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Vipin Kumar,

House No. 288, Sector 57,

Mohali.





                            …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan,  Mohali



                         ……. Respondent

CC No. 863  of   2008






   ORDER


Present:
Mr. Vipin Kumar, Complainant, in person.


Representative, Mr. Raj Kumar,  Junior Assistant,  for



the Respondent.

----


The requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant.

The case stands disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                      State Information Commissioner.
Dated, August  29, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Sushil Bhatia,

HE 347, Phase-7, 

SAS Nagar ( Mohali).


                   
              …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

SAS Nagar ( Mohali ).




             ……. Respondent

CC No. 1346 of 2008
ORDER
Present :
Mr. Sushil Bhatia, Complainant, in person.
Representative, Mrs. Balwinder Kaur, Senior  Asstt.,
for the Respondent.
----


Arguments heard.  Order is reserved.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Bakhtawar Khan,

S/o  Mr. Jati,
 VPO Kumbra (Sector-68),

Teh. &  Distt.  Mohali.

                                           
      …..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

SAS Nagar ( Mohali ).




              ……. Respondent

CC No. 1365  of  2008

ORDER

Present :
Representative, Mr. Avtar  Mohamad,  for the Complainant.
Representative, Mr. Daljit Singh, Supdtt., for the Respondent.
----



The information stands supplied to the Complainant.

The case is accordingly disposed of and closed. 


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

                (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                      State Information Commissioner.

Dated, August 29, 2008.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Mohinder Singh

S/o  Late Sh. Jarnail Singh,

R/o VPO Kumbra (Sector 68),
Teh. & Distt.,  SAS Nagar( Mohali ).                            
          …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

SAS Nagar ( Mohali).





        ……. Respondent

CC No. 1364  of  2008




                  ORDER
Present :
Representative, Mr. Bahadur Singh,  for the Complainant.
Mr. Balwinder Singh, Advocate with   Ms Ravinder Kaur, 
Sr. Assistant, for the Respondent.
----



Sh. Balwinder Singh, Advocate, has furnished his power of Attorney on behalf of the Respondent.

2.

The Respondent explains the background why RTI application dated 14.03.2008 could not be processed by the Respondent-PIO.  He seeks one month’s time to do the needful.
3.

I direct the Respondent-PIO to provide complete information on all the 04 points not later than 30.09.2008.

The case is adjourned to 03.10.2008. 


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

                     (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                              State Information Commissioner.

Dated, August  29, 2008.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.
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Daljit Singh,

D.R Modern Sr. Sec. School,

G.T. Road, Chheharta,

Amrtisar.



                                
                     …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.






                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 1361  of  2008




                  ORDER

Present :
Complainant, Mr. Daljit Singh, in person.

Mr. Mukesh, Legal Advisor, for the Respondent.
----


The Complainant has sought information on 06 points vide his RTI application, dated 22.02.2008.  This was replied to by Respondent PIO on 24.03.2008.   Subsequent to this, the Complainant sought supplementary information and the Respondent replied to that too vide his letters of 08.05.2008, 20.06.2008 and 25.06.2008.
2.

At today’s hearing, information sought and provided was gone over point-wise.   It emerges that detailed information is required to be given only on one point— point 06; i.e. year-wise details of dues Complainant owes to Respondent public authority, beginning 2003/04.  
3. 
The Respondent says the same would be given within 15 days.  I direct accordingly with a compliance report to the Commission. 

The case is adjourned to 26.09.2008 for confirmation. 


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Jagmohan Singh Marshal,

Flat No. 38, G.F. HIG, 

Shaheed ML Dhingra Complex,

G.T. Road, Amritsar.


                                
                     …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust, 

Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar.






                 ……. Respondent

CC No. 1356 of 2008




                  ORDER

Present :
None for the Complainant.

Representative, Mr. Mohan Lal, J.E., for the Respondent.
----


The Respondent says, the request for information was met with on 28.08.2008.  A copy is taken on record.  A copy of this information should be sent to the Complainant through registered post within 07 working days from today. 
The case is adjourned to 26.09.2008 for confirmation. 


