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

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO 20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.


   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 836 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Davinder Pal, Complainant in person.



Sh. M.S.China, AIG Police Litigation on behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded relates to certain allegations of corruption against an officer of the Punjab Police. 


2.
Respondent claims that the information in question is exempt from disclosure for the reason that the Government of Punjab has issued a notification dated 23rd February, 2006 under Section 24(4) RTI Act, 2005 to the effect that the RTI Act shall not apply to the Intelligence Wing under the Department of Home Affairs & Justice.

 
3.
Complainant, on the other hand, pleads that the information demanded does not relate to the work of Intelligence per se.  According to the Complainant, the information relates to the allegations of misconduct/corruption against a police officer working in the Intelligence Wing and, therefore, this information is required to be given by virtue of the proviso appended to Section 24(4).  


4.
The Respondent requests for time to prepare himself and argue the matter on its merits.  


5.
This will come up for arguments on 30.05.2007.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

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

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 874 of 2006
(Alongwith the CC No. 877 of 2006)

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Davinder Pal on behalf of the Complainant although he is unable to produce written authority.


Sh. Jatinder Singh, District Revenue Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.



The representative of the Complainant prays for an adjournment.  The representative of the Complainant cannot be deemed to be an authorized representative in the absence of a written authority. 


2.
We find that several other matters relating to demand of information from Indian Red Cross Society (District and State Branches) have been allocated to the bench presided over by Sh. P.K.Verma, SIC.  We consider it appropriate that this matter should also be heard by the same bench.  


3.
Adjourned to 26th April 2007.  The papers of this case be placed before the bench presided over by Sh. P.K.Verma, SIC on the said date. 
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

     --------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 875 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Davinder Pal on behalf of the Complainant although he is unable to produce written authority.


Sh. Jatinder Singh, District Revenue Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.



In our order dated 06.03.07,  we had observed that the information demanded in respect of donations received by the Deputy Commissioner’s office towards relief to the Tsunami (natural calamity) victims in South India is delivered to the Complainant before us.  

2.
In addition to the above, information has also been demanded by the Complainant relating to an alleged “Land Mafia” in Bathinda. Regarding this, the Respondent had assured that information in question would be delivered provided that the exact information sought is specified by the Complainant.  We had, therefore, directed that the Complainant would specify the exact material that he wanted, so that the Respondent could deliver the same to him.  


3.
Respondent submits that the Complainant has still not specified the exact instances about which he demands information. 
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4.
We find that the Complainant has not expressed any dissatisfaction with the information which has already been supplied to him. It seems clear that the request for information is itself deficient. No further action needs to be taken in the instant case.  Complainant is free to place any further demand for information directly with the PIO and this would be treated as a fresh demand under the  RTI Act, 2005.


5.
This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap



   
   
   
  


 Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO-20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.


   

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Special Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 607 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Devinder Pal, Complainant in person.

Sh. Balwinder Singh Bedi, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant states that the information in question has been duly delivered to him.  He, therefore, does not wish to pursue this matter further.  
2.
The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms.Baljot Kaur,

D/o Dr.Pritpal Singh,

94-K, Sarabha Nagar,

Ludhiana.






…..……......Appellant.






Vs.
Public Information Officer

o/o Baba Farid University of Health Sciences,

Faridkot


















………….Respondent

AC No.19 of 2007 





ORDER

Present : 
Sh.Gurcharan Singh on behalf of the Appellant.



Ms. Ritam Aggarwal, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing, we observed that the information in question relates to the examination conducted on behalf of the Respondent by a third  party that is the Punjab University, Chandigarh.  Respondent was required to obtain the requisite information from this third party and deliver the same to the Appellant.  It was also observed that if the Respondent wished  exemption under Section 8 RTI Act, 2005 the  Commission would take an appropriate decision on any such plea.
2.
We find today that the Respondent,                                                                                                                                                              has still not been able to obtain the information from the 3rd party but he assures that he is ready to deliver the information as soon as it is received.


3.
The Appellant should not be made to suffer on account of any difference of opinion between the two Universities.  


4.
The counsel for the Respondent states that she has not studied the terms of the contract between the Punjab University and Baba Farid University of Health Sciences.  She states, however, that the University (Respondent in the Instant case) is fully prepared to obtain the information from the third party and deliver the same to the Appellant.  She prays for four days’ time for collection of the information.
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5.
In view of the request made by the counsel for the Respondent, we hereby grant four days’ time to the Respondent to deliver the information.  


6.
Adjourned to 17th May, 2007 for further proceedings.  
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.K.K.Vashist,

S.E.PWD,B&R (Retd.)

H.No.1735, Phase 3B2,

Mohali.















……......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary to Govt.Punjab,

PWD,B&R,5th floor, Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………….Respondent

CC No.316 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Sh.K.K.Vashist, Complainant in person.



