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HIAYTT uH

"R | AREATS 37de H¥ SR e, T I HAfThR ATAATH, 2005 o dgd i &t STHEBRT AR ST Fehell &
3R 1=t 7, e, Fraitar ok srdier & ufthar 8, 8k Pe o SRR W STared! = T gl 82"

YR A T &1 3ifdhR (RTI) e Eif@e e &
ufehat, TaadiaT, geh, srdieiia aiar 8k URT 8 & agd
B¢ & SRR IR AT gfRhIor &1 fasqwor

i

WRA | a1 ol AfAhR fafagd, 2005 & dgd i+t ArRes 9RT 6 & dgd fofed ar getaier ATead ¥ 10
TUd & FRUiRa Y[eeh & T witeh I AR (PI0) i STRENSTS STde afkad o Tohal g1 SHffam &
¢RT 7 & dgd 3MTde o fAuer 30 a1 & oftar fovar s sifAamd § (Sfiae ofik T @ Gaifda gi= w48
€¢), 3R 9% SruTe | fatherar a1 ufdeget fofa 81 R 9T 19 & dga wum ofk fgdtar srdier qraR &t
ehcll 81 FET S UhITehiuT § B T GRIRT H&Ad: URT 8 o 31efi ¢, for W Tafea =amarera A Central Public
Information Officer, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra Agarwal (2019) & @€ fhar g ok
Tt URefar etendifacs STareca! o forg geayguf &, kg w1 8(1)(j) & dgd AfdnTd SR (F dufa
fora=oT, e Rew a1 aafad Rifchaar faer) ot ad des Uehe Tai fohdT ST Tehdl ST deh foh his S19 ITdsiach
fed wrfora 7 8t

wamfia gaed whfadt adiaan frofa

21 4 2025

16 I=T AT - 5 qated <A™ High Court of Delhi
Rrag-gf
1. faega fasqwon 2
1. gifafde uraa™ 5
111, afdd geheH 7
Iv. HeheH I faeror 9

Vitark AI gRT R + rAd MU - ITTNT T Uge! I&I0T AT he
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 ST St e 3R AT dee FRat

SRS ITAGH o T Heliel WReA T U 3i1ex (IPO) # Arigett A daielt Ffeat ar faftehia aiw sirde @iRst et
T IY AT TR g1 o Fehd &, SiTch ST dhael URT 8 3R 9 & d&d gf Sidipla §d &, S o University of
Delhi v. Neeraj (W.P.(C) 1091/2017) (2025) & wfua forar mar &1

02 SHfeRATA STFeRRY 37 frsTar et d=eror (4T 8(1)(j))

TRARI HHaTRAl & da1 Repre, arftier Huft Red, Srgme-icter shRars o sfag SR ey faavor ey 8(1)(j) &
J&d AfATd SR & SRR 8 3MTd & 3R S8 IMH=Id: Uche gl fehdT ST JehdT, I11d foh his eaTyeh e fgd
g 7 8, S {6 Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. Central Information Commissioner (2012) # ufaarfea
fopar mam 81

03 Thigdl Aiterd (File Notings) i fRfa

TRART ATARRIT GRT hIgell IR e fopy 7Y R a7k few ot (file notings) &RT 2(f) & dgd '@ &l AR
gRTYT 7 e € SR Tgenfidl & ata SMferepTies fewforat et 'fiduciary relationship' (frsgrear deier) e
TRET el & ST Genelt, ST fh Union of India v. R.S. Khan (2010) ® Te fakar war 1

04  YRT 8(2) oI shifdepRt Srfd¥Telt yra (Overriding Effect)

SRENSS Sifafae &t 4T 8(2) o Igd afe foreht YamT & UhdIenur ¥ g1 aTalt drdsii+en o gRferd @i ol g1 areft
BT & S1fdeh 8, af STfeehTRes TMu-Taar sifefas, 1923 a1 &1 8(1) i el o ATasie a1 Uehe I ST ehd! &, ST
f&h Yashwant Sinha v. Central Bureau of Investigation (2019) & |1 7T g1

o5 37diefty ufehar oiR fgdta srdiet <t wfenrdan

gfe g srdietia uifderRt (FAA) MufRa gwair & «fiar Fofa &5 # fAwhet g1 8, a9 off er1 19(3) & dgd ga=
ST & gHey de fdta Srdiel graR Y ST Gehdt & 3R 39 oIy Sifam Smeer &t udien &t srRar =gl &, <4 fh
Tashi Tsering v. The Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission (2024) ¥ -1 741 g

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 2/ 23



R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... I - fawga RAsdwor

06 TTehiaeh =g 3R dtER Uel (Third Party) & gars

ST oft SREVSTS & dgd Tl 718 STenel fehelt deR uet it eafererTa a1 eareraTfaes Mu-taar & Gefda gl, at arT 19(4)
% dgd Tefdd et sl gAaTs o1 3T srawr Ry fomT Uendlensor ot hiE oft sieer st &9 & o=y (vitiated) g,
S fk T.K. Kumar v. Tamil Nadu Information Commission (2623) & 41 T

raraal ¢ 39 &9 Ay fkRar

wals ATy Hi o= e 3 W fohar & foh geaft smréens ifafaay g smasae urefiar Suehor g,

g g G TR g SR & et ur sifsdt @3; Fara B (preventive
detention) SI& GaeAsfier AT # ARUART & uget SMYR & 71T SRESS & dgd gl &l s
ahdll, siET foh Subhash Popatlal Dave v. Union of India (2012) ® ufduried fowar mam g1
gqh JMfdRed, =maTera 3 Chief Information Commissioner v. State of Manipur
(2011) H ug ¥ fohar s e Fa-T Afdenrt gRT &1 15 Sredlepfa a1 SR & favg W
fRrepTad (URT 18) TR &= & SISTT U1RT 19 & dgd 31Ul f YA dutfHe 3R IR ItaR

2l
I ATy Y I et = fAfre ArvTet | dgferd giEehuT Siu=TT 81 ITRIES I TRy A 7141 foh
Frsard IS 851 T TR Tl & Ferent & Ad 3R Qe RraRor awr 8(1)(j) & dgd Frstar &

T TR ek g1 oIl Tehd, SiET foh Jasmeet Kaur v. State of Uttarakhand (2016) & ol
& T 11 39k faudia, fieett 3= =amarera = Subhash Chandra Agarwal v. The
Registrar, Supreme Court of India (2015) # e forar fos =amarefiani & aafammd Rfdhar
faretl 3R IUAR fareRuTt T UenéleheuT Ieht fASTdT T SR Sewiad 81T, et &1 g ATdsii-ich
4= & ufaygfd forar mar g1 @8, Public Information Officer v. Manohar Parrikar (2011)
T S 3T AT = AT foh IsuaTer a1 dhrierd off STRENSTE & d8d Ueh "grasi-dh
OTferenvor” gl

g1a &1 R &1 o AT fehTd o dgd, feeetl I=a =amarerd A Central Public Information Officer v.
A. K. Jain (2024) ® gifad fohar foh siR&Yens sifafagm &t gt 22 &t Jusiterar wxefor fgat
S = A/ fafaamt R T srfdrdt ua (overriding effect) umed 81

sfaoffa &= ar aarafrgt

R-femm a1 RSl STt Uehdterzor &Y dar

e UTTerenvUT eht QT STTFehRT Qehsl IT HoATd 3t & folq aTedr 181 fohaT ST HehdT it 377eh RepIE A HISIG el & a1 f9g s=1g
TGAT A 3ATETR el 8, 51 o S. Vijayalakshmi v. Union of India (2011) & J@ifed feram mam 81 greiifh, afe &l
grdsi-en TTfdreReoT foRelt fafre e g o dgd fonelt st TRl § SITFehRT UTW et ah Sl SIS 3@dT g, df 39
T SRR YTt Thch STREISTTS 3TTdeeh chl U&TH -t giit, sidl foh Telecom Regulatory Authority of India v. Kabir
Shankar Bose (2018) ® TUe fohar a1 81
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... I - fawga RAsdwor

