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DELHI JAL BOARD: GOVT. OF N.C.T OF DELHI

ROOM NoO. 315-B, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY RTI CELL
VARUNAILAYA PH- II: KAROL BAGH: NEW DELHI — o5

No. DJB/ RTI/Circular/2013/ / i %:To S Dated: 22 .- o9~ (;) 0/?
|

CIRCULAR

Subject: Order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India,

Same is hereby circulated for kind information of a]] Public Information officers

and First Appellate Authority of Delhj Jal Board.

Encl.: As above
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B

(DR. BIPIN BEHARI)
Secretary, DJ B/Nodal Officer (RTI)

All First ellate Authori DJB

All Public Information Officers, DJB
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| REPORTABLE
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
Special Leave Petltlon {(Civil) No. 2?734 . of 2012
. (@ CC 14781/2012) -
Girish Ra_m:é:handra Deshpandé" .. Petitioner
Versus
Cen, Informatson Commr. & Ors ' | .. Respondents
ORDER

1. Delay condoned.

2.  We are, in this Case, concerned with the question whether

—

the Central Information Commissioner | (for short ‘the CIC) acting
\_‘_ ——
under the Right to Information Act 2005 (for short ‘the RTI Act’)

B
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was right in denying information regaraing the third respondent’s

15

pérsonal matters pertaining to his service career and also denying

| [
“the details of his assets and liabilities, movable and immovable

\\—-———"‘—‘—""‘""” A ‘ 1 : M =
properties on the ground that the information sought for was

‘Gualified to be ;,‘pérs.éné[ information as defined in clause (j) of

‘Section 8(1) of the RTT Act,
| 5, Théﬂiﬁétitioner here-in. '-héd_s-ull:;mitted an app'!_ication on
37.8.2008 before the Regio.na?ig_..iP:_roy}dent Fund Commissioner
(Ministry of Labour, Govemﬁ;}éﬁt lof:- India) calling for various
details relating to ‘thirdhre_spc:_)ﬁ:d_e’n_t,;who was employed as an
Enforcement Officer in Sﬁb?'RLegf.bnal éfﬁce, Akola, now working in
the State of Madhya Pradesh. As m_aﬁy as 15 queries were made
to which the Regional ?rov:i_dént.Fi.incii‘Canmissioner, Nagpur-gave
the following reply on 15.9.2008:
“As to Point No.1: Copy of appointment order of Shri
A.B. Lute, is in 3 pages. You have

sought the details of salary in
respect of Shri A.B. Lute, which




%ﬁﬁx‘

relates to-pe%onal information the
disclosures |of which has no
relationship to any public activity
or interest, it would cause
unwarranted invasion- of the
privaey of: mdmdual hence denied
-as ‘per :the -RTI -provision under
Section 8(1)(3) of the Act

Copy of order of . granting
Enforcement Officer Promotion to
Shrl‘Af"B Lute, is in 3 Number

As to Point No.2:

st other
dedUt:trens"of Mr. Lute is demed to
prowde as per RTI provisions

Section 8(1)(j) for ~the

insfer orders of Shri A.B.
in _13. Numbers, Salary’
f:LreJected as per the
prowsnon'under Section 8(1)(j) for
the reason mentioned above.

As to Point NO.3:

‘As to Point No.4:  iThe. copues -of memo, show cause
" 'notice, ‘censure issued to Mr. Lute,
are not being provided on the
ground : that it would cause
unwarranted invasion of the
privacy of the individuat and has no
relationship .to any public activity
or interest. Please see RTI
provision under Section 8(1)(j).
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" As to Point No.5:

As to Point No.6:

As to PointNo.7:

As to Point No.9:

As to Point No.10:

As to Point No.11:

£ boint No.8:

-Copy of EPF (Staff & Cond:ttons)

rRules 1962 is in 60 pages.

CW,W d.
liabilities in res ct_of Mr.lute
t be prowded as
iof_of ‘RiL Act ynder-Sectior——-
j) as per the reason explained

etalls of mvestment ang: other
related detans are re iected: as per
SVision O RII_#,Ag:tiund-erﬁ
|on 8(1)(3) as per the reason
4 apove at point No. 1

Copy details of movable,

w/——“ﬁ___,_,?———//
tmmovable properties of Mr. Lute,

‘rejecte =3 Ser the R11 Provisions

mctnon 8(1) 3 ~

Mr. Lute is not claiming for TA/DA
for attending the criminal case
pending at IMFC, Akola.

