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SPEED POST_/OUT TODAY/
MOST URGENT

GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI

DIRECTORATE OF TRAINING & TECHNICAL EDUCATION

MUNI MAYA RAM MARG, PITAMPURA, NEW DELHI
n (RTI BRANCH, DTTE)
{Ph. No. 27321014 , Email:- piohqtte.delhi@gov.in)

T;“z (16)/2006/RTI/TTE/ID No.4672/1@4ys _ ¢, Dated: ju, {1- @

Sh.Akhilesh Kumar Pandey

Z /0O Ravinder Kumar Pandy,

‘/illage Hariya, Post Saidipur Hariya,
District Lakimpur Khiri, U.P.-262728.
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ub: Supply of information Under RTI Act-2005

With reference to your application received on 17/ 10/2018 vide ID No. 4672
addressed to the undersigned regarding supply of information under Right to Information Act
2005. The replies/information in r/o DTTE (HQ) provided by Custodians of record whose
help was taken u/s 5(4) of RTI Act 2005 is as under:-

Information
Sought

Information provided as per available records in the branches

Information as
per Point No.

font

As per result sheet of interview, candidate with ID No. PT-0010 and PT-1801
found “Not Qualified in Interview”.

nformation as
per Point No.2

et

The list of selected/Not selected/waitlisted candidates for the post of part time
Instructor on hourly basis in Govt ITIs /BTC for session 2018-19 was
uploaded on the departmental website vide Notice dt 09/10/2018.

Information pertaining to raw marks scored by candidates has no relationshig
to any public activity or interest as under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.

In this regard, the applicant may refer to decision in case Rajasthan Public
Service Commission V/s Ms Pooja Meena, AIR 2012 Raj 52 (Copy enclosed).

As per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 u/s 19 (1), if you are not satisfied with the

information,

you may file an appeal to the Ist Appellate Authority. The address of First

Appellate Authority is as under:-

The First Appellate Authority,
Department of Training & Technical
Education,Room No.103, Ist Floor,
Pitampura, Delhi- 110034,

Yours faithfully,

e

o il

el 1@
(JITENDER RATH]I)
PIO (RTI) DTTE

Copyfor information to:-
/fhe System Analyst (Computer Branch), DTTE with the request for upload the same on the

Departmental Website. (Copy of RTI application is also enclosed).




BTk o

N .
KA G 08 cﬂ\ﬁ "

Hroy Traar - 8

Frg ¢ |4 STRRIHIC 2005 A 5 AET ST )

B ECCITTAC S IRt TR WE™X

2o HRAXT LA TR [+ TG FL W

S | B Qe 2w
%’a‘\ - @Iﬁﬂﬁ(——@i\%— To Qv ~262728

30 AT ofS TR S WaeT

- e e a8ET st Rrita s sk
T dowe o e BT BRET ¥y |

TN - ASRE & v Iy '

5T PRT ATH QVdiz noT SELEC FED QIRAT B TobT HT6T (T =g

2R e 8) pYT o \
SRNs ) vfrc;%gt 1%\\@ D FWC TS o AT R ey 0L) ) |30,

o Reor '
ex N3 BaraL 1 w1 ety AT Conkac b Tnchruchy

DIMAN crvei & ar H\a R m%ﬁw 34'\—“3\_('_’1737
Reate - PT0010 B UH =k & X st ke &
Rer stleRon «fr<ms &| & R 0T VAT e & B
SN 0Tyl T ETRY ZEBIRY R T am -
SR CSI}’ % 5@\&’ Shio¥ved AN NoT Slecked aﬁ‘?ﬁ“&’\‘lﬂ-‘mﬂ

0 We = "& :
kb | AT E R a e GaT S

merer, ot orfl G & At _ . _

h z{ﬁ; ol &g T 08T ofY G & 1R, Ty
?’%{7/\—5 any Bhudedl a;(T\“F AT HES di’ QAT dardleH 4 q_%—&-@

%:“ﬂ@)tﬁ% ﬁ"k\m@q ﬁﬁﬁ;‘o_f %'H_‘EZ—:@TE ’

ErRrAEY IS NG LT R 2T THIET Ty T

3eter P & G| SSEG -
L7, - <AL - < Mﬁ%q/n
GRATEA BA S

fLais) ~ )2)lol2zeng




wers ot interview Boavd. It was held that
o« ve turnished as it would violate confidentiality.?

Right to p.rivac;y is a sacrosanct facet of article 21 of Constitution of India. The|
sioner seeking information about sexual disorder etc., of a government officer is|
nd perception of decency. Hence such information cannot be supplied.?

|
Information as to who were owners/ partners of particular company. The information |
factual in nature and cannot be treated as relating to trade secret or commercial!
‘idence nor it was related to public interest or infringement of privacy. It was held |
the information sought for does not come under purview of section 8(1)(d) and not}
npted*
The information related to commercial confidentiality cannot be disclosed if found
ave no relation to any public authority or interest.

uption from Discloser of Information :

1
i

iciary Relationship: Discloser of Information

The accounts of respondent were statutorily audited. lts administration was subject
ontrols by Charity Commissioner, Bombay. Thus it was held that its action of filing
me Tax Returns could not be viewed as fiduciary relationship. Hence information
rding assessment orders of trust is not exempted as was further held, under
ion 8(1)(e) of RTI Act, 2005.°

npted Information
Access to examination, identity of examiners etc., affect examination and evaluation
«ess all over, cannot be shied of under any law or avowed principle of privacy.”

iibition on Discloser of Information

Information sought for regarding names of members of Interview Board cannot be
ished as it would violate confidentiality.?

