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ARUNACHAL PRADESH INFORMATION COMMISSION
ITANAGAR

BEFORE THE COURT OF DR,JORAM BEGI, STATE CHIEF INFORMATTON
COMMISSIONER

No.APtC-47 /2020 Dated,ltanagar the 3'd November,2020

Under Section 19(3) RTt Act, 2005

Appellant

Shri Batem Pertin,
S/o Shri Donggon pertin,
Kiyit Village, Mebo,
P.O Mebo, & P.S. pasighat, Vs
District East Siang,
Arunachal Pradesh.

Date of hearing held on: 3'd Novembe r,2}2e.

Respondent

Mrs Margam Kaki,
PIO-cum-CO,

Office of the Deputy
Commissioner, pasighat,

East Siang District,
Arunachal Pradesh.

ORDER

whereas, an appear under section 19(3) of RTr Act, 2005 has been received from
shri BatemPertin, s/o shri Donggon pertin, Kiyit Viilage, Mebo, p.o Mebo, & p.s. pasighat,
District East siang, Arunachar pradesh, for non-furnishing of information, by pro_cum_Extra
Assistant commissioner, office of the Deputy commissioner, pasighat, East srang District,
Arunachar pradesh, as sought, by the Appeilant under section 6(1) of RTr Act,2005 0n
15.06.20L9.

whereas, the 1't reschedured hearing was herd onrine through Video / Audioconferencing on 19'n May' 2'2'.MrsMargam Kaki, pro-cum-co, offile of tne Deputycommissioner, pasighat, East siang District, Arunachar pradesh and shri Lenzing pertin, thePower of Attorney horder representing Appeflant, shri Batem pertin appeared in thehearing online through video conference. The pro informed the commission tfrrt rh" i. th"new incumbent and functioning as pro since January,2020. The pro found that informationpertaining to the office of District planning office and Trade and corm"rc" Departmentwere collected and furnished to the Appellant by the previous incumbent pro on 14thAugust'2019. The Pro pointed out that the information sought by the Appeilant are not
specific. However, she has collected information and tried to contact the Appellant but dueto non-availability of contact no. and proper residential address of the Appefiant the
information could not be furnish tb the Appellant. The power of Attorney for the Appellant
refuted that the contact no. was furnished in the cover of the postal letter and rwo proper
correspondence addresses were furnished in the Form-A para-1& 2. The representative of
the Appellont informed the Commission that he hos received some information but he could
not pinpoint out specifically the informotion that the PIO has not furnished os sought ot
Form-A seriolly' So, he oppeoled the Commission to ollow him to sort out it with the ptO.
Both the parties exchanged their Mobile no. 8415810010 and 9953569g58 respectivelv for
proper communication.

whereas, on scrutiny of available records by the commission, it has been found that
the BPL certificote with family lD No. 1320 wos issued by the Block Development officer, CD_
Block, Mebo, Eost siong District (Ap) on 29/06/20i.2. The xerox copy of the BpL certificote,
without ony ottestation, clearly indicotes that the BPL certificote was issued on 29/0G/2012
based on the socio economic survey of 2002. The Commission is doubtful about the validity
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