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SYNOPSIS

I

2. Classification of informationi

3. Total Fees Collected

{

1 (i) No. of First Appellate AuthoriU 118
(ii) No. of SPIO L62L
(iii) No. requests received 6794
(iv) No. of requests disposed 6739
(v) No. of request pendinq 55
(vi) No. of requests reiected 13

20L6-L7

Rs.1,29,988/-

I Highest number of petitions under seruice related
information is received by the f Home Department

115

ii Highest number of petitions under project related
information is received by the Panchayat Depaftment

BB

Iii Highest number of petitions under government scheme
related information is received by the Panchayat
Deoaftment

145

Iv Highest number of petitions under government policy
related information is received by the Health Seruices

5B

V Highest number of petitions under examination related
information is received by the Tripura Public Seruice
Commission

23L

Highest number of petitions under seruice delivery related
information is received Seruices ICFAI UniversiU

1

Highest number of petitions under land related
information is received by the Land Record & Settlement
Department

2425

I
Highest number of petitions under recruitment related
information is received by the Directorate of Social welfare
& Social Education & Tripura Public Seryice Commission

42

Ix - :nest number of petitions under any other information
s '::elved by the Home Department

261

I



NNUAL REPOR 20L6-L7

Chapter-I

Introd,uction

- - :ne Tripura Inforrnation Commission has prepared its 12th Annual Report for

.- : . :, r Za:6-!7 as mandated under Section 25(1) of the Right to Information Act,

--:j,ine State Information Commission shall, as soon as practicable, after the end

:' each year, prepare a report on the impteqe:itation of the provisions oi this Act

:-.,ig the year and fonruard a copy thereof to the appropriate Government' Under

S=i cn 25(2) of the Act, all the Departments in relation to pubtic authorii:ies within

:- = : ;urisdictionn collect and provide such information :o the State Information

l:-,r.:rission to prepare the report and compty with the requirements concerning the

.--nishing of the information and keepinq of records. The Annual Repoft gives a

status of implementation of the provisions of the Act during the period" This is the

i2h Annual Report of the Tripura Information Comrnission and it is prepared

indicating the work of the Commission as well as the work of the public authorities in

:elation to the implementation of the Right to Information Act during the year with

the recommendations of the Commission for arrangirrg the Annual Report to be laid

before the State Legislature as required under Section 25{4) of the RTI Act.

i.Z The Annual Report for 2016-17 has been prepared on the basis of the

information furnished by public authorities. The Repcrt indicates the number of

applications received and disposed of by the State Public Information Officers

(SPIOs), status of first appeals received and disposed by the First Appellate

Authorities and the status of Second Appeals and Complaints received and disposed

of by the Tripura Information Commission during the year under repoft"

1.3 It would be appropriate in this context to recall that the Right to Information

Act, 2005 came into force in the country as landmark legislation urith a view to bring

transparenry and accountability. The implementation of the Act over the years has

been highly encouraging with common people seeking information not only about

I
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subjects concerning them individually but also issues related to the community at

large. Sincere and citizen friendly attitude of the information prcviders under the

public authorities is an essential prerequisite for effective impiernentatlon cf the Act,

t.4 The RTI Act has started its journey in the State from 19.1.2006 with the

appointment of the State Chief Information Cornmissioner. The Government of

Tripura vide Notification No.F.3(5)-GA(AR)/2005(L) dated 29.01.2008 had issued

Rules to carry out the provisions of the Act prescribing inter alla the Rules regarding

application fees, mode of payment and the conduct of the work of ihe Commission.

The Right to Information R.ules, 2008 was published in the extraordinary issue of the

Tripura Gazette in February, 2008, The Government of Tripura in the GA(AR)

Department vide Notiflcation No,F.3(5)-GA|AR) PA}INI dated 27,0),2105 had

exempted the Home(Police) Department including its Forensic Science Laboratory

from the purview of the Act by issuing a Notification under Section 24(4) of the RTI

Act, However, this was further amended by a fresh Notification No.F.3(5)-

GA(AR)/2005/VI/1382 dated 13,07.2015 under which the exernption fi'om the

purview of the RTI Act will not apply to the allegation of corruption and human

rights violation and administrative functions not related to security and intelligence

of the Home(Police)DePa dment"

2.1
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-
Chapter - II

: - --= Sta:e Information Commission was constituted by the Government of

'-:-2 --derSection 15(1)of theRighttolnformationAct,2005consistingof one

-:::: l- ef information Commissioner and one Information Commissioner as per

:: -.:=: :r No. F.3(5)-GA(AR)i2005/P-ffi dated 10th October, 2005. The

ss l;'r started functioning with effect from 19th January, 2006. The State

"-,:-*:::r Commission was constituted to exercise powers and to perform duties

, -: "-- j.jons as laid down under the RTI Act, 2005. Section 15(4) of the Act vests

-: :-,,,ers of general superintendence, direction and management of the affairs of

:- = S:::e information Commission with the St:,te Chief Information Commissioner to

: :-:.= ail powers and do all such acts and things which may be exercised or done

- :- = State Information Commission autonomously without being subjected to

: ':: :'s by any other authority under the Act.

During the year under report, Shri K.V.Satyanarayana, IAS (Retd) has been

'--:::ning as the State Chief Information Commissioner under Section 15(3) of the

:: AC having assumed the charge of the post of the State Chief Information

-: --issioner on 27.A9.2CIL4.

Under Section 16(6) of the RTI Actr the State Government shall provide the

Chief Infor.mation Commissioner with such officers and employees as may be

- -:::r3ry for the efficient performance of their functions under this Act, The powers

:':'--ctions of the Information Commission was laid down in Chapter-Vof the RTI

: -. -'^e Commission has the powers to receive and enquire into any complaint, The

l:-:ission has the same powers as are vested in a civil courtwhile enquiring into

:-, rnatter under Section 18. Section 1B(3) states that " The Central Infurmation

i::.,nlsslon or State Information Commission, as the case may be, shall while

':-'ing lnto any maffer under this section, have the same powers as are vested in

: : .,,i1 court whrle trying a suit under the Code of civil Procedure, 1908, in respect of
:^: 'J',tcr,/ing matters, namely :
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{a)summaningandenforclngtheattendanceofperconsandompel

themtogiveanlorwrltteneuldmceon.oathand.toproducethe

documents or things;

@) requiing the dtscovery and inspectlon of documenB;

(c) receiving evidence on affidavit;

@)requisitioninganypublicrecordorcopiesthereoffromanycourtor

office;

(e)issuingSttfimonsfurmmlnatlongfwltrtessxordocumentsand

(t) any other matter which may be prescribed;

Notwiths,bnding anything inonslstent conbined, in any other Act of

Fartiament or Sbte Leglslature' as the case mry be' the eentral

Information Commission or the S'tate tnformation Commrssnn' as the

Casemaybe,maydurinEtheingulryofanycomplaintunderthisActt

atamine anv recotd b whlct:r thts Ad applled whictt is under the

mntrolotithepubliaauthorWandnosucftrecordmaybewlthheld

from it on anq grounds'i

2,9 The Shte Inforrnation Commission is the second appellate authority under

sedion 1g(3r upon orders of the First Appellate Author*y' It. ao.n:ins in section

19(5)tFratinanyappealproceedings,theonustoprovethatadenialofrequestwas

justrfied shalr be sn the state public Information officer (splol who denied the

request.

2.4.r Tripura Information commission decides both compraint unde'section 18(t)

and: second appear under sedion 1g(3) of the Right to Information commission' In'

eourseofdecidingcomplainlaswellasaRleal.the.lommissioncallsforafrendance

of the comptainanvappe*ant and the respon ent by issulng notice' and summons

respectivery in the prescribed fonn alhwing reasonable time tor making written

2.4
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erld representation by the complainantlappellant and the respondent as

rnay be and also for personal heanng.

UJ Tl^e Commission conducts hearing in open court calling both the pafties and

=rrg::€es its order in open court before the parties and after concluding the

-e=r-€n the order is pronounced on the same day. The copy of the order is provided

= ffii the pa*ies free of cost either by hand or by post with due authentication

-r-il $e Csmmission. The copy of the order ls also uploaded on the Website of

--;[]m Infiormation Commlssion @) and such order of the

Imnision is easily accessibte to the citizens. Some of the orders passed by the

--:dm Information Commission during the year under report are enclosed.

i.,!.3 The Tripura Information Commission endeavours to decide an appeal or a

=n-s{aint 
within a short time after the admission of an appeal or comptaint. The

=ses 
are generally disposed of in a single hearing duly following the entire process

r -aaring the parties by issuing summons and notices to the public authcrities and

s@{ainanb/appellants respectively and after conducting enquiry, including scrutiny

# records wherever required,

?.4.4 In some cases, the Commission does not close a case immediately after the

:der but continue it till the compliance is received depending upon the facts of the

=se. After the cases are completed and disposed, the files are closed and sent to

:e Record Room of the Commission.

i,4 5 The proceedings of the Commission are held in a congenial atmosphere Elving

a:le opportunity to the information seeker who is the appellant or complainant in

l.e case to present his vlews either on his own or through an authorized

:esresentative.

2.4.6 Organisation of awareness programmes on the provisions of the KII Act to

advance the understanding of the SPIOs and pubtic will go a long way for effective

implementation of the Act. During the year several awareness programmes were

conducted through the State Institute of Public Administration & Rural Development

(SIPARD) for creating awareness as indicated in Table-t
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Table-1

Sl.No. Workshop
conducted at

Names of the
diskict

Conducted on No, of
ua*icipants

1 Belonia South Tripura 27,fl.?:41.6 158

7 Sepahi'iala Seoahiiala' 6.11.2016 12s

3 Khowai Khowai 18.11.2016 110

4 nqartita (SIPARD) West l-ripura 28.L,2077 70

5 Udaipur Gomti 25.2.2Afi 130

6 Ambassa Dhalai 10.3.2017 180

7 Dharmanaqar North Tripura 10.3.2017 193

B Kailasahar Unakoti 2Z3.zAU 154

Over and above, the Secretary of the Cornmission took classes in SIPARD and

other places on the various provisions of the RTI Act in the training programmes

conducted in SIPARD, B'S"F. etc.

2,4.7 Seffetariat of the Comfnission: In pursuance of Section 16(6) of the Right

to Inforrnation Act, 2005, the state Government has posted one senior TCS Officer to

function as secretary to the commission and the commission has been provided with

the following category of staff on deputation from other departments:-

Table-2

Designation Number
5L No

1. SA&JS
1

1 pq t\,
i
.L

L
1

3. PA.I

4"
(ortlnn Offlarrr

Driver L
3

5.

6, GrouP-D

The Commission is understaffed as the staff once posted from the GA(SA)

Depar.tment have either retired or have been repatriated to their parent cadre' 
1

consequentry, the eommission is facing shortage of ministerial staff. The drawing

and disbursing funetions of the commission and despatch work are being done

through the GA(SA) DePaftment'

2.4.8 Bu&et-of -the,.sommission: The GA(AR) Department is the administrative

department of the Tripura Information commission and places the budget proposal

' Page 6 of 3O
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-
ssion before the Finance Depa*ment of the State. The Budget for the

b as under:

Tahle-3
Rs, in tkousands

Pa rticulars

Ccst of fuels, etc.
F{lring charges of
aE vehicles

'rffi. OUrer contractual
senuie
T,-l': I 5728

L4.9WebsiteoftheCommission@containsaIl0rdersand
rlg:nents of the Commission, as also the'cause tist' including the 'archive of the

-:* lisY. The RTI Act, Tripura RTI Rules and Guidelines issued for State Public

Hrution Officers, First Appellate Authorities and Public Authorities af th* $tate

rc rctructions of the Commission to guide all stakeholders are also posted on the

$recs:+e. The'online' lodging of complaints and second appeals is of great help to

:ne information seekers. The Commission has received good number of online

cirnplaints and appeals.

2.4.10 The Commission has designated the State Public Information Officer (SPIO)

a# the First Appellate Authority(FM) for the Commission. All information about the

Comrnission is ptaced in the public domain, in its Website,

2.,4.11 The Website of the Commission also serves as a portal on RlT Act. It
:rntains list of SPIOs and FAAs and Public Authorities of all departments of the

BUDGET FOR TH.E COMMI$SION F-OS. 2016:17

Revised Estimate
2016-17

Astual
fixpenditure

2CI16-17

Budget Estimate
20*6-L7

Non PIanf.lon PIan
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state. The commission endeavours to update the list in the event of transfer 1

superannuationofsPlosandFirstAppellateAuthorities,

2.4.12 As is required under section 4(1xb) of the Act, the commission has made its

proactive discrosures about the commission which has been praced in tlre

Commission,s website (,y,ww.rtitrioura.nic.in), to enable any citizen to view details

about the Commission'

2.4.13TheEengaliWebsiteofTripuralnformaUonCommissionalsosupportsthe

citizens who are more comfortable to read and write in Bengali'

3"
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lementation

I

Gtlppler - -III

- -::- S=:ilcn 25(2) oi the RTI Act, 2005, each Ministry or Department shall

"::::- :l :-: public autiroi"ities within their jurisdiction collect and provide such

:: : - :: :ne State Information Commission as is required to prepare the

s i5(1) of the Act and comply with the requirements concerning the

:: ihai information and keeplng records for the purpose. As per the

r furnished by the Depaftments, list of First Appellate Authorities and

: irformation Officers is given in Table-4.

Table - 4

Name of the Department

f, ;'cctorate of Agriculture

Directorate of Horticulture & Soil Conseruation

Dtrectorate of Animal Resources Dev. Department

Ery'try$ ilIglgti.s
Depar'iment of Forests

Departntent of Cooperation

ii ural Development Departrnent

Panchayat Department

Public Work Department (R.8aB)

I euUtic Works Departmen(Dws)

Pubiic Works Departrnent(WR) 14+---
Directorate of Urban DeveioPment I
Transport Department

Directorate of Industries & Commerce

Directorate of Information Technology

Directorate Food, Civil Iies & Consumer Affairs

Dlrectorate of Health Seruices

Directorate of Family Welfare & P.M.

Olfice of the Depu Controller

Tribal Welfare Department

Directorate of TRP & PWG

Tripura Tribal Research & Cultural Institute

Directorate for Welfare of Scheduled Castes

Direcioraie for Welfare of OBCs

Page 9 of 30

No. of
FAAs

l.lo. of
SPIOs

2 3 4

I 6s
1 I
1 10

6 ?6

1 35
1 LE

1 1

1 152
1 23

1 18

1
II
1 1

7 23

1 1

1 23

1 22

1 115

1 1

6 6

1
A.t

1 1

1 1

1 2



25 Directorate of Elementary Education 1 2
26 Directorate of Secondary Education 1 682
27 Directorate of Higher Education 1 37
28 Directorate of Social Welfare & Social Education 1 10
29 Directorate of Youth Affairs & Sports 1 19
30 Revenue Depaftment I 23

31 Directorate of Retief, Reha,b,ilitation & Disaster
Management

1 1

32 Home Depaftment 6 39
33 Prisons Directorate 1 1

34 Office of the D.G. Police, Tripura 1 34
35 Directorate of Fire Service 1 1

36 State Forensic Science Laboratory 1 1

3V Directorate of Prosecution 1 1

38 Planning (P&C) Department 1 1

39 Election Department 1 1

40 Labour Directorate 1 9

4L Directorate of Employment Services & Manpower Planning 1 B

42 Factories & Boilers Organisation 1 3

43 Directorate of Land Records & Settlement 1 1

44 Depaftment of Science, Technology & Environment 1 B

45 Directorate of Bio-Technology 1 0

46 Directorate of Audit 1 1

47 General Administration (SA) Department I 1

4B General Administration (P&T) Depa rtment 1 1

49 General Administration (P&S) Department 1 2

50 General Administration (A.R.) Department 1 1

51 General Administration (C & C ) Department 1 1

52 Finance Department 1 4
53 Commissioner of Taxes 1 1

54 Law Department 1 1

55 Directorate of Information & Cultural Affairs 1 31

56 Commissioner of Departmental Inquiries 1 2

57 Vigilance Organization 1 1

5B Lokayukta 1 1

59 Governo/s Secretariat 1 I
50 High Court of Tripura 1 1

61 Assembly Secretariat 0 2

62 T.T.A.A.D.C. 1 82

63 SIPARD 1 1

64 State Council of Educational Research & Training 1 1

65 Tripura Public SeMce Commisglcn 1 1

66 The Pol ice Accounta bili$ Com niission, Tripu ra 1 1

67 Tripura Human Rights Commission 1 1

68 Tripura State Election Commission 1 1
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-
Tripura Information Commission 1 I
Tripura Commission for Women 1

{
-!_

Tripura Board of Secondary Education I 1

Tripura Housing & Construction Board 1 1

za lfripura State Pollution Control Board 1 1

Tripura Board of Wakf 1
I
l.

rrirura Khadi &. village !rylggfp$oagl I I
fripuia Tea Development Corporation Lld' t I

77

78

79

80

Tiioura Tourism Development Co on Ltd. I I
Aoaftala MuniciPal Corporation 13 r"3

Triotira Small Industries Corporation Ltd" 1 t
T.F.D.P,C.Ltd 1 Z

1Trislra HfiAiooms, Handierafts & Development Corp, Ltd {
.L

I Trinura lute Mills Ltd. I L

a,3

i'-..-.

I Gonnatitosoerative Milk Producers' Union Ltd.
.t
L

.t
I

I tcrRr Universitv 1 I
*,) lTripura Gramin Bank 2 I

TOTAL 118 1621

3.1 During the year 2AL6-L7. the SPIOs under the Departments have received

6794 Applications seeking information under the RTI Act. Out of these 6739 have

been disposed of which 13 Appllcatisns were reJected and 6726 have b-een allowed.

At the end 0f the year 2015-17, 55 Applications seeking information from the

i:rfo-rmation seekers were pending with various SpIOs. Out of the total applications,

aB76 nos. were frorn unban areas and 1918 nos" were from rural areas" Department-

,-;:se/public authority-wise Applications received, allowed, reiected and pendency is

:i,,en in the Table-S.

Table-5

lame of the Department No. of
FAAs

No. of
SPl0s

No. of
requests
received

during the
year

No. of
requests
disposed

during
the year

No, of
requests
rejected
during
the year

No. of
requests
pending

allowed
the year

No. of
request
pending

d uring
the year

3 4 5 6 1 B I
Dtirecbrate of Ag riculture 1* 65 44 44 0 '11 U

retunte of Horticulture
Scril Conservation

I 1 18 t4 0 L4 4

';ra ti ri-: llii 1 IU 27 27 U 27 0

U 26 27 27 0 27 n
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q I Denartment of Forests I 35 287 287 3 284 0

0

6

Department of
Cooperation

1 18 24 24 0
1A
L\

1 Rural DeveloPment
Ilonar*mcnt 1 1 22 22 0 22

B Panchayat DePaftment L r52 443 443 0 443

9 Public Works DePartment
(R&B)

1 ?3 B? 78 2 76
r-

10 Public Works
Depaftmen(DWS)

1 I6 40 39 0 39'

11 Public Works
Departmen(WR)

1 14 19 19 0 19

t2 Directorate of Urban
Dcvplonment

1 1 17 L7 0
{?
LI

13 Transport DePartment L I 109 109 2 107 0

L4 Directorate of Industries &
Commerce

7
.\3
4J BO BO 0 BO n-V

:
n

'l

n

0

0

0

T
0

15 Directorate of Information
TechnologY

1 I 11 11 0 11

16 oirectoraie of Food, Gvil
Supplies & Consumer
Affairs

t ,? 230 230 1 22.9

L7 Directorate of Health
Services

1 22 313 313 0 313

iB
Directorate of FamilY
Welfare & P.M.

1 l.i) 110 110 0 110

19 Office of the DePutY Drugs

Controller

1 t 22 zz 0 27

20 Tribal Welfare DePartment 6 6 50 50 0 50

')1 Directorate of TRP & PVTG 1 4
( 5 0 5

27 Tripura Tribal Research &
Cultural Institute

1 I 2 2 n Z 0

23 Directorate for Welfare of
Scheduled Castes

1 t" 27 t7 0 t7 1U

0

0

,24
I

Oirectorate for Welfare of
OBCS

1 4- 3 3 0 3

?q Directorate of Elementary
Education

1 2 44 44 5 39

z6 Directorate of Secondary
Education

t 582 96 96 0 96

77 Directorate of Higher
Education

1 37 80 80 0 BO

2B

I
I

Directorate of Social

Welfare & Social
Education

1 10 1S4 184 0 184 U

0

0

0

lze I Oirectorate of Youth
I Aff:irc & Snortc

1 19 6 6 0 6

Revenue Deoartment 1 AJ 51 51 0 51

31 Directorate of R.R. &
Disaster Management

1 I 1 1 0 1

?ageL2of 3O

<tt



-I

-:*e Department

ffice of the D.G .Police,

- -ectcrate of Fire Service

i:aie Fcrensic Science

I -ectorate of Prosecution

-a:oui'Directorate

Directorate of
Employment Services &

A" Factories & Boilers
Orqanization

Technology &
Environment
Directorate of Bio-
Technoloov
Directorate of Audit
3 eneral Administration

i :neral Adrn!nistration
)&i) Department

- l:ieral Adnrinistration

- . -:eial Administration

13,.C)Department

= Finance Department
3ommissioner of Taxes

c Law Department

: I ':dorate cf Information
& Cultural Affairs
3ommissioner of
f,epa rtrnental inquiries

- :- lcu( of Tripura

Page 13 of 3O

6 39 4t9 4L2 0 4t2. 7

3 Prisons Directorate 1 t 33 33 0 33 0

1 34 316 310 0 310 6

1 1 37 37 0 37 0

1 1 9 9 0 I 0

1 1 5 r 0 5 0

38 Planning (P&C)
Deoartment

7 1 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 13 13 0 13 0

L 9 38 36 0 36 2

{I 8 L4 14 0 L4 0

1 3 7 7 0 7 0

Directorate of Land
R.ecords & Settleme

1 1 2429 2429 0 2429 0

L 8 7 7 0 7 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 9 I 0 9 0

L )" 7 7 0 7 0

1 t 43 43 0 43 0

1 2 L2 t2 0 12 0

1 I 15 15 0 15 0

1 1 2 2 U 2 0

1 4 74 74 0 74 0

1 L 2L 2t 0 21 0

L 1 33 33 0 33 0

L 31 13 13 0 13 p

1 2 4 4 0 4 0

1 1 0 0 0 0 0
, i,r-

1 1 4 4 0 4 0

.: . =-':r's Secfetariat 1 7 11 11 0 11 0

t 1 50 50 0 50 0

1 lssembly Secretariat 0 2 26 26 0 26 0



62 TTAADC 1 82 15 15 0 15 0

0

0SIPARD 1 1 4 4 0 4
63

1 I 11 11 0 11
64 State Council of

Educational Research &
Training

1 zgl 281 \
\
!.

