STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mehenga Ram,

s/o Sh. Mansa Ram,
VPO – Dholwaha, 

Teh. & Distt. Hoshiarpur,



_________ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sh. Des Raj, M.L.A.,

Gardiwala, District Hoshiarpur,

Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 2704 of 2009
ORDER


The issue for determination in the present case is whether a member of the State Legislative Assembly is a “public authority” within the meaning the RTI Act and if so, could a citizen access information from a MLA, exercising his right to information.

The issue has arisen on a complaint dated 10.8.2009 filed by one Sh. Mehenga Ram under Section 18 of the RTI Act. Sh Mehenga Ram had suffered losses in a fire which had broken out at his work place on the night intervening 26th – 27th April, 07. Sh. Des Raj, MLA visited the site, announced compensation for the loss suffered in the fire but, it is alleged, that the announcement was not honoured. After waiting for a while, Sh. Mehenga Ram moved a formal application under Section 6 of RTI Act to Sh. Des Raj, MLA, enclosing the requisite fee by way of postal order, seeking the status of the announcement made by him. The request sent through registered post did not evoke any response from Sh. Des Raj and the statutory period having lapsed, he preferred to file a complaint with the State Information Commission.

At the stage of preliminary hearing of the case, it was observed that a complaint under Section 18 of the Act would lie only against a ‘Public Authority’, as defined in Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. Is Shri Des Raj, MLA a public authority? To determine the issue, notice was issued to the respondent, who appeared through his counsel Sh. S.K. Gupta and filed a reply by way of an affidavit of Sh. Des Raj. 

The contention of the complainant is that a MLA is an elected representative of people. He  is  answerable  for  his  official  announcements  and   conduct   to   the
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constituents of his area. The citizens have a right to access information from MLAs as they are accountable to the electorate. 

Respondent on the other hand, submitted that the instant complaint is not maintainable as respondent is not a public authority under the RTI Act and is, therefore, legally not bound to supply information. It was averred that the respondent does not maintain a public information office and that he had visited the site of fire-accident to provide moral support to the complainant. It was averred that MLAs do not have an office or a mechanism to entertain such requests seeking information. Any assurance for the financial assistance given to the complainant for the losses suffered by him was no more than a moral assurance, and not a legally enforceable commitment. It was argued that the responsibility to pay any compensation is entirely of the district administration, particularly of the Deputy Commissioner and the SDM, as the State Government has duly authorized such officers to provide compensation to the affected parties.

I have heard the parties and gone through their respective stand. Admittedly, a MLA is a public servant within the meaning of Indian Penal Code, 1960. The Courts have also held that a Member of Parliament is required to perform public duties and therefore he is a public servants within the meaning of Prevention of Corruption Act. What applies to a Member of Parliament equally applies to a Member of the Legislative Assembly.
The question, however, is whether being a public servant under IPC or PCA would also amount to being a public authority under the RTI Act? The term ‘Public Authority’ is defined in Section 2(h) of the Act. 

Section 2(h) : -
"Public authority" means any authority or body or institution of self- government established or constituted—

(a) by or under the Constitution;

(b) by any other law made by Parliament;

(c) by any other law made by State Legislature;

(d) by notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government, and includes any—

(i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed;

non-Government organization substantially financed, directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government”
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For the purposes of the present Complaint-petition, sub-clause (a) of the above Section is relevant. An ‘authority’ or a ‘body’ or an ‘institution of self-government’, ‘established or constituted’ by or under the Constitution is a public authority within the meaning of sub-clause (a) of Clause (h) of Section 2.


The term ‘body’ here does not connote a human body, but it implies an organization or association or a body corporate. In that sense, a MLA individually is not a ‘body’, nor is a MLA an ‘institution of self government’ within the meaning of this Section. 

The only clause of this Section under which a MLA may fall is under the expression ‘Authority’. MLAs partake in the process of legislation. Law making power is the highest form of authority. It is an exercise in sovereign power of the State; it is not constrained by anything other than the Constitution itself or the constituents at the hustings. In this sense, a MLA wields the highest authority in the hierarchy of power structure. This authority, however, is not exercised individually, but by a collective body, the State Legislative Assembly. Article 189 of the Constitution lays down that all questions at any sitting of a House of the Legislature of a State shall be determined by a majority of votes of the members present and voting. MLAs individually do vote and thus exercise legislative authority, but a single vote does not make a law or a resolution of the Assembly. Clause (3) of Article 189 lays down that the minimum number to constitute the quorum of a meeting of a House of the Legislature of a State  shall be ten members or one-tenth of the total number of members of the House, whichever is greater. 

Looked at from another aspect, what the Constitution (Article 168) ‘establishes’ is Legislature of a State. A MLA is only a part of this larger body and a part is not synonymous with the whole i.e. Legislative Assembly itself. What is created by the Constitution is the totality of the elected representatives called the Legislative Assembly. It is the Legislative Assembly which would be a ‘Public Authority’ and not its individual members. 

