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National Federation of Information Commissions in India

1. Introduction:

The National Federation of Information Commissions in India has been set up to strengthen
the Right to Information Act, 2005. The Right to Information Act, 2005, came into effect on 12th
October, 2005. It is one of the most significant pieces of legislations enacted by the Parliament of
India. The Act enables the establishment of an unprecedented regime of the Right to Information
for the citizens of the country. The Act seeks to establish that “transparency is the norm and secrecy
is an exception” in the working of every public authority. It aims to ensure maximum openness and
transparency in the machinery and functioning of Government at all levels.

A key strength of the Act pertains to administrative and adjective autonomy of Information
Commissions. The Central and State Commissions have identical powers and responsibilities, and
exercise exactly the same authority, in respect of institutions within their respective jurisdictions.
The Act clearly defines the roles, responsibility and jurisdiction of the (national and sub-national
bodies), Central Information Commission and the State Information Commissions. Each is
independent of the other.

2. Formation:

The Central Chief Information Commissioner through Notification /F.No.10 /12 /2009 /Admn
/CIC, dated 12-01-2009 constituted a Sub-Committee to undertake an in-depth study and analysis
of the problems and issues raised during the Annual Convention 2008 and to explore ways and
measures for strengthening the information regime and to suggest an action plan for effective
implementation of the RTI Act, 2005.

Following Terms of Reference (ToR) were assigned to the Committee:

1. To assess the extent to which the recommendations made by the Commissions, under
section 25 of the RTI Act, have been implemented; and, to identify the major reasons, if
any, for non-implementation of Commissions’ recommendations.

ii.  To prepare a comprehensive status report in respect of the major themes of Annual
Convention of 2008, namely RTI and good governance, RTI and democracy, RTI and
poverty alleviation, RTI and protection of individual privacy and RTI revolution in
SAARC;
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iii.

1v.

Vi.

To assess the adequacy of facilitation process for accessing public held information,
mainly in terms of compliance of various provisions of the Act for promotion of maximum
disclosure of information;

To identify the best practices in implementation of RTI Act to promote open government
and to outline an action plan for adoption/ adaptation by public authorities;

To evolve an approach and suggest a methodology for assessing and grading public
authorities in terms of greater transparency and accountability and least corruption; and

To suggest modalities for creation of a permanent broad-based body for the purpose of
co-ordination of various activities of CIC and SICs.

Aims and objects of the Federation:

1.

ii.

iil.

1v.

V1.

Vii.

Viii.

To facilitate coordination and mutual consultation among the Central Information
Commission and the State Information Commissions constituted under the Right to
Information Act 2005.

To strengthen the administration of the Act, through education, research and dissemination
of knowledge;

To facilitate the exchange of information on laws and their interpretation, landmark
judgments, case law and best practices related to the Act in India.

To collect, compile and analyze relevant information relating to the implementation of
the Act and to take up appropriate issues of importance with the Government of India
and State Governments;

To promote knowledge and encourage initiatives in matters related to transparency and
accountability in governance and to engage the stakeholders such as the Central and
State Governments and the citizens and civil society in these matters;

To promote use of information technology, modern management techniques and tools for
effective implementation of the Act;

To establish collaboration with research institutions, universities and similar organizations
for helping the cause of administration of the Act and furtherance of the objectives of the
society;

To undertake, organize and facilitate tours, studies, research, lectures, seminars and
conferences on the administration and practice of the transparency laws including the
Right to Information Act and to provide for the publication of journals, research papers
and books in the furtherance of the aforesaid objects and to disseminate information for
wider use;



AT BT
et
/

RIGHT TO
INFORMATION

IX.

x1.

Xii.

xiii.

X1V.

XV.

XVi.

XVil.

To create a secretariat cum resource center with adequate facilities for research and
technical support to the society for its day-to-day administration and functions;

To establish procedures for smooth functioning of the Society and carry out activities in
matters relating to personnel, finances, administration, purchases etc.;

To purchase, accept as a gift or otherwise acquire and own or take on lease or hire,
temporarily or permanently any movable or immovable property necessary for the
furtherance of the objectives and activities of the Society;

To sell, assign, mortgage, lease, exchange and otherwise transfer or dispose of or
otherwise deal with all or any property, movable or immovable, of the Society;

To build, construct, maintain, repair, adapt, alter, improve or develop or furnish any
buildings or works necessary or convenient for the purposes of the Society;

To appoint or employ, temporarily or permanently, any person or persons that may
be required for purposes of the Society and to pay them or other persons in return for
services rendered to the Society salaries, wages, gratuities, provident fund and pensions;

To institute, offer and grant prizes, awards, scholarships and stipends in furtherance of
the objects of the Society;

To make and enforce Rules and Bye-Laws, and from time to time to repeal, amend or
alter the same;

To pay all costs, charges and expenses incurred in the promotion, formation, establishment
and registration of the Society.

In order to achieve the goal of Aims & Objectives of the society, all the Information Commissions

in India are encouraged to become members of the Federation by paying requisite fee.

4. NFICI Membership:

27 State Information Commissions have been enrolled as members of the Federation which

includes the Central Information Commission. As the Federation gained in resources with the
support of member Commissions, NFICI strove to its goals.

5. Terms of Membership:

All the members have to pay an Admission fee; Annual membership fee and any other fees as

follows:
1.

ii.

Admission fee Rs. 5 Lakhs
Annual membership fee: Rs. 1.5 Lakh

il
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iii.  Any other fees or subscription for any special services that may be prescribed by the

Executive Committee (Board of Governors).

6. Grants/Funds:

The Federation releases funds (Grants) from time to time to its members to further its
objectives. All the members have to comply with the bye-laws and rules and regulations of the
Federation for expenditure out of the funds released by the society and the guidelines issued for the
utilization of funds as aims and objectives of the society.

7. Executive Committee (Board of Governors):

The administration, management and control of the Society shall be vested in the Executive
Committee (Board of Governors) who are elected by General Body for a tenure of one year. Out
of the Members of Board of Governors, one member is elected as Vice President. The Standard
Operating Procedure (SOP) for its functioning is as under:

a.  Each Member of the Executive Committee will represent a zone, which would comprise
of a Group of State Information Commissions as decided by the Board of Governors
with approval from the General Body. Information Commissions have been divided into
8 zones, state wise.

b.  The Executive Committee (Board of Governors) will meet at such intervals, at least once
in every six months, as may be required for smooth functioning of the Society.

c.  The President may convene a meeting of the General Body after due notice and/or on the
written notice by not less than one-third of the members of the General Body to consider
matters of special nature.

d.  The President shall preside over all meetings of the General Body as well as the Executive
Committee (Board of Governors), but where the President is absent at any meeting, the
Vice President shall preside. In the absence of both of them, the senior most members
shall preside over the meeting.

e.  The Annual General Body Meeting of the Society shall be held on such date, time and
place as may be determined by the President.

f. The Executive Secretary of the Society shall be the Principal Executive Officer of the
Society.

g.  The funds of the Federation are maintained in a Public Sector bank. The Executive
Secretary and Honorary Secretary elected by the Board of Governors are authorized as
joint signatories with the power to sign cheques on behalf of NFICI for any transaction
approved by the President, NFICI.
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Foreword

The Right to Information Act, 2005, which envisions a transparent government and
an informed cilizenry, places a vital responsibility on every public authority to ensure ils
effective implementation, in both lefter and spirit. By empowering cilizens lo seek
information, the Act forlifies the foundational pillars of democracy, accountability, and
citizen centric governance.

The National Federation of Information Commissions in India (MFICI) plays a pivotal
role in facilitating coordination and mutual consultation among the Central and State
Information Commissions. It explores strategies to enhance their efficiency, fosters the
exchange of relevant laws, significant decisions, and best praclices, and promotes
initiatives that deepen transparency and accountability. Equally important, the Federation
actively engages with key stakeholders including Central and State Govergments, civil
society, and the citizens themselves to ensure the robust implementation of the RT| Act.

| am pleased to learn that NFIC| has broughl out its annual publication, the “RTI
Journal 2025%, featuring significant and landmark decisions delivered by Information
Commissions across the country. | sincerely commend Shn Heeralal Samariya, Chief
Information Commissioner, Central Information Commission and Fresident, NFICI, along
with the Editorial Board members and the entire team, for their dedicated efforts in
compiling and publishing this valuable resource,

| am confident that this compilation will serve as an essential reference toal for
Public Authorities, Central and State Public Information Officers, First Appellate
Authorities, Information Cemmissioners, legal practitioners, and all other stakeholders. It
will also help citizens betler understand and exercise their rights under the RTI Act.

| extend my best wishes to NFICI for continued success in ils mission to uphold the
principles of transparency and citizen-centric governance. \

(Dr. r}r:}&%m

MBBS (Stanley, Chennai)

MD Medicine, Fellowship (AIIMS, New Delhi)
MMNAMS Diabetes & Endocrinology

FICP (Fellow, Indian College of Physicians)

Anugandhan Bhawan, 2, Rafi Marg South Block, New Delhi - 110011

Hew Delhi - 110001 Tel.: 011-23010181, Fax: 23016857
Tel . 011-23316766, 23714230 Morth Block, Mew Delhi - 110001

Fax 011-23316745 Tel.: 011-23002475, Fax. 011-23092716
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Foreward

The Right to Information Act, 2005, stands as a cornerstone of our democratic governance. It
enshrines the citizen's right to seek information and mandates transparency and accountability across
all levels of public administration. As the Chief Information Commissioner, Govt. of India, I regard this
legislation not merely as a legal instrument, but as a powerful tool for participatory democracy, informed
citizenry and good governance.

This compilation titled "Significant & Landmark Decisions by Information Commissions in India"
reflects that spirit. Carefully curated by the Editorial Board of the National Federation of Information
Commissions in India (NFICI), it draws upon a wide spectrum of significant decisions delivered by
Information Commissions across the country, both at the Central and State levels. These decisions
collectively illuminate the evolving jurisprudence and practical application of the RTI Act.

This volume is intended to serve as a practical and insightful reference for Public Information
Officers, First Appellate Authorities, Information Commissioners, legal practitioners, researchers, and
all others engaged in the implementation of the Right to Information Act. I am confident that this journal
will help to promote a consistent and transparent approach to its enforcement.

I express my sincere appreciation and thanks to the Chairman of the Editorial Board, Shri Virendra,
Hon'ble Chief Information Commissioner, West Bengal, and all the esteemed members of the Editorial
Board for their dedication to this initiative. This meticulous work, undertaken on behalf of the Central
Information Commission and the NFICI, is truly commendable.

Special thanks are also due to Brigadier Vipin Chakrawarti, Honorary Secretary, and
Shri Sarvottam Rana, Executive Secretary of NFICI, whose unwavering commitment has been
instrumental in bringing this journal to fruition. I also acknowledge the invaluable contribution of Mrs.
Somya Batra, Legal Consultant, for her precise and accessible summaries of the judgments, which
significantly enhance the utility of this publication.

Initiatives like this not only deepen public understanding of the RTI framework but also reaffirm
our collective resolve to uphold transparency and accountability in governance. I look forward to similar

initiatives being undertaken in the future as well.

(Heeralal Samariyl?
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Deesa"

Gujarat SIC

Section 8 (1) (d), 11 (1) of RTI
Act 2005.

155-158

51

"Shri Nanjibhai Kalubhai
Jitiya

Vs.

O/o Collector, Jilla Seva
Sadan, Surendranagar”

Gujarat SIC

Section 2 (1), 2 (j), 3, 4 (1) (b),
6(1),7(9),20(1)and 20 (2) of
RTI Act 2005.

159-169

52

"Shri Khushal R Verma

Vs.

Municipal Corporation,
Estate and Town Planning
Development Office,

Dr. Harubhai Mehta Bhavan,
Zonal Office, East Zone "

Gujarat SIC

Section 2 (f), 2 (j), 4 (1) (b), 4
(1) (), 6 (1), 7 (9), 20 (1) and
20 (2) of RTI Act 2005.

170-180

xviil




S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.
No.
53 | Mr. UK Nair, Mr. Brijesh Gujarat SIC | Section 19 and Section 18(3) 181-182
Chavada, Mr. Chintan (b) of the RTI Act, 2005
Mekwan
Vs.
U N Mehta Institute of
Cardiology and Research
Centre, Ahmedabad
54 | A Sattar A Majid Khalifa Gujarat SIC | Article 19 (2) of the 183-184
Vs. Constitution of India, Section
O/o District Education 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005
Officer Modasa, Dist.
Aravalli, Principal
Makhadoom Higher
Secondary Modasa,
Dist. Aravalli School,
O/o District Education
Officer Himmatnagar Dist.
Sabarkantha
55 | Sanjeev @ Sanjay Bhargav | Gujarat HC | Section 11 of the Right to 185-186
Ezhava Information Act, 2005 —
Versus dealing with third-party
Sate of Gujarat information
56 | Nimish Mahendra Kapadia | Gujarat HC | Section 8(1)(e) of the RTT Act, | 187-188
Versus 2005, Section 126 of the Indian
The Dy. Secretary, Gujarat Evidence Act, 1872 and Article
Information Commission 226 of the Constitution of India
— Writ jurisdiction of the High
Courts
57 | "Shri Mahendrasingh Gujarat SIC | Section 6 (1), 7 (9) of the RTI | 189-190
Amrutlal Brahmbhatt Act 2005
Vs.

Deputy Executive Engineer,
Police Campus (R & B) Sub
— Section & Ors."
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Page No.

58

"Ms. Pankti D. Jog

Vs.

District Planning Office,
0O/0 The District Collector,
District Seva Saddan & Ors."

Gujarat SIC

Section 4 (1) (b), 19 (8) (4) of
the RTI Act 2005

191-194

59

"Shri Manoj Jivabhai Parmar
Vs.

Amroli Police Station,
Amroli, Surat City, Tal. &
Dist. Surat"

Gujarat SIC

None

195

60

"Shri Nazarul Hayat
Muzaffar Hayat Sheikh
Vs.

Town Development
Inspector, Ahmedabad
Municipal Corporation,
Scheme Implementation
Department, Mahnagar Seva
Sadan,

Estate And Town
Development Department"

Gujarat SIC

Section 3, 7 (9), 18, 19, 20 of
RTT Act 2005 & Rule 3 (1) of
Gujarat RTI Rules 2010.

196-197

61

"Shri Maheshbhai M.
Budhwani

Vs.

Rajkot Municipal
Corporation "

Gujarat SIC

Section 19 of RTI Act 2005

198-199

62

"Maheshbhai M Budhrani
Versus
State of Gujarat & Ors."

Gujarat HC

None

200-201

63

Sh. Naresh Kumar

Vs.
PIO-cum-Superintendent,
office of the SDM, Solan
Distt. Solan (HP)

Himachal
Pradesh SIC

Sections 2 (j), 8 (1) (j), 11, 20
(1) & (2) of the RTT Act 2005

202-203




S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.

No.

64 | Sh. Mohan Lal Himachal Sections 2(j), Section 4 and 204-205
Vs. Pradesh SIC | Section 7(9) of the RTI Act
PIO-cum-XEN, Project 2005, Rule 3(2) of the HP RTI
Division, BBNDA, Baddi, Rules, 2006
Distt. Solan (HP)

65 | Sh. Naresh Kumar Himachal Sections 74, 76 of Indian 206-207
Vs. Pradesh SIC | Evidence Act 1872
PIO-cum-Superintendent,
office of the SDM, Solan
Distt. Solan (HP).

66 | Sh. Shanti Parkash Himachal Sections 8(1)(d), 8(1)(j), 208-209
Vs. Pradesh SIC | Section 10 and 11 of the RTI
PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Act 2005.

Nagar Parishad, Dehra, Distt.
Kangra

67 | Smt. Poonam Himachal Sections 2(j), 5(4), 5(5), 7(1), |210-211
Vs. Pradesh SIC | 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act 2005
PIO-cum-Asstt. Engineer,

Dharamshala Municipal
Corporation, Dharamshala,
Distt. Kangra

68 | Sh. Ravinder Shyam Himachal Sections 8(1)(j) and 11 of the | 212-213
Vs. Pradesh SIC | RTI Act 2005
The PIO-cum-AGM (Admn.)

The HPSCB Ltd. Head
office, Shimla (HP)

69 | Sri Benson Issac Karnataka Section 18(1), Section 4(1)(b), |214-215
Vs. SIC Section 2(h)(d)(i) of the RTI
Bangalore International Act, 2005
Airport Limited, represented
by Head- Legal

70 | "Sri Davalsab M. Miyanavar | Karnataka 216-221
Vs. HC

Karnataka Information
Commission & Ors. "
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S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.
No.
71 | Sri PR. Ramachandran Kerala SIC | (a) Section 6(1), 8(1)(d), 8(1) |222-223
Vs. (e), 19(1) & 19(3) of RTT Act
SPIO & DR (Admn.), 2005 (b) Section
Registrar of Co-operative 66(4), Rule 176, Section
Societies 65(a) of Kerala Co-operative
Societies Act.
72 | Smt. Alfa Maryam V.P. Kerala SIC | Section 2(f), 5(4), 5(5), and 224-225
-Vs- 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005
The SPIO District Medical Regulations 1.3.1 & 1.3.2
Office (Health), Malappuram of Medical Council of India
(Professional Conduct,
Etiquette and Ethics)
Regulations, 2002 (as
amended)
Section 40 & 44 of the Kerala
Clinical Establishments
(Registration and Regulation)
Act, 2018
Article 21 and Article 19(1)(a)
of the Constitution of India
Section 3 of the Consumer
Protection Act, 1986
73 | Sh. Ouseph Antony & Others | Kerala SIC | Section 2(h) and Section 8 (1) | 226
Vs. of the Right to Information Act,
State Public Information 2005
Officer & Appeal Authority,
CIAL
74 | Adv. DB Binu Kerala SIC | Section 2(j) of the Right to 227-228
Vs. Information Act, 2005

State Public Information
Officer Revenue Divisional
Office, Kottayam




S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.

No.

75 | Shri. Janak Ramrao Gaikwad | Maharashtra | Section 7(9) of the Right to 229-230
Vs SIC Information Act 2005
Total 81 Gram Panchayat (Chhtrapati
Officer Dist. Nanded Sambhajinagar

Bench)

76 | Shri. Lallan Kishor Singh Mabharashtra | Section 8 (1) (g) and (j) and 231-232
Vs SIC Section 24(4) of the RTI Act,
Commissioner of Police, (Nagpur 2005 in context of exemption
Nagpur City Bench) from revealing the information

under RTI Act.

77 | Shri Keshavraje Nimbalkar | Maharashtra | Section 19 (3) of the Rightto | 233-234
Vs SIC Information Act, 2005.

Total 2788 Public Authority | (Chhtrapati
of State Sambhajinagar
Bench)

78 | Ngangbam Roben Singh Manipur SIC | Section 6(1), Section 7(8)(1), 235-236

Vs Section 8(1)(a), Section 8(1)
The SPIO/ Joint Secretary/ (3), Section 5(2) & 5(3) of RTI
Deputy Secretary (DP) Govt. Act 2005

of Manipur & Anr.

79 | S. Dhanabir Mangang Manipur SIC | Section 6(1), Section 19(3), 237-238
Vs Section 19(8)(b), Section 20(1)

The SPIO/ Director (YAS), & (2) of RTI Act 2005
Manipur & Anr.

80 | Th. Hemjit Meetei Manipur SIC | Section 2 (f), of the Right to 239-240
Vs. Information Act, 2005.

The SPIO/Additional
Director (Grievance Cell),
Govt. of Manipur & Anr.

81 | Mayengbam Tomcha Singh | Manipur SIC | Section 6 (1), and Section 19 of | 241-242

Vs. the Right to Information Act,

The SPIO/ Director (Vety. &
AH), Manipur & Anr.

2005.

xxiii
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S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.
No.
82 | Shri Th. Dhanachandra Singh | Manipur SIC | None 243-244
Vs.
The SPIO/Secretary
(COHSEM), Govt. of
Manipur & Anr.
83 | Mr. Z. Khawzawl Mizoram Section 8(1)(g), Section 8(1)(j), | 245-246
-Vs- SIC Section 11(1) of the RTI Act
SPIO, Departmental 2005
Appellate Authority, GAD,
Govt of Mizoram
84 | T. Lalbiakdika Mizoram Section 6(1), Section 7(1), 247-248
-Vs- SIC Section 7(3), Section 7(8),
FAA & DIG (Range) and Section 8(1)(h) of RTT Act
SPIO & S.P. Aizawl 2005.
85 | Dibya Singh Das Odisha SIC | Section 6(3), Section 18(1) 249-250
Vs (b), Section 19(8)(b), Section
PIO O/o Tehasildar. Derabish 20(2), Rule 7(1)(c) of Odisha
Tahasil, District Kendrapara Information Commission
(Appeal Procedure) Rules,
2006
86 | Sk. Mohammed Ali Zinna Odisha SIC | Section 6(3), Section 8(1)(j) of | 251-252
Vs. the RTI Act
Public Information Officer,
Rural Development
Department, Government of
Odisha
87 | Basanta Manjari Rout Odisha SIC | Section 6(3), Section 20(1) & | 253-254
Vs 20(2), Rule 7(1)(C) of Odisha
PIO & FAA, O/o District Information Commission
Education Officer, Cuttack (Appeal Procedure) Rules,
2006
88 | Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan Punjab SIC | Section 11, Code of Civil 255-256
Vs. Procedure, 1908 — Res judicata
PAO and FAA O/o The doctrine, preventing re-

Medical Superintendent,
Rajindra Hospital, Patiala

litigation of the same issue

XXiv




S. | Title CIC/SIC Provision Involved Page No.
No.
89 | Sh. Lajpat Rai Garg Punjab SIC | Section 7(9) of RTI Act 2005 257-258
Vs.
PIOs representative’s
of various departments
(Government of Punjab)
90 | Sh. Manjinder Singh Punjab SIC | Section 7(9), 2(i), 4(1)(a) and | 259-260
Vs. 2(f) of RTT Act 2005
PIO’s & FAA’s various
Regional Transport Authority
(Government of Punjab)
91 | sy e RiE Rajasthan Section 8 (1) (d), 8 (h), 22 of 261-264
T SIC RTI Act 2005 & 172 (3) of the
sifaRRe gford sreflerep, fSrerm Cr. P.C.
THGTRITT (]191.)
92 | g areq Rajasthan Section 2 (h), 8 (1) (j) of the 265-268
79 SIC RTT Act 2005
Areafies R fiemr (]791)
93 | Mr. Chetan Sapkota. Sikkim SIC | Section 2(j), Section 8(1)(d), 269-270
Vs. Section 8(1)(j), Section 11(1)
SPIO, Directorate of State of RTI Act 2005
Lottery, Finance Department,
Gangtok, East Sikkim.
94 | Shri. Navin Kiran Pradhan Sikkim SIC | Section 18, Section 19(3), of 271-272
Vs. the Right to Information Act,
State Public Information 2005.
Officer, Department of
Personnel, Gangtok, East
95 | SPIO, Tamil Nadu Medical | Tamil Nadu | Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 273-274
Council. Arumbakkam, SIC 2005, Section 6 of the RTI Act,

Chennai

2005, Article 372 of the Indian
Constitution, Madras Medical
Registration Act, 1914
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No.
96 | Dr. A. Rajakumari Tamil Nadu | Section 6(1), Section 19(1) and |275-276
Vs. SIC 19(3), Section 20(1) and 20(2)
PIO, Deputy Inspector of the RTT Act, 2005
General of Registration,
Nandanam, Chennai
97 | i ifedrer wHl, vsarde, Uttarakhand | em=1 19 (3) <, @1 srfrerffems. | 277-291
T SIC 2005
Id 1T MQeeld SRS,
gearl (el
— ISThIY HETdETeld, SR,
RTelT SEHRIETR
98 | s <HIRE 9 Uttarakhand | g 19 (3) g, & Afrafafm | 292-299
T SIC 2005
9 &ErERY, f7em eReR
99 |40 2Ivg 3™ Uttarakhand | =7 19 (3) g, &1 Afdraafm | 300-320
I SIC 2005
R SRR AE
e wied, wied ATy,
IRIEvS e fJamrd
SEIECENESRC R
100 | Shri Sanjit Nandi West Bengal | Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI 321-332
Vs. SIC Act, 2005, Section 20(1) of the
Commissioner, Howrah RTI Act, 2005, Section 19(9) of
Municipal Corporation the RTT Act, 2005
(HMC)
101 | Parash Nath Shaw West Bengal | Section 8(1), Section 18(1)(b) |333-334
Vs. SIC & (c), Section 19(3), Section

BL & LRO, Barrackpore-II

20(1), Section 22 of the Right
to Information Act, 2005,
Section 123 of the Indian
Evidence Act

XxVvi




Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/TMCTR/A/2024/601188

Shri Abhay Pandey
Vs.
Tata Memorial Centre

Date of Decision: 14.02.2025

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 8(1)(d), Section 4(2) of RTI Act 2005

The appellant, Shri Abhay Pandey, filed an RTI application seeking detailed information
regarding a specific Government e-Marketplace (GeM) bid (GEM/2022/8/2672119 dated
25.10.2022) floated by Tata Memorial Centre (TMC). The information sought included the
certified copy of the allotment letter, the agreement with the selected bidder, a list of technically
successful bidders, all participants, and details of the pre-bid meeting. The CPIO denied information
under points 1 to 4 by invoking Section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act, claiming the information to be
of commercial confidence. For point 5, the CPIO stated that no pre-bid meeting was held. The
appellant approached the Central Information Commission (CIC) through a Second Appeal.
During the hearing, the appellant argued that the requested information had not been provided. The
respondent contended that the bid-related details were exempted under Section 8(1)(d), and the rest
was publicly available on the GeM portal.

Held:

The Commission directed the PIO to revisit the RTI application and provide revised replies
specifically for point no. 3 and point no. 4, if available, within 30 days via speed post. For other
points, the Commission held that an appropriate response had been provided. The appeal was
disposed of accordingly, and the Commission issued an advisory under Section 25(5) recommending
the regular publication of tender-related information on the official website to comply with the
spirit of transparency mandated by the RTI Act.
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Orbiter Dicta

While disposing of the appeal, the Commission emphasized the proactive disclosure obligations
of public authorities under Section 4 of the RTT Act. It observed that tender-related information such
as Request for Proposals (RFPs), Scope of Work (SoW), budget, project duration, names of bidders
(both participants and successful ones), etc., should be routinely uploaded on the public authority’s
official website. The Commission underlined that such proactive publication would strengthen
transparency and accountability. It also stressed the need to digitize and maintain procurement-

related records to promote openness in administrative processes, subject to exemptions under
Sections 8(1) and 9.

Court Cases Referred in This Case:

1. No specific court cases were cited or referred to in this order.



Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/AIMRS/A/2023/656635

Shri Rachhpal Singh Saini
Vs.
AIIMS, Rishikesh

Date of Decision: 02.12.2024

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(f), Section 2(j), Section 2(3), Section 4(1)(b) & 4(1)(c), Section 7(9), Section 8(1)(j)

In this case, the appellant Shri Rachhpal Singh Saini filed an RTI application with AIIMS,
Rishikesh seeking voluminous and detailed information regarding surgeries conducted at the
institution from 01.01.2011 to the present. The queries included statistical data (number of
surgeries), classification into major/minor surgeries, names of surgeons and staff involved, UHID
and names of patients, reasons for surgeries, expenditure incurred, success/failure rates, and
Ayushman Bharat coverage. The CPIO responded with total counts of surgeries from 2013 to 2023,
classifying them into major and minor. However, other information concerning individual patients,
names and medical details etc. was denied on the grounds of doctor-patient confidentiality. The
appellant, dissatisfied with the response, filed a first appeal and subsequently, he filed a second
appeal before the Central Information Commission. During the hearing, the respondent highlighted
that the appellant had filed over 200 RTI applications and 144 first appeals, many of which were
repetitive and frivolous, thereby burdening the public authority’s functioning.

Held:

The Commission held that the information sought under the RTI Act was partially provided and
the remaining could not be disclosed due to privacy concerns protected under the Act. The CP1O’s
reply was deemed appropriate and in accordance with Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. In view of the
repetitive and burdensome RTI filings by the appellant, the Commission advised the appellant to
refrain from such practices in the future. The appeal was accordingly disposed of.

3
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission underscored that while the RTI Act empowers citizens to seek information
to ensure transparency, it must not be misused to inundate public authorities with frivolous,
voluminous, and repetitive queries. Referring to the Supreme Court’s judgment in CBSE vs.
Aditya Bandopadhyay, the Commission emphasized that the Act aims to strike a balance between
transparency and ensuring revelation of information without conflict with public interest. Unchecked
misuse of the RTI Act, particularly to harass or intimidate public officials, disrupts governance,
drains resources, and deviates the focus from core public duties.

Court Cases Referred in this Case:

1. Central Board of Secondary Education & Anr. vs Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors, (Supreme
Court, 2011)

2. Shail Sahni vs Sanjeev Kumar and Ors



Central Information Commission

Second Appeal Nos. CIC/MHOME/C/2021/606547, CIC/MHOME/A/2021/609248, CIC/
MHOME/C/2021/612823, CIC/MHOME/A/2021/625152

Shri Neeraj Sharma
Vs.
PIO, Ministry of Home Affairs, JKL Div/
Ayodhya Section
Shri Ram Janmbhoomi Teerath Kshetra Trust, R-20 Grater Kailash Part-I, New
Delhi

Date of Decision 08.07.2022

Decided by Shri Y.K. Sinha, Chief Information Commissioner

Second Appeal No. CIC/MHOME/A/2021/609248
Date of Decision 04.06.2025

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(h), Section 6(3), Section 25(5) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

In this case, the appellant Shri Neeraj Sharma sought information under the RTI Act regarding
the constitution and status of the Shri Ram Janmbhoomi Teerth Kshetra Trust, which was created
following the Supreme Court’s 2019 Ayodhya verdict. The queries revolved around whether the
Trust qualifies as a “public authority” under Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005. The CPIO of
Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA) responded that the Trust is an autonomous body and not under
the direct control of the Government, hence not within the purview of the RTI Act. Dissatisfied,
the appellant escalated the matter to the CIC to determine whether the Trust qualifies as a “public
authority” under Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005.

The appellant contended that the Trust meets the definition of a public authority under clauses
of Section 2(h), particularly due to the Central Government’s role in constituting it, nominating
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trustees, and transferring over 70 acres of land, thereby amounting to substantial financing and
control. The Appellant relied on the Delhi High Court’s ruling in National Stock Exchange of India

Ltd. vs. CIC to argue that an organization constituted or given authority by government order or
enactment qualifies as a public authority. The appellant contended that since the Trust was created
following the Supreme Court’s Ayodhya verdict and has significant public interest implications, it
falls within the scope of RTI. The MHA and the Trust, however, argued that the Trust is a private,
independent body created via a Trust Deed and not by or under the Constitution or any law. They
emphasized that the Government has no administrative or financial control over it and that its
creation was solely to comply with the Supreme Court’s judgment.

Held:

The CIC held that the Shri Ram Janmbhoomi Teerth Kshetra Trust is not a public authority as
it does not conform to the criteria laid down under the Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. The Trust is an
independent organization, created as per the verdict of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, owes
no financial support or administrative control from either the Central Government or the State
Government, hence, the Trust will not come under the purview of the RTI Act, 2005.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the mere act of setting up an institution by the Government,
especially when done under judicial direction, does not automatically bring that institution under
the purview of the RTI Act. For anybody to be considered a public authority under Section 2(h),
there must be demonstrable evidence of it being owned, controlled, or substantially financed by the
Government. The Commission also invoked the test of “deep and pervasive control” laid down in
the Thalappalam Service Coop. Bank Ltd. case and observed that such control was not present in
the case of the Shri Ram Janmbhoomi Teerth Kshetra Trust.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Supreme Court Judgment dated 09.11.2019 in Civil Appeal No. 10866—67 of 2010 (Ayodhya
dispute case)

D.A.V. College Trust and Managing Committee vs. Director of Public Instructions (SC, 2019)
Thalappalam Services Coop. Bank Ltd. & Ors. vs. State Of Kerala & Ors., (2013) 16 SCC 82
Ajay Hasia vs. Khalid Mujib Sehravardi and Ors., AIR 1981 SC 487

National Stock Exchange vs. CIC, Hon’ble Delhi High Court

A



Central Information Commission

Second Appeal Nos. CIC/NPCOI/A/2024/641260 & CIC/NPCOI/C/2024/641263

Shri Vijay Dhaker
Vs.
PIO Nuclear Power Corporation of India

Date of Decision: 03.02.2025

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 7(9), 8(1)(h), 18, 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 16 of the POSH Act.

The appellant, Shri Vijay Dhaker, filed an RTT application seeking detailed statistics regarding
complaints received and addressed by the Internal Complaints Committee (ICC) at the Rawatbhata
Rajasthan site of Nuclear Power Corporation of India Limited (NPCIL) since 2013. The information
sought included the number of complaints received, rejected, upheld, found malicious, and those
pending. The applicant argued that such data is not exempt from disclosure under any provisions
and should be provided without citing the POSH Act or RTI exemptions. The CPIO of NPCIL
refused to provide the information, citing Section 16 of the POSH Act, 2013, and Section 7(9)
of the RTI Act, 2005, asserting that the data was voluminous and not available in compiled form.
During the hearing, NPCIL also pointed out that the appellant is subject to a pending disciplinary
inquiry, and he had filed 322 RTI applications between 2020 to 2024, many of which were similar.

Held:

The Commission held that the response provided by the CPIO of NPCIL was appropriate and
in accordance with the RTI Act. No malafide intent was found on part of the CPIO in withholding
the information. Therefore, both the second appeal and the complaint were disposed of. The
Commission concluded that no further action was needed.

Obiter Dicta:

The complainant has preferred complaint u/s 18 of the RTI Act and if the complainant is
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aggrieved with the reply provided by the respondent then the Complainant could have approached
the Commission by filing an appeal. The Commission therefore is unable to adjudicate the adequacy
of information to be disclosed under section 18 of the RTI Act. In view of the foregoing, the
Commission refers to Section 18 of the RTI Act while examining the complaints and in this regard
the Commission refers to the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Chief Information

Commissioner and Another v. State of Manipur and Anr. in Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of
2011.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Chief Information Commissioner and Another v. State of Manipur and Anr., Civil
Appeal Nos. 10787-10788 of 2011.



Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/DOATE/A/2023/102977

Sonu Singh Singhroha
Vs.
Raja Ramanna Centre for Advanced Technology

Date of Decision: 21.03.2024

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(j), Section 10 of RTI Act 2005.

The appellant, Shri Sonu Singh Singhroha, filed an RTI application seeking information
regarding the final/main merit list marks, including interview marks, of certain candidates (roll
numbers 5115, 5142, 5403, 5415, 5418) involved in a recruitment process under Advertisement No.
RRCAT-05/2012 for ASO(A) at Raja Ramanna Centre for Advanced Technology (RRCAT), a unit
of the Department of Atomic Energy. The appellant specifically requested individual marks of these
candidates, claiming personal interest in the matter. The CPIO responded on 31.01.2022, denying
disclosure of the marks of other candidates, invoking Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, stating that
such information constitutes third-party personal data and is not related to any public activity or
interest. The appellant thereafter approached the First Appellate Authority (FAA) and subsequently
the Central Information Commission (CIC) in a second appeal, reiterating his demand for the marks.

Held:

The CIC held that the information sought by the appellant pertained to third-party personal
details and thus was exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005. As the
appellant failed to demonstrate any larger public interest in accessing the marks of other candidates.
Consequently, the appeal was disposed of.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission, in its decision, relied upon the Supreme Court judgment in CPIO, Supreme
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Court vs. Subhash Chandra Agarwal, Civil Appeal No. 10044 of 2010, dated 13.11.2019, wherein
it was clearly held that: 59. “...in our opinion, would indicate that personal records, including
name, address, physical, mental and psychological status, marks obtained, grades and answer
sheets, are all treated as personal information...Such personal information is entitled to protection

from unwarranted invasion of privacy and conditional access is available when stipulation of larger
public interest is satisfied...”

Court Cases Referred:

1. CPIO, Supreme Court vs. Subhash Chandra Agarwal, Civil Appeal No. 10044 of 2010,
Supreme Court of India (Date: 13.11.2019)

10



Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/ICOAR/A/2023/647780

Kuldeep Singh
Vs.
PIO, Telecom Consultants India Ltd

Date of Decision: 16.07.2025

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(e), Section 8(1)(j) of RTI Act 2005

Shri Kuldeep Singh filed an RTI application seeking a copy of his answer sheets for two
exams conducted in 2019 (TCIL/WT/19/4010 and TCIL/WT/19/5027), the cut-off marks for each
category, and the marks obtained. The CPIO responded on 05.09.2023, stating that the requested
information had already been provided in 2019. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a first appeal,
which was dismissed by the FAA, reiterating that the required information had already been shared.
Kuldeep Singh then approached the CIC with a second appeal. The CIC, in its earlier order dated
08.11.2024, had directed the CPIO to provide a revised reply and allow inspection of the records.
However, in a non-compliance application, the appellant stated that the information was not
provided. The CPIO claimed partial compliance, citing Sections 8(1)(e) and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act
to justify withholding of answer sheets due to fiduciary and personal information concerns.

Held:

The CIC held that the CPIO’s denial to provide a redacted copy of the answer sheets to
the appellant was unjustified under Sections 8(1)(e) and (j). Since inspection had already been
permitted and third-party information could be redacted, the Commission directed the CPIO to
furnish the redacted copies within 15 days. Additionally, a show-cause notice for imposing a
penalty of Rs.25,000/- was issued to the CPIO for non-compliance, and the matter was re-listed for
hearing on 14.08.2025.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission’s implies that once the sensitive or exempted information is redacted, the
remaining information must be shared in compliance with the spirit of the RTI Act.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Central Information Commissionn

Second Appeal No. CIC/BCOIN/A/2023/129797

Shri Santosh A. Lonkar
Vs.
PIO, Bar Council of India

Date of Decision: 18.10.2024

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 4(1)(b), Section 8(1), of RTI Act 2005

The appellant, Shri Santosh A. Lonkar, filed an RTI application seeking detailed personal
and professional information about four advocates, including their full names, Sanad numbers,
addresses, contact details, and copies of their enrollment forms and identification cards issued by
BCMG. He also requested guidance on how to access such information through the Bar Council’s
website under Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005. However, he did not receive any response
from the Public Information Officer (PIO), prompting him to file a first appeal on 08.12.2022.
The first appellate authority also failed to adjudicate the matter. Consequently, dissatisfied, the
appellant approached the Central Information Commission (CIC) through a second appeal. During
the hearing on 18.10.2024, the appellant stated that only partial information was received via letters
dated 27.03.2023 and 29.11.2022. Moreover, he highlighted the Bar Council’s failure to fulfill its
statutory obligation of proactively disclosing information about enrolled advocates on its website,
as mandated under Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act.

Held:

The Commission held that the Respondent (Bar Council of India) had failed to provide complete
information and neglected its obligation under Section 4 of the RTI Act to proactively disclose
information. The CIC directed the present PIO to submit a written explanation for not appearing at
the hearing and advised that the Bar Council must upload the list of enrolled advocates (name and

13



I Eb—[
IfeR
RIGHT TO

/" INFORMATION

enrollment number) on its official website within 30 days. A copy of this uploaded data must also
be provided to the appellant. The appeal was disposed of with these directions.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the Bar Council, being a public authority under the RTI Act,
is duty-bound to proactively disclose information permissible under the Act, particularly details
regarding enrolled advocates. Such suo-motu disclosure under Section 4 is essential to promote
transparency and minimize unnecessary RTI applications.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/NMCOM/A/2023/669929

R.B. Gautam
Vs.
CPIO, National Medical Commission (NMC)

Date of Decision: 09.04.2024

Decided by Shri Heeralal Samariya, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005

The appellant, Shri R.B. Gautam, filed an RT1 application seeking certified copies of the standard
assessment forms A & B submitted by the authorities of Kanti Devi Medical College Hospital and
Research Centre, Mathura, for the recognition/renewal of MBBS seats for academic years 2021-
22,2022-23, and 2023-24. These forms are vital for verifying whether a medical college meets the
infrastructural and academic standards laid down under medical education norms. However, the
Public Information Officer (PIO) of the National Medical Commission (NMC) failed to respond
in time, prompting the appellant to file a First Appeal. The PIO stated that the Undergraduate
Medical Education Board (UGMEB) was not the custodian of the requested information and had
to seek it from the Medical Assessment and Rating Board (MARB), which declined to provide the
assessment report citing limitations under the NMC Act, 2019.

Held:

The Commission held that the requested information the standard assessment forms for the
academic years 2021-22 to 2023-24 should be disclosed to the appellant and made public. It
directed the NMC to furnish the complete written submission dated 28.03.2024, along with all
annexures, to the appellant within two weeks. Furthermore, the NMC must coordinate with the
relevant authority to procure the required forms and provide them to the appellant within four
weeks. The Commission also mandated that the assessment reports be uploaded on the official
website and required a compliance report to be submitted within six weeks.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission strongly emphasized the public interest element embedded in the disclosure
of medical college assessment reports. The Commission also observed that transparency in this
domain boosts public trust in the country’s medical education and healthcare system.

Court Cases Referred: None
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dizeh; Dpuk vk;kx
fg<ira srfier W= CIC/BCOIN/A/2024/114332

£ W9 FIR R
BRI
Bl SF AT ATHN IR s uRye, 8 faced

faofg fedisa @ 14-07-2025

bl ekey: e "kkfey cko/kku 4
AT BT JAHR SR BT aRT 6(1) IR 6(3)

RIS 3N RIS B Bl fafdr 15.01.2024
Jdersen & Siarg B fafr PIS STATd el

g 3riTel gIRIeT He by fafer 21.02.2024

gorq ey ¥Rl & armesr &) fafd PIS IS Tl
vkni’k

rk; :

urefl =1 fHIe 15.01.2024 & UKIA 3Mded & AIH ¥ [98R Iy s uRve & oy 2023
S AT H AU P BUTS Bl AR Q- dlel ARG BT [JaR01, Iqb GRIEBINGT & M, U,
RIeTOTh AT, oI BRI B S GINI (U ST & Heel H WIBRYT, BTY Y FIUAT DI HAT
3R 31T ST ET @ ART @ off |

WAieT § Sl dedl & AR MUiRd o/@fe § @iy Sta1d ura 7ei 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl BRI &l aRE | AT Urefl BT By < UTe T8l gl |

TN gRT SN A3 & ded H Ardiargsil, 3R |fvd, IRd fafds uRyg =1 f&A1w

11.07.2025 & 391 foIRad URaas H SMRINT BT I8 A PRAT © b Wi & U e &l
SaTg f&1® 04.07.2025 & U= & ARIH A URG fbar 1 7 | faawa 9 Sare ufid fey S @
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PR I AT AT & b Uil &1 UK SIRCIRAE e ST H U = T 3 ffdad
of | I &1 ug Afiangsn & gora § o, ureft &1 g9 Sare Ud @Y e war 2| faorw
TSI 3 gl & | e & fory Aidlersall 1 We <ad fham & 3R 9 d fdd Araen e+
BT JARATHT T RN BT AT & | UG Stare 7 urefi &1 I8 s/ R 8¢ fh s Al
RS BT YT FGIBMSIT 3R T 3dTety PRI & 3R AFel 99 2023 # f[8R Iy fafdrs
IRYE & AT | F&Rd B, il &1 e Fa &7 APGR ARTRE B 9T 6(3) @ Sfaia
I ofaRa o fam Tar 2

Luokb di nkjku TkdV; BIlxr rF;:

TR aTg @1 gHars fafedr SR & Aegw @ @) T | gAaE B SRE wref gHensi
S T AT H IUReT g | Ufcrardl vt 1 £l el HAR UIvSy, AT AN # IuRerd o |

il BT BEAT o o FIAT BT ABR AT P GRT 6(3) & AT ATAGT BT ARV
JTIET BT Uit & 5 34l & 3iax foar S Sifvard © | 39 929 & d1ag[e Sa fadid 15.01.
2024 BT 3MIE &I 04.07.2025 B [ER o fAfdrs Ry &1 fhar a1 8, S amuRars! &1
gcies 2 | ureft 9 gaa forg Widiemdel & fawe wriaE! &1 AR @l | ImanT g7 ureft & 9% U
S W 6 Far ureft g qe @ fag € o uneft g enféra e fgr o= fafrs uRwe &
Gaferd 7, el &1 der o fh S 39 T2 B STMaRI & 3R 9= fIER = fafdes uRvg
H Y RTINS 3 TTRIA PR QT & | <ifhT I8 HHAT MRITA IRAT WR BT 8 3R 34
AMC | BIP! WRTAR U1 8371 © | Sy S8l 9RAY fAfdre uRye &1 A1 IREIRMS e
<R e 2 |

gferare] ue &l qetier off o urell &7 U SIRCIRME e BRI H Tdb 3= [I9RT
AAY Add AT TSl B3l o1 | O & U8 Adiegail & s H A, Ui &I g9 Sidd
Ufa R fear 1§ | e e H gon 7 | fderd & oy Andiengail 9 ¥ e fhar sk
7oy # 31fdre ATae= 8w BT 3eards T AT ®r 33T | ufardy uel @ deewR Ig qelld
off o urefl gRT Sruferd gamr av 2023 H B8R o s uRye & 9@ | Had &, iRk
TEIIR Uil &7 3de I faRd &R far 1 7 |

fu.k;
AT H Iueel qedl qAT Gds & SR SHI UEl -1 WA @l T Tellel & 3Tl |
Ig W 7 b urell & uwd fTi® 15.01.2024 @ 3fde BT Adiengsil, AR s aRyg

T f&i® 04.07.2025 BT YRR, B8R I fAfds aRve &1 g1 &1 ARHER AfR=F9 B
gRT 6(3) & 3icia FART fhar 2| Uil & IFAR Sad faR0T M g1 FeiRd 5 341 &
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AT & 91 BT Ao F fhar a1 € 3R 39 aTuRare! & forw ureff = drdiensan & fawg
PBRATS P! T P 2 |

TR HeH W I8 Ioolkd YRS BT {6 o1 &1 AfeR IS &1 arT 6(1) & Uraem i
@ IATAR, DIs AR, ST 39 MATRH & A PIs FAAT AU AT Arean o, forkad 7 a1
solagite gfad & areaa & bef/kr ykd ikf/kdkjh @1, S9a g1 arft T e o ol
faffde wRd gU IRIE | Seore g & b uredl & URgd IREITE afdes & Aedd 9
JUfera Iae ay 2023 ¥ fIgR ¥y fafdre uRve & gAma | Fafed § ok wxqga 9Ha 5 bef/kr
ykd ikf/kdkjh] fegkj jkT; fof/kK ifj’kn g] fEl L kR i.krt foK ¢ &Rk vgar & S=iF
JRENATE AT I% SIS B I@T B | 37k Ul §RT UK MRS 3MAGT DHacl 59 3G
| Andiesal, YR A aRyg &1 gwqd fhar Se1 uife 9281 <8 ofrar & f il &
TR STRCIRMTS 3MMISH BT ol HT MR AT @ a7 6(3) & Sicia Wdtengan, faer
9 fafrgr aRvg 1 fdRd fHam ST | SMART & AR I8 gal & ISR &1 THIAN 2 |
urefl af Ardienga, fIerR o At uRys & a9 4 AT o Ad] I Pl ofdld UTad
T8 B3N o1, Uil S fawg D A AT H gy adia aiae R affafew & yrae

T & 3faRTd JeNfd SU=R uTd Fahd o |

TeTR, AT & UraeAl & 9, fafdad w9 | IRaeT U RTINS ATAGT BT AR
@ Uit & 5 faAf @ 3fex fhar S e & | ugd e # ofavor RuiRa smafy & a1
faere & fooar ar B | Aifh IMANT &1 W H sHd NIY Ufdrel UeT &1 bl de-1afa Ydid =al
Bl &, Hifd I8 AR qd &1 9RomH B, faRivex 39 uRRefa # Sefe d=m # omd &
Ardiamrgalt grRT urefl & U ARCISMS A BT JEATIH & Uraerni & fciia Jeer Rl
AT T € | 9EREre, AT AIqergall, YR [Afts aRye &1 wids d REIRAS el b1
FAATTIT 3R AR AR &R BT < <dl 2, 39 S9a f[awg AfRfF—q & g
@ AT AATSYATT HRATS BT O el B |

SRIGT TAT B 3MMAId | AN AR, YR fafsr uRve & fawg dRars a1 Ui
P AT DI AT AR Hear 2 |

SWRIFIIAR UK el FRaiRa @ Sl 2 |

Heeralal Samariya fghjkyky Bkefj ;K
Chief Information Commissioner i€ [ ; Bpuk vk;Dr}
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dizeh; Dpuk vk;kx
fgda ardiel =T CIC/SECFL/A/2023/144527

Jh vt; fedk
Cuke
dinh; tu Rpuk vi/kdkjh ofj'B 1c/kd] i"kklu@dkfed] , 1blh,y] e[ ;ky;]
fcykbh1j] NRrillx<A

faolg fedisa @ 06-02-2025

bl ekey: e "kkfey cko/kku 4
AT BT SR SMAFRE BT aRT 8(1)(SN) IR (S))

JIREI3S NI STRIT B bl fafdr 11.07.2023
JrNS3N &b STard B fafr 28.08.2023

g il gIRIT HRT Y fafer 11.08.2023

gore STl RerY & 3y & fafd BIS A TSI
vkn’k

rk; :

greff 9 AT 11.07.2023 & U 3Mde, S AGBIS3, THSAINS, Ty, fdeayR &l
U far Tar or, & AH W 99 2010—11 9 I 2022—23 db fUwel 12 99 # fagoe uq

fazer faumT gRT THS¥iIge qor a4l IR—fAggd Suvlame & 4 e a9y H §U dIger 3y
|ESI /S99 MYt Tl &1 g eIl Sad gl H FAd IR—fIga Sudradmell & M, 96
HUA/HH B AW, YT, DIIA TS Dl AT 37 Bl FAAT DI AFT DI oY |

AT H SucTe T2l & ITAR Adiangall, TAsHIvd, f[IeryR o fald 28.08.2023 & 3fU+
U3 & JegH | Wil R STUiE gEAT BT AT A, @aiRe JERIT IR difgd Hual
AEPR A HRT T Y G BT ATBR ARRH D aR1 8(1)(S1) & wraemEl & Aad
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U B SHR PR QAT | U STaTd A AT 8Ibx Uil o Ui ordiel |Rerd &1 | offde
T MU AGRT B ITRE | Ureff $T HIg MM YT -Tel garm |

TN gRT OIRY AIfed & e’ # Hidlengall, vasdive, Jerey, faamaqR =1 faie 28.01.
2025 &1 UH U= Wl 1 URT Td T & yssifesa fasan &, Rrad urelt &1 g8 sravra e
T & % vagdive, wemdys, (e vd fauem), femagR =1 ureff gRT /e e o g
BT JBR IfAFTTH, 2005 B GRT 8(1)(SN) & W & AT U™ B A A7 fhar g iR
3TUfeTT g, eI uel B A B1 Sl H off Il 2, RO e 8 @1 o Hadl 2 |

Luokb di nkjku 1kdV; Dlxr rF;:

TR a8 Bl Gars fAfeAT SIBRET & Arm | &1 T | GAars & R urefl gaegdl &
FIUR ST § IURLIT gU | Ufaral ueT H 57 THO 60 S[[e1Ie, D, Blifih—As—AIuIiga,
£ Uelies R, wdegsds de & TR 7S, Aed Yegd, [l vd fAuve gHensdl & fdemayR
Tfear # SuRerd gU |

ureff &1 FET o 6 TS Ud AIdulfd &5 @l BUHl ® iR g9 USHR MR @,
AT BT JMABR ARTIH BT aRT 8(1)(SN) & WA @ ST UG B A §HR &l Bl Sl
Al & | ART gIRT Uil 9 I8 Y i WR & I 3fulerd gaar & Ubed § dF—aT ek
Alpfed sidf+ifed &, Ul o W T T8 o | |

gfrardl ueT &1 Selret o o ureft g1 eruferd srfdresier e ST Suadmell & AR,
ID AMERE A, D BRI Yoll, S A1 fhy T AT (THUAY), 59 TY DRI Bl
|, YT TS e A S 8, S ol uel o1 (ofl e a1 8100 § 3 & Ar—drer I8
TS & arfviis favard, amiRe el &R difgs duar afder & +ff d6fda g1 o #
ureff gIRT SUfATd E, AT T AMHR JIAFTH B a7 8(1)(SN) iR () & Yraem=i & faia
Uhc Tl Bl S Fhdll B | SMANT §RT I8 Y8 oI W & drael &1 faemy sterar famd @ uftrar
#H O fhy v fHfaer & SwRid g Susll /GRIE @ 1 3ifdH w9 | HSiaT du= 81 T
2, 9B M B ga wrefi 1 <7 # a1 sufd B, ufaTdl ue o1 de o B uwgd e |
T &1 MR J3red WR A A Srar 2 iR SRy diferdl # Hefa fdaRor yae dRe Adel
DI Yrae T8l B . g |

fu.k;
e # SueTer qedl o gars & QR S Uell gk Ujd &1 Tl Teildd & ATelld o

I8 W © b el & uwgd ofded & dad H didiengall, tasagd, [AamgR 7 faeiia 28.08.
2023 & IO UH & HRIH 9 Uil gRT STufea E &l At favard, amaRe il 3R
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Jifgd FuaT AER ¥ [T qard gY GAAT BT ABR AAFRE B a1 8(1)(S1) & vrae=t
& ST UG PR § 3BR PR QAT 8| GAdIs & QR UTardl uel &1 Selied & b ureff g1
rufera srfdrarer E SR IwHlaarsh & AN, e mafie @M, SHe wrdefia gof,
S9D A1 fhy U Gl (THUNU), 99 Y Bibel B A, UT| oRd offe | Hefed )
S g ger @ Sl e @ A0 ¥ o B Ar—ar U8 qasdivel & aiviige fawar,
AR ERI iR difgs duar ffeR o W Jdfea g1 0 & el grr e g, e
BT ATFR AAFTH B a1 8(1)(S) IR (D) & Wrae=l & T Udbe TE B ST Ahall § |

MART UfaTd) ued &) S Solled o WAl Udhe &Rl © | Seor@-g & o wreft grr erféra
THSHITA & fAquE ud faml fameT grr 9t IR—faga SuMiadreti & 99 u”e 99 H gU diel
MYl FHSI /S99 MYl \HSi, S AT qAT I GAI H T IR—TIgI Ui
@ AW, D HU/HH D AW, U1, DI¥A TS DI AGT JAI U& B Ol g Haea
FHafal o ol go & A—ar I8 TasNINd & g favar, ammiie @Rl iR
difges Huar sireR & ff Hdffa 2 ik 9 A urefl grRT onfera gEe, g & Afier erf
T & gRT 8(1) ) &R (1) & UrauEl & fAd Udbe Tal B S Fhdl 7, fadvex q9,
Sfafds 5 Gebed H BIg clbied A1 AR el 8 ik garg & aRM wrefl uwgd ded o
DS W qT WL T8 PR IS |

IR qAN & qIolG RN DI I H DRIel o Al rerar (e a1 ufshar # SRy faby
U fAfdeT & SuRid 59 SuAl /G & 91 Sifad w9 W gHsiiar Gu 8 1T 8, S AW
@ Udhed 9§ 7 Al GaRd B/ FeRIET B Frorar ueifad 2Rl 8k 7§ S tHsHIee & arf
I favard, AMiRe BRI R difgd HUal AHR & Ulddmedl ¥ U9Ifdd 89 &l Qe
2| 3T IMANT YIRS, ARG Yaerdh, YA / BIfHD, TSIV, &I, TR, BIRITS
®I Ig e qaT & & U afaer &1 Ui ¥ 30 faei & aia” urefl &7 U afded & #redH
A AT I B e § AT srrar Mm@ ufthar § Y fhe v e & SwRid R
BT/ FRI & A1 AT ©I | FHSIAT GU 8 T 7, 39S A B g urefi &1 ufva
I | 39 B H A BIS W AT/ Sxrast Wit B yde e By S |

SIRIGATAR Y el AR @l el 2 |

Heeralal Samariya %ghj kyky | kEfj ; kb
Chief Information Commissioner €[ ; Dpuk vk;Dr#
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feda sriie aw=m

bl ekey: e "kkfey cko/kku 4

dizeh; Dpuk vk;kx

Jh egkno nkl
Cuke
dinh; tu Rpuk vi/kdkgh) Hkjrh; njlpkj fofu;ked kf/kdj.k] ubl fnYynA

faofg fedisa @ 14-07-2025

I BT IMABR ASATIH B aRT 2(3)

f}rh; vihy VkjVhwvib! Lhihvkbvk d lkFke vihy | iFke vihyh;
vkonu dh | tokc dh frfFk dh frifk | vkn’k dh frifk
friFk

CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113374 24.12.2022 |24.01.2023 28.01.2023 | &g amesr w1E)
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105467 23.11.2023 | ¥ Srarg =gt 29.12.2023 | 1 aneer 8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113518 05.01.2023 | 1€ Srarg =gt 09.03.2024 | 1 a9 =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113373 24.12.2022 |24.01.2023 28.01.2023 | &1 ancer =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133254 21.04.2023 | o1$ Srarg =&l 27.05.2023 | &1 ancer A8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105469 23.11.2023 | o1$ Srarg =gl 29.12.2023 | 1 ancer =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113515 05.01.2023 | o1E rarg =&l 09.03.2024 | &1 a9 =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113372 24.12.2022 | o1E arg =&l 28.01.2023 | 1 acer =8
CIC/TRAOQOI/A/2023/119924 07.12.2022 | o1$ a9 =&l 05.03.2023 | 1 a9 =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133798 10.05.2023 | o1E Srarg =&l 16.06.2023 | &1 acer =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105607 23.11.2023 | o€ a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | ®1g seer =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/117408 19.02.2024 | o€ a9 =&l 26.03.2024 | &1 sy T8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/119885 23.01.2023 | o1E a9 =&l 27.02.2023 | o1 a9 T8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133797 10.05.2023 | o1$ wame & 16.06.2023 | &7 s =1E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105480 23.11.2023 | &g a9 =& 29.12.2023 | &7 s e
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CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113519 01.02.2024 | ®1¢ Sar9 &t 09.03.2024 | o1 e =
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133795 10.05.2023 | o1 Sare F&f 16.06.2023 | 1S ameer =Et
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/119533 18.03.2024 | ®1E Ware =&l 26.04.2024 | oS e wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/117407 19.02.2024 | ®1E ware &k 26.03.2024 | oS ey wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113512 29.01.2024 | g Sare e 09.03.2024 | o1 e =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113514 29.01.2024 | g Sare e 09.03.2024 | oS e =
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113511 29.01.2024 | g Sare e 09.03.2024 | o1 e =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113527 19.01.2024 | ®1$ Sare &l 09.03.2024 | o1 amreer =
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113521 13.03.2023 | ®1$ ware &l 17.04.2023 | &7 amewr 8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113522 26.12.2022 | ®1E Siare &l 14.02.2023 | 1€ ameyr =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113524 22.11.2022 | &1 are =€l 26.12.2022 | ig sy =&l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111515 27.11.2023 | g Sfare 8 03.02.2024 | oS a9 =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111517 05.12.2023 | ¢ Sare =&l 03.02.2024 | o1 amreer =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111513 05.12.2023 | ¢ ware =&t 03.02.2024 | o1 amreer =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111512 05.12.2023 | ¢ Sare =&t 03.02.2024 | o1 a9 =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/109517 10.12.2023 | o1 Sare &l 27.01.2024 | o1 sy =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/109239 25.12.2023 | ®1E Siare &k 28.01.2024 | o1 sy =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108013 07.12.2023 | o1 Sfare =&t 11.01.2024 | 1S amreer =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108029 05.12.2023 | o1¢ g 08.01.2024 | 71g amcer =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/107514 16.11.2022 |20.12.2022 22.12.2022 | oig ameer &l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108246 16.11.2022 |20.12.2022 22.12.2022 | oig smeer &t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108247 16.11.2022 |20.12.2022 22.12.2022 | oig smeer &t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108302 21.11.2022 | ®1g are =Et 26.12.2022 | oig smeer &t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108303 22.11.2022 | &g Sare et 26.12.2022 | oig smeer =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108304 21.11.2022 | ®1g Sare =gt 26.12.2022 | oig smcer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108308/ |21.12.2022 | Ig Sfare =18 28.01.2023 | oig a9 =7&f
TRAOI

CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/110971 06.12.2022 | ¢ ware =&l 11.01.2023 | 1§ ameer =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111521 18.11.2022 |23.12.2022 24.12.2022 | ig a9 =&l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111520 18.11.2022 | &1g wrare =t 24.12.2022 | ig sy =&l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111517 18.11.2022 |23.12.2022 24.12.2022 | 1S ey wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/112004 22.11.2022 |23.12.2022 26.12.2022 | 1 sy wE
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CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111560 06.12.2022 |05.01.2023 11.01.2023 | 1S ameer =
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111561 06.12.2022 |05.01.2023 10.01.2023 | o1 ameer =et
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113371 25.09.2023 | o1 Srare F&l 30.10.2023 | oig a9 =7Ef
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121292 07.02.2023 | o1g Sfara =&l 13.03.2023 | 1S ameer =Et
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121299 14.02.2023 | o1 Sare F&l 19.03.2023 | o1 ameer =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121317 07.02.2023 | ®1¢ ware &l 13.03.2023 | o1 ameer =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121897 14.02.2023 | ®1$ Ware &l 19.03.2023 | o1 ameer =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/120785 07.02.2023 | o1g Sfara =&l 13.03.2023 | o1 ameer e
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/122849 19.02.2023 | ®1$ ware &l 26.03.2023 | ®1$ ey =
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/123202 23.02.2023 | g Sfare 8 30.03.2023 | o1 amreer e
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/126917 06.03.2023 | o1 Sfare =&l 10.04.2023 | &7 amewr g
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/126918 14.03.2023 | ®1$ are &l 13.04.2023 | o1$ ameer =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127297 06.03.2023 | o1g Sfare =&l 28.04.2023 | o1 sy wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127909 26.02.2023 | ®1E Siare &l 29.04.2023 | o1 sy wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127910 26.03.2023 | o1 Siare &l 29.04.2023 | oS sy wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127914 26.03.2023 | ®1E Siare &l 29.04.2023 | o1 sy wE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130208 10.04.2023 | o1 Sare &l 18.05.2023 | &1 amreer =iE
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130683 20.04.2023 | ®1E Siare & 25.05.2023 | o1 sy =E
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130375 10.04.2023 | o1 Sae = 18.05.2023 | o1g ameer =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133250 21.04.2023 | ®1g Same et 27.05.2023 | oig ameer &l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133251 21.04.2023 | o1 Sare et 27.05.2023 | oig smcer &l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133252 21.04.2023 | ®1g Sare et 27.05.2023 | oig ameer &l
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/134888 16.05.2023 | o1g g - 20.06.2023 | oig s wEf
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/137630 03.06.2023 | g Siae 8 08.07.2023 | oi1g a9 =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/141498 15.07.2023 | ®1g a9 g 19.08.2023 | &g a9 =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/141497 15.07.2023 | ®1g g - 19.08.2023 | 1S ameer =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/143581 29.07.2023 | ®ig Sare =gt 02.09.2023 | oig a9 =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/143578 29.07.2023 | o1 Srare T&Et 02.09.2023 | &1 amreer =€
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/103185 24.10.2023 | o1 Sare =gt 07.12.2023 | oig a9 =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/104138 24.10.2023 | o1 Srare T&t 28.11.2023 | oig a9 =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105564 17.11.2023 | o1 Sare =&l 23.12.2023 | oig a9 =&f
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105561 16.11.2023 | o1 Sare =&l 23.12.2023 | oig a9 =&f
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CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105559 16.11.2023 |8 wrarq =8t | 23.12.2023 | a7 s =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105556 16.11.2023 | wrarg 78t | 23.12.2023 | a7 s =8
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105555 16.11.2023 | &1 Sia9 g} 23.12.2023 | &7 e =)
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105553 23.11.2023 | o1$ Sarg =gt 29.12.2023 | &7 e =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105548 20.11.2023 | o1$ Siarg =gt 24.12.2023 | &7 e =t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105544 20.11.2023 | o1$ iarg =gt 24.12.2023 | &7 aewr =t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105542 16.11.2023 | &1 g g} 23.12.2023 | &7 ey =t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105540 17.11.2023 | &1 Sige =g} 23.12.2023 | &7 ey =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105478 23.11.2023 | ®1E a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | &7 ey =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105476 25.11.2023 | o€ a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | &7 ey =21
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105475 23.11.2023 | o€ a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | &7 ey =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105472 23.11.2023 | o€ a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | &7 ey =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105471 23.11.2023 | 1€ a9 =&l 29.12.2023 | &7 ey =&t
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105604 23.11.2023 |1 wame 8 | 29.12.2023 | @5 amw =&
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105600 25112023 |1 ware 8 | 29.12.2023 | @5 amw =&
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105602 23.11.2023 |1 wame 8 | 29.12.2023 | @5 amwr =&
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105599 16.11.2023 | a1 warg 78t | 23.12.2023 | a5 amwr =&
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105566 16.11.2023 | a1 wramg =8 | 23.12.2023 | ¢ amw =&
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108037 01.12.2023 | & warg 78 | 05.01.2024 | s ameer &
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108028 02.12.2023 | &7 oiarg 78 | 08.01.2024 | s amarer &
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108026 05.12.2023 | &7 oiara 78 | 08.01.2024 | s amarer &
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108021 07.12.2023 | wiara =& | 11.01.2024 | 5 smer ==
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108016 07.12.2023 | wiara =& | 11.01.2024 | 5 amder ==
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108017 07.12.2023 | wiara =& | 11.01.2024 | 5 smder ==
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108042 07.12.2023 | @S wiara =& | 11.01.2024 | 5 amder ==
CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108040 30.11.2023 | @ wiara 786 | 05.01.2024 | d ameer &
gerars @ fafr 20.08.2024
faota @ fafer 20.08.2024
vkn’k

rF;
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113374

reff F a1 24.12.2022 & UK MG & AeTH H AU fah 21.11.2022 & 9 Rrebrard
TR B T BRATS UG Haed o $I AW ol 7 953l & el ol o |

