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ABSTRACT 

 

Right to Information (RTI) is usually used as a synonym for democracy. This is a tool to 

strengthen citizens’ sovereignty. There are various sections under the RTI Act, 2005 and one 

of the most important section is Section 4. Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act lays down the 

information which should be disclosed by Public Authorities on a suo motu or proactive basis. 

Section 4(2) and Section 4(3) prescribe the method of dissemination of this information. The 

purpose of suo motu disclosures under Section 4 is to place large amount of information in 

public domain on a proactive basis to make the functioning of the Public Authorities more 

transparent and also to reduce the need for filing individual RTI applications.  

 

The researcher in this research paper will discuss, analyse and do a detailed study about the 

concept of Suo motu Disclosure, the problems in suo motu Disclosure, the landmarks 

judgements of the Supreme Court, High Courts and orders of Central Information Commission 

on Suo motu Disclosure and at last an empirical research on various Ministries, Union 

Territories and Department under the Government of India regrading suo motu Disclosure. 

Also, the conclusion will be encapsulated based on the results of study of annual reports, 

journals and online thesis about the same. The researcher in this research paper will analyse 

this issue threadbare by designing both empirical and qualitative research that induces 

reasoning to ultimately propose a research statement.   

 

Through this paper the researcher will try to highlight the problems in suo motu Disclosure 

and also do an empirical research by collecting data on the website of various Ministries and 

other Departments to know that whether they are disclosing their data and follow the RTI Act 

or not. Therefore, this study has been undertaken to identify the problems plaguing the system 

and suggest remedial measures so as to enable better access of information and uphold the 

spirit of the act. 

 

Keywords: Suo motu disclosure under Section 4, Concept, Problems, Judgements and 

empirical research on Suo motu disclosure. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The enactment of the Right to Information Act, 2005 is a landmark in the history of 

administration in India. The new legislation has brought sensitivity, responsibility and 

accountability to the development process. RTI Act is path-breaking in controlling corruption 

and delays in the implementation of government-sponsored programmes and in the functioning 

of public authorities. The Act provides impetus for development process and remedy to combat 

corruption in public authorities. Though the RTI Act is contradictory to Official Secrets Act, 

1923 and not free from pitfalls, it is an important instrument for strengthening democracy, 

accelerating economic development of the country in general and rural areas in particular. 1 

There are many objectives of RTI Act such as to create awareness, to invite suggestions, 

to change the psychology of bureaucracy, to reduce official secrecy, to increase the dignity of 

the country, to strengthen the root of the Indian Federation, to publicise the act, and, to 

encourage the value-based politics.  

The citizens of India now act as the fourth pillar of checks and balances and they can 

now keep an eye over the judiciary, executive and legislative by filling up Rs.10/- form of RTI 

Act. But in an ideal scenario, the voluntary disclosure of all information that ought to be in the 

public domain should be the rule and members of public having to seek information should be 

an exception. An open government, which is the cherished objective of the RTI Act, can be 

realised only if all public offices comply with proactive disclosure norms.2 The ‘Right to 

Information’ has two key facets. One is the provision of information on demand, that is, when 

asked by individual applicants. Another is disclosure of information suo motu by all public 

authorities at regular intervals on public platforms like the Internet and so on. This provision 

of suo motu disclosure was added in the RTI Act to place large amount of information in public 

domain on a proactive basis to make the functioning of the public authorities more transparent 

and also to reduce the need for filing individual RTI applications. The suo motu disclosure 

under Section 4 of Right to Information Act, 2005 orders the public authorities to publish the 

information to the public on regular intervals voluntarily and not on the demand of the public. 

                                                           
1N.K. ACHARYA, RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT (Asia Law House, Hyderabad, 2006) (2005).  
2Ravi Kiran Edara, Section 4 of the RTI Act: How to strengthen the weakest link?NEWSLAUNDRY.COM (June 

10, 2019, 11:10 AM), 

https://www.newslaundry.com/2015/04/28/section-4-of-rti-act-how-to-strengthen-the-weakest-link.  

 

https://www.newslaundry.com/2015/04/28/section-4-of-rti-act-how-to-strengthen-the-weakest-link
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Important duties of public authorities under this provision include cataloguing, indexing and 

computerization of records, publishing certain basic information pertaining to each 

organization within a specified timeframe, publishing all relevant facts while making important 

policy decisions and ensuring every information is disseminated widely and in an easily 

accessible manner for the public. However, even after 14 years since the enactment of the RTI 

Act, there are several examples of public authorities that have not published even the basic 

information expressly specified in Section 4(1)(b), leave alone disclosing any additional 

information suo motu. In many cases, “some” information is published in a proforma manner 

and not updated for years together. There are several other cases of non-compliance of Section 

4 of the RTI Act, 2005 like non-maintenance of proper websites, not publishing obvious and 

important items of information on websites, not publishing relevant facts before taking key 

policy decisions, poor record management practices and so on. In its Annual Report (2012-13), 

the Central Information Commission (CIC) lamented that despite having good information & 

communication technology (ICT) infrastructure, mandatory disclosure norms remain 

unattended. Only 568 public authorities had so far reported posting of Section 4(1)(b) of RTI 

Act disclosures on their websites.3 Since its enactment in 2005, the RTI Act was not been 

amended. As we move from the era of individual’s “right to information” into an era of “Open 

Government Data”, there is a pressing need for amending the transparency legislation to make 

it more robust in the light of lessons learnt in the last nine years. 

In the context of this given backdrop, through this research paper it is supremely 

believed that a checks and balances system followed by the citizens is seen necessary for 

transparent governance and deepening democracy. With this comprehensive clarification, this 

paper throws light, at first upon the concept and background of suo motu under RTI Act. 

Secondly, the paper shows a judgement of Supreme Courts, High Courts and orders of Central 

Information Commission on suo motu disclosure. Thirdly, the paper shows some empirical data 

on suo motu disclosure of some ministries, departments and union territories. Fourthly, it shows 

the challenges for suo motu disclosure and the remedial measures to overcome the problem.  

Finally, the paper would conclude the submissions with the suggestions that steps should be 

taken pursuant to the proper enactment and implementation of suo motu disclosure of the Act. 

 

                                                           
3https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/Reports/AR2012-13E_0.pdf(June 12, 2019, 1:10 PM).  

http://cic.gov.in/AnnualReports/AR-2012-13/AR2012-13E.pdf
http://www.data.gov.in/
http://www.data.gov.in/
https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/Reports/AR2012-13E_0.pdf
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GUIDELINES ON SUO MOTU DISCLOSURE UNDER SECTION 4 OF THE RTI 

ACT, 2005 

 

Section 4(2) of the RTI Act mandates every public authority to provide as much 

information suo motu to the public at regular intervals through various means of 

communications, including the Internet, so that the public need not resort to the use of RTI Act. 