From the foregoing discussions, it may be concluded that a MLA may be a “public servant” under the relevant provisions of the IPC or the PC Act, but a MLA is certainly not a public authority under the RTI Act. This, however, does not mean that the official  conduct  of  MLAs is beyond the pale of public gaze. It is just that the route
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to reach a MLA is not via the MLA himself, but through the public information officer of the appropriate ‘public authority’. And there is a ‘public authority’ for every conceivable public conduct or material information. The role of a MLA in the Legislative Assembly or on any of its Committees, for example, could be accessed by citizens through the Public Information Officer appointed under the Rules notified by Hon’ble Speaker, under Section 28 of the RTI Act, exercising powers of ‘Competent Authority’ under Section 2(e). Clause (e) of Section 2 defines “competent authority” to mean –

(i) 
the Speaker in the case of the House of the People or the Legislative Assembly of a State or a Union territory having such Assembly and the Chairman in the case of the Council of States of a Legislative Council of States; 

These Sections state statutory obligations of Hon’ble Speaker to notify Rules for accessing information pertaining to Vidhan Sabha and in an eventuality of denial of such information, a citizen is at liberty to evoke the provisions of Section 18 or 19 of the RTI Act and move the State Information Commission. 
Here it may be relevant to mention that a citizen’s right to access information from public authorities is no less than the right of MLAs themselves. The Proviso to Section 8(1) (j) of the RTI Act reads:
“Provided that the information which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any persons”.
The expression used in this Section is “SHALL” and therefore binding without any exception. In fact, in one sense, a citizen’s right may even be more comprehensive, as a citizen may seek certified copies of any material information held by a public authority, which routinely is not made available to MLAs. Additionally, the RTI Act provides for time-caps for supply of information, with penal provisions for any over-stepping of prescribed time-limit.

 
MLAs perform public role outside the Legislative Assembly also. In the case of Members of Parliament, MP land fund scheme places large sums of money at the disposal of MPs for development purposes. Likewise, a MLA may be a member of various Committees outside the legislature such as District Grievances Committee or District  Planning  Committees  and  so  on. Information  pertaining  to  a MLA on such
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Committees or Boards or public organizations or for release of grants / funds on MLA’s recommendation would be available to a citizen; but instead of approaching the MLA, the citizen shall have to approach the PIO of the concerned public authority / department dealing with such subject matter. In most of the cases the Committees on which MLAs are members, would be at the district level and the Deputy Commissioner of the district may be the public authority. Most of the DC’s have also made provision for receipt of requests for information at the district level ‘Suvidha Centers.’ 

The Secretary of the Vidhan Sabha should also ensure that information pertaining to membership of MLAs on various Committees, public bodies / organizations etc is duly published and displayed as per the provisions of Section 4 of the RTI Act.  

In the present case, it may be noted with a sense of satisfaction that on receipt of the request for information from the present complainant, it was immediately forwarded by Sh. Des Raj, MLA to the concerned district officials, namely the Deputy Commissioner and SSP, Hoshiarpur. Of course, this forwarding of the request would not amount to transfer of application under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act, as Sh. Des Raj is not a PIO or Public Authority. Nevertheless, the PIOs of the office of DC / SSP Hoshiarpur may ensure that the information is supplied to the complainant. With this direction, the present complaint is closed. The case file be consigned to record. 









   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pali Ram,

Manager, Malwa Gramin Bank,

Ealwal, P.O. – Gaggarpur,

Distt. – Sangrur – 148001, Pb.
 

_________ Appellant
      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Malwa Gramin Bank,

Sangrur, Punjab.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o General Manager,


Malwa Gramin Bank,


Sangrur, Punjab. 





 __________ Respondents
AC No. 793 of 2009
Present: -
i)
None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)
Sh. B.K. Verma, Manager (Audit), on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the appellant. We have received notice from the Hon’ble High Court in CWP No. 19308 of 2009 filed by the Malwa Gramin Bank, Sangrur, against the order of this Commission dated 17.11.2009.  The Hon’ble High Court has also ordered that till further orders, CIC, Punjab may postpone the hearing of the appeal case pending before the Commission. In view of this, the case is adjourned sine die, to be taken up only after disposal of the writ petition by the Hon’ble High Court.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lok Nath Angra, IPS,

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur, Punjab. 




