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5. Further the SPIO argued that the signature of the complainant is fabricated
and enguiry should be conducted in this matter. The SPIO also pointed out that
he has not mentioned the purpose for the information. Section 6(2) of the RT| Act

2005 reads as under:

‘ An applicant making request for information shall not be required to give any
reason for requesting the information or any other personal details except those
that may be necessary for contacting him. * So the duty of the SPIO is to provide
the information sought by the applicant. The SPIO i1s not bound to know the
signature of the complainant _or _ whether it is legal or Mlegal. Commission
fherelore Tinds thal It Is not necessary 1o go into all he suppurtlnzg?nucuments
proposed by the SPIO in this case as it is not require to examine the arguments
of animosity against the SPIO, or alleged malafide againsthim. Commission
therefore directs the SPIO to provide all the informations held by him to the
complainant within 10 days of receipt of this order.