AP H U Tl & ATAR, AIGIRMSSN, WIgfaur 7 fa=ie 24.01.2023 & UF & AEgH 4
ureft Bl g Sravd a5 ureft & U Rrerd & ge wiaRer 9 Hefq w8 €, aaife
¢Te AT RIGRIAI WR SRarg 61 Al o | UK Sad ¥ A 8ld) Ul 4 yoH il
AR BT | tfh UM 3diely AGRT & dRG | 1 ureff &1 B Qe U< T8 garm |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105467

grefl 9 Qe 23.11.2023 & YR 3MMAGH & ARIH H (U U U RPrAd & Had H B
T HRAE U HEd gEr @ AT qo 4 gl & ofaita &) off | Seorag ® fa ueft A
31T R o @ Uit yus & |1 e T fhar 2

<o § Suder dedl & ITgaR FEiRd rafyr # #1E Sfard ura T8 89 W ureft 77 yerH
AU ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABNT Bl aRE | AT Uil DI Blg AT UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113518

grefl 9 faie 05.01.2023 & UK ATdG & HAEIH H 30 FoAd Rrbrgd W B T
FHRATE UG AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1
R & ufy Fore 78t 2|

e § Suder dedl & rgaR FEiRd orafyr # #1 Sfard ura T8 89 W ureft 77 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl aRE | AT Urefl DI By AT UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113373

grefl 71 a7 24.12.2022 & UK 3Mda & HAEIH H U [l 21.11.2022 b FU RIebrad
R P T HRATS Td FafEd a1 o A9 B 7 fdgeif & sida @t o |

AT § Suctel Tl & SR, AIEaN, wrgfaur 1 fa7id 24.01.2023 & U= & #EIH
A ureil Bl g8 ST BRET fb wrel &y Rrerd & gge UieRer 9 e T8 g,

Fifd ¢18 fddiTa RIeradl R HRATS T8 HRAT & | YKl Sid1d | A 8rebx uredi -1 ueH
A ARIT B | olfch UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Ul I Big AT Ure 81 gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133254

greff =1 faTie 21.04.2023 & YR 3MTAGT D HEIH H U el 18.03.2023 1 RIbryd wR
@ T HRAE Ud GG oA & AT Gl 6 f[§gai & i @ off | Seoeeg ® 5y
& A1 Rrerd o iy Hord T8 2

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl Bl Big < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105469

grefi o e 23.11.2022 & UK ATdEd & AEGH YA HeAd Ry o= @l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113515

greff o7 fadie 05.01.2023 & UK A& & AEGH H JUH HeAfa R o= &l T
HRATE Ud AT I B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig 2 5 g & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § iy STa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113372

reff F a1 24.12.2022 & UK MG & AeTH H AU fah 21.11.2022 & 4 Rrebrard
TR B T BRATS UG HEd o I AW ol 7 (983l & el ol o |

HAfadr H Iucte Tl & SR, HIIEal, wrgfaur 1 fa7id 24.01.2023 & U= & #EIH
J weff @1 g7 st R & weft & v a Rrera @ gee wieRe | Sdta T8 €
Rifd 218 AfddiTa Rrbradl WR BRATS T8 BT & | U<l Sid1d I IRIGE 8rebx uredi -1 ued
1At Rerd BT | oIt U ATl MBI @ dRG | 1 urefl &1 PIg M9l UT a8l gaT |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/119924
ureff =1 faTidr 07.12.2022 & U SMIGH & ARIH H U 31D 05.11.2022 & 79+ Rrewrad
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R P T SRATS Td FafET a1 o A9 wo 7 [dgail & siaa @l
e § Sude dedl & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 7 yerH
el ARIA BT | olfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 Big 3mar ura =Tal gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133798

ureff 9 fai® 10.05.2023 & UK ATIEd & AEIH W U fQH 02.04.2023 B Rraprid
R B T FRATS U GG GIT B AT ot 6 el & ofafa @ o |

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd orafyr # #1 Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
1At RerT BT | oI U ATl M®BRY @ dR% | 1 Urefl &1 PIg M9l UTa 8l gaT |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105607

ureff 7 i 23.11.2023 & UK 3AMUEH & ARIH ¥ (U Helfa Riera R &1 T
FHRATE UG AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rremd &) ufy Fore =81 2|

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd orafyr # #1 Sfard Ut 781 89 W ureft 77 yeH
ATl ARerT B | olfT Yo AU BRI BT dRB A WY urefl BT PIS AT YTl &l garT |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/117408

ureff 7 i 19.02.2024 & UK AMEH & AIH ¥ U Helfa Riera R &1 T
FHRATE UG AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuE & A1y
Rremd &) ufy Fore =81 2|

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd ol # #1 Sfard urd 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
AU ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl aR® | AT Urfl Bl Blg A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/119885

ureff 71 faTids 23.01.2023 & U SMMAGT & ARIH H U fa1d 16.10.2022 1 Rr wR
D T PHRATS U9 FERIT FAAT B AW Fof 7 &g o fqia i |

el § Sl el & AR MEiRd afe § iy Sfd1d U el 8+ uR Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3T ABRT Bl dRE | AT Urfl BT Pig < UTe 181 gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133797
greff 9 A 10.05.2023 & UM ATdad & AEGH W AJU faih 02.04.2023 BI Rrebrard
TR B T BRATS UG HaEd o I AW Bl 6 [9gall & el ol o |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105480

greff o7 fadie 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH ¥ U HeAfd Rbr R @l T
HRATs UG Gafd T B AR ot 4 A5l & siafa a1 off | Seoiweig B 6 yud & A1
R &1 ufq Hore 8T 2 |

HAfadr # Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § b Sard gt T8l B W Uil 7 ger
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big <er UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113519

greff o7 fadi 01.02.2024 & UK ATded & ARGH (U HeAd Rbra R @l T
HRATs U4 G I B AR Fof 6 fdgell & siaia @1 off | Seoiesig B 6 yud & A1
R &1 ufq Hore 8T 2 |

HAfdr H Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § b Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 yer
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By M<er UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133795

greff 71 faTie 10.05.2023 & YR 3G & HEIH | U fald 02.04.2023 BT RIbrIad wR
DI A PHRATS UG GG ol B AW B 6 g3 B 3fciia @l off | Seaiweig 2 b g
& a1 Rard o ufd Her T8 2

HAfadr # Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B STard gt T8l B W Uil 7 yer
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big M<er UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/119533

greff o7 fai 18.03.2024 & UK 3ATded & ARGH ¥ (U HeAfa Rrbra wR &l T
HRATs U4 Gafd T B AR ot 4 A5l & siaia a1 off | Seoiesig B 6 yud & A1
Rrerad @1 ufy Her T2 2
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Py M YT &1 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/117407

greff o7 A 19.02.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH QU HAd Rrbrrd wR ol T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For T2 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113512

greff o A 20.01.2024 & UK ATdEd & ARGH H AJUH HeAd R wR ol T
PRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoreig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For 72 2

AiIdT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd @ § Pl Std1d Ui el 8+ o= Uil 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl SAHNT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe 18! gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113514

greff o7 A 20.01.2024 & UK ATdEd & ARGH QU HeAfa Rrbrrd o= &l T
PRATg UG GaRd I B AR ot 4 A5l & siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd T 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113511

greff o7 o 20.01.2024 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HeAfa Rrbra o= ol T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTe T8l gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113527

greff o7 e 20.01.2024 & UK ATdEd & AEGH AU HeAa Ry o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2 |

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl Bl Big < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113521

greff o7 fadie 13.03.2023 & UK ATded & AEGH ¥ AU HeAfd R o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113522

grefi o7 fadie 05.01.2024 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JU HeAfa R o= &l T
HRATE Ud AT I B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig 2 5 g & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § iy STa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/113524

greff 7 f&=Te 05.01.2023 & YR ATde & HeEgH A 37U U FARd RIeprad wR &l T
HRATE Ud AT g B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoresig 2 5 g & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl Sfa1d Ure el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; Vvily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111517

greff 7 f&l 05.12.2023 & YR ATde b HEGH A U U FARd Rreprad wR a7
BRATS U4 HaRId I & AT Gt 4 gt & i o off | Seoei ® 5 uum &
R &1 ufy Fore 8 2 |
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Py M YT &1 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111513

greff 7 f&Hl 05.12.2023 & YR ATdS b AEIH A U U FARd RIeprad wR &l T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For T2 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111512

greff J eI 0591202023 & Y ATdaT & HEIH I {0 (U FARTa Rbrad R b
T HRaAg Ud AT G B T B 4 {953l & fqid BT | Seorgg B 6 yuF &
w1 fRrerd @ gfy e T8 2

AiIdT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd @ § Pl Std1d Ui el 8+ o= Uil 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl SAHNT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe 18! gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/111515

greff 7 f&l 27.11.2023 & YR ATdS b AEGH A U U FART RIeprad wR a1 T
PRATg UG GaRd I B AR ot 4 A5l & siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd T 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/109517

greff o fadi 10122023 & UK ATdEd & ARGH QU HAfd R o= ol T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTe T8l gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/109239

greff o fadie 25122023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H AJH HeAa R o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2 |

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl Bl Big < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108013

greff o e 07.12.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HeAfd R o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108029

greff o7 fadie 05.12.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH AU HeAfd R o= &l T
HRATE Ud AT I B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig 2 5 g & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § iy STa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/107514

greff 7 a1 16.11.2022 & U MG & AegH W AU A 20.10.2022 & 4 Rrebrard
TR B T HRATS UG HaEd o I AN ol 5 (953l & el ol o |

HAfIdT § U Tl & AFAR, AGRMSSN, WIgfaur 7 fa=ie 20.12.2022 & UF & AEgH 4
urefi BT FE AT A fF ureft & v Rrera & gee WiteRer | HeRd T8 € | U
SfaTd 3 A Blbx Uil 7 yerd ardier ARerd @1 | Wfd e Srdielly ARl Bl aRe |
AT urefl &1 BIg Qe U T8l Bl |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108246
ureff ¥ f&ATd 16.11.2022 & YR SMAGH & AAH 4 370+ f&A1H 20.10.2022 &1 Rrard w®
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@I T BRATS UG G FaT B AR B 5 fdgall & sfawda &1 oY |

el # IucTey dedl & IR, AdITgal, Wigfaur =1 fasie 20.12.2022 & U= & HAEIH 4
ureff BT I8 3feTd PRIAT b urefl & wed Riera & g WIidaRr | Gdfdd 78§ | U
STaTd 3 A Bhx Uil 7 yerd ordiel ARerd 1 | dfd yerd srdiely If¥eRT o TR |
ff greft &1 PIS 3w U 8l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108247

areff 9 oI 1671192022 & U 3fTded & AEgH W (U faAid 20.10.2022 P Rrebrrd
WR P T BRATS T HafRd o bl AW Rl 5 gl & A @ o |

e # Iucey Tl & TR, HIEal, “gfaur =1 fasid 20.12.2022 & U5 & AIH A
ureff BT I8 3feTd PRIAT b Ul & we i Ripra & g UiSaRvr | Gdfed 78§ | U
STaTd ¥ A Bx Ureil 7 yerd ardier ARed 1 | Wfd yerd Srdielly BNl B TRe |
AT Ureft &1 PIS Qe U Sl B |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108302
greff F 3 21.11.2022 & UK 3MMdeT & AeIH W JUH P 20.10.2022 BT UG Bl
T RIerRd R & T SRAS Y et Gaar o 7 ol 6 fdgeil & sfaia &l ol |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 ueH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SR &l aRE | 1 Urefl T Py 3Maer UT &l 5o |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108303
greff F 3 22.11.2022 & UK 3MdGT & AeIH W AJUH P 23.10.2022 BT UG Bl
T RIPprId W P T HRATS Gd AT o b 7 fel 6 [dgai & Aaia o off |

<Aferer # Sueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 37Tl AHRT &l aRE | A1 Urefl T Big 3Maer U &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/108304

areff 71 faTids 21.11.2022 & UK SMAGT & HAEIH U fai 22.10.2022 BT RibR wR
@1 T BRATS Ud G AT B AR B 6 fAgall & siawia &1 ot |

e § Sucte dedl & FAR iR Srafer # HIg Sfard ured 81 814 W il 7 yeH
el ARIA @ | olfdhd UM 3dTeld AfHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big 3mesr ura =&l gar |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108308/ TRAOI

greff 71 Qi 21.11.2022 & YR MG & HEIH H U faldh 22.10.2022 61 Ry wR
$I T BRATg Ud HET AT DI AN fet 6 gl & favid BI T |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big M<er UT &l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/110971

greff 71 faie 06.12.2022 & YR ATda & Aegd ¥ faie 03.11.2022 BT Ut Rrerrd wR
DI A PHRATS UG FEAT ol B AW B 6 [64g3i B 3fciia @l off | Seoiweig 2 b g
& a1 Rerd o ufd Hor T8 2

HAadr # Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § b Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 g
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT dig M<er UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111521

greff 9 3 18.11.2022 & U ATded & HEIH ¥ (U b 20.10.2022 P UM
Rrerad wR o T dRarg Ud FafEd Er @ 41T | 6 gl & fdia o off | Seoiay
g & yua & w1 Rierad @) ufd derd 72 2|

WP § U Tl & ATAR, AIRMS3N, WIgfaur 7 fa=ie 20.12.2022 & UF & AEgH 4
urefi BT A8 AT I fF ureft &y Rrera & gee WiteRer | HeRd T8 € | U
SfaTe 3 A Bpx Uil 7 yerd srdier AR @1 | Wifd e srdielly BNl Bl TR |
AT urefl &1 BIg AT U T8l B3l |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111520

ureff 9 fid 18112022 & UKD ST & HEIH ¥ 309 B 20.10.2022 HI UNT
Rrerd w® @ T dRAS vd FET GaTr AR qof 6 g @ ofaia a1 off | SeawH
g 5 yua @ o1 Rierad @1 ufd derd 78 2|

<o § Suder dedl & ITgaR FEiRd orafyr # ®1 Sfard ura T8 89 W ureft 77 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l aRE | AT Urfl DI Blg AT UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111517
ureff 7 faTid 18112022 & U IMMAGH & ARIH ¥ YA fAMG 20.10.2022 HI U
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Rreraa ©R o1 T dRarg vd Gafe FEar b 4°T | 6 gl & sfaia o off | Sy
2 f& yua & wr Rrera @ ufa o 78 2

et # Iudey el & TR, IeEal, “gfaur =1 fasid 23.12.2022 & U5 & AIH 4
ureff BT I8 3faTd PRIAT b urell & wed Riera & g UiSaRvr | Gdfed 78§ | U
STaTd ¥ A Bx Uil 7 yerd ardier ARed @1 | dfd yerd srdielly el B TRe |
AT ureft &1 PIS M<wr U Sl Fa |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/112004

greff < fadiep 2291102022 & YR SMdGT & AEIH W AU D 23.10.2022 DI U
Rrera ) @ T SRaE Ud Gt gEr o 46T | 6 Al @ faia @ off | Seeiaa
g 5 uua & w1 Rierad @1 ufd derd 72 2|

HAfIdT H U Tl & AJAR, AIGRMSaN, Wrgfaur 7 fa=ie 23.12.2022 & UF & AEgH I
urefi BT A8 AT I fH ureft &y Rrera & gee Wit | Hed T8 § | U
SfaTd 3 A Blbx Uil 7 yerd ardier ARerd 1 | Wfd yerd srdielly ARl Bl aRe |
AT urefl &1 PIg Qe U Tl Ba |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111560

ureff 9 fi® 06122022 & UKD ST & AEIH ¥ IO B 03.11.2022 Bl UNT
Rrerd w® @ T SRAS vd FET GaTr AR qof 6 g @ ofaia a1 off | SeawH
g % g & a1 Riera o 9fd dere 78 2

e ¥ IucTey Tedl & IR, AdITgal, Wigfaur =1 fasie 23.12.2022 & U= & HAEIH A
urfl BT AT AT AT fF urfl & IR R & Jge WaRor | |ad 81 © | U
STaTd ¥ ST Bx el 7 yerd ordie |Rerd ®1 | Jfd e srdiety If¥eRT @ IRe |
ff greft &1 BIg 3awr Ut gl gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/111561

ureff 9 f3id 06122022 & UKIA ATdST & HEIH I MUY faAlB 03.11.2022 Bl URT
Rreraa ©R o T dRarg vd GdfE FEar o 4°T | 6 el & fdia o off | Sy
2 f& yua & wr Rrera @ ufa o T8 2

e # Iudey Tl & TR, HIeEall, “gfaur =1 fa=id 05.01.2023 & U5 & AIH A
ureff BT I8 3feTd PRIAT b el & v Riera & g UIidaRvr | Gdfed 781§ | U
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STaTd ¥ A Bbx Ureil 7 yerd ardier AReId 1 | difd e Srdielly BNl B TRe |
A1 urefl &1 PIg MTer U TSl B |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/113371

urefi F e 24122022 & UIA ATdGd & HEIH I U faAlb 02.11.2022 Pl URT
Rrerd R &1 T SRATS Td AaEd a1 o 9 B 6 [dgail & siaid @l off |

e # Iucey oAl & AR, AdITEall, “Wgfaur =1 fasid 24.01.2023 & U5 & ARIH A
urefi BT FE AT I fF ureft &y Rrera & gee witeRer | HeRd T8 € | U
SaTd ¥ A Blbx Uil 7 yerd ardier ARerd 1 | Wfd e srdielly BRI Bl R |
A1 urefl &1 PIg ATQer U 1 B |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121292
grefi F &l 07.02.2023 & UK 3MMde & AegH A AU 1P 09.01.2023 BT UG Bl
T Rrerd W) &1 T SRAs g 6 gEaAr o 7 o 6 fAgel @ faia @l o |

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By M UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105473

greff 7 fale 2301192023 & U 3MMdeT & AEGH W (U HeAfd R w ol T
PRATg U4 G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seorwig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For 72 2

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121299

greff 9 faslie 1490292023 & YA ATdad & AegH (U faId 09.01.2023 P YW &
T RIerRd R & T SRAS d et Gaar o 7 ol 6 fdgail & sfaiia @l ol |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By Maer UTe &l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121317
greff J 3 07.02.2023 & UK 3MdaT & AeIH W (U 1P 09.01.2023 BT UG Bl
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T RIPTId W P T HRATS Td AT o d 7 fel 6 g1 b faid o off |

e § Sude dedl & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 7 yerH
TSl ARIA @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld AfHNT @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 Big 3mar ure =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/121897

ureff 9 f3id 14.022023 & URIA AT & HEIH I IO B 19.01.2023 Bl UNT
Rrerd W &1 T SRATS d 6O gar o 79 B 6 4l & siawa @l off |

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd orafyr # #1 Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl aR% | AT Uil DI Big A< UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/120785
ureff ¥ fadie 0790202023 & UK SMMAGT & AEIH W MU fAId 09.01.2023 B UG
Rrerd W &1 T BRATS g 6O gEAr o 9 G 6 Al @ siaa @t ot |

AieT § Il dedl & AR MEiRd afe § Py Sfd1d Ure -1ei 8+ uR Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABRI Bl aRE | AT Urefl BT Big A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/122849

greff F 3 19.022023 & YA ATded & HEIH ¥ U b 26.01.2023 HI URT
Rrerd W &1 T BRAS g 6t ga o G909 G 5 6l @ sida @t ot |

e H Suaes deal & IR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ureil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT &l aR% | AT Uil BT By < UTe &l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/123202

reff 71 fasies 23.02.2023 & YR ATdad & AeFH A 370U fai 17.12.2022 & Rrdbrrd wR
@ T HRATE Ud GG I @ A B 5 gl & sida @l off | Sy 2 5 g
& 1 Rerrd o ufd Her T8 2

HAfadr d Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § Big Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By Maer UT &l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/126917
greff 71 faTie 06.03.2023 & YR 3T & HIEIH | U faid 30.01.2023 1 Ribryd wR
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DI A PHRATS UG GAT o B AN B 6 fdgai & i @l off | SeaiwEig © 6 gud
& | Rierad @ gy dere 78 2

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # ®1E Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfch UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl BT Big 3Maer Ur &l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/126918
ureff J 3P 14.032023 & UKIA ATdST & HEIH I MU faAlB 30.01.2023 Bl URT
RIerIa R &1 T PRarg vd Hatd a1 B AT Ko 6 fd9gail @ faid o o |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # #1 Sfard urad 981 89 W ureft 7 v
ardret ARerd o1 | I o QrdTela IfamRY @t av% A WY ureft ®T BIS SMeer Ur TEl gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127297
greff 9 3% 06.03.2023 & URIT 3MAGT & ARIH W (U 1P 30.01.2023 BT UG &1
T Rrerd W &1 T SRAs g 6t a1 o 7 o 6 fdgei @ sfaia @l o |

e § Sudel 9l & AR FEiRd orafyr # ®1E Sfard urad T8 89 W ureft 77 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl AHNT Bl dRE | AT Urfl Bl Big AT UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127909
ureff 9 fI® 26.02.2023 & UK IMMAGT & ARIH A AU AP 19.02.2023 BT UG @1
TN Rrerd W) &1 T SRAs g 6 gaAr o 7 o 6 fdgei @ sfaia @l o |

AieT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Sfd1d U el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl dRE | AT Urefl BT Big A< YT 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127910
greff F 3 26.03.2023 & UK 3N & AeH A AU AP 19.02.2023 BT UG Bl
T R R &1 AT SRars vd GEd Gaar o 91T §df 6 fdgeil & sfasia a1 off |

HAfadr H Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aR% | AT Uil I By M<er UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/127914
greff F 3 26.03.2023 & UK 3N & AEIH W AJUH P 19.02.2023 BT UG &l
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T RIPTId W P T HRATS Td AT o d 7 fel 6 g1 b faid o off |

e § Sude dedl & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 7 yerH
TSl ARIA @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld AfHNT @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 Big 3mar ure =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130208

ureff 9 f3i® 10042023 & URIA AT & HEIH ¥ MUY faAB 05.03.2023 Bl UNT
Rrerd w® @ T dRAS vd GET G AR o 6 gl @ faiia a1 off | SeawH
2 f& yoa & wr Rrera @ ufa e 78 2

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 verH
TSl ARIT @1 | olfch UM 3TdTeld AHNT @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 ig e ur =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130683

ureff 51 faTid 20.04.2023 & UK SMMAGT & ARIH H U fa1d 16.03.2023 BT RIBRA W
D T BRATS UG F&RId G DI AT o 6 g3l & faid @l off | Seerag 2 b yus
& A Rrerad @ gy dere 78 ¥

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad F&1 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIT @1 | olfchd UM 3TdTeld AHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big 3mer ur =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/130375

areff 71 faTid 10.04.2023 & U SMAGT & ARIH H U fa1d 06.03.2023 BT RIBRIAT W
B T BRATS UG FeRd G DI AT o 6 (g3l & faid @l off | Ieerag 2 6 yu=
& A Rrerad @ gy derve 78 ¥

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIA @1 | olfch UM 3TdTeld AHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 g e ure =Tal garm |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133250

ureff 7 AP 21.04.2023 & UK AEH & ARIH (U Felfd Ribr o= &1 T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT Fof 6 fAgel & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuE & A1y
Rrdrad @ ufey Her & 2|

e § Suctel dedl & JIFAR FEiRd sfafsr # HIg Sfarg ured 81 84 W il 7 yeH
el ARIT @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld AfHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft T Big 3masr ur =1al gar |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133251

greff =1 faTie 21.04.2023 & YR 3MTAGT D HEIH H U el 18.03.2023 1 RIbryd wR
@ T HRAE Ud GG oA & AT Gl 6 f[§gai & i @ off | Seoeeg ® 5y
& A1 Rrerd o iy Hord T8 2

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl Bl Big < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/133252

grefl o e 21.04.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H AJUH HeAd Ry wR &l T
HRATE U4 AT T B AR Fof 6 gl & sfafa @1 off | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/134888

greff 9 e 1670572023 & U 3fTdad & AEgH A AU AT 06.03.2023 Bl Rrebrard
W & TN HRATS Td FRIT I @7 AT G 6 [gell @& siava o off | Seoag ® & g
& A1 Rrerd o iy Herd T8 2

AeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § iy STa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/137630

greff =1 faTie 03.06.2023 & YR 3T & HIEIH | U [l 16.03.2023 1 Ry wR
@ T HRAE Vd GG G & AT Gl 6 (&gl & i @ off | SeoreEg ® 5y
& A1 Rrerd o iy Hord T8 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl Sfa1d Ure el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/141498

greff =1 faTieh 15.07.2023 & YR MG & HEIH H U el 11.06.2023 BT Ry wR
@ T HRAE Ud GG G & AT Gl 6 [§gai & i @ off | Seoeeg ® 5y
& A1t Rrerd o iy dord T8 2
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Py M YT &1 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/141497

greff 71 faTieh 15.07.2023 & YR 3T & HEIH H U el 11.06.2023 1 Ribryd wR
@ T HRATE UG G I B A B 6 g3l & ida @l off | Sy 2 5 g
& a1 Rrerd o ufd Her T8 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/143581

greff 71 Qi 29.07.2023 & YR 3MTdGT P HAEIH H AU &l 25.06.2023 Rbrad W Bl
T PHRag Ud AT G B A B 6 fd9gal & Aaid Bl i | Seorgg B 6 yuF &
A1y Rrerd @1 ufer dere 78 2 |

AiIdT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd @ § Pl Std1d Ui el 8+ o= Uil 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl SAHNT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe 18! gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2023/143578

greff 71 faTie 29.07.2023 & YR 3T ® HEIH W U el 25.06.2023 BT Ry wR
@ T HRATE UG G I B AN B 6 g3l & sida @l off | Sy 2 5 g
& a1 Rerrd o ufd Her 78 2

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/103185

greff o A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH QU HeAfd R wR ol T
FRATg U4 GaRd T B AR ot 6 A5l & iaia @1 off | Seoieig 8 b yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTe T8l gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/104138

greff o A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd & HAEGH H JUA HeAd R o= ol T
HRATE U4 AT T B AR Fof 6 gl & sfafa @1 off | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1
Rrerad o Uiy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Sta1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT dig fT<er UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105564

greff o7 e 17.11.2023 & UK ATded & AEGH AU HeAfa Ry o= &l T
HRATE Ud AT I B AT Fof 4 &gl & sfafa a1 off | Seoresig 2 5 yuF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl I By < UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105561

greff o7 e 16.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ U HeAfa R o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT G B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoresig 2 5 g & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AIeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § Py Sfd1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By M U 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105559

greff o7 e 16.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ AU HeAfa R wR &l T
HRATE Ud AT g B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoresig 2 5 g & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2|

AIeT § Il el & AR MEiRd @fe § Py Sfd1d Ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT &l aRE | AT Urefl BT By < U T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105556

greff o7 e 16.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ AU HeAfa R wR &l T
BRATS U4 AT I & AT Gt 4 gt @ i o off | Seoei ® 5 uum &
R &1 ufy Fore 8l 2 |
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Py M YT &1 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105555

greff 7 e 16.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ JUH HeAd R wR &l T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For T2 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105553

greff o7 oI 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH ¥ JUH HAd Rrbrra wR ol T
PRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoreig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For 72 2

AiIdT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd @ § Pl Std1d Ui el 8+ o= Uil 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl SAHNT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe 18! gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105548

greff o7 A 20.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH ¥ JUH HAd Rrbra wR ol T
PRATg UG GaRd I B AR ot 4 A5l & siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd T 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105544

greff o7 A 20.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HAfd R wR ol T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sueel el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTe T8l gal |
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f—rh; vily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105542

greff 7 f&=lp 16v1192023 & U 3Mda & AEgH A (U HeAfd Riebrad w ol T
HRATE Ud AT T B AT Fof 4 &g & sfafa a1 oft | Seoreeig 2 5 yuF & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2|

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By M UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105540

greff o1 e 17.11.2023 & UK e & AEGH ¥ U HeAfd Rrbrrd o= &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AdT § Il dedl & AR MEiRd afe § iy STa1d ur el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfch UM 3Tl ABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT By < UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105478

greff o1 e 23.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH AU HeAfd Ry o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT I B AT Fof 4 &gl & sfafa a1 off | Seoresig 2 5 yuF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor T 2

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl I By < UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; Vihy@ Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105476

greff o eI 25.11.2023 & UK ATded & AEGH H JUH HeAfd R o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT A B AT Fof 4 &gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreeig 2 5 yoa & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer HorT e 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o@fe § Pl Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT &l dR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105475

greff o7 e 23.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HeAfd R o= &l T
BRATS U4 HaRId I & AT Gt 4 gt & i o off | Seoei ® 5 uum &
R &1 ufy Fore 8l 2 |
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AeT § Il el & AR MUiRd /@ § Py STa1g U el 8+ uR Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl SAHNI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By < UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105472

greff o7 fadie 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH H JUH HeAd R o= ol T
FRATg Ud AT G B AN F{ 4 Al & AT o1 off | ool g § BUUH & AT
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105471

greff o7 oI 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH H AJUH HAd Rrbrd o= ol T
PRATg UG GaRd G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia a1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer For 72 2

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < YT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105604

greff o7 fadie 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH ¥ (U HAfa R o= &l T
PRATg U4 G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seorwig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd T 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM STl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big M UTe T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105600

greff o A 25.11.2023 & UKIA ATded & ARGH ¥ JUH HeAfd Ribrra wR ol T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Sl el & AR MUiRd @fe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big ML YT T8l gl |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105602

areff o7 A 23.11.2023 & UK ATIEd & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG AR T B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoresig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrarad @t iy Herd T8 2|

<Aferer # Iueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfch UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | A1 Urefl T Big 3Maer ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105599

ureff o7 AP 16.11.2023 & UK 3ATIad & ARIH ¥ U HeAfd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seoreeig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrdrad o ufey Herd T8 2|

<Aferer # Sueer dedl & AR iR rafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfch UM 31Tl AHRT &l aRE | A1 Urefl o1 Big < Ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/105566

ureff o7 AP 16.11.2023 & UK A& & ARIH ¥ (U HeAfd Rira R &I T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seoresig B 6y & A1y
Rrerad ot ufey HerT T8 2|

<o # Sueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1E Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 37Tl AHRT &l aRE | A1 Urefl oI Big e U & gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108037

areff o7 A 01.12.2023 & UK A& & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribra R &I T
FHRATE UG HeRId G B AT Fof 4 Al & Sfafa a1 off | Seoresig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrdrad @t iy Ferd T8 2|

<Aferer # Iueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura FE 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl ®T Big e ur & gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108028

ureff 7 AP 02.12.2023 & UK A& & ARIH (U HeAfd Riera R &I T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrdrad ot ufey Herd T8 2|
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<o # Iueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHNT &l aRE | 1 Urefl T Big e ura =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108026

ureff 7 A 05.12.2023 & UK ATIEH & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG H&fRd G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seareig B 5 yua & A1
Rrdrad @t iy Her T T 2|

<ifereT § SUae dedl @ R FEiRa o@fy # #18 wae ura T8 89 R ureft | yem
ardret ARerd o1 | I o QrdTel ey @t aR% & WY ureft ®T BIS SMee Ure TSl gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108021

ureff 7 A 07.12.2023 & UK ATIEH & ARIH U Helfd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG A& G B AT Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 oft | Seareig B 5 yua & A1
Rrdrad o ufey Fer T T 2|

<ifereT # SUae deal @ R FEiRa o@fd # #18 Sae ura T8 89 R ureft 7 yem
TSl ARIT BT | olfdhd UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big 3maer ur =Tal gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108016

ureff 57 A 07.12.2023 & UK ATIEH & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG A& G B AR Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yua & A1
Rrdrad o ufey Ferd & 2|

<ifereT § SUae dedl @ R FEiRa o@fd # &8 Sae ura T8 89 R ureft 7 yem
TSl ARIT @ | olfdhd UM 3Tl ARSI &l aRE | 1 Urefl o1 Big e ur =T&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108017

ureff 7 A 07.12.2023 & UK ATIEH & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribra R &1 T
FHRATE UG H&fRId G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yua & A1y
Rrdrad o ufey Ferd & 2|

e § Iude 9l & AR FEiRd @y # ®1 Sfard ured F81 89 W ureft 77 uerH
TSl ARIT @ | olfdh UM 3Tl ARSI &l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big 3mar ur =Tal gar |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108042

greff o1 e 07.12.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH AU HeAfa Ribrra o= @l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2 |

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l dRE | AT Urefl Bl Big < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/TRAOI/A/2024/108040

greff o7 e 30.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ AJUH HeAfd Ry wR &l T
HRATE U4 AT I B AT Fof 4 &g & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoresig 2 5 yoF & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2 |

AidT § Sl dedl & AR MEiRd @fe § Pl STa1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SABNT &l aR% | AT Urefl BT dig < UTe =181 gal |

IooiEg & 6 uredf 71 oe SWRId IS e & Aread 9 fafa= fafert &1 ufya sroen
Rrerral . & T FRAE B G B B AN B 7 AR TH IBR, UG AIH A qifod
AT DI TR FHM & | A UK T 104 Tl ordiall T Ggadd R UK AT & AedH
J gl RO fohar S ¥ET 2 |
Luokb: d nkjku TkdV; Llxr rF;:

TR a8 @ GAdTs fAfSdr SIGRIT & Argd 9 & WY | AN gRT AIfed o™y fhy S
& aracpe refl FAars d QR YRl & IRISAT—ERATE] (Al § IuRd T8l o | Y=
H U S AR ddR R HUD [Hy A wR Ui 7 AT ¥ g fRar & S e g
<IRaet fgciia ardiell & |aW # ufara) uet, WRadg gREaR A uiisasvr & el & aime
TR R U dTal &1 FRAROT $R QA7 Sy ofiR gferard] uet 9 v 2rae o urefl &1 Y& ol
fear <imu | gretife, weft 7 U W 9 fhar fF 5= P9 yeR & Iug—ud @ mavgdhdr
2| Ufardl ueT | 30 UHo B0 S, AIURISA—He—dddd AeledR iR goh fheil gam,
HYHRT AATEHR AN H IR S |

gfrardl ger @ Teiiel off o uredi gy unfdravor &1 Ufd ffl +f Rierad R eRaE IR
AR A ame witaRer & sRias § 981 o © | degar it & U@ e & 6ed H
ureft BT S d | 7T BT AT AT o | ¥ UBR, Ui & uAD 3mded & ded # ureff
ERT <RI Yo o1l o1 fARaRoT ) ey ardieny Sfder) gRT fohar ar 8, R drdemgan
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ERT UM STaTd Pl |l SexT AT & | Ufaardl uel o gars & aRME Uil & ydd e &
Hed H UM Siare SR qTRa o dielid aeel &1 Uil ST & rdaiered Ugd o |

fu.k;

urefl §RT Fiftsd GAAT BT W&V R U I8 W © fob Wil o1 U ISP Ada & AedH
3 fafa=r fafrt &1 ofYa e Rrerral & de # IR Sxear ffyams wfdaser grr &
Tl BRATS T AT LA BT AT BT & | GATs B QR Yloraral gaT giRT Ugd B Tl Tl
3R T by Y Aed & arrells H U8 W § & uedl & ydP Arded b1 oA Adamsa
g1 fafe=r folril &1 Uit uai & = 9 e w2, o= el I srava a/rn I ©
o Rreraa @1 favg—awg wrgfaur 4 Heafd &1 & gaforg wrefl grr gifed SIerT Argfaur 4
IuTe] el ¢ |

s & IR U] vt &1 el © 1 uredl gR1 ufdre_or &7 ufia foeedt +ff Rrera
R HRATS TRA REAR A ams uiifiaxer & eries 3 781 ol 2 | dagar urefl & e
Jed & Hed # urefl B g9 T W M BRI fIAT AT o7 SR YA W H urei gw
TIRIS TAH YIH T BT fARaRor ff gerd el SifSamy g1 fhar ar, 5=+ drdemgan
ERT UMT Sa1d & |l SR AT © |

U WeH H I8 Seoid UNERTE BN 6 o &1 e R AfRfE @1 O 2(3) @& urae
Tl @ AT dadl 98 GaT, ST dld UGN & IR U AR IHd gRT IR 1dT IHD
RO €, U @ S bl €| Y O AT ANBRI A IS AUE el Bl S Aebdll ©
% a8 39 o &1 A &, S R &1 e 781 21 S99 a8 off enfarg 781 € % a=
gRafead Ueal & Sa1d & AqAT AT B AT B | 39 YR, Uil & IS IMRTIS
e & AegH W aifed o & dew d uredl bl Adlengall, R4 REdR fafame e
THRYT F RBTS & AER WR Uil Bl I9d! RIGRIT & AeH H qAcHd awReafc I 37aiTd T
fear 21 39 UaR, SN @1 I H Afenss g1 el & Ue e & Iffad @ urae
T & et Jeifea AT ¥ FRaRer fhar 8 sk uga AMall | ufcaral uet & ®rs o1 e
feQ S @1 sravgHar T8 © |

TR, U we¥ H I8 Seoid W) gy g b ureff <7 e €1 faifer oo 15 9 20
JMRENRMS 3Mae <Raet fhar 8, St I99a 15 A 20 TRIA @l T Rripradl | Hefdd 21 3R
feerawa de I8 2 o dAndiengell, YR SREaR A ame WfdeRor gRT 6 T2 &1 o
yed fby S & drace fb umell @ Rerdl R eRars ieaRer & drigs | T8l o 8,
gt 7 3reRa A Ui @ Rierd mitrever w1 9t far g iR St Rl w @
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T BRATS DT FAAT ARCISE ATdeA] & AgH F a7el & |

AT BT 1Y | Wil & G UG DR DI I el G G DI DR BT gHIANT
2, Fifd 3899 TRaRT & AfERAl / HHaRAl & o/ vd dreEl o g ST iR s9
UTRIHROT & T 3MIeTd BRI Ufddzeral & yvIfad &I & | STadd ~ararerd = 310 Ud 37eeT,
TS 999 Mfecy delurearg vd e/ [MANU/SC/0932/2011] # g g fra faar & f&
g U1 URSS FE1 aredl, H die TR & 75 Uiy &R/ SHar] U1 75 Ui
Y JRCIRITE JAMGAl & FRARV H T9€ I |

ureff gRT sl Riera iR ufaes qiiad #R 3R JaIwRid I fded aIRgel &R
IADT FTERV BRI DI IE el AEN Iod I gRT U Re I F=ar 26781 /2013
fai® 17.09.2014 (I GaT ATHRY, INRER—ITRIA, AGTH Sod IRTAd g9 10 qRal) H
& v Aol @1 Y dve HRar B, T |Rre 9 Ug e fear § 5 ws Rrerad
IR PITIE WOl 3R TR JIRCIRNE ATASHl & ARIH F IAUR &I T HRATS DI FAAT U
PR BT g AR RIBTId aRoT BT aRIbT T8l 81 Febell © | Ig Aol fad & faog & &
U 3MAqd FaT AR GAI (B Al UHdRI R fdd I 1aedd Gard Slel Jferal I
TRl & HAREl BT AETd STANT B =g 9T B |

AT BT ATDHR AT B IRATaT FaeIRep AT UG Bl [T BT G Rl B,
NPT Igaed ARTRG Td dldh WEeRT & dra fFad ey f[defid a)d gy e el
A YTl 1 RATIAT BRAT & | offchel AT DI A H Uil BT Ig B ach: ATBIRAT Pl
TREMH BT B AfAH R G U w1 HH AT A0 T |

IR TN & ATl H AT AdIarssil, AR gReaR A wrferevor grr ureff
& AT IS & HaH H ] T HRATS DI T AT & qA7 ureil & IuwRad a1 fgd
il ®Y AR xar B |

SWRIFITIAR YR 3fdTel FRaiRa &1 Sl 2

Heeralal Samariya ighjkyky Bkefj ; ki
Chief Information Commissioner %El[; |‘pUk Vk; Dr
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feda sriie aw=m

dizeh; Dpuk vk;kx

Jh egkno nkl

cuke

dinh; tu bpuk vikdkjh] voj Ifpo] xg e=ky;] ukFk Cykd] ub fnYyhA

dunh; tu bpuk vi/kdkjh

1;0r Bfpo] Hhvikb, 1&3 dk dk;ky;] Xg e=ky;] ukFk Cykd] ubi fnYyhA

dunh; tu bpuk vi/kdkjh

1;0r Bfpo] Hhvikb, 183 dk dk;ky;] xg e=ky;] ukFk Cykd] ubi fnYyhA

dunh; tu bpuk vi/kdkjh

1:;0r Mfpo] Bhvkb, I dk dk;Ky;] xXg e=ky;] ukFk Cykd] ubl fnYynhA
Aot 31 © 14-07-2025

bl ekey: e "kkfey cko/kku 4

I BT IMABR AfSATIH B aRT 2(3)

f}ri; vihy Vkj Vivkb! bhihvkbvk d | IkFke vihy iFke vihyh;
vkonu dh tokc dh frifk dh frfrk vkn®k dh frifk
friFk
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108306 | 18.11.2022 | &g Sfara =&l 26.12.2022 | &g amewr wE)
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108298 |21.12.2022 | &g Sfara =& 26.12.2022 | &g amewr =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108307 |21.12.2022 | &iE Sfara =& 26.12.2022 | &g amewr =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105545 |20.11.2023 | &g Sfarg =&i 24.12.2023 | &g amewr el
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105543 | 16.11.2023 | &g Sfarg =& 23.12.2023 | &€ amewr wE)
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105546 |20.11.2023 | %iE Sfarg =& 24.12.2023 | &g amewr e
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108296 |21.11.2022 | &g Sfara =&i 26.12.2022 | &g amewr =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105554 | 16.11.2023 | &g Sfara =& 23.12.2023 | &€ amewr =@
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105558 | 16.11.2023 | &g Sfara =& 23.12.2023 | %1€ amewr =&
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CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105557 | 16.11.2023 | &g Sae =7&f 23.12.2023 | 1g @y =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105552 |23.11.2023 | &g SaE =7&f 29.12.2023 | g @y =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108295 | 18.11.2022 | &g Same =7&f 26.12.2022 | #1g ameer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105560 |16.11.2023 | &g Sae =7&f 23.12.2023 | ®ig 3w &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105565 |17.11.2023 | &g A =7&f 23.12.2023 | ®ig 3w &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105567 | 16.11.2023 | &g Same =7&f 23.12.2023 | ®ig 3w &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108293 | 18.11.2022 | &g SaE =7&f 26.12.2022 | #ig ameer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105603 |23.11.2023 | &g SaE =7&f 29.12.2023 | ®ig amer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105568 | 16.11.2023 | &g e =7&f 23.12.2023 | ®ig ameer &k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105605 |23.11.2023 | &g SaE =&l 29.12.2023 | ®ig ameer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/110972 | 06.12.2022 | ®i$ waE =7&f 10.01.2023 | &g amesr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145980 |24.08.2023 |oi$ wam =&l 01.10.2023 | &g amesr =7
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145981 |24.08.2023 | &g wam =7&f 01.10.2023 | &g amesr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/141644 | 04.07.2023 | &g waE =&l 08.08.2023 | ®ig ameer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136026 |24.12.2022 | %ig Sfare =&l 11.02.2023 | &g amesr =7&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/110970 | 06.12.2022 | %1g Sfare =&l 10.01.2023 | &g ammesr =7&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/126127 | 13.03.2023 | ®1g Sfare =&l 17.04.2023 | &g amesr =T&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/126916 | 13.03.2023 | %ig Sfare =&l 17.04.2023 | &g amasr =7&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/117413 [26.12.2022 | &g S =&l 14.02.2023 | g s =T&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111518 |22.11.2022 | ®i$ S =&l 26.12.2022 | %1g a9 =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/129805 | 14.04.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 17.05.2023 | &g amesr =7&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111563 | 06.12.2022 | %ig Sfare =&l 10.01.2023 | &g ammsr =7&f
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111562 | 06.12.2022 | &g Sfare =&l 10.01.2023 | &1 sy =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143584 |29.07.2023 | ®ig Sfare =&l 02.09.2023 | &g a9 =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136460 |20.04.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 25.05.2023 | g sy &
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/129380 | 04.04.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 10.05.2023 | &g amsr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136220 | 17.04.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 17.05.2023 | &g amesr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/130684 |20.04.2023 | &g Sae =1&f 25.05.2023 | &g @y =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/130968 |10.04.2023 | ®1g Sare =7&f 16.05.2023 | 1€ amdsr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113970 |24.12.2022 | %% WA =7&f 28.01.2023 | &1g s =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145983 |24.08.2023 | &g Sa =7&f 01.10.2023 | &1 e =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143583 |24.07.2023 | &g SaE =7&f 02.09.2023 | &1g amesr =&
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CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113968 |24.12.2022 | ®1$ SaE =7&f 28.01.2023 | &g s =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143068 |22.07.2023 | oig SaE =7&f 25.08.2023 | g @y =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113967 |24.12.2022 | ®1$ SaE =7&f 28.01.2023 | #1g ameer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143585 |28.07.2023 | &g SaE =7&f 02.09.2023 | #ig amer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143586 |27.07.2023 | oi$ SaE =7&f 02.09.2023 | #1g amer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113962 |24.12.2022 | ®i$ SaE =7&f 28.01.2023 | #ig ameer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111908 |07.12.2022 | o%i$ SaE =7&f 13.01.2023 | %ig amer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105601 |25.11.2023 | &g SaE =&l 29.12.2023 | ®ig amer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105606 |23.11.2023 | &g SaE =&l 29.12.2023 | ®ig ameer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/103189 | 04.11.2023 | &g SaE =7&f 10.12.2023 | #ig ameer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105468 |23.11.2023 | &g waE =7&f 29.12.2023 | ®ig ameer &l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105473 |23.11.2023 | &g waE =7&f 29.12.2023 | g sy =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149193 |25.09.2023 |&i$ waE =7&f 30.10.2023 | &1 sy wE
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149191 |25.09.2023 | %ig Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | oi1g smeer =g
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149192 |25.09.2023 | %1g Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | ®ig ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149194 | 25.09.2023 | %1g Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | ®ig ameer =&l
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105474 | 23.11.2023 | ®1g Sfare =&f 29.12.2023 | %ig ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149211 |25.09.2023 | %ig Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | &g ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149210 |25.09.2023 | %ig Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | &g ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105477 | 25.11.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 29.12.2023 | %1g ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104106 |24.10.2023 | &S S =&l 28.11.2023 | &g ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104107 |24.10.2023 | s Same =&l 28.11.2023 | oig ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104105 |24.10.2023 | &g Sam =&l 28.11.2023 | o1g ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104104 |24.10.2023 | ®i$ Same =&l 28.11.2023 | oig ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105479 |23.11.2023 | ®ig Sfarg =&l 29.12.2023 | g s &
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149196 |25.09.2023 | &g Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | &g a9 =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149209 |25.09.2023 | %ig Sfare =&l 30.10.2023 | &g amwr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149207 |25.09.2023 | ®1g Sae =7&f 30.10.2023 | 1€ amrewr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149195 |25.09.2023 | ®1g Sae =7&f 30.10.2023 | 1€ s =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105541 |17.11.2023 | &g Sae =7&f 23.12.2023 | g @y =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104108 |24.10.2023 | ®i$ Sa =7&f 28.11.2023 | &g e =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104110 |24.10.2023 | ®i$ SaE =7&f 28.11.2023 | &g s =&
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CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104116 |24.10.2023 | ®1$ Sfa9 =&l 28.11.2023 | &g ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104109 |24.10.2023 | ®1$ Sfa9 =&l 28.11.2023 | &g ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104265 |24.10.2023 | &1$ Siar9 =&t 28.11.2023 | 1 a9 8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104102 |24.10.2023 | &S Sia9 =&l 28.11.2023 | o1 sieer 8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104101 |24.10.2023 | &S Sia9 =&l 28.11.2023 | @1 smeer =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104103 |24.10.2023 | &S Sia9 =&t 28.11.2023 | o1 smeer =g
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/103187 | 04.11.2023 IS STarg 8] 10.12.2023 | 1 seer =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105470 |23.11.2023 IS STaTg 8] 29.12.2023 | 1 sncer 78
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104113 |24.10.2023 | &S Sia9 =&t 28.11.2023 | o1 seer =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104112 |24.10.2023 | &S Sia9 =&t 28.11.2023 | o1 seer =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108019 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siar =&l 08.01.2024 | &1 a9 =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108041 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siae =&t 08.01.2024 | 1 a9 =8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105481 |23.11.2023 IS dd T8I 29.12.2023 | 1 a9 8
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108030 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siar =&t 08.01.2024 | ®is ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108039 |28.11.2023 | &S Siar =&l 05.01.2024 | ®is ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108015 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siar =&t 08.01.2024 | ®is ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/109240 | 10.12.2023 | &S Siae =&t 27.01.2024 | ®i$ ameer &k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108023 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siarg =&l 08.01.2024 | ®i$ amreer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108027 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siarg =&t 08.01.2024 | ®1$ ameer =&t
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/109245 |25.12.2023 | &S Siarg =&t 28.01.2024 | &i$ ameer =&k
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108018 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siarg =&t 08.01.2024 | &g amesr =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108014 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siarg =121 08.01.2024 | &g sy =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108034 | 05.12.2023 | &S Siarg =&l 08.01.2024 | &g sy =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108035 |04.12.2023 | &g wame =&l 08.01.2024 | &g sy =&
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108036 |01.12.2023 | &g Sarg =&l 05.01.2024 | &g sy =&

garg &I fafr 10.05.2024

fotg @1 fafer 13.05.2024

Y

[SRZ2
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f—rh; Vily@ Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108306

greff 7 a1 18.11.2022 & UK MG & AeFH | AU A 20.10.2022 & 9 Rrebrard
TR B T BRATS UG HaEd o I AW Bl 6 [9gall & el ol o |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTa &l g |
f—rh; vily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108298

areff J &A1 21.12.2022 & UK MG & AeIH H AU fah 22.10.2022 & U Rrebrard
WR Pl A BRATS T4 H&fEd Il bl AT Rl 6 gl & A B |

<o # Sueer dedl & AR FEiRd orafy # ®1 Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SR &l aRE | AT Uil T By 3Maer UT =T&l 5ol |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108307

areff J faHI 21.12.2022 & UK MG & AeIH H AU fah 20.10.2022 & 4 Rrebrard
WR Pl T BRATS T H&RId ol bl AN Rl 6 gl & A @ oA |

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1E Stare ura T8 89 o ureft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl &1 Big e ura =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105545

greff 7 {1 20.11.2023 & U ATdST b ARIH W U 37U FeAAd Ribrad R &l 1=
FHRATE UG H&RId g B AR Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 6 g & A1y
Rrdrad ot ufey Ferd T8 2|

<o # Suerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl T dig e ura =T&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105543

greff 7 {31 16.11.2023 & U ATdS B ARIH A 37U 37U FeAd Ribrad wR a1 1=
FHRATE UG H&fRId g B AR Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 5 yua & A1y
Rrarad ot ufey Ferd & 2|

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @y # ®I Sfard ured F81 89 W ureft 7 uerH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHNT &l aRE | 1 Urefl T dig e ur =T&l gar |
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f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105546

greff o1 e 20.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HeAfd R wR &l T
HRATE U4 AT g B AT Fof 3 gl & sfafa a1 oft | Seoreeig ® 5y & A1
Rrerad o ufey Herd & 2|

AiIeT § Il qedl & AR MEiRd @fe § iy Sfa1d ura el 8+ U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT &l dRE | AT Urefl BT By M UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108296

reff F fa1eh 21.11.2022 & UK MG b AeIH H AU A 22.10.2022 & U Rrebrard
TR B T BRATS UG Haed o I AN Bl 6 [9gall & el ol o |

HAfadr H Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By 3<er UTa &l ga |

f—rh; Vvily@ Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105554

greff 9 faie 16.11.2023% U 3ATdad & ARIH | (0 Featad R R @1 T
FRATs U4 HaRd I B AR ot 3 fdgell & siaia @1 off | Sy B 6 yud & A1
R &1 ufq Hore 8T 2 |

HAadr # Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By e UTe &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105558

greff 7 fai 16.11.2023 & UK ATded & ARGH ¥ (U HeAfd Rbra R & T
HRATs U4 Hafd I B AT gt 3 fdgell & siaia @1 off | Seoieeig B 6 yud & A1y
R &1 ufq Hore =8t 2 |

HAfadr H Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B STard gt T8l B W ueil 7 g
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT By <er UTe &l 8o |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105557

greff o7 fadi 16.11.2023 & UK 3ATded & ARGH ¥ U HeAfd Ribra R &l T
HRATs U9 Hafd I B AT gt 3 fdgell & siaa @1 off | Seoieeig B 6 yud & A1
Rrerad @1 ufd Her T2 2|
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AeT § Il el & AR MUiRd /@ § Py STa1g U el 8+ uR Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl SAHNI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By < UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105552

greff o7 e 16.11.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH ¥ JUH HeAfa Rrbrra wR &l T
FRATg UG G G B AR ot 4 A5l & Siaia @1 off | Seoeig 8 6 yud & A1
Rrerad o ufy Herd & 2|

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd oafe § iy Std1d ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108295

greff 9 o 18.11.2022 & UM 3ATdad & AEGH W AU faid 22.10.2022 P Rrebrard
WR P T PRATS Td FafET a1 o A1 Bl 6 [dgail & sicia @i off |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @y # ®Ig Stard ured w81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 37Tl BRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By M<er UTe &l ga |

f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105560

greff o7 faid 16.11.2023 & UK 3ATdad & ARGH ¥ (U HoAfd Ribra wR &l T
HRATE UG G T B AR Fof 4 A5l & Siaia a1 off | Seareig 8 6 yod & A1
R &1 ufy Ferd 781 2 |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 uerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl BRI &l aR% | A1 Urefl T By 3aer Ura =T&l 8o |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105565

greff o7 A 17.11.2023 & UKIA 3ATded & ARGH ¥ (U HeAfd Ribra R @1 T
HRATS UG G AT B AR Fof 4 A5l & Siaia a1 off | Seoieig 8 6 g & A1
R &1 ufy Ferd 781 2 |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 31Tl BRI &l aR% | A1 Urefl T By aer Ure =T&l 8o |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105567
greff o7 fai 16.11.2023 & UK 3ATdad & ARGH ¥ (U HeAfd Rbrd R &l T
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FHRATE UG AR G B AR Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seoreeig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrarad @ ufey Herd T8 2|

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # ®1E Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfch UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl BT Big 3Maer Ur &l gan |

f—rh; vihy@ Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/108293
ureff 9 o 18.11.2022 & U 3ATdEd & ARIH W U fa7d 22.10.2022 P Rirrd
W P T BRATS T HeRId o1 Bl AT Rl 6 gl & AT B o |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # #1 Sfard urad 981 89 W ureft 7 v
ardret ARerd o1 | I o QrdTela IfamRY @t av% A WY ureft ®T BIS SMeer Ur TEl gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105603

ureff 7 A 23.11.2023 & UK A& & ARIH ¥ (U Helfa Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa @) oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuE & A1y
Rrdrad ot ufey Fer T T 2|

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # ®1 Sfard urad F&1 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIT @1 | olfchd UM 3TdTeld AHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big 3mer ur =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105568

ureff 7 AP 16.11.2023 & UK A& & ARIH ¥ (U Helfd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT F[of 4 gl & Sfafa @) oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuE & A1
Rrarad ot ufey Fer T & 2|

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIA @1 | olfch UM 3TdTeld AHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 g e ure =Tal garm |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105605

ureff 7 A 23.11.2023 & UK A& & ARIH (U Helfa Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuE & A1y
Rrdrad o ufey Ferd & 2|

e § Suctel dedl & JIFAR FEiRd sfafsr # HIg Sfarg ured 81 84 W il 7 yeH
el ARIT @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld AfHNT @l aRE | 1 Ureft T Big 3masr ur =1al gar |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/110972

ureff 77 faTids 06.12.2022 & U SIS & ARIH 4 U {1 03.11.2022 1 Rpra wR
@ T HRATS Ud F&RId FAAT B AN FHof 6 gl & faid Bl |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # $1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 31Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefi o1 Big e Ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145980

ureff o7 A 24.08.2023 & UK 3ATdEd & ARIH ¥ (U HoAd Rbra R &l T
HRATs U4 Had I B AR ot 6 A5l & siaia a1 off | Seoieig B 6 yud & A1
R &1 ufq Fore 81 2 |

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd @l # #1E Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIT @ | lfdh UM 3TdTel ARSI @l aRE | 1 Ureft o1 ig 3mer U =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145981

ureff o7 A 24.08.2023 & UK MG & ARIH ¥ (U HeAd Ribr o= &I T
FHRATE UG HaRd G B AR Fof 6 Al & iafa a1 off | Searaig B 6 yua & A1
R &1 ufy Hor =81 2 |

AfeT § Sl el & AR MEiRd oafe § Pl Sfa1d Ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
AU ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l aRE | AT Uil DI Pig A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/141644

greff 7 f&Ie 04.07.2023 & U ATde & HAEFH § [ HA HrAfeid H Ul Bl 6RA], ITD
UGHM, S UGl W B B dTel AHRY / HHaARAT & 19, 9@ 8 ot anfe | defra
AT D AT FHf 4 gl @ fqia a1 |

<o § Suder dedl & ITgaR FEiRd orafyr # ®1 Sfard ura T8 89 W ureft 77 yeH
AU ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl dRE | AT Urfl DI Blg AT UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136026

urelff 77 faTids 24.12.2022 & U SIS & ARIH U a1 21.11.2022 1 Ripra wR
@ T PHRATS U9 FERId FAAT B AN Fof 6 g & faia BI |

AfeT § Il el & AR MEiRd o@fe § Pl STa1g ura el 8+ o= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABNT Bl dRE | AT Uil BT dig < UTe 181 gal |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/110970

ureff 77 faTids 06.12.2022 & U SIS & ARIH 4 U {1 03.11.2022 1 Rpra wR
@ T HRATS Ud F&RId FAAT B AN FHof 6 gl & faid Bl |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # $1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 31Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefi o1 Big e Ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/126127

greff 71 faTie 13.03.2023 & UM SMAGT & HEIH H U faid 10.02.2023 1 Ridbr wR
B! T BRATS UG G a1 Bl AN B 6 fAgall & sfcdda @1 oY |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B STard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT AMBRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT By < U 181 gal |

f—rh; Vvily@ Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/126916

ureff 71 faTids 13.03.2023 & U SMMAGT & ARIH 4 U a1 07.02.2023 1 Rr W
@ T HRATS U4 F&RId FAAT B AN FHof 6 gl & faiad Bl |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd afyr # ®1 Sfard urad F&1 89 W ureft 7 yerH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 37Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl o1 Big e Ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/117413

areff 71 faTieh 26.12.2022 & U SMMAGT & HEIH H U faid 22.11.2022 BT Ribra wR
B! T SRS UG GG a1 B AN B 6 fAgall & sfcaeda &1 oY |

HAfadr d Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | ol UM STl AMHRT &l dRE | AT Urefl DI By A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111518

areff 77 fasTids 22.11.2022 & U SMAGT & ARIH U {1 23.10.2022 1 Ridpra wR
@ T HRATS U4 HeId FAAT DI AN Fof 6 gl @ faid Bl i |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd afyr # ®1 Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 v
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 37Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl o1 Big e Ur &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/129805

areff 71 faTieh 14.04.2023 & U SMAGT & HEIH H U fa1d 06.03.2023 BT RIbRIT W
B! T SRS UG G a1 Bl AN B 6 fAgall & sfcadda &1 oY |

62



AT BT
et

RIGHT TO
/" INFORMATION

AeT § Il el & AR MUiRd /@ § Py STa1g U el 8+ uR Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl SAHNI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By < UTe 181 gl |
f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111563

greff 71 faTieh 06.12.2022 & YR 3T & HIEIH | U fa=ld 03.11.2022 BT RIbrrd wR
DI M PRATg Ud HERIT GAAT DI AN A 6 [dgaAl b Aad DI ol |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @y # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 31Tl BRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By M<er UTa &l 5ol |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111562

greff 71 faTieh 06.12.2022 & U 3MAGT & HEIH | 37U &l 03.11.2022 BT RIbrId wR
B! T BRATS UG FEAT a1 B AN B 6 fAgall & sfcadda @1 oY |

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare urd T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHNT &l aRE | 1 Urefl &I By 3aer Ure =T&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143584

areff 71 faTie 29.07.2023 & UK SMAGT & HEIH H U faid 07.02.2020 BT RibR wR
@1 T SRS Ud G a1 Bl AN B 6 fAgall & sfawda &1 oY |

<ifereT # Suae deal @ R FEiRa o@fd # #18 SaE ura T8 89 R ureft 7 uem
ATt RerT BT | oI Yo ATl MR &1 dRG A 1 Urefl T PIg A9 YT 8l garT |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136460

areff 71 faTid 20.04.2023 & U SIS & ARIH H U eI 19.03.2023 BT RIbR wR
@I T BRATS Ud G AT B ART B 6 fAgall & siawda &I oY |

e § Sueey 9l & AR FEiRd rafyr # #1E Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
YT WRIT BT | offdhT Y 37Tl SR &1 aR% I Uil &I BIg < U< ol o |

f—rh; vily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/129380

ureff 71 faTidh 04.04.2023 & U SIS & ARIH H U {10 01.03.2023 T RIr wR
@ T PHRATS Ud HERId FAAT DI AN FHof 6 g @ faid I |

AieT § Iueel el & AR MEiRd dfe § iy STa1g U el 84 U= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl AHNT Bl dRE | AT U1fl DI Plg AT UTe 81 gal |
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f—rh; viy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/136220

greff =1 fasTieh 17.04.2023 & YR 3T & HEIH H U el 13.03.2023 1 RIbryd wR
$I T BRATg Ud HET AT BT AN fet 6 gl & 3favid BI ol |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTa &l g |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/130684

greff 71 faTie 20.04.2023 & YR 3MTAGT & HEIH H U Al 19.03.2023 1 Ribryd wR
B! AT BRATS UG G AT Bl AN B 6 fAgall & sfcadda @1 oY |

e § Iudey dedl & AR FMEiRd @l # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 uerH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SR &l aRE | AT Uil T By 3Maer UT =T&l 5ol |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/130968

areff 71 faTie 10.04.2023 & U SMAGT & HEIH H U faid 05.03.2023 BT RIbR wR
B! T SRS Ud G a1 B AN B 6 fAgall & sfaeda @1 oY |

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1E Stare ura T8 89 o ureft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl &1 Big e ura =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113970

areff 71 fQTidh 24.12.2022 & U SIS & HEIH H U =i 02.11.2022 BT RIbR wR
D T PHRATs Ud FEIT FAAT Bl AN Fof 7 g & faia I

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 57 verH
TSl ARIT @ | olfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 ig 3mer U =&l garm |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/145983

ureff 9 faTid 24.08.2023 & UK MA@ HIEIH I WISV & b Sfard Bl garell ol
8U AT UraeT / 37ae @ i @1 7 @ o, fSe IgaR aifed e & ded H dadrse
&1 foids IueTe BRI BT UG 7 |

e  Suctel dedl & JgAR iR @ # HIg Sfarg ured 781 814 W il 7 yerH
TdTel ARIA @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld SN @l % | W1 Ureft &1 g e U =Tal garm |