Copy of Notification is in 2
numbers.




As to Point No.12-

Copy of cefrtiﬁed true copy of

charge sheet issued to Mr. Lute -
The matter pertains with head

Office, Mumbai. Your application is
being:-forwarded to Head Office,
‘Mumbai as per Section 6(3) of the

- RTI Act, 2005."

As to Point No.13:

As to 'Point No.14:

‘Please
Sectjol

Certified True copy of complete

enquiry  proceedings initiated
against ‘M. Lute - It wolild. cause
unwarranted invasion of privacy of
individuals and has no relationship
to any: ‘public activity or interest.
e “see RTI provisions under

(1),

0 cause unwarranted
~of privacy - of individuals

~and has‘no relationship to any
“. public-activity or interest, hence

- deniéd.to provide.

As to Point No.iS-;

Certified true copy of second show

| cause  riotice - It would cause

unwarranted invasion of privacy of
individuals and has no relationship
to any public activity or interest,
hence denied to provide.”
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Aggrieved by the said order, the petitioner approached the

6

The CIC passed the order orl‘a 18,6.200"9, the operative

portion of the order reads as under:

"The question fﬁ;:iiif,g:cglh-'s;'i'dé'%ati“tih' is Vifh.étherst-he aforesaid
inform-atipnﬁ.,fs;ought by the Appellant can_be treated as

‘personal information’ as defined in clause (j)-of Section -

It may be pertinent to_mention
up-béfore the Full Bench of the
€al- ' No:CIC/AT/A/2008/000628
ntral Board of Direct Taxes)

J_the Commission vide its decision dated 15.6.2009
held_that “the Income Ta return have been fightly
held ..to be personal “information ‘exempted from
disclosure under clause (@)i0f Section -8(1) of the 'RT]
Act by the CPIO and the ‘Appellate Authority, and the
appellant herein has notbeen: able to establish that a
larder public interest. wo 2 serVed by disclosure of

this information, 'Th‘i‘_sf-f}ldb-ic-foo._u:-fd'j,hold good as far as

the ITRs of Shri Lute are. concerned. I would like to
further observe that the information which has been

8(1) of.the RTI Act.

denied to the appellant essentially falls in two parts -

(i) relating to the ;pétéo:né(:":r‘r'hj;a_ttiefsf pertaining to his
services career; and (ii) Shri Lute’s assets & liabilities,
movable and immovable properties and other financial
aspects. I have no hesitation in holding that this
information also qualifies to be the ‘personal
information’ as defined in clause (j) of Section 8(1) of
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dated 16.2.2010. The ‘matte.

7

5. The CIC, after holding so directeq the second respondent to

disclose the information at Paragraphs 1, 2 3 (only posting

. details), 5, 10, 11, 12,13(on1y ,cffo;_:ﬁgs’:_;’of.the posting orders) to

the appe!iaht wi;hi;‘-ﬁf'i;é;;-‘rpe}fod of four 'wéei{s from the date of the

6. 'Agg‘ﬁfebed by the said"-b:r":_dei",' the petitioner filed & writ

petition'f"N6.4221 of 2009 wh1 came Up for hearing before g

learned Single Judge ang the,:g;éu%:;t-__';;!ismissed the same vide order

Patent Appeal No.358 of 2011 "b'*éfbi-é the Division Bench and the
Same was diémisSed vide ord.erf -‘;dat‘_._ed;,h2_-1512.2011.7 Agairist the

said order this Special leave petition has been-ﬁled.