Suo motu disclosure under Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005 orders the public authority to publish 

information at regular intervals through various means of communication, including internet, 

so that the public have minimum resort to use the Act to obtain information. The provision lays 

down the following items for the public authorities to proactively disclose 4: 

a) Information related to procurement: Information relating to procurement made by Public 

Authorities including publication of notice/tender enquiries, corrigenda thereon, and details of 

bid awards detailing the name of the supplier of goods/services being procured or the works 

contracts entered or any such combination of these and the rate and total amount at which such 

procurement or works contract is to be done should be disclosed. 

 b) Public Private Partnerships: If public services are proposed to be provided through a 

public private partnership (PPP), all information relating to PPPs must be disclosed in public 

domain by public authority entering into PPP contract/ concession agreement. 

 c) Transfer Policy and Transfer Orders: Transfer policy for different grades/cadres of 

employees serving in Public Authority should be proactively disclosed. All transfer orders 

should be publicized through the website or in any other manner listed in Section 4(4) of the 

Act. 

 d) RTI Applications: All Public Authorities shall proactively disclose the number of RTI 

applications and appeals received and their responses, on the websites maintained by Public 

Authorities with search facility based on key words. 

e) CAG & PAC paras: Public Authorities may proactively disclose the CAG & PAC paras 

and the Action Taken Reports (ATRs) only after these have been laid on the table of both the 

houses of the Parliament.  

                                                           
4 Office Memorandum; Suo motu Disclosure; No.1/6/2011-IR Government of India Ministry of Personnel, Public 

Grievances & Pensions Department of Personnel & Training (June 13, 2019, 6:40 PM). 
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f) Citizen Charter: Citizens Charter prepared by the Ministry/Department, as part of the Result 

Framework Document of the department/organization should be proactively disclosed.  

g) Discretionary and Non- Discretionary Grants: All discretionary / non-discretionary 

grants / allocations to state governments / NGOs / other institutions by Ministry / Department 

should be placed on the website of the Ministry / Department concerned.  

h) Foreign Tours of PM / Ministers: Information to be disclosed proactively may contain 

nature of the official tour, places visited, the period, number of people included in the official 

delegation and total cost of such travel undertaken. Exemptions under Section 8 of the RTI 

Act, 2005 may be kept in view while disclosing the information. 

These instructions would not apply to security and intelligence organisations under the 

Second Schedule of the RTI Act, 2005 and CVOs of public authorities. Apart from these, the 

authorities are also supposed to publish all relevant facts while formulating important policies 

or announcing the decisions which affect public. They are also supposed to provide reasons for 

administrative or quasi-judicial decisions to affected persons.5 All this was supposed to be done 

within 120 days of the enactment of the RTI act in 2005 and regularly updated. 

  

                                                           
5Madhumita Bose, Comparative Analysis of Suo motu Disclosure Under Rti Act in Different Countries, 

CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION (June 12, 2019, 8:12 PM),  

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf.  

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf
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GUIDELINES FOR STATE GOVERNMENTS FOR FACILITATING DISCLOSURE 

AT DISTRICT AND LOWER LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT THROUGH 

SUGGESTIVE TEMPLATES FOR KEY AREAS6 

 

The scheme of Section 4 of RTI Act, 2005 applies uniformly to all the public 

authorities, irrespective of their level of administration or service delivery (Centre, State, 

District etc.). It is felt that the extent of detailing required, varies according to the level of 

administration. If this could be facilitated by the development of suitable templates, it would 

not only improve the quality of disclosures but would also facilitate more transparency in 

governance. For example, in the case of Public Distribution System (PDS), disclosures at the 

level of Fair Price Shops (FPS) should go down to the level of ration card holder, while at the 

level of district/state, agencies dealing with the disclosures would need to be more broad-based. 

Keeping this in view, the following four areas have been identified for development of 

templates: 

(a) Public Distribution System;  

(b) Panchayats;  

(c) MGNREGA; and  

(d) Primary and Secondary Schools.  

 

These four areas have been selected on the ground that they constitute some of the most 

significant services being provided at the ground level. However, it is recommended that 

similar templates need to be worked out for other important areas also such as health services, 

services relating to social benefits, etc. 

  

                                                           
6 Office Memorandum; Suo motu Disclosure; No.1/6/2011-IR Government of India Ministry of Personnel, Public 

Grievances & Pensions Department of Personnel & Training (June 13, 2019, 8:40 PM). 
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CASE LAWS ON SUO MOTU DISCLOSURE 

 

There are various judgements of Supreme Court, High Court and orders of the Central 

Information Commission on suo motu Disclosure. Some of the case decided were also 

landmarks judgements. The lists of the case laws on suo motu disclosure are as follows:  

 

1. Union of India vs. Vansh Sharad Gupta7 

Held: The Delhi High Court, in its judgment has upheld an order of the Central Information 

Commission (CIC) directing the Legislative Department, Government of India to upload on 

the official website all laws enacted by Parliament as amended from time to time. It has also 

upheld the CIC's direction to the Government to examine that the functionality of the official 

email addresses of officers of the Department.8 

 

2. Mr. Sanjay Kumarpathak vs Ministry of Human Resource9 

 Held: Furthermore, on perusal of the website of the Respondent Public Authority it has been 

observed that the Respondent Public Authority has not met its obligations under Section 4 of 

the Right to Information Act, 2005. As per Section 4 of RTI Act, public authorities were under 

an obligation to make certain suo motu disclosures by 13 October 2005. These Disclosures are 

mandatory and are crucial to ensure transparency and accountability in institutions. This would 

reduce the load of RTI Application being filed with each institution as information would be 

freely available to citizens and they would not have to apply for it.  

i. Manuals under section 4 (1) (b) of the RTI act shall be uploaded on the website of the 

institute under the link " Right to Information" and a hard copy shall be kept at a suitable 

location for perusal by the general public.  

ii. A sign board of appropriate dimension shall be installed, mentioning the Name(s), 

designation(s), contact details including the office address/room number, availability 

hours and telephone numbers of the Central Public Information Officer(s), Central 

Assistant Public Information Officer(s) and First Appellate Authority, as the case may 

                                                           
7W.P.(C) 4761/ 2016 & CM Appls. 19862- 19864/ 2016.  
8Venkatesh Nayak, Uphold Proactive Disclosure of Laws and Amendments: Delhi HC, 

HUMANRIGHTSINITIATIVE.ORG (June 14, 2019, 3:10 PM),  

http://www.humanrightsinitiative.org/blog/uphold-proactive-disclosure-of-laws-amendments-delhi-hc. 
9Mr. Sanjay Kumarpathak vs Ministry of Human Resource, 15 March, 2011. 

http://www.humanrightsinitiative.org/blog/uphold-proactive-disclosure-of-laws-amendments-delhi-hc
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be, who have been notified under the RTI act 2005 (in case of a change of PIO or 

Appellate Authority, the sign board will be updated within ten days of the said change.) 

