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The litmus test for implementation of the Right to Information Act is its success 

at the State level. Transparency International India has conceptualized this 

exhaustive analysis across the 28 States (Telangana State Information 

Commission has not yet started functioning) and the Central Information 

Commission. Functioning of each State Information Commission has been 

analyzed along the essential parameters which bring out the extent to which 

each State is complying with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 

2005.

STATE TRANSPARENCY REPORT

This report provides a structural analysis and a 

policy review of the Right to Information legislation. Our 

report concretely focuses on three most important sections - 

Section 25(2), Section 19(1) and Section 19(2) of the RTI Act, 

2005. It also includes all other important areas like the cases 

relating to penalties imposed on the authorities etc.

OUR FOCUS



2005-2017

• Number of RTI Applications

• Number of Second Appeals & Complaints.

• Number of Penalties Imposed on Public Authorities.

• Analysis of Website of State Information Commission ’s 
(SICs).

• Analysis of Budget of SICs.

• Structural overview.

to infer about the compliances under various sections of the Act. Along 
with this, websites of the respective State Information Commissions were 

also analysed to get complete picture of the real situation. The process 
involved, inquiring the information missing on their own portals through 

personal intervention and tabulating the same along with information from the 

appeals, second appeals, complaints, penalty, compensation etc.  

On compiling these, the analysis was done on the basis of the availability of a 
functional website, user friendly usage of the portal, online tracking system, 
availability of annual reports and regularity in updating the relevant 
documents on their respective websites. Additionally, the trends in the 

compensation were also meticulously studied to bring out a clear 
picture of the state of functioning of respective State Information 

Commissions. The report also brings out various other 
interesting elements concerning the same. 

METHODOLOGY 



The Transparency India joins efforts of many other civil society organisations to produce 

reliable and empirical data on the implementation of the RTI Act in India. We hope this 

publication, anchored in actual experience will help in identifying the strengths and 

weaknesses in each of the 28 states (excluding Telangana, though SIC has been constituted 

but is yet to start functioning) and acts as an eye opener in strengthening of the RTI Act.

The report forms India's most comprehensive and verified data set, making it one of its kind, 

relying solely on primary data. The empirical data makes this report a powerful tool that can 

help measure a State Information Commission's adherence to the RTI Act in respective 

States, and paves way for informed policy debates, both within and across States. 

India is the largest democracy with the second largest population in the world 
and citizen is the central actor of this institution. The success of democracy 
thrives on free, fair and effective participation of each citizen. This participation 
becomes meaningful only when they achieve access to relevant information. 
Access to information is not a privilege, but a right. Hence, it is imperative for 

appropriate information and know-how of the information seeking process for 
easy access of the same. 

Information does not belong to the Government - it belongs to citizens and any 

As per Section 25 (1) of the RTI Act, the Central Information Commission or 
State Information Commission, as the case may be, shall, as soon as practicable 
after the end of each year, prepare a report on the implementation of the 
provisions of this Act during that year and forward a copy thereof to the 
appropriate Government.

Further, Sub Section (2) & (3) of Section 25 of the Act also makes it mandatory 
for departments and Commissions to present an overview of the status of 

PIOs and First Appellate Authorities, (II) Number of requests for information 
received and disposed off by the Departments and the Commission (III) Details 
of number of appeals received and disposed off by the First Appellate 
Authorities of the Commission (IV) Amount collected as application fee and 

any) and (VI) Analysis of information furnished by departments. 

BACKGROUND



Genesis and Evolution

Within the discourse of rights and participation, 

information rights have been described as “the 

fourth great wave of citizens' rights” similar to 

civil, political and social rights. Internationally, 

the right to information has been recognized as a 

fundamental human right and a touchstone for 

all other freedoms.  Democracy is believed to be 

the best form of government because it brings 

with itself the two most essential features i.e 

transparency and accountability. A regime 

where government is elected by the people, for 

the people and of the people, automatically 

makes the government and its functionaries 
stservants of the people. This year marks the 251  

anniversary of the right to information in the 
thworld and 13  anniversary in India.

