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ARUNACHAL PRADESH INFOR]VIATION COMMISSION
ITANAGAR.t

Shri Nabam Tapak & Gyamar Hina,
Lekhi Village, Iconic Back side dealer
Naharlagun.

The PIO, o/o the Executive Engineer (RWD),
Sagalee Division, Sagalee.

Hearins and decision:
Thtt-pp*-as, accordingly, listed an{ freard 

for S(eight) times on

rs.06.2024, Zi.Ot.ZOZq, X.08.2024: it.0s.2024,04.10.202t,01.11.2024,27.rr.2024

and 14.05.2024. tsut except on 04.10.2024 afi27.11.2024, the PIO did not appear in

restofthehearings'Duetohisconsecutiveabsenceinthehearing,thisCommission
*u, .o.p.rr"d ti issue srro* caus" notice d1.13.09 .2024 utder section l9(8)(b) and

i.J .f* ,"t i"t 20 of the RTI Act, 2025 by which he vras directed to appear in person

on 04.10.2024 with the .ougtn-io. information and also to explain the reasons for his

absence in the hearing.
As directed, the PIO appeared in the hearing on 4m Oct' 2024 along with his

written explanation to tt" iilI* c"'se Notice ai't:'osz+' During the course of

i;;G trrJ pio submitted 2(two; separate written stateme rts (both of same dated i'e

oilo.Voiq,one stating tt e gro"nat under which the soul'ht for information was not

fumished to the applicant -"a tn" other showing reasons as to his absence fiom the

APPELLANT

RESPONDENT.

ORDER

This is an appeal under Section l9(3) of RTI Act, 2005 received from the
Appellants, Shri Nabam Tapak & Gyamar Hina for non-fumishing of information by
the PIO O/o the Executive Engineer (RWD), Sagalee Division District Papum Pare,

Arunachal Pradesh as sought for by them under section 6(1) (Form-A) of RTI Act,
2005 vide application dt.24.04.2023.

Brief facts eme rsing from the anneal:
Records in the appeal revealed that the appellants herein had requested the PIO'

o/o the Executive Engineer (RwD) Sagalee Division for the aforesaid 36(thirty six)

point information relating to construction of Yazali-Sakiang Road from 40 KM point

io Pilla during the period 2015-2019. But the appellants failed to obtain the sought for

information fiom the PIo. They, therefore, filed appeal under section l9(l) ofthe RTI

Act, 2005 before the First Appellate Authority, the Superintending Engineer (RwD),

Govt. of A.P, Vivek vihar, Itanagar vide Memo of Appeal d1.16.06.23. But having

failed yet again to receive any response from the First Appellate Authority, the

Appellants p"referred their Second Appeal under section l9(3) of the RTI Act vide

tfreireppeal^tvtemo dt.12.07.2023 which had been registered in this Commission as

APIC No.63712023.

hearings.

An Appeal Case U/S l9(3) of RTI Act, 2005
Vide Case No. APIC- 63712023.



,)

In the course of the hearing on 04'10'2024, one of the appellants' Shri Nabam

Tapak who was also present in;erson, re-iterated his demand for the sought for

information and also prayed this iommission for taking stringent action against PIO

[i O."yirg the information to him despite lapse of mori than one year since frling of

itl nff lpplication on 24.04.2023-and ior not attending the hearings which

amounted to blatant disrespect to this Commission and the RTI law'

ThePlo,however,respondedbysayingthathedidnotdeliberatelyabsented
from the hearings but due to iris itt health and some family matter commitm_ents. for

whichhewasoutsidetheStateonleave,hecouldnotattendthehearings.He,thus,
pruy.a rt i, Commission to absolve him of action under section 20 of the RTI Act'

This Commission considered the explanation given by the PIO on^his absence

una ntaing the reasons uar*."0 therein to be genuine ones' disposed of and closed

the Show Cause Notice.

