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RE THE IION'BLE COURT OF SHRI RTNCHEN DORJEE, STATE CHIEF

INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

No.APIC-84/2024 Dated, Itanagar the 20tb June, 2024

Anneal Under Section 196) RTI Act.2005

Appellant: Shri Tania June, E-Sector, Naharlagun, Papum Pare Dishict, Arunachal Pradesh,
PrN-791r 10, (M) 813r848230.

Vs

Respondent: Dr. Emo Basar, the PIO-cum- DMO, Govt. of A.P., Health DeparEnent, Basar,
Lepa Rada District Arunachal Pradesl4 PIN-791101.

ORDER

This is an appeal under Section 19(3) ofRTI Act, 2005 filed by Shri Tania June, E-Sector,
Naharlagun, Papum Pare District Arunachal Pradesh, for non-fumishing of information by the PIO-
cum- District Medical Officer (DMO), Govt. of A.P., Departrnent Health, Basar, Lepa Rada District,
Arunachal Pradesh, as sought by the Appellant under section 6(l) of RTI Act, 2005 vide Form-A
Dated 0711012023 regarding appointment of Field Worker(FW)iRegular field
worke(RFW)/Supervisor field worke(SFWyANM of entire lepa Rada District.

The l't hearing is held today on 20tr June, 2024 asscheduled. Dr. Emo Basar, the PIO-cum-
DMO, Govt. of A.P., Health Deparhnen! Basar, Lepa Rada District, Arunachal Pradesh and the
Appellant Shri Tania June are present. The PIO has submitted that he has kept all the information
ready to be furnished to the Appellant and had intimated the Appellant through a letter to collect
information on 0510112024 after depositing of fees being charges for the information, but the
Appellant did not respond to tlre same. The Appellant did not deny about receipt of the letter. So, the
Appellant agreed to pay the fee and collect the information from the offrce of the PIO.

The Commission, after going through the records and submission of both the parties it is found

l. The information sought are vague and voluminous,
2. The information is sought from 2016 onwards, i.e. of seven years,
3. The matter has not been heard by the First Appellate Authority (FAA),

The Commission in observance of section 6(lxb ) and Section 7(9) of the RTI Ac! 2005
directed the Appellant to seek specific information, i.e. detail of information for one specific work of
one financial year in one applicatioq so that the public authority can fumish information within
prescribed time period, without disproportionately diverting the resources. tn this context, it is relevant
to mention observation of the Central Information Commission in the case of "Ashok Kumar ys
Department Of Higher Education on 3 January, 2020 CIC/DHEDU/A/2018/145972/02526 File no.:
cIC/ DHEDU /A/ 2018 / 145972" -

"From a perusal of the relevant case records, it is noted that the information
sought by the appellant relates to all the IITs and Sec 6(j) trarcfer by the CPIO, MHRD
to all the IITs was not practicably possible. Moreover, it is pertinent to mention here
that the sought for information is voluminous and direction for disclosure would
disproportionately divert the resources of the public authorities. It is relevant to mention
below the Apex Court observatiow relating to impractical demands of the appellants in
the case of cBSE vs Aditya Bandopadhyay & ors on 9 August, ioil, init Appeal
No.6454 of 2011[Arising File no.: CIC/DHEDU/A/2018/145972 -
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Under Section I8(3) of the Act the Central Information Commission or State
Infurmation commission, as the case may be, while inquiring into any matter in this
Section has the same powers as are vested in a civil court white trying a suit in respect
of certain matters specified in section 18(3)(a) to (fl. tJnder section tg(4) which is a
non-obstante clause, the central Information comrnission or the state Information
commission, as the case may be, may examine any record to which the Act applies and
which is under the control of the public authority and such records camot bi wtthhetd
from it on any ground.

30. It has been contended before us by the responde* that under section lg of the Act
the central Information commission or the state Information commission has io power
to provide access to the information which has been requested fo, by any person but
which has been denied to him. The only order which ian be passid by ihe central
Information commission or the state Information commissioi, as the'case may be,
under Section I8 is an order of penalty provided under Section 20.

However, before such order is passed the commissioner must be satisfied that the
conduct of the Information fficer was not bona fide.

31. we uphold the said contention and do not find any elTor in the imptgned judgment
of the 

-High court whereblt it has been held that the commissio*, *iil""brt"rtoining o
complaint under section 18 of the said Act has no jurisdiction to pass an order
providing for access to the information.

3-2. In the faas of the case, the appellant afier having applied for informorion under
section 6 and then not having received any reply thereto, it must be deemed that he has
been refiised the information. The said situation is covered by section 7 of the Act. The

rymedy for such a person who lus been refined the infoimation is piovided under
section 19 ofthe Act. A reading ofsection lg(t) ofthe Aci makes it cleir. section t9(l)
of the Aet is set out below:

"19. Appeal. - (l) Any person who, does not receive a decision within the time
2pectfi3d in sub-section (1) or clawe (a) of sub-section (3) of section 7, or is aggrieved
by a decision of the central public Information fficer o, tin srot" public Infirmation
o^fficer, as the case may b?, may within thirty days from the expw of such"period or
froy the receipt ofsuch a decision prefer an appeal to such offcir whi * senior in rank
to the central Public Information fficer or the state publii-Information fficer as the
cctse moy be, in each public authority:

Provided that such oficy ryqt adnit the appeol afier the expiry of the period of
tltirty drys ifhe or she is satisfied thar the appeliint was preventei by iufricient cause
fromfiling the appeal in time.,,

33. A second appeal is also provided under sub-section (j) of seaion 19. section I9(3)
is also set out below:

. "!s) A second appeal against the decision under sub-section (r) shail lie within
ninety days from the date on which the decision should have b"* -ai or was actuallyreceived, with the central Information commission or the state Information
Commission:

Provided that the centrar Infurmation commission or the state Information
Commission, as the case may.be, lal adntt the appeal afier th" upiry i;h;;,eriod of
::!"ry 9t if it is satisfied that the was prevented by sufiicient cause fromJiling the appeal in time.u

35' The procedure for hearing the.appeals have been framed in qercise of power under
ll"yn (e) and @ of sub-section 1zi if section zz o|ihe ect. They are caii thte cen*alIlformatyn Cgnytilsion (11,r."t piocedure) nutes, ZOOS. rh; p;*;;";; of i"iaing
the appeals is laid down in Rule 5 of the soid'Rules. 

'
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N.B: - PIO and Appellant can avail online mode of hearing by downloading *Webex App"

from Google Play store, may contact Shri Himanshu Verma at Mob:- 8878891768 for flrther

technical assistance.

Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.

Order copies be issued to all the parties.
sd/-

(Rinchen Dorjee)
State Chief Information Commissioner

Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission
Itanagar

lrt Dated, Itanagar the ^ J Jtne,2024
l

Health Services, Govt. A.P., Directorate'of Health Services,

Pradesh, PIN-791110 for information and necessary action

Memo No.APlC-84nO24
Copy to:

U
l. The FAA-cum-Director

Naharlagun, Arunachal
please.

2. The Deputy Commission er, Govt. of A.P., Basar, Lepara Rada District, Arunachal

PIN-791 l 0l for informati on and necessary action Please.

J mputer Programmer, APIC, Itanagar, to upload in APIC Website& send mail to all

the pa(ies.
4. Case file.

Registrar/ Dy. Registrar
Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission

Itanagar ,

l^*'1l.' "l'&3ltifu* 
co(Ilmbolon