The first transparency law was adopted in the 

Kingdom of Sweden in the year 1766, but only 

lasted for a few years due to political instability. 

Sweden again adopted a comprehensive 

transparency law in 1949, followed by Finland 

in 1951 and USA in 1966. Around 123 countries 

across the world have adopted comprehensive 

right to information (RTI) acts, covering 

approximately 90 percent of the world's 

population. After successfully enacting 

transparency laws at national levels, certain 

governments were successful in getting RTI 

specifically recognized in the Sustainable 

Development Goals in 2015, the UN Statistics 

Committee agreed to include an indicator on the 

right to information in 2016.    

Against a background of political change and 

transformation, many South Asian countries 

have enacted RTI laws.

The Right to Information Act became 

operational on 12th October, 2005 in India. This 

law empowered Indian citizens to seek 

information from Public Authorities, thus 

making the Government & its functionaries 

transparent, accountable and responsible. RTI 

movement in India is a unique case of successful 

exercise of participatory democracy. It has been 

termed as an act of advocacy campaign, a 

people's movement, effective lobbying, and 

democratic deepening. According to a global 

annual rating of RTI Acts based on legislation, 

RTI Act of India is ranked 4th  best in the world. 
thWhereas, India is ranked at 66  position across 

the world in terms of probability to get 

information.  Unlike many other countries (for 

e.g. UK) which took several years to 

operationalize the Act post enactment, India 

took only a few months to bring it into force. 

This time was inadequate to change the mindset 

of the people in Government, create 

infrastructure, develop new processes and build 

capacity to deliver information under this Act. 

This has led to implementation issues which 

need to be identified and addressed. 

Undoubtedly, the Right to Information Act is 

historic and has the potential of changing forever 

the balance of power in India transforming 

governments and other powerful institutions and  

empowering  citizen. It also has the potential to 

deepen democracy and transform it from a 

representative to a participatory one, where 

governments, and their functionaries at all 

levels, are directly answerable to the people for 

their actions and inactions.







RIGHT TO AND FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION
GLOBAL RIGHTTO INFORMATION RATING

10

 

Country Rating Results 

 

FREEDOM HOUSE’ SFREEDOM INSAARC - 2018 

 

 
COUNTRY AGGREGATE SCORE

AFGHANISTAN 26/100

BANGLADESH 45/100

BHUTAN 55/100

INDIA 77/100

MALDIVES 35/100

 

NEPAL 55/100

 

43/100

SRI LANKA 55/100

AFGHANISTAN 139

MEXICO 136

SERBIA 135

SRI LANKA 131

SLOVENIA 129

INDIA 128

ALBANIA 127

CROATIA 126

LIBERIA 124

EL 122

 

 

MAXIMUM 150 POINTS

COUNTRY SCORE OUT OF



As on date, there is no empirical data as 

such available to analyze the impact of 

implementation of RTI Act. By 

publishing State specific report on 

implementation of RTI Act, Transparency 

India throws light on the performance of  

the implementation of RTI Act in States 

inc luding  in  S ta te  Informat ion  

Commissions. However, one can at best 

hope that the positive results should be 

visible in future.

Though the situation has improved over 

the years, several micro level studies still 

point out a wide gap in the usage of the Act 

among urban-rural masses. Issues like 

non- compliance in proactive disclosure 

by Public authorities, hostile approach of 

PIOs towards citizens and misinterpreting 

provisions of the Act to conceal 

information, lack of clarity on what public 

interest is, right to privacy, stand in the 

way of effective implementation of RTI 

Act.