THTh 3R YR Haaefierdr

At St i srasiRaATel & WA SR SR R gRem wRu & udhe T8 fohy ST dehd, vt Bt IR S
fee ardsies g4 a1 §exe WR Iuatey g1, S foh Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd. v. Sudhir Vohra (2011) &
Jdret & 7S B

ufeharcare ifartar

AR Uet & aaferiTd i faeroT et endlenor fa fafea ufshareen srgurer $iR gars & fohar Sirar ¢ af a8 Urehfdes =g
& &9 S BRUT Y GG g1, ST o K. Chiranjeevi v. Union of India (2023) & T forar mar &1

HIRUT E5f hed <ht STfarddr

31ef-=TRes g1 ST et fohell oft STRETSNTE UehdIenvuT AT §9ehR o 3MET H TE 3R dTfcheh ShRUT &l e TM(RY; SIEUE AT
ST ROT aTe ST Bl I=a AT gRT fARE @R @ SIg, S f&k Dr. Savita Sheoran v. State Information
Commission, Haryana (2023) & 9<d fasar mar g1
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... II - wgifaf@s graaE

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 6, RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005 — REQUEST FOR OBTAINING INFORMATION

g YRT STRENITE 3Tae RR e Y Ufohar ot aifehd et &, Foraes dga Ry sttt &€t ar e & snfdenrRes smom &
foifEa a1 seegies ATead @ RUiRd Yeeh & A1 dleh g1 SfART (PIO) i AT ST 1Y | 39 dgd 3HTdadh hl Fa-T
AT ST HROT AT ST HUG SRR oh STATAT hig 3 ATRNTd [AaR0T & hl TGl o1 e ol

"(1) A person, who desires to obtain any information under this Act, shall make a request in writing
or through electronic means in English or Hindi or in the official language of the area in which the
application is being made, accompanying such fee as may be prescribed, to-- (a) the Central Public
Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, of the concerned public
authority; (b) the Central Assistant Public Information Officer or State Assistant Public Information
Officer, as the case may be, specifying the particulars of the information sought by him or her... (2)
An applicant making request for information shall not be required to give any reason for
requesting the information or any other personal details except those that may be necessary for
contacting him." 3gd: research o H I3/ T

SECTION 8, RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005 — EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION

g RT3 AT ot (ST et & g g o UehéianeoT @ ge U €, S fon et QRe, Sy, =il seer, faemdt
farwiferR, eareanfaes Mu-tadr, fayraurs g ofR aafaaTa fAstar &t uafaa &=a areft STHaR

"8. Exemption from disclosure of information.—(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act,
there shall be no obligation to give any citizen,— (a) information, disclosure of which would
prejudicially affect the sovereignty and integrity of India, the security, strategic, scientific or
economic interests of the State, relation with foreign State or lead to incitement of an offence; (b)
information which has been expressly forbidden to be published by any court of law or tribunal or
the disclosure of which may constitute contempt of court; (c) information, the disclosure of which
would cause a breach of privilege of Parliament or the State Legislature; (d) information including
commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property, the disclosure of which would harm
the competitive position of a third party, unless the competent authority is satisfied that larger
public interest warrants the disclosure of such information; (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; (f) information received in confidence from foreign
Government; (g) information, the disclosure of which would endanger the life or physical safety of
any person or identify the source of information or assistance given in confidence for law
enforcement or security purposes; (h) information which would impede the process of
investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders; (i) cabinet papers including records of
deliberations of the Council of Ministers, Secretaries and other officers..." Igd: research U § 31T
™7
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... II - wgifaf@s graaE

SECTION 19, RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005 — APPEAL

Tg arT WA R g srdiet arR o i graian iR 3 a1 fRafRor et 8, afe g smdeas «ies o sifdart (PIO) &
i & =afdq ¢ a1 38 I9g IR IR T 61 gt &

"19. Appeal .—(1) Any person who, does not receive a decision within the time specified in sub-
section ( 1) or clause ( a) of sub -section ( 3) of section 7, or is aggrieved by a decision of the Central
Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, may within
thirty days from the expiry of such period or from the receipt of such a decision prefer an appeal to
such officer who is senior in rank to the Central Public Information Officer or State Public
Information Officer as the case may be, in each public authority... (3) A second appeal against the
decision under sub -section ( 1) shall lie within ninety days from the date on which the decision
should have been made or was actually received, with the Central Information Commission or the
State Information Commission..." 3gd: research U & IS/ T

SECTION 7, RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT, 2005 — DISPOSAL OF REQUEST

Tg RT SRENSTE SR & e Y gradtan st RuflRa st 8, St amra: 30 47 8, kg aft |t 7 St foneft
T o STia a1 Wd=dT 9 Gafad g, af 39 48 &¢ & iR ueH fovar s =nfgul

"Section 7. Disposal of request (1) Subject to the proviso to sub-section (2) of section 5 or the
proviso to sub-section (3) of section 6, the Central Public Information Officer or State Public
Information Officer, as the case may be, on receipt of a request under section 6 shall, as
expeditiously as possible, and in any case within thirty days of the receipt of the request, either
provide the information on payment of such fee as may be prescribed or reject the request for any
of the reasons specified in sections 8 and 9: Provided that where the information sought for
concerns the life or liberty of a person, the same shall be provided within forty-eight hours of the
receipt of the request.” 3gd: research U H ISTT T
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... III - uffa gwed
IIT. a-ﬁ?r Ha')_(‘ra- 21 g&HeH - AR

# qHSHAT [naATAg Ty g fAvfa

01 Public Information Officer v. A.P. HIGH COURT FOR 2008 RENSTE SIfAFEH & dgd aReTNT gaamael
Information Commissioner STATE OF TELANGANA & UehEIhTUT IR hS SHd-fed FTH Ak et
HBHC010621162008 &l

02 Jasmeet Kaur v. State of Uttarakhand HIGH COURT OF 2016 GrdSIfIeh Thet & etk o1 da ofR dar
UKHC010075882016 UTTARAKHAND faazoT AfaerTa e & dgd xfed 78! &1

03 Subhash Popatlal Dave v. Union of India SUPREME COURT OF 2012 faRe MRy & dgd AR & ug SmeR &t
ESCRO10006162012 INDIA GATHT STRENSTE HIIA o SRR J A6 8

04 Subhash Chandra Agarwal v. The HIGH COURT OF DELHI 2015  rarefier & eafermra fafdhean e ik Suem
Registrar, Supreme Court of India farearor &R 8(1)(j) & T8 ST & ehRor
DLHC010275022015 g gl

05  Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. Central SUPREME COURT OF 2012 TReRY HHATRAT & a1 Rars, duft Rest ok
Information Commissioner INDIA SR foraor afaRTd Soft & dgd TRfad 1
ESCR010005112012

06 Central Public Information Officer v. A. K. HIGH COURT OF DELHI 2024  SfIRENSMS SIATTam hl 4RT 22 IuHIaT TREToT
Jain e S o=y el WR It weaTe
DLHCO11111762016 g gl

07 T.K. Kumar v. Tamil Nadu Information MADRAS HIGH COURT 2023 oRT 19(4) & J8d JIER Ul hl a1 &
Commission UehelenstT T Ug 39 AT Sifard &1
HCMA©11099652021

08  Public Information Officer v. Manohar BOMBAY HIGH COURT 2011 TSTUTS T hiaierd dieh UTTeor 8 3R
Parrikar IS ST ST o foveg, STUTel TR e HehdT
HCBMO50013382011 &l

