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Shri Nikam Dabu...

PIO-cum- EE (PWD). Daporiio Dir ision

Date of hearing
Date of decisior/Judgmenr

ON

E COURT OF SIIRI KHoPI\' 1'IIALI!\, Sl ATE INFOIIM

(Summon to appear in person)
(Or. 5, R.3 of CPC)

Appellant

An Complairt case U/S l8(l ) of RTI Act. 2005
Vide Case No. Appe a1898t2023,

ATION COMMISSIONER

Versrrs

Respondent

llltl/2021
1U1U2024

INFORMATION COMMISSIONEI{ : Shri Ktropel ftraley

Relevant facts emerging tion.r Appeitl

Information sought :

The appellant file an RTI Application dated l0/l l/2023 seeking Details regarding Expenditure
and implementation C/o Suspension Bridge over Sippi River in between Lokar Rijo and tjubi Vilage,
Upper Subansiri District.

As per the case record, PIO has rejectocl rhe RTI Application filed by the appellant.

RTI application file on
PIO replied on
First appeal file on
First Appellate Authority's order
2nd Appeal dated

Appellant

Respondent

24t07/2023
01t0812023

23t09t2024

Conrnrission

Feeling aggrieved and dissatistled. appellant approached the Commission with instant Second
Complain dated 11 10912023.

The follorving were present.

Contd..2/

Shri Nikam Dabu absent during the hearing.

PIO-cum-EE(PWD), Daporijo Division present in person before the
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JUDGEMENT / ORDER

This is a complaint filed under Sub-section (l) of the Section 18 of the RTI Act.2005. Brief
fact of the case is that the complainant Shri Nikam Dabu on 24.07.2023 filed an RTI application in
Fomr-A to the PIO cum EE (PWD) Daporijo Division Upper Subansiri District A.P, whereby, seeking
various information as quoted in Form-A application. Complainant being rejected his RTI application,
flled this complaint to the Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission on 11.09.2023, and Registry of
the Commission (APIC), on receipt of the complaint. registered it as APIC-No. 88712023 (Complaint)
and processed the same for its inquiry i hearing and disposal.

Heard the PIO.

PIO submits that the RTI application was rejected as the applicant has submitted BPL
certificate of his wife to avail information documents free of cost. He states that rejection of
application was made within prescribed time limit period otherwise information could have been
provided on remittance ofprescribed fee.

In the instant case it is Complaint under Section 18 (1) of RTI Act 2005. Under this section the
commission shall receive and inquire into a complaint from any person:

(a) Who has been unable to submit a request to a Central Public Information Officer or
State Public Information Officer, as the case may be, either by reason that no such
officer has been appointed under this Act, or because the Central Assistant Public
Information Officer or State Assistant Public Information Officer, as tlle case may
be, has refused to accept his or her application for information or appeal under this
Act for forwarding the same to the Central Public Information Officer or State
Public lnformation Officer or senior officer specified in sub-section (1) of section
l9 or the Central Information Commission or the State Information Commission, as

the case may be;

(b) Who has been refused access to any information requested under this Act;

(c) Who has not been given a response to a request for information or access to

information within the time limit specified under this AcU

(d) Who has been required to pay an amount of fee which he or she considers
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Accordingly. this matter came up for hearing before the Commission for 1 (one) time dated
1l/1112024.In this hearing of the complaint on 11.11.2024 the PIO-Cum- EE PWD Daporijo Division
Upper Subansiri District present in person and the complainant Shri Nikam Dabu found absent without
any intimation to the Commission.



J-
(e) Who believe5 6ha1 ;1s .,

rnrbrmarion under trris o.,,,ilT 
rras been given

(0 In respect of any other mr
under this Act. 'u'ltter relating to requesting or obtaining

In conjunction with above grounds it is seen that_

con.rplainant has bccn able to submit the RTI application in Form-A to the

tncomplete, mislead.ing or fa.lse

(a) The

PIO

(b) tte 
"."ru"rr.oJo''''ant 

has not been specificalry refused access to information

(c) rn. plo has initialry gir,en response to the complainant.
(d) There i

..nin.u,l 1o 
unreasonahle /be chargec

re / card in hi"'";'; ;;;, ;;1^11:00""*' 
is required to produce a BPL;ompetent authority.

