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

www.infocommpunjab.com 

Shri Manjeet Singh,

# 5445, Gali No. 04,

New Shivaji Nagar, 
Ludhiana. 




--------------------------------------------- Complainant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 


O/o Inspector General of Police,

Pb., Chd. 

              &

Public Information Officer, 



O/o Additional Director General,

Internal Vigilance, 

Pb., Chd. 




 

 

-------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 411 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Nirmal Jit Singh, DSP Internal Vigilance and Sh. Pritipal Singh, DSP 

Crime, Pb. on behalf of the Respondent.  


Complainant had sought information on action by the two wings of Police Department namely Internal Security and Crime Wing, on his application. Receiving no response within the stipulated period, Complainant had preferred this complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.

2.

Representative of PIO, Internal Vigilance, informs us that he had written to the Complainant to specify the exact nature of information demanded by him and this would be given to him. Two reminders were also issued, the Complainant did not, however, respond. According to the Respondent no.1, PIO, Internal Vigilance, his stand at present is that he is prepared to give information as may be identified.

3.

Respondent no.2 states that the information in question related to Crime Branch and has been duly sent to the Complainant on 21.11.2007. The Respondent produces before us a file indicating that the information had been despatched.

4.

In these circumstances, we feel that no information is being deliberately denied.  In case Complainant wishes, he is free to approach the office of PIO, ADG, Internal Vigilance directly. The Respondent assures us that if the Complainant so approaches, he would be entertained and the information as available would be delivered to him on the spot.
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5.

The case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com 

Shri R.K.Sharma,

# 79, Sector 19-A,

Chandigarh. 




--------------------------------------------- Complainant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police (HQ),

Sector 9, Pb., Chd. 



 

 

-------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 520 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri R.K.Sharma, Complainant in person.

Shri. Lakhbir Singh, DSP, Head Quarter on behalf of the Respondent.
Complainant alleges that he has been falsely implicated by the Amritsar police in a criminal case. He had demanded information related to this case from the IGP, Hqrs. IGP, Head Quarters advised him to approach the IG, Border Range and SSP, Amritsar. Complainant states that when he approached the office of SSP, Amritsar, he was not entertained at all, and the information he demanded was denied. 
2.

Respondent, on the other hand, pleads before us that the material in question is part of enquiry proceedings that have been conducted by IG Board Range. The office of SSP, Amritsar does not hold the information demanded.
3.

For facilitating, the supply of information, we direct that Sh. R.P. Meena, IPS., Inspector General of Police, Border Range, Amritsar should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 7th July, 2008 at 11.00 hours in his office.  In case the Respondent wishes to deny the information o any ground under the RTI Act, 2005, reasons therefor would have to be indicated. IGP Border Range will submit a report on the personal hearing for consideration of the Commission. 
4.

To come up on 06.08.2008. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

www.infocommpunjab.com 

Shri Harpinder Singh,

# 149, Sector 38-A,

Chandigarh. 




--------------------------------------------- Complainant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Assistant Director General of Police (Security)

Sector 9, Pb., Chd. 



 

 

-------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 422 of 2008
ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Kuldeep Kumar, superintendent, Security Wing on behalf of the 

Respondent.


In this case, the Complainant demanded information regarding expenditure incurred on security provided to the political persons.  This information was denied.

2.

The right course of action for the Complainant should have been to go in first appeal before the First Appellate Authority instead of coming directly before the Commission.  
3.

The case is pre-mature for consideration before the Commission.  If aggrieved by the decision of the PIO, the Complainant is free to go in appeal before the First Appellate Authority. 
4.

This case is dismissed as non-maintainable at this stage.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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


www.infocommpunjab.com 


Sh. Swaran Singh,

K.No. 438/XI, 

Mohali.





-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab  

 


 
--------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 569 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sohan Lal, Inspector, Ropar & Sh. Jatinder Pal Singh, Sub Inspector of 

Police, SSP., Mohali.  



Respondent informs us that complete information as demanded has been duly delivered to the Complainant by post.  According to the Respondent, the Complainant has conveyed in wiring that he is satisfied and does not wish to pursue the case any further. 
2.

The case stands disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ashok Kumar,

#617/1, Sector 41-B,

Chandigarh. 










-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Secretary,

Punjab  

        &
 


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Agriculture,

Punjab, SCO No. 85-88, Sector 34-A,

Pb., Chandigarh.  

