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ARTJNACHAL PRADESH INFORMATION COMMISSTON

ITANAGAR.
An Appeal Case U/S 19(3) of RTI Act,2005
CaseNo. APIC-641D025.

: Shri Sengman Rongrang, Changlang.
:The PIO, o/o the EE (PWD), Changlang Division,

Changlang District A.P.

a

ORDER
This is an appeal under Section 19(3) of RTI Ac! 2005 received from Shri

Sengman Rongrang for non-fumishing of information Budget Estimate Maintenance
of Assets and (M&& OE & POL up to 2023-25) by the PIO, o/o the EE @WD),
Changlang Division, Changlang, as sought for by him under section 6(l) @orm-A) of
RTI Act 2005 vide his application dated24.03.2025.

This Commission heard this appeal on 20.03.2026 wherein the appellan! Shri
Sengman Rongrang was present in person while the PIO was represented by Er. Shri
TakhEJUkqA.E. . e..,,.^.,.... . .,.

The appellant then submitted that the o/o the PIO has furnished
replieVinformation against few queries only btf he did not properly elaborate the
specific points against which the information/replies were not fumished. The AE, on
the other hand submitted that the o/o the PIO has fumished whatever information as

requested were available in the office. He also brought in some more documents which
were handed over to the appellant with direction to go through the documents and
report the shortcomings, if any, to the PIO within one week pointing out specific
points against which replies have not been fumished. The PIO was also directed to
furnish appropriate replies to those points within I (one) month from the date of receipt
of the order. It was also made clear that if the o/o the PIO does not hold any of the
requested information/documents, then as mandated under section -7(8Xi) of the RTI
Act, the reason for denial of the information has to be communicated to the applicant
to his satisfactionby way ofan affidavit as mandated by section-18(3)(c) ofthe RTI
Act, 2005 and under rule- 5(vi) of the AP Information Commission (Appeal

Pryedure) Rules,2005.

The PIO was, thus, directed to comply with the above order and report

compliance tlrereof to this Commission on 22.04.2026.

On 22.04.2026, the appellant appeared through VC while the PIO, Er. Shri N'
Chilliang, EE appeared in person.

o This Commission after hearinglhe partis and penr5ing the appellant's.letter
dt.25.03.2025 to the PIO indicating the left out documentVinformation, a copy

whereof was handed over to the PIO, directed the PIO to go through the contents of
the letter properly and furnish the left out information/documents to the appellant

within 2(two) weeks or before 06.05.26.
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" Respected Sir,
In the above mentioned subject sir, as per your direction to the PIO in court room on

22 April, 2026. You intimate PIO to enteltain the applicant for co$truction side

inspection along with side engineer on genuine ground' And same matter I wrote letter

two times earlier to the PIO Refer my letter Reference No' RTI/APULN03/2026 Dated

the 25th March 2026 and RTI/CHG/02/2025 Dated Changlang the 29th Aug'

202 But unfortunate Ttt data'my tipp:eaI ha?tilidi'den:iad by theioncerned aul hor itf
On the other hand, the left out informatio n I sough:t wry-precisely from'the concerned

authority but theY failed to proide the information tmder stipulated time as Per Your

Memo no. APIC-641 /2025/743 Dated Itanagar the 23 March, 2026. After multiPle

failwe to provide the information from the end of concented authority in recentlY

cowt hear@ on 22nd APriI 2026 you intimidated to PIO to Provided all the sought

infonnation on or before 6t,h May, 2026, tf theY failed to provide bY anY reasons or

else authoritY must produce Cowt afidavi t paper in details to the applicant, sir in this

regard I was not inform or iwite bY the concerned autho rity to discuss the matter and

suddenly in the last moment from unknown Phone no. 89697395j2 I recipes whatsapp

message around 8:56 PM on 4th MaY 2026, later I was informed through the message

from the same unknown Phone no. That the information of my RTI is sent through

PARCEL bearing Article No. EEl 766712 86IN (SP-INULND-PARCEL) and adding

to it for Your kind informatio n I asked the unlaown Person to reveal his designation

but he didn't resPonse.

. Sn in this rggard I sincerely reguest you with folded hand through you from

the authoritv provide ^"' ';'-;;;*;;;" 
pinvti*.llv 

-so 
tl&t the miscommunitation

should not arises and ,n" ioii-rii"ia ,"ioiu"d in earliest manner sotnetime postal

may takz more time 
"" 

i''""n- ii" to"'tro' and specially yh"'"..!. belong the

Communication and Connectivity mode is very wo'ie in such condition some the

miscommunication arises between both the party'-'-- 
With this I am looking for positive response from yow end sir'

Sengman Rowang (RTI Activ-ist) "

It transpires from the appellant's cgmp^lain1. as above that the PIO did not

comply with the direction .i rr,['c"**ission for site inspection which is one of the

rights provided to the appeil^aiil;;;'tt" 2(iXi) the RTI Act" 2005' However' the

PIO, it appears, t us n mi'nJ rc i"n out infoiaiion to the appellant through speed

The PIO was also again reminded of the requirement of law that if the o/o the PIO

does not hold any oi the requested informatior/documents, then as mandated gnder

section -?(8)(i) of Oe RTI Act, the reason for denial of the information has to be

communicatJ to the applicant to his satisfaction by way of an alfidavit as mandated

by section-18(3)(c) of the RTI Act" 2005 r/w rule-5(vi) of the AP Info-rmation

iommission (Appeal procedure) Rules, 2005. The PIo was also directed to facilitate

site visit by the appellant as requested by him

This Commission is now in receipt of letter d1.05.05.2026 from the appellant as

reproducedhereunder,complaining,interalia'that^thePlodespitethisCommission's
direction, did not facilitate the site- inspection not furnish the left out information but

informi him through an unknown.oiil" thut the information has been sent through

PARCEL bearing Article No. E8476674286IN (SP-IM'AND-PARCEL)'

sd/-

post.
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sd/-
(S. TSERING BAPPTD

State Information Commissioner,
APIC, ltanagar.

Memo No. IC.64 €/r Da dI n e 6

Copy to:
l) The Chief Engineer (PWD), Govt. ofA.P, Eastem Zone, Namsai, Namsai District,

First Appellate Authority (FAA), for information and ensuring comPliance bY the

a

PIO concemed.
2) Th; piO, olo the EE (PWD), Changlang Division, Changlang District @in Code:

,) 3il?ltl#*"ffilHffio'.flTXlfl$;rufi rons- changrfig (contact No'

7 6280259 39) for information.

, )-IJrrc Compuier Programmer/Computer Operator for uploading on the website of
..- APIC, please.

5) Office CoPY. P
oi srcopy. 'Wi;,,**

Registrar/ 66"t! Ref istrar
APIC' Itanagar

^'-*'t$'ItHcoil{*or

tD
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The above being the position, this Commission again directs the PIO to

facilitate the site inspeition by the appellurt on a mutually convenient dale Jvithin
iit*oi *..t from the date of this order. Meanwhile, the appellant shall wait_for fte

documenvinformation sent by the PIO through Post which, on receip! he shall go

*rrougrr and report the shortcoming, if any, to this commission within 3(three) weeks

from the date ofreceipt ofthis order.

Given under my hand and seal of this commission on this I 16 May, 2026.


