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'SYNOPSIS

Mo, of First Appellate Authority 156

%) No. of SPIO 1551
(] Mo. requests received 13601
W] No. of requests disposed 3577
v No. of request pending 24
(v No. of requests rejected 31

= Cassification of information:

| =ighest number of petitions under service related 142
. information is received by the Directorate of Health

Services
=ighest number of petitions under project related 130
- Information is received by the Panchayat Department
Highest number of petitions under government scheme 252
related information is received by the Panchayat ?
Department
Highest number of petitions under government policy 21
related information is received by the Panchayat
Department '

Highest number of petitions under examination related 21
information is received by the Directorate of Health
Services

Highest number of petitions under service delivery related | NIL
information is received by the Directorate of Health
Services

Highest number of petitions under land related 84
information is received by the Department of Forests
Highest number of petitions under recruitment related 383
information is received by the Tripura Public Service
Commission

Highest number of petitions under any other information | 236
is received by the Home Department

3. Total Fees Collected Rs.65,756.00




ANNUAL REPORT: 2015-16

Chapter- 1
Introduction

.. The Tripura Information Commission came into existence in the year 2006
@9 s==r=c¢ functioning from 19* Jahuary, 2006 after the passage of the land mark
=a=zton the Right to Information Act, 2005. Under Section 25(1) of the RTI Act,
~= T=== Information Commission shall, as soon as practicable after the end of each
== or=oare a report on the implementation of the provisions of this Act during the
y==r and forward a copy thereof to the appropriate government. It is mandated that
21 == d=partments in relation to public authorities within their jurisdiction shall,
e s=ction 25(2) of the Act, collect and provide such information to the State
“#—=%on Commission to prepare the annual report and comply with the
= r=ments concerning the furnishing of that information and keeping of records.
e oresent report is for the year 2015-16 and is the XI™  Annual Report of Tripura
Infarmztion Commission.

12 Tnis Annual Report indicates the work of receipt and disposal of applications
s==iing information under RTI Act during the year by the various State Public
farmation Officers (SPIOs), disposal of the first appeals and status of receipt and
s<oosal of second appeals as well as complaints by the Tripura Information

Commission.

{3 During the year the Commission is headed by Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, IAS
2=td), State Chief Information Commissioner who has been functioning since
27.9.2014. COR

14 The Tripura Right to Information Rules, 2008 were promulgated vide
\osAication No.F.3(5)-GA(AR)/2005(L) dated 29.1.2008. The Government of Tripura

- #h= General Administration (Administrative Reforms) Department vide Notification
o.F.3(5)-GA(AR)/2005/VI dated 27.9.2005 which was further amendec Dy
-+ cation dated 13.7.2015, exempted the Home(Police) Depariment ncluding
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=orensic Soence Laboratory from the purview of the provisions of the Act except
Zi=gations of corruption, human rights violation and administrative functions not
"=:20ng o security and intelligence. Copies of these Notifications are annexed to this

L5 Tripura Information Commission has made provisions for online filing of
second appeals and complaints under the RTI Act. It is noteworthy that this
provision for filing online appeals/complaints is being availed by the citizens. It has

been the endeavour of the Commission to dispose appeals and complaints

expeditiously. The Commission’s orders are also uploaded on its Website. (
www, rtitripura.nic.in )

1.6  During the year, the Commission has organized a State Level Workshop for
the SPIOs and other stakeholders at Agartala on 25.3.2016 in which Shri RK.
Mathur, IAS (Retd), Chief Information Commissioner, Central Information
Commission, New Delhi graced the occasion as the Chief Guest and delivered the
keynote address. Awareness programmes on RTI were held in all the districts of the
State in the year 2015-16 in collaboration with SIPARD. On all such occasions, the

participants were oriented on the effective implementation of the various provisions
of the RTI Act with emphasis on transparency and accountability. At times, public
representatives were invited o grace the programmes. Such workshops on RTI were
organized at Belonia, Sepahijala, Khowai, A;A"B.&. JCzpur, Ambassa, Dharmanagar
and Kailashahar in which participants including SPIOs and SAPIOs were enlightened
about their role and responsibilities under the RTI At Th = Secretary, Tripura
Information Commission acted as ‘resource person’ in the above or rogrammes.
Chapter-II
TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION DURING 2015-16

2.1 The Tripura Information Commission has completed more than 10(ten) years
of its existence having came into force with effect from 19.1.2006. The State
Information Commission was constituted to exercise powers and perform its
functions as laid down under the RTI Act, 2005. Under Section 15(4) of the Act, the
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draciion and management of the aﬁ'airs of the S==
rs=o= witn e State Chief Information Commissioner who

2l powers 2nd do 2l such acts and things which may be exercisec
ezt Information Commission autonomously without being subjected

s oy 2ny other authority under the Act.

I . Section 16(6) of the RTI Act, the State Government shall provide such
@ Saff as may be necessary for the efficient performance of its functions.
peers and functions 6f the State Information Commission were laid down in
=F #e RTI Act. The Commission has got powers to receive ahd enquire
™ =i~ts under section 18 of the Act. The State Information Commission
- into any matter under Section 18(2) is vested with the powers of a
wnder the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908. :

] == S=t= Information Commission is the second appellate authority under
=or 1303) of the Right to Information Act. The second appeal lies on the orders
‘== == Appellate Authorities (FAAs) under Section Section 19(3) as under:

* & s=cond appeal against the decision under sub-section (1 ) shall lie within
s=ys from the date on which the decision should have been made or was

a—=0 r=ceived with the State Information Commission.
¥
Beovided that the State Information Commission may admit the appeal after

== =iy of the period of ninety days if it is satisfled that the appefant was
eveni=d by sufficient cause from filing the appeal in time. “

14 Under section 19(5) of the Act, the onus to prove that denial of request for
=#=r—aztion was justified shall lie on the SPIO who denied the request.

1% Indisposal of complaints and appeals, the Commission calls for attendance of
== Complainants/Appellants and the Respondents by issuing notice in Form-20 anc
<.—mons in Form-29 of the Tripura Right to Information Rules, 2008.

2% The hearing is conducted in presence of the parties and order of T
Cammission is pronounced in the open court before the parties and cetaied order s
\ssued generally on the same day and if the same is not issued on the same day, the
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s 5 diSU Speliiied and inimated. The copy of the order is

SOWigeC o the parties free of cost and also uploaded on the Website of the
-ammission. Some of the significant orders of the Commission are annexed to this

et

—

2.7 During the year, the Commission had only the State Chief Information
Commissioner. The Secretariat of the Commission has the following staff:

Table: 1

As on 31.3.2016

SL No Designation Number
1. SARJS 1
2. PS-1IV 1
3. PA-I 2
4. Section Officer 1
2 Driver 1
6. Group-D 3
7. Night Guard 1

The Commission has approached the State Government for additional staff.

2.8 The GA(AR) Department is the Administrative Department of the Tripura
Information Commission and places the Budget proposal of the Commission before
the Finance Department of the State Government. Budget for 2015-16 is as under:

Table: 2

BUDGET FOR THE COMMISSION FOR 2015-16

Rs. in thousands

SL.No. | Item of Expenditure Budget Estimate ' Revised Estimate |
| 2015-16 2015-16
Plan Non-Plan Plan | Non-Plan
1 i)Salaries 0 4900 0 8900
ii)Wages 0 200 0 175
B ii)Travel Expenses 0 450 0 1338
iv)Electricity Charges [0 250 0 250
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wehicles

services
Total

z The Commission has also designated the SPIO and FAA for the Commission.
= Wwensie of the Commission ( www.rtitripura.nic.in) also gives the list of the
"= 2nd FAAs and the Commission makes every effort to update the list.

Chapter-III
Implementation of the RTI Act, 2005

21 The Tripura Information Commission collects information from the Public
4.orties and the Departments about implementation of the kTL Act.
 Desamment/Organisation-wise  First Appellate Authorities and State Public
Sfrmation Officers are given in the Table — 3 below. This report is based on
wformation furnished by the Departments/Organisations. There are 57 Public
smorities and 156 First Appellate Authorities and 1551 State Public Information

 wscers from whom the information has been collected in respect of 2015-16.
Desartment-wise number of SPIOs and FAAs are as under:

Table: 3

meao

Agriculture Department
Panchayat Department
Rural Dev. Department
Directorate of Health Service
Directorate of Family Welfare & P.M.
PWD (R&B)
Chief Conservator of Forests




I 828 B 9 =B

it

4 Tw=—or=t= of Secondary Education 8 682
= Dw=ctorate of Higher Education 1 36
i Dir=ctorate of Social Welfare & SE 1 9
Il D -ectorate of Elementary Education 1 1
2 Diractorate of Youth Affairs & Sports 1 19
£ Home Department 8 39
- Tripura Public Service Commission 1 1
15 Directorate of Industries & Commerce 6 22
16 " Directorate of Food Civil Supplies & CA 2 23
17. | Agartala Municipal Corporation 1 12
i8. PWD (WR) 5 14
19. Transport Department 1 2
20. Revenue Department 9 23 |
21. High Court of Tripura 1 1 |
22. G.A.(P&T) Department 1 1
23. Directorate of Welfare for ST 6 6
24, Department Of Cooperation 8 18
| 25. Law Department 1 1
26. ARDD 1 10
27. Tripura Board of Secondary Education 1 1
28. SSA Rajya Mission 1 2
29. Science, Tech. & Environment Deptt. 6 11
30. Department of Fisheries 6 26
31. Prisons Directorate 1 14
| 32, GA(SA) Department 1 1
| 33 GA (AR) Department 1 1
| 34. GA (P&S) Department 1 1
| 35. GA(C & C) Department 1 1
| 36. Urban Dev. Department 1 1
| 37. Governors Secretariat 1 1
| 38. Assembly Secretariat 1 1
39. Directorate of Fire Service 1 1
40. Directorate of Information & Cultural Affairs 1 31
| 41, | Directorate of Labour 1
| 42. Election Department 1 1
43. Planning & Coordination 4Department 1 Z
44, Directorate of Handloom , Handicrafts & Sericulture 1 6
45. Factories & Boilers Organisation 1 3
46. TRP &PTG Deptt. 1 4
47. Tribal Research & Cultural Institute 2 2
48. TTAADC 1 82
49, | Directorate of SC & OBC Welfare 1 1
50. Tripura Information Commission 1 1
51. | Departmental Inquiries 1 1
52. | Lokayutkta Nil 1
| 53. | Vigilance Organisation Nil 1
| 54. | Tripura Police Accountability Commission 1 1
55. | Tripura State Co-operative Bank Ltd. 1 63
| 56. Tripura Gramin Bank 1 1
| 57. ICFAI University 1 1
Total 156 1551
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o T yEsr under report, the State Information Commission has received
from the zbove 57 Public Authorities covering the SPIOs and FAAs from
=spectve Department. During the year, 3601 RTI Applications were received
"2 wformation of which 3577 requests were disposed of which 31 applications
=e=c=C. However, 24 cases were pending for disposal at the end of the year.
s of disposal Department/Public Authority-wise is indicated in the following

Table: 4
Zisoosal of requests for information by the SPIOs during the year 2015-16:
= 5 2
I COR T I 12 R AR I LA
55 SE |5 |sP232| 588|285 88288
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Agriculture 2 45 59 57 | NIL 57 2
Depariment
Fanchayat 20 137 481 481 7 474 NIL
Department
Rurzl Dev. 1 1 15 15 NIL 15 NIL
Department '
Diractorate of 4 15 289 289 NIL 289 Nil
Haalth Services
Directorate of 9 115 86 86 1 85 Nil
Family Welfare &
oM,
PWD (R&B) 10 40 93 88 3 85 5
Chief Conservator 7 13 261 261 3 258 NIL
of Forest
Directorate of 8 682 215 215 NIL 215 Nil
Secondary
Education
Directorate of 1 36 64 64 NIL 64 Nil
Higher Education
Directorate of 1 9 94 94 NIL 94 Nil
Social Welfare &
SE

11. | Directorate of 1 1 7 7 | NIL 7 Nil
Elementary
Education

IZ. | Directorate of 1 19 4 4 NIL B NIL
Youth Affairs & -_
Sports |
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39 335 327 |8 319 8
1 383 383 NIL 383 NIL
Directorate of 22 59 59 NIL 59 NIL
Industries &
Commerce
| 16. | Directorate of 23 223 223 |4 219 NIL
! Food Civil Supplies v
' & CA - _
- 17. | Agartala Municipal 12 64 64 NIL 64 Nil
Corporation
18. | PWD (WR) 14 26 26 NIL 26 Nil
13. | Transport 2 109 109 NIL 109 Nil
Department
20. | Revenue 23 42 42 NIL 42 Nil
Department '
21, | High Court of 1 48 48 NIL 48 Nil
Tripura
22. | G.A.(P&T) 1 61 61 NIL 61 Nil
Department
23. | Directorate of 6 42 41 NIL 41 1
Welfare for ST
24. | Department of 18 45 45 NIL 45 Nil
Cooperation : i
' 25. | Law Department 1 32 32 NIL 32 Nil
{
| 26. | ARDD 10 35 35 NIL 35 Nil
| 27. | Tripura Board of 1 23 23 NIL 23 NIL
' Secondary '
| 28. | SSA Rajya Mission 2 23 23 |1 22 Nil
' 29. | Science, Tech. & 11 57 57 | NIL 57 'NIL
| Environment
L Department _
| 30. | Department of 26 24 24 NIL 24 Nil
5 Fisheries
| 31 Prisons 14 26 26 NIL 26 Nil
'; Directorate
132, [ GA(SA) 1 18 17 NIL 17 1
' | Department
| 33. | GA(AR) Deptt. 1 17 17 NIL 17 Nil
| ,
| 34. | GA (P&S) Deptt. 1 8 8 NIL 8 Nil
'35. | GA(C&C) Deptt. 1 6 6 | NIL 6 Nil
36. | Urban Dev. Deptt. ‘ 1 17 17 | NIL 17 Nil
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1 1 12 12 NIL 12 N
» 1 1 18 7 | NIL 17 1
Bt of e | 1 1 13 13 | NL 13 Nil
of 1 31 11 11 NIL 11 Nil
r &
Affairs
of 1 1 9 9 NIL 9 Nil
1 1 11 11 NIL 11 Nil
& 1 2 2 2 1 1 Nil
| Dieectorate of 1 6 3 3 NIL 3 Nil
Famlioom |,
Eendicrafts &
Sesiculture
Facories & 1 3 13 13 2 11 Nil
Solers
TEF &PTG Deptt 1 4 9 9 NIL 9 Nil
Tribal Research & 2 2 6 6 NIL 6 Nil
Cumural Institute
TTAADC 1 82 39 38 NIL 38 1
Diractorate of SC 1 1 17 15 NIL 15 2
& 08C Welfare
Tripura 1 1 10 10 NIL 10 Nil
Information
Commission
% Departmental 1 1 4 4 1 3 Nil
Inquiri
51 Lokayukta Nil 1 2 2 NIL 2 Nil
53 | Vigilance Nil 1 2 2 NIL 2 Nil
Organisation
% Tripura Police 1 1 Nil Nil NIL Nil Nil
Accountability
Commission
S5 | Tripura State Co- 1 63 14 11 NIL 11 3
operative Bank
Ltd.
%5 Tripura Gramin 1 1 8 8 NIL 8 Nil
Bank -
=7 | ICFAI University 1 1 7 7 NIL 7 ['H
Total 156 | 1551 3601 3577 |31 | 3546 | 24
7zge90f18




=

i ===r, from the statement above that the largest number of applications
= #om Panchayat Department followed by Tripura Public Service Commission,
Home Department and Health Department in that order.

