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An Appeal Case U/S 19(3) of RTI Act, 2005

Case No. APIC -920 12025,

: Shri Tamchi Gungte, near KV-II School Chimpu, Itanagar'

: The PIO, o/o ttre Executive Engineer (WRD)' Ziro Division
ORDER

t
lA

ELLANT
RESPONDENT

This is an appeal under Section l9(3) of RII Act, 2005 received from Shri

Tamchi Gungte for non-furnishing of 12 (t'welve) point information on implementation

of works/ piojects sponsored by State fund/ central flmd or both (such as sIDF/ BE/

RU RIDF/ SADA/ ADN I MPLAD/ SPA/ Article 275(l)l PMIVK/ CRIF/ PMDe

vine/ NEC/ NESIDS / Non-BADR SASCI, FMBAP, PMKSY etc. during the financial

year 2020-2L to 2025-26 by the PIo, o/o the Executive Engineer (wRD), ziro

biririor,, Lower subansiri District (A.P) as sought for by him under section 6(1)

(Form-A) of RII Act, 2005 vide his application dated 10.09.2025'

This appeal was heard on 08.05.2026 wherein both the appellant and the PIo,

Er. Sri pdi Sambyo Tubin, EE were present in pSrson and the folloqing order was

passed:
"Heord the parties.
The appetlint, reiterating his replies to the PIO vide hk letter dt.18.10.25,

submitted tlwi the PIO, instead iTT"rnXt irg the requested information, had asked for
an unreasonable cost of the doctnnents. The PIO, on the other hand, submitted that the

cost of documents (Rs.40200/-) has been calculated and arrived at taking into account

the dLtails of information sought for more than 20 funding programs/heads and for
more than 6 Financial Years.

This Commission also notices that prima facie the details of
. documents/information as sought for by the appellant in his RTI application, apPear to

be voluminous but the appellant clarified that most of the requested info_rmation

pertain to ligwes and not ihe hard copies which the PIo canfurnish in a tabular form.

accoun b in the tionin. the ub ic authori would

cdnterproductive as ibttill adversely affecuhe efiiciency of the gdministration. a

what emerges from the principle of taw as above is that the provisions ,of the

RTI Act are to be-implemented by harmonbing the rights of the citizen mder the RTI

Act on the one hand and the efiicient and unobstructed functioning of the public

authorities on the other.
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In the light of the aloy: plilcipte of law, this Commission directs the appellantto prioritise his demand for ni in\oi*otio, ao"i*rrt, and submit o ,evisei ,equestspect{ting. clearly the f."iyts__rlLray, * irip,r*ncy and accountability and onreceipt whereof the pIO shallfurnish the repliis /documents in a tatiir,fo)m withproper paging /indexing a.nd it is made-ckar that if the oto ,i, ptb'ioir;;,";;;;;;
of the requested informatio,n, he sf!il 4::.il!t ippi.prAr, explanation/reason tlbrgforon an afidavir as required by section 7(8)(il ,/. ,rl,io, l,(rfc) of the Ril Act, 2005and Rule 5(vi) of the Ap Infotrmation commission (Appeal procedure) Rules, 200i.The appellant sha, comprv with the directioi within r(one) ir"i jo*in, a*,of receipt of this order and rie'plo,hril;r;;:i'rith the directio,iiiir'i6tr""1weelrs,.of the. rece-ipt o{ 

^tle^^yyisyd 
,rqurrt'jo* the appellant ori"ipor, ,n,c omp liance thereof on t 2. 06. 2 0 2 6, the nexi da t e i7 lr"orirg.,,

on 12.06.2026, however, the plo was absent who, vide his letter dt.11.06.26prayed for adjoumment ofthe hearing to a conuenient date.

The appelrant who-waspresent in person submitted that in compliance with thiscommission's order dt.08.05.2-6, he submiueJ u i.urr.a lirt "f;p;;ili;'*fr#," ,i,.PIo in the month of May but he did not ."""iu" it 
" 

repries to the revised list ofrequest.

T18s commission, therefore, directed the Fro to furnish the refiies/documents
to- the appellant as per the revised list of queries anJ .epo.t the compriance thereof on15.07.2026.

Today on 15.07.2026, the appellant, Shri ramchi Gungte is present in personwhile the PIO is represented by Er. Shri f.fani iua", lbfO.

