





utilization, suggesting possible misreporiing or inflation of figures, which could
amount to misappropriations of public funds.
2. Lack of Geo-tagged Photographs:

As per JUM guidelines and government circulars, all infrastructure created under
the scheme must be geo-tagged ta ensure ransparency. The documents provided do
not include geo-tagged in all photos, in violation of Section 4(1) (d) of the RTI Aet,
which mandates proactive disclosure of information to promote ransparency.

3. Misleading Photographs:

The PIO has provided photographs of Functional Household Tap Connection

(FHTC). However, ground verification reveals that in several villages:

- Some households shown as connected do not have any water taps access.

- Some taps are installed but no water has ever been supplied. defeating the
objective of JJM.

Meanwhile the applicant (now appellant) had, vide letter dated 23.06.2023, submitted to
the Commission requesting for withdrawal of his Second Appeal dated 20.05.2025 stating that
“due to certain developments and internal reconsideration, » he has decided not to pursue the
Appeal further at this stage, voluntarily without any pressure or coercion.

Since the Commission is not convinced with the above reason provided by the applicant
(now appellant) for withdrawal of the Second Appeal, the Commission did not accept the
withdrawal letter and has decided to hear the above mentioned appeal by giving opportunity of
being heard to all the parties on 31% July, 2025 (Thursday) at 11:30 AM in the Hearing Room
of Nagaland Information Commission, Nagaland Commissions’ Complex, Below NBCC
Convention Centre, New Capital Complex, Nagaland, Kohima ‘fmd directed the following

parties to appear before this Commission and also to bring the files 2 nd relevant documents in

question for scrutiny on the above date and time for hearing.

1. The Chief Engineer & FAA, O/o the Chief Engineer, PHED, Nagaland, Kohima. '

2. Er. Gwatilo Tep, Addl. Chief Engineer & PIO, O/o the Chief Engineer, PHED, N
‘Kohima.

| The E;eguﬁve Engineer & PIO, PHED, Zunheboto Division, Zunheboto, Nagalan

9 'Iheapphcant (now appellant), Shri. S. Topeka Yepthomi, President, 35 A/C| Youth

" Congress, Kaiho Memorial Building, Thilixu Block IIl, Lane =3, Dimapur, Mobile No.

8837209043. ‘ '

W

ATION D FIND

The Commission observed that since there was no reply to his RTI application dated
29.11.2024 within the 30 days time limit, the applicant (now appellant) had filed a first appeal
dated 06.01.2025 and only after filing the first appeal dated 06.01.2025, Er. Ichirangbe Zgliang,
Executive Engineer & PIO, PHED, Zunhebota Sub-Division had, vide lettef No.
EE/PHE/ZBTO/RTI/01/25 dated 20.01.2025 submitted the information to the Superintending
Engineer & APIO, Olo Chief Engineer, PHED, Nagaland, Kohima, which the applicadt(now
appellant) had received the information on 22.01.2025, A copy of the above letter dated
20.01.2025 was produced during the hearing. However, on receipt of the ‘mformaTn on

22.01.2025, the applicant(now appellant) had, on the same day submitted subsequent first appeal
 dated 22.01.2025 for the second time since he was not satisfied. Nevertheless, after filing the
subsequent first appeal dated 22.01 2025, the information was again furnished on 28.02.2025.

After getting the infonnaﬁon ‘on two (2) occasions and the submission of his second
appeal dated 20.05.2025 to the Commission, the applicant (now appellant) had submitted a
withdrawal letter on 23.06.2025 from the Commission stating that “due to certain developments
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and mte.rnal reconsideration, " he has decided not to pursue the Appeal further at this stage,
voluntarily without any pressure or coercion, However, the Commission was not convinced with
the reasons for his withdrawal and hence decided to hear the case. The Commission observed
that if he was not satisfied with the information, he should not have filed the subsequent first
appeal on 22.01.2025 for the second time, but he should have preferred second appeal before the
Commission.

During the hearing, on being asked by the Commission the reason of withdrawal of his
Second Appeal, the applicant (now appellant) submitted that initially he had filed the RTI
application since there was no water supply in his village, however, after filing the RTI
application and the second appeal, since his Yillage elders had informed him that the department
would be starting the works, he had withdrawn the second appeal from the Commission,

The Commission observed that since the applicant (now appellant) expressed his
satisfaction and had withdrawn the appe%;l from the Commission without receiving the
information, it raised suspicion and was n%)t convinced with the reason of his withdrawal,
Further, pointing out to the language and the reason given by the applicant(now appellant) in his
withdrawal letter dated 23.06.2025, the Commission observed that the applicant(now appellant)
should have mentioned the actual f"actual reason for his withdrawal and not as rendered in his
withdrawal letter dated 23.06.2025. Moreover, since there are many cases where RTI
applications are filed for persona!l interest, the Commission cautioned the applicant(now
appellant) that RTI tool should not be used for personal or private interests but for larger public
interest. ) "

Section 19 sub-section 6 of the RTI Act, 2005 mandate:s that the First Appellate
Authority (FAA) hear the first appeal within 30 days but not exceeding a total of 45 days from
the date of filing of the first appeal, however the Comimission observed that there is no rcgord of
hearing of the FAA. Further, the applicant(now appellant) cannot seek additional i|11for;hﬁ}ion‘ or
supplementary documents at the time of appeals, as his Point of a;peal is agaiqst the (queries
sought in his RTI application. il ’ B

From the date of receiipt of ,'thef_‘tRTl application"d‘a;.f;ed 29.1‘135,‘2024 on the ‘samlye» ‘
29112024 to the date of furnishing the information on ’2001202& by Er. Ichirangbe liang,

L

Executive Engineer'& PIO, PHED, Zunheboto Sub-,DiY;éion, the ;#umber of days is 5 days,

Hence, considering the 30 days time for the PIO to Iurmsh the infov‘l:mation to the applicant(now

appellant), the delay now becomes 52 — 30 =22 days fOr‘."’,\i_/hich pen@‘;lty is attracted. |
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DECISION

A A A
On the above observations a;.'xd findings, the Commission decided that:- ’
: L DA LU : Vilb
1. Since the applicaxi;té,@q{w:appellant) had eng§§sed his sgﬂsfactlon d had withdrawn
the second appeal fni?m the Commission, no further direction is required.
X 1 it ¥ 1 :‘12 |

il

2. Under Section 20(1zof he RTI Act 2005, penalty at theirate of Rs. 250/- per day of
‘delay for twenty two (22) days amounting to Rs. 5,500.00 (Rupees five Thousand
and five hundred only) is imposed on Er. [chirangbe Ze! f}iang,( Executive Engi?eeg'&
PIO, PHED, ng;pgbdto Sub-Division for ;‘contributing‘ftg?)”: the delay in fumisﬁijig the

information to e applicant (now appéllggt) without f:,‘]r‘e{:asonable cause. '[héjabo?ve
penalty amount ﬂ;a’ll be paid within wifhin'?one 1 we;ek from the date of receipt of
this decision. Since penalty is imposgd‘;personally,‘t’t}g penalty amount shall be
deposited into the Government account under his name, designation and signature
through treasury challan in favour of the Accounts "Q?f(,ﬁcer, Nagaland Information
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