3.4 The Commission has analyéed the category of information sought as to
service related information, project related information, scheme related information,

information relating to examination, delivery of services, land issue, recruitment

related information and other information. The information is provided in Table - 5

below:
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22. | GA(P&T) 58 Nit Nil Nil Nil Ni Nil 1 2 =
Department ;
23. | Directorate of 10 NIL 4 12 1 NIL 1 3 11 - '
Welfare for ST
24. | Department of 2 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 43
Cooperation
25, | Law Department 17 1 4 4 Nil Nil 3 3 Nil
26. | ARDD 15 2 2 Nil 4 Nil Nil 3 9
27. E Tripura Board of 3 Nil Nil Nil 16 Nil Nil 2 2
| Secondary
| Education
28 SSA Rajya Mission 9 12 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 2 Nil
29. | Science, Tech. & 5 3 6 Nil Nil Nil Nil 5 38
Environment
| Deptt.
30, | Fisheries 6 2 12 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 4
! Department
31. | Prisons 2 NIL 1 1 Nil Nil Nil 2
| Directorate
32. | GA(SA) 9 Nil Nil 7 Nil Nil Nil Nil 2
Department
33. | GA (AR) Deptt. Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
34.  GA (P&S) Deptt. 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 2 5
35. GA(C &C) Deptt. 2 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 2
35. | Urban Dev. Deptt. 1 1 2 2 Nil Nil Nil 3 8
37 Governors i 1 '- Nil N | Na Nil Nil Nil Nil
Secretariat |
38. Assembly 12 1 1 | 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil
Secetanat
33,  Directorate of Fre 12 | Ni Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 1
__ Service T
40. ' Directorate of 2 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Information &
F Cuttural Affairs
41. Directorate of 1 Nil 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
1 Labour
+2. Eection 7 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
. Department
3 Z“enning & 2 Nil | Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Coordination ! ;
~ Department
44 Directorate of Nii N 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil 2
=andioom , :-
~andicafts & )
Senaufture
& Factories & | ] i N Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
Soiers | :
Crganisation
TRP &°TG Deptt. |
R 8 Tale Research & |
o Ctrs sise
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TTAADC 35 1 1 Nii il Nil 1 1 Nil
Twrectorate of SC 3 Nil 4 9 Nil Nil Nil i Nil
% OBC Welfare
Tripura Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 10
Isformation
Commission ;
Departmental 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 3
Lokayutkta Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil 2
Wiogiance 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 1
Orgenisation
Troura Police Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil
. Bccountability i
~ Cormmission | |
Tepura State Co- 2 1 1 Nil : it Nil Na | N# | 10
sperative Bank ',
il
Topura Gramin 1 Nil 2 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 5
=k
S0FAL University 1 Nil Nil Nil 5 Nil Nil Nil i
Total 747 237 425 123 ?4 Nil 142 557 1296

34 Under the RTI Act, a cit
application with prescribed fees. Rule
srescribes Rs.10/- as the application fee. How
people belonging to BPL category as per proviso of se
Tripura Right to Information Rules,
be paid by the information seeker which is Rs.2/-
section 7(-1) read with

izen desiring to obtain information shall make an

7 of Tripura Right to Information Rules,2008

Rule 7 of Tripura Right to Information Rules,

ever, no fee is chargeable for the
ction 7(5) of the RTI Act. The
2008 have also prescribed the additional fees to
per page of information as per

2008. The status

+ fees collected by the various Public Authorities during the year 2015-16 is as

under:
Sl. No Name of Department Fees Collected u/s | Fees Collected u's
6(1) (in Rs.) 6(2) (inRs.)
1 2 3 4
1 Agriculture Department 450 628
2 Panchayat Department 1990 200
3 Rural Dev. Department : 80 34
4 Directorate of Health Service 2360 =X
S. Directorate of Family Welfare & P.M. 290 T4
& PWD (R&B) 720 5
7. Chief Conservator of Forest 332 =50

Pzze 130718




8. Directorate of Secondary Education 2150 2385
9. Directorate of Higher Education 620 643
10. Directorate of Social Welfare & S. E 340 432
11. Directorate of Elementary Education - 30 14
12, Directorate of Youth Affairs & Sports 40 00
13. Home Department 2125 2723
14, Tripura Public Service Commission 3810 104
15. Directorate of Industries & Commerce 380 299 -
16. Directorate of Food Civil Supplies & CA 1450 530
17. Agartala Municipal Corporation 540 1060
18. PWD (WR) 140 40
19. Transport Department 1140 00
20. Revenue Department 400 50
21, High Court of Tripura 430 - 00
22, G.A.(P&T) Department 440 1366
23 Directorate of Welfare for ST 300 326
24, Department of Cooperation - 330 612
25. Law Department 290 38
26. ARDD 270 249
27. Tripura Board of Secondary Education 230 00
28. SSA Rajya Mission 280 3680
29. Science, Tech. & Environment 220 124
Department :
| 30. Fisheries Department 80 304
| 31. Prisons Directorate 150 146
| 32. GA(SA) Department 180 66
33. | GA (AR) Department 80 00
34 GA (P&S) Department 80 384
B, GA{C & C) Department 20 86
36 | Urban Dev. Department 10 00
| 32. . Gowernor’s Secretariat 160 00
38 Tripura Legislative Assembly Secretariat 160 196
| 39. Directorate of Fire Service 100 00
| 40. Directorate of Information & Cultural 60 384
' Affairs
41. Directorate of Labour 100 68
| 42. Election Department 90 00
| 43. Planning & Coordination Department 20 00
| 44, Directorate of Handloom , Handicrafts & 00 00
Sericulture
45. Factories & Boilers Organisation 100 410
46. TRP &PTG Department 60 116
47. Tribal Research & Culltarral Institute 10 00
48. TTAADC 360 00
49. Directorate of SC & OBC Weifare 100 46
50. Tripura Information Commission 100 00
Si. Deparimental Inquiries 40 00
S Lokayukta 20 28
- 4 | Vigilance Organisation 00 00

Page 14 of 18




54. Tripura Police Accountability Commission 00 00
55. Tripura State Co-operative Bank Lid. 100 00
56. Tripura Gramin Bank , 80 00
57 ICFAI University 40 00
Total 24,477 41,279
Table 7

DTT At

3.5 Disposal of First Appeals: Section 19(1) of the RTI Act has provision for filing
first appeal if any information seeker is aggrieved by the order of the SPIO. Any
person who, does not receive information within the time prescribed under section 7
or aggrieved by decision of SPIO under Clause-(a) of sub-section(3) of Section 7,
may file the first appeal within 30 days to the First Appellate Authority so nominated
who is senior in rank to SPIO. Under Section 19(6) of the Act, an appeal under sub-
section (1) of Section 19 shall be disposed of by the FAA within 30 days of the
-=ceipt of the appeal or within such extended period not exceeding a total of 45 days
from the date of filing thereof as the case may be for reasons recorded in writing.
During the year 2015-16, 169 first appeals were filed with the FAAs of which 164

were disposed of.

Chapter-1V

Appeals and Complaints to the Commission

£ 1 The Tripura Information Commission is mandated under Section 18(1) of the
271 Act, 2005 to receive complaints and enquire into the complaints. The relevant
orovisions of Section 18(1) are reproduced below:

" 18(1): Subject to the provisions of this Act, it shall be the duty of the
Central Information Commission or State Information Commission, as the case may
be. fo receive and inquire into @ complaint from any person-

(a) who has been unable to submit a request to a Central Public Information

Officer or State Public Information Officer, as the case may be &iner oy

reason that no such officer has been appointed under this A or becauss

the Central Assistant Public information Officer or Siats Assisiant Pubic




Information Officer as the case may be, has refused to accent his or her
application for information or appeal under this Act for forwarding the
same to the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information
Officer or senior officer specified in sub-section (1) of Section 19 or the
Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as
the case may be; '

(b) who has been refused access to any information requested under this
Act;

(c) who has not been given a response to a request for information or access
to information within the time limit specified under this Act;

(d) who has been required to pay an amount of fee which ke or she
considers unreasonable;

(e) who believes that he or she has been given incomplete, misleading or
false information under this Act; and

() in respect of any other matter relating to requesting or obtaining access to
records under this Act ”.

In addition to receipt and disposal of complaints, the Commission has the appellate
jurisdiction to receive second appeals arising out of the orders/decisions of the
SPIOs and FAAs. The relevant Section 19(3) is reproduced below:

“Section 19(3): A second appeal against the decision under sub-section (1) shall lie
within ninety days from the date on which the decision should have been made or
was actually received, with the State Information Commission. Provided the State
Information Commission may admit the appeal after the expiry of the period of
ninety days if it is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by sufficient cause from
#ing the appeal in time”,

%2 During the vyear 2015-16, the Commission has received 171
“opezls/Complaints and disposed of 170 cases. A comparative statement or the
¥==r-wise position of receipt and disposal of appeals/complaints is as under:
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STA COMPLAINTS DED BY MMI N OVER
THE YEARS
FIN L YEAR APPEALS/COMPLAINTS APPEALS/COMPLAINTS

D DURING TH DECIDED DURING THE
YEARS YEARS

2005-06 0 0

2006-07 47 47

2007-08 86 86

2008-09 86 86

2009-10 86 86

2010-11 _ 140 140

2011-12 G4 Ga

2012-13 40 40

2013-14 43 43

2014-15 104 104

2015-16 171 170

Chapter-V

Suggestions and Recommendations

Under Section 25(3)(g) the Tripura Information Commission shall give its
r=commendations as part of the Annual Report. The Commission would like to make
= 2w recommendations this year as well:-

i) It is seen that of the 3601 cases were received for information, 3577

cases were disposed by allowing the information and 31 cases were

rejected. However, the number of appeals arising out of this to the
First Appellate Authorities and Appeals/Complaints to the State
Information Commission indicate that the information has been given
wholly or partially to the satisfaction of the information seekers. The
Heads of Departments of the Government should senstze e
SPIOs/FAAs under them for prompt and expeditious cisposal of the
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i)

applications under RTI Act duly keeping the provisions of the Act in
view.

It is seen that some of the First Appellate Authorities in some cases
have not been conducting hearing while disposing the first appeals. It
is also noticed that some of the appeals were not disposed within the
prescribed time of 30 days resulting in escalation of the matter to the
Commission by way of filing second appeals and complaints. The FAAs
should be asked by the respective Department to dispose of the
applications promptly within the prescribed period giving due
opportunity to the parties.

Section 4(1)(b) mandated that every Public Authority shall publish
information relating to the items listed in that section. This pro-active

- disclosure is required as per Section 4(1)(b) of the Act. It is seen that

while the various Departments have got the Websites, the information
as are required under 4(1)(b) is not available on many Departments’
Websites. Pro-active disclosure of information in a digitized regime will
significantly reduce the filing of RTI Applications seeking information
Dy the citizens as they can freely access such information from the
Websites. The Commission suggests that the Government directs the

Depariments for I2ng necessary steps for proactive disclosure under
Section 4(1)(D) of the RTI Act in a time bound manner.
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Dated, Agartala the 13 July, 2015

- ' NOTIFICATION

In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 24(4) of Right to Information Act,
2005, it is hereby notified that the Right to Information Act, 2005 shall not apply to the
Home (Police) Department of the Government of Tripura including its Forensic Science
Laboratory.

Provided that the said Act, 2005 shzll apply to the Home (Police) Department in
respect of any information pertaining to any allegation of corruption and human rights
violation and the administrative functions not related to security and intelligence.

Provided further that if the information sought for is in respect of allegation of
violation of human rights, the information shall only be provided after approval of the
State Information Commission and, notwithstanding anything contained in section 7,
such information shall be provided within forty-five days from the date of the receipt of
request.

This is issued in supersession of the earlier notification issued vide even number
date 277 September, 2005.

This takes immediate effect.
S
(A. Debbarma)
Joint Secretary to the
§ Government of Tripura
To
Copy to:

1. The Secretary to the Governor Tripura, Raj Bhavan Kunjaban Agartala.
2. The PS to All Ministers. '

3. The PS to the Chief Secretary.
4. The All Heads of Depariments.




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC- 61 & 70 of 2015-16

Shri Babul Chandra Barman, S/o Surja Kumar Barman, Vill: Rajendranagar,
PO: Kemtali, District: Sepahijala, Tripura, PIN-799 115.

................ Appellant
VERSUS

. Shri P. Debbarma, Registrar of Cooperative Societies, Palace Compound,

Agartala (FAA).

. The Deputy Registrar of Cooperative Societies, O/o the Reg':Strar of

Cooperative Societies, Palace Compound, Agartala (SPIO).

. The President, Rudrasagar Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti Ltd.

Rajghat, Melaghar, Sepahijala District, West Tripura.

. The Secretary, Rudrasagar Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti Ltd

Rajghat, Melaghar, Sepahijala District, Tripura.

............... Respondents

In the matter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Information Act,2005.