Sh. Harcharan Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of PIO office of 


the Secretary, PWD, B&R Punjab.



On the last date of hearing that is 12.03.2007, we had directed that the information demanded be delivered.  One item of information, namely the Annual Confidential Reports for the year 1992-93 & 1997-98 were, according to the Respondent, not traceable.  Respondent had requested for time to trace these ACRs.

2.
Respondent states that the file in question has been traced and the missing ACRs are now available.  Respondent, however, wishes to claim exemption from the disclosure of the ACRs on the ground that these are personal information as defined under Section 8(1)(j).  The Respondent submits that in case AC No. 67 of 2006 titled “Faquir Chand Sharma Vs. Public Information Officer” the issue whether the ACRs are exempt from disclosure is pending adjudication before a three member bench of the Commission and that, as yet, no final decision on this issue has been taken.  

3.
Complainant, on the other hand, argues that the claim to exemption is an afterthought.  He submits that the Respondent has throughout agreed to deliver these documents, but had merely been pleading that these were not traceable, and that is why the same could not be delivered.  Submission of the Complainant is that it is not open to the Respondent to take a fresh plea at this belated stage.  Moreover, according to the Complainant, as far as this case is 
                                                                                                            Contd…..P/2
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concerned, the direction regarding delivery of information in question that is the ACRs has assumed finality in so far as the Information Commission is concerned and, therefore, the direction already given is not revocable.  


4.
We find that vide our order dated 06.02.2007, the Respondent was directed to deliver the copies of the ACRs demanded by the Complainant forthwith.  It was also directed that in case the file containing the ACRs could not be traced the Secretary PWD, B&R shall file an affidavit indicating the efforts made to trace the ACRs.  This order was made in the presence of both the parties.  The direction given therein regarding the delivery of information is not reviewable.  In these circumstances, the plea of the Respondent claiming exemption cannot be entertained at this stage.  

5.
As the information demanded by the Complainant has not been delivered despite clear direction to that effect contained in our order dated 06.02.2007, we direct that the PIO, office of the Secretary PWD, B&R should file an affidavit within one week showing cause why penalty be not imposed on PIO for failure to deliver the information and why the Complainant be not compensated for the detriment suffered by him on account of the denial of information.


6.
PIO of the office of the Secretary PWD, B&R should personally be present before us on the next date of hearing.


7.
To come up for further proceedings on 30.05.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Devinder Pal,

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO 20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent

CC No. 62  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:         



Arguments in this case were heard on 20th March 2007 and the matter was fixed for pronouncement of orders for 16.04.2007.  


2.
The Complainant in this case had vide his application dated 29.11.2006 made to the PIO of the office of the Director General of Police, Punjab, sought information about the ex-India leave granted to police officers of the rank of DSP and above during the period from January 2001 to 31st October 2006 for the purpose of undertaking travel to foreign countries.  The Complainant desired to know the details of the foreign tours undertaken by these police officers that is the country/countries visited and the duration of the leave availed for this purpose.  It was also mentioned in the application that the information sought be supplied, irrespective of whether the tour/visit to the foreign country by the concerned police officer was official or private.  


3.
On the last date of hearing that is 20th March 2007, the Respondent made a statement before the bench that information regarding official foreign tours undertaken by / ex-India leave granted to the police officers (from the rank DSPs and above) has been supplied to the Complainant.  The Respondent, however, claimed exemption under Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005, with respect to the non-official/private foreign tours/visits by the police officers.  The Respondent submitted that the details of information regarding the ex-India leave availed by a police officer and the country visited by him for non-official/private purpose is 
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personal information having no relationship to any public activity or interest.  He,

therefore, contends that unless the Complainant could show that larger public interest would be served by the disclosure of such information, the Complainant will not be entitled to the information demanded.  


4.
The Complainant, on the other hand, submitted that information regarding ex-India leave availed by police officers for the purpose of visiting foreign countries cannot be classified as personal information even if the visit is for non-official/private purpose.  


5.
We have given our thoughtful consideration to the submissions made by the parties hereto.  The factum of availing leave by a public servant obviously partakes of an official character inasmuch as it results in the official concerned not attending to his public duties during the period of leave.  His absence from the official assignment is a matter in which the public can be genuinely interested.  However, the question as to which country the concerned public servant visited consequent to the availing of ex-India leave, the purpose of his visit abroad or the duration of the visit etc. is purely of private nature involving no public element.  Information on these would definitely qualify as personal information within the meaning of clause(j), sub-section (1) of Section 8, RTI Act, 2005.  We are, thus, of the view that the information sought by the Complainant in relation to the ex-India leave/foreign visits undertaken by the concerned police officers for private purposes consists of two parts.  One, purely official and the other, purely private.  