Information regarding the requisite fees to be paid under various provisions of the RTI 

Act 2005, modes of payment and the office where such fee will be accepted.  

 

3. D.B. PIL Petition No.14730/2014 Suo Motu vs State of Rajasthan10 

 Held: The HC referred to Section 4(1)(b)(v) of the RTI act that mandates, rules, regulations, 

instructions, manuals and records, held by it or under its control or used by its employees for 

discharging its functions be proactively disclosed by the government. Section 4 of the RTI Act 

puts the onus on every public authority to proactively (suo motu) disclose a host of information. 

Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act refers to 17 items that are to be proactively disclosed by the 

authorities and to be regularly updated. Section 4 of the RTI act puts the onus on every public 

authority to proactively (suo motu) disclose a host of information.11 Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI 

act refers to 17 items that are to be proactively disclosed by the authorities and to be regularly 

updated. 

Some of the 17 items include:  

a) The particulars of the organisation, functions and duties;  

b) The powers and duties of officers and employees; 

c) The procedure followed in the decision-making process, including channels of 

supervision and accountability;  

d) The norms set by it for the discharge of its functions.  

 

4. Reserve Bank of India vs Jayantilal N. Mistry12 

Held: The Applicant sought information on the RBI investigation and audit report carried out 

during April - May, 2010 which were sent to Registrar of the Cooperative of the Gujarat State, 

Gandhinagar on Co-operative Banks along with last 20 years inspection reports. Further, he 

sought reports on all co-operative banks gone on liquidation, action taken against all Directors 

and Managers for recovery of public funds and powers utilized by RBI and analysis and 

procedure adopted. The applicant also sought the name of cooperative banks under 

observations against irregularities and action taken reports along with period required to take 

                                                           
10 Suo Motu vs State of Rajasthan, RLW 2005 (2) Raj 1385. 
11Madhumita Bose, Comparative Analysis of Suo motu Disclosure Under Rti Act in Different Countries, 

CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION (June 14, 2019, 10:12 PM),  

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf.  
12Reserve Bank of India vs Jayantilal N. Mistry ,2016 (3) SCC 525. 

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf
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action and implementations. The CPIO declined the information under Section 8(1)(d)-

fiduciary relationship. The CIC directed the RBI to provide the information. Supreme Court 

upheld the decision of the CIC. The main issue was whether information sought under RTI 

Act, 2005 can be denied by RBI and other banks to the public on the grounds that the 

information relates to economic interest, commercial confidence, fiduciary relationship with 

other bank on the one hand and public interest on the other. It is maintained that RBI is 

supposed to uphold the public interest and not the interest of individual banks. RBI is clearly 

not in any fiduciary relationship with any bank. 
 

5. The Institute of Chartered Accountants of India Appellant Vs Shaunak H Satya and Ors13 

Held: The applicant sought information under RTI Act from the Institute of Chartered 

Accountants of India (ICAI) as below: 

1) Educational qualification of the examiners & Moderators with subject wise 

classifications. (you may not give me the names of the examiners & moderators). 

2) Procedure established for evaluation of exam papers. 

3) Instructions issued to the examiners, and moderators oral as well as written if any. 

4) Procedure established for selection of examiners & moderators. CPIO provided some 

of the information. 

Further, CIC held that, it would be wholly inappropriate to provide to the students the 

solutions given to the questions only for the exclusive use of the examiners and moderators. 

Given the confidentiality of interaction between the public authority holding the examinations 

and the examiners, the “solutions” qualifies to be items barred by section 8(1)(e) of the RTI 

Act. This item of information also attracts section 8(1)(d) being the exclusive intellectual 

property of the public authority. The Supreme Court upheld the views of the CIC, subject to 

one modification in regard to query (13): ICAI to disclose to the first respondent, the standard 

criteria, if any, relating to moderation, employed by it, for the purpose of making revisions 

under Regulation 39(2). 

 

6. Jose Dhanapaul Vs. The State of Tamil Nadu14 

Held: The petitioners sought copy of DVAC manual. The question was whether DVAC 

Manual, which is a non-statutory administrative guideline for conduct of investigation, is to be 

treated as information under RTI, whether it is to be exempted under Section 8 of the RTI Act. 

                                                           
13 Institute of Chartered Accountants of India v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC 781.  
14Jose Dhanapaul Vs. The State of Tamil Nadu, Crl.O.P.(MD)Nos.2987 of 2015. 
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The Madras High Court directed the DVAC to upload the DVAC Manual in their website 

within a period of six weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this order and update the 

same from time to time without any delay. 

 

7. Board of School Education Haryana & Ors. Vs. State Information Commission & Anr.15 

Held: The State Information Commission, Haryana directed the respondent/CPIO to put on the 

‘question paper’ and ‘answer key’ to questions of STET examination, 2011 on website of the 

public authority and send compliance report to it. The petitioners contended that there was no 

occasion for the Commission to have directed for uploading of the ‘question paper’ and ‘answer 

key’ on the website and further without there being any allegation that the petitioners refused 

to follow fair procedure for inspection of the record by any of the applicant under the RTI Act. 

The Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court held that it is only meant to avoid filing of 

applications by the candidates, which may be thousands in number. It will, in fact, reduce the 

work of the Public Authority as well for the reason that State Public Information Officer and 

the Appellate Authority are the employees working with the Public Authority only, High Court 

upheld the decision of CIC. 

 

8. President’s Secretariat Vs Nitish Kumar Tripathi16 

Held: Nine RTI applications had been moved by the respondent 

before the petitioner. Most of the information had been provided. However, information in 

relation to the donations made by the President from time to timer was not disclosed by 

invoking Section 8(1)(j) of the Act i.e. by treating the information as personal information, the 

disclosure of which was stated to be not in the public interest. The CIC has, however, rejected 

the said defence of the petitioner, and has directed disclosure of the information. Hon'ble Delhi 

High Court held that, the donations made by the President of India cannot said to relate to 

personal information of the President. It cannot be said that the disclosure of the information 

would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of, either the President of India, or the 

recipient of the W.P.(C.) No. 3382/2012 Page 6 of 7 donations. 

