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Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur
Qld Residency Road. Ratanada. Jodhpur. 342011
® (91 291) 251 2141: &@ - (91 291) 251 6823, B : director @iitj.ac.in

No. RTI/FAA/2017-18/DIR/ [6

19 April 2017
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Reference

1. RTIapplication dated 06 February 2017
2. CPIO's reply No. IIT]/ RT1/CPIO/2016-17/40 dated 24 March 2017

T =

3. First }\pp(‘dl\ e - dated 02 April 2017

o

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on the basis of
available documents and the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observes the following:
Contention on | Partial information provided, as CPIO provided only certified copy of merit lists but did ]

i Reply No. 1 not provided list issued after the trade test. |
| Comment/ In query no. 1 of your original RTl application, you had asked to provide certified copies pies of all
! Remarks ‘ merit list issued. In response you have already been provided merit list prepared after written

test and after trade test. In your original RTI application you had not asked to provide list of
| candidates called for Personal Interview based on the performance in Written Test and trade|
test. Hence, reply given by CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005. However
the list of candidates called for Personal Interview depending upon the performance and caste
L category is attached at Annexure ‘A",

Contention on | Partial information provided, as CPIO provided only certified copy of merit lists but did

Reply No. 4 not provided list as per reservation for General, Other Backward Class, Schedule Caste,
| | Schedule Tribe and Person with Disability.
% Comment/ The complete merit list revealing the caste has already been pruvnded “Candidates yethng
| Remarks marks above cut off for each category in the common merit list were called for personal

interview. Hence, reply given by CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTL Act, 2005.
However the list of candidates called for Personal Interview depending upon the performance
| and caste category is attached at Annexure ‘A’.
Contention on | CPIO did not provided certified copy of reservation norms followed by IIT Jodhpur.
Reply No. 9

Comment/ IlT lodhpur is following Government of India orders, circulars, rules regarding reservation |
Remarks | and do not have its own orders etc.. The same are available on Department of Personnel &
Training website on http:/ /dopt.gov.in/nolifications/oms-and-orders at S. No. 11. As per the
| various CIC and Court orders, information which are available on any public domain are not |
e | liable to be answered under RTI Act.
I you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal (under the RTI
Act, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this reply.
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Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur
Old Residency Road. Ratanada. Jodhpur. 342011
® :(91291) 251 2141: & : (9N 291) 251 6823: B : director@iitj.ac.in

Gy No. RTL/FAA/2017-18/DIR/
30 May 2017

Reference

1. RTlapplication no. ITR|/R/2017/50006 dated 24 March 2017

2. CPIO's reply no. 1 lJ/le/(.PI()/’UW 18/45 dated 07 April 2017
3. First Appeal © T_7 lated 01 May 2017

S

As the irst Appellate Authorily, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents and provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observes the following:

" Contention on | Name and Fmail ids of SC/ST/OBC students studying at prcscﬁt (Pieasc'i

|

| Reply no. 5 provide category wise information).
Comment/ In Query no. 5 of your original RT1 application, you had asked to provide name
| Remarks & eMail 1D of SC/ST/OBC students. The name of SC/S1/0OBC students is |

E | atached at Annexure ‘A", eMail 1D is the personal information of students and !

| disclosing it may breach their privacy. Ience, under Section 8(1) (j), the |
Cinformation is exempted from disclosure. Hence, reply given by CPIO was |
i appropriate and in the spirit of RT1 Act, 2005. |

[f you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal
(under the RTI Act, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this

reply
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Reference

1. RTI application bearing registration no. [ITR]/R/2017/50012 dated 14 June 2017
2. CPIO’s reply no. 1T ]/RTI/CPIO/201 7-18/62 dated 22 June 2017

3. First Appeal: _ == _~__ —~ Ddated 22 June 2017

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents and provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observes the following:

1 Contention T Please provide religion details (Hindu/Christian) of JALEM RAJ ROHIT who ]
: | was admitted in [IT Jodhpur in year 2011. =
Comment/ No such information is available on records. Hence, reply yxven by CPIO was |

| Remarks | appropriate and in the spirit of RT1 Act, 2005. l

e e e i SRS e Dl S ST S SRSt

If you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal
(under the RTI Act, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this
reply. =
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Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur

Old Residency Road, Ratanada, Jodhpur, 342011

(91 291) 251 2141: &8 : (91 291) 251 6823; “B: director@iitj.ac.in

dreEe 9. 9. 3R, i

Professor C. V. R. Murty

Reference

» N =

(dated 08 August 2017)

No. RTI/FAA/2017-18/DIR/ €4
08 September 2017

RTl application bearing registration no. [ITR]/R/2017/50014 dated 17 July 2017
CPIO’s reply no. II'T]/RT1/CP10/2017-18/66 dated 31 July 2017
First Appeal bearing registration no. IITR]/A/2017/60004 \ =