0 281
55 Tripura Public Service

Commission

1

9 I 0 8
66 fne Police AccountabilitY

Commission, TIPUS--
1 1

1 0 0 0 0 0

0

0

0

67 tripura Human Rights

Commissio

I

1
iI 1 0 1

68 TffitJra State Election

Commission --:-
1

1

I
1 11 11 0 11

69 lTriPuratrnformation
I Commission -- 1 18 1B 0 1B

7A tripura Conrmission for
Women

t 1 26 26 0 26
7l Tripura Board of

SecondarY Educatiq[
1 1 1 0 1

72 Tripura l{ousing &

-Co!$g$iqn 
Board

Tripura State Poliution
Control Board

L

1 1
?? t7 0 t7 16

73

1 l1 0 1 0_
074

-Tnpuffi 
BCIard of Wakf 1 1

6 6 0 6
75 fripfra Khadi & Village

Industries Board

1 1

0 0 0 0 0
76 fripurJ fea DeveloPment

Corparation Ltd,---__-
11

1 1 4 4 4 0
77 I Tripura Tourism

I oevelopment CorPoration

I lta.
t3 200 200 0 200 0

78 Agartala MuniciPal
Cnrnoration

13

9 0 9 0:
79 fripwaSmall Industries

Corporation Ltd.----
1 1 9

22 18 0 1B 4f
80 T.F.D.P.C.Ltd I 7

3 0 3 0

,

0-
0

B1 Tripura Handlooms,
Handicrafts &
n--,^l^**a^* r^arn I trl

1 1 3

1 B B 0 B

B2 Tripui Jute Mills Ltd, 1

1 0 0 0 0
U5 Connati CaoPerative Milk

Prod ucers' U.qfgtf--t !d--
1

0 1 0

0:
55

B4 ICFAI UniversitY 1 1 1 1

5 0 5
B5 Tripura Grarnin Bank 2 1 5

6794 6719 13 6726
Total 118 t621,
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:,2 From the Table-S, it is seen that largest number of Applications were received

:, ihe Directorate of Land Records & Settlement (2429) followed by Panchayat

3'epaftment (443). The information is classified category-wise viz (i) service related

) project related (iii) Govt. scheme related (iv) Govt. poliry related (v) examination

-:iated (vi) service delivery related (vii) iand related (viii) recruitment related and

. r) others. The same is presented in the Tabie -5" it is seen from the Table that out

:f 6797 A,pplications received, 869 are servlce related, 39i Govt" schemes related

zad 779 are examination related.

Table-6
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Directorate of
Aqriculture

2A 5 R Nil Nir Nit l\!i 6

I Directorate of
! Horticulture & Soil
. C.onservation

Nit Nil Nit Nil Nil Nil N{il Nit 18

Directorate of Animal
I Rsources Dev.

Depaftment
6 2 Nit Nil Nil t\lt l\ tl 2 L7

- ::artment of Fisheries 4 Nil 2 1 Nil Nil Nil ? L7

; l::artment of Forests B3 L4 11 2 L Nil 16 I 151

z NiI 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil z 19

Rural Development
Department

3 Nil 16 Nit Nit NiI Nil Nil 3

:. ^chayat Department 62 B8
145 J Nir Nir 4 1 MA

Flblic Works
Departnent (R&B

32 15 Z 4 Nit Nil 5 Nil 24

r-: c\Vorks
- -:::trrent(

L2 4 15 Nit 1 Nil Nrl x 7

VR

Nil 14 Nit 5 Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil

5,/L 2 1 1 Nil Nil Nit 1 10

-':-j:li Department 1 Nit 4 4 Nil Nil Nil 5 95
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L4 Directorate of
Industries & Commerce

1B Nil 12 16 Nit Nit Nil L6

15
Directorate of
Information Technoloqv

Nil Nil Nit Nit rr,rii Nil Nil 6 5

16
Directorate of Food,
CivilSupplies &
Consumer Affairs

2A Nit 26 52 Nil NiI Nit 26 1:

L7 Directorate of Health
Services

64 13 15 58 11 Nil Nit 25 1:

1B Directorate of Family
Welfare & P"M.

10 2 8 Nit Nil Nit Nil Nit 9(-

19 Office of the Deputy
Druqs Controller

Nil tuil Nit Nil Nit Nit Nit Nil 22

20 TribalWelfare
Department

t0 1 L7 Nit Nil Nit 1 1 2(.

2L Directorate of TR.P &
PWG

3 Nil 1 t Nit Nit Nil Nil N

22 Tripura Tribal Research
& Cultural Institute

1" Nil Nil Nil Nil Nit Nit Nil 1

Ni
23 Directorate for Welfa re

of Scheduled Castes
I Nil 7 a Nil Nil Nil 3

24 Directorate for Welfare
of OBCs

Nit Nil Nit Nii Nil Nil Nit Nil 3

25 Directorate of
Elementarv Education

22 Nil 6o 2 ttll
illl Nii 7 4 7

26 Directorate of
Secondary Education

11AL 5 6 5 Nil Nil 3 40 15

27 Directomte of Higher
Edueation

34 Nil Nil Nil Nil rt:l
l\il r't il ?7 19

28 Directorate of Social
Welfare & Social
Education

22 32 52 4 Nil Nil Nil 42 2^
JL

29
Directorate of Youth
Affairs & Sports

5 L Nil Nit Nil Nit Nil Nil Ni

30 Revenue Department 27 Nit Nil 3 Nil Nil 77 Nil .+

31 Directorate of Relief,
Rehabilitation &
Disaster Manaqement

Nil Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil L Nil Ni

32 Home Depaftment 115 2 4 7 1 Nil 1 28 ze

33 Prisons Directorate t2 Nit Nil 7 Nil Nil Nil 1 13

34
Office of the D,G.Police,
Tripura

97 z 2 1 1 Nil 1 4 2C

35 Directorate of Fire
Seruice

7 Nil z 5 Nil Nil Nil 22 1

36 State Forensic Science
Laboratory

Nil Nil Nil NiI Nil Nil Nil Nil 9

N
37 Directorate of

Prosecution
1 Nit htit t Nil Nil Nil 3
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N'l Nil Nil Nil Nil Nit Nit Nil NiI

: '- :- l::ar"tment I Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil ir:l
Itfi Nil L2

L4 Nil Nil 7 Nil Nil Nil 5 72

---.- - - ts {il

-",f Services &
- --,,:rrrJilfllll$

L Nil 2 5 Nil Nil Nil .t 2

;;- .,; & ileiiers
zation

Nil Nil Nil f,lil Nil Nil Nil Nil 7

'-r. .::o ,rf i :nr{
-_- i.i- Jr LuttH

-:S ?* !ef.ienrent
Nil f.lil NiI Nit $ril 2475 NIL Nil

-* ---rani r,F Clr-,ovrra
- r;l ii Vl Jltvl lLU,

.. . ^, a. -Li:v&
-,\.. .'-'i
- i:,;lrL

1
f 1 1 Nil Nil Nil Nil 1 3

- , :-.':';g ff Bif-
-^t^_,..

Nil Nil Nil N'I Nil Nil Nil Nil Nit

Nil Nil Nil f; il Nil Nit Nil t,tiI 9

- . ":1 Administration
ent

5 Nil Nil Nil t'lil NII t\tilrltl Nil 2

-: ., .-eiAdministration

' ,,_-)!qpg*nen!-_*
7 Nit Nil 2L 3 Nii 2 2 8

* - '-: il Ar.rr,iinistration
:'jrDrpartment

6 Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil 6 Nil Nil

:1 . :'<ti ACnrinistration

: ., Q,r,pefnq$*-.
Nil Nil Nil Nit Nit l.,l i I t\il Nil 15

:. '-. i ii*;ninistration
-.C)Dr.p;rtment

Nil Nil Nil Nii Nil Nit r,til Nil 2

; : -.-i:j D+patrnent 10 Nil Nil Nil Nit Nil Nit t 63

; --tiiir';ner oi Taxes Z Nil Nil Nil NiI Nil f.{il N;I

19
:'- ^"tiat!'i-,3ili

15 2 6 I Nil Nil Nil 2 Nit

[Irectorate of
Infurmation & Cultural
Afihirs

7 Nit 1 1 Nil Nil Nit L 3

:": '* - i-:silngr 0f- -_,=t:-;tntai Inquiries
1 Nil Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil Nil 3

ance organizat'ron Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil NiI Nil Nit Nit

Nil Nit Nr ;l Nit Nil I\riltYil NiI Nil 4

9 Nit Nit Nil Fril l\il .1r Nil 1

t . -_ ,-:-i ai Tripura Nit Nil Nil Nil 3 Nit Nil Nil 47

* : !::relariat t1 NiI Nil Nil NiI Nil Nit 9 6
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62 T.T.A.A.D.C. I Nil Nil ? Nit Nil Nil 2 /-

:
63 SiPARD Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nit Nil Nil

5

N

Ni

Ni

1:

64 State Council of
Educational Research &
Traininq

Nii Nil Nil Nil 6 Nil Nil NiI

65 Tripura Public Service
Commission

I Nil Nil Nil 23L Nil Nil 42

56 The Police
Accountability
Commission, Yripura

4 Nil f'iil Nil Nil Nil r{il 2

67 Trlpura Human R,ights
Commission

Nil Nit Nil t\lil Nil Nil Nil Nil

6B Tripura State Election
Commlssion

f,Jil Nil Nil 1 Nit Nil Nil Nit

69 Tripura Informatian
Commission

Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil

7A Tripura Commission for
Women

2 Nil NiI I'iil Nil IJ iI hrilttlt NiI

/L Tripura Board af
Secondary Education

1 Nil irlliYil 1 20 Nii Nil 7

77 Tripura Housing &
Construction Board

Nil 1 I'Jii Nil Arilrvil Nit Nil

73 Tripura State Pollution
Control Board

2 Nil Nil Nil lt:lr\tr Nil Nil Nil

74 Tripura Board of Wakf Nil Nil hril Nil Nil iitlitir Nil Nit

75 Tripura Khadi & Village
Industries Board

Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil l'..1 i I Nil

76 Tripura Tea
Development
Corporation Ltcj,

Nil Nil Nil ruil Nil Nil t\l;lIttt Nil

77 Tripura Tourism
Development
Corporation Ltd.

3 L t\li I tYil Nil Nil Nil Nil

78 Agartala Municipal
Corooration

1"1II t2 11 16 Nil Nil 13 Nil

79 Tripura Small Industrles
Corporation Ltd.

4 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil 4 1

7e

3

BO T.F.D,P.C.Ltd 1 1 Nit Nil Nil Nil Nil 4

B1 TripUra Handlcoms,
Handicrafts &
Developrnent forp.Ltd

l,,l i I Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil NiI Nil

B2 Tripura Jute Miils Lttj. r{il Nil Nil hril Nii Nil Nil Nil 6

B3 Gomati Cooperative
Milk Producers'Union
Ltd.

Nil Nil Nit Nil NiI Nil Nil Nil t\
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I

r: 
- l:ll Unlversity Nit Nil Nil Nil Nil x Nit Nil Nil

i: -';u'a Gramin Bank 3 Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil Nil t L

Atal
865 220 386 252 278 t 2497 363 L932

!

l

)'

1
f

3.3 Under sec. 6(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, a person desiring to obtain inforrnation

shall make an apptication with prescribed fees. Rule 7 of Tripura Right to

Information Rules, Z00B prescribed Rs.10/- as application fee to be paid in cash or

by Treasury Challan or Indian Postal Order. However, no fee is chargeable for the

person below the povefi line as per proviso of Sec. 7(5) of the RTI Act. Similarly, a

Dersgn is to pay additional fee for obtaining information as prescribed by the Tripura

Right to Information Rules, 2008. A perso;i is to pay additional fee of Rs'Z/- per

page of information as per sec. 7(5) of the Act read with Rule 7 of Tripura R.ight to

information Rules, 2008.

3,4 The fees collected by the Public Authorities during 2016 - t7 department-wise

both as application fee and additional fee is given Table No.7.

Table-7
h

ql

No.

Name of the Department Fees

collected
u/s 6ll.)

Fees

callected
u/s 6(2)

I 2 2 ,t

It Directorate of Agriculture 340 242

2 ffiasoilconseruation BO 146

3 Directorate of Animal Resources Dev. Depaftment 180 10

a Department of Fisheries 230 266

ls Depaftment of Forests 2040 2984

Department of CooPeration 160 36

7 Rural Developrnent Department 100 210

I Panchayat Department 2361 2387

9 Public Works Department (R&B) 680 1165

1U Public Works Depaftmen(Dws) 0 0

II Pu blic Works Department(WR) BO 16

),2 Directorate of Urban Development t70 0

IJ Transport Department 1254 0

Dlrectorate of Industries & Commerce s80 225

Directorate of Information Technology 100 30
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16 Directorate of Food, Civil Su es & Consumer Affairs 1120 8458
L7 Directorate of Health Seruices )niE. 14981
18 Directorate of Family Welfare & P,M. 590 510
19 Office of the Deputy Drugs Controller i90 218
20 Tribal Welfare Department 330 5406
2L Directorate of TRP & FWG 10 12
22 Tripura Tribal Research & Cultural Institute 20 0
23 Directorate for Welfare of Scheduled Castes i10 2B

24 Directorate for Welfare of OBCs 0 0

25 Directorate of Elementary Education 300 2040
26 Directorate of Secondary Education 920 498
27 Directorate of Higher Education 790 862
28 Directorate of Social Welrare & Social Education n n

29 Directorate of Youth Affairs & Sports 60 56
30 Revenue Department \r,t 190/-

31 ?"ile$qFte of Relief, Reh.abil$atigt & Disaster l,lanagement 0 tl

32 Home Department 2t4A 7A4
33 Prlsons Direetorate 190 334
34 Office of the D.G. Police, Tripura 1540 rnn

35 Directorate of Fire Seruice 31"0 U

36 State Forensic Science Laboratory \il U

37 Directorate of Prosecution 0 0
3B Planning (P&C) Depaftment 10 0

39 Election Department 50 n

40 Labour D!recl*rate 320 450
4t Dlrectorate of Employment Seruices & Manpower Planning 0 n

47 Factories & Boilers Organization ?n ?A

43 Directorate of Land Records & Settlement 74A7A 23677
44 Department of Science, Technology & Environment 50 154
45 Directorate of Bio-Technology 0 0

46 Directorate of Audit 60 1456

47 GeneralAdm nistration (SA) Depafiment 60 46
4B GeneralAdm nistration (P&T) Department 430 1083

49 General Adm nistration (P&S) Depaftment tz} 16
50 General Adm nistratlon (A"R,) Department 100 56
51 General Administratlon (C & C ) Depaftment 2A 16

52 Finance Department s90 1570
53 Commissioner of Taxes 180 64
54 Law Department 190 54
55 Directorate of Infarmation & Cultural Affairs 7A 72
56 Commissioner of Departmental Inguiries 40 0

57 Vigilance Organization 0 0

5B Lokayukta 4A 96
59 Governor's Secrehriat L40 0
60 High Court of Tripura 250 0
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-rssembly Secretariat

a: SiPARD

State Council of Educational Research & Training

Tripura Pubiic Service Conrmission

: The Police Accountability Commission, Tripura

Tripura Human Rights Commission

Tripura State Election Comrnission

Tripura Information Commission

Tripura Commission for Women
- - Tripura Boarci of Seconcjary Education

Tripura Hausing a Cgrylru.ligt.sgld
Tripura State Pollution Control Board

Tripura Board of Wakf

I Tripura Khad! & Village Industries Board

I rriFuia Tea Development Co,t_prrr!!9tud"

lrrifuraTourism Dey-@
a Municipal Ccrporation

Tripura Jute Mills Ltd.

ICFAi Unlversity

Tripura Gramin Bank

3.5 Disposal of First Appeals * The RTI Act, 2005 has prescribed the provision

':: filing first appeals under Section 19(1) of the Act" Any person, who does not

"ecelve a decision within the time specified in sub-section (1) or clause (a) of Sub-

section (3) of Section 7', ar is aggrieved by a decision of the SPIO, may within 30

3ays from the expiry of such period or from the receipt of such a decision prefer an

appeal to such officer who is senior in rank to the SPIO in each public authority.

,Jnder Section 19(6) of the Act, an appeal under Sub-section (1) to the First

.:,:rcllate Authority shall be disposed of within 30 days of receipt of the appeal or

,,,'':hin such extended period not exceeding a total of 45 days from the date of filing,

- ffie case may be for reasons to be recorded in writing.

a Small Industries Corporation Ltd.

T.F.D.P.C.Ltd

Tripura Flandiooms, Handicrafu & Developrnent Corp. Ltd

Gomati Coopei'ative Milk Producers' Union Ltd.
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t) iT.T.A.A.D.C. 140 600

20 50

110 18

2810 84

55 49

0 0

10 0

110 0

180 138

244 500

10 0

310 1A

I' TJ

50 n

0 0

40 0

1130 804

90 0

L70 1128

30 0

:2 BO 0

0 0

L70 0

40 U

TOTAL 52865 77L23



During the year under repori, 500 nos" of first appeals have been received by' the

First Appellate Authorities out of which 489 were disposed of and 11 first appeals

were pending at the end of the year. Department-wise receipt. and disposal of first

appeals is indicated in Table-8"

Tahle-8
First Appeals during 20L6-L7

sl.
No.

Name of the Department No, of
First
Appeals
received

No. of
First
Appeals
Disposed

No. of
First

Appeals
Pendinq

I. Directorate of Agriculture 0 0 0

2, Diredorate of Horticulture & Soil

Conservation

0 0 0

3. Directorate of Animal Rsources Dev.
Deoartment

0 0 0

4. Department of Fisheries II 1 n

5. Department of Forests 24 L.+ 0

6. Department of Cooperation 0 0 0

7. Rural Development Depatmel]t 0 0 0

8. Panchavat Depaftment 779 277 7

9. Public Works DePartment (R&Bl 2 2 0

10. Public Works Depaftmen(Dw5l U 0 0

11. Public Work Depaftmen(Wn) 0 0 n

L2, Directorate of Urban Deyqlqprng!! 1 1 n

13. Transport Depaftment 2 Z 0

14. Directorate of Industrielq gqmmggg 0 0 0

15, Directorate of info rmation Technology- 1 1 0

16. Directorate of Food, Civil Supplies &
Consumer Affairs

3 3 0

17. Directorate of Health Services 14 t4 0

18. Directorate of Family Welfare & P.M' 0 0 0

19. Office of the Deputy Drugs CoqqAliqt 0 0 0

20. Tribal Welfare Department 0 0 0

21. Directorate of TRP & PWG 0 0 0

27. Tripura Tribal Research & Cultural
Institute

0 0 0

23. Directorate for Welfare of Scheduled

Castes

0 0 0

2+. Directorate for Welfare of OBCs 0 0 0

25. Directorate of Elementary Education 0 0 0

26. Directorate of Secondaty EdUcallql 10 10 0

27. Directorate of Hiqher Education 0 0 0

28. Directorate of Social Welfare & Social
Education

2 2 0

29. Directorate of Youth Affairs & Sports 6 6 0

30. Revenue Department 1 1 0
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I

Directorate of Relief, Rehabilitation &
Disaster Manaqement

1
I 1 0

Home Depaftment 27 27 0

Prisons Directorate 0 0 0

Office of the D.G. Poltgg.lllpgg 25 25 0

Dirprlorate of Fire Service 0 0 0

5 State Forensic Sclence Labora 1 1 0

7 Ftirprtnrate of Prosecution 1 1 0

38 Plannino f P&C) Denadment 0 0 0

?q Flprtinn Denadrnent 0 0 0

4it ahnur Birectorate 3 1 2

41. Directoratenf Employment Seruices &
Mannnwer Plannino

,)
2 U

47 Fartories & Boilers Orsanization 0 TJ U

43, Directorate of Land Records &
Settlement

\7 \7

44, Department of Science, Technology &
Environment

0 0 tt

45. Directorate of Bio-TechnologY 0 0 0

46 Directorate of Audit 0 0 0
A1 Gpneral Administration (SA) Denartment n 0 n

48. General Administration (P&T)
Department

4 4 n

49. General Administration (P&5)
Deoartment

0 0 t,

50. General Administration (A.R.)

Denaftment
0 n 0

51, General Administration (C

Deoartment
&C l 0 U 0

52. Finanee Depaftment I 9 0

Commissioner of Taxes I I 0
(4 Law Department 2 Z 0
tr( Directorate of Information &, Cultural

Aftairs
0 0

56. Commissioner of Departmental Inquiries 0 0 0
tr7 Viqilance Orqanization 0 0 0

58. 4 "̂t

59. Governor's Secretariat 11 11 U

60. High Court of Epqa 2 2 0

6i. Assembly Secretariat 0 0 0

62, T.T.A.A.D.C 1 U 1

63, SIPARD 0 0 0

64 State Council of Educational Research &
Training

0 0 0

65 Tripura Public Service Commission 10 10 0

lne
Trip

Police Accountability Commission,
ura

0 0 0

c'i Triuura l{uman Rishts Commission 0 0 0
6.O Tripura State Election Commission 0 0 0
60 Iftpqra Information qomnis 0 0 0
1A Tripura Commission for Women 0 0 0
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7L. Tripura Board of Secondary Education 0 0 0
72, Tripura Housing & Construction Board 0 0 0

73. Tripura State Pollution Control Board 2 2 0
74. Tripura Board of Wakf 0 0 0
75. Tripura Khadi & Villaqe Industries Board 0 0 0
76. Tripura Tea Development Corpoiation

Lrd
0 0 0

77. Tripura Tourism Development
Corporation Ltd.

0 0 0

78, Aqartala Municipal Corporation 16 15 1

79. Tripura Small Industries Corporation
Ltd.

0 0 0

80. T.F.D.P.C.Ltd 5 5 0
81. Tripura Handlooms, Handicrafts &

Development Corp.Ltd
0 0 0

82. Tripura Jute Mills Ltd. 0 0 0
83. Gomati Cooperative Milk Producers'

Union Ltd.
0 0 0

84. ICFAI UniversiU 1 1 0
85. Tripura Gramin Bank 1 1 0

Total 500 '489 11
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gHAPTEB -rv

:' Under the RTI Act, 2005, Section 1B(1) mandates the State Information

-:rrnission to receive and enquire into a complaint. The relevant provisions of the

-: as prescribed in Section 1B(1) are reproduced below:

" 1B(1): Subject to the provisions of this Act, it shall be the duty of the

l=-iral Information eommission or State Information Commission, as the case may

:: to receive and inquire into a cornplaint from any person-

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

Offlcer or State Public information fifficer, as the case may be either by

reason that no such officer has been appointed under this Act, or because

the Central Assistant Public information Officer or State Assistant Public

Information Oflicer as the case may be, has refused to accept his or her

application for information or appeal under this Act for forw'arding the

same to the Central Public Information Officer or State Public Information

Officer or senior offleer specified in sub-section (1) of Section 19 or the

Central information eommission or the State Information Commission, as

the case may be;

(b) who has heen refused access to any information requested under this

Act;

(c) who has not been giveri a response to a request for information or access

to inforniation within the time limit specified under this Act;

(d) who has been required to pay an amount of fee which he or she

considers unreasonable;

(e) who believes thnt he or she has been given incomplete, misleading or

false infar"mation under this Act; and

(0 in respeet of any other matter relating to requesting or obtaining access to

reeords under this Aet ".

Section 18(3) have explieitly stated the State Information Commission while

enquiring into any matter under this Seetion shall have the same powers as
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are vested in Civil Court while trying a suit under the Code of Civil procedure,

1908 as under:

(a) summoning and enforcing the attendance of persons and compel

them to give oral or written evidence on oath and to produce the

documents or things;

(b) requiring the discovery and inspection of documents;

(c) receiving evidence on affidavit;

(d) requisitioning any public record or copies thereof from any court or

office;

(e) issuing summons for examination of witnesses or documents and

(0 any other matter which may be prescribed.

