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ARUNACHAL PRADESH INFOR"IT{AITON COMMISSION
ITANAGAR.

NO. APrC-CrC/09/2024 Dated ltanagar, the 20th November, 2O24

To,

{he Direaor IPRJ
Department of Information & Public Relation
GovL of A,P,

Naharlagun.

Sub: - Press release (Review of Full Commission Decision Dated 08.05.2024)'

Sir,

Enclosed please find herewith a Press communique for release in all local leading

Newspaper of the State from your kind end.

You are requested to take necessary action suitably.

sd/-
Registrar

APIC, Itanagar.

Memo NO. APIC-CIC/O9 120241 / I /1 Dated ltanagar, the 206 November,Z0z4

Copy to:

,1.{omputer Programmer, APIC, Itanagar, to send via emails and uppload in APIC
- website.
2. Case file.

tl

Deputy
Arunachal Pradesh lnformation Commission

Itanasar
Deputy RegistIar

. . .,Ladal ft3desh lnfomat0n Cornissbfl

llanagar
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ARUNACHAL PRADESH INFORMATION COMMISSION
ITANAGAR

No. A^PJCICIC 109t2024 Dated Itanagar, the l9.ll, 2024

NOTTC E

REVIEW OF FULLCOMMISSI N DECISION DATED 08.05.2024

WHEREAS in the interest of proper and effective implernentation of the RII Act, 2005,

the full Commission of the Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission (APIC) had taken the

following decisions or 08105 12024;-

"In the light of above observations, the Commission unanimously decided that henceforth

the appeals filed before the Commission shall not be talen up for hearing in the Commission but shall
be remanded to the respective flU for adiudication at their level, ,f. .

(a) the information seeker does not mention in his / her opplication the "specific" inforrnation but

seeks indiscriminate and vague information like information for multiple number of years and for
multiple number of schemes;

(b) the appeals hwe not been adjudicated by the FAA followtng due process of law i.e by hat:ing

proper hearing of the parties and/or without passing reasoned and speaking order "

2. AND WHEREAS the aforesaid decision was necessitated by the fact that most of the

information relating to the developmental projects were being sought by the information seekers

indiscriminately and disproportionately thereby adversely affecting the efficiency of the administration

and resulting in the Public Authorities / State Public Information Offrcers getring bogged down with

non-productive work of collecting and fumishing information to the information seekers.

3. AND WHEREAS the intent and object of the aforesaid firll Commission decision were,

hence, to harmonise the cherished rights of the information seekers to obtain information on the one

hand and the smooth and effrcient functioning of the public authorities without obstructions caused by

misuse or abuse of the provisions of the RTI Act by the information seekers on the other as rightly

ruled by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in its judgment & order dt.09.08.2011 passed in Civil
appeal No. 6454 of 20ll tarising out of SLP ( C) No. 7526 - 2009 I in the matter of CBSE & anr. Vs.

Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors. in para-37.

4. AND WHEREAS the said full Commission decision was also in consonance with the

provisions of sub-section (9) of section 7of the RTI Act which provides that "An information shall

ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unlcss il wotrld disproportianately divert lhe

tesources of the public aulhority or would be detrimental to lhe safety or preservation of the recotd

in qacstion "
5. AND WHEREAS the aforesaid decision was circulated as an Advisory to all the

stakeholders including the First Appellate Authorities for compliance therewith so as to ensure proper

adjudication on the appeals under section 19( I ) of the RTI Act.

6. AND WHEREAS instances have come to fore where the State Public Information

Ofiicers/ Public Authorities, more particularly the works deparhnents, have returned the RT'l

applications to the information seekers without fumishing any information citing the aforesaid full
Commission decision and presumably by misconstruing the word, "Schetne" appearing in condition

No.(a) of the Advisory as a single project or work while the real intent and object of using the word,
.Scheme' was one .funding head' or 'funding programme' or 'funding source' viz., SIDF,

RIDRPMGSY,ADA, SADA, BE/RE, MLA/I\4P LAD etc. Such an action on the part of those public

authorities was totally against the very spirit of the RTI regime.

7 . AND WHEREAS the members of various Rfl activists Associations in the State in this

regard have also submitted represeniation dt.14.fi.2L24 demanding for immediate revocation of the

aforesaid full Commission decision threatening with demonstration and other legal course of action if
the aforesaid full Commission decision is not revoked.
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8. AND WHEREAS the intent and object of the aforesaid full Commission decision was
never to discourage the information seekers from obtaining the information from the public
authorities. On the contrary, it was to harmonise and ease the dissemination of information to the
information seekers without obstructing the efficient functioning of the public authorities.

9. AND WHEREAS the full Commission of APIC, upon consideration of the premises as

above, reviewed the said decision today on 19fr November, 2024 and accordingly, the following
clarifi cations are issued:-

(a) that the word, 'Scheme'appearing in the condition (a) ofthe decision dt.08.05.2024 shall be read
and mean as 'funding head' or 'funding programmet or 'funding source' viz., SIDR RIDR
PMGSY, ADA, SADA, BE/RE, MLAA,IPLAD so on and

(b) that the public authorities, particularly the departrnents implementing or executing various
developmental works/projects shall not repeat shall not reject the Rfl applications citing the
08.05.2024 decision of the APIC but shall fumish the information against whatever number of
schemes under whatever number of 'funding head' or 'flrnding programme' or 'flmding source'
and for whatever number of financial year as may be possible and feasible, however, subject to the
condition that the RTI applicants shall not seek for vague, indiscriminate and disproportionate
information 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 - 2009 ) ( CBSE& anr.vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay
& Ors).

sd/-
[Major General Jmken Gamlin, AVSM, SM, VSM (Retd)],

. State Chief Information Commissioner
Arunachal Pradesh Information Commission

Itanagar

Memo No. AJllCtClCtOgl2}24 ,'418
Copy to :-

1. The commissioner to Hon'ble Govemor, Arunachal Pradesh, Itanagar for information.
2. The commissioner to Hon'ble chief Minister, Govt. ofA.p. Itanagar for information.
3. The Secy/commissioner (AR / Personnel), A.P. civil secretariat, Govt. of A.p., Itanagar for

information.
4. The Under Secy to the Chief Secretary, Govt. ofA.P., Itanagar for information.
5. The Registrar, APIC, Itanagar for information. This decisior/clmification may be circulated to

the First Appellate Authorities (FAAs) and PIOs/APIOs for strict compliance and also publish
in the local dailies.

6. Notice Board copy.

P
Registrar/ Dy.

Arunachal Pradesh In on Commission

Dated ltanagar, the l9.ll. 2024

Itanaear
0eputY Rcgistrar

., doal Ba&sh lnformatixl C$mission

Itanagar 
'