_I\JD—"

w

w

PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd) |
State Chief Information Commissioner i

. For the Appellant: Shri Babul Ch. Barman, the Appellant.
For the Respondents: Shri P. Debbarma, First Appellate Authority

Shri Chhatrajit Debbarma, SPIO

Date of filing Appeal: 14.9.2015 and received by the Commission on the
same date.
Date of Hearing . 7.11.2015 and 23.12.2015

. Date of Judgment and Order: 30.12.2015
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ORDER

The brief facts of the case are that the\Appeilant, Shri Babu! Ch. Barman filed
an application in Form -3 seeking information from the SPIO, C/o the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies on 24.6.2015. The information sought by him was certified
true copy of the Cash Book pages (both receipt side and expenditure side) of the
Rudra Sagar Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti Ltd for the period from 23.3.2014
fo 7.4.2014. Upon receipt of the application, the SPIO vide his letter dated
30.6.2015 informed the Appellant that the said documents are not available in his
office and accordingly he was not able to supply.

2 Being aggrieved, the Appellant filed the first appeal with the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies who is the First Appellate Authority stating that the under
Section of 2(f) of the RTI Act, information includes information relating to any
private body which can be accessed by an public authority under any other law for
the time being in force and since the Registrar of Cooperative Societies is a Public
Authority, he can access various information as the Registrar of Cooperative
Societies under the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act, 1974 and that Cash Book
being an important document can be accessed by the Registrar and the Registrar is
even empowered to take possession of the records and books of a Society if the
Society refuses to produce such records.

3. The First Appellate Authority heard the matter on 10.8.2015 and passed order
stating that the Society has objective of economic development of the members of
the Sodiety and that the Society is formed by the capital from share capital
contribation of the members. Being a business organization, the Registered
Cooperative Societies under Section 32 of the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act,
1974 "every member of a society-shall be entitled to inspect free of cost, at the
society’s office during office hour or any time fixed for the purpose by the society, a
copy of this Act, the Rules and Bye-laws, the fist audited annual Balance Sheet
including Audit notes, if any, Profit & Loss Accounts, the list of member of the
committee, the register of the members, the minutes of General Meeting and those
portion of the books and records in which his transaction with the society have been
recorded ", Sub Section 2 of the same also says that the Society shall furnish to a
member on request in writing and on payment of such fees as may be prescribed
there for 2 copy of any of the documents mentioned in the foregoing sub-section
within one month from the of payment of such fees.

< The Regisirar who = the First Appellate Authority has also stated in his order
that the Registrar being 2 st2tutory authority has an obligation for audit, inspection
and election of the respective society. He had held that under Section 32 (1)
PEpection of records = Bmi=c 2s prescribed in that Section and that too to only

o



Society members and as the Appeliant is not a member of the Society and the
transaction relating to any member can only be disclosed to that member and not
other members. He also opined that that the Cash Book of a Society is an internal
document of the Society and has to be conseié'ered in commercial confidence of the
Society and he had in his order claimed exemption under Section 8(d) of the RTI Act
which reads as under: "

. "Information including commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual
property, the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of a third
party, unless the competent authority is satisfied that larger public interest warrants
the disclosure of such information”.

-4 Aggrieved by that order, the Appellant, Shri Babul Ch. Barman filed the
second appeal on 14.9.2015. In his second appeal, he had claimed that the FAA has
erred in passing the order by not appreciating the fact that the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies is a Public Authority who can access various information under
the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act, 1974 and Rules made there-under and that
Cash Book is an important document to which the Registrar has access. Besides,
stating the same arguments which he had raised during hearing with the FAA, the
Appellant had stated in his second appeal that the appellant not being a member of
the concerned cooperative society, for rejecting information is a lame excuse not to
orovide information and that right of a member of a Cooperative Society to obtain
nformation under Section 32 of the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act which is legal
right while the Appellant’s right to get information from the Cooperative Societies
under RTI Act is a superior constitutional right and that the provisions of the
Cooperative Societies Act cannot override the provisions of the RTI Act.

6. The Commission have found that there are adequate grounds to admit the
zopezl and has admitted the appeal as TIC-61 of 2015-16. In the meantime, another
setition was also filed separately by Shri Babul Ch. Barman, the Appellant as second
aopezl seeking the same information which was admitted as Appeal TIC-70 of 2015-
15 2nd since this two cases are for same information asked by the same person,
ey have been merged together as Appeal TIC-61 & 70 of 2015-16 for the purpose
oF passing orders by the Commission.

7.  The Appeal TIC-61 was heard on 7.11.2015. The Appellant Shri Babul Ch.
Barman was represented by the Learned Counsel Shri S.C.Das and from the
R=spondents’ side the Registrar of Cooperative Societies being FAA and also the
SPI0 of the office of the Registrar of Cooperative Societies were present. Durng
Rearing following were the arguments made by the Ld Counsel for the Apoefiant

i) The learned Counsel for the information seeker pleaded that m e Tgit of
Section 22 of the RTI Act, the RTI Act should have an overriding jussdcton
over other Acts like Official Secrets Act or any other Act, the RTI Act should
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prevail irrespective of provision of any other Act and hence his client should
not be denied the information.

ii) Learned Counsel also raised about Section 2(f) of the Act which deals with the
definition of information in which he had specifically drawn the attention to
the portion that information relating to any private body which cannot be

~ accessed by the public authority in any other law for the time being in force.
The Cooperative Registrar can access the information. It is within the
meaning of information of the Act. The Society cannot claim any objection.

iit) The learned Counsel also raised that the land which is held by the Rudrasagar

Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti Ltd about which information was sought
from the Registrar was allotted by the Government free of cost and hence it
cannot be claimed that it is free from governmental control.

iv) The learned Counsel also pleaded that his point is not about Rudrasagar
Udbzstu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti is a public autherity or not as he did not
make the application to the Society but to the Registrar who is a public

. authority and expect the Registrar to provide the information about the
Society as the Society is regulated by the Registrar of Coop. Societies.

v) The Counsel also raised that the SPIO in his reply to the information seeker
merely stated that the information is not available in his office and if desired,
the information seeker may approach the Society and that he had not pleaded
anything about information not statutorily accessible by the public authority
and he cannot plead the same at this stage.

vi) The FAA had disposed of the appeal stating that Section 32 of The Tripura
Cooperative Sodeties Act prescribed the right of every member of the Society
for inspection of the documents, etC as prescribed therein and that the
Registrar of the Cooperative Societies is a statutory authority with obligation
for audit, inspection and election of the Society and under Sec.32 inspection
of records is limited to the members only and as the person is not the
member of the Society and as the cash book is a internal document of the
Society it is to be considered in commercial confidence of the Society and
hence the Registrar rejected the appeal.

vii)The Ld Counsel also drawn attention to the Rule 67 of the Cooperative
Societies Act and Sections 75,76 and 77 of the Act.

The Respondents have pleaded that Shri Babul Ch. Barman, the Appellant,

had no locus-standi to access the Cash Book in the light of sub-section 32 (1) of
Tripura Cooperative Sodeties Act and that the appeal is rejected as the information
sought by him is not in the normal course of regulatory exercise of the powers of the
Registrar of Cooperative Sooetes. The Respondents have also cited the decision of
the Hon'ble Supreme Cowrt of India in Thalappalam Ser. Coop. Bank Ltd. & Others
¥s Sizte of Kerala & Others in Ovil Appeal No.9020, 9029 & 9023 of 2013 .

W
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9. The Ld. Counsel for the Appellant sought time to go through the cited
judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court and accordingly the case was postponed
and posted to 23.12.2015 and Appeal TIG-70 of 2015-16 also was clubbed and
posted for 23.12.2015.

,
“

10.  On 23.12.2015, the Appeal TIC-61 and 70 of 2015-16 were taken up for
_hearing. The Appellant Shri Babul Ch. Barman was present though his Ld. Counsel
-Shri S.C. Das was not present. From the Respondents'side Shri P. Debbarma,
Registrar of Cooperative Societies and FAA and Shri Chhtrajit Debbarma, Deputy
Registrar of Cooperative Societies and SPIO were present.

11.  No new arguments were made by the Appellant during the hearing on
23.12.2015 and hence the case was proceeded based on the arguments rendered
during hearing on 7.11.2015. Now, the issues to be considered for taking a decision
are: '

i) Whether information of a private body like Cooperative Societies falls
within the meaning of information for non-members of a Society seeking
information under the RTI Act;

i) Since the Appellant is not claiming that the Cooperative Society is a
Public Authority, but seeking information from the SPIO of the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies, whether the Registrar of Cooperative Societies who can
have access to the information is duty bound to provide the information;

i) Whether the specific provision of the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act
shall not be applicable in the light of the RTI Act;

iv)  Since the FAA claimed exemption from provision of information under
Section 8(d) of RTI Act, 2005, whether such information is exempted or not;

2. Now, the Commission carefully considered whether the information of a
orivate body which can be accessed by a Public Authority can be supplied under the
=71 Act. In the case of Cooperative Societies Act, some information relating to
Socety like Cash Book is not an information which normally obtained by the
==gistrar of Cooperative Societies but only have access to such information for the
surpose of audit, inspection and inquiry under the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act.
Smiarly, when an inspection is ordered by the Registrar of Cooperative Societies
uncer Section 81 or 82, the persons authorized to conduct. the inquiry or inspection
snall proceed to inspect the relevant books of accounts and other documents in
sossession of the Society or any of its officers, member, agents or servant and
~eeeennennnn @S Mandated under Section 73(4) of the Act. Thus, the zud® and
Mspection is conducted but these are not records which are sent to e Registrar of
Cooperative Societies in normal times and hence the Commission hoids that while




the Registrar has powers under various circumstances like 2udi, inquiry or
inspection under Tripura Cooperative Societies Act, thess are not the information
that are normally available with the -Registras@nd hence nesd not be obtained and
supplied to the information seeker.

13.  Section 32 (1) of the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act specifically states that
“every member of a society shall be entitled to inspect free of cost, at the society’s
office during office hours, or any time fixed for the purpose by the society, a copy of
this Act, the rules and the bye-laws, the last audited annual balance sheet including
audit notes, if any the profit and loss account, the list of the members of the
committee, the register of members, the minutes of general meetings, the minutes
of committee meetings and those portions of the books and records in which his
transactions with the society have been recorded”. This cannot be extended to a
non-member particularly when no public interest was cited.

14. The FAA has stated that the information is exempted under Section 8(d) of
the RTI Act which is as under:

“Information including commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual
property, the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of a third
party, unless the competent authority is satisfied that larger public interest warrants
the disclosure of such information”.

15. 1t is true that even under the Tripura Cooperative Societies Act, a member
can obtain information only relating to his transactions which have been recorded..
Hence, the member’s right is only to see the records for which his transaction have
been recorded and it cannot be extended to a non-member and everybody’s
transaction can be access. The Society also indulges in trading activity and hence
shere is no reason that it could be disclosed harming the position of a third party,
more particularly when no public interest have been prima facie shown by the
Appellant.

16. In so far as the applicability of the Supreme Court Judgment cited by the
Respondents, the judgment in Civil Appeal N0.9017 of 2013, the Hon'ble Supreme
Court had held that the Cooperative Societies registered under Kerala Cooperative
Societies Act will not fall within the definition of the Public Authority as defined under
Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. In view of the above, the Cooperative Society is not a
Public Authority under the RTI Act. However, since in this particular case Shri Babul
Ch. Barman had asked for the information from the SPIO, Office of the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies, the SPIO is under obligation to give the information only if it
is of such nature that is normally submitted and held by the Registrar of Cooperative
Societies and not with particular reference to inspection, audit or inquiry. Hence, the
Commission holds that the information as sought by Shri Babul Ch. Barman relating
to Rudra Sagar Matsyajibi Samabaya Samit Ltd. vide his applications for information

b




dated 24.6.2015 need not be disdosed by the SPIO of the office of the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies, Government of Tripura, Palace Compound, Agartala.

17.  With the above order, the Appeals stana dismissed.

18.  Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents free of
cost.

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
Authenticated by:

( Dr. M%E?s %/)Rf\g/

Secretary it
Tripura Information Commlssmn

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala - 799 006
Appeal No. TIC- 61 & 70 of 2015-16 | &~\0 Dated : 30.12.2015

Copy to:

1. Shri Babul Chandra Barmam 5/0 Surja Kumar Barman, Vill: Rajendranagar,
PO: Kemtali, District: Sepahijata, Tripura, PIN-799 115.

2. Shri P. Debbarma, Registrar of Cooperative Societies, Palace Compound,
Agartala (FAA).

3. The Deputy Registrar of Cooperative Societies, O/o the Registrar of
Cooperative Societies, Palace Compoéund, Agartala (SPIO).
4. The President, Rudrasagar Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samiti Ltd. Rajghat,
Melaghar, Sepahijala District, West Tripura.
5. The Secretary, Rudrasagar Udbastu Matsyajibi Samabaya Samit Lic
Rajghat, Melaghar, Sepahijata District, Tripura.
N\ﬂ ANRS

%.-'_ '/
( Dr. Manas Dew |

e

Tripura Information Commission



TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-40 of 2015-186

Smti. Shampa Sen, D/o Shri Santosh Kumar Sen, Joynagar, Vivekananda
Lane, PQ: Agartala, 799 001, West Tripura.

reeeeenmnCOmplainant

VERSUS

1. Shri B.K.Hrangkhaw!, AGM (O&M), Corporate Office, Tripura State
Electricity Corporation Ltd, North Banamalipur, Agartala (FAA)

2. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, Deputy General Manager, Corporate Office,
1 Tripura State Electricity Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhawan, B.K.Road,
: Banamalipur, Agartala, West Tripura. (SP1O)

............... Respondents.

In the matter of an Appeal under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Appellant: Smti. Shampa Sen, the Appellant.
For the Respondents: 1.Shri Subhas Chakraborty, SPIO.

{ 2.Shri B.K.Hrangkhawl, FAA.

Date of filing appeal: 22.06.2015 and received by the Commission on the same 1
date. |
Date of hearing: 16.7.2015 : : '

Date of order: 16.7.2015
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ORDER

The Appellant, Smti Shampza Sen, filed application dated 6.4.2015 under RTI

with the SPIO of TSEC Ltd. seeking information as to whether Shri Santanu Das, Sr.
Manager absented himself from cuty from 13.11.2014 to 26.11.2014 and
subsequently from 19.12.2014 to 21.12.2014 submitting leave application. If so,
supply copy of the leave application with date of receipt by TSECL. In addition, she
also had asked two more mﬂ“*"r"*f‘“ at SI/No.2 and 3. The SPIO vide his letter
dated 25.4.2015 replied to the RTI application dated 6.4.2015 against item no.1 of
her query. However, he had not supplied the certified copy of the leave app! lication
§ disclosure of

stating that it concerns with the third party and is not agreeing with the
the information.