4.2 In addition to investigating into the complaints, the Commission has appellate
jurisdiction to hear Second Appeals under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act. Relevant

provisions of Section 19 are as under:

" 19(3): A second appeal against the decision under sub-section(l) i
shall lie within ninety days from the date on which the decision should have been

made or was actually received with the Central Information Commlssion or the State

Infarmation Commission: Provided that the Central Information Commisslon or the

State Information Commission, as the case may bq may admit the appeal after the

xpiry of the period of ninety days if it is satisfied that the appellant was prevented by
sufficient cause from filing the appeal in time. "

In its Appellate Jurisdiction, the Commission under section 19(B) of the RTI

Act has the powers to:

(a) require the public authority to take such steps as may be necessary

to secure compliance with the provisions of this act, including-

(i) by providing access to information, if so requested, in a particular

form;

(li) by appointing a Central Public Information Officer or State Public

Information Officer, as the case may be;

(iii) by publishing certain information or categories of information;
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(iv)

(v)

(vi)

by making necessary changes to its practices in relation to the

maintenance, management and destruction of recordsl

by enhancing the provislon of trainlng on right to information for its

officials;

by providing it with an annual report in compliance with clause (b) of

sub-section (1) of Section 4;

(b) require the public authority to compensate the complainant for any

loss or other detl'lment suffered;

(c) impose any of the penalties provided under this Act;

(d) reject the application.

-i

r)

J

During the year, the Commission received a total of 136 Appeals/Complaints

,e ',:lch have been disposed of. Year-wise position is indicated in the Table- 10 below:

.t
IL

Tahte-10

srArus or AppEALs &. cgMpLATNTS RECFTVEpIpECIDFD gY THE COMMIqSTON

OVER THE YEARS

C

FINANCIAL YEAR APPEALS/CgMPLATNTS
RECEIVED DURING THE

YEARS

APPEALSICOMPLATNTq
DECIDED DURING THE

YEARS

2005-06 0 0

2006-07 47 A11i

2007-08 B6 86

2008-09 86 B6

2009-10 86 B6

2010-11 140 MA

2A11-L2 94 94

2012-13 40 40

2013-14 43 43

2014-15 104 104

2015-16 L7L T7L

2016-t7 136 136
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4.3 Penalties: During the year ZAL6-L7, in Appeal No.TIC-16 of 2016-17 between

Shri Debashis Sarkar Vs SPIO, Directorate of ARDD, the SPIO and FAA were

penalised @ Rs.500/- each by the Commission,
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RECOM M ENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The Commisslon has been making suggestionsy'recomrnendations in various

trntnl Reports based on the gperlence gained in the implementatlon of the RTI

Act, 2005. The Commissi0n . would like to make following

rrggestions/recomm e nd atio ns : -

- The Commission would like to point out about the importance of the

; - ::lines for Record Retention Schedule for each Depatment as in the absence of

: slme of the records for which information is sought may be claimed as

-^a','ailable"whereas in the alternative some':seless records will be malntained for

- 
-::ly long period of time which impacts adversely the efficienry of maintenance of

'=::rd. The Record Retention Schedule was issued in 2000. The Governrnent in the

' 
:: ropriate Department may consider Department specific Record Retention

:::-:Cule as there are Departntent specific issues in several Departments. The

-:: ":rnment may look into this aspect.

: Section 4(2) of the RTI Act, 2005 states that "It shall be a constant

:':3evour of every public authority to take steps in accordance with the
'::-';ements of clause (b) otsub-section (1) to provide as much information suo

- -:u to the public at regular interuals through various means of communications,
-: ,'Clng internet, so that public have minimum resort to the use this Act to obtain
'':'nation'i

The Commission had gone through the Websites of severat Departments of

"-: State Government and found that pro-active disclosure as mandated u/s 4(1(b)

:' :'e Act has not been complied by many Departments. The Commission suggests
- 
': lhe Government may direct the public authorities to take steps in a time bound

*i--er for pro-active disclosure of inforrnation u/s 4(lxb) so that public need not

.::';ach with RTI Applications for information available in the public domain.
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4) The Commission is understaffed particularly in the ministeriat staff. A proposal

has been submitted to the Government which may be considered at the earliest.

5. The Commission woutd like to suggest that in atl the training programmes of
the Departments for its officers either through the SIPARD or any other training

institution, one session may be kept for creating awareness and orientation on the

RTI Act and Rules.
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION

Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agaftala - 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-19 of 2016-17

Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, S/o Shri Usha Ranjan Nath Bhowmik,

Radhamadhav Sarani, PO: Dhaleshwar, Agartala - 799007.

Complainant

VERSUS
The General Manager(HR), Society for Tripura Medicat college & Dr. BRAM

Teaching Hospital, Hapania, Agartala-799014 (SPIO),

.Opposite parlry.

In the matter of a complaint under section 1B(1) of the RTI Act,2005.

PRESENT

Shri K.V.Satyanarayanaa, tES (netdj
State Chief Information Commissioner

ORDER

pEted: LS.3.2017

The case was filed by Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik against the General
':-3ger (HR), society for Tripura Medical College & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital,

-=::ria, Agartala who is the SPIO under the RTI Act,2005. shri Rana pratap Nath

:-:",n'ik had applied to the SPIO in the office of the Chief Executive Officer, Tripura
':::ar College & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital on 28.5.2016 seeking some
-':':ration relating to the recruitment of Lab Technicians since thei inception of the

- - - ^'t-i-:- --'.
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Dr, BRAM TeachinE Hospital vide letter
; a private organiiation and it is not a

3' ' Aggrieved by this, Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik filed a complaint before
the Tripura Information Commission on 15.7,2016 which was accepted and
reglstered as complaint with No.TIC-19 of 2016-17" The issue was posted for
hearing first on the 3f i August, 2016 duly issuing notice to the Complainant and
summons to the General Manager (HR) for their appearance.

4, At the hearing on 31.8.2016, the Complainant,

Bhowmik was present. But the General Manager (HR)

appear before the Commission,

Shri Rana pratap Nafh

from the Society did not

t
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5' The issue was that sometirne back, the TMC & Dr BRAM Teaching Hospital,
Hapania was having an SPIC as pubiic authority but subsequengy a Notification
dated 21,7.2a1,5 had been issued by the Health & Family lVelfare Depaftment,
Government ol Tripura exciuding the TMC & Dr. BttAM Teaching Hospital as a ,public

authority' from the purview of lhe RTI Act.

6' Now that the Generai Manager (HR) has claimed in his tetter dated 7.6.2016

. tCI Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik that it is a private organization. During hearing
on 31"8.2016, Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik ciaimed that the principal Secretary
to Government of Tripura way back in 2009 had written to the Government of India
to treat the Society for TMC & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital as a government run
medical institution and that earlier aiso information rryas given under the RTI Act to
one Shri Harirnohan Das on 5,10,2014. He had enclosed copies of the above
documents for perusal of the Commission.

7 ' Apparentiy, the claim and contention of the Sociely is about change of status
from being a public authority to not being a public authority. This is a question of
laru and also the facts of the case as to whether the society of TMC & Dr. BRAM

Teaching Hospital, Hapania is lo be covereo under the definition of public authorilrt
as defined under Section 2(h) or RTI Acl, 2005. In order to go into this issue, the
General Manager (HR), the Socieqv for TMC & Dr. BRAIT1 Teaching Hospitat, Hapania
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rd the Complainant, Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, were directed

''-3';its as to why it is not a public authority and how the situation has

- 
.. reing a public authority to not being a public authority now,

Upon receipt of the affidavits and counter affidavits from the parties, the

-.:erwas posted for fufther hearing on 13.L.20L7 when the Respondents were
"-:-esented by Shri Sankar De, General Manager (HR) and Smti. Sarbani Majumdar,

: :.lcate. Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, the Complainant, was also present. The
r -slondents tlied a representation stating that their senior Advocate was out of

. :: on and hence sought adjournment of the hearing. The Complainant had also

'.: additional documents in support of his claim and the copies of the said

, - - :ional documents were also given to the Respondents to file' counter, if any.

- -::rdingly, after considering the request made by the Respondents, the

-, -.rr'nission deferred the hearing on 18.2,2017 with direction upon the parties for
: , ::afance,

- 0n l9'2.2Afi, the issue was taken up as scheduled. Shri Rana pratap Nath

: -:,^;mik, the Complainant \^/as present. From the Respondents, side, shri sankar

-: Ceneral Manager(HR) along with their Senior Advocate, Shri paramartha Datta

:s present. The Ld. Counsel pieaded that he was not in the station and could not

-.:cnd to the pleadings and submissions made by the Complainant and prayed for
^-." to file written brief, The Commission, taking into considering the ground on
- 
.:i lhe present adjournment is sought, allowed time and posted the matter on

:3'2017 with stipulation that no further adjournments would be granied and

- "::ied ihe Respondent to furnish the folloWing inforrnation along with written
_: -:senlation, if any, they would like to submit:

The assets of the Governrnent of Tripura taken over by the TMC & Dr BRAM
-::::ing Hospital at the time of its constitution and assets owned by itself ftom out''' :s ct/n fund as on the date;

The expenditure borne by the Government of Tripura on the creation of
''':s:'ucture from inception of ffiis society in 2009 till 201s-16;
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amount spent by the TMC. & Dr 9MM Teaching Hospital on creation of
during the above period from out of their own fund;

iv) The amount of recurrlng or non recurring grants or loans given by the

Government of Tripura year-wise during the perlod and the terms and conditions

governing the disbursal of such loans, A copy of order of any such sanction may be

sent along with.

10. On 25.3.2017, the Complainant, Shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik was present.

Shri Sankar Dey, General Manager (HR) and Shri Paramartha Dalta, Ld. Counsel foi'

the Respondent were present from the Respondents' side. The Respondents had

submitted replies to the queries made by the Commission and stated that (i) the

Society for TMC & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital was registered on 23.5,2009 to look

after the management of the College and Hospital as Global Education Net (GENET),

the earlier private operator, suddenly left the college and M/s 
.GENET 

had not

handed over assets and liabilities to the Society/Government. However, land

measuring ?-5 acres and a hospitai buiiding owned by the Government of Tripura

were available at the time of constitution of the Society. In addition to the above,

the Society as on 31,3.2015, procured fixed assets valued at Rs.7.35 Crore. The

Society was reconstituted on 13.5.2015. Assets procured from 13.5.2015 to

31.3,2016 by the reconstltuted Sociely was Rs.11,46 Crores and the accounts for

2016-t7 is under compilation, (ii) Rs.156.23 Crore was borne by the GovernmenL of

'l"ripura upto 2014-15 and Rs.20 Crore borne by the Government during 2015-16,

(iii) The Society could not spend its own fund tovvards creation of infrastructure

except Rs,7.35 Crore and Rs.11,46 Crore during the period of earlier society and

reconstituted society respectively and for (iv) the Respondents have given papers

regarding the amount of recurring and non-recurring grants or loans given by the

Government of Tripura year-wise which indicates that for the year 2009-10, 2010-

11, 2011-12, 2072-i3, 2013-14, and for the year 2014-15, an amount of Rs.2745,35

lakh, Rs.2200 lakhs, Rs.3150 lakhs, Rs. 1610 lakhs, Rs.3693 lakhs and Rs.2225

lakhs respectively had been sanctioned by the Government of Tripura.

11. It is seen from the facts of the case subrnitted in an affidavit by the Society

for TMC & Dr. ERAM Teaching Hospital that the Society on its own had contributed

/-!
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:-:-^: of Rs.156.23 Crores. Besides that, the Society had also been enjoying a lanci'

:' 15 acres and the Hospital building appurtenant thereto. Thus, it is seen that

: -lsl near about 900/o of the infrastructure was developed with the funds given by

:-: Government of Tripura from time to time.

.: The Society pleaded that whatever was given by the Government was on

':::;nt of soft loans. However, it is stated in the hearing that the soft loans bear no

-::"est and from year to year such soft loans are being given and repayment of

, -:^ soft loans is a small portion of the loan arnounts that is being glven from year

:ar by the Government.

I

".' -"estructure development only for an amount of Rs.1B.B1 Crore wherebstlroni'' ,i.l jit. .I ':,'\1,";;i'-= 3:vernment the Society was given funds for infrastructure detelopment for an " - r.;'';r', ,7
, - i.- ..;;;i"'
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,. :,. \r :-\.. .'-interest.,The very fact that the funds are given as soft loans to be paid over a period
t.....,.') ...-" 

-- -.--.:
'i.-, - l- f,.10:"(ten) 

years or so without any interest in itself means substantial funding as

these loans are being given year after year for creation of inft"astrudure whsreas

repayment was very small and minor amount. Hence, arg.urnents,of S.re Society for

TMC & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital that they are soft loans and cannot be said to

be substantially financed by appropriate government does not stand:tg rea$.n;

15, The Society for TMC & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital had pleaded that the

Hon'ble High Court of Tripura in its judgment in WP(C) (PIL) N0.0312014 has

cjirected the State Government to completety reconstitute the Committee within

three months with fresh regulations and by-laws which will ensure that actual

administrative control is of the said Society and not of the Government. The General

" Manager (HR) has submitted that the Committee has accordingly been reconstituted

and hence it is no longer in the control of the Government and hence it cannot be

treated as public authority. It is not within the scope of the Commission to go into

an issue which the Hon'ble High Court of Tripura has already decided. This

Commission is only looking into as to whether the Society for TMC & Dr. BMM

Teaching Hospital should be a public authority u/s 2(hXd) of the RTI Act, 2005 and

the Commission is not competent to pass any order or direction for change of its

status except for the purpose of declaration of public authority for coverage under

the provisions of tlre RTI Act. This Commission comes to the conclusion and

accordingly holds that the Society for TMC & Dr. BRAM Teaching Hospital is a Public

' Authority u/s 2(hxdxii) of the RTI Act, 200"5 as it satisfies the conditions of

substantially financed by the appropriate Government.

16. In the light of the above, the Society for Tripura Medical College & Dr. BMM

Tea.ching Hospital should immediately take steps within 1S(fifteen) days for

nominating State Public Information Officer and also the First Appellate Authority u/s

5(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 and within another l5(fifteen) days thereafter, the SPIO

so nominated, shall dispose of the Rn Application dated 28.5.2016 of Shri Rana

Pratap Nath Bhowmik, the Complainant in this case, as per provisions of the RTI Act.

L7. With the above qrders, the Complaint Case No.TIC-19 of 2016-17 is allotryed

' and disposed of.
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-e: copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Respondents free of :'' j,; :)

;:: -'-'':,/

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayana )
State Chief Information Commissioner

lUhenticated by:

fo*'\ y\**-
( Dr. Planastfev )
SecteUry
Tnpura information Commission

TRIPU RA IN FORMATION COM MISSION

Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agartala * 799 006

- - -:laint No, TIC-19 of 2016-tr71 1- 9

- -:., to:

-. shri Rana Pratap Nath Bhowmik, s/o shri usha Ranjan Nath Bhowmik,

Radhamadhav Sarani, PO: Dhaleshwar, Agaftala -799007.
2, The General Manager(HR), Society for Tripura Medical College & Dr. Dl.*l^il,'i

Teaching Hospital, Hapania, Agartala-799014 (SPIO),

Tripura Information Cornmission

( Dr. Manas

I

Dated: 25,3.2017



ffi,
,dh

TRIPUM INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru CornPlex, Gurkhabasti

rtala - 799 006

No, TIC- 45of 2016'17

: South Charilam,

.....,,.Complainant
VERSUS

The Block Development Officer, Charilam P.D. Block, Charilam, Sepahijala, Tripura,

(sAPIo).
......,..Opposite pariY.

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

PRESENT

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

For the Complainant: Shri Sajal Kanti Singha

. For the Opposite party: Shri Ratan Bhowmik, BDO & SPIO

Date of fiting Complaint: 24.LL.2016 and received by the Commission on 25,11,2015

Date of hearing:
Date of order:

ORDER

Shni Sajal Kanti Singha filed an RTI Application with the Block Development Officer,

Charilam R.D, Block on 28.10.2015 seeking information under RTI Act,2005. The SPIO did

not,supply the information. He made his first appeal to the First Appellate Authority (for

shoft called 'FfiA'J on 6.1.2016 and the FAA had asked the SPIO to supply the informalion,

Being aggrieved and dissatisfied by the incomplete supply of information, Shri Sajal Kanti

Singha, filed the'second appeal before the Commission which numbered as Appeal TIC-25 of

2016-17 and the Commission passed orders on 4,8.2016 directing the SPIO to supply the

.muster 
rolls relating to Smti. Bijaya Debnath free of cost to the Appellant, Shri Sajal Kanti

Singha.

Z. Shri Sajal Kanti Singha filed a complaint dated 24.11.2016 before the Commission.

The comptaint was admitted and registered as complaint No,TIC-4S af 2076-t7 and posted

Shri Sajal Kanti Singha, Slo Shri Rebati Mshan Singha, PO & Vill

P'S: Bishramganj, District : Sepahiiala, Tnpura-79g, 103,

7,2.2[fi
7.2.2AL7
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hear-ing today, the 7th February, 2017 duly issuing summons to the SPIO and notice to

_ -:la!, at rhe hearing, Shri Sajal Kanti Singha, the Complaint in this case was

-":::-., i1cnr the Opposite parry, Shri Ratan Bhowmik, BDO, Charilam and SPIO was also

: rhe Complainant argued that i) he was given copies of the six muster roils for the

.-,')--f il-i3 and out of six muster rolls, only one muster roll has got the name of Smti'

:':,a Debnarh and other do not have the names of Smti. Bijaya Debnath but the name of

j-- Fai-esh Debnath and others; ii) the sign3lrru of Smti. Bijaya Debnath in the muster roll

s -.t i1e i.eal elne but it was signed as Biplab Debnath with some overwriting, iii) as per

','3:{REGA Act, Unique No. has to be allotted to each work which was not found in the

--s:ei- r-cll, ii,,) the muster roils were not signed by the Programme Officer or any authorized

;q.er a: mandaled under MGNREGA Act, 2005, v) the muster rolls copies of which were

s-:;lieC were not authenticated by the SPIO.

: The Spi6 in charge urho lryas present had filed a written representation on 3.2.20t7

s',arirrg tnat he had supplied the muster rolls of six numbers of which only cne muster roll

ia,.ing MSR No.C03226 containing the name of Smti. Bijaya Debnath and that all the six

n -siei" r"cils rvere supplied to the Complainant on 20.8.2015. The SPIO also stated that Smti. -
:":,":;-,;,,:;.;..t r,,,t 

"t'.,o 
wac pntisred in the lob card of Shri3.:,,a Debnath wa$ not issuec! any job card but she was enlisted in the Job Car

ra:.s,. iebrralh who is the Head of the family in which Smti. Bijaya Debnath is a member'

l.:: nc nearing today, SPie in-charge was present and stated that there is only one muster

::l tn ,,vnich Smii. Bijaya Debnath was listed and other copies were supplled as it contained

::. neme of Shri paresh Debnath hoider of the job card, who is the Head of the family in

..,:,cn S:nti. Bi;aya Debnath also included only to make it amply clear and transparent.

: t-he Comnrission has gone into the arguments of the Complainant and the

sJrrr-ris:;iolis nrade by the SPIO and passed the following orders:

'; The Cireciions of the Commission were to supply the muster roll of Smti. Bijoya

le:raih 6,hicir was supplied, Not only the muster roll of Smti. BUaya Debnath but the SPIO

^a j atsc suBplred the muster roll in which the Head of her family and holder of the Job card

Siii paresh Debnath was also listed. Since the SPIO stated thatthere is no other job card or

any or5er mus[er roll for the relevant period belonging to Smti' Bijaya Debnath, there is no

.:rther information to be supplied. The Commission agrees and not issuing any fufther

t\



,.-

direction in the matter. However, the muster rolls be supplied

authentication by SPiO.

ii) - The arguments of the Complainant is that there are deviations in the muster roll

from what was mandated under the MGNREGA Act, 2005. He wants the Commission to

inquire into these deviations. It is not for the Commission to inquire into the implementation

of the MGNREGA Act, The document as available was already supplled. If there are

irregularities in the maintenance of the muster roll like non tallying of the signature; fake

signature; lack of unique identity number for the workers in the muster rolls and the

absence of counter signature by the Programme Officer, it is for the Complainant to escalate

his grievance to the approprlate authorities if there are any deviations or irregularities. This

Commission is only concerned with the disclosure of information and document as is

available and.not about creation of the information, record or documents,

iii) - However, the point of the Complainant that muster roll copies were not

authenticated is a very valid one and the SPIO should not have supplied unauthenticated

copies in the first place. The muster rolls were supplied in compliance of the orders dated

4.8.2016 of the Commission. The SPIO should supply again the authenticated copies of the

muster rolls within 3(three) days from the date of passing of this order.

Wth the above orders, the Complaint case stands disposed of,

Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the SPIO.

sdl-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )

State Chief lnformation Commissioner

( Dr. Man
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

.7.
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TRIPURA IN FORMATION COM MISSION
Pt. Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhabasti

Aeartala:799006' - -CorPl.int No.

tr, Shri $bjal Kantl singha, s/9 Shri Rebati Mohan singha, Po & vill : south charilam'

" FS, gis['tramganj, oGtrict: Sepahijala, Tiipura'79g 103'

2. The Block Development officer, charilam R.D. Block, charilam, sepahijala, Tripura,

(SAPIO) ,

Tripura Information Commission

( Dr. Manas Dev )



VERSUS

1, The Principal, AGMC & GBP Hospital, Government of Tripura, Agartala [First

Appellate Authority.l 
rt of rripura, Agartala2. Ti,.,. Medical SupeiintenOent, AGMC & GBP Hrspital, Governrnen

TRIPU RA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. [.lehru ComPiex, Gurkhabasti

\4/cst Tripura-799001
..,..,.....Appellant

| 5 r'i (./,; ,

.....ResPondcnls

Inthematterof anAppeal undersection 19(3)of theRighttolnformationAct,2005'

PRESENT

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

Dr.Partha Sarathi Chakraborty, the Appellant'

Dr, Subrata Baidya, MS, AGMC & GBP Hospital (SPIO)

23.4.2016

14.6.2016

14.6.2016

For the ApPellattt:

For the Respondent:

Date of filing aPPeal:

Date of hearing:

Date of iudgment and order:

ORDER

An appcal rryas filed by Dr, Partha sarathi chakraborty lor ncn'furnishing of

information against his RTi Application dated 8.6,2015 by the SPiO of the AGMC & GBP

Hospitai, Agartala" The information asked by Dr' Chakraborty relates to sanction and

payment of his Group Insurance claim after his re[ircment. Being dissalisfied, the Appellant

made a flrst appeal dated 2.11,2015 before the Principal, AGMC who is the First Appellate

Authority and the case was heard by the FAA on 26.11'2015 and an order: v+as passed by

t.

la - 799 006

Nc. TIC-07 of 2016-17

Dr, parlha sarathi Chakrabo:"ty, Retired Meelical officer, 3, Mantribari Road, Agarlala'

ri;I-:iljr)
Llti4,
i.l',,1,1

,lJ:E'



- -l :'a:t:rng time to the SPiO to verify the signature of the receiving clerk in the Peon Book

. -: -. :::-aiiy rcceived the letter No,F.l(7)-GIS/HD/2012(P-1)16672 of Addl. Director, Small

::. ^;s, Group Insurance & Institutional Finance, Govern:'nent of Tripura. Being unhappy

:- :re responses and aclion of the FAA, Dr. Partha Sarathi Chakraborty, the Appellant,

'::.::cned the Commission for redress,

- The Commission admitled the appeal and posted for hearing on 14.6.2016.

