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ARUNACHALPRADE SH INFORMATIoNco SSION
ITANAGAR.

An Appeal Case U/S 19(3) of RTI Acl 2005
Case No. APIC- 585n025.

: Shri Tap Sajaq E-SectorNaharlagun.
: The PIO, o/o the Member Secretary, A.P Bio-Diversity

Board Deptt. of Environment & Fores! SFRI Chimpq
Ianagar.
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ORDER

This is an appeal under Section l9(3) ofRII Act 2005 received from Shri Tap
Sajan for non-furnishing of below mentioned information by the PIO, o/o the Member
Secretaries, A.P Bio-Diversity Board, Deptt. of Environment & Fores! SFRI Chimpu,
Itanagar, Govt. of A.P as sought for by him under section 6(1) (Form-A) of RII Act
2005 vide his application dated06.02.25.
A) Particulars of Information: Implementation of Butterfly Park in Pakke Forest

Division, Namdapha Forest Division nd Zio
Forest Division.

B) Details of information required:
1. Copy of the Administrative approval and detail Project Report (DPR) of

implementation of Butterfly Park at (1) Pakke Forest Division (2) Namdapha
Forest Division, (3) Zio Forest Division.

2. Copy of name and nurnbers of Fimr participated during financial bidding in
details, if works is executed tlrough work order fumish copy of work order
with agreanent between Deparhnent and contractor of said scherne.

3. A copy of payment details paid through cheque or PFMS, fumish counterfoil of
amount paid to in favor of Firm holder/contractor.

4. A copy completion CertificateAJtilization Certificate.
5. A copy ofAnnual Progress Report.
6. A copy ofcoloring photograph ofthe works being undertaken.

7. Number of important events celebrated till date furnish with the photograph of
the banner with date and time.

C) Period for which the information asked for: 2023 and onwards.

Brief facts emergirs from the appeal:
Records from the appeal disclose that the Appellan! Shri Tap Sajan

had requested the PIO for the aforementioned infomration / documents but failed to

obtain the same which prompted him to appeal before the Member Secretary,

Arunachal Pradesh Bio Diversity Board Departrnent of Environment & Forest SFRI,

chimpra GovL of A.P. Itanagar as the First Appellate Authority (F.A.A) unders.ection

19 (li of the RII Act vide his Appeal Memo dated 29.05.2025, But having failed to

obtain any respoffie from the PIO or the FAA, the appellant filed his 2d appeal before

this Commisiion under section 19(3) of the RTT Act vide Merno of Appeal

dt.17.07.2025.



-2-

This appeal was, accordingly, heard on 12.09.2025,22.10.2025, 03.1t.2025,28.01.2026 and 27 .02.26.

On 12.09.2025. none appeared.
oL 22.10.2025' whgrein the appellang Shri rap Sajan and Shri Ngilyang

Tangu, office Asstt. o/o the Membei secretary, ap'Bio-biversity-i"*.il"drru
rep:esenting the PIo with some of the requested documents, were present in person,
this_c_ommissio& upon perusal of the documents brought io uy tn" ..p.*r"ot"[r" or
9. PIq and upon hearing the complaint of the appellant that the plo has fumished
incomplete information/documents, had directed tn pto, vide order dr.22.10.251.to
collect and fumish the left out documents to the appellant and report compliance
therewith on or before 04.11.202s. The appellanl however, informed vide his leuer
dt.06.11.2025, that the following information/documents have still not been firmished
by the PIO:

'ltlamdapha Butterfly Parh DPR, photographs of work undertaken,
participating fimrs or work order.'

This Commission, vide order dt.06.11.25, therefore, directed the pIO to
furnish the left out information / documents to the appellant so as not to constrain the
Commission to initiate penal action ngninst him while making it clear that if the o/o
PIO does not hold the left out information, he shall fumish a declaration to that effect
by way of an affidavit in terms of section-18(3[c) of the RII Act and mder rule- 5(vi)
of theAP Information Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2005.

