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Govemment of India
Ministry of Personnel, public Grievances & pensions

Depaftrnent of personnel & Training

l
North Bloch New Delhi,

Dated ttr" lt1 th August, 201 3

Subject: Disclosure of personal infonnation under the RTI Act, 2005.

' The centrar Information commission in one of is decisions (copy encrosed)has held that information about the complaints made against an officer of theGovernment and any possible action the'authoriG-*igf;t have taken on thosecomplaints, qualifies as personar information within trr- ?.*i"g of provision ofsection 8 (l) 0) of the RTt Act,2005.

2' The central Information commission while deciding the said case has citedthe decision of supreme court of India in the rnatter oiEiirn R. Deshpande vs. cICand others (slp (c) no.z7T34/20r2) in which rt was h"lJ-;'nder:-
"The performance o! an y,rlalee/officer in an organisation ts pri*iarrty a matierbetween the emplovie.Tnd ty1-iwrpf-i 

7na nur^oiry ,ni"-orprrts me governed bythe service rures s'hich .ya, unaer ttt" '$nirrin"*irnon* informatinn,, thedisclosure of uthich *y nc retatiry"yi ,, any pubric activity or pubric interest. onrhe other hand, the li:dlyry of irtrh corti ,o*, ,riioonted irwasion of theprivacy of tlwt individual.." The 
-supreme 

court iuttrt.i rrJa that such information spficould be discrosed onry if it would tJ*" u larger p"Lu;l;;;;r,. '"' f%,.13" This may be brought to the notice of ail concerned.

Encl: As above.

l(*q.!-nL
(Mdoj Joshi)

Joint Secretary (AT&A)

i- Alr ttre Ministries / Departments of the Government of India. 
Tel: 23093668

2- union pubric service commission /Lok srbil- i.i3.rr"y Rajya sabhasecretariat/ cabinet secretariatl C""*l vigitance 
-io**irriorl 

president,s

|ffiff 11i,,,,$ tr;*'Jl,,l;;.o*"T:; * p,iil. - 

lai,j*r, orn ce/ Fr*oiog
3' central Information commission/ stut" Iofor*ation cornmissions.4. Staffselection Commissio", CCO-Co*plex, New Delhi.t 

$jl$:Comptroller 
A euaitorCeierar of rnaia, rO]BunuOu, Shatr Zafar M*s,

t 
#li*:ersDesks/sections, 

Dop&T and Department of pension & pensioners
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Central lnlorrnation Commission, New Delhi

File No.C|GfSM/A1201 3/000058

Rioht tg lnlormatiqn -Act-2005-Under Eectioq (t 9l

Dale ol hearing

Date oi decision

Name o{ the A'PPellanl

26i06/2013

I
?6/06/20:13

Sh. ManoiArya,

(RTl Activists and Social Worker) 67, Sec'

12, CPWD Flats, F K Puram, New Delhi

-110022

: Central Public lnlormation Oflicer'

Cabinet Secretariat,
a.

{Vigilanca& Complaint Cell}, 2nd Floor'

Sardar Patel Bhawan, New Delhi-110001

Name oi the Public AuthorilY

The Appellant was not presenl in spite of hotice' 
i

on behaif oi the Respondent, shriM.P. Saieevan, DS & CPIO was

prcseitt.

The third party; shri s B Agnihotri, DG (DEF. ACQ) MoD was present.

Chiet lnlormation Gommissioner Shri Satyananda Mishra

2. we heard the submissions ot boih the respondent and the third party in

the case.

3, ln his RTI application, the Appellant had sought the copies oi the
:,',

complaints-made against the third party in the case and the details of the action

taken including the copies of the enquiry reports He'had also wanted thq

., ^;.copies of the correspondence made between the Cabinet Secreiariai and the

Ministry oi Shipping in respect ot the third party in the case' The CFIO after

consulting the thircj party under Sectibn 11 of the Right to ln{ormation Act, had

cici sN4iA/20 i 31000058



refused to disclose any such information by claiming thai il was'personal in

nalure and thus exempted under the provisions of seclion 8(1) fi) of the Righl to

lnforrnali,rn (RTl) Ac1. Not satisfied with this decision of the CPIO, the Appellant

had preferied an appeal. The Appellate Authority had disposed eirthe appeal in

a spear.lnc cider ii v,ihich he ha.i e:'idorseC the decieicir cf lhe CPl'.l

4. We have carefully gone through lhe contents of the RTI apptication and

the order of the Appellate Authority. We have 4lso considered the submissions

of both the respondent and the third parfy in the case. The entire infornation

sought by the Appellanl revolves araund lhe complaints rnade against an officer

of the governmenl and any possible action th-e'aulhorities might have taken on

those complaints. The Appellate Authority vras very right in deciding thal this

entire ciass of information was qualified as personal informltion within the

n'reaning of the provisions ol Section I {i) (i) of the RTI Act.'ln this connecljon, it

is very pertinent to cite the decision of the Supreme Court o{ lndia in the SLP(C)

No 27734 of 2012 (Girish R Deshpandevs CIC and oihers)in whiclr it has held

that "the performance of an employeelOfficer in an organisation is prirnarily a

matter between the employee and the ernployer and normally those aspects

are governed by the service rules which fall under the expression gersonal

information, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any pubfic activity or

public inierest. On the other hand, the dlsclosure of which could cause

.unwarranled invasion of the privacy of thal individual." The Supreme Courl

further held that such information coutd be disclosed only if it would serve a

larger public interest]The information sought by the Appeltant in thts case is
j

about some cornplaints made against a government official and any possible':
aclion the authoriiies minht have taken nn thnsp nnmnlainie lt ic thrre nlaartr;

the kind of information which is envisaged in the above Supreme Court order.

Therefore, lhe informatien is corrptetely exempted kom disclosure under the'

provisions of the RTI Act which both the CPIO and the Appellate Authorily have

crcisM/Ai201 3/0000s8
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rightly cired in their respective orders

5. We find no grounds to interfei'e in the order o{ the Appeliate Ar.rthority.

The appeal is rejected.

c;f thir orjs: bt gi','ei Jrree oi c$si ia; ihg parti+sE. Copi,:1.

' 
Authenticated true copy.

application and payment oi the

Comrnission,

{Satyananda Mishra)

Chief lnformation Commissioner

Additionai copies o1 orders shall be suppiied agarnsl

charges prescribed under the Act to the CPIO of this

(viiay Bhalta)

Deputy Registrar
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