 
--------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 475 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Ashok Kumar, Complainant in person.

Sh. Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, GC Branch deptt. of Chief Secretary, 
Pb.


Sh. Prit Pal, APIO & Sh. Dharampal Mangla, Superintendent Department 
of Agriculture, Pb.


The information demanded relates to the service matter of the Complainant, who is an ex-employee of the Agriculture Department.  Respondent states that the information in question was demanded on 22.01.2008.  The material demanded was sent to him on 03.04.2008 and has been received by the Complainant on 08.04.2008.  
2.
Complainant points out that there has been delay in delivery of information.  He states that there are certain deficiencies in the information supplied to him. 
3.
Respondent assures that the deficiencies would be made good.  Complainant is directed to submit, in writing, the details of the deficiencies that he has observed.  Respondent is directed to remove the shortcomings and ensure that the information is delivered within a month.  
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4.
Representative of the office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab need not be present on the subsequent dates of hearing.  
5.
To come up on 06.08.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Surjeet Singh,

Village Somal Khadhi,

P.O. Malondh, Teh-Phael,

District-Ludhiana.




-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner, 

Patiala Division Punjab.,

Patiala.  

 


 
--------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 420 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Surjeet Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Shiv Kumar, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


In the instant case, the Complainant vide his letter dated 23.11.2006 addressed to the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala had sought a copy of the enquiry report conducted by the Commissioner on 27.09.2006.  The Complainant has been given a copy of the same but he is not satisfied with that.  He says that there were two enquires.  
2
Respondent, however, states that the enquiry report dated 27.09.2006 covers both the enquiries that is the main case as well as the appeal case.  The Complainant and the Respondent have mutually agreed to meet in the office of the Respondent on 25th June, 2008, where the Complainant may inspect the relevant record and identify the information he requires.  
3.
We direct that the Respondent supply him the information so identified.  If there is no other enquiry conducted by the Commissioner, dated 27.09.2006, this may be conveyed in writing to the Complainant.  

4.
The case is adjourned to 06.08.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Sohan Lal,

Village Kulasa,

Tehsil Samana,

District Patiala.




-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.   

 


     --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 574 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Smt. Pritpal Kaur, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that a certified copy of the entry made in the register has been delivered to the Complainant on 11.10.2007 and there is nothing more on record to be given to the Complainant.  

2.

The case stands disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, 

Ludhiana.




-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab & Hry. High Court,

Chandigarh.    

 


     --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 533 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Gian Sharma, Superintendent-II on behalf of the Respondent.



This present case is similar to AC 97 of 2008.  The Respondent reproduces a letter written to the Complainant on 31.03.2008 as to why the information can not be given.  Inter alia, it quotes rule 4(a) of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana Right to Information Rules, 2007, as information is considered exempted.  

2.

We see absolutely no reason to reject the contention of the Respondent.  There is no way in which judicial proceedings can be interfered with through Right to Information Act, 2005. 
3.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Avtar Singh gill (NRI),

C/o I.S.Manakoo & Sons,

Ring Road, Model Town,

Near Neelgiri Hotel,

Ludhiana. 




-------------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.     

 


     --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 476 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Respondent states that in the present case challan has been put up to the court and Complainant has already been informed that he can demand the information from the court.  We agree.    
2.

The case stands disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Pawan Kumar,

#239/1, Gali Vakilan,

Purana Bazar, Ludhiana.



-------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.     

 


     --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 480 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Complainant has acknowledged in writing that he has received the information to his satisfaction.   
2.

 The case stands disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Jagmohan Singh Bhatti, Advocate 

# 919, Phase-IV,

Sector 59, Mohali.






..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, 

Zone-D, Ludhiana.






…..Respondent

CC No. 1545 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.


On the last date of hearing, on 26.03.2008, Respondent had made two submissions, namely :-



“(i)
that the numerous cases involving information demanded from PIO Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana listed under RTI Act, 2005, before the various benches of the Commission may be clubbed together to facilitate their disposal.  


(ii)
that a week’s time may be given in the instant case to enable the Respondent to supply information to the Complainant.  “

2.

In respect of (i) we had reserved our decision and Respondent was given one week’s time to supply the information to the Complainant in respect of point (ii).
3.

We are not aware if information has been supplied in compliance with our orders of 26.03.2008.  
4.