S--mons were served and notice was issued. Dr. Subrata Baidva, M.S. AGMC & GBP

-:::ltai who is the SPIO was present from the Respondents'side and Dr. Partha Sa;"allri

:-a(raDorty, the Appellant was also present.

I The SPIO has informed during hearing that the Receipt Register of the relevant time

,.,as mispiaced as there rvas shifting of office and because of which they could noi grve the

'.io:mairon for sei"ral no.1. llowever, on an RTi query, the Directorate of Smali Savings, G.i.

i instituiicnai Finance, Government of Tripura, have informed the Appellant thal lhe

-elevant letter was received by the office of the Medical Superintendent, ACMC & GBP

:osprral (SPIO) on 5,12.2012. For item no,2, the information has already been supplied lc

::e satisfaction of the Appellant. The item no.3 relates to the full name & designalion of

s:aff given responsibility to respond to the letter mentioned at serial no. 1. Since the lelter

receipt date was not located, the SPIO argued that since the first letter vvas ncl traced due

lc tne mrsplacement of the Receipt Registers, the information was not available. However,

lne Comrnisslon is of lhe opinion that since the Group Insurance Authority had said that the

::ic letter was received by the AGMC & GBP Hospital on 5.12,2012. The names oF the

r.r'son Cealing with the Group Insurance in the GB Hospital from 5.Lz.ZAfi onwards along

,.,,,th officer in-charge should be intimated to the Appeilanl, So far as item no,4 is concerned,

:-ra inforrnation regarding file note copies relatrng to the Group Insurance of Dr. Partha

Sai-athi Chakraborfy was not furnished and the Commission directs that the same should ire

':r'nished to the Appellant, Since item no.5 is akin to item no..3, the names and designations

:i the persons who were in-charge of the Gazetted SeCtion dealing with Group Insurance

;lai:n of the Appellant at that reievant time should be intimated. Item no. 6 & 7 do not

ccme under the definition of information uls 2(f) of the RTi Act as they are not existing

,:ri'ormation and amounts to seeking opinion and hence they need not be supplied.

{ Now, the SPIO should give information in seriatim from item no, 1 to 5. In respect of

lem no.1, the Commission tends to accept the contention of misplacement of Receipt

R.egisters as reportedly there was shifting of office. However, without going into the

:echnicalrties, the SPIO should answer for item no,3 from 5.L2,Z}LZ onwards. This reply

s:ould be furnished.

lr. ; rr.\l-
L'.i I 1:.
: i.l'
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5. There is inordinate delay (more than ttro years) for the sanction of Group I

clarrn cf Dr. Partha Sarathi Chakraborty, P.etired Medical Superinlendent of AGMC &

Hcspital, Agar.tala. The matter is referred to the Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare

Departnrent, Government of Tripura to look ihto the malter and to take necessary action for

the delay and the inherent pecuniary loss caused to the Appellant.

6. With the above orders, the Appeal stands disposed of'

7. Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the R.espondent free ol cost. Copy

of the order be also sent to the Principal Secretary, H & FW Department, Government of

Tripura.

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authenticated by:

1,t-' 1 '
t'.1 :, ij:-.

( Dr. Manas Dev )
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPU RA INFO RMATIOI'! COM MISSIO N
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

* 799 005

No. TIC-07 of20l6't7 I L -&,2,' 14.6.2016

Copy to:

1. Dr. Partha SarathiChakr:aborty, Retired Medieal 0fficer, 3, Mantribari Road, Agartala,

West '[ripura-799001

2. The Pr:incipal, AGMC & GBP Hospital, Government of Tripura, Agartala [First
Appellate Authorityl

3. The Medicat Superintendent, AGMC & GBp Hospital, Government of Tripura, Agaftala
(sPIO).

4. The Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare Department, Government of
Tripura, Secretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala-799 006.

kQ,,,{!r :*
t

( Dr. Manas Dev )
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhabasti

la - 799 006

Aooeal No. TIC-08 of 2016'17

Shri Girindra Nath, S/o Late Sishu Nath, Cio Shri Dhirabrata Nath, Village :

Ahalyapur, PO: Kanchanpur, North Tripura, PIN-799 270
..............Appe|!ant

VERSUS

l. The First Appellate Authority, TTMDC, K rumluwttg, West Tripura.
2. The State Public Information Officer, TTAADC, Khumluwng, West Tripura.

Respondents

tn the matter of an eppeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Information Act,2005,

=ci' the Appellant:
::: the Respondents:

PRESENT

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

Shri Dhirabrata Nath, representing the Appellant.

Shri Subikash Debbarma, Addl CEO,TTAADC(FM)
Shri Dhananjoy Debbarma, E.O. TI.AADC (SPIO)

ORDER
Dated: 15.6.2016

This case has arisen on account of a second appeal under RTI filed by Shri

I -rcra Nath, the Appellant, against the SPIO, TTMDC, stating incomplete supply

:' rfci'mation by the SPIO in reference to his.RTI application dated 2.2.2016. The

-::elant had also filed first appeal before tlre First Appellate Authority of TTAADC

-- 2.3.2015. The TTAADC had supplied some information on 24.3.2016 by
::; stered pos!. However, the Appellant approached the Commission.

- The Commission admitted the appeal as Second Appeal and issued summons

--: :ctice to the parties for hearing on 15,6.2016 at 11.30 AM, The Appellant, Shri

I -':ra Nath was not present. However, he has authorized his grandson, Shri

, - '::rata t\ath to represent him which was accepted by the Commission,'For the

br



-=+

.,BFspondents, Shri Subikash Debbarma, Addl, CEO, TTMDC and FAA and Shri

( -. Dhanan.loy Debbarma, E.O.(Admn) and SPIO were present.
...)-.1"

3. After point-wise discussion and after hearing the Respondents as well as the

authorized representalive of the Appellant, following directions are passed:

i) The Appellant had asked for the promolion list of LDC to UDC with their

service bio-data and statistics from 2008 to till date and hor,v the i'atic of

caste quota maintained. The Respondents have stated that thrcy ha',te

supplied the list but the representative of tlre Appellant, Shri Dhrrabrata

Nath, who appeared before the Conrnrission, stated that the lnformation

which was furnislred, the particular informatrcn i,e, the list of prornotees

from LDC to UDC rvas not there and hence the list shouid be supplied. In

so far as service bio-data/statistics are concerned, this information is nol

part of the prornotion list and hence the sar-ne cannot be created

separately. l-he SPlO should supply list of persons pronroted frorrr LDC to

UDC from 2008 onwards. Further, the copy of the seniority lisi of the LDC

whoever promo'ied should also be supplied to the Appellant. With

rel'erence to reservation quota, etc, at the time of promotion is concerned,

the agenda notes for the DPC should also be supplied.

Frorn the informalion whlch is supplied to the Appellant, il is seen that the

DPC minutes for prornotion from LDC to UDC from 200E on,tards tvas not

supplied. Hence, the DPC minutes for promotion from LDC to UDC i,"iil
2008 onwards should be supplied.

With reference to item no,3, the Respondents have stated that only llve

people have got promotion from Group-D tc LDC during the period

mentioned by the Appellant and a copy of the office order dated

2.1?-.20L4 in which list of such promotees and their certificate are also

supplied to the Appellant. Shri Dhirabrata Nath who appeared on behalf of

the Appellant, adnii[ted that the said information uras received and hence

there is no further informaticn to be supplied against itent no'3,

With reference to item no.4, the TTAADC has supplied the l:st of

incumbents sanctioned with special incrernent for sterilization from the

year 2008 onit'ards containing the nantes of 9 (nine) persoits, Ho',tever, it

is seen from the Appellant's petition that he had asked it from 1.1,2006

onwards. Hence, the information on this point for the years 2006 and

20A7 should also be supplied. In so far as documenls relating to
sterilization in respect of officials from 1.1.2006 to till date are concerned,

this information need not be supplied as these are third party information

and no public rnterest is shown,

All tlre documents corrtaining Inforntation on all the above points should

supplied with authentication by the SPIO within 10(ten) days.

ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

Bp
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- The Respondents have stated that the information can be collected' if it ii,
'-.=::ble to the Appellant from the office of the SPIO in person, Shri Dhiiabrala
::- :epresenling tlre Appellant has also agreed to collect it from the ofl'ice if hd is
- -a:ed tl'rai the information is ready for supply. Hence, the Commission directs
-:: ::e information should be made available before 25th of June, 2016 and Shri

- ' -::rata Nath should be intimated to co!lect the same accordingly.

y/ith the above order, the Appeal stands disposed of.

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

sdl_

( Kasthaln Venkataa Satyanarayanaa
State Chief Information Cammissioner'

-;thenticated by:

,^-..-Wd L\y:-
i Dr. Manas DevL)-
S:cretary
-f rpura Information Commission

TRIPU RA IT{FORMATI.ON COM MISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agartala - 799 006
Appeal No" TIC-08 of 2016-17 Dated; 15.6.2016

L Shri Girindra Nath, S/o Late Sishu Nath, C/o Shri Dhirabrata Nath, Village :

Ahalyapur, PO: K.anchanpur, North Tripura, PiN-799 270
The First Appellate Authority, TTAADC, Khumluwng, West Tripura,
The State Publle lnforrnation Officer, TTAADC, Khunrluwng, West Tripura.

Tripura Information Commlssion

b

Dr. Manas
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TR.IPUR* IN FORMATION C.OM MISSTO N

Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Sgartala - 799 006

Appeal No. TIC-09 of2016-17

ShriRatish Debnath, Ranirbazar, P.O. Dhan Chowmuhani, Tripura West, Pin-799 035,

.................Appe|1ant

VERSUS
1. The Additional Chief Executive Officer, TTMDC, Khumulwng, West Tripura (FM).

2. The Executive Officer, Admn, TTMDC, rhumul$rng, West Tripura (SplO)"

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

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

PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)

State Chlef Information Commissioner:

Shri Ratish Debnath, the Appellant
Shri Sublkash Debbarma, Addl,CEO, TIMDC.(FM)
Shri Dhananjoy Debbarma, E.O,Admn. TTAADC(SPiO),

25"4.2016 and received by the Commission on the
same date,

18.06"2016

18.06.20155

ORDER

Shri Ratish Debnattr, the Appellant, Hled an application before the State Public
Information officer (SPIO) TTMDC, Khumulwng, west Tripura on 8.2.2016 for
supply of cerbain.pieces of information. Having not received the information. he filed
first appeal on 22,3.2016 bef6re the Addl. C.E.O. TTMDC who is the Flst Appellate
Authority. Again having failed to elicit any response, Shri Ratish Debnath, the

1. For the Appellant:
2. For the Respondents:

3, Date of filing Appeal:

4. Date of Hearing:

5. Date of Judgment and Order:



-

--:ellant, filed second appeal before the Commission on 25.4.2016 tvltich was

::r:tted by the Commission and posted for hearing on 18.6.2016 duly issuing notice

:- :ne Appellant and summons to the Firsl Appellale Authority (fAA) and the SPIO,

,.uUU.

- During hearing, Shri Ratish Debnath, Appellant was present in person and

''::n the Respondent's side Shri Subikash Debbarnta, Addl. CEO and FAA and Shri

):ananjoy Debbarma, Execulive Officer (Admn) and SPIO, TTMDC were presenL'

I The SPiC had filed a written petilion before the Commission vide his letter

::ted 13.6.2016 statinq that the RTI application of Shri Ratish Debnath utas not

'=ceived in his office and that the signature given in the receipt seal dated 8.2.2016

-oes nol rnatch with that of the receiving clerk of lhe TTMDC, Smti Nipu Bhol'rmik,
rl,vever, the Commission has gone lhrouglr the receipt submilted by lhe Appellant

:-C found that there is an initial with the seal of tlre TTAADC dated 22.3.2016 as

::knowlerlgement of lhe receipt, However, ti.'SPIC is denying the said signature

,,:h that of the receiving clerk and aiso produced the receipl register to prove that

:^e same was not even entered in the receipt register. However, the Appellant, filed

:re first appeal before the FAA. The FAA stated during hearing that the notice issued

:v him was related to an earlier case and not reiated to the present case. The

ippellant had stated that he had not received any notice [rom the FM. So, the

lommission concludes that the FM had not taken aciion presumably on the grouncl

irat rhe original RTI application was in fact not received by the SPiO. It is a laxity on

:ne part of the FM as when the appeal is filed by the Appellant along with copy of

:ie RTI application submitted to the SPIO, it is the duty of the FM to hear lhe case

:;ly issuing notice the Appellant and the SPIO. There is lapses on the part of the

=tA in not conducting the hearing on the first appeal though based on the first

::peal the F44 had called report of the SPIO and the SPIO had also given point-wise

:iorrnation regarding the infornration sought by the Appeliant to the FAA,

j. On the date of hearing, the Commission had gone through the record. It is

: ear that there is an initlal as well as seal as acknowledgement of receipt of the RTi

::;lication submitted by Shri Ratish Debnath, though from the initial it is difficult for

::: Commission to find out the name of the person receiving the application. The

S;lO submitted that it is not the signature of Smti. Nipu Bhowmik who is the

':ceiving clerk and in support of that he had submitted the signatureiinitial of Smti.

', cu Bhowmik which does not tally with lhe acknowledgement availabte with the

:::ellant. Hence, the Conrnrission directs lhe SPIO/FAA to find out and tally this
- :ral r,vith tl-re stalf working in the receipi section as it is possible that in the

::sence of receiving clerk on that parlicular time somebody else might have
-::etved the FI.TI application and it shcr.rld be done wilhin 10(ten) days'to see that
-:iher it ivas in facl the initiai cf otirer persons in the receipl section. If it tallies

,,:-, any of the staff member, it should also be ascertained as to what had

Page 2 of 4



happened to the RTI Apptication submitted by the Appellant and to fix responsibility

and in case it is not tallying, the sanre should be intirnated to the Appellant'

5. After point-wise discussion on the information sought by the Appellant, the

foltowing directions are issued:-

i) The Appellant wanted some information about the ZDO(West), shri upendra

Debbarma. The SPIO had informed the Commission that he is ready to supply the

information and hence the information should be supplied.

ii) He asked information about Shri R"atan Barua, Jr. SEC, Kanchanpur' In fact he

had asked for copy of appointment letter of the said lr. sEo and related documents

which was amplified as sc certificate and service qualification only during hearing.

since these are not any secret documents and based on these shri Ratan Barua

entered into service, the Commission directs the SPIO to suppty copy these to the

Appellant, However, the SPIO stated that these information are available with the

piincipal Jfficer(Education), TTAADC who is a separate 5PI0. Therefore, the 5PI0 is

directed to transfer the applicalion with the clirection of the Commission to supply

the information to the Principal officer (Education), TTMDC for supply of the

information to the APPellant'

iii) Shri Ratish Debnath, the Appellant, had asked aboul the appointment order of

the Accounts Officer, Shri Rabindra Debbarma and other documents.' Since he had

not specified what are the other documents, the Commission directs that only the

appointment order of the Accounts Officer, Shri Rabindra Debbarma should be

supplied. If any specific document is required, iL is open to the Appellant to file a

separate RTI Application based on which a third party notice has to be issued if it

involves personal information of the employee concerned.

iv) Item no.4 relates to a different RTI application made by Shri Ratish Debnath

enclosing an IPO for Rs"t0/- which the ZDO(West) has stated an invalid IPO and the

matter was carried in appeal before this Commission, The Commission had

adjudicated the matter and had decided that the IPO was in fact an invalid IPO

which was purchased more than 24 ntonths before. During hearing, Shri Ratish

Debnath, the Appellant, had also stated that with reference to that case, the

ZDC(West) had also issued him a letter as to why action should not be taken against

him (Appellant) for submitting an invalid IPO, It is seen that it is of a different case

and besides no cause of action arises merely by the letter of the ZDO(West). Since

item no.4 does not relate to any lnformation to be supplied, the Commission is not

issuing any direction,

6. However, in the penultimate para

whether any action was taken against the

factual reply.

(point-e) in item no.4, he had asked

ZDO(West), the TTMDC should give a
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I

- All information as per above directions should be given within a

,. eek from the date of this order'

: ivith the above directions, the Appeal case stands disposed of.

r_et copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents free of

::::
sd/-

{ Kasthala Venkataa Salyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commlssjoner

-- pura Information Commission

TRIPURA I NTORMATION COMMI5SION

Pt, Nehru ComPle*, Gurkhabasti

Appeal No. TIC-09 of 2916"17 i;i,,*i,-'.),'..:t 18.6.2016

Agartala - 799 006

Copy to:

Shri Ratish Debnath, Ranirbazar, P.O, Dhan ChOwmuhani, Tripura West, Pin-799 035'

shri subikash Debbarma, Additional chief Executive offlcer, TTMDC, Khumulwng,

West Tripura (fM),

Shri DhananjoY Debbarma,

Tripura (SPIO).

Executive Officer, Admn, TTMDC, Khumulwng, ;r'resl

( Dr. Ma
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA INFORMATXON COMMISSION
Ft. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agartala - 799 006

Appeal No. f-iC-16 of 2016-17

Shri Debasish Sarkar, C7o Shri:subhashis Danda, Sujan Palli, Jagannath Bari

Road, Bidurkar:ta Chowmohani, Agartala, West Tripura.
.Apoellant

VER.SUS
The First Appellate Authority, Directorate of Animal Resources Deveiopment
Department, Government of Tripura, Gurkhabasti, Agartala-799 006.

The State Fublic Information Cfficer, Directorate of Animal Resources

Development Department, Government o* Tripura, Gurkhabasti, Agartaia'799
006.

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

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

8R.DER
Dale-dr 30.8,2016

The case was heard on 14.7,2016 on which date Shri Debasish Sarkar , the

Appellant, was present and he was heard. It was stated by the Appellant that he had

frled similar RTi Applications with several departments seeking voluminous

information about seniority list of each and every post/grade/cadre, verified roster of

each and every post/grade/cadre as on 31't tlarch, 2015, number of sanciioned
posts against SCIST/UR category in each and every post/grade/cadre separately

upto 31tt March, 2015, up-to-date status r.:f men in position showing the nunibcr of
posts occupied SC/ST/UR category in eaeh and every postslgradelcadre separately
as on 31.3.2015, up-to-date vacant posts aEaiqst SC/ST/UR in each and every
posts/grade/cadre separately on 31.3,2016.

2. On that date (14.7.2016), the SPIO was not present and the Appellant also

did not fully state what information was supplied and what information was not
supplied. Xt was seen during hearing on 14,7.2016 that the information reportedly
sent by the SPIO on 17"6"2016 but had not been received by the Appellant and
hence the case was deferred and posted for hearing today, i.e. 30th August, 2016,

3. During hearing today on 30,8.2016, the Respondents were represented by

the SPIO, Shri Prasad Eas and the First Appellate Authority, Dr. M. Sarkar, Dii'ector,

1.

2.

ryt

*" 1 :lr -:..*
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j: I I They have submitted that they supplied huge information and claimed that

:-:. -ad to collect and compile from different files as the Appellant had asked

.-' '*:tron about the number of sancticned posts for each and every category.

-- :. irave alsc clalmed that ih*re is no public inLerest in accessing these
-':'^.ation" They have also r-epli*d *n tire same line about the query for up-lo-date

,:.:-s of men in position against each and every posts occupied by SC/ST/UR

:r::;ery separately ln each and every postlgradelcadre.

r The Appeliant, Shri Debosish Sarkar was present. He had filed a letter stating

:-:: ,,ihile he hacj got lot of information, he irras yet to b given senior"ity list about i3
:::eEory of posts and that 100 Poini roster was also not suppiied, He had aiso

.:::ed that they have supplied iniornration in Annexure-A and that the figures given

- ine Annexilre for various posts, sanctioned posts and vacancy position are not

- ying, The SFIO stated that they culi out and prepare from various papers,

-o\vever, it is seen that there are certain errors in lhe Statement. Since they have

3::end) suppiy this Annexure, a corrected copy of the said Annexure shciuid be

r nnlior{

: However, the Comnrission do not see any public interest for supplying such

,ctuminous information as the Appeilant had just not cared to even askeC the

rformation for any particular posticategory but simply written ail categories oi

:csts/grade and cadre whiclr itself rndrcate that he is not particular about any single

:ategory of posts burt had only filed sinri!ar applications to this department and also

:i Land Records & Settlenrent Department, thoirgh he is not an employee,

:. The Conrmission having carefully considered found that there is no public

lterest as he had nol asked for any pafticular post but only interested in writing

aSout all posts without even knourir:g what are the posts existing in the Depadment'

if this klnd of RTi Appiications ere allowed, then one can file applications seeking

rformation from ali departrnents seeking truckloads of information which urili be a

irockery of the RTI Act. Hence, the Commission is not directing the SPIO tc furnish

any further irrformation about seniori$ iist or other information, er.ceilL t',",;.-,-1";lg

Annexure-A which was already supplied"

7, However, the Commlssion ejirects the SPIO to supply the name of the posts,

ilmber of SC/SllUit posts, rnen in position and category-wise vacancies within

1O(ten) days. Seniority iist need nst be suppiied"

B It has been found that the SPI0 received the RTI Application on 28.12,2015

::t the SPIO suppiied the information on 17.6.2016 and prior to this no repiy has

leen given to the Appeiiant. -fhe Appeilant filed the lirst appeal on 22,7.2A16 and

:ne FAA did not hear the i"natter ccrnpeiling him to approach the Commission wlth

ine second appeai, Irrespective of rvhelher the information has to be disclosed or

iot to be disclosed, it is ineumhenl upon the SPIO to dispose of the RTi Application
,.r,ithin 30 days by passing a suitable oriJer and it is also incumbent upon the FM to
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hear the first appeal within 30 days. ,Botfi fiave, failed to do so. wrrih ffie
Commission has disallowed disclosure of some information in the above'OrO.dr, it
would not like to overlook the negligence of the SFIO and the FM and henio..a$ au, 

" 
'

measure of penalty, a token of penalty Rs,s00/- on the splo and Rs,s00/. on"ffi;.,.;';
First Appellate Authori$ is hereby imposed. The penalty should be tecovered from
the officers concerned and should be deposited into the appropriate head pf account
i,e. fi'laior Head * 0070 - Other adrninistrative serufces, Sub-Ma1br Head. - 6A.Ather
seruices, Minor tlead- 118 Recelp9 under Rn Aci200S and mmpliance should be
sent to Tripura Infarmation Comnission Wrthin one nonth.

9. With the above order, the case is disposed of.

10. Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Responden6 free of
cost.

sdl-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Inforrnation Commisiioner

Authentpaterl by;

L$u,.
( Dr. Manas-D"i7*
Secretary
Trlpura Information Commission

TRIPU RA IIiI FORMATJ0 N QQ1vl 1T4 Tsslo N
Pt. Nehru Complex, G.urkhab,asti

la = 7gg 006
I No. TIC-16 of 2016-17 \. I "-.