The Central Information Commission and 

State Information Commissions make the 

fundamental structure to facilitate the 

Public Authorities in implementation of 

the Act.  The State Information 

Commission engages directly with public 

and thus becomes the most important 

stakeholder of the implementation of the 

Act. Hence, the real impact of RTI Act can 

be  assessed  by  eva lua t ing  the  

performance of different aspects of RTI 

Act at the state level. Unfortunately, in 

last 13 years, most of the stakeholders 

focused on Union level rather than State 

level. Upon recognizing the importance 

of the essential role that these State level 

entities play, this report primarily focuses 

on the State Information Commissions for 

an exhaustive analysis to initiate a fresh 

departure in the fight against corruption in 

the Indian scenario. The urban-rural 

divide in terms of its access to 

information, contradicts its foremost 

objective of bringing information and 

thus, empowers the masses at grassroot 

level. This report brings out the highs and 

lows of the performances of the 

r e s p e c t i v e  S t a t e  I n f o r m a t i o n  

Commissions to spark their conscience 

for bringing further improvement in their 

functioning and at the same time create 

healthy competition among themselves. 

Through this report, Transparency 

International India aims to create a 

repository of relevant information for a 

new discourse on transparent and 

corruption free systems and thus change 

the culture of secrecy within the 

government.



Trends in total number of RTI applications received and rejected 
by all Public Authorities under Section 25 (2) of RTI Act

Total No. of RTI 
Application received

66,60,480

Total No. of RTI 
Application rejected

4,80,489

Percentage of RTI 
Application Rejected

7.21%

2005-06 24436 3387

2006-07 171398 15388

2007-08 263261 18966

2008-09 329728 23954

2009-10 529274 34057

2010-11 417955 21621

2011-12 629960 52313

2012-13 811350 62231

2013-14 834183 60127

2014-15 755247 63351

2015-16 976679 64666

2016-17 917009 60428

Total  6660480 480489

Year 
Number of RTI 

Application Received 
Number of Application 

Rejected

24436

171398

263261

329728

529274

417955

629960

811350

834183

755247

976679

917009

3387 15388 18966 23954 34057 21621 52313 62231
60127 63351 64666 60428

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

Number of RTI Application Received             Number of Application Rejected

Total No. of RTI Applications before various Public Authorities declined in Year 2016-17 w. r. t. 2015-16

Right to Information Act at Union Level
Year 2005-06 to 2016-17
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S.N. State 