 

                                                           
15Board of School Education Haryana & Ors. Vs. State Information Commission & Anr, CWP NO. 22252 of 2012 

(O&M). 
16President’s Secretariat Vs Nitish Kumar Tripathi,W.P.(C) 3382/2012. 
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9. Registrar of Companies & Ors vs Dharmendra Kumar Garg & Anr17 

Held:  Delhi HC in this case held that once the information is brought into the public domain 

it is excluded from the purview of the RTI Act and, the right to access this category of 

information shall be on the basis of whether the public authority discloses it free, or at such 

cost of the medium or the print cost price as may be prescribe. The Act therefore vests in the 

public authority the power and the right to prescribe the mode of access to voluntarily disclose 

information i.e., either free or at a prescribe cost/price. 

 

10. Union Public Service Commission Etc. v. Angesh Kumar &Ors18 

 

Held: In this recent case, the Supreme Court has made following observations in context of 

disclosure of civil service examinations marks under the RTI: 

 That weighing the need for transparency and accountability on the one hand and 

requirement of optimum use of fiscal resources and confidentiality of sensitive 

information on the other, information sought with regard to marks in Civil Services 

Exam cannot be directed to be furnished mechanically. 

 That furnishing raw marks will cause problems which would not be in public interest. 

However, if a case is made out where the Court finds that public interest requires 

furnishing of information, the Court is certainly entitled to so require in a given fact 

situation. 

 That if rules or practice so require, certainly such rule or practice can be enforced. 

11. Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. v. Aditya Bandyopadhyay& Anr19 

Held: It was also observed in the aforesaid judgment that indiscriminate and impractical 

demands or directions under the RTI Act for disclosure of all and sundry information (unrelated 

to transparency and accountability in the functioning of public authorities and eradication of 

corruption) would be counterproductive as it will adversely affect the efficiency of the 

administration and result in the executive getting bogged down with the non-productive work 

of collecting and furnishing information. 

                                                           
17 Registrar of Companies & Ors vs Dharmendra Kumar Garg & Anr., W.P.(C) 11271/2009  
18Union Public Service Commission Etc. vs. Angesh Kumar & ors, in Civil Appeal No. (S). 6159-6162 of 2013, 

decision dated Feb. 20, 2018.  
19Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. v. Aditya Bandyopadhyay& Anr, (2011) 8 SCC 497.  
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12. Girish Ramchandra Deshpande vs. Central Information Commission & Ors20 

Held: In this case, the Apex Court had held that the details disclosed by a person in his income 

tax returns are “personal information” which stand exempted from disclosure under clause (j) 

of Section 8(1) of the RTI Act, unless involves a larger public interest and the Central Public 

Information Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the Appellate Authority is 

satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information. 

13. Jiju Lukose v. State of Kerala (Kerala High Court) 21 

Held: In the case, a public interest litigation (PIL) seeking a direction to upload the copy of the 

FIR in the website of the police station and to make available copies of the FIR to the accused 

immediately on registration of the FIR was sought for. The Petitioner had alleged that in spite 

of the FIR being registered, the petitioner received its copy only after 2 months. The Court 

further held that FIR is a “public document” and hence copy of FIR has also to be made 

available on an application filed under the RTI Act, 2005 unless it is covered by any of the 

exemptions under Section 8 of the said Act. The Court also directed the State to take decision 

as to which category of FIRs has to be uploaded on the website of the concerned Police Station 

for information to all and to permit easy access to those who are concerned with the crime 

registered. 

14. Subhash Chandra Agrawal Vs. Deptt. for the Welfare of SC/ST/OBC, Govt of NCT of 

Delhi22 

Held: The appellant sought to know the action taken on the report of Delhi Lokayuktha 

indicting former Chief Minister and some other Ministers of Government of Delhi for spending 

public money on advertisements and certified copies of certain other documents.  

The CIC directed the Union of India and Government of Delhi to disclose its policy under 

Section 4 of the Act, on recommendations of Prof. Madhava Menon Committee and 

Lokayuktha of Delhi regarding usage of photos of political leaders in advertisements issued by 

the State. As the disclosure of information involves policy decision to be taken by the Higher 

authorities in Government, it is not just and proper to penalise the PIO for non-disclosure of 

policy, who does not have any role in decision making process and in view of the observations 

                                                           
20Girish Ramchandra Deshpande vs. Central Information Commission & ors, 1 SCC 212. 
21Jiju Lukose v. State of Kerala, 2015 SCC Online Ker 6309. 
22Subhash Chandra Agrawal Vs. Deptt. for the Welfare of SC/ST/OBC, Govt of NCT of Delhi, 

CIC/SA/A/2014/000155.  

javascript:;
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of Delhi Lokayuktha not to issue advise/recommendation to the lower level officers, the 

Commission finds no ground for imposing penalty on the PIO. 

15. M V Gode v. PIO, KVS23 

Held: The appellant sought information about giving away the Presidential Awards to best 

teacher for the year 2011. The Commission directed the respondent authority KVS to explain 

how the committee decides the marks for short listed nominees out of 20 allocated to the 

Central Awards Committee which entitle the selected candidates to get national award, and 

disclose from time to time at each year how the candidates were selected or not selected for the 

final nomination for those awards as per Section 4 of RTI Act, prepare FAQs and answer 

relating to process and finalisation of nomination for awards and initiate all necessary measures 

to ensure the transparency in nominations for awards as mandated by Section 4(1)(c) and (d) 

of RTI Act. 

16. Seema Chandra vs Central Reserve Police Force, Assam24 

Held: Smt. Seema Chandra filed an application 12.06.2014 under the Right to Information 

Act, 2005 (RTI Act) before the Central Public Information Officer (CPIO), Central Reserve 

Police Force (CRPF), New Delhi seeking information pertaining to salary slips, total 

emoluments etc of her husband. The Commission held that in the present case the appellant is 

seeking pay slip etc. of her husband, the same would not qualify to be personal information of 

third party. The Commission directed the respondent to provide information as sought by the 

appellant within a period of four weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this order. 

17. Shri Tarun Bindal Haryana vs. CPIO, Canara Bank, Delhi25 

Held: The Appellant had wanted several information relating to the practice followed in the 

Bank in respect of stop payment and dishonouring of cheques. The Commission held that the 

instructions given in commercial confidence by third party customers of the Bank about 

stopping payment of their cheques cannot be disclosed as such disclosure might adversely 

affect their competitive position. Section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act clearly exempts such 

information from disclosure. Section 4(1)(b). 

