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Abstract 

In this research paper the author tries to explain the concept of exceptions under RTI Act, 2005 

with special reference to Section 8(1)(d), (e) and (j) of the Act. The research paper starts by 

describing the origin of the concept of “Right to Information” in the introduction part then 

proceeds to the statutory provisions which deals with the exemptions against Right to 

Information of a person then give a brief interpretation of those provisions. Thereafter, analysis 

of Supreme Court and High Courts judgments with respect to Section 8(1) (d), (e) and (j) of the 

Act. The research paperends with the conclusion of the study.  

 

INTRODUTION 

The Right to Information is a Fundamental Right and guaranteed under Article 19(1)(a) of the 

Constitution of India i.e.Freedom of Speech and Expressionrecognised by many Supreme Court 

judgments. The Right to Information Act, 2005 is a law enacted through Act No. 22 of 2005 by 

the Indian Parliament for setting out a practical regime for the citizens of India to secure access 

to information under the control of public authorities, in order to promote transparency and 

accountability in working of every public authority. The Act extends to the whole of India, 

except the State of Jammu and Kashmir. Section 6(2) of the act empowers the citizens of India to 

sought information from any public authority even without telling the reason as to why he/she 

required the information. As per Section 3 of the RTI act only the citizens of India can sought the 

information. The public authorities need to disclose every information except the information 

which is exempted under Section 8 and 9 of the RTI Act, 2005. 
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Exceptions Under RTI Act 

Sec. 8 exempts from disclosure certain information and contents as stated in Sub-clauses (a) to 

(j) and Section 9 0f the RTI Act, 2005. The statutory provisions are as follows: 

“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: 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; 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1001313/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/464173/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/26532/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1423139/
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https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1494553/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1000068/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1535548/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1788374/
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(j) information which relates to personal information the disclosure of which has not 

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. 

 

9. Grounds for rejection to access in certain cases.—Without prejudice to the provisions of 

section 8, a Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case 

may be may reject a request for information where such a request for providing access would 

involve an infringement of copyright subsisting in a person other than the State.”1 

 

Section 8 (1)(a) of the Act exempts the information which would harm the national sovereignty 

and integrity of India, the security, strategy, scientific or economic interest of the state, relation 

with foreign state or lead to incitement of an offence. Sub-clause (b) exempts information, which 

is expressly forbidden by any court of law or tribunal or the dispute of which may constitute 

contempt of court. Sub-clause (c) exempted the information which would cause a breach of 

privilege of Parliament or the State Legislature. Sub-clause (d) exempts the information which 

would harm the competitive position of a third party. Sub-clause (e) exempts the information 

which is available to a person in his fiduciary relationship. Sub-clause (f) exempts the 

information received from the foreign state in confidence. Sub-clause (g) exempted the 

information which would endanger the life of physical safety of any person or identify the source 

of information or assistance given in confidence for law enforcement or security purposes. Sub-

clause (h) exempts the information which would hamper the investigation process or 

apprehension or prosecution of offenders. Sub-clause (i) exempted the information related to the 

disclosure of Cabinet papers. Sub-clause (j) exempted the information which relates to the 

personal information of a person. 

 

Section 9 of the RTI Act, 2005 exempts the information the access of which would infringed the 

copy rights subsisting in the person other than the state.  

                                                           
1From the RTI Act, 2005 

https://indiankanoon.org/doc/223928/
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Section 24(1) of the RTI Act itself states that intelligence and security organizations are 

exempted from the disclosure provided thatthe information pertains to allegations of corruption 

and human rights violations shall not be exempted under the Act. 

 

 

Exception under Section 8(1)(d) 

 

Section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act, 2005 exempted the 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. 