—

<

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents and provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observes the [ollowing:

Contention ﬁ.Svécrtioanii{ji'lrle'l(ight to Information Act 2005 1 |
|2 f information means any material in any form, including records, |

|

| being in force.

| documents, memos, e-mails, opinions, advices, press releases, circulars,
orders, logbooks, contracts, reports, papers, samples, models, data material |
; held in any electronic form and information relating to any private body
» which can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time

| Commént/ | The public authority under the RTI Act is not supposed to create information; or |
| Remarks | to interpret information; or to solve the problems raised by the applicants; etc. |

| 2005.

| -

as it does not come under the definition of information as per section 2(f) of the ‘
Act. Hence, reply given by CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, |

If you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal (under
the RTT Act, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this reply.



T I”QEHH Qlﬂllilifsl H'QQ]H (ﬂlﬂﬂ?
I RSN AT, TSI, TWGR, 34201

Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur
Old Residency Road, Ratanada. Jodhpur, 342011

W (91 291) 251 2141: & - (91 291) 251 6823 B :

grear /. §. s g

[ECRIrs

Professor C. V. R. Murty

Director
No. RTI/FAA/2017-18/DIR /&8
08 September 2017
‘. - &
«="""3
:—& .‘a—“_‘ e
R )
R e e
Reference

1. RTI application bearing, registration no. II'TR]/R/2017/50013 dated 06 July 2()‘1 &

3.

CPIO’s reply no. lIT]/RTI/CPIO/2017-18/67 dated 05 August 2017
First Appeal bearing registration no. [ITR]/A/2017/60005 {

» (dated 22

August 2017)
%

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents and provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observes the following:

(‘ontv.nhon on

. Reply No.1to4 |

| Comment/
Remarks

l Contention
Reply No. 2

| Comment/
[ Remarks

| and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005.

[ Point No. 1 to 4 as soon as possible

Salary is the p_érsbﬁal information of employees and discl&sii;g?lw;n;y‘
breach their privacy. Hence, under Section 8(1) (j), the information is
exempted from disclosure. Hence, reply given by CPIO was appropriate

()ut sourcing staff works in nr prcmxses ‘under 1T chortmg Officer,
. ' send a January 2013 and January 2017 salary bill copy in which IIT passed |
 amount to outsource agency according employees list wise. S e

| The :.alary bill copy was not asked in the original RTI Apphcahon and in
appeal new information cannot be asked. IHence, reply given by CPIO was

appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005.

If you are not salisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal (under
the RT1 Act, 2003) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this reply.

director@iitj.ac.in
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2. Hidfemgan IR AT 1IT)/RT1/2017-18/76
3. € ) veeh ardier R 24 sraga 2017
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Reference

1. RTl application No. IITR]/R/2017/50028 dated 20 December 2017
2. CPIO’s reply No. IIT]/RTI /CPIO/2017-18/95 dated 11 January 2018
3. First Appeal No. [ITR]/A/2018/60001 dated 11 January 2018

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on the
basis of available documents under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observed the following:

W e
Contention on

Copy of the technical evaluation and comparison made: It is stated in the reply that the |

November 2017) was appropriate, and CPIO further provided the path of website to
access the Tender Tab in the IIT Jodhpur website. For ecasy access, you can see the
| Tender Document in the following Hyperlink:

' http:/fity.ac.m/tenders/tenderFiles.piip 2 fI=Re Tender CA Empanelment. pdf

Further, Technical Evaluation Sheet is attached as Annexure A. ,

Reply 1( C) information is available on the website of the IIT Jodhpur, and there is no such |
information on the technical evajuation at the said link provided in the RTI reply. :

; Comment / Reply given by CPIO that the Technical evaluation was done as per the Terms & ]
1\ Remarks Conditions of Tender (No. IIT]/RFP/CA Empanelment/2017-2018/15 dated 24 ‘
| |
|

| Contention on Name of the members of the technical evaluation committee - The information is not

‘ Reply 1(d) provided on account of exemption under Section 8(1)(j) and 8(1)(e) of RTI act, 2005 But
| |_the said information is not covered under the exemption under said section.
- Comment / Reply given by the CPIO was approprjate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005. Further,
| Remarks the said information is exempted as per the Section 8(1)(g) of the RTI Act, 2005.
s
2
| Contention on [ Copy of the technical evaluation and comparison made: It is stated in the reply that
| reply 2 (c) | the information is available on the website of the IIT Jodhpur, and there is no such
it | information on the technical evaluation at the said link provided in the RTI reply.
Comment / Reply given by CPIO that the Technical evaluation was done as per the Terms &
Remarks Conditions of Tender (No. IIT]/RFP/CA Empanelment/2017-2018/13 dated 23