                                                           
23M V Gode v. PIO, KVS, CIC/RM/A/2014/001582-SA .  
24Seema Chandra vs Central Reserve Police Force, Assam, CIC/VS/A/2014/003170/SB 

CIC/VS/C/2014/000422/SB.  
25Shri Tarun Bindal Haryana vs. CPIO, Canara Bank, Delhi,CIC/SM/A/2010/000737 . 
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18. Mr. Saurabh Sharma, New Delhi vs. The Additional Commissioner (Education) 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi26 

Held: The Complainant has filed the present Complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act 

(hereinafter ‘the Act’), with the Commission, contending that certain categories of document 

including the manuals mandated under Section 4 (1) (b) of the Act 2005, should be available 

in hard copy at the school. – the school run by Municipal Corporation of Delhi — the 

Commission directed the public authority to make available certain categories of documents 

for inspection pertaining to each particular school for the on-going academic session under 

Section 4(1). 

19. Ashwani Kumar Munjal vs PG Institute of Medical Education27 

Held: The Appellant vide his RTI application sought information on regarding compliance of 

suo motu disclosure of Agenda and Minutes of Institute Body, Governing Body, Standing 

Finance Committee, etc on website and simultaneously placing it in Library in compliance with 

Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005 etc. Having heard both the parties and on perusal of the 

available records, the Commission observed that suo motu disclosure of information relating 

to Agenda and Minutes of Institute Body, Governing Body, Standing Finance Committee, 

Standing Estate Committee and other related details as raised in the RTI application should be 

proactively made in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 in the larger public 

interest. The Commission observed that a voluntary disclosure of all information that ought to 

be displayed in the public domain should be the rule and members of public who having to 

seek information should be an exception. An open government, which is the cherished 

objective of the RTI Act, can be realised only if all public offices comply with proactive 

disclosure norms. Section 4(2) of the RTI Act mandates every public authority to provide as 

much information suo motu to the public at regular intervals through various means of 

communications, including the Internet, so that the public need not resort to the use of RTI Act. 

 

                                                           
26Mr. Saurabh Sharma, New Delhi Vs.: The Additional Commissioner (Education) Municipal Corporation of 

Delhi,CIC/SG/C/2011/000930/14501.  

27   Ashwani Kumar Munjal vs PG Institute of Medical Education, CIC/PGIME/A/2016/308802.  

 
 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/671631/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/671631/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/671631/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/671631/
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20.Delhi Development Authority v. Central Information Commission and Another28 

Held: It also provides that the information should be easily accessible and to the extent possible 

should be in electronic format with the Central Public Information Officer or the State Public 

Information Officer, as the case may be. The word disseminate has also been defined in the 

explanation to mean - making the information known or communicating the information to the 

public through notice boards, newspapers, public announcements, media broadcasts, the 

internet, etc. It is, therefore, clear from a plain reading of Section 4 of the RTI Act that the 

information, which a public authority is obliged to publish under the said section should be 

made available to the public and specifically through the internet. There is no denying that the 

petitioner is duty bound by virtue of the provisions of Section 4 of the RTI Act to publish the 

information indicated in Section 4(1)(b) and 4(1)(c) on its website so that the public have 

minimum resort to the use of the RTI Act to obtain the information. 

  

                                                           

28Delhi Development Authority v. Central Information Commission and Another, WP (C) 12714/2009.  

 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/53180234/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/13503/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/671631/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/53180234/
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PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES FROM SUO MOTU DISCLOSURE UNDER 

RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 

Section 4(2) of the RTI Act mandates every public authority to provide as much 

information suo motu to the public at regular intervals through various means of 

communications, including the Internet, so that the public need not resort to the use of RTI Act. 

Other important duties of public authority under Section 4 include cataloguing, indexing and 

computerisation of records, publishing certain basic information pertaining to each 

organisation within a specified timeframe, publishing all relevant facts while making important 

policy decisions and ensuring every information is disseminated widely and in an easily 

accessible manner for the public. However, even after more than 13 years since the enactment 

of the RTI Act, there are several examples of public authorities that have not published even 

the basic information expressly specified in Section 4(1)(b), leave alone disclosing any 

additional information suo motu. In many cases, “some” information is published in a proforma 

manner and not updated for years together. There are several other cases of non-compliance 

with Section 4 like non-maintenance of proper websites, not publishing obvious and important 

items of information on websites, not publishing relevant facts before taking key policy 

decisions, poor record management practices and so on. Though the commission through its 

various judgements from time to time already directs the authorities to published the 

information. But still there is a lot to improve. In view of poor implementation of Section 4, 

the full bench of CIC, through a directive in 2010, mandated all public authorities to appoint a 

“transparency officer” in their offices. However, in 2012, this directive was challenged by the 

government in the Delhi High Court.29 The case is still pending. The main objection raised was 

that the order appointing transparency officers was passed by the Commission without 

jurisdiction and an order under Section 19(8)(a) of the RTI Act could be passed in respect of a 

specific case, which is before the CIC in an appeal. Meanwhile, the Department of Personnel 

& Training (DoPT) came up with an office memorandum (15 April, 2013) emphasising the 

need to set up a “compliance mechanism to ensure that requirements under section 4 of the RTI 

Act are met”. It was directed that “each Central Ministry/ Public Authority should appoint a 

senior officer not below the rank of a Joint Secretary and not below rank of Additional HOD 

in case of attached offices for ensuring compliance with the proactive disclosure guidelines”.30 

                                                           
29Ravi Kiran Edara, Section 4 of the RTI Act: How to strengthen the weakest link?,NEWSLAUNDRY.COM(June 

15, 2019, 11:10 AM), https://www.newslaundry.com/2015/04/28/section-4-of-rti-act-how-to-strengthen-the-

weakest-link  
30Ibid.  

http://cic.gov.in/cic_circulars/direction-15112010.pdf
http://delhihighcourt.nic.in/dhcqrydisp_o.asp?pn=72049&yr=2015
http://ccis.nic.in/WriteReadData/CircularPortal/D2/D02rti/Suo_moto_disclosure-15042013.pdf
https://www.newslaundry.com/2015/04/28/section-4-of-rti-act-how-to-strengthen-the-weakest-link
https://www.newslaundry.com/2015/04/28/section-4-of-rti-act-how-to-strengthen-the-weakest-link
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Thus, the functions and responsibilities of the “nodal officer” created by DoPT are more or less 

similar to those of a “transparency officer “envisioned by CIC earlier through its directive (dt. 

