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ARUNACHAL PRADESH INF&frANON COMMISSION (APIC)

ITANAGAR

File'No. APIC-2 4312025 (Apoeal )

Shri Vijay Peftin
Village Ithili, PO / PS: Roing

Lower Dibang ValleYDist. A'P'

(M) 7085172418
Pin: 792110

Appellant

PIO-Respondent
VETSUS

ORDER

Date of Hearing:
Date of Decision:

73.07.2026
t3.07.2026

INFORMATIONCOMMISSIONER :

Relevant facts emerging from appeal.
RTI application filed on
SPIO replied on
First appeal filed on
First Appellate Authority's Order
Second ApPeal filed on

04.t0.2024
5.r2.2024
23.t2.2024
10.09.2025
19.03.2026

the concerned Public authorities

2. Furnish copy of the name of father and mother of shri. Rahul Michichi, Bhismaknagar

and Shri. Perkom Linggi, Kapang village'

3. Furnish copy of name of the Deputy commissioner or Additional Deputy

commissioner, Roing or sDo, Dambuk who issued sT and PRC certificates to the said

two suspected Non-APST offsprings'

(Please furnish all sought documents in certified copies)
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PIO,
O/o the Deputy Commissioner (DC)

Roing, Lower Dibang Valley District A'P.

Pin Code: 792710.

Dani Gamboo

Information sought:
ihe appeltant his flled an RTI application dated 04.70.2024 seeking following information

regarding ST & PRC of Shri Rahul Michichi & Shri Perkom Linggi'

Details of information required: -

1. Furnish copy of scheduled Tribe certificates and PRC of shri. Rahul Michichi (working

as Data operator in BDO, office Roing) Bhismaknagar and shri. Perkom Linggi,

residing in Kapang village near Dambuk, if sT and PRc ceftificates issued to them by



The following were present.

Appellant

Respondent pIO

Decision:

: present. He states that the pIO and the FAA has deniedthe information souqht a, rrim unoliiffi;';(iffi of the RrrAct, 20025. He sub-mits inut in th" Aptc_217/2024 shri LokamTassar vs plo cum ilc o49. in" olprtv 6o#,i"is'stner, capitar
lplflS-, rtanagar, tne ion,ure rrr"rrf,"tit, I"rro],on Court ofshri vijay raram has ordered fo. i;r;;hi;; ii'#'..Jrtin.utu unoPRC of shri Ha Tatu to the appricant i", in" #itli inrormationsought should be furnished.

: Absent.

This is an uppuurtug-lrder.sub-section (3) of section 19 0f the RTI Act, 2005. Briefract of the case is that the appeilant snri vijai e'e,iin on 0a.10.20 24 firedan RTI appricationunder Form-'A' before th:^Pl9r 06J;s ;l;'r,y c;rmissioner, Roins, Govt. or ArunacharPradesh whereby, seeking various informJil;. ;
A ppe,a n t, oei n s'not sJr snto *i *, tn" i,i" ffi ;; ;;. 

+:"i?: ;: Ju,'l;,t. 1fl 9 f?,.tli lr JJ.:before the First Apperate Authority-on 2i.i.ioic. Appeilant, again having denied therequired information bv the^FAA, rir"J ft* iu*i'a epp"ur before the Arunathar pradeshInformation commission on 06.05.2026 .-.0 [-',."d"g'rt.y or tne commisrioi'(iprc), r,uring
;"":?t*ff,TJ,:?r' resistered it.inpiCnrJ'+riinrzozl;;;;;#;#'ih[same 

ror its

whereas, the plo has denied discrosure of information sought by the appricant asthey are exempted under Section a(1)0j"li"h:;in Acr, 2005.
whereas, this commission has passed an order.dated 11.8.2025 directing FFA _Deputy commissioner' Roing, Govt. 

"r 
eb t" ."rori hearing on the first upp.ur Rt"d to hir,following the principre *:1,y,u] irtti.",-giriffiai, aro equar opportunitv to both theappetlant and plo and thereafter purt ,."uro,i"J'i'nirpeating order on merit.

whereas, the First Appellate Authority - Deputy commissioner, Roing has heard thefirst appeat on 10.09.2025 ana parseoluag;".;#ilr as foilows
"whereas, the matter was heard by the Honble state Information commissioner, shn DaniGamboo, on ttth orn*,l*? u.! inO nri. irr,rg the hearing, the Honble Commrssionerobserued that the FAA had not drsposed or ne-iri appeat following the statutoty procedureyrl;;;:',:':f:;;:,7",*, the matter u,,i l" ii re*oeputy-conmissioier, Roins ror

whereas, in compliance with the said ordet; a hearing was fixed on 29/0g/2025 at 1700 Hrsbv the office of the understgned, ;;";;h"';;p"//rrt shri viay petttn was present rheappeal peftained to the request for information iugrairg the scheduled mbi fertincates orShri Rahul Michichi and Shri perkom tiignl--"" ''o'"
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Whereas, since the information sought relates to third-pafty individuals and involves their
personal records, letters were issued to both Shri Rahul Michichi and Shri Perkom Linggi,

seeking their comments in accordance with Section 11 of the Rn Ad, 2005 (Third ParU

information Procedure). In response, both individuals submitted their objections, stating that
the disctosure of their Scheduled Tribe Ceftificates would amount to an unwarranted invasion

of their privacy and requested that the same may not be disclosed.