On 03.12.2025 the PIO was absent. The appellant who was pres€nt produced
the documents fumished by the PIO on 04.11.2025 but complained that the PIO did
not fumish the names of the firrns who participated in the tender process or whom the
work orders were issued in respect of the projects in all 3(thr€e) locations (Sl.No.2 of
RII apptication), the photograpbs of entir€ project in respect of Namdapha (Sl.No.6)
and number of events celebrated till date in respect of all 3(three) locations. The
appellant also complained that the PIO, though, has fumished the photographs of the
gate, trail walking path and some other areas but has not furnished the colour
photographs of other items such as ponq water whole development strram, way side
amenities, poly house for raising host plants etc. in respect of the project rmdertaken at
Namdapha"

This Commission perused the documents fumished by the PIO to the
appellant on 04.11.2025 whereupon it was noticed that the appellant has not, indeed,

been firmished the requested docurrents fully which ought to have been fumished as

none of those information / documents sought for are exempted under the RII Act.
The PIO was, therefore, again directed to fumish the left out information to the

appellant to avoid penal action under section 20 ofthe RII Act, 2005. It was yet again

made clear that if the left out information are not in the records of the PIO's office, the
plo sha[ firmish an affidavit to that eftct as required txtder section-1E(3)(c) of the

RTI Act and under rule- S(vi) of,'ite AP Inlormdion Conmission (Appeal

Prucedwc) Ralcs,2005.

On 2g.01.2026, the appellatt was present in person who, expressing his utter

disappointrnent on non co-pliance of the order of this Commission, demanded for
penal action against the PIO.
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The representative of the PIO, o/o the Member Secretary, APBD Boar4 who

was also present along with the Member Secretary, Shri Bengia Abo produced the

copy of Member SecrJtary's letter dt.07.12.2025 by which the CF-cum-Field Director,

NfraapUa N/padq DFds of Pasigfut F/DivisiorL Ziro F/Division and Pakke

T/Reserve, Seijosa were requested to submit the number of events celebrated and

names of firms/contractor wlio participated in the tender on Butterfly park.

This commission, upon consideration of the request made by the PIo to the

four offices, directed the said offices to provide the requested documents /information

available in their respective offices to the PIO, o/o the Mernber secretary, APBD

Board as mandated under sub-section (5) of section 5 of the RTI Act, 2005 within
4(four) weeks from the date of receipt of order dfy.28.01.26 and report compliance

thereof in next hearing on 2'1.02.26.

Oa 27.02.2026, the appellant was present while the PIO was represorted by
Shri Ngilyang Tangq O.A along with Shri Oyang Dusu, ACF representing the DFO'

Ziro. None appeared from Pakke Kesang, Pasighat andNamdapha. The PIO o/o DFO'
Pasighat has, however, vide letter dt.12.02.2026, intimated that the work was executed

through 2(two) frms, namely, IWs Abotani Construction and tWs Yanki Nursery but
the Division did not organize any important events.

The appellant reiterated his dernand for the left out information/documents

such as narnes of the firrrs who participated in the tender process or whom the work
orders were issued in respect of the projects (Sl.No.2 of RTI application), in all
3(three) locations, namely, Pakke Kesang Zio ard Namdapha the photographs of
entire project in respect of Namdapha (Sl.No.6) and number of evene celebrated till
date in respect of all the said 3(three) locations.

The ACF, Ziro submiued that the requested documents in respect of the Ziro
Division are available but he did not bring the same. The representative of the PIO o/o
the Member Secretary, APBD Board reiterated the earlier replies furaished to the
appellant and also brought in the affidavit as directed earlier. It was, however, noticed
that the affrdavit swom in by the PIO did not contain the specific replies /declaration
pertaining to the RTI queries. This Commission, vide order dt.27.02.26, therefore,
directed the PIO, the Member Seoetary, APBD Board to fumish revised affidavit
declaring and mentioning therein the queries viz. (Sl.No.2), (Sl.No.6, in respect of
Namdapha) and (S1.No.7) within l(one) week and report compliance thereof on
11.03.2026, the next date of hearing cautioning that if the PIO fails to compty with the
directioq this Commission shall be constrained to invoke the penal provisions of the
RTI Act, 2005.

