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IN THE SUPR]EME COURT
;

CIVIL APPEIILATE JURISD

(@ cc t47aL/2ot2

I

I

Girish Ramchandra DeshPanPe

Versus

Cen. Information CorrllTlr, & iOrs'

1. Delay condoned.

2. We are/ in this case, goncerned wit
I

the Central Information Cori;rmissioner (fo
I

under the Right to Informatlon Act, 2005
i

tt

INDIA

CTION

.. Petitioner

.. Respondents

I

the question whether

short'the CIC') actirlg

for short 'the RTI Act')

\
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. qqTF{''ilo 
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"2,,l
I'

I

was right in denying informAtion regarding the third resPon$ent's

personal matters pertaining [o his service reer and also denying

t

the details of his assets anH liabilities, m

properties on the ground lhat the info

vable and immovable

ation sought for, was

fined in clause (i) of;qualified to be personal infprmation as d

Section B(1) of the RTI Act,

3. The petitioner herein t had submitt

27.8.2008 before the Regional Providen

(Ministry of Labour, Goverhment of Indi
I

details relating to third reqpondent, who

Enforcement Officer in Sub-$.egional Office,

i

the State of Madhya Pradesh. As many as
I

to which the Regional Providpnt Fund Com
I

the following rePlY on 15.9.2008:

"As to Point No.1: Copy of appoin
A.B. Lute, is in 3
soqght the de
reslpect of Shri

d an apPlication on

Fund Commissioner

) calling for various

was employed as an

Akola, now working in

15 queries were made

issioner, NagPUr gave

nt order of Shri
ages. You have
ls oF salarY in
.8. Lute, which

D=^o ?



As to Point No.2;

As to Point NO.3:

As to Point No.4:

tes
:los
tiot

ir
va rl
/ac\
pe

:tio

ry
'orc
'i t
Lailr

lgte
sElor
lFti(

i

lYva
'iyu.
;ip
eptit

oPY
nfor
h[i
)eFai
ri!h
eflu
rqvi
rnpe
e{sr

I

I

\ll 
I 
tl

-ufe
tefa
)rov

llsI
elf
)r'
JNY
r ril

I

asi
s"1

col
En1
Sh
De
u.tit
de
pr(
un

=nlOlsh[i
Depa
r,^ri!h

deflu
prqv
unpt
re{s

I

I

Alllt
Lufe
defa
prq\
rhe

re
dir
re
or
ur
p1

a:
s,

to
'UTES
nshiP
ttereg
rante(
yofi
,.r the
n B(1

of
.emer
A. B.
sofs

ste
:tions
Je dl- Ser
ns' m€

st
NS

c

Se
m

tran
rei

is
)nu
son

priVacY of the i

relptionshiP to
or; interest.
pr$vision under

I information the
which has no
y public activitY

would cause
asion of the

ual hence denied
provision under

the Act.

5
5U
)n
inl
rri
CY
er
on

'c(
A

ils

I arr
'acY
per

:tior

)y
orc(-i A
:ails
h
luct
rvid,
ier
lsor
I

I

tthe
I

Fe,
ta ilst.
DVIS

r
cer
is
to

of g ra nting
Promotion to

in 3 Number.
the pogt along

and other
Lute is denied to
RTI Provisions

8( 1) U) for the
d above.

I

rders of Shri A.B'
Numbers' SalarY
ted as Per the
Section B(1)(j) for
oned above.

emo, show cause
sued to Mr. Lute,
provided on the
it wou ld cause
nvasion of the
ividual and has no

any Public activitY
Please see RTI

Section B(1)(j).

Daaa ?
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As to Point No'5:

As to Point No.6:

As to Point No.7;

As to Point No.8:

As to Point No.9:

As to Point No.1O:

As to Point No'11:

Copy of EPF
Rulies 1962 is

(Staff '& Conditions)
in 60 ges.

assets and
of Mr. Lute
as Per the

u nder Section
son explained

nt and other
iected as Per

TI Act under
r the reason
int No,1,

tem wise and
gifts accePted

ted as Per the
under Section

ason exPlained

of mova ble,
6 of Mr. Lute,
e the same is
RTI Provisions

ing for
criminal

ola.

ion is in

TA/DA
CASC

D=no A



"ii
:it
?#

':
is'

t/

ti true copy of

ins with head
ur application is

Head Office,
ion 6(3) of the

y of complete
ngs initiated
It would cause
n of privacy of
no relationship
ity or interest.
visions under

u nwarranted
of individuals
nship to any
terest, hence

.ln

IAs to Point No,12; Copy of certified
charge sheet issu to Mr. Lute
Thq matter pert
Offlce, Mumbai. Y
being forwarded
Mu1-nbai as per S
RTI Act, 2OO5.

As to Point No.13: CeitifieO True co
eng u iry proceed
agQinst Mr. Lute
rJnwarranted invasir
indlviduals and has

puplic activity or
derlied to provide.

As to Point No.15: Ceftified true copy
caqse notice It
unwarranted invasir

I

individuals and has
to jany public activ
hence denied to pro

-y or interest,
ide."

