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BfFO TTIE HO 'BLE COUR'T OF SIIRI VIJ AY'IARA TI{E STATE INFORMATI N

COMMISSIONIi R. UNDER Sf,C'I'IoN 19(3) OF RTI ACT.2005.

Shri Rajesh Paron. Shri Kamin Ejing

& Shri Rumbo APang

.ludsment/Order: 08.08.2021

The PIO-cum EE (Electrical)l

Deparlment. Y ingkiong Division'
U/iiane District. Govt, of Arunachal Pradesh

-VF],RSUS-

.IUDCMEN'l'/ORDER

. Respondent.

This is an appeal filed under sub-section (3) of Section 19 of the RTI Act' 2005 Brief

fact of the case is that the Appellants Shri Rajesh Paron o-n 11t08t20?3 filed anRTI application

under Form_.A' belore rhe ,,icii"*-ge o.purt-"nt of (Elect.) Yingkiong Division under

West Siang District. Co't ot: e'unuchal Pradesh wl]ereby' seeking various intormation' as

quoted in Form-A application. ihe Appellants' being not satiified with the information received

from the pIO, hled the First apflal'U"for" the First Appellate Authority(FAA) on 18'09'2023

the Appellants, again having nii '"t"i'"a 
the required information(s) from the FAA' filed the

Second Appeal before the a-r".t "i 
p*aesh Iniormation Commission on Q8.!2.!0!l and the

Registry of the Comn'rissi". |AF-IC), having receipt of the Appeal registered it as APIC No'

isizozi and processed the same for its hearir.rg and disposal'

Accordingly, n'Iatter came up for hearing before the Commission for three times t'e on

0r04t2024,, r3t06t2024 & 08/0g/2024. In this hearing ofthe appear on g'r' day ofAugusr,2024.

The Appellant Shri Rajesh Paron present during the hearing and the PIO heard through

whatsapp via video call.

Heard the both the Parties'

The pIO stated that the Appellants have already got the information(s) through RTI but'

they are seeking for only site verification of the works'

TheAppellantalsoadmittedthattheyhavereceivedalltheinformation(s)butinthis

present appeal they wants to inspect the site for verification whether the work is completely

done or not.

After hearing both the parties, the Commission explain the Appellant that;

(i) According to the High Court of Delhi' through learned judge' Justice Yashwant

Varmainthecaseof-V"",uJoshi-VS-CPlo,CentrallnformationCommission&
ORS. (W.P.(C) 388312022) held that right to 'lnspection Of Work' of any Public

AuthorityunderSection2()olRTlActdoesnotinclude.lnspectionofProperty'

BRJEFFACTS:Thiswritpetitionwasfiledagainsttheorderof28September202lin
terms of which an application made by the petitioner purporting to invoke the provisions ofthe

RighttolnformationAct,2005wasrejectedFromaperusaloftheapplicationastendered'it
transpiresthatthepetitionerwasessentiallyaggrievedbynon.completionofcertaincivilworks
inagovernmentquarterwhichhadbeenallottedtohim.Itwasinthatconnectionthatthe
provisionsoftheActweresoughttobeinvoked.Learnedcounselforthepetitionercontended
that the inspection of premises-and properties would iall within the ambit of the Act in light of

the provisions made in Section 20). According to learned counsel, the use of the word"work" in

Section2(j)wouldindicatethattheprovisionsoftheActcouldextendtotheprayersasmade
and laid before the resPondents'
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FINDINGSoFTHECOURT:lntheconsideredopinionoftheCourtthatthesubmissions
ofthelearnedcounselofthepetitionerwasthoroughlymisconceivedforcertainreasons.The
courtremarked..TheActessentiallyconfersarightoncitizenstoseekinformation.Itenables
themtosecureinibrmationtr,at-uvbewithinthecontrolandpossessionofpublicauthorities.
when section 2() uses the word i,work,,, it is referring to lhe inspeclion of tlocuments and

recordsantlitisinthattightthattltesoidphraseisliobtetobeundefstootl,Theword,,work''
istobereadinconjunctionwithlheexpressions,.tlocumenls,'and,,records,,.ltthusmust
necessarily draw color there from,,. The court dismissed the petition by remarking that as it

construed the provisions oi'the Act' it was manifest that the application that was made was

thoroughly misconceived" (sic)'

ln light of the above judgment of the Delhi High Court the Commission in Concomitant with

the orders came to the decision and ordered;

(i) That the request for site visit ofthe work cannot be granted to the Appellants'

After hearing the Commission, the Appellant Shri Rajesh Paron understood the matter and

has requested the Commission for disposal/closure of their appeal on ground of satisfactorily

judgment order pronounced in the Court of the Commission'

Inviewoltheabovefactsandcircumstanceslfindthisappealfittobedisposedandclosed.

And, accordingly, this appeal stands disposed and closed once for all'

Judgment/order pronounced in the open Cou( of this commission today on this 8th day of

.qrg"ti i0za. copy of Jrdgn.'tnt/order be fulnished to the parties'

Given under my hand and seal of this Commission/Court on this 8,h day of August,2024.

sd/-
(VijaY Taram)

State Information Commissioner
APIC' Itanagar.
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Copy to :-

4. Office CoPv.

1. The PIO-cum EE (Electrical)l Department' Yingkiong Division' U/Siang ?]u*t:
Govt. of Arunact-,at t'rade'h' ior information und ntc"ssuty action please' Pin Code-

791002.
2. Shri Rajes-lr Paron. Kameng Ejing & Shri Rumbo Apang' C/o JNC' l9^-Illttp'-' 

irJiff^,. gsiane oistrict,tiiniormation please Contact no' 8974920552

\-L-fil"C;;t., o"p"ruror, for uploading on the website of APIC' please'

R /Dy. Registrar
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