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Baldev Singh, S/o Atma Singh,

House No. 276, Gali No. 09,

Bhawani Nagar, Majitha Road,

Amritsar..


                                
                                 …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.






                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 1366 of  2008




                  ORDER

Present:
Complainant, Mr. Baldev, in person.

Mr. Mukesh, Legal Advisor, for the Respondent.

----



The Complainant has sought to know the width of a particular drain at different points and that the width be indicated to him on the Map in feet.  
2.

I direct the Respondent PIO to obtain a certified copy of the Map of the drain from the public authority concerned indicating correct width in feet, as demanded in the RTI application of 24.03.2008, and give it to the Complainant within 15 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission. The PIO should also address all other points as well mentioned in the application.
The case is adjourned to 03.10.2008 for confirmation. 


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Ramesh Kumar Garg,

Senior Citizen,

EWS-385, Ground Floor,

Gurudwara Model Town,

Phase-1, Bathinda (Punjab).
                                
                                    …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Bathinda.






                  ……. Respondent

AC No. 203 of 2008




                  ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Mr. Ramesh Garg, in person.

None for the Respondent.
----
A photo copy of the reply by Respondent PIO, addressed to SIC, dated 25.08.2008 is handed over to the Appellant.  With this, his request for information has been fulfilled and says he is satisfied.
The case is disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

R.P. Gosain, President,

Dr. Kitchlu Nagar Welfare Association (Regd.),

28-E, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.


                                
                                 …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Local Self Government,

Government of Punjab, 

Chandigarh.






                  ……. Respondent

CC No. 802 of  2008




                  ORDER

Present :
Complainant, Mr. Gosain, in person.

Representative, Mr. C. S. Bal, Supdt., for the Respondent.
----
The Complainant says that he has received the requisite information and he is satisfied.

The case is disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054.



Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Mohan Lal, S/o Sh. Hans Raj,

R/o Village Sialba Majri.

Tehsil Kharar,

District Mohali.
                                
                        
              …..Appellant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Engineer (C-1),

Greater Mohali Area Development Authority,

PUDA Bhawan, Mohali.




                  ……. Respondent

AC No. 217, 219 & 220 of  2008




                  ORDER

Present:
Appellant, Mr. Mohan Lal, in person.

Representative, Mr. Jaspal Singh, Sr. Asstt., for the Respondent.

----

The Respondent has adequately met the request for information of the Appellant.  The only part which the Appellant seeks is a certified copy of the decisions of the High Powered Committee taken on 10.09.2003, under the chairmanship of Chief Secretary, Punjab.  The Respondent says, a copy of the same is available on record and the same will be sent to the Appellant through registered post.

2.

I direct the Respondent to do so within 15 working days from today with a compliance report to the Commission.

The case is adjourned to 26.09.2008 for confirmation.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

                  (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh,



                        State Information Commissioner

Dated, August 29, 2008

Released in Chamber…

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH 

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com

Monica Jindal,

House No. 19507, Old Bus Stand,

Bathinda.

…..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

Jaitu.








      ..….Respondent

MR No. 78 of 2008

In CC NO. 876 of 2008

ORDER 

---------


The order disposes of MR No. 78/2008, made in CC-876/2008 which was dismissed on 21.07.2008.

2.

Through the present MR No. 78/2008, Complainant vide her letter dated 30.07.2008) seeks review of the order dated 21.07.2008, disposing of CC-876/2008 on merits, by stating that during the hearing, the authorized representative of the Complainant could not give proper reply to the question put to him regarding the linkage of the information sought with any public activity or interest.  It is further submitted that her authorized representative had requested the Commission for time to answer the question put to him.  It is further submitted that Section 8(i)(j) is not applicable in as much as that Section applies only to prevent unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individuals.  According to her, in the instant case, there is no question of invading anybody’s privacy in-as-much as the information is sought regarding only the ancestral property of the mother of the Complainant. According to her the information sought has not been declared by any party as confidential and document required is a public document.  Moreover it is submitted that the information which cannot be denied to Parliament or State legislature shall not be denied to any person.  It is in these premises that the Complainant wants a review of the order dated 21.07.2008.  Apart from the above, the Complainant has also pointed out that Sh. Sham Lal Jindal, husband of the Complainant, appearing before the Commission as her authorized representative has been wrongly described as father of the Complainant in the order date 21.07.2008.
…2
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3.