2. The Appellant preferred appeal before the First Appellate Authority stating
that the SPIO has failed to appreciate the fact that the services of a person is for the
public interest and hence the leave application made by Shri Santanu Das cannot be
called third party information and are kept in the public domain in the safe custody
and every citizen has a right to receive this documents. The First Appellate Authority
had also upheld the decision of the SPIO for not providing the copy of the leave
application as this was exempted under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act. He also stated
that if the leave application is required in connection with any other case, the
information can be obtained by approaching the appropriate court of law which can
direct the disclosure of the information.

3. Aggrieved by this, Smti. Shampa Sen filed second appeal before the Tripura
Information Commission and the case was heard on 16.7.2015. In her grounds of
appeal, she stated that the SPIO and FAA have failed to appreciate that the
Appellate herein was sexually assaulted by Shri Santanu Das against whom an FIR
was registered at West Agartala Women Police Station and to avoid arrest, Shri Das
absconded himself from service and was not traceable by the Police and that the
leave application is essential as the Police could not detect the whereabouts of the
offenders and that the SPIO and FAA failed to appreciate that the services of Shri
Das is for public interest and that the said information cannot be considered as third
party information.

A

4, The case was heard. The Appellant has pleaded the same arguments which
was pleaded in her appeal petition. The fact of absence of Shri Santanu Das from
duty after submitting application was replied in the affirmative by the Trow= Sate
Electricity Corporation Ltd. The SPIO did not agree to share 2 e
,ustscatmn The leave application may contain information r
during leave period and reasons for availing leave which are ©
the person. Since leave application was submitted by an employes @

(g4
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in a fiduciary relationship and contains personal information, the same cannot be
divulged. However, it is open to the Appellant to approach investicating agency to
seek the information about the stay of the Appellant from the Tripura State
Electricity Corporation.

5. With the above observations, the appeal stands disposed of. .
6. Let copy of this be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents free of cost.

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa)
State Chief Information Commissioner
Authenticated by:

( Bimal Riang )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

' TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-40 of 2015-16 /2.£F5 ~2.6F F Dated : 16.7.2015

Copy to:

1. Smti. Shampa Sen, D/o Shri Santosh Kumar Sen, Joynagar, Vivekananda
Lane, PO: Agartala, 799 001, West Tripura. !

2. Shri B.K.Hrangkhawl, AGM (O&M), Corporate Office, Tripura State
Electricity Corporation Ltd, North Banamalipur, Agartala (FAA)

3. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, Deputy General Manager, Corporate Office,
Tripura State Electricity Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhawan, B.K.Road,
Banamalipur, Agartala, West Tripura. (SPIO)

ma %5}}5}1’ ¥
-Secretary ;
Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabast
Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-37,38 & 39 of 2015-16

. Shti Sanatan Talukdar, IFS, Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Government
of Tripura, Aranya Bhavan, Gurkhabast, Agariaia

. Shri Prabir Bhattacharjee, IFS, CCF Ofo the PCCF, Arenye Bhaven, Gurkhabast,
Agartala.

. ‘Shri Debashis Chakraborty, IFS,CCF, Ofo the PCCF, Aranya Bhavan, Gurkhabasy,
Agartala.

veereeneneeeesAppéeliants
VERSUS

. Shri Y.Kumar,IAS, Secretary to the Government of Tripura, GA(AR) Department,
Secretariat, Agartala, (FAA).
. Smti. Shibani Dey, Under Secretary, GA(AR) Department, Government of Tripura,
Secretariat, Agartala.(SPIO).

............... Respondents

In the matter of an appeal under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT
Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)

State Chief Information Commissio_ner

Shri Prabir Bhattacharjee and

Shri Debashis Chakraborty, the Appellants.

Shri Ajit Debbarma, Joint Secretary, GA(AR) Department, FAA.
Smti. Shibani Dey, Under Secretary, GA(AR) Department,
(SPIO).

8.4.2015 and received by the Commission on 13.4.2015.

16.7.2015

16.7.2015




ORDER

The Appellants filed applications seeking two items of identical information
from the SPIO of GA(AR) Department on 22.1.2015. In item no.1, they have referred
to a letter addressed to the Principal Secretary to Hon’ble Chief Minister from the
Forest Department seeking information as to whether the letter had been forwarded
to the GA(AR) Department; if so, copies of notes, comments and correspondences
made on the above letter of the Forest Department. In the second guery, they have
asked for notes and correspondences made in the GA(AR) Department on three
letters written by the Appellants from the File No.19(400)/Vig/For-2001/P/Con on
26.12.2014 addressed to the Chief Secretary and Secretary, GA(AR) Department,
Government of Tripura in connection with a vigilance case.

2. The SPIO disposed of the applications within 30 days claiming exemption u/s
8(1)(h) which deals with exemption from disclosure of information which impedes
the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders.

3. The Appellants went in appeal to the First Appellate Authority of the GA(AR)
Department who disposed of the appeals with an order on 27.3.2015 stating that
with regard to item no.1, no such letters were received in the GA(AR) Department
and asked the Appellants to give more details to properly ascertain the letter on
which they are seeking information. In so far as the item no.2 is concerned, the FAA
directed the SPIO to furnish the information as asked by the information seekers.
Thereafter, the SPIO asked the Appellants to deposit additional fees.

4 The Appellants filed second appeals before the Commission on 8.4.2015
stating that the FAA was influenced by the misinformation given by the SPIO in
respect of item no.1 of the RTI application and that the direction given by the SPIO
for submission of additional fees was unjustified. The Commission admitted the
second appeals and fixed 16.7.2015 for hearing. Summons were issued to the
Respondents and notices to the Appellants for appearance.

5.  During hearing, from the Appellants’ side Shri Sanatan Talukdar was not
present without any step. Shri Prabir Bhattacharjee and Shri Debasish Chakraborty
were present. From the Respondents’ side, Shri Ajit Debbarma, Joint Secretary,
GA(AR) Department & FAA and Smi. Shibani Dey, Under Secretary, GA(AR)
Department and SPIO were also present.

6. During the course of hearing, Shri Prabir Bhattacharjee and Shri Debasish
Chakraborty have stated that the SPIO has claimed exemption u/s 8(1)(h) whereas
during the course of hearing before the First Appellate Authority she had submitted
that the particular letter mentionaed in item no.1 was not available in the record as
received. The SPIO stated that when the information was given by her initially, the
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nformation about forwarding of this letter could not be ascertained as the relevant
file was on the move. However, since the matter relates to a specific receipt entry,
she checked up the records and the said letter was not received from the Chief
Minister's Secretariat. In so far as the second item is concerned, she asked to
deposit additional fees of Rs.20/- from each of the Appellants for giving the
information.

> 3 It is seen that the SPIO did dispose of the applications within the prescribed
ome. However, for the entire gamut of information, she sought exemption u/s
8(1)(h) which was challenged before the FAA. The FAA had passed orders without
formal hearing, stating that in so far as item no.1 is concerned it is not available and
sought more details on the referred letter for ascertaining the letter properly. With
regard to item no.2, the FAA has asked the SPIO to furnish the information.

8. Since the subject and action of the Respondents is common, the appeals were
neard together and common orders are passed by the Commission.

S. It is seen that the SPIO had averred before the Commission that the cited
=ter referred in the applications for information at query no.1 was not forwarded to
2 GA(AR) Department and hence the information could not be given. However, in
c2se of item no.2, the SPIO cannot ask for deposit of additional fees as the
nformation sought to be furnished is beyond the period of 30 days and hence, the
—ommission directs the SPIO to furnish the information to the Appellants free of cost
wihin one week from the date of this order.

10, With the above directions, the appeals stand disposed of.

=1 Letcopy of this order be sent to the Appellants and the Respondents free of
cost.

Sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )

State Chief Information Commissioner
Suthenticated by:

. \L%: iylol
mal Riang B T8

ecretary

“mourz Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabast
Agartala - 799 005
Appeal -No. TIC-37,38 & 39 of 2015-16/2¢ 7o — = + Datad : 16.07.2015

! py to:

L 1. Shri Sanatan Talukdar, IFS, Principal Chief Conservator of Forasts, Government of

L Tripura, Aranya Bhavan, Gurkhabasti, Agartala

2. Shri Prabir Bhattacharjee, IFS, CCF O/o the PCCF, Aranya Bhavan, Gurkhabasti,
Agartala.

3. Shri Debashis Chakraborty, IFS, CCF, O/o the PCCF, Aranya Bhavan, Gurkhabasti,
Agartala.

4. Shri Ajit Debbarma, Joint Secretary to the Government of Tripura, GA(AR)
Department, Secretariat, Agartala, (FAA).

5. Smti. Shibani Dey, Under Secretary, GA(AR) Department, Government of Tripura,

Secretariat, Agartala.(SPIO).
ol

( Bimal Riang )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 792 006
Appeal No. TIC-48 of 2015-16

1. Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, S/o, Late Ajit Kumar Rupini, Vill : Vidyamanik
Rupinipara, PO: Manu, PS: Dhalai, Tripura-799275

..... e Appeliants
VERSUS

1. The Joint Secretary to the Government of Tripura, GA(AR) Department,
Secretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala, (FAA)-799006.

2. The Deputy Secretary, GA(AR) Department, Government of Tripura,

~ Secretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala (SPIO)-799006.

In the matter of an éppeal under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
~ State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Appellants: - | Shri Sanjit Debbarma, representing the Appellant.

For the Respondents: Smti. Shibani Dey, Under Secretary, GA(AR) Department,
(SPIO).

Date of filing appeal: 9.7.2015 and received by the Commission on the same
date.

Date of hearing: 3.10.2015

Date of order: 3.10.2015

fm_.




T a  —

- The Appellant, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini filed 2n zpplication before the State
Public Information Officer, office of the PCCF, Tripurz on 2.3.2015 seeking certain
items of information. Out of the information he sought for, two items i.e. point
number 11 and 12 relate to GA(AR) Department and hence the SPIO office of the
PCCF, Tripura had transferred the relevant queries in the zpplication to the SPIO of
the GA(AR) Department on 23.3.2015. The SPIO of GA(AR) Department did not
supply the required information on the ground that these are third party information
and the third party had raised objection. Though initially, then SPIO informed the
Appellant to inspect the records and take copies of requirad document.

2. Having failed to obtain information from the SPIO of GA(AR) Department, the
Appellant filed first appeal before the First Appellate Authority and the FAA also
stood by the decision of the SPIO vide order dated 18" May, 2015 and no
information was supplied.

3 Being failed to get any relief from the SPIO and the FAA, the Appellant filed
the second appeal before the Tripura Information Commission on 9.7.2015. Having
found good grounds to admit the appeal, the Commission has admitted the second
appeal as Appeal TIC-48 of 2015-16 and issued summons to the Respondents and

notice to the Appellant to appear before the Commqss:on on 3™ October, 2015 at
11.30 AM,

4, In his second appeal, the Appellant had stated that information about serial
numbder 11 and 12 were denied to him both at the level of SPIO as well as FAA
sizling that the information is a third party information. He claimed that he had
asked for the entire file of Vigilance Case registered against the present PCCF, Shri
Sonatan Talukdar when he was posted as DFO, Kanchanpur and also a copy of
withdrawal of order of vigilance case against Shri Sonatan Talukdar, PCCF, Tripura
by the Vigilance Department. He stated that the information was denied on grounds
of third party objecting to the supply of information. He claimed that since the
information is not a personal information of Shri Sonatan Talukdar as he has got a
clean chit from the Government, by disclosing the information it could be proved -
that the Government might have instituted false vigilance case and thirdly if such:

cases are denied as third party, what information the public would get from the
Government.

5.  During hearing, Smti. Shibani De who is the SPIO of the G_A.(AR) Department,
argued that the information s 2 third party information and the third party
vehemently objected against disclosure of such information. She also pointed out
that the Appellant has aiso failed to show any public interest that could be served by
disclosing such information and pleaded not to share this information.

R




6. The Vigilance Case institut=d 2gz=nst 2n employee by the employer is
between them and disclosurs of informazton would be unwarranted invasion of
privacy. _

7.  The Commission after hearing both the parties decdided to dismiss the appeal
as the information asked for is exemptaed under Section 8(1)(2) and (i) as no larger

public.interest could be established by the Appeliant for disclosurs of this third party
information.

8. . Let copy of this order be sent to the Appeliant and the Respondents free of
cost,

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authaﬁaxd by:
(Dr. Manas D

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-48 of 2015-16 /305 %~ 5.9 Dated : 3.10.2015

Copy to:

1. Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, S/o, Late Ajit Kumar Rupini, Vill : Vidyamanik
Rupinipara, PO: Manu, PS: Dhalai, Tripura-799275

2. The Joint Secretary to the Government, of Tripura, GA(AR) Department,
Secretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala, (FAA)-799006.

3. The Deputy Secretary, GA(AR) Department, Government of Tripurg,
Secretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala (SP10)-795006.

- % o'
(Dr. ;ﬁw/

Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabast
Agartala — 795 006

Appeal No. TIC-50 of 2015-16

1. Shri Thaithak Reang, S/o Late Debram Reang, PO; Upanagar, PS:
Ambassa, Dhalai, Tripura — 799 289.

................. Appellant
VERSUS

1. The First Appellate Authority, District Project Management Authority, O/o
the District Project Director, Indo-German Development Cooperation
Project, Jawaharnagar, Ambassa, Dhalai, Tripura.

2. The State Public Information Officer, District Project Management
Authority, Of/o the District Project Director, Indo-German Development
Cooperation Project, Jawaharnagar, Ambassa, Dhalai, Tripura.

............... Respondents

In the matter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Information Act,2005.
PRESENT
Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

1. For the Appellant: Shri Anthony Debbarma, representing the

Appellant.