(e) No evidence of incornprete. rnisieading or fbrse information.
(D No other matter other than r.ejection of

In the comprain, ,rr, 
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'=.,*""'ol-RTI application bv PIo.
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s:61411s1 dire.ct the pubric authority to furnish
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protctttre under Section te of the Act, when compared to

refused the ,n1or**ri! l'truarcls fit, proteLling the interest of the person who has been
section I9(5) pu,r,rri.-!1" !:'u.'.'!"' '\ection teo)' in 

'1,i, 
,onnrl"io;:;;;" reJened b.
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info1nalio,7mi,, rherefore.

that the procetlure under Section 19 ,, , ,i,rir;;;:;r";lr:::;:r;:::r:;r::r:{:;l:;,
Section lg. So our of the ,*o pn,"rrt,r.:r.r,' i'r^iri,'r"rr"r,rn lg and Section 19, the one undersection r9 is more beneficior ,u o p"rr,,,,iirir'i^'i,rr, *ried access to information.

13. There it ctnother tr tpecl ul.\.o. Tlte procetlure under Sect 19 is an appellateprocedure. A right of appeal i.
ton

enlering a superior /itntnt Jbr inwtk
tyo.t'.\ (t ct.edlure of statute. A right
tng it.s.cticl crnd interposilion t(., correct errors of the inferior

oJ' appeal is a right of
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In that vieu' of the murter thi.t ('ourt tlocs not./ind any etor in the impugned judgment
of the Division Bench. ln rhc pantrlrinuie paragraph rhe Division Bench has directed the
Informution Contnti.ssioner, Munipur to dis;to.sa ol'thc c.omplaints of the respondent no.2 in
accordance wilh lay as cxpetlitioush tr.t possiltle.

11. Thi.t ( otu't, therefbre. dirt't r.t the uppellunt' to.file appeals under section l9 of the
Act in respect of tu,o retluest,t b.t, rltLnr ./itr. ohtuining information vide applications dated
9.2.2007 and 19.5.2007 v hin tt lttt i.cl oJ ./iur teeks .from today. If such an appeal is filed
following lhe slalulu-.1t proccdurc b.t rlu ultptllunts, tllc .\(one shoukl be considered on merits
by the appellate uullrurit.y u'ilhout in.\i.\ting on the pcriotl of limitution."

The Commission obsen'es that thc- complaint was flled under Section l8 of the RTI Act,
2005 where the Conurission was or)l\ r'u'quired to asceftain if the information has been denied
with a mala fide intent or due 1o an Lrrrrersonable cause or under any other clause of Section l8
of RTI Act. Since records ofthc clsc tlo not indicate any such deliberate denial or concealment
of information on the paft o1'thc I'lo. tlre Corrmission concluded that there was no cause of
action would necessitate action undcl rhe provisions ofthe Section 20 (l) ofthe RTI Act,2005
in the instant complaint.

The Complaint is dismissed uccruclingly.

Judgement / Order pronouncecl in tlrc Open Court of this Commission today this l lth day of
November, 2024. Each copy of the Judgeme rrt , Order be fumished to the parties.

Given under my hand and seal ofthis (lornnrission / Court on this I lth day ofNovember, 2024.

./
(I(hopey Thaley)

State Information Commissioner
APIC, Itanagar

Memo No.APIC-898120231L{ 3Y Dated Itanagar the.J..l-November,2024
Copy to:

I The PIo-cum-EE( PwD), Daporilo r)ir ision Uppe's,bansiri District A.p pin:791122.
2. Shri Nikam Dabu c/o BBB Enterprists. ll- secror ltanagar papum pare District A.p pin:

79lill (M)7640082060

1---3i- Computer Programmer. Itanagar'" ,\Pit' to uploacl in APIC r.rebsite and mailed to concemed

(Kh )
State Information Commissioner

.\Pl( .ltrru.rg.u'

department email.
4. Office copy
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