Copy to:

1". shri Debasish sarkar, clo shri subhashis Danda, sujan palli, Jagannath Bari
Road, Bidurkarta Chowmohani, Agartala, West Tripura.2' The First Appellate Authority, Diiectorate of Animal Resources Development

, Departrnent, Government of tripura, Gurkhabasti, egaftara-zsg 006.3' The State Fuhlic Inforrnation officer, Directora[e of Animal Resources$eveloBrnent Departrnent, Government of Tripura, Gurkhabasti, ngartil-z9g005. 
r. rl\ h.^tr-\

tY{=9111

( Dr.uanaJoefi:
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission

Dated: 30.8.2016
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TRIPUR.A TT'I TCIRMATION COMMISSIO N

Pt, Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhabasti

Aooeal No. TIC- 24 of 2A16'17

Shri Rabi Ranjan Dhar, s/o Late Harish chandra Dhar, Vill & Po : 5ei';.erkote,

PS: Amtali, West Tripura, PII'l-799 103"

artala - 799'006

IlERSUS

The Siate Fublic Information Officer, Olt>

Gu rkhatrasti, Agartala-799 006'
the PCCF, AranYa Bhawan,

Respondent

- :he matter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Riqht to Inforrnation Act,20C5,

PRESENT

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

i Fcr the Appellant: Shri Sinaj Ali, Advocate, representing the Appeilant'

I For the Respondent: Shri Animesh Das, SPIO

i Daie of filing Appeal; 28.6.2016 and received by the Conimisstcn cn

the same date.
8,8,2016, 23.8.2016 & 19.9.2015)ate of l"iearing:

Date of Judgment and Order:19.9,2016

ORDER
-i-he case was posted and heard today, Shri Rabi Ranian Dhar, the Appeilant

:-: .,.,lth his Learned Counseln Shri Siraj Ali.ivas present. From the ResponCent's

:: S"rr'i Animesh Das, SPIO was present.

-lne brief facts of the case are that Shri Rabi Ranjan Dhar filed an RTI

-: ::ion aated 19,4.2016 before tire State Public Informaticn Cfficer (SPIO) of

-,:;:fice who did not give the information lvithin the stipulated time. Aggrieved

:-3t, snri Rabi Ranjan Dhar, the Appellant, approached the Firsl Appellate

--:-:.iry (FAA) on 19"5.2016 by filing the first appeal and the FAA vide his order

-. =: 13,6.2016 directerJ the SPIO to supply the information vrithin i0 (ten) days' lt

:: - sc statecj that the SPIO apparently did not supply lhe information as the

W-

ffi



However, since the Process was

a delay oi about one week, finatly

3. During hearing on 8.8,2016, while the learned Counsel for tlre Appellant did

admit that the information in so far as item no 1 & 2 was supplied givlng nrarks in

the intervier,v. The physical measurements of the persons called for WalkinE test/

interview were not given. He also stated that for Token Nc.904 who is repotedly the

son of the Appellant, Shri Rabi l?,anjan Dhar, the name of tlre candidate was also not

written in the irrformation. It is pertinent to polnt out that while the Appetlant hacl

asked for infornration against -l-oken no. without specifying that the name of the

individual candidate should be given, Be that as it may be, since for all the Tokens,

names of the candidates were given, but it is proper to give the name of the

candidate against Token no. 904 also.

4, The 5PI0 pointed out that those who had attended lhe Walking test and

inlerview were those peopie who crossed the threshold of the physical measurement

criteria prescribed for the post, but,to disclose actual measurerylent except staling

that they have satisfied the criteria would amount lo invasion ol privacy and that

third party notice was issued because this being the third party infcrnration. The

5FI0 during hearing took the view that there is no public interesl which warrants

disclosure of the physical measurements of the selecLed candidates r,vho have

crossed the minirnum threshold of physical measurements" The learned Counsel for

the Appellant took the view that the very fact that they are all seleetecl, there is

nothing secret about the actual physical msasurements of the persons and hence

there is public interest.

- ;, r rr - - n 6 -A{a f:-J- !L^& fL^ A^^^ll.5" T.he eommtssion havlng hreard the matter on 8"8.2CI16 finds that the Appellant

in this case is nof the candidate for the post of Forester but filecl the RTtr Application

for infornration for which substantial information haS atready been parted with.

Hor{ever, the Comnrlssion has to be satisfiecl as to whether there is outweighing

public interest for disclosure of actual physical rteasurement of the selected

candidates and deferred the case to 23.8.2016 fOr hear:ing. However, on 23.8'2016,

the Appellant sought time as his Counsel was unable to appear on health ground

and the case was posted for hearing on 19.9.2016 for next hearing, .

6. Today during the hearing, Shri Siraj Ali, Learned Counsel for the Appellant,

Shri Rabi Ranjan Dhar was present. From the llespondent's side, Shri Animesh Das,

the SPIO was present,

7, The information seeker had asked detaiis of the interview marks of the

canciidates who were called for Walking Test/trnterview. F{e had asked ror

infornration in respect of specified roll numbers. In addition to that he had atso

asked the physical measu,rements of t'he individual selected candidates. The
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--: application for infornratiol was receivecl by tire SPIO on 19,4.2016 and

'--r:ticn rryas not furnisherj in lime and the case lvas carried in Appeal to the

-:::l aie Aulhority who pronounceC his order on 13.5.2016 directing the SPIO

-:: ,, the iniorrrration within 10(ten) days. In respon$e to that, tlre SPIO

-:: Ine information. Aggrieveri by the supply of informalion, the Appellant

:--31 s€Cofid appeal before the Tripura information Commission 28.6"2016 and

-:ard by the Commission on 8,ti.2016. The Comrnission recorded on that cjate

:-e Aopellant is not the candidate for the post of Forester but filed the t{l-I

-:ion for information for which substantia, inl'ormation has already been parted

:nC the Cornmission lras further observed that the Commission has [o be

s'ed as tr: whether there is outweighing public interest for disclosure of the

. -: phrTsical measurenlent of the selected candidates and pasted the case for
-=i'hearing on 23,8.2016, On 23.8.201.6, the Appellant had prayed for lime

. -; that his iearned Counsel is unable to appear on health ground. Accordingly,

:-:cr tc give another opportunity, the case \ryas postponed and lixed Ior hearing

:. the 19tl' Septenrber, 2016,

Shri Siraj Ali, the learned Counsel fsr the Appellant argued that in respecl oF

:-l Application, tlre SPIO had supplied the tstal marks for the interview without
-; ihe br"eakup wlrereas he intended to liave the breakup, Secondly, he hacl also

,',: far information in respect of F"oll lio.904 in addilion. He also argued that

':-:iauon about the physicai rneasurements of the selected candidates ls nothtng

:--'Jential as it is the basis on which the selection rvas made and that his client had

' :-: ro sbtain this inforrnaticn" In support of lris clainr ire has cited a decision of the

-:- le Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeals No.823-54 of 2016 v.rith No.B55 of

-, -5 declded on February 4,2At6 in yr[ich thc Supreme Court had held in batch of

,:::als by the Kerala Putllic Service Comnrission and Others that the names of the

=:-rners who evaluated the answer scripts need not be shared. F'lowever, the
'::-est of the information seeker about his'answer scrlpt and details of the
-:--",rew marks should be provided to them as the same is not something r,vhich a

: -: : authorily keeps under fiduciary capacity" The Hon'ble Supreme Court had
'-:-er heid thai this practice will ensure fair play in the competitive environment

-:'e candiclates put his time preparing fcr the competitive examinations.

.::::ed in the interview and hence they havd provided the total marks obtained in

= 'ierview. The Conrrriission, honever, feels that when a person is seeking marks

- :-e interview, it can also include breakup of the interview marks since the

M
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: - -3: aiso asked for information of Roll i"!o" 904. It transpired that shri

r,,zr Dhar, the Appellant in this case is the father of Shri Sujit Dhar, a canr

- - : -_ nc 904. Horvever, tlre application for information under RTI was not
' - ..' Jidate, Shri Sujit Dhar hirnself, but the father of the candidate.
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i\ ; i r ,:information is kept in that format only as seen in other simiiar cases. Hence, the
"".. ..,...,::.:l .Commission directs the SPIO to supply the marks obtained by each of the selected

-.,-.*-/ - '"' ,., t".r -t. . : candiCates duly giving ihe breakup ln which it is mainlained. Horr,rever, the SPIO had-; ':-;d'-" stated that physical measurements of a candidate is only qualifying in nature and do
not have any relationship with Grading or Ranking once the threshoid of minimum
physical measurernents is met with. There are candidates of different genders and
giving fhe actual physical rneasurements wouid be violative of their privacy. The

, learned Counsel for the Appellant did not agree on this point.

11. After hearing botlr the parties, the Commission passed the fotlowjng orier-sr

i) The SPIO should supply the breakup of marks obtained ancJ total marks
obtained by lhe selected canclidates" Regarding information about Roil No.904
relating to Shri Sujit Dhar lvho is son of tne Appeilant. the Comnrission directs that
only Shri Sujit Dhar can ask his information as the Appellant is not the cancjidate and
Shri Sttjit Das is not one of ihe selected candidates. The SPIC should suppl'/ the
inforrnation to the candidate with Roll N0.904 only after he files an RTI Application.

ii) In so far as physicai measurements are concerned, the SPIO shoulcl clearly
spell out to the lnformation seeker whether all the selected candiCates have fulfitled
the minimurn physical measurements prescribed for the post or not. Once the same
is supplied by the SPIO, there is no reason to divulge the specific details ol the
physical measurements of the selected candidates as the physical measurements are

not counted for Grading or Ranking once the threshoid is rnet. In the iight of this,
the request of the ir-rformation seeker to. this extent is not acceptecl by lhe
Commission.

12. The Appellant proposes to collect the inlormation in person and hence it
shsuld be given by hand to hinr within 3(three) days,

13. Let copy cf this order be sent to the Appellant ancl the Responcjent free of
cost,

sd/-
l(asthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )

State Chief Information Comrnissioner
Authenticated by:

Q'--oc,
\N)P.-. 

' 
t,^'r'"r.r\ (\ 1.1-.'

(Di'. Manas Devl'yf
Secretary
Tripur'a Information Cornmission
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shri Rabi Ranjan Dhar', $/o Late Harislt Chandra Dhar, Vill & FO : ,sekerkote,
F5: Amtali, West Tripura, PIN-799 103..

The Slate Public Illformation Officer, 01o the PCCF, Aranya Bhawan,

Gurkhabasti, Aga rta 1a"799 00-6,

TRIPURA INFORI,IATION COMMIS .ION
Ft. Nehru Comp"lex, Qurkhabasti

( Dr" Manas
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission



'!"RIPURA IN FORMATTff N CO MMISSION
F[, l'.i*hru C*mPi*x, $urkhabasti

tsrtala * 799 006

1. smti. shrimati Debbarrllts, wo Late Khagendra Debbarma, vlll : Mavachari,

PO: Rarndurlavpur, Dlralai, Tripura * 799 285'

,Appellant

Respondents.

vErqsus

1. The First Appellate Auth,:riLry, Tripxra Slaie filectricity corporation Lid', Bidyttt

Bhawan, I{orth Eanamalipur, Agartala'

2, The Deputy General t'{anagei, Tripurr State Electricity Corporation Ltd',

Bidyr-rt Bhawan, ftiorl'h Banarnaiipur, Ap;:i"tala (SPIO)'

I No" TIC-34 of ?016'17-

Present:

For the CotrrPlain.: nt:

For the ResPonrdents;

Date of Hearing: 22'9.2016

Date of issue of Order": 2?,9,2016

Sulrieet;

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

Smti. Shrimatl Debbarma, the Appellant.

Shri B.K.Hrangklrawal, FAA & AGM, TSECL

Appeal under Section 19(3) of the RTI Act,2005'

Q*&,EE*R

Smti. Shrimati Debbarnia, the Appellant, filed an application hefore the SPIO

on 5.4,2016 seeking to know the status of her applieation for employlnent under die-

in-harness scheme as her late husband, who died on 1'4'2011, was an employee

with the TSECL (earlier under power Department). As the Appellant did not get any

re$ponse, she filed the first appeal before the First Appellate Authority on 28'5'2016'

P



I

=-: i o not conduct any hearing. Aggrieved by that,
': ::peal dated 10.8.2016 before the Comrnission

- :: s found that the SFIO had replied on 13.7.206 to Smti Debbarma against

-. ' , e pcints of queries made by her. However, for the information relating to

--.-. -o.t about reasons for delay, the SPIO has refused to provide information

-.:..^E Clause 2(D of the RTI Act presumably as it is information. Sirnilarly, for the

- --^.arion relating to the Znd and 3'd items about the names and designation of

:-:.:s r,vith whom her appllcation for 'employment was pending and other

-,-'iration,theSpIO claimedexemptioncitingclausez(floftheRTiActasilisnot
- '- -rnation,

: Upon adnrission of the second appeal of Smti. Shrimati Debbarma, the

-:-rrissicn had issuecl summons to the SPIO and FAA and notice to lhe Appellant

', ^,g lhg date for lrearing today, the 22"d Sepi:mber, 2016 at 1i'30 AM'

- on the date of hearing i,e,2?.9"2015, the sPIO is absent. However, the FAA,

:^:r B.K, Hrangkhawal, was present. The FAA stated that the SPIO lvas absent due

:: his urgent official work regarding maintenance of electrical works on the eve of

);:ga Puja. He had stated that he did not hear the first appeai as he came te' i"nov't

, uiSpiO would supply the information. However, action of the FAA is a lapse r'rnder

.^e provislon of the RTI Act as the Ffifi cannot withhold the hearing of the case

::sed on assurance of the SPIO rvhen it was not already sr.rpplied' It is also seen

:^a: the SPIO lrad, in fact, denied some of tlre information and hence the FAA ought

:: nave heard the matter and passed appropriate orders. The Commission recorcls

= Cisapproval of the inaction of tlie FAA, but desists from imposing any penalty as it

-:d not found any mala fide intentlon on the part of the FM'

S. i,{orry the Commission has gone into the infcrmation supplied and the

-fcrmation which has nol been supplied and passed the following orders:-

The Conimtssiorl agrees with the contention of the SPIO that the reasOns for

:.e delay need not be furnished as it is not information under the RTI Act" Hov'rever'

:r respect of itern no.2 relating to the names arid designation of officers with lvhom

^er application for job under die-in-harness was pending and the itenr no'3 relatinq

'.. the period when it was lying wilh whlchr officer and what action was taken b)' lhat

:flcer is concerned, the Appellant is seeking factual information and hence the reply

':,i' itenr no. 2 anrj 3 r:ught to be. given by the SP]O. Hence, the Commission directs

:re SPI0 that information relat;ng to item no.2 & 3 should be fui'nisheci to the

:.rpeiiant',vithin 1S(fifteen) days from the date of this order'

: Be that as it niay be, the Comrnission hacl earlier disposed a Complaint from

::e Appellant relating to RTlApplication about delay in seltlement of pension of her

Snrti. Debbarma filed the

which was received on
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deceased huscand. Cnly after the Commissiorl's order, the matter was expeclited

and the Appellant loday informed during hearing that her pension case was settled.

It appears that the husband of the Appellant died while in service in the TSECL(

Por.,rer Departnrent) way back in 2011 and she had filed application for employment

under Die-in-harness scheme of the Government within one year after his death. It
is sad to ncte that the said application for job as a case of Die-in-harness was

pending for nrore than 4(four) years. The Commission expects the TSECT and the

CMD, TSECI* to expedite the case of die-in-harness employment for disposal as per

Rules within one month from the date of this order,

7. With the above orders, the Appeal stands disposed oi.

8. Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents l'ree of
cost.

sd/-

( Kasiniila Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Cornnrissioner

( Dr.

Secretary
Tripura infornnaticn Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pl. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agartala - 799 006

Appeal No" TIG-34 of 2016-17 DaLed: 22.9.2016

Copy to:

1. Smti. Shrimati Debbarma, Wlo Late Khagendra Detrbarrna, Vill : Ivtayachari,
FO: Ramdurlavpur, Dhalai, Tripura - 799 285.

2, The First Appellate Authority, Tripura State Electricity Corporation Ltd., Bidyut
Bhawan, North Banamalipur, Agartala"

3" The DeputrT General Manager, Tripura State Electricig Corporation Ltd.,
Bidyut Bhawan, North Banamalipur, Agartala (SPiO), {-\

N9-rrr
--S.A'1 | -?( Dr. Manas"Dbv )

Secretary
Trlpura Information Coi'nniissicn
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TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhab-asti

- 799 006

799 003, Agartala, West TriPura.
Appellant

vERSUS

The Executive Engineer, PWD(R&B),

Netaji Chowrnuhani, AEartala (SPIO)
Government of Tripura, DiviSion No,1,

R.espondent

:-: rnatter of an Appeal under section 19(3) of the Right to Informatiori Act,2{i05.

PRESENT

Shri Kasthala Venkata Satrlanarayanaa' IAS (Retd)
State Chief Informatton Commissioner

tutlte Appellant:

hJfie Respondent:

EE dfillng Appeal:

re of hearing:

Shri Pralaysaran Chakraborty, the Appellant'

Shri Ratan Chorldhury, E.E. & SPiO.

8"12.2016 whrich was received by the Commission on

15.12.2016.

21.1.2017

- ::: cf ludgment and order: 2L.l.20Ll

ORPER

Shri Pralaysaran Chakraborlry, the Appellant, filed application for information

--::' RTI Act with the Executive Engineer, PWD(R&B) Division No,1 Government of

-":-:a on 7.6.201. Fle sought the certified copy of the Agreement of the Flyover

-: - )*juction work in Agartala which is handled by the R & B Wing of the State Public

::.*" Department. The SPIO vide letter dated 16.6.2016 asked the information

,:r/e- to deposit an amount of Rs.10,000/- which apparently is the price charged

*e,r the agreement was entered into from the contractor. However, the letter

No. Tle-$ of 2016"17

Shri Pralay'saran Chakraborty,'Bardowali (Near Kalyan Samiti)' POI A'D'Nagar'
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for deposit of Rs.10,000/- was not in proper format in Form-1L of the RTi

2008. Since a whole Sum amount was aslsed, the information seeker

tfril6,,-J ,t,. u*ount on 1".?,2016 and thereafter 922 pages rruhich rvere printed

both side of a page were supptied to the inforr,ration seeker cn 11,7'7-01"5' After the

information is supplied, the information seeker filed the first appeal with the First

onrni1rr" *uir",ority who is.the Superintending Engineer, znd Circle, PWD(R&B) on

8,8.2016 inter alia claiming refund of the excess amount so charged by the SPIO'

The FAA disposed of the matter on g"g.2016 dir.ecting the splo to charge @ Rs.2/-

per page and to return the balance amount to the information seekerlAppellant, Shri

bralayJaran Chakraborty. The SPIO instead of refunding the amount asked the

Appeltant to receive the cheque for t'ts.8156/- frorn office"

2. Aggrieved by the or:der of the FAA, th: Appellant appr:oached this Commisslon

Uy nting tfie second appeal on 8.12,2016. The Commission having been satisfied that

there ire good grounds had enteftained it and posted the matter fOr hearing on

21.1.2017 duly issuing summons to the Respondent and notice to the Appellant for

their apPearance at the hearing.

3. - At the hearinE today, shri Pralaysaran chakraborty, the Appellant was

present. From the Respondent side, Sh.ri Ratan Choudhury, Executii"e Engineer'

PWD(R&B) Division No.1 was present'

4. Bothd parties were heard" The sPIO claimed that slnce it is a priced

Oo.u*.ti, he'naO asked for deposit of Rs.10,000/- which was charged from the

contractor after entering into the agreement taking shelter under Section 15(f) of

the RTI Act. He also claimed that that subsequent to the order of the FM, he had

calculated the amount to be charged as Rs,1844/- @ ns'21- per page far 922 pages

and dr.awn a Treasury cheque toian annount of Rs,B156/- in favour of the trippeilant

and asked him to collect the cheque, The Appellant, however, had not collected the

cheque from the office of the SPIO.

5. The Appeliant during oral hearing cont'ended that R'ule 7 of the RTI Rules'

2008 has rnentioned Rs.2/- per page (per irnpiession) in A3lA4 size paper and the

Rule has prescribed for the actual cost pr:ice for a larger size paper and since the A4

paper printinglphotocopying in the open market will not cost Rs"2/' per page, the

actual cost should be charged. Fle also Stated that since information was printed on

both side of paper, both side put together to read as one page since it is on one

leaf. He further contended that the .h*qr. was not sent to him but he was asked to

collect. In sum and substance, the Appellant Shri Chakraborty claimed that he

should be compensated for the excess amount charged from him and also for the

detriment including mental agony caused to him for so many months'

6. The commission has carefully considered the submissions of the Appellant

and the Respondent SPIO and passed the foltowing orders;-

,,|l
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'tT.e SPIO had wrongly interpreted and charged Rs.10,000/- which.in ahX1.:lt'):' I
case was overturned by the FAA. Rs,10,00CI/- char"ged frorn the conkacfflTS)r'
fu entering into the contract, The information seeker has only asked''{'

;ppy of the document which should have been supplied by charging the

rescribed rate as per Rule 7 of the RII Rules irr the first place as the

-formation seeker is not entering into agreement for the said work.

Ftrlher, the 5FI0 coutd have ihfornned the additiOnal fees in pr0per forrnat

aescribed unden the RTI Rules in Form-ll which clearly specified the

number of pages and the rate per page. Even if he had not used the

Drcper format, the ccintents are to be there and per page cost should have

Seen intimated to the Appellant but the sPIo had failed to do'

iven when the FAA had ordered refunc 0f the excess amount, the SPIO

:rad not sent the cheque and expected the Appellant tO cpme and collect it

in person whieh is not warranted, This has caused delay in releasing the

anrount to the Appellant as he had not collected the sarne and it is not

obligatory on the part of the A,ppellant t0 collect the cheque in person.

The Commissisn is not eonvinced with the arEuments of the Appellant that

the amount shouid be charged per leaf as per stipulation under Rule 7(b).

The rate was e|early mentioned as Rs.2/- per page (per impression)

ofA4/A3 size paper. When the Rules have prescribed a particular fees, it is
not for the eornmission to iriterpret it otherwise it as it leaves n scope for

any other lntenpnetation other than what is prescribed there as the

rninimum arnount to be charged per page (impression). The charging of
Rs.z/- Ber page (g:er impresslon) inr A4/A3 slze paper is in accordance with

the Ruies.

As to the claim for compensation by the Appellant, the Commission

considered the facts and it is found that the information had in fact been

supplied ttrough after charging excess amount. Since there is no detriment

caused as information was already supplied, there is no reason to quantify

the detriment. However, since the excegs amount which was to be

returned to the Appellant based on the orders of the FAA was remaining
with the SPI0, the Appellant did suffer loss of interest on the excess '

amount. The eommission directs the public authority to 'pay simple

interest @7olo per annum on the excess bmount of Rs.B156/- from the
date of deposit of the money i.e. 1,7.2016 onwards u/s 19(BXb) of the

RTI Aet.

The Commission further directs that the cheque for Rs,B156/- should be

sent by Registered post to the Appellant within 3(three) days and the

q\*
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interest till the date of sending Rs;8156/- 7% shoUld 'be Sent b'y a

separate cheque which should be sent to the Appellant within another 15

days. The eommtssion is giving this tirne tecayse..lhe sPxo has to take

sanctioh fot' the payment of intefest trom his authorities'

vii) Witt'r the above orders, the case is disposed of'

viti Let copy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondent'

sd/-

( Kasthaia Venk'ataa $atyanarayanaa )

State Chief Information Commissioner

secretary
Trip,qra Information Comrnission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru ComPle:x, Gurkhabasti

- 799 006

Copy to:

1. Shri Pralaysaran chakrabors, Bardowali (Near Kalyan samiti)' Po: A'D'Nagar-

799 003, Agartala, West TriPura'

Government of Tripura, Division No'1,

( Dr. Manas
SecretarY

Tripura Information Commission

2. The Exeeutive Engineer, PWD(R&B),

- Netail Chor,vmuhani, Agartala (SPIO)

No. TIC-53 of 201161!l Dated: 21.t,20L7
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TRI PURA IN FORMATIOH coMMISsIoN' 
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

rtala - 799 006

- rqd. hlarun, Sio Moulana Haji Abdur Rahim, safrikandi, Baburbazar, unakoti,
Ti'ipura, Fin-7$9 ZB1.

vERsui 'Apoellant

:, The Teaeh*r-in-charge, Tilabazar H.s. Fazli +2 stage Maclrassa, Kailashahar,
Unek*ti,Tripura {SplO)"

:;-t!/

t^lr-.Jsr

\c,1,

Respondent

-- :;:e rnatter r:f an Appeal under seetion 19(3) of the Right to Information Act,2005,

PR.ESENT

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

=:'lhe Appellentl Md. Harun, the Appellant.