Whereas, upon perusal of the submissions and in light of the provisions of Sedion 8(1)(il ot
the Rn Act 2005, it is observed that:

"Information which relates to perconal information, the disclosure of which has no

relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would cause an unwarmnted invasion

of the priuacy of an individual shall not be disclosed unless the Centml Public Information

Officer or the State Public Information Officer or the appellate authorifil as the case may be,

is satisfred that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information."

Whereas, in the present case, no larger public interest justifying the disclosure has been

established by the appellant. Moreover, the Scheduled Tribe Certiftcate is a personal

document, the disclosure of which may indeed lead to an unwatanted invasion of privacy, as

objeded to by the third parties.

Hence, in view of the above facts, submissions of the third parties, and the relevant legal

provisions under the RTT Act, 2005, particularly Section 8(1)(il, the request for disclosure of
the Scheduled Tribe Certificates of Shri Rahul Michichi and Shri Perkom Linggi is hereby

declined. The appeal is accordingly disposed of."

Whereas, in the appeal case APIC-2721A12025: Shri Vijay Pertin & Kalom Perme Vs.

PIO - cum-SDO, Tezu (wherein the appellant sought information regarding Scheduled Tribe
Certificate and Permanent Resident Certificate of Shri Chowna Mein) in the APIC Hon'ble
Commission Court of Shri Khopey Thaley passed an order as:

" In the instant case/ no element of larger public interest is invoked by the appellant to
justify overriding the privacy protections enshrined in the law. The appellant has not made a
bona fide public interest in seeking information, the disclosure of such information would
cause unwarranted invasion of priuacy of the individual under sec 8(1)(j) of the Rn Ad.
Therefore, the Commisslon is of the view that the appellant has not succedd in
establishing that the information sought for the larger public interest. He FAAS order is found
to be reasoned and in accordance with Law. Therefore, the same is uphetd and the appeal
case no. APIC 272/A/2025 is dispose and close."

whereas, section B(1)(j): "Information which relates to personal information the
disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest, or which would
cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the Public Information
Officer (PIO) or the appellate authority is satisfied that the larger public interest justifies the
disclosure" has been amended through section 40(3) of tne '. the Digital personal Data
Protection ad, 2023" as : In section B of the Right to information Act, 2-005, in sub-section
(1), for clause $), the following clause shall be sibstituted, namely :_
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"@ information which re/ate to personal information.,,

whereas, after oerusing the case record and hearing from the appeilant, thecommission is of the similar viiw tnuinn ai-iJnot u tool to intrude into personal lives,especially where no public interest is involveo. in" nn Act is not a surveillance tool andcannot be used to gather personal details or otners without a strong and demonstratedpublic cause' RTI Act is designed to ensuie-aicorniioirity in governance and not to interfereinto personar and professionir rives of o*'ers-witnoui rawfur justification.

whereas, in the instant case, no erement of rarger pubric interest is invoked by theappellant to justify overriding the privacy p.t"aion, enihrined in tne-iaw. ihe appettant hasnot made a bona fide public interest' in seetinl information, the disclosure of such

Xl?;ffilgpurd 
cause unwarranted inuaiion o]'p;uacy of the individuar undlr sec 8(r)6)

Therefore, the commission is of the view that the appeilant has not succeeded inestablishing that the information sought for ir r* tn" hrg", p..iririi int"r"rt-. 
-' '

The FAA',s order is found to be reasoned and in accordance with Law.

unO .foll:iufore, 
the same is uphetd and the appealcase no ApIC_243/A/2025 is disposed of

order pronounced in the open court of this commission today this 13s day of Jury,2026. Each copy of the Judgement I Order O.]rinirn"O to the parties.

,OrU. 
n'r"n under my hand and seal of this Commission / Court on this 13h day of July,

em o.A -24 2

sd/_
(Dani Gamboo)

Information Commissioner

Jn
Copy to:

vComputer Programmer Itanagar ApIC to upload in APIC website and mailed to
concerned department email.

2. Office copy.

?ag **.^*
Registrar / ffiuty Reglstrar

Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission
Itanagar

. .;9rl+r.r?
.,ron CO,rfirss,On

4lPage

rL.- A3