2. For the Respondents: Shri Suman Das, Addl. District Project Officer
(SPIO).

3. Date of filing Appeal: ©.7.2015 and received by the Commission on the
same date.

4, Date of Hearing - 04.09.2015

5. Date of Judgment and Order: 04.09.2015

- ﬁ




ORDER

Shri Thaithak Reang, the Appe 2t flad 2n application before the SPIO,
Office of the District Project Director, Indo-German Development Cooperation
Project, Jawaharnagar, Ambassa, Dhala, Tripurz seeking five items of information
on 6.4.2015. The SPIO responded to the BT1 gueries of the information seeker and
replied to him vide letter dated 2.5.2015 sizting that information as sought for is
either. not maintained/available or the gueries are not spedfic. Thereafter being
aggrieved, he filed first appeal on 18.5.2015 befors the First Appeliate Authority of
the Indo-German Development Cooperation Project, Ambassa. The FAA passed his
orders on 9.6.2015 supporting the stand taken by the SPIO. Having been dissatisfied
with the orders of the FAA, the Appellant, Shri Thaithak Reang filed second appeal
before the Commission on 9.7.2015 seeking direction of the Commission upon the
SPIO and FAA for supply of the information to the Appellant. The Commission
admitted the second appeal and posted the case for hearing on 4.9.2015.

Z During the hearing, the Appellant, Shri Thaithak Reang was not present.
However, he was represented by Shri Anthony Debbarma for which prior approval of
the Commission was obtained. Both the parties were heard.

3. The first query regarding Patta land records of 70 VDPIC members, the SPIO
stated that Patta documents of VDPIC members are not available with the DPMA
office and they do not maintain the record. As such, the Commission feels that there
is no further information to be shared with the Appellant.

- With regard to query no.2, the information seeker wanted the names and
address of the persons who had attended the VDPIC meetings held on 9.8.2010 and
10.4.2011 from among the 70 VDPICs. They denied the information claiming
exemption under Section 11 of the RTI Act. The Commission after hearing the
pieadings of the parties, directed that this may be inspected by the information
seeker on a date to be fixed and copies need not be given. Accordingly, it is has
been agreed that the information seeker would visit the office of the SPIO on
21.5.2015 at 11.00 am for inspection. No copies need be given except seeing the Iist
of people attended the meetings and as maintained by the concerned VDPIC for this
purpose. The SPIO will ensure the information is brought by the concerned VDPIC @
the SPIO on the appointed date for inspection by the information seeker.

-

5. With reference to query no.3, the SPIO informed already et T Faa
documents of the persons who attended VDPIC meetings are not avalaiie » B
DPMA office. Since documents are not available, the Commission passes an Suher
direction to supply the Patta documents of the VDPIC members.




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
P. N. Compilex: Gorkhabasti
Agariala — 792 005

Appeal No. TIC - 82 of 2015-16

Shri Bikramjit Debbarma, S/o Late Badal Debbarma, Dhaleshwar Road No. 1
Dhaleshwar, Agartala — 700 007, West o o RN e e Ly Appeliant

r

VERSUS

1. The Director, Directorate of Tribal Welfare, Government of Tripura,
Gorkhabasti, Agartala, Tripura(FAA).

2. The Joint Director, Directorate of Tribal Welfare, Government of Tripura,
Gorkhabasti, Agartala, Tripura(SPIO) ..o Respondents

In the matter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Information Act,
2005.

PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS(Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Appellant: Shri Samarjit Bhattacherjee for
Shri Bikramijit Debbarma

For the Respondents: Shri Rabindra Reang, IAS,Director, TW & FAA
Shri Santosh Das, Joint Director, TW & SPIO

ORDER
Dated : 15.03.2016

Sti Bikramjit Debbarma, filed an application with SPIO, Directmrane =

Tribal Welfare for information seeking copies of affidavits sworm ™ B S8

Rathindra Debbarma, Nandadulal Debbarma and Nare~cr= O D wilie




Lt e were submitted before the State Level Scrutiny Commities in connection with

: " verification of caste status of Shri Santanu Deboarmaz, S/o late

ol

Monomohan Debbarma. The application was filed on 18.8.2015 by Shri
Bikramjit Debbarma.

2. The SPIO who is the Joint Director, Tribal Welfare Directorate informed
the information seeker by his letter datéd dated 17.9.2015 that the relevant
file in connection with the enquiry proceedings about the caste status of Shri
Santanu Debbarma, S/o late Monomohan Debbarma could not be traced aﬁt
and that he was not in a position to supply the required information.

3. Being aggrieved by the order of the SPIO (Joint Director, Tribal

Welfare) stating that the information is not available, Sri Bikramyjit Debbarma

filed the first appeal u/s 19(1) of the RTI Act before the Director, Tribal
Welfare (Member-Secretary, State Level Scrutiny Committee), who is also
First Appeliate Authority on 8.10.2015. The FAA in his order dated 16-11-
2015 directed the SPIO (Joint Director, Tribal Welfare) to take necessary
action for searching the document again and to be supplied to the appellant
within 14(fourteen) days i.e. by 30.11.2015. The SPIO (Joint Director, Tribal
Welfare) had issued a letter to Sri Santanu Debbarma on 19.11.2015 asking
mim o submit representation if any regarding disclosure of information. Shri
Sartzrw Debbarma in his letter dated 23.11.2015 has submitted his
ssorssesraton si=tng not to give any information as it belongs to his
p=rsone @ ars. However, the SPIO (Joint Director, ;rribal Welfare) informed

et T concemes Sl cowld not be traced out in spite of thorough searching.




4. Being aggrieved by these, Shr Bikramjit Debbarma filed a second a %ﬁl;wi

before the Commission on 8.1.2015. The case was heard on 5.2.2016. The'f

Commission has taken very serious view for non-traceability of the record and
directed the Respondents to trace out the record and fixed the case for next hearing
on 15.3.2016.

5.  On the date of hearing Shri Santosh Das, SPIO (Joint Direcior, Tribal Welfare)
and Shri Rabindra Reang, IAS, Director, Tribal Welfare (Member-Secretary, State
Level Scrutiny Committee) informed the Commission that one file containing
Affidavits traced out. In their representation before the Commission dated
11.3.2016 they stated that search team finally located the file on 29.2.2016 and it
is found that the Affidavit submitted by Shri Nandadulal Debbarma and Shri
Narendra Chandra Deb which were submitted before the SLSC in connection with
verification of caste status of Shri Santanu Debbarma only are available. Affidavit of
Shri Rathindra Debbarma in connection with verification of caste status of Shri
Santanu Debbarma is not available.  The FAA in his order dated 16.11.2015 had
already directed the SPIO for searching the documents to supply the information t©
the Appellant. They have reiterated the same during the hearing. The Commission
is of the opinion that the Affidavits submitted in cpnnection with verification of casts
status is not a personal matter of Shri Santanu Debbarma and there is outweiching
public interest to disclose the information.

6. Hence, the Commission, after considering the facts of the case a0 T
representation of third party filed with the SPIO and the direction of The B85 Sty

directs the SPIO to supply the copies of affidavits filec ow o S Sammmnos

m
A
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barma and Shri Narendra Chandra Deb to the Appellant within 5(five) days from

e date of issue of this order. The Commission notes that the Respondents have
taken long time to locate the file for supply of information % the Appellant. Had
they made thorough search earlier, to supply the information to Appellant could
have taken long back and the second appeal would not have been filed before the
Commission. SPIO is advised to be more prompt for disposal of RTI applications in
future.

Sd/-

(Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa)
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:

Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
P. N. Complex, Gorkhabasti,Agartala — 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-82 of 2015-16 /3¢ -362 Dated : 15.03.2016

Copy to:-
1. Shri Bikramijit Debbarma, S/o Late Badal Debbarma, Dhaleshwar Road No. 1,
Dhaleshwar, Agartala — 700 007.
2. The Director, Directorate of Tribal Welfare, Government of Tripura,
Gorkhabasti, Agartala, Tripura(FAA).
3. The Joint Director, Directorate of Tribal Welfare, Government of Tripura,
Gorkhabasti, Agartala, Tripura(SPIO).

Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Compiex, Gurihabasti
Agartala — 792 006
Appeal No. TIC - 93 of 2015-16

Shri Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, S/o, Late Ajit Kumar Rupini, Vill : Vidyamanik
Rupinipara, PO: Manu, PS: Dhalai, Tripura-799289.
....... e Appellant

’ \ VERSU

1. The First Appellate Authority, Office of the Sadar Forest Sub-divisional
Officer, Sadar Sub-division, Government of Tripura, Near Ramthakur Girls’
H/S School, Jagaharimura, Agartala.

2. The State Public Information Officer, Office of the Sub-divisional Forest
Officer, Mandai, West Tripura.

v RESpPONdents.

In the matter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Information
Act,2005.

PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Appellant: Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, the Appellant.

For the Respondents: Shri Santosh Debbarma, SDFO, Mandai ( SPIO).
Date of filing appeal: 13.11.2015

Date of hearing: 28.3.2016

Date of order: 28.3.2016

W




ORDER

The Appellant, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, had zpplied to the SPIO,
Teliamura on 17.7.2015 seeking some information about the number of forest
villages, total area of each forest village and name and address of the family
members and also copies of the Patta land. The Appellant belongs to BPL category
and had filed same kind petition to several Sub-divisional Forest Officers seeking
voluminous information about the number of forest villages, total area of each forest
village and name and address of the family members and also copies of the Patta
land running hundreds and thousands of names. He is an inhabitant of Dhalai district
but he filed petitions seeking same kind of information from several SDFOs. The
Commission had already decided earlier in Appeal Nos. TIC- 78 and 79 of 2015-16
which were on the same nature. Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini filed the second appeal
on 13.11.2015 before the Commission which was admitted and posted for hearing
today. On the date of hearing, the Appellant, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, was
present along with his assistant, Shri Anthony Debbarma.

2. The Appellant did not show prima facie any public interest though the
Anthony Debbarma stated that he would like to know about the land details of forest
villages of the indigenous people for which they asked the information.

3. Shri Santosh Debbarma, SDFO, Mandai and SPIO who was present from the
Respondents’ side, siated that the case was originally filed with the SDFQ,
Teliamura. Since SDFO, Mandai office was newly created the application was sent to
him 22.8.2015 and in his capacity as SPIO to supply the information to the
Appellant. The SPIO, Mandai stated during hearing that the information asked by
Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini is "not available”. Commission directs that since other
Forest Sub-divisions can supply, there is no reason why it is not available in Mandai
Forest Sub-divisions. The SPIO should collect for supply of the information as per
orders of the Commission within 15 (fifteen) days to the Appellant.

4. The information asked is about the number of forest villages, total area of
each forest village and name and address of the family members and also copies of
the Patta land. After considering the contentions made by the Appellant, the
Commission orders that the tofal area of each forest village along with number of
family members in each forest village and the area of the forest villages should be
supplied to the Appellant, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini within 15 days by collecting
information or record from SDFQ, Teliamura. The names and address of the persons
living in the forest villages and copies of Patta land need not be given as the
names/address of family members of the forest villages and the copies of Patta
documents are voluminous third party information involving large number of people

R




and the Commission does not find any cutweighing public interest for accessk
information by the Appellant.

5. Commission directs that as the forest willages are creation of the law, the
Secretary to the Government in charge of Forsst Department and the P.C.C.F.
should take steps to place data about the forest villages Fke the number of forest
villages, total area of each forest vilage, skeich maps of the forest villages, etc on
the public domain within 6 (six) months so that it would be accessible 1o the public.

" With the above orders, the appeal stands disposed of.

2 Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents. A copy
of this order should also be sent to the Secretary, Forest Department, Government
of Tripura and Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Government of Tripura for
their information and needful action as advised in Para 5 above.

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
Authe

ticated by:

( Dr. Manas Dev
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006
Appeal No. TIC - 93 of 2015-16/ 49 - & 1\ Dated : 28.3.2016
Copy to:

1. Shri Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, S/o, Late Ajit Kumar Rupini, Vil :
Vidyamanik Rupinipara, PO: Manu, PS: Dhalai, Tripura-799289.

2. The First Appellate Authority, Office of the Sadar Forest Sub-divisionz!
Officer, Sadar Sub-division, Government of Tripura, Near Ramthakur Gris
H/S School, Jagaharimura, Agartala.

3. The State Public Information Officer, Office of the Sub-divisiona! Torest

Officer, Mandai, West Tripura. %\\ﬁ"

U 121k
/,r, SR
(Dr. hBr.asﬁ‘;/
Secsany
Tripura Informaom CRmum——




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabast
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-09 of 2015-16

Shri Premananda Singha, S/o Late Brajabalak Singh, Abhoynagar, Agartala -

799 005, West Tripura.
............................................. Complainant

VERSUS

Shri Dasarath Jamatia, Executive Engineer *(GPF & Pension), Department of
{ Power, Government of Tripura, Bidyut Bhavan, Banamalipur, Agartala

| reeereeeen.OppOSite party.

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Complainant: Shri Premananda Singha, the Complainant.

For the Opposite party:  Shri Dasaratha Jamatia, Executive Engineer, GPF &

: Pension), Department of Power, TSECL. Bidyut Bhavan,
Banamalipur, Agartala :

Date of filing Complainant: 7.3.2015 and received by the Commission on same date.

Date of hearing: 23.5.2015

Date of order: 23.5.2015

ORDER

A complaint was received from Shri Premananda Singha stating that he had
filed 2n RTI Application with the SPIO. O/o the Executive Engineer, GPF & Pension,
Desariment of Powsr, S=nemaipur on 7.3.2015 and that he did not get any

ot
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response to his RTI application and the SPIO denied to receive the application and
suggested to post the application.

2. Aggrieved by that Shri Premanandz Singha filed a complamt on 20.4.2015
with the Tripura Information Commission. The Commission admitted it as a
complaint and posted for hearing on 23.5.2015 2t 11.30 AM.

3 The Executive Engineer, GPF & Pension, Depariment of Power Shri Dasarath
Jamatia who is the SPIO was present from the side of Opposite party and the
Complainant Shri Premananda Singha was present. The Executive Engineer pleaded
that when the person came with the application, it was found that the information is
related to the Tripura State Electricity Corporation Ltd (TSECL) and the Complainant
was asked to ap_proach the TSECL as because he was not fully conversant with the
provisions of the RTI Act. He had further pleaded that the non acceptance of the
application was not out of any willful disobedience. Shri Premananda Singha,
Complainant, also agreed that he is not pressing for imposition of any penalty but
sought the information.