 

         

_________ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, 

Department of Home Affairs & Justice (Home-III),

Branch, Chandigarh. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Inspector General of Police (HQ) Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 






   _________ Respondents

AC No. 708 of 2009
Present: -
i)
Sh. Rakesh Raman, Sub-Inspector, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. S.K. Sharma, APIO, Home Deptt. & Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Jr. Asstt. O/o IGP, (HQ), Pb., on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER
The appellant has filed a rejoinder to the affidavit filed by Sh. Yashpal Sharma, PSS, Under Secretary, Home-cum-Public Information Officer on the last date of hearing i.e. 22.12.2009. A copy of this rejoinder has been given to the respondent, who seeks time, which is allowed. 
To come up on 25.01.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Lt. Col. Paramjit Singh, (Retd.),

BW 5-C, Shalimar Bagh,

Delhi – 110088.







_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

S.A.S. Nagar, Punjab.
2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Inspector General of Police,


Zonal – I, Patiala.








    _______ Respondents
AC No. 978 of 2009
Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)     
Sh. Jaspal Singh, ASI, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

On the last date of hearing, the appellant who had turned up late, after the hearing of the case was over, had made a submission that he is yet to receive information pertaining to issues raised by him at Sr. No. A, B & C of his application dated 02.04.2009. Therefore a fresh notice was issued to the respondent, who appeared through Sh. Jaspal Singh and submitted a written reply vide No. 303-04/C/RTI dated 07.01.2010, giving information on all the three points. The reply on these issues is reproduced below: -

a)
“FIR No. 37 dated 20-03-2006, u/s 279, 337 IPC, PS Lalru was registered on the statement of Sh. Nirmal Singh s/o Sh. Surjit Singh r/o Dehar, PS Lalru against the driver of car No. CH-20-T-5121. During the investigation of the case, the RC of the same car was found on the name of Sh. Paramjit Singh and as per identification by the complainant Sh. Paramjit Singh was nominated as accused of the above said case. 
b)
On 12-09-2006 Sh. Paramjit Singh was arrested in this case after apprising him about the offence committed by him, at the time of arrest, arrest memo, information of arrest memo and personal search memos were prepared, Sh. Paramjit Singh put his signatures on the same and Sh. Paramjit Singh was released on bail. The challan of this case was sent to judicial Court, Rajpura on 17-10-2006, in the absence of accused. The copy of Challan for the accused was also sent to judicial Court, Rajpura alongwith the challan.
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c)
The challan was sent to the judicial Court, Rajpura directly as per procedure and not through Police Station Shalimar Bagh, Delhi, but the copy of challan for the accused was sent to the court at the time of challan submitted in the court.” 

A copy of this letter of the PIO should be also sent to the appellant, who is again absent on the plea that trains are running late due to winter fog.
Since reply on all the three issues has now been supplied, no cause of action is left. The appeal case is ordered to be closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Iqbal Singh, General Secy.

Universal Human Right Organisation,

Vill. – Rasulpur (Mallah),

Teh. Jagraon, Distt. Ludhiana. 








_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab,
2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.








    ________ Respondents

AC No. 992 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Iqbal Singh, appellant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Arshdeep Singh, DSP, Nabha, on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER
The respondent has submitted written reply vide No. 957/86AC/111AC-5-9/RTI dated 04.12.2009, which is taken on record. 

During the course of hearing, the respondent commits to supply a copy of the Rules pertaining to appointment of ASIs as SHOs of a Police Station. This copy of the Rules may be supplied to the appellant within 15 days. With this direction, the case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Y.K Bhushan Sood,

Mohalla Arjun Nagar,

Near Telephone Exchange,

Naloyian, Hoshiarpur. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Judge, (Sr. Divn.),

Hoshiarpur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3830 of 2009
Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Naveen Agnihotri, PIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
In response to the notice, Sh. Naveen Agnihotri has appeared and submitted a written reply, which is taken on record. 

Perusal of the reply filed by the respondent shows that the complainant has moved number of applications to the State Information Commission and these have been closed, on merits. The respondent further states that for the application dated 08.09.2008 moved by the present complainant, the requisite information has already been supplied to him as per the order passed by the Sh. Surinder Singh, PCS, Civil Judge (Sr. Divn.)-cum-Appellate Authority under Right to Information Act vide order dated 04.10.2008. A copy of this order has also been enclosed along with the reply of the respondent.

It is alleged by the respondent that complainant has been moving various baseless Appeals/complaints vide No. AC No. 188 of 2009, CC No. 250 of 2009, CC No. 1866 of 2009, and CC No. 1867 of 2009. All these were decided by this Hon’ble Commission vide order dated 15.5.2009, order dated 02.04.2009, order dated 29.07.2009 and 29.7.2009 respectively. Copies of those orders are attached herewith for kind perusal please. 