5th November, 2010). There are various factors that leads to non- disclosure of information by 

authorities. They are as follows: 

1. Lack of Transparency: Most of the Government Websites lacks in suo motu disclosure of 

public information under a mandatory provision of the Right to Information Act, according to 

an official report released by the Central Information Commission (CIC).Transparency 

watchdog CIC has undertaken an evaluation to ascertain the quality of suo moto disclosure 

under Section 4 of the RTI Act made by various public authorities. The evaluation was 

conducted by a committee comprising AN Tiwari, former Chief Information Commissioner 

and MM Ansari, former Information Commissioner. It has been found that out of 838 public 

authorities, 158 public authorities got grade A, 157 public authorities got grade B, 118 public 

authorities got grade C, 133 public authorities got grade D and 272 public authorities got grade 

E.31 

2. Infrastructure Problem: One of the major problems faced by the public authorities that 

prevent them to disclose the information is infrastructure problems. Many public authority 

offices in village and backward areas lack proper infrastructure. In many offices there is no 

computer or if there is any computer or laptop then there is either only one computer in the 

staff of many people. This is one of the major hindrances in disclosure of information because 

they have hardly any resources to publish any information on the websites because there is 

hardly any computer or laptop and this is also a major problems and challenges to RTI Act. 

3. Non-Maintenance of websites: This problem is also a major hindrance in suo motu 

disclosure and therefore to RTI Act. This includes not publishing obvious and important items 

of information on websites, not publishing relevant facts before taking key policy decisions, 

poor record management practices and so on. In its Annual Report (2012-13), the Central 

Information Commission (CIC) lamented that despite having good information & 

communication technology (ICT) infrastructure, mandatory disclosure norms remain 

unattended. Only 568 public authorities had so far reported posting of their Section 4(1)(b) 

disclosures on their websites. 32 

                                                           
31https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/most-of-central-government-department-

websites-lack-transparency-cic-audit/articleshow/66713754.cms (June 15, 5:45 PM). 
32https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/Reports/AR2012-13E_0.pdf(June 15, 2019, 7:10 PM). 

http://cic.gov.in/AnnualReports/AR-2012-13/AR2012-13E.pdf
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/most-of-central-government-department-websites-lack-transparency-cic-audit/articleshow/66713754.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/politics-and-nation/most-of-central-government-department-websites-lack-transparency-cic-audit/articleshow/66713754.cms
https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/Reports/AR2012-13E_0.pdf
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4. Low Public Awareness: Low awareness level: Section 26 of the Act states that the 

appropriate Government may develop and organize educational programmes to advance the 

understanding of the public, especially disadvantaged communities, regarding how to exercise 

the rights contemplated under the Act. However, as per the survey it was revealed that only 

15% of the respondents were aware of the RTI Act.33 During the awareness survey, it was also 

observed that the major sources of this awareness were: 

 • Mass media channels like television channels, newspapers etc 

 • Word of mouth  

The Nodal Departments (with specific reference to the State Governments studied) have 

not undertaken any substantial steps to promote the RTI Act. It was observed that the awareness 

was least among the disadvantageous sections of the community such as women, rural 

population and OBC/SC/ST category.  

5. Inadequate trained PIOs and First Appellate Authority (FAA): Low level of training: 

An in-depth Understanding of the RTI Act is a basic requirement of a PIO to discharge duties 

effectively. However as per the finding of the committee established by the Govt. of India for 

introspecting in effective implementation of the RTI, it was found that only 55% of the PIOs 

have received RTI training.  

6. Inadequate Resources disseminated for this cause: The govt. though had taken many 

measures to overcome the problem of resources allocation but their efforts have always been 

short of what they thought to achieve. There is always a problem of inadequate resource 

disseminate. The main reason for this is unwillingness of the govt. on this particular issue and 

also corruption is one of the major causes for this problem. The internal processes within the 

Public Authorities are not defined, so as to take care of the requirement of the relevant suo 

motu clauses. Various Departments and Ministries of Government of India have in the last one 

year posted the requirements specified under section 4(1)(b) on the website. However, the 

status of the same in the State Government departments and websites is significantly poor and 

it is assumed that the availability of information on the website is a more convenient manner 

of disseminating and updating the information. 

                                                           
33PricewaterhouseCoopers, Final Understanding the “Key Issues and Constraints” in implementing the RTI Act 

at 37, 38.  
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7. No Minimum Standard for Proactive Disclosure: One of the major problems in suo motu 

disclosure is that there is no minimum standard which would govern the proactive and other 

forms of disclosures. Efforts should be made to support the development of a regional 

minimum standard for proactive disclosure. 

8. Lack of appointment of Nodal Officers: To serve real purpose of proactive disclosure 

provision, it is extremely important that the ‘nodal officer’ is given express statutory 

recognition. His duty shall be to receive and deliver time-bound decisions on all complaints 

against actual or perceived non-fulfilment of Section 4 and an appeal against his order can lie 

with Information Commission (CIC/SIC). This way, it can be ensured that the mechanism to 

deal with cases of failure of public authorities in ensuring suo motu disclosures becomes 

speedy, de-centralized and enforceable. 

9. Publishing of irrelevant information: Sometimes the information published is less relevant 

to the general public. For an ordinary citizen, once the curiosity regarding the salaries of the 

president and their civil servant neighbour has been satisfied, most of the information uploaded 

proactively becomes useless. So, it is very important to make sure that that information 

uploaded proactively is relevant to its users. Though it is written in RTI Act of India to publish 

relevant information by the public authorities is obligatory still the information published by 

them are not relevant and the information which cannot be used by the public. It is necessary 

for government to lay down standards for uploading relevant information and not something 

completely irrelevant. For this, the government should keep in mind the feedback from round 

tables with civil society and the public; and information associated with the exercise of a right, 

such as the right to water, unemployment benefit, security, or a healthy environment and other 

such criteria which helps the public authorities to find out the information that will be relevant 

for the public. 34 

10. Lack of Political will and lack of motivation among PIOs: There is also a lack of political 

will among the politicians related to the strong implementation of RTI Act and this 

 makes the RTI Act weaker. There were no new regulations being introduced by the 

Government and also the older rules and regulations were not being followed. In addition to 

                                                           
34Madhumita Bose, Comparative Analysis of Suo motu Disclosure Under Rti Act in Different Countries, 

CENTRAL INFORMATION COMMISSION (June 15, 2019, 11:15 PM),  

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf.   

 

https://cic.gov.in/sites/default/files/suo%20moto%20paper%20by%20madhumita.pdf
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this, PIOs lack the motivation to implement RTI Act. During the RTI workshops organised in 

the surveyed states, PIOs cited that there were no incentives for taking on the responsibility of 

a PIO; however, penalties were imposed in cases of non-compliance. It was also observed that 

there is a wide variance in the seniority levels of PIOs. 