 

In Rajan Verma vs Union of India, Ministry of Finance2, the petitioner one after another moved 

number of RTI applications before different departments to sought information, they all were 

rejected thereafter, the petitioner approach the division bench of the High Court but the petitioner 

himself withdrawn the writ but later he approached the CIC, the Commission vide impugned 

order dated 8.11.2007 has reached the conclusion that the petitioners is seeking information in 

respect of details of customers and the same falls under the exempted category under Sections 

8(1)(d), 8(1)(e) and 8(1)(i)of the RTI Act. It has been further observed that information sought 

by the petitioner was not only from the Canara Bank but also from the Banking Division of the 

Government of India and from the Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance. Both 

these authorities have transferred the RTI application to the Canara Bank which is the 

appropriate Public Authority holding the information. It has been further observed that the 

petitioner is unnecessarily approaching multiple authorities for the same set of information 

knowing it fully well that the information requested is held by the Canara Bank and not by either 

the Banking Division or by the Department of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance. The 

competitive position of the third party including an information relating to commercial 

confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property cannot be sought as the same is barred 

                                                           
2(2008) 149 PLR 253 
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under Section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act. It has been further observed that personal information and 

the information between the people in fiduciary relationship, is exempted from disclosure under 

the RTI Act. By observing the facts and circumstances of the present case the Punjab and 

Haryana High Court observed that the petitioner has resorted to rush the hierarchy of the bank by 

filing application under the RTI Act in respect of information for which the bank is exempted 

under Section 8 of the RTI Act. It so seems that the petitioner has misused the provisions of RTI 

Act. So, in these circumstances, the writ petition is without any merit and as such, the same 

stands dismissed. 

In Narendra Kumar Gupta vs. Union of India3, the petitioner through RTI application seeking 

certain information including affidavit of Devendra Gupta, bank statement and copy of Cheque 

No. 631401 dated 13.10.2000. The petitioner preferred another application dated 16.11.2011 

stating that the petitioner's father Radha Vallabh Gupta and mother Smt. Satyawati Gupta died 

on 25.4.2011 and 29.12.2005, respectively. Petitioners are three brothers, namely, Narendra 

Kumar, Yatendra Kumar and Devendra Kumar. Being real brothers, they are legal 

representatives of their parents. It is stated that the petitioner's brother Devendra Kumar has 

withdrawn certain amount from the Pension Saving Account of his father. The description of 

account is given in the said application. It was prayed that the documents desired by earlier 

application be provided to him. This application of the petitioner is rejected by order dated 

17.12.2011. The petitioner feeling aggrieved by this order preferred an appeal under the RTI Act. 

The appellate authority by order dated 1.2.2012 rejected the said appeal. The original and 

appellate orders are called in question by the petitioner by preferring second appeal before CIC. 

The CIC by order dated 31.5.2013 rejected the appeal and affirmed the order of first appellate 

authority. These orders are put to test in this petition.It is true that the third party/petitioner's 

father, who was account holder, is no more. Yet, the question is whether the denial to provide 

these documents is in consonance with section 8 (1)(d) and (j) of the RTI Act. It was observed by 

the M.P. High Court that the petitioner is unable to show that the information desired has any 

relation with public activity or interest. In absence thereof, no fault can be found in the impugned 

orders. Petition fails and is hereby dismissed. 

                                                           
3W P No. 5394/2013 
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In Sri G Gopal Reddy vs. Andhra Bank, the Karnataka High Court4 observed that the petitioner 

claims to be a Managing Director of the partnership firm known as 'Sri SSA Construction Firm'. 

In that light, the petitioner Firm, Surya Constructions Firm and Suryakanth J.V. Firms have 

entered into tripartite agreement. In respect of certain work that had been undertaken for Andhra 

Pradesh Government, the work has been completed. Insofar as the present petition is concerned, 

the petitioner claims to be aggrieved by the orders passed by the Public Information Officer of 

respondent’s No. 1 and 2-bank and also the Appellate Authority. The further grievance is also 

made out with regard to the order dated 09.02.2016 passed by the Central Information 

Commission, New Delhi. The petitioner seeking information would indicate that the details as 

sought is in respect of one Sri Mallikarjuna Reddy. The petitioner no doubt contends that the said 