Heard the parties.
The appellant reiterated his submission made in the last hearing on 12.06.2026that he had submitted a reyil;d list.orspecinc i.qr.ri ,o the plo i, tr,i ,nontr, oiv"ybut the PIo did not turnish.rle. 

Tpli:s.'Th; ApI6-;; the other hand, contended thatthe o/o the plo, vide retter dt.24.0i.2ozo, rraaaaviseJ *re appelrant to deposit a sum of'Rs.4530.00 being the cost of documents'as p* trr. .*ir"a fist of information but theappellant did not deposit the amount and as such the repries/info.-"ii* * ,"r;t f",by him remained unfumished.

This commission perused the aforesaid-letter dt.24.06.26 frgm the plo asking .the appellant to deposit thdcost of documents irrri"t tir. appellant had refused on theground that the PIo failed to respond and furnish the requested information within theprescribed period ofone month.

. .In this regard this commission deems it appropriate to remind the plo of theprovisions of section 7(l) of the RTI Act, z0os win'ch mandates the plo to furnish therequested information to the applicant within l(one
application ; J * ;;. ;;- secti on-(6) o r sgction-7, I rin"l'$r3f #r', 1T"ffi ll ffiinformation within the nrescribed p"iiod of one monttr, the information has to befumished to the applicani free of cost.

In the present case the plo, having received the appelrant,s RTI application on19.09.25 (as per the rracking y19{ of Snied post), ** U*nA t" ru-irf, Ui" ,.qr.".ainformation on or before- 1g.10.2025 tut,'i*i"ua, ,ide his letter dt.27.10.2025asked the appellant to payldeposit a sum ofRs. qoziot- (Rupees Forty Thousand rwo

a



a

Hundred) being the cost of documents. The appellant, apparently, disappointed with

the demand of iuch cost of documents by PIO, that too after the expiry of the statutory

period,hadapproachedtheChiefEngineer,WRD,WesternZone,VivekMhar,
itanagar the Firsi Appellate Authority (FAA), under Section 19 ( I ) of the RTI Act'

The PIO, having committed the lapse, thereby violating the prwisions of sub-

section (1) of sectionl? of the RTI Ac! could not have asked for the cost of the

do.uln"nt, from the appellant but ought to have fumished the documents free of cost

in terms of sub-section (6) of section-? of the RII Act'

ThisCommission,therefore,rejectsthePlo'sdemandforthecostof
documents from the PIO and direcs him to furnish to the appellant the requested

documens/information free of cost in respect of ll(eleven) Iirnding heads out 
_of 

18

teigtrteenl heads. The information on rest 7(seven) tunding heads namely' YIL+D'
ipi. crur. puDevine. Nrc. Nrsm ana F*rEAprreed not be tumished which the

; ed bY the APIO, the Ziro Division did

not execute any projects under those funding heads'

It is made clear that as mandated by section -7(8)(i) of the RII Act, 2005 when

an information is denied to the 4pplicant, the reason thereof has to be communicated to

;;;ii.fi i"-1,i;n;; satisfafiion. And as mandtted bv section-18(3lc)^and rule-

StO'oftheAPlnformationCommission(AppealProcedure)Rules'2005'the
submission/reply ofthe PIO has to be declared on an affidavit'

ThePloshallcomplywiththeabovedirectionwithin2(two)weeksfromthe
date of receipt of this ordei and the appellant shall, thereafter, within 1(one) week

intimate this Commission of the receipi of the same failing which this appeal shall

stand closed without further notice.

Given under my hand and seal of this commission on this 156 lttly,2026.

sd/-
(S. TSERING BA}PI.D

State Information Commissioner,
APIC, It nagar.

MemoNo. AP - 920 Dated Itana a the Ju 2026

Copy to:-
1. The Chief Engineer (WRD)' Westem Zorre ltarlagat Vivek Vihar, the First

AppellateAuthority (FAA) for information and ensuring compliance by the PIO'

2. The PIO, o/o the Executive Engineer (WPD), Ziro Division, Lower Subansiri

District (A.P) PIN: 792129for information and compliance'

Tamchi ungte, Near KV-2 School Chimpu, Itanagar Mobile No. 92335672'19

tion.
dperator for uploadiig on the Website ot

4 Computer Programmer/ComPuter
APIC please.

5. Office copy.
6. S/Copy.

o
l}arg.,r"1,ol*

Registrar/ ffiutt Rbgistrar
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3. Shri

Jo.

6ffiil$nsar'
An acn.l Pil|.a l*ti.uon Comml-
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