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An Appeal Case U/S t9(3) of RTI Act 2005
CaseNo.ApIC_ 62BnO2 5.Shri Nechang Kamki , Niti Mhar, Itanagar.:The PIO, o/o the Divis ional Forest Officer, Aalo, West Siang Distt.

)@
Fumish a copy of Sanction order;
Fumish a copy of the list of work executed from your Division pertaining to theGreen India Mission Scheme;
Fumish a copy of the list of the contractors with work order pertaining to the
Green India Mission Scheme;

lumish a copy of the details of MIS report;
Furnish a copy of the details of Geo tag_Tagging in coloring;
Fumish a copy of the details project r.portiDpn);
Furnish a copy of the list of the speciei plant (fuel_wood, fodder, NTFps,
Artisanal raw materials, timber yielding species and many indigenous species
etc.) planted or carried out against the above mentionea scnemJ;
Furnish a copy of the total number of seeding raises from nurseries with
procurement of challan details;
Fumish a copy of GST return 38 field of all the supplied/ contractors before
releasing payment;

., Pi, is an appeal *roa".,,onffirRTI Ac! 2005 received from ShriNechang Kamki for non-fumishint 
"r 

i.r":',l, ,,..ir"r"o information by the plo, o/othe Divisional Forest officer, aalo- west sianiliil., A*rachar pradesh as sought
i::r?#.*der 

section 6(l) (Form_AJ;iRirG;05 vide his application dated

c) Particulars of Information: Green India Mission (GIM) in the financial years of
2021_2024
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10. Fumish a copy of the details of notice Inviting Tender (NIT) details with
newspaper cutting;

I l. Furnish a copy of the name of the bidder with detail supporting document of the
same;

12. Fumish a copy of the name of the all the participants with detail document;
13. Fumish a copy of the detail of the Bank Guarantee from which National Bank

has been submitted by the contractor;
14. Furnishacopyofthedetailonthegroundforrejectionofthetechnicalbidsofall

bidders who were disqualified in the evaluation process. This should include
specific deficiencies or no-compliance with the tender requirement;

15. Furnish a copy ofthe contractor licenses ofthe selected bidder, including the date
ofregistration and any relevant updates or renewals;

16. Furnish a copy ofthe completion certificate;
17. of the Utilization Certificate;
18. Fumish a copy of the MIS report in coloring;
19. Fumish a copy of the documents in proper paging with CTC in each page.
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Records emereing*from-the appeal disclose ft?t.ftg appellant, Shri NechangKamki had requested tr,lrro f". th;'"f".;;;;;ned information / documents inresponse to which the pIO,.Shri Gobin puau, 
"lO. 

fri. f"n",0,.^ir;"#r, iOrr,intimated the appellant to remit a.sum 
"f 

R*;;ii4'iR;pees five thousand one hundred
lgventr four) being the cost of documents *i 

"ori..i 
the documents from his olfice.The appellant, however, objected to the cosi oroo.r-"nt, demanded by the plo andafter conhoverting the num6er ofpages and the rut., or ao.rr-ents, he remitted a sumof Rs.1124.00 through online Treasury challan ot.os.os.zozs u"irg tr,".;ri-it sozpages ofdocuments @ Rs.2.00 per page as prescribed under relevirt rules. Records

however, reveal that the PIo did not provide the requested information/documents
sticking to his contention that the appeliant deposit the cost of documents 6s.srz+l-;
as demanded vide his various correspondences.

The information as sought for by the appellant, thus, remained unfumished
even after approaching the FAA, the ccF, central circle, pasighat, who dismissed the
appeal on the ground that the objections raised by the appellant regarding the number
ofpages of documents and the cost thereof is not a valid reason for filing 2nd appeal.

Hence, this 2nd appeal before this Commission under Section 19 (3) of the
RTI Act, 2005 vide Memo ofAppeal dt. 18.08.2025 .

This appeal was, accordingly, heard on 22d Oct., 2025 wherein the
appellant, Shri Nechang Kamki was represented by his Counsel, Advocate Shri Dope
Ori in person and the PIO, Shri Gopin Padu attended through VC.

The PIO reiterating the contents of his letter dt. 2lst May, 2025 by which the
appellant was advised to collect the documents from his office by depositing a sum of
Rs. 5,174l- @upees five thousand one hundred seventy four) being the cost of
documents, submitted that the requested documents are ready to be fumished to the
appellant provided the appellant deposit the cost of the documents as demanded by his
office. The PIO also displayed the colour photographs of the GEO Tag printed on legal

size FS paper, the cost for which, he claimed, to be Rs.20.00 per Page. On the other

hand, the Ld. Counsel for the appellant contended that the appellant had remitted the

cost of documents correctly as per the prescribed rates although the PIO ought to have

provided the documents/information free of cost in terms of section 7(6) as the PIO

failed to respond to his RTI application within the prescribed period of 30 days. The

Ld. Counsel also contended that the appellant had requested for the documents in an

A4 size FS paper not in legal size FS paper' He' therefore, pleaded for an appropriate

direction to thi PIO to provide the requested information for which he had remitted the

aforesaid sum of Rs. I 124.00.

This Commission, upon hearing the parties and considerhg the cherished

rights of the information seeker under the RII Act and considering the fact lE ft"
..-q*rt"O information/documents are not exempted from disclosure under the RTI Act

*d*",admittedly,availableandreadytobefurnishe4thePlowasdirectedto
fumish the same to the appellant who was also directed to visit the o/o the PIO and

collect the same and intimate this commission by 156 November, 2025 for further

consideration of the appeal failing which making itwas made clear that the this appeal

shall stand closed without further notice'
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This Commission notices now, after the expiry of the dateline i.e 15.11.2025,
that the PIO, vide letter dt. 15.11.2025 (copy received in this Commission on
24.11.2025), informed that the appellant did not collect the information which was
kept ready.

In the premises as above, this Commission concludes that the appellant is no
longer interested in the requested information and therefore, this appeal stands
disposed of and closed in terms of the stipulation contained in this Commission's order
dt.22.10.2025.

Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this 25e Nov.,2025.

sd/-
(s.TsERrNG BAPPU)

State Information Commissioner,
APIC, Itanagar.

Memo No.AP[C-62812025 lo 4,7
Dated Itanagar. the 2? Nov...2025

Copy to: -
I . The Chief Conservator of Forest Central Arunachal Circle, Pasighat, First

Appellate Authority (FAA) PIN: 791102 for information.
2. The PIO, o/o the PIO, o/o the Divisional Forest Offrcer, Aalo West Siang District

PIN: 791001 for information.
3. Shri Nechang Kamki, Niti Mhar, PO/PS- Itanagar, Papum Pare District (A.P)

(Contact No. 9436872228\ for information.
4. )Ke Comptter Programmer/Computer Operatory' ApIC, please.

for uploading on the website of

5. Office Copy.
6. S/Copy.

'','1l.,/Itr
Registrar/ Deputy Registrar

APIC, Itanegar.
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