Information 

Commission

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Remarks

1 Andhra Pradesh - 1263 2572 4169 5002 5530 4887 7971 11388 - - - 42782

2 Arunachal 

Pradesh
- - 63 41 91 149 179 166 135 107 166 - 1097

3 Chhattisgarh - 1413 2183 2225 2441 2448 4254 2986 3696 4476 4041 4776 34939

4 Goa - 172 240 403 274 908 502 373 333 170 - - 3375

5 Madhya 

Pradesh
76 2185 3126 3199 3924 4455 5399 4932 3375 4720 5626 - 41017

6 Maharashtra - 6641 11569 17466 21710 24075 27992 31897 42071 47415 46392 - 277228

7 Meghalaya - 17 57 60 84 58 44 51 49 41 66 578

8 Punjab 20 1083 2900 3854 5098 5101 5279 5667 7066 7112 7108 50288

9 Sikkim - - - - - -- - 75 129 37 55 63 359

10 West Bengal - - 494 1101 1215 1705 2027 2373 1990 2061 2085 15051

Total 466714

2017

51

S.N. State 

Information 

Commission

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total Remarks

1 Central Govt. 0 6839 11261 15426 22800 28875 33922 28801 20438 35396 25960 253529

2 Assam 200 460 1278 1290 20360 2001 3351 4084 5403 7040 5234 55791

3 Bihar - 586 5730 11330 16598 14902 38963 22043 23184 24882 - 158218

4 Gujarat 197 2866 3125 4150 3712 4761 5224 12654 11360 8361 8449 64859

5 Himachal 

Pradesh
0 84 298 460 715 847 1242 1289 808 678 718 7580

6 Jammu & 

Kashmir
- - - - 13 24 974 741 747 - - 2499

7 Karnataka 207 4239 4913 5968 13460 14463 13493 15227 13460 15888 - 101318

8 Kerala - 903 2322 2704 2812 2777 3823 4243 4971 4651 4012 33218 As per data received 

from KSIC From Nov 

2005 till March 2017 is 

36499

9 Mizoram - 7 14 20 16 20 24 9 21 20 20 182

10 Nagaland - 7 5 15 15 21 30 37 30 32 56 280

11 Odisha 0 1320 2500 2365 3124 4048 3904 5263 4711 45332

12 Rajasthan N/M 760 2170 2821 4699 5825 7857 8607 6369 7458 8625 56581

13 Tripura 59 - 90 90 75 177 - 14 18 81 105 709

14 Uttarakhand 87 589 1349 1694 1920 3429 5082 4934 4390 4314 3585 35573

Total 815669

2016-17

23811

5090

-

-

441

-

-

-

11

32

4200

1390

-

-

-

7551 10546

Trends in total number of Second Appeals & Complaints received at 
Central Information Commission under Section 19(3) & 18 of RTI Act

2005-06 0 0
2006-07 6839 4074
2007-08 11261 7722
2008-09 15426 13322
2009-10 22800 19482
2010-11 28875 24071
2011-12 33922 23112
2012-13 28801 24550
2013-14 20438 20147
2014-15 35396 37323
2015-16 25960 34982
2016-17 23811 32344
Total  253529 241129

Year Number of Second Appeal &
 Complaint  Received 

Number of Second Appeal & 
Complaint Disposed
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17. Manipur 1 - - 1

18. Meghalaya 1 - - 1

19. Mizoram 1 1 1 3

20. Nagaland — 2 1 3

21. Odisha 1 2 0 3

22. Punjab 1 10 0 11

23.

 

Rajasthan

 

1

 

2 1 4

24.

 

Sikkim

 

1

 

— — 1

25.

 

Tamil

 

Nadu

 

1

 

6 0 7

26.

 

Telangana

 

1

 

1 0 2

27.

  

1

 

— 2 3

28.

 
Uttar

 
Pradesh

 
1

 
2 8 11

29.  Uttarakhand  1  2 3 6

30. Bengal 1 1 1 3

Total 27 81 48 156

S.No.

Commission

Chief

Commissioner

Commissioners

Vacancy Total

No. of Filled No. of Filled

1. Central Govt. 1 6 4 11

2. Andhra Pradesh — 3 6 9

3. Arunachal Pradesh 1 3 1 5

4. Assam 1 2 0 3

5. Bihar 1 — 2 3

6. Chhattisgarh 1 3 0 4

7. Goa 1 2 0 3

8. Gujarat 1

 

1

 

3

 

5

9. Haryana 1

 

8

 

2

 

11

10. Himachal Pradesh 1

 

1

 

0

 

2

11. Jammu & Kashmir —

 

1

 

2

 

3

12. Jharkhand 1

 

1

 

5

 

7

13. Karnataka 1

 

7

 

1

 

9

14. Kerala 1

 

4

 

1

 

6

15. Madhya Pradesh 1 3 4 8

16. Maharashtra 1 7 0 8

Section 15 of RTI Act 2005, 

Constitution of State Information 

Commission - (1) Every State 

Government shall, by notification 

in the Official Gazette, constitute a 

body to be known as the_______ 

(name of State) Information 

Commission to exercise the 

powers conferred on, and to 

perform the functions assigned to 

it under this Act

   Post  and  Vacancy  in  Central  Information Commission/State Information Commissions:
th(As on

 
9

 
October,

 
2018)

 



Financial & Calendar Year (Mixed) Wise
S.N. State Information 

Commission

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total

1 Jharkhand

2 Haryana

3 Manipur

-

Remarks2016-17

    
202 395 625 445 20582 16 63 76 108 4977

-        
39 13 41 62 17 18 38 32 48 20 328

- - - 4 - 4

S.N. State Information 

Commission

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total Remarks

2 Assam

3 Bihar -

4 Gujarat

5 Himachal Pradesh

6 Jammu & Kashmir

- -

7 Karnataka

8 Kerala

9 Mizoram

10 Nagaland

11 Odisha

12 Rajasthan

13 Tripura - -

14 Uttar Pradesh - - - - - - - - - - - -

15 Uttarakhand

1 Central Govt. 

2016-17

-

-

0 INR 383250/-

Cases 24

INR 718500/-

54 Cases 
N/A

INR 2680000/- INR4666325/- INR 3882500/- INR 1379250/- INR 1925000/- INR 739000/- INR 1052500/- INR 1897750/- INR 19324075/-