Sri Mallikarjuna Reddy, is a partner of the petitioner firm and therefore the manner in which the 

loan was settled was required to be known to the petitioner. In that regard, a perusal of the order 

passed by the Appellate Authority as well as the Central Information Commission would 

disclose that while taking note of the application filed by the petitioner, the nature of the 

transaction and the details sought has been referred to and, in that light, the information 

exempted under Section 8(1)(d), (e) and (j) of the RTI Act was referred and therefore the same 

was not provided. Insofar as the loan in question relating to M/s Surya Constructions, it was 

indicated that the said loan was closed on 22.08.2012 under the OTS Scheme. However, in the 

instant facts, as already indicated above, the petitioner though claiming to be a partner of the 

construction company of which the said Sri Mallikarjuna Reddy is also a partner, the details as 

sought relates to the manner in which the account of Sri Mallikarjuna Reddy was in issue. If that 

be the position, the Public Information Officer, Appellate Authority as also the Central 

Information Commission were justified in their conclusion. The orders impugned herein 

therefore do not call for interference in this petition. 

 

Exception under Section 8(1)(e) 

 

Section (8)(1)(e) exempts the information which is available to a person in his fiduciary 

relationship. The Advanced Law Lexicon, 3rd Edition, 2005, defines fiduciary relationship as "a 

                                                           
4W P No. 34247/2016 
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relationship in which one person is under a duty to act for the benefit of the other on the matters 

within the scope of the fiduciary relationship. Fiduciary relationship usually arise in one of the 

four situations (1) when one person places trust in the faithful integrity of another, who as a 

result gains superiority or influence over the first, (2) when one person assumes control and 

responsibility over another, (3) when one person has a duty to act or give advice to another on 

matters falling within the scope of the relationship, or (4) when there is specific relationship that 

has traditionally be recognized as involving fiduciary duties, as with a lawyer and a client, or a 

stockbroker and a customer.” 

The term fiduciary relationship has been well discussed by the Supreme Court in the case 

of Central Board of Secondary Education and Anr. vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay and Ors5. In 

the said decision, their Lordships referred various authorities to ascertain the meaning of the term 

fiduciary relationship and observed thus: - 

Black’s Law Dictionary6 defines ‘fiduciary relationship’ thus: 

“A relationship in which one person is under a duty to act for the benefit of the other on matters 

within the scope of the relationship. Fiduciary relationships – such as trustee-beneficiary, 

guardian-ward, agent- principal, and attorney-client – require the highest duty of care. Fiduciary 

relationships usually arise in one of four situations : (1) when one person places trust in the 

faithful integrity of another, who as a result gains superiority or influence over the first, (2) when 

one person assumes control and responsibility over another, (3) when one person has a duty to 

act for or give advice to another on matters falling within the scope of the relationship, or (4) 

when there is a specific relationship that has traditionally been recognized as involving fiduciary 

duties, as with a lawyer and a client or a stockbroker and a customer.” 

The American Restatements (Trusts and Agency) define ‘fiduciary’ as one whose intention is to 

act for the benefit of another as to matters relevant to the relation between them.  

The Corpus Juris Secundum7 attempts to define fiduciary thus: 

                                                           
5 (2011) 8 SCC 497 
6(7th Edition, Page 640) 
7(Vol. 36A page 381) 
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“A general definition of the word which is sufficiently comprehensive to embrace all cases 

cannot well be given. The term is derived from the civil, or Roman, law. It connotes the idea of 

trust or confidence, contemplates good faith, rather than legal obligation, as the basis of the 

transaction, refers to the integrity, the fidelity, of the party trusted, rather than his credit or 

ability, and has been held to apply to all persons who occupy a position of peculiar confidence 

toward others, and to include those informal relations which exist whenever one-party trusts and 

relies on another, as well as technical fiduciary relations. 