ThisCommissionalsoperusedandconsideredthewrittenstatementofthe
Plothattheappealisrepetitiveonewhichwasearlierdisposedofandclosedby
3(three) Commissioner S;;h, i'"l"Oing the HSCI^C' Shri Rinchin Dorjee and Shri

Goto Ete, HSIC and Stti C"..i"t ft'aidet, M9 "f 
this Commission by order

dt.21.02.2o22inAPICcaseNo.s+&95/2021(ShriTakamDolu&ShriGyamar
Gunja Vs. Er. Tachi Totu Tara, PIO-cum-EE' RWD' Sagalee niv)' [1 PIO' hence'

prayedthattheinstantupp"aNo"olul2023bequashedasbeingrepetitiveappealin
line with the decision "r,t. c""ii"i rnformation commission of India in its decision

dt.24.oll.2ol7 i, app.uiio.ciiJccrrelA/z}l71179437-BJ' the operative portion

of which is reProduced bellow:

"On perusal of the records' the Commission noted that similar nature of

queries had been )iit"a W ine eryllyt, .llseDarate 
cases' which had been

hear d and de c ide di; ;;;;"1 i ;'cic n s ru z o lan 0 I 7 3 7 - BJ dat e d I 3 

"0 

6' 2 0 I 7

and in Appeal 
"". 

Cici{iru z 0 I 6/00 I 4 2 I -BJ .dated 
I 4' 0 3' 2 0 I 7' Furthermore'

on a query fro* ';; 
C;;*;*ion regarding. the receipt of relevant do'cuments

in the previous "7'i''"" i"*-ii" 
i"poni"t Publii Authoritv' the Appellant

replied in tne afiriiiii iut could nit provide a substantive justification for

seeking the additionatt copies of the same again from the Public Authority' "

The CIC, in the above case had' thus' held 
-that 

the information sought for is

reoetitive one as the #;il;""d' ueen-supplied to the applicant in a separate

[{i'"oi,""ii;. il;;tdiltt'J"pp""r * lbgyt^'^tht 
clc huarelied on its earlier

decision lrt crcl N)l Nz;ilidii;-'* i*zs'oo'zot+wherein it was held as under:

uNo scoDe for sunder R TI Act

20. The C'ommission infeis from the above that though RTI Act' did not

specifically profide as a ground of refusing the informalion, it is imPlied from

the objective and variotu Ptovtsrcns of RTI Act' that ilght of citizen to

information is limited to one and dose

that directlY or indirectlY

not extend lo repetition of request for



In adverting to the submission of the PIO for quashing the instant appeal in

viewofearlierdecisiondt.2|.02.2022ofthisCommissionandtheCICdecision
irrp."j,,i" Commission deems it pertinent to reproduce the operative portion of the

decision of this Commission which is as under:

"Accordingly, matter came up for hearing before the Commission for 9(nine)

consecutive times on 26.04.20121', )i'oa'zozt, oc'oa'zozl' 24'08'2021' 21'09'2021'

t8.10.2021,25.10.2021,tz.orl.zozzand21,02.2022.Inthisfinalhearingofappeal
on 21't dry of February 2022, the appellant is not present"""""""The-APlO

informed to the Commisrirn- ti"t *ey nia submitted all the information before the

Commission during the t"t, Lrrri"s inich was held on l vh January 2022 for onward

ir"ii"s over of iiformation to thZ Appellant' !cc.oy(ns' order letter.has. leen sent

to the Appellant uue xo-i'pii-ittsi/iozttzsT' dt'21'01'2022 from the APIC ffice
";r;;';;;;7;; 

;rilection of information as submitted.bv the PIo ftom the commission
'rd"i 

iir, ,n" ippaU,i ii 
"ot 

t:wn up for collection of information till date' nor he

has intimated any reason i sutbmfttei iny letter for. his absence during the hearing'

i;;";;t that the Appellant is no more interested to the said appeals'

In view of the above facts and circumstances we find this appeal fi1 y Ue

disposed of and closed' And"accordingly' this appeal staids disposed of and closed

.for once for all. "
This Commission perused the decision of this Commission as above

whereupon it could u" 
"uliry 

-ai."emed 
and .concluded 

that the reliance placed

thereon and on the CIC d;;;;";t the PIo in denying the sought lor information to

the Appellants *u, totuly ti'placed for the reasons that (a) the appellants in the

instant case(Aplc_63712i23)*.." not the same applicants/Appellants in APIC case

No.94 & g5l2o2l ana Olif'" t"iJ apfc case No' No'94 &gsDozl was disposed of

for non-prosecution by the Applicant/Appellant'

-3-

Citizen has no risht to reoeat

25. For the above ,roroz.r_ and based on objective of the RTI Ac!' its.

provisions, their interpretation by the Information Commissioners referued
-above, 

reading them together, this Commission observes:

i ri" iirir"i has noTight to repeat the same or similar or slightly altered

information request under RTI Act, 2005, for which he already got a response'

U) On"e an RTi application is answered, the applicant shall refrain themselves

from filing onith", application against the public authority as once
'infor*otiol is received iia naa by them or Posted in- public domain' because

sich information is deemed to have ceased to be ,held' by the public authority.