Yogendra Chandraker v. State Information Commission, AIR 2011 (NOC) 94 (Chh).
Jharkhand Public Service Commission, Ranchi v. State of Jharkhand, AIR 2011 Jhar 7: 2010 (96) All
‘Ind Cas 385: 2011 (2) All MR 36 JS.

Paardarshita Public Welfare Foundation v. Union of India, AIR 2011 Del 82.

Bhupinder Singh Jassal v. State Information Commissioner, Punjab, AIR 2012 (NOC) 149 (P&H).
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. v. Central Information Commission, New Delhi, AIR 2011
P&H 152: 2011 (102) All Ind Cas 13 SOC: 2011 (2) Punj LR 101; Rajan Verma v. Union of India,
2008 (1) PLR 253; Reliance Industries Ltd. v. Gujarat State Information Commission, AIR 2007 Guj
203: 2008 (1) ALJ (NOC) 40: 2008 (1) AIR Jhar (NOC) 43; Gokalbhai Nanabhai Patel v. Chief
Information Commissioner, AIR 2008 Guj 2: 2008 (62) All Ind Cas 728: 2007 (3) Guj LH 352.
Rajendra Vasantlal Shah v. Central Information Commission, New Delhi, AIR 2011 Guj 70: 2011
(1) Guj LH 696. |
Kerala Public Service Commission v. State Information Commission, Kerala, AIR 2011 Ker 135:
2011 (2) Ker L] 404: 2011 (2) Ker LT 88; Public Information Officer, University of Calicut v. State
Information Commission, (2010) 1 KHC 2; Trecsa Irish v. Central Public Information Officer, (2010)
3 KLT 965; S.N. College v. State of Kerala, (2010) 1 KLT 691; Thalappam Service Co-operative
Bank Ltd v. Union of India, (2009) 2 KLT 507: AIR 2009 (NOC) 2185; West Bengal Council of
Higher Secondary Education v. Ayan Das, (2007) 8 SCC 242: AIR 2007 SC 5098; Pramod Kumar
Srivastava v. Chairman, Bihar Public Service Commission, (2004) 6 SCC 714: AIR 2004 SC 4116:
2004 AIR SCW 4541; Board of Secondary Education v. Pravas Ranjan Panda, (2004) 13 SCC 383;
H.P. Public Service Commission v. Mukesh Thakur, (2010) SCC 759: AIR 2010 SC 2621; Sudhir v. !
State of Kerala, (2010) NLT 112: 2010 Lab IC 401. |

certified copies thereof!
information Pertaining to Answe shieeis

The information pertaining to raw marks scored by candidares haw i
to any public activity or interest as under section 3(1)(j) of Act an
unwarranted drain of resources of Rajasthan public service commission.”

WG

Supply of Information by Concerned Authority
The concerned authority is bound in law to provide all informativn sou
any information seeker without the necessity of satisfying principle of Jeces

Supply of Information

The Co-operative Institutional Service Board directed to provide copy o ¢
of selected candidates along with merit list of written examination and rules a ¢
selection process does not fall within purview of section 8(1)}{d) of the Act as i
relate to transaction of trade secret or intellectual property.4

Disclosure of Information: Immunity
The exemption of President and Governor against disclosure of infoii. .
restricted in respect of sovereign functions.’

Obligation to Supply Information
Information relating to raw marks scored by candidates has no relations:
public activity or public interests under section 8(1)(i) of the Act.®

Official Secrets Act, 1923

The Official Secrets Act, 1923 imposes some restrictions on authorities
informations to civilians or citizens. Section 2(2) of this Act provides that the e~
referring to communicating or receiving include any communicating or receiving, 1.1
in whole or in part, and whether the sketch, plan, model, article, note, docume
information itself, or the substance, effect or description thereof only be commuii
or received; expressions referring to obtaining or retaining any sketch, plan, mocei.
note or document, include the copying or causing to be copied the whole or aav
of any sketch plan, model, article, note or document and expressions referrin
communication of any sketch, plan, model, article, note or document include tl- ir.
or transmission of the sketch, plan, model article, note or document. The Act als 0 o
the document as to mean any part of document and “model” includes desig::, p. .
and specimen. Hence, the Right to Information Act, 2005 is derogative and coniiict .
the Official Secrets Act of 1923.

1. Central Board of secondary Education v. Aditya Bandopadhyay, (2011) II OLR (SC) 74 i
SCC 497: 2011 AIR SCW 4888. -

2. Rajasthan Public Service Commission v. Ms. Pooja Meena, AIR 2012 Raj 52; Institute i +7:
Accountants of India v. Shaunak H. Satya, (2011) 8 SCC 781: AIR 2011 SC 3336: 201} =it

4958. -

3. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi v. State Information Commission, Patna, AIR 2011 Pat 103, 240
Pat LJR 663.

4. Uttar Pradesh Co-operative Institutional Service Board v. Anand Kumar Singh, AIR 2012 ¢ L
273 (All).

S. Public Information Officer v. Manohar Parrikar, AIR 2012 Bom 71.

6. Rajasthan Public Service Commission v. Ms. Pooja Meena, AIR 2012 Raj 52; Institute of Chu: iy
Accountants of India v. Shaunak H. Satya, AIR 2011 SC 3336: 2011 AIR SCW 4955 2011
CLR 718; Bhupinder Singh Jassal v. State Information Commissioner, Punjab, AIR 2012 (NG
(P&H); Poonam Rani v. State of Haryana, (2012) 6 SCC 59.
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