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 On the ground  tha t one Mr. Ankam Premc hand , the then Assistant 

Genera l Manager (Premises and  Esta te Department) and  Mr. Hanif, Noda l 

Offic er (RTI Cell) and  CPIO, fa iled  to furnish c omplete information sought 

for by the c omp la inant under the Right to Information Ac t, 2005 (for short 

‘ the Ac t’ ),  the 1st respondent – Commission vide order da ted  01.10.2019 in 

Comp la int No.CIC/ SBIND/ C/ 2017/ 140254, d irec ted  issuanc e of the show 

c ause notic e to the above sa id  ind ividua ls to exp la in why ac tion under 

Sec tion 20(1) of the Ac t, sha ll not be initia ted  aga inst them.  Aggrieved  by 

the same, the Sta te Bank of Ind ia , rep resented  by the Assistant Genera l 

Manager (Premises and  Esta te Department) – c um – Centra l Pub lic  

Information Offic er, (CPIO) Loc a l Head  Offic e, Koti, Hyderabad , filed   the 

p resent writ petition is filed . 

 

 Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t the 1st respondent 

without examining  the sc ope and  ambit of Sec tion 8(1)(g ) of the Ac t, 

passed  impugned  order for issuanc e of show c ause notic e c ontemp la ting  

to impose pena lty under Sec tion 20(1) of the Ac t, and  the same is bad  in 

law and  henc e liab le to be set aside. 

 

 On the other hand , Sri N.Ra jeshwara  Rao, lea rned  Assistant Solic itor 

Genera l, appearing  for the 1st respondent submits tha t the impugned  

order is only a  show c ause notic e, and  as on today no orders have been 

passed  and  tha t genera lly this c ourt will not enterta in writ petition a t the 

stage of show c ause notic e.  Therefore, he seeks to d ismiss the writ 

petition. 
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 It is settled  p rinc ip le of law tha t this c ourt ord ina rily will not enterta in 

the writ petition aga inst the show c ause notic e, unless it is shown tha t the 

authority who issued  the same, has no jurisd ic tion.  

 

 In the p resent c ase, it is not the c ase of the petitioner tha t the 1st 

respondent has no jurisd ic tion to c ause issuanc e of show c ause notic e, 

and  the only ground  tha t is sought to be ag ita ted  is tha t the 1st 

respondent while d irec ting  issuanc e of show c ause notic e has not 

c onsidered  the sc ope of Sec tion 8(1)(g ) of the Ac t.  This aspec t perta ins to 

the merits of the c ase, whic h will c ome up  for c onsidera tion before the 

c ompetent authority  a fter filing  of the exp lana tion by the delinquent, and  

this c ourt under the writ jurisd ic tion c annot delve into the d isputed  

questions, and  rec ord  a  find ing on the issue. 

 

 Further it is to be seen tha t the 1st respondent spec ific a lly found  tha t 

the above sa id  ind ividua ls by name, who were hold ing  the posts a t the 

relevant time, fa iled  to furnish c omp lete information as sought for by the 

c omp la inant under the Ac t.  It is not known how the Bank c ould  espouse 

the c ause of the sa id  ind ividua ls by invoking  writ jurisd ic tion. 

 

 Having regard  to the fac ts and  c irc umstanc es of the c ase, this c ourt 

is not inc lined  to enterta in the writ petition and  the same is d isposed  of 

leaving it open to the ind ividua ls named in the show c ause notic e to 

submit exp lana tion and  it is for the c ompetent authority to c onsider the 

same in ac c ordanc e with law. 

 

 Interloc utory app lic a tions pend ing, if any, sha ll stand  c losed .  No 

order as to c osts. 
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