7. Shri A.p, Wachasunder, fearned counsel appearing for the

petitioner submitted that the documents sought for vide g,
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and SI. No.4 and 12 to 15 were related to disciplinary action and
documents at Sl. Nos 6 to 9 pertamed to assets ‘and !iab!irties and
gifts received by the third respondent and the disclosure of those
detai!s accordrng to the iearned counsel would not cause

unwarranted mvasron of privacy.

public activity or interest,

9, Learned counsel also pomted out that in view of Section 6(2)
of the RTI Act, the applicant making request for mformation is not
obllged to give any reason for the reqursxtlon and the CIC was not

JUStlﬁed in dismissing his appeal,
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10. Thrs Court ln Central Board of ‘Secondary Education and
another Vi Adltya Bandopadhyay and others (2011) 8 SCC
497_ while 'dealing with the right of examinees to inspect

evaiuated answer books m connectron wzth the examination

: conducted by the CBSE Board had an occas:on to consider in

deta:l the arm_s and objectk of the RTI Act as well as the reasons

11. We are, however in thFS ~asf"""_'; prlmarny concerned with the
scope and mterpretatlon to c_ s"‘ (e) ‘(g) and (J) of Sectlon
8(1) of the RTI Act which are extracted herein beIOW'
_ “8 Exemptlon from d;sclosure of lnformatlon - (1)
~ Notwithstanding anythfng contained in this Act, there
shall be no oblfgatlon to give any citizen,-
(e) information available to a person in his fiduciary
relationship, unless the competent authority is satisfied

that the larger public interest warrants the disclosure
of such information;
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(g) lnformatlon - the d|sclosure of which would
endanger the life or physical safety of any perscn or
identify the source of information or assistance given in
confidence for law enforcement or security purposes;

(i) information which relates to personal information
the disclosure of which hasno. relatzdnsh p to any public
activity or mterest of which would cause unwarranted
invasion of. the privacy of the individual. unless the
Central . Pubhc Information Officer or the State Public
Informatlen Officer or the appellate authority,-‘as the
case may be, is satisfied that the larger publlc interest
Justlﬂes the disclosure. of such mforrnat:on

12, Thi‘:‘ﬂ;_:;ﬁetitioner he_rein soug fzr'f‘c‘_):_r copies of all mern__i_f_t_’;a's, show

.

respondent from his employe :::;:also detalls viz. movable and

immovable propertles and also the detaiis of his investments,

..-‘-"—.'_-—.—-7

——

lending and borrowing from Banks and other financial mst[tutlons
___/“'-'—"—'—"_"‘_"-"'—-——’
L S .

Further, he has also sought for the detaﬂs of gifts stated to have

accepted by the third respondent, his family members and friends
‘ e

and relatives at the marriage of his son. The information maostly

-~

sought for finds a place in the income tax returns of the '

respondent. The question that has come up for consideration is
J’f :
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whether the above-meritioned information sought for qualifies to

be “personal information” as defined in clause (j) of Section 8(1)
-

13 We are in agreement Wlth the CIC and the courts below that

the details called for by the petitioner i.e, coples of all memos

lssued to the thll‘d respondent, show cause notices and orders of

censure/pumshment etc. are qu*ahﬂed to be personal lnformatton |

as deﬁﬁf ln clause (J) of ,5 ctaon_ 8(1) of the RTI Act The

performance of an employee/off :m an organization is prlmaraly

a matter between the emplo-yf d the empl'oyer and normally
~ those aspects are goverﬁed by -the s‘ervu:e rules which fall under
the expressmn “persona! mformat:on", the disclosure of whlch has
no relationship to any public activity or public interest. On the
_dthér hand, the disclosure bf_which would cause lunwa;*ranted
in'\}asion of privacy of th-at individual. Of.cour_se', in a given case,

if the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public

Information Officer of the Appellate Authority is satisfied that the
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larger public interest justifies the di%closure of such information,
appropriate orders could be passed but the petitioner cannot

claim those details as a matter of right.

14, The deta:is dlsclosed by a person in: hlS income tax returns

are persona! rnformatlon" which stand exempted from d!sclosure

the State: P‘ubhc Information .Ofﬂcer____or the Appeilate Authorlty is

sattsf" ed that the larger public erest justifies the d:sclosure of

such ;nformataon. ,

15, The petitioner in the instant case has not made a bona fide

T iy

" public interest in see_king information, the disclosure of such

e

—

information would cause unwarranted invasion of privacy of the

individual under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.
- . - 4 ; e ’ M\\‘\.—-

16. We are, _theref_bre, of the view that the petitioner has not

succeeded in establishing that the information sought for is for
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the larger public interest. That being the fact, we are not inclined
. A ;

to entertain this special leave petition. Hence, the same is

dismissed.

............................................. 3.
(K. S. RADHAKRISHNAN)

.............................. J
| (DIPAK MISRA)

New Delhi o

October 3, 2012
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