August 2017) was appropriate, and CPIO further provided the path of website to
access the Tender Tab in the IIT Jodhpur website. For easy access, you can see the
Tender Document in the following Hyperlink:

http:/ /iitj.ac.in/tenders/tenderFiles.php?fl=T-17-18-services-13.pdf

Further, Technical FEvaluation Sheet is attached as Annexure B. |
Contention on Name of the members of the technical evaluation committee: The information is not

reply 2 (d) provided on account of exemption under Section 8(1)(j) and 8(1)(e) of RTI Act, 2005. |
But, the said information is not covered under the exemption under said section,
Comment / Reply given by the CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005. Further,

Remarks - the said information is exempted as per the section 8(1)(g) of the RTI Act, 2005.

If you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal
(under RTI Rules, 2005) to the Central Information Commussion within 90 days of receipt of this reply.
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Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur
. ’ NH65 Nagaur Road, Karwar 342037, Jodhpur District
~ yes R & : (0291) 280 1011; “B: director@iitj.ac.in

o . A R, 5

Farar

| 13%
Professor C. V. R. Murty No: RTI/FAA/DIR/2018- 19/!3;.

chof 08 October 2018

ST TS
Reference

1. RTlapplication No. IITR]/R/2018/50027 dated 15 August 2018
2. CPIO’s reply No. II'T]/RTI/CPIO/2018-19/137 dated 12 September 2018
3. First Appeal No. ITTR]/A/2018/60002 dated 12 September 2018

Dear Mr. Mishra:

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observed the

following;:
| Contention on | 1 asked for all 4 Semester Fee but 1 got replyiin which only 3 Semester Fee "
Reply | July 2018 i
| Dec 2018 5
' July 2019 i

;_ But last Semester Fee for December 2019 is not provided.

I'he CPIO had provided the fee structure for the semester July 2018, December 2018 |
and July 2019 except December 2019 of M. Tech. Program; as the semester fee for
December 2019 was not approved by the Competent Authority.

. Comment /
| Remarks

Now, it has been approved and as per your request, the semester fee for December i
2019 of M. Tech. Program is as under:

S.No. ! Particulars ' December 2019 :
| | . Hosteller ; Day Scholar | i
i1 | Admission Fee | - - |
& ‘ Luition Fee | 29,500 29,500 |
o3 | Semester Fee | 34,300 | 3030‘) ‘
[ {4 Rcfundahk  Deposits ] - .
% H : Grand Total | 63,800 1 59,300 ‘ i

e - S S e S = I

If you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal
(under R'T1 Act, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this reply.
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Indian Institute of Technology Jodhpur
NH65 Nagaur Road, Karwar 342037, Jodhpur District
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Professor C. V. R. Murty
Director
No: RTI/FAA/DIR/2018-19/ 519
22 November 2018
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1. = RTI Application No. IITRJ/R/2018/50031 dated 14 September 2018
Q. . CPIO’s Reply No. IIT]/RTI/CPIO/2018-19/145 dated 15 October 2018
3. . First Appeal No. IITR]/A/2018/60003 dated 17 October 2018

As the First Appellate Authority, the undersigned has carefully considered the matter on
the basis of available documents under the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, and observed the
following:

Contention | Information is not Proper or inadequate and absurd.

on Reply at | As per the information given by PIO on the basis of provision under Section 8(1) (g).
§.No.2 clarify that the plea taken by CPIO under 8(1)(g) & 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act 2005 does not
appear to be justified in the eyes of Law. As such, the same is not legally tenable, as far
as concern of above mentioned Section 8(1)(g) also express except of some exception as.
(a) information, disclosure of which would prejudicially affect the sovereignty and
integrity of India, the security, strategic, scientific or economic interests of the State,
relation with foreign State or lead to incitement of an offence;

(b) information which has been expressly forbidden to be published by any court of
law or tribunal or the disclosure of which may constitute contempt of court;

(c) information, the disclosure of which would cause a breach of privilege of Parliament
or the State Legislature;

(d) information including commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property,
the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of a third party, unless
the competent authority is satisfied that larger public interest warrants the disclosure of
\ such information;

| (e) information available to a person in his fiduciary relationship, unless the competent
authority is satisfied that the larger public interest warrants the disclosure of such
information;

(f) information received in confidence from foreign Government;

(g) information, the disclosure of which would endanger the life or physical safety of
any person or identify the source of information or assistance given in confidence for
law enforcement or security purposes;
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(h) information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or
prosecution of offenders;

(i) cabinet papers including records of deliberations of the Council of Ministers,
Secretaries and other officers:

However as per information sought deem to hiding the fact and figure by giving
baseless meaning of above section, which is not justify nor fit for compliance of above
section, more over it should necessary for larger public interest justifies the disclosure
of such information

While previous judgment come across by CIC, under section 4(1) B and (IV) the
intension of the clause is that every public authority should proactively disclose the
detail in respect of the information, since the selection process already completed in

due course, there is no litigation as per above clause and need to provide the
information as required by me. Public authority to disclose information if public
interest outweighs the harm to the protected interests (Section 8(1)(g) and 8(1)(h) of the
RTI -Act).

