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Government of India/ e{|{d g{6R
Ministry of Finance/f{f, dTrtrq

Department of Revenue/ {llrFd frgfJr
Vigitance Ce / {|i|*-At f";t!]TJt

Circulars received from the Central Vigilance Commission -
regarorng.

Vvith reference to the above stated subject the undersigned is directed to forward
a copy of the following circular received from the Central Viqilance Commission for
information and necessary action:

Subject:

No.CVC/RTl/Misc/10/002 dt. 4.4.2013
LPA No.618/2012 dated 06.11.2012
information under the provisions of
maners.

North Block, New Delhi,
Datedpsil June,2o13

- Delhi High Court's decision in
in the matter of disclosure of
RTI Act, relaiing to disciplinary

Encl.: As above. W<otdt)
(Rajinder Kumar) ' /
Under Secretary

1, CVO, CBDT
2. CVO, CBEC
3. Narcotics Commissioner, Central Bureau of Narcotics. Gawalior.
4. Spl. Secy cum Director General, CEIB, New Delhi
5. Secretary, Settlement Commission (tTMr'D, New Delhi
6. Commissioner, Setttement Commission(C&CE), New Delhi
7. Registrar, CESTAT, New Delhi
8. Director, Enforcement Directorate, New Delhi.
9. C.A. Cell w.r.t. Competent Authoriiy & ATFP,
10.Secretary, Authority of Advance Ruling (lncome Tax), New Delhi
1 l. Chief Controller of Factories, Saraswati Tower, Nehiu place. New Delhi
12. Secretary, Authority of Advance Ruling (C&CE), New Delhi.
13. Director (Admn.), Department of Revenue. New Delhi.
14. Director (NC), Department of Revenue.
15.lFU, Department of Revenue.

. ,l-81SO(Computer Cell), Department of Revenue with the request to place the- circular on the website of Department of Revenue.
17. Coord. Section, Department of Revenue with the request to circulate in the. DeDartment of Revenue.
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RTI MATTER
MOST IMMEDIATE/OUT TODAY
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SaErkta Bhawan, G.P.O. Cornplex,
Block A, INA, New Dethi 110023

CVClRII/lvIisd10/002

04,04.2013
/ Dated

dated 06.11.2012 i|! the mstter of
of RTI Act, relating to.dirciplhary

T|./ rrro

t>l

Tbe attentio! of tbe CVOs concerned is to the JudgemenUorder passed by the
'ble High Court of Delhi dat€d 06.11.2012 in LPA No. 6182012 ia case ofUnion Public

Service Commission Vs R K. Jain, in which the issue of disclosute of iDfoEratioddocuDreds
under the provisions of RTI Act, peltaining to vigiLarice/disciplinary proc.eedings has been
considered by the Hon'ble Col]It

The Hon'ble Court in its JudgEmen! had obssrved t!ai:

"The couttsel for the responded has aryued that in the case beforc the Supreme Court
'the CIC itself had denied the information while in the plesent case CIC ittelf hss sll(twed the
informaion. To our mind the same is irreleltent. The counsel for the respondent has he* so ght
to tqkc u.s throagh the rcfuoning gi'en by the leatned Single Judge. However, in the light ofthe
dicta qlorcsaid oflhe S yeme Cowt and which if applicable to the facas ofthe present cdse iE

binding on this Bench, we .ne ,rot required to go irfo the correctne$ ot othervise of the
reasoning giren by the learwd Single Judge. Faced therevith the counsel for the rcspondeht
has lastly. co*hded that the appelloft UPSC in the present c,,se is tlot the employ* of the
ofrcer Shri G,S, Narang; infomqtion pertaifing to whom was sought and the prirtciple l&id
down by the Supreme Court is applicable to the emplovr only. We however fail to see the

diference. The ratio of the dicts aforesoid of the Supreme Court is thst the dttciplinary orders
qnd the documents in the course of disctplinory proceedings are persotld iifiniiation within
the meqnihg of Sectioh 8(1)A) and the disclosure ofvhich normally hqs no relstionship to sny
public activities or ptlblv interes, and disclosure of which votid cause uneatsnted invosion
of the privacy o! an inilividual. Though the appellant UPSC is not the employer of Shri G-S

Narang, iftfomdio4 pertaining to ,,uhom is sought by the respondent, but his employer hdd
sought the odvice/opinioty'recommendetion of the qppellant IIPSC in the uqtter of disciplinsry
poceedings ogainst the said Shri G.S, Narang and we fail to see as to hovt it makas s
diffirence whetfur the informotion relattng to discwnqy proceedings is sought from the

employer or ltom the cotlsultqtt oj the employel, What is erempt in the hands of the employer
would cetcinly be exempt in the hcrl^ ofconsultant ofthe employer also. The advice given by
the aryellqnt UPSC wouw neceswrily pertain to the disciplinqry sction sgainsl Shri G.S,

Narang. Section 8(I)(j) exenpts from disclosure personal informdtion, itespecti'e of with
whom it is possessed ond from whom disclosure thereofis sought".
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