4,  The Commission heard both the sides and found that the information asked
for by the Complainant is not specific as he had used the terms ‘long period’ which is
not specific. He was advised to prefer another application with TSECL seeking
information reducing it into a specific query without ambiguity, so that required
information could be supplied. Shri Premananda Singha also raised about his own
case of encashment of unutilized leave as he retired in January, 2015. The Executive
Engineer informed that he had in fact received the proposal for encashment of
unutilized leave from the TSECL as after 2013 the system is changed and it is e
Executive Engineer who should sanction the encashment of unutilized leave of
deputed employees of the Power Department to the TSECL. After drawal, the =und =
placed to the concerned DGM of TSECL for making payment to the pensiomers 0

the particular case of Shri Premananda Singha, the application is under orooess oo
within a period of one month, the fund would be drawn and places wiis T D0
TSECL for payment to the Complainant. As such, the Opposis &=y & Seamsr U

tzke proactive steps as assured.




5 As regards the information asked by the Complainant, he is advised to reduce
the information into specific queries leaving no ambiguity. He may file a fresh
application accordingly with the SPIO of the TSECL, if he chooses.

6. In view of this, the Commission finds no ground to issue any further
directions on the complaint.

7 With this order, the complaint case stands disposed of.

8. Let copy of this be sent to the complainant and the Opposite party.

Sd/-

( K.V. Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
Authenticated by:

W NS

( Dr Manas Dev )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-09 of 2015-16 Dated : 23.5.2015
Copy to:
1. Shri Premananda Singha, S/o Late Brajabalak Singh, Abhoynagar, Agartala -
799 005, West Tripura.

2. Shri Dasarath Jamatia, Executive Engineer (GPF & Pension), Department of
Power, Government of Tripura, Bidyut Bhavan, Banamalipur, Agartala

- ,ﬂaﬁﬁ,
( Dr Manas Dev )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006
Complaint No. TIC-66 of 2015-16

Shri Abhishek Debnath, S/o Shri Anjan Debnath, Vill & PO: Panisagar, North
Tripura District, Pin-799 260

.............. Complainant
VERSUS

1. The Superintendent of Police, North Tripura District, Dharmanagar, North
Tripura (SPIO). '

" e OppOSite party.

In the matter of a Complaint U/S 18(1) of the RTI Act. 2005

ORDER
Dated: 18.3.2016

The fact of the case in brief is that Shri Abhishek Debnath had filed an RTI
Application dated 5.12.2015 before the SDPO, North Tripura, Dharmanagar seeking
some information. The Superintendent of Police, North Tripura, Dharmanagar being
the State Public Information Officer, responded to the Complaint of Shri Abhishek
Debnath stating that the RTI Act is applicable to Home (Police) Department only in
respect of any allegation of corruption and human rights violation and that the
application of the information seeker does not relate to any such allegation and
hence the information was denied. Being aggrieved and frustrated, the Complainant
filed a complaint dated 27.01.2016 before the Commission seeking its direction upon
the SPIO for supply of the information sought by him.

2. The case was admitted and posted for hearing today, the 18" March, 2013 at
11.30 AM. Summons and notice were served to the parties for appearance.
However, during hearing, the Superintendent of Police, North who is the SPIO was
absent as he is apparently on leave. However, the case is taken up on merits. The
information sought by the Complainant is about the number of illegal fiquor shaps

such liquor shops and related data. It is found that the information askes o
Complainant is more of statistical information and has nothing o do =5 v 2y
investigation or security. In view of this, it is not covered by the sx=mpion dause

?ﬁﬂ\
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No. F3(5) GA(AR)!2005/VI/1382 dated 13 7.2015. The type of information b '.. ,_:!5 .
administrative in nature, it is not to be covered by the exemption. Hence, it is

directed that the SPIO should furnish this information within 15(fifteen) days from
the date of issue of this order.

3 With the above order, the complaint case stands disposed of.
4, Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free

" of cost.
Sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
Authenticated by:
%‘ﬂ“/
(Dr. Manas
Secretary

Tripura Information Comm155|on

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala - 799 006 °

Complaint No. TIC-66 of 2015-16 [ 390-~2 9] Dated: 18.3.2016

Copy to:

1. Shri Abhishek Debnath, S/o Shri Anjan Debnath, Vill & PO: Panisagar, North
Tripura District, P‘n-799 260

2, The Superintendent of Police, North Tnpura District, Dharmanagar, North
~ Tripura (SPIO).

Jg,
(Dr.Manas Dev -
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC- 60 of 2015-16

1. Shri Kalyan Debroy, S/o Late Manilal Debroy, Coliege Tilla, Professors’ Para,
Agartala, West Tripura.
................. Complainant

VERSU

1. Shri S. Bandopadhyay, Director, Food, Civil Supplied & Consumer Affairs,
Government of Tripura, Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti, Agartala(FAA).
2. The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Jampuijala Sub-division, Jampuijala, Sepahijala,
Tripura (State Public Information Officer)
............... Opposite parties

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

=or the Complainant: Shri Kalyan Debroy, the Complainant.
“or the Opposite party:  Shri S. Bandopadhyay, FAA,

Dzte of filing Complaint:  18.01.2016 and received by the Commission on the same

date.
Dzte of hearing: 16.02.2016
Date of order: 16.02.2016

ORDER

Shri Kalyan Debroy of Agartala filed an RTI Applicstion ==t sme
mformation on 29.6.2015 from the SPIO of the Directorate of Food. Tl Sumpies &

'




o Director, Food, Jampuijala and copy of the sanction of leave and copy of the work
diary submitted by Shri Aniruddha Bhattacharjee in the year 2014.

2. The application for information was duly transferred by the SPIO, Directorate
of Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs on 2.7.2015 to the SDM, Jampuijala who
is the appropriate SPIO. The SPIO in reply vide his letter dated 10.7.2015 informed
Shri Kalyan Debroy that there is no Assistant Director, Food in Jampuijala Sub-
division and that Shri Aniruddha Bhattacharjee is the SDC, Food and hence the
information asked for is not matching.

% Shri Kalyan Debroy, the Complainant, has filed a revised RTI Application on
25.7.2015 again to the SPIO of the Directorate of Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer
Affairs, Government of Tripura and that application was again transferred on
4.8.2015 to the SDM, Jampuijala Sub-division.

4. Since the information asked for is third party information, the SDM,
Jampuijala issued notice to the third party on 27.8.2015. The third party after
recelving the notice, had responded to the SPIO requesting for non-disclosure of the
information as it is personal information and accordingly, the SPIO had declined to
furnish the information being third party in nature.

5 Having been dissatisfied with the refusal, Shri Kalyan Debroy, the information
sesker, field the first appeal before the Director, Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer
Affairs who is the First Appellate Authority. The FAA upheld the order of the SPIO
refusing to furnish the information. The FAA has further stated in his order that no
good public interest is hampered due to such non-disclosure of information to the
applicant and that the information sought by the information seeker is totally a
service matter of a government employee which is governed and
controlled/monitored by the competent authority as per statutory provisions of the
service rules. _

6. Aggrieved by this, Shri Kalyan Debroy filed a complaint before this
Commission on 18.1.2016. The Commission has admitted the Complaint and posted
for hearing on 16.2.2016 duly issuing summons and notice to the parties.

7. During hearing, Shri Kzlyan Debroy, the Complainant was present and the
Opposite party, Shri D. Bandopadhyaya, the First Appellate Authority and also the
SPIO of the Directorte of Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs were present. Both
the parties were heard. The Commission finds that copy of leave application need
not be disclosed as copy of leave application contains personal information relating
to the grounds/reasons for the leave. However, the Commission directs that the
leave sanction memo should be disclosed to the information seeker within 15 days
from date of this order. In so far 2s supply of works diary of the employee for the
vear 2014 is concerned, the Commission holds that there is a fiduciary relationship
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With the above directions, the complaint case stands disposed of.

YR

Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free
cost.

";1\

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
A thenticated by:

i s

! Dr. Manas
Secretary
Troura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

not find any outweighing public interest warranting the disclosure of the work di=ar\7 s
2F Shri Aniruddha Bhattacharjee. As the Commission did not find any greater public
nterest, the Commission upholds the decision of the SPIO and the FAA not to
Zsclose the work diary of Shri Aniruddha Bhattacharjee, SDC (Food), Jampuijala.

Complaint No. TIC- 60 of 2015-16 [ |32~ { o Dated: 17.2.2016

Ropy to:

»*7 Shri Kalyan Debroy, S/o Late Manilal Debroy, College Tilla, Professors’ Para,
Agartala, West Tripura.

2. Shri S. Bandopadhyay, Director, Food, Civil Supplied & Consumer Affairs,
Government of Tripura, Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti, Agartala(FAA).

3. The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Jampuijala Sub-division, Jampuijala, Sepahijala,

Tripura (State Public Information Officer). M

b
( Dr. Manas Dev )

Secretary
Tripura Information Commissior
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala’ - 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-58 of 2015-16

1. Shri Narendra Debbarma, Village: Sankar Senapati Parz, PO: Lefunga, Sepahi
Para, West Tripura, Pin-799 120.

........... Complainant
VERSUS

1. The State Public Information Officer, Office of the Assistant Director, ARDD
(P), State Poultry Farm, Gandhigram, West Tripura.

cveeeenn...OppOSIte party.

Subject: Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

!—L

For the Complainant: Shri Narendra Debbarma

2. For the Opposite party:  Dr. M.Sarkar, Director, ARDD & FAA
Dr. Siddhartha Chakraborty, SPIO

Dr. Dipangshu Choudhury, SPIO, SPF.

3. Date of filing : 28.12.2016
4. Date of hearing: 18.2.2016 and 19.2.2016
5. Date of Order: 19.2.2016

ORDER

The Compiainant, Shri Narendra Debbarma, filed an RTI application dated
13.11.2015 ® the Asssiast Divechr and SPIO of the State Poultry Farm,
Gandhigram sesiing nformation om cartain items which relates to the regularization
of P.L. Workers in the Asimal Resowrces Development Department. Being aggrieved
by the monreceipt of Iformslion from the SPIO, the Complainant had filed a
compiaint dat=d 28.12.2015 before this Commission for direction upon the Opposite
parties for supply of information. The Commission admitted the complaint and issued
summons and notice to the parties fixing date on 18.2.2016 for hearing.

b
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2. During hearing on 18.2.2016, the Complainant Shri Narendra Debba ’\gasﬁ‘“i ,;ﬁ.) ;
present. From the Opposite party, Dr. Dipangshu Choudhury, Assistant Director "a&ﬁx VP
SPIO of the State Poultry Farm, Gandhigram was present since summons was only
ssued to the SPIO of the State Poultry Farm with whom the application for
nformation was originally lodged.

-

3. The SPIO stated that upon receiving the application for information, he had
Tansferred it to the Directorate of Animal Resources Development Department
(ARDD) as many of the information are to be given by the Directorate. As such,
nearing on this case was deferred to 19.2.2016 at 11.30 AM and it was decided to
2l the First Appellate Authority and the SPIO of the Directorate of Animal
=esources Development Department for further hearing on the matter.

4. The case was taken up for hearing on 19.2.2016 at 11.30 AM when Dr. M.
Sarkar, Director, ARDD & FAA and Dr. Siddhartha Chakraborty, the SPIO, Office of
e Director, ARDD were present. The Complainant, Shri Narendra Debbarma did not
#%end on time.

-4 It is already pointed out by the SPIO of the State Poultry Farm during hearing
on 18.2.2016 that the RTI Application dated 13.11.2015 was without the mandatory
zpplication fee of Rs.10/- as he claimed that he belongs to BPL category. However,
o proof was enclosed. The Complainant Shri Narendra Debbarma was given the
~hoice to be present during hearing today (19.2.2016) to produce the proof of BPL.
3ut the party did not attend when the case was taken up. However, giving the
senefits of doubts to him that he may belong to BPL category, following orders are
2assed in the case:

i) The SPIO in the Directorate of Animal Resources Development
Department should furnish the information /7 seriatim for all the queries
asked by the information seeker. However, the information seeker can be
given a period of 5(five) days to show the proof of his BPL status and if he
shows the BPL status, the mformatron should be supplied to him free of
cost.

%) The information need not be given in format as prescribed by th
information seeker but in the format in which it is maintained 5v =

M

office.

i) In case the information seeker does not produce the proof of his 39L
status within the prescribed time, then he should be sent 2 le==r s==rg
that the information would be supplied upon receipt of Bs 10~ T

application fee and Rs.2/- per page towards additional o of Srumers
that are proposed to be supplied.




) Needless to mention, in case the BPL status is proved by the infor ,
seeker, then the information should be supplied free of cost to him w \_‘” vr S
a period of 7(seven) days from the date of this order. '

6. With the above directions, the case is disposed of,

7. Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite parties
free of cost.

Sdy/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authel%:‘:;ed by:
AL

M\
(Dr. M-a'na\sV

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
_Agartala ~ 799 006 _ o
Complaint No. TIC-58 of 2015-16/ |35~ 122 Dated : 19.2.2016

Copy to:

» 1. Shri Narendra Debbarma, Village: Sankar Senapati Para, PO: Lefunga, Sepahi

Para, West Tripura, Pin-799 120.

2. Dr. Dipangshu Choudhury, Assistant Director & SPIO, A.R.D.Department, State
Poultry Farm, Gandhigram, West Tripura.

3. Dr. Sddharthe Chaloaborty, Deputy Director & SPIO, Directorate of ARDD,
Guridabash, Agartata

4 Dr. Manoranian Sarkar, Direcior & FAA, Directorate of ARDD, Gurkhabasti,

Aoe=ie

—ve |4 16
( Dr. Manas Dev
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC- 55 of 2015-16

1. Shri Jiban Kumar Dasgupta, C/o Krishna Chandra Deb, Ambedkar Road
(Opposite to Central School, Bagafa), Santirbazar, South Tripura -799 144,
(M-9436137044)

................. Complainant
VERSUS

1. The Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd, South-I, Bagafa, South Tripura, (State
Public Information Officer)
e OppOSite party.

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTT Act,2005.
PRESENT
Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Complainant: Shri Jiban Kumar Dasgupta, the Complainant.