64



AT BT
et

RIGHT TO
/" INFORMATION

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143583

greff 71 faTieh 24.07.2023 & YR 3T ® HEIH H U [l 22.06.2023 1 Ry wR
®I T BRATg Ud HET GAAT BT AN fet 7 gl & favia i el |

HAfadr H Suaer deal & SR MR srafd § B Sard gt el B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl AHRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT Big < UTa &l g |
f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113968

areff 71 faTieh 24.12.2022 & YR SMTAGT & HEIH F U fald 21.11.2022 BT Ribrrd wR
DI M PRATg Ud HERIT GAAT B AN ot 7 gl b faid I |

e § Iudey dedl & AR FMEiRd @l # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 uerH
TS ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SR &l aRE | AT Uil T By 3Maer UT =T&l 5ol |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143068

greff 71 faTieh 22.07.2023 & U SMAGT & HEIH H U a1 17.06.2023 BT RIbrT wR
B! T SRS Ud G a1 B AN B 6 fAgall & sfaeda @1 oY |

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1E Stare ura T8 89 o ureft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl &1 Big e ura =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113967

areff 71 fQTidh 24.12.2022 & U SIS & HEIH H U fai 21.11.2022 BT RbR wR
D T PHRATs Ud FEIT FAAT Bl AN Fof 7 g & faia I

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 57 verH
TSl ARIT @ | olfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 ig 3mer U =&l garm |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143585

ureff 9 faTid 28.07.2023 & UK MA@ HIEIH ¥ 37U fIAIH 27.07.2023 BT §—HA &
A 9 U @ R Rred R @ T dRag Ul G Ged o AT dd 4 fdgeit @
T Bl o |

e  Suctel dedl & JgAR iR @ # HIg Sfarg ured 781 814 W il 7 yerH
TdTel ARIA @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld SN @l % | W1 Ureft &1 g e U =Tal garm |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/143586

grefl 71 &I 27.07.2023 & UK 3Mded & HAEIH ¥ U Q1P 25.07.2023 B —HdA &
A 9 U @ R Rred R @ T dRag gl G6Rd e @ A°T dd 6 fdgall @
T Bl N |

<o # Suerer dedl & AR iR orafy # ®1 Stare ura 78 89 W uneft 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl BRI &l aR% | AT Uil BT By M<er UTe &l ga |

f—rh; vihly@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/113962

greff 71 Qi 24.12.2022 & YR MG $ HEIH F U el 21.11.2022 BT Ry wR
@ T PHRATS Ud FERId FAAT DI AW Fof 7 &g o fqia i |

e § Sudel dedl & AR FEiRd @l # #1 Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yeH
el ARIA @ | olfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 Big e ur =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/111908

areff 71 faTids 07.12.2022 & U SIS & ARIH U a1 05.11.2022 BT RIbR wR
@ T PHRATS U9 FaId FAAT B AW Fof 7 &g & fqia I |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd orafyr # ®1E Sfard ur 71 89 W ureft 77 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABNT &bl aR® | AT Urfl Bl Pig AT UTe =181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105601

grefl 9 faie 25.11.2023 & UK ATdG & HAEIH H 3(U FoAd Rrbrgd W Bl T
FHRATE Ud AT G B AR Fof 6 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreg B 5 yuF & A1
R &1 ufy Fore 81 2|

<o § Suder dedl & ITgaR FEiRd orafyr # ®1 Sfard ura T8 89 W ureft 77 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT &l aRE | AT Urfl DI Blg AT UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105606

ureff 7 A 23.11.2023 & UK MG & ARIH (U Feld Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG AR G B AT F[of 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreig ® 5 yua & A1
Rrerad ot ufey Ferd T8 2|

e § Iudey dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 ueH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil T By <er UT &l 8o |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/103189

areff 7 AP 04.11.2023 & UK ATIEH & ARIH ¥ (U HeAfd Ribra R &I T
FHRATE UG HafRrd I B AR Fof 6 Al & iawia a1 off | Searaig B 6 yud & A1
Rrarad ot ufey Herd T 2|

HAfdr H Suaes dedl @ IR MR srafd § B Sard gt el 8 W ureil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl ABRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT By M YT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105468

greff o1 A 23.11.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH ¥ AJUH HeAfa Ry o= @l T
FHRATE U9 AT G B AR Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1
R &1 ufy der e 781 2 |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 v
TSl ARIT BT | olfdh UM 37Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Ureft o1 Big e ura =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105473

ureff o7 A 23.11.2023 & UK ATIEd & ARIH ¥ (A HeAfd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG HaRrd T B AR Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 6 yua & A1
Rrarad @t ol Her T T 2|

HAfdr H Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B Sard gt el 8 W uefl 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT Bl aRE | AT Uil BT By < YT T8 gl |

f—rh; vily@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149193

greff 9 faTieh 25.00.2023 & YR MA@ HIEFH ¥ 37U AP 25.07.2023 Bl §—HA B
A 9 U & R Rred R @ T dRag Ul G6Rd gee o A6 dd 4 f§gei @
SfeTie 1 o |

e § Sude 9l & AR FEiRd oafyr # #1E Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 yerH
AU ARIT B | olfh UM MU AMBNT &bl aRE | AT Ul Bl Big AT UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149191

greff 9 faTie 25.00.2023 & YR 3Tde & HIEFH ¥ (U AP 25.07.2023 Bl §—HA B
AreE 9 U & R Ried R @ T dRag vl G6Rd gae o A7 Gd 4 gl @
T BT oY |
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl aR% | AT Urfl DI Big AT YT 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149192

greff 9 faTie 25.00.2023 & YR MA@ HIEFH ¥ (U [P 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA D
AreE 9 U & R Rred R @ T dRag Tl G6Rd ge o A6 dd 4 fd9geit @
T Bl o |

<Aferer # Suerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | AT Uil T By aer UTa &l 8o |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149194

urefl 71 fHie 25.00.2023 & UKIA 3Mded & AEIH ¥ AU fQ1d 25.08.2023 B §—HdA &
AreH 9 UG @ T Ried R B T BRarg Gl G o B AR B 4 6953l b
T Bl AN |

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd rafyr # #1E Sfard urad T8 89 W ureft 77 yerH
ardret ARerd o1 | I o QrdTel ey @t ax% & Y ureft &7 BIS e ure TSl gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105473

ureff 7 AP 23.11.2023 & UK MG & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG HaRd T B AT Fof 4 Al & siafa a1 off | Seoreig B 6 yua & A1y
Rrarad @t ufy FerT T8 2|

AT § Il el & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy STa1d ura e8] 8+ o= Uil o yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABNT Bl dRE | AT Urfl DI Blg AT UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149211

ureff 9 faTid 25.00.2023 & UK MU & HIEIH ¥ 370+ fIAId 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA &
AreE 9 U @ R Ried R @ T dRag gd GERd e B AR dd 4 fdgell @
T Bl &N |

HAfdr H Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § B Sard ure T8l 8 W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3T ABRT Bl dRE | AT Urfl BT Pig < UTe 181 gal |
f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149210

ureff 9 faTid 25.09.2023 & URKT MA@ HEAH ¥ 370 fIAIH 25.08.2023 BT §—HA &
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AreE 9 U @ R Ried R @ T dRag Ul GERd o B AR B 4 fd9gell @
AT Bl o |

e § Iudey dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHNT &l aR% | AT Uil I By < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105477

greff o7 fadie 25.11.2023 & UKIA ATdad & ARGH ¥ (U HAfd R wR &l T
HRATE Ud AT g B AT Fof 4 &gl & sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1
R &1 ufy Hor 81 2|

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd orafy # #1E Sfard urad T8 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIA BT | olfdh UM 3TdTeld SN @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 ig 3mer ura =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104106

ureff 57 QAP 24.102023 & UK MG & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG H&Rrd g B AT Fof 6 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 5 yua & A1y
R &1 ufy Fer 781 2 |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3Tl ABRT &l aR% | AT Urefl I By M<er UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104107

greff o A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd & AERGH H AJUH HAd R o= ol T
HRATE U4 AT g B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa @1 off | Seoreg B 5 yuF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor 2 2

AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM AT ABNT Bl dRE | AT Uil DI Py A< YT 81 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104105

ureff 57 i 24.102023 & UK AMUEH & AIH ¥ (U Holfa Riera o= &1 T
FHRATE Ud AR G B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa @1 off | Seoreeig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufy Her T8 2

e § Iude 9l & AR FEiRd @y # $1 Sfard ured F81 89 W ureft 7 uerH
ardret Rerd o1 | A o QrdTel IRy @ aR% & Y ueft T BIg SMeer Ur TEl gar |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104104

greff o1 A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd b AEGH AU HeAfa Rrbrrd o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1y
Rrarra & uft Her T8l 2

e § Iudey 9ol & AR FMEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 verH
ardret ARerd o1 | I o il ey @t aR% & WY ueft T B SMewr ur TE gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105479

greff o7 A 23102023 & UK 3ATIEd & ARIH H (U HeAfd Ribra R &I T
FHRATE UG HaRd G B AR Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 6 yua & A1
Rrarra a1 ufty Hor 781 2

el § Sueel el & R MEiRd o/@fe § Py STa1d ura 18] 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3T ABRT &l dRE | AT Urfl DI Big A< UTe 81 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149196

greff 9 faTie 25.00.2023 & YR 3Mde b HIEFH ¥ 30U 1P 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA D
AreE 9 U @ R Rred R @ T dRag gl G6Rd gee o A6 Gd 4 fSgei @
T Bl N |

e § Iude dedl & AR FMEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F&1 89 W ureft 7 verH
ardret ARerd o1 | I o ardiel Y @t aR% & Y ueft &7 BIS SMeer Ur TEl gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149209

ureff 9 faTid 25.00.2023 & UK MA@ HIEIH ¥ 37U+ AP 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA &
AreE 9 UG @ R Ried R @ T dRag Ul HERd o B AR B 4 fd9gall @
T Bl ol |

HAfdr H Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B Sard gt T8l B W Uil 7 e
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT Bl aRE | AT Uil DI By < YT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149207

greff 9 faTie 25.00.2023 & YR 3MdS & HIEIH ¥ 30U P 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA B
A 9 U & R Rred R @ T dRag Ul G6Rd ged o A6 dd 4 fS9gei @
STl @l o |
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM ATl ABNT Bl aR% | AT Urfl DI Big AT YT 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2023/149195

ureff 9 faTid 25.00.2023 & UK SMAGT & HIEIH ¥ 37U+ fIAId 25.08.2023 Bl §—HA &
AreE 9 U @ R Ried R @ T dRag Ul GEd o B AR B 4 fd9gell @
T @l o |

HAfadr H Suaer dedl & SR MR srafd § B STard gt el B W ueil 7 g
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABRT Bl dRE | AT Urfl BT Py A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105541

ureff 7 faFi® 17.11.2023 & UK AET & ARIH ¥ (U Holfa Riera o= &1 T
FHRATE UG HafRId G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreeig B 5 yua & A1y
Rrrad @t ufer Herd & 2|

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @ # ®Ig Sfard ured w81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 31Tl ABNT &l aR% | AT Uil I Big < UTe T8l ga |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104108

grefl o e 24.102023 & UK ATdEd b AEGH H AJUA HeAa Rrbrrd o= ol T
FHRATE Ud AR g dF AR Fof 6 fAgel & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreeig ® 5 yuE & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufy Her T8 2|

<o # Suerer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHRT &l aRE | A1 Uil BT By < UTe &l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104110

greff o A 24.102023 & UK TG b AEGH W AJUH HeAfa Rrbrrd o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa @1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrarad o ufey Ferd & 2|

<o # Iueer dedl & AR iR orafy # #1 Stare ura T8 89 o uneft 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl BRI &l aRE | 1 Urefl T Py Maer UTa &l 5ol |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104116
greff o7 A 24.102023 & UK 3ATded & ARGH H JUH HeAfa Rrbra wR &l T
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FHRATE UG HeRId T B AR Fof 6 Al & Siaia a1 off | Seareig B 6 yuF & A1y
Rrrad ot ufey Herd T8 2|

e § Iudey dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHNT &l aR% | AT Uil I By < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104109

greff o A 24.102023 & UK ATIEd & AEGH QU HeAd Rrbra wR ol T
HRATE U4 AT g B AT Fof 6 gl & sfafa @1 off | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1y
R &1 ufy Hor 81 2|

e § Sudey dedl & AR FEiRd orafy # #1E Sfard urad T8 89 W ureft 77 yerH
TSl ARIA BT | olfdh UM 3TdTeld SN @l aRE | 1 Ureft &1 ig 3mer ura =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104265

ureff 57 QAP 24.102023 & UK MG & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG H&Rrd g B AT Fof 6 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 5 yua & A1y
R &1 ufy Fer 781 2 |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3Tl ABRT &l aR% | AT Urefl I By M<er UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104102

greff o A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd & AERGH H AJUH HAd R o= ol T
HRATE U4 AT g B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa @1 off | Seoreg B 5 yuF & A1
Rrprrd @ ufer Hor 2 2

AidT § Il el & AR MEiRd @ § Pl Sfd1d ura el 8+ 9= Uil o yeH
YT ARIT B | olfh UM 3T AHNT Bl dRE | AT Urfl DI Pig A< UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104101

ureff 57 i 24.102023 & UK AMUEH & AIH ¥ (U Holfa Riera o= &1 T
FHRATE Ud AR G B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa @1 off | Seoreeig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufy Her T8 2

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @y # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W ureft 7 uerH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 31Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Urefl &I By e ura =T&l gan |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104103

greff o1 A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd b AEGH AU HeAfa Rrbrrd o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 6 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1y
Rrarra & uft Her T8l 2

e § Iudey 9ol & AR FMEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 verH
ardret ARerd o1 | I o il ey @t aR% & WY ueft T B SMewr ur TE gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/103187

ureff 7 AP 04.11.2023 & UK ATIEd & ARIH U HeAfd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG G I B AR Fof 6 A & Siaia a1 off | Seareig B 6 yua & A1
Rrarra a1 ufty Hor 781 2

el § Sueel el & R MEiRd o/@fe § Py STa1d ura 18] 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3T ABRT &l dRE | AT Urfl DI Big A< UTe 81 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105470

grefi o7 fadie 23.11.2023 & UK ATded & AEGH A HeAfa Rrbrra o= @l T
HRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrarra @ uft Her T8 2

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd @l # #1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 verH
TSl ARIT @ | olfch UM 3Tl AHRT &l aRE | 1 Ureft o1 Big e ur =Tal gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104113

ureff 7 QAP 24.102023 & UK ATIEd & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribra R &I T
FHRATE UG G I B AR Fof 6 Al & Siafa @1 off | Seoreig B 6 yud & A1
Rrarra a1 ufty Her T8 T

AieT § Sl el & AR MEiRd o/afe § Pl STd1d ura 18l 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT B | olfh UM ST AMBRT &l dRE | AT Uil BT Pig A< UTe 181 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/104112

greff o1 A 24.102023 & UK ATdEd b AEGH AU HeAfa Rrbrrd o= @l T
BRATE Td GRS G B AT ot 6 Agal B T B o | Seerw g R 6 yum & @
Rrerra @ uft Herd T8 2
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3T AMBNT Bl dRE | AT Urefl BT Py A< UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108019

ureff 7 fai® 05.12.2023 & UK AMUEH & AIH ¥ U Holfa R R &1 T
FHRATE Ud AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreeig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufty Her 78 2

<ifereT # SUae dedl @ R FEiRa o@fd # #18 wae ura T8 89 R ureft 7 yem
ardret Rerd o1 | A o QrdTel ey @t aR% & Y ueft T BIg SMeer ur TEl gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108041

ureff o7 faFi 05.12.2023 & UK 3ATdEd & ARIH (U HeAfd Ribra R &l T
HRATS UG G T B AR Fof 4 Al & Siaia a1 off | Seareig 8 6 g & A1
R @ ufd Her T8 2|

AiaeT § Il dedl & AR MEiRd o@fe § iy Sfa1d U el 8+ uR ureil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABNT Bl aRE | AT Urefl DI Plg A< UTe 181 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105481

ureff o7 i 23.11.2023 & URA 3AMUEH & ARIH ¥ (U Helfa Riera R &1 T
FHRATE UG AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreeig B 5 yua & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufty Her T8 2

<o # Iueer dedl & AR iR orafy # ®1 Stare ura T8 89 W uneft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SN &l aRE | 1 Urefl &I By e Ur =&l gan |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108030

greff o7 fadi 05.12.2023 & UK 3ATded & ARIH (U HeAfd R R &l T
HRATS UG G T B AR Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seaieig 8 6 g & A1
Rrerra &1 ufy Herr T8 21

AieT § Il dedl & AR MEiRd odfe § iy Std1d ur el 8+ uR ureil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM AT ABNT Bl dRE | AT Urefl DI Pig AT UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108039
ureff 9 fai 28.11.2023 & URIA AT & HEIH W I0W HoARd Rrerad W Bl T
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FHRATE UG HeRId T B AR Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seareeig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrrad ot ufey Herd T8 2|

e § Iudey dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SAHNT &l aR% | AT Uil I By < UTe T8l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108015

greff o7 fadie 05122023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH H JUH HAd R wR &l T
HRATE Ud AT g B AT Fof 4 &gl & sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1
R &1 ufy Hor 81 2|

e § Sudey 9l & AR FEiRd rafyr # #1E Sfard urad 781 89 W ureft 77 verH
el ARIA @1 | olfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 Big e ure =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/109240

ureff 7 AP 10.12.2023 & UK MG & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG H&RId G B AT Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seoreig B 6 yud & A1y
R &1 ufy Fer 781 2 |

e § Iude dedl & AR FEiRd @l # ®Ig Stard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 yerH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3Tl ABRT &l aR% | AT Urefl I By M<er UTe =18l gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108023

greff o7 A 05.12.2023 & UK ATdEd & AEGH ¥ JUH HeAfd Rrbra wR ol T
FHRATE U4 AT G B AR Fof 4 gl & sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yuF & A1
Rrerad &1 ufy For 781 2 |

e § Sude dedl & AR FEiRd afyr # #1E Sfard urad 981 89 W ureft 77 yerH
el ARIA @1 | lfdh UM 3TdTeld ARSI @l aRE | 1 ureft &1 Big e ura =&l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108027

ureff 7 a1 05.12.2023 & UK MG & ARIH (U Helfd Ribr R &1 T
FHRATE UG H&RId T B AT Fof 4 gl & Siafa a1 off | Seoreig B 5 yua & A1
R &1 ufy Fer 781 2 |

e § Iude qedl & AR FEiRd @y # ®Ig Sfard ured F81 89 W urefl 7 ueH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl BRI &l aRE | AT Uil BT By <er UTa &l 8o |
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f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/109245

greff o e 25122023 & UK ATded & AEGH ¥ AU HeAfa Ry o= ol T
HRATE UG AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig ® 5 yum & A1y
Rrarra & uft Her T8l 2

e § Iudey 9ol & AR FMEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F81 89 W ureft 77 verH
ardret ARerd o1 | I o il ey @t aR% & WY ueft T B SMewr ur TE gor |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108018

ureff o7 a1 05.12.2023 & UK A& & ARIH U HeAfd Ribra R &I T
FHRATE UG HaRd G B AR Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareig B 6 yua & A1
Rrarra a1 ufty Hor 781 2

el § Sueel el & R MEiRd o/@fe § Py STa1d ura 18] 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | ol UM 3T ABRT &l dRE | AT Urfl DI Big A< UTe 81 gal |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108014

grefi o7 A 05.12.2023 & UK ATdad & AEGH AU HeAfa Ry wR o T
HRATE Ud AT G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 oft | Seoreig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrarra @ uft Her T8 2

e § Iude dedl & AR FMEiRd @l # ®1 Sfard urad F&1 89 W ureft 7 verH
TS ARIT BT | olfdh UM 3Tl AHNT &l aRE | 1 Urefl o1 dig e U &l gar |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108034

greff o7 a1 05.12.2023 & UK ATIEd & ARIH (U HeAd Ribr R &I T
FHRATE UG G T B AR Fof 4 Al & Siafa a1 off | Seareeig B 6 yua & A1
Rrerad ot ufy Her T T 2|

e H Suaer dedl & IR MR srafd § B Sard gt T8l B W ueil 7 e
YT ARIT B | olfh UM MUl ABRT &l aRE | AT Uil BT Py MM UT T8l gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108035

greff o A 04.12.2023 & UK ATded & AEGH AU HeAfa Ribrrd wR @l T4
BRATE Td GRS G B AT ot 4 Agai B T B o | Seerw g R 6 yum @ @
Rrerra @ uft Herd T8 2
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AieT § Il el & AR MEiRd o/@fe § Pl Sfa1g ura el 8+ uR Uil o yeH
YT ARIT BT | olfh UM 3T AMBNT Bl dRE | AT Urefl BT Py A< UTe 81 gl |

f—rh; vihy@Second Appeal/ No.:- CIC/MHOME/A/2024/108036

ureff 7 i 01.12.2023 & UK AMUEH & AIH ¥ U Folfa Riera R &1 T
FHRATE Ud AR G B AT Fof 4 gl & Sfafa a1 off | Seoreeig B 5 yuF & A1y
Rrerra @1 ufty Her 78 2

<o # Iuerer dedl & AR iR orafy # ®1 Stare ura & 89 o uneft 7 yeH
TSl ARIT BT | olfh UM 3Tl SR &l aRE | A1 Uil &1 By e ure =&l gan |

I g b Uil =1 31U SWRITd URd 3Mda & Al A Udh &l UBR B Jal Bl
AT B B, Udd T4 98 B Il Bl WYId B UK AR B ARIH ¥ FABI AR
[ERIRSIRCIES

AN gRT SR A & e H AdiATgan, 3R Afed, FH<aa—2, 8 H3Terd, 78 faeell o fgdia
AT AT CIC/IMHOME/A/2024/105473, CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105552, CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105468,
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105474, CICIMHOME/A/2024/105477 TIT CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105479 & HaH ¥
e 30.04.2024 & a9+ forad ufddes # wrefi #1 20 RrerIdl iR Tea=<R, Id Rerad
% Hed H Uil gRT agel ARCISMS el 3R YoM Uil T fdaroT RN 1 Ui fbar
2, R ded % a8 Sravrd axar T © 6 ureft @ SwRied a9t Rrerrd facha [ad (e
IIRT) IR HIURE S FA3Terd | Hata off iR degaR uredi @l Iwiad |/ Rieraal &1
HAfA AT / HATEd DI JAIT BRATS B STUATRT HR AT 1T 27 |

RN RT ORI Afed & e’ # Hidlemgan, Hemgud fSfas 4 1 f391% 06.05.2024
& oo forRad ufdes # umeft @1 79 fgdha ofici & dest # I s/@wa o~ & fb 579 |
48 Rrprrdl & Hed # gurT H Rare Suaed 2, e sRds gford &1 Jifd dRars 2g
ARG PR AT 17 o7 | Ul § I8 A1 garr 11 7 {6 urell & Rl el & Haw
H urefl B 5 T2 W IfaTd 1 QAT AT o {6 gfor’ skl v ofex’ wWfqu &1 Arad
TG BT A9 2 3R 39 UPR I8 T WHR & AT AT & 9 39 997 H =T
B A AT AGATH HT HTR 5T ARBHR 307 B Fad= F-RI & AT A BRI § |

M gRT SR Aifed & ded # Adiensgel, ¥R Rod 96 & @xw 9 91 fiAi®
09.05.2024 T T feTRad ufcde= MM H UTel 831 &, ForaH I8 37T w_rr 11 & o uefi
D AMSHRMEARNE 6 & [Ovg Ud R (Firer I CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105541) fawi
JATY AT ¥ AR §RT 9T gg i | Uil & ueevra Rierid & ded H JAiferd drarg aRd
B Uil & SfTRUT §RT UK SIRCISMS 3Mda & dad H Wil &l Sfarg Ufvd &x fa=m 1 o |
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Luokb di nkjku 1kdV; Blxr rF;:

Ud aIe I gAars [Afedr SFBRET & AE W @ Y| AR—E §RT AMeE SR by
S @ argele wrRil gAars & SR ARl & WRFGA—ERAE] WAl § IuReT T8l o |
gferardl "eT g #Aerd 9 A <ue [, e, dgaR HisH dleitster dey, o Rig
TRV R, S dise, sl 0dT, o/dr Ao, Hlemgdr f$faeH, i do THo SR, Su—4fq,
ARET3TE /TR, 1 gegord F3urdl, /R |fed, dga—1 $faem, s dferd dR, Su—4fee,
£ gdror f4g, /R |fvd, gue—2 fSfasH, ufaardl e wed uRasd vd MRt #arerd
1 THO 0 Sial, dR |fed, ufardl ver iR R Rord 96 A i 6dv HAR, A 1fdrer
T Al Uhol YW, Yaed AN H SuRerd g |

IiraTd] Ued, ISR HIgA PIAMSTCR Hex, T8 HAAT I St ol 6 AT gy umeff &
79 fgdia oIl & wdy # Garg &1 A U g3 © | Rbrs &1 wieqor axe R ureff & 48
Rreraal qem daa=<R qRIS RIS rdei Vg Yo fUTell b1 fdaver Ured garm &, Sl A o
U 8 & | Uil 1 e R R $Rak SIRES I Yierd U 9 o7 | JagarR areii
@1 Rrprrdl BT JAIT HRATS 2 So STUANRGT R QAT 771 o7 | 341 THR Ui & 3REI3MS
Al & Hed H I8 SURIGT T2 I [T BT QAT AT & 3R IRSNME e & ded H
reft 1 e arfie @1 AR A e srfieli Aifdery gRT fhar T 7 |

gfcrare uet, Iamer st o1 P o fb urell & TRe ¥ 20 R Apas dre H
=1 SRRT PPl & FeW H UK gg off 3R 99 W dRalg fAwig Jan (@1 yamT) 3R
BIANS B AT A Hafdd off | dagarR, urefl o i o=d gy il & Rerdl o dfe
T HATerd Ud fI9RT &1 JU=eugad SRals gq SUNRd & & 1 o | daean, i gry
SIRIS RIS AT UG UM dlell &l FRART - gU Urefl &l SWRIad qedl | 3faird
1 fear T 2 |

gfcrardl uet, Wed URTET Ud SHNT HATe @1 qeitdd o b Uil @ e R g
HAT, Yol ¥l ¥ U gs ofl, O I8 Afd, sIRES I5¥ AR B JelIfHd RS 2g
ARG B faam war o, aifed urefi 1 3o Iaa R § U ST FaRk Bl fJearor Suered
PRI U SHIR BRATS BT AW B fl, Sl I ARPR SIRES & BRI & eI 3Nl © | 39
qeg I Uil Bl IS ARCISMS A & SdTd H 7 BRI &7 77 o7 |

gfardl uet, R Rofd d &1 wer o7 fb ureft @) rsemedens §6 & Ivg e
RIeprId (FfIdT H=T CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105541) fawil Wamg fOvRT & SRIMARYT gRT Ul
ge o1 | Uil & g Rierrd & ded d JAifd HRAs drd gU Uil @ SfaRer gRT U
JIREIIME 3Mded & daw H Uil &7 STare Ufdd &x e w3y o |
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garg & AR gfaarar uel o Sofier off fh il 59 SRR & fdl fa9mT srerar fa=t
A1 Forolt ufre™ & favwg Rierad 49 @ v 8 3R dR—aR I k% A VAT Rreprad
T BT I8 & | T el @l Rierai iR dRars et T WRaR & SFER H 7 T,
Rreradl &1 siarer 3= a= A Srar 71 g el oo Saa Rrerdl R @ R dRaE @
AT TG SARCISMS IMIEH IMRIA PR & IR I Al D Ha H urefl BT §90 T2 I 3faTd
PRIT ST © | gfaarel vell & Sefier off {5 urefi 3foey o & SiffidR T aRd: OIANT Bl
2| SO UIdRoT & g 3Maehd hral & fFrarer # faaws off g 2|

fu.k;

urefl gRT qifod AT BT WE R ¥ g W 7 (b il 7 e €= cic
MHOME/A/2023/141644 BT BIS®HR 3 1 3Mdedl & dregq ¥ faff= fafdrn &1 ufda sm=
R, S A=t e wfdeRal | §afda §, W &1 T SRars @ GaAr B AR B ¢ |
ifereT HAT CIC/MHOME/A/2023/141644 3 eI faidh 04.07.2023 & 3G & AETH o Wreft
q 8 #A SRS H Ul @ W1, I UG, S UGl W BRI R dTel ARHNT / HHATRAl
@ ¥, D T8 el onfe | Haftd o B AT B ¢ |

JRIRT BT UM 310 e fgcfia ardier yus 3 urelff =1 ¥g iRt &vmman & fob 9 a1 9o
RIS AT & e § Bl FGed Sfard I© UK 83T & AR 7 & ITdb] YoM AU BT
FRARYT o Sl fdaRY i a¥ie | fovar T 2|

T TR®, AR RT ORI AIfCH & Had H YRS, R Afyd, qH<ad—2, T8
ATy, s ool 9 fgdg ordfled AT CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105473] CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105552,
CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105468, CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105474, CIC/MHOME/A/2024/105477 rFkk CIC/
MHOME/A/2024/105479 & SiaH ¥ T 30.04.2024 & 319+ forlRad ufcrae=t # ureff @Y 20 Ry
3R TR, Ud Rerad @ dad § ureft gRT <1Rael RIS emdasl 3iR UM 3rdiedl &r
faavor T &1 UT fhar g, e e # a7 srava oxrar a1 ® 6 unefl o Swiad O
Ry fawiia Jan (b7 g9 iR Braike Sl d31ery | Haied off 3R dagar il &
IR A1 Rreprrdl &1 HafRid 9Nt /w31 b1 Jeiferd dRals gq SIUAIRG 6 fadr T
o | TR, Wredl & YREIATS MMl DI W Haferd FATdl / F9HT BT G 1 DR e
T & aRT 6(3) @ Sfaefa faRa wx faar ar &R wreft @7 vem erdiall &1 AT 1 germ
el MRy gRT fhar Tar & foraH, Wriensst gRT @1 Y dRAE BT F8l SeExrr a7
2| ufdaes #§ ureff & emdeAl @ Wed # ufa Srare iR uiRa we erdielry emeyr @t ufaat
A Feli = 2|
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3 UBR, Adesen, Wl f$fawH 7 1 fRHid 06.05.2024 & oo+ foRad ufides o
urefl @1 79 g Il & Haw H I8 ST IRIAT © b 578 9 48 Riaradl & Had # 4T
# Rprs Suae 2, O 9IRS gford &1 3fid sRars 8q SuHRa - Qa1 a7 o | ufaded
H g Al garr T g b urell & RIS adesl ® ey H Uil Bl g9 d2g W A BRI
feam ar o & gfer &k <if Uvs ey’ wfau™ @ arddi gl &l fawg 2 3R 39 YR
I8 I RBR D EFIT IMMAT & TAT 59 AT H IR BT ST 31T JIHAH BT BRI 1Y
RGR 30 BT Yaa- AN & Jedd | Sl o |

gIargs & SR Yfaara! uell @1 Sl & b ureil & o 9l Rieral &1 ddg o=
QA UTEBINGT ¥ o 3R I |1 RIBrIdl bl |t dlids USRI BT JAT HRATS 2g
JIYATRT B AT T 7 FoIr TEIAR UTefl & SIREISMS AMIEHAl b Had H g For A1 wreff
BT Ui HR & AT |

Td HeW H U8 Iooi™ YRR BRI b GEaT a1 AEBR ARRE B ORT 6(1) I8
GG wrar 7 & d aafad, S 39 AMRFTRH & 9 DI a1 AU HAT AT B,
foRad & a1 selaei=e gfaa o Areas & Ul a1 B § a1 39 &F &I, rad e fdhan
ST BT 8, AT § VAl BT & 912, S At &1 S Safd B di S g sfedry
DI IS YT BT

Sl UBR, GAT T IMAGR STRAFTH P &RT 6(3) IT WAL BT © [dh I8l dlg 3MIaT
Bl ot WiABRI &1 fBel U o & ol IRy &d gY fdhar S 8, S fdll o ol
TRy §RT €1RT &, a1 e Aw—aw] &0 o= dle witer) & gl ¥ afftd e
®I I HEET T, MAGH BT R0 HEAd s USRI BT far ST |

Il & b uredi <1 ooy Riprad, AIierssh, Y8 31, YRd ARHR $I Ui
far & 3R Ufd Rierd wR dRarg R g S9! Uid Rierid o Fdied warerdl / T,
Y WRBR, FRES Bl JAMIT HRATS B AR fbar w1 8, e gaam urefi @ 9
UaH B AT & | 59 YR, Uil B Rreradl uR Bl T BRalg DI ol BT GRd Aded dAlb
IRl iR SIRES 5T IR, forg urelf @ RieRd dRars 8 UAIRd &l T &, 81 |
9 029 @ dralg Uil 4 & T HRATS B FIAAT B STUAT IRTIATE ATAGH, GBS, T8
AT, T3 faeell o1 Ufa far 2, 7 & Fdfd e wfder), R ureff @ Rrera erars
2q IRd @t T 7|

AdleTgal, T8 /3o gRT Uil &1 G dxd gU Uil & &3 SIRCISNS 3MdcHl ®I Hafe
T S TSR &I AT &7 ARGR IR o) R 6(3) @ 3faa faRa Y fawar | oifdsH
feerawg e I8 2 % s9e e A urell 9 o ordid, weM oidielid ifder, I8 Hared
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B UG o & iR daawR, fgda ardie +ff Adiergatl, g #3910, WRd WK, 78 fdeell &
foeg <Rae forar | 39 voR, weft it geat | goiaar uRfad g ot oroer sTRENRTS amaeH
TAT UIH 7T FE AT UTdHRoT & TGS Bl YT 8l B, T 3T UIIhRoT & Ardeimgain
B UT fhar 2 8k ofad: g erdfier ff o uiftiexor & Adiengent @ fawg U & TN
?, SHBT YT dHe W Pl Fee T8 & | Seai+1g = b urefl 9 e Oy iRSlens amdeHt
o el H gy ardiel SmART &1 UG @1 €, Roraer geiiferd Same SR e Ao e
greft & FefRrd i IRIeRNT gRT e &) < T 2|

Il 2 6 G AeR JfR &7 aRT1 2(7) & UreerEl & Add bl a8 g,
S Ald UIEeRT & Ul U IR IAD gRT g1k fefal 39 FEavmA 2, yae &1 S
FHAT © | Y ST GAT MABRI ¥ g ULl &1 DI S Fhdll & (b a8 IH FIAAT BT 07
R, Sl Rare o1 2w 781 2| S99 I8+ onferd 721 2 % a8 uRefeuq uwAl &1 Sia9 <
AT I B ARAT B | 39 bR, Uefl & YD AREIATS 3MAE Bl HGIBSA, T HATd
gRT AfAfrd & graerl & ofavfa geifad ft & faRer far 7 &R uvgd wret # ufcard
vt &1 Hig A (e Iy M a1 smavg@ar 7E 2 |

TR, UG Hev H g Ieord Al URifTd 8N S urell &1 uds AT o1 udieor e
A I8 W € fb urefl 7 Us T o T 15 | 20 SIREISMS JATded Sgd f6am 8, S S
15 ¥ 20 TTRIS a1 T Rrawradl & H6fd 2| iR 39 yadR ureff 7 dae Ardiegai, T8 #3 e
& fawg N H | 98 Tl adiel WRed @1 € | 3TN &1 I 3 Uil & Jaar uray e
P Tg el I AT BT JTHR BT gOIAN &, s A YAV & 519 Yd FEmeH
&1 fauer BIaT ¥ 3R 399 WRIGRYT & T 3awad: Hr Ui & yifad g1 € | Seaad
RT3 T 3T, AT HS g9 AT §elUTedTT Ta 3171 [MANU/SC/0932/2011] H T8
o far 2 f W Vo uRgw 181 =@mgan, e dre TffeRT & 75 gfavd siiier /
AR 3TUAT 75 TS FHI ARCIIMS MG & FRART # 79€ N |

urefl §RT 3l Rierrd iR ufdded aRae & IR JRIWRIT GaT da aIRgel B
IAPI IFARV BRI Bl g Well A& Ied AT gRT Ueb RS ATMADBT FAT 26781 /2013
QI 17.09.2014 (S AT JAHRI, IGRER—IVRIA, AGTH Sod IRITAI g9 10 ARaAT) H
fad v foofy &7 Y ape FRaT B, Rd <rme 7 g e fa fhar ® 6 #3 Rrerad
IR IPITIE ol 3R R JIRCIRNE JAASHAl & ARIH H IAUR &I T HRATS DI FAAT U
PR BT I8 IRIBT RIbrgd FaRer &1 a¥ieT 81 81 GHdT © | I8 Aeuie &d & [%g & &
U 3MAGdH Il AR GAI (B Al UHdRI WR STfSd 3I1aedd Gard Slel Jferal I
TR & HATAT BT T SUIRT v B ard oY |
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AT BT ATHR AT BT IRATaT FdeIRD AT UG Bl RATYAT B G DR
TP Igaed ANTRSG Ud ol WAdR & dra fad dee defid oxd §¢ e gRael
I YTl 1 RATAAT HRAT & | olfhe SN &1 I H ureff &7 I8 o axqah: AfawtiRar &1

TR AT B AfAH R G U BT HH AT A0 2 |
SR Tl & 3MTelld H IANT AIAISgAT, 8 AT §RT Uil & a1 el & Fay
H @ T PRATS B qATT AT 7 am urefl & SwWiad 9t fgda il B R axar 7 |

SURIFATTAR I 3fdTed FRaTRd @1 Sl 8 |

Heeralal Samariya lghjkyky Bkefj; ki
Chief Information Commissioner le[; Dpuk vk;Dr¥
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/PASOF/A/2019/124108

Ms. Hansa Mishra
Vs.
Zonal Passport Office, Lucknow

Date of Decision 01.10.2021

Decided by Shri Y.K. Sinha, Chief information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005 in context of Matrimonial Matters.

The appellant, Ms. Hansa Mishra, filed an RTT application dated 13.02.2019 seeking information
related to the reissuance and validity of her estranged husband’s passport. The information was
sought as part of a court case initiated by the appellant, who claimed to be the legally wedded wife
of Mr. Govind Mishra. The RTI application included four queries regarding the passport reissuance,
basis on which it was reissued, and the validity date of the newly issued passport.

During the hearing, the appellant contended that since her husband’s passport was previously
impounded and he had deserted her, she had a legitimate reason to seek information about the new
passport.

Held

The Commission, after hearing both parties and relying on precedents including Union of
India v. R. Jayachandran and Reena vs Regional Passport Officer, ruled that information about
whether a passport was reissued and its validity date (points 2 and 4) could be disclosed as it does
not cause unwarranted invasion of privacy. However, disclosure of full passport details and other
associated documents was exempt under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, being third-party
personal information. The Commission directed the CPIO to provide information on points 2 and
4 by 15.11.2021.

Orbiter Dicta
In addressing the balance between privacy under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act and the right
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to information in matrimonial disputes, the Commission emphasized that when a legally wedded
spouse seeks limited information (such as whether a passport has been reissued and its period of
validity), such disclosure may not infringe upon privacy rights.

The Commission differentiated between personal data that would lead to an unwarranted
invasion of privacy and the data dissemination of which would not cause any such kind of
unwarranted invasion. In certain matrimonial contexts, the spouse may be entitled to partial
information regarding passport status without compromising privacy protections.

Cases Referred:

1.  Union of India v. R. Jayachandran WP (C) 3406/2012
2. Reena vs Regional Passport Officer, Jaipur, CIC/PASOF/A/2019/108227
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/HCOST/A/2018/156230

Sh. Radhe Shyam Jangid
Vs.
PIO Rajasthan High Court Jaipur

Date of Decision 15.02.2021

Decided by — Shri Y.K. Sinha, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 25 (5) of RTI Act 2005; Section 19 of RTI Act 2005, Rule 7(1)(b) of Rajasthan Right to
Information (High Court and Subordinate Courts) Rules, 2006.

The appellant, Shri Radhe Shyam Jangid, had filed an RTI application on 04.04.2018 to the PIO
of the Rajasthan High Court, Jaipur, seeking information on four points relating to Case No.16710,
actions taken from 2012 to 2018, and a Gram Sabha decision dated 03.09.2012. On not receiving
any response, the appellant filed a First Appeal on 10.05.2018, but the matter remained unheard,
prompting him to approach the Central Information Commission with the Second Appeal. During
the hearing on 09.02.2021, it was revealed that the appeal was rejected by the FAA on grounds of
non-compliance with procedural requirements of the Rajasthan Right to Information (High Court
and Subordinate Courts) Rules, 2006.

Held:

The Commission observed that the appellant’s First Appeal was not in the prescribed form
and did not include the requisite fee of X100 as stipulated under Rule 7(1)(b) of the Rajasthan
RTI Rules. However, it also acknowledged that neither the appellant nor the respondent made any
new submissions during the Second Appeal hearing. On examining the legality of charging such
a fee, the Commission delved into the statutory framework under the RTI Act, 2005, and found
that the imposition of a fee for filing First Appeals is not supported by the principal Act. Hence,
while disposing of the Second Appeal, the Commission emphasized that such fees are not legally
sustainable.
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Orbiter Dicta:

In its observations, the Commission strongly criticized the imposition of Rs.100 as a fee for
filing First Appeals under Rule 7(1)(b) of the Rajasthan Right to Information (High Court and
Subordinate Courts) Rules, 2006. Citing the Supreme Court judgment in Common Cause vs. High
Court of Allahabad, it emphasized that application fees under RTI should normally not exceed Rs.50,
and per-page charges should not exceed Rs.5. The Commission further highlighted that Section 19
of the RTT Act, 2005 does not empower any public authority to levy fees at the appeal stage and that
such a provision under the Rajasthan Rules contravenes the parent statute. Referring also to State
of UP vs. Renusagar Power Co., it stressed that subordinate legislation must conform strictly to the
parent Act. Accordingly, the Commission recommended the Registrar, Rajasthan High Court to
initiate a review of the said Rule by placing the matter before the competent authority, highlighting
that the imposition of such a fee is legally untenable and contrary to the RTI Act’s spirit.

Cases Referred:
1. Common Cause vs. High Court of Allahabad & Anr WP (Civil) No. 194 of 2012
2. State of UP & Ors vs. Renusagar Power Co. & Ors 1988 AIR 1737
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/PMOIN/A/2019/600261

Shri Prasenjit Bose
Vs.
PIO/ Under Secretary, Prime Minister Office, South Block, New Delhi and
PIO/ Nodal Officer, RTI D/o Finance Services, North Block, New Delhi

Date of Decision: 28.09.2021

Decided by: Shri Y.K. Sinha, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(f), Section 6(1), Section 6(3), Section 8(1)(e), Section 8(1)(h), Section 8(1)(j) of RTI
Act 2005

Section 45E of the RBI Act, 1934

The appellant, Shri Prasenjit Bose, filed an RTI application seeking details from the Prime
Minister’s Office (PMO) and the Department of Financial Services regarding whether a letter was
sent by former RBI Governor Dr. Raghuram Rajan to the PMO. The letter purportedly contained
a list of high-profile bank fraud cases urging coordinated legal action. The appellant requested the
date of receipt of the letter, action taken, and whether the letter could be shared. Additionally, he
sought bank-wise data on loan frauds over ten years and whether the PMO issued any directives
to initiate legal action in such matters. The PMO initially denied the information on the grounds
that the queries were vague, sought opinions, or were exempt under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act,
2005. The response was considered unsatisfactory by the appellant, leading to a first appeal, which
resulted in a direction from the First Appellate Authority (FAA) to seek fresh inputs on point No. 1,
3 and 5 and provide information to the Appellant within 15 days. The matter was further escalated
as a second appeal when the replies remained unsatisfactory. The PIO later confirmed receipt of Dr.
Raghuram Rajan’s letter but refused to disclose it, citing confidentiality under Section 45E of the
RBI Act and ongoing investigations.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that public authorities are not bound to create or interpret
information under RTI, nor provide opinions or advice. It reiterated that a request for information
must be precise and must pertain to records held or under the control of the authority. Further, if
an authority is not the custodian of the requested information, it cannot be held liable for non-
disclosure. RBI and concerned Public Sector Banks are the actual custodian of information, which
has been sought by the appellant. The Department of Financial Services having received the RTI
Application, had thus correctly transferred the RTI Application to the relevant custodians of the
information vide letter dated 12.12.2018, invoking Section 6(3) of the RTI act. A public authority
which is not the custodian of the information cannot be held liable for furnishing the information.

Held:

The Commission held that the information sought by the appellant had been duly transferred to
the appropriate public authorities like RBI and PSBs under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act. The replies
furnished were found to be specific and satisfactory as per the RTI Act. As such, no legal infirmity
was found in the responses provided by the respondents. The appeal was accordingly disposed of.
Court Cases Referred:

1. RBI vs. Jayantilal Mistry [(2016) 3 SCC 525]
2. Girish Mittal vs. Parvati Sundaram [(2019) 20 SCC 747]

3. CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay [dated 9 August, 2011]
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Central Information Commission

Complaint No. CIC/DSSSB/C/2018/128865

Ms. Manju Rani
Vs.
PIO/ Dy. Secy. (Secret Cell —I), Govt. of NCT of Delhi

Date of Decision: 05.02.2020

Decided by: Shri Y.K. Sinha, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

None

The complainant, Ms. Manju Rani, had filed an RTI application seeking a copy of her OMR
sheet for the TGT (Computer Science) examination held on 21.05.2017 under DSSSB. The PIO
of the Secret Cell-I, DSSSB, responded on 21.08.2017 stating that the information could only be
provided after the declaration of final results. Dissatisfied, the complainant filed the First Appeal
on 03.10.2017. The First Appellate Authority (FAA) directed the PIO on 01.12.2017 to provide
the OMR sheet within 15 days. However, despite this direction, the information was not provided,
prompting the complainant to file a second appeal/complaint before the Central Information
Commission (CIC).

During the CIC hearing, the complainant reiterated that no information had been provided
till date. The respondent justified non-disclosure by relying on the Supreme Court judgment in
UPSC vs. Angesh Kumar & Ors., citing concerns related to disclosure of answer sheets. However,
the Commission noted that the facts of that case differed significantly from the present one. The
CIC thus examined the issue independently, keeping in mind the principles of transparency and
accountability under the RTI Act.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Information Commissioner observed that while transparency and accountability are vital,
there is a need to balance them with concerns of confidentiality and proper use of public resources.
Mechanically applying the ratio of the UPSC vs. Angesh Kumar case in every examination would
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be inappropriate. Additionally, citing a case law without demonstrating its relevance to the current
factual scenario does not suffice—the doctrine of stare decisis requires a meaningful comparison
of facts. The Commission reiterated that public authorities must enforce RTI provisions strictly and
furnish information to uphold transparency in public examination processes.

Held:

The Central Information Commission held that the PIO had unjustifiably denied the information
sought, failing to comply with the FAA’s order. The Commission directed the PIO to provide the
complainant with a copy of her OMR sheet (both sides) from the written examination held on
21.05.2017 within three weeks from the date of the order.

Court Cases Referred in the Case:

1. * UPSC vs. Angesh Kumar & Ors., in Civil Appeal No. 6159-6162 of 2013
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/MHOME/A/2019/107928

Ehtesham Qutubuddin Siddiqui
Vs.
Ministry of Home Affairs (MHA), New Delhi

Date of Decision 29.11.2019

Decided by: Coram- Shri Sudhir Bhargava, Chief Information Commissioner, Shri Bimal Julka,
Information Commissioner and Shri Suresh Chandra, Information Commissioner.

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(j), Section 8(3) of the RTI Act 2005 & Article 21 of Indian Constitution

The appellant, Ehtesham Qutubuddin Siddiqui, had filed an RTI application with the Ministry
of Home Affairs (MHA), seeking copies of UPSC application forms and appointment-related
documents of 12 IPS officers whose appointments dated back over 20 years. The CPIO denied the
information under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, citing it as personal information of third parties
with no public interest involved. The appellant contested this, arguing that the information should
not be considered private due to the time lapsed (20 years), and thus exemption under Section 8(3)
applies, making the information accessible after that period.

Held:

The matter was heard by a three-member bench of the Central Information Commission (CIC),
which deliberated on the conflict between the right to information and the right to privacy under
Article 21. While the Commission acknowledged that the RTI Act under Section 8(3) permits
disclosure of personal information after 20 years unless it is exempt under Section 8(1), it also
emphasized the continuity of the privacy right. Given the ambiguity on when the 20-year period
should be calculated and whether the privacy interest truly ends, the Commission ruled that the
appeal be dismissed, noting that final authority on the date computation lies with the Central
Government as per the RTI Act.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission, in its orbiter dicta, noted that the Right to Privacy has been recognized by the
Supreme Court of India as an essential aspect of personal liberty under Article 21. The Commission
referred to landmark cases such as K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India and R. Rajagopal v. State of
Tamil Nadu, affirming that privacy and the autonomy to control dissemination of personal data are
fundamental rights as these are implicit in the right to life and liberty guaranteed to the citizens by
Article 21. However, it acknowledged that neither the right to privacy nor the right to information
is absolute; both must be balanced based on public interest and context.

Further, the CIC emphasized that Section 8(3) of the RTI Act is intended to promote transparency
by enabling access to information after 20 years, but this cannot override constitutional guarantees
unless there’s a rational nexus with public interest. The Commission opined that drawing a fixed
line of disclosure after 20 years is not always tenable, especially when privacy implications are
continuing. The final authority on computing the 20-year period rests with the Central Government,
and the Commission’s role must align with this statutory framework.

Cases Referred:
1. K.S. Puttaswamy v. Union of India WP (C) No. 494/2012
2. R. Rajagopal v. State of Tamil Nadu 1995 AIR 264
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/POSTS/A/2023/119699

Shri Susanta Kumar Acharya
Vs.
CPIO: Department Of Posts, Baripada

Date of Decision: 03.01.2025

Decided by: Smt. Anandi Ramalingam, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 11, 10 & 13 — Inquiry Report — POSH Act, 2013, Principles of Natural Justice, Visakha
Guidelines (as guiding principles under POSH)

The appellant, Susanta Kumar Acharya, filed an RTI application seeking a copy of the inquiry
report related to a sexual harassment allegation made against him by Smt. Tulasi Sahu under the
POSH Act, along with details of action taken on that report. The CPIO denied the information
under Section 11 of the RTI Act, citing that the complainant (third party) refused consent for
disclosure and that the information did not serve any public interest. The First Appellate Authority
upheld this decision. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a second appeal with the Central Information
Commission (CIC).

During the hearing, the appellant argued that he could not be considered a third party in this
matter since the inquiry concerned allegations made against him and he was entitled to know
the outcome. The respondent defended the denial on grounds that the information pertained to a
complaint filed by a third party and her consent for disclosure was not granted. The Commission
examined the facts, legal provisions and considered whether denial under Section 11 was justified
when weighed against the principles of natural justice and provisions of the POSH Act mandating
disclosure of inquiry reports to concerned parties.

Held:

The Commission held that the appellant, being the accused in the POSH inquiry, was entitled
to access the inquiry report under both the POSH Act and the RTI Act. It ruled that the denial of
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information on the basis of refusal by the complainant was improper, especially when the personal
details could have been redacted under Section 10. Accordingly, the CIC set aside the CPIO’s
decision and directed the respondent to disclose the information sought by the appellant after

removing any third-party personal information under Section 10 of the RTI Act within three weeks.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission clarified that Section 11 of the RTI Act gives the CPIO discretion to consult
third parties for consent when disclosure might affect their interests. However, such refusal is not
conclusive and may be overridden in larger public interest. The CIC emphasized that when a person
is the subject of an inquiry particularly in cases under the POSH Act, principles of natural justice
require that they be informed of the findings and be given an opportunity to defend themselves. The
Commission cited judgments from the Supreme Court and High Courts which underscore that the
inquiry report must be shared with concerned parties. Additionally, it observed that the CPIO erred
in seeking consent from the complainant when the information sought did not concern her personal
details, and any such sensitive data could have been severed under Section 10 of the RTI Act.

Court Cases Referred in this Case:

1. R.K. Jain Vs. Union of India [(2009) 8 SCC 273]

2. Rashi Vs. Union of India and Another [AIRONLINE 2020 DEL 1557]

3. Dr. T.V. Ramakrishnan Vs. Kannur University [WP(C).No. 17484 of 2018]
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/DRADO/A/2023/136735

Shri Bhupinder Singh
Vs.
CPIO: Defence Geoinformatics Research Establishment, Chandigarh

Date of Decision: 23.09.2024

Decided by: Smt. Anandi Ramalingam, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 24(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Proviso to Section 24(1), Section 2(f) of the RTI Act 2005.

The appellant, Bhupinder Singh, filed an RTI application seeking copies of complaints,
reminders etc. submitted by his deceased brother Jasvinder Singh to DGRE/DRDO, Chandigarh,
alleging harassment by senior officials that led to his suicide on 21.03.2023. He also sought video
footage of relevant offices, details of any departmental inquiries against the named officials in the
suicide note, and records of actions taken on his brother’s complaints. The DRDO, being an exempt
organization under Section 24(1) of the RTI Act, initially denied the information, stating it was not
a case of corruption or human rights violation.

However, the appellant argued in his second appeal that the matter involved a serious violation
of human rights, as the deceased was allegedly harassed over years, denied promotions multiple
times, and ultimately took his life within office premises. A suicide note naming four DRDO officials
was recovered, and an FIR was lodged against them. The appellant alleged no departmental inquiry
was conducted, and the organization failed to act on the suicide and previous grievances. Given
the serious nature of allegations, the Commission examined additional evidence from both parties,
including the suicide note, FIR, and letters from the deceased.

Held:

The Central Information Commission held that the allegations made by the appellant do, in
fact, involve a case of human rights violation as per the proviso to Section 24(1) of the RTI Act.
Consequently, it directed the CPIO of DGRE/DRDO to provide a revised, point-wise reply to the
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RTI application in line with the information/reply placed on the record of the Commission. The
said direction shall be complied with by the Respondent within 15 days of the receipt of the order,
free of cost.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that while DRDO is ordinarily exempt from the RTT Act under
Section 24(1), this exemption does not apply in cases involving allegations of human rights
violations. The Commission highlighted that the facts and documents submitted such as the suicide
note, the FIR naming DRDO officials, and the lack of any internal inquiry raise serious questions
about the conduct of the organization. The bench observed that the sensitivity and gravity of the
issue warranted disclosure of information, despite the DRDO’s exempt status, in adherence to the
proviso of Section 24(1).

Court Cases Referred: None
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/CBIND/A/2022/657726

Shri Tathya Sinha
Vs.
CPIO: Central Bank of India, Gaya, Bihar

Date of Decision: 03.01.2024

Decided by: Smt. Anandi Ramalingam, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(f) Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005
Section 16 of the POSH Act, 2013

Section 17 of the POSH Act, 2013

The appellant, Tathya Sinha, an ex-employee of Central Bank of India, filed an RTI application
seeking information regarding the constitution of the Internal Complaints Committee (ICC)
formed by the Regional Office, Gaya, to investigate a sexual harassment complaint filed by her.
Specifically, she asked whether a senior Presiding Officer and members with social work or legal
background were part of the ICC, and if yes, their names and qualifications. The Central Public
Information Officer (CP10O) denied the information citing exemptions under Section 8(1)(j) of the
RTI Act and Sections 16 and 17 of the POSH Act, 2013, stating that the details sought do not fall
under the definition of “information” under the RTI Act.

Dissatisfied with the reply, the appellant filed a First Appeal. She then approached the Central
Information Commission (CIC) in a Second Appeal. During the hearing, she emphasized that as
the complainant herself, she was entitled to know the formation of Internal Complaints Committee
(ICC) constituted to enquire into complaint of sexual harassment filed by her. The respondent bank,
however, maintained that such information was confidential and exempt under the POSH Act. The
CIC examined the case and found that the bank have not taken holistic approach. In the instant case
the Appellant had sought the constitution of the ICC which did not involve any such information as
indicated under Section 16 of POSH Act or personal details of third parties exempted under Section
8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission underscored that the POSH Act’s Section 16 prohibits the disclosure of
sensitive details such as the identities of parties and contents of inquiry proceedings. However,
the CIC clarified that this provision does not restrict the disclosure of the constitution of the
ICC, especially when such information is sought by the complainant herself. The Commission
further noted that a holistic and contextual reading of Section 16 of the POSH Act must be done
in conjunction with the spirit of transparency under the RTI Act. It emphasized that administrative
fairness and justice demand that the complainant be allowed access to basic details regarding the
inquiry process initiated on her complaint.

Held:

The Commission held that the reply of the CPIO was perfunctory and lacking a comprehensive
understanding of the applicable legal provisions. It directed the Central Bank of India, Regional
Office, Gaya, to revisit the RTI application and provide information with respect to constitution
of ICC formed by Regional Office, Gaya and to enquire into Appellant’s complaint of sexual
harassment by bringing out the names and designations of the officials in ICC, to the Appellant.
Further directed compliance within three weeks from the date of the order.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/DODEF/A/2024/102902

Shri Pawan Kumar
Vs.
PIO, Sainik School, Kunjpura, Karnal, Haryana

Date of Decision: 26.06.2025

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 6(3), Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005

The appellant, Shri Pawan Kumar, submitted an RTI application to the PIO of Sainik School,
Kunjpura, Karnal, Haryana, seeking detailed information regarding Assistant Hindi Teachers
appointed in the school between. January 2014 to 31 January 2023. The requested details included
names, appointment status (permanent/temporary), appointment records, etc. However, the CP1IO
failed to respond to the application, prompting the appellant to file a First Appeal on 01.12.2023.
Still dissatisfied, the appellant filed a Second Appeal before the Central Information Commission
(CIC).

During the hearing, the Respondent claimed that the appellant was a former contractual
employee whose contract extension was denied by the High Court in 2016. The Respondent denied
information citing Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, arguing that it involved third-party personal
information. However, the Commission observed that the appellant was seeking numeric/statistical
data and comparative records of similarly placed staff to substantiate his own service grievance.
The Commission noted that blanket denial of information under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act is
not correct.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission clarified that a blanket denial of information under Section 8(1)(j) is not
sustainable when the applicant seeks statistical or comparative data involving similarly placed staff
for the purpose of defending his own service matter. Referring to the judgment of the Hon’ble High
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Court of Karnataka in A.S. Mallikarjunaswamy v. SIC & Ors., it was observed that when disclosure
of service records is essential for substantiating a grievance or defending one’s position, the
exemption under Section 8(1)(j) cannot be invoked. Denial of such information, in fact, obstructs
justice and deprives the applicant of a fair opportunity to present his case.

Held:

The Commission held that the exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, as invoked by
the respondent, was not tenable in the given context. It directed the PIO to revisit the contents of the
RTT application and furnish a revised, point-wise reply including relevant information, free of cost,
within two weeks. The Commission also instructed the First Appellate Authority (FAA) to ensure
compliance with these directions. The appeal was accordingly disposed of.

Court Cases Referred:

1. *A.S. Mallikarjunaswamy v. SIC & Ors., W\.P. No. 23695 of 2022, decided on 22.08.2023 by
the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka

2. * CWP-5235-2016, Punjab & Haryana High Court (regarding appellant’s own contract
extension; dismissed on 27.04.2016)
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/IARMY/A/2024/105863

Premshankar Mishra, Advocate
Vs.
PIO, 4 INF DIV SIG REGT, PIN - 908404, C/o 56 APO, Prayagraj

Date of Decision: 22.05.2025

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(j), Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, Article 21 of the Constitution of
India.

The appellant, Advocate Premshankar Mishra, filed an RTI application on behalf of his client
Anubhav Singh, seeking details of the educational qualifications of Mrs. Pratibha Singh, who is
the wife of the RTI applicant. The RTI was submitted to the Public Information Officer (P1O), 4
Infantry Division Signal Regiment, Prayagraj. However, the concerned office declined to provide
the information, citing exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, which deals with personal
information. Despite filing a first appeal, no record of any FAA order was found. Dissatisfied with
the response and lack of remedy, the appellant approached the Central Information Commission
(CIC) via second appeal. During the hearing, the appellant contended that the denial of information
was incorrect and unjustified, especially since it pertained to his client’s wife. However, the
respondent reiterated that the disclosure of personal information like educational qualifications,
not linked to public activity or interest, attracts exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, and
also invoked privacy protection under Article 21 of the Constitution.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the disclosure of educational qualifications, without
the consent of the individual, particularly in a private dispute, would amount to an invasion of
privacy and a violation of their fundamental rights. Citing the Supreme Court’s judgment in KS
Puttaswamy v. Union of India (2017), the Commission reinforced that disclosure of women’s
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educational qualification to her husband without her consent and outside legal proceedings, would

be unwarranted invasion of privacy and violation of her fundamental rights. The Commission also
relied on Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. CIC (2013), reiterating that even educational details are
protected unless tied to a significant public interest.

Held:

The Central Information Commission dismissed the second appeal, holding that the information
sought pertains to personal details of an individual not engaged in any public activity and hence falls
under the ambit of Section 8(1)(j) of the RTT Act. The Commission ruled that there is no overriding
public interest to warrant disclosure and that the denial by the PIO was proper and lawful. Further,
it held that the RTI Act cannot be used as a tool for personal or legal vendetta, especially by an
advocate on behalf of a client, where the information relates to private disputes.

Court Cases Referred:
1. KS Puttaswamy (Retd.) v. Union of India, (2017) — Right to Privacy

2. Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. CIC, (2013) 1 SCC 212

3. N. Saravanan v. The Chief Commissioner/2nd Appellate Authority & Ors., W\.P. (MD) No.
4336 of 2017, Madras High Court
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/SECRL/A/2023/142208

Shri Vinay Kumar Singh
Vs.
PIO, South East Central Railway, Personnel Department, Bilaspur

Date of Decision: 12.02.2025

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(j) & 25(5) of the RTI Act, 2005

Vinay Kumar Singh, the appellant, filed an RTI application seeking marks obtained in written
CBT exam and viva voice of himself and other candidates for provisional panel of ADEE (Group-B)
against 30% LDCE quota (9th cycle) in the Electrical Department of South East Central Railway.
Though his individual marks were provided, the CPIO denied information related to the other
candidates citing Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, stating such data qualifies as personal information.
Dissatisfied with the response and the First Appellate Authority’s upholding of the same, the
appellant approached the CIC. During the hearing, the respondent maintained that the requested
bifurcated marks of other candidates were exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j). However,
the Commission found that the exam was internal to the department meant for departmental
candidates only, not open to the general public, and hence, the protection of third-party personal
information did not apply strictly.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission underscored the importance of transparency in departmental selection
processes, especially when confined to internal candidates. It held that disclosing names and marks
of selected candidates does not constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy. Such disclosure is
aligned with the broader public interest and strengthens institutional trust. Referring to the Hon’ble
Bombay High Court judgment, the CIC highlighted that in public recruitment or departmental
selections, the disclosure of marks enhances credibility and public faith in the fairness of the
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procedure. The Commission remarked that “sunlight is the best disinfectant,” affirming that
unnecessary secrecy fosters suspicion and undermines the accountability of public authorities.

Held:

The Commission noted that the Respondent failed to explain as to how marks obtained in
interview and written examination was considered as personal information of third-party. It also
noted that the said exam was meant for departmental candidates only, and the third-party personal
information in such a scenario does not apply in strict sense. However, as far as marks for APAR
grading are concerned, giving total marks for all the years considered should suffice instead of year
wise break-up which should NOT be given. Based on which the Commission directed the South
East Central Railway to revisit the RTI application and furnish the list of selected candidates along
with their marks in written exams and interviews to the appellant, free of cost, within four weeks of
the date of receipt of this order. The First Appellate Authority was instructed to ensure compliance
of this order.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Shri Onkar Dattatray Kalmankar vs. PIO, Registrar, District and Session Court, Pune and
Ors., Writ Petition No. 9648 of 2021, Bombay High Court, Order dated 11.11.2024
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal CIC/GNCTD/A/2024/108412

Shri Sanjeev Kumar
Vs.
PIO, Directorate General of Health Services, GNCTD, Nursing Home Cell

Date of Decision: 16.01.2025

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(f), 5(4), 6(3), 7(6), 8(1)(j), 19(8)(b), 20(1) & 25(5)

The appellant, Sanjeev Kumar, filed an RTI application, seeking detailed information from
the Directorate General of Health Services (DGHS), GNCTD, regarding the licensing status and
regulatory action on Artemis Lite Hospital, New Friends Colony, New Delhi. The appellant’s wife
was hospitalized there on 07.04.2023 and 08.04.2023 and was allegedly charged an exorbitant
medical bill. He contended that the hospital lacked a valid license during the treatment period
as the renewed certificate was dated 01.08.2023, post-dating the hospitalization. He further
alleged malpractices and regulatory lapses, including failure to act on complaints and evasion of
responsibility through vague or misleading responses under the RTI Act. Despite repeated follow-
ups, and requests, the information provided by the PIOs remained incomplete, contradictory, and
legally deficient. The appellant raised serious allegations, including retrospective licensing to shield
the hospital, non-disclosure of action taken, denial of information, and obstruction of information
flow. He requested compensation under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, penalty to be imposed
on Respondent and point wise information to be provided. The Commission noted that the PIO
failed to apply due diligence in acquiring information from Artemis Hospital (which is under the
regulatory ambit of DGHS).