  



 

24 | P a g e  

 

SAMPLE STUDY ON SUO MOTU DISCLOSURE BY DIFFERENT MINISTRIES 

AND UNION TERRITORIES 

 

In this research paper, the researcher will also analysis suo motu disclosure by different 

Ministries and different Departments under that Ministries and also will analyse disclosure on 

the websites by some Union Territories. This will give a clear view about some Ministries and 

UTs that whether they are following the RTI Act by disclosing the information available about 

their minutes of proceedings, publishing data, statistics, etc. Research Analysis are as follows:  

 

1. Ministry of Defence: Ministry of Defence has four departments under it. They are 

Department of Defence (DOD), Department of Ex-Serviceman Welfare (ESW), Department of 

Defence Production (DDP), and Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO).  

 

 Department of Defence (DOD) - The Department of Defence has almost followed all 

the guidelines of the RTI Act and have provided information under Section 4 (1)(b) of 

the RTI Act, 2005. The Department under MOD has followed all the sections and sub-

sections under Section 4 (1)(b) of the RTI Act i.e. starting from section 4(1)(b)(i) to 

section 4(1)(b)(xvii). The DOD has proactively disclosed all the information available 

to them on their website such as Particulars of organization, functions and duties, norms 

for the discharge of functions, Monthly remuneration received by officers and 

employees, etc. The budget allocated to each agency is also up to date and the data 

which is available are from the period 2016-2017, 2017-2018, 2018-2019. By and large 

most of the information is published on the website but there was certain information 

on which data is available from the period of 2010-2012 and in second case the data is 

not at all available. The first data is related to list of RM/RRM/officers of the rank of 

joint secretary. For the rest of the years no data is available. The second data is related 

to the foreign tours of Ministries and officials. In this case no data is available and no 

there is no disclosure. So, this has to be provided under RTI Act under suo motu 

disclosure.  

 

 Department of Ex Serviceman Welfare (ESW): The Department of Ex-Serviceman 

Welfare (ESW) has followed all the guidelines of the RTI Act, 2005 and has provided 

information under Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act. The Department under MOD has 

followed all the sections and sub sections under Section 4(1)(b) i.e. starting from section 
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4 (1)(b)(i) to section 4 (1)(b)(xvi). The Department has proactively disclosed all the 

information available to them on their website such as particulars of organisation, 

functions and duties, particulars of any arrangement that exists for consultation with or 

representation by the members of the public in relation to the formulation of its policy 

or implementation thereof, etc.  

 

 Department of Defence Production (DDP): The Department of Defence Production 

(DDP) has followed all the guidelines of the RTI Act, 2005 and has provided 

information under Section 4(1)(b). The Department under MOD has followed all the 

sections and sub-sections under Section 4(1)(b) i.e. starting from section 4(1)(b)(i) to 

section 4(1)(b)(xvii). The Department had proactively disclosed all the information 

available to them on their website such as the names, designations and other particulars 

of the Public Information Officers, the budget allocated to each of its agency, indicating 

the particulars of all plans, proposed expenditures and reports on disbursements made, 

etc. However, there is one thing that need to be updated in their website is that the name 

of the Defence Minister and Defence Minister for State should be changed i.e. from 

Nirmala Sitharaman to Rajnath Singh and Dr. Subhash Bhamre to Shripad Yesso Naik.  

 

 Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO): The RTI Link on the 

website of DRDO is not working and it is displayed on the site that ‘can’t reach the 

page’.  

 

2. Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment: The Ministry of Social Justice and 

Empowerment has RTI Link on its website. What the researcher observed and analyse is that 

most of the data is up to the year 2017 only. Such as the data of Annual Return of the Ministry 

to Central Information Commission is up to the year 2017, the data of Annual Progress Report 

under Section 25 of the RTI Act 2005 is up to the year August 2018, the data of list of First 

Appellate Authorities is up to the year February 2018, the data for list of Central Public 

Information Officers (CPIOs) of the Department of Social Justice and Empowerment is up to 

the year August 2017. Though the website of this Ministry was last updated on 11th June 2019 

but it seems that the disclosure is not up to date and it is old. So, this shows that still there are 

still websites of some Ministries which lacks transparency and accountability.  
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3. Central Information Commission (CIC): The website of Central Information Commission 

is up to date and suo motu disclosure under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is followed. All 

the disclosures which is mandatory for publishing is maintained and published. Certain records 

were maintained some of them were; foreign tour details of CIC/IC's, the Name & Designation 

of PIO, the manner of execution of subsidy programmes, including the amount allocation and 

the details of beneficiaries of such programmes, a statement of the Boards, Councils, 

Committees & other bodies consisting of two or more persons constituted as its part or for the 

purpose of its advice & as to whether meetings of those Boards, Councils, Committees & other 

bodies and so on.  

 

4. Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances & Pensions: This Ministry has three 

Departments namely Department of Personnel and Training (DOPT), Department of Pensions 

and Pensioner’s Welfare (DOP&PW), Department of Administrative Reforms and Public 

Grievances (DARPG). The analysis of suo moto disclosure of the Departments are as follows: 

 Department of Personnel and Training (DOPT): The Department of Personnel and 

Training has maintained all the records that are mandatory to be disclosed under the 

suo motu disclosure under section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005. The Department has up to 

date records of all the information. However, Discretionary & Non-Discretionary 

Grants are not disclosed and there is no data available on this matter.  

 Department of Pensions and Pensioner’s Welfare (DOP&PW):  The Department of 

Pensions and Pensioner’s Welfare has maintained all the records that are mandatory to 

be disclosed under the suo motu disclosure under section 4of the RTI Act, 2005. The 

Department has up to date records of all the information. 

 Department of Administrative Reforms and Public Grievances (DARPG): The 

Department of Administrative Reforms and Public Grievances has maintained all the 

records that are mandatory to be disclosed under the suo motu disclosure under section 

4 of the RTI Act, 2005. The Department has up to date records of all the information 

and the record is last updated on 1 April, 2019.  

 

5.  Ministry of Road, Transport and Highways (MORTH): The website of this Ministry has 

RTI link. Though there is suo motu disclosure under Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005 but the last 

Audit Report of the Ministry of Road Transport and Highways on proactive disclosure under 

RTI Act, 2005 was on July 2016. The website was also last updated on 9th August, 2018. Also, 
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the data containing details of foreign visit/tours of officers of MORTH was only up to the year 

31st December 2017. This shows lack of transparency and even after more than 13 years of 

implementation of the RTI Act, 2005 there is still a lot to improve and we can see that the 

websites of ministries were not up to date.  

 

6. Ministry of Shipping: The Ministry of Shipping has also fulfilled the spirit of the RTI Act 

and has maintained all the records that were covered under suo motu disclosure under Section 

4 of the RTI Act, 2005. The website on which there is RTI link was last updated on 6th June, 

2019. This shows that this Ministry’s compliance with the suo motu disclosure is not upto the 

mark. Under Ministry of Shipping there is one Department i.e. Directorate General of Shipping. 