The word ‘fiduciary,’ as a noun, means one who holds a thing in trust for another, a trustee, a 

person holding the character of a trustee, or a character analogous to that of a trustee, with 

respect to the trust and confidence involved in it and the scrupulous good faith and candor which 

it requires; a person having the duty, created by his undertaking, to act primarily for another’s 

benefit in matters connected with such undertaking. Also, more specifically, in a statute, a 

guardian, trustee, executor, administrator, receiver, conservator, or any person acting in any 

fiduciary capacity for any person, trust, or estate. Some examples of what, in particular 

connections, the term has been held to include and not to include are set out in the note.”  

Words and Phrases, Permanent Edition 8defines ‘fiducial relation’ thus: 

“There is a technical distinction between a ‘fiducial relation’ which is more correctly applicable 

to legal relationships between parties, such as guardian and ward, administrator and heirs, and 

other similar relationships, and ‘confidential relation’ which includes the legal relationships, and 

also every other relationship wherein confidence is rightly reposed and is exercised. 

Generally, the term ‘fiduciary’ applies to any person who occupies a position of peculiar 

confidence towards another. It refers to integrity and fidelity. It contemplates fair dealing and 

good faith, rather than legal obligation, as the basis of the transaction. The term includes those 

informal relations which exist whenever one-party trusts and relies upon another, as well as 

technical fiduciary relations.” 20.4) In Bristol and West Building Society vs. Mothew[1998 Ch. 

1] the term fiduciary was defined thus: 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
8(Vol. 16A, Page 41) 
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“A fiduciary is someone who has undertaken to act for and on behalf of another in a particular 

matter in circumstances which give rise to a relationship of trust and confidence. The 

distinguishing obligation of a fiduciary is the obligation of loyalty….. A fiduciary must act in 

good faith; he must not make a profit out of his trust; he must not place himself in a position 

where his duty and his interest may conflict; he may not act for his own benefit or the benefit of 

a third person without the informed consent of his principal.” 20.5) In Wolf vs. Superior Court9 

the California Court of Appeals defined fiduciary relationship as under : 

“any relationship existing between the parties to the transaction where one of the parties is duty 

bound to act with utmost good faith for the benefit of the other party. Such a relationship 

ordinarily arises where confidence is reposed by one person in the integrity of another, and in 

such a relation the party in whom the confidence is reposed, if he voluntarily accepts or assumes 

to accept the confidence, can take no advantage from his acts relating to the interests of the other 

party without the latter’s knowledge and consent.” 

The term ‘fiduciary’ refers to a person having a duty to act for the benefit of another, showing 

good faith and condour, where such other person reposes trust and special confidence in the 

person owing or discharging the duty. The term ‘fiduciary relationship’ is used to describe a 

situation or transaction where one-person (beneficiary) places complete confidence in another 

person (fiduciary) in regard to his affairs, business or transaction/s. The term also refers to a 

person who holds a thing in trust for another (beneficiary). The fiduciary is expected to act in 

confidence and for the benefit and advantage of the beneficiary and use good faith and fairness in 

dealing with the beneficiary or the things belonging to the beneficiary. If the beneficiary has 

entrusted anything to the fiduciary, to hold the thing in trust or to execute certain acts in regard to 

or with reference to the entrusted thing, the fiduciary has to act in confidence and expected not to 

disclose the thing or information to any third party. There are also certain relationships where 

both the parties have to act in a fiduciary capacity treating the other as the beneficiary. Examples 

of these are: a partner vis-à-vis another partner and an employer vis-à-vis employee. An 

employee who comes into possession of business or trade secrets or confidential information 

relating to the employer in the course of his employment, is expected to act as a fiduciary and 

cannot disclose it to others. Similarly, if on the request of the employer or official superior or the 

                                                           
9[2003 (107) California Appeals, 4th 25] 
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head of a department, an employee furnishes his personal details and information, to be retained 

in confidence, the employer, the official superior or departmental head is expected to hold such 

personal information in confidence as a fiduciary, to be made use of or disclosed only if the 

employee’s conduct or acts are found to be prejudicial to the employer.” 