Held:

The Central Information Commission (CIC) held that this case to be a fit case for imposition of
penalty on the erring official i.e., Sh. Sandeep Kumar Agarwal, Medical Superintendent-cum-PIO,
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Nursing Home Cell, Directorate General of Health Service, GNCTD, Delhi. In view, of this, the
Commission imposed a penalty of Rs. 15,000 under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act on Sh. Sandeep
Kumar Agarwal, Medical Superintendent-cum-PIO, for violation of the provisions of the RTI Act,
2005. The amount will be deducted from his salary. However, in the absence of service of notice

to the then PIO, Dr. Nitin Kumar, the Commission does not find it justifiable to initiate any action
against him. Hence, the SCN issued to him is dropped. In addition to the above, the Respondent
is directed to comply with the previous order dated 07.10.2024 of the Commission by giving a
point wise updated reply against point No. 2,3,4,7,8,9,10 of the RTI Application, free of cost,
to the Appellant, within 6 weeks of the date of receipt of this order. Additionally, under Section
19(8)(b), the Commission awarded compensation of Rs. 45,000, to be paid by DGHS, for loss,
harassment and detriment suffered by him as the DGHS, Delhi has failed to give timely specific
information to the Appellant and compelled him to run time and again by blindly ignoring his
tender old age and also by not addressing the issue flagged by the Appellant in toto. The CIC also
recommended advisory under Section 25(5) of the RTI Act, to amend the applicable regulations
governing renewal of licenses of private hospitals so as to afford an opportunity of hearing to the
citizens affected by the deeds of the hospitals besides stopping the practice of issuing ex post facto
renewal of license.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that almost all the basic public services are being gradually privatized
by the Government, which denies applicability of RTI Act being private sector entities. This is a
sure-shot demise of this sunshine legislation and its eco-system run in conjunction with similar
legislations like Right to Service Act because the private units are not held accountable. Entities
providing Public Services being essential for the citizens have to be included in the definition
of the ‘Public Authority’ by bringing in a state-specific amendment of the RTI Act which is a
concurrent list subject. However, it is not a moot question to be answered in this case, yet the fact
remains that allegation of appellant regarding exorbitant prices/bills raised by the Artemis Hospital
cannot be ruled out in entirety as the respondent as well as the third party i.e. Artemis Lite Hospital
have failed to file any counter submission to buttress the arguments of the appellant, therefore, the
balance of convenience favours the appellant.

Court Cases Referred:
1. Shri PR. Shenai vs. CPIO, SEBI

2. Vibhore Dileep Barla vs. Central Excise and Customs
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/CCEM1/A/2023/118019

Shri Arun Panchal
Vs.

CPIO, O/o the Commissioner, CGST and Central Excise Commissionerate,
Mumbai

Date of Decision: 05.07.2024

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(d), 8(1)(e), 8(1)(j) & 19(1) of the RTI Act, 2005

The appellant, Arun Panchal, filed an RTI application seeking details regarding show-cause
notices (SCNs) issued to M/s Reliance Industries Ltd. and Transocean Offshore International
Ventures Ltd. by the CGST authorities concerning alleged service tax evasion related to services
provided to joint ventures in oil exploration. He specifically sought the present status of these
SCNs, copies of OIOs, etc. The appellant argued that this information relates to the collection
of public revenue and therefore is in larger public interest and not covered under exemptions of
Section 8 of the RTI Act.

The CPIO denied the information citing Sections 8(1)(d) and 8(1)(j) of the RTT Act, stating that
the requested data involved third-party information and commercial confidence, and disclosure
could harm competitive positions. Consequently, the appellant approached the CIC in second
appeal.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission noted that mere curiosity or generalized assertions of public interest do not
suffice to override statutory exemptions protecting third-party information and confidentiality. It
also emphasized that the applicant must establish bona fide reasons or larger public interest, which
was absent in this case.
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Held:

The CIC held that the information sought is exempt under Sections 8(1)(d), 8(1)(e), and 8(1)(j)
of the RTI Act. The appellant did not establish any bona fide requirement or larger public interest
warranting disclosure. Therefore, the Commission upheld the decision of the CPIO and FAA
denying the requested information and disposed of the appeal accordingly.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Central Public Information Officer, Supreme Court of India Vs. Subhash Chandra Agarwal
(CA No. 10044/2010 etc.)

2. Bihar Public Service Commission vs. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi (CA No. 9052/2012)

3. State of Gujarat vs. Mirzapur Moti Kureshi Kasab Jamat (Appeal (Civil) 4937-4940/1998)
4. S.P. Gupta v. President of India [AIR 1982 SC 149]
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/CCCAZ/A/2023/138025

Shri Arun Panchal
Vs.
PIO, O/o Pr. Commissioner of Customs (Prev.) Jamnagar

Date of Decision: 05.07.2024

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(j), 8(1)(g), 8(1)(h), and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

In this case, the appellant, Arun Panchal, filed an RTI application seeking inspection and copies
of documents and records related to summons and a Show Cause Notice (SCN) issued to him by the
Customs Preventive, Jamnagar, concerning M/s. Suave Chemicals. The appellant argued that as he
was made a noticee and penalized party in the OIO, the information requested was not third-party
information and was not exempt under Section 8 of the RTI Act.

The CPIO denied the request stating that the documents sought were already listed in the relied
upon documents (RUD) attached with the SCN, and no unlisted documents were there. The First
Appellate Authority (FAA) upheld the denial citing Sections 8(1)(g), 8(1)(h), and 8(1)(j) of the
RTI Act, which exempt disclosure on grounds of endangerment to safety, potential impediment to
investigation, and protection of personal information.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the appellant did not establish any substantial larger public
interest justifying disclosure of third-party personal information. It referred to several Supreme
Court judgments highlighting that ‘public interest’ must be narrowly construed and weighed against
the right to privacy.
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Held:

The Commission held that the denial by CPIO and FAA was justified and aligned with the RTI
Act. It ruled that no relief could be granted as the appellant failed to establish larger public interest
warranting disclosure. The appeal was accordingly disposed of.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Bihar Public Service Commission vs. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi & Anr. [CIVIL APPEAL
NO.9052 OF 2012]

2. S. P. Gupta v President of India, [AIR 1982 SC 149]

3. State of Gujarat vs. Mirzapur Moti Kureshi Kasab Jamat & others [Appeal (Civil) 4937-4940
of 1998]
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal Nos. CIC/LICOI/A/2023/669885 and CIC/LICOI/A/2023/101941

Saeed Fatima and Jagjit Kaur Anand
Vs.
CPIO, LIC, Div. Office, Faizabad and CPIO, LIC of India, Satara

Date of Decision: 07-02-2024

Decided by: Shri Vinod Kumar Tiwari, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(f) & 4(1)(a) of the RTI Act

The case involved appellants seeking information from LIC regarding life insurance policies
of their deceased relatives. The first appellant sought details of policies, nominee information, and
procedures related to her deceased husband’s policies without providing policy numbers. Initially,
the CPIO denied information citing absence of policy numbers, but the First Appellate Authority
provided partial information based on further details given at appeal stage. The second appellant
requested details of any unclaimed policy in her father’s name from the 1950-65 period but was
denied as records are maintained only policy number-wise, and no policy number was given.

During hearings, the Commission found that LIC’s rigid insistence on policy number for
providing any information undermines the purpose of the RTI Act. The Commission noted that
ordinary citizens, especially legal heirs and nominees, often do not have policy numbers, particularly
when the policyholder has passed away unexpectedly, and that LIC’s practices cause unnecessary
hardship to genuine claimants.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that LIC, being a public sector undertaking, has an obligation under
Section 4(1)(a) of the RTI Act to maintain records in a manner facilitating access and transparency.
It emphasized that denial of information solely on technical grounds (like non-availability of policy
number) frustrates the purpose of the RTI Act and public trust. The Commission advised LIC to
establish systems and procedures, including web-based facilities and officer-level authorizations, to
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trace policy details based on other identifiers such as name, date of birth, and nominee information.

The Commission also remarked that LIC should develop mechanisms to guide claimants on how to
proceed when policy numbers are unavailable, including specific tabs and SOPs.

Held:

The Commission held that LIC cannot deny information merely due to non-mention of policy
numbers when the applicant is a nominee or legal heir. It advised LIC to create a robust system
that enables the identification of policies without policy number, specifically designed to address
unforeseen circumstances effectively so as to achieve full compliance with Section 4(1)(a) of the
RTT Act.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Madhao Laxman Kapil v. LIC of India, MP State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission
(09.05.2014)

2. Sayyed Education Society v. State of Maharashtra, Bombay High Court WP 1305/2011
(12.02.2014)

3. Bihar Public Service Commission v. Saiyed Hussain Abbas Rizwi: (2012) 13 SCC 61
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal Nos. CIC/ARMHQ/A/2022/607266

Lt. Col. Haridasan V (Retd.)
Vs.
CPIO Additional Dte. General of Army Edu. MoD (Army) New Delhi

Date of Decision 06.03.2023

Decided by — Mrs. Vanaja N. Sarna, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005 regarding selection board proceedings, including ACR
gradings and DPC assessments, are exempt from disclosure under the RTI Act due to their
sensitive nature.

In this second appeal before the Central Information Commission (CIC), the appellant Lt.
Col. Haridasan V (Retd.) had sought detailed information regarding the proceedings of the No. 3
Selection Board (SB) held in December 2016 and a Special Review Case in 2017. He specifically
asked for benchmark ratings of officers found fit for promotion to Colonel, his own rating during
the board proceedings, and reasons for his non-empanelment. The CPIO, however, denied parts of
the information citing exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, arguing that selection
board proceedings are sensitive and non-disclosable due to their implications on national security.

Held:

During the hearing, the respondent reiterated that only disclosable information was provided,
and anything concerning the selection board proceedings was withheld under the RTI exemption
provisions. The Commission noted that disclosure of such information could reveal confidential
grading and remarks from ACRs (Annual Confidential Reports), thereby indirectly disclosing
exempted content. Based on past Supreme Court and High Court rulings, the CIC upheld the denial
of information related to the board proceedings and observed that the policy guidelines requested
by the appellant had already been shared with him. Consequently, the second appeal was disposed
of without further directions.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission, while referring to the Supreme Court’s ruling in Dev Dutt v. Union of
India and the Delhi High Court’s decision in Jagjit Pal Singh Virk v. Union of India, highlighted
that the selection board proceedings, including ACR gradings and DPC assessments, are exempt
from disclosure under the RTI Act due to their sensitive nature. It observed that disclosing such
internal assessment information could affect organizational cohesion and objectivity in promotions.
Furthermore, the Commission affirmed that reasons for non-empanelment do not qualify as
“information” under the definition of Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. It reinforces the broader principle
that RTI cannot be used as a mechanism to demand subjective reasoning form military promotion
boards.

Cases Referred:
1. Dev Dutt v. Union of India, Civil Appeal No. 7631 of 2002
2. Jagjit Pal Singh Virk v. Union of India W.P.(C) 5052/2022
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Central Information Commission

File No. CIC/STAQC/A/2019/148958

Shri Venkatesh Nayak
Vs.
CPIO Standardization Testing and Quality Certification (STQC) Directorate,
M/o Electronics & IT

Date of Decision: 28.07.2021

Decided by: Mrs Vanaja N. Sarna, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(d), 8(1)(j) & 10 of the RTI act 2005.

The appellant, Venkatesh Nayak, sought information under the RTI Act regarding the names
and designations of members of the STQC team who tested the firmware of Electronic Voting
Machines (EVMs) and VVPATs used in the 2019 Lok Sabha elections. He argued that such
disclosure was in the larger public interest, especially considering the transparency required in the
functioning of voting systems and the concerns of possible tampering raised by political parties.
The CPIO denied the information under Section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act, claiming that the requested
details were of “commercial confidence” as STQC operates as third-party independent testing/audit
organization levying charges for its services. The FAA upheld this denial, stating disclosure could
influence testing processes and harm competitive positioning. However, the appellant contended
that such reasoning was untenable because only ECIL and BEL are two organisations involved in
the manufacturing and supply of EVMs and VVPATSs, but that does not automatically mean that
the testing also would be done by them. Further, the broader picture is that any kind of speculation
would be prejudicial to the interest of the nation.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that public interest in ensuring transparency in the EVM and
VVPAT testing process outweighs vague claims of commercial confidentiality. It reiterated that
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while personal information of individuals involved in testing (like names and designations) could
be exempt under Section 8(1)(j), statistical and non-sensitive details must be disclosed. The
Commission also observed that FAA orders should include the name and designation, upholding
procedural fairness in RTI responses.

Held:

The Commission partly allowed the appeal, directing the CPIO to revisit the denied points
no. 4,5,9,10 and point no. 2 and 3 (especially statistical and general data like dates disclosing the
numbers and geographical locations). It further held that as far as point No. 1 is concerned names
and designations of the testing personnel need not be disclosed being personal in nature and the
same may influence the process of testing of EVM’s and VVPAT’s. However, other information
like testing dates and statistical data are disclosable. As far as point No. 6,7 and 8 are concerned,
the CPIO shall re-visit the RTI application and provide suitable replies amplifying the exemption
clause applicability with full justification read with section 10 of the RTI Act. The Commission
instructed the CPIO to comply with its directions within 10 days.

Court Cases Referred:

1. * Sunil Kishore Ahya vs CPIO, Election Commission of India & CPIO ECIL & CPIO BEL,
CIC/ECOMM/A/2017/171660, decision dated 11.09.2018.
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/DOIPP/A/2021/625997

Saurav Das
Vs.
Dept. for Promotion of Industry and Internal Trade (DIIPT), IPR Copyright
Section

Date of Decision 29.11.2019

Decided by — Mrs. Vanaja N. Sarna, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(a), 8(1)(d) and 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005

Seeking detailed information about a 9-member committee constituted in April 2020 under the
chairmanship of the DPIIT Secretary for ensuring adequate availability of medical oxygen during
the COVID-19 pandemic. The information sought included the list of meeting dates, certified
agendas, minutes, presentations, and related documentation.

The CPIO responded on 11.06.2021 with a blanket denial citing exemptions under Sections
8(1)(a) and 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act, 2005. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed the first appeal and then a
second appeal under the life and liberty clause (Section 7(1)), asserting that the issue had implications
on public health, human life, and government accountability. The appellant emphasized that timely
disclosure of such information could have enabled preventive public and judicial intervention,
potentially saving lives during the second wave of COVID-19.

Held:

The Commission examined the maintainability of the second appeal, the relevance of the “life
and liberty” clause, and the validity of the exemptions claimed. While the Commission did not find
sufficient grounds to invoke the 48-hour urgency clause under Section 7(1), it still admitted the
second appeal in view of larger public interest. It directed the CPIO to provide a point-wise reply
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within 10 days, ensuring that if any information was denied, it must be clearly justified with proper

reasoning under the applicable RTI exemptions.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission made several significant observations that contribute to the jurisprudence of
the RTI Act:

* The term “life and liberty” under Section 7(1) is not to be interpreted loosely. The Commission
reiterated that the 48-hour response timeline is triggered only when an imminent threat to the life
or liberty of a person exists, and the same must be substantiated with credible evidence. Broad or
generic claims of public interest are insufficient unless clearly linked to the personal safety of an
individual.

* Further, the Commission warned against procedural evasion. If an RTI application is treated
as involving life or liberty, and is not replied to within 48 hours, the CPIO must record and
communicate their rejection decision promptly. Silence or delay amounts to denial.

* Importantly, the Commission held that locus standi is not a barrier under RTI Act in general,
but if one invokes the life and liberty clause for another person, they must establish a clear and
bonafide connection showing how the information would preserve or protect that individual’s life
or liberty.

* The Commission emphasized that even where exemptions under Section 8(1)(a) and 8(1)(d)
are claimed, public authorities must provide specific and reasoned justification as to how disclosure
would prejudicially affect national security or commercial confidence. Blanket exemptions without
analysis are unacceptable.

Cases Referred:

1. Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) & Anr. vs. Aditya Bandhopadhyay and Ors.
[(2011) 8 SCC 497]

Union of India vs Rakesh Malhotra & Anr SLP (Civil) Diary No(s). 11622/2021
Vekatesh Nayak vs Department Of Defence dated 24 July, 2019

Shekhar Singh, Aruna Roy & Ors. vs. Prime Minister’s office

Pratap Kumar Jena vs. PIO, Central Institute of Psychiatry, Ranchi

Dr. Raja Muzaffar Bhat/ Dr. Mushtaq Ahmad vs. P10, G.B Pant Hospital, Srinagar
Mr. Satish Kumar Gupta v. PIO & AR, University of Delhi

N vk wd
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/DOPWR/A/2021/611598

Mr. Hisamuddin
Vs.
Power Department, Delhi Secretariat IP Estate
New Delhi

Date of Decision 30.06.2022

Decided by — Shri Uday Mahurkar, Information Commissioner

The appellant, Mr. Hisamuddin, a retired government officer, filed an RTI application seeking
detailed information regarding the provision of new electricity connections for domestic and
commercial use in unauthorized buildings. His queries covered departmental policies, DERC
office order, building area provisions, etc. Dissatisfied with the CPIO’s reply, and with no response
from the First Appellate Authority (FAA), he filed a second appeal with the CIC. His grievance
specifically targeted the actions of BSES Yamuna Power Ltd. (BYPL), a DISCOM under a joint
venture between the Delhi Government and Reliance Infrastructure Ltd., for denying him a new
electricity connection and allegedly acting against public interest.

During the hearing, the appellant argued that BYPL was avoiding its public responsibilities
by citing a Delhi High Court order of 542/2007 dated 23.01.2007 which declared BYPL a private
company not falling under the RTI Act. He emphasized that the company was acting against public
interest by not providing connections to many common and poor people and putting them under
hardships and when political and other pressures are brought on the company it gives connection
even to people living in unauthorized buildings.

Held:

He invoked the Supreme Court’s 15.10.2020 judgment in the Asian Resurfacing of Road
agency Pvt Ltd & Anr. Vs. CBI, which ruled that all stay orders granted by any court would
automatically lapse after six months unless reviewed. Based on this, he contended that BYPL’s
claim of exemption from RTI based on an old stay order was invalid, and urged the CIC to direct
the Delhi Government to act in public interest by bringing BYPL under the definition of a public
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authority. Based on which CIC directed the Respondent to re-examine and provide updated revised
reply to the Appellant.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission noted that entities like BYPL, which provide essential services to the public,
must not evade transparency under the garb of being private companies. The CIC criticized
BYPL’s continued refusal to treat itself as a public authority despite being a joint venture with the
government and serving vital societal needs. Referring to the Supreme Court’s decision in Asian
Resurfacing of Road Agency Pvt. Ltd. v. CBI (2020), the Commission held that BYPL’s reliance
on a stay order from 2007 is untenable as all stay orders must be deemed expired after six months
unless specifically renewed. The Commission further observed that it is the responsibility of the
Government to bring such private entities within the purview of the RTI Act in the interest of the

public, especially in the larger public interest of the society and common consumers of electricity
in Delhi.

Cases Referred:

1. Asian Resurfacing of Road Agency Pvt. Ltd. v. CBI (Supreme Court’s 15.10.2020 judgment)
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Central Information Commission

Second Appeal No. CIC/IDBIL/A/2019/652226

Samir Sardana
Vs.
IDBI Bank Ltd. Cuffe Parade, Mumbai

Date of Decision 01.11.2021

Decided by — Shri Suresh Chandra, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(f) and 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005

In this case, the appellant, Mr. Samir Sardana, filed a comprehensive RTI application dated
30.07.2019 to the CPIO, IDBI Bank Ltd., seeking detailed statistical and procedural information
regarding MUDRA loan accounts—specifically Shishu, Kishor, and Tarun categories—including
data on NPAs, disbursal patterns, borrower demographics, wilful defaulters, audit procedures,
credit insurance, ERP systems, third-party involvement, audits and inspections etc. The CPIO
responded partially, providing aggregate NPA figures and disbursal data while rejecting the rest
of the queries under Section 7(9) and Section 2(f) of the RTI Act, citing that most queries were
hypothetical, involved collation of voluminous data, or requested explanations/clarifications that
do not constitute “information” under the Act. The First Appellate Authority (FAA) upheld this
view.

The appellant, dissatisfied, filed a second appeal seeking imposition of maximum penalties
on the CPIO and FAA, compensation, administrative action, and refund of the RTI fee. He argued
that the information was available in electronic format and already shared with government bodies
like the Ministry of Finance, thus not burdensome to retrieve. However, the Commission, after
hearing both sides and reviewing applicable case law, held that most of the queries were not in the
nature of “information” under Section 2(f) and involved seeking confirmation or analysis not held
in material form. It was concluded that the CPIO had already provided material information to the
extent available, and therefore, the appeal was dismissed.
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Held:

In this case, the Central Information Commission held that the appeal lacked merit and
dismissed it, stating that the information sought by the appellant was either already provided in
material form or did not fall within the definition of “information” under Section 2(f) of the RTI
Act, as many queries sought confirmations, clarifications, or analysis rather than existing records.
The Commission emphasized that public authorities are not obligated to create, interpret, or collate
information to suit an applicant’s request and found no mala fide in the CPIO’s or FAA’s actions.
Therefore, no penalty or further intervention was warranted.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that under the RTI Act, only that information which exists
in material form and is held by or under the control of the public authority can be disclosed.
Hypothetical queries, explanations, or justifications fall outside the ambit of Section 2(f). Referring
to landmark judgments like Khanapuram Gandaiah v. Administrative Officer and CBSE v. Aditya
Bandopadhyay, the Commission reiterated that the Act is not intended to compel public authorities
to create or deduce information to suit an applicant’s request. Furthermore, the Commission noted
that while RTT is a powerful tool for transparency, indiscriminate use for voluminous or non-existent
data risks disrupting public authority efficiency. Thus, citizens must exercise RTI responsibly,
limiting applications to information that is clearly defined, existing, and relevant to public interest.

Cases Referred:
1. Khanapuram Gandaiah v. Administrative Officer and Ors. SLP (Civil) No. 34868 Of 2009
2. CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. 2011 (8) SCC 645 SC
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 382687/NLB/53/2023

Sri Pankaj Choudhary
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the District Commandant of Home Guards, Nalbari, Assam

Date of Decision 21.06.2024

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, Section 3(2) of the Assam Home Guards Act, 1947,
Assam Government Notification No. PLA.384/2005/54 dated 08-03-2006

The case pertains to an RTI application filed by Mr. Pankaj Choudhary, seeking certain
information from the office of the District Commissioner, Nalbari, Assam. The application was
transferred to the District Commandant of Home Guards, Nalbari, who rejected the request citing
Assam Government Notification No. PLLA.384/2005/54 dated 08-03-2006 and Section 8 of the
RTI Act, 2005. The information sought was allegedly related to the deployment and movement of
Home Guards, which the authorities claimed to be exempt from disclosure.

Appellant challenged the denial through a First Appeal, which was also rejected on similar
grounds by the First Appellate Authority, who reiterated that the information fell within exempted
categories related to the movement of security forces. Dissatisfied, the appellant approached the
Assam State Information Commission in Second Appeal. The Commission observed that mere
reference to exemptions Section and government notifications is not sufficient unless logical
justification is provided as to how such exemptions apply to the specific query. Nonetheless, upon
examining the Assam Home Guards Act, 1947, the Commission concluded that Home Guards
qualify as a “force” under Section 3(2), thereby validating the exemption invoked by the authorities.

Held:

The Assam Information Commission held that the denial of information by the SPIO and
the FAA was valid, as the Home Guards are recognized as a “force” under Section 3(2) of the
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Assam Home Guards Act, 1947. Hence, information relating to their deployment falls within the
exempted category under the Assam Government Notification dated 08-03-2006, which aligns with
the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. Which says that the information pertaining to deployment of
force is exempted from disclosure. However, the Commission cautioned both authorities that in

future they must provide proper reasoning and not rely solely on citing legal provisions to deny
RTT queries.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that it is not adequate for the SPIO or First Appellate Authority
to merely cite legal provisions of the RTI Act or government notifications to deny information.
Instead, they must present a reasoned justification that clearly explains the applicability of such
provisions to the particular RTI request.

Court Cases Referred in this Case: None.
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 423980/(KPM)/312/2023

Sri Bikash Bucha
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the Directorate of Vigilance & Anti-Corruption, Srimantapur
Guwabhati

Date of Decision 11.03.2024

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 24 of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 17A of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, Previous
order in SIC/KP(M).129/2021 by the Assam Information Commission

The appellant, Shri Bikash Bucha, filed an RTI application with the SPIO, Directorate of
Vigilance & Anti-Corruption, Assam, seeking information on ten points, most notably the copy of
an enquiry report dated 20.05.2023 concerning corruption allegations against ex-MLA Dr. Durlav
Chamua. The SPIO denied the request for the enquiry report stating that the competent authority
had ordered closure of the matter, rendering it infructuous. Dissatisfied with the response, the
appellant filed a First Appeal, stating that information on six of the ten points was not furnished.
The FAA, however, upheld the SPIO’s response, prompting the appellant to file a Second Appeal
before the Assam State Information Commission.

In the Second Appeal, the appellant emphasized that the enquiry related to allegations of
corruption, which as per Section 24 of the RTI Act, should not be exempted from disclosure. He
also cited a previous Commission order dated 16.09.2021 stating that enquiry reports should be
disclosed unless such disclosure hampers future action. The appellant further challenged the legality
of seeking prior government approval before proceeding with a criminal investigation, referencing
the Delhi High Court’s judgment in Devender Kumar vs. CBI.

Obiter Dicta:

While the RTI Act’s Section 24 allows for disclosure of corruption related information even
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from exempted organizations, the context of this case must be understood in light of Section 17A of
the Prevention of Corruption Act. Section 17A requires prior approval before initiating an enquiry
against a public servant for acts done in discharge of official duty. However, the Delhi High Court

in Devender Kumar vs. CBI clarified that such protection is not available when the act is ex-facie
criminal.

Held:

The Assam Information Commission held that the relevant information is to be furnished
provided it does not adversely affect further action being initiated or are required to be initiated on
the basis of findings of the said enquiry report.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Devender Kumar vs. Central Bureau of Investigation & Others, WP(C) 3247/2018 & Crl. M.A.
Nos. 34807-08/2018, Delhi High Court
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 353905/(JRT)/4/2023

Sri Prasanta Kumar Das
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the Chief Executive Officer,
Jorhat Zilla Parishad, Distt. Jorhat, Guwahati

Date of Decision 24.01.2024

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

None

The case arises from an RTI application filed by Sri Prasanta Kumar Das, wherein he sought
detailed information under 11 heads concerning his exclusion from the PMAY-G (Pradhan Mantri
Awas Yojana-Gramin) beneficiary list and denial of other welfare schemes like Orunodoy and a
ration card. He questioned the transparency of the list-making process and highlighted that several
of his acquaintances were included as beneficiaries despite his continued deprivation. He also
sought clarification whether the process of preparation of list of PMAY-G was transparent and free
of corruption. Dissatisfied with the response or lack thereof, he filed the first appeal to the Chief
Minister’s Secretariat, which then forwarded the matter to the Panchayat & Rural Development
Department (P&RD). The matter reached the State Information Commission as a second appeal
when no substantial response was given. The SPIO of Jorhat Zilla Parishad eventually responded
with a reply gathered from the BDO, North West Jorhat Development Block.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission made a strong observation on the bureaucratic neglect exhibited by the
P&RD Department and Jorhat Zilla Parishad in handling the RTI petition. Despite directions
from the Chief Minister’s Office, no timely action was taken. The Commission highlighted that
such lapses severely undermine the spirit of transparency and accountability envisaged under the
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RTI Act. It stressed that schemes like PMAY-G and Orunodoy are meant for socio-economically
disadvantaged citizens, and the delay and denial in addressing the queries of an evidently poor

applicant were “very unfortunate”. Further, it emphasized that communication of the RTI reply
should be directly to the petitioner and explained in simple language if required, to ensure actual
access to information.

Held:

The Commission directed the SPIO, Jorhat Zilla Parishad, to immediately contact the
petitioner and explain the RTI reply in a comprehensible manner within 12 days. Additionally, the
Commission mandated submission of an Action Taken Report by 12.02.2024, thereby disposing of
the second appeal with strong directions for proactive and empathetic implementation of the RTI
Act’s objectives.

Court Cases Referred in this Case: None
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 346990/(KM1J)/2/2023

Md. Wahiduzzaman
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the Secretary, Asimganj Gaon Panchayat, PO Kanaibazar, Distt.
Karimganj, Guwahati

Date of Decision 11.01.2024

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005.

The case concerns a complaint filed by Md. Wahiduzzaman against the SP1O, Office of the
Secretary, Asimganj Gaon Panchayat, Assam, for not providing the requested information related
to expenses incurred against work of construction under the 14th Finance Commission. The
public authority cited unavailability of documents as the reason for their inability to furnish the
information. It emerged that official documents were not handed over properly by the predecessor
SPIO to the successive SPIO.

An internal enquiry report submitted by the BDO, Patharkandi Development Block, highlighted
significant lapses and discrepancies in record-keeping and charge handovers. It pointed out how
one of the former secretaries, Shri Rajesh Kanti Das, retained official documents personally, which
is both irregular and brings criminal apprehension on him. Based on the report, an FIR was lodged
against him, and doubts were raised about missing bank records.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed with grave concern the “attitude of disrespect” shown by the BDO
and others towards legal orders of a statutory body like the State Information Commission. It
remarked that the failure to submit documents, despite directions, indicated a nexus among officials
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to suppress facts relating to public expenditure. Such conduct not only violates the letter and spirit
of the RTI Act but also undermines public accountability.

Held:

The Assam State Information Commission held that the failure to provide information was
not merely an administrative lapse but pointed to possible criminal misconduct by public officials.
It directed the Superintendent of Police, Karimganj, to ensure registration of a criminal case and
proper investigation based on the FIR submitted by the BDO. Additionally, it ordered the BDO to
publish all mandatory disclosures under Section 4 of the RTI Act within 20 days and instructed the
Commissioner of Panchayat & Rural Development to conduct a thorough enquiry based on the
petitioner’s allegations. The case was accordingly disposed of.

Court Cases Referred in this Case: None
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 357196/(SSM)/18/2023

Saiful Islam and Ashik Ali
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the Executive Engineer, Public Health Engineering
Department, Hatsingimari Devision

Date of Decision 01.12.2023

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 6(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

In this case, Saiful Islam and Ashik Ali, acting as President and Secretary of the RTI Karmi
Sanstha, filed a Right to Information (RTI) application addressed to the State Public Information
Officer (SPIO) of the Public Health Engineering (PHE) Department, South Salmara Hatsingimari
Division, Assam. The application sought extensive information under 25 heads, covering a vast
range of official records such as work orders, vehicle movement, purchase of fuel and lubricants
(POL), supply orders, security deposits, MoUs, GST-related data, Jal Jeevan Mission allocations,
Swachh Bharat expenditures, and Anganwadi-related documentation. The petitioners alleged non-
cooperation from the SPIO’s office despite follow-ups.

The Assam State Information Commission observed that the RTI application had been filed
in the name of an organization (RTI Karmi Sanstha), which is inconsistent with Section 6(1) of
the RTI Act that allows only individual citizens to seek information. Furthermore, the quantum
and breadth of information requested were deemed excessive, to the extent that over 75% of the
department’s staff would be required to compile the response, hampering normal departmental
functions and broader public service delivery. The Commission criticized both the manner and
scale of the RTI application.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission remarked that filing RTI applications in the name of organizations contravenes
Section 6(1) of the RTI Act, which confers the right only on individual citizens. Additionally, it
emphasized that public authorities cannot be compelled to devote disproportionate resources to
fulfil RTI requests when it seriously impairs their ability to perform core functions. It warned that
such bulk and unreasonable requests amount to harassment of the staff and are contrary to the
spirit of the Act, which intends to promote transparency, not disrupt public administration. The
Commission reiterated the Supreme Court’s caution in the CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay case.

Held:

The Assam State Information Commission dismissed the RTI petition on two primary grounds:
first, it was filed by an organization rather than an individual citizen, violating Section 6(1) of the
RTI Act; and second, the scale of information sought was excessive and unreasonable, likely to
obstruct regular departmental operations. The Commission exempted the public authority from
furnishing the requested information.

Court Case Referred:
1. Central Board of Secondary Education & Anr. vs. Aditya Bandopadhya
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Assam Information Commission

Case No. 335222/(KPM)/6/2023

Shri Joydeb Das
Vs.
The SPIO, Assam Seeds Corporation Ltd. Khanapara, Guwahati

Date of Decision 03.10.2023

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 25(5) of the RTI Act, 2005

The case pertains to an RTI application filed by Shri Joydeb Das on 21.11.2022, addressed
to the SPIO of Assam Seeds Corporation Ltd. He had sought information under seven distinct
points primarily concerning government-sanctioned posts, names of employees appointed, related
officer details, and newspaper advertisements for selection of posts. Dissatisfied with the reply
dated 29.12.2022, the petitioner moved the First Appellate Authority (FAA) twice on 09.01.2023
and again on 23.03.2023 highlighting inadequacies in the replies. Eventually, a complaint was filed
before the Assam Information Commission on 08.05.2023.

During the hearing, the appellant expressed partial satisfaction, mentioning that only query
no. 1 remained unresolved. The deemed PIO admitted that their office did not possess the original
government notification sanctioning the post and assured to trace the record. The Commission
observed negligence and a casual attitude by the officers in adhering to both the RTI Act and office
procedure. It emphasized that the non-availability of such crucial records and failure to update
websites with information under Section 4 of the RTI Act undermines transparency and public trust.

Held:

The Assam Information Commission directed the SPIO to inform the highest authority in the
Corporation to update its website as per the mandate of Section 4 of the RTI Act by 27th November
2023. The Commission underlined that voluntary disclosure, especially of sanction notifications,
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would not only fulfil statutory requirements but also assist the office concerned to refer to the same

as and when required. It instructed the Managing Director to report compliance; failure to do so
would invite necessary measures from the Commission. With these directions, the petition was
disposed of.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission made a significant observation and stressed the mandatory obligation of
public authorities under Section 4 of the Act to maintain records in a catalogued and accessible
format and to ensure proactive disclosure. The Commission also cited the Supreme Court’s ruling
in Kishan Chand Jain vs. Union of India & Ors. (W.P. (C) No. 990/2023) that directed Information
Commissions to continuously monitor Section 4 compliance. It recommended that proactive
disclosures especially about sanctioned posts on official websites can reduce unnecessary RTI
filings and improve administrative efficiency and transparency.

Court Cases Referred in This Case:

1. Kishan Chand Jain vs. Union of India and Others, W.P. (C) No. 990/2023, Supreme Court of
India
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Assam Information Commission
Case No. 344560/(KPM)/142/2023

Shri Dhrubajyoti Talukdar
Vs.
The SPIO, O/o the District Commissioner Kamrup (M), Hengrabari,
Guwahati

Date of Decision 05.09.2023

Decided by Shri Bhaskar Jyoti Mahanta, State Chief Information Commissioner, Assam

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 3 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

In this case, Shri Dhrubajyoti Talukdar, the General Secretary of Assam Public Works, filed an
RTT application with the SPIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Kamrup (Metro), seeking photocopies
of land records and legal documents regarding land allegedly held by M/s Buildworth Pvt. Ltd. He
also requested the Jamabandis and the legal provisions that authorized the Deputy Commissioner
to transfer this land. The SPIO transferred the petition to ADC (Land Revenue Branch), and the
Circle Officer of Dispur Revenue Circle who in turn replied that no records of premium deposited
by the said company were available. The FAA held a hearing and denied the appeal on the ground
that the applicant was a third party.

The appellant contended that he was involved in ongoing court cases (case nos. 536/2016 and
520/2019) related to the land, hence he should not be treated as a third party. However, the State
Chief Information Commissioner examined the RTI application and observed that the application
was submitted under the name and designation of the General Secretary of an association (Assam
Public Works), and not in his personal capacity. The Commission, invoking Section 3 of the RTI
Act, which confers the right to information solely on “citizens,” concluded that an association or
body corporate does not have this statutory right, and hence, the RTI application and the consequent
second appeal were not maintainable.
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Held:

The Assam State Information Commission held that since the RTI application was filed by
the appellant as General Secretary of Assam Public Works, and not in his personal capacity, it
amounted to an application filed by an association. Therefore, it did not fall within the purview of
Section 3 of the RTI Act, 2005, which restricts the right to information to individual citizens. As a
result, the second appeal stemming from such an application was deemed not maintainable and was
accordingly dismissed.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that when an RTI application is filed by an individual in the capacity
of an office bearer of an association, he ceases to represent himself personally and instead represents
the collective identity of the association or organization. As per Section 3 of the RTI Act, the right
to seek information vests only in individual “citizens” and not in associations, corporate bodies,
NGOs, or other collective entities.

Court Cases Referred in This Case:
1. Case No. 536/2016 (pertaining to the same plot of land)
2. Case No. 520/2019 (also relating to the same plot of land)
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Bihar Information Commission

Case No. A6799/2018

Shri Aman Amit
Vs.
PIO, Bihar School Examination Board (BSEB)

Date of Decision 02.09.2019

Decided by Shri Om Prakash, State Information Commissioner, Bihar

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Article 19(1)(a), Article 21, Section 2(f) RTI Act, Section 4(1)(a), Section 19(8)(b), Section 20(1)

The appellant had filed an RTI application to the Bihar School Examination Board (BSEB)
seeking (i) copies of his evaluated answer books for the Intermediate Examination, 2017, and
(i1) his mark sheet and reasons for being declared unsuccessful in the Intermediate Practical
Examination, 2016. However, no information was provided in a timely manner. After filing a First
Appeal and receiving no satisfactory response, the appellant approached the State Information
Commission in a Second Appeal. The Board replied that the evaluated answer books had already
been disposed of through auction and hence could not be provided, while the second part of the
information was denied on the ground that it did not fall within the definition of “information”
under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. The Commission found that the answer books were indeed
available when the RTI application was filed and were destroyed 18 months later without supplying
the requested information. The explanation offered by the then P1O, Sri Kameshwar Prasad Gupta,
cited simultaneous responsibilities of staff.

Held:

The State Information Commission held that the appellant was entitled to compensation for
the loss suffered due to non-supply of information within the prescribed period, especially since
the evaluated answer books were destroyed despite being available when the RTI was filed. The
Commission directed the BSEB to pay Rs. 2,00,000 as compensation under Section 19(8)(b) and
imposed a penalty of Rs. 25,000 under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act on erring staff and the then
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PIO. The Commission also directed that departmental proceedings against responsible officials be

expedited and concluded within six months.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission strongly emphasized that the delay in providing the evaluated answer books
deprived the appellant of his right to timely self-assessment potentially impacting his future
educational opportunities. It held that invoking administrative burden or the excuse of non-
availability of staff is not a legally valid justification for the denial of information under the RTI
regime.

Court Cases Referred in this Case:

1. Khanapuram Gandhi v. Administrative Officer, (2010) 2 SCC 1

2. State of U.P. v. Raj Narain, 1975 SC 885

3. S.P. Gupta v. Union of India, 1981 Supp SCC 87

4. Secretary, Ministry of \&B v. Cricket Association of Bengal, (1995) 2 SCC 161
5. CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay, (2011) 8 SCC 497

6

Suresh and Anr. v. State of Haryana, Criminal Appeal No. 420 of 2012 (judgment dated
28.11.2014)

7. CIC order in SP Goyal v. CP1O, CBEC, RTI Cell (dated 28.05.2015)
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Bihar Information Commission

Case No. 3957/17

Shri Arvind Prasad Singh
Vs.
FAA, L.N. Mithila University, Darbhanga, Bihar

Date of Decision 19.07.2017

Decided by Shri Om Prakash, State Information Commissioner, Bihar

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 22 of the RTI Act, Section 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act, Section 18(1) and 18(8)(d), Section
19(8)(a)(iv), Article 14 of the Constitution of India.

In this case, the appellant sought a copy of the evaluated answer book of his son from L.N.
Mithila University, Darbhanga, under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The Public Information
Officer (PIO) denied the request citing the university’s notification dated 25.12.2014, which
permitted access to such answer books only within six months of the result declaration and upon
payment of a fee of Rs.2000 per copy. The appellant contended that these conditions were arbitrary
and in violation of the RTT Act.

The Information Commission, upon examining the matter, found that the university’s policy of
restricting access to answer scripts both in terms of time and excessive fees was inconsistent with
the spirit and provisions of the RTI Act. The Commission referred to the Supreme Court’s ruling
in CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay to assert that such restrictions cannot override the statutory
right to information granted under the RTI Act. The arbitrary pricing and time bar not only hinder
transparency but also discriminate against economically weaker students, thereby violating the
principles of equality and accessibility.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission strongly observed that universities and public authorities cannot use their
internal regulations to bypass the clear mandate of the RTI Act. The imposition of unreasonable
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fees and time restrictions for access to evaluated answer scripts reflects a deliberate attempt to

discourage transparency and accountability.

Held:

The Commission held that the university’s policy of charging Rs. 2000 per evaluated answer
script and allowing access only within six months was arbitrary and in violation of the RTT Act. It
directed the PIO to provide the requested information at Rs.2 per page within 30 days. Furthermore,
the Vice Chancellor of L.N.M. University was instructed under Section 19(8)(a)(iv) of the RTT Act
to amend the existing notification in conformity with the RTI provisions and the Commission’s
observations.

Court Cases Referred:
1. CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. (2011) 8 SCC 497
2. Abne Ingty v. CPIO, Delhi University (CIC decision)
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Goa Information Commission

Appeal No. 81/2022/SCIC

Mr. Devanand C. Mandrekar
Vs.
The First Appellate Authority, Goa Gazetteer Department, Panaji-Goa

Order dated: 20/02/2023

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 3, 19(8)(a) of the RTI Act, 2005, Article 19(1)(a) of Constitution of India.

The case revolves around Mr. Devanand C. Mandrekar, who, while being the Public Information
Officer (P1O) of the Goa Gazetteer Department himself, filed an RTT application with the Goa Public
Service Commission (GPSC) seeking information regarding the status and observations related to
his own probation under GPSC Order No. 1/36/2016-GGEB-1066. The GPSC, under Section 6(3)
of the RTI Act, transferred the application to the Goa Gazetteer Department. However, due to the
unusual situation where the appellant was also the designated PIO, the request was forwarded to
the senior authority, and then back to him with instructions to liaise with the UDC (Upper Division
Clerk), the custodian of the information. The appellant did not receive the information and eventually
filed a first appeal, and later a second appeal with the Goa State Information Commission. The
First Appellate Authority (FAA) argued that the appellant, being the PIO and senior-most officer,
had direct access to the information and failed to take initiative to retrieve it from the UDC or the
department’s administrative unit. The FAA had, however, passed an order on 16/03/2022 directing
the UDC to provide inspection of the relevant service file. But the UDC failed to comply with this
direction. The Commission, noting the lack of coordination and trust among department officials
and recognising the appellant’s entitlement under Section 3 of the RTI Act, found that the matter
could be resolved by ensuring access to information and held that the UDC, as deemed P10, must
provide the requested records.
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Held:

The Goa State Information Commission held that despite the internal complexity arising from
the appellant himself being the P1O, he was still entitled to receive the requested information under
the RTI Act. The Commission found that the UDC, as the deemed PIO and custodian of the relevant
service file, had failed to comply with the FAA’s order. Accordingly, under Section 19(8)(a), the
Commission directed the UDC, Shri Rajendra B. L. Carvalho, to provide inspection of the file
and furnish the requested documents within 15 days of receiving the order, thus upholding the
appellant’s right to information.

Obiter Dicta:

1. The whole purpose of the Act is to secure the information under the control of public
authorities in order to promote transparency and accountability in the working of every public
authority.

2. “The source of right to information emerges from the constitutional guarantees under Article
19(1)(a)... The Act is merely an instrument that lays down statutory procedure in the exercise of
this right.” (citing Secretary General, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra Agarwal, AIR
2010 Delhi 159)

Cases Referred:

1. Secretary General, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra Agarwal, AIR 2010 Delhi 159
2. Union of India v. Prabhakaran Vijaya Kumar, 2008 ACJ 1895
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Goa Information Commission

Complaint No. 15/2022/SCIC

Minal Manohar Shirodkar
Vs.
The Registrar, Deemed Public Information Officer, Goa Nursing Council

Order dated: 29/11/2022

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(h)(c), 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

The case arises from an RTI application filed by Minal Manohar Shirodkar, seeking copies
of applications for registration of certain candidates with the Goa Nursing Council. The Registrar
of the Council refused the information citing exemption under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act,
claiming the data sought was personal in nature. Aggrieved, the complainant filed a first appeal,
which was dismissed on the ground that the Goa Nursing Council is an autonomous body under a
2012 State Act and allegedly does not have provisions for appointing a Public Information Officer
(PIO) or First Appellate Authority (FAA). Dissatisfied with this stance, she approached the State
Information Commission under Section 18 of the RTI Act.

Held:

During the proceedings, it was established that the Goa Nursing Council is indeed a “public
authority” as defined under Section 2(h)(c) of the RTI Act, since it was constituted by a law made
by the State Legislature and is substantially financed and controlled by the Government of Goa.
The Registrar’s defense that no PIO or FAA had been appointed was rejected by the Commission,
which noted that such obligations are statutorily imposed on every public authority under the RTI
Act. The Commission emphasized that non-appointment of PIO/FAA cannot absolve the authority
of its duties under the Act.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission underscored that every public authority constituted under a State Act and
financed or controlled by the government falls squarely within the purview of the RTI Act. It
reiterated the principle laid down by the Delhi High Court in Delhi Sikh Gurudwara Management
v. Mohinder Singh Mathura that once a body is constituted by an enactment by Parliament or State
Legislature, then nothing more need to be shown that it is a public authority.

Cases Referred:

1. Chief Information Commission & Anrs. Vs. State of Manipur (2012 (1) ALL MR 948 (SC))
2. Delhi Sikh Gurudwara Management v. Mohinder Singh Mathura (AIR 2010 (NOC)
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Goa Information Commission

Appeal No. 167/2021/SCIC

Mrs. Aishwarya Salgaonkar
Vs.
The Public Information officer, Joint Director of Accounts, Accounts Section,
Goa Medical College and Hospital, Bambolim-Goa

Order dated: 19/09/2022

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, GOA

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(e) and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

In the present case, Mrs. Aishwarya Salgaonkar filed an RTI application seeking certified
copies of records related to Non-Goan patients registered at the casualty billing counter of Goa
Medical College (GMC) between 2018 and 2021. The information was partly furnished, with some
information being provided after inspection. However, the remaining information was denied by
the PIO citing confidentiality.

The Goa State Information Commission held that the information sought by the appellant
regarding Non-Goan patients is exempt from disclosure under Sections 8(1)(e) and 8(1)(j) of the
RTI Act, as it constitutes personal information held in fiduciary capacity. Since the appellant failed
to establish a larger public interest for disclosure, and the information involved medical records
protected under doctor-patient confidentiality, the appeal was dismissed and the proceeding closed.

Obiter Dicta:

1. Information gathered during medical treatment is held by doctors in a fiduciary capacity and
disclosure without patient consent breaches confidentiality.

2. Section 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act protects information arising from fiduciary relationships such
as between doctor and patient, and cannot be disclosed unless public interest justifies it.

4. The judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in *Central Public Information Officer v.
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Subhash Chandra Agarwal* clarified the distinction between privacy and anonymity, holding that
while anonymous health data may serve public interest, disclosing identifiable patient data amounts
to an invasion of privacy.

5. The Delhi High Court in *Vijay Prakash v. UOI* stated that the burden to prove public
interest lies on the appellant; merely asserting that the information relates to a public authority does
not establish such interest.

6. Mere availability of information with a public authority does not nullify its classification
as “personal information” if it has no link to public activity and its disclosure causes unwarranted
invasion of privacy.

Case Referred:

1. Central Public Information Officer, Supreme Court of India Vs. Subhash Chandra Agarwal
(Civil Appeal No. 10044/2010)

Vijay Prakash Vs. UOI (W.P. No. 803/2009)

CBSE Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. (2011 8 SCC 497)

Union Public Service Commission v/s R. K. Jain (W.P.(c). No. 1243/2011)

Kashinath J. Shetye v/s PIO & Ors. (Writ Petition No. 1/2009)

Subhash Chandra Agarwal v/s Registrar, Supreme Court of India ((2018) 11 SCC 634)

A
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Goa Information Commission

Appeal No. 190/2020

Shri. Rama Kankonkar
Vs.
The P10, Government Polytechnic, Altinho,
Panaji-Goa

Order dated: 18/08/2022

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 6(1), 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005.

The appellant, Shri Rama Kankonkar, filed an RTI application on 16/03/2020 seeking
information on eight points from the Government Polytechnic, Panaji. Due to the COVID-19
lockdown, the institution was non-operational, and the Public Information Officer (P1O) offered the
appellant an opportunity to inspect records once restrictions were eased. The appellant visited the
office on 18/06/2020. Dissatisfied, he filed a first appeal and subsequently a second appeal before
the Goa State Information Commission, seeking complete information free of cost and imposition
of penalty on the PIO for delay and denial.

Held:

The Goa State Information Commission dismissed the second appeal on the grounds that the
PIO had provided all available information and had acted in a fair considering the COVID-19
lockdown. The Commission held that the nature of the RTI request being vague, voluminous, and
non-specific justified the offer of inspection instead of direct providing of data. As the appellant
refused the inspection and did not engage proactively, no penalty was imposed on the PIO.

Orbiter Dicta:

1. The Commission emphasized that inspection of records is a legitimate means of access to
information under Section 2(j) of the RTI Act, especially when the information is voluminous and
difficult to collate.
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2. Denial of information due to vagueness, non-specificity, or voluminous nature is justified if

it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority, as per Section 7(9) of the
Act.

Case Referred:

1. Ram Jethmalani Vs. Union of India (W.P. No.(c) 176/2009)

2. Sakiri Vasu Vs. State of U.P. and Others (Appeal (crl) 1685/2007)
3. Vinod Surana Vs. LIC (F.No. CIC/MA/A/2006/00617)

4. ICAI Vs. Shaunak H. Satya and others (AIR 2011 SCC 336)
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Goa Information Commission

Appeal No. 249/2021/SCIC

Remedios Peter D’Souza
Vs.
SPIO/ Deputy Superintendent of Police, Legal & Vigilance

Order dated: 23/06/2022

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(f), 2(j), 6(1), 6(3), 7(1), 19 of the RTI Act, 2005.

The appellant, Mr. Remedios Peter D’Souza, filed an RTI application on 16/04/2021 to the
Director General of Police, Goa, seeking details regarding a complaint he had sent via email on
31/10/2020 against Mr. Shailesh Suresh Sangodkar, proprietor of M/s Diamond Real Estate. He
had alleged cheating and sought registration of a non-bailable offence. The RTI application was
transferred to the Dy. Superintendent of Police, Legal and Vigilance, who responded on 24/05/2021
with partial information. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a first appeal under Section 19(1) of the
RTI Act, which was allowed by the First Appellate Authority (FAA), directing the PIO to provide the
complete information free of cost within 15 days. However, the appellant alleged non-compliance
with the FAA’s order and claimed the PIO had provided incomplete and misleading information.
He filed a second appeal under Section 19(3) before the Goa State Information Commission,
demanding a direction to the PIO for information delivery, along with a penalty, disciplinary action
against the respondents, and compensation.

Held:

The Goa State Information Commission held that the PIO had fulfilled the obligations under the
RTI Act by providing the appellant with all available and existing information related to the enquiry
conducted on his complaint, including inspection of files. Hence, no further action was taken, and
no Action Taken Report was available beyond the enquiry report already shared. The Commission
found no grounds to impose penalty or award compensation and accordingly dismissed the appeal.

149



I Eb—[
IfeR
RIGHT TO

/" INFORMATION

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission reaffirmed that under Sections 2(f) and 2(j) of the RTI Act, the PIO is only
required to furnish existing information as held by the public authority. There is no obligation to
create, analyze, deduce, or justify the information sought by an applicant.

In support, *CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay (SC)* was cited, which clarified that RTI access
is limited to “existing and available” information. If the information sought is not part of records
or not required to be maintained by law, no obligation arises to collect or create such information
for disclosure.

Cases Referred:
1. CBSE Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay (SC) (Civil Appeal No. 6456 of 2011)
2. Shekhar Chandra Verma Vs. State Information Commission (Patna HC) (L.P.A. 1270/2009)

3. Divakar S. Natarajan Vs. State Information Commissioner (Andhra Pradesh HC) (W.P. No.
20182/2008)

4. Dr. Celsa Pinto Vs Goa State Information Commission (Bombay HC) (LNIND 2008 GOA S1)
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Goa Information Commission

Appeal No. 75/2021/SCIC

Smt. Esmeralda M. Barreto
Vs.
The Sr. Technical Examiner, PIO, Technical Section, Directorate of Vigilance,
Altinho, Panaji Goa

Order dated: 11/04/2022

Decided by Shri. Vishwas R. Satarkar, State Chief Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

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

In this case, the appellant, Smt. Esmeralda M. Barreto, filed an RTI application under Section
6(1) of the RTT Act, 2005, seeking information regarding the action taken on a complaint filed by
on behalf of her father, concerning alleged encroachment on her private property by the Public
Works Department (PWD) for road construction. She claimed that the road was built without due
permission or legal acquisition, and no response had been forthcoming from the authorities for
over seven years. The Public Information Officer (PIO) rejected her request invoking Section 8(1)
(h) of the Act, which allows withholding information that could impede an ongoing investigation.
Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a first appeal which was also dismissed. This led her to file a second
appeal before the Goa State Information Commission. The core issue revolved around whether the
information sought could justifiably be withheld under Section 8(1)(h). The appellant argued that
the denial lacked specific justification and that a delay of seven years in concluding the investigation
was unjustified. She cited relevant judicial precedents, including Bhagat Singh v. CIC, B.S. Mathur
v. PIO Delhi High Court, and Adesh Kumar v. UOI, all emphasizing that exemption under Section
8(1)(h) must be based on reasonable grounds and cannot be a blanket excuse. The Commission
found that the PIO failed to provide convincing reasons or evidence that disclosure would hamper
the investigation, especially when the matter had been pending for such a long time.
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Held:

The Commission directed the PIO to furnish the requested information to the appellant within

fifteen days.

Obiter Dicta:

* Section 8 exemptions, including 8(1)(h), must be strictly construed, and cannot be used as a

pretext to withhold information without substantiated reasons.

* The mere pendency of an investigation does not justify denial of information. Authorities

must establish how disclosure would specifically impede the process of inquiry.

Cases Referred:

1.

2
3.
4

Bhagat Singh Vs. CIC, (2008 (100) DRJ 63)

B.S. Mathur Vs. PIO Delhi High Court (2011 (125) DRJ 508)

Mr. Arun Kumar Agarwal v/s The CPIO of SEBI (CIC/MP/A/2014/001006-BJ).
Adesh Kumar Vs. UOI (W.P. No. 3542/2014)
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Goa Information Commission

Penalty 02/2024 in Appeal No. 366/2023/SIC

Mr. Joseph S. Carneiro
Vs.
FAA, Block Development Officer of Bardez at Mapusa, Goa
PIO Village Panchayat of Siolim Sodiem, Siolim, Bardez, Goa

Date of Decision 24.10.2024

Decided by Shri Atmaram R. Barve, State Information Commissioner, Goa

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 6(1), 7(1), 20(1) & 20(2)

The case arises from an RTI application filed by Mr. Joseph S. Carneiro, seeking information
from the Public Information Officer (PIO) of the Village Panchayat Siolim-Sodiem, Goa. When
no response was received within the stipulated time, the appellant filed a First Appeal before the
Block Development Officer of Bardez, who, as the First Appellate Authority (FAA), directed the
PIO to provide an inspection and the requested information. Despite this direction, the PIO did
not comply, compelling the appellant to approach the Goa State Information Commission with a
Second Appeal.

Held: The Commission conducted hearings, observed non-compliance, and found that the P1IO had
acted in breach of his obligations under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. Even after being directed
through an earlier order dated 19/01/2024 to show cause, the then P1O, Shri Akhil Mahalker, failed
to justify the delay or non-action. After his transfer, the new PIO, Smt. Navanya Goltekar, also
failed to respond adequately or attend hearings. Consequently, the Commission imposed a penalty
0f 225,000 on the former PIO and directed the current PIO to furnish the requested information.

Obiter Dicta: The Goa State Information Commission emphasized that the role and responsibility
of a Public Information Officer cannot be evaded simply by transfer or by claiming lack of
information. The Commission underlined that PIOs are expected to act diligently and within the
statutory time frame prescribed under the RTI Act, and their inaction or negligent behavior cannot
be excused by administrative transitions.

Court Cases Referred: No court cases were cited in this order.
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Gujarat Information Commission
Appeal No. 2169/2025

Shri Dipakbhai Satishbhai Sharma
Vs.
Roads & Buildings Sub-Division, M.P.O. Chikhli

Date of Decision 16.07.2025
Decided by Dr. Subhash Soni, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved: None

Hearing & Order before the Commission:

The appellant stated that he requires information for points no. (2), (3), (7) and (9) from his
application and requested that orders be issued to provide this information.

The Public Information Officer, through a letter dated 13/01/2025, had informed the appellant
to pay Rs.582/- for certified copies. However, since this letter was issued on the 31st day and the
appellant is entitled to the said information for the mentioned points, the Public Information Officer
present agreed to provide the information.

Accordingly, the Public Information Officer is directed to provide the information for points
no. (2), (3), (7) and (9) from the appellant’s application within 10 days from the date of receipt of
this order, via RPAD (Registered Post Acknowledgement Due), free of cost.

A Copy of the letter dated 14/02/2025, sent by the Public Information Officer to the Police
Inspector, Chikhli Police Station, was submitted before the Commission. As per the letter, it was
alleged that the appellant entered the office without permission, started videography, attempted
blackmail, and when restrained, scuffled with the officer and broke the video camera, allegedly
trying to extort money.

In view of this representation, the Public Information Officer is informed that if any citizen
misuses the provisions of the Right to Information Act to cause harassment, a complaint should
be filed with the concerned police station, and if the demand for information is made for purposes
other than the noble objectives of the RTI Act, a detailed report should henceforth be brought to the
attention of the Commission.

The appeal is thus disposed of in accordance with this order.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-4732-2023

Shri Atul Mehra
Vs.
Office of the Deputy State Tax Commissioner,
Mamlatdar Office Compound, Componente-35, Deesa

Date of Decision 26.11.2024
Decided by Dr. Subhash Soni, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved: Section 8 (1) (d), 11 (1) of RTI Act 2005.

Hearing before the Commission and Order:

In view of the details of the application of the respondent available with the Commission, the
respondent has sought information on behalf of HCL Infosystems Ltd. In this regard, the following
provision has been made in paragraph 16 of the Guide published for the implementation of the
Right to Information Act vide Office Memorandum dated 28/11/2013 of the Ministry of Personnel
Public Grievances & Pensions, Department of Personnel & Training, Government of India.”-

“16. The Act gives right to information only to the citizens of India. It does not make provision
for giving information to Corporations, Associations, Companies etc. which are legal entities/
persons, but not citizens. However, if an application is made by an employee or office-bearer of
any Corporation, Association, Company, NGO etc. indicating his name and such employee/office
bearer is a citizen of India, information may be supplied to him/her. In such cases, it would be
presumed that a citizen has sought information at the address of the Corporation etc."

Considering the above details, since the information has been sought by the disputant on behalf
of the company, the Commission has accepted the second appeal and heard it.

The advocate appearing on behalf of the disputant states that since they have not received the
information as requested, orders should be made to provide the information as requested.

The disputant further states in relation to their request for information that an assessment has
been made by the Public Information Officer's office in relation to the accounts of their company
and after this assessment, an additional tax demand has been made. This additional tax demand is
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in relation to the transactions of them and M/s Krishna Sales Agency. Since there is a mismatch in

the accounts of them and M/s Krishna Sales Agency, they have demanded information.

This information has been sought for the purpose of making a proper representation in the
context of additional tax demand and for the purpose of initiating legal action against their buyer.
However, since the Public Information Officer has expressed his disagreement with the disclosure
of information by M/s Krishna Sales Agency as per the provisions of Section-11 of the Act, the
information has been refused without due consideration of their representation, which has been
held to be correct by the First Appellate Authority under the provisions of Section-8(1)(d) and
Section-11(1) of the Act.

The disputant states that the information sought by them relates to the third party whose
relationship they have with the third party is that of a seller and buyer and that both parties are
directly involved in and aware of the information regarding the mismatch transaction they have
sought.

As per Section 8(1)(d) of the Act, no information has been sought which would prejudice
the competitive position of M/s Krishna Sales Agency by providing the information sought by
them, nor has any information been sought which would prejudice their commercial confidentiality,
business secrets or intellectual property.

Since the Public Information Officer and the First Appellate Authority have refused to provide
information without due consideration, their request for information should be upheld.

In view of the submissions of the representative of M/s Krishna Sales Agency and the Public
Information Officer present and the papers placed before the Commission, no proper explanation
has been given by the third party present or the Public Information Officer as to how the disclosure
of the information sought by the disputant as per the provisions of Section 8(1)(d) of the Act may
harm the competitive position of the third party or how the commercial confidentiality, business
secrets or intellectual property of the third party may be harmed or those matters have not been
clarified in their decision/order.

In addition, the Public Information Officer, who was present in response to the Commission's
question, states that the information sought by the disputant is likely to be disclosed during the
hearing of the appeal filed by the disputant against the tax demand under the VAT Act and the final
decision on the tax related appeal has to be taken only after taking that into consideration. Thus,
since the information sought by the disputant is available/deserving of disclosure in connection
with the appeal regarding the tax demand, this information does not have to be provided under the
Right to Information Act.
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Considering the above submissions of various parties, the Commission finds that the disclosure
of the information sought by the company is useful for the company to take a proper decision
regarding the additional tax demand made by the company and to make a proper representation
before the competent authority. According to the submission of the disputant, the company is a
public limited company and the interests of several stakeholders of the company are involved in the
interests of the company and therefore there is a huge public interest in disclosing this information.

In support of their submission, the disputants have placed before the Commission for
consideration some judgments of the Central Information Commission and other courts, out of
which the judgments relating to Section 8(1)(6) of the Act are in a different context, and therefore,
those judgments are not considered worthy of consideration by the Commission. Apart from that,
the following judgments have been taken into consideration by the Commission to the extent that
they are sufficient to understand the circumstances of larger public interest stated therein.

1.  W.P. No. 2912/2011, Shonkh Technology International Ltd Vs State Information
Commission, Maharashtra and also W.P. No. 3137/2011, United Telecom Limited Vs
State Information Commission, Maharashtra, Decided by High Court of Bombay on July
01, 2011.

2. Appeal No. CIC/CC/A/2015/002488-SA, Rajni Goyal Vs. Deptt of Trade &amp; Taxes,
decided by Central Information Commission, New Delhi on 05/09/2016.

3. Appeal No. CIC/CCSTD/A/2017/142250-BJ-FINAL, Shri Harinder Dhingra Vs, Office
of the Commissioner of service Tax Delhi-Gurgaon, Haryana, decided by Central
Information Commission, New Delhi on 17/08/2017 and 29/12/2017.

Considering the above details, the disclosure of the information sought by the disputant does
not appear to be likely to harm the competitive position of M/s Krishna Sales Agency as per the
provisions of Section 8(1)(d) of the Act nor does it contain any information which would prejudice
their commercial confidentiality, business secrets or intellectual property.

In addition, taking into account the interests of the various stakeholders associated with the
dispute, it appears appropriate to disclose the information sought by the dispute in the larger public
interest for the purpose of enabling the dispute to make a proper representation.

However, as per the principles established by the Supreme Court in its judgment dated
04/03/2020 in SC Section No. 1966-67/2020, when alternative means of obtaining information
are available, then the alternative means of obtaining information has to be used and the Right to
Information Act does not have to be used.