As directed" today on 11.03.2026, the PIO, o/o the Member Secretary, APBD
Bomd has brought in the Affrdavit swom in by the PIO, the contents whereof is
extacted herermder:

,,AFFIDAI/IT

I. Shri Ngilyang Tangu, ffice Assistant-cttm-APlO, o/o A.P Biodiversity Board
(APBB, Chimpu, Itanagm in the appeal case No.APIC-585/2025 (Iap Sajan Vs.

Member Secretary-cam-PlO, 0/0 A.P Biodiversity Board (APBB, Chimpu, hanagar)
do hereby solemnly afirm and declore as under:



a) That all the docltments W.rtar:.r"C t: the Butterly parks at pakkc, Namdapha and
3::;,:I"l:;;'^fl:#i';.#,:i';ni,;h*i-a,'l,a,b,;;';;;d";;irnir*
b) That with regord to the mnrber offirms who participated in the tender process (sr.No.2 of RTr apptication), ay( 

lhe nimber o|ruLrt, 
"ei"tmt"a n ien"dii"i*r",the concerned 3 Forest Divisions at pat*i, Zrro ai Nandapha *i- rriLria ,,submit the informatiory'doanents.

Q rhat except Hapoli Forest Division, no other Forest Division rws submitted the
details regmding both the nwnber of events condtrcted and rn" 

"*rrt", "iir*, *n,participated in tlu tender process.

d)-That y regards pltotographs ofproiect at Namdapha (sl.No.6), other photograph
also enclosed here with the afidavit, other trnn tne pn"tigrapns o7*e firiiire"ay
fwnished to the appellant emlier, were submitted n in"- ogi" of'the Member
secretary, Annachal Pradesh Biodiversity Bood by the o/o tne Fieu Director,
Nondapha
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verifred at ltatugar or rr*ffir*"h, 2026 ttat tl, contents of this afiidovit
arc lne and correct, and nothing material lws been ancealed tlere from.

sd/
DEPONENT

Ngilyang Tangugu
Afice Assistont cttnt APIO."

This Commission, on careful perusal of the contents of the affidavit notices that
the PIO has complied with the requirement of law as provided under section 7(8)(i)
r/w section-I8(3{c) of the Rfl Act, 2005 and under rule- 5(vi) of the AP Information
Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2005 in so far as the left out information viz.
(Sl.No.2), (Sl.No.6, in respect of Namdapha) and (S1.No.7). Resultantly, ttris
Commission, concludes that this appeal does not warrant any firther adjudication in
this Commission and accordingly, the appeal is disposed of and closed.

The appellan! if felt, aggrieved with the judgement and order of this
Commission as above, may prefer appeal before the appropriate forum as provided
under section 24 ofthe RfI Act, 2005.

Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this I 16 March, 2026.

sd/-
(S. TSERING BAPPTD

Stete Information Commissioner,
APIC, Itanagar.
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ls 2026
Copy to:
l. The PIO, o/o the Member Secretaries, A.P Bio-Diversity Board, Deptt. of

Environment & Forest SFRI Chimprl Govt. of A.P (Pin code-79llll) for
inforrration.

2. The CC-cum-Field Directoq Namdapha National Park, Changlang District for
information.

3. The DFO, Pasighat Forest Divisiou, Pasighaq East SiangDistt. for information.
4. The DFO, Ziro Forest Division, Ziro, Lower Subansiri Distt. for information.
5. DFO, Pakke Tiger Reserv Seijos4 Pakke Kessang Distt. for information.

Tap Sajan, E-Sector, Naharlagrrn, PO/PS- Naharlagun, Pin code-791110
No. 8729902044 for information.

7. Computer Programmer/Computer Operator for uploading on the website of
APIC, please.

8. Offrce Copy.
9. S/Copy.
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T%*a^l*

Registrar/ Dd{rt/ fl.egistrar
APIC, Itanagar.
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