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RR. “The Petitioner herein sought for copies of all memos, show cause notices and
censure/punishment awarded to the third respondent from his employer and also )
details viz. movable and immovable properties and also the details of his investments,
lending and borrowing from Banks and other financial institutions. Further, he has also
sought for the details of gifts stated to have accepted by the third respondent, his
family members and friends and relatives at the marriage of his son. The information
mostly sought for finds a place in the income tax returns of the third respondent. The
question that has come up for consideration is whether the above-mentioned
information sought for qualifies fo be “peréonal information” as defined in clause G
of Section ¢(R) of the RTI Act.

R%.  We are in agreement with the CIC and the courts below that the details called for
by the petitioner i.e. copies of all memos issued to the third respondent, show cause
notices and orders of censure/punishment etc. are qualified to be personal information
as defined in clause (j) of Section ¢(2) of the RTI Act. The performance of an
employee/officer in an organization is primarily a matter between the employee and
the employer and normally those aspects are governed by the service rules which fall
under the expression “personal information”, the disclosure of which has no
relationship to any public activity or public interest. On the other hand, the disclosure
of which would cause unwarranted invasion of privacy of that individual. Of course, in
a given case, if the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Information
Officer of the Appellate Authority is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the

disclosure of such information, appropriate orders could be passed but the petitioner

cannot claim those details as a matter of right.”

MR HI. Felled = TH TR0 Fokma o) TIE He IR I,
“Recognizing the fact that the right to privacy is a sacrosanct facet of Article 3% of the
Constitution, the legislation has put a lot of safeguards to protect the rights under
Section £(j), as already indicated. If the information sought for is personal and has no

relationship with any pu Li
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interest, the public authority or the officer concerned is not legally obliged to provide
those information. Reference may be made to a recent judgment of this Court in Girish
Ramchandra Deshpande V. Central Information Commissioner and others (R0%3) 2
SCC %R, wherein this Court held that since there is no bona fide public interest in
seeking information, the disclosure of said information would cause unwarranted

invasion of privacy of the individual under Section ¢ (?) (j) of the Act.”
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