09 Union of India v. R.S. Khan HIGH COURT OF DELHT 2010  ThISHl AT Yo & 3R Fgehiaal o drd
DLHC010931632009 3nfAreTRen fewaforat farsyrerars Ty 98 81

10 Central Public Information Officer, SUPREME COURT OF 2019 gHiA Sl 3R WSS Qo &l Alen UTferensoT
Supreme Court of India v. Subhash INDIA &; eafeRnTd Hufx &1 Gerra fsidr & e 81
Chandra Agarwal
ESCR010004002019

11 Yashwant Sinha v. Central Bureau of SUPREME COURT OF 2019 ¢RT 8(2) & T8 SHfed | SRS
Investigation INDIA TMo-TadT st 6t gl et e fora
ESCRO10007732019 ST HehdT B

12 Secretary General, Supreme Court of India ~ HIGH COURT OF DELHI 2010  STREYSTTE o S Sl IR ST e &;
v. Subhash Chandra Agarwal =qrarefisi & dufar Siwor S At gene Hi
DLHCO11551232009 ST ehdll g1
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush...

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

qHEHT

University of Delhi v. Neeraj (W.P.(C)
1091/2017)
DLHC010457552017

University of Delhi v. Neeraj (W.P.(C)
1095/2017)
DLHC010457282017

Dr. Savita Sheoran v. State Information
Commission, Haryana
PHHC011056812019

Chief Information Commissioner v. State
of Manipur
ESCR010002032011

Tashi Tsering v. The Arunachal Pradesh

Information Commission
GAHC040012462024

S. Vijayalakshmi v. Union of India
HCMA©10338872011

Telecom Regulatory Authority of India v.
Kabir Shankar Bose
DLHC014175692018

Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd. v.
Sudhir Vohra
DLHC010135242011

K. Chiranjeevi v. Union of India
HCMA010168042009
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qrardaa

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF
PUNJAB AND HARYANA

SUPREME COURT OF

INDIA

GAUHATI HIGH COURT

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

MADRAS HIGH COURT

ay

2025

2025

2023

2011

2024

2011

2018

2011

2023

III - uffa gwed

g fAvfa

[ T 9T (IPO) & ATe ferfUehra
AT o SR TR SRENSME WIRST BT 338
2l

TehrIhT SN aTet {[eeh TTEH] chl STRATRR AT
STREISTTE & I5d YT &= § STfd SR &

Sref-=TfAeh TifereRTRat et forelt g Bt A
T Yehe i oh oIy TE RO &4 it |

STare 7 e IR 4R 19 & dgd Sidiet gt
FIEAT IUT &, 7 R e Repra

v srfiet iR fAofg iy srqufedfa 7 of
fRuiRa Taa & are fgdtg srdfid Tya g1

St SRR Repfs & 781 & a1 S Sasdeh
T8 8, I8 ATR e Y anedar TEi|

e UTferenvoT i st Te & sl &a 9
GAH STHRRT STREIHTS HTdaeh ehl UG Al
gt

e & forg Haeaefier a1 sareefie U &
Myt TRa-THeR RaTRN bl JAehT ST FehdT
2l

AR uet & afernTd 3maeRe 3R aTiRfie

foreront et fomT Yrrams & Uere Tl fémar S
HehdTl
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... IV - g&gH &7 g

IV. WWWUT 21 &9 wisd

o1 Public Information Officer v. A.P. Information Commaissioner
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2008-12-04 - WP/16717/2008
g AT 'Right to Information Act, 2005' & d&d 'Muntakhab' (T TRGBRI IARITDR a&drdet) el TAIora Ui U & &
3fIRR & Heifdrd 81 Arfreprerarl sifdremRaT = ag hgem Ufd 37 T 3R o e o7 s sirdee gt SRR 76l & 3k 78
ZEITeST grdsiaes T8l &

frofa  ATATAT A AT foh SMRENSTS SifAfe & I8 ga-1 ua o di dutfes e § &g «ff siafifga sraast (implied
bar) TfHe g1 &1 ST deh ARl T8 SHehRT 4R 8 o dgd [AfIE g Aot # g1 ST, a9 deh iieh UTTEehvol 3 Ueh ol his
31 g T8l a1 JehdT|
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... IV - g&gH &7 g

“Sections 8, 9 and 10 of RTI Act are one group of provisions, which provide for exemption from
disclosure of information and grounds for rejection to access in certain cases as well as method of
applying principle of severability. Section 8(1) of RTI Act is relevant and reads as under. 8. (1)
Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, there shall be no obligation to give any citizen,— (a)
information, disclosure of which would prejudicially affect the sovereignty and integrity of India, the
security, strategic, scientific or economic interests of the State, relation with foreign State or lead to
incitement of an offence; (b) information which has been expressly forbidden to be published by any
court of law or tribunal or the disclosure of which may constitute contempt of court; (c) information, the
disclosure of which would cause a breach of privilege of Parliament or the State Legislature; (d)
information including commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property, the disclosure of
which would harm the competitive position of a third party, unless the competent authority is satisfied
that larger public interest warrants the disclosure of such information; (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; (f) information received in confidence from foreign
Government; (g) information, the disclosure of which would endanger the life or physical safety of any
person or identify the source of information or assistance given in confidence for law enforcement or
security purposes; (h) information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or
prosecution of offenders; (i) cabinet papers including records of deliberations of the Council of Ministers,
Secretaries and other officers: Provided that the decisions of Council of Ministers, the reasons thereof,
and the material on the basis of which the decisions were taken shall be made public after the decision
has been taken, and the matter is complete, or over: Provided further that those matters which come
under the exemptions specified in this section shall not be disclosed; (j) information which relates to
personal information the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or
which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the Central Public
Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authority, as the case may be,
is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information: Provided that the
information which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any
person. Parliament has expressed very clearly on information about which there is no obligation to give
such information to any citizen. Even with regard to exemption material under Section 8(1) of RTI Act, as
per Section 8(2) of RTI Act, if public interests in disclosure outweighs productive interests, public
authority may allow access to information notwithstanding exemptions under Section 8(1) of RTI Act or
Official Secrets Act. Section 9 of RTI Act prohibits giving information, which involves infringement of
copy right. Under Section 9 of RTI Act, even with regard to exempted information, if a document contains
information which is not exempt, public authority may decline to grant exempted information and allow
access to other information, which is not exempted. The overview of RTI Act especially Sections 6, 7, 8
read with Sections 2(f) and 2(i) of RTI Act, leads to conclusion that endeavour of legislation is to
harmonise conflicting public and private interests. If information is available with public authority,
unless and until it is one of the categories mentioned in Section 8(1), there should not be any objection
for furnishing information subject to procedural compliance under RTI Act. Even the information
regarding private persons can also be made available after Section 11 of RTI Act is complied with. Theory
of ‘implied bar’ does not apply to a Law, which is made to give full scope to fundamental rights. Section 3
of RTI Act, which confers on every citizen the right to information is manifestation of fundamental rights
under Article 19(1)(a) of Constitution. Unless such a right is curtailed by Law made by competent
Legislature, by executive constructions the purpose of Law cannot be defeated. Parliament has exempted
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R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... IV - g&gH &7 g

only certain categories of documents as enumerated under Section 8 of RTI Act with regard to which
there is no obligation to furnish information. Explicit exemption of documents under Section 8(1) of RTI
Act conclusively presupposes that RTI Act does not impliedly bar furnishing of information with regard
to any information as defined under Section 2(f) read with 2(i) of RTI Act. Next question is whether a