3 5 8 16- - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - -

- 8 18 32 24 37 25 20 26 69 68 - 327

- - 1 9 3 24 47 46 40 32 0 202-

      

-

-

- - - - - - - 215 7 9

- 20 64 208 - 537 - - 829 

       

- 18 49 49 154 56 20 37 85 - - - 468

- - - - - 0 - - - - -- 0

- 0 6 2 4 6 1 6 3 4 10 4 46

0 4 46 66 89 102 203 229 94 - - 833-

N/A 39 20 357 132
103 458 429 789 476 2803

Telangana

6174 89 137 125 115 36 151 - 788

N/A N/A

- - -

16

No. of Cases 
not Disclosed

  

S.N. State Information 

Commission

1 Andhra Pradesh -

2 Arunachal Pradesh

3 Chhattisgarh

4 Goa

5 Madhya Pradesh

6 Maharashtra -

7 Meghalaya

8 Punjab

9 Sikkim - - - - - - - -

10 Tamil Nadu

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 Total Remarks2016-17

- 1 40 62 259 425 351 - - 115012-

       
 51 0 26 16 - 93

- 5 5 6

     

69 85

- 28 23 22 20 75 75 49 0 43 - - 335

- 2 2 8 5 2 4 7 4 3 12 2 51

- 60 64 61 49 29 - - -

-

263

    

- 8 28 102 40 14 34 20 17 - 299 

58 77 11  11  13  
-

 
-

 
-

 
-

 170
 

22 22

1 86 1

36

 
- -

 
- -

 
- - -

Calendar Year Wise

Penalty, Compensation & Disciplinary Action
The Commission (CIC or SIC) has powers to impose penalty and recommend disciplinary action against Public 
Information Officer (as per the service rules applicable to the official) under section 20 of RTI Act. Under 
Section 20 (1) read with Sec 5(5) commission can impose a penalty of Rs 250 per day to maximum Rs. 25,000 
but before a penalty is imposed the official must be given a reasonable opportunity of being heard.
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S.N.
State 

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
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Assam

3

Bihar

4

Gujarat

5

Himachal Pradesh

6

Jammu & Kashmir

7

Karnataka

8

Kerala

9

Mizoram

10
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11

Odisha

12

13

Tripura

14

Uttar Pradesh

Uttarakhand

1
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Telangana

Establishment

Date
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2006

 

8
th

 

May 

2006
 - - -

2017-18

-
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2005

 

     

-
4th

 

2006

    

- - -

  
- - --

     

  
 

- - --
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14th

 

2006

29
th

October 
2005

13
th

 

April 

2006

     

-

    

- - --

Rajasthan

   

-

- -

 

  
 

- -

- - --

S.N. State Information 

Commission

1 Andhra Pradesh

2 Arunachal Pradesh

3 Chhattisgarh

4 Goa

5 Madhya Pradesh

6 Maharashtra

7 Meghalaya

8 Punjab

9 Sikkim

10 Tamil Nadu

11

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
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S.N. State Information 

Commission

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2017-2018

1 Jharkhand

2 Haryana

3 Manipur

2016-17

    
-

31
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2005
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  --
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---- --

-- -
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Establishment
Date

Financial & Calendar Year (Mixed) Wise



Website Analysis of State Information Commissions

S.No. State 
Information 
Commission

 

of  Local 
Languages 
in Websites 

of 
Information 
Commission

 

of online 
Appeal/ 

Complaint 
Filling 
Facility

 

Cause 
Lists 

Displayed 
on 

Websites

 

of Status  of 
Cases

 

of Case 
Disposal 

and 
Pendency 
Statistics

 

of Decisions 
of 

Information 
Commissions

 

Reports of 
Information 
Commission

of Budget 
and 

of 
Information 
Commission

Assets 
and 

Liabilities 

Disclosed 

Information 
Material

 

1

 

2

 

3

 

4

 

5

 

6

 

7

 

8

 

9 10 11

1.