This Department was also complied with the norms laid by the RTI Act and with respect to this 

conducted its last audit report on 9th January 2019.  

 

7. Ministry of Civil Aviation: The Ministry of Civil Aviation has also proactively disclosed 

all the information on its website such as Monthly Remuneration of Officials/Employees of 

MoCA Sectt and this data is for the September month in year 2018. However, there are certain 

disclosures which are not up to date they are – Organizational Chart. This chart was dated 7th 

November 2017 and till date no new chart were there. But at large most of the information is 

published under proactive disclosure.  

 

8. Ministry of Information and Broadcasting: The website of Ministry of Information and 

Broadcasting also contained the link of RTI. The website of this Ministry is also up to date and 

it discloses all the information covered under Section 4 of the RTI Act i.e. suo motu disclosure. 

It contains organisation chart of this Ministry, organisation set up, information under Section 

4(1)(b) of RTI Act 2005 (Information Manual), etc. were published and also updated till date.  

 

9. Union Territory of Lakshadweep: The website of UT of Lakshadweep which contains RTI 

link is very poorly managed. Even after more than 13 years of RTI Act, 2005. The website 

even doesn’t contain the headings of proactive disclosure or suo motu disclosure. The whole 

page of RTI in this website only contain UTL Central Public Information Officers which is 

also dated to way back on 16th June 2012. Other information such as remittance of fee realized 

for supply of Information under “Right to Information Act – 2005” was also dated to way back 

in the year 2006. Though the website was last updated on 19th May 2019 but there should be 

some documents regarding suo motu disclosure of some relevant information.  
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10. Union Territory of Daman & Diu: The Union Territory have also RTI link on its website. 

But it has the same problem as with the website of UT of Lakshadweep. The data is not updated 

till date and even if they are updated then the last date of updates of all the data under suo motu 

information is dated back to the year 2014. There are 38 Departments under the administration 

of UT of Daman & Diu and the suo motu disclosure by all the departments was last updated in 

the year 2014. This shows that there is no political will and transparency on the part of the 

administration of Daman & Diu.  

 

11. Union Territory of Dadar and Nagar Haveli: The Union Territory of Dadar and Nagar 

Haveli has same issue as that of the above two. The data is not updated. No proactive or suo 

motu disclosure is being published on the website. The RTI link only contained the list of Public 

Information Officers and CPIOs and no other material or information.  

 

12. Union Territory of Chandigarh: The website of Union Territory of Chandigarh has also 

RTI link. In this link all the name of the Departments under UT of Chandigarh is mentioned 

and it is also mentioned that what information is exempt from disclosure under Section 8 of the 

RTI Act. It contains the name of department and the information which you would like to 

sought. According to the analysis of the researcher the website of UT of Chandigarh is better 

than all the other UTs. The data published is also up to date. Information such as Statutory 

Information relating to the functions and duties of various departments and its officers / 

employees procedure followed such as rules / regulations / instructions / manuals used, 

arrangements for consultation with the public / boards / corporations committee constituted, 

directory of officers, monthly remuneration received by officers / employees, budget allocated, 

subsidy programmes and name of PIOs/AAs is available on the website.  

 

13. Union Territory of Puducherry: The Union Territory of Puducherry has also RTI link in 

their website. Under the UT of Puducherry there are 45 Departments under it and only one 

Department i.e. Department of Transport has updated data i.e. up to the year 2018. Rest all the 

Depts. Has either the data dated back to the year 2013, 2012 or it dated back to the year 2005. 

Although the RTI page was last updated on 4th June 2019 but the data and the information 

disclosed continues to be older.  
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14. Union Territory of Andaman and Nicobar Islands: The Union Territory of Andaman 

and Nicobar Island has no official website of its own and its website name is National 

Informatics Centre Andaman & Nicobar Islands MEIT, Government of India. The RTI link on 

this website has no information and there is no publishing of information or suo motu disclosure 

of information. The page is blank and it is written on the page that “RTI applications seeking 

information from NIC should be addressed to NIC, Hqrs along with Indian Postal order of 

Rs 10 in favour of PIO, NIC New Delhi. RTI applicants are also advised to submit the 

application online through RTI Portal of Govt of India”. So, there is no information available 

on the administration of Andaman & Nicobar and even in the year 2019 there is no official 

website of Administration of Andaman and Nicobar Island. This is a bizarre and it shows lack 

of accountability and transparency on the place of Government officials and machinery. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

Suo motu disclosure provision is an important provision of RTI Act which is necessary 

for limiting corruption and enabling transparency. With this it increases the participation of the 

citizens and forming an informed citizenry and also increases equality in access as more and 

more public can make use of the information uploaded proactively by the government officials. 

With this, there can be a better security of the government information and relevant information 

can be uploaded by improving the quality of information and management of the same.  

By reviewing the websites of 8 Ministries and 6 Union Territories and the disclosures 

made by them, it is clear that still there is a lot of scope to improve on suo motu disclosure. 

Most of the Union Territories except few did not even have the column of Proactive Disclosure 

or suo motu disclosure on their website and even if they have than the data is not updated till 

date. The researcher on analysing suo motu disclosure by some ministries finds that most of 

the websites of the ministries having RTI link are up to date except few where there is data 

available but the only thing that misses out is that the data available is not up to date for instance 

the website of Ministry of Road, Transport and Highways have disclosed the information till 

the year 2017 and also the website is last updated in the year 2018. This shows that still there 

is a long way to achieve 100% transparency in Right to Information, 2005.  

The researcher in this research paper also discusses landmark case laws on suo motu 

disclosure and also the challenges in suo motu disclosure. The quality and quantity of proactive 

disclosure is not up to the desired level. However, it has time and again been emphasized by 

the champions of RTI that the weak implementation of Section 4 of the RTI Act is partly 

because certain provisions of this section have not been detailed and, in case of certain other 

provisions, there is need for laying down detailed guidelines. Further, there is a need to set up 

a compliance mechanism to ensure that requirements under Section 4 of the RTI Act are met. 

Various departments and Ministries of the government of India have in the last one year posted 

the requirements specified under Section 4(1)(b) of the website. However, the matter of 

concern is the condition of the State government departments and websites. Government has 

issued directions to all Ministries/Departments to include a chapter on RTI in their annual 

reports submitted to the Parliament. Details about compliance with proactive disclosure 

guidelines should mandatorily be included in the relevant chapter in the Annual report of the 
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Ministry/Department. Every Public authority has been asked to do an audit report and the 

respective ministry has been asked to monitor it.  
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