It was observed by the Supreme Court in RBI vs Jayantilal N. Mistry10, that the exemption 

contained in Section 8(1)(e) applies to exceptional cases and only with regard to certain pieces of 

information, for which disclosure is unwarranted or undesirable. If information is available with 

a regulatory agency not in fiduciary relationship, there is no reason to withhold the disclosure of 

the same. However, where information is required by mandate of law to be provided to an 

authority, it cannot be said that such information is being provided in a fiduciary relationship. As 

in the instant case, the Financial institutions have an obligation to provide all the information to 

the RBI and such an information shared under an obligation/ duty cannot be considered to come 

under the purview of being shared in fiduciary relationship. One of the main characteristic of a 

Fiduciary relationship is “Trust and Confidence”. Something that RBI and the Banks lack 

between them. 

The Supreme Court in Bihar Public Service Commission v. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi: (2012) 

13 SCC 61 examined the term "fiduciary relationship" in context of Section 8 of the RTI Act and 

held as under:- 

"The term "fiduciary relationship" is used to describe a situation or transaction where one person 

places complete confidence in another person in regard to his affairs, business or transactions. 

Section 8(1)(e), therefore, carves out a protection in favour of a person who possesses 

information in his fiduciary relationship. This protection can be negated by the competent 

authority where larger public interest warrants the disclosure of such information, in which case, 

the authority is expected to record reasons for its satisfaction.  

The Delhi High Court in Rekha Chopra vs. State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur11, came up 

with the question whether a bank is obliged to disclose information pertaining to its customers in 

                                                           

10TRANSFERRED CASE (CIVIL) NO. 91 OF 2015 
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response to an application made under the RTI Act?in response to this question the court 

observes in paragraph 8 of the judgment as:- 

“The Bank, while dealing with its customers, acts in various capacities. Undisputedly, the 

relationship between a customer and a banker requires trust, good faith, honesty and confidence. 

Black's law dictionary defines fiduciary relationship as "one founded on trust or confidence 

reposed by one person in the integrity and fidelity of another." Fiduciary relationship in law is 

ordinarily a confidential relationship; one which is founded on the trust and confidence. In this 

view, a banker would undoubtedly, stand in a fiduciary capacity in respect of transactions and 

information provided by its customers.” 

Exception under Section 8(1)(j) 

The Supreme Court in Bihar Public Service Commission v. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi12 

observes the provisions of section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005 as under: 

The 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 would fall within the exempted category, unless the authority concerned 

is satisfied that larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information. It is, therefore, 

to be understood clearly that it is a statutory exemption which must operate as a rule and only in 

exceptional cases would disclosure be permitted, that too, for reasons to be recorded 

demonstrating satisfaction to the test of larger public interest. 

In Allahabad Bank vs. Nitesh Kumar Tripathi13, the respondent before this Court filed an 

application seeking certain information, including details of the assets declared by all officers 

above Scale-III of the petitioner bank. The said application was responded by the CPIO of the 

petitioner bank on 12th August, 2011. However, even before receipt of the reply from the CPIO, 

the respondent had already preferred an appeal before the First Appellate Authority. Vide order 

dated 26th August, 2011, the First Appellate Authority noticing that the appeal had been 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
12(2012) 13 SCC 61 

13W.P.(C) 1191/2012 and CM No.2578/2012 
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preferred even before disposal of the application by CPIO, directed that a copy of the reply of the 

CPIO be sent to the appellant before him. In compliance of the said order, the petitioner bank 

provided a copy of its earlier decision to the respondent vide its letter dated 5th September 2011. 

The respondent before this Court preferred a Second Appeal before the Central Information 

Commission and also made a complaint to it under Section 18 of the RTI Act. Vide impugned 

order dated 1st February, 2012, the Commission, inter alia, directed: - “…..Therefore, we can 

state that disclosure of information such as assets of a Public servant, which is routinely collected 

by the Public authority and routinely provided by the Public servants, - cannot be construed as an 

invasion on the privacy of an individual. There will only be a few exceptions to this rule which 

might relate to information which is obtained by a Public authority while using extraordinary 

powers such as in the case of a raid or phone-tapping. Any other exceptions would have to be 

specifically justified. Besides the Supreme Court has clearly ruled that even people who aspire to 

be public servants by getting elected have to declare their property details. If people who aspire 

to be public servants must declare their property details it is only logical that the details of assets 

of those who are public servants must be considered to bediclosable. Hence the exemption under 