=.- :he f?espnnrleni: Syed l-.iarun ai Rashid

l::': oi iilir':g appral: ?3,i1.2016 and received by the commission on
29.11.2016

Date of hearing: 30. i,2017

late of judgment and order: 30.1.2017

ORDER

Tne AFlpellant, Md, l{anun filed an RTI Application before the Headmaster,- :lazar i{iS Fazil "+J Madrassa, Kailashahar. The Teacher in-charge of the
"::rassa asked t"ld. Har:un, the Appellant by his letter dated 21,10.2016 to receive
:-: nfei"mation. But the Appellant stated that he had received the said letter on
- .1,2015 and t'rarJ eontacted the SPIO (Teacher in-charge). The SpIO and Teacher
- :r3rge stated that thougrr he had kept the information ready, Md. Harun, the

:r

No. TIC-50 of 2016-17
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Appel'lant, did not attend ard ta,l<e the inforrma,tion. Tlae Appellant atso filed the first
aplpeal hefore the Deputy Director, of scho,sl Educatisn and the Deputy ilirector vide
his letter dated 12.9"20'16 directed the Teacher in.char:Ee to furnish alt information.
Bttt the'informatJon was not collected by Md, Harun ani instead he chose to file the
second appeal before the Commission.

2. The Appeal was admitted and posted today, the 30th January/ z0t7 for
hearing. During' hearing, the Appellant Md, Harun was present. The Teacher in-
charge and the SPIO was also present. He also filed a written representation which
was received by the Comrnission on 27.1,2017, He stated that the inforrnation was
ready but the Appellant had not come to collect though he contacted,hirn again, He
also stated that some information relating to item no. 2 ino s aie outsioe nis
Jurisdlction,. He stated that the rshops for whiffi the information was asked in item
no 2 and 3 are of the Madrassa but they are managed by the Managing Commptee.

3' After hearing the Appellant and the Teacher in-charge and the SpiO, the

i) trtem no.t relating to copy of cash Book from 2007 to 31.6,2016, the
C0m'mission does not flnd any pu,blic interest warranting disclosure of this
voluminous information. The query is not specific:is #;;#irre entire
cash book register tor almost 10(ten) years and hence the Commission did
not agree for disclosure of thls informstjqn. However, if any specific

' infoffnation is Sequired, the Appellant can file sepal.ate RTI Application forr
information

i0 Itern no. 4 & 5 relate to stipend holders and details of 
'the 

fund of
coachinE centre. The Commission direets that the fund receivecl from the
concerned Higher author'$ along with sanction letter should be supplied.iil) For item no. 2 & 3, the Teacher in-charge did agree that Shops are of the
Madrassa and management is done by the Management Committee. Since
the Management Committee is concerned with management of the
propet-1ry, but ownership is with the Madrassa. This information should be

' mllected and given to the Appellant, The Managing cornmittee is also
directed to cooperate with the Teacher in-charge and provlde this

- information to the SPIO to supply to the Appellant as there is public
interest involved.

4. Since the RTI Application was filed on 23.7.2016 and the reply asking him to
collect the information was given only on 21.10.2016 beyond tne peiioO or 50 days,
the above information as ordered by the Commission should be given free of cost to
the Appellant within 15 (fifteen ) days fr6m the date of this order,

\,s- PeocT nf?,
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:- :-e above orders, the Appeal stands disposed of.

-:: :3i/ of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondent.

sd/_
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )

State Chief Information Commissioner

. - 2\

: - ------
- - : - -: i.formation Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION CO M MISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agaftala - 799 006
:::?. rto. TiC-50 of 2016-171 tL.r_S * z( Dated : 30.1.2017

-:: ::,

. \rC, Harun, Slo Moutana Haji Abdur Rahim, Safrikandi, Baburbazar, Unakoti,
-ripura, Pin-799 281.

- l-ne Teacher-in-Charge, Tilabazar H.S. Fazli +2 Stage Madrassa, Kailashahar,
-^akoti, Tripura (SPIO).

\N{\
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)"/ 41/'\\ \)/
( Dr. Manas Dev )

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission



TRIPURA INTCIRMATIOH COMMI5StrON
Pt, Nehr"u ComPlex, Gu*habasti

Shri l.{emanta Reang, Slo Ranarnata [t*ang, Vitl : Mashuraipara, Po:

Dhalai, TriPura"

Tripura (SPIO).

1.
",

y-g-eg-us

The District Forest Officer, Dh*la[, ,A*'tbassa, Tripura (F9): .

fire SuU-Oivisional foieit'nmeer, *drnbassa Forest Sub-Division, Dha!ai, Ambassa'

Kamalacherra,

.Appellant

..Respondents

iriltldld - /vY uuu

r,io. 'Ile- 59 tf 2016-17

f*r rl',. ApPellant
For the ResPondent

Date of flling ,&PPeal

Date of l-{earing
Date of Judgment and CIrder:

rRF$f;ffi

Shri [(V,$at.:ymnmrayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chiel' lnfurrnation Commissioner

Shri Hernnntn Reang, the Appellant
$hri Mahendra Singh, DFO & FAA

Shri lash F'aul ilebherma, SDFO & SPIO

1.1"2017
31"1"2017
31.1.2017
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Shri Flernanta Reang, the Appe{larrt, fiieri an ETI application before the Sub-divisional

Forest officer, SDFO, Ambassa, Dhalai v,,,ito is the 5PI0 on 17.10.2016 seeking physical

inspection of tirnber logs seizeel by flhe t'orest 0epfirlment officials from lris jote land' To

this; the SFIS replied on 16.11.2016 stating tiiat the irrformation seeker rnay visit the i69s

lying in Mashuraipara at any time and takr: photographs. Thls reply was sent by the SPIO

v,rithin the stipulated period of 30 dnys. But i-he infornration seeker averred that he did not

flnd the seized logs in his lote land in Mnshuraip*ra and filed the first appeal before the First

Appellate A.uthority (FAA).The FAA vide his orcjer rjuted 26,12.2016 disnrissed the appeal as

the petitioner could not submit details of tne tirnher logs allegedly seized by the Forest

Departrnent officials" Apparently, he relied sn the contentlon crf the SPIO that there was no
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ry d bgs but only verification of the timber was carried for the pllrpose of calqulation

5A iiraraT/ but the timber were not under custody of the Forest Department. Aggri€ved

flfrmh:r'of the FAA, Shri Hemanta Reang, the information seeker and Appellant filed

Lrrcrd appeal. before the Commiss,ion which was admltted and the matter was heard on

fi ? I17.

L 1i a nutshell, it appears that the Appellant and some other Jotedars have cut some

616, r geir private land in 2015 and they were not allowed to remove the lcgs. The matler

ru zrraj in l{rit Petition to the l-lon'ble tligh Cour.t and the Hon'ble High Court ffnally

dmGEEc of the ese asking the Forest Department te recover 25% royalties inasmuch as in

m d hn{.2(A) of the guidelines and complete the process within a period of 6(slx)

ffi T-he order of the High Court was pronounced on 30.9.2015. Accordingly, Forest

alffies reportedly conducted physical verification of the logs lying in the Jote lands of

Uil rEtboner in the above Writ Petition fr1o,37412014 for determination of the 25% royalty.

tr, TFre SPIO and FAA attended the hearing today and pleaded that there was no seizure

h cr€sr Departnrent in the firrst plac,e but physical verificatisn only was done and allowed

iffir ry b remain on the field of the Jotedar himself. Since the process has to be completed

ffin a period of six weeks as per order of the Hontble High Court, they have done their

pn C tne Fb. But the Appellant in this case from tlme to time, sought tirne and did not pay

Ih rqgafry. Shri Sanjit Debbarma assisting Shri Hemanta Reang, the Appetlant, in the'

iffirg stated that they wanted physical inspection of the seized logs under KII Act by filing

Xn ftF*cafion but when they visited the site as per direction of the SPIO in reply to the RTI

fFFirrto;r, no logs were fund, Since the Forest Department has seized these logs as

gxErcc by their reply dated 14.12.20i5 for an earlier RTI Application dated 28.11.2015.

'i!k Lrrrnission perused the copy of the list given and from the record of the SPIO, the

uiEErsp' of which were given to the information seeker in reply to that RTi Application, it

rfus the list of logs on the land of the information seeker which does not indicate

q+rry'$re logs were selzed. The SPIO claimed that this was a physical verification tb

mFlert fre decision of the Hon'ble High Court and not a seizure.

q, After hearing both the parties, the Commission gives the fbllowing directions:-

l[ ]€ SPIO should once again clearly reply whether there was any seizure of the

q*tmbe.s of the Appellant and if there was no seizure of the logs but only physical

utrr=non as claimed by hirn, h:e should specifically say so after going through his records

Srr a r'"eek. This should suffice as reply to the instant RTl Application.

I



5. Since the matter has

being referred to the Forest

action as deemed fit'

6.CopyofthisorderbesenttotheAppellant,theRespondentssPl0andFMandalso

to the PCCF, Tripura and secretary in-charge of the Forest Department for apprc'oriate

action.

7. With this order, the Appeal stands disposed of'

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
' -siitu 

Chief Information Commlssicner

( Dr'
Secretary
ft'pr" information Commission

ii)BethatasitmaYbe,nowthelogsareclaimedtobenotav.allablebytheAppetlarit;

and despite knowing this, the Forest offierals have not bothered,to eheck and verify whether

logs were available in ttre lote land or not' Even if there was no seizure as stated by them' 
'

Forest officials have to &ke note of nrissing logs tn the Appeilant's land as the logs shoutd

not have been a*owed to be tat<en without payrnent sf Zsa/a royalty, trn addition ts tlto

Appeflant,therewere14other.Petitionersi,nthemidWritPetitionofwhichSDFoandDFo

tnformed during hearrng that o*ty one has paid ziloh royalty, In spite of the clain:r of the

Appellantaboutmissinglogs,thesPlo/FAAonlytookthevlewthatthelogswerenotseized

but did not verifY as ts whether the missing of logs is a fact or- noL No a$empt was made to

ascertainthefactsofthecaseoraboutr€atizationofroya|t.y.

come to tight of the Information Contmissicn' ihis lssue is

Department for looking into the matter and take necessary

by:
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TRIPU RA I.N FO RMA.TIOH COM M ISSION
Pt. Nef.tru, Corltplex. Eurkhabasti

- 799

No. TIe- 59 of 2016-17 l'l'573^ Dated : 31.1"2017

. S-' ;lemanta Reang, S/o Ranamata Reang, Vill :MaShuraipara, PO: Kamalacherra,

:^: ai, Tripura,

- --: Dlstrict Forest Officer, Dhalai, Ambassa, Tripura (FAA).

- --e Sub-divisional Forest Officer, Ambassa For,est Sub-Division, Dhalai, Arnbassa,
-'r;rts (5PIO).

-^: PCCF, Aranya Bhawan. Gurkhabasti, Agatala.

-^: Secre|ary, In-charge of Forest Department, Government of Tripura,

:l- plex, Agartala-79g 006,

Tripura Infdrmation Commission

Capital

( Dr. Hanas Odu 1



YR,gF}E"i RA EN FORMATIOI{ COM MISSION' 
Pt. Nehru C*nrpiex, Gurkhabasti

Agartala - 799 006
Appeal No. TIC- 60&65 of2016-17

1. $hri Kheeiararn Reang, s/o Late Jershmagan Reang, Village: Masuraipara, ps:
- Ambassa, FS: Karnalacherra, Dhaiai dlstrict, Tripura-799 289.

?.. Sliri Rej*eltlarr Reang, s/o Late Jayanthunga ReanE, village: Masuraipara, po:
Kamalacherra, P5: Ambassa, Dhalai district, Tripura-799 289,

.,.Appellants

1.

2.

v_Eg slJ s

The District Forest fficer, Dhalai, Ambassa, Tripura (FAA).
The sub-divlsional Fonest officer, Ambasse Forest sub-Division, Dhalai, Ambassa,
Tnipura (SmO),

Shri K"V,Satffamarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Chief lnf+r"mntion Commissioner

.. "............Respondents

Itttirerr:aser qt enAppeal qn"qlel"Lectjg"n_tgfiL"afthe Right tp*Informatipn Acr,2005,

r&-ffisHror

For the Appellants
Forthe Respondent
Date of filinE Appeal
Date'of l"learing
Date of Judgrnent and Ordcr:

ShriAnthony Debbarrna for the Appeilahts
Shri Jash Paul Debbarma, SDFO & SPIO

13.1,20i7 & 31.1.2017 respectively
24.2.2Q17
2A.7.21fi

0 &P--E R

The A,ppellants filed RTX A.pplications before the Sub-divisional Forest Officer, SDFO,

Arnbassa, Dhalai who is the sFI0 oft 17.tr0.20i6 seeking physical inspection of iimber logs

seized by the Felrest Department officials frorn theii- loteland. The splo had allowed them to
see the logs lying and take photegraphs. The inforrnation seeker"s apparently went and
found that the logs wene not existing there. They filed the Appeals before the Tripura
Information cornmission. The Appeals were admitted and.registei.ed as Appeal No.TIC-60
and TIe-65 of 201S-17 respective and posted for trearing today, the 20tf, February, Z0I7 at
11.30 AM.

2. Since the grounds set for[h in

cases are clubbed toEether for ease of

the abcve appeals pertained to similar issues, the

and a common order is passed.convenience

Mr*

ffi,ffi

b...-.
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I i-' :-:r,cny Debbarma representing the Appellants was present and Shri Jash Paul

-: 3f Flr arrd SPIO was also present. A similar case was disposed of in the matter

. '.:.TlC-59 of 20tr6-17 between Shri i'iemanta Reang Vs SDFO, Arnbassa (SPIO) on

During the hearing today, the representative of the inforrnation seekers subrnitted

I Forest Department had in fact seized the timber logs and issued notice for payment

,br like in the earlier case of Shri Hemanta Reang. The SPIO had allowed physical

siecuon of the logs by the Complainant in response to the, RTI Application but when the

:r::iainant went to the site, he did not find the seized longs. The SDFO submitted that the

mertnent did not make any seizure of the logs in'the above cases. Only physical

-'€cation of logs tvas done and allowed the logs to remain in the field of the lotedars, The

sr:nation seekers, however, have not paid the royalty. Since the Forest Department has

:i --;t.€,1 any seizui"e, it is notthe responsibility of the Forest Department,

. The Commission had, while disposing the similar case

:ecjfic directions and the same decisions would apply in

r:ordingly passes the fotlowing dlrections:'

in TIC-59 cf 2016-17, issued

the present cases aiso aricj

The SpiO shsuld clearly reply to the information seekers about the non seizure of the

rgs after making sure of this fact from his recordswithln one week. This direction should

;-fice in so far as the RTtr Applications I are concerned'

It appears that the logs were felled without permission of the Forest Depadcrnent.

--e Forest Department dicl not seize the logs, But the logs were physically verified only and

,.owed to remain in the land of the lotedars for a long time. Now, lt is seen from Lhe facts

=ted by the representative of the Appellants as wetl as the SPIO that the logs are not in

:r available on the lands of the Jotedars, Even if there is no seizure as stated by the SDFO,

s the responsibillty of the Forest Departnnent to take note of the missing iogs from the

;retands as the logs have been felled illegally without payment of 25olo royalty. Now, the

3s have reportedly disappeared and the Forest Department had lost 250/o royalty to be

::iected. The SDFO/SPIO subrnitted that his subordinate officials have stated that the logs

-ay have been burnt by fire. This appears to be unbelievable statement as it cannot happen

,:- the logs in the lands of several Jotedars. The Commission brings it to the notice of the

Secretary, in charge of the Forest Department as well is tne PCCF to take note of the facts

:f the case for taking appropriate action in the interest of forest as well as revenue.

n
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5. With the above directions, the Appeals stand disposed of' ', ,l

.J. .: l'
lril

.,. ..1 .\.

Let copy of this order be senr to the Appellants and the F,espondents and also tq ttie

Secretary, in charge of the Forest Deparfment, G6vernment of Tripura as weil as the

Tripu;'a fcr apProPriate ahtion.

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa $atyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

( Dr.'
Secretary
Trip'ura Inforrqatlori Comrnission

TRIPU RA IN FORMATION COM IVIISSION
Pt" Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhabasti

- 799 006

r,to. ne- 60 & 65 of 2015-17 llL.s- - f{ Dated: 20,2,24fi

Copy tor

Masuraipara, PS:

Masuraipara, PO:

Dhalai, Ambassa,

Aranya Bhawan,

6urkl"r*basti, A.gartala,

5. The Secretary ts 'ehe Govt" of Tripura, Forest Department,

0c6,

( Dr, Manas
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission

Shri Khadaram Reang, $/o Late JashmaEan Reang, Village:

Ambasse, PO: KanalaCherra, Dhalai district, Tripura-799 289.

Shri R,ejaeli:an R*ang, Slo Late Jayanthunga Reang, Village:

Kamalacherra, P5: Arnbassa, Dhalai district, Tripura-799 289,

The District Forest effieer, Dhalai, Ambassa, Tripura (FAA).

The $ub-elivisional Forest officer, Ar"nbassa Forest Sub-Division,

l.

A.

Tripura i$PI0),
5, The Frincipal Chief eonservator of Forests, Govt. of Trlpura,
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TRTPU RA IN FORMATION COM MXSSION

Pt. Nehru ComPlex, Gurkhabasti
- 799 006

1, shri Sarnarendra Das, office of the P.c.c.F, Tripura, Pt. Itlehru complex, Aranya

Bhawan, Agartala-799006, West Tripura'

,Appellant

VERSUS

The First Appellate Authority, GA(AR)- De,partmen! Government of Tripura,

Secretaria! eapital Complex, Agartala'7rI 006'

The state Public Information officer, GA(AR) Department, Government of

Tripura, Seeretariat, Capital Complex, Agartala-799 006'

Respondents

1.

No. TIC- 62 of 2016-17

bimation AC'2005'

PRESENT

shriKasthalaVenkataaSatyanarayanaa,IAs(Retd)
State Chief Information Commissioner

For the Appellan* shri Samarendra Das, the Appellant"

ror iHe Rebpondents: Smti. Malina Rema,.US, GA(AR) & SPIO

Oite of filinq Appeal: 13.1.2017 and received by the Comrnission on

18.1.2017

Date of Hearing: V2,2,24L7

Date of Judgment and Order: 22.2.2AL7

sep.EB

Brief facts sf the case are that shri samarendra Das, the Appellant, filed an RTI

:;piication dated 14,7.2014 before the sPIo of the GA(p&n Department with request to

*:cly certifled eopies of following documents/records:

i) Proeeedings and minutes of meetinq of DPC for promotion to Conservator of

Forests held in June' 20L4" 
rce and report of the GA(SA)ii) Report of the DGP, Tripura on Vigilance Oearat'

DePartment thereafter.

iii) Vigilance clearance prior promotion for the post of secretary of Mr"

' L.H,Darlong, IA5. Copy of promotion to the post of Secretary'

1.

2.
3.

t.
5.

Proa't nf A

I



Copy of the Vigilance Clearance of Shri S.Das, IFS of Dec, 2013.

Copy of Notification of promotion of the CF in 2014 and allow to read only the

related frles.

Z. Upon receipt of the RTI Application dated 14.7,20t4, the SPIO of the GA(P&T)

Department had supplied information against item no. (i) and (v) and transferred the

application fcrr information on 18.7.2014 u/s 6(3Xii) to the SPIO of the GA(AR) Department

for supply gf information for the rest i.e. item no.(ii) to (iv) as above on the ground that

they are closely related to GA(AR) Department. The SPIO of the GA(AR) Department vide

tetter dated 16.8.2014 intimated the information seeker that u/s 8(1Xj) and 11 of the RTI

,(ct, the information cannot be divulged.

3. Being aggrieved, the Appellant field trle second appeal before this Contmission on

1$.1,?CIi7 rryhich was admitted and posted for hearing today, the 22nd February,2017 duly

issuing summons to the Respondents and notice to the Appellant for appearance. During

hearing today, the Smti. Malina Rema, Under Secretary, GA(AR) Department who is also the

SP1O was present frorn the Respondents'side. Shri Samarendra Das, the Appellant was aiso

present. The First Aprpellate Authority was not present who is apparently on leave due to

illness of his wlfe.

4. - Shri Samarendra Das, the Appellant, stated that there was a complainl against him

and few or-hers including Shri L.H.Darlong and since he was denied promotion at the

rnateria; time, he would like to see the proceedings and minutes of the DPC held in June

2014 for pron'iolion Lo tlre post oi Conservator of Forests. He also wants to access the copy

of the report erf the DGP, Tripura on Vigilance Clearance submitied to ihe GA(AR')

Department and other relaled reports and also the Vigilance clearance of Shri L.H'Darlong

who was alsc; included in the same complaint to the Police but was given ihe Vigilance

clearance. He also asked for the Vigilance clearance'of Shri S. Das i.e, the Appellant, if

available, otherwise record as to why the Vigilance Clearance is not issued. He also asked

for inspeclion of relevant docurnents/files and supply of aforementioned ceftified copies

disclosing the informatlon,

5, -l-he SpIo of the GA(AR) Department has refused to disclose the information taking

shelter uncjer section 8(tXi) and Section 11 of the RTI Act'

6.ItisseenthatShrisamarendraDashadaskedforproceedingsandminutesofthe

DPC r,rhich is not a secret document and the report of the DGP' Tripura is pertaining to

himselfonlYandirenceitdoesnotfallu/s8(1Xj)andifitcontainsanyreferencetoany

I
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p the
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lE to

rer. :f:rt $e privacy of the third party nor does it contain any personal infnrrnation.