  

Andhra 
Pradesh

 

X

 

X

           

X X

2.

  

Arunachal 
Pradesh

 
       

3.

  

Assam

 

X

 

X

 

X

 

X

 

X

  

(Not 
updated)

X

4.

  

Bihar

        

5.

  

Chhattisgarh

     

X

  

X X

6.

  

Goa

 

X

 

X

 

X

 

X

 

X

  

X X

7.

  

Gujarat

          

X X

8.

  

Haryana

 

X

 

X

   

X

  

X

9.

  

Himachal 
Pradesh

 

X

 

X

     

X X

10.

  

Jammu & 
Kashmir

X

 

X

 

X

 

X X

11. Jharkhand X X X X

12. Karnataka X X X X X X

13. Kerala X X X X X

14. Madhya 
Pradesh

X X X X

15. Maharashtra X X

 
   

       

       

       

 
      

       

Manipur X X X X X X

Meghalaya X X X X X

Mizoram X X X X X X X

Nagaland X X X X X X

Odisha X

  

X

  

X

 

X

 

X

  

Punjab X X

  

X

   

X

 

X

  

Rajasthan

  

X

   

X

 

X

  

Sikkim X X X

 

X

 

X

    

X

  

Tamil Nadu X

 

X

 

X

   

X

 

X

  

Telangana

        

Tripura

 

X

 

X

  

X

 

X

 

X

  

Uttar Pradesh X

    

X

 

X

 

X

  

Uttarakhand X

 

X

    

X

 

X

  

West Bengal X X
  

X

   
X

 
X

  

 16.

  17.

  
18.

  
19.

  

20.

  

21.

 

22.

 

23.

 

24.

 

.25 

 26.

27.

.28
 

.29

· Websites are one of most effective ways of connecting with stakeholders. It is the first indicator of the 
intent of the respective entity to be transparent. It becomes extremely important  not only to update the 
website, but also make it user friendly and language neutral. 

• CIC Website is one of the best as compared to website of many SICs. 



  

PROBLEMS 

The Right to Information Act empowered Indian citizens to seek information from Public 

Authorities, thus making the Government and its functionaries more accountable and 
responsible. Even after more than a decade, the time was inadequate to bring about a 
change in the mindset of the people in Government, create infrastructure, develop new 
processes and build capacity to deliver information pro actively. This has led to 
implementation issues which need to be identified and addressed.

RTI is indeed an instrument of good governance. Not only can RTI data be used to reorient 
public policy, it also facilitates healthy working of democracy. As may be viewed by the 
authorities, it is a tool to make the system transparent and definitely not a weapon against 
the government. Right to Information Act, 2005, was enshrined with the objective to make 
the government: Transparent and Accountable.

The implementation of the act has been limited in its extent because of the existence of a 
fundamental problem with the mindset of the persons sitting in the power. The diverging 
objectives of the persons in power and as envisaged by the Act, has proven to be the biggest 
hurdle in the successful implementation of the Act. Structural and procedural difficulties 
have also proven to be one of the major hindrances in the popularizing RTI Act as a tool of 
the masses. For example, more than 50% of the applications are received from the rural 
areas, whereas less than 20% appeals ensue from the rural areas.

Information delayed is information denied! Pendency in Central Information Commission 
and State Information Commissions, acts counter to the objective of the act. Quality 
Information at appropriate time is soul of the RTI act. 

As data reveals, majority of the applications are not filed by activists but the ordinary 
citizens, on having been denied legitimate rights and entitlements, hence RTI act by and 
large also served as an alternative grievance redressal mechanism. Undoubtedly, frivolous 
and vexatious applications are filed before the public authority adding to the burden, but 
are less than 2% of the total. 