Muntakhab can be given only to legal heir of such Muntakhab holder?”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2008 Hid HBHC010621162008

o2 Jasmeet Kaur v. State of Uttarakhand
HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2016-09-07 - WPMS/2489/2016

g AT Ueh TR fRATEYRT gRT 2R 6l 778 a1fient T Gafdq §, Sl 3ro= ufd grr RTI Act & dgd JiFl 718 3= aa= sik

T Teefi STeRR) ot fAa=ier foham am| arfRichTendt &t dch T foh I8 STHeRR] AfcritTd & 3R 39 ITasi+eh el fohdl STHT A1y
YT 3 AT chl GAaTS e g U foh RTI Act o dd TReRI faermerd G 'public authority' &1 =marerg 3 fofa fear f RTI
Act &t &1 8(1)(j) & dga Hitft 7 SRR fderTd 8t & ok g8 fahedt off vehR @ @e (exemption) & ERR # 78T ol &1 TEIER,
T = ITfRIeRT ot Terd SR FARTUR #19d gy @ist & fea

frofa I RT3 T foh Ueh TRePRY hHARI & da- 3R N § Gefda SRt adtes Uifdenzor &t greeii+es mfafafoat
9 S 81 39 a8 o fderuT ot caferd FsTdT o Rer0r & SR TR 4RT 8(1)(j) & d8d UehdIheuT § B UT Tg) gt dehd |

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 11 / 23



R # gIar &1 AfY¥ER (RTI) andga arf@d &3 Y ush... IV - g&gH &7 g

“The only exception as to the information is given under the Act under Section 8 of the RTI 3 Act, which is
an exemption from disclosure of infor mation. Section 8 of the RTI Act reads as under:- “8. Exemption
from disclosure of information- (1) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, the re shall be no
obligation to give any citizen- (a) information, disclosure of which would prejudicially affect the
sovereignty and integrity of India, the securit y, strategic, scientific or economic interests of the State,
relation with foreign State or lead to incitement of an offence; (b) information which has been expressly
forbidden to be published by any court of law or tribunal or the disclosure of which may constitute
contempt of court; (c) information, the disclosure of which would cause a breach of privilege of
Parliament or the State Legislature; (d) information including commercial confidence, tr ade secrets or
intellectual property, the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of a third part y,
unless the competent authority is satisfied that la rger public interest warrants the disclosure of such
information; (e) information available to a person in his fiduciary relationship, unless the compet ent
authority is satisfied that the larger public interest warrants the disclo sure of such information; (f)
information received in confidence from foreign government; (g) information, the disclosure of which
would enda nger the life or physical safety of any person or identify the source of information or
assistance given in confidence fo r law enforcement or security purposes; (h) information which woul d
impede the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders; (i) cabinet papers
including reco rds of deliberations of the Council of Ministers, Secr etaries and other officers: Provided
that the decisions of Council of Ministers, the reasons thereof, and the material on the basis of w hich the
decisions were taken sha 1l be made public after the decision has been taken, an d the matter is complete,
or over: Provided further that those matters which come under the exemptions specified in this section
shall not be disclosed; (j) information which relates to personal information the disclosure of which has
not relationship to any pub lic activity or interest, or wh ich would cause unwarranted invasion of the
privacy of the individual unless the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public Info rmation
Officer or the appellate auth ority, as the case may be, is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies
the disclosure of such informat ion: Provided that the 4 information, which cannot be de nied to the
Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person. (2) Notwithstanding anything in the
Official Secret s Act, 1923 (19 of 1923) nor any of the exemptions permissible in accordance with sub-
section (1 ), a public authority may allow access to information, if public interest in disclosure outweighs
the harm to the protected interests. (3) Subject to the provisions of clauses (a), (c) and (i) of sub-section
(1), any information relating to any occurrence, event or matte r which has taken place, occurred or
happened twenty years before the date o n which any request is made under section 6 shall be provided
to any person making a request under that section: Provided that where any question arises as to the d
ate from which the said period of twenty years has to be computed, the decision of the Central
Government sh all be final, subject to the usual appeals provided for in this Act.” 7. We have already seen
the nature of information sought by respondent No. 8 (husband of the petitioner) and it is not covered
under any of the exemption given under Section 8 of the RTI Act. 8. In view thereof, no inte rference can
be made in the present writ petition. The writ petition is totally misconceived and is hereby dismissed.”

HIGH COURT OF UTTARAKHAND - 2016 Hra UKHC010075882016

o3 Subhash Popatlal Dave v. Union of India

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-07-10 - 2012 INSC 276
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g AT fFare BRI (preventive detention) 3 d&d FREART & Uget grounds of detention Te &+ 3R FRTART & gg
detention order @t FHIdT &7 I orrger @ Heiferd ¢ 1 =amarera = [ofy fear fas RTI Act & wraem @fdem & Article 22(5) ®R
e} Tl 8 Tehd, 39y I RN & U 3MYR sd™ & T arer 781 §1 594 SifafRed, =amarera 3 we fahar fh Alka
Subhash Gadia A<t # 3fceifad df suaTe, fSiFd SR WR pre-execution stage WR FHIdT & ST Hehdll 8, dhaet Sarg<ul
(illustrative) & 7 fo guf (exhaustive) | =mTer™ &t judicial review I ekt R 1E ufdser Tg1 T ST dehdT

Frofa  FaTed AT = TE R ok gTetifch SIRENSTS ST Y 9RT 8 Te UG dhed! & R 9RT 8(2) SHfed h YR TR
Tl Tl TRIRAR e i SITATT ST 8, TR 39 duTHeh STfYhR ht Haem-en gRem (S8 Hare Ay ¥ §2 dautfe Rigidi)
T JWR 1 T ST GehdT|

“Section 3 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005, provides that subject to the provisions of the Act, all citizens would have
the c right to information. Section 8, however, makes, an exemption from disclosure of information.
While setting out the instances in which there would be no obligation 'to give any citizen information in
the situations enumerated in Sub-Section (1), Sub-Section (2) provides that notwithstanding anything in
the Official Secrets Act, 1923, nor any of the exemptions permissible in accordance with Sub-Section (1),
a public authority may allow access to information, if public interest in disclosure outweighs the harm to
the protected interests. There are two instances, which one can think of among the exemptions identified
in Sub-Section (1), of which one is the exemption indicated in clause (a) of Sub-Section (1), which reads
as follows :- \"8(1). Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, there shall be no obligation to give
any citizen,- (a) (b) 0) information, disclosure of which would prejudicislly affect the sovereignty and
integrity of India, the security, strategic, scientific or economic interests of the State, relation with foreign
State or lead to incitement of an offence; to (i) xxx xxx xxx information which relates to personal
information the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would
cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual, unless the Central Public Information
Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authority, as the case may be, is satisfied
that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information: Provided that the information
which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person.\"”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 Hia ESCRO10006162012

o4 Subhash Chandra Agarwal v. The Registrar, Supreme Court of India

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2015-04-17 + LPA/34/2015

gg HAAT RTI Act & dga =arardien & st fRifchaar @@=t & faavor & yendlenor 8 S&ifad o1 srdterehdl = gufta enlc & =maneften
R Ut fafchear gfaersii & arR & SRt At off | <ararer 3 911 foh ag SRt eafaenTd 8 SR 59 Uehdiaheur ¥ fAsTdr et
ST Ieeto I <TITed = &1 foh RTI Act & d8d Section 8(1)(j) & siavfa Tl aferiTd STHehRT GRf&d &1 Lk STdietehdt
Tg g e | Athet 28T o 59 SIFeRRY eht TTSTT &t | ehiS T SiHfed A &, SHfeiy <grierd = 911 foh 9 oRg & faa=or &
GATT e o IS S 181 g1 A1 g1, g +ff Tw fohar mam foh Section 19(8)(a)(iv) T IUTNT A8 SHehRT I o foIQ =181 fehar
ST FehdT| Sidd:, =T = Yehet =aranefier & fofa ol a8t sgra gu srdier @nfet e &

frofa Toeell S =amamer = Aot R fon foneh =manefier o grdwifAes Sar & srika aafay & aafaena Rifcrear foed, STt

