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Shri Tamchi Gungte
....... ApPellant

-VERSUS-

. Respondent.

Ord er 25.08.2026.

This is an appeal filed under sub-section (3) of Section l9 ofthe RTI 2005. Brief fact

of the case is that the Appellant Shri Tamchi Gungte on 2410912025 filed an RTI application

in Form- 'A' before the PlO-cum-Executive Engineer (EE), PHED, Tawang Division,

Tawang District, Govt. of Anurachal lPradesh. Whereby seeking various inlormation as

quoted in Form 'A' application. The Appellant being not receiving the information from the

PIO filed the First Appeal before the First Appellate Authority (FAA) on 0311112025, and

even then, the Appellant not receiving the required information from the PIO, filed the

Second Appeal before the Arunachal Pradesh Inlormation Commission on 1910112026 and

the Registry of the Commission (APIC) having received the Appeal registered it as APIC-No.

1221N2026 (Appeal) and processed the same lor its hearing and disposal.

Accordingly, matter come up for hearing before the Commission on 25.08.2026,

wherein the Appellant is present during the hearing before the Commission.

The PIO-cum-EE, PHED, Tawang Division, Tawang District, Govt. of Arunachal

Pradesh is absent without reporting the reason for his absence.

In the first hearing today held on 25.08.2026;

This second appeal has been preferred by Shri Tamchi Gungte (hereinafter "the
Appellant") against the Plo-cum-Executive Engineer, PHED Tawang Division (hereinafter

"the Respondent") regarding the non-fumishing of information requested vide Form 'A'
application dated 24.09.2025.
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PIO-Cum-Executive Engineer, PHED'

Tawang div. Tawang District.
Gort. of Arunachal Pradesh

JUDGMENT FOR DISMISSING THE APPEAL

The matter is taken up for the first hearing today. The Commission has perused the
records and the underlying RTI application submitted by the Appellant.



1 . Brief Facts:

The Appellant, through a single RTI application, has sought a vast array of

information comprising 14 distinct categories covering a period of 10 (ten) long years. The

request pertains to every single work executed by the PHED, Tawang Division over the last

decade.

2. Observations and Findings:

Upon careful examination of the nature and scope of the information sought, the

Commission observes the lollowing:

a) vagueness and Scale: The application is excessively voluminous and lacks

specificity.Section6(1)(b)oftheRTlAct,2005,mandatesthatapersonwho
desires to obtain information shall make a request specifying the particulars of the

information sought. A blanket request for "all works" over a " 10-year period" is

not "specific" but fishing and roving in nature.

b) Disproportionate Diversion of Resources:Section 7(9) of the RTI Act states that

information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it

would disproportionately diverl the resources of the public authority. Collation of

data for 14 categories across l0 years of every project in a division would require

the PIO to abandon their primary executive duties to cater solely to this request.

This effectively paralyzes the functioning of the RWD Tawang Division'

c) Abuse of Process:The RTI Act is a tool for transparency and accountability in

public interest. However, requesting such an astronomical volume of data without

demonstrating any specific nexus to public interest suggests an intent to harass the

PIO and the Public Authority. The Commission views such "shotgun" applications

as an abuse of the law for vested interests rather than the advancement of
democratic transparencY.

d) Time Constraint:The Act mandates providing information within 30 days' It is

physically and administratively impossible for any PIO to verify, photocopy, and

attest thousands ol pages of records spanning a decade within the statutory

timeframe.

3. Decision

The Commission finds that the Appellant is wasting the precious time of this

Commission and the Public Authority. Frequent filing of such voluminous and ambiguous

applications across various departments indicates a pattem ofharassment.

In view of the above, the Second Appeal is hereby DISMISSED in the first hearing.

4. Furthermore, this Commission directs that other similar appeals filed by the same

Appellant against different PIOs, which share this characteristic of being overly voluminous

and non-specific, shall also be subject to dismissal on the same grounds to prevent the waste

of administrative time.



5. Liberty to the Appellant:

while the current appeal is dismissed, the Appellant is granted liberty to file a fresh,

refined, and specific RTI application. The Appellant is advised to narrow down the scope to

specific projects, specific years, or specific documents so that the information can be

provided without crippling the resources ofthe State.

In view of the above facts and circumstances the Commission dismiss this Appeal.

And, accordingly, this Appeal stands dismissed and closed once for all.

Judgment pronounced in the open court of this Commission today on this 25th day of
August' 2026.

Copy of this Judgment be fumished to the parties.

Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this 25th day of August' 2026.

sd/-

(Vijay Taram)
State Information Commissioner

APIC-ltanagar

Mcmo.N o.APIC-1221A12026 Dated ltanasar. the .*.Ausust. 2026.

Copy to:
I PlO-Cum-Executive Engineer, PHED, Tawang Div. Tawang District, Govt of

Arunachal Pradesh for information and necessary action please. Pin Code:790104

Shri Tamchi Gungte, Near KV-ll School Chimpu, Itanagar, P/Pare District,
Pradesh for information please. Contact No. 9233567279

e Computer Programmer, APIC fbr uploading on the Website of APIC and mail

it to the concemed department please.

Office Copy

Registrar
APIC, Itanagar
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