A decision on (i) will be taken separately.  
5.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.08.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   




  State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
           SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Shakti Paul Sharma,

F-1, Block 31, Vill & PO-Bhainsa Tibba,

Shri Mata Mansa Devi Farm,

Near Shri Mata Mansa Devi Temple,

Teh.& Distt- Panchkula..






..Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o I.G.P., Headquarters, Punjab.

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






…..Respondent

AC No. 190 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri. Sapan Dhir, Advocate on behalf of Appellant.


Shri. Harbhajan Singh, DSP (Security) on behalf of Respondent.



The information demanded by the Appellant related to the deployment of persons on security duty with politicians and other persons facing threats.

2.

The information was denied by the Respondent on the ground that a notification dated 23.02.2006 issued by State Govt. under Section 24 of RTI Act, 2005, exempted the security wing of the police from the provisions of RTI Act.
3.

Appellant contests the stand taken by the Respondent. Appellant also submits his written arguments. An opportunity is given to the Respondent to respond to the arguments addressed in writing.

4.

To come up on 09.07.2008
. Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner 

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

www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Jagat Singh,

# B-3/MCH/235,

Opp. Snatam Dharam,

Sanskrit College,

Hoshiarpur.







.... Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o I.G.P., Headquarters, Punjab.

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 





…..Respondent

AC No. 189 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None of behalf of the Appellant.


Shri. Hari Bithal, ASI on behalf of the Respondent.



This being the first date of hearing, another opportunity is given to the Appellant to present his case.

2.

To come up on 06.08.2008. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
www.infocommpunjab.com
Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent

CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER


The judgment in the instant case on the question of imposition of penalty on the Respondent was reserved vide our order dated 14.05.2008.  
2.

In so far as the question of delivery of information is concerned, it stands recorded in our order dated 16.01.2008 that the orders made by the Commission for the delivery of information have been complied with by the PIO.  

3.

The Respondent PIO has filed an affidavit dated 09.05.2008 explaining his position regarding the delay caused in supplying the information.  The relevant portion of the affidavit is extracted hereinbelow :-   



“(3) (c) That Complainant Bhagwan Singh moved a complaint no. 177-spl-pe dated 20.02.2004 to the Senior Supdt. of Police, Ferozepur requesting there in-for the probe of said criminal case FIR No. 15 dated 01.02.2004 Police Station city Ferozepur.  By an independent officer said complaint of the applicant-complainant was marked to D.S.P (D) Ferozepur to look it and report facts at the earliest’ However during the enquiry conducted by D.S.P (D), Ferozepur, Complainant did not attended the proceedings and seek adjournment atleast twice resulted into non-completion of said enquiry.

(d) However as the challan against the accused had already been presented in competent trial court on 10.06.2004 and the case was being tried by the competent trial court, no further action was required to be taken on the said complaint of Bhagwan Singh Complainant on the other and Complainant was not co-operating said complaint was recommended to be filed vide enquiry report no. 85-PC-RD.S.P.(D) dated 19.07.2004 by said enquiry officer.

(4)
That the applicant/complainant Bhagwan Singh vide his application dated 08.05.2006 had demanded copies of the statements and other proceedings recorded by Sh. Gurmeet Singh,  D.S.P.(D) Ferozepur.  During the reinvestigation of case FIR No. 15 dated  01.02.2004 U/S 498/A 406/50/IPC police station city Ferozepur and has required said record by post.  
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Accordingly all the record pertaining to enquiry of D.S.P. (D) Ferozepur (which was never been completed due to the reason as already submitted in sub paras 3(a), 3(b), 3(c), 3(d) above was supplied to the Complainant through registered post {sent vide registered post to the residential address of the Complainant} on 12.05.2006 as such no delay in supplying the record applied by the Complainant under RTI Act, 2005 has been caused. “

4.

In view of the reply of the Respondent extracted hereinabove, we are convinced that there is no deliberate or wilful delay on the part of the Respondent to supply the information.  It, therefore, cannot be said that the Respondent has, without any reasonable cause, not furnished the information as per the mandate of the statute. No action under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, is, therefore, required to be taken against the Respondent.  

5.

The complaint is accordingly, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.     
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 11.06.2008 







  (P.P.S.Gill)







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Pyare Lall,

PCS (Judicial),

H.No.55, Atam Park,

Ludhiana.   