3R garaif &1 faazor quid: eafarTd STHeR! &1 BHY STTHeRRY T Uehdlenvul Ieh! fASTaT et Srgfad Iecia g, 3afeig a8 ot
8(1)(j) & 5 gf&a 8
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05

06

“While taking note of the fact that the information s ought by the respondent/appellant herein was with
regard to expenses incurred on medical facilities of judges retired as well as serving and th at the said
information is personal information which is exempted from dis closure under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI
Act and that the medical bills wo uld indicate the treatment and/or medicines required by individu als
and the same would clearly be an invasion of the privacy, the learned Sing le Judge held that the
question of issuing any directions un der Section 19(8)(a)(iv) of the Act to facilitate access to such

information d oes not arise.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2015 Hta DLHC010275022015

Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. Central Information Commissioner
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-10-03 + 2012 INSC 445

g AT Right to Information Act, 2005 & &1 8(1)(j) i e § daferd &1 arfieptenal & Yeh a=ept TRt (fer
gfaardh) & dar Renfs, I o srgmaHTeTe HRars, ad4, Suft & faeror, ok smaee Rest @ Faifdd Sienrt Jit ot =marera &
e fohar foh fonelt epefamdt a1 dar freror, @i wesfF, ofik fa<fia smeRIiai 'personal information' & grRR & STt € 1 3-1eT
GATT et O AfRT it FASTar ot sigfd Iecia giar & 3fiR gen foreht ardifaes nfafafer ar figa @ wer deiy 78t &1 =marera 3 7
foh 519 do i3 ol AT fed anfaa = 8, Ut Haeasiier STHeRRT o1 GATHT st hl JTeddT ol 6 | URUMTHEEEY, dTfeieT @St
CREARIE]

frofa  Garted araTed A fAufa fear o fReh sfamt st SRt fohg 7TQ A, SAROT Fqrstt Afed SR ST HhrfaTe! & J1G
& TS ot /AR INfe o faeRoT "afenTd SR §1 a8 RaterT ok ) & &9 ot A 8, et fonddt grdwiRe
nfafafer @ der Gy 7t g

“We are in agreement with the CIC and the courts below c 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 U) of Section 8(1) of the RTI
Act. The performance of an employee/officer in an organization D 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 E cause unwarranted

invasion of privacy of that individual.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 g ESCRO10005112012

Central Public Information Officer v. A. K. Jain
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-07-26 + W.P.(C)/3032/2016

gg A\a RTI Act, 2005 & d8d T S Tehe ool ¥ Hafdd 81 Uk TR et & NCDRC ¥ Teh wifd ATet 6l hd Tisd SR
a&arast <l gferat A off, 54 CPIO A Regulation 21 of the Consumer Protection Regulations, 2005 @7 gaTell &d §¢
IrefienR & fam A1l NCDRC & e o1 & dharet A1et & S Ut 61 S¥drast T &R dehd g1 CIC 7 9 A1 i Ueted gy el foh
RTI Act, 2005 @& Section 22 & 3= S1 IR g1 g (overriding effect) a1 urerem g1 el I=a =amamed A 89 faarg &t
YIS §Q 59 AT A 3 &Y i (f e &t g1
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07

08

frofa  fleell Iea <OTaTerg A T foma foh siRérens sifafaaw dht arT 22 & dgd 59k wrawT=! ot Rt +ff 3= SrETd g A
e (S8 Iusiiear dxeror fAgw) o gof urufiesar ofk sifdardt uwma (overriding effect) are 81

“Act to have overriding effect .—The provisions of this Act shall have effect notwithstanding anything
inconsistent therewith contained in the Official Secrets Act, 1923 (19 of 1923), and any other law for the
time being in force or in any instrument having effect by virtue of any law other than this Act.” 7. The RTI
Act provides for exemption from disclosure of informat ion under Section 8 of the RTI Act. This Court at
the outset notes t hat Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act has undergone an amendment. However, such an

amendment was introduced in 2023 which is subsequent to th e RTI proceedings in the present case.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC011111702016

T.K. Kumar v. Tamil Nadu Information Commission

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-12-08 - WP/19232/2021

gg "\ 'Right to Information Act, 2005’ & dgd U8-UTET chl STHERRT o Tehc 1eheul § Haifdd &1 arfacareratar 3 gt &F off fh
Tamil Nadu Information Commission 3 foT 3% Gt & I7eh! TaTiich STTHehRY TTdSTi~eh chet ahl TSI & f&m o1 =marery =
71T 3 Section 19(4) & dgd, Sd ST fohel) 'third party' @ Tafdd &), dt 38 it & R goars o1 3 sraer 3
SIaR] § 1 GAIaTS T STaTR 7 AT UThicieh =T oh Agidl ol Ieetad & 3fR SM1aeT & vitiate Teal 81 J&IAR, =TT = S1ELT i TG
R fear ofk efda SfIRY et GaTs & 7R & T AT ol fh & o et ot fder feam

frofa AT S ARG = AT foh stREYens ifafzm &t et 19(4) & dga srdiefta midenRat & fog ag siFard & for o
forelt R T et hl SR eht Uehe T ST STTGT & J UG 39 U&T Sl AdTS ol URT HTER UaH e

“There is nothing to show from the materials placed on reco rd that the requisite notice with opportunity
of hearing has been afforded by the First Respondent to the Petitioners before passing the impugned
order, which consequently vitiates it. ... “ Scheme of Sections 8 and 11:- 257. Section 8(1) begins with a
non obstante phrase “Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act”. The impor t of this phrase is that
sub-section (1) of Section 8 carv es out an exception to the general obligation to disclose under the RTI

Act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Fd HCMA011099652021

Public Information Officer v. Manohar Parrikar

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011-11-14 - WP/237/2011

¥g A 'Right to Information Act, 2005' & dgd =T deh Ugd o iR & Hefdd oT| 387 qwa u% a8 o1 & @ arsaured
(Governor) @1 GfEare™ Ter 'public authority' & SR T & FEHT & YRR & SR | 31 &1 AT &Y, T T Public
Information Officer (PIO), STt @ fAufa & arelt Uah S1ef-=a1flas (quaasi-judicial) 18 & ¥ | i &hedT g, I STdlel
OTfereRvoT It Goa State Information Commission (GSIC) & fofal et srarerd # I & Hehat 81
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09

10

frofa SIS S AT = AT foh TaenfAes uel S IsudTer ahl 9Rarerd STRA3S Sy &t et 2(h) & d8d "
TTfeRRoT" €| TaTerd = gt cgaen & o dengsit Td g1 ST & ufdder Smeen wht Al & HendT 8l

“From the provisions of the RTI Act, it is clear that the decision whether the information asked for by the
applicant can be disclosed or exempt from disclosure under sections 8 or 9 of the RTI Act is to be taken by
the PIO and not by the \"public authority\"... Section 19 provides for an appeal against a decision of the
PIO to the first appellate authority and a further appeal against a decision of the first 23 WP 478/2008

appellate authority to the Information Commission.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011 Ha HCBM050013382011

