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Court No, - 3

Case :- MISC. BENCH No. - 45 of 2021

Petitioner ;- Neeraj Kumar Srivastava & Anr,
Respondent :- State Information Commission Thru,
Registrar,Lucknow & Ors,

Counsel for Petitioner :- Amrendra Nath
Tripathi,Shailendra Kumar Tiwari

Counsel for Respondent :- C.5.C.,Shikhar Anand

Hon'ble Singh,l.
Hon'ble Karunesh Singh Pawar,],

Heard Sri Amrendra Nath Tripathi, learned counsel for the
petitioners, Sri Shikhar Anand, learned counsel for opposite
party no. 1 and learned standing counsel for Opposite party
no. 3.

Issue notice to opposite party no. 2.

The contention of learned counsel for the petitioner js that
the State Information Commission, while passing the order

counse| for the petitioner has laid emphasis on para 22 to
27 of the said judgment.

Hon'ble the Supreme Court in para 27 of the aforesaid case
has held that while passing an order under Section 20 sub-
Section 2 of the Act, the State Information Commission
should have granted an adjournment and heard the
appellant. In this case, the impugned order under Section
20 sub-Section 1 as well as Section 20 sub-Section 2 of the
Act has been passed on the same date and the petitioner
were not provided opportunity of hearing while passing
order under Section 20 sub-Section 2 of the Act. In view of
above, prima facie case of interim relief is made out.

The impugned order dated 31.12.2019 passed in Appeal

No. S10-557/A/2018 shall remain stayed till further order of
the Court, so far it relates to petitioner no. 2.

List and connect this case along with W.p. No, 18254 (MB)
of 2020.

In the meantime, parties shall exchange affidavits.,

Order Date :- 6.1.2021
Nitesh
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Court No. - 3

Case :- MISC. BENCH No. - 42 of 2021

Petitioner :- Neeraj Kumar Srivastava & Anr.
Respondent :- State Information Commission Thru.
Registrar,Lucknow & Ors.

Counsel for Petitioner :- Amrendra Nath Tripathi,Ajay
Yadav

Counsel for Respondent :- C.S.C.,Shikhar Anand

Hon'ble Alok Singh,].
Hon'ble Karunesh Singh Pawar].

Heard Sri Amrendra Nath Tripathi, learned counsel for the
petitioners, Sri Shikhar Anand, learned counsel for opposite
party no. 1 and learned standing counsel for opposite party
no. 3.

Issue notice to opposite party no. 2.

The contention of learned counsel for the petitioner is that
the State Information Commission, while passing the order
annexed as Annexure 1 to this writ petition under Section
20 sub-Section 2 of the Right to Information Act, 2005
shodld - have provided opportunity of hearing to the
petitioner, as directed by Hon'ble the Supreme Court in the
case of Manohar s/o Manikrao Anchule vs. State of
Maharashtra and Anr. [(2012) 13 SCC 14]. Learned
counsel for the petitioner has laid emphasis on para 22 to
27 of the said judgment. ‘

Hon'ble the Supreme Court in para 27 of the aforesaid case
has held that*while passing an order under Section 20 sub-
Section 2 of the Act, the State Information Commission
should have granted an adjournment and heard the

appellant. In this case, the impugned order under Section -

20 sub-Section 1 as well as Section 20 sub-Section 2 of the
Act has been passed on the same date and the petitioner
were not provided opportunity of hearing while passing
order under Section 20 sub-Section 2 of the Act. In view of
above, prima facie case of interim relief is made out.

The impugned order dated 31.12.2019 passed in Appeal
No. S10-557/A/2018 shall remain stayed till further order of
the Court, so far it relates to petitioner no. 2.

List and connect this case along with W.P. No. 18254 (MB)
of 2020.

In the meantime, parties shall exchange affidavits.

Order Date :- 6.1.2021