Reoetilion shall be sruund for rcfusal-@uest 
may be considered as reasonable

ground for refusal under the RTI Act'

h-1" iipti"L*t or appellant repeating the RTI awlication or appeal either

ince oi multiple times, ,uppr"tii'g the fact of earlier application and receipt

,iin ""t*ir, the CPIO'of public authority may reject it forthwith after

intimating it along with reasons "

As held in various judicial pronouncements' if the appellgt does not appear

when the appeal is 
"uff"O 

fot ft"#ng' it can only be.dismissed for non-prosecutron

and not on merit. Sirr"" tfrJ"ur-f io--iptc "^" 
was 

^disnosed 
of and closed for non-

aDDearance of the applican; i-;',h; t *r-ing and his. failure to collect the information

;:ffiffiHil; ,tl pro, ii"*-;il; Iaid that the said appeal was disposed of on
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merit. This commission was, thus, of the considered opinion that the information as

r."ght f". by the applicants / appellants in the 
-instant 

appeal could not have been

Aeni"ea * being repititive arra o, ihe basis of earlier decision of this Commission r/w

the decision or trr. ctc as the factual position in cIC case were totally different.

Intheabovepremises,thisCommission,whileabsolvingthePloofthe
actions under section 20 of the RTI Act, 2025 for his absence in the hearings,

di...t"d him, in the interim, vide order dt.07.10.2024, to provide the sought for

information io the appellants within 4(four) weeks from the date of receipt of the

order and the appellants were also directed to collect the information so provided to

them by the PIO and adjourned the hearing to 0l '11'2024'

Inthehearingon}l.l|.2024,thePlowasagainabsentwithoutanyintimation
nor did he furnish the sought for information to the appellants despite this

Commission's order as above]One of the appellants, Shri Nabam Tapak, wtro- was

G; t. person, submitted that he had 'itit"d 
tht o/o the PIo on 23'10'2024 to

collect the information as directed by this commission but the office staff present in

the office could not furnish the infoimation on the pretext that the Xerox machine is

out of order.

ThisCommission,uponhearingtheappellantsandtakingseriousviewofthe
non-compliance of Commi'ssion's ori'er uy titre rro even after dropping the show

cause notice issued to him under section t-9(8Xb) and (c) r/w section ?9-o-f^t: 
RTI

Act, revived tt" .f,o* .uuse notice atJl.ni,S.ZOZq by order. dt'06'11'2024 and

directed him to explain, on or before 27 'll '2024 as to why action as contemplated

therein shall not be initiated ura i.pot" penalty of Rs.25,000'00 as provided under

section 20(1) ofthe RTI Act, 2005'

ol2T.ll.2024,thePloappearedwiththesoughtforinformationandappellant
was also present and was handed over the information'

SincethePlohasbroughtintlredocuments/informationsoughtbythe
appellant in the hearing,;; ;;'io* "uu" 

notice was closed for the 2od time'

During the course of hearing' this Commission perused the documents brought

in and fumished by the f';t';tot;;,?'pptllant in seriatim vis-ir-vis the list of points as

contained in the apptication-o-f *'t upptU*t'-The.appellant also went through the same

and of the total 34 p"i";t; ;;;;;';isfied with-most of the documents except the

following some of ;;";; either not turnished at all or were turnished

l;t8i:'ai:t:i, (Name of final Bill Sheet against whom work has been awarded and

made Payment);
rf ii.r.r".'iif c"mpletion Report installation-wise); 

-.
c) Sl. No.12 f.opy of puytint made to^contractor and state/status of scheme);

oi st. No l3 (Xerox copy of Challan 
"f"EMDi .,.

