
ffi
INF

NAG

o
e-

qfir6T
3[fu6,r{
NTGHTIO
litF0R!iA'rI0fl

* t ACIIAL PRADESH INT'ORMATION COMMISSION. (APIC)

Shri Mamu Sono, Sood Village Naharlagurl
Distict Papum Pare (A.P)

Vs
The PIO, o/o the E.E (WRD), Namsai Division,
Namsai District (A.P)

TANAGAR
An Appeal Case U/S 19(3) of RTI Act 2ffi5

Case No. APIC - 285 12024.

: APPELLANT

ORDER

This is an appeal under Section 19(3) of KII Act, 2005 received from Adv. Mamu Sono
for non-fumishing of information by the PIO, o/o the E.E (WRD), Nalnsai Division, Namsai
District (A.P) as sought for by him under section 6(1) (Form-A) of RTI Act, 2005 vide his
application dated I 6.07 .2024.

The facts ernerging from this appeal axe that the applicant / appellant Shri Mamu Sono
had requested the PIO, o/o the E.E, (WRD), Namsai Divisior! Namsai for 30(thirty) point
information regarding the implementation of the c/o Flood protection work at right bank of
Tenga Pani river (Narayan Ghat) under Namsai Division. But having failed, apparently, to
obtain ttre sought for inforrration, the applicant / appellant approached the First Appellate
Authority (FAA), the Chief Engineer (WRD)@astern Zone), Miao vide his Memo of Appeal
dt.26.08.2024 under section l9(1) of the RII Act, 2005. However, having failed yet again to
obtain the information from the PIO, the applicant / appellant has filbd his 2d appeal before this
Commission under section 19(3) of the RTI Act vide his Merno ofApplication dt.16.10.2024.

This appeal was, thus, listed and heard on 66 December, 2024 wherein the appellan! Shri
Mamu Sono was present in person and Shri B.Kri, Advocate attended the hearing on behalf of the
PIO through V.C.

During the couse of hearing the appellant reiterated his demand for the information he has
sought ftom the PIO. The Counsel for the PIO, while referring to an earlier decision of the FAA
tt.27.06-2023 passed in APIC-102412023 by which the appellant was advised to seek for
"specific infomration for one scheme and for one financial yeat'' reiterated the same stand in the
present appeal as well and the appellant was also dully conveyed thereofvide letter dt.18.09.2024
the copy whereof is annexed in the present appeal to this Commission.

This commission, however, observed from the FAA's letter dt.lg.og.2o24 that the FAA,
without going into the merits of the appeal i.e. without applying his mind to the nature of
information sought for by the appellant as to whether the same are disclosable, whether they are
hit by any of the exemption clauses under section 8 of the RTI Ac! had merely advised the
appellant to naxrow down the demand for information citing this Commission,s advisory dt,
08.05-2024.In this regard this Commission apprised the Counsel for the plo of the review of rhe
said advisory by this Commission on lg.ll.2024 which now stands as under:
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"(a)that the word, 'Scheme'appearing in the condition (a) of the resolution dt.08.05.2024 shall be

read and mean as 'funding head' or 'funding prograrnme' or 'frmding source, viz., SIDF,
RIDF, PMGSY, ADA, SADA, BE/RE, MLA/]VIP LAD EtC. ANd

(b) that the public autlorities, particularly the departnents implementing or executing various
developmental works/projects shall not repeat shall not reject the RII applications citing the
08.05.2024 decision of the APIC but shall fumish &e information against whatever number
of schemes under whatever nrunber of 'flmding head' or 'funding programme' or 'flmding
source' and for whatever numter of hnancial year as may be possible and feasible, however,
subject to the condition that the RII applicants shall not seek for vague, indiscriminate and
disproportionate inforrnation keeping in mind the ruling of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of
India in civil appeal No. 6454 of 2011 {arising out of SLp ( c) No. 7526 - 2oog ) (cBsE
&anr. Vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors)."

This commission, therefore, holding that this appeal ought to be considered and
adjudicated in the light ofthe above revised advisory in physical presence both the appellant and
the PIo, adjourned the hearing to 17.01.2024 wherein the plo, o/o the E.E, (wRD), Namsai
Division, Namsai was directed to be present physically.

In the hearing ot 17 .01 .2025 , however, both the PIO and the appellant were absent but the
Ld. Counsel for the PIO, Shd B.Kd appeared on behalf of the PIO who submitted that the instant
request of the Appellant was considered and adjudicated by the FAA, the Chief Engineer (WRD),
E-2, Miao and that by order dt 18.09.2025, appellant was directed to seek for specffic
inforrnation for one scheme and for one financial year for easy and early disclosure of the
infomration but the appellant, instead of narrowing down his reques! has filed this instant appeal
requesting for the same number of information. He, therefore, pleaded for passing an appropriate
order directing the appellant to reduce his demand for information and seek for specffic
information.

This Commission, however, while writing its judgement today on 20.01-2025, the
Appellant vide his letter d1.20.01.2025 intimated that he has received the information from the
PIO with which he is satisfied and requested for disposal ofthis appeal.

In the prernises as above, this appeal No. APIC -28512024 stands closed.
Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this 206 January,2025.

sd/-
(SAI{GYAL TSERTNG BAPPTD
State Information Commissioner,

APIC, Itanagar.
Memo No. APIC-285/20241U o K Dated Itanasar. the q) Januarv.2025
Copy to:-
l. The First Appellate Authority (FAA), the chief Engineer (wRD)@astem Zone), Miao for

information.
2. The PIO, o/o the E.E, (WRD), Narnsai Division, Namsai District (A.p) for infomration.
3' shd Mamu sono, Sood wlage Naharlagun, Disaict Papum Pare (A.p) pIN: 791110 Mobite

N . 943 62 | 5 521 for information.
The computer Programmer/computer operator for uploading on the website of ApIC,
please.

5. Office copy.
6. S/Copy.


