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* IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

+ W.P.(C) 8278/2016

MANOHAR SINGH ..... Petitioner

Through: Petitioner in person.

versus

CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION & ANR... Respondents
Through: None.

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIBHU BAKHRU

O R D E R
% 01.10.2018

1. None appears for the respondents despite service of notice.

2. The petitioner has filed the present petition, inter alia, impugning the

order dated 05.07.2016 (hereafter ‘the impugned order’) passed by the

Central Information Commission (hereafter ‘CIC’), whereby the

petitioner’s complaint made under Section 18 read with Section 20 of the

Right to Information Act, 2005 has been rejected.

3. The impugned order indicates that the only reason why the

petitioner’s complaint was rejected, was his absence on the date of hearing.

The petitioner is present in person and states that he could not appear on the

relevant date as he had a hearing before the Supreme Court. He has also

filed his gate pass to establish the same. It is also pointed out that the

petitioner had prior to the said hearing, sent a communication to the CIC

regarding his inability to attend the hearing on 05.07.2016.



4. It does not appear that the CIC had considered the petitioner’s request

for deferring the hearing.

5. In view of the above, the impugned order is set aside and the matter is

remanded to the CIC to consider it afresh.

6. The petition is disposed of.

VIBHU BAKHRU, J

OCTOBER 01, 2018
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