.-. " : : , -- ils,l ask*d f*:r his r".ltri Vigilance clearanee, if issuerl and th* lelated

- - : -.:. ,,;, ;i:g A,5:;:*llarit aneJ issued th* fr:ilor,ving direttiorts:

*-: ---i-,d rl*-5 *f lii* t)flle i:eid l* -i'"rne, 2$14 for the pcst ui Consr:r'rat,:r" ,:f

; -- .. , -- '" ,=;f,,,,rr-ic;', ;;'i prr:rncti*n of the post of C.F. in 2014 asl:eej al Sl.i''h,i,i ;rr:ri

': : : : -. ::--..i: ::irn:ir:d by SAip&Tl $epartment and hence ro furthei n(lisr is

" :- -= :' i- j D;s of ?"013, if i:;su*d, shruld be diselosed to Shri S, Das, tii* r\npeiiani

:.: :.;: : -::'ail ,uitriin t!"ie eateg;c;"y of exemption u/s 8(1)U) o1'lhe li.-i-I Art as the
'" - : : - , -= :-e,j iL: tii* lrpprgllgnq hintself,

' : -- -' *". 'ittiiarit i:i:arfin{:e of Strri L..l{,Darierng, tht Anpellant had noi irdilere,J

': , - - ii,' ,'iii,:tr.r :iil'.jr"e-r,rre is asiked th*uSh it [:as beerr rfisfitl*ili:d iiiai ii is

: " -. - -:<1irl. ,:i:rii:e?"i*ti {;i,ride fif ;,&,S, th* same sliouid be furnisri'r.l lt ltril", b,,i

: : _- '-,,,:ft,j,.i:-i:ijt,

- ---, : ''- irt =eieeii*i'r 
ij*,rde ef I;'i.$ tlas nmLhing to do with this partrieuiar cas* and

: -: '--; i= tite i1;-a*iirig cf several other officers, the fornrnissiorr ig rrut issurng any

, - ' : ' : : " ': lii; Selee tion Cornmitt** minutes for the po$t alf $ricretory in whicir Shri

" -, : . ::: ,lii:d+:d"

- :. ;: ls insi:cctien of relevant documents, ete is celftcernetl, the earni:iission
-'." : - -e!L--qt af the Ap6:ellant is not specifle. Henee, eommisslrrn is nci issr-rirrg rny

* - I ,l'," rr::ili:etioru, i-{e nray file speeifie request about file/files or rclei'noles iil
,r - - .-. i:,..(ir_ rnatter lqhieh the SFIO shsuld consider.

fu-
Fn

Daop ? ol &

,-s cat of the OPC proeeedings, does not fall under the provlsion of 8(



since the above inforrnation relates to ttre GA(AR) Department and the
CiearaRce for the promotion to the post of Secretary in respect of Shri L.H.Darlong relates

GA(P&T) Department, the splos of both the Departments shoutd disciose the
within 1S(fifteen) days from the date of this order,

9. \rdith the above orders, the Appeal is disposed of,

1{}. Let eopy of this order be sent to the Appellant and the Respondents. A copv I

also be s*nf to the SPIO of GA(P&T) Department for inforrnation and necesserv action.

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Conrrnissioner

Authepdieated by:
Y"-\-^x..
[\\ry,T-r' -.
'-----'"{ d 1L

( Dr, Mana*5by
5eCretarv*

Tripura krformation Commission

TRIPURA INf ORMATION COMMISSION
Ft, Nehru Coroplex-, Gurkhabasti

" 799 006
I [,10. TTC- 67 af 2016-17

Cony to;

1, Shri Samarendra Das, Offlce ol the P.C.C,F. Tripura, pt. Nehru Cornplex,
Bhau+an, Agartala-799006, West Tripura,

2. The First Appeliate Authorig, GA(AR) Departrnent, Government of
Secretariat, eapltal Complex, Agartala-799 006.

3. 'fhe Slate Public Information Officer, GA(AR) Department, Government of
SeereLariat, Capital Complex, Agartala-79g 006,

.1, l'he State Public Inforrnation Officer, GA(P&T) Department, Government of

_ Secretariat, Capital Cornplex, Agartala-799 006.

( Dr. Manas
Secretary - --') - ^

Tripura Information Co

g?.- Dated: 22.2.2At



TRI PURA IN FORMATION COPI MISSION
Pt. Nehru ComPlex, Gurlchabasti

'799 006

Rupini, S/o Late Ajit Kuamr Rupini, F.O. Manu, Dhalai,
Srrri Krishna Kumar
-,ipura-799 275,

Appellant

vER.SUS

The state Public lnforn'ntisn OffiGr,'Olo the Wildlife wardff1, Gurnti \Jvlldlifu

Sanctuary, Gandacherra, Dhalai district, Tr"ipura'
Respondent

I No.- TIC-72 af 2A$-t7

n 19(3) of the Right to Information

Act,2005,

PRESENT

Shri K.V.Satyanarayf,naaf IAS (*etd)
State Chief Information Comr'nissionel'

:cr the Appellant:
tror the Respondents:

Shri Krishna Kumar RuPini

Shri Ratan Das, SPIO, Office of the Wildlife

Warden, Gumtl, Gandacherra, Dhalai

late of filing Appeal: 18.2.2017 and received by the Commission on the

same date.

late of Hearing: 27 3.2qL7
late of Judgment and Order: 27,3.2017

9RDER

Stui Krishna Kumar Rupini, the Appellant, filed an application dated

1116 before the SPIO, Offrce of the Divisional Forest Officer, Gandachena,

seeking information relating to Tree RegistratiOn Ceftificate and Tree

*:: : - Permits issued to the lotedars by the sDFo, Gandacherra since inception

*= :-f,ce till 30th Octobe4r, 2016. He had also asked for copy of joint filed

h^^n Page 1of tl

_:



report of standing trees of one Shri Amrit Das under the vlllage Haripur

TRC Map ancJ Khatian of Shri Amrit Das along with the forv,rardirrg lettei' o1'

, Gandacherra in resp*ct of those joint field verification reporls of stanCing

trees of the lotedars. It is transpired that the SDFO, Gandacherra is actually the

Wildlife Warden of Gumti Wildlife Sanctuary, Gandacherra and he had accepted the

tlTi Application. He had replied to the information seeker stating that suNn.1 of the

infornnatlon about the permlts to Jotedars was a third pafty infarmati*n and

rejected to diselose the information. So far, as item no. 2 & 3 are concerned, the

SPiO had informed that no tree extraction permit or joint filecl verification of

standing trees in respect of Shri Arnrit Das was issued. Since Sl/N0.1 is refused,

SllNo. 4 is corollary to that and hence replied in the negative, Aggrieved by this, the

information seeker filed the first appeal before the Flrst Appellate Authcrity (fAA)

" who had issued order dated 18.1.2017 to the SFIO to furnish all the information as

has been sought by the information seeker under point no. 1,2,3 & 4 of the RTI

Application dated 14"11,201 within 15 days free of cost, Having not received the

desired information, the Appellant had approached the Commisslon,with the second

appeal on 18.2.2017. The case was adrnitted and posted for hearing today duly

issuirrg summons to the SPIO and notice to the Appeltant for appearance on

273,2}fi at 11"30 AM.

2, During hearing today, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, the Appellant, was present

who was assisted by Shri Anthony Debbarma and Shri Sanjit Debbarma. From the

Respondent's side, Shri Ratan Das, SPIO, Office of the Witdlife Warden, Gumti

Wildlife Sanetuary, Ganrjacherra, Dhaiai was also present being the Respondent-

SPIO.

3, It was pleaded by Shr,i Anthony Debbarma that they need the information as

they suspect some irregularities in the issue of tree permits issued to the lotedars

and they want to unearth the irregularities. The SPIO stated that the information

seeker did not ask any specific information but all the Pattas of the Jotedars since

inception of the office till 30th October, 2016 and he further submitted that he did

not see any ouhveighing public interest for disclosing the same, However, in respect

of item no. 2 & 3, he stated that no tree permit was issued nor any ioint filed

F*""
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: --: ,- iSSOeCt of Shri Amrit Das whlch

. --: s :r.e SllNo.4 being corollary to Sl/No.1,

*-: -:-'* ss,on had gone through the subrnissions of the Appellant as well

fi;lrem and had found that the SPIO while rejecting the third parlry information,
trplrl! E€ stated that there was no public interest which was not mentioned in the

hfr- ihn/et the same was argued by the SPIO during the hbaring. It is also
i

.iGr 8Et trre FAA while ovefturning the order of the SPIO not to disclose the third

;ffi ilnrmation, did not issue any hearing notice to the third party. The

tLm*gim finds that the order of the FAA suffers from infirmity on this account as

rcUirtri perties should have been notified and given an opportunity.

!t Considering the facts of the case, the Commission find that the information

r*r dd not ask for specific information but large volume of information which the

Oimrris*on find that there is no public interest to warrant disclosure. In case there

,h ry doubt about the present case relating to Shri Amrit Das, the same was

ffi by the SPIO, The Commission does not find any outweighing public

nlEest b have access to the copies of tree permits and field verification repofts In

@c of all the lotedars for whom tree permits were given since inception of the

dilh f{l 30dl October, 2016 as the information sought was not specific. Accordingly,"

h Cornmission upholds the order of the SPIO. However, since the issue of Shri

ilmrt Das was raised, the Commission allows the information seeker to inspect the

megcter in which tree permits issued are listed and such inspection should be done

m :.*n April, 2017 at,11,00 AM in strict adherence to the rules, free of cost.

" --: ;ppeal case stands disposed of in terms of the orders as aforesaid.

f" lct copy of this order be sent to the Appellant, the SPIO and also a copy

SBJd be sent to the First Appellate Authori$ who is the District Forest Officer,

Maa District, Ambassa.

sd/_

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner
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( Dr,

by:

h\\aryP,4h\y
lqanSs D'ev )

Secretary
Tripura information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. filehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

- 799 006
No, TIC-72 of 20t6-t7 / lgS | ^ 33 Dated : 27 3.24fl

eopy to:

1, Shri Krishna Kumar Rupini, S/o Late Ajit Kuamr Rupini, P.O. Manu, Dhalai,
Tripura-799 275.

2" The State Public Information Officer, Alo the Wildlife Warden, Gumti
Wildlife Sanctuary, Gandacherra, Dhalai district, Tripura.

3" The District Forest Officer, Dhalai District, Ambassa, Dhalai (First Appellate
Authority). (.

N't$,.r n\V
YrL*'\,Y

( Dr. Manas De0 )
Secretary

Tripura Information Cornrnission

i
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T RIPU RA INFORMATION COMMISSION
r:. i'lehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

rtala - 799 005

int I'lc. TIC-06 of 7016-17

!5I 3e Deb (Paul), W/o Shri Debasish Paul, Village: Nakful, PO: l.lalahali, PS:
!h, Dhabi, Tripura, Pin-799 286.

Complainant
VERSUS

L 9ri Arat*nda Datta, Secretary, Shakti Sangha Samajik Sangshta, Village:
Uetut FO: Halahall, PS: Salema, Dhalai, Tripura, PIN-799 286 (SPIO).

.,..,,.".,,...,Cpposite pafi.

Date of Hearing: 21,6,2015
Date of Issue of Order: 21.6.2015

:'="s=-: Shri K.V. Satyanarayanaa, IAS (Retd)
State Cnief Information Commissioner

I For the Compiainant: Smti, Sukla Deb (paul).
1. For the Coposile party: Shri Arabinda Datta, Secretary"

i^ the matter cf a comptaint under section 18(1) of the RTi Act,2005.

ORDER

The case was filed by smri, sukla Deb (paul), the complainant, she hacl

aoolied to the Secretary, Shakti Sangha Samajik sangshta of Village Nakphul,

Halahjaii, Selenta, Kamalpur, Dhalai on 18.3. 2016 seeking information about copies

of the agenda of the meetings of the said Socieg held from 2008 to till date and the

cooies of attendance and resolution passed. The Society had not sent any reply,

Smti. Sukla Deb (Paul) filed the complaint before this Commission which was



admitted and summons/notice were issued to the RespondentlComplainant for

hearing todaY.

Z, 0n the date of hearing i.e. 21.5.2016, Smti Sukla Deb (Paul), the Complainant

was present and Shri Arabinda Datta, Secretary of the Shakti Sangha Samajik

Sangshta was also Present.

3. Shri Arabinda Datta, Secretary stated that their organization has been in

existence since 2008 and it was registered under the societies Registration Act,

1850, He had aiso informed that they are not in receipt of any fund from any

government organization; it is voluntary body and not in receipt of any fund from

any Govennment" Smti, Sukla Deb (Paul) also had admitted that she is not a member

of the sangshta but she had approached the cooperative Department for the

information. But they could not give the information and instead asked her to

approach the Sangshta directlY.

4. Be that as it may be, she had approached the Information commission. The

case was heard. it is clear from the status of the SocieS that it does not come under

the definition of public authority as defined under section 2(h) or the RTI Act, 2005'

Public authority as defined in Section 2(h) is as under:

2(h) "public authority " means any authority or body or institution of self-

Ecvernment established or constituted-

a) By or under the Constitution;

b) By any other law made by Parliament;

c) By any other law made by State Legislature;

d) By notification issued or order made by the appropriate Governnnent, and

includes- i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed; ii) non-

Government organizations substantially finance, directly or indirectly by

funds provided by the appropriate Government;

5. As seen from the above, the said sangshta is not a public authorily' It is a

Society not financed by the Governrnent directly or indirectly and it is not the

-Br
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T

:i:atioR of the Govennment either by State Legislature or Parliament. This is not a

::Diic authori$ and hence outslde the purview of the RTI Act, 2005.

5 in the nesult, the complaint is dlsmissed"

7. tet copy of this order he sent to the Complainant and the Respondent free of

-LJ5L.

sd/-
( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )

State Chief Information Gommissioner

by:

Seeretary
Tripura Infarmation eornmission

TPJPUr{A INFORMATION COM MISSION
Pt. Nehru Cornplex, Gurkhabasti

la * 799 006

aintfdo"TXC-06 of 2016-17 f'--{'::. i t'.r. 21.6.2016

Copy to:
t, Srnti Sr.rkla Deb (Faul), Wo Shri Debasish Paul, Village: Nakful, PO: F'lalahali,

P5: Salerna, Dhalai, Tripura, Pin'799 286.

2" Shrl Arabinda Datta, Secretary, Shakti Sangha Samajik SanEshta, Village:

Nakphul, F0: Halahali, P5; Salenna, Dhalai, Tripura, Pif\i-799 286 (SPIC).

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission
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TRIPURA I NFORMATTON COM MISSIO N
Pt. Nehr,u Complex, Gurkhabasti

Aqartala - 799 006

Complaiht No, TIC-08 af 2,0;'16'17

Shri Sudhangshu Sarkar, Clo Shri Partha Saha, Joynagar Lane No.2, Agartala, West Tripura.
..,...,,.. Complainant

VERSUS

The State Publ!e Information Officer, Office of the Cornmissioner of Depa(mental Inquiries,

Governrnent of Tripura, Gurkhabasti, Agartala-7gg 005.
.."... "........Opposite party.

Date of Hearing: 21"6.2016
Date of Issue of Order: 21.5.2015

Sfri K"V. Satyanarayanaa, IAS (l"etd)
State Chief Information eommissioner

For the eompiainant: Shri Sudhangshu Sarkar; the Complainant.
For the Opposite par"ty: Shrl Promode Debbarma, SPIO.

In the rnatter of a Complaint under Section 1B(1) of the RTI Act,2005.

a3-D_E-B

The ease was filed hry Shri SudhanEshu Sarkar on 26.5.2016. He made an application

to the Commrssioner of Depaftmental Inquiries uuho is the SFIO seeking copy of the findings

of the Inquiring Authoriby i.e, Commissioner of Depaftmentai Inquiries along r,'rilh copy of

the letter by whieh the findings have been sent to the GA(AR) Department. The

Carnmissianer of Depai"tmental Inquiries has sent a letter to Shri SudhanEshu Sarkar, the

Complainant, on 24.5.201"5 i.e, after more Lhan three months informing him that he should

approaeh lhe GA(,0'R) Department for getting the information, Aggrieved by this, Shri

Sudhangshu Sarkar, the information seeker filed a complaint before the lnformation

Comrnission tvhieh was admitted as Cornplaint No.TiC-08 of 2016-t7 and posteo for hearing

on 10,6.2015 which was subsequently deferred as the Respondent, Shri Pronrode

Debbarrna, SPi0 had requested for deferring the case due to his pre-fixed programme. The

1.
t.

Present:

-"



Bmmissionaccedinghisrequestdeferredthecaseandfixedthenextdateofhearingon

]i.6.2016,

Z.Duringhearing,ShriPromodeDebbarma'theCommissionerofDepartmental

irquiries and SPI0 WaS present. Shri Sudhangshu Sarkar, the complainant was.also present.

3'ShrisudhangshuSarkar,theComplainant,soughttheinformationastherecordis

arvailable with the cornmissioner of Departmental Inquiries though t was also sent to the

C,A(AR)Departrnent.TheComrnissionerofDepartrnerltallnquiriesdidagreethattherecord

isavaitabteinhisofficeandthathehadaskedtheinformationseekertoseekthe

information frorn the GA(AR) Department'

4.TheCornmissionhasgoneintothematterandfoundthatthesPiohadtakenmore

thanthreemonthstimetoinformtheinformationseekertoapproachthe6A(AR)
Department,Further,underSection6(3)oftheRTlAct,itisincumbentuponthepublic

authonty to transfer the application for infsrmatior' to the other public authoriw in case the

information is held by other public authority and such applieation has to be transferred not

Iater than five davs" In this case' the sPIo neither transferred the alel1l:::::^t:: 
:T":

a

ffiilil;r;,red rime. As rhe inrormarion seeker has arreadv waited for aboutfive

3n?r't 
'A 

.rrnnlu the
months far thls informa[ion'

5. With the ahove directions' the Complaint case allowed'

6,Letcopyofthisor:derbesenttotheComplainantandtheRespondentfreeofcost.
. sd/_

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa ). - 
ili; chief information commissioner

Authenticated bY:

$

Wu,u---
(0r, ManafD&!Y
SecretarY

Tripura Inforrnation eonrmission
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TRIPIJRA I NFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt, Nehru' ComPlex, Gurkhabasti

- - - fs.a4qla - 79e qgs" - '* *
Complaint No. TIC"O8 of zOrO"rj i t 

-:;: 
',: 

-|*:---*_.-. 
qqlqq : 21'6'2016

Copy to:

1. Shri Sudhangshu Sarkar, C/o Shri Partha Saha, Joynagar Lane l'lo'2, Agartala, West

Tripura.

2. The State public Information Officer, Office of the Comrnissioner CIf Departffixental

Inquirles, Governrnent of Tripura, Gurkhabasti, Agartala'799 00$a
\x',

, \\\fl* , rr u\;_-?j \b).
( Dr. Manas Dev )'"

Secreta ry

Tripura lnformatiorl eon: niisqien
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TRrpt,RA TNTCIRMATION COMMISSTON ".:i --:: ' 'i'
P" N" Complex: Gorkhabasti

Asartaia - 799 006

:.,-<ffi- ::Connolain[ 
ruo. rtC - 07 of 2qJ-6:17

Snri Narendra Debbarrna, S/o Late Anaray

P.O. Nalicherra, P.5. Arnbassa,

Delrbarrna, Vitl " Kishorai Thakur Para,

Disl - Dhalai, PiN 799 289

Compiainant

VERSUS
- .1, ^-

The Superinte'ndlng Engineer, Str' Circle, PWD(R & B)' Jawaharnagar' Ambassa'

ifffit1gi1 *1*# tii:ly-tillliL:: .- : :. :. :.- r,: :.r T:i::fl':
ln me mafter of a Complaint under section 18(1) of the Right to Information Act'

2C05.

PRESENT

shri Kasthala venkataa satyanarayanaa, IAS(R'etcl)

State C'hief Information Commissioner

For the Comptainant: S,hri Narendra Debbarma

For the ResPondents:

shri Narendra Debbarma, s/o Late Anaray Debbarma, vill * Kishorai Thakur

Para, Amtrassa filed an applrcation for infornration under RTI Act with the Executive

1. Shri Shyamalendu B-haumlk, Supdg, Engir'1eer, 5n fircle

PWD(R & B), Jawaharnagar, Arnbassa'

2. 5h; nsr,im'rr, oeuuarm-a, E*. Engineer, 5th Circleu- 
PWD(R & B), Jawaharnagar, Ambassa(SPIO)'

3. Shr.i eiioy rrisrrna Debnath, Ex, lrlgineTJllt Project- 
Cirdel PWD(R & B), Agaratala(FormerSPIO)"

ORDER

Qatsd; ?S,07,2t)16



: q*}t
I 

"" 
\''l&*i

'\r$ t
\l-i.). -:.

, Otfice of the Superintending Engineer, 5th Circle, PWD(R & B),

harnagar, Ambassa being a SPIO on 14.07.2015. Tne ASPIO, Office oF the

SpiC rransferred this application on L7.A7.20L5 to the Executive Engineer, PWD(R &

D), Anrbassa For taking necessary action. The Executive Engineer, PV/D(R & D),

Arnbassa, who is SPIO of that office wrote to Hinduslan Steelwoi'ks Construction

Lid.(HSCL) lvhrch was executing construction of the road from North Nalicherra to

\t/est Nalicherra under PMGSY on 18.08.2015 for submission of detaiieC report.

HSCL promptly r"eplied stating that no such record is available with them, After that

no repiy had been sent by the SPIO to the information seeker. Aggrieved by this, he

filed a complaint before the Tripura Information Commission on 16'05.2016 which

r^ris admltted as Conrplaint No. 07 of ,2016 - 17 and Sunrrnons to lhe SPIO and

Nrijce tc the complainant were issued. The case was heard on 25.06,2C16 and the

C;mmissicn decicled to issue sLlmmons to the Executive Engineer, Cffice of the

Superintending Engineer, 5tr' Circle, PWD(R & B), Jawaharnagar, Ambassa to attend

before the Conrmission on 28,07.2016 for much delay to respond the RTI appiication

and to explain why penalty should not be imposed.

2. During the hearing Shri Ashim Kr. Debbarma, present SPIO and Shri Bijoy

Krishna DebnaLh, former SPIO in the Office .of the Superintending Engineer, 5th

Circle, P\,VD(R & B), Jawaharnagar, Ambassa as well as Shri Shyamalendu Bhaumik,

Superintending Engineer, 5th Ciicle, P\l/D(R & B). Jawaharnagar, Ambas,a *e'e

present, For the complainant Shri Narendra Debi:arma assisted by nis son was

present during the hearing

v



I

, :-

--: a,espondent infornred that reply has been sent to the information sePker,

-:--?, the Comolainant. The complainant also admitted that he had received

:::- from llie respondent though a major grievance rela[ing to status of his

-: :3 rg used for the construction of road was answered, SPIO did not supply

--=-satlon record and land acquisition record. In case land was acquired and

-::rsation lvas pald SPIO should immediately inform after taking his record

.,-.'-t,/, Even if no land acquir.ed or compensation paid, this must be speciFlcally

.'-ed to the Complainant, This reply should be seni to the Compiainant within

: ..8€k from date of this order.

- l\rcw regarding issue of inordinate delay lo furnish reply to the Complainant,

- s-rrr1g of information after about 11months would not be a ground to iet off the

:-,::ndents. in the light of this Commission feels that it is a fil case to impose

,:'i ty, However, there is change in the incumbency in tlie office of the SPIO

: :::tive Engineer, PWD(R&B), Ambassa Division). Shri Surjya Kr. Debbarma,

' - =. Executive Engineer (former SPIO), Office of the Superintending Engineer, 5th

--::. PWD(R & B), Jawaharnagar, Ambassa.presently posted in Proiect Circie,

, '':e of the Chief Engineer, PWD(R & B) and Shri Nil Kanta Chakma, Executive

:'eer (former SPIO), PWD(R & B), Ambassa Divislon should also be asked as to

- lenalty under section 20(1) oF the RTI Act, 2005 should not be imposed for

= 
- failure to supply information to the information seeker during thelr lenure. The

-: , shouid reach this Commission within one month from the date of issue of lhis

b_-

- ---20i5 stating that the road from North Nalicherra to West

-'-. J.roei- PI,IGSY does not pass through the jote land of Shri Narendra



r,,*,.
, lrrii\:isi{ After" i"eceipt of the response 0r after conrpletion of 30(thirty) days, th

tuli"*":
-";*'#!,fcnrnrission would take a view about imposition of penally.