For the Opposite party: ~ Shri Samarendra Das, FAA,
Shri Gautam Das, SPIO

Date of filing Complaint: 05.12.2015 and received by the Commission on the same

date.
Date of hearing: 16.02.2016
Date of order: 16.02.2016

ORDER

Shri Jiban Kumra Dasgupta, the Complainant, filed 2 ¥71 Agmicainr Yy
the Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd. South-1, Bagafz who s Be 5D oo g mrs

»-




g Jiban Kumar Dasgupta, the Complainant. It is seen that the Complainant had
filed his first appeal on 5.12.2015 before the Executive Director, TFDPC Ltd. who is
the First Appellate Authority. The FAA heard the case in presence of Shri Jiban
Kumar Dasgupta, the Appellant therein and Shri Suman Das, the SPIO and passed
order on 19.12.2015. It is seen from record that there was a change in the

incumbency of the Divisional Manager post with Shri A.K. Sen who was the Divisional

- Manager, TFDPC was relieved in November, 2015 and Shri Suman Das has taken

over as the Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd. South-I on 30.11.2015. During the
course of hearing on first appeal by the FAA, Shri Suman Das, SPIO had stated that
he was not aware of the case as in the charge note, no such information was
indicated. The FAA then ordered that Shri A.K. Sen the then Divisional Manager,
TFDPC Ltd, South-1 to show the reasons for non-supply of information during his
tenure. He further ordered that all the information as has been asked by the
Complainant should be supplied within 20 (twenty) days time free of cost. However,
it is seen that the information was not supplied till February, 2016 and in the
meantime complaint dated 5.12.2015 was received by the Commission.

2. The Commission had admitted the complaint filed by Shri Jiban Kumar
Dasgupta finding sufficient grounds for doing so and posted the case for hearing
today i.e. 16.02.2016.

3. The Complainant, Shri Jiban Kumar Dasgupta, was present and from the
Opposite party, Shri Suman Das, the Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd. Santirbazar,
South Tripura was present.

4, In the meantime on 11.2.2016, Shri Jiban Kumar Dasgupta submitted before
the Commission with regard to his Complaint No. TIC-55 of 2015-16 stating that
item no.1 regarding Dak Recsipt Register, he had received the entire information
except for the days 1.9.2012 o 3.2.2012. Regarding item no.3 about inspection of
records and verification of stores for the period 1.4.2013 to 31.3.2015, he has stated
a2t in so far as Abhangacherrz is concerned, he was not furnished the full

LI N B




s

7

=t=c that though he had received various sheets of information, the relevant

-

wrmaztion for him was not given.

The SPIO stated in reply during hearing that in the Dak Receipt Register for
12.2012 to 3.9.2012, there was no entry and he had concealed no information. He
=27 agreed that against item no. 4 file notes was not furnished by him though he
=c given all the work advance documents. About item no. 6 & 7, the SPIO told that
=tever information was available was furnished.

The Commission had gone into details submitted by the Complainant and the
10 and issued directions as under:

In respect of item no.1, the SPIO may supply information from 1.9.2012 to
3.9.2012 and in case no information is there on record, then this should
be specifically informed to the Complainant.

In item no.2 information which was not given in so far as Abhangacherra
is concerned from 1.4.2013 to 31.3.2015 should be given by proper
verification In case it is not already given. -

Item no.4, since the First Appellate Authority has already ordered the
SPIO to supply information, copy of file notes should also be given.

" With regard to item no. 6 & 7, the SPIO stated that he had no further
record and whatever is available has already been furnished. If it is so, he
should specifically inform, subject to and after verification, that all the
available information on those points has already been furnished and that
there is no further information available on those subjects. If any further
information is available on these queries, the same should be suppliec

During the course of hearing the Commission noted that while Shr T

i

mar Dasgupta stated that papers/information already given is not refevant =2 =

-

v but he did not produce the information supplied to him for the Commissar =
Swough. He had maintained that it is not for him to producs T Wrmeatar

—

-

rformation. In item no.4, he had stated that no information was given and Aok, a =s:%
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{ ied. Since he is agitating that the information supplied is not relevant, he
ould bring the information which is supplied to him and explain as to why the
information is not relevant so that the Commission could go through it and pass
necessary orders. The Complainant simply cannot say that he had not brought it and
that it for the SPIO to bring it. In future, the Complainant should take note of this.

8. It is seen that the application for information was filed on 4.8.2015 and Shri
AK. Sen, the Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd, South-1, Bagafa was SPIO from that
time till November, 2015. He had not taken any step to supply the information in
more than two months time nor left any note. Even the FAA had asked for
explanation of Shri A.K. Sen, the then SPIO. The Commission takes exception to this
abnormal delay in responding to the RTI Application and impose a penalty of
Rs.500/- (Rupees five hundred ) only on Shri A.K. Sen which should be collected
form Shri AK. Sen, the then Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd, South-1, Bagafa and
SPIO and credit it to the appropriate Head of Account of the Government. The
Managing Director, TFDPC Ltd. should comply with this and furnish a compliance
report to the Commission within one month. The present SPIO should comply with
the directions being given by the Commission in Para-6 above for supply of
information by 5% of March, 2016.

9.  With the above order, the Complaint petition filed by Shri Jiban Kumar
Dasgupta stands disposed of.

10.  Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite partiy and
also a copy of this order should be faxed to the Managing Director, TFDPC Ltd. for
his information and necessary action.

Sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Informatiqn Commissioner

Authenticated by:

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC- 55 of 2015-16 [ 13 2-1F4 Dated: 17.02.2016

Copy to:
1. Shri Jiban Kumar Dasgupta, C/o Krishna Chandra Deb, Ambedkar Road (Opposite to
Central School, Bagafa), Santirbazar, South Tripura =799 144, (M-9436137044)

2. The Divisional Manager, TFDPC Ltd, South-1, Bagafa, South Tripura, (State Public
Information Officer).

3. The Managing Director, TFDPC Ltc. Kunjaban, Agartala-799 006.

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabast
Agartala — 799 005

Complaint No. TIC-47 of 2015-1&

Smti. Ankita biswas, Dfo Shri Brajendra Biswas, Damdama, PO: Sabroom, South
Tripura District.
........... Complainant
VERSUS

The State Public Information Officer, Tripura Board of Secondary Education,
Gurkhabasti, Agartala.

............... Opposite party.

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT
Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner
For the Complainant: Smti Ankita Biswas, the Complainant

For the Opposite party: Shri Swapan Kr. Poddar, Secretary (SPIO).

Date of filing: 25.8.2015 and received by the Commission on 28.8.2015.
Date of hearing: 12.11.2015
Date of order: 12.11.2015

ORDER

Smti. Ankitz Biswas had asked for her evaluated answer script copies of Madhyamik
Pariksha-2015 conducted by Tripura Board of Secondary Examination at Sabroom Centre.
The SPIO had replied to the information seeker on 28.8.2015 stating that photocopy of the
evaluated answer scripts can be obtzined for inspection in strict observation of the
Notification dated 21.5.2015 of the Board and hence the SPIO had informed that this
request of the information seeker cannot be entertained. The SPIO had agreed to throwi
open for inspection the photocopies of the evaluated answer scripts of Smti. Ankita Biswas.

N
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2 Before the receipt of the letter sent by the SPIO on 28.8.2015, the information
seeker filed the complaint directly to this Commission u/s 18 of the RTT Act. The complaint

was admitted as Complaint No.TIC-47 of 2015-16 and posted for hearing on 12.11.2015 at
11.30 AM,

3, During the hearing, the Complainant, Smti. Ankita Biswas was present assisted by
Shri S,B.Hazarika, Counsel for the information seeker and the father of the information
seeker Shri Brajendra Biswas Was also present along with the Complainant. The opposite
party is represented in the hearing by Shri P. Datta, Leamed Counsel who is the Standing

Counsel for the Tripura Board of Secondary Education and the SPIO Shri Swapan Kr. Poddar,
who is the Secretary of the Board.

4. Shri S.B.Hazarika pleaded before the Commission that even if the reply of the SPIO
dated 28.8.2015 was taken on board, they are not satisfied with the inspection of the Xerox
copies of the evaluated answer scripts of Smti, Ankita Biswas. He, however, stood to his
argument that copies of the original answer scripts should be supplied. Shri P. Datta,
Learned Counsel for the Board pleaded that given the enormous resources and
administrative difficulties it would put on the Board in supplying evaluated answer script
copies to the information seeker and such other Cases, it will jeopardize the capacities of the
Board to conduct examinations. He requested that given the duty to conduct examinations
by the Board, the request of the information seeker for supply of copies of evaluated answer
scripts may not be agreed to. He had instead agreed to show Xerox copies of the evaluated
answer script of Smti. Ankita Biswas for inspection only on any date,

5. In fact, one thing is clear that there is no way to reject the claim for seeing her own
answer script. However, the Tripura Board of Secondary Education like all other Boards

6. Given the onerous responsibility of conducting the examinations by the Board as also
<1< need for transparency and the fight of the information seeker to have access to the

"formation seeker should be allowed for access to the information by way of inspection of
=r own evaluated answer script. However, the photocopies of the answer scripts as we
e original answer scripts of Smti. Ankita Biswas should be thrown open for inspecSor
D information seeker after having been satisfied that the photocopies of the
=nswer scripts represent and reflect fully the original answer scripts, further im

hould be done on the Xerox copy of the evaluated answer scripts of Smii. Ankits Sices
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7. The RTI Act prescribed a lower fees for inspection compared to the fees for such
inspection prescribed under the Notification of the Tripurz Bozrd of Secondary Education,
The learned Counsel for the information seeker pleaded that since the inspection is by virtue
of an order passed under RTI Act, fees as prescribed under the 27T Rules, 2008 (Rule 7(1)
which prescribes no fee for first hour and fees Rs.5/- per hour for =ach subsequent hours.
However, the Tripura Board of Secondary Education had prescribed a fee of Rs.500/- per
answer script for inspection and in case of BPL category, it is Rs.200/- per answer script for
inspection of the evaluated answer script.

8. A specific provision for fees for inspection is made by Tripura Board of Secondary
Education by a Notification and allowing the inspection under the RTI Act may open the
flood gates and as a prescribed procedure for inspection is laid down in the said Notification
with prescribed fees, this Commission would like to direct that fees as prescribed under the
said Notification by Tripura Board of Secondary Education should be followed. The
Commission thinks that fees prescribed under the RTI Rules should be for such cases of the

inspection of the documents for which there is no specific provision for inspection in the
Act/Rules or Notification, etc.

9. The father of the information seeker who was present stated that he would like to be
present along with his ward during inspection. He also stated that due to ensuing elections
to the Nagar Panchayats and Municipalities scheduled on 9™ December, 2015, he sought
time for inspection, and hence this Commission fixes 15 December, 2015 at 11.00 AM for

inspection in the office of the SPIO, Tripura Board of Secondary Education as agreed by
both parties.

10.  With the above order, the Complaint case is disposed of,

11.  Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free of
cost.

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanaraynaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:

l%@\ A 4

W 2)[\\\
( Dr. Mana{\) /
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission




" TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006 :
Complaint No. TIC-47 of 201E 45 [>241 -4 Dated : 12.11.2015

Copy to:

1. Smti. Ankita biswas, D/o Shri Brajendra Biswas, Damdama, PO: Sabroom, South
Tripura District.

2. The State Public Information Officer, Tripura Board of Secondary Education,
Gurkhabasti, Agartala.

% e
( Dr. Manas Dev )

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala - 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-36 of 2015-16

Smti. Niru Bala Mandal, W/o Late Haripada Mandal, Vill : Sukanta Pally, PO:
Teliamura, Khowai District, Tripura — 799 205
........... Complainant
VERUS

The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Teliamura Sub-division, Teliamura, Khowai
District, (SPIO).
........... Opposite party.

Date of Hearing: 03.09.2015
Date of Order: 03.09.2015

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Complainant: Smti. Niru Bala Mandal, the Complainant.
For the Opposite party:  Shri Bimbishar Bhattacharjee, SPIO.
ORDER

The case was heard. The Complainant, Smti. Niru Bala Mandai stated that she
filed an RTI application with the SDM, Teliamura who is the SPIO on 23.6.2015
seeking supply of sketch map; supply of Parcha; case proceedings of MR Case of
Gita Rani Mandal and supply of photocopy of Parcha having Dag No.2876,77,78 of
Mouja Tuchindrai, Tehasil Howaibari under Teliamura Sub-division. The information
was not supplied. The SPIO informed during hearing that Smti Niru Bala Mandal is
an employee of Teliamura Block and that she had been already orally told that for
obtaining the sketch map, etc. there is a set procedure with payment of prescribed
fees as per TLR&LR Act However, no written communication has been sent to the
Complainant by the SPI0. The Complainant had also admitted during hearing that
oral communication 2s such was made but since no written communication was
made, she had not applied. However, she filed a complaint before the Tripura

%ﬂ\/




Information Commission on 30.7.2015 which admitted as complaint No.TIC-36 of
2015-16 and posted for hearing today, the 3 Sept.2015.

2 The SPIO replied on 19.8.2015 point-wise stating that (item no.1), the words
25 plots are not specific and no direction was indicated resulting in ambiguity and
the SPIO has also stated that the sketch map can be obtained under TLR&LR Act
with deposition of the prescribed amount. For item no.2, the SPIO in his letter dated
19.8.2015 mentioned that due to lack of reference of MR Case, it has not become
possible to ascertain and stated that Smti. Gita Rani Mandal was recorded owner of
Khatian No.59 and Gita Mandal was recorded owner of Khatian No.1652. He had
informed the information seeker that certified copies of then MR Case were required
to be obtained under TLR&LR Act, 1960 by paying the prescribed amount. Similar
reply was furnished for item no.3 also. The envelope containing the information was
returned undelivered. However, a copy of the communicated dated 19.8.2015 was
handed over to the information seeker during the course of hearing.

3. The RTI Act is not a substitute to the procedure prescribed under the various
Acts. It is not that the information seeker wanted information but he wanted copies
of the documents which are to be obtained by means of certain specific procedures
prescribed under a different Act say TLR&LR Act. In view of this, the Complainant is
advised to apply under the TLR&LR Act and within one week of such applying, the
information/documents as asked for should be supplied by the SPIO as per
provisions of the RTI Act.

4, With this order, the case is disposed of.

5. Let copy of this be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free of
cost.

Sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:

Whooy
[ Dr. Manas

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission



TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhzbast
| Agartala - 799 005 '
Complaint No. TIC-36 of 2015-16 | 74797 , Dated : 03.09.2015

Copy to:
1. Smti. Niru Bala Mandal, W/o Late Haripadz Mandal, Vill : Sukanta Pally,
PO: Teliamura, Khowai District, Tripura — 799 205

2. The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Teliamura Sub-division, Teliamura, Khowai
District, Tripura (SPIO).