In the said details, the Public Information Officer is informed that the information sought by
the disputant should be provided to the disputant free of cost through R.P.A.D. letter within 20 days
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from the date of receipt of the order of the Commission and a copy of it should be submitted to the
Commission.

The disputant is informed that if he has an alternative system available to obtain information

under the tax appeal, care should be taken not to use the Right to Information Act to obtain such
information in future.

The appeal presented is disposed of under the said order.
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Gujarat Information Commission

APPEAL No. A-2178-2024
APPEAL No. A-2739-2024

Shri Nanjibhai Kalubhai Jitiya
Vs.
O/o Collector, Jilla Seva Sadan, Surendranagar

Date of Decision 01.02.2025

Decided by Dr. Subhash Soni, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved:

Section 2 (f), 2 (j), 3, 4 (1) (b), 6 (1), 7 (9), 20 (1) and 20 (2) of RTI Act 2005.

Hearing before the Commission and order:
The Commission has taken note of the written submission of the Applicant.

The Commission has held hearing of 11 (eleven) different appeals of the appellants today.
Looking at the details of the application of Form - “A” related to all these appeals, the appellants
have stated that since they are BPL holders, the information is available free of cost and they do
not have to use the government’s online or website themselves and get the information at their own
expense.

Looking at the submissions related to all the other appeals filed today, the contention has largely
been of the same nature. In the second appeal, the Applicant has submitted that since he is a BPL
holder, the information is available free of cost. Since there is an expense involved in appearing in
person, they did not appear in person. Orders should be made taking into account their submissions.
The first appellate authority does not pass impartial orders on merits. The appeals are rejected/filed
without the Commission considering their submissions.

The Applicants have raised various issues in most of their applications under Form-A and
have sought information and supporting evidence, including details of the applicable circulars,
resolutions, policies, rules of the Government, in relation to the decision taken on each matter.
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The Right to Information Act provides the following provisions for seeking information.

. Section-6(1): “A person desiring to obtain any information under this Act may, in writing
or through electronic means, in English or Hindi or the official language of the area in
which the application is made, specify the particulars of the information sought by him
or her, together with such fee as may be prescribed...”

. The provisions of clause (3) of Form-A prescribed by the State Government for seeking
information are as follows.

Sr. No. Specifics/details of information Specific period of information
required (in brief) required
. Section 7(9) of the Right to Information Act provides the following provisions regarding

seeking information.

Section 7(9): “Information shall generally be provided in the form in which it is sought, unless
it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority or would prejudice the
security and preservation of the record in question.”

Thus, the Applicant has to make a request for information by specifying the specific details
of the information required in accordance with the provisions of Section 6(1) of the Right to
Information Act and paragraph (3) of Form-A prescribed by the State Government for seeking
information. While seeking such information, the resources of the public authority should not be
disproportionately used.

The manner in which the information is sought by the Applicants is not in accordance with
the provisions of the Act. By seeking information in this manner, they are not entitled to any
information as per the said provisions. The information sought by the Applicant through a large
number of applications is resulting in a disproportionate use of the resources of the public authority
due to applications made by a single individual.

The information sought by the Applicant is generally requested by the concerned Public
Information Officers to seek information by specifying the specific details of the information
required as per the provisions of Section 6(1) of the Act and Clause (3) of Form-A prescribed by
the State Government for seeking information and/or despite the fact that the Applicant is provided
with the specific webpage link of the relevant public authority's website to obtain information from
the pro-active disclosure published on the website of that public authority, the Applicant chooses
to file a first appeal and then a second appeal instead of obtaining the information published on the
website.

According to the provisions of the Right to Information Act-2005, only information which
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is available to the public authority and cannot be accessed by the citizens can be requested. Self-
published information, including BPL card holders, has to be accessed by all citizens themselves.
Since information placed in the Public Domain is “public”, its request is inappropriate.

(1) Earlier, the Commission, in its order dated 31/01/2022 in Appeal No. 2-4420-2021, has
informed the Applicant as follows.

..... Most of the information they demand is available on the website www.charitycommissioner.
gujarat.gov.in. They can also get information from the website ....”

(2) Earlier, the Commission, in its order dated 07/12/2022 in Appeal No. A-3360-2022, has
informed the Applicant as follows.

...... In view of the detailed issues of the dispute and the attempt to take action against
the public interest and obstruct the work of the public authority by repeatedly making various
applications seeking information, the Commission warns the disputer Shri Nanjibhai Kalubhai
Jitiya that from now on, the right to information sought under the Right to Information Act-2005
should be exercised judiciously. Applications seeking only limited information that is in public
interest should be made, otherwise, if any application is received by the Commission to any Public
Information Officer of any public authority in the state, the Commission will be obliged to order
the provision of the information only after paying the application fee and collecting the prescribed
fee for the information provided. Also, the Commission will be obliged to recover from them
the cost of replying to such applications under useless and vexatious application, prohibiting the
information provided free of cost by the public authority under the first appeal and the second
appeal and the time spent by the public authority ....”

(3) Earlier, the Commission has informed the Applicant as follows by passing orders dated
15/02/2022 in Appeal No. A-4291-2022 and other appeals.

“....In points (1) to (8) of the application of Form-K, they have demanded copies of various
circulars, resolutions, policies etc. of the government as guidance regarding unauthorized pressure
and other issues. Circulars, resolutions, policies of the state government are available online on the
website of the Revenue Department. These details are also available on the website of the Collector's
office. If the applicant needs any such circulars, he can download them from the website. After the
information on the issues has been placed in the Public Domain, the concerned Public Information
Officer is not considered as the custodian for that information. Such information is available
online for any citizen. He can download it from there. Further, there is no provision in the Right
to Information Act to interpret the provisions of the relevant resolutions, circulars or policies and
provide it. Information is admissible only in the form in which it is available. Therefore, the replies
given by the concerned Public Information Officers regarding these issues. Which is correct. The
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Applicant has been given the opportunity to inspect the records repeatedly. However, he does not
appear for the inspection of the records. The Public Information Officer and Mamlatdar, Vadhwan

also submitted that the necessary resolutions are available on their website and the clarification
given by the Talati cum Mantri is correct...”

However, the Applicant has continued to make disproportionate applications under the Right
to Information Act.

As per the information available with the Commission, the following second appeal/complaint
has been filed by the Applicant before the Commission in the last ten years, year by year.

Sr. No. Year Number of other appeals/complaints filed with the
Commission

1 2016 23

2 2017 20

3 2018 22

4 2019 69

5 2020 0

6 2021 82

7 2022 90

8 2023 51

9 2024 78

10 2025 13
Total 448

The Commission has observed from experience that the Applicants do not appear in the hearing
of the first appeal or the second appeal. The Applicants do not seek information by specifying the
specific details of the information required as per the provisions of Section 6(1) of the Act and
Clause (3) of Form-A prescribed by the State Government for seeking information. The Applicants
seek information as published on the website of the public authority.

Facts and decision relating to the appeal presented in the said perspective

In view of the details of the application dated 13/03/2024 of the complainant available with
the Commission regarding Appeal No. A-2178-2024, the complainant has sought information on
the basis of the circulars, resolutions, policies, rules of the Government in a total of 11 issues on
various matters.
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Since the specific details of the information required by the complainant have not been
indicated, the Public Information Officer has sent the information of the specific webpage link of
the GR Book published on the website of the Revenue Department of the State Government to the
complainant by letters dated 26/03/2024 and 19/04/2024, which has been deemed appropriate by
the First Appellate Authority.

Under a total of 14 points of the petition dated 03/04/2024 of the Applicant relating to Appeal
No. A-2739-2024, the Applicant has sought information on the basis and evidence of the State
Government's circulars, resolutions, methods, decisions, policies, rules on various matters.

The Public Information Officer has informed the Applicant by letter dated 30/04/2024 that
since the specific number/date of the specific circular/resolution sought by them is not mentioned
in the information, they should apply afresh indicating the specific number and date of the required
order. In addition, the Applicant has been informed that since the information regarding the order
sought by him is available on the website of the Revenue Department of the State Government,
the specific webpage link of the Revenue Department's website has been sent. The decision of the
Public Information Officer has been upheld by the First Appellate Authority.

Considering the details of the applications of Form-A related to the said appeal of the respondent
available with the Commission, the information provided by the Commission is considered to
be "appropriate and sufficient" as the Public Information Officer has sent the information of the
specific webpage link of the Revenue Department website, despite the fact that the respondent
has requested information without indicating the specific details of the information required in
accordance with the provisions of Section-6(1) of the Act and paragraph- (3) of Form-A prescribed
by the State Government for seeking information.

However, the Commission, having consulted the Public Information Officer with a view to
making orders to provide the required information to the complainant in the context of Revision
Case No. 62/2022, Note No. 17801 and Raw Note No. 14124 mentioned in the petition, has
brought the facts to the notice of the Commission by the Public Information Officer vide letter
dated 29/01/2025.

“The applicant has made a submission regarding RRT Revision Case No. 62/2022, which has
been pending in this office, according to which,

(1 The land Survey No. 778 (Old Year No. 927) Hectare 1-56-43 Aarey at Khodu Taluka
Vadhwan is held in the name of Kalubhai Govabhai and others. Out of which Kalubhai Govabhai
passed away on 13/10/2010, his direct heirs are Nanjibhai Kalubhai Jitiya, Lakshmiben Kalubhai
Jitiya, Manjibhai. An application was filed to enter the name of this Kalubhai Jitiya in the village
office, and a change note regarding inheritance No. 14124 was entered in the village office on
03/03/2014. The note dated 02/06/2014, which is not subject to the notice of 135-D issued by the
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Mamlatdar, Vadhwan, the generation date is 2010, and the heirs are not verified, the note has been
rejected.

2) An appeal has been filed in the court of Deputy Collector, Vadhwan by the applicant Shri
Nanjibhai Kalubhai Jitiya against the decision rejecting the inheritance note No. 14124 mentioned
in para-1. The appeal application, which was pending, has been filed by the applicant with a delay
of about 7 years since the order No. RRT Appeal No. 24/2022 dated 21/03/2022 and the reasons
given for the waiver of delay do not seem reasonable or no specific evidence has been presented in
support of it and he has stated that he does not want to submit any supporting evidence while asking
to submit the affidavit by the deadline of 21/03/2022. The said appeal application has been ordered
to be rejected on the grounds of delay and on the basis of merits, whose order note No. was filed in
the village office on 22/06/2023 and the note was certified on 10/07/2023.

3) The Deputy Collector, Vadhwan mentioned in para-2 filed a revision application under
rule-108(6) of the Land Revenue Rules against the order number RRT Appeal No. 24/2022 dated
21/03/2022 in this court on 18/04/2022, case no. RRT Revision Case No. 62/2022 was taken up in
the case register, the first term of which was fixed as 25/01/2023, after which the successive terms
were taken up on the final term date of 25/07/2024.

@) Thereafter, a resolution was issued on 20/09/2023, the details of which are as follows:

The land situated at Khodu, Ta. Vadhwan, Survey No. 778 (Old Survey No. 927) is held in
the joint name of the applicant's late father, Kalubhai Govabhai and others. After the death of the
applicant's father, Kalubhai Govabhai, on 13/10/2010, the application for registration of inheritance
was registered in the land in question as inheritance no. 14124 dated 03/03/2014, but the notice of
135-D was not issued and the generation of the year 2010 was rejected by the Mamlatdar, Vadhwan
on 02/06/2014. Aggrieved by the decision, the applicant appealed to the Deputy Collector, Vadhwan
on 11/11/2021, and the order of the Deputy Collector, Wadhwan, RRT Appeal No. 24/2022 dated
21/03/2022, stating that the appeal application was not admissible on the grounds of time limit and
merits, was dismissed, but the land in question is held in the joint name of the deceased father of
the applicant and others and as per the provisions of the Government, it is mandatory to enter the
names of the direct heirs of the deceased account holder and the applicant cannot be deprived of his
inheritance rights due to delay, taking into account which the revision application of the applicant
was partially approved and the inheritance of the land situated at Moje Khodu, Vadhwan, S. No.
778 (O1d S. No. 927) He. 1-56-43 Aarey was dismissed. Note No. 14124, dated 03/03/2014, the
decision of the Mamlatdar, Vadhwan dated 02/06/2014 regarding the rejection and the decision
of the Deputy Collector, Vadhwan R.R.T. Appeal No. 24/2022 dated 21/03/2022 has been ordered
to be cancelled and along with this, the applicant will have to apply afresh at the Mamlatdar's
office, Vadhwan along with the death certificate, latest family tree, affidavit regarding inheritance
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and correspondence addresses of all co-sharers and all other necessary supporting evidence. The
Mamlatdar, Vadhwan is informed to file a standard note as per the application submitted and to take
the appropriate decision on the basis of the record of rights regarding the said note. Accordingly, the
conclusion has been drawn and an order has been made regarding which the decree note No. 17801
dated Entered on 10/10/2023 and certified on 25/10/2023.

5) Against the order mentioned in para-4, the applicant has filed a review application under
Rule-108(6-A) of the Land Revenue Rules with the Secretary, Revenue Department (Disputes),
Ahmedabad, which case No. MVV/HKP/SNR/50/2023 was filed, which was followed by an order
dated 04/06/2024, which rejected the applicant's review application, regarding which Order Note
No. 18121 was filed on 18/06/2024 and certified on 04/07/2024.

Thus, since the above details are correct, and the applicant's note/appeal revision application
has been rejected/partially approved successively and finally the re-examination application has
been rejected in the court of Revenue Department (Disputes), Ahmedabad, now if there is any
objection or dispute in this regard, the applicant should file an application in the competent court
against the decision of the Secretary, Revenue Department (Disputes), Ahmedabad, vide order
number MVI/HKP/SNR/50/2023 dated 04/06/2024 and obtain the appropriate remedy.

Further, it is to draw your attention that, in the interim orders dated 25/10/2024 and 28/10/2024
respectively, in the second appeal no. 5541/2023 and second appeal no. 5437/2023 pending in your
court, a joint team has been formed to visit the applicant and submit a report, and a detailed report
has been sent to you vide letter no. JSP/Vashi-3027/12/2024 dated 11/12/2024, the brief details of
which are as follows.

"Regarding the interim order of your Excellency, a joint team of all the concerned Public
Information Officers and the First Appellate Officer has been formed, and they have been personally
visited the residence of the applicant and questioned him in detail regarding the necessary
information. In this regard, after observing his submissions and questions in depth, the applicant
has been given all the information that was eligible for information as per the rules under the Right
to Information Act-2005. Also, he has been given an understanding that the information that the
applicant has sought in the form of descriptive and questioning in different applications is not
available to him under this Act. Furthermore, the team present thereafter informed the applicant that
what is the difficulty he has regarding the final order made in the work of R.R.T. Revision Case No.
62/2022, which was pending in the court of the Collector's Office, Surendranagar? In this regard,
the applicant stated that as per the order made regarding this order The applicant has verbally stated
that he does not have to submit any evidence and that it is the responsibility of the government to
enter the note in village sample number 6 without submitting any evidence. Therefore, as explained
to them by all the members of the team present, if there is any objection or dispute against the order
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of the Collector, Surendranagar, then an appeal will have to be filed in the higher court, i.e. the court
of the Secretary, Revenue Department (Disputes), Ahmedabad.

Taking into account the details of the said report, going beyond the provisions of the Right to
Information Act, all efforts have been made at all levels to understand the question of the Applicant
and provide them with the necessary information/guidance. However, it is clear that there is no
positive and constructive response from the Applicant.

Since the resources of the public authority are being disproportionately used due to the
large number of applications made by the Applicant, despite being a BPL card holder, due to the
information sought by him, the applications made by a single person, the Commission has found
it necessary to consider the following matters, so that the Applicant does not make inappropriate/
excessive/disproportionate use of the resources of various public authorities.

(D The various observations made in the judgment given by the Supreme Court in C.A. No.
6454/2011 dated 09-08-2011 including paragraphs 35 and 37 have been taken into consideration.
The details of paragraphs 35 and 37 are as follows:

“Para-35_At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act.
The RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear from a
combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of 'information' and 'right to information' under
clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any information in the form of
data or analysed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant may access such information, subject
to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But where the information sought is not a part of the
record of a public authority, and where such information is not required to be maintained under
any law or the rules or regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon
the public authority, to collect or collate such non-available information and then furnish it to an
applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish information which require drawing of
inferences and/or making of assumptions. It is also not required to provide 'advice' or 'opinion' to an
applicant, nor required to obtain and furnish any 'opinion' or 'advice' to an applicant. The reference
to 'opinion' or 'advice' in the definition of 'information' in section 2(f) of the Act, only refers to such
material available in the records of the public authority. Many public authorities have, as a public
relation exercise, provide advice, guidance and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary
and should not be confused with any obligation under the RTT Act."

"Para-37 _Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under 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 counter-productive 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. The Act should not be allowed to
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be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development and integration, or to
destroy the peace, tranquillity and harmony among its citizens. Nor should it be converted into a
tool of oppression or intimidation of honest officials striving to do their duty. The nation does not
want a scenario where 75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collecting
and furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties. The threat of
penalties under the RTI Act and the pressure of the authorities under the RTI Act should not lead to
employees of a public authorities_prioritizing_'information furnishing', at the cost of their normal
and regular duties."

2) The Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 7571/2011 dated 02/09/2011 (The Institute of
Chartered Accountants of India Vs. Shaunak H. Satya & Ors) in para no. 26 of the judgment has
observed as follows:

“We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to information intended
to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to reduce corruption, falling under section
4(1) (b) and (c) and other information which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing
corruption. The competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach unmanageable
proportions affecting_other public interests, which include efficient operation of public authorities
and government, preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information and optimum use of
limited fiscal resources."

In the above para number 26, it is clearly stated that steps should be taken as per the law to
prevent misuse of the Right to Information Act so that public confidence in this Act is not lost due
to misuse of this Act.

3) The following observations have been made by the High Court, New Delhi in its judgment
dated 05/02/2014 in W.P(C) No0.845/2014 in paragraph no.10.

"10. Consequently, this court deems it appropriate to refuse to exercise its writ jurisdiction.
Accordingly, present petition is dismissed. This Court is also of the view that misuse of the RTI
Act has to be appropriately dealt with, otherwise the public would lose faith and confidence in this
"sunshine Act". A beneficent Statute, when made a tool for mischief and abuse must be checked in
accordance with law. A copy of this order is directed to be sent by the Registry to Defence and Law
Ministry, so that they may examine the aspect of misuse of this Act, which confers very important
and valuable rights upon a citizen."

@) Despite this, the disproportionate use of the “Right to Information” by the Applicants has
been continued every year.

5) The question of what use is made by the Applicants of the information obtained by making
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such a large number of applications remains unanswered.

(6) No institution dedicated to democracy, including the Information Commission, can agree
to the disproportionate/uncontrolled use of such a sacred Act, which was framed with the noble
intention of embodying the high ideals of democracy as expressed in the preamble of the Act:

(7 The resources of the public authority have to be used to provide public services. It is
the sacred responsibility of all institutions dedicated to democracy, including the Information
Commission, to see that their systems are not disrupted by the disproportionate/uncontrolled use of
the Right to Information Act by a small number of citizens.

®) The Commission has ordered not to entertain any application of another citizen under the
Act relating to Rajkot Municipal Corporation. The appeal filed by the respondent in the High Court
against the order of the Commission vide R/SCA No. 18416-2023, dated 07-01-2025, has been
“dismissed” by the order of the High Court.

9 As mentioned in the preamble of the Act without hesitation, the Commission finds it
necessary to decide that proportionate applications should be made by the respondent for the purpose
of achieving the objectives of the Act of achieving harmony between the conflicting interests.

(10)  In such circumstances, the Commission has found it necessary to determine the proportion
of appeals/complaints filed by the Applicants and therefore, the Commission has liberally considered
a maximum of 12 (twelve) applications of Form-"A" in a calendar year as proportionate in the case
of the present appeal. Even if 12 (twelve) applications are filed by all the citizens of the state,
the administrative system will be disrupted! However, since applications are not filed by all the
citizens under the Right to Information Act and considering the ideals mentioned in the preamble
of the Act and the duties of "harmonization" assigned to the Commission, even though 12 (twelve)
applications per year by the Applicants appear to be more, the Commission has liberally considered
12 (twelve) applications per year under the Right to Information Act as proportionate in the case of
the Applicants at this stage.

Taking into consideration the above details, the Commission issues the following orders to the
respondent:

(1) A maximum of 12 applications under the Right to Information Act may be made in each
calendar year from the date of this order.

(2) In each such application, information may be sought on a maximum of two chapters and
on a maximum of 5 (five) points.

(3) In every application made to the public authority after the date of this order, they shall
give the following undertaking.
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“Itis hereby certified that, as per the order passed by the Commission in Appeal No. A-2178-
2024 and A-2739-2024 dated 01/02/2025, the present application is numbered as ...................... out
of a total of 12 (twelve).” Having thus made the undertaking; the Applicant shall sign and date it.

Public Information Officers and First Appellate Authorities of all public authorities in the state
are hereby informed that, as per the said order of the Commission, if the Applicant has not provided
the undertaking or has submitted more than 12 applications, the Applicant's application on the
grounds of non-providing the guarantee and/or having submitted more than 12 applications should
be filed with the office and the Applicant should be informed thereof.

The Commission informs the Secretary that, a copy of the present order of the Commission may
be sent to all the departments and public authorities under the departments of the State Government
and informed to implement it.

The Commission informs the Registrar that, after the present order of the Commission, if the
above undertaking has not been given by the Applicant in the application of Form-"A" attached to
the second appeal/complaint being filed or if more than 12 applications have been filed by them
in a calendar year, their second appeal/complaint received in relation to more than 12 (twelve)
applications shall not be presented for hearing. Such appeal/complaint shall be filed in the office
and the Applicant shall be informed thereof.

Considering the details of the information/response provided by the Public Information Officer
in the said details, the submission to take action against the Public Information Officer under Section
20(1) and/or 20(2) of the Act or to pay costs or compensation to the Applicant is not maintainable.

Both the appeals filed under the said orders are “dismissed”.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-3992-2024

Shri Khushal R Verma
Vs.
Municipal Corporation, Estate and Town Planning Development Office,
Dr. Harubhai Mehta Bhavan, Zonal Office, East Zone

Date of Decision 29.01.2025

Decided by Dr. Subhash Soni, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved:

Section 2 (£), 2 (j), 4 (1) (b), 4 (1) (), 6 (1), 7 (9), 20 (1) and 20 (2) of RTI Act 2005.

Hearing and order before the Commission:
The written submission of the Applicant has been taken into consideration by the commission.

In connection with the hearing of 22 other appeals of similar type of the Applicant held today
by the Commission, the Applicant has shown objection without giving any reasonable reasons and
stated that, the hearing of their different appeals should not be held on the same day.

Additionally, the Applicant has also submitted without giving any reasonable reasons to
not adjudicate their Appeal before the particular State Information Commissioner / State Chief
Information Commissioner. The Applicant has also made allegations against the commission
without submitting evidence.

On different — different dates the Applicant has not to remain present before the Commission
for their submission, the concerned Public Information Officers and the concerned First Appellate
Authorities also do not have to appear before the Commission on different dates, the Commission
do not have to adjudicate at different—different time and date of the appeal again and again of
different appeals in regards to same parties and same subject and consequently the adjudication of
the Appeal of other Applicants could be done expeditiously and consequently the number pending
appeals can be reduced quickly, considering all such beneficial situation for all the stakeholders,
the commission has decided to schedule the hearing of different appeals of the Applicant on the
same day.
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The Commission has found from its experience that, when different petitions of similar nature
are presented before the Courts of Justice, various Courts including the Supreme Court, with a view
to expeditiously, conveniently and to maximize the utilization of the resources of the stakeholders,

conduct multiple hearings in this manner simultaneously or jointly.

The details of the total number of other appeals/complaints received by the Commission at the

end of 2024 from the Applicants are as follows.

Department wise number of second

Number of second appeals
/ complaints related to

Total received

Year appeals/complaints related to public authorities other than | second appeal
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation Ahmedabad Municipal / complaint
Corporation
Estate Other
Total
Department | Department
2006-07 0 3 3 2 5
2007-08 0 4 4 2 6
2008-09 4 1 5 4 9
2009-10 8 2 10 10 20
2010-11 5 8 13 19 32
2011-12 9 4 13 7 20
2012 6 4 10 0 10
2013 4 4 8 5 13
2014 21 6 27 8 35
2015 22 33 55 21 76
2016 45 4 49 18 67
2017 17 3 20 10 30
2018 62 5 67 20 87
2019 26 3 29 8 37
2020 27 3 30 5 35
2021 115 30 145 58 203
2022 158 14 172 38 210
2023 130 9 139 20 159
2024 17 6 23 56 79
Total 676 146 822 311 1133
Reject 88
Total 1221
Percentage 60 13 73 27 100
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Perusing the above details, it appears that a total of 1221 second appeals / complaints have
been filed by the Applicant before the Commission till the year 2024. Among them, about 676

(60%) second appeals/complaints are only related to Estate Department of Ahmedabad Municipal
Corporation. All the second appeals scheduled for hearing today also pertain to the Estate
Department.

Generally/mainly the following information regarding illegal commercial construction is
sought by the Applicant from the Estate Department of Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation.

1. Information on action taken in regards to illegal commercial construction in the ward by
indicating only the duration,

2. Information of notices issued under 260(1) and 260(2) in regards to illegal commercial
construction,

3. Information of office memorandum sent for police arrangement to remove illegal
commercial constructions,

4. Information on administrative fees charged in regards with illegal commercial construction,
5. [Ifillegal commercial construction is sealed, then its information.
6. Information of illegal commercial construction including T. P., F. P., Survey number, area.

Looking at the above details, it is clear that the Applicant don’t know about he requires
information of which properly. The Applicant has; by only showing the period, information is
sought on the action taken in connection with the illegal commercial construction during that period.

First seeking Information, the provision of RTI Act is as below: -

Section-6(1): “A person, who desires to obtain any information under this Act, shall make a
request in writing or through electronic means in English or Hindi or in the official language of the
area in which the application is being made, accompanying such fee as may be prescribed..............

2

specifying the particulars of the information sought by him or her.......

* The following are the provisions of Serial — “3” of Form- “A” prescribed by the State
Government for seeking information.

Sr. No. Particulars / details of specific Specific period of necessary

necessary information (in brief) information

* In relation to seeking information, provision has been made as below under Section 7 (9)
of the Right to Information Act.

Section-7(9): “An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought
unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority or would be

172



detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.”

Thus, the Applicant has to make a demand for information by specifying the specific details of
the information sought, as per the provisions of Section-6(1) of the Right to Information Act and
Serial - 3 of Form- “A” for seeking information prescribed by the State Government. While seeking
such information, the resources of public authorities should not be used disproportionately.

The information sought by the Applicant is not in conformity with the provisions of the Act.
By seeking information in this way, he is not entitled to receive any information as per the said
provisions. Due to the large number of applications sought by the Applicant due to the information
sought by a single individual, it is causing disproportionate use of the resources of the Public
Authority and hence some Public Information Officers/First Appellate Authorities have rejected
to give the information for this reason. Additionally, the time of the Public Information Officers of
Public Authorities, First Appellate Authorities and the Commission is consumed unnecessarily and
disproportionately and there is a delay occurs in getting justice to genuine applicants.

However, the commission has so far issued several orders of information, in consultation with
the Public Information Officers and First Appellate Authorities, deriving from the information
available in their computer data, with a view to liberally implement the spirit, purpose and provisions
of the Act, appeal numbers of some of which are as under: -

A-3758-2022 A-5938-2022 A-0515-2023 A-0905-2023
A-5932-2022 A-5939-2022 A-0516-2023 A-0908-2023
A-5933-2022 A-6032-2022 A-0580-2023 A-1299-2023
A-5934-2022 A-6040-2022 A-0582-2023 A-1300-2023
A-5935-2022 A-6256-2022 A-0583-2023 A-1302-2023
A-5936-2022 A-0513-2023 A-0903-2023 A-1303-2023
A-5937-2022 A-0514-2023 A-0904-2023

Additionally, the Commission has informed the Applicant s by giving repeated warnings that,
while seeking information. regarding action taken in connection with illegal construction, from
them in future to states specific details about the property as per the provisions of Section-6(1)
of the Act, Requesting the information by merely stating the period and obtaining / preparing the
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information accordingly disproportionately utilizes the resources of the public authority, bearing

such topics should keep in mind. The appeal numbers relating to some of such orders are as follows.

[.5013.2023 1.0903.2023 |.2035.2023 [.1299.2023
.0514.2023 1.0904.2023 .2036.2023 1.1300.2023
1.0515.2023 .1038.2023 .2037.2023 1.1301.2023
1.516.2023 .2030.2023 .2038.2023 1.1302.2023
1.0580.2023 [.2031.2023 .2039.2023 .1303.2023
1.0581.2023 [.2032.2023 1.0905.2023 [.1304.2023
1.0582.2023 .2033.2023 1.1297.2023

1.0583.2023 1.2034.2023 1.1298.2023

Considering the totality of various types of information sought by the Applicant s in several
applications and several other appeals, furnishing the information sought by them creates a situation
of disproportionate use of the resources of the public authority under the provisions of Section-7(9)
of the Act. Hence, many Public Information Officers, First Appellate Authorities refuse to provide
the such type of sought information. It is only because of the generosity and consultation of the
Commission that they have given the information so far by showing consent for the purpose of
upholding the dignity of the Commission.

Joint order passed in Commission Appeal No. A-1480-2022 and other appeals dated 03/08/2022
and appeal no. A-0879-2022 and other appeals dated 06/08/2022 is stated as follows:

“Considering the number of applications, first appeals and second appeals made by the
respondents under the RTI Act, the Commission, in consultation with the Applicant, has directed
him to make applications under the RTI Act for the specific limited information sought and in a
limited number and Applicant has accepted it.”

Despite this, Applicant continue to make disproportionate applications under the RTT Act.
The preamble to the Right to Information Act-2005 states that

“....and whereas revelation of information in actual practice is likely to conflict with other public
interests including efficient operations of the Governments, optimum use of limited fiscal resources
and the preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information; and whereas it is necessary to
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harmonize these conflicting interests while preserving the paramountcy of the democratic ideal...
therefore, it is expedient to provide for furnishing certain information to citizens who desire to have
it.”

Taking into account the possibilities of "conflict" mentioned in the preamble of the Act, the
expressed ideal of 'harmonization' and the mandate to provide "certain" information, the Information
Commission has to take a holistic view, taking a conscientious decision in the perspective of the
ideals and objectives set out in the provisions of the Act.

The Commission cannot remain silent for long on the inappropriate / excessive/ disproportionate
use of an Act which has been enacted by the Parliament of the nation to achieve the supreme ideals
of democracy.

The Applicant also objects to the hearing of several appeals/complaints of the similar manner
on the same day for the benefit of the all-stake holder and hence he demands that only a limited
number of appeals should be heard on each day. Following are the numbers of petitions filed by the
Applicants in the Gujarat High Court against such decisions of the Commission.

1. S.C.Ano. 17826-2023
2. S.C.Ano. 19108-2023
3. S.C.Ano. 19376-2023
4. S.C.AN. 19553-2023
Facts and decision in regards to the present submitted appeal

As the Applicant was not present in the hearing, taking into account his written submission,
the information sought by the Applicant and the information provided by the Public Information
Officer, the Commission has decided on the merits and demerits of each issue in consultation
with the Public Information Officer regarding the information to be provided and the remaining
information to provide and the details thereof are as follows.

In regards to the information demanded by the Applicant, taking into consideration the details
of the reply sent to the letter dated 25/06/2024 of the Public Information Officer. On consultation
with the Public Information Officer present regarding the information available and receivable, he
states that Shublakshmi Estate does not exist in Viratnagar Ward. Whereas, the information of the
action taken regarding the unauthorized construction in Subhash Estate and Panna Estate has been
sought by the Applicant. But, the term period of information required by the Applicant or the details
required for identification of the property have not been mentioned. However, on the advice of the
Commission, the Public Information Officer has agreed to provide the information of action taken
in connection with unauthorized construction in the last one year from the date of application. By
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the Applicant after checking the records of their office for information available regarding illegal

construction in the concerned Subhash Estate and Panna Estate.

In regards to the above details, the Public Information Officer is informed that, during the last
one year from the date of application of the Applicant, if any action has been taken in relation to
unauthorized construction in Subhash Estate and Panna Estate in Viratnagar Ward, after verifying
its records, the receivable information / reply should be given to the Applicant free of charge within
15 days from the date of receipt of the order of the Commission.

Other than that, information has been sought by the Applicant only by indicating the period
under point number-(6), (7), (10) and (11). According to the submission of the Public Information
Officer, the information as sought by the Applicant, such integrated information is not available on
their record. The information sought by the Applicant has to be made ready and given and since
making information ready is tantamount to creating (making) new information, there is no mandate
in the Act to give information by creating (making) it. Hence, the submission of the information as
demanded cannot be accepted.

As per the above submission of the Public Information Officer, the demand for information on
point no. - (6), (7), (10) and (11) is not accepted for the following reasons.

(1) Information has not been sought by the Applicant showing the particulars of the specific
property in accordance with Section-6 (1) of the Act and as per the provisions of Serial (3) of
Form-“A” prescribed by the State Government for seeking information.

(2) The submission to give information in the manner in which information is sought is
tantamount to creating (making) new information. The Act does not mandate the provision to
give such information.

(3) Due to the exaggerated / disproportionate use of “Right to Information” received under
Right to Information, the time of the Public Information Officers, First Appellate Authorities
and the Commission is unnecessarily and disproportionately consumed and the resources of the
Public Authority are disproportionately used as per the provisions of Section-7(9) of the Right
to Information Act-2005.

(4) Itis causing delay in getting justice for genuine applicants.

(5) Considering the following observations made by the Hon. Supreme Court in paragraphs
no. 35 and 37 of the judgment dated 09-08-2011 in CA No. 6454/2011, the submission pass
orders for furnishing the information cannot be accepted.

“Para—35 : At this juncture, it is necessary to clear some misconceptions about the RTI Act.
The RTI Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. This is clear from a
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combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of ‘information’ and ‘right to information’ under
clauses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public authority has any information in the form of
data or analyzed data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant may access such information, subject
to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act. But where the information sought is not a part of the
record of a public authority, and where such information is not required to be maintained under
any law or the rules or regulations of the public authority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon
the public authority, to collect or collate such non available information and then furnish it to an
applicant. A public authority is also not required to furnish information which require drawing of
inferences and/or making of assumptions. It is also not required to provide ‘advice’ or ‘opinion’
to an applicant, nor required to obtain and furnish any ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ to an applicant. The
reference to ‘opinion’ or ‘advice’ in the definition of

‘information’ in section 2(f) of the Act, only refers to such material available in the records of
the public authority. Many public authorities have, as a public relation exercise, provide advice,
guidance and opinion to the citizens. But that is purely voluntary and should not be confused with
any obligation under the RTI Act.”

“Para-37: Indiscriminate and impractical demands or directions under 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 nonproductive work of collecting and furnishing information. The Act should not be allowed
to be misused or abused, to become a tool to obstruct the national development and integration, or
to destroy the peace, tranquility and harmony among its citizens. Nor should it be converted into a
tool of oppression or intimidation of honest officials striving to do their duty. The nation does not
want a scenario where 75% of the staff of public authorities spends 75% of their time in collecting
and furnishing information to applicants instead of discharging their regular duties. The threat of
penalties under the RTI Act and the pressure of the authorities under the RTI Act should not lead to
employees of a public authorities prioritizing ‘information furnishing', at the cost of their normal
and regular duties.”

The information/reply provided by the Public Information Officer and as consent is shown to
provide information/reply by verifying the record, the submission to take action against the Public
Information Officer under Section-20(1) and/or Section-20(2) of the Act cannot be accepted.

As there is no provision in the Act to proceed against the first appellate authorities, the
Commission has not any power for the same.

As the resources of the public authority are being used disproportionately due to the large
number of applications sought by the Applicant s and due to the applications made by any one
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person, taking into account the following points, the Commission finds it necessary to consider

measures to prevent inappropriate/excessive/ disproportionate use of the resources of various
public authorities by the Applicant

(D The various observations made by the Supreme Court in CA No.6454/2011 dated 09-08-
2011 including in paragraph no-35 and 37 of the judgment have been taken into consideration. The
details of paragraph no.35 and 37 have been stated earlier in the present order.

2) In Civil Appeal No. 7571/2011 dated 02/09/2011 (The Institute of Chartered Accountants
of India Vs. Shaunak H. Satya & Ors) in Para No. 26 of the judgment passed by the Supreme Court,
the following has been observed:

"We however agree that it is necessary to make a distinction in regard to information intended
to bring transparency, to improve accountability and to reduce corruption, falling under section
4(1)(b) and (c) and other information which may not have a bearing on accountability or reducing
corruption. The competent authorities under the RTI Act will have to maintain a proper balance
so that while achieving transparency, the demand for information does not reach unmanageable
proportions affecting other public interests, which include efficient operation of public authorities
and government, preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information and optimum use of
limited fiscal resources."

It is clearly resolved in the above para no. 26 that measures should be taken as per law to
prevent misuse of the RTI Act so that the public does not lose faith in the RTI Act due to its misuse.

3) In the judgment passed by High Court, New Delhi, W. P (C) No. 845/2014B dated
05/02/2014, the following has been observed in paragraph no. 10.

"10. Consequently, this Court deems it appropriate to refuse to exercise its writ jurisdiction.
Accordingly, present petition is dismissed. This Court is also of the view that misuse of the RTI
Act has to be appropriately dealt with, otherwise the public would lose faith and confidence in this
"sunshine Act". A beneficent Statute, when made a tool for mischief and abuse must be checked in
accordance with law. A copy of this order is directed to be sent by the Registry to Defence and Law
Ministry, so that they may examine the aspect of misuse of this Act, which confers very important
and valuable rights upon a citizen."

4) As it can be seen by the Commission that there is disproportionate use of the “Right to
Information” received under the provisions of the Right to Information Act by the Applicant, the
Commission has on several occasions informed the Applicant s as per their several appeals to
ensure that the Applicant s exercise the right to information in a proper and proportionate manner.
In regards to the same, it has been previously mentioned in the present judgment.

&) Even then, the Applicant has continued the disproportionate exercise of the “Right to
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Information”. As due to the orders passed by the Commission as mentioned above to control
disproportionate use, some of the purposes of the Applicant are not met and hence, allegations are
made by the Applicant against the Commission without any proof. A representation is also made
by the Applicant that his appeal should not be heard by a particular Commissioner. Despite this, the
Commission has heard a number of appeals of the Applicant s sparingly and liberally with the hope
that the conscience of the Applicant will be awakened and he will realize the reasonable right and
reduce the number of applications and has ordered the same.

(6) It remains unanswered as to which (what) use is made of the information obtained by such
a large number of applications by the Applicant.

@) The request of the Applicant not to adjudicate more than one appeal in a day cannot be
understood. It is the fact to be taken into consideration that the Applicant himself wants to delay the
hearing and decision.

(®) No institution devoted to democracy, including the Information Commission, can concur
in the disproportionate / uncontrolled use of such a sacred Act enacted with the noble intention of
embodying the high ideals of democracy stated in the Preamble of the Act:

9 The resources of the public authority are to be utilized for providing services of public utility.
All democratic institutions, including the Information Commission, have a sacred responsibility to
ensure that their systems are not disrupted by disproportionate/uncontrolled use of the RTI Act by
some of the citizens.

(10)  Order has been passed by the commission not to entertain any application relating to the
Rajkot Municipal Corporation of another citizen on the ground of his conduct under the Act. R/
SCA No. 18416/2023 filed by the Applicant in the High Court against the order of the Commission
has been “dismissed” by order dated 07-01-2025.

(11)  As stated in the preamble of the Act, the Commission finds it imperative to ensure that
proportionate applications are made by the Applicant for the purpose of achieving the objectives of
the Act of balancing the conflicting interests.

(12)  Insuch circumstances the Commission has found it necessary to prescribe the proportion of
appeals/complaints presented by the Applicant and therefore liberally, a maximum of 25 (twenty-
five) Form - "A" applications in case of dispute of appeals presented in one calendar year are
considered proportionate by the Commission. Even if 25 applications are submitted by all the
citizens of the state, the administrative system will be disrupted. However, since RTI applications
are not submitted by all citizens and considering the ideals stated in the preamble of the Act and
the "conciliation" duties assigned to the Commission, 25 RTI applications per year by an Applicant
although may seem excessive, the Commission has in the case of the Applicant liberally considered
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25 applications per year under the Right to Information Act to be proportional at the present stage.

Taking into consideration the above details, the Commission orders the following to the
Applicant:

(H A maximum of 25 applications under the Right to Information Act may be made in each
calendar year from the date of this order.

2) Information may be sought in each such application relating to a maximum of two chapters
and in a maximum of 5 (five) points.

3) In every application made to a public authority after the date of this order, they shall give
the following undertaking.

"It is hereby certified that, as per the order dated 29/01/2025 passed by the Commission in
Appeal No.3992/2024, the present application is numbered out of total 25." Showing such
undertaking, the Applicant shall affix signature and date thereunder.

The Public Information Officers and First Appellate Authorities of all the State Public
Authorities are hereby informed that, if the undertaking has not been given by the Applicant or
more than 25 applications have been submitted, as per the said above order of the Commission, the
application of the Applicant should be dismissed by the office for the reason of non-submission of
the undertaking or for the reason of submitting more than 25 applications and the same should be
informed to the Applicant.

The Secretary of the Commission is directed to send a copy of this order of the Commission to
all the Departments and Public Authorities of the State Government for implementation.

The Registrar is directed by the Commission that, after the present order of the Commission,
if the above undertaking has not been given by the Applicant in the application in Form-"A" in
regards to the second appeal/complaint presented or if more than 25 applications have been filed
by him in one calendar year, his second appeal/complaint shall not be presented for hearing. Such
Appeal / Complaint should be dismissed, and the same shall be informed to the Applicant.

The appeal is disposed of as per the above order.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-5346, 5347, 5369, 5370, 5379-2021

Mr. UK Nair, Mr. Brijesh Chavada and
Mr. Chintan Mekwan
Vs.
U N Mehta Institute of Cardiology and
Research Centre, Ahmedabad

Date of Decision: 11.03.2022

Decided by - Shri Ramesh J. Karia, State Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 19 and Section 18(3)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005

This case involves five second appeals filed by employees of Cube Construction Engineering
Ltd. against the U.N. Mehta Institute of Cardiology and Research Centre, Ahmedabad, under
Section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005. The appellants alleged that despite filing RTI applications and
subsequently first appeals, the necessary information was not furnished by the Public Information
Officer (PIO). All five appeals followed a similar pattern the PIO had sent replies and the First
Appellate Authority (FAA) disposed of the first appeals. Dissatisfied, the appellants approached the
Gujarat Information Commission (GIC) through second appeals, claiming denial of information.

During the hearing, it came to light that a total of 51 RTI applications had been filed by
employees of Cube Construction, all directed at the same public authority. The Commission noted
suspicious patterns in the signatures and submissions across these applications, indicating they
may have been drafted by the same person as part of a coordinated effort. The public authority
submitted that the applicants were misusing the RTI process to harass the institution in retaliation
for legal and contractual disputes involving project delays and alleged poor quality of work by
Cube Construction. Based on the evidence, the Commission inferred that the RTI mechanism had
been misused maliciously in an organized and obstructive manner.
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Held:

The Gujarat Information Commission held that the Right to Information Act, 2005 had been
misused in a deliberate and organized manner by employees of Cube Construction Engineering
Ltd., who had filed 51 RTI applications with malicious intent to harass the U.N. Mehta Institute
of Cardiology and Research Centre amid ongoing contractual and legal disputes. The Commission
found that the applications bore similarities suggesting they were drafted by the same person
and were part of a conspiracy to obstruct the functioning of the public authority. Consequently,
invoking its powers under Section 18(3)(b) of the RTI Act, the Commission directed that all such
RTI applications, pending or future, from Cube Construction employees regarding this matter
should not be entertained, and recommended the Commissioner of Police, Ahmedabad to conduct
investigation into the matter and take appropriate legal action.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Gujarat Information Commission emphasized that while the Right to Information is a
fundamental tool to ensure transparency and accountability in public institutions, its misuse in
the form of bulk, vexatious, and motivated applications is condemnable. Drawing from the CIC’s
precedent in H.K. Bansal v. DoT and the Delhi High Court ruling in Shail Sahni v. Sanjeev Kumar,
the Commission noted that if such activities are left unchecked, it would obstruct public authorities
from performing their core functions and would erode public faith in the RTI Act. The Commission
asserted that RTI should not be weaponized for personal vendetta or commercial rivalry.

Cases Referred:
1. CIC H.K. Bansal v. DoT CIC/BS/A/2014/002319
2. Shail Sahni v. Sanjeev Kumar & Ors. W.P (C) 845/2014
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-3428-2021

A Sattar A Majid Khalifa
Vs.
O/o District Education Officer Modasa,

Date of Decision 31.12.2021

Decided by — Shri K.M. Adhvaryu, State Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Article 19 (2) of the Constitution of India, Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act 2005

The case revolves around RTT application dated 25/02/2021 filed by Shri A. Sattar A. Majid
Khalifa seeking various information regarding a surprise inspection conducted on 23/02/2021. The
applicant demanded documents, details of the posts inspected, related remarks and orders. The
Public Information Officers (PIOs) from multiple authorities-District Education Officer (DEO),
Principal of Makhadoom Higher Secondary School, and the DEO Himmatnagar responded through
various letters. However, dissatisfied with the responses and alleging intentional withholding of
information, the applicant filed a first appeal. Subsequently, the applicant filed a second appeal
before the Gujarat Information Commission.

Held:

Upon hearing, the Commission observed that the applicant had a history of filing repeated
RTTI applications on the same subject matter and was using RTI as a tool of vendetta against the
educational institution. The Commission found that the information sought had already been
denied earlier under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, following the Supreme Court judgment in
Girish R. Deshpande. Furthermore, it noted that despite being provided with sufficient responses,
the applicant continued to harass authorities with repetitive queries, consuming disproportionate
resources. Due to the misuse of the RTI process, the Commission barred him from seeking any
further information related to the school or associated DEO offices.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Gujarat Information Commission made significant observations in this case which serve
as guiding principles for preventing abuse of the RTI Act. It held that a citizen has no right to
repeat identical RTI queries, as such repetition constitutes an abuse of the process, affecting the
efficiency and functioning of public authorities. Referring to the Supreme Court judgment in CBSE
v. Aditya Bandopadhyay and K.K. Modi v. K.N. Modi, the Commission reaffirmed that RTI is a
tool for promoting transparency not personal vendetta or harassment. It emphasized that the right
to information, being part of freedom of speech under Article 19(1)(a), is subject to reasonable
restrictions under Article 19(2) when misused capriciously or maliciously. The Commission warned
that misuse of RTI to pressurize authorities or settle scores is contrary to public interest and cannot
be permitted.

Cases Referred:

1. CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay (2011) 8 SCC 497.
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High Court of Gujarat at Ahmedabad
R/Special Civil Application No. 10042 Of 2022

Sajeev @ Sanjay Bhargav Ezhava
Vs.
State of Gujarat & 2 Other(S)

Date of Decision 28.04.2023

Decided by Hon’ble Justice Vaibhavi D. Nanavati

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 7(1), 8(1)(j), 11 & 19(3) of the RTI Act 2005

The petitioner, Sajeev @ Sanjay Bhargav Ezhava, filed an RTI application on 26.10.2020
seeking comprehensive information related to towing vehicles engaged by Surat Traffic Police,
including towing charges, challans issued, and CCTV footage recordings from 23.03.2020 to
30.09.2020. While most of the information was supplied, the critical point of dispute arose around
the denial of CCTV footage (point no. vi), which the authorities claimed would take significant
time to prepare and required a payment of Rs. 19,900 for 398 CDs. The petitioner, invoking Section
7(6) of the RTI Act, contended that the information should be provided free of cost since it wasn’t
supplied within the stipulated time.

Despite the first appellate authority initially directing that the CDs be provided, the order was
altered in a later appeal, stating that such disclosure was subject to third-party (crane agency)
consent. Upon denial of consent, the petitioner approached the High Court through a writ petition
challenging the legality of the authorities’ decisions and sought free access to the information, along
with punitive action against the officials for the delay. The core issue revolved around balancing the
petitioner’s right to information with third-party rights under Section 11 of the RTI Act.

Held:

The Gujarat High Court disposed of the petition by allowing the petitioner to inspect the 398
CDs related to CCTV footage of 22 cranes, under the supervision of an authorized officer, instead
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of ordering their free supply. The Court accepted the respondent’s submission that such inspection

would serve the interest of justice while respecting third-party rights. It concluded that the relief
sought by the petitioner, particularly under point no. vi, had been substantially met through the
proposed mode of inspection and therefore required no further direction.

Orbiter Dicta:

The High Court emphasized that when information sought under RTI concerns third parties,
especially involving confidentiality, the provisions under Section 11 must be strictly followed. It
was noted that although RTI promotes transparency, it must be harmonized with exemptions under
Section 8(1)(j) and third-party interests under Section 11. Moreover, the Court underscored that
inspection of third-party information can be permitted where the public interest justifies it, even if
direct supply is denied. The decision highlighted that public authorities must act judiciously while
dealing with third-party content and apply the test of larger public interest in each case.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. CIC & Ors., (2013) 1 SCC 212
2. Canara Bankv. C.S. Shyam & Anr., (2018) 11 SCC 426

3. R.K. Jainv. Union of India & Anr., (2013) 14 SCC 794
4

Central Public Information Officer, Supreme Court of India v. Subhash Chandra Agrawal,
(2020) 5 SCC 481

5. Gujarat High Court Judgment in Special Civil Application No. 15973 of 2019
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High Court of Gujarat at Ahmedabad
R/Special Civil Application No. 14733 of 2020

Nimish Mahendra Kapadia
Vs.
The Dy. Secretary, Gujarat Information Commission

Date of Decision 13.02.2023

Decided By Hon’ble Justice Biren Vaishnav

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act, 2005

Section 126 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872

Article 226 of the Constitution of India — Writ jurisdiction of the High Courts

The petitioner, a practicing advocate in the Gujarat High Court, filed an RTI application seeking
details of internal correspondence between government departments and the Government Pleader’s
office regarding a Letters Patent Appeal and an application for condonation of delay filed by the
State in a matter where the petitioner himself was representing the respondent. His RTI application
was rejected by the Public Information Officer (PIO), and subsequently, his First Appeal also
failed. The PIO rejected the application citing exemptions under Section 8(1)(e)of the RTI Act. The
petitioner challenged the order in the High Court under Article 226 of the Constitution.

The Court observed that the petitioner, being an advocate representing a party in the same
matter, was using the RTI Act to support his litigation strategy rather than seeking information as
an ordinary citizen. The Court emphasized that the information sought pertained to professional
communication between the State and its legal counsel and was thus exempt from disclosure under
Section 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act, which protects fiduciary relationships.
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Held:

The Gujarat High Court dismissed the petition, holding that the information sought by the
petitioner under the RTI Act was exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(e) as it involved
professional communication between the State and its legal counsel. The Court held that such
correspondence falls within the ambit of fiduciary relationships.

Orbiter Dicta:

Reference in this context may be had to Section 126 of the Evidence Act which reads as
follows:- 126. Professional communications.—

No barrister, attorney, pleader or vakil shall at any time be permitted, unless with his client‘s
express consent, to disclose any communication made to him in the course and for the purpose of
his employment as such barrister, pleader, attorney or vakil, by or on behalf of his client, or to state
the contents or condition of any document with which he has become acquainted in the course and
for the purpose of his professional employment, or to disclose any advice given by him to his client
in the course and for the purpose of such employment: Provided that nothing in this section shall
protect from disclosure—

(1) Any such communication made in furtherance of any 1[illegal] purpose;

(2) Any fact observed by any barrister, pleader, attorney or vakil, in the course of his employment
as such, showing that any crime or fraud has been committed since the commencement of his
employment. It is immaterial whether the attention of such barrister, 2[pleader], attorney or vakil
was or was not directed to such fact by or on behalf of his client. Explanation.—The obligation
stated in this section continues after the employment has ceased.

Court Cases Referred:
1. Union of India v. R.K. Jain — Delhi High Court, LPA No. 168 of 2015
2. CBSE v. Aditya Bandopadhyay, (2011) 8 SCC 497 — Supreme Court

3. Kokkanda B. Poondacha v. K.D. Ganapathi, (2011) 12 SCC 600 — Supreme Court
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-4296-2023

Shri Mahendrasingh Amrutlal Brahmbhatt
Vs.
Deputy Executive Engineer, Police Campus (R & B) Sub — Section & Ors.

Date of Decision 12.09.2024

Decided by Dr. Subhash Soni, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 6 (1), 7 (9) of the RTI Act 2005.

Hearing before the Commission and order:

Looking at the details of the application of the disputant available with the Commission,
various types of information including work orders, contracts and purchases of all the works carried
out by the Road and Building Department, City, Rajkot in the year 2022, the money spent, three
quotations and one fixed bill, if any, have been sought under three points. The disputant has sought
information for a very extended period from 01/01/2022 to 31/12/2022.

In view of the documents available with the Commission, the petition of the petitioner has been
transferred to several Public Information Officers. Most of which are of a large scale, the petitioner
has been asked to inspect the records and obtain the information. The First Appellate Authority has
also ordered to provide the information to the petitioner after inspecting the records and collecting
the fee as per the rules.

In view of the details of the application of the respondent available with the Commission,
the respondent has not sought information by specifying the specific details of the information
required as per the provisions of Section-6(1) of the Act and Clause-(3) of Form - “A”. Providing
the information sought may lead to disproportionate use of the resources of the public authority as
per the provisions of Section-7(9) of the Act.
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In view of the above, all the concerned Public Information Officers and First Appellate Authority

are hereby informed that, henceforth, when the information is sought by the citizen/dispute in the
present case specifying the exact details of the information required and if the information to be
provided is of a large extent, the citizen/dispute may be called for inspection of the records only
for the purpose of not having to pay the prescribed copying fee for unnecessary information. Care
should be taken to complete this entire procedure within the time limit of 30 days as mentioned in
the Act.

When a citizen or a litigant in a given case has not specified the exact details of the information
required as per the provisions of Section 6(1) of the Act and Order (3) of Form-A prescribed by
the State Government for seeking information and a large amount of information has been sought,
then in view of the observations made by the Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 6454/2011 dated
09/08/2011 and in accordance with the provisions of Section 7(9) of the Act, if the resources of the
office/public authority are being used disproportionately, the information has to be refused.

The respondent in the present case, Shri Mahendrasingh Amritlal Brahmabhatt, has filed several
applications over the years, seeking information in this manner before several public authorities
and has filed the first and second appeals. Pursuant to several other appeals of the respondent, the
Commission has passed orders directing the respondent to seek information only by specifying
the specific details of the information required as per the provisions of the Act. However, the
respondent has continued to seek such information. It is hereby reiterated to the respondent that
from now on, while making an application under the Right to Information Act, the information
should be sought by keeping in view the said provisions. If such application(s) and/or first/second
appeals have been filed by him in that regard, he is requested to withdraw those application(s).

Such applications not only burden the machinery of the public authority but also delay the
hearing of the appeals of genuine appellants, thereby creating a situation of delay in getting justice
for them.

The disputant is informed to take note that if the provisions of the Act are not properly complied
with by the complainant and due to these various types of burden are created on the public authority
and consequently on the citizens of the state due to hearing of such appeal, the Commission will be
bound to pass prohibitory orders against them.

The appeal is “dismissed” as the appellant has not filed an application in accordance with the
said provisions of the Act.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Complaint No.- F-0189-2022

Ms. Pankti D. Jog
Vs.
District Planning Office, O/O The District Collector,
District Seva Saddan & Ors.

Date of Decision 17.10.2022

Decided by Shri K. M. Adhvaryu, State Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 4 (1) (b), 19 (8) (4) of the RTI Act 2005

The complainant, through the application dated 22/01/2022, Form-A, sought information in
the details mentioned in the application of Form-A, including the annual recommendation for the
last five financial years for the allocation of money from the Local Development Fund by the State
MLAs, as well as the technical estimate for each work in the last five financial years, a certified
copy of the budget, annual information on the works approved in the last five years, record-based
information on the works that have been completed and those that are to be completed now among
the approved works.

2. The Public Information Officer gave information/decision to the complainant by letters dated
08/02/2022 and 17/02/2022. Aggrieved by this, the complainant filed another appeal on 25/05/2022.

3. The hearing was held at the Commission on 26/08/2022 through video conferencing. The
complainant Ms. Pankit D. Jog is present in the hearing. On the respondent side, Mr. V.B. Solanki,
Public Information Officer and Research Officer, District Planning Office is present.

4. During the hearing before the Commission, the complainant submitted that through the
application dated 22/01/22 and Form-A dated 12/05/2022, he had sought information such as the
annual recommendations received for the allocation of funds from the MLA Local Development
Fund, technical estimates in this regard, records of work approved in the budget, details of any
work disapproved, records of actual expenditure incurred, annual date sheet etc. Such details were
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sought from the district planning officers of different districts. But the district planning offices were

asked to transfer such information to different public information officers of the district and provide
the information repeatedly. Similar proceedings were taken by the District Planning Officers in
different districts. Hence, in order to have a comprehensive consideration of all these cases, a notice
was issued to the Gujarat Information Commission, Public Information Officer, District Planning
Office, Ahmedabad as a party and to submit a representation regarding all the applications.

5. In this regard, the applicant has made the following submission.

I had sought information about MLA LAD Fund from the office of PIO Collector Ahmedabad
through the above RTI application. My application was transferred to the office of District Planning
Officer on 31/01/2022.

I sought record-based details of where, for what purpose and how the MLAs of different
assembly constituencies of Ahmedabad have spent their local development fund budget.

Partial information was provided by the P I O of the District Planning Officer’s office on
28/07/2022 and he was called for a personal record check on 28/07/2022. He was given information
on how the details of the MLA Fund are maintained and was guided on how to view the information
through the IOJN portal. This inspection was provided free of cost. In the PIO’s reply dated
26/07/2022, there are no details of MLA LAD Fund on the website www.ahmedabad.gujarat.gov.
in but there are partial details on www.iojn.guj.nic.in.

Then I was provided with 4 years of information through email on 02/08/2022 which was
shown to me online. The information was provided in an excel file which contained details of
works sanctioned from MLA LAD fund, expenditure incurred etc.

During the in-person inspection, I was informed by the Planning Office staff who guided me that
the information is not maintained on the IOJN portal as I am requesting consolidated information
for 5 years per MLA and per job.

On the IOJN portal, you can get statistical details like how many works were approved in
MLA LAD in a year in any assembly constituency, how many were completed, how many were
cancelled, etc. If you want to see the details of the works, there is a separate file for each work.

The Public Information Officer does not maintain records as per Section 4(1)(b), it is clear
from his reply. It is understandable that the Public Information Officer may not be in his power to
maintain information in a manner that is easily understandable to the citizens and to make necessary
arrangements.

But there is a huge public interest associated with this record. It is very important to keep it
in a way that citizens can understand and use. The amount of MLA LAD fund of all MLAs of
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Gujarat goes over 1300 crores. This is a significant amount, and it becomes necessary to increase
transparency in its expenditure.

MLASs recommend spending money from the MLA LAD Fund in relation to development
works demanded by the voters of their constituencies. Therefore, it becomes very important that
the voters get this information in a “dynamic” form.

MLA LAD is a scheme. Its annual budget is Rs 273 crore. According to Section 4(1)B of the
Right to Information Act, the details of the benefits received under this scheme (including details
of the beneficiary) fall under the category of disclosure. Moreover, the law also mentions the matter
of disclosing the information in the local language and in a manner that the people can understand.

The MLA LAD and MP LAD funds are coordinated from the Planning Branch of the General
Administration Department. A web portal www.mplads.gov.in has been created for the MP LAD
fund. In it, any citizen can see the details/data with graphs per MP, per year, work wise. That is,
any citizen can know the total amount spent on water from MP LAD in 5 years with the click of a
button. This portal is kept updated by the GAD with the help of the Planning Officer.

I request you to please ensure that if a transparent and informed system is established so
that citizens can easily get information, citizens will not have to file an RTI application to seek
information. As per Section 19(8)(4) of the Act, the Information Commission has the power to make
necessary changes in the manner of record maintenance and management, as may be necessary to
ensure compliance with the provisions of this Act.

I request you to please grant me the request that in order to increase transparency and
accountability in the management and utilization of MLA LAD Fund in support of the larger public
interest, the General Administration Department be made a party in the hearing of this complaint
and please pass appropriate orders to ensure that a completely transparent portal is created for MLA
LAD Fund like the MP LAD web portal www.mplads.gov.in.

6. The applicant is very knowledgeable about the Right to Information Act. Regarding his
submission on the government’s web portal, it was submitted by the Public Information Officer,
Officer of the Institution, District Planning Office, Ahmedabad that he has transferred issue no. 1,
3 and 5 to another public authority by letter dated 01/02/2022. While the information on issue no.
1,2,4 and 6 is abundant with year-wise work details for the last five financial years, it was asked
to be present in the office on 02/03/2022. The complainant was present on 28/07/2022 and the
information was provided through e-mail on 02/08/2022.

7. In this regard, the details submitted by the applicant are very important, the details of MLA
LAD and MP LAD funds are compiled in the Planning Branch of the General Administration
Department. A separate web portal has been created by the Government of India for the MP
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LAD fund, in which the details of any MP year and work can be seen with a graph, that is, the
details of planning and expenditure done for any purpose are not available in MLA LAD, But
the information can be found in different forms, hence the web portal of MP LAD will be very
useful for the Government of India and MLA LAD for the management and utilization of MLA
LAD fund and the details of the utilization of this fund by the Government of Gujarat will be
available immediately. The Commission also finds the submission of the complainant appropriate.

The Commission feels that it would be very useful in the public interest if a web portal is created
for MLA LAD like the MP LAD web portal. But the decision regarding this cannot be taken by
the District Planning Officer of any district. Therefore, the Commission has attached the Public
Information Officer of the General Administration Department, Planning Division as a party to the
hearing of the complaint, considering the submission of the complainant, considering the creation
of a transparent web portal for the MLA LAD Fund like the MP LAD Fund, and has issued an
order dated 14-09-2022 to present the opinion of the General Administration Department/Planning
Division in the next period.

8. Hearing was held before the Commission on 14-10-2022. In the hearing, the complainant
Ms. Pankti D. Jog was present in person at the Commission. On behalf of the respondent, Public
Information Officer and Research Officer Shri B.M. Parmar, Research Officer, District Planning
Office, District Seva Sadan, Ahmedabad was present through video conference. Public Information
Officer and Section Officer, Ms. Sonal Bhatt is present in person. Also Ms. Yogina Patel, First
Appellate Authority and Deputy Secretary (MPLADS) is present in person.

9. In the hearing, it was submitted by the First Appellate Officer and the Deputy Secretary
(Planning), General Administration Department that they have carefully gone through the details
of the Commission’s order dated 14-09-2022, Complaint-189/2022. The details of MPLA are
available online and the necessary information can be obtained from it. However, in this regard,
the complainant submitted that just as the Government of India has created a separate web portal
for MPLAD funds, in which details/data can be viewed per MP, per year, per work with graphs.
They have submitted that if a similar portal or other arrangement is made for MLA LAD, it would
increase transparency. Considering that their submission is also appropriate for the Commission,
the Commission suggests to the General Administration Department, Planning Division that
the web portal created by the Central Government for the MPLAD fund should be studied and
consideration should be given to creating such a web portal for the MLA LAD fund as well or to
create a system where information can be collected and accessed on another website. If necessary,
the complainant Ms. Pankti D. Jog, who is very well versed in the Right to Information Act, should
also be associated with this work.

10. The complaint is disposed of as no special action is required in this regard.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-3925-2023

Shri Manoj Jivabhai Parmar
Vs.
Amroli Police Station, Amroli, Surat City, Tal. & Dist. Surat

Date of Decision 18.07.2024

Decided by Shri Amrut Patel, State Chief Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved in This Case: None

The Commission approves the response and action taken by the Public Information Officer to
the complainant regarding the complaint. The Commission does not find it necessary to take any
further action regarding the second appeal filed by the complainant before the Commission.

As per the directions given in the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court dated 02/1/2020
No. S.L.P.(C)3543/2020, it is hereby ordered that a copy of this order of the Commission be sent to
the DGP, Gujarat State and Additional Chief Secretary, Home Department, Secretariat for review,
necessary action and directions by the DGP, Gujarat for fixing a specific time limit for the storage,
maintenance, availability of CCTV footage and for its effective implementation.

