


FINDINGS

6. | have gone through the application dated 19.01.201
of the said application, the appeal dated 23.02.2018 and the
find that the CPIO has passed a reasoned order while d
information. The CPIO has observed that the Valuation Guide
commodities which are perceived as vulnerable to Undervalt
undervalued and that such Guidelines were issued after car
considering the inputs received from many sources.

7. | find that the methodology adopted during the an:
taken in a given situation is deliberated in such guidelines
Guideline were made public, the same may be prejudicial to tt
is no reason to disagree with the contention of the CPIO abot
as sought by the Appellant as the same would be against the
adopted during the analysis and what action should be taken
such guidelines, is made public, irrespective of whether :
superseded. | also agree with the views of the CPIO that su
property of the Directorate General of Valuation being develo
no reason to pass it on to an outsider. | find that the Gi
Directorate of Valuation is based on its own efforts and stud)
property of the said office. | find that the CPIO has observed ir
the guidelines and methodology adopted in the said study c
and circumvent the rules and procedures so as to go out of
thereby hampering the competitive position of a genuine imp«
of the CPIO and further the appellant has not a made out
involved in this matter hence the CPIO has correctly held the
under Section 8 (1) (d) of RTI, Act,2005.

8. | also observe that the CPIO has invoked the provisi
Act and observed that the information sought also attracts €
inasmuch as the research/study circulated to the departme
contains outcome and results which are for preventing loss
disclosure would hamper the economic interest of the state. |
CPIO as the alert/guidelines prepared by the Directorate of V:
meant for the internal consumption of the department and :
outcome and result of the study conducted. Disclosure of s
hamper the economic interest of the state as the disclosure \
an edge to circumvent the laws and procedure by manipulz
which is crucial for the conducting the studies and research.

9. The Appellant has invited attention to the provisions
2005 and argued that the information which cannot be denit
legislature, should not be denied to any person. In this rega
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