Section 8(i)(j) cannot be applied in the instant case.” Being aggrieved from the order passed by 

the Commission, the petitioner is before this Court by way of this petition. The Hon’ble Delhi 

High Court come up with the question whether information with respect to the assets and 

liabilities of an employee exempted under Section 8(1)(j) of the Act or not. It was observed by 

the court that the same question was come up for consideration before the Apex Court in Girish 

Ramchandra Deshpande vs. Cen. Information Commr. and Ors.14 it was observed by the court 

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. It would, thus, be seen that the information with respect to the 

assets and liabilities of an employee, which he discloses to his employer in compliance of the 

Service Rules applicable to him qualifies as personal information within the meaning of Section 

8(1)(j) of the Act and such information cannot be directed to be disclosed unless the 

CPIO/PIO/Appellate Authority is satisfied that larger public interest justifies disclosure of such 

                                                           
14(2013) 1 SCC 212 
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information. It goes without saying that such satisfaction needs to be recorded in writing before 

an order directing disclosure of the information can be passed. A perusal of the impugned orders 

would show that in neither of these cases, the Commission was satisfied that larger public 

interest justified disclosure of the information sought by the applicant/respondent. Without being 

satisfied that larger public interest justified disclosure of the information sought in this regard, 

the Commission could not have passed an order directing disclosure of information of this 

nature. The orders passed by Central Information Commission are, therefore, liable to be set 

aside on this ground alone. The impugned orders are accordingly set aside. 

In Canara Bank vs. C.S. Shyam15, the Supreme Court came up with the question whether the 

information of an individual employee like transfer and posting of the clerical staff, date of 

his/her joining, designation, details of promotion earned, date of his/her joining to the Branch 

where he/she is posted, the authorities who issued the transfer orders etc. are disclosable or not. 

It was observed that information relating to the information sought by respondent No.1 of 

individual employees working in the Bank was personal in nature; secondly, it was exempted 

from being disclosed under Section 8(j) of the Act and lastly, neither respondent No.1 disclosed 

any public interest much less larger public interest involved in seeking such information of the 

individual employee and nor any finding was recorded by the Central Information Commission 

and the High Court as to the involvement of any larger public interest in supplying such 

information to respondent No.1. 

 

Conclusion  

This research paper deals with the exceptions under RTI Act, 2005 with special reference to 

Section 8 (1) (d), (e) and (f) of the Act. Based on various judgments of Supreme Court and High 

Courts, the information pertaining to any specific customer of a bank, information which is not 

related to public activity or interest andbank account details pertaining to some other partner of 

the firm are not disclosable. The information which is given by a person in a fiduciary relation to 

any public authority is not disclosable unless there may be larger public interest involved in the 

disclosure of the same. The details of the assets declared by officers of a public bank and 

information of an individual employee like transfer and posting of the clerical staff, date of 

                                                           

15CIVIL APPEAL No.22 OF 2009 
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his/her joining, designation, details of promotion earned, date of his/her joining to the Branch 

where he/she is posted, the authorities who issued the transfer orders etc. are not disclosable 

under the RTI Act.The Act mandates to disclose voluntarily as much information to the public as 

possible. The Act was enacted by the Indian Parliament for setting out a practical regime for the 

citizens of India to secure access to information under the control of public authorities, in order 

to promote transparency and accountability in working of every public authority.The public 

authorities need to disclose each and every information that is hold by them except the 

information which is exempted under Section 8 and 9 of the RTI Act, 2005.There are certain 

information which are in the possession of public authority but those information cannot be 

disclosed to any person only because that information were in the possession of public authority 

as it may not helpful to promote transparency and accountability in working of every public 

authority and the basic purpose of enacting this act is to promote transparency and accountability 

in working of every public authority. 


