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Central information Commission. Hew Delhi
File No.CIC/SM/A/Z01Z2/001728, 1729 & 1730

RBight 10 Informalion Act-2005-Under Seclion (19)
Cate of hearing = 12 April 2013
Date of decision 2 12 April 2013
Mame of the Appellant & Shri Jigar Dersai.

855, Khodiyar Dairy Parlowr,
Satadgar, Pavapuri Road, Janta MNagar,
Ghatodia. Ahmedabad — 380 DE1.

Shri Ronak Palel,

E/M4, Suprabhat Flats,
Opp. Someshwara Part 3,
Mear Gulab Tower, Thaltej,
Ahmedabad — 380 054.

Mame of the Public Authority = CPFO, Central Boand of Film Certification,

Ministry of Information and Broadoasting,
Eharat Bhaven, @1 E. Walkes hwar Road,
Mumibal — <00 006G,

Ecih the Appellant's were presenl
O behalf af the Respondart, Shiri Amitabh Sharma, CPIC was presant.

Chiaf Information Commissionar - Shri Satyananda Mishra

2, We naard all these three casas togathar bacause of tha similarity in tha
subjact mattar. VWa haard all the parlies
3. In their respective RTI applications, both the Appellants had sought

some imformation but mostly opinion from the CFRIC nol only about the method
of conification of films but also gbout theoir screening in theatres, educational
gualification of the Chaiparson and the Mombars of the Cantral Board of Film

Cerlhiflication (CEBFC). In one case (1730, (he Appsllant had wanled (o know
aboul 1he specilic law which allcowed porn actors ||Eé Sunny Leons 1o parform in
Iindia. Tha CPIC had attemptaed o provide whatover information was matarially
avallable but had clearly stated whara no inlormation was available, such as, in
Ihe casa ol the guery regarding the spaecitic law allowing porn actors o parform
in India or lhe number of Mealres N India and abroad where Bollywood lilms

were screenaed. In all the three cases. it appears thal the Appellate Authorily
had not disposed ofl the appaals filed bafors him.

4. Wa have carelully gona throuah the contents of the RTI applications and
the submissions mado before us. | is guite clear that most of the guercs Mmads
in all these three applicalions woukd nol gualify for nlormation wilthin the
meaning of saction 2(f) of the Right to Informaticon (ATI) Act being claarly in the
natura of =zeking ine caommeants aof tha CPIO aon ine views of the information
seeher. For exampleg, he CPIO cannol cbrviously ofler any opimon on e likely
effect of Tilms on e viewers or whether the movies in the recent times had
B=en aliecing Inae local cullure and tha moral ol 1he paople. | ha duty af tha
CFIO undsar the Right o Information (HTH Act = himited only 1o provide that
information which is available in writing in material form; he s Nnot neguired to
affter hise own opinion or oreata naw infommaton on thae demand of Ihe
infomation sccker. Both the Aocpcecllants in these throe cases hawve their own
views about how tha films should ba mads, what language shouwld be usad in
tha makina of lilmes. which aclars shauld ba enoacsd and in which theatras the

filmn should be shown. They are absclutsly Iree o have any such al:u'ni:_:n. They
cannol. howevear., seak validaton of ther coinion rom thae CSPRPIO. Thal is olally
bevond the scope of the Richl o Infonmalion (RTH Acl.

5. In briel, we find that the CPIO has already provided whatever information
was available with the CBFRC. Thero is no further inlormation 1o be disclosed in
aithar cf thesa casas.

a. Bolh the appeals are disoosed o accordingly .
r. Copics of this order be given free ol cost 1o the partics.

{Satvananda Mishra)
Chief Information Commissioner




