9T} 318 FRUR 31w 33T RfaRes

POWER GRID CORPORATION OF INDIA LIMITED

= 1 AR ArfefATe 2005 & siaeta smdehe iy

APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT, 2005

Fear Hraierd, HeTAer, vare 7.2, 929, I, gRATT- 122001

CORPORATE CENTRE, ‘SAUDAMINI’, PLOT No.2, SECTOR-29, GURGAON, HARYANA- 122001

Ref: C/CP/AA/RTI Act, 2005 fetie: 20 57, 2023

HUTSTAT / Appellant: 8t Sieig eret, Ff w97 & ar, F9R T A, NpleR, ToTEATH-334001
dreh GTERiUT/ Public Authority: 9Taifarg
SfeIardl/ Respondent: 21 Sk FaaT AR, &1 Fraier, Arafare, s

ORDER
3YeT T HTUR/ Grounds of Appeal

ATl ISR 1 & ooy AT (3rdieledl) & R 25/05/2023 T T qiee & ACTH
¥ 22/05/2023 & IR.EIES. 37T greq g3 €1 399 ugd, Fer dfemedf F Fdraman,
hET HIATOH, TAH FH EAE 03/04/2023 F ThH FRELIWE. ST AR FHAT om |

deahlel 3T $H YR W ERR HT 715 § fF @diamssn. & guan vee ¢ $r &

The Appellate Authority has received an RTI Appeal dated 22/05/2023 through speed post on
25/05/2023 from Mr. Shailender Sharma (appellant). Earlier, the appellant herein had filed an RTI
application dated 03/04/2023, with the CPIO, Corporate Centre, Gurgaon. The instant appeal has been

preferred on the grounds that the CPIO has not provided the information.

37TE?T /Order:

A Fg1 37 GaRTERR 39 3feafld 3R .83, e dard | A O, 308,30, garT Reis
01/05/2023 ST $¥a1 31T 3o UG 3o WA GEcATd ol ol 3aeiiehet 31l fFaT | AT 01/05/2023 F1
ST ITT ITXH .37 317, A G o & o A7 a7 are b1 wehe T o11e) Y, e & a1t
ifarfaea, 2005 1 GRT8(1)(Sh & 3T, T &1 SHY AR g Fdendt F Fewrer d
arRR #T Bl

I have seen the above mentioned RTI application filed by the appellant herein. | have also perused the
reply dated 01/05/2023 sent by the CPIO other relevant documents. Vide reply dated 01/05/2023,
the CPIO had informed that the information sought is exempt under section 8(1)(d) of the Right to

Information Act, 2005. Aggrieved by the same the appellant has preferred the instant appeal.

T

Page 1 of 3




mﬁwmv‘ﬁmmﬁﬁaﬁammm%ﬁmsmwwﬁgw
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FaI gt frr arv €, W w7 @ Ay ¥ Fefoa Faa

The appellant is basically seeking information related to norms basis which the difficult locations in

category one (01) have been decided by POWERGRID. At the outset, it must be noted that in terms of
section 2 (f) ‘information” means any material in any form, including records, documents, memos, e-
mails, opinions, advices, press releases, circulars, orders, logbooks, contracts, report, papers, samples,
models, data material held in any electronic form and information relating to any private body which
can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time being in force. Under Section 6
of the RTI Act an applicant can get any information which is already in existence and accessible to the
public authority. An applicant under the Act is entitled to get copy of the opinions, advice, circulars,
orders, etc., but he cannot ask for any information as to why such opinions, advice, circulars, orders,

etc. have been passed, especially in matters pertaining to policy.

mﬁﬁmmﬁm%%mﬁaﬂrwaﬁ;ﬁﬁ$mﬁmaﬁ
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The appellant in his appeal has mentioned that due to lack of transparent and clear policy many

locations which should have been included in the category of difficult locations have not been included
in that list. In my considered opinion this is nothing but a value-laden presumption on the part of the
appellant and the same cannot be a basis for seeking any information under the Act. The contention
of the appellant is that the information sought does not fall within the category of exemption provided
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under section 8 of the Act. However he is seeking the basis (reason) for a particular information which

is beyond the scope of the Act.

I BT ey giied g, IS e @ sfafags Hr arr 8 & dgd s v syarEr &
e, fSfthhee  dhed, Faftd aRuat 3R smeel (3T w1 8) W =Ry ygre &
ST & o 7O & 3gevT W gier| HLULImS.3N. @ Ry A St § 5 a9 5w 3Ry &
digg feat & #fiav 3® 3ucietr |

Ends of justice would be met if the information such as difficult locations, related circulars, and orders

(if any) are provided to the appellant subject to exceptions carved out under section 8 of the Act. The

CPIO is hereby directed to provide the same within fourteen days of this order.

dETAR e fieaa @ S g

The appeal is accordingly disposed of.
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HT. 7568417291, 3-He: shailbikaner@gmail.com
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