Union of India v. R.S. Khan
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010-10-07 - W.P.(C)/9355/2009

g AT RTI Act, 2005 & d&d TRART Higd!  gef 'file notings' o Tenéiaheur & TEfAd g1 amfiererdt (Union of India) &
SRATEATH hriaTel I JSt Wigel [Eafordt el a1em et @ 71 o & o1, 98 CIC 7 7erd |11 et Iear =amarerg A fAvfy fean
fh Section 2(f) & @gd 'information’ &t gRYTST &TUe & Sk 39 file notings A &1 =amaTerd = T foRa foh TRART
FeaTial & e enfeiies wrif & R &+t fewfort Section 8(1)(e) & @gd 'fiduciary relationship' & 78! ereff1 ora:,
TR = TR T WIRST & § el [oh Toh TRARI HHAR) ol 3T (Ao shriare! @ Heifdrd arift dek uga ot SHfIaR ¢,
Fiifch Tg TreST-eh My o1 fgear 81

Rrofa ol Iod ~ATATerd = SHGRIT &1 foh STRETSITE AAfAfae <t T 2(f) & d8d '@ i Tueh URITYT # SRR s
Ay (fewaforar) «ft anfaer &1 TRt Gar & GgenfHial gRT Yeh-gER & o fAsure w & 78 feeaforai fanedt faryraur ey
(fiduciary relationship) & dgd gRf&rd &l T 1 Gehd|

“As regards the first point urged, this Court is unable to accept the submission made on behalf of the
Union of India that file noti ngs, which are in the form of the views and comments expressed by the
various officials dealing with the files, are not included wi thin the definition of ,information“ under
Section 2 (f) of the RTI Act, 2005. ... This Court concurs with the view expressed by the CIC that in the
context of a government servant performing official functio ns and making notes on a file about the
performance or conduct of an other officer, such noting cannot be said to be given to the government
pursuant to a “fi duciary relationship“ with the government within the meaning of Section 8(1)(e) of the
RTT Act, 2005.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010 Ha DLHC010931632009

Central Public Information Officer, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra

Agarwal
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-11-13 - 2019 INSC 1233

g AT Right to Information Act, 2005 & dgd =Tfieh URERIAT 3R Sareace! & aR # 1 ufaardl & Supreme Court of
India & =rarefient &t Fufxy dr grvom, grarefir o Fygfad @ Fefda wea AfET ok ga Union Minister gRT =i fAufa et
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11

12

OHTId e oh TRITE & et siFehit 7t off | =amarerd = T feRar fah Supreme Court of India 3R Chief Justice of India @18

31T "public authorities' &l &, dfeth & Uk & T & | =T A Aoty fean o =manefisn grr wufx & giwor 'information’

Y ol 7 STelt & 3R 8 ATHT A1 FASTaT o SRR AT Jeeiad a1 81 3= AT T8 SHAIRAT o Iy, =rarerd 3 A el g: STia
& foTg argg S a1fes Section 11(1) & dgd STaeh UfehdT ol UTet fehaT ST Tk |

frofa  TfAUH e 3 7141 foh YR & g =ranefier o srfad ot rarerd & gerd Tai & SR SRESHTS & qRR # 31T 8l
ufy Y eyomar i Hsieht w1 GATdT FSTdT St eifad T8t ahdT, g SVoT & fAaRoT T UehdiaheuT ad TR ot 8(1)(j)
& Sffd SR 3R ¥R 11(1) & 3idifa dER yeT it Ui o1 uTe 3Masgeh &

“The Chief Justice of India in exercising his offi cial functions in accordance with the 1997 resolution
while holding asset information of other judges does not act for and on behalf of other judges of the
Supreme Court. There exists no fiduciary relationship between them... The Chief Justice of India merely
holds the information in accordance with the official functions an d not in any fiduciary capacity... Clause
(j) of Section 8(1) provides a qualified exemption from disclosure where the information sought rel ates
to “personal information the disclosure of which ha s no relationship to any public activity or interest” or
the dis closure of the information would cause an “unwarranted invasion of t he privacy”. However, the
exemption may be overridden where the Information Officer is “satisfied that the larger publi c interest

mon

justifies the disclosure”.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Hd ESCRO10004002019

Yashwant Sinha v. Central Bureau of Investigation
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019-04-10 - 2019 INSC 505

g HIHET ATATAT S THET URdd chl T8 P> ATl h WiehRIdT 3R fawifder (privilege) & arat @ daifda g1 ufdarfeat & adk
f&am o1 fos aefter aTfaent & a1 dore qxrEsT sHfdehd ¥U & & #3erd § Ut fhy Mg & ofRk Official Secrets Act, 1923 &
T el Jeeit ehd 6 | =TTty = 59 URfSeh mafa el @iist & f&aT, a8 3@ gy fob Ierd &arast uget 4 g1 dresii-eh &0 4
AR U1 # USRI g goh & | =marerd 3 TuE fRat fah Section 123 of the Evidence Act, 1872 & dgd fa=iwifaerR a1 arar
rasii+eh fgd UR SR 84T A1feq | Hfch 3 SEATEST ATeSl-dh 9 | 8, SHfeIY <IrTerd = HHT foh 8 WR AR 7 a1 fHefes ghmi
ATy = e ATFRIST el ITeh TUT-aly & HTUR R A a1 Aok feram

frofa  gared IR = AT b smRdYens sifafam it arr 8(2) wen fceiRie fafdes wifa &t =g &1 39 dga afe smfga &
SHGRT Uehe e 3ifdeh Hgayqul 8, af 7 hae U7 8(1) &t B afeen snfdrerRen Musitaar sifafam, 1923 & &3 ufdeey off

Y1 deh Ugd oh A& H 18T g1 o Fehdl |

“Section 8(2) of the Act manifests a legal revolutio n that has been introduced in that, none of the
exemptions declared under sub- section(1) of Section 8 or the Official Secrets Act, 1923 can stand in the
way of the access to information if the public interest in disclosure overshadows, the harm to the

protected interests.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2019 Ha ESCRO10007732019

Secretary General, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra Agarwal
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HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010-01-12 -+ LPA/501/2009

g HHET a1 &1 Hf¥epR rfAfFzs (RTI Act), 2005 & Jgd Tated arTerd o =grarefisi st Fuf 6t gyon § defdd sHert &
UheIehRuT o AR | g1 ufdardl & RTI 3de o ATend § ag SHehr) Jiift oY foh oo gatea =amarera & =amanefin 3 1997 & Tehed &
SR SO FOT hl TTOT Rl &1 SheRy a1 ST (CIC) = 39 STHehIK! Sl ATeSTi-ich et aht (G f&am i fieett 3= =amamera &
Genel =araneiar & fAofg &t gl &d gu, Tt =marer & ifdenrial 3 aeh faan fs ag st fagm (fiduciary relationship)
3menfRa & ik =arareftent it fAsTdr o1 Ieeied rdl &1 3= IrITerd = 59 fdare R uRefRiar sik ardsiAes sameat & Rigidal =
foar o

frofa feedt Iea =amarera i quf dis 3 oty fear fs emétens sifafam &t arr 22 38 s goft tremR Rl s (Si9
anmfArenTiRep Mutarar srfafaay, 1923) wR sifrurdt aifery uem et &1 =amanefter grr &t 18 dufx Y @i atvon &
SRR STREISTS & dgd AR ST gehel! &

“Exemptions from disclosure of information are contained in Section 8 of the Act and that provision
starts with a non-obstante clause. ... Section 22 of the Act provides that the provisions of the Act shall
have effect notwithstanding anything inconsistent contained in the Official Secrets Act, 1923 and any
other law for the time being in force or in any instrument having effect by virtue of any law other than
the RTI Act.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2010 Fa DLHC011551232009

