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As per the case record' PIO did not fumish the sought informatlon'
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decision of the PIo.

As laid down at para-38 of the Guidelines for the FAA issued by the GOI and the State

Govt., adjudication on the upp*f'orrOtt the RTI Act is a quasi-judicial function' It is' therefore'

necessary that the Appeltat" ffi;;;'r;;;lJr." ,o it that thl justice is not only done but it

ffi;ii?#r;;"1;;;;;;;;;". rn order to do so, the order passed.by the appellate

;;;h".tt;";ia b" u,p"uti.,g otder giving justification for the decision amived at'

TheFirstAppellateAuthority(FAA),followingtheprincipleof.natural.justicgshould
conduct hearing giving fair ;;; tq"uf opponunity to both the appellant and the PIO and

thereafter must pass ."u.on"d' und jp""r.irg order on merit within 30 days from the date of

."""ipi 
"f 

,n" appeal or else the action of ttre fa.q. would be considered as procedural lapse on

the part of the FAA.

Further, it is noticed that the Appellant in most case do not wait for the orders olthe First

Appellate Autiority (FAA) ;;d direcily prefer appeals.before the 2nd Appellate Authority

#ihout uttu"hing u 
"opy 

of order passed by the First Appellate Authority (FAA) unintelligently.

Here, it is g...L" to note that for availing 2nd appeai 
-before 

the 2nd Appellate Authority, the

Appellant has been given 90 days' time from the date of order passed by the First Appellate

nuitrority (FAA). The 2"d appeal, ifhe/she is dissatisfied with the decision ofthe First Appellate

Authority (FAA), must be accompanied by the orders passed by the First Appellate Authority
(FAA).

JUDGEMENT ORDER

r"* "rll'i :"q':':'ittiltl"idi:ivx*ftnili'*hr-l{*i''-i" #;ffi
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Hn[:Ti*t$,*til*'mx;ii#'c""';;.;.",o'l.l,.l";Jlil;l';l'nappear'r
and processed the same tor lts neanlrts ',tu 

urJvvoe"

Accordingly, matter came up for hearing tefole'the Commission for first time t'e on

o3to6tzo26. [n rhis hearing ;fil. ;r;;i on s;o"ouv.or run",lozo. both the panies' Appellant

Chow Lajamang Mannow ;i#';"fi;t;;;; but the pio]t"-E*tt'tive Engineer (PwD)'

Longding Division. 
'ongo'n!'b'i#itt "'"tt*a"l 

tr"-r'earirs thoush VC lt is seen from the case

record that no hearing *";"";J;:;;;;"il'" tr'" ri'st efrpettate"Authoritv FAA is directed to

"#il;Jffin 
his'jurisdiction and dispose the case'

Under Section 1g(t) of the Act, the First Appeilate Authority (FAA), the intermediate

level, has to adjudicate "J 
;;";on*r,'iT ,"y, nGi bv the information seekers against the



The appeal is accordingly remand back to the First Appellate Authority for adjudication
and passing an appropriate order who, being the officer senior in rank to the PIO and well versed
with the knowledge ofthe functioning ofthe department, shall apply his

mind and go into the aspects like what kind of information was sought by appellant in his
application, whether the same and could be provided or whether the same is exemfted under the
relevant provisions of section 8 of the Act or whether the information relates to matter covered
by Section I I of the RTI Act etc. and then pass a speaking order giving justification for his
decision within 3 (three) weeks from the date ofreceipt of this order.

Therefore, perusing the case records, the commission deemed fit to remand back he
appeal case APIC No. 8551N2025 to First Appellate Authority for proper hearing. The case is
disposed of with liberty to appellant to prefer second appeal if dissatisfied or aggrieved by the
decision of the First Appellate Authority for which no fees need be paid.

The commission found that the hearing case has not been done through proper
procedure, I find this appeal fit to be disposed ofand closed. And, accordingly, this appial stands
disposed ofand remand back to FAA for proper hearing.

Judgment/order pronounced in the open court of this commission today on this 3.d day
of June,2026. Each copy of Judgment/Order be fumished to rhe parties.

Given under my hand and seal of this commission/court on this 3"d day of June, 2026.

Memo.No.APIC -85 5 I N2025
Copy to:

/t,rs

sd/-
(Khopey Thaley)

State Information Commission
APIC, Itanagar.

Dated Itanagar, the . .? June,2026.

1. The chief Engineer (PWD), Eastem Zone, Namsai, Gor.t. of Arunachal pradesh for
information and necessary action. Pin code:79213 1

2. The Plo-cum-Execurive Engineer (pwD), Longding Division, Longding District,
Arunachal Pradesh for kind information and necessary action. pin code:zgt i t s

3. Chow Lajamang Mannow, Vill-Nanam Khamti, pO, Mannow, Namsai District
Arunachal Pradesh for information and nece ssary action. Contact No. 7629857269

Computer Programmer for upload on the Website and emailed to concemed.
4. Office Copy.
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