This second appeal before the Commission is hereby disposed of.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. A-4408-2023

Shri Nazarul Hayat Muzaffar Hayat Sheikh
Vs.
Town Development Inspector, Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation,
Scheme Implementation Department, Mahnagar Seva Sadan,
Estate And Town Development Department

Date of Decision 23.09.2024

Decided by Shri Nikhil Bhatt, State Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 3, 7 (9), 18, 19, 20 of RTI Act 2005 & Rule 3 (1) of Gujarat RTI Rules 2010.

The disputant was not present during the hearing. Shri Sanjaybhai Limbachiya, Public
Information Officer and Town Development Inspector, Ahmedabad and Shri D.M. Makwana,
Assistant TDO, on behalf of the First Appellate Authority and Dy. Estate Officer/Dy. T.D.O.,
Ahmedabad is present.

The Public Information Officer stated that the complainant has sought information about the plot
reserved in Danilimda ward in Form-A and other related information. In addition, the complainant
has sought similar information from Behrampura ward in Form-A-4409-2023. Therefore, the
information sought by the complainant for Danilimda and Behrampura wards has been jointly
provided on 26/12/2023 in person with the signature of the complainant. In this situation, if the
information has been provided to the complainant, the application has been disposed of.

Under Section 3 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, only citizens of India have the right to
seek information. Accordingly, in the form of application for obtaining information prescribed in
Form-A, prescribed under Rule 3(1) of the Gujarat Right to Information Rules, 2010, the applicant
has to make the following declaration in No. 5 - 5. I hereby declare that I am a citizen of India.

Thus, as per Rule 3(1) of the Gujarat Right to Information Rules-2010, any citizen of India
has to declare in Form “A” before getting information that he is a citizen of India. In this case,
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the disputant had stated that he had applied in a printed form available from the City Civic Centre
of the Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation. In which no such declaration has been shown in the
application of Form-A.

Therefore, the attention of the Commissioner, Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation is drawn to
this matter and it is stated that this is a very sensitive matter related to national security. Information
under the Right to Information Act-2005 is to be provided only if there is a printed form in the form
of Sample- “A” as prescribed in the Gujarat Right to Information Rules-2010 from various City
Civic Centres in Ahmedabad city as prescribed in the said rules.

If the applications under the Right to Information Act which are currently pending at various
stages. In them, the application will have been made only in the printed form available at the Civic
Centers. In which there will be no admission as per the rules that they are Indian citizens. Therefore,
all the Public Information Officers and First Appellate Officers under your command are requested
to inform the matter that, before providing information under the Right to Information Act-2005, it
should be verified whether the applicant is an Indian citizen. During this verification, it should be
kept in mind that the time limit prescribed under Sections-7 and 19 of the Right to Information Act-
2005 is not violated. If there is any delay in providing the information to the disputant, the disputant
may request the Commission to take necessary action against the Public Information Officer under
Section 18 or Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and demand information free of
cost. Therefore, the Commission orders to issue instructions to expedite the verification of his/her
status as an Indian citizen.

To prevent this from happening in future, it is imperative that the printed form given to all the
City Civic Centers in Ahmedabad city for applying under the Right to Information Act-2005 be
withdrawn with immediate effect (defective form) and instead, the applicants should be given a
printed draft as per Sample A in the Right to Information Rules. This procedure should be completed
within 30 days from the date of the order of the Commission and a written report should be sent to
the Commission.

The Public Information Officer has provided the information/response within the time limit.
Therefore, the submission to take punitive action against him is not acceptable.

The second appeal filed by the Commission is disposed of with the above order.
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Gujarat Information Commission

Appeal No. 5970-2022

Shri Maheshbhai M. Budhwani
Vs.
Rajkot Municipal Corporation

Date of Decision 11.07.2023

Decided by Shri Ramesh J. Karia, State Information Commissioner, Gujarat

Provisions Involved in This Case: Section 19 of RTI Act 2005.

In the case of the Hon’ble High Court of India, Shail Sahni V/s Sanjeev Kumar and Ors. (Wp
(C)) 845/2014, in paragraph no. 10 it is observed that ~ appropriate steps should be taken to
prevent misuse of the Act of the Right to Information Act otherwise people will lose faith and
confidence in this Act. If misuse is done to harass the public interest Act, it should be stopped
under the provisions of the Act. Preventing the indiscriminate misuse of the Right to Information
Act like the Sun Shine Act does not prevent the hindrance in the functioning of the Governments,
as it does not prevent the Governments from paying attention to their transparent functioning.
Making unnecessary, indiscriminate and incessant requests seeking information is detrimental to
the interests of the people. It is proven. The Commission cannot allow such a development of the
dispute to continue without any hesitation nor can it approve it.

Taking into account the above details, the applicant makes applications which are not his for
personal interest and due to personal enmity and since the action is not taken by the officers /
employees of Rajkot Municipal Corporation against the respondent as expected, he keeps making
complaints /representations against the officers / employees of Rajkot Municipal Corporation
and keeps making model applications seeking information about his personal and service-
related details. Due to which he does not break the morale of the employees/ officers of Rajkot
Municipal Corporation and keeps increasing the administrative work load of Rajkot Municipal
Corporation by seeking information which is not in his interest. Which is a matter of personal
interest and it cannot be accepted taking into account the observation made in the above paragraph.
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Therefore, the Commission hereby exempts the Rajkot Municipal Corporation from considering
any application filed by the applicant Maheshbhai M. Budhwani under the provisions of the Right
to Information Act, 2005, from the date of this order. Similarly, if any information is pending in
any previous application filed by the applicant Maheshbhai M. Budhwani or if any previous first
appeal application is pending or if the order of the first appeal officer is pending, the Commission
hereby exempts the Rajkot Municipal Corporation from considering any application filed by the
applicant Maheshbhai M. Budhwani under the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005,
from considering any application filed by the applicant Maheshbhai M. Budhwani.

In the above case, since there is no significant discrepancy in the information sought by
the respondent in the application dated 25/07/2022 and the reply given to the applicant by the
Information Officer is considered sufficient, the appeal is dismissed by the Commission. Along
with this, the show cause notice given by the Commission to the Information Officer on 01/06/2023
is cancelled.
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High Court of Gujarat at Ahmedabad
R/Special Civil Application No. 18416 of 2023

Maheshbhai M Budhrani
Versus
State of Gujarat & Ors.

Date of Decision 07.01.2025

Decided by Hon’ble Justice Aniruddha P. Mayee

Provisions Involved in This Case: None

1. The present Special Civil Application is taken on board.

2. Itis submitted by the learned counsel for the petitioner that the petitioner is an RTI activist
and collects information from the respondent authorities. The respondent authority does not give
proper information and due to personal difficulty of the petitioner, the respondent authorities have
blacklisted the present petitioner. Learned counsel submits that by the impugned order, it has been
stated that if any application is received under RTI Act, the same will not be considered. He submits
that the respondent authority cannot blacklist any person from collecting any information from
the authorities. He submits that the petitioner had valid reasons for collecting information under
the RTI Act. He, therefore, submits that the impugned order passed by the Gujarat Information
Commission dated 11.7.2023 be quashed and set aside.

3. Heard the leaned counsel for the petitioner and considered the documents on record.

4. The only averment made in the writ petition is that the petitioner was seeking information in
public interest and that he is an RTI activitist. The writ petition does not raise any ground challenging
the impugned order or showing any error in the impugned order passed by the respondent No.2
Commission.

5. By the impugned order, the respondent Commission has given a categorical finding that
the petitioner is in habit of making applications under the RTI Act to harass the employees of the
Municipal Corporation and to bring down their moral. It is further observed that the information
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which is being sought by the petitioner is not in the public interest at all and in fact is against
the public interest. Looking at the conduct of the petitioner in past, the Information Commission
has passed the impugned order. No infirmity is made out either in the grounds of appeal or in
the arguments challenging the impugned order. From the documents on record, it is found that
the impugned order is just and proper and is based on cogent reasons. The present Special Civil
Application is devoid of merits and is accordingly DISMISSED. No order as to costs.
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission
Appeal Nos. 0028/2021-22, 0150/2021-22 & 0054/2021-22

Sh. Naresh Kumar
Vs.
PIO-cum-Superintendent, office of the SDM, Solan Distt. Solan (HP)

Date of Decision: 11.04.2022

Decided by Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner (HP)

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2 (j), 8 (1) (j), 11, 20 (1) & (2) of the RTI Act 2005

The present appeals were filed by candidates seeking information under the RTI Act from Dr.
Y.S. Parmar University of Horticulture and Forestry, Nauni, regarding recruitment interviews for
Assistant Professor positions. The appellants requested access to details like names, qualifications,
experience, research publications of candidates who appeared for the interview and waiting list for
the said post, if any. The First Appellate Authority partially allowed access.

Held:

The Himachal Pradesh State Information Commission (SIC), however, notes that such
information, being related to public appointments, is not personal or confidential in a manner
that would exempt it under Sections 8 or 11 of the RTI Act. It held that the University being a
public authority must comply fully with the RTT Act and directed to provide information relating to
detailed scorecard and educational qualification. As per RTI Application. The Vice Chancellor and
Registrar were also issued show-cause notices

Obiter Dicta:

The distinction between personal and confidential information must be evaluated through the
lens of public interest, information forming the basis of selection to a public post enters the public
domain once appointments are made. The proviso to Section 11 allows disclosure if public interest
outweighs the potential harm to third parties.
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Cases Referred:

1. Institute of Chartered Accountants of India Vs. Shaunak H. Satya (2011) 8 SCC 781
UPSC Vs. N. Sugathan, LPA797/2011

CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhaya (2011) 8 SCC 497

Dev. Mohan Singh Vs. CPIO, IG CRPF, in case no. CIC/Vs/A/2014/001096/SB
Madras High Court in WP 16108,(2019)

Dr. Ambedkar law Univ Vs. Tamil Nadu SIC WP 16108,(2019)

Mabhendra Singh Chaudhry Vs. BEL, CIC (2016/000624/SB)

UPSC Vs. Angesh Kumar, (Civil Appeal 6159-6162 of 2013)
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission

Appeal No. 0216/2021-22

Sh. Mohan Lal
Vs.
PIO-cum-XEN, Project Division, BBNDA, Baddi, Distt. Solan (HP)

Date of Decision: 11.04.2022

Decided by Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner, HP

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(j), Section 4 and Section 7(9) of the RTI Act 2005, Rule 3(2) of the HP RTI Rules,
2006

In this case, the appellant, Shri Mohan Lal, filed a second appeal with the Himachal Pradesh
State Information Commission alleging that the PIO-cum-Executive Officer of the Baddi Barotiwala
Nalagarh Development Authority (BBNDA), Baddi, failed to provide information in response to
his RTT application dated 29.05.2021. He had sought details regarding inspection of works executed
by BBNDA, including measurement books, expenditure details, estimates, and tender notices. The
PIO responded stating that the application was too general and lacked specificity, and also invoked
Rule 3(2) of the HP RTI Rules, 2006, which requires separate applications for each subject and year.
The First Appellate Authority upheld this view, instructing the appellant to specify the documents
he intended to inspect.

Held:

The State Information Commission, while considering the provisions of Section 2(j) and Section
4 of the RTI Act, held that the right to information includes inspection of works and associated
records. It observed that expecting citizens to specify exact files without prior knowledge defeats
the objective of transparency. Thus, it directed that the appellant be allowed to inspect records
related to two works of his choosing, and be provided relevant test reports on payment basis, as per
RTI Rules.
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Obiter Dicta:

* The right to information under Section 2(j) of the RTI Act is not limited to documents alone
but includes the inspection of works.

* The requirement under Rule 3(2) of HP RTI Rules, 2006 for separate applications for different
subjects or years should not be used as a tool to deny or delay information that is in public interest.

* While Section 7(9) of the RTI Act permits denial of information that would disproportionately
divert resources, it should not be misused to discourage legitimate inspection requests.

Cases Referred: None
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission

Appeal No.0228/2021-22

Sh. Naresh Kumar
Vs.
PIO-cum-Superintendent, office of the SDM, Solan Distt. Solan (HP)

Date of Decision: 11.04.2022

Decided by Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner, HP

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 74, 76 of Indian Evidence Act 1872.

The appellant, Sh. Naresh Kumar, filed an RTI application dated 21.06.2021 seeking copies
of records related to mutation numbers 89 and 91, particularly those attested on 26.08.1975 under
the Himachal Pradesh Ceiling on Land Holdings Act, 1972. The Public Information Officer (PI1O),
instead of furnishing the information under the RTI Act, directed the appellant to obtain the records
through the Copying Agency by citing procedural hurdles and the requirement of file numbers. The
First Appellate Authority (FAA) upheld this response, stating that the appellant should approach
the Copying Agency and not use the RTI route for such information. The Himachal Pradesh State
Information Commission found this approach incorrect. It held that the denial of information on
the grounds that the appellant should approach the Copying Agency was unsustainable, as it added
an unauthorized exemption to Section 8 of the RTI Act. The Commission ruled that the appellant
must be provided with copies of the requested mutation record under the RTI Act and should be
allowed to inspect the records free of cost to identify the required documents. The order of the First
Appellate Authority was set aside accordingly.

Obiter Dicta:

* Remedies under the Copying Agency Rules and the RTI Act are not mutually inclusive, they
serve different purpose, and a public authority cannot restrict access to records by insisting on one
procedure over the other.
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* Section 74 and Section 76 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 clarify that public officers having
custody of public documents must provide certified copies upon demand and payment of fees.

* The Department of Personnel & Training (DoPT) Office Memorandum dated 06.12.2015
mandates that certified copies under RTI must be endorsed as “true copies”, signed with date, name

and seal.

* A public authority cannot add new grounds for denial beyond those specified under Section
8 of the RTT Act, 2005.

Cases Referred: None
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission

Appeal No. 0215/2021-22

Sh. Shanti Parkash
Vs.
PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Nagar Parishad, Dehra, Distt. Kangra

Order dated 21.03.2022

Decided by — Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner, HP

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(d), 8(1)(j), Section 10 and 11 of the RTI Act 2005.

The appellant, Sh. Shanti Parkash, had sought documents from the Nagar Parishad, Dehra
(Himachal Pradesh), regarding the approval of house plans and related records for constructions
on certain khasra numbers by private individuals (Amit and Vikas). The Public Information Officer
(PIO) refused to disclose the requested documents citing Section 11 of the RTI Act, classifying it
as “third party information”. This decision was upheld by the First Appellate Authority as well.
The appellant argued that the documents sought are public records and are also relevant to a civil
court case, thus falling under the category of “public documents” as defined under Sections 74 and
76 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872. It was also submitted that public interest in the disclosure
outweighed any possible harm to third-party interests, particularly when the information did not
concern internal dimensions of the house but rather outer dimensions.

Held:

The PIO was accordingly directed to sever exempt portions under Section 10 of the RTI Act
and to provide to the appellant outer dimensions of the houses or provide horizontal plan and omit
the internal room arrangements of the plan within two weeks, thus allowing disclosure in a limited
and structured form in public interest.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that while internal room arrangements in house plans may be
protected under Section 8(1)(d) and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act due to privacy and intellectual property
concerns, this protection does not extend to outer dimensions and external architectural elements
of a building approved by public authorities. The Commission emphasized the balancing of public
interest under the proviso to Section 11 of the RTI Act, allowing severability under Section 10 to
prevent infringement of exempt portions while still ensuring transparency.

Cases Referred: None
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission

Complaint No. 0037/2021-22

Smt. Poonam
Vs.
PIO-cum-Asstt. Engineer, Dharamshala Municipal Corporation,
Dharamshala, Distt. Kangra

Date of Decision: 19.03.2022

Decided by Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner, HP

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 2(j), 5(4), 5(5), 7(1), 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act 2005.

The complainant, Smt. Poonam, filed an RTI application on 07.08.2021 seeking site plan
and completion-related documents regarding a specific property in Dharamshala. The Assistant
Public Information Officer (APIO) of Dharamshala Municipal Corporation denied the information
stating that no such building plan was approved. However, the complainant contended that similar
information was earlier provided to, Sh. Sanjay Kumar, in 2019 after due fee payment. This
raised concerns about the inconsistent application of RTI rules by the same office, amounting to
discrimination and arbitrary behaviour.

Held:

The State Information Commission held that the Assistant Draftsman had provided false
information and violated the provisions of the RTI Act. Consequently, a penalty of *5000 was
imposed on him under Section 20 of the Act. The Commission also directed the Commissioner,
Dharamshala Municipal Corporation, to ensure recovery of the amount and submit a compliance
report, thereby disposing of the complaint.

Obiter Dicta:

The State Information Commission emphasized that officials whose assistance is sought under
Section 5(4) of the RTI Act become “deemed PIOs” under Section 5(5) and are equally responsible
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for complying with the provisions of the Act. Any such officer is liable for contraventions as if they
were the designated PIO. The Commission also noted that providing inconsistent or misleading
information, particularly when similar information has been furnished to others earlier, constitutes
a serious lapse in duty. Such behaviour undermines the spirit of transparency and accountability
envisaged under the RTI Act and must be dealt with sternly to ensure effective implementation of

the law.

Cases Referred: None
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Himachal Pradesh Information Commission

Appeal No. 0030/ 2021-22

Sh. Ravinder Shyam
Vs.
The PIO-cum-AGM (Admn.) The HPSCB Ltd. Head office, Shimla (HP)

Order dated 17.01.2022

Decided by — Shri Narinder Chauhan, State Chief Information Commissioner, HP

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(j) and 11 of the RTI Act 2005

The present appeal was filed by Sh. Ravinder Shyam against the H.P. State Co-operative Bank
Ltd., challenging the denial of information regarding the educational qualifications of two bank
employees, Sh. Kapil Shandil and Smt. Renu Kumari. The appellant had sought detailed information
such as the names of institutions, mode of study (regular or correspondence), and recognition status
of the degrees. The Public Information Officer (PIO) refused to disclose the information citing
Sections 8(1)(j) and 11 of the RTI Act, arguing that it was third-party personal information, and the
First Appellate Authority upheld this denial by relying upon the Supreme Court’s rulings in Canara
Bank vs. C.S. Shyam and Girish Ramchandra Deshpande vs. CIC.

Held:

The State Chief Information Commissioner, Narinder Chauhan, while hearing the second
appeal, held that if educational details are protected as personal information, it leaves a lot of
scope for manipulation, corruption and misrepresentation. Accordingly, the appeal was allowed,
the earlier orders were set aside, and the PIO was directed to furnish the requested information
within three weeks.

Obiter Dicta:

* It was emphasized that protecting such educational details as personal allows scope for
manipulation and corruption, undermining the objective of transparency in public service.
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* The proviso to Sections 8(1)(j) and 11 of the RTI Act allows disclosure when larger public

interest is involved; and in this case, the public interest in ensuring fair and transparent promotions

clearly outweighs any potential privacy concerns.

Cases Referred:

L.

2
3.
4

Canara Bank vs. C.S. Shyam & Anr.

Girish Ramchandra Deshpande vs. CIC (2013) 1SCC 212

CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhaya (2011) 8 SCC 497

Kewal Singh Gautam vs. State of Chattisgarh & Ors. AIR 2011 Chh 143
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Karnataka Information Commission

Case No: KIC/1286/COM/2007

Sri Benson Issac
Vs.
Bangalore International Airport Limited, represented by Head- Legal

Order dated: 03/05/2023

Decided by Full Bench of Sri N.C. Srinivasa, SCIC, Sri S.M. Somashekara, SIC, Sri K.P.
Manjunath, SIC Karnataka Information Commission

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 18(1), Section 4(1)(b), Section 2(h)(d)(i) of the RTT Act, 2005

The case pertains to a complaint filed under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 by Sri Benson
Issac, seeking a suo motu declaration of information under Section 4(1)(b) from Bangalore
International Airport Limited (BIAL). BIAL denied the request on the grounds that it is not a
“public authority” under the RTI Act, asserting that it is a private company with 74% private
shareholding. However, the complainant highlighted substantial government involvement through
financial contributions, land grants, and policy-based support, including a X350 crore interest-free
loan, 4000 acres of leased land.

Held:

The Commission held that Bangalore International Airport Limited (BIAL) is a “public
authority” under Section 2(h)(d)(i) of the RTI Act, 2005, as it is substantially financed by the
government through both direct and indirect means. Consequently, BIAL was directed to comply
with the mandatory disclosure requirements under Section 4(1)(b) of the RTI Act and publish all
suo motu information within two months from the date of the order.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that the definition of “public authority” under Section 2(h)(d)(i) of
the RTT Act extends to bodies that are substantially financed, even if they are not owned or controlled
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by the government. Relying on authoritative judgments from the Supreme Court, especially the
D.A.V. College Trust case, it clarified that substantial financing need not mean majority funding, it
includes both direct and indirect support of real worth or significance.

Cases Referred:

1. DAV College Trust and Management Society and Ors. Vs. Director of Public Instructions &
Ors. (2019) 9 SCC 185
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High Court of Karnataka
(Dharwad Bench)

Case No: KIC/1286/COM/2007

Sri Davalsab M. Miyanavar
Vs.
Karnataka Information Commission & Ors.

DATED THIS THE 25TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2024
BEFORE
THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM

WRIT PETITION NO. 101260 OF 2024 (GM-RES)

Between:

1. Sri Davalsab M. Miyanavar Age. 41 Years
Occ. Editor Parivarthana Jagathu Pakshika Patrike
R/O 34/2, Sarvodaya Nagar Bengeri, Hubballi
Dist. Dharwad-580 023. ...Petitioner
(By Sri. Vishwanath S. Bichagatti, Advocate)

And:

Karnataka Information Commission
Mahiti Soudha, Devraj Urs Road Near Vidhana Soudha West Gate-2 Bengaluru-560 001.
Represented By Its Secretary.

2. Public Information Officer/Pdo
Belavatagi Grama Panchayathi
Belavatagi Tq. Navalagunda
Dist. Dharwad-582 208.

3. First Appellate Authority/
The Executive Officer Navalagunda
Taluk Panchayathi Navalagunda Tq
Dist. Dharwad-582 208. ...Respondents
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(BY SRI.DAYANAND BANDI, ADVOCATE FOR C/R1, R2 AND R3)

THISWRITPETITIONISFILEDUNDERARTICLES226 AND227OFTHECONSTITUTION
OF INDIA, PRAYING TO ISSUE A WRIT IN THE NAUTE OF CERTIORARI OR ANY
OTHER APPROPRIATE WRIT ORDER OR DIRECTIONS QUASHING THE IMPUGNED
ORDER DATED 18.08.2023 PASSED BY THE RESPONDENT AT ANNEXURE-A IN APPEAL
BEARING NO. KIC/ 5592/ APL/ 2022 C/W CASES AS SHOWN IN THE ANNEXURE-ATO N
OF THE SAID ORDER BEFORE KARNATAKA INFORMATION COMMISSION.

THIS WRIT PETITION HAVING BEEN HEARD AND RESERVED FOR
ORDERS ON 16.07.2024, THIS DAY ORDER WAS PRONOUNCED THEREIN, AS UNDER:

CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SACHIN SHANKAR MAGADUM

C.A.V. ORDER

The petitioner filed applications under Section 6(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005
(for short “RTI Act”) seeking information from various public authorities across 14 departments
in different districts of Karnataka. After not receiving any response to these applications, the
petitioner filed appeals before the First Appellate Authority/Executive Officer, Navagul, alleging
non-compliance with Section 6(1) of the RTI Act. Since no information was provided during
the appeal process either, the petitioner subsequently filed second appeals before the Karnataka
Information Commission (KIC), the first respondent. The State Chief Information Commissioner,
considering the significant number of appeals, exercised the powers conferred under the RTI
Act and constituted a full bench to hear all the appeals.

2. The petitioner was notified via registered post about the hearing scheduled for 26.07.2023.
While the petitioner remained absent, their counsel appeared, filed a vakalatnama, and requested
time to submit arguments. After hearing the second appeals, the full bench framed the following

key issues:
1. Whether there is sufficient evidence to show that the appellant is misusing the provisions
of the RTI Act?
ii.  Whether there is material on record indicating a lack of bona fides on the appellants

part in filing these second appeals?

iii.  Whether any directions in these appeals would adversely affect administrative efficiency
or disproportionately divert the resources of the public authorities concerned?

iv.  Whether the second appeals listed in Annexures ‘A’ to ‘N’ are maintainable under the
law?
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V. Whether there are reasonable grounds to proceed further with these second appeals?

vi.  What order is appropriate?

3. After examining the records, the bench concluded that the petitioner had clearly misused and
abused the provisions of the RTI Act. The bench noted that the petitioner, who identifies as an RTI
activist, sought irrelevant information through reckless appeals. The bench made a positive finding
that the petitioner had abused the RTI Act, and further detailed the nature of the information sought
by the petitioner from various government departments across multiple districts.

4. The petitioner had filed RTI applications in several districts, including Bagalkot, Bellari,
Badami, Bijapur, Bengaluru Urban, Chamrajnagar, Chickmangalur, Chitradurga, Chikkabellapur,
Davanagere, Dharwad, Dakshin Kannada, Gadag, Hassan, Haveri, Shivamogga, Kalaburagi, Kolar,
Kodagu, Mandya, Tumkur, Udupi, Uttar Kannada, and Vijayapura. In total, the petitioner filed
3,736 RTI applications in the Rural Development and Panchayath Raj Department alone, followed
by 964 appeals against the Public Works and National Highways Department, 492 against the
Department of Horticulture, and numerous other appeals across different departments, as detailed
in the case.

5. The bench observed that there are 42,898 pending cases before the Commission and relied
on several Landmark Supreme Court judgments to support its reasoning, including:

1.  CBSE & Another vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Others (2011) 8 SCC 497

Subrata Roy Sahara vs. Union of India (2014) SCC 470

Institute of Chartered Accountants of India vs. Shaunak H. Satya (2011) 8 SCC 781
Shail Sahni vs. Sanjeev Kumar & Ors. 2014 SCC Online Del 558

CPIO, Supreme Court of India vs. Subhash Chandra Agarwal (2020) 5 SCC 481
Canara Bank vs. Shyam (2018) 11 SCC 426

S e B

Girish Ramchandran Deshpande vs. Central Information Commissioner & Ors. (2013)
1 SCC 212

8.  Khanapuram Gandaiah vs. Administrative Officer & Others (2010) 2 SCC 1

6. Referring to these judgments, the bench concluded that public authorities are not obligated
to supply the information sought by the petitioner. The bench further held that the petitioner had
abused the RTI Act as a tool, acting without bonafide intent, and noted that entertaining such
applications would harm administrative efficiency and burden public resources. As a result, all the
appeals were dismissed.

7. Aggrieved by this common order, the petitioner filed a writ petition challenging the dismissal
of 9,646 appeals. However, the office raised an objection, stating that the petitioner had not paid
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the required court fees amounting to Rs. 9,64,600/-. When questioned by the court, the petitioner
expressed an inability to pay the court fees and indicated a desire to withdraw the petition.

8. Heard the counsel for petitioner and counsel appearing for respondent.

9. The petitioner, claiming to be an RTI activist, filed multiple applications under Section
6(1) of the RTI Act across various districts in Karnataka, seeking information from a wide range
of public authorities. These applications were filed in departments such as Rural Development,
Agriculture, Public Works, Energy, and Water Resources, among others. Despite having filed
thousands of cases with the KIC, the petitioner claimed to have received no substantive response
from these authorities, leading him to file second appeals.

10. The sheer volume of appeals filed by the petitioner prompted the State Chief Information
Commissioner to constitute a full bench to address the matter. During the hearings, it was found
that the petitioner’s applications and appeals were overwhelming in number, lacked specificity, and
appeared to be filed without any genuine cause, which raised concerns of abuse of the RTI Act.

11. The full bench of the KIC formulated several points for consideration, including whether
the petitioner had misused the RTI Act, whether his applications lacked bona fides, and whether
allowing such appeals would disproportionately burden public authorities and adversely affect
administrative efficiency. After examining the record, the bench observed that the petitioner had
indeed misused the provisions of the RTI Act. The commission found that the petitioner had filed
thousands of applications seeking voluminous and irrelevant information without a clear rationale,
thereby abusing the process intended to promote transparency and accountability.

12. The commission cited the Supreme Court judgment in CBSE & Another vs. Aditya
Bandopadhyay & Othersl, where it was held that the right to information is not an unbridled right
and that frivolous or vexatious applications could be rejected. In the present case, the commission
found that the petitioner’s conduct demonstrated a reckless disregard for the spirit of the RTI Act,
with applications being filed solely to burden the public authorities.

13. The RTI Act is a tool designed to empower citizens by providing access to information held
by public authorities. However, several judicial pronouncements have recognized the potential
for misuse of the Act. The Supreme Court, in Khanapuram Gandaiah vs. Administrative Officer
and Others2, emphasized that the RTI Act should not be used as a means of harassment or to
serve personal vendettas. It was held that the Act is not meant to facilitate fishing inquiries into
irrelevant or frivolous matters. The petitioner in the present case filed thousands of RTI applications
and appeals, many of which sought irrelevant information, thereby misusing the Act as a tool of
harassment.

1) (2011) 8 SCC 497
2) (2010)2 SCC 1
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14. Similarly, in Institute of Chartered Accountants of India vs. Shaunak H. Satya3, the
Supreme Court reiterated that the purpose of the RTI Act is to secure access to information that is
in the public interest and should not be employed to flood public authorities with frivolous queries,
which would divert their attention and resources from their core functions.

15. Further, the Delhi High Court in Shail Sahni vs. Sanjeev Kumar & Ors.4, observed that
the RTI Act should not be misused by filing multiple and repeated applications that serve no public
purpose. The court held that misuse of the Act amounts to an abuse of the legal process and can be
discouraged through appropriate judicial intervention.

3) (2011) 8 SCC 781
4) 2014 SCC Online Del. 558

16. In the present case, the KIC found that the petitioner’s actions mirrored the concerns
highlighted in these judgments. By filing 9,646 second appeals andburdening multiple departments
with irrelevant and unnecessary queries, the petitioner had misused the provisions of the
RTT Act to such an extent that it impeded the efficiency of the administration. The commission,
citing these judicial precedents, rightly dismissed the appeals on the grounds of abuse of the Act.

17. One of the key issues considered by the KIC was the adverse impact of the petitioner’s
actions on the functioning of public authorities. The commission observed that allowing such
frivolous applications and appeals would divert the limited resources of public authorities and
impair their ability to efficiently discharge their duties. This observation is supported by the
Supreme Court’s ruling in Central Public Information Officer, Supreme Court of India vs.
Subhash Chandra Agarwal5, wherein it was held that while the RTI Act is a powerful instrument,
it should not result in disproportionately burdening public resources or obstructing administrative
functioning.

5) (2020) 5 SCC 481

18. The present case is a classic example of how indiscriminate use of the RTI Act can adversely
affect public administration. The petitioner’s actions, if allowed to continue, would not only
waste valuable public resources but would also delay the processing of genuine RTI applications
filed by citizens seeking information in good faith.

19. Upon considering the facts and circumstances of this case, along with the relevant judicial
precedents, this Court is of the opinion that the petitioner has clearly misused the provisions of
the RTI Act. The petitioner’s conduct in filing thousands of RTI applications across multiple
departments, without any legitimate reason or cause, constitutes an abuse of the process of law.
The petitioner’s request to withdraw the writ petition without paying the requisite court fees is not
acceptable, as it would set a dangerous precedent and encourage further misuse of the RTI Act.
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20. In light of the petitioner’s failure to pay the requisite court fees, and considering the abuse
of the legal process in this case, this Court is not inclined to entertain the petitioner’s request to
withdraw the writ petition without addressing the deficit court fee. Allowing such a withdrawal
would set a harmful precedent and could encourage others to misuse legal provisions without facing
any consequences. The writ petition is devoid of merits and is liable to be dismissed. The order
under challenge does not warrant interference at the hands of this court.

21. The registry is directed to take necessary steps to recover the deficit court fee of Rs.
9,64,600/- from the petitioner in accordance with law. The petitioner shall be liable to pay the entire
deficit amount as per the objections raised by the office of this Court.

22. In view of the above, this Court proceeds to pass the following:

ORDER
1. The writ petition is dismissed.

ii.  The registry is directed to initiate appropriate proceedings for recovery of the
deficit court fees from the petitioner.

1i.  There shall be no order as to costs.
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Kerala Information Commission

Appeal Petition No. 1148(1)/2023/SIC

Sri P.R. Ramachandran
Vs.
SPIO & DR (Admn.), Registrar of Co-operative Societies

Order dated: 17.08.2024

Decided by — Sri V. Hari Nair, Chief Information Commissioner Kerala

Provisions Involved:

1. RTI Act, 2005: Section 6(1), Section 8(1)(d), Section 8(1)(e), Section 19(1) & 19(3), Section
20(1)

2. Kerala Co-operative Societies Act: Section 66(4), Rule 176, Section 65(a) — Scope of
Registrar’s enquiries.

Sri P.R. Ramachandran, the appellant, had filed an RTI application under Section 6(1) of the
RTI Act seeking information from the State Public Information Officer (1st Respondent) regarding
a construction agreement and General Body meeting minutes of the Muppathadam Service Co-
operative Bank. The 1st Respondent denied the request based on a letter from the 3rd Respondent
(the Bank), stating that the bank is not obligated under RTI as it is not under the administrative
control of the Registrar of Co-operative Societies. Aggrieved by this, the appellant filed a first
appeal under Section 19(1), which was also rejected, and subsequently filed a second appeal under
Section 19(3) before the State Information Commission. The Commission had initially dismissed
the second appeal. The appellant then moved to the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, which in Writ
Appeal No. 729/2024 directed the State Information Commission to reconsider the second appeal in
light of the law laid down in the Thalappalam Service Co-operative Bank case. The core issue was
whether the Registrar, through his supervisory authority under the Kerala Co-operative Societies
Act, could access the information requested and therefore obligate the 1st Respondent to provide it
under RTI. The Commission re-evaluated the matter accordingly.
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The documents such as construction agreements and general body meeting minutes are not
commercially confidential by default, especially when transparency is crucial to prevent misuse
or corruption. The Commission further clarified that supervisory control under the Co-operative
Societies Act empowers the Registrar to access such information.

Held:

The Commission held that the 1st Respondent (SPIO) is legally obliged to furnish the requested
information to the appellant, as the Registrar of Co-operative Societies has supervisory and
administrative control over the 3rd Respondent (the Co-operative Bank) and is empowered under
Section 66(4) of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act to access such information. Therefore, the
Ist Respondent must obtain and provide the information. However, since no malafide intention or
willful denial was established, the Commission declined to impose any penalty under Section 20(1)
of the RTI Act.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Thalappalam Service Co-operative Bank Ltd. and Others Vs. State of Kerala & Others (Civil
Appeal No. 9017/2023)

2. Thalappalam Service Co-operative Bank case in Puthiyatheru Urban Co-operative Society
Ltd. Vs. Joint Registrar of Co-operative Societies (General), Kannur & Others (2017 (2) KHC 838)

3. Joseph P.J. Vs. State Information Commission and Another (2020 KHC 4128)
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Kerala Information Commission

Case No. 345(4)/2023/SIC

Smt. Alfa Maryam V.P.
Vs.
The SPIO District Medical Office (Health), Malappuram

Date of Decision: 01.06.2023

Decided by Dr. K.M. Dileep, State Information Commissioner, Kerala

Provisions Involved in This Case:
* Section 2(f), 5(4), 5(5), and 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005

* Regulations 1.3.1 & 1.3.2 of Medical Council of India (Professional Conduct, Etiquette and
Ethics) Regulations, 2002 (as amended)

* Section 40 & 44 of the Kerala Clinical Establishments (Registration and Regulation) Act, 2018
* Article 21 and Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution of India

* Section 3 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986

The appellant had submitted an RTI application dated 27.02.2023 seeking certified copies of
her medical records from Melepurackal Hospital and Rajagiri Hospital, Malappuram, as well as
documents related to her treatment under the PMJAY Health Insurance Scheme. The State Public
Information Officer (SPIO) refused to provide the documents, stating that the information pertained
to private hospitals and was unavailable in their office. The appellant filed a first appeal, which
was allowed, with directions issued to the SPIO to obtain and provide the documents free of cost.
However, no documents were provided, prompting the appellant to escalate the matter to the second
appeal stage. The State Information Commission, during its hearing on 01.06.2023, took serious
note of the non-compliance and held that the medical records sought by the appellant are covered
under the definition of “information” under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. The Commission observed
that three enactments Right to Information Act, Consumer Protection Act and Medical Council Act,
provide the Appellant a strong and undeniable right to information of her own medical records. The
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Commission also noted that the failure to provide the information created undue hardship for the
appellant and violated her right to information and health.

Held:

The Commission held that the appellant was entitled to receive all medical records and
PMJAY related documents free of cost and directed the respondent authority to furnish the same.
The Commission further issued a show cause notice to the 1st Respondent asking why penalty
under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act should not be imposed for obstructing access to information
and disregarding the lawful direction of the appellate authority. The Commission noted that the
information should have ideally been furnished by 02.03.2023 which was not by the SPIO’s.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the right to medical records is a component of the fundamental
right to life under Article 21 of the Constitution, and this right is not confined to public hospitals but
extends to all hospitals (private or public) and also individual doctors.

Court Case Referred:

1. *Rajappan vs. Sree Chitra Tirunal Institute for Medical Science and Technology, ILR 2004 (2)
Kerala 150
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Kerala Information Commission

Appeal No. 1212 (1)/2013/SIC

Sh. Ouseph Antony & Others
Vs.
State Public Information Officer & Appeal Authority, CIAL

Order dated 20.06.2019

Decided by — Shri S. Somnathan Pillai, State Information Commissioner Kerala

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(h) and Section 8 (1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The appeal arose from a petition filed by Sri Ouseph Antony and others against the State Public
Information Officer and the Appellate Authority of Cochin International Airport Ltd. (CIAL). The
key issue before the Kerala State Information Commission was whether CIAL qualifies as a “public
authority” under Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

Held:

After evaluating the structure and functioning of CIAL, the Commission noted that it was an
institution of self-government established through a government order and that the government
exercises deep and pervasive control over its functioning. Furthermore, CIAL was found to be
substantially financed by government resources. These factors led to the consideration that CIAL
meets the essential ingredients of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, justifying its inclusion within the
scope of public authorities. Accordingly, the Commission directed the State Public Information
Officer of CIAL to provide the requested information to the appellants, except for any data exempt
under Section 8(1) of the RTI Act.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that in determining whether a body is a public authority under
Section 2(h), what matters is not the label or nomenclature of the institution but the extent of
government control and financial involvement. The phrase “substantially financed” must be
interpreted in the context of the RTI Act’s objective to ensure transparency and accountability.

Cases Referred: None
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Kerala Information Commission

Appeal No. 318 (3)/2015/SIC

Adv. DB Binu
Vs.
State Public Information Officer Revenue Divisional Office, Kottayam

Order dated 31.12.2018

Decided by — Shri S. Somnathan Pillai, State Information Commissioner Kerala

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The case arises from a complaint filed by Adv. D.B. Binu against the State Public Information
Officer (SPIO) of the Revenue Divisional Office, Kottayam. The SPIO had instructed the applicant
to personally visit the office to inspect the relevant file and obtain the required information and
copies of documents. The complainant challenged this direction, arguing that it is the SPIO’s
statutory obligation to provide the information in the mode requested by the applicant, and not to
compel physical inspection as the only method of access.

Held:

The Kerala State Information Commission held that the action of the State Public Information
Officer, in directing the applicant to inspect the file in person to obtain information, was contrary
to the provisions of Section 2(j) of the RTI Act. The SPIO has a statutory duty to collect and
furnish the information in the format requested by the applicant, and cannot impose the mode of
access. The Commission thus allowed the complaint and directed compliance in accordance with
the applicant’s preferred mode of receiving information.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the discretion of mode of access under the RTI Act lies with
the applicant and not the public authority. It underscored that the RTI framework is applicant-centric
and that the statutory obligation to provide information cannot be evaded by transferring the burden
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of information collection back to the citizen. The ruling also highlighted that physical inspection
can be a supplementary option only when handling large or complex volumes of information, and
even then, only with the consent or at the choice of the applicant. Any attempt to routinely divert

applicants to physical inspection is inconsistent with the objectives of the RTI Act and undermines
transparency.

Cases Referred: None
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Maharashtra Information Commission
Bench at Chhtrapati Sambhajinagar
Appeal No. 6896 to 6902 & Ors.

Shri. Janak Ramrao Gaikwad
Vs.
Total 81 Gram Panchayat Officer Dist. Nanded

Date of Decision 04.07.2025

Decided by: Shri Prakash Indalkar, State Information Commissioner, Bench at Chhtrapati
Sambhajinagar

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 7(9) of the Right to Information Act 2005

Shri. Janak Ramrao Gaikwad filed a total of 81 second appeals in the State Information
Commission during the period October and November 2023, on which the Commission held a
hearing on 04-07-2025. During the hearing, when the appellant was asked about the information
submitted in large quantities and the first appeal application and the role in filing the same number of
second appeals with the Commission in that regard, he informed that despite being a social activist
and journalist himself, the information sought under the Right to Information is not available, the
fear of the Right to Information has disappeared, and the information has been demanded because
of large-scale irregularities and corruption in government work. During the hearing, the Public
Information Officer present informed that the appellant has sought the same information from most
of the Gram Panchayat offices. The appellant has sought information in a broad and comprehensive
manner and on more than one subject. The appellant has been informed about the observation in
accordance with the information application. He has mentioned in the information application that he
wants the information in person. For this, he was required to contact the Public Information Officer,
however, the appellant has not fulfilled such a responsibility. When the appellant was contacted on
mobile phone, he did not answer the call. During the hearing, the First Appellate Officer informed
that the first appeal of the appellant has been heard and the decision has been passed. Independent
Public Information Officers are posted in all the Gram Panchayat offices where the appellant has
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submitted information applications. However, only one First Appellate Officer is posted for all such

Public Information Officers. Most of the time, the appellant files almost as many first appeals as
the number of information applications he files. In this situation, it is a struggle to take action on
the first appeal filed by the appellant while taking care of the daily work. The adverse effect of the
large number of applications received on the daily work of the government makes it impossible to
provide justice to the common citizens.

Held -

In the present case, the appellant has filed the second appeal with the Commission on the ground
that the information sought by the appellant in his application for information is not furnished
in the application. On perusal of the information sought by the appellant in his application for
information, it is found that the information sought by the appellant is extensive, comprehensive
and voluminous in nature. In order to collect such information, a large amount of manpower and
resources of the public authority have to be diverted. This is not justified under Section 7(9) of
the Right to Information Act, 2005. Such applications for information are not viable. Because the
purpose and object of the Right to Information are not achieved. Therefore, the said 81 second
appeals are dismissed.

Orbiter Dicta -

Applicants who repeatedly apply for information do so to achieve their personal objectives,
and since personal interest is considered in it, public interest will not be achieved. Therefore, the
statutory objective stated in the Right to Information Act, 2005 is clearly not achieved. Also, it will
cause delay in government work and this is not the intention of the Right to Information Act, the
Commission is of the clear opinion that the same will not be done.

Case Referred:

1. Hon. Supreme Court of India - civil Appeal No.6454 OF2011 Central Board Of Sec. Education
& Anr vs Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors on 9 August, 2011

2. Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad —Writ Petition No.20182 dated 27.01.2009
3. Central Information Commission vide CIC/LS/2012/00858-SA to 00872-SA dated 04.07.2014

4. CIC/SG/C/2011/000760,CIC/SM/2011/000926G,CICSM/A/2011/001111/SG,CIC/SM/
A2011/002909 Dated 17th January, 2012
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Maharashtra Information Commission
(Nagpur Bench)
Second Appeal No. 1833/2023

Shri. Lallan Kishor Singh
Vs.
Commissioner of Police, Nagpur City

Date of Decision: 05.09.2023

Decided by: Shri Rahul B. Pande, State Information Commissioner, Nagpur Bench

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 8 (1) (g) and (j) and Section 24(4) of the RTI Act, 2005 in context of exemption from
revealing the information under RTI Act.

The Appellant has primarily requested the information from Commissioner of Police, Nagpur
City office regarding

1. When RSS is not registered institution how the Police Department provides security
cover to Sate RSS Chief.

2. Monthly expenditure for providing the Security,
3. Total expenditure incurred till date.
4.  Whether such expenditure is recovered from RSS.

The SPIO rejected the application according to Government Notification, GAD No. CRTI
2005/C.R.265/05/2005, dt.11.10.2015 read with Section 24 (4) of RTI Act, 2005. Not satisfied the
reply, appellant filed first appeal stating information not received. The first appellate authority also
upheld the action taken by the SPIO. Therefore, being aggrieved the appellant filed second appeal.
During the hearing both the parties were present.

Held:

During the hearing the documents were submitted by the SPIO and the documents on
record were thoroughly scrutinized including the Government Notification, GAD No. CRTI
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2005/C.R.265/05/2005, dt.11.10.2015. Section 24(4) of the RTI Act has specifically exempted the
following govt. departments from the purview of the Act:

1. State Intelligence Department and its subsidiaries
ii.  “Special Branch’ of all Police Commissionerate’s
iii.  Dist. Special Branch of all District Superintendents of Police in all the districts

Besides this technical reason the information sought by the appellant is rightly rejected by the
SPIO and FAA according to Section 8 (1) (g) and (j) of the RTT Act. Also, it is not binding on them
to reveal the information in view of above. During the hearing, it was submitted by the SPIO that
providing security to any individual or institution depends on the threats to life of the concerned
individual / institution. This information is gathered through reports of various intelligence
agencies. Upon receiving this a high level committee of senior police officials considers all the
reports and decides to provide the security / to increase or reduce security. Keeping in view this
legal factual position, rivalling of such information regarding providing security to individual /
institution automatically leads to information of names of staff, vehicles and weapons provided to
them. This does not cater to any public interest. Also, the action taken by the SPIO and FAA is in
consistence with the provision of the RTI Act.

In this context, Hon’ble Supreme Court and High courts have defined the public interest in
various decisions as it is generally accepted that the public interest is not synonymous with what is
of interest to the public, in the sense of satisfying public curiosity about some matters. There is a
difference between what the public has a right to know and what some elements of the public want
to know. In essence, it is the difference between what is in the public interest and what the public
finds interesting.

As no public interest is seen in the information sought by the appellant the second appeal is
rejected.

Cases Referred: Nil
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Maharashtra Information Commission
Bench at Chhtrapati Sambhajinagar
Appeal No. 3131 to 3140/2023

Shri Keshavraje Nimbalkar
Vs.
Total 2788 Public Authority of State

Date of Decision 26.06.2024

Decided by: Shri Makarand Ranade, State Information Commissioner, Bench at Chhtrapati
Sambhajinagar

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 19 (3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The appellant, Shri Keshavraje Nimbalkar has filed 2788 secondary appeals under Section
19 (3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, with the State Information Commission, Bench
Chhatrapati Sambhajinagar from 2021 to 10 June 2024. That is, the appellant has submitted 2788
information applications and 2788 first appeals to the respective authorities. The Commission is
left with the question of why the appellant felt the need to file such a large number of information
applications and first appeal applications. Also, when reviewing all the information applications in
the present case, the appellant has sought the same information from the respective authorities by
changing the time period and the words.

Shri Keshavraje Nimbalkar has filed 2788 secondary appeals under Section 19 (3) of the Right to
Information Act, 2005, with the State Information Commission, Bench Chhatrapati Sambhajinagar
from 2021 to 10 June 2024. That is, the appellant has submitted 2788 information applications
and 2788 first appeals to the respective authorities. The Commission is left with the question of
why the appellant felt the need to file such a large number of information applications and first
appeal applications. Also, when reviewing all the information applications in the present case, the
appellant has sought the same information from the respective authorities by changing the time
period and words.
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During the hearing, the appellant informed that since there is no restriction on how many

applications an applicant can make, the applications have been submitted as per the authority
received. The Commission asked the appellant as to what public interest was achieved by
submitting such a large number of RTI applications to independent authorities or by obtaining
such information. However, the appellant has not been able to provide any valid reasons to the
Commission in this regard. The appellant further informed the Commission that about 10,000 of
his RTI applications, first appeals and second appeals are pending with various government offices/
authorities and different benches of the State Information Commission.

Held -

Assuming an average cost of Rs. 100/- for each appeal, the appellant has spent Rs. 2,78,800/-
for his 2788 second appeals. The appellant must exercise the right granted to him in a moderate
manner. But it appears that the appellant has made unrestricted and unreasonable use of the Right to
Information Act. The habit of applying in such a limited format has also created a risk of consuming
a lot of valuable time and energy of the concerned government offices/authorities and having a
serious impact on the important government work that the said government offices are intended to
provide to the general public.

Orbiter Dicta -

Applicants who repeatedly apply for information do so to achieve their personal objectives,
and since personal interest is considered in it, public interest will not be achieved. Therefore, the
statutory objective stated in the Right to Information Act, 2005 is clearly not achieved. Also, it will
cause delay in government work and this is not the intention of the Right to Information Act, the
Commission is of the clear opinion that the same will not be done.

Case Referred:

1. Hon. Supreme Court of India - civil Appeal No.6454 OF2011 Central Board Of Sec. Education
& Anr vs Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors on 9 August, 2011

2. Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad —Writ Petition No.20182 dated 27.01.2009
3. Central Information Commission vide CIC/LS/2012/00858-SA to 00872-SA dated 04.07.2014

4. CIC/SG/C/2011/000760,CIC/SM/2011/000926G,CICSM/A/2011/001111/SG,CIC/SM/
A2011/002909 Dated 17th January,2012
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Manipur Information Commission

Appeal Case No. 67 of 2024

Ngangbam Roben Singh
Vs.
The SPIO/ Joint Secretary/ Deputy Secretary (DP) Govt. of Manipur & Anr.

Date of Decision: 18.10.2024

Decided by Shri K. Radhashyam Singh, State Chief Information Commissioner, Manipur

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 6(1), 7(8)(i), 8(1)(a), 8(1)(j), 5(2) & 5(3) of RTI Act 2005

The appellant, Shri Ngangbam Roben Singh, an IAS officer, filed an RTI application, seeking
information from the Department of Personnel, Government of Manipur. He requested two sets
of information: (i) file notings and documents relating to the issuance of a transfer order and (ii)
file notings and correspondence regarding a court order dated 29.12.2023. The Public Information
Officer (PIO) denied the information under Section 8(1)(j), and later referred to Section 8(1)(a),
without giving adequate reasoning. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a First Appeal and subsequently
a Second Appeal before the Manipur Information Commission.

During the hearings, the appellant argued that the denial was vague, procedurally flawed (since
an ASPIO responded instead of the SPIO), and did not meet the requirement under Section 7(8)
(1) which mandates providing reasons for denial. He further contended that the cited exemption
under Section 8(1)(a) did not apply, as the transfer-related information did not concern national
security or internal security. The SPIO, on the other hand, justified the exemption by stating that
the transfer was made in light of ethnic strife in Jiribam, and releasing the file notings could impact
state security or incite unrest.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that decisions related to postings of an IAS officer, particularly in
sensitive areas like Jiribam during ethnic unrest, must be viewed in the context of administrative
exigencies and broader public interest. The Commission emphasized that Section 8(1)(a) is an
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overriding provision and is absolute in nature. Hence, there is no obligation to give any information

to the citizen when the disclosure of information may affect sovereignty, integrity, or security.

Held:

The Manipur Information Commission upheld the denial of information by the Department
of Personnel, Government of Manipur, stating that the refusal was justified under Section 8(1)
(a) of the RTT Act. It accepted the SPIO’s reasoning that the transfer and related documents were
connected to sensitive security considerations during ethnic unrest in Jiribam. Given the potential
impact on state security and the possibility of incitement, the Commission ruled that the matter
fell within the scope of exempted information. Therefore, no further intervention was deemed
necessary, and the appeal was dismissed.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Manipur Information Commission

Appeal Case No. 7 of 2024

S. Dhanabir Mangang
Vs.
The SPIO/ Director (YAS), Manipur & Anr.

Date of Decision: 12.8.2024

Decided by Shri K. Radhashyam Singh, State Chief Information Commissioner, Manipur

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 6(1), 19(3), 19(8)(b), 20(1) & (2) of RTI Act 2005.

The appellant, S. Dhanabir Mangang, filed an RTI application, seeking information on 19
points from the SPIO/Director, Youth Affairs & Sports (YAS), Manipur, concerning the creation
of Physical Education Teacher posts in the department. Dissatisfied with the response, he filed a
first appeal on 10.10.2023 and subsequently a second appeal on 08.01.2024 before the Manipur
Information Commission. Despite repeated hearings and Commission directions, the YAS
Department consistently failed to furnish satisfactory or complete information and often sent
unprepared representatives.

Throughout multiple hearings, the Commission noted that the YAS Department not only delayed
the transfer of relevant queries to the Education (S) Department but also provided misleading and

2 13

inaccurate information (e.g., use of non-definitive terms such as “may be”, “may not be” and

“approximately” and discrepancies in sanctioned posts). The SPIO failed to respond to show cause
notices and did not appear during several hearings. The appellant expressed dissatisfaction with
vague and evasive responses. Consequently, the Commission imposed a penalty of Rs.25,000 on
the SPIO/Director (YAS) under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act and directed that the amount be
deducted from the salary of the concerned officer. The Public Authority ultimately furnished the

information and deposited the penalty, and the case was closed.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission strongly criticized the repeated non-compliance and irresponsible behavior
of the SPIO/Director (YAS), including the failure to attend hearings, serve timely responses, and
provide accurate information. It observed that such conduct undermines the spirit and purpose
of the RTI Act and erodes public trust. The Commission emphasized that furnishing misleading

2 <C

or approximate information such as “may be,” “may not be,” and “approximately” in response
to specific queries is unacceptable and indicative of a lack of seriousness. The Commission also
clarified that once a second appeal is initiated, any verbal requests for additional information
beyond the original RTI application should not be entertained and must be addressed through a

fresh RTI application.

Held:

The Commission held that the Public Authority (YAS Department) ultimately furnished all the
information sought under the original RTI application, and any further requests by the appellant
amounted to new information demands, which should be addressed through a fresh RTI. Given
the consistent non-compliance and misinformation earlier in the case, the Commission upheld the
imposition of a Rs.25,000 penalty under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act on the SPIO/Director (YAS),
which was duly deposited. With all points addressed, the Commission found no grounds for further
intervention and disposed of the second appeal.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Manipur Information Commission

Appeal No. 2 0of 2022

Th. Hemjit Meetei
Vs.
The SPIO/Additional Director (Grievance Cell), Govt. of Manipur & Anr.

Order dated 05.01.2023

Decided by — Shri O. Sunil Singh, State Chief Information Commissioner Manipur

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 2 (f), of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The appellant, Th. Hemjit Meetei, filed an RTI application on 11-10-2021 seeking detailed
information related to a complaint filed against a teacher, R.K. Jillasana Singh, alleging misconduct
and irregularities. The information sought included names of responsible officials, reasons for
delay, action taken reports, relevant rules, and communications on the matter. Despite the statutory
time limit, the SPIO failed to provide any response, prompting the appellant to file a first appeal
and consequently, the appellant filed a second appeal before the Manipur Information Commission
seeking both the requested information and penal action against the erring officials.

Held:

During the proceedings spanning over several months, it was revealed that the file containing
original documents related to the matter had gone missing. The SPIO cited the COVID-19 lockdown,
procedural delays, and lack of records as reasons for the non-furnishing of information. While the
SPIO eventually submitted some information in written statements and replies, the Commission
found that there was a delay of 147 days in providing any response. Though the Commission did
not find malafide intent, it directed the Education Department to pay a compensation of ¥4000 to
the appellant for the detriment suffered.

Obiter Dicta:

*  The Commission expressed deep concern over the failure of both the Education Department
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and the concerned School Management Committee (SMC) in identifying and correcting an
error in the Date of Birth of the teacher in question, which led to an absurd allegation that he
was appointed at the age of 8.

*  The Commission was “aghast” at the casual manner in which the office file containing
crucial original documents was misplaced and stressed that such administrative negligence
could bring disrepute to the department.

*  The Commission observed that even though there was a pandemic, official diligence and
record-keeping must not be compromised, and misplacement of files should prompt internal
inquiry.

* A caution was issued by the Commission that the Education Department should avoid
similar future episodes that could undermine the credibility of governance and erode public
confidence.

Cases Referred: None
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Manipur Information Commission

Appeal No. 61 of 2022

Mayengbam Tomcha Singh
Vs.
The SPIO/ Director (Vety. & AH), Manipur & Anr.

Order dated 29.12.2022

Decided by — Shri O. Sunil Singh, Chief State Information Commissioner Manipur

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Section 6 (1), and Section 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The case originated from an RTI application filed by Shri Mayengbam Tomcha Singh on
14.12.2020, seeking information regarding the outstanding due wages as an Agricultural/Casual
Labourer in the Directorate of Veterinary & Animal Husbandry (Vety. & AH), Manipur. The Public
Information Officer (SPIO) responded on 06.01.2021, stating that the queries “do not arise,” which
the appellant contested as vague and unsatisfactory. He then filed a first appeal and subsequently a
second appeal with the Commission. During hearings, the appellant’s counsel argued that the RTI
queries specifically about pending wages and employment status were ignored with misleading
replies.

Held:

The Manipur Information Commission held that it has no authority under the RTI Act to order
payment of back wages amounting to Rs. 30,000 as requested by the appellant. It found that the
issue of employment and wage entitlements had already been considered and disposed of by the
Department in compliance with orders of the Hon’ble High Court. Consequently, the Commission
directed the SPIO to furnish a concise reply to the RTI queries but dismissed the prayer for wage
payments, thereby disposing of the appeal.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that although the public authority must respond to RTI queries
transparently and substantively, demands such as back wage payments or employment verification
must be pursued through appropriate forums. This serves as a precedent reinforcing that the RTI
mechanism is not a substitute for grievance redressal.

Cases Referred: None
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Manipur Information Commission

Appeal No. 114 of 2022

Shri Th. Dhanachandra Singh
Vs.
The SPIO/Secretary (COHSEM), Govt. of Manipur & Anr.

Order dated 23.12.2022

Decided by — Shri O. Sunil Singh, State Chief Information Commissioner Manipur

Provisions Involved in This Case:

None

In Appeal Case No. 114 of 2022 before the Manipur Information Commission, the appellant,
Shri Th. Dhanachandra Singh, sought information under the RTT Act from the SPIO/Joint Secretary
(Academic), Council of Higher Secondary Education, Manipur (COHSEM), concerning his son’s
evaluated answer scripts from the Higher Secondary Examination 2022. The SPIO allowed the
appellant to inspect the answer sheets. However, the appellant claimed that he did not receive
copies of the evaluated answer sheets within time, which delayed his opportunity to address
potential discrepancies in his son’s marks. Subsequently, the appellant pursued both the first and
second appeals, alleging harassment, denial of information to his wife without proper grounds,
and demanded penalty and compensation against the SPIO. The SPIO contended that he made
repeated efforts to facilitate access to the information but the appellant either failed to appear for
the scheduled inspections or sent an unauthorized representative.

Held:

The Commission, upon hearing both parties and reviewing records, concluded that there was no
wilful delay or malafide intention by the SPIO. Based on which the Commission rejected the prayer
for compensation or penalty, finding no grounds for harassment or deliberate non-compliance, and
disposed of the appeal accordingly.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that although the RTI Act allows access to information related to
“life and liberty” within 48 hours, in this case, the request did not qualify for such urgency as
it pertained to the son of the appellant and not directly to the appellant himself. Moreover, the
Commission emphasized the importance of following due procedures, such as authorization when
a third party seeks to collect information. It also noted that procedural misunderstandings or lack
of cooperation from the applicant’s side, such as missing scheduled appointments or not providing
proper authorization for representatives, can obstruct the smooth implementation of RTI provisions,
and such conduct should not automatically be interpreted as denial or delay by the SPIO.

Cases Referred: None
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Mizoram Information Commission

Second Appeal- 32/2013- MIC

Mr. Z. Khawzawl
Vs.
SPIO, Departmental Appellate Authority, GAD, Govt of Mizoram

Date of Decision: 04.03.2014

Decided by Shri Lal Dingliana, State Chief Information Commissioner, Mizoram

Provisions Involved in This Case:

Sections 8(1)(g), 8(1)(j) & 11(1) of the RTI Act 2005

The appellant, Mr. Z. Khawzawl, had been engaged as a Muster Roll Receptionist at Mizoram
House, Silchar under the Government of Mizoram since 1998. He was dismissed from service
in 2012 on the grounds that his integrity and trustworthiness were in doubt. He challenged this
dismissal before the Guwahati High Court, which quashed the dismissal order and directed the
authorities to reconsider his case under the “Regularization of Muster Roll Employees Mizoram
Scheme, 20007, taking into account his 14 years of service. Following this, the appellant requested
re-engagement, but GAD declined, citing limited sanctioned posts and disciplinary concerns based
on the feedback from 27 employees of Mizoram House, Silchar. Mr. Khawzawl then filed an RTI
seeking copies of these employee statements. The SPIO denied the request citing Section 8(1)
of the RTI Act (privacy grounds). The first appeal was also rejected, and upon filing a second
appeal, the Mizoram Information Commission reviewed the case, considering both the appellant’s
arguments and the GAD’s reasoning.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Mizoram Information Commission observed that the former SPIO and DAA had failed to
clearly invoke and justify the applicability of Sections 8(1)(g) and 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act in their
response to the RTI application. The Commission emphasized that vague or combined references
to these sections without specific reasoning lead to confusion and dissatisfaction among applicants.
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Furthermore, the order emphasized the necessity to establish public interest before disclosing such

content under RTI. The Commission also reiterated that statements given in confidence cannot be
disclosed unless larger public interest is clearly demonstrated.

Held:

The Mizoram Information Commission upheld the decision of the SPIO and the Departmental
Appellate Authority (DAA), GAD, not to disclose the statements provided in confidence by 27
employees of Mizoram House, Silchar. The Commission concluded that the appellant failed to
establish any bona fide public interest or utility in seeking access to such third-party confidential
information. The appeal was thereby disposed of.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Mizoram Information Commission

Second Appeal No. 08/07 — MSIC

T. Lalbiakdika
Vs.
FAA & DIG (Range) and SPIO & S.P. Aizawl

Date of Decision: 21.01.2008

Decided by Shri Robert Hrangdawla, State Chief Information Commissioner, Mizoram

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 6(1), Section 7(1), Section 7(3), Section 7(8), Section 8(1)(h) of RTI Act 2005.

The appellant, T. Lalbiakdika, a journalist, filed an RTI application seeking information
regarding the unnatural death of Pastor Chanchinmawia, which was under police investigation.
He submitted a set of 14 questions to the SPIO, Pu L.T. Hrangchal, on 23.10.2007. However, the
SPIO declined to provide the requested information citing that the matter was under investigation
and such information could not be disclosed. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed a first appeal claiming
the matter involved the “life and liberty of a person” and hence, as per Section 7(1), information
should have been provided within 48 hours. The First Appellate Authority also rejected the appeal.
However, it was found that neither the SPIO nor the Appellate Authority cited the specific clause of
Section 8 under which the information was denied. Furthermore, both authorities maintained that
since the investigation report had been submitted to the court, they were no longer in possession
of the information. The Commission rejected these claims, stating that the denial lacked legal
justification.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that for denying information under Section 8 of the RTI Act, it is
essential for the SPIO or any appellate authority to provide a clear, reasoned justification showing
how disclosure would impede the process of investigation or prosecution. A vague or unexplained
rejection is bad in law. The Commission relied on the fact that reasonless orders are not sustainable
as per the RTI Act.
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Held:

The Mizoram State Information Commission held that the SPIO and First Appellate Authority
failed to justify the denial of information sought by the appellant. The denial was not in accordance
with the provisions of the RTI Act. The Commission ordered that the requested information be
provided to the appellant, duly attested and free of cost, within 48 hours from receipt of the order,
treating it as information involving the life and liberty of a person.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Odisha Information Commission

Second Appeal Nos. 1274/2020, 1929/2020

Dibya Singh Das
Vs.
PIO O/o Tehasildar. Derabish Tahasil, District Kendrapara

Date of Decision: 11.09.2024

Decided by Shri Jalada Kumar Tripathy, State Chief Information Commissioner, Odisha

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 6(3), Section 18(1)(b), Section 19(8)(b), Section 20(2), Rule 7(1)(c) of Odisha
Information Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2006

The appellant, Dibya Singh Das, had filed two RTT applications seeking information pertaining
to certain land-related records under the custody of the Office of the Tahasildar, Derabish Tahasil,
District-Kendrapara. The public authority failed to respond appropriately. The core issue revolved
around the delay and negligence by the concerned PIO in transferring the RTI application to the
appropriate public authority (Tahasildar, Kendrapara), as the information sought pertained to that
office and not Derabish.

