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The appelianr file an RTI Application dared l0/llliand,implementation c/o sr..r i;.il;#'il,Jll'l#],ll'"'23,seeking*Detairs regarding Expendirurein Upper sru^rr;ri'bir"t*tscl 
suspension Bridge over river Subansiri'Doil;il"?Tj;", & chorrijo

As per the case record' plo has rejected the RTI Application fired by the appellant.

- Feeling aggrieved and
complain aatea llrcstzoz--- 

dissatisfied' appellant approached the commission with instant second

The following were present.
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Heard the pIO.

plO submits thar thr
certjficle 

"t n'l' ,,*' ,"'li lt' application was rejecred^ as"rhe appricanr has submi*ed BpL
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ORDER

required to pay an amount of fee which he or she considers

In the instant case it is
commission sharl receive *o 

ComPlaint under Section I8 r I ) of RTr A.. 2005. Under this seqion lheinquire into a complaint from any person:
(a) Who has be

,o,. ,,0,,.Tffi1i,::::fl:J;:T:t to a centrar Pubric Information ofncer or
officer has U*, ,""","*i,,-"rl: ii,_l c:se may be, either by reason that no such
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(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 toinformation within the time limit specified under this Act:
(d) Who has been

unreasonable;
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(e) Who believes that he or she has been given incomplete, misleading or false

information under this Act; and

(f) In respect of any other matter relating to requesling or obtaining access to records

under this Act.

ln conjunction with above grounds it is seen that-

(a) The complainant has been able to submit the RTI application in Form-A to the

PIO.

(b) The complainant has not been specifically refused access to

requested.

(c) The PIO has initially given response to the complainant.

reason of refusa I to he -/to'

infom.ratior.r

nished with

(d) There is no unreasonable fee charged. The applicant is required to produce a BPL

certificate / card in his name from the competent authority.

(e) No evidence olincomplete, misleading or false information.

(f) No other matter other than rejection of RTI application by PIO.

In the complaint case, the Commission cannot direct the public authority to furnish
information. As such power is not confeted on the Commission under section-L8 of the AcL The

Supreme Court has exhaustively explained the provision in the case of "Chief Information Commr. &
Anr vs State of Manipur & Anr on 12, December, 201l "-

"42. Apart from that the procedure under Section 19 of the Act, when compared to

Section 18, has several safeguards for protecting the interest of the person who has been

refused the information he has sought. Section l9(5), in this connection, may be referred to.

Section l9(5) puts the onus to justib the denial ofrequest on the information ofricer. Therefore,

it is for the fficer to justify the denial. There is on such safeguard in Section 18. Apart from
that the procedure under Section 19 is o time bound one but no linit is prescribed under

Section 18. So out of the fwo procedures, between Section 18 and Section 19, the one under

section l9 is more beneficial to a person who has been denied access to inform^tion.

43. There is another aspect clso. The procedure under Section 19 is an appellate

procedure. A right of appeal is alv,ays u creature of statute. A right of appeal is a right of

entering a superior forum.for invoking its aid and interposition to correct errors of the inferior

statute confers such a right of appeal
forum. lt is a very valuable right. ThereJbte. when the

thal must be exercised by a person who is aggrieved by

the information.
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The Complaint is dismissed accordingly.

Judgement / Order or
November, ;;:;;";^,;'::;;:iil#fi:,:Jf,:T::,:,ffli::;iffi,;:: .,ay ,his r l,h day or

Given under my hand and sear of this commission / court on this I l ff day of Nove mbe\ 2024.

-/
(Khopey Thalev)

State Information Commissioner
APIC, Itanagar
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