It appears from the orders of Sh. P.K. Verma and the CIC in the above mentioned cases that even when information was supplied, the complainant again moved the Commission after reframing the queries.
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The complainant is absent today. In view of the fact that the information has already been supplied to him, no cause of action is left. The case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagdeep Singh Malhotra,

Hindustan Times,

SCO No. 43, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar, Punjab. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Shiromani Gurudwara Parbhandak Committee,

Amritsar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3839 of 2009
Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Paraminder Singh, General Attorney, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The complainant is absent. He has sought an adjournment on the ground that his close relative is under treatment for ‘multiple organ failure’ at All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New Delhi. The case is adjourned to 25.01.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Baldev Singh,

s/o Sh. Kesar Singh,

VPO – Hole, Teh. Khanna,

Distt. Ludhiana – 141414.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Khanna, Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3844 of 2009
Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Jai Chand, HC, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The complainant is absent without intimation and he has not sought adjournment. The respondent represented by Sh. Jai Chand, states that information has already been supplied to him vide SSP Khann’s letter No. 677-P/RTI dated 24.08.2009. 

Let the respondent produce a copy of this letter for record. The complainant is also given one opportunity to confirm that he has received the information. 

To come up on 25.01.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhdev Ram,

Flat No. 1, Second Floor,

Adjoining Durga Mandir,

BRS Nagar, Ludhiana – 141012.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police (Vigilance),

Ludhiana, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3847 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Parlhad Kumar s/o complainant, on behalf of the complainant
ii)     
Sh. Anil Kumar, Inspector, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The complainant had moved an application seeking information pertaining to the Vigilance Enquiry No. 1122-DSP dated 18.12.2006. The complainant wanted to obtain a copy of the original complaint on the basis of which the present enquiry was marked and copy of all the statements and documents, which formed part of the enquiry.
The respondent replied to the complaint vide No. 6636VB/AC-3 dated 14.12.2009, stating that the subject matter of the information sought by the complainant falls under Section 8(j). On this basis, the respondent denied the information.  Section 8(j) of the RTI Act relates to personal information the disclosure of which has not relationship to any public activity or interest.
The complainant, however, alleges that in this case, Government property was sold by some private individuals by fabricating documents. There is a great public interest involved in the matter. In any case, the information sought by the present complainant is not personal information and there is no co-relation between the information sought and Section 8(1)(j). 
Let the respondent file a detailed reply before the next date of hearing after applying mind to the facts of the case and the provision of the RTI Act.

To come up on 25.01.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ram Parkash,

s/o Sh. Thakur Dass,

Back Side Thana Sadar,

Faridkot, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Inspector General of Police,

Ferozepur Range, Ferozepur. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3854 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Ram Parkash, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. R.P. Mittal, DIG, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The respondent has supplied the information on issues at Sr. No. 2, 4 and 5 of the application submitted by the complainant on 17.06.2009. The perusal of the issues raised by him at Sr. No. 1 & 3 shows that these are more in the nature of seeking opinion then seeking copies of material information. 

Since the information allowable under the RTI Act has been supplied, no cause of action is left and case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raj Kumar,

s/o Sh. Jati Ram,

R/o H. No. 33, Vill. – Dhanas,

U.T., Chandigarh. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, 

Punjab Police Headquarter, Mini Sectt.

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3860 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Raj Kumar, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Jaspal Singh, ASI, Sh. Lakhbir Singh, Sr. Asstt. & Sh. Parshotam Kumar, HC, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
The respondent states that the complaint referred to in the present case was never received by the PIO and in spite of best efforts, no such complaint could be traced. However, the complainant has given a fresh copy of his complaint and it has been forwarded to SSP, Mohali on 09.12.2009 for appropriate action. The matter is now under inquiry. The complainant may be informed about the out-come of his complaint in due course. 
Since the original complaint is not traceable in the record of the office of DGP, Punjab, the present complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amar Singh Chahal, Advocate,

Chamber No. 122, District Courts,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3862 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Vivek Kathuria, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
On the basis of the complaint dated 14.12.2009 filed by Sh. Vivek Kathuria, notice was issued to the respondent-PIO, Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.
None has appeared on behalf of the PIO. A fresh notice be issued to the PIO, office of Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.

To come up on 01.02.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. J.S. Khushdil,

Additional District & Sessions Judge,

Bathinda, Punjab. 

 

_________ Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 55 of 2008

Present: -
i)
Sh. Rohit Sud, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant.

ii)
Sh. Nand Kishore, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The case was fixed for pronouncement of order for today. The respondent PIO has relied on Rule 4(a) of High Court of Punjab & Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007. Rule 4(a) has been quoted in the order of the PIO, while denying information. However, copy of these Rules has not been produced on record of this Case. To fully appreciate the ambit and scope of these Rules, a copy of these Rules must be brought on record for perusal of the Commission. Accordingly, it is directed that the respondent may place on record a copy of the said Rules by 18.01.2010. The order will be pronounced therefore on 21.01.2010 at 04.00 PM. 








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


08th January, 2010





      Punjab









   (P.P.S. Gill)








State Information Commissioner










      Punjab
