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Sri Sushanta Pal, Assistant Teacher
Bardowali High (Ciass Xll) School
A.D. Nagar., Agcﬁr#olq...........,,......,..,,,,...,..................._.,,,.......‘._.Cor"ﬁplcjincn’r

Vs,

I. 5r Sanjit Saha, Headmaster, Bardowali High (Class Xll) School, A.D. Nagar,
T P e S 000 M e e s s s sk e et Opposite Party
2. Smi. Sikha Rani Deb, Assistant Headmistress, Bardowali ngh ierss X} School,
poe: TRCTRIIE ST v s s pae s S ... Third Party

In the matter of complaint under section 18{1)
of the Right to Information Actl, 2005.

PRESENT:

1,511 B.K.Chakraborty
State Chief Infermaticn Commissioner

2.5 DLE. Daschoudhun
State Information Commissioner

For the Complainant: The complainant himself,

For the Opposite Party: Sri Sanjit Saha, Headmaster, Bardowali High [Ciass
Xll) School, A.D. Nagar, Agartala (SPIO).

For the Third Party: smi. Sikha Rani Deb, Assistant Headmistress,
Bardowali High (Class Xl School, A.D. Nagar,
Agariala.

Date of lodging complaint: 05.10.2007

Dates of hearing: 01.11.2007 & 15.11.2007 ﬂ
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Date of pronouncing judgment:  28.11.2007 d__
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1. This complaint under saction 18{1] of the KTl Act, 2E-}EI5‘:.'.£- r short the Act)

arises out of a petition dated 05.10.2007 of 5d Sushanta Pal (here in after referred
to as the complainant) received by this Commission on the same date.

-

7 It is alleged by the complainant that in response to his written request
dated 22.08.2007 accompanying with the requisite application fee of Bs. 10/,
the Opposite Party (OP), Sr Sanjit Saha, Headmaster, Bardowali High (Class Xll)
Schoaol, Agartala being the State Public Information Officer (SPIO) provided part
and superficial information on 21.09.2007 under the Act. Hence, the complainani
approached this Commission for having access to the full information. Aleng
with the complaint, the complainant fumished photocopies of his wrilten request

dated 22.08.2007 and the |etter dated 21.09.2007 of the OP communicating the
information.

3 On perusal of the written complaint, adeguate materials are found fo
take its cognigence under section 18(1) of the Act.

4, In response to the summaons, OP S Sanjit Saha appeared and submitted
his written representation.

3. In course of hearing on 01.11.2007, it transpires that the OF being the SPIO
considered the submission of a third party Smt. Sikha Rani Deb, Assistant
Headmistress, Bardowali High (Class Xll) School, Agartala in disposing of the
written request of the camplainant in issue. 5o, in the interest of the principle of
natural justice, this Commission considered that this complaint should be
enguirad Into and decided in presence of the said third party. Accordingly, Smi.
Sikha Rani Deb was directed to appecr and place her submission, if any. In
complionce with that, Smt. Deb appeared and filed her written submission
before this Commission on 15.11.2007.

6. In course of hearing on 01.11.2007, it also franspires that the complainant
did not mention specific and precise grounds of complaint as to which
information were not provided to him by the OP, which he censidered to be part
and superficial. So, this Commission directed him to submit rejoinder giving
specific details of the grounds of complaint on 15.11.2007. Accordingly, the
complainant submitted a rejoinder on the said date wherein he agitated that
the seniority list provided to him was not the seniority list of the Hons/Posi
Graduate Teachers as scught for by him. He remained absolutely silent about
any ?iher information sought for by him.
.:||
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i In consideraticn of the complaint with rejoinder, the written representation

of the OP and the submission placed by the third party, the follewing points are
required to be decided: -

{i) is the information pertaining to the senicrity list of the Hons/Post
Graduate Teachers provided by the OP being the SPIO to the
complainant adequate?

(i1} s the complainant entitied to have access to any further infermation?