' o 9>

( Dr. Manas Dév )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006
Complaint No. TIC-15 of 2015-16

1. Shri Abhijit Biswas, S/o Late Bijan Behari Biswas, C/o Shri Ishwar Ch Roy,
Colonel Chowmuhani, Agartala — 799 001

..... Compilainant.
VERSUS

1. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, DGM, (Planning), Corporate Office, Tripura State
Electricity Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhavan, Agartala (SPIO).

............... Opposite party.

Date of Hearing: 27.5.2015
Date of Issue of Order: 27.5.2015

Present : Shri K.V. Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

et

For the Complainant :  Shri Abhijit Biswas, the Complainant
2. For the Opposite party: None was present.

Subject: Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.

ORDER

Shri Abhijit Biswas, S/o Late Bijan Behari Biswas of Colonel Chowmuhani,
Agartala filed a petition before the SPIO, office of the Chairman-cum-Managing
Director (CMD), Tripura State Electricity Corporation Ltd. (TSECL) on 7.7.2014
seeking information about ATR on the prayer dated 16.5.2014 submitted by S
Aparna Chanda (Biswas) to the CMD, TSECL and also ATR on the prayer dates
22.3.2014 submitted by Smti Aparna Chanda (Biswas) to Senior Manager, TSECL
The application for information was received by the SPIO, TSECL Hewem mat
received any response to the application filed with the SPIO, Sh Aot Seses See
a complaint before the Tripura Information Commission om ITL£3NS The




Commission admitted it and issued summons to the Opposite party to appear before
the Commission on 27.5.2015 at 11.30 AM and also caused notice o the information
seeker who is the Complainant to be present before the Commission.

2. On the date of hearing i.e. 27.5.2015, the Complainant Shri Abhijit Biswas
was present and he was also allowed to take the help of Shri Rana Pratap Nath
Bhowmik of Dhaleshwar, Agartala. The Opposite party did not remain present but
filed a written representation on 25.5.2015. In the written representation, the SPIO
stated that the application of Shri Abhijit Biswas was examined and found that the
queries are not specific about the particulars of information sought as no reference
of TSECL against the prayers referred to by the application was given and secondly
the meaning of ATR as written in the application was not understood. The Opposite
party also stated that in view of this, the application does not match with the
requirement of Section 6(1)(b) of the Act. He also claimed that it is beyond the
scope of Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. Section 2(f) defined information while 6(1)(b)
mandates that a person who desires to obtain information under the Act, shall make
a request in writing or through electronic means in English of Hindi or in the official
language of the area in which the application is being made, accompanying such fee
as may be prescribed to the SPIO specifying the particulars of information sought by
him or her.

3. The SPIO has taken umbrage because the ATR was not given in full form and
that the details like reference number of TSECL for tracing out the information were
not given. However, during hearing the Complainant did concede that the word ATR
may not be very appropriate as he actually means action taken on the
representations.

4,  The Commission has gone through the arguments of the Complainant and the
written representation of the Opposite party. It is seen that the information is about
the representation submitted by Smti. Aparna Chanda (Biswas) who is the spouse of
Shri Abhijit Biswas, the Complainant. However, even if she happens to be the spouse
of the Complainant who is the information seeker,the information of Smti. Aparna
Chanda (Biswas) will be third party information within the meaning of Section 11 (1)
of the RTI Act and as it is private information and not relating to any public interest,
the Commission will not be able to pass any direction to the SPIO to furnish the
information relating to third party to the information seeker. The Commission also
agrees with the SPIO about ambiguity in the information sought. It appears that the
representation relates to adjustment of excess payment made by Smti Aparna
Chanda (Biswas), spouse of the Complainant for domestic electric connection. The
complaint cannot be entertained in its present form. However, Smti. Aparna Chanda
(Biswas) may file a fresh application, if she so chooses, to the SPIO of the TSECL
seeking action taken on her representations dated 22.3.2014 and 16.5.2014
addressed to the CMD, TSECL. It would be worthwhile to mention the
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acknowledgement No. of the TSECL and also enclose copy of the representations for
ready reference of SPIO so that the SPIO would be able to obtain and supply the
information. If there is no response from the SPIO within the statutory period, then
T is open for the information seeker to approach the First Appeliate Authority of
TSECL or the Tripura Information Commission as the case may be under Section 19
and 18 of the Act respectively.

S With this observation, the complaint case stands disposed of.

6. Let copy of this be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free of
cost.

Sd/-

( K.V.Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:
o M!@ﬁ%/
Secretary :

Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-15 of 2015-16 (99, ¢.0 ) Dated : 27.5.2015
[ == 7

Copy to :

1. Shri Abhijit Biswas, S/o Late Bijan Behari Biswas, C/o Shri Ishwar Ch Roy,
Colonel Chowmuhani, Agartala — 799 001

2. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, DGM, (Planning), Corporate Office, Tripura State
Electricity Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhavan, Agartala (SPIC{%Mv

( Dr. Manas Dév )

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission



TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agaitala — 799 006

Complzint No. TIC-68 of 2015-16

Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath, S/o Late Benimadhab Debnath, Dhaleshwar Road
No.11 (Near Bundh) PO: Dhaleshwar, Agartala, West Tripura, Pin: 799 007.

.............. Complainant
VERSUS

1. Shri B.K.Hrangkhawal, AGM, Corporate Office, Tripura State Electricity
Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhavan, Banamalipur, Agartala.
2. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, DGM (Plg), Corporate Office, TSECL. Bidyut
Bhavan, Banamilpur, Agartala, (SPIO).
cevenennennn OppOSite parties.

In the matter of a Complaint U/S 18(1) of the RTI Act. 2005

ORDER
Dated: 10.3.2016

Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath filed an application dated 29.12.2014 with the SPIO
of TSECL and having been aggrieved with the SPIO he filed the first appeal. As the
First Appellate Authority did not pass any order, the second appeal was filed before
the Commission which was finally disposed of on 22.6.2015. The SPIO was given
extended time to comply with the orders. The SPIO vide his letter dated 31.8.2015
has supplied the information and aggrieved by that, Shri Bhajan Debnath had filed
another representation before the Commission on 29.12.2015 stating that the SPIO
of TSECL had violated the orders of the Commission.

2 Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath, the Complainant in this case, was heard in the
matter of admissibility of his fresh prayer dated 29.12.2015 on 9.2.2016 and it was
admitted as Complaint. Notice was issued to the SPIO posting the case for hearing
on 10.03.2016. The Complaint is numbered as Complaint TIC-68 of 2015-16.

3.  On the date of hearing, Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath, the Complaint in this case
was absent without any step and Shri Subhas Chakraborty, the SPIO was present
and he was heard. The contention the Complainant as given on the last date of
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nearing on 9.2.2016 was also taken note of and the case was considered and
Z'sposed of on merits and the following orders are passed:

i) Against SI/No. 3 of the queries made in his application dated 17.12.2014,
the SPIO stated that the information is with the Inquiring Authority. In
Case the information is with the Inquiring Authority, the Complainant has
to take it from the Inquiring Authority through due process in course of
the departmental proceedings. However, if it is not with the Inquiring
Authority, the same should be supplied by the SPIO. The SPIO should
specifically pass order as to whether it is with the Inquiring Authority or
not, if it is not then he should supply. _

ii) With regard to query no.5, the SPIO has stated that this is not specific and
not maintainable u/s 6(1)(b) of the RTI Act. But the query asked by the
Complainant is very specific and again the same should be supplied if it is
not with the Inquiring Authority.

i)  Insofarasitemno.7 is concerned, the SPIO stated that the information is
with the Inquiring Authority. In case the information is with the Inquiring
Authority, the Complainant has to take it from the Inquiring Authority
through due process in course of the departmental proceedings. However,
if it is not with the Inquiring Authority, the same should be supplied by the
SPIO. The SPIO should specifically state whether it is with the Inquiring
Authority or not, if it is not then he should supply the information,

~)  Foritem no.8, the SPIO stated that the information is not available. This is
not a specific reply and in case the information is with the Inquiring
Authority the SPIO should specifically mention the same, and in case the
information is actually not available, in that case also the SPIO shduld'ﬁass
a speaking order.

V) For query no.9(1) and 9(2), the information need not be supplied as this is
a prayer addressed to the Inquiring Authority seeking a speaking order.

vi)  For item no.9(3), it is about a prayer addressed to the Inquiring Authority
and orders passed thereon and hence the Complainant has to approach
the Inquiring Authority as part of the departmental proceedings and not
through the RTI Act. In any case, the SPIO need not supply this.

74i)  Against item no.10(2), the SPIO stated that the information is with the
Inquiring Authority. In case the information is with the Inquiring Authors,

the Applicant has to take it from the Inquiring Authority throuoh cue

process in course of the departmental proceedings. However, # & & =t

with the Inquiring Authority, the same should be supoiies by = ==u-

The SPIO should specifically state whether it is win e Qurrg
Authority or not, if it is not then he should supply.
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4. Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath had mentioned during hearing on 9.2.2016 that

some of the information which were supplied was unauthenticated. Hence, it is

ordered that the Complainant should produce before the SPIO the information which

was already supplied to him for necessary authentication. The SPIO stated that he

had supplied the information from the photocopies as the original record was with

the Inquiring Authority. However, since based on the photocopies he had already

supplied to the Complainant, authentication has to be done by the SPIO and he '
should comply with the order within 15 (fifteen) days from the date of this order.

5. With the above order, the case is disposed of.
6. Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite parties.

Sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Ny -
( Dr. Manasuéﬂ/
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

CowplangNo. TIC-68 of 2015-16/ 261 -2 2 . Dated: 10.3.2016
Copy to:

1. Shri Bhajan Ch. Debnath, S/o Late Benimadhab Debnath, Dhaleshwar Road
No.11 (Near Bundh) PO: Dhaleshwar, Agartala, West Tripura, Pin: 799 007.

2. Shri ‘B.K.Hrangkhawal, AGM, Corporate -Office, Tripura State Electricity
Corporation Ltd. Bidyut Bhavan, Banamalipur, Agartala.

3. Shri Subhas Chakraborty, DGM (Plg), Corporate Office, TSECL, Bidyut Bhavan,
Banamilpur, Agartala, (SPIO). &
\&

( Dr. Manas Dex
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission




TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-33 of 2015-16

Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, S/o Usha Ranjan Nath Bhowmik,
Radhamadhav Sarani, PO: Dhaleshwar, Agartala - 799007

........... Complainant
VERSUS

1. The State Public Information Officer, Office of the Executive Engineer,
Drinking Water & Sanitation Division, Kumarghat, Unakoti, Tripura.

........... Opposite party.

In the matter of a Complaint under Section 18(1) of the RTI Act,2005.
PRESENT

Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

=or the Complainant: Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik , the Complainant.

=or the Opposite party:  The SPIO (EE, DWS, Kumarghat) was not present.

Dzte of filing Complaint:  2.2.2015 and received by the Commission on 14.7.2015.

of hearing: 6.8.2015
=t2 of order: 6.8.2015
ORDER
Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik filed an RTI application befors The 5500 wie

the Executive Engineer, DWS, Kumarghat on 18.2.2015 for =

-

-

nation to which the Complainant had received a2 letter categ I7 2 2015 Som

e SPIO stating that the information is ready and that per page Ss2- fas 0 0
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deposited. But in the said letter of the SPIO, there was no mention about number of
pages and the total amount to be paid by the Complainant.

A The Complainant also stated that subsequent to that letter dated 27.3.2015,
the Complainant had sent his Messenger to the office of the SPIO to deposit the
amount and take the information. The Complainant further stated tlhat the
“Messenger was willing to pay but the SPIO did not receive for want of a corrigendum
to be issued to the letter dated 27.3.2015.

3. Being aggrieved by the non-supply of information, the Complainant has filed a
" complaint before this Commission on 16.6.2015. The complaint was admitted and
the case was posted for hearing today, the 6“_1 Augu_st, 2015 at 11.30 AM.

4. On the date of hearing, the Complainant, Shri Rana Pratap Bhowmlk was
present but the Opposite party, the SPIO who is the Executive Engineer, DWS
Kumarghat was absent. However, the SPIO had filed a written representation to the
Commission dated 21.7.2015 in which the SPIO stated that the special messenger
did visit him on 18.4.2015 but upon being told to deposit Rs.473/- towards cost of
photocopying and cost of registered post, the messenger expressed his inability to
deposit the amount as he was given Rs.2/- only for the cost of certified copies of the
tender and relevant papers by Shri Bhowmik and finally he left the office.

5. The SPIO also stated that prior to issue of the letter dated 27.3.2015, he had
also issued a letter dated 16.3.2015 which was shown as document at Annexure-III
of his representation. It is seen from the letter of the SPIO dated 16.3.2015 which
was not received the Complainant as stated by him and also letter dated 27.3.2015
of SPIO that the SPIO has nowhere specified the total amount to be paid excebt
stating that Rs.2/- per page.

6.  This is not 2 proper order as it is the duty of the SPIO to indicate the number
of pages and the total amount. Since this is not done, it would not have been

posmble for the Compiainant or his Messenger to calculate the amount and deposit

the additional cost. This was absolutely a procedural irregularity on the part of the
SPIO in not specifying the total amount in his letter dated 27.3.2015 and the said
letter was not within the 30 days window allowed for supply of information by

‘%@/ .




receiving additional cost. The Complainant contested the claim for deposit of

additional cost as it is beyond 30 days time allowed as per RTI Act.

7. The Commission agrees with the Complainant and directs that the information
should be supplied free of cost by the SPIO ( E.E. DWS, Kumarghat) to Shri Rana
Pratap Bhowmik within 25% Auqust, 2015 positively and report compliance to the

Commission.
8. With above directions, the complaint case stands disposed of.

9. Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite party free

of cost.

Sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:

M A%
o :
( Dr. Marﬁ{

Secretary
Triprua Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti
Agartala — 799 006
Complaint No. TIC-33 of 2015-16 [} F§-7]Dated : 6.8.2015

Copy to:

1. Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, S/o Usha Ranjan Nath Bhowmik,
Radhamadhav Sarani, PO: Dhaleshwar, Agartala - 799007

2. The State Public Information Officer, Office of the Executive Engineer,
Drinking Water & Sanitation Division, Kumarghat, Unakoti, Tripura.

m@%‘“f

( Dr. Manas Dev )
Secretary
Triprua Information Commission



