fairly
submitted that it seems ‘that the ground: for- demal of furnishing the
information as sought t the, appeliant has been |nadvertently shown to be
exempted under Sect[on 8 (1) (g) mstead of sectlon 8(1} 1 of the said Act.
But in any manrier, ‘the ;nf‘ormatlon sought is not Ilabie to be divulged ia
this instant case.. o

Upen hearing hoth sides. and on perusal oF the recerds as well as relevant
provisions of law, I-am of. the considered view that the information as
sought by the éppéllant' burely' r'elateé to’ the 6u't<':bn‘ié oF his complaint
made against the Judicial Officer, - The appellant is a party in a pending suit
and some criminat cases, whu:h are still pending. The orders passed in the
proceedings are judicial orders and a Judicial Cfficer is protected under the
Judges (Protection)-Act, 1985 until and uniess it is shown that his/her act is
mals fide and are a'ctu'atéd_by extraneous c'cnsidef_ations. The High Court
is ‘the contraliing 'aut'ho'rity. of the ludicial Officers and it is upon the
competent authority to decide on any c‘ompia'rht flled against the Judical
Qfficer, as to whether to proceecl oF not.  In cer'téin cases some enduiries

are rmade on the alegations made by complamants whereas in some cases
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it is not done. The entire process depends upon the administrative

_-sa_ti_sfaction of the competent autherity on verifiable facts. However,
-f;érta_in interrial . protocal is maintained while disposing of such camplaints
Tiled against Judi.é_ial: Officers. Similar is the case with the staff of the High
-Court.as well as sub;brdinate courts,

: .In'. Ehe Ppresent case the appellant is 2 contesting party and he has made
.certam aHegatmns against the Judicial Officer inferring that the Judiciat

. _:Ofﬁcer is not competent The information seught by him is the certified

10,

_photocopues of the proceedingszeport relating to his complaint dated
'_31 1. 2020 Nowhere in the appeal he has submitted that the information
. :wculd serve pubhc mtefest and it is also net understood as to how the
..-_Reports if any, wouid serveany-public interest. The information sought by
'_'the appel[ant i5. in ‘the nature of personal information of the Officer

concemed, the disclosure of which has na relationship to any public activity

'_or - interest. Rather, if such information pertaining to  the
'_prdcé'ecﬁngs{Report aga_ihst any Judiclal Officer’is to be supplied, the said
_diéclbi;ufje_ would.e_hr_zjja_n'gér the life or physical safety of the Judicial Officer,
_'.'_Ju'cti'cial- Offi ce'rs perFohn ‘spvereign functions and they are not at all
“expected to be sub]ected tty puiblic exposure. If any actipn is taken by the
.'competent authorlty agamst any Judiciat Officer or staff of the High Court
._Or sub-grdinate _courts_ an_d the same is disclosed to the public, the same
“would make _the' person concerned vulnerable. That would expese him/her
to severe danger while . discharging judicial/official functions or in any
_private walk of life and thus might endanger his/her life-or physical safety,

Such information, if furnished, might also be widely circulated, published in

print, electronic and social media that would also have far reaching
'.COHSEEQUEHCES. Fer such reasons, the makers of the legislation intended to
'i_n_co.rp(_)rate Section 8 (.1')_(_'9) and 8 (1) (§) in the R7T Act, 2005. Therefore,
‘while reading and'iﬁterpreting the aforesaid provisions, one cannot give a
'__tb_ta_l deaf ear ang "for'get_the-_ intentions of the makers of the lggistation.

1 amiof the cdhsi.dered'j\'giew that information regarding noa-furnishing of
'th'e s’o_@gjht iaforméti_en Has no way prejudiced the appellant. Moreover,
- non-furnishing of the"information sought is neither violative of the
_'Fundamental Rnghts of the appe[lant as quaranteed under Part-111 of the

Csnstltut;on of Incila nor the provisions stipulated under the /77 Act, 2005,
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There is no public i_ntérest iﬁvolvéd' to support the plea of the appeliant that
he iz entitled tg- receive the information. On the contrary, furnishing of
suth information would be advé'rse_ te public interest and public activity, In
my. considerad view, the inforr_n’é_tion sought s not liable to be disclosed
urider section 8(1) (g) and sea:_:tipn 8(1) (jy-of the RTT Act, 2008,

11. In view of the afojesaid, I do not find ay illegality or infirmity in the
communication dated -11_.-0.3‘.-20_26 issued by the Registrar (Judicial) & PIO
to the appeldnt denying the distiosure of the information sought by him
and as such find no ground to interfere with, The appeal is bereft of merits
and is dismissed and a'-ccofdingly'disposed of.

12. Send a copy of this order to the appeltant ‘and’ Registrar (Judicial) & P10,
Hon'bie Gauhati High Court, Guwahati, Oridinal copy be kept in the records.

Signed on this 18" day of May, 2020 under my hand and seal at Guwahati,
Kamrup(M), Assam.
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Registrar General &.Ag‘ pellate Authority