S. The .secretar:y, Tr:ipur,a Information Commission should open a new case file

on imposltion of'penalty. The present case will stand closed with above'

6. Let copy of this order be sent to Lhe Executive Engineer(SPIO), Office of the

Superintending Engineer, 5h Circle PWD(R & B), Jawarharnagar, Ambassa and

Executive Engineer, PIVD(R & B), Ambassa Division and Complainant,

sd/_

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa)
State Chief Informalian CommisEioner

Authentieated by:

Burar
(Dr Manas D"!)z
SecretarY,
Tripura Inrormation Commission
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TRI PU R.A I N FORMATION COMMISSION
P. N. Complex, Gorl<hahasti,Agartala - 799 O06

Complaint No. TIC'07 of 2016-17 gr 9 -)oo Dated : 28.07.2016

Copy to:-
j., Shrt lrlarendra Debbarma, Slo Late Anaray Debbarma, Vill - Kishorai Thakur Para,

P.O.l'laiicnerraP.S.Ambassa,Dist-Dhalai'PIN-799289'
Z. Ttie Execuii're Engineer(SPIO), Office of the Superintending Engineei,5t'Circle'

p\YD(R&3), Jarvaharnagar, Ambassa, PIN - 799 289'

J. Sh.r N1 Kanta chakma, Executive Engineer(SPlo), PWD(R&B), Arnbassa Division'

jar'raharnagar, Ambassa, PIN - 799289'
q. Snr.i Shyamalendu Bhaumik, Superintending Engineer(FAA), 5th Circle, P\/DfR&B)'

Jev+aharnagar, Ambassa, PIN - 799 289'

5. Shri Surjya t<i. Debbarma, Executive Engineer, Project Circle, PWD(R & B)' Capital

Comolex, Agartala.
5. Shri BijoY Krishna Debnath,

Complex, Aga.r:tala'

Executive Engineer, Project Circle, PWD(R & B), Capital

Secretary
Tripura Information Commission
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TBIPU RA INTORPIATIOM COM MISSION
P, N, Compiex: Gorkhabasti

Agafiala * 799 0Q6

Complaint No. TIC - 11 of 7A16-17

Shri Swapan Dey, 5/o Sri Moni Lal Dey, P.0. A"D.t,lagar, Charipara Road No, 14, Agartala -
799 003...... ...,..,,....,,,Complainant

VERSUS

The State Public Information Officer, Office of thr Siate Health Mission, Tripura, Agartala
...,Resoondent

In the matter of a Complaint under section 1S(1) of the Righl to Information Act, 2005,

PR.EsENT

$fi ri Kasthala Venl<ataa $atya na rayanaa, IAS(Retd)
State Chief Inforrnation Commissioner

Shri Swapan Dey, Complainant

1. Shri Sudip Den, SPIO, Olo the Mission Director, N.H.M,,
Tripura,

2. Dr Babul Das, Programme Officer, NTCP, Tripura(SPIO)
3. Dr Sailesh K. Yadav. Mission Director, N,H.M,, Tripura
08.06.2016
06.08,20i6
06.08.2016

ORDER
Dated ; 06.08,2016

For the complainant:

For the Respondentbi

Date of filingi
Date of hearing:
Date of order:

Shri Swapan Dey ftled an

28.0 ,2016 to the SPIO, Office of

The SPXO, Of-fice of the Mission

applicaiion for information under RTI Act, 2005 on

the ltission fiirector, National Health Mission, Tripura.

Director, ilJ.H,f"1, transferred the application seeking

(\
E* k^.6\
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I
;:"ii ' I

fff 
innii*u,,on to the programme officer, National robacco control Programme on 28'04'2016'

;";t' 
" ":' 

'{ 
'hr} tha (PIo offic ector' N'H'M' was unaware that the=.-lfrt$;,tr seen that the SPIO, office of the Mission Dir

:""i:./ -^u6i^, cDr^ rn,{ ,rrora <nnoht the information as a
ProgrammeQfficer,NTCPwasnotifiedSPloandweresoughtth.e

custodian.

The programme officer', office of the Mission Director, N.H'M' r'eplied disallOwinE certain

inforrnatiorr and supplied some information to the SPIO, Office of the Mission Director'

N.H.M", who in turn supplied to shri Swapan Dey by forwarding information received' He

had not indicated the First Appellate Authorigl while supplying information under his

signature.

?, Due to this and aggrieved by non.supply of some information, Shri Swapan Dey flled

second appeal before the Tripura Inrormation commission on 08'06'2016 which was

adrnitted as complaint and posted for hearing on 30.07.2016 during which sri swapan Dey'

complainant alongwith his counsel Shri samarjit Bhattacherlee' Ld' Advocate was present'

Sri sudip Deb, sPIo, of'fice of the Mission Director, N'H'M' was also present' on that day

thecasewasheard.ShriswapanDeydidnotgetmuchinformationduetonon.disclosure

of information and Shri sudip Deb, sPIO could not give satisfactory replv for such non'

disclosure, The case was postponed for further hearing on 06'08'2016' The commission

also sought the presence of the Mission Director, I{'l'1'M., Tripura' Today i'e'' on

06.08.2016the case was reheard' During hearing Or Sailesh K' Yadav' Mission Director'

N.H,M,, Tripura, Dr Babul Das, Programme officer, NTCP(SPI0) and Shr:i Sudip Deb, SP10,

office of the Missiort Director, N.l-t.M, were present frorn the Respondents' side' ' The

Complainant alongwith his counsel Sri Samarjit Bhattacherjee' Ld" Advocate was present'

Both the parties were heard and the commission passed the fottowing dir:ections:

3. It is admitted by both the parties that for point No' 1 to 4' document sought have

already been suPPtied,

p,-



4, In respect oll point No. 5, 6 & 7 by which the Cornplainant'Wdnted

Rules for the post of District Consultant, Psychologist and Social Worker under NTCP; 
, *,

-r'-S 'f

This was not supplied by the Programme Officer, NTCP. He told during hearinffffi"l

there are separate Recruitment Rules framed for theses posts and that Following Terms of

References of G.O.I., these posts have been filled up. The Terms of References inter alia

included job responsibilities besides eligibility criteria. The Commission direcls the SPIO of

the National Tobacco Control Programme to clearly state the non framing o1'separate RlRs

for the'se posts and supply the Terms of Reference of the G,O.L to the information seeker

specially stating the above factual position.

5, By point No. B, 9, & 10, the information seeker soughl criteria for the post District

Consultant, Psychologist and Social Worker under NTCP;

The Prograrnme Officer, NTCP(SPIO) should supply the criteria followed and relevant

note file.

6, Vide point hlo. L!, lZ, & 13, the information seeker wanted distribution of marks

awarded by the Interuiew Board against each of the posts;

The Commission dlrects that since the information relating to selected candidates

have already been supplied, there is no requirement for supply any further information.

However, any particular candidate who was not selected seeks his / her marks awarded by

the Interview Board, the SPiO should consider to supply.

7' Vide point No. 14, 15 & 16, the information seekerwanted the certified copies of the

criteria / file notes in terms of distribution of marks to the candidate by the board for each

of the posts:

The Prograrnme Officer, NTCP(SPIO) should supply if there is any criteria in the file,

8, Regarding point No. t7, !8 & 19, the information wanted copies of the verified roster

for each of the posts:

M---



I
-.':1!,?) 

,

)- .,*,"_
: :*: ,. 1,. .

,l;f{
,,.}.ff;r .liiy *irshould be suppried by the programrne officer, NTSP(5PIS)'

' i'*n-: " '!: '*"'!t 
^ainl Nrn rn iF i" rdr nsel of the information seeker that it iS

" 
';" ip::' For point No' 20, it is admitted by the Ld' cou

a duplication, Hence, no action is needed'

10,VidepointNo.21,22&23,theinformationseekerwantedcopiesofnotes/filein

terms of selection for each of the pssts;

This should be suPPlied'

lt.ForpointNo.24,thiswasalreadyrepliedstatingthattheSPIOwasnoreciplentof

said judgment. The Ld. counsel of the inforrnation seeker stated that they do not insist on

that,

t2. The direction is given should be implemented by the SPIO within one week from the

date of issue of this arder. The counsel of the information seeker sought imposition penalty

for non-supply of information. However, it is seen that the Respondents had supplied for

the infornnation and craiming of non-discrosure for some information. The commission

does not find any malafide intention Respondents' The cornmission is not imposing any

penatty on the Respondents. The Commission advises the Respondents to be mote cautious

in replying to the RTI applications in future and dispose of the same within prescribed time'

With this, the case is disPosed of'

t3.LetcopyofthisorderbesenttotheStatePubliclnformationofflcer,officeofthe

Misslon Director, N.H,M. and the programme officer, NTCP(SPI0) and the Complainant'

sd/-
(Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa)

State Chief Iniormation Commissioner

Authqnticated bY:
\.\

N*,rC\L*r -5;1',.,,, 
'u---/

(Dr Manas De$)-----
Secretary, 

r
Tripura Information Cornmission



No.11C-11 0f2016-17

TRIPUR,A IN FORMATIO.N COM]MISSION
P. N. Complex, Gorkhabasti, Agartala - 799 0O6

Copy to:-
1. Shr"i Swapan Dey, Slo Shri Moni Lal Dey, P.P. A.D"Nagar, Charipara Road No.

Rajib Chowmohani, Agaftala - 799 003.
2" The State Fublic Inforrnation Officen, Office of the Nlational Health Mission,

Palace eori:pound, Agartala (SPIO),

3, The Frograrmrne 0fficer, Nlational Tobacco Control
(sPrCI).

Frogramme, Tripura,

14, near

Tripura,

Agar-ta!a

,t'r ^

$ff-#,P-'n"
(Dr Manas Dev)

Secretary
Tripura Information' Commission
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TRIPU.RA INFO RI-IATION COM MISSION
PL Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Agartalp - 799 006

No. TIC-29 of 2016-17

Miss Shatabdi Eaishnab, D/o Shri Swapan Kr Baishnab, Masterda Surya Sen Lane,
Po: Kumarghat' Unakoti' Tripura-799 264' 

....Comprainant
VERSUS

Dr. S. K. Poddar, Secretary, Tripura Board of Secondary Education, pt. Nehru
Complex, Gurkhabasti, Agartala -799 005 (SPIO).

Opposite parb7,

In the matter of a Comptaint under Section 1B(1) of the RTI Act,2005.

PRESENT

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

For the Complainant: Miss Shatabdi Baishnab, the Complainant.

For the Opposite party: Dr. Swapan Kr. poddar, SPIO, TBSE

ORDER

Datedl 24.10,2016

The case was heard on27.9.2016 and the SPIO was asked to file an Affidavitas to
why the Complainant is not entitled for photocopies of evaluated answer scripts and
whether the candida[e (Complainant) is entitled to get copies of evaluated answer sciipts by
paying Rs.2l- only per page instead of Rs.S00/- per answer script,

2. During hearing today i.e. 24.10,2016, Dr" swapan Kr. poddar, splo of rripura Board
of Secondary Education (TBSE) along with the Standing Counsel for the TBSE, Shri,
Paramartha Datta, Advocate was present, They have submitted an Affidavit stating that the
Apex Court in the Case of Adi$a Bandopadhyay Vs Central Board of Secorrdary Educatron
has allowed inspection of answers scripts, They have also pleaded that the TBSE has
prescribed the procedure for inspection of evaluated ailswer scripts and has set Rs.500l- per
answer script and the f{otification dated 15.12.2015 is in force, The Comptatnant,s sicle is
represented by her father, Shri Swapan Kumar Baishnab and Shri Sajal Deb. They have

Nr



pleaded that the RTI Act should take primary and the copies shculd be supplieci € ,Rs.2/-.
They have also pleaded that TBSE allows only one person to assist the candidate ir.,: case of
inspecrion and there are different subjects like English, Mathematics, physics, Chemistry, etc
and it is not possible for one person to go through the evaluated answer scripts i-ncre so
when they are not supplying the copies. They have also stated that when TBSE is ready to
allow only one person to assist the candidate then it is alt the more imperative for giving the
copies of the evaluated answer scripts to candidate. The Standing Counsel for the TBSE
submitted that they conduct examinations for rnore than 80,000 students foi- Madhyamik
and Higher Secondary Examinations every year and it will be well neigh impossible to
'provide certified copies as per their Rules, Il is alss subrnitted ihat the evaluated answer
scripts are retained only for a period of six months and the provisions for inspection of the
evaluated anslver scripts is on payment of Rs.500 l- per answer scripl and the candidate
upon such inspection can make hisiher representation pointing out deficiencies, if any, to
the Board and the Board is bound to examine and consider. They have further submitteC
that in the iight of onerous responsibility of conducting the examinations within the
scheduleo time, the inspection as prescribed may be allowed as otherwise it uritl be very
difficult for the Board to complete the entire process on time.

3. The Commission was seized of the matter and found that while there is no bar for
giving certified copies ol the examination papers as per observations of the Apex Court in'Aditya Eandopadhyaya Vs CBSE & Ors if not the final decision atlowing inspection in that
case it toras only inspection which was asked. However, taking into consideration the
practical difficulties of rhe Board and sanctity of the process is not vioiated and at the same
time instill confidence in the examinees to have access to the answer scripts in presence of
an expeft, the Commission issues the following orders:-
i) The evaluated answer scripts should be allowed to be inspected by the candidate
upon payment of Rs.500/- per answer script as when a particular fees is set by an
organization, it cannot be violated by payment of Rs.2/- per page, The RTI prescribed Rs.2/-
per page should apply in such cases where there is no such fees prescribed by the pubiic
authorities. In the light of this inspection for evaluated answer script should be allowed on
payment of the prescribed fees of Rs.500/-, Since this case is pending before the
Commission for decision, the TBSE should allow the inspection upon payment of Rs.500/-
per answer script provided tlte Complainant applies for such inspection within iQ(ten) days
from the date of this order,
ii) Taking into account the humongous task of gonducting the entire examinations by
the TBSE, the Cornrnission agrees that it meets ends of justice il inspection of the a'nswer
scripts is aliowed. However, to be fair to the candidate, the TBSE should allow for each
subject separate expert to be present to assist the candidate in case the candidale chooses
and give reasonable time for going through the papers and make notes so that the
candidate may make representation, if any, to the Board.
iii) It may so happen that such inspection may spread over more than one day based on
number of papers for which the candidate seeks for inspection.
iv) The candidate should be allowed to make notes based on the inspection of the
evaluated answer scrrpts without any hindrance. \..
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v) The Opposite party has s:ated that the period of six months of the examination is

over and they are in the process of destroying the evaluated answer scripts, l-{owever, for

ensuring ends of justice, the evaluated answer scripts of Smti. Shatabdi Baishnab, the

Complainant, should not be destroyed till the inspection is completed within the next 45

days before which the inspection should be completed in 30 days and the observation or

representation if any, made by the candidate should be examined and decision taken by the

TBSE before expiry of 45 days.

4. With the above orders the Complaint case stands disposed of.

5, Let eopy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposile party free of

sdl_

( Kasthala Venkata Satyanarayanaa )
State Chief Information Commissioner

Authgnticated by:-' 
\fird--t 

'nl 
\t'-'

1\))7,11\t";-'-
( Dr. If,anas 6errY
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
Pt. Nehru Complex, Gurkhabasti

Asartala - 799 006

Complaint No. TIC-29 of 2016'L7l tt | ) '-9c1

Miss Shatabdi Baishnab, D/o Shri Swapan Kr Baishnab, Masterda Surya Sen Lane,

P0: Kumarghat, Unakoti , Tripura-799 264. 
.

Dr. 5. K, Poddar, Secretary, Tripura Board ol Secondary Education, Pl' Nehru

Complex, Gurkhabasti, AEartala '799 006 (SPIO).

(.i \

Nt},o.i rb.-'lA|u _---'-
( Dr. Manas De\rI

Secretary
Tripura Information Commisston
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TRI'PU RA NN FORTIIATIOT{ COM MISSION
P. N. Complex: Got'khabasti

Agprtala * 799 006
Comolaint No, TIC * 72 ot 2A15 -fi

: E ! --

--6il Subash-Ch paut, Slo Shr-i Satish Ch. Faul, Jagaharim,ura, Near Gourabari

Road, PO: Agartaia College, Agartata-7gg 004.

.Complainant

Vs

1. The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Jampuijar i Sub-division, Jampuijaia, Sepahijala' 
District, Tripura (SPIO).

2. The State Public Information Officer, Directorate of Food, Civil Supplies &

Consumer Affairs, Government of Tripurra, Gurkhabasti, Agartala.

Oppcsite parties

In the matter of a Complaint unCer Seclion 18(1) of Right to Information Acl, 2005,

PRESENT

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

For the Complainant: Shri Dulal Ch, Saha, Advocate for the Complainant

For'the Opposite party: Shri D. Chaki'abor$, Jt. Director, Food & SPiO

Shri L. Dariong, SDM, Jampuiiala & SPIO

ORPES

oated;2{l.i.zotz

This case was heard on 28.10"2016 and the Ld. Counsel appearing for the

Appellant pleaded for time to argue about the disclosure of the statement of assetS

and liabilities of a Government employee. Accordingly, the Ld. Counsel was given

time to rnake his submission about the disclosure of the statement of assets and

liabilities of a Government employee. As such, the date was fixed on 5.i2.2016 and

on that date, the l-d, Counsel filed a written representation pray-ing for adjournment

of the hearing and requested for fixing another date preferably on a Saturday.

S*fn
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rdingly, the case was fixed today, 28th of January, 2017 being the Saturday, for

bmission by the Ld' Counsel for the Appellant.

2. The case wm taken up for hearing as scheduled. From the Opposite pafi,

Shri D.Chakraborry, SPIO of the Directorate of Food, Civil Supplies & Consumer

Affairs, Governrnent of Tripura, and Shri L Dartong, SDM, Jampuijala & SPIO were

prelent. FOr the Complainant, Shr! Dulal Ch. Saha, Advocate was present'

3" The Ld. Counsel appearing for the Complainant stated that under CCS(CCA)

Rules u/s lg(lXii) every Government servant belonging to any service or holding

any post included in Group- A and Grou;- B shall submit an annual reLurn in such

form as may be prescribed by the Government in this regard giving full particulars

regarding the immovable property inherited by him or owned or acquired by him or

held by him on lease or mortgage either in his own name or in the name of any

member of his family or in the name of any other persons, Sub-llule (ii) of the said

section also makes it obligatory on the part of the Government servant not to

acquire or dispose of any such property except with the previous knowledge of the

prescribed authority or previous sanction of the prescribed aulhority shall be

obtained if any such transaction is with a person having officiat dealings with him'

The Ld" eounsel stated that CCS(CCA) Rules were adopted by the State

Government. i-le also drawn the attention of the commission durina he'rrinq to 3

Qffice Memorandum dated 23.9.2013 which mandates the Immovable Property

Returns (IPRs) by the officers of Group-A Central services for each year be placed in

the public domain by 31st March every year. He also drawn the attention of Office

Menrorandum dated il,g.2012 of the GoI, DoPT which has asked the public

authorities to take steps to provide impoftant information suo mou to the public at

regular intervals including internet about official tours of Ministers and other officials'

The said Memorandum h6s advised that such information shor"rld be disclosed as

proactive diselosure u/s q of the RTi Act. Detaiis of foreign and domestic tours

undertaken by the Ministers and officers of the rank of Joint secretary to GoI and

above and Heads of Departments since 1* January , 1OLZ and that this disclosure

may be updated once every quarter.

V,---
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stated that the statements of assets and liabilities of an employed are

informauon and that he had issued third partv notice and the third party denied to

disclose the information. The SPIO coneluded that there is no larger public interest

warranting the disclosure of the information. He had produced a decision of the

Honfble Central trnformation Commission in P.P. Rajeev Vs Cochin Port Trust dated

ZZ.Z.ZOLA and also an order of the Hon'ble Sr.rpreme Court of India in SLP(C)

No,Zt73A sf 2012. He stated that in the SLP, the decision of the CIC denying this

information being personal information was upheld.

5. . After hearing both the parties, the Conrmission considered the case on merits.

It is seen that except the statement of property return from 2012-15 of Shri Anirudh

Bhattacharjee, all other information had already been supplied and the orders of the

Commission have been complied with by the concerned SPIOs. In so far as the

Satement of assets and liabilities is concerned, the Ld. Counsel had drawn the

atenuon to Rule 18(ii) of the CCS(CCA) Rules which mandates filing of propefi

return by the Government servant every year, It is not disputed that a Government

seruant has to submit staternent of his/her propefty return but what is material in

this particular case is whether the same should be disclosed to the Compfainant. The

Ld. Counsel had also produced two Office Memoranda - one dealing with the placing

of property return on the public domain in respect of Group-A & B Seruices of

Central Government and the other dealing with disclosure of domestic and foreign

travel of the Ministers and Government selants. It is seen that the said Memoranda

were for the Central Government employees and unless the State adopts to place it

on the public domain, one cannot direct to place it on the public domain. However,

needless to mention that in case there is a larger public interest, then the statement

of property returns could be supplied by the SPIO or can be ordered by the

Commission in an appeal or complaint before it. In this particular case there is no

denying that fact that the propefi return comes under the personal information and

the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant had not established by any stretch of

imagination that larger public interest is going to be served except stating that his

client has apprehension that Shri Anirudh Bhattacharjee might have acquired huge

.4
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Mere apprehension cannot be a ground for invasion of privacy of an

or disclose personal information. Hence, the Commission.is not satistied

that there is any public interest and upholds the order of the sPIo dated 25.10.2016

denying the disclosure of statement of propefi returns in respect of Shri Anirudh

Bhattacharjee. However, as regard domestic and foreign tours are concerned, the

Commission has already, in its earlier order, denied for disclosure of this information

as it is between the employer and the employee u/s 8(1Xe). However, the Ld.

Counsel today ddring hearing had produced copy of an Office Memorandum in which

Government of India stated that domestic and foreign tours including expenses

incurred, etc have to be pro-actively disclosed u/s 4 of the RTI Act' A careful reading

of this Memorandum shows that it is only in respect of Heads of Departments and

officers of the rank of Joint Secretary to the GoI and above as well as Ministers. in

any case, this is not a Circular issued by the State Government either. in this

particular case, the officer involved is not of that rank and tours are domestic within

a small territorial area. The Commission has already passed its order upholding the

order given by the SPIO for non-disclosure of this information and there are no

reasons to further interfere with the order already passed in this case'

6. With the above orders, the Complaint case stands disposed of'

7. Let copy of this order be sent to the Complainant and the Opposite pafties'

sd/-

( Kasthala Venkataa Satyanarayanaa )- 
State Chief Information C,ommissioner

Authentleated bY:q{
( Dr. Manas-DevJ
Secretary
Tripura Information Commission



TRIPU RA INFORMATIOT{ CO M MISSION
F. N" Complex: Gorkhabasti
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Ng, TIC *22of ZaL6-LZf lbt) _-x t

Copy to:

1" shri subash ch Faul, s/o shri satish eh. pau!, Jagaharimura, Near Gourabari
Road, PO: Agartala College, Agartala-7gg 004.

2" The Sub-divisional Magistrate, Jampuijala Sub*division, Jarnpu'rjala, Se;:ahijala- Distriet, Tnlpura (SPIO),
3" -[he State Fublic Infr:rnnation Officer, i:ireetorate of Food, Civil Sunplies &

eonsurrrer A.ffairs, Government of rripuna, Gurkhabasti, Agartala.

fi*'
Y+#,1't)=-

( nr. MinfHtie(,1
Secretary

Tripura Information Commission

Dated: 28,1.2017