 -------------------------------------------Appellant 







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 

 
--------------------------------------------Respondent

AC No.49 of 2008 

ORDER                                  



Arguments in this case were heard on 16.04.2008 and the judgment was reserved. 

2.

Vide application dated 01.10.2007 the Appellant herein demanded information from the Respondent pertaining to the (i) official proceedings/minutes of the meetings of the Hon’ble judges of the Punjab & Haryana High Court held on various dates wherein the application was considered for being brought on the select list of Additional District and Sessions Judges, (ii)  minutes of the meeting of Hon’ble Judges of Punjab and Haryana High Court held on 14.02.1978 regarding decision taken on the reply submitted by the applicant to the charge sheet regarding his absence from the headquarters, (iii) Copy of the complaint, if any, against Sh. G.S.Kalra, PCS and Sh. H.S.Bakshi, PCS the then senior sub judges in Punjab alongwith certified copies of the file notings containing recommendations of Hon’ble Judges for dropping allegations of corruption against them and (iv) Certified copy of minutes of meeting wherein Mr. G.S.Kalra and Mr. H.S.Bakshi were considered for promotion as Additional District and Sessions Judges alongwith other officers as also the copies of the Annual confidential Reports of these officers for the years 1971 to 1980.  

3.

The PIO, vide his order dated 10.10.2007, rejected the request for information stating that “The requisite information cannot be supplied in view of Rule 4(b) of the Rules framed by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court under Section 28 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 called as High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007, as the matter is sub-judice and has been stayed 

Contd….P/2
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on judicial side in Civil Revision NO. 4278 of 2003”.  Feeling aggrieved, the Appellant preferred first appeal before the Appellate Authority (RTI) Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.  The Appellate Authority dismissed the appeal holding as under :-



“First of all the information asked for by the applicant in respect of the facts mentioned at point (i) and (ii) above is more than 20 years old.  As far as the information asked for at Point (iii) is concerned; the copy of the complaint is already within the appellant.  As far as point (iv) is concerned the same does not pertain to him”.  

4.

Perusal of the orders by the PIO and the First Appellate Authority show that they have given different reasons for declining the information request.  In so far as the reason given by the PIO for declining the information request is concerned, it is not covered by any of the clauses of Section 8 RTI Act, 2005.  The reason given, therefore, is not tenable.  Merely because a certain matter is sub-judice does not render information regarding thereto exempt from disclosure unless its disclosure is expressly forbidden by the court or the disclosure constitutes contempt of court.  

5.

The First Appellate Authority has also not adverted to any provision(s) in the RTI Act, 2005, in support of the reasons mentioned by it for declining the information request.  Regarding items no. (i) and (ii), the reason given for declining the request is that these are more than 20 years old.  Under the RTI Act, 2005, information cannot be denied merely because it relates to an event which took place more than 20 years ago.  Rather, Section 8 (3) makes it clear that after the lapse of a twenty-year period, the exemption under clauses (b), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), (j) of 
Section 8(1) will not be available to the Public Authority from whom the information has been sought.  The fact that the information demanded is more than twenty years old, means that the exemption provision in respect of seven out of ten categories mentioned in Section 8 ceases to operate.  Similarly, reasons given by the First Appellate Authority for rejection of the information request qua points (iii) and (iv) are also not based on any statutory provision.  While dealing with the information against (iv) the First Appellate Authority states that “the same does not pertain to him’.  Suffice here would be to state that merely   because   the   information   sought   is   

Contd…..P/3
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third   party information, it is not rendered immune from disclosure.  In such an eventuality the provisions of Section 8(1)(j) come into play and the information request has to be decided as per the conditions prescribed therein.  Apart from this, the third party concerned is also to be afforded an opportunity of hearing under Section 11 RTI Act, 2005.  

6.

In view of the foregoing, both the impugned orders that is order dated 10.10.2007 by the PIO and the order dated 10.12.2007 by the First Appellate Authority are set aside and the matter is remitted back to the PIO to consider the information request afresh in the light of the observations made hereinabove and after giving an opportunity of hearing to the third parties concerned.  We wish to make it clear that should the Appellant be dissatisfied with the order made by the PIO pursuant to this order of remand, he shall be at liberty to seek his remedy by way of first and second appeals under the Act.  

7.

The Appeal is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.          

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 11.06.2008 







  (P.P.S.Gill)

   





  State Information Commissioner