8. Point MNo.li] : We have carefully considered the written complaint with
rejoinder, the written representations of the OP, the written submission made by
the third party and alsc the cral submissions made by both the partfies. It is
alleged by the complainant that the senicrity list of the Hons/Post Graduate
Teachers as provided by the OF is not the relevant seniority list as sought for by
nim. We consider it proper to reproduce here the description of the information
perfaining fo the seniority list as sought for by the complainant vide his written
request dated 22.08.2007, which are quoted below: -

" 4. Seniority list of Hons/Post Groduate Teacher on 01.03. 1987 of aur school.
3. Seniority list of Hons/Post Graduate Teacher on 01.01.2005 of our schoal™,

2 In response to the said request, the SFIO provided the information vide his
letter No.F.1(5)-BDHS/07 /452-463 dated 21.09.2007 as thus -

“4. A copy of the seniorify list approved by the Directorate of School Education
basing on existing staff w.e. from the date of joining {5 enclosed. This will serve the
purpose of the item No, 4,5 and 9 as demanded”,

Along with said letter, the OP also enclosed the copy of the seniority list dated
25.05.2006 containing full particulars of the concermed teachers. The OP in his
rejoinder dated 14.11.2007 (submitted to this Commission on 15.11.2007) clarified
further that there exists no separate seniority list of 1987 and there is only one
seniority list of the Hons/Post Graduate Teachers in his school, copy of which has
already been furnished to the complainant.

1. The complainant in his rejoinder dated 15.11,2007 agitated that the copy
of the seniority list furnished to him on 21.09.2007 by the OP is not similar to the
seniority list, copy of which has been furnished betore this Commission. The latter
copy bears signature of the teachers, which are absent in the copy furnished fﬂ)
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him. 1t s clarified by he OP that the seniority lisfiwith Signetue
was, in fact, a draft seniority list. The complainantfias been frished with the

copy of the final seniority list, which does not contain the signature of the
teachers.

1k We have compared the copies of both the draft and final seniority lists
and found them to be similar in contents except that in the final seniority list the
signature of the concerned teachers were not there, which is quite probable.
According to the established procedure, the final seniority list doas not require to
te signed by the concerned employees/ teachers. The OP categorically stated
that there was no separate seniornty list for 01.03.1987 or 01.01.2005 and there
wdas only one seniority list in existence, copy of which had been provided to the
complainant. The complainant could not adduce any material documentary
evidence fo rebut the contenfion of the OP, which is supported by material

papers and documents. We are, therefore, inclined to accept the contention of
the OP.

2. Having regard to the discussion made here in above, we are constrained
te hold that the complainant has been previded with adequate information
pertaining to the senierity list of the Hons/Post Graduate Teachers of Bardowali
High (Class Xll) schoal in response to his written request dated 22.08.2007.

13. Point No.(ii]: In view of the findings amved at in the preceding paragraphs,
we find ne further information left o be provided to the complainant.

14. Before parting with the judgment, we consider it expedient to put it on
record that the OF being the SPIC in communicating the information to the
complainant did not use the form No.2 as prescribed in the Appendix of the
Tripura Right te Information Rules, 2005. As required under section 7(8) of the Act,
he was under obligation to communicate to the complainant being the
reguester for information the following: -

(i) the period within which an appeal may be prefered against the
decision of the SPIO ; and

(i) the particulars of the appelicte authorty o whom the appeal shiould
be preferred.

But the OP being the SPIO has failed to discharge his legal obligation, as a resul
of which the complainant had been deprived of the opportunity of preferring
the first appeal against the decision of the 5PIO to the departmental appeallate
authority. So, the OP is directed to be more careful in future to deal with the

request for information in strict adherence to the provisions of the Act.
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Decision:

34 in fine, the complaint is dismissed on confest with the observations made
in paragraph- 14 above for future guidance of the OP [SPIO).

16. Let copy of this judgment and order be sent to the complainant, the OF
and the third party. Also send a copy of this judgment and order fo the Direcior
of Schoat Education, Government of Tripura, Agartala being the head of the
Public Authority.

17 Prono:._mr:ed,

Sdf- Sd/-
(D. K. Daschaudhuri] (B.K.Chakraborty)
state Information Commissioner State Chief Information Commissioner
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(5.C. Saha)
Secretary
Tripura |nformation Comimission

TRIPURA INFORMATION COMMISSION
P. M. Complex: Gerkhabasli; Agartala

Complaint No. 21 of 200708/ /09 — 11— November 28, 2007

Copy ot

1. S Sushanta Fal, Assistant Teacher, Bardowall High (Class XIl) Schogl, A.D.

Nagar, Agartala (Complainant).
2. S Sanjit Saha, Headmaster, Bardowali High (Class Xll} School, A.L. Nagar,

Agartala (SPIO).
4. Smt. Sikha Rani Deb, Assistant Headmistress, Bardowali High [Class XlI) Schoal,

A.D. Nagar, Agartala (Third Party).
A The Director of School Education, Government of Tripura,. Agor}fzim (Head of
i

the Public Authority). |
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(5.C. Saha]
Secretary