"t 
St. No I 5 (Xerox copy 0f duration ol'contract);

ij ii. No.rs (remaining amount of scheme);

s) Sl. No.20 (instalment amount already paid to the contractor);

fii ii. No.zs (utilisation certificate) and

ii st. No.rz (copv of,geo-tag photo)
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During the course of hearing the PIO submitted that since the PMGY projects are

executed in Ol,naaS modules and payment to the contractor is also made thereunder,

the Utilisation Certificate (S/.No.25) and the cheque counter-foiVcheque leaf are not

available and hence, not furnished. The appellant, however, insisted for an affidavit to

that effect by the PIO.
This commission, upon hearing the parties, directed the PIo, in the interim, to

furnish the remaining information as above and also a declaration by way on an

affidavit with reasons against whatever documents 'not available' or 'not applicable'

as required under the Rule 5(vi) of the A.P Information commission (Appeal

proceiure) Rules, 2005 within 2(two) weeks from the date of receipt of order dt.

29.11.2024 and the appellant was also directed to go through the same and report his

satisfaction or otherwise to this Commission so as to fix the date of next hearing, if
required.

This commission, however, noticed that both the PIO and the appellant remained

silent about the compliance of the aforesaid order till 11.04.2025 when the appellant,

Shri Nabam Tapak, vide his letter dt.ll.o4.2o25 addressed to this commission,

informed that he did not receive the left-out documents as yet fiom the PIO and hence,

requested for hearing the aPPeal.

In view of non-iompliance of the direction of this commission by the PIo, this

commission listed this appeal again on 14.05.2024 for the 8ff time and summoned the

ItO to upp.. in person i"t he agai" failed to appear' However' his representative' Er'

Shri Kuma weliy, ASW, o/o 
-the 

Executive Engineer GurD), sagalee Division

u.ought in the leit out documents after the hearing was over. The documents were

mnaia over to the appellant on 15ft May, 2025'- 
t " appellant wint through the documents/information including the affidavit

containinj declaration against- those not available and expressed his satisfaction

th"..*itri"*""pt the ..letter of undertaking,, on the completion Report (Sl._No.l1)

*t i.n fr" complained as misleading' Hi submitted that as per the BILL OF

quANrrrvn,.ni,r,.abythePlo,-thestipulateddatelineforcompletionofthe
construction of the road is OS.Ot.ZOit. As such, the undertaking signed by_the PIO

Ji.t ,uy, that the work is still in progress is false and misleading. He, therefore,

insisted for the compl"tion report as demanded by him'

This Commission, o"'p"ru'ul of the undertaking furnished by the..PIO on the

..Co-pl,,tio,Report,,andcontentsthereinandobservingthatasalreadydirectedsuch

siatement /declaration ,t o"ri-t" -uae by way of an Affidavit as has been done in

respect of other points such as UC, mode of payment etc'' the PIO was directed that if
theCompletionn"po.t.*notbefumished,adeclarationtothateffectbywayofan
affidavit citing reasons rc n'-i'nta to the appellant within l(one) week from the date

of receipt of this order with intimation to ihis commission. The appellant was also

directed to intimate to trris-commission within l(one) week thereafter of the receipt of

the same.
The appellant, Shri Nabam Tapak has now informed this Commission vide his

letter dt.2g.05. 2025 that he has received the requested documents/information from

the PIO with which he is satisfied and hence' requested for closing the appeal'

In the premises "t "iout, 
this appeai stands disposed of and closed'

Given under my hand and seal of this Commission on this 3d Jlne' 2025'

(S. TSERING BAPPU)
State Information Commissioner'

APIC, Itanagar'
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MemoN APIC- 7t202 4r, Dated Itana r the Jun 2025

Copy to:
tending Engineer (RWD), Gort. of A.P, Rural Works Circle' Itanagar' the

Supenn
First Appellate Authority (FAA) for information.

2. The PIO, o/o the Executive Engineer (RWD), Sagalee Division, District Papum

1

Pare, Arunachal Pradesh for information'

3. Shri Nabam Tapak & Shri Gyamar Hina Lekhi village, Backside of Iconic^dealer,

fapum Pare (A.P) PO/PS Naharlagun PIN: 791110 Mobile no' 9366534930 for

ln on.

5

6

4 e Computer Programmer/Computer Operator for uploading on the Website of

APIC, please.

. Office copy

. S/copy

Registrar/ DePutY Registrar
APIC, Itanagar

Regisl,io,
Ar,rtmal paocsh,nfomat,on 

Commssc, r'- 
lhnagar _-_.-