The appellant approached the Odisha Information Commission after facing prolonged
inaction. It was found during hearings and submission review that the records were not available
with Derabish Tahasil due to the bifurcation of the Tahasil. The Commission observed that the
authorities failed to transfer the application under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act to the concerned
Tahasildar at Kendrapara, and further failed to inform the appellant timely. The lapse continued for
over three years, and the Commission noted negligence, resulting in denial of rightful information
to the appellant.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission took serious note of the lapses and non-compliance of statutory timelines
under the RTI Act. It emphasized that even simple requests, like transferring an application under
Section 6(3), if not fulfilled in time, could result in unjust denial of rights under the RTI framework.
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The judgment underscored the importance of strict adherence to statutory provisions under RTI to

avoid hardship to citizens and maintain transparency in governance.

Held:

The Odisha Information Commission held that the Office of the Tahasildar, Derabish Tahasil,
had failed in its statutory duty under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act to transfer the application and
provide timely information. The Commission imposed a compensation of Rs. 20,000 to be paid to
the appellant by the public authority for the hardship caused due to negligence. Furthermore, the
First Appellate Authority was reprimanded for failing to discharge its statutory duty effectively. The
Commission authorizes the present Sub-Collector, Kendrapara, under Rule 7(1)(c) of the Odisha
Information Commission Rules 2006, to cause a thorough probe into such srious lapses and initiate
appropriate Disciplinary action under Section 20(2) in respect of all concerned found liable for
such lapses, on the basis of the findings of the enquiry.

Court Cases Referred: None
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Odisha Information Commission

Second Appeal No.547 /2021

Sk. Mohammed Ali Zinna
Vs.
Public Information Officer, Rural Development Department, Government of

Odisha
Order dated: 03/09/2022

Decided by — Shri Jalada Kumar Tripathy, State Chief Information Commissioner, Odisha

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 6(3), Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act

The appellant, Sk. Mohammed Ali Zinna, filed an RTI application before the PIO, Rural
Development Department (R.D. Department), Government of Odisha, seeking information
regarding the statements of movable and immovable properties submitted by various categories
of engineers serving across several districts from 2005 onwards. The PIO, R.D. Department,
transferred the application to the PIO, Works Department, under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act. The
Works Department PIO, in turn, had already transferred an identical earlier RTI application by the
appellant to multiple PIOs of the relevant departments, requesting them to respond directly to the
appellant. Dissatisfied with the lack of direct information, the appellant pursued a second appeal
before the Odisha Information Commission. During hearings, the First Appellate Authority and
PIOs of the Works Department contended that the requested information was exempt under Section
8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, as the property statements were personal in nature and stored in sealed
cover, accessible only for inquiries by competent authorities. The appellant argued that a 2021
Government Resolution supporting transparency in the administration, implying no confidentiality
should exist, even for older records. However, the Commission ruled that the older statements
confidential and exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j).

Held:
Thus, it held The Odisha Information Commission held that property statements submitted by
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government servants prior to the year 2016—17 constitute “personal information” under Section

8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, and are exempt from disclosure. The second appeal was therefore disposed
of.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that circulars mandating proactive disclosure such as online
submission of property statements cannot be given retrospective effect unless explicitly mentioned.
It clarified that prior to 2016—17, property statements were treated as confidential and submitted in
sealed cover, and such procedural confidentiality still applies unless a legal mandate overrides it.

Cases Referred:

1. Girish Ramachandra Despande Vs. Central Information Commissioner & others (2013) 1 SCC 212)
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Odisha Information Commission

Second Appeal No. 1815/2023

Basanta Manjari Rout
Vs.
PIO & FAA, O/o District Education Officer, Cuttack

Date of Decision: 11.09.2024

Decided by Shri S.K. Mohanty, State Information Commissioner, Odisha

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 6(3), Section 20(1) & 20(2), Rule 7(1)(C) of Odisha Information Commission (Appeal
Procedure) Rules, 2006

The appellant, Ms. Basanta Manjari Rout, filed an RTT application seeking information regarding
the educational qualification and training of Smt. Nilima Patra (Assistant Teacher), copies of ROR
and Sale Deed of Gokan High School, and details of electricity installations and bills for specific
periods. Despite clear directions from the First Appellate Authority (FAA), the required information
was not provided by the concerned PIOs. The RTI was transferred to the Headmaster of Gokan
High School under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, but there was consistent failure in furnishing the
complete details. Gokan High School and its PIO failed to provide the educational certificate of
Smt. Nilima Patra, citing third-party exemption and claiming non-availability of records. However,
due to allegations of submission of fake B.Ed. certificates, the matter was further investigated. The
Additional District Magistrate conducted an inquiry, during which Smt. Nilima Patra did not appear
or submit a response. The inquiry established that her certificate was doubtful as her roll number
was not found in university records, leading to the conclusion that she had submitted a fake B.Ed.
certificate. Consequently, her services were terminated.

Orbiter Dicta:

This case highlights the critical role of the RTI Act in exposing fraudulent practices within
public institutions, particularly concerning appointments based on fake documents. The
Commission emphasized that repeated failure to supply requested information, especially when
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such information concerns public interest and transparency, constitutes a serious breach of duty by
the Public Information Officer.

Held:

The Odisha State Information Commission held that Smt. Nilima Patra had submitted a fake
B.Ed. certificate at the time of her appointment as Assistant Teacher at Gokan High School. The
Commission directed the termination of her services based on the findings of the ADM’s inquiry. It
also found the PIO guilty of non-disclosure and misrepresentation by citing third-party exemption
and not furnishing the educational certificate despite multiple directions. The Commission
recommended disciplinary action against the PIO under Section 20(2) of the RTI Act for deliberately
obstructing the flow of information and suppressing facts.

Court Cases Referred in this Case: None

254



Punjab Information Commission

Appeal Case No. 4645 of 2022

Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan
Vs.
PAO and FAA O/o The Medical Superintendent, Rajindra Hospital, Patiala

Date of Decision: 14.05.2025

Decided by — Shri Inderpal Singh Chief Information Commissioner Punjab

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 11, Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 — Res judicata doctrine, preventing re-litigation of the
same issue.

The appellant, Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan, filed an RTI application seeking certain information
from the office of the Medical Superintendent, Rajindra Hospital, Patiala. A similar RTT application
with identical queries had already been filed earlier under Appeal Case No. 4648 of 2022, which was
adjudicated and disposed of by the Commission on 19.06.2023. The information in that case was
provided by the respondent authority, and the appellant was given liberty to file any submissions
within four weeks, which he failed to do. Despite that, the appellant filed another appeal (Appeal
Case No. 4645) without disclosing that the earlier matter had already been resolved on identical
grounds, thereby misleading the Commission. The respondent reiterated that both appeals sought
the same information, from the same custodian, regarding a handicapped-category booth allotted to
one Sh. Gurjeet Singh Walia, and no new facts or deficiencies had been pointed out.

Obiter Dicta:

The Punjab State Information Commission strongly emphasized that the RTI Act must not be
misused to mislead the Commission or to pressurize public authorities. The Commission invoked
the principle of Res Judicata from Section 11 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, underlining
that matters already adjudicated upon between the same parties cannot be reopened on identical
grounds. Furthermore, the Commission advocated for the responsible exercise of the right to
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information and upheld the integrity of adjudicatory processes by imposing a 180-day bar on the

appellant from filing any RTI-related cases within Punjab’s jurisdiction.

Held:

The Punjab State Information Commission held that the appellant deliberately concealed the
fact that an earlier identical appeal (Appeal Case No. 4648 of 2022) had already been adjudicated
and closed with liberty provided to raise deficiencies, which the appellant failed to do. In light
of this concealment and to prevent misuse of the RTI mechanism, the Commission invoked the
doctrine of Res Judicata, imposed a temporary 180-day bar on the appellant from filing further RTI
matters in Punjab.

Court Cases Referred:

* Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay and Others*, Civil
Appeal No. 6454 of 2011 (Supreme Court of India)
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Punjab Information Commission

Appeal Case No. 1223/2023 & 23 Ors.

Sh. Lajpat Rai Garg
Vs.
PIOs representatives of various departments (Government of Punjab)

Date of Decision: 12.03.2025
Decided by — (1) Shri Virinderjit Singh Billing, State Information Commissioner Punjab

(2) Shri Sandeep Singh Dhaliwal, State Information Commissioner Punjab

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 7(9) — Information that would disproportionately divert the resources of the public
authority

The present matter involved a batch of 24 appeals/complaints filed under the RTI Act, 2005
by Shri Lajpat Rai Garg against various Public Information Officers (P1Os) across municipal and
local government bodies in Punjab. The Commission observed that the RTI applications submitted
by the appellant were vague, ambiguous, and lacks specificity, making it difficult for the concerned
departments to understand the specific information sought. These applications lacked clarity and
precision, which hindered the transparency objective of the RTI Act and placed an undue burden
on public authorities.

It was further noted that many of the RTI requests revolved around seeking personal information
of government employees with whom the appellant allegedly had prior disputes. One such dispute
had even led to the registration of an FIR against the appellant. Despite receiving responses and
being offered the opportunity to inspect records, the appellant pointed out non-cooperation from the
concerned departments and refused inspection.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that while the RTI Act is a powerful tool for transparency, it must
not be allowed to become an instrument of personal vendetta, harassment, or fishing inquiries. The
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Commission also recognizes that every citizen has the right to seek information, provided that the

request is reasonable and in public interest.

Held:

The Punjab State Information Commission dismissed all 24 RTI cases, stating that the
information sought was either exempt under the RTI Act or not in public interest, and appeared to
be driven by personal grievances. The appellant was issued a strict warning against filing frivolous
and vexatious applications. The Commission advised all PIOs to use Section 7(9) of the RTI Act to
deny requests that are disproportionate or likely to disrupt functioning. Future applications from the
appellant may be summarily rejected if found to lack merit or public interest.

Court Cases Referred:

Central Board of Secondary Education & Anr. v. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. [(2011) 8 SCC 497]
Union of India v. Namit Sharma [(2013) 10 SCC 359]

Girish Ramchandra Deshpande v. Central Information Commissioner & Ors. [(2013) 1 SCC 212]
Vijay Kumar v. State Information Commission [Punjab & Haryana High Court, CWP No. 4787 of
2011]

L e
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Punjab Information Commission

Appeal Case No. 2035/2022 & 69 Ors.

Sh. Manjinder Singh
Vs.
PIO’s & FAA’s various Regional Transport Authority (Government of Punjab)

Date of Decision: 08.01.2025

Decided by —Shri Sandeep Singh Dhaliwal, State Information Commissioner Punjab

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 7(9), Section 2(j), Section 4(1)(a) of RTI act 2005

The appellant, Shri Manjinder Singh, filed more than 70 second appeals before the Punjab
State Information Commission (PSIC), seeking detailed information from various Regional
Transport Authorities (RTAs) across Punjab. His RTI applications demanded records regarding
speed governors, NOC applications, national permits, vehicle registrations, insurance and fitness
certificates. However, the information sought was found to be vague, repetitive, and overly
burdensome, placing a significant strain on public authorities. Upon examination, the Commission
noted a pattern of misuse and harassment. Several RTAs submitted complaints alleging that the
appellant was involved in professional blackmail by demanding money under the guise of exposing
corruption. Despite being given several opportunities, the appellant failed to establish any genuine
public interest in the information sought or justify how the information was being used.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that the RTI Act, while a vital tool for ensuring transparency,
must not be used to burden public authorities with repetitive and malicious requests. It observed
that the RTI regime should not become a platform for extortion or personal vendettas. The principle
of constructive res judicata was highlighted, stating that applicants are expected to seek all related
information in a single application rather than file fragmented and voluminous requests.
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Held:

The Punjab State Information Commission held that Shri Manjinder Singh’s conduct constituted

abuse of the RTI process, characterized by repetitive, vague applications and malafide intent.

Consequently, the Commission debarred him from filing any further RTT applications before the

PSIC for one year. Additionally, all 70 pending second appeals were dismissed, and previously
imposed penalties and compensations against public authorities were dropped. Authorities were
also advised to disregard future RTI applications from the appellant under Section 7(9) of the RTI
Act if found repetitive or burdensome.

Court Cases Referred:

1.

Ramesh Chand Jain vs. Delhi Transport Corporation (CIC/AD/A/2013/001326-SA)
Prem Prakash Kumar vs. NFL, Panipat (Decision No. 246/IC/(A)/2006)

Gopal Soni vs. New India Assurance Co. Ltd. (E. No. CIC/AT/A/2008/00097)

CBSE & Anr. vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. (C.A. No. 6454 of 2011, Supreme Court)

Registrar of Supreme Court of India vs. Commodore Lokesh K. Batra & Ors. (Delhi High
Court, LPA 24/2015)

Keshav Sahebrao Raje Nimbalkar vs. Krishna Khore Irrigation Corporation (Maharashtra
SIC, Pune
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JELFkku Bipuk vk ;kx
fgia erdler W=am RIC/NMTH/A/2024/013667

i g g
CRik|
JfaRed gfera srefers, STl HBIIMET (]191.)

Aol faie : 03.02.2025
foRt foram a1« 5T I omgEd N R IS YWl

bl ekey: e “kkfey cko/kkut
Section 8 (1) (d), 8 (h), 22 of RTI Act 2005 & 172 (3) of the Cr. P.C.

1. el @1 &R A & Wad e, Afdger, SURe |
2. ggeft Uer # 3R W 2N IR Rig, SI, SuRerd |
3. HY I9Y U B GAT TAT UAGA H U UANS BT IR BT |

4. et 9 omded feFid 29.04.2024 W UHIMESIR. THR 272 /2005 & B SN B A
Uit Sueter BRI & Hae H 02 fawgail o7 o =gl off | gar T8l e & PHRoT Auraeit
q ardd: fgcfia omdiiel T # wRd @l |

5. JIRINT gRT ORI AIfed & Hed # yefl & ufafd 9 gae & RM rdideR fastids 27.01.
2025 UId R §U A8 AT BRI fdh dreefi ol v Qi 25.05.2024 & Tl Rare,
T HIBT, 99, A Yfddes RUre &) yqiorg ufd Fovd o) fASaril 78 8 d1 el a6 a9
ST BT UST B, YRV <A H AR Fd 38T 7 | 1 Sad I, Il B AfGR qfe
139, 2005 @1 ORT 8(1)(S) # 31T 7 | IUWRIGA IR f&1dh 27.01.2025 & ARIH A Ig
AT HRAT fh B SRR ORT 172(3) IRMRUTIA. (@A # aRT 192(5) (I TA.09.09.) &
TEd I &l 89 & BRI 78] <1 Ol Al | SIRIad SHebRT 3rdrenedt &1 erdrer fota feis
23.07.2024 &1 Y forar < € ¥ | SWRIGT SR B Ifd AFG §T YO A ARABRY gIRT
ft arfiemeft &1 oM il BT SRR R AT TAT B |
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6.

drerelt & srf¥aaar 7 U fgcdia odia § 9 gars & <R geaell U & fafwr 9 o
AEBRI & o I A e BRI Y UG H ATET Ts B SR BT YA Ul Iuered
FRAM BT AT B G FAdls & AR I8 91 e fFa1 & orR vt 9 s & ufafafy
AT BT ABR AT, 2005 @1 g_7 8(1)(TF) H 1<d & AT srdiemedt &1 o o AER
AR, 2005 B gRT 10 & AT VA a1 TS Ude A R § & & AT
PHRIAE! W Aud g91d gSH B A9EET 8, SdT U /8 gU U B SIN Bl YA
™ gfa ardiemell o1 Sudel wRars 4 | U SWRIGd dd & FHde H el & arferaan
T IR BAT 6 ISR I SMANT @ g i W1 1575 /2009 & F0ig {3
04.11.2009 T2IT gl 3Tl HRAT 100418 /2019 & 01 a7 07.02.2019 & IFAR VAT T
R I TR AR u9Ta ge @1 §W1aHT &, SHP! GaT &I AR A=, 2005
BT GRT 10 & AT YUId B g YT a1 a1 JArfor ufey srdiemeft &1 Sucrer wvarg omd |

el & gl 1 gaars & RE I8 Faed fhar 16 gaxer 4 gl & fafvseg &1 It
AT g U AT JATHNI §RT 39 Yo ardiel ol # sdiemedi &1 verd oidiiel &1 adidR
IR QAT AT 7| A 3T BIg Gl AT ST AU RN B FAT FIAT AUART Gpfd B B
P HR Y ST el HRATs S Fhdll |

HT 9 Uel BT AT AT AATEe! BT IREI fhar | srdieneli & sifergaar 7 gears @ <R
JRANT B g4 g odie |1 1575 /2009 & 0 f3A1® 04.11.2009 U fg<iia srdier wwem
100418 /2019 31 RfAVPR sNaR<Ig 99 5T b o ABRI Ua gford reflersr fgei,
geeraR RS R H a3 T T & Aol e 07.02.2019 B gl uga @Rd gY
Ig AW Bl ¢ b IWiad a1 fgdig dredl & 7107 & AR R aaar UbRor 3§ AT a1 Bl
AfAIBR IAFTH, 2005 @ TRT 10 BT IUANT BRI 8T, VAl G TS Udhed d <IRarerd H
fIERTEN THRYT IR 941G TS Al 8, IHPI 8T gU AUl Pl a1 Suere] Hral &l O |
gl & ufafAfe 9 e fbar fo  srdiemell grr = 18 gaar MUy ugfd @ & 7 Y
S AT T8 89 & BRY SUA Aol $HRdls ol \dhdl JAqT a1t & I8 W fdeq fear b
ardremreft @1 e fafera A sraerd xar faar € Ud 31 BIg e &g ST Sfufard w8l € |

ardrerreft =¥ 3t amded H afdfd &1 FIR 272 /2005 @ 275 /2005 &1 & SRR &1 Aaufadm
Iy PRATT BT AT DI € | Ul §RT 7€ T8 a1 § 4 SN T AT SR 8,
R gfer f9T §RT STel—ST8l J1RIvT & SR RS— 3 F9 9 (a1, ST faavor 3ifdd
BT B T 9 QT GIT IR 8 & §1a-T &1 &, Rorad fhedl o <afda &1 Siare &t
AT BF 1 AHET B © 9 VAl o § UGSl § <raTad H ael I UhRoT / STier
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R AT vTa gS &1 HHEET B9 & HROT YT o1, G Bl ARHR SIRATH, 2005 B
aRT 8(1)(T3) T 8(1)(SN) B I TAAT BT SV & AT CRPC HI IRT 172(3) T aciHT BNSS
B URT 192(5) B I 3T AFY T B |

SWRIgd & Hew ¥ #gws e =raar a9 sRION 5T T4 37 & YRV AT CWP-36572-
2019 H ARG ST AT gold Td 8RR 9 &y soe vl fadie 17.12.2019 H I8
wee 3ifdd fBar 2 f&— The information, as sought for by the petitioner, could not be supplied to

him keeping in view the fact that the investigation, which has been carried out by the Investigating

Agency, has been concluded and the challan having been presented, the case is under trial before
the Court. In case, the information is supplied to the petitioner, it would impede the process of
prosecution of the offenders as there is every likelihood that the said information, as sought for by
the petitioner, would fall in the public domain which could be shared with the accused as well which
may impede the prosecution of offenders. The learned State Information Commission has rightly

relied upon the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court which reads 3 of 5 as follows:-
Hon’ble Apex Court has observed as under:-

Object of the Act is to harmonize the conflicting public interests, that is, ensuring transparency to
bring in accountability and containing corruption on the one hand, and at the same time ensure
that the revelation of information, in actual practice, does not harm or adversely affect other public
interests which include efficient functioning of the governments, optimum use of limited fiscal
resources and preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information, on the other hand; (Institute
of Chartered Accountants of India Vs. Shaunak H. Satya, AIR 2011 SC 336; (2011) 8 SCC 781;]T
2011 (10) SC 128:(2011) 9 SCALE 639).

The case diaries may contain information about sources of information, details of persons who
deposed against the accused or in favour, details of person who refused to depose, list of witnesses,
personal information like mobile details, calls details collected, investigation on points to be carried

out, investigation on points could not be carried out etc.

Further, the non-obstante clause in Section 22 of the RTI Act does not repeal or substitute any pre-
existing law, including the provisions of the Section 172 (3) of the Cr. P.C. However, it does provide
for the provisions of the RTT Act to have overriding effect over anything inconsistent with the RTI
Act. The Commission noted the submissions of the representative of the respondent SPIO that the
case is under trial and is pending for adjudication before the learned trial Court. If the information
is shared with the appellant, then it will come in public domain and may be available to accused as

well and that may impede the prosecution of offender. The commission is of view that when a case
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is under trial before the Court and has not been decided the case diaries cannot be furnished to

appellant at this stage”

This Court is in agreement with the observations of the State Information Commission while passing
the impugned order dated 15.11.2019 (Annexure P-17).

There being no illegality in the order passed by the State Information Commission, Haryana which

would call for any interference by this Court.

A Seadd AR §R1 W CRIMINAL APPEAL NO. 694 of 2017. Arising out of SLP (crl.)

No. 9314 0of 2016 JTCTPRM T STRIEUS 1A U4 =g H &y fofy fa=re 19.04.2017 & u®
3ifdd fBAT & 6 :— From the afore-mentioned, it is clear that the denial of right to the accused to

inspect the case diary cannot be characterized as unreasonable or arbitrary. The confidentiality is

always kept in the matter of investigation and it is not desirable to make available the police diary to
the accused on his demand.

RISTRIT 15 T RN 7 AT fgelid s1diel CIC/JPRM/A/2021/116179 51T G391 HISUCH a4
MY A GIT BRI TG SAfTRad gferd fefierds (STuRTe 2R IeraR FRes -1 H o
fofg fadi® 30.08.2022 # ¥ B SRR & SR T 1l SUAE Tl HRay M &I fafRr=a
Ad 8Y STl @1 ol &1 AR T 8| o SRIGargaR yeaell el gR fbar
fafrserg faftrg=ra & e erdiemelf g1 uvgd onfier v arey fafter=ia <12 2 | 9 ol #
fiet # 319 Bl BrRIAET AT Fal BF I it TR fhar Sm=r aHi== g

10. 3], MU IWIFFAR FRATRT BT ST 2 |

11. S &1 ufy I9Y Uel HI URT =1 |

12. foofar =nfda |
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JELFkku Bipuk vk ;kx
fgdira ardTer wxam RIC/BIKN/A/2024/007990

NNIERICE]
CEIE|
areafies e flamr (191)
ol fedisd : 21.11.2024

ford foram T« TS I omgad i SR el

bl ekey: e "kkfey cko/kkut
Section 2 (h), 8 (1) (j) of the RTI Act 2005

1. ordiemeff smded A I &1 IfER A, 2005 (R oMt ifdfm & darfera far T
?) B URI—6(1) B AT AMMde fITIh 21-03—2024 B gNT BIPR A & Heer F amae
# aftia 6 fagell @1 a1 U FRAM TG ST AP AT ARBRI & AHeT Ardad fbar
SIfdhT S Yol GaT SUael T8l dHRars s |

2. Ul e ® @1 Yo ordidt H uiRa ol fasTids 16—05—2024 ERT I Al Gl ATHRT
1 T foar 1 {6 98 e §RT @TE! T8 ol b1 f[dgaR SR gaT &1 feHR
FfAfE, 2005 & FRMGAR @ifed @ 3 faad 3 [omar |

3. T AId GIAT AABRY 7 3 MY BT Ut § fATH 20—05—2024 & 3T GRT SMMASDH Bl
Jud fbar & amdad gRT YoM <l fawgall d =rél 78 Sf¥Ia &1 Ypf iR faM B =i B
LAY TS dqAge R SUAS 2 qlfh o BT AMBR ARTH 2005 B ORT 2(T) &
IR fRdeR Y & —fadaifRg 89 & SR Y7 [ g R @fad @ 98 & S
Ao 2 AR 3T dArdpfed W Ffed 721 © | 39 3felrar fag W1 6 3 ARI T AT AT
HaRal ¥ Hafdd g S g veraR @ 2o 7 erd 8 | e @fada gaeg aw 8(1) &
IR <F &1 B | ordiemefi amded W Sad oney W T Brax g facf orfiar uvga @ B |

4. GAds & IR Il sMded & &I I8 bl ¢ b Yo srdieid ol # s ol
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8.

AT TSR DI TR oG Ul PRAM & foy (v fbar i 2 dfds a1 Saa
QY B AT &1 @1 & 3R A1 & S fdwg fadia srdiel uvgd &1 €1 S yom 3rdieli
AABRYT & AR BT ITAT I IR AT AT AT SMAHRY BI gfoed deam & oy 78
fgdia omfier oer A1 ¥ o WeR 5 S I g S9aT 98 W e ® fF Raery A
RGN BRI FRT ARBRY BIffdl & forg Tfea @ 7 g | Rrad o1 wgde aafad 78 21
3 I SIITH & URT 2(Td) B AT Ald WG @1 Soft § e 8| = Ald ga
BRI BT ey fafdy fawg €1 il WeR fhd S arg g

s & AR gl @ &R § Fer T 7 b Raen A @1 e sfHel & demr &
forg fapar a1 8 S g w@—fAqaifRg egaer €1 f iR WReR BT IS FHgH0r T8 € SR
AR gRT H1g foxiia wergar ff 78 &1 ot 21 0 Rafd 9 Riw wRar) wwaniRal & forg
(AU, U™ FEl & FRGTH H HeTeld AL BT a1 Bl ALBR AT 2005 BT
gRT 2(TF) & A=A Ald UGN A S BT DIs UG el & | 39 felal aifsd o]
# 33 fRga defed ARk 72 21 g Iwr 6 @ gamT Aol @1 AfdaTd g & S
gRT 8(1)(31) & TEd <F eI © | U AUl TSN §RT FaT BT AfBR AAFTH 2005 &
I FRAER < GaAd vd Ui SR Suded dRar & e 7 T g | s fdgar
AT R < Y B | g orfiel FPRER 8 & SR @Ik Ay ¥ |

T ST U DI 989 Gl | UAEel R U Rrs, IWI U gRT WA follkgd 989 wd
=¥ Aot &1 Tedar | uRdied o |

S Tellell & Fwav H UrH AUTely BRI & 707 faid 16—05—2024 BT FHYT AT
IR R IE W ¥ fF S9d gN O far 5 & e goe e o wna aifed
g o & ke w8 I W € afer Gu @1 afieR sfifaw 2005 & dvd FREER
< g € SUeel FRa @ e A M 2 &R gEed T8 o9 @ Refa § ufd seR
URIT PR BT HET T & | IHK W Q8 BT ITe=1 7 I Al o SN 7 (U AT
faTias 20—05—2024 ERT TIfSd FoTg &G $H AR TR IYA el HRardl T3 ol fFadrI
A a1 AfER AREH 2005 B URT 2(TF) & AT Ald URHERT @ Soff § T8
el 8 1 U Reafar # 399 yapRor # I v ued Sqd BT ® 6 @ ueed RRaent i
gRT 2(TF) @ AT Al UIABRT BT 21071 H ST 82 AT BT IMMABR IMMAFTIA 2005 BT &RT
2 (Ta) # oo Wiy @t gRvrer fFTaR g

(@) "d TSR &
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9.

10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

(@) Gfad™ g1 a1 SHS I,
(1) WEE gRT 918 g Bl oy fafdy g
(@) I5g faum—dsa gRT 918 T8 el o fafdr g

(@) FHA WRAR R 9N @1 TS ARG A7 fHy MU o< gri, wfud a1 1fed g
I AT e a1 T RGN el AT 2, iR g9 Jidiid:

PIs VT P B O Bl WRAR & WA, FIaomi= a1 SHd gRT Ycdel IT Iucgel
TY W ST HTs [t grr faqafydg 2

BIS VAT ISR WIS 2 Sl GG ISR, §RT Y&l AT el B0 ¥ U] IRTg g
fferat grr faaqafya &1

I IRITYT & FhTeT H UTa 9 Raar) [ & 7o 9 Gdfa Raaer [ s 1975 &
Y IaAId o W © b gadT Mo e favrT & wifHel vd S9 e enfial & werr &
fore foram = g, g wfifet g1 alR¥ie fere fhar STrar € | S 3i¥Ie™ | yaa fn
¥ & e Rafoal 3 #1ffel @ ki Aerar @ [REPR e uael R[4 8 | 39
[ % ReR gRT iy O AR A1 e el f&ar Sar & | i I8 fRaen e
AR o1 W= FEa a1 Iqd w9 9 faafya fem o ooft § 985 omedt 21 s
T AU AT IHD T [EE §RT F1g T (bl A A7 fAurHvsd gRY a8 e B
fafer g1 1 o 21 39 R HT TS FYfAd WRIHR gRT W1 e fhar wmar g afed fNenm
T & el & 9 & fog 9919 ofve™ 9 Uaia Uit 9 S faffde aRRufoar 7 <
TERIAT SUSTe] IR\ @& forv fhar Tar 8 | daa A RGN PR #§ S1fHe] & e 89 |
39 AR e ®1 gpfd # $Ig SR 1 AT © | 39 IRE ST URHIRIT B FFAR
ueTd fRaerl [ ae e e widerr o soft § 781 T g

ISWE AT B gie AR Ieadd [ gRI Nfdd ardiel w==m 9017 /2013
(Thalapalam Service Coperative Bank Ltd. Vs Union Inida) ¥ & T ool f&=is 07—10—2013
# yfrarfed faftres Refa & gofaan gt & e SR =0 WRaR gRT I8 & 1 as &
e ST TEHRI AR B W A UeR) & ol # T8 J19d §Y S© Gl Bl ATHR
arfefraa—2005 @1 TR | qrER @1 M 2 |

SRIFT JTAR T Rl i & g o1 AffeR if&faa—2005 # For aRHIRIE e
BRI B1 2107 H 81 3 & HRUT SH W FaT B AHR AFTIH—2005 & UG AR]
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

TE BT T | 3T S T H 5T AT AT SRBRY BT BT AT SUSTE BRI BT I
el B

T & Ffiet & f2a & forg wfed g9 w—fauilRid fem & wdy # ugra faavor adrermef
D DI AT Al AT ANHRI §RT JAT JId dadse W AART UL & | 39D
sifeRed s A & aifdfes sideror Rurd fawrfa ufyer § el & 8 | s e gaen
MBI 1 eI e f&ATH 20—05—2024 H AT o siferad o= 37 2| vy fawget &
e # v STl MR & 3MMST B UTedT H FHRYT UfaswR Ifd &R & 8 | fARapeia:
MR A GT BT 7 o 3rdielia ARaN & forefy fdy ) sragerm =81 @1 2|

Suad fJdem | W 2 & aneifia amew @ ave Ay srgaa 8 | o sxiey d-e &1 By
JFITgad MR &1 & | IRd el WaR 5 om ara 78t 2 |

aReme: URa fadia omid TaggRT SUagaR FRamid &1 iRl & |

3Tst f&ATd 21—11—2024 &1 Aofg forar SR gxaeRd wd gaifed far |

foota &1 ufa Swa ueT &1 ARG & 9 |
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Sikkim Information Commission

Case No. 25/SI1C/2023

Mr. Chetan Sapkota.
Vs.
SPIO, Directorate of State Lottery, Finance Department, Gangtok, East Sikkim.

Date of Order: 11.03.2024

Decided by Y.P. Gurung, Chief Information Commissioner (Sikkim)

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Sections 2(j), 8(1)(d), 8(1)(j) & 11(1) of RTI Act 2005

The appellant, Mr. Chetan Sapkota, filed an RTI application seeking detailed information
from the Directorate of State Lottery, Finance Department, Sikkim, on various aspects related to
lottery operations, including tax/GST deposits, daily sales and prize distribution data, outlet license
details, etc. The SPIO provided partial information but claimed that certain information was beyond
their jurisdiction. Dissatisfied, the appellant filed multiple appeals, arguing that vital information
affecting public interest had not been disclosed.

The Information Commission, upon multiple hearings, found that the SPIO’s response was
inadequate, especially for queries 11, 12, 17, and 23. It directed the SPIO to procure relevant data
from the third party (GGIPL) and furnish it to the appellant, emphasizing that the information
requested in a generalised format, falls within the ambit of public disclosure. The Respondent’s
inability to present adequate justification for seeking exemption under Sections 8(1)(d) and 8(1)(j)
of the RTI Act has not been found legally tenable.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission highlighted the spirit and intent of the RTI Act to ensure transparency,
accountability, and the public’s right to access information held by public authorities. It emphasized
that Sections 8(1)(d) and 8(1)(j), while permitting certain exemptions, include a proviso wherein
disclosure must be allowed when a larger public interest is involved. Harmonizing confidentiality
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with transparency is crucial.

Held:

The Commission held that the information sought in queries 11, 12, 17, and 23 was indeed
under the control of the public authority and did not fall under the exemption clauses of Section
8(1)(d) or (j), given the evident public interest. It directed the SPIO and the third party (GGIPL) to
furnish the information within 21 days from the date of order and file compliance report before the

Commission on or before 16.12.2024.

Court Cases Referred:

1.

S

CBSE vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay (2011) 8 SCC 497

Dr. Naresh Trehan and Others vs. Rakesh Kumar Gupta

Visnosh Priyakumar vs. CPIO, Raipur, Chennai

General Manager Finance, Air India Ltd & Anr vs. Virender Singh (LPA No. 205/2012)
Public Information Officer, CM’s Office, UP vs. SIC and others (W.P. No. 3262/MB/2008)
R.K. Jain vs. Union of India (2009) 8 SCC 273
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Sikkim Information Commission

Appeal No. 02/S1C/2020

Shri. Navin Kiran Pradhan
Vs.
State Public Information Officer, Department of Personnel, Gangtok East

Order dated 17.06.2020

Decided by — Shri M.B. Gurung, Chief Information Commissioner Sikkim

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 18, Section 19(3), of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

The appellant, Shri Navin Kiran Pradhan, filed a complaint under Section 18(1)(b) and
(c) of the RTI Act, 2005 before the Sikkim Information Commission, stating that he had not
received satisfactory or complete information sought via his RTI application dated 10.02.2020.
The application sought extensive data regarding all appointments made under the Government of
Sikkim, including names, addresses, appointment orders, salaries, perks, and selection procedures.
Although he received a partial reply ten days before the hearing, it was deemed unsatisfactory
and incomplete by him. He also emphasized that Public Sector Undertakings (PSUs) are part of
the State Government, and information from those entities should also be furnished under the RTI
Act. On the other hand, the SPIO explained the reasons for delay in providing the information and
sought additional time to compile the data in the format sought by the appellant, noting that the
information would have to be collected from multiple departments.

Held:

The Commission found the SPIO’s explanation for the delay to be reasonable and therefore
exempted him from penalties under Sections 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act. Nonetheless,
considering the public interest involved and the detailed nature of the RTI query, the Commission
directed the SPIO to supply the remaining information, including from all relevant PSUs, by
17.07.2020.
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Obiter Dicta:

The Commission referred to the Supreme Court ruling in Central Information Commission vs.
State of Manipur, where it was held that the Information Commission under Section 18 of the RTI
Act does not possess the jurisdiction to order disclosure of information; such power is conferred
only under Section 19(3) in a second appeal. The only authority the Commission holds under
Section 18 is to impose penalties under Section 20 if it finds non-bona fide conduct by the SPIO.
While acknowledging this legal limitation, the Commission in this case chose to direct the SPIO
to provide information considering the wider public interest and the need for transparency, despite
acting on a Section 18 complaint.

Cases Referred: None
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Tamil Nadu Information Commission

Case No. 14639/E/2021 & 14816/E/2021

Public Authority:
SPIO, Tamil Nadu Medical Council. Arumbakkam, Chennai

Date of Order: 23.08.2023
Decided by Shri Md. Shakeel Akhter, Chief Information Commissioner;
Shri P. Dhanasekarn, Information Commissioner &

Shri R. Priyakumar, Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved in This Case:
Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 6 of the RTI Act, 2005, Article 372 of the Indian
Constitution, Madras Medical Registration Act, 1914

The case revolves around whether the Tamil Nadu Medical Council (TNMC) falls under the
ambit of the Right to Information (RTI) Act, 2005, and whether it qualifies as a “public authority”
under Section 2(h) of the Act. The TNMC claimed that it did not receive any financial aid from
the government and operated entirely by their own funds, and therefore was not bound to disclose
information under the RTI Act. The Council cited a previous State Information Commission
decision from 2019 to support this position. However, the issue was referred to a Full Bench of the
Tamil Nadu State Information Commission to conclusively determine TNMC'’s status under the RTI
framework. After reviewing all materials and arguments, including the statutory role of the TNMC
under the Madras Medical Registration Act, 1914, and its duties such as licensing, maintaining a
register of medical professionals, and enforcing professional conduct, the Commission determined
that TNMC performs public functions with significant public interest. It noted that the TNMC was
created by a statute and its activities directly serve the public and affect public health governance. As
such, the Commission had to decide whether the Council meets the definition of “public authority”
as per Section 2(h) of the RTI Act.
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Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission, while delivering its decision, observed that transparency and accountability
are integral to institutions governing public functions, especially in sectors involving public
health and professional ethics. It emphasized that the TNMC, being a statutory body created by
legislation. It is admitted fact that TNMC was created by Madras Medical Registration Act 1914
under Article 372 of Indian Constitution. Hence, it is clear that TNMC is a creature of Statute.
Under Section 2(h) a public authority would mean a body or institution established or constituted-
by or under the Constitution or by any other law made by the Parliament or the State Legislature.
Since Madras Medical Registration Act 1914, is a legislation adopted through Article 372, it would
deemed as if the legislation was passed by our Parliament and therefore is an public authority under
the definition.

Held:

The Full Bench of the Tamil Nadu State Information Commission held that the Tamil Nadu
Medical Council clearly falls under the definition of “public authority” as per Section 2(h) of
the RTI Act, 2005. Consequently, it is bound to provide information under the RTI Act. The
Commission directed TNMC to appoint appropriate Public Information Officers (P1Os) and First
Appellate Authorities, so as to comply with the provisions of the RTI Act and furnish information
to the public.

Court Cases Referred:

Thalappalam Service Cooperative Bank Ltd. vs State of Kerala & Others*, (2013) 16 SCC 82
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Tamil Nadu Information Commission

Case No. 16356/SCIC/2021

Dr. A. Rajakumari
Vs.
PIO, Deputy Inspector General of Registration, Nandanam, Chennai
Date of Order: 09.01.2024

Decided by Shri Md. Shakeel Akhter, Chief Information Commissioner

Provisions Involved:
* Section 6(1), Section 19(1) and 19(3), Section 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005

The case arises from an RT1 application filed by Dr. A. Rajakumari seeking detailed information
regarding an enquiry into a land grabbing complaint involving Mr. V. Radhakrishnan. The appellant
specifically requested the name and designation of the officer who conducted the enquiry, as well
as the statements given by the main accused and other relevant individuals. Despite receiving
partial replies from the Public Information Officer (PIO) and filing a first appeal, the appellant
remained unsatisfied and subsequently approached the Tamil Nadu Information Commission via a
second appeal on 07.12.2021. During the hearing, it was revealed that an enquiry had indeed been
conducted on 20.09.2019 by the then PIO/DIG Mr. Janarthan, but the enquiry was incomplete.
Further it was revealed that the Circular No.41530/U1/2017 dated 20-10-2017, which had clearly
withdrawn a previous circular and prohibited such enquiries regarding fraudulent registrations. The
Commission found that this enquiry had created confusion in the petitioner’s mind and failed to
provide natural justice, prompting the need for an explanation from the concerned officer.

Orbiter Dicta:

The Commission emphasized that circulars issued by competent authorities such as the IG
Registration are binding and must be adhered to by Public Information Officers and Enquiry
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Officers. The failure to follow these circulars not only undermines the legal sanctity but also leads

to confusion and potential miscarriage of justice.

Held:

The Commission directed the current PIO to furnish the correct and complete information on
the two remaining items sought by the representative of the petitioner in his letter dated 09.01.2024
within 15 days by registered post, along with a compliance report. Additionally, the Commission
ordered that the then PIO/DIG, Mr. Janarthan, must send a written explanation within 15 days as
to why action under Section 20(1) and 20(2) of the RTI Act should not be initiated against him for
conducting an enquiry on 20.09.2019, in violation of Circular No.41530/U1/2017 issued by the IG
Registration.

Court Cases Referred:

* Supreme Court judgment in Civil Appeal No. 6673 of 2014
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mUkjk[k.M Dipuk vk;kx
JTUTeT GT : 41251 TG UTA GRAT: 41255

=) RAfamer eHl, gearse,

g4

1. AP G JRHRT / U F1ewe, = e Moenad SoRravs, gegl (AHrard) |
2. Sfo T T, Yrar, RIS JeIfdeerd, SEYR, [Tel SuHRigTR |
3. fovmi ardiely iRy / fRewrd, Swa R Ay, gegm, frar A=ard |
g fa=Tia: 13.05.2025

Be{ki I ;kx'k Heé] jkT; Dipuk vk;i&] mUkjk[k.M
YT ST &RT 19 (3) . BT SN, 2005

vkni"k

TS Gadrs & F9g sdiareli IuRerd © | Jrdienell g™ 3 fadid 13 /05 /2025 & HEIH ¥ U

foaRaa e wRga far Tar, oY aeviiRI= 9=Adell &1 9T I9R1 7 | T@RGTANTon &l
AR ¥ <o eI M, YR, IS AeIdened, SHyR SuRed g | SU Mawrs, Swa Ren Feermay

SCRIETE, BeglHl (AHIdTel) S0 SIROTHO WGl gD WAUGE SABH & AIH ¥ SURT g |

U T ®1 GdTs AN §RT f&id 17.02.2025 BT & AT i1 | Ia [y &7 wiRa amaer &1

URAN—2 oI 14 foeda &

TR 2. Ul AT 41251 UG AU AT 41255 FAE fAva, 94 el vd wHE e
AT PR I FIOT B S PRI IS o Vb A1 TG DI Ol © | 3fdTed
AT 41251 H Srdiaell T oRY UF fQA® 04 /05 /2024 AP ol AN/
ez, Sea e e, gl SaRr@vs, A+ ® FHIfed R Uitd H-d gU

TR 22 favgall or e AT it
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Vi.

vii.

g P ISPy HASTdenery YR HEARE TR § BRI yrardl a1 e, el v o=
HHARAT BT 99 2021—22 A 202324 & qWR A€ dd H o /ST T o= &l 9
AEIfAenerd | STel—STal ol 37 A7 S9h! Hol= &l e e, fafdr vd af qer s+9a
TA, DA 31fe fda ameRa & T a1 foa=r @=f ganm @1 yHIfa Tl Suerel R
BT T BN |

g8 & oo HeTdererd YR SHUERiE TR P grardl #eledr 4 W3 2022—23 U4
2023—24 ¥ 3 T8 5T B I AN B 8, 9 T H AU Ug BT J9R O a1, 34
g8, XTTS! 31qdT argyT, Uaet affe d fra=n @i gar & Foul SFeR) Td qRgol gaTdell
DI JEIOT BRI SUAET BRI B P DN |

JE 6 oo AeIdEned SR SEMREE TR P grerdl #eledr 9 §F 2022—23 U4
2023—24 ¥ Sl ST /IS ATAN BT 8, AR TS < T Al F B 39 A1 a1 ey
UATECl Ud I Aay, faHie iR T4 Aegq | @1 S HIeR d18d, NSl Jferal argar
Ued arfe # 1T @l gam & S[U & e RofdeH, fefde, fdd, ar8er, <isik, ACCOUNT
BOOK 3Mf& &1 F+qul IH&NI Ud F¥of u=Taetl @l FHIOd SRIMAEl SUel BRI & B
X |

I & Sy FEIfdeed SR SEARiE TR § FF 2021—22, 2022—23 UG 2023—24 H
faff=1 a1t SC, ST, OBC, EWS oIl 3cud@id WY& & ST B3 qT BRI Bl BIAgI]
UG PI TN IAD SMAGT TS B YSNBROT BT DI UIH IS IR B ARl SAFeRI Ud qHU
T w=Tael @1y BTl SUSel HRI @ B N |

g & el weifdered SqR SEdRis TR A faxiig @ 2022—23 U9 202324 #
HeTdenerd H S-Sl AMRRT Ha &1 T T S8l H BT B T 9 (el aT8aR ol
ACCOUNT BOOK 3fife @1 wifcrdt derm swas Frasmaedl @ ufa &1 |Fwgul St gd dwgot
TGS Y T BTl U BRI BT BE N |

g & ISTHIY HETAeerd SIYR HEHRIE TR DI T3 2022—23 UG 2023—24 DI Hd AL
D SR B M TAT 59 J@W H HY B T MR B HI BRI D IR<El R IAD]
HEAfT & SXERYH U B YA Bl I IR & e N |

I8 & ISy wRifdeed SR SEARE TR 4 & dWR @ [dd, AET gR1 w@idpd
TRAITT AT MY §RT Aol AT 36 G H IMAT DI U 90 THSBRI Gd FHY0T gH1ael ol
T BTN IUAL BRI BT BT DN |
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viii.

Xi.

Xii.

Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

XVil.

XViii.

g & Sy FRIfdered SR SEARiE TR § WF 2021—22, 2022—23 UG 2023—24 H
ATt / Rietdl /Bl e & #ed | Heiderad ¥ e $Ig srTsl /dSTg /< anfe fafi
AT SC, ST, OBC, EWS TAT e¥iedd WHaR ¥ T geAl el 8 ol WYl SIedR
Td qEUT UHTael B YO BTITIRR SUel BRI & HE N |

I & ISR ABITATEd SYR SHEFRiE TR 6 d9dse & [dd e & F9ol SIeary
Td FUT gFTael B T BTN IS BRI BT BE DN |

I 6 I ARIfdererd SR HEHRiE TR ¥ oo fva R 8 89 R s ol
FRIRA 1 B BT SR TAT 3MUS RT 59 &g Sl ol JA9 {6y T &1 yforg sramwferat
IUAET PRI BT BE N |

e b IS ABITETad SR HEARE TR & TR B4 3 AT ddM ddb BT B8
B! R rer ARl o &1 w1 S9! o i @ g9 ufaariail 4 g
IAD! AT THHRI UG TRl US1dell B JHIOR BRI Sl SR & T I |

g &b ISP Helfdened SR HEFRIE TR S Jrardl &l 3°r ol asd 8 @l
THTIOTT BRI SUSTE] BRI BT B P |

Iz b ares R M A Uoliapd © &1 YA BRIMRNR Sudel TR & T B |
I & yrart ST 9189 | HEIdeTeld Sl § @ SIH®RI &1 FAIO Uil |

I {6 Ul & ar8" BT RGN S8R I & | W Bl S9d o PIs Wl fHerdr g,
IT ISR BT Pls 9T Hdr g | IS A &7 ol HHARI $I5d BT ©, I SAD
fore @I wEeY ® A1 SR BIs AFey AT ST €, MU §RT AT fIMRT gRT @
IO BT SUAT BRI BT BT B |

Iz o foia 9§ 2022—23 & gl /DDO gRT RIAAT doic WRwex fhar AT | WRwex B
A gd S weifdered | dffad qee | e smsiRd fby Ty &1 g ufd |

Iz & Ioar FRIfIeTed YR HEARE TR 519 I TR Gl I oIdhR 319l aaA ddb dl
T Bfifse Rurd, der=q 2fie, Mg odiodlRo, ook, [&Bv 3o S &1 JHITd Sl
IUAET B BT BE N |

g [ ISTDHIY HBTAETerd STRIYR HEARTE TR S A YRS GAT I B AT aaar ddb
fSTaT 99T g ARBR AT 15T IRAR & oAl O fART I 3 g &) yarord st
IUTLT BRI BT PE B |
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xix. IE b ISHIY FRMAETT SYR SHEARIE TR Sd I TR 3T A IR ST ad b

a1 dolc Bg ARPR JAAT ST IR & fhdl f faunT I omar © 3k oigf o=t o
o @ gon & S9! Tl uHATdell Ud SH@] WA THIOG BRIMIOE!T Ul BRI &
P B |

xx. I8 b IO FARMIEI SR SHEARiE TR remdl @I fbdl 1 seams a1 $Har) &I
e A fau Y a1 & uer BT S 997 AT WCIaRvT foy {991 ufcere ufafte <=1 &
PR 2 P JHIOR SRR Suded BRI BT B N |

Xxi. RSP AEldemerd SR HEARE TR & grardl o G ff dHar &1 a1 gRasr 4
IUFTIA Nrar ARFRH T Fa1 & BRI Mfe | U 7 B YA Bramiadr Suee
PR BT B BN |

xxii. 7 T TSI/ IfAeEl @1 TG BT YUl SR B HUT D |

IR 3.

IR 4.

IR 5.

S10 3TROYHO WG, b el DN /SU e, Iza Ref Fenad ScRrgvs,
gegM! (A-iaTel) g1 U faeie 10 #S, 2024 & ATAH A Iad AR UF Bl AfAfFIH
D GRT 6(3) B FTA AP o ANBRI /YR, IS FeTdener, SR (St
MRIETR) &7 faRd fbar |

Qe FET ATABRI / YT, ST ARIaeerd, YR §RT U3 fas7ids 20 /05 /2024 &
AEH A AUl BT ST BRI AT fh 3ue gRT AN TR a1 A DIS dAldbiad
a1 Sfed g BT Ui 81 BIAT © | 3T MY U+ gRIY UF H /i WA el &
SHfed / Albfed B9 @ BRUT Ud YA I Il BRI 6l AT HRIF B B

PN, FTT9 D! AR BRI § 9TRd GaT SUeTel SRl ST | |

AT IUART 7 BRI S BT Ieeld BRdl Y fdreeil gRT f&7d 07 /06 /2024 I
T Ul ISR/ TRY Fiaeres, S=a e Fqermery geg &l |G ifdd & gy
g ol UT @ Y| fauria erdfielia ifdart / uvt fAcers, Swa fem, sog
™ (\are) @& gRT fasid 10 /07 /2024 BT H2H e &1 fAaRer far wan, s
T AT a1 ATABRI BT AR fbar Tar s srdierrell & R o= fH1d 04.05.
2024 &1 Y fIgaR aclidd o qAT o &1 ARHR AfFH, 2005 & Wi &
3TTHY Sl Il <F el T SIS Hee § HROT WE B gU T I FRAR0T *maey
uTed B @I Al I 15 faq & AR srdiemedl &1 Mged Famr Suaer o gHfed
BN |
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TR 6. IR omdieiy &iffe & fder @ A H dld o ANeNT /Uremr, ISTdhia

AEIAEIerd, STHYR (SUARIETR) §RT U3 f&A1® 31,/07 /2024 & AegH 4 SdTereil &
T UG B T, R dge T 89 R srdierdi gRT uga e ordie e &
He AT @ T |

TR 7. AU AT 41255 H AUl §RT R UF QAP 04,/05,/2024 b Gl

Vi.

vii.

viii.

BN / Fewrd, S e e, geg™l STRIEUS, A-Idrd &l THIed o Ifd
vt g TR 30 favgei w gaem ARf -
gg & oo HEdEred SR SEFRIETR W PRIRd A Rierdl, wHerRal,
RIeToeR HHTRAT v g (Rl vd |ideT R BRka) & Fgfh usl &1 g9 sl
I IR BT T PN |

g b #Aeifdeney & oRRd Ul & IRl 3RSl Ud RRIFIARYT ¥ H / AR (TdRor
IS BT YA BRI SUAEl HRH BT BT BN |

gg & Ferfdened # |3 2021—22 | 2022—23 % A= SR <@l & fdga 8g wied
QAT & A9 9 S JAIRAT, Ae—S JAIRAT & M1 DI Gl DT FHI0T Ui SUAT BRI
BT B PN |

IE & werfdered ¥ A= Rl Sl & Fded g 1iod aifal ¥ |wied ufierel &
IRT gt @1 JAIG BRERE! SUdel IR B HE DN |

Ig & AeIfdened d oRiRg 99 i, ¥eie Ud RrevR s9aiRal & SuRAfd ufstear &
gl (3T 01—01—2020 ¥ IAAM ) B FHIO BT ARl IUSTeT IR BT B PN |
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Td SRR ¥ 81 | AT BT STEHR SIATIH BT TGUANT R 8¢ a1 AT S dlfs URIIT e
AT 991 RS TAT GAAT AT S BT AT WR uRA AT @l F 81 | Jrdierneil | e #1 Sl § b S §
R 9IS § G &1 AHER AT & JIRT Ta 3 ARG & w9 # A d I RFeN &
|y SR |

7. WA AT H e © P denedi gRT e AR & ofdia e sif¥gdr & wu H
T Faar dnfl T | AT ol & HJag H A0 ITadd IrTad o 3a o [fde
YIS TR 10044 /2010, DI WAl AT ATGRT o STIdH AATAd a4 TS T+ 30rared H
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giRd ameer feAifed 13/11 /19 # g8 g ufourfed fear & ﬁ?—personal records, including name,
address, physical, mental and psychological status, marks obtained, grades and answer sheets are all treated
as personal information. Similarly professional records, including qualification, performance, evaluation
reports, ACRs, disciplinary proceedings, etc, are all personal information. Medical records, treatment, choice
of medicine, list of hospitals and doctors visited, findings recorded, including that of the family members,
information relating to assets, liabilities, income tax returns, details of investments, lending and borrowing,
etc, are personal information. Such personal information is entitled to protection from unwarranted invasion
of privacy and conditional access is available when stipulation of larger public interest is satisfied. The list is

indicative and not exhaustive.

8. S I AN RT Ueeff & IR U5 Bl I= AFRNIG w0 I Jainsd fbd oM ud
W B S & waed IR 9 1 E | JMTST GAdTs @ AR el gRT dlld a1 AfBRI
@1 AT AT A T S Hd H Big SR T T2 fmar war | afia Reafa # wga g e
TET el © | RN T fad 17 /02 /2025 BT A T SROT qdARA AfSH & ATHe TR TG
Uq HiRgd HUAl & MR TR Tchlel [THRIR YTl MEBRT BT AT BT MMABR AAFTRIH DI LRI
20(2) @ 3fdta ffd wRoT IRl Afew 59 HeR aara- & wrel ara¥ foram Srar & &6 wiasy § =
R iR & wifder=i & ufd Ao 8 gY YoM srdidl &1 AR gifead fear s |

9 wd fgdia ordiiet 3§ e &1 siffreR M & sidfa o= 31 fag =R & o o =&
2, 310 SIRIGIJAR 31dTe H&AT 41251 Td Tl AT 41255 BT T8 7 UK gU R {6 irm = |

qATdell STRISA SUR Bl ST |

TS Gl H A, swieRd gd faifed |
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mUkjk[k.M Dipuk vk;kx
IMUTT GT ¢ 41123

ot AR 9,
CEik

1. AIE AT ARTHRI /T &AMTHRI, TRER ¥oT IToll TR RSTd, BRI Hrarl, Fae

eTd BIedh RMIYR Al 8RgR, e sRgR |

2. frfa erdiela SifSreRT / a=asiia ufdreis, 8RgR SU a9 HReTd, 8RR IIoToll
TR Rod, BRYe draF!, fdebear, 5T eRgR |

3. eerd /99 ReTd STl SRR RS, 5,/1 R AR, <&xTeA |
ot fe=ia: 30.04.2025

Be{ki I ;kx"k Heé] jkT; Dipuk vk;i&] mUkjk[k.M
YT ST &RT 19 (3) . BT SMELAMRTH, 2005

vkni"k

TS JAare B wHY rdiemell SuRerd g4 | dle ol PRI /99 SAeRI, sRER Vo
IoTToll el R Red & fog g faart vd A /a9 TRetd Mool ersR Red, 5 /1 3Ry |1,
TERIGA DI AR F AT Aol IAel SR g | e /a9 WRefd oioll <R ReTd, I8 §
RT U5 &A@ 15 30e1, 2025 & ARIH W U1 ARAT UK B A1, o4 WIevIuRT=T U=aell Hl |RT
ERIRIBIEIN

2. T fgda omdie &1 ga1s AT gRT f3A1d 02 /12 /2024 & &1 AT oY | Saa fafdy &1
TR AT BT TR 7 TR 10 FFTgAR 28—

TR 7. GAAs & aRM JUrRdl & J RY UF & W Ud I UE & HUAl A W ©
& srdiemell @I dera sRaTST FRYeT BT a9 fMTT §RT UA® 642 faAld 19.08.2013
@ HEIH I Q1 ) S W Seelad ufidy /el @ fgurerd Hadl e aifed © |
rdierell ®1 U & P SecilRad sMfed d O wral &1 a/gurerd w- @1 Reyfay 4
fFEToT BT SrgAfT & AT off, ST U e BT AT © STy Aifesd o 8l &
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IR 8.

ST @ T | AR fFEier 2g o T sFufd W asiye M fhar T qen aw
I /STl S8R RSid gRT MM &1 9dl &7 Iued o1 {6 S wRsffafy
TP PIg HIIATE! el &I T B | A R AMART T O B W9 do I1HR U oY
T, T & Ao UTh H drex Bl 99 @ forg B oI & Y ¥ smrafed Sy
Y ST & 13 99 G & d1g 9l 3 T 97 Siial & ER&T0T Ud Jaer 8g 5 g
BT BT IARIET ISToH <8R ROd & TR BIe~SH H ST A6l SRRy 1T |

rdrereff & o W UHE a9 WRed (@9 W9 ) §RT UF W& 642 fAAIE 19 3R
2013 @ HETH | SR STl BT URIeToT fhar T | U=l JIaTST Bl <7 TR Jidfed
foreaa &

i, gemdl el e (fSTo) (37 e damanhl e |diEe 8 HIEa—249208 T

ERER (STRIETS) &I WA ARTR 99 6 @l A R R 99 U9 I8 & g4
feen Rera ararer daradl e & warfieg @) ol gf (@9=T 102, 103) # a3 §
RT 3ari o) & Fafad & & e d e, ISl [MouTd S8’Igd §RT U
Ho 1032 /14—1 f&HAI® 20122012 TAT UH AT 1892 /14—1 &l 18—03—2013 §
RT Ufya &Itwl/ﬂﬁ'ﬂglra TqAT FER AT State Level Environment Impact Assessment
Authority, Uttarkhand Dehradun & U3id 109 $¥1—8(16) 2013 faHi® 14—08—2013 §RT
1 TR IRAT & SR WR IS TRV & e[ I 71+ 3al & T8d 39 BRI
BT JATART eI § |

ST RISTTS JMouTd §RT USd 1305 / 14—1 f&HTd 20—12—2012 TAT USATH 1802 / 14—1
fa=Ties 18—03—2013 TR AT wrail T quicar srgurerd gRfRead fhar S | faeyes
3™ W et arel Y&t @) AL DI GEX S A A & I AR §9 A A
B |

RISITSH RM0UTH BT ARG MMM §RT W do€ FaR el Wil & Hal Hollia BT JeRIol
o SREm |

B o Tem H gaoid IRervr ATy 1972 Jom GINfSd 2006 dAT ITAISEN 9
JYTaROT Ud I HATTT HRT ARDBR & AT BT Seoiad el {hAT SR |

FISEl & UM @ Ul B FaRAT B ISIol Ui H UGS I R UP s de
FAT? RTSATSH 00 U BT IR IuART BRI |

ifde qorm sroifde fe b1 AR deife faf | oear sfard g
ISl e3R RO @ CgTR WIS=s¥H # %0 5,00,000(UMd Rg wUY) B e=RIR QT
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UHR 9.

IR 10.

IR 3.

Y B AT qT G bl H g=goidl & GRETT qAT FdgH g Ut BRI B |

=1 # qRyial & WRev & f2d B & | 3@ gd A} dls e /o o iy Sl
2 7 BT TS FHRAT BT |

URId ST H e SR U & fd=g &A1 1 ¥ 6 MU o SURIK Scefigd erdl
A Hafd 7 | afdfd srafcd Feere IISTe Urd, JEvIgA @ UF & A W o1 T 7
A Tl H T e R AfAFRM & g)7 (5) @ fAid fewred a1 e ool
crg'R RoTd, <8RIGH BT UeTdR a9 8 iR fdar Sirar € b yqg o= axetd &
UFid 642 fAIH 19.08.2013 & U H ol HRIaATS! Qd feray ReIfd R Al ga-r
MBI TSl TR RoTd Brfer & AH ¥ AN GAdaTs W fAwd STRem ST
T qHeT U 1 S |

arfiemefl & A& TR UF @ favg W 7 B URdd Uil ¥ B §¢ Al al
BT /a9 e=fdRI, sRER ST ool s R Rotd, RgR @1 R fhar e g
5 ardrermeft Ml gars & gd rdeeft & W a7 WReTd & e 642 faid 19,
08.2013 ¥ <1 Y Trdl & AU § B WA FRIAE! & ey § fdg G 1 A 6 TD
DI HNET a1 vd w5 F=A1 8 & AUeE oMol g Rord gRER ST &1 AFeA
ardrereff @1 ST YA | Yd SuTT AT AT o |

IMRANT gRT fa1id 15.01.2025 HI UIRA 37 HT TR 3 G 8 FF=TIHIR 53—

MM gRT f&d wrw fder & &8 # Qe /a9 dRess ool <R Refd QEied
ERT 30 forRaa Ifwe & ATedd | S1aeTd HRiAm 1T fhi—

fa~g W=

03 gISIdl & ARETTT U4 Yae =g JISioll ISR YT Pl [0 5,00000 /— Bl GFRIIA
T el 88 & |

fag H®=m— 04 IISIAl & HREUT U4 Yaw B S9RIRT UK 7 81 & BRI BRI T8l HRR T 2 |

fag H=am— 05 vErRl SrErel e (), ddEe s dwEd RN 8RR ¥ W0 5,00000 / —

(dr= oE) & goRIRT U 9 8 & BROT FRId a9 SFSHINAT DI BRI B 8
R 81 foar |

Hlo MANT & A H T 2 fb SIRIkh SIHaN draferd ¥ SUC 3ifioidl & IR W ol

ST RET 2| YR DI g R 8 59 BRIeld & UF 6T 1846 /12—1 f3AI®
04.01.2025 ¥ TR Afad daradl @l HHa (), FdEme e dad e eRgR

A SFGN 9 RS S g oRee U | uF UNa fhar war o, S awefd
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IR 4.