University of Delhi v. Neeraj (W.P.(C) 1091/2017)
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025-08-25 - W.P.(C)/1091/2017

gg ATAAT RTI Act & d8d cafaerTd ®151 dhl UREMT STHeRT o Wenc el & Haifdd &7 Delhi High Court & d#He&l $® RTI
Frfeharell 7 3 aTfAeRTel H gEaeiy et & forg simae forar, i @ Central Information Commission & Smeer @t gt & @
| =raTerd 3 woE At foh geaeiy <t SrgAfa shae asft & ST ehdt & ST AHe Siud | 98 8t SR vk et gera aeft iR e, St agt
g1 7| =TaTery A 77 o & arfeRtd ' public interest litigation' AET & SR g¥deIT e dTel TSI o U i3 HITAT STARR
(locus standi) &1 81 31d:, T = 37 HTASH] i Tg Hgd gY WIRST o & ok ag AT Shaer Heifdrd gt & = 'in

personam’ gl

frofa  feett 3o =aTaTerg 3 ToE fhan & aites Tfreneor ot smREYes sifdfaem & we wu § § 7 @el & areR 7Y SiuRy &t
JAA T YT I hiS Pe 8l 81 URed e H ANgel! A7 Hefelt A (S PIO = foree A1 /) 31mded sl 3= T8l
AT, SR AT [eeh T UR STAG] ehl WIRST AT TR-hTIT ST g

“The public authority cannot impose exemptions and substitute new or addit ional grounds other than
those provided in the RTI Act. The Act leaves no such liberty with the public authorities and PIOs to read
law beyond what it is stated explicitly. There is absolutely no ambiguity in the Act and tinkering with it in
the name W.P.(C) 600/2017 & Connected Matters Page 40 of 175 of la rger public interest is beyond the
scope of the Public information officers. ... Writing 'PIO" in IPO does not render the entire RTI application

as 'no application' as alleged by the CPIO. The IPO in this case is not invalid.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025 Hid DLHC010457552017
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University of Delhi v. Neeraj (W.P.(C) 1095/2017)
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025-08-25 - W.P.(C)/1095/2017

Tg " RTI Act & dgd st @1 3T & Tehdlahvol & Tafdd 2Tl Delhi High Court 3 37 3fdedhl di g&aeiy arfoien vt @RS &
ez St 50 At & nfAe g argd &1 =maTera 3 T fohan fk anfRiesrardf (university) @ CIC & smeer & f&ers & in
personam &, 7 o IS Trdsien fad arfent (PIL) | STaTerd = AT foh §¥d&i et aTel ol i it SR (locus standi) &t
2 3R I A g & RIATE! Sl GRRT ST TU & F¢iT| =T 3 g +ft avgt foh RTI Act &t Section 8(1)(j) & d&a
AT TR Y YRE & AT § chaot Geifdd et & S gAvdt 37 & ghaR &1

frofa  =ATATTT A GA: G & foh olier Jam sifdrenriat st sifafaam & arR & S16R STk 15 7S e 71eA IT dchnidhl all (Si9
T T oh HifAeh T & YUl g & YR TR IREISNS IHTAGA] Tl ITUH e I g AVEHR ol o, CHT AT URT 18
Jed freprard et ST e 8

“The public authority cannot impose exemptions and substitute new or addit ional grounds other than
those provided in the RTI Act. The Act leaves no such liberty with the public authorities and PIOs to read
law beyond what it is stated explicitly. There is absolutely no ambiguity in the Act and tinkering with it in
the name W.P.(C) 600/2017 & Connected Matters Page 40 of 175 of la rger public interest is beyond the
scope of the Public information officers. ... Writing 'PIO" in IPO does not render the entire RTI application

as 'no application' as alleged by the CPIO. The IPO in this case is not invalid.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2025 Ha DLHC010457282017

Dr. Savita Sheoran v. State Information Commission, Haryana
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2023-11-22 - CWP/24255/2019

g ATHAT U RTI 31de O dafda g, foras gep fRIsradadl = 'Sexual Harassment of Women at Workplace (Prevention,
Prohibition and Redressal) Act, 2013' & dgd &t fRreprrd cht ufa &t oft | SPIO iR uer srdtefir unfderr) 3 59 STHaR! &t
IR AT & 'Section 16" T gaTel &d §U 3 & SR & T ATI ST FEAT STANT A a1 & Yeh TN UTRA &R STHHRT &
a1 fAder fea)

frofa  ToTTe SR gRATUN I=a <araTerd = ¥@ifehd foha foh a1 19(3) & d8d Sdiiet ot U s THa 5T G ST S
31ef-=1Ries feRrat ot faga ofR SRt Afgd (reasoned) Sméer TR e AT | UehéIeheuT AT St & fHufal § Te
HRUN Y uiRARY fAferes wu & Ffegof &

“A perusal of Section 19 of the RTT Act would show that under sub-Section 3, an aggrieved person has a
right to f ile the second appeal before the Central Information Commis sion or the State Information
Commission and that, under su b-section (8), the Central Information Commission has been gi ven
several powers including the power requiring the pu blic authority to compensate the complainant for

any los s or detriment suffered or to impose any of the penaltie s provided under the Act.”

HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA - 2023 &g PHHC011056812019
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16 Chief Information Commissioner v. State of Manipur
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011-12-12 - 2011 INSC 842

gg "\ Right to Information Act, 2005 & dgd a1 7 fiem tR 319-18 ST ateft ufehar € Heifdd 81 =amarera = we foear f
g I 3Mmage Section 6 & dgd a1 AT & 3R 3T SaTe &} Aetdn &, dt 58 a1 23 @ 3R 777 s | Wit A &
3Teeeh oh U Section 19 & dgd 3rdiel hed ohl &) durfier IU=R €, 7 foh Section 18 & dgd fAhiid &of ehed &l | =I-ITeTd
feifa fomar 6 Section 18 & @gd Information Commission 3 UTH @A WaT &het ol 3T & T SRR 8l &, ifch a8
21feRT haet Section 19(8) & SiaFia STdiet Ufchar # Iuaied &1 3T AR, Section 24 & dgd STRT B il gaeaTdt
(retrospective) WTa -8 f&ar ST Tahar g1

frofa  Farted AT A T Rat foh afe @l srage gae1 4 e a1 $7aR @ &fdd 8, dt ST YA AUt IUR ORT
19 & dgd STiel GTRIR AT g | YT SN & U URT 18 & Jgd UTd fAehrad faror iferat & siaifa Hhd gemr uehe e
a1 3 33 o iR & et 1

“A right of appeal is a right of entering a superior forum for invoking its aid and interposition to correct
errors of the inferior forum. It is a very valuable right. Therefore, when the statute clarifies such a right
of appeal that C must be exercised by a person who is aggrieved by reason of refusal to be furnished with
the information. ... By virtue of the said notification issued under Section G 24 of the Act, the Government
of Manipur has notified the exemption of certain organizations of the State Government from the
purview of the said Act. This Court makes it clear that those notifications cannot apply retrospectively.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011 Hd ESCRO10002032011

17 Tashi Tsering v. The Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission
GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2024-09-17 - WP(C)/422/2024

g AT RTI Act, 2005 & dgd fgda stdie (Second Appeal) Fi Wierfar @ d&fid &1 arfeienteral & Yeh PIO & SHenRt | of,
A First Appellate Authority 3 THeT 3diel & a1e +ff entg fofg ure =761 g 59 e aTfiehrerdt 4 Arunachal Pradesh
Information Commission & U fgdfiar erdiet grR i, 9 M 3 ag shgas et feam for uem ol iR &nig fafdaa fAofa a8t
foram mar 11 =T 7 vl @ & Section 19(3) & dgd fgdiar srdtet erR i i1 Tend! & afe MufRa g dar & i fFAofa T8t
3T gt =aTaTerd = T fohar fon srdier grR et & forg v srdier ot sifaw smear srfAard 1gY & ok 38 Section 18 & dgd
freprd (complaint) uferar tr R 8T fhar ST Tehar|

frofa  TATEIC! Sod AT = fofa i fos ey 19(3) & agd fgdia srdie 39 aria & 90 &t & offar <fte greR it S Tehdt
& "o f&a uum srdiefta Aot s s =nfgw a1 gt srdter vt haer safery atug ar srefieR =18t fohar i1 Tepar fob weam
ardfieita orfdesrt 3 sig fafea Aot oika =& fera