; Since many judgments come across where the CIC and Apex Court instruct to PIO
for suo moto disclosure disseminate the information sought by applicant and further
refer to recent reply given by IITKH on RTI application.

| While joining of any candidate and member of selection committee information already
} held with system as adopted by any institution and need to be available in public

domain.
| #

_ Kindly provide the information in detail as raised and requested.

Comment/
Remarks

Reply given by CPIO that the information of member of Screening Committee, their
appointment criteria and Qualification cannot be disclosed and exempted under Clause
8(1)(g) of the RTI Act, 2005, was appropriate and in the spirit of the RTI Act, 2005.
Further, the Central Information Commission vide its Order in the matter of Mr. Pawan
Sharma Vs. IT Jodhpur dated 7 August 2018 had clearly made a reference to the
judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the matter of CBSE and Anr. Vs. Aditya
Bandopadhyay and Ors (Civil Appeal No.6454 of 2011) and cited that as under:

“28... the information as to the names of particulars of the examiners/coordinators/
scrutinisers/head examiners are therefore exempted from disclosure under section
8(1)(g) of RTI Act, on the ground that if such information is disclosed, it may endanger
their physical safety. Therefore, if the examinees are to be given access to evaluated
answer- books either by permitting inspection or by granting certified copies, such
access will have to be given only to that part of the answer- book which does not
contain any information or signature of the examiners/coordinators/scrutinisers/head
exaniners, exempted from disclosure under section 8(1)(g) of RTI Act.

Hence, reply given by CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of the RTI Act, 2005.

Contention
on Reply at
S.No.3

Information is not Proper or inadequate and absurd.

While joining of any candidate and member of section committee information already
held with system as adopted by any institution and need to be available in public
domain. While response from PIO further observation and found that member of
selection Committee encompass different member if so detail need to require and
Annex A is only providing the date of short listing Candidate out of total no. of
candidate applied even not supported by Education Qualification and prescribed
experience as advertisement not clarify the claim only being Superintendent or
equivalent or equivalent to qualify the eligibility.

The information sought detail of mark obtained by candidate out of total mark, total

no. of experience in line with required advertisement under essential and desired

qualification and weightage given by Belection Committee, total mark obtained in

‘ interview/presentation performance out of mark prescribe. However, information
given by PIO unsatisfactory and unreasonable while joining of any candidate and

| member of selection committee information already held with system as adopted by

l any institution and need to be available in public domain for better governance.

| Kindly provide the information as requested.
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Comment/ | Reply given by CPIO that the information of member of Screening Committee, their
Remarks appointment criteria and Qualification cannot be disclosed and exempted under Clause
8(1)(g) of the RTI Act, 2005, was appropriate and in the spirit of the RTI Act, 2005.

Further, details of Qualification and Experience of the Shortlisted Candidates are given

in Annexure A.

Contention | The information sought detail of mark obtained by candidate out of total mark, total

on Reply at | no. of experience in line with required advertisement under essential and desired

S.No.4 qualification and waitage given by selection committee, Total mark obtains in

interview presentation performance out of mark prescribe. However, information given

by PIO unsatisfactory and unreasonable. While joining of any candjdate and member

of selection committee information already held with system as adopted by any

institution and need to be available in public domain for better governance. Kindly

provide the information requested.

Comment/ | Reply given by the CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005.

Remarks

Contention | The information sought in detail not to call for the interview, detail explanation not

on Reply at | being selected for interview even, however information given by PIO as inadequate

‘ S.No.5 experience unsatisfactory and unreasonable. The word silent over advertisement of
Asst. register being required Superintendent or equivalent to qualify the eligibility as

! per essential. Kindly provide the information as requested as per advt. the essential

? Qualification match with bill and as per desirable qualification also matched with

| required advertisement as below by applicant Mr. Aniruddh Kaushik during online

| application filled - Minimum 5 years' experience required with grade pay categories

‘ however it was not calculated on the basic of DA also describe less relevant experience

l on of any ground given. Kindly provide the Adequate justification since the less 1

| relevant experience does not qualify the response. |

Comment/ | Reply given by the CPIO was appropriate and in the spirit of RTI Act, 2005. Further, ‘

Remarks the detailed information regarding experience requirement as per the Advertisement

and experience of Mr, Aniruddh Kaushik is given at Annexure B.

If you are not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, you may appeal
(under RTI Rules, 2005) to the Central Information Commission within 90 days of receipt of this
reply







