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Thisisanappealfiledundersub-section(3)ofSectionlgoftheRTI2005'Brieffactof
the case is that the Appellant Shri Riya Taram on 04rc8n025 filed an RTI application in Form-

.A, before the PIo.cum.DFo, Changlang Forest Division, Changlang District, Govt. of

Arunachal lPradesh. whereby seeking various information 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 3y0gn025, and even then, the Appellant not receiving the

required info.mation from the PIO, filed the second Appeal before the Arunachal Pradesh

Iniormation Commission (APIC) on 14t01t2026 and the Registry of the Commission (APIC)

havingreceiptoftheAppealregistereditasAPlC.No.gslN2026(Appeal)andprocessedthe
same for its hearing and disPosal.

Accordingly' matter came up for hearing before the Commission on 21,05.2026,, wherein

both the parties are present during the hearing before the Commission'

After hearing both the parties the Commission (APIC) hereby observes;

1. The present second appeal has been filed by Shri Riya Taram ftrereinafter referred to as

,,the Appellant") under Section l9(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (hereinafter

referred to as ,'the RTI Act") against the First Appellate Authority (FAA) who did not

heartheappealandSo,approachedtheStatelnformationCommissionwiththisSecond
Appeal.

2. The genesis ofthis appeal lies in an application frled by the Appellant under section 6(1)

ofthe RTI Act on seeking information on seventeen distinct points for a period spanning

five years. The information sought pertains to various activities and records of the

DivisionalForestOffice,ChanglangDivision,undertheCAMPAScheme'
3. The Respondent PIO, declined to provide the information, citing the following reasons:

a)Theapplication,specificallyFormA'isnotspecificasrequiredunderSection6of
the RTI Act.

b) Fumishing the requested information, which is voluminous and would run into

lakhs ofpages, would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority,

as stipulated under Section 7(9) ofthe RTI Act'

c)TheGovemmentofArunachalPradeshdoesnotallocateseparatefundsforthe
purpose of fumishing information under the RTI Act'

4.AggrievedbythedecisionofthePlo,theAppellantprefenedafirstappealbeforethe
FAAunderSectionlg(l)oftheRTlAct.TheFAA,afterhearingtheparties,dismissed
the appeal and upheld the reasoning of the PIO' Consequently' the Appellant has

approached this Commission through the present second appeal'
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Submissions of the Parties;

information.

Analysis and Findings;

a)

b)

c)

The Appellant, in his appeal, has contended that the denial of information by the

R.rpond.nt is arbitrary and contrary to the spirit of the RTI Act' The Appellant has

arguedthattheinformationsoughtisinthepublicinterestandthatthegroundsfor
rejection are not tenable in law.

TheRespondent,initsoralsubmissions,hasreiterateditsstandthattheinformation
sought is not specific and is exceptionally voluminous' It has been contended that

conipiling the information for seventeen different queries over a period of five years

would require the deployment of a significant portion of the workforce for an extended

period, thereby pa.aiyring the normal functioning of the office' The Respondent has

further submitted that the financial constraints due to the non-allocation of separate

funds for RTl-related activities make it impracticable to provide such a vast amount of

7 This commission has carefully considered the submissions of both parties and has

perused the record. The pivotal issues that arise for consideration are:

WhethertheinformationsoughtbytheAppellantisspecificasrequiredbySection6of
the RTI Act.

whether the volume of the information sought justifies its denial on the grounds of

disproportionate diversion of resources under Section 7(9) ofthe RTI Act'

Whether the non-allocation of separate funds by the government can be a valid reason

for refusing to provide information under the RTI Act'

On the issue of specificity under Section 6: Section 6(1) of the RTI Act requires an

applicant to specify the particulars of the information sought' A plain reading of the

Afpelant's application reveals that information has been sought under seventeen broad

heads for a period of five years. While the queries are distinct' they are wide-ranging and

lackthenecessaryprecisiontoenablethePlotoidentiffandlocatethespecificrecords
with reasonable effort. An omnibus request for "all information" on a particular subjecl

over a long period can be construed as non-specific' The PIO is not expected to conduct

research on behalf of the applicant or to interpret vague and general queries' The Centrai