As to Point No.14: It i would cause
invpsion of privac
and has no relati

i second show
would cause
of privacy of

o relationship

-

D=dd q



4. Aggrieved

CiC,. ThC CIC

by the said Prder, the Petiti

portion of the order reads ag under;
,

i

"The question for consifleration is wheth
information sought by lthe Appellant ca

'personal information'as defined in clau
etfl of the RTI Act. It may be Pertin
ttrat this issue came r]p before the Fu

Commission in APPPaI N

(Milap Ghoraria v. CQntral
and the Cornmission vide its

Act the CPIO and lhe APPellate Au
app nt hereirr has n[t been able to
larg public interest would be served

ner approached the

passed the order on 18.6. O09, the oPerative

r the aforesaid
be treated as
(j) of Section

nt to mention
| tsench of the

?oog/ ooo 6 28
Direct Taxes)
red 15.6,2009

held that "the Incomq Tax return ha
held to be Personal information {

e been rightlY
empted from

disclosure under claus€ (J) of Sectlon (1) of the RTI
hority, and the

tablish that a
y disclosure of
good as far as
i would like to
hich has been
in two parts
rtaining to his

movable and immovabfe ProPerties
ts & liabilities,
other financiai

lding that this
the t 

Personal
Section B(1) of
t been able to
e thereof is in

larger public interest."

tniJ information' This ilogic wottld hold

the ITRs of Shri Lute 'are concerned'

Dana e
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.f

second resPondent to

, 2, 3 (onlY Posting

he Posting orders) to

from the date of the

ation sought for with

or disclosure.

etitioner filed a writ

for hearing before a

the same vide order

up bY way of Letters

Division Bench and the

.t2.zOtL. Against the

en filed.

intment and Promotion

nsel aPPearing

,sought for

for the

vide Sl.

Nos.1, 2 and 3 were Pertaining to aP

Daaa 1



and Sl. No ,4 and 12 to 15 vyere related

documents at 51, N0s,6 to g ipertained to
i

gifts received by the third rgspondent

details, according to the ilearned

unwarranted invasion of priviacy.

B, Learned counsel also gubmitted that t

to Section B(1)U) of the RTf Act widens the
;

warranting disclosure andi if those prov

interpreted, it could not be said that doc

employment of a person hdldi'ng the post o
l

could be treated as docunirents having no
i

public activitY or interest. i

;

I

I

9. Learned counsel also pbinted out that in
i

of the RTI Act, the applicantl making request

I

obliged to give any reason filr the requisition
I

i

justified in dismissing his aPpeal.

tod
I

a

and th

counse

I

and

and

iplinary acfion

ts and liabilities

disclosure of those
I

would not caUse
I

I

e privacy aPPended

scope of documents

sions are ProPerlY

nts peftaining to

.enforcement officer

relationshiP to anY

view of Section 6(2) ,

and the CIC was not \

D)da e
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9

ndary Educatipn and

others (201 1) B SCC

10. This Court in Central Boa rd of
another v. Aditya Bandopadhyay

497 while deating with the right of
evaluated answer books in connection

conducted by the CBSE Board had an o

detail the aims and object gf the RTI Act

for the introduction of thd exemption cf
i

hence, it is unnecessary, fon the purpose 
r

examine the meaning and contents of Secti

f, I
I

11. We are, however, in tdis case primaril

3xa m inees to inspect

with the exa m i tior.r
r.t'.-

casion to consideii.,in

s well as the reasons' tr

nBas

sco

B(1

use in the RTI A.tl
f this case to furLher

a wnofe. :\

\

concerned with thq,'
)

a nd (j) of Section

i below:

rrmation.- ( 1 )
this Act, there

his fiduciary
rity is satisfied.
the disclosure



or physical safety o

of iflformation ior a

enfofcement or secu ty purposes;

(j) information which irelates to pers nal information
ip to any public

unwarranted

(g) information,
endanger the life
identify the source
confidence for law

thei disclosu re o

invasion of the privaqy of the indivi
Central Public Informapion Officer or

\ff:-^-, ^-- i!l- - ll-!^

the disclosure of which ihas no relations
activity or interest, or ["t'tich would cal

which would
any person or

istance given in

ual unless, the
e State Pirblic
thority, as the
public interest

n."

Information Officer or ithe appellate a

case may be, is satisfiQd that the large
justifies the disclosure pf such informati

I

1?

.\ , \

.lr,..t.r l\'4 r.
\

'1..

t:
r l'
I

ies

AV

ete

ils

er

)

of all memos, show
ii

arded to the bl'iird
\

ls viz. rnovable and

of his investments,

inancial institutionb.

gifts stated to havd'

embers and friends

information mostly

eturns of the third'
I

for consideration is

Dt^o 1n



whether the above-mentioned information

be "personal information" as defined in cla

of the RTI Act.

J

13. We are in agreement r,rdith the CIC an

the details called for by the petitioner i,e.

issued to the third respondeint, show cause
i

censu relpunishment etc. ardr qualified to b
i

as defined in clause (j) ofi Section B(1)

performance of an employeq/officer in an or

a matter between the emplpyee and the e

those aspects are governedl by the service

the expression "personal information", the d

no relationship to any public activity or pu

other hand, the disclosur€r of which woul

invasion of privacy of that ipOiviOuat. Of c
Iif the Central Public Inforrmation Officer

Information Officer of the APpellate Authorit

ought

, l,
1I

for qualifies to

of Section B(1)se (i)

the courts below that

copies of all memos

notices and orders of

personal iniormation

f the RTI Act. The

anization is primarily

ployer and normally

les which fall under

closure of which has.1

lic interest, On the

cause u nwarranted

rse, in a given case,

r the State Public
{

is satisfied that the

Dano 'l 
1
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or

is
ri'

of
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for



th

to

dir

lar public interest,

in this special

De
ober 2012

1l

3,

Tl'nat being the

lejave petition. ence,

":/.
we are not

' 
"t r.,...,,.r1 iJ.

RADHAKRISHNAN)

,!-

- i..

(DrP MISRA)
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