AfYT & o FHT | 9 BN & BRI 199 U B AT 2| AR e STy
gRER @I W1 SRR Afgd, daraadl rarsr fAoa (), e e dawEd Rien
gRER | AfhTd 9 &3 7 Faa—a7a R &R fasar w2

Tq QAP 02.12.2024 BT IRANT H FAdTs & IWId 99 &FTHRI SRER NS TSIl
Cl'R RS gRT YRR 3RATSl &I BRI WE a9 WReld (IIsid) /9 a=goiig
ufiTeld STRIEUS & UAIH 642 / 12—13 {3716 19.08.2013 RT <1 T ™mMfed # vrdf
@ gUTed @ Hay H faid 10 fAHaR 2024 P u= YRS fbar 1| a9 SAfEBRY S0
faos T farY g1 U= 360 /22 fRAT® 10.12.2024 & Aed | UG u= # fAF=rad
e fpar T B

ARITYR &A1 &l AT IR Rerd SATATgR—aAddRl A1 & ) AR Rerd et gamedl srare
@1 ol A & TERT Fo— 102, 103 H 33 FRT A AT & F=e 3§ ST TE I WRETD
(@=gsia) /4 agoilg gfauTed STRRIvE & TP 642 /12—13 &6 19.08.2013 & gRT AT 8F
frrforRad el & AR MR <1 T o1 |

I AT 01 B STTAR A3 F et arell AT BT bl & SUR 3MaeTd wU |
B o olfche IS IRT JATSH BT IgHfTET MMTH Uole / faarg &t # uRafda faar
AT 8| 3MUH §RT Fele 9 faarg &fd &1 g e faulRka e el e Rerd &
AR W@rerT A7 2 | N fAare 81 9 Tl &1 e STl @1 dR% gl & oI fare
B ¥ ISl &l W 99T dTel Slo Slo & BRI g=goiial & WHadid § 4RI JaAT &I 8l
2| 3T AT TSl TR RS/ &1 TR% Gef+l d@rel I HT g AT /&I Pl dapred

5 PRAT GHAREd |
I @A 02 & ATAR STl TR RS B RS 130 gRT U doc a1 IR dle!

I DI S ST BT AR AT ST o1, ST b 31U gRT 81 fbar Tar | 31
39 I7h doc H ARl WIER &l BT 90T IR AT doc T BT BRI B |

I AT 03 B AR Bl A T H ISl EReTor AfAfFH 1972 / FeNfEA 2006
TAT IATFATSYT T GATARYT U a9 HATR YR IRBR & AT BT Sooied g1 fbar
ST oI, offdhT 3 gIRT SURIKD IITAfAfSl & BRI Il BT Soaie haT ST Y&l © |

I G 04 B AR qRISNGl & G & Ul DI FaRAT 7 ool SR Red &
TP gl dIeREId a1 B IFRINT U] BRIs S ofl, olfhT s gRT AR T
I IARIRT ST 8l & Y 8| S 5.00 ARG DI IRIT 96 /a9 AReTd, STl
SR Red wrafad § ST o1 GRRed o |
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Tt | 05 B AR S vd aifds g &1 e denfe ffy gy fvar s
ofT, fébweg S 2 T Al 3MUD ERT ST 8l fbaT ST &7 & |

T AT 06 B AR AT TSIl TR Rold & T/IR HIS~<H BI HUY 5,00,000.
00 (Fo U ARG 1) &I gRIRT 2 qul # 2 fHwl § g=uoial & HRET0T qAT Ja
<1 ST off, IR IS §IRT I<h FARIRT IuT T8l PRI AT T |

I AR 07 & AR AT H qRyohal & WRevl & Rd & & ¥ wad gy Al i
fAder /ot g It 2, A MB!I ATUTAT BRAT BT |

39 BT/ HAE a=Ioid UfduTted®, sRER SR & 93 Fo 907 /27 f&id 15.03.2021,
U3 o 1348 /3ffshAvT f&-Td 22.03.2021, UH Ho 374 /22 f&A1® 30.10.2021, UF Ho 653 /22 f&A®
11.02.2022, U o 1092 /21 1% 04.06.2013, U W0 49 /21 faHI® 18.07.2023, T HO 207 /21 f&AI®
02.09.2023, UF o 285 /21 faAld 18.09.2023 U Wo 851 /21—1 faAAld 01.12.2023 Y U= w0 971 /21
&l 23.12.2023 & ERT B IR AUDI UAEAR fhar T, fb=g US> gRT SFAMART H &1 TS AT BT
Ut TET fhaT ST RET 8 | Y MU AW Y& B §U SURRD Al BT JJUTAT PRAT i
PN, IJAT 3MMYS! AR Bl FRET B B GR(AT UG [Afd HRAE! 2 STawR Bl folar SR |

41.

42.

IR 5.

T AR gRT UG o &1 Uy Rrenfaerr &1 aemed uftd = gg e/
T RSP MMl eTeTR Rofd JER1gH, aRS gferd seflerd sRgR, |Afud sRgR wsd!
fasr wIieRY vd TR Agad, TR e gRgR @l dergdl srErel id & 9o
Tl & AU BRI BT R BRIATE! BT R fBA1 T 8 | 99 e AfeR) sRgR I
RISl SRR & §RT AR gferd sefled sRER &I Uarkil sRaTsT e gRT Heferd
Jerfie dacera # Harferd a9t e SIS W8vS R W AF M BT TR
fpar T 2 STafs TR gad ¥ deniA ddcsd H ISl dige Ud gdiold olsel &
TR W AH o1 T Afed eRgR wed! fderd uiffiaror | derfie daeera ud

Folc fAfor 2g wiad AMfas Ud odl & SR SRATs SR Bl IR fhar am 2

IMANT R fadid 02.12.2024 &1 Ay MU AWl SguTe # @i gaT AR gRT
T BRIAT AT 6 a9 &= gRgR Vol Yool e€siR RYd gRT sy Ualih
360 /22 f&Tidh 10.12.2024 §RT U= 3r@reT, A (RfS10), Ardrare e dae ftal
ERER ®I Il JHTOT U H 1 AT 2l BT ST 81 b S+ & Hael H Uolidhd
o UfT s T doligd us Hdfdd orater & |fyd @ 9’ 8 & BRYT Ay a9
RGN HRITT B U 8ol B |

YATIAT ® URIETOT AT feId TSl TSERT UTdh UG g+ Sfearl a e / Uivd u=
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IR 7.

IR 8.

I wree ® fh dard erarer fHa RfSTo) (3t fter damanh srareT) |dieme e o Ed
BRER H AR T bl W11 IR ReId SATATYR ATrerdRl AN Reyd rars &1 ol 9
% GA G 102, 103 H Ay fFfor & foy smmfed 2 feees Teimeh Tourd
RT USId 1305/ 14—1 fATH 20—12—2012 AT UHd 1802 /14—1 faTid 18—03—2013
@ U H SeoilRad Trdl Bl SUTe 81 BT 1T | I8 SMTaRiod & fdb U=l sRarsT
ERT 3T &I AT BT SuTe By G997 AT Sri fHar va Iroioll I urds
URTRIA T SAGT A el foram 137 | TSTon R §RT YAl JRarel | gwgoiial
% ARET U9 gdee B MEiRa @ i IR O 981 9qa @ Wi e AfeeR
AT & AT 59 Gy § o Te1 AR T B A1 A8 BT A H B A
T o SIS YR §RT Ul & AAoiald (M0 &g M dI Il Bl 3urer
&l o T @7 7

Y UBROT AT AIGTed Ud Hew@yol vy | e 2| JISiell IS Ui gk
gISilg Ud @feRvl RV Ud yagd & forg FeiRa sgaver &1 srgurerd 7 fdhar e
IITT TR B | 97 AR sRER ¥ Yool eleR Rold sRgR &7 aar 9 g
Tlid =TT & 5 vt srareT fifer (XfS10) (3f fwie damameht sramen) gt Smaritg
fmfor g oFTafcd @ Ae yeITd e R @ade Ao far T @) geer #
9 SAMBRI ISTol SRR Roid sRER §RT IR Yo arefierds Rrar sRgR, afea
ERER wed! [dHTd WHHR Ud TR A, TR FH eRER ¥ HRIaE! &7 R
far 1 2| vy @) HaaTeiiedr va Jea & 3Mdie H ol AR JfRfraq o1
gRT (18) @ A UMKt AT BT TANT BRI gU ARH BT &gRT (5) & 3icia I
ardret W g gferw arefiers ot gRER, Afa sRER wed! f[dbr UIfdeRor vd R
IR, TR T ERER Bl UedR g9 gU MR fdhar Srar € b T fafr R
QA GET ARBINAT & AeH A a9 eAMIBRI sRER 9T Ioiroll SR Rofg & o3
AT 360 /22 & 10 fadeR 2024 WR G FRIAE! & Faeg H AL ARAT IMANT
& FHeT U @1 o |

ferd /99 GReTd RToTol e8I R RYTd Ud 997 Sa1faar) 8RER gRT 1A HRiAT T
2 & uxga gaxvr # sreraq Refd 2 afva damd saret (i) &1 ufta oofigd
U3 AR g B o HE 9 dieR B ® BRI a9 Ui 8¢ @ | gfofa Rerfa #
Feerd /99 Red Il R Red a1 (R fear S € 6 oga uasor |
AT &G WA B IIGUTAT DI eI R Ud dd BRI I Al FaT Jferbn
% HRIH ¥ SN GAaTg U A BT O |
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4.

JMANT @ 3T & HA H [aWD /I FReqd, ofoll SZTR RSTd, Ie8d g U5 f&id 15

AU, 2025 B ARIH W FFAIGAR AT YR DI TAT—

Vi.

o

qferg TRl el gRT 3107 UAb—08 /2025, fa-i— 27.032025 A Y@ &« WR&TH
(a=gsia) / & gyl afidTersd, STRIEUS gIRT af T8 6! &1 f[dgaR SFuTer 3’1 Al
AT TGN /T e ATDHRI, FRER IS, IoTToil TR ReTd I AT o1 TS 2 | I A=A
I BRI, ERER §RT 31U BT UFdh—618 / TR 3RaTST ERER, fadi® 28.03.2025
I 39 R B T @ TS 7 | et ufa e 2

IR AT H YARHT Yoidl (G S@TST) §RT I HAT—06 & U H o 5.00 ARI
BT 9% gIUC (FAT—000236, AH—27.03.2025) T BT BT SUGTT HAT AT & oA
e —02.04.2025 BT SO TTZIR BRI HISISIE, SIRNEGUS' & dad W H STHT HY

fear T 2

e /99 EReTd, ool erevR RSTd, IER1gd R 37U+ SWYad AT fasiias 15 3rdid,
2025 ® AT UARIH IETST §RT faid 27 /03 /2025 & a9 &AGRI, SRER IS, STl
TR Rord @ U ua @ i Fevs & =1 8, [ FgaR e fbar T g—

T FRAT —1 & AT 3 qol AT BT 971 B 3T A1 © 9 @y R A1 I=aaqq =Irimerd
& AFD! & AR U T & TS |

T T2 J(GTol SRR RS @1 RE 13/ gRT dlel Wil & Hdl Jokdl & gail
ERT UIF do€ 991 &l BRI Y DR (AT AT € T AR aui kg H I3 US o1 fQ SR |

A W — 3 P AJAR qoig GRer AAFH 1972/ FIT 2006 T ARIAREN T
UIfeReT UG a9 HATR ARA SRR & AL & Yof w0 F uTa fhar SR |

T R — 4 99 (Al & U & U B FaReH =g Tololl SR RS & T g 1 drex
Bl 99 =g IR SUTl PR Y RIS DI HHS & T 39 T2 Bl I g Sleg

B SOD] BRIATE! BT ST |

T G — 5 WA U Aoifdd s BT FRIRI TR 7 &) gaRe & 3R qof w0 A
frar i <871 2 iR fdl Y UBR &1 DI gt ISl TR Red @ e T8 e e
ST B

I HET — 6 & AT H 5,00,000 BT b [SAIS IS FEAT 000236 f1H 27 /03 /2025
vfdaa d& o @1 f3ar o veT 2
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vii.  Td HET - 7 @ SrER 9as # gegoial & WRevr & R @ e # I9@d gU afe ag
e /ot o Tg ST 8 1 ST SuTerd Jfawd fhar SR |

6. ISl GAdls & FHI Qe /9 e, ool TgTR Rofd, JEIgA Bl IR &1 15
IV, 2025 Td SHD AT Hel'\ UARI IRITST & U i 27 /03 /2025 P Ufy 79U
Aol Afed il &I R SR §U ST 3HS! U ol Y | Al o AdrT /
I SR, sRER I ool ek Rord, sRgR &1 el fear orar & & darach
SRATET ERT S ol f&AI® 27,/03,/2025 HI 7 i W AT & T & SHBT T
gaa =il | e far Srar 2 f& uHosiiowio @1 wal BT dels | Iguied BT ARy,
gd # 3 QT BT AJUTS el GaAT &, 3 I8 U &l O b erdl & srqurer # e
IRITST §RT UF f&7id 27 /03 /2025 & AIEgH ¥ Sl LA QAT T © IHST AT
T gARaa a=mr o |

7. U 31 ¥ AAS @ IRM W g3 b ool TR Red gRT TR Red 9 o &
# foHior &g ST 1 wrdl BT SguTerd T8l 81 R8T © | IR YHROT H AN gRT G ford
S TR 13 991 91§ a9 Sifdal & R Ud Yeed g JTololl TR Red Bre=seM iod &
AT @ I @ IR TR ST BRI AT | (e, JIairoll SR Rofd 3 3ver ol
ST & b TR UShROT BT W ofd §U O @1 &R 3 319 Uahroli # &1 i1 erafed @l
HHE B SR | I Al H ordrerell gRT YT SARIBR Bl GUANT HR SATwD ANRS
B AT F Fded A gU Albied & Yo Ayl (99 IR aMTsyor fBar | e
forg arfiemeft @ TR @ SRl B

8. UK fgdra e # g &1 Af¥eR AT & ofaid o g o fag far & fog
Y TE 7, 3T U3 B MR W YA fgehid et Fafia a1 Sl 2 |

UATdell STRI SUaR &l o |

ATST gol H =, SRIEIRT Qd fe=ifahd |

299



SGHLE)

RIGHT TO
INFORMATION

mUkjk[k.M Dipuk vk;kx
YT GXT : 40423

Ao TS 3T
CEIE|

1. AP AT JTBRT /FYad e e, Red JTed, STRIIvS R [dara ukug
TGl de, JeIgd, Niar—<argT |
2. IR ardielid MM /iR Feerd wies, Ried qareld, IaRIEvs Ried faard
aReg Tl e, <Evigd, fTeT—<exigT |
3. Wh g AABRY /TR urferast uRug AR, &I |
4. =i T ArEl, SU Feed wded, ISTRETe Ried fda™ uRvg Tl de, qEvrg,
INEICENEGE

5. Peict 3Tea- JUSR, Thlale IR Hi& HRIGR] ATHRI (Aeid uicd) wicd qmerd,

ScRRgvs Wed fdm™r uRve, 7 S, IevIgd N Mawd, Wi J&iTeld, SRS

e fasmr gRvg ! de, q8vigd, RNia—aevigd |
6. ol UIMEBRI / ez, Tied JRATed, ITRIFvS Tie fddb uRkyg el e, T8vIgd,
INEIENEGE
faoia feie: 25.04.2025
Re{ki Ih ;kx"k He&] jkT; Bpuk vk;i&] mUkjk[k.M
YT ST &RT 19 (3) . BT SMELAMRTTH. 2005

vkni"k

IS GdTs ¥ Sdietdbdl 1 Ui o Aferd Higd dren dfzd SuRed g3 | UwRaTaRTol @l 3R
A AP Ga JBRI e qrarerd, 57 A= AR AR Aga Fawd gded, 5 Afid del, U
Feers TicH, ITRIFvS wied fdar uRve, srftaadr = faMR Brar vd yed srfieiy ifder siwedt
U dE SURerd gY |

2. UK A ordied &1 GAdTs MM §RT fa=Tids 08 /08 /2024 T &1 AT off | I fafy 1
IR 3 B TR 2 FRIT 10 FF=TgaR 28—
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TR 2. YT AU H Srdierell gRT SR UH AP 27.11.2023 & HEIH W Alb Gl
BN A HHAA T YT s & Hag H 7 fd=g dear—2 9 g d=—3 & degd
A g =T T

fﬁ@ H&T—1 Out of 172.9 Acres (more or less) 140 acres of land has been acquired by Rajas
Aero Sports Pvt Details of Required Information Ltd the remaining 30 acres of
non-acquired land details be provided in the form of map with GPS Location with
two different colors variation (one special colour of acquired land and second

different special colour of non- acquired land).

fa=g dwar—2 Please provide me the details of ownership of Common Park Estate Road

(Barrier to Wishing well).

ﬁ§ HE=—3 Kindly provide me the date of transfer of land of Common Park Estate Road by

Nagar Palika to Department of Tourism.

TR 3. R UF & AMUET dldh ol USRI §RT UFid 6950 A 29.12.2023 & #edH 4
=1 g uftd &1 T

g w=ar—1: & Aue SHoWoTH0 HY W AT g Ui @ |
fog dw—2 wied fvm & w@ifia @ 2
fog W3 TR urferat uRyg gRT Tded faMmT &1 f swaraRd 72 &1 T B |

TRR 4. b ol ANGR gRT UNT Ga1 9 G 9 8F WR qdremedl gR1 v i id 23,
01.2023 & WEFH A YoH AU AMBRI & FHeT YrH el Udd Bl =T | fdieiy
SRIHNT §RT 1P 15.02.2024 DI YT BT [FRAROT B Y AUTeA] DI ARG T3 B
a5 =T 2 @& AUET ATdh G ARTHRI Bl U A8 & i et bl e
o URT A @ e Ry o

URR 5. UG YR H WAl I BN bl (ARG AT v wear—2395 S 30.07.
2024 YT B3I | I IS & HedH A 3faTd BT

ardiermeff gRT T WA WA uF fAiE 23.11.2023 S faAlEG 30.11.2023 B FHrAfe
BT T BT 8, & Aedd 4§ dieeif gR1 03 fa=gail R o Aff W=y off | e ww
H JETEwIEN] & UF W0—6336,/ 2—10—517 f&Id 01.12.2023 §RT FREHAT & U
DI BRI A B TR JTANT DI FIAT BT AHR AT B gaR—5 (4) B
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=TT T U BRI S 8 UF U fhar 1 o |

I HH H AR VT §RT SURT SR T AT NN & goiigd U
H0—6950 / 2—10—517 /2023—24 fadId 29 faARR, 2023 §RT & ATAR IFRIEH!
# Ho WMV oe™, / Wb Yiee eefiufad w¥, RTem <evigd, 248179 &1 FeiRa
AT Ul HREN T oY | srdiemeff Hio wYd 3o SIRIHITAR U FHRI)
T I A AR T B D haaay [ srdiely AR & |HeT verd diet
SRR B T o | TR i el iy gRT & ondieneff & S wea
IR TR HRIATE B T 7 |

JRR 6. GdIs & SR SURYT Uell & 9l Ul & SR U= WR =l &l AT | 3rdretelt
g1 W # grefiuig Red o o s @ g ¥ A gl & Arem & gEe 7
T B | SR UF & YoM fIg @ ATeT wiied faMRT §RT SUdel BRI T Sidies #Y
 srfieefl Wge & «ifde g | 2 Ud 3 o1 e wR el @l sufed © |

6.1 arfrereft &1 e ® 6 greiiuig Rerd & = Urd Tee e (HrA I9T) IR wfes favmr
ERT IRIR AR STATSIE! B Yob a¥ell Sff R8T 2 | S gRT G fa9rT | S
UTh YT NS B @I @ A6 # gaar AR = 2| 9ifed gae & $9 # wied
fIMIT T 3ETd BRI A7 2 6 U Wee e wied faunT & Wi &F © olfd

1A Heael BIg il o § Iuae T8l IR T ¢ |

TR 7. Qb ol ARGRI e AT gRT dered &I Ufia o1 H fadiey 4 We 2
& fag dem—2 vd 3 # U o & foramma © | fasg dw—2 § wies famr grr
3T BRIAT AT b BFA U Tee I Wi f[I9RT &1 Jufed § Sdfd fd=g dwar—3
d gfd fear wan g b TR urfersdr aRyg gRT wded fdrT &1 Y gxi=<iRa T8l &
T 2| Fifsd gaer rdienelf gRT I8 S & forg Ardl T 2 6 e e te
e R IRIX TR Ghe fI9IT §RT e el (¥ SUdR /R WR &1 ST &l
2| gars & SR SuRT SdIelid AfBRY STl Y74 <& Ud Al AT MuaNl &
gfaffer o8 W 78 R TR 5 B ue g I8 B W@t gied faMeT @1 7 |
IUReIT IMAHIRAT gRT HIRdd FaTd BT AT {6 59 s WR Yo Re [I9RT gRT
TE afed SISl TawRe U oI HaTed B) 8 ol Ul §RT a¥e off <81 7 |

TR 8. et BT B 7§ fF BT Ure TR U aul | Alaoid God § T W Sareie
2g BT DIS Yo Aol AT TAT| 39 AR WR ANl &g Yob R [a9rT & 9M o
IRIAT 1 2T & fosy e et ud ol dufed @ warfial o fagsmal &1 am
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IR 9.

IR 10.

IR 5.

IR 6.

IR 7.

PHRAT TS V&l & | T I8 e 81 9 V@l ' fh TR uiferd @ w@ifia arelt a8 asd
Rieq & @ H b9 Td f5F If¥eral & Ay 3 fhd odt @ orefi| g &1 =AY
qor g J b MR WR g8l aqgell gg ol BuHl BT dRIR w1fid SR w4

TR AU H g8 W e § b BET U TRe s Bl Wit Gt €, Yfd dld
AT BRI gIRT Ut B ST HRIAT TAT 8 Iaad FUfed TR UTfeTehl gRT XA
TE R T © qAT ARt BT B B b Hufed TR wiferet AR @1 © o1 afvid
Rerfd & o R fafm & a1 5(6) @ favd e=Ta did H TR uTferat
T BT USRI gY FERA R S @ 5 e e e I8 @ Wifhd R
Rerfa T oxd gu Hafda sifieig Sl gHaTS R STANT & FHeT URgd @ Wi |
Tg ) FERE far Sirar 2 & SeoiRaa dufed &1 warfia R wiforat aReg a-gR)
BT BF o Reafay § wufeq a1 sreras Reft o= oimen wRga &7 o | TR iforasr w_p
ERT |l a1 AMRBRI & AIH F SWRIGT BT AJuTer GHRed fbar S |

W AT H Alh ET SN gRT UG AT fREMRY 8 o/ dld o
AABRT / IeRRIvS Ted fder uRug Tl de, qevigd, Ne—<avrgd &I AR
T ST 2 1 ST gaarg | qd eI YRl H SANT & HHE BIAT UTh YT
Je & Hay A R e dxa gy Iemll & w1 a1 Iudel Sl S |
ST GAATS R Al G AR AfddTa SuRerd slex ywdd 3rdiet # aifed &
H Al GHIT / JTCE SN & HHeT U BT |

MR gIRT fadTdh 24.09.2024 BT UR—5 oFAd 10 ¥ fe=ad e uiRd fy Tu—

s & AR TR Ul §RT AT & A1l Park Estate dk Site Plan Ujd
AT & I8 I8 WG il & P av 2012 H I AW AGE AN € | RSAPT STRefor
Ty 2012 TP TR TIferdT AR §RT A1 171 2 | TR UTfeld TR §RT Te faumT
BT g A1 SR T A T § Afe adare § Ant wied ot & orfe 2

WRied fIRT gRT STl UaRe B19¥ AU, YIRTENEl, 05 8¢ % & HdTed & 1T
B SISl UaR¥E 8199 & O dTel AR o) IRIR vd wifer @t orgafa ffaer & wweaw
A M/S Rajas Aero sports & Adventure private limited @1 ¥ 2022 § < T} ¥ |

W IAETSTE] B B Pls Yodb el QT AT $9 AN W AESTE] & Yob Tie
fRT & 9™ | gl 971 @7 © o9, i farfiai gd o dufcd & wanfiar o
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X 8.

IR 9.

IR 10.

[l BT AT BT U$ V8T & | Ugd o1t § TR uiferesT AR T s1efiuia Rerd
HFET IIh T&ee s R 7Y A RAfd We o7 & SWRid Wed [JurT I8 W
TR PR U 7 B P9 MR W A9 gRT S Uid TRee s WISl BuHT &1
IRIR fid B 1 AT UaT™ B T |

gag & QR Wed fMRT gRT URgd dedl WR fd wxd gy il gRT werH
foar T {6 9ifed gam & Hda # dld ga Af¥eN gRT 9ve Rafa Sa=1 @t
ST Y8 2| BEF Ul e e e {um & Jufed & ofdifa & a1 S9! Sy
THIVT SUAR] BRI S Ud Jfe I8 Wied [T &1 Hufed 781 8 d a1 9 & 39
AR R ITaTele! @ foly ged ol a¥ell fha | & d8d 81 <81 2 |

TR Idiel H grefiuig AR Red B uTh YR IS MM T § AT T8 qer fha
R WR g8l f7ofl Hul &l dRIR oM & & Way H Gears H IuRd dld ga]
JNHRY / HYad e RiesT T avd w1l 37 {6 59 Hay # awgRef iR 9z
FREGRI ARHN (AEfis Ried) Wed T We FR UG | I96 Evd 4§ &
IRATSTHT FAIford € | dlih ol AMBRI / FYad Faerd e gRT 39 g H§ |AR
T &g e faurT, R urferet R g srdteredi (Mol wufed ) v qies faumT
GRT 3R BT T St R [Fd Fadol — [BIAAGSTITH AT AUSTSTHS & AYd
RICiY W Bl JMaTIhl IR gl fagr 77| afvid Reyfd d oTR 48 SRIGRI DRy
@mefies wied) war i UUOUL goér wicT qrearery, Sarmave qiies e
gRYG TG de, TEXISH, FTe—<ERTgT BT T JRTHR AfRFTIH @7 &R 5(65) & cia
UEPHR T gY R fbar Sirer § 6 geewd vy wR srdianedl & a0 orRe ux ¥
qiftsd o & HH H AN GAdTs IR T IRAT UK DI O] | Ig AT AT BT
ST 2 1 Ui favy R e 3RAT B Al ol AUBRI §RT TR Uell & A
Heef germa R el gRT vl fol S W) SNt @ B smufed R 2

A o JAHENT / IJeavrave e et aRug gl o, Jgvrgy, fre—<gwrgd
B FER@ far Sar 8 6 Wl goaE W UG GRS & |HeT HiAd
U TC IS @ Hag § R W A gy rdreleil &1 yHIfe FEr Sudel SRl
S | AT JAdTS W Al a1 BRI UG Ul H aifyd FGar A Faell g7 /
AT SISl YaR¥e 818 HUBIAd, JRANRIE, 05 8CH &b &I Adlad =g [Fdal
Td Tie favmT 8RT M/S Rajas Aero sports & Adventure private limited @ &TJ JTJae
| T gATC! AT MANT & Tl IufRerd 8 |
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IR 4.

IR 5.

X 6.

JRINT §RT &1 28 /11 /2024 BT UIRT ATGL BT YRR 4 AT 8 FFTIAR &

A &I 24.09.2024 BT UTRT QT & YRR—9 H IR &I HRIGN ATBRI (ATERid
Tied) Tt ol SRaHl JUER Wi e, Sakavs Ried e uReg gl dc
SEIGH DI GIAT AHR AR & gRT 5(5) & ST UFBR A gY T
v oR Srdetell & Hol SR U= H ST GId B FH H W AT TKd PRA D
fder feg v & | gar$ & SRE g § AR A @ et R e HrIER STy
(arefie wies) 9 @1 W SuRerd gU el 7 € BIS R uwgd @ i ¥ |
T BT § P o ™ SR eR] (AEfid wied) §RT AR & el &
AR B Sff W& 2 | afvfa Refd # ok g ardar) iffer (Wefie wies) o
3 3l qreR e e, SaRgvs Wied fawr uRug T de IEvIed &l
TTIT ST H §9 3 BT HIROT IRM AIfeH SR fbar iram & b i 18l AT
ERT UIRT ST & IJfFHEAT & fory AT MfABR a9 & aRT 20(2) & 3Tt
S fdeg BRIAE AR B SY?

WA AUl H A Qb 24.09.2024 B UIRT AQY & TKR—10 & AFUTeAT H 57
ANE FAR AR /Al ol ANHRI, IRRIvS Red f[aab uRkg T b,
BRI Ud S A AT/ FeRId STFRT BRI STol UaRIe 81949 AUBlerd,
IRINTRICAT, 05 8CH $Wh &I Faled =g Mfdar vd Ried T g§RT M/S Rajas Aero
sports & Adventure private limited & 721 3Jae Hael HoT U=Tdell |fed IuRerd gy |
IURT e o ARTHRT FRT AT PREAT 7T b YT YHRoT TR Ge T
Td 3 AT Uell gRT Wgad el |4 BA1 T 8| GAds QR Al Il
BRI RT IeclRId FYAT WA A B RuIe uwga T8l ol T4 | SuRerd srdierredf
ERT ®A fhar a1 & wgaa ey 94 | 9T gR1 S enfie 81 faar |

T Sl § GaTs & SR YA I8 QrsRrdl 7 b Srdieredi o1 g8 e aifed ©
& B ura TRee e o g R IR wenfig far T @ 59 W e e
21 9fe wied fvrT & 99 W IRIR wenfad far war ® e wifed T & g
PR & Ifid Fafed 4 & ifiera / garoT 9ifsd ® | wie fawrT gRr e ifre w9
¥ 39 Geg 7 Refy we 7 53 oW & 9w Refy Soa= &1 <& 21 v udlid @
el © b wied fmT R SIMEiaR Uaxvl 9§ Gafd gar # aeT S B Sl @
2| arfiemeff g1 U yahRel | Hefd Sifielal & Sradie | Uid Bl & fdh Sifet
TR gRC @ AT 4 & Feor # a9 M wR sifrafiadr gg 21 srfremeft gy
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U AfeRdl ¥ IeelRgd U AYad [aMITR oRem & A1 §9 |9l &l 9ot e
2| AP T ATHRT §RT AU HAAGAR YT THIU R JRART & qHET A
vy RU uwgd el @ i 7| aftia Refd & dre o e/ ScRavs
e famr aRyg T de, IEXIGH I 9 AR &I Aifed IR fhar oimar 2 & i
TE I faeg IfRMm & arT 20(2) & ST BRIATE! VR I S | olld o
IHNT / SaRmEre ed e aRyg 1t e, <avrgy MR fear siar 2 fb
I PFE U Wee e W WG B T aRIR a1 4 & w1 deefl gwaravor /
JITERTET Heell YAV BTl H SUS T8l & A SR gaarg H AUreredl &1 I8 e
U F AU UF R G [HAT SR | Al GaT JHRT DI el gRT AN H
U S1f¥erdl Td FETON @l Ui 39 MR | UG @1 O R 7 b Smr gAars R
yd siferal / Rulel W s sriarEl /Rafd | ST & sawa axmr o |
ST A R et g ¥R a9 gIRT WYgad werelid |4 &1 Rurd o aman &
aracTTef TR A |

TR 7. AN GAATs H Al a1 MUHRI /TR uiferest gRug #g8 & uf=fer st fa==r gam
/ &R JfieTd uRerd 2| A gadr AR/ el iR gRT uF fiAi® 25,
112024 & ARTH ¥ e fha1 {6 Saq aed &1 fHivr uiferer grT av 2012 # foan
AT o7 | fhg Ae GA ANBRY /TR UTferd! IRYg AR & UF A Ia ASh D
Wi @ Refd W 981 81 urlY | e Ga AffeRI /TR urferd aRyg w=_S
I GAaTE H Sad AT Ui (e e B @I & AGy H YOG / Aferd
Rerfer we 3T |

5. JRINT §RT &1 23 /12 /2024 BT UIRT ATQY BT YRR 4 IT 10 AR 8-

TR 4. AN S T4 MM&W & HA 4 Ald Gl AHRT/Fga Fawe wied Je@arer,
SaRIETE Gied fded uRye gRT U5 fa=id 21,/12,/2024 & #egq A AR
AT YR DI Th—
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fcin 10

fcUn Iv REcfU/kr mfYyflkr 1dj.k

fcUn: Iv REcfU/kr 1R;mRrj

7

dh ol SN gRT Yd garg H
AU PHUAGAR U — T UPRIT WX
IRNT & FHe GAals H I e
fFRleror Rurd sRga 21 @1 701 & | afdfa
Refd & oI® L BN /FoTo.
fJouRRug T de, IEIGT B TH AR
F1 Aifed I fear Smar g 5 aar
TEl Sa faog Sfafm @ arT 20 (2)
S AT PIRIAE AR DI SR | Alb

ATGR JIad RN ® b smdeaddr i
Ao AT ™ & faH 30.11.2023 BT
o g UA gRI WIEl T Al uhed
TR & AR ST §RT ded iy
SUAR BRI & HoRawd dlb o]
ATBRT §RT JATHT  29.12.2023 I
AMAGAGAl P SUALT B @ T
TRIORT= SATeredl gRT Hio AT AN
SRR &1 T WA g el @1 gAars

N CRINCIPEINASSNICLSID IS I ECaR
S & fb I dEE U e S
R wfud fR W AR @ 9 @
[T Feell TRl / JTfEUgur Hael
yHTOT Hrafer § Sudel T8l 7 dr ST
gars H sl @ I8 Wwe wu 9
o9l U WR gfud fHar S | A gEer

Tg U BIFF UTd QT S b W@l
A Tl G oW §RT Al Il
ATBRT BT 71 Sifvelm e g
Iueres BRI T 2 |

6 We e Wed Ay &
ded ANt 12 fHHo w1 GuRIEHROT/

DN Dl rdTerredl gRT SN H IR
@l Ud O BT Ui §9 oM |

JISIHRY FSHh AN A W Wi D

T @ 91 <& 2 6 W gAaE R

SIS TN ST BT AT T 2.10 RIS

TR el /Rurel R s dRin

@I NG ¥ Ay 2022 # goi fHAT MRAT

B /R I SRANT BT 37T IR 8T
HYH WIeld | o Rule 1 SmarT &
|AET TR DI S |

aqadHT | S<h HIT dreq g Ugdl JTaroirel

2] SUAL T |

SISl UeR¥eE URers gl dAdfed S # 8
TAT SIS YaRTE 9aq gRER H IfehaT oIl
DI FATH IUSALIAT B AT ol YaIE
TH M-S dlel died AR &1 3
BT B & HROT fIIRT gRT wiedt a1
e UG &F P gl ddfed HEdl b
gfReaTd argHl & SMTarTA ®I R o
D ST W IRW TR AT B |
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| B9 H fHd T dg<h AReror ¥
At I 9 wed favm & FgFemE
ITIT A1, S8 W S &F & AR ol
IRRAT /P Blosd gRT HdTferd Tied
A 9 WP AN H [oR / 3fATeTe]
@ forg ®Ig Jv—<Iew =8l 7 | gt dgh
rei fRIeTor RUIE 9 U ®H9 9Tdh
e NS B W@ il e end
T 8M & BRI IR el [ O 2 7 |

T<h & STfcIRTH afdfd T TREe, AR Bl
@A AN 17291 Ths A s diwd
=1 wepR <1 g8 ®, faid 3—6—1988 W
WY WRBR So Yo Gdes fawrT & 9m
ESRARGEE RN EIECINECENEGRCIEN)

B ufd araciipref ol 2 |

mlkj& ared Tee SuS et TRee |
nf{k.k & ord Te T TR |
10& Wi 9 81 #dboll IS |

if'pe& ure e &1 4|

IR 5.

Q6 G ATBRI / FYad Faere wicd qrarad &l Td gearg § AR fear
o & Y B UTa e s T 89 W I fRd T AR @ ffy @ i
Teefl BXATaROT / JATEOT el THI0T / UG praterd ¥ Suctel Tgl § al 9 e
# ardemeft ®1 W wU # wuY uF & AH | GRAd B SR | S gAaTs & 9w
SUReIT e AT DR §IRT LG a1 AT 6 AN U AWiTe & 37ax ey
UF & AEH ¥ AT ® qRgRefd We aR & SR | e ga AfReRI /g
e wies & FERE fFar Sir & 6 T & wer 3y T redrd & 3wy
ATl BT WU U IUAY PRI §Y D! Ueb Ul IR FAaTg R AN & el
TR @ S | Al AT ABRT §RT T UHR0T & HaeT H wIefig wgaa Fefor
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& dg | A1 AT PR TAT fbg FRIET AT Farg & SRE UK T8l $I M|
J ol ABRT §RT NF GAds A Jd U QRee IS & Hae H |gad FRieror
3T Y o S &1 Y amearad f&am |

TR 6. Al & aRM el AR JUER, IR & HRIBRI MADHRI, A8 gd T gR1 o

Vi.

a1 30,/11,/2024 & ATEIH W UK foIRad ameen # FaR derd fdhar Tam—

DT UTh T¥C IS Bl Sl I DI O R&T 8, SHBI 99 2012 | Yd U Ud Sifol Yavee
TS SIVf—io} arawer # o derr Sif WifAd AT # € wiedl vd e wEuitR @
AN S &3 H Il o7 | ToiFd | Y4 ISThal Urerd &1 FRAd / AR UTfeldl 3R gRT
BT SR T B |

99 2012 & SWIT WA IR gRT 918 Ferafad IioT (ADB Project) @ J=id Sifat
TR BTSH FURTe, WANTITE], 05 §cd &% 3Nfe &1 AT /SHviigR SiFd Uldh e
e, & ITId d = Wied Tl 3 e giord /wiigd @ T3 39 a1 drl )
Toslodlo & HIETH | W0 23.52 BRIS B ANTd BRI HRAR T | HET UTh e IS R 8l
fTT 8RT %0 4.32 FRIS @ IR &I BT AT | IH IR YoSlodlo B IRATT &
IR 60 23.52 BRI H AfAferd oY | 9T Hdex ATSTT & ST gellis &T AT drar
T 3T TR Wo 50.00 ARF &I E=RINRT T BT AT 2|

ToSlodlo & AEIH ¥ [ T AT GfAermall & gord H 59 Sl &l srdieredf dio wMe
MMM §RT AASId Urid 9T ST Y&l § 98 Adid 4.32 BRI @l and | gded gRI
TITAIT AT &, AUl §RT g ST %8 AIaol+1e UIefd R Yoi FRIFeT wies faumT, StRravs
IRDPR BT 2 |

ToSlodlo /T HFeR §RT S 4T AT G [TwRid &1 g &, et wics / fFd
AR afe & fory fafdraa wearerd & gitevrq faWmT grRT Mifder & A 9 ol dardd
# St & [Fdg ggdal — Adventure private limited &7 ST & Aeg® & =999 B a9 2022
| Hared Ud I@—@rg fhar S @1 7, e o Ao WRen g1 ufay w0 1.18 wRIS
@ geRIT Wi fauT 31 ok T 81 X R

SIfSl UaWRE BISH & ol M dTel dTe+l @ |1 DI Sifsl Yaie B18d & FH1g Reyd drfhr
@1 AT e™aT U Tl /Fed @ dlSTs Ud ¢ [F98S Pl G IEd g qdTd] Bl GRefl
BT HaTaR & Y 8 SHH uged a1 Y W T Bl oyl B T B, foraet ol deares
T TR A Fare fHar o <@ 2

STl UawRe /ad URER H UIfhTT B WA B *[AaH USRIl 81 TT Sifl TawRe T
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SIT—STT dlel T8+ A1 T A=l Whxl B & DRI UM §RT GAcHl o1 GRefl Td &l
DI HEAT B G ATl & IANTHA DI R PR & I W Sifol YawRe R[S T
ST dTel dT81 BT Ja% Yob ford S T IRER & T a1 uIfdb T & gAfa fmT g
RT GG BH & CUSY/AJaH & MR R UeH B T 2| 9T gr1 Sfealad werd

R ol Afhdl gRT FRIAIER S4ford Wied qdr R B JhR &1 afcee sierar Ad
TE TR AT 2

vii.  fE o Tee Eieed @ I Ted AN # oA & o g Jd—<Id 7@l 2

IR 7.

71

7.2

7.3

74

W AN H Arp A PN /YA feed Whed dT IR Y HRIBGN
BRI, WIS 37 & foiRad HMl & acdidd vd WiEv 6 o R e e
BIT 8—

% e e Wed T & e #§ g offed v & o 39 9 & w@nfia @
BIS NG /YAl YU Tl B | qd # ¥g A TR urferdr & frameme o R
gifereT wRE gRT 39! gfie o1 T B Affdhe U e IS TR uiferdt ¥ e famr
@ PRS0 819 BT 31T {6 ST BT By AT/ JHI0T TR UifefdT URYE HgR!
3ferar wied faumT & U JEl ¥ |

Ua e I R IRTW BT dax e o IfReRY /Hgad Faeres gded vd 3R
Y SRR ARBRI, AERD T & B H UHhudl T8l & | Ggad Fad ude
ERT IRIR & Aae H gp! JAleT S H B9 TAT SI61 QAR Haq URAR H UIfeh T ored
DI FATH ITALAT BF AT STl YaRIE T AT—SI dTel IT8= AR BT T FhvT
B B 9 e T & RO yde Yo @ IR H {B TE BET TAT 7, S6fd R gT&
PRGN AGR, AEfid [T gRT Sl tae RISIM a6 S dlel T8+l &1 Jae
b forld S T dRIR & |HIY ared Wi T @ SigAfy faueT gRT S B &1
CUSR /A B AR WR T B S B a1 Pel T § |

IR & HRGR] BN §RT 59 3dT BT Iooid [HAT T & T8 M6l TaRE,
T H wfeq Tfafafat & darem 2 Ao Sue @ A fear T ey ¥ | uded
WMET §RT b 4ol Bl & A7 B 11 2| o/gdy 3§ U weT s W IMMaTalig] &g
geb d¥el ST BT DS Seoid el © 7 8§90 oy dIg 7178, wa anfe vl T § |

IR I BRIGRI JHRI, ABRIH 477, IaREves wed [T gkue gRT URd
AT FATGD T8l & Al Al gadl AHRT /FYH asid wied dI AAr d
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IR 8.

IR 9.

IR 10.

ORI € | S @7 SirEr # ondienelt B IifSd @ w1 HHTE U T8 g ¥

IR PR HIRIBN ATBNI, AERIS (477, IaREre Ried e uRyg o g FaiR
BT ST € % NN AdTs WR SMANT & JHe AR w0 IURIT BIdR W@
A g7 U YR HRA gU IRIR & A H e # A @awen & T 2 W W
HU W TR/ 3fhd HRA U U FEIT AT YK BT GHREa fbar S | b
AT AABRI DI MR fhar Sirar & b S gears ¥ yd ugd drel 9 Haferd
TY U @1 U Ud Iy Wgad PRI e ST a1 Ufia s gihied faan
SR |

Garg # SuRerd ardieell &1 w8 f S ure Ve We wR wefia dRIR vd g8t
AT TG ael Sff X UdS Yoob & ey § YHAOG AfelRg Ud a1 aifsd ¢ |
ardieredi gRT GaTE & IR U e s W Rerd 3 Aol Fufed R S arel A
A ol Farad §RT Y99 Yodb a¥gel ST BT YA Ud (6 T | adieredf &1 derd
2 &b wied faMIT §RT SN BT ITeld SIMeRT & ST R81 & Gd ifed ga-T1 o foumr
ST Y& 2 | 3rdieneft &1 ®oF & fi S 98 3ifierw difod & R wied fawrT gt
U T S DI AU FRHFUMRNT o Y g8l ol HeTedd § Udw Yoo B dRAR
i foar T 7 | srfiemeft g1 aifed e 2 ofd 99T ¥ udifsd 89 U9 uNen
B W M & Fel faRaq aiffie & wrem | arfagfed a1 w7 &1 w2 |

GAATS & SR Srerell gRT ORI Y07 T arfergfel 8 IR SR ol Wit/
fFeerd, Wicd qRTed, SaRavs Tied e uRug T e, T8I &I 9 3
& WEIBROT Bl el & A URT 2 by ol # aftfa uRRerfoal # e
AIfHR AR 1 aRT 19(8)(@) @ d & 8l ITd HRIfad R Irdemedi &
YA B B &gl ARRINT @1 S| g8 MR fbar Srar & 6 dle et
BRI e ol ANGR & ArIH § A dls WX faMET &1 uef 3Rt & aHed
wRd o s gfEa s S|

JMRANT §RT Id faTid 28 /11 /2024 BT UIRA MY & HH H Al FAAT ARTHNI, TR
gTfereT URYE, AR B 3R A 3G GAalg & FHI 7 A Pl SURT & 7 8 AP
IR & BIE AT U g 2, I8 Ry s MR 2| o gaar e, TR
urferat aRve, 71 &1 (&R fasar Smar 2 s smanT g1 fastias 28 /11 /2024 &1
IR AT & YRR 8 BT AJJUTT G BRdl §Y ANTH GdTs R AN & FHET
SURIT BIHR STUTT IRAT YK AT GHARad Ha1 SRy a9 o1 Reafd # 39
[Iog G &1 ARGHR JAEH B GETd gRII & ¥ HRIAE] B 8 AN
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qreg BN |

6. JRANT §IRT &1 29 /01 /2025 BT UIRA ATGL BT KR 3 AT 8 FHTJaR T

URR 3. b Il AWPRI / [PF Fwd, wied, ScREvs e f[aery uRvg gR1 o3 e
5788 &I 28.01.2025 & AEAH W 71+ 3= U 1 AT

. fag o 7.4 H WIRT <= & HH AT BRI & b Pl A %o 5166 faAlD
16.12.2024 EIRT IR & BRIGRI AMABRY (FgTofdo), Wies J&ATerd, Tl de, T8GH
B! 9AFRRe 9ol 8 R S UF% v & fou sriged fdar &1 & v 59 @I
TR 5 AfAT e, SU e wded, StRravs Wied e aRyg & S el @l
gars =g SuRerd B 2 AT faar war 3 | awwel e @ ufa Her 2|

. I @ AR TRET Tordl & | wIied e Ud Tdaarasll IR0 g
# €1 9 e Aefie, SoudiofdouRo & U3 Ho 5658 famid 20.01.2025 ERT SMART
BRI DI YA HAT S Gl & (BT A=) |

. fa=g Ho 05 Ud 06 WR UTRA Q2 & A H PIHTUG T IS Td SH UR @I HY
T IRR A & WA G SRIORT/ SRRl el TR/ 3o el
AT AYT—UF H qAT HYh weirg eror Rufe o1 ufd S v S & T
H S—UAFl e WR & AJHIGT Bg Aaled ®I AT B, JFAGT b IR FRIer]
Rufe gore & wgd @ SRAf |

URR 4. GAAIS & SR dobleld I BRIGR] ALGRI, AERe 37, IaR@vs R [dard
IRYg &7 T & SRIFYFd 8 M & SR I9a I 1R 41 AT dre-, 3U feee
e, ITRMEUS §RT YA Ul 7T Al 23.12.2024 BT UTRT ATQY B IRKR—7.4
@ U H UHb 5658 [l 20.01.2025 & HegH ¥ 7+ AT U DI T

Ho IO QIRT WicH— Usd=R wrgde foffice Ud ISRl & A1 g TR H dReR
% T § AR SaRer 2 (Srr ufd Her )

vii)  Operator Shall explore the new opportunities in this sector and add supportive pre-
fabricated infrastructure for activities, crew and tourist's facilitation/ accommodation/

glamping for value addition of the destination.

xi)  Operator will display the caution/warning sign boards/barricading and safety tapes
to ensure safety.
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X 5.

IR 6.

SifSl Yavee H fafer=1 damil g o MEiRT {5 S &1 JigaeT SR@vs wied
fawra uReye & 93 Ho 6506 /2—7—873 /2023—24 3o 11 AR 2023 & Ared &
ye™ fhar a1 ® (SR i Here) |

ART §RT T A 28.11.2024 BT UIRT QY & TKR—8 S JJUTAT H aAlcb ol
BT / JATERIRA JATABRY, TR ATl TRV AL §RT UF {310 27.01.2025 & AedH
A I BT U e B AAraa Haedl UMbl H Iad IRAT T I ©
o7 = wiferet gRT gd # af 2012 H AT BREAT T AT | TR ST ASH DY
TGN e 3T gRT &1 S REl 2 aH H Uil H Sa ded d w@iid &
Hee # BIg A Iurey T8 21

U AU H SdIeTehdl BT feTRae W U3 UTed gail o i 29.12.2025 3ifdhd
2 9vaa: faftar Ffe & HRT 29.12.2024 & I W RATH 29.12.2025 3ifdd garm 2 |
S U B HEGH A frEad SRedr uvgd o T e

Specific Points of Concern:

1.

2,

Reference to Letter Dated 1st January 2025 (Reference No. 8032, Page No. 2, Para 6):

The response claims that M/S Rajas Aerosports & Adventure Pvt. Ltd. was awarded the

following under a tender process:

George Everest Cartography Museum — Correct

05 Wooden Huts — Correct

Observatory — Correct

Café Correct

Pathways — Correct

Permission for Parking and Barrier on the Way to George Everest House -False and

Misleading (enclosed a copy of evidence)

The claim regarding the awarding of the barrier on the way to George Everest House is false

and misleading, as it directly contradicts the terms of the awarded tender.

Reference to Page No. 6, Para 6:

The Joint Director had previously assured that a joint survey would be conducted. However, no such
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joint survey has been carried out to date, nor have local landowners been invited to participate in

the joint survey or inspection of the acquired and non-acquired land of the Department of Tourism.

3.

Reference to Page No. 9, Para 5:

During the hearing held on 28th December 2024, the Public Information Officer (PIO)
assured that the actual status of the ownership of the land of the Common Park Estate Road,
where the barrier has been installed, would be clarified through an affidavit within one week.

However, no such affidavit has been provided to me to date.
Reference to Page No. 10, Para 3:

The claim by the Department of Tourism of complete command and control over the Common
Park Estate Road is false and misleading. The Common Park Estate Road has been used
by the public for centuries and is the property of the Mussoorie Municipal Corporation.
Furthermore, no toll or entry fee has ever been charged by the Mussoorie Nagarpalika for
access to this road.

Additional Concerns:

We are being harassed by the private contractor, M/S Rajas Aerosports & Adventure Pvt.
Ltd., and there is sufficient reason to believe that the PIO and other authorized officers of the
Uttarakhand Tourism Development Board (UTDB) are complicit with the private contractor in
operating an illegal toll collection system by installing a barrier on a public road belonging to

the Mussoorie Municipal Corporation.

This constitutes a blatant misuse of government property and public resources, undermining
both the transparency and integrity of the system.

Request for Redressal:

In light of the above, | respectfully request the following actions from your esteemed
Uttarakhand Information Commission:

A Thorough Investigation:

Conduct a detailed investigation into the false and misleading information provided by the
Department of Tourism and the suspected collusion between UTDB officers and the private
contractor.
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2,

Legal Action Against Responsible Officers:

Initiate strict legal action against all officers found responsible for misusing government

property, breaching public trust, and violating the RTI Act.

Fair Compensation:

Grant me fair compensation for the harassment and inconvenience caused by the unlawful

installation of the barrier and the failure to provide accurate information under the RTI Act.

UER 7.

X 8.

U 31T # = BRIGR ANHR Rie &I & RIF WR U Fawd, 571 sid
TS §IRT BRIMR TET fhal T € S99 §RT IR 3RAT H S $I Ui IueTel PRy
T | [a e & W § T W R IR AR G @ W@ @1 Rerfay W
1 8 Ul & | U fewe, 4 ofia |l gRT UeRvl @l ReIfy W &7 7 I P
37 fafYy a6 ST 1 SRy foar 731 8 | S7eb SR Pl PR HRd §Y IR
arfiet % U e, o «iffa e @1 FRRE fear Srar & & uvga waxor # T
faTid 23.12.2024 BT UIRT QY & UKR—7.4 & HH H T AZd T AT IMRANT
D FHE UG DR GAREd B | Al AT BRI /TR UrferdT aRyg g Bl
FRRIT fBar o 8 6 ure W |adl g uaEel & A1 AN gdrs 3 SuRef
ghfea &1 9 |

3rdieTehd §TRT R 3fafcd U3 &1 Ul Su fFeeres, ot i dlie=l &1 §wd PRI 8¢

e FERE far S € o Sl gears A gd 8/ R T UF W W AR
TRId @1 S |

JMRANT & I MM & HA H & AN AR, A Gal AReRI gRT 93 fA1®
24 /04 /2025 & HEGH A TR SIRAT IR BI TAT—

That it is pertinent to mention that the Applicant had moved an application under Right
to Information Act, 2005 on dated 23-11-2023 (hereinafter referred as "RTI Application")
to the Opposite Party No. 1, for tendering the information to the Applicant, pertaining
to the ownership and administrative control of the Park Estate Road (from Barrier to
the Wishing Well) and the George Everest Estate, in complete compliance of Right to
Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter referred as "RTI Act") and as per the information
available in the records of Uttarakhand Tourism Department Board (hereinafter
referred as "UTDB"). It is imperative to highlight that the application was duly received

and processed in compliance with the RTI Act, and efforts were made to gather the
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information sought, to the extent it was available in the official records of UTDB.

ii. That, thereafter, the Applicant had filed first appeal under Section 19(1) of RTI Act,
before the first Appellant Authority, which was disposed of and decided by the first
Appellant Authority vide the order dated 15-02-2024. However, dissatisfied with
reasoned order of the first appellant authority, the Applicant approached the Hon'ble
Information Commission by way of an Information Appeal, contending inter alia the
Public Information Officer and 1" Appellant had not provided the documents pertaining
to the ownership of the UTDB in relation to Common Park Estate Road (Barrier to
Wishing Well).

iii. That in light of the same, the Learned Information Commissioner vide the preliminary
order dated 08-08-2024 had issued notice to the Opposite Party No. 1, directing to
provide the documents, as per the information seeked by the Applicant through the RTI
application dated 23-11-2023 and scheduled the next date of hearing on dated 24-09-
2024. It's compliance with the said directions, the Public Information Officer diligently
gone through the application, reassessed the records and made efforts to ensure that
all relevant and available documents are disclosed, as seeked by the Applicant, as per

the available departmental records.

iv. That after the hearing dated 24-09-2024, the Learned Information Commissioner had
further directed the Public Information Officer, to furnish the documents in relation to the
Contract Agreement, which was executed between M/s Rajas Aero Sports-Adventure
private limited and UTDB pertaining to George Everest House Museum 05 Huts Café
and also observed the contention of joint survey and in compliance of the order of
the Learned Information Commissioner, the Public Information Officer in the diligently
provided the complete copy of the Contract Agreement as evident from the order of the

Learned Information Commissioner dated 28-11-2024.

V. That after acknowledging the contract agreement related to M/s Rajas Aero Sports-
Adventure private limited, the Learned Information Commissioner had fix 23-12-2024
for further information. Furthermore, the Public Information Officer had intimated the
Learned Information Commissioner, vide the letter dated 21-12-2024, that a joint
survey has also been conducted as per the directions of the Learned Information
Commissioner vide the order dated 24-09-2024 and during the joint survey its evinces
that the entire stretch of 172.91 acres, comprising the George Everest Estate, belongs
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vi.

vii.

viii.

to UTDB and in light of the same, the Park Estate Road is under the control of the
UTDB. This position has been consistently maintained and reiterated by UTDB, based
on the administrative records. In pursuance of its responsibility to promote sustainable
tourism and maintain the heritage site, the UTDB undertook developmental work on
the Park Estate Road, including non-slippery stones and installing safety barriers, for
the safety and convenience of the general public. An expenditure of Rs. 2.10 crore

were incurred on the said renovation, which was completed in the year of 2022.

That in the letter dated 21-12-2024, it has been rightly intimated to Learned Information
Commissioner that the Park Estate Road was under the control of the UTDB and the
localist and stakeholders and other beneficiaries have been using the road, without
any obstructions. It is also relevant to note that the safety barrier installed on the Park
Estate Road was necessitate due to the steep and hilly terrain and the barrier serves
as a precautionary measure to prevent vehicular accidents and enhance safety for
pedestrians and tourists. Notably, no fee, toll orn charge has been levied on the public
for passage through this road, which effectively negates any allegation of commercial
exploitation and the installation of the barrier was strictly for public welfare and not for
revenue generation and in light of the same, the said query was previously provided by
Public Information Officer in the present information appeal.

That in light of the same, after considering the facts again the Learned Information
Commissioner vide the order dated 23-12-2024 at paragraph no. 5 had directed
UTDB to provide the documents pertaining to the ownership of UTDB in relation to
the Park Estate Road. It is imperative to emphasize that in paragraph no. 7.1 of the
aforesaid order dated 23-12-2024, the Learned Information Commissioner had itself
observed that the Park Estate Road is under the direct control of UTDB, which was
previously controlled by Nagar Palika Parishad, Mussoorie and there is no document
and certificate, available on record, regarding the transfer of Park Estate Road from

Nagar Palika Parishad Mussoorie to UTDB.

That after the acknowledgement of the fact, in paragraph no. 7.1 of the order dated
23-12-2024, the Learned Information Commissioner vide the order dated 29-01-2025
had again directed UTDB to provide clarification in light of the paragraph No. 7.4 of the
order dated 24-09-2024, in regard to the clarification seeked by the Applicant upon the
barrier put by UTDB in the Park Estate Road.
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iX. That in light of the above directive and to bring further clarity and transparency,
the Opposite No.4 is clarifying through the present application that the Park Estate
Road and entire 172.91 acre of George Everest comes under the direction control,
ownership and possession of UTDB as evident from the Government Notification
bearing no 4963/28-04-2168)/85dated 21-09-1987, which was issued under the
permission of Principle Secretary, State of Uttar Pradesh and the Public Information
Officer submitting a copy of the aforesaid government notification dated 21-09-1987, in
light of the available records as seeked by the Applicant through the Application dated
23-11-2023. The true and exact copy of the government notification dated 21-09-1987

is annexed as Annexure No.1 with the instant written clarification.

X. Thatitis alsorelevantto bring into the attention of the Learned Information Commissioner
that the matter regarding the legality and purpose of the barrier is currently under the
judicial scrutiny before the Hon'ble High Court of Uttarakhand, Nainital in Writ Petition/
PIL. No. 35 of 2025, Vineeta Negi vs. State of Uttarakhand and others. In view of the
pendency of the aforesaid case, any determination or directive on the barrier issue by
the Learned Information Commissioner may inadvertently impinge upon the subjected
matter of the writ petition. Thus, it is humbly requested before the Learned Information
Commissioner to consider the same, while passing any further directions and also
consider the fact that Public Information Officer had provided all the information as

available in departmental record.

Xi. That it is reiterated that the Opposite Party No.4 has, at every stage, complied with
the provisions of the RTI Act in both letter and spirit. The information provided was
based entirely on existing records, and where clarification was needed, it was promptly
furnished and there has not been any intention to withhold or obscure information from

the Application to the Learned Information Commissioner.

xii.  That it is imminent to mention that, while the Learned Information Commissioner has
to ensure the access to information as per Right to Information Act, 2005, the Learned
Information Commissioner is also the epitome of justice to ensure the piousness of
Right to Information Act, 2005 by culling its misuse by the disgruntled elements without
any larger public interest and to just serve the ulterior motive. Therefore, the Opposite
Party No. 4 has high hopes that the Hon'ble Commission will graciously take note of all
the abovementioned facts to the effect that the Opposite No. 4 has completely abided

with Right to Information Act, 2005 in providing the information to the Applicant upon

318



SERl
et
= RIGHT TO

el

Vi.

the disposal of the Information Appeal filed by the Applicant.

gIaTg & QR ART §RT UK TR H 20 U5 & Aegq ¥ ReIfd W &1 &
e f& SF R 8 AR AR, dld G ARBRI B 3R H WU UF U b
1, foRr TR Seerd fam Tam—

That the deponent is the Opposite Party No. 1 in the above captioned RTI appeal and

competent to swear this Affidavit.

That the deponent is sufficiently conversant with the facts of the matter based upon
the official record of the Uttarakhand Tourism Development Board which are deposed

hereunder.

That in compliance of the previous order of the Hon'ble Commission in abovementioned
appeal, the Opposite Party No. 1 i.e. the deponent had already submitted the
Government Notification No. 4963/28-04-2(68)/85 dated 21-09-1987 before the
Hon'ble Commission though Written Clarification, on behalf of the Opposite Party No.
1, on dated 25-04-2025.

That the Government Notification dated 21-09-1987 clearly shows that the entire 172.91
Acre of George Everest comes under the direct control, ownership and possession of
the Uttarakhand Tourism Development Board which was issued under the permission

of the Principal Secretary, State of Uttar Pradesh.

That the deponent has filed the Written Clarification, on behalf of the Opposite Party
No. 1, on dated 25-04-2025, in compliance of the previous order of the Hon'ble
Commission dated 29-01-2025, and for the sake of brevity, the contents therein are
not being repeated. The contents of Para Nos. 1 to 12 of the said Written Clarification
are partly true to the knowledge of the deponent received from the official record and
the legal advice, which | believe to be true and the same be kindly treated as part of
my present affidavit.

That the deponent had diligently ensured the compliance of the previous order of the
Hon'ble Commission in expeditious manner, however, in case, the Hon'ble Commission
adjudges any delay in such compliance, the reason for the same be considered as the
time exhausted for searching out the old departmental records to obtain the Government
Order dated 21-09-1987 and the information, with regard to the said government order,

be graciously considered by the Hon'ble Commission.
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0. 3ITST GaTS B QIR dAldh T DRI gIRT UG AU I b1 Ul et Hr swra
BT Y|
10. AT gRT AP 28 /11 /2021 BT A T HROT gamel Afed & ATUeT dehbleil- 3TUR

TG BRIBRI ARBRI (ATERIH W) Biel 31 Aa JUSR §RT IANT & AHe fhadl
G gars # SuRerfa GRReEd T8 @1 T, STd §RT AN Bl BRIATS! FTferd HRd
BU FRIE (BT AT | FAaTE & SR AT BT AT & Teblelie JuR J&I BRIBRI
BRI (ATEfie i) dia 31 RaHl JUSR RIMIIRd 8 T &, 31d: ¥ T BRoT
AN A & AU Heict N1 AN JUSR o g AFH @1 aRT 20(2) & faid
SRIATCHS PTIATEl WA DI Sl & | 9 &g 39 3MMQ; B! Ufd Incharge officer,
MS Branch (MS 3), Integrated HQ of MoD (Army), DHQ PO, New Delhi- 110105 , Incharge
officer, MS Branch (MS 15), Integrated HQ of MoD (Army), DHQ PO, New Delhi- 110105 Eal

T @1 S |

11, gt Rerfcr 3§ ugd g odial # FaT &l BRI & fTid 3T DI q
fog faaR & fou 2w =181 2, o U3V & MR W UKd g ardiar Hefa &
IR

JATael TIRIA THIR B O |
TS Yol # BN, s¥merRa vd feifed |
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West Bengal Information Commission
Appeal no. 3938 of 2018 R/W Complaint No. 1560 of 2020
Shri Sanjit Nandi
Vs.
Commissioner, Howrah Municipal Corporation (HMC)
Date of Decision 19.06.2023
Decided by:
Shri Virendra, State Chief Information Commissioner, West Bengal,
Shri Naveen Prakash State Information Commissioner, West Bengal and

Shri Raj Kanojia State Information Commissioner, West Bengal

Provisions involved in this case:
Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Section 19(9) of the
RTI Act, 2005

The matter concerns the appellant’s grievance over a 16- month delay by the Howrah Municipal
Corporation (HMC) in furnishing information sought in his first RTI application. The appellant
contended that the delay caused him significant loss and mental harassment. Although the public
authority argued that the delay was due to confusion between two similar RTI applications filed on
the same date, the appellant maintained that the two applications were different and that he suffered
detriment because of the delay in replying to the first application.

The appellant sought additional compensation over and above the amount earlier awarded by the
Commission, citing legal expenses, loss of salary, travel costs, and mental agony. The Commission
reviewed detailed submissions from both sides, including previous High Court directions to revisit
its earlier orders, and examined whether further compensation was justified given the circumstances
and the provisions of the RTI Act.

Held:

The Commission held that the appellant suffered loss and detriment due to the delay in providing
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information, causing mental harassment. Though the appellant’s claim for specific additional

compensation was not fully substantiated, the Commission awarded Rs. 10,000 as compensation
for the loss and harassment suffered.

Obiter Dicta:

The Commission observed that the power to award compensation under Section 19(8)(b) is
distinct from the power to impose penalty under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act. It clarified that
awarding compensation to the appellant does not depend on whether a penalty is imposed on the
SPIO, as the two are separate remedies under the Act.

Court cases referred:

M.N. Trivel v. CGHS, Pune (Appeal No. 30/ICBP/2006)
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West Bengal Information Commission
Complaint No. 5398 of 2018
Parash Nath Shaw
Vs.
BL & LRO, Barrackpore-II
Date of Decision 07.08.2023

Decided by Shri Naveen Prakash, State Information Commissioner, West Bengal

Provisions Involved:
Section 8(1), Section 18(1)(b) & (¢), Section 19(3), Section 20(1), Section 22 of the Right to
Information Act, 2005, Section 123 of the Indian Evidence Act

The crux of the matter in this case is that the complainant, Shri Parash Nath Shaw, filed an RTI
application seeking certain information. The SPIO replied directing the complainant to apply for a
certified copy through the usual procedure instead of furnishing the information under the RTT Act.
Dissatisfied, the complainant filed a complaint with the Commission alleging denial of information
under the RTI Act.

The Commission observed that the SPIO admitted the information was available but refused to
provide it under the RTI Act, directing instead to another statutory process. The Commission noted
that the SPIO was bound under Section 22 of the RTI Act to provide information unless it was
exempt under Sections 8, 9, or 11, and could not direct the applicant to another procedure.

Orbiter Dicta:

Section 22 of the RTI Act is a non-obstante clause which specifically mentions the supremacy
of the RTI Act which will have overriding effect on provisions under any other Act or any procedure
described under such other Act except if the information asked for can be denied as per provisions
of Section 8,9 and 11 of the RTI Act itself.

Held:

The Commission held that the SPIO failed to comply with the RTI Act provisions and issued a
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show cause notice as to why penalty of Rs. 25,000 shall not be imposed on him under Section 20(1)
of RTI Act for not furnishing information The SPIO was directed to respond within 8 weeks and the
matter will be taken up further thereafter.

Court Cases Referred:

1. Shakti Singh vs. State Information Commission Haryana (2018)
2. SPIO vs. AP Information Commission (2009)

3. State Chief Information Commissioner vs. State of Manipur (2011)
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