Information Commission has, in several cases, held that vague or voluminous RTI

applications cannot be summarily rejected; however, the PIO must engage with the

8

applicant to narrow the scoPe.

g. on the issue of disproportionate diversion of resources under Section 7(9): Section 7(9)

of the RTI Act states that "an information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in

which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public

authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation ofthe record in question'"

It is pertinent to note that this section does not provide a ground for denial of

informationbutratherforprovidingitinaformothefthanthatwhichwasrequested.
TheSupremeCourthasobservedthatthenationcannotaffordasituationwherea
majority of the staff of public authorities spends a significant amount of their time

coliecting and fumishing information at the cost oftheir regular duties'

l0.Intheinstantcase,theRespondenthasavenedthattheinformationsoughtwouldrun
intolakhsofpages.Whilethemerevolumeofinformationisnotagroundfordenial,the
cumulativeeffectofprovidingsuchextensiveinformationmustbeweighedagainstthe
resources of the public autho;ity. The central Information commission, in the case of

Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) v Aditya Bandhopadhyay, (2011) 8

SCC4gT,hascautionedagainstthemisuseoftheRTlActtoclogthefunctioningof
publicauthoritieswithmundaneapplications.TheCommissionisoftheconsideredview

6.



that compiling seventeen categories of information for a five-year period would indeed

lead to a disproportionate diversion of the limited resources of the Divisional Forest

Offrce, Changlang.

11. The Respondent PIO, in such a situation, could have invoked Section 7(9) to offer the

Appellant an inspection of the relevant records. This would have balanced the

Appellant's right to information with the practical constraints of the public authority' The

failure of the PIo to offer inspection is a procedural lapse. However, considering the

broad and extensive nature of the information sought, the underlying principle of

preventing a disproportionate diversion ofresources remains valid'

12. On the issue of non-allocation of funds: The contention that the Govemment of

Arunachal Pradesh does not provide separate funds for fumishing information is not a

legally sustainable ground for denying information under the RTI Act. The Act is a

central legislation, and its provisions are binding on all public authorities. The public

authority is obligated to make budgetary provisions to comply with the mandate of the

Act. The lack of specific funding cannot be cited as a reason to frustrate the citizen's

fundamental right to information.

Decision;

13. In light of the aforesaid analysis, this Commission finds that while the ground of non-

allocation of funds is uritenable, the rejection of the Appellant's lequest on the grounds

of the queries being non-specific and voluminous, leading to a disproportionate

diversion of resources, is justifiable to a certain extent'

14. The Appellant's request for seventeen different types of information over a five-year

period is overly broad and lacks the specificity required for the PIo to fumish the

information without an exhaustive and time-consuming search, which would impede the

normal functioning of the public authority.

1 5. However, the Respondent PIO ought to have provided an opportunity to the Appellant to

inspecttherecordsasaviablealtemativeunderSectionT(9)oftheRTIAct.
16. Therefore, while upholding the core reasoning of the PIo and the FAA regarding the

impracticality of fumishing the voluminous information as sought, this commission

deems it appropriate to provide the Appellant with an opportunity to reframe his request'

Order;

17. The appeal is dismissed,

18. The Appellant is at liberty to file a fresh application before the PIo, speciffing with

reasonable particularity the information required. The Appellant may choose to nalrow

down the scope of the queries and the time period for which the information is sought'

19. Alternatively, the Appellant may request the PIO for an inspection of the relevant

records at a mutually convenient date and time, from which he may obtain the specific

information he requires.

20. The PIO is directed to provide all reasonable assistance to the Appellant in case a fresh

application is filed or an inspection is sought, in accordance with the provisions of the

RTI Act,2005.
21. A copy ofthis order be sent to both parties.

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 21't day of

May'2026.



Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this 2l't day of May' 2026'

sd/-

(Vijay Taram)
State lnformation Commissioner

APIC-Itanagar
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Registrar

Copy to:
1. PIO-Cum-DFO, Changlang Div. changlang District, Govt of Arunachal Pradesh for

information and necessary action please' Pin Code:792120

2. Shri Riya Taram, Huto iolony, lutlang, Itanagar, P,/Pare District Arunachal Pradesh
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APIC, Itanagar.
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