As far as mis-description of Sh. Sham Lal Jindal, husband of the Complainant, as father of the Complainant is concerned, the same is hereby ordered to be rectified.  It is, therefore, ordered that in my order dated 21.07.2008, wherever Sh. Sham Lal Jindal has been described as father of the Complainant it should be corrected as husband of the Complainant.

4.

Insofar as the review of the order dated 21.07.2008 on merits is concerned, the RTI Act, 2005 does not contain any provision permitting this.  Under the inherent jurisdiction of adjudicatory Tribunals, review power can be exercised only to correct clerical or typographical mistakes or recall orders made in absence /notice to the party seeking review.  In the instant case, at the time order dated 21.07.2008 was passed both the sides were represented and the case has been decided on merits.  Thus no case has made out to review this order.  Infact, I do not have the power under the RTI Act, 2005 to do so.

5.

Even apart from the lack of jurisdiction to review the order dated 21.07.2008, the points raised by the Complainant seeking review are without substance.  Section 8(i)(j) does not concern itself only with preventing disclosure of information causing unwarranted invasion of privacy of an individual personal, information is also exempt from disclosure which has no relation with any public activity or interest.  These 02 classes of exempted information under Section 8(i)(j) are independent of each other.  There is no room for mixing up these 02.  In the instant case, to steer clear of the exemption incorporated in Section 8(i)(j), the Complainant was required to show that the information demanded by her is related to some public activity or interest, which the  Complainant miserably failed to show.   This argument is thus without any substance.  Insofar as the submission based on the proviso of the Section 8(i)(j)  is concerned, the matter is not res intengra.  In case CC-531/2006 titled Sudarshan Kumar Sharma Vs Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana decided on 06.12.2007, it has been held as under:

“We now come to the effect of the proviso appended to clause (j) ibid.  This proviso posits that ‘information, which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature, shall not be denied to any person’.  Relying on this

…3
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proviso, the Complainant contends that the exemption provided in clause (j) would not be available to a public authority where the information in question cannot be denied to Parliament/State Legislature.  The submission, if accepted, would completely nullify the main provision in clause (j).  The subjects upon which the information could be denied to Parliament or a State Legislature would indeed be minuscule.  It is difficult to comprehend cases relating to personal information (even where they have no connection with any larger public interest) in which information could be denied to Parliament/State Legislature.  It is settled law that the statutory provisions have to be interpreted harmoniously and due care is taken while undertaking an interpretative exercise to ensure that the objective behind the provision is not rendered illusory.  Keeping these principles in mind, the only way in which the proviso in question can be interpreted is that where personal information can be denied to a Parliament/State Legislature, despite the possibility of the disclosure being in public interest, it would also be denied to the information seeker.  To illustrate, the Constitution on India precludes any discussion on the conduct of a Supreme Court/High Court Judge in any of the houses of the Legislature (except in the manner provided for in the Constitution).  Thus, any information pertaining to the said conduct, whereupon discussion is precluded in the legislature, could be denied to an information Legislature.  Such information, therefore, would also be denied to an information seeker even if he could show that disclosure of such information might be in public interest viewed de hors the provisions of Articles 121 and 211 of the Constitution of India.” 



Therefore, the proviso to Section 8(i)(j) also is of no avail to the Complainant. In view of the foregoing, the instant review application dated 30.07.2008 is dismissed, both on account of its being not maintainable as well as on merits. 









             (P.P.S. Gill)







                   State Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated 29.08.2008