“From a perusal of the provisions of section 19 (3) of the RTI Act, 2005, it is crystal clear that a Second
Appeal is maintainable against the decision by the First Appellate Authority and the appeal shall also lie
within 90 days from the date ‘ on which the decision should have been made’. Further reading of Section
19 of the RTI Act is also indicative of the fact that an appeal would otherwise lie within 90 days from the

date on which a copy of the decision is received by the person seeking information.”
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GAUHATI HIGH COURT - 2024 Hid GAHC040012462024

18 S. Vijayalakshmi v. Union of India
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2011-09-09 - WP/14788/2011

g FTfAehT YR TRR GRT ST Yk AT ot e & o forg qrR &t 72 oft, fSadh 9ga Central Bureau of Investigation
(CBI) @t Right to Information Act (RTI Act) &Y 3@t Srgget & amfae forar mar | arfiesTendt et deh T foh a8 e Section 24
of the RTI Act & Seeied g 3R 399 Sifd oidht & ufd Sarared) @ed gt siaefl

Rrofa  HETH Ied <graTerd A fofa fean o emrétans sifafam e unferensor or Ot fonedt 18 =T ot 7TeA, 7T et I o=
Hidl ¥ Tenfd et ol QTR gl STerdT Sit 3k U1 39 99 Repls o &0 # HIS[E 781 8, I oI @1 Ieh aH! & dgd
Jfard 78t g1

“The Actseeks to bring about a balance between two conflicting interests, as harmony between them is
essential for preserving democracy. One is to bring about transparencyand accountability by providing
access to information under the control of public authorities. The other is to ensure that the revelation of
information, in actual practice, does not conflict with other public interests which include efficient
peration of the governments, optimum use of limited fiscal resources and preservation of confidentiality

of sensitive information.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2011 Hd HCMA010338872011

19 Telecom Regulatory Authority of India v. Kabir Shankar Bose
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018-11-20 - W.P.(C)/12388/2018

T AT RTI Act & d8d SRR UTW ahee oh 1R O Tafd €1 ITREIdT 5 37U Thid & Ifadig 9 I&fad sT-eht Vodafone 9
Tt off, Afer s Twa1 819 & 91 Vodafone 3 38 33 @ g9ahR o feaT| 39eh a1 I9-erar 3 Central Information
Commission @ 3@ faha, fSig=t TRAI @t fRdar far s ag Tar uerdar @ STehRY Ut ah STRETdT ol SUs] Ty |

ot ool Iea <amaTer 3 g & o afe fordt Fames a1 wie oifereor @t fonelt o g & dgd fonedt st e (S
EeftertA TaT Uerar) ¥ STFhRT TR &t o demfic ifeR €, dtf a8 SFeert off arT 2(f) & dgd "gan" & arR | sy,
3fR ek UTTRIehRUT ohT Ug ST VT foh a8 I8 UTd ahe 3MTeeeh ohl T |

“Thus, it is settled that an interpretation which renders an other provision or part thereof redundant or
superfluous should be avoided. Inform ation as defined in Section 2 (f) of the RTI Act includes in its
ambit, th e information relating to any private body which can be assessed by publi ¢ authority under
any law for the time being inforce. Therefore, if a public authority has a ri ght and is entitled to access
information from a private body, unde r any other law, it is ,information* as defined in Section 2 (f) of
the RTI Act. Thu s, it is obligation on the public authority to get the information from the private body
and furnish the same to the applicant.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2018 Ha DLHC014175692018
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20 Delhi Metro Rail Corporation Ltd. v. Sudhir Vohra

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011-08-01 + LPA/145/2011

gg AT RTI Act & d8d STHR! AR o YRR & H&fdd g1 g ager (respondent) 3 Delhi Metro Rail Corporation
(DMRC) & Metro Pillar No. 67 & Txa-TcHe & 3R goiifFaf faavor @it &, Sit 2009 & g mar a1l DMRC 3 59 30! sifga
TueT SR GRem & fog @avr s/ard gy Section 8(1)(a), (d) $fR (h) & J8d SR & & A1 e o e

i fecel Iea =amaTer A iy fear foh TRemTare SsiifAafRi ofik fesmeat & fawqga ot uehc et @ wrdsiAen sraeRaHmsi
Y GRe&TT Hehe | US ehd! g | T Taaaefiar ik Iomifaen STenrt et &1 8(1)(a) SR STadiics Mu-iadT & dgd arT 8(1)
(d) & fafa Jept ST Tehar 81

“The learned Attorney General has not disputed the fact. It is not disputed before us that the appellant
Corporation would come within the concept of State. The submission of Mr.Vahanvati, learned Attorney
General, is that Sections 8 and 9 are to be read in a conjoint manner for the purpose that while Section 9
lays down that a request for information involving an infringement of copyright subsisting in a person
other than in a State may be rejected but a State in cases that come under any of the clauses of Section 8

can refuse to provide such information relating to copyright.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2011 Ha DLHC010135242011

21 K. Chiranjeevi v. Union of India
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-03-01 - WP/24131/2009

g ATHAT Yo Ui fhew SifmdT 8ik IsMat K. Chiranjeevi gRT &RR 1 12 Re g1 @ 9efdd &1 Igiv I [T & 39
ST Sl AT & oft e I era smae Reet oik utReiffes o faa=or @t RTI Act & dgd Teh <1eR U&T Sl ATSTT et et fear
fem T o) =amarery 3 7T 36 SwReTar (Appellate Authority) 3 SiTeer OTRa whedt TH ATfidhTehdl cht GaTS i IR STawR et
T, St fon urepfaes =g o Rigial o1 Sewied g1 dfch anfaenr de awa @ difad off, =T 3 A &t arog S & Joi 39 @RS
= fea, ag @d gy o arferemrendt et graTs ol sraer fay fomr feam mam sméer ahwquf o1 8k &g & dgd fufRa ufekar et urem
el foram T )

frofa G Ied AT A AT foh 519 off foRelt sTREtens sirder | fonedt afary & Fsft smaew Rest a1 uiRsifaes Sieft dga
Gaeefter aafwnra SeRt 7l STt 8, at o defa aafad ot Tifea S fohg SR I8 G fomT Uehéierzor ot aimear &1

UTehfceh =T & et FAgid T Ieeta &1

“Yet another anomaly emanates from a comparison of the provision s of Section 19(1) to 19(4) as regards
the procedure to be followe d by the appellate authorities. While Section 19(4) provides for a reasonab le
opportunity to be afforded to the third party by the CIC/SIC, Section 19(3) which de als with second
appeal does not say that the third party, or for that mat ter even the CPIO/SPIO be heard, in dealing with
the appeal. 7 https://www.mhc.tn.gov.in/judis W.P.N0s.24131 & 24132 of 2009 14. It transpires that no
rules have been specifically provided as regards the procedure relating to appeals under Sections 19(1),
19(2) and 19(3). The Right to Information Rules, 2012 also do not provide any clar ity in regard to the

procedure for disposal of first appeal.”
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MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Hd HCMA010168042009

AT HTOT

g 9T Vitark Al gRT 9rasii-ies 9 T Iuetsy fofal 3k Iuzhirendt o Ust & SMUR WR dOR fohar a1 §1 I8 chaet Ra< grdT & fog § ik
FILH Terme (legal advice) 7@l &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations &t g fAvfa (source judgment) & fovg W= ¥U & TN fohar ST =1lgq|
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