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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
This petition is directed against order dated 22.7.2009
passed by t he | ear ned Singl e Judge of Del hi Hi gh
par agraph 11 of which reads thus:

"CICis yet to decide the question whether the
i nformati on sought for is covered by Section 24(1)
2

of t he Act , whet her first provi so appl i es
exceptions can be clained under Section 8(1) of

the Act. | mpugned order dated 29th Decenber, 2008

makes a gener al observation on t he basi s
al | egati ons nade by the respondent No. 1 in the

appeal and observes that allegations of corruption

have been made. No final and det er m nat
finding has been given by C C. It is open tot
petitioner to produce the original files and then

press that the conditions nmentioned in proviso to

Section 24(1) of the Act are not satisfied in this

case and thus provisions of Section 8(1) of the

Court,

and

of

ive
he

Act are not required to be exani ned. Dr. Arun
Kumar Agr awal has cont ended t hat M. Vi rendera

Dayal was not appoi nt ed by t he Directorate
Enf orcement and Section 24(1) of the Act is not

of



applicable, even if the report is recently with

the said Directorate. These aspects have not been

decided by the CIC It will not be appropriate

for this Court to control t he pr oceedi ngs and
flexibility and | actitude has to be all owed. The
i mpugned orders can hardl y be cat egori sed as
adver se orders agai nst t he Directorate of

Enf orcenent . "

We have heard | earned counsel for the parties and perused
t he records. In our view, the inpugned order does not suffer
fromany patent legal infirmty requiring interference under
Article 136 of the Constitution.

The speci al | eave petition is accordi ngly di smi ssed.
However, it is made clear that the parties shall be entitled
to nake all legally permssible subm ssions before the Central
I nf or mati on Conmi ssi oner.
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