Power of the powerless - RTI needs 'affirmative will' of the government or else it will end up 
being the power of the powerful. RTI has four major stakeholders: Central and State 
Information Commissions, Public Authorities, Civil Society and Public. All of these 
stakeholders need to collaborate to achieve the mandate of the Act. It must be noted, the 
country needs transparent governance system where disclosure is the general rule and 
denial of information is an exception. 



CHALLENGES

CHALLENGES FACED BY DIFFERENT STAKEHOLDERSAmidst all the efforts that are being made 

towards successful implementation of the Act, 

there are some real challenges which the 

authorities face. There are structural as well as 

functional deficiencies which challenge the 

efforts being put in. The foremost challenge is to 

strike a perfect balance between “Right to 

Information” and “Right to Privacy”. The Act 

needs to further dwell on the definitions of terms 

“personal” and “fiduciary”

Vacancies of Information Commissioners directly 

translate to the increased pendency of the cases 

to be disposed. It is often seen that these vacant 

positions become the parking lot for the retired 

civil servants. On the contrary, these important 

positions should be manned with candidates with 

legal acumen.

The First Appellate Authority has only a ritualistic 

role to play. One can safely conclude that the First 

Appellate Authority is just performing duty of an 

'attesting authority' to reply of PIO instead of 

appellate as envisioned in the act. The 

Government department failed to adopt a culture 

of pro- active disclosures required as per Section 

4 of the RTI Act, 2005.According to DoPT, Central 

Information Commission is responsible to 

enforce section 4 of the Act and more or less 

commissions have failed to supervise. At 

commission level, the successful model of “RTI 

Adalat” must be popularized.  

The desire to benefit the masses with the 

provisions of this act is still far from being 

achieved because of the lack of awareness of the 

masses. Including one or two page on the RTI Act, 

2005 in the curriculum of schools and colleges 

may increase the awareness of the same.

www.transparencyindia.org

Information Seeker

1. Low awareness level, particularly among 
marginalized section. 

2. Non-uniform RTI  Rules & procedures,  
inconvenient mode and non uniform fee across 
the States. 

3. Unsupportive attitudes of PIOs are leading to 
unsatisfactory and poor quality replies by PIOs. 

4. Ritualistic approach' by First Appellate 
authority, huge pendency and leniency 
towards PIOs at Information Commission 
level. 

5. Intimidation and threat by the person in 
power.

Public Information Officer (PIO)

1. Ineffective record management system 
particularly in state field offices/ departments 

2. Inadequate training to PIO & FAAs particularly 
on key order/judgments of Information 
commissions and courts 

3. Limited use of IT like in Case Management 
System and 'e reply' during processing RTI 
applications.

4. Understaffed positions of PIOs, thus 
increased workloads.

5. Lack of motivation & no incentives for good 
work. 

State Information Commission

1. Lack of 'political will' for strengthening State 
Information Commission.

2. Absence of Infrastructure and Inadequate 
human resources in Commission.

3. High Level of Pendency and vacancy in 
Information Commission.

4. Lack of Monitoring and Review mechanism 
within the Government department on RTI.

5. Absence of culture of suo moto disclosure of
information.



1. TECHNOLOGY 

In this tech savvy, use of innovative technology to disclose more and 
more information through the government websites across all platforms 

including vast mobile connectivity and mobile applications, in multiple 
languages will in itself make the system transparent. States like Maharashtra use 

video conferencing to dispose off the cases of second appeals. 

2. TRAINING  

Training and orientation of the government officials on RTI Act, rules and recent 
order/judgments will immensely add to the efficiency of their respective 
departments. A dedicated center to give training to the PIOs and civil society will 
go a long way and will equip them with desired skills.

3. AWARENESS 

Lack of awareness among the stakeholders of the RTI Act, will prove 
detrimental to the objective of having a wide reach. Whereas, 

including an introductory material of one or two page on 
the RTI Act in the curriculum can help in making 

the youth aware of the Act, along with 
the citizenry as a whole. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
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