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File No. A/62(10SCIC-2015 :

MANIPUR INFORMATION COMMISSION
SECRETARIAT NORTH BLOCK
GROUND FLOOR, BEHIND WESTERN BLOCK
IMPHAL, MANIPUR

Appeal Case No.62 of 2015
Shri |.. Romenheeted

__‘i.."s__
The FAA/Director ol Edueation {5)
Uavemment of Manipur & 2 Ors,

voeenecREsSpondents,
Dales of hearing 15-12-2015
28-12-2015
B4-02-2016
20-02-2016
04-03-201 6

Late of Decision: 16-03-201 6.
DECISIQON

The respondents are represented by Shri L. Ishwarjit Sharma, OSD {RT1) and Smi, K.
Cangarani Devi, OSD on the day ol hearing and decision. The appellant 15 also present.

Lhe appellant submitied that he had tiled his RT] application (o the SPICYDirectorale
of Hducation (S} an [8-11-13 seeking some information on functioning of privale schools in
the state. Gelling no response from Lhe SPIO. he approached the FAA on 30-12-13. As bath
the SPIO and FAA did not respond to his request even alter lapse of about 88 days and
having no alternative he filed his second appeal on 13-2-14 1o the Comniission which was
followed by a reminder dt. 28-11-13, The SPIO had piven his response only on 14-12-15
alter receiving netice of sccond appeal from the Commission. The appellant praved belure
the Conmunission for directing the SPIO 1o provide genuine information and impose penalty
against the SPI0 for delay in providing information vide his repoinder . 4-2-16.

During the hearings, the two represematives of (he $PIO%s submitted the Wrillen
suhiission of the two SPIOs/Addl. Director ol Education ($) (V) and SPTO/MAAL. Director
of Education (8] (H} dr. 2-3-15 and 1-3-16 respeclively, And, regarding delay in furnishing
itformation, it was stated that the SPIO in the olfice of the Add]. Director of Education (5)
{V) had been changed 4 {four) times in a shor period and during the renovation and shifting
of the rooms allotted to them from tme 1o time some filos including the file for processing of
the prescot RTI application pol misplaced. [ was further stated that while all the fi urnitire in
the rovms were evacualed and shifted, files were totally messed up. As such, it took some
time in fracing out the Gles/RTT application and preparation of reply for the querics sought
and the delay is unintentional but due to the incvitable circumstances and there was s
malafide intention of denying the information to the appellant,
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Alter hiearing both parties and perusal of case records. the Commission ubserves ilat
the second appeal filed by the appellant on 13-2-14 eould not be taken up in time due o non-
- Tunctioning of the Commission. During this period, both FAA and SPICKs) seems 1o be
ingetive in dealing with the RTT matters. The explanalion given by both the SPIOJAJAL
Director of Fducation (8} (V) and SPIO/Add]. Directer of Fducation {8} (H)y lor delay in
providing information lacks clarity as both the SPIOs did not explain in [l the delay of
about 25 months i.¢. from the date of filing of RTI application tll information was provided
to the appellant by botl the SPIO*s on 14-12-15. 'The Commission further observes that even
alter one deeade of its implementation, the Fublic Authonity seems Lo be not well versed with
the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. However. the information as well s subsgguent
clarifications on the queries raised by the appellant has been settled even though very
belated by,

The Commission also observes thal the frequent transfer of the S$PIO causes delay and
aller lost of track of action of the Public Authority for providing information to the RTI
petitioners within the mandated time. So the Commission i of the opinion that the Public
Authority should analyse the effect of such frequent transfer of SPICHs in implementation of
the provisions of the RTI Act and ke up such correetive measures 1o avoid lapses 1
tmplementation of provisions of the RTT Act by the Public Authority in future. The findings
and ohservations of this Commission in the present case should be considered b the Public
Authority as a waming fo FAA apd SPIO(s) to avoid repetition ol such unwanted and
undesirable delays in providing information to the citizen of the country as per provisions of
the RTI Aet in future.

With the above ohservation and direction, the appeal case is disposed of,
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Th. Ibohi Singh
State Chief Information Commissioner
Manipur Information Comimission
Authenticated PG copy:
_f : jr;,?:{_:t &
(5. Inao L‘iuéﬁ_?
Depuiy Registrar (Judll)

Copy 1o:-
I The Commissioner, Education (8). Govt, of %ani e
- For kind information and necessary action.

2. The l'irst Appellate Authority/Director of lducation (8). Gove. of Manipur
3. The SPIOVAA], Dircetor of Fducation (8/V alley). Govt. of Manipur.
4. The SPIO/AAL Director of Education (S/11ills), Govt, of Manipur,
& The 810, NIC, cflamcu
-for uploading of the deeision.
&. Shri Leishangthem Romen Meetei

S0 (L) L. NimaiMeete
LangthabalLepMuakhal.eikai, P'.CL Canchipur
P, Smglamei, Imphal West Dhstricl, Manipar. Pin=785003
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