6.
We, therefore, hold that the Complainant in the instant case is entitled to the information regarding the ex-India leave availed by the concerned police officers (even for non-official foreign visits) during the period specified by him.  However, in relation to these private tours/visits abroad, the Respondent would be under no obligation to disclose details regarding the country/countries visited by the said police officers, the activities undertaken by the officers concerned during their period of leave or the duration of those visits.  
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7.
In view of the above, we direct the Respondent to supply the information to the extent indicated in para 6 hereinabove.  To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.06.2007.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kashmiri Lal Goyal,

Advocate, # 224, Sector 35-A

Chandigarh.


   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o AETC (Mobile Wing)

Punjab State, Sector 38,

Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 246 of 2007

Alongwith CC 118 of 2007, CC 119 of 2007, CC 197 of 2007 & CC 268 of 2007 

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


Sh. H.R. Bansal, Assistant Commissioner, Excise and Taxation (Mobile Wing) alongwith Sh. Y.S. Matta, Assistant,  Excise and Taxation on behalf of the PIO.



Respondent submits a request in writing for adjournment of this matter.  The request is accepted.

2.
To come up for arguments on 30.05.2007.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

S/o Sh. Chanan Ram,

Near Andarla Dera, Tappa,

Tehsil-Barnala, District-Sangrur.
     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Head quarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 233 of 2007

ORDER
Present:      Sh. Ram Kumar, Complainant in person.


        Sh. Palwinder Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that he had demanded certain information regarding an enquiry conducted on behalf of the Punjab State Human Rights Commission by a police officer of the level of Inspector Police.  The complaint was in regard to unauthorized occupation of a piece of land that the Complainant claims to be the owner of.   


2.
The Respondent submits that the office of the Human Rights Commission had invited the Complainant to visit the Commission’s Office in order to confirm that all formalities regarding information demanded under RTI Act, 2005 have been completed.  The Respondent states that despite two notices, the Complainant did not turn up.  Respondent states further that he has no objection to supplying the information in question, but it has to be obtained from another branch in the office.


3.
The Complainant counters the above submission.  He states that he had duly deposited the amount of Rs. 56/- in the Treasury towards the application fee and for copies of the relevant documents.  He produces a copy of this challan before us and this is taken on record.
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4.
In so far as the Respondent is concerned, we observe that he is represented by an official of the rank of Junior Assistant.  This is not acceptable, as the junior official would not be able to make any commitment on behalf of the PIO.  
5.
We, therefore, direct that on the next date of hearing, PIO himself should be present.  Secondly, it is not incumbent upon the Complainant to appear in the office of Pb. Human Right Commission.  According to RTI Act, 2005, he is authorized to seek information by post, after submitting evidence that he has made payment towards the fees and the documents demanded.  We accept the plea of the Complainant that he has done so.  


6.
At the same time, the Respondent is required to collect the information from any branch within the office and to deliver the same to the Complainant.  He is directed to do so within the next 15 days. 


7.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.05.2007.


  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007










Surinder Singh
         
        





     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

# 653, Punjab Engineer College,

Sector 12, Chandigarh.
  

   ---------------------------------Applicant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director

Thapar Centre for Industrial Research

& Development, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
MR No. 02 of 2007

ORDER
Present:      Sh. Arun K Lall, Applicant in person.



The Applicant had sought information from Thapar Centre of Industrial Research & Development under the RTI Act, 2005.  Before issuing notice to the Respondent, the Applicant was called upon to satisfy us that the Respondent is a ‘Public Authority’ under RTI Act and consequently within the preview of the Commission for supply of information.


2.
The Applicant submits that TCIRD is an autonomous body established as a Public Charitable Institution under the Societies Registration Act.  He argues that “this is a tax funded organization” inasmuch as it has obtained exemption from income tax from the Board of Direct Taxes.  He submits that, accordingly, the Centre’s expenditure is met from the tax exemption under Section 35(i) and (ii) Income Tax Act.  He further argues that the centre has to work in accordance with the norms laid down by the Director of Scientific and Industrial Research , Govt. of India.  For these reasons, the Applicant claims that TCIRD is a Public Authority within the purview of State Information Commission, Punjab.   

3.
In view of the aforementioned submissions, we feel that it is a fit case for issuance of notice to the Respondent before the question regarding the Respondent being a Public Authority can be finally pronounced upon.   
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4.
We, therefore, order that a notice be issued to the Respondent for appearing before the Commission on the next date of hearing.

5. 
The case is adjourned to 11.07.2007.

   Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

# 1211, Phase V,
Mohali.


   

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

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 730 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Teja Singh on behalf of the Complainant.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



This case was taken up for hearing on two earlier occasions also that is on 26.02.2007 and 26.03.2007. Nobody was present on behalf of the Respondent on either of these dates.  On 26.03.2007, we had specifically requested the Registrar (General) of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court to ensure that the PIO of his office appears before the Commission at the today’s date of hearing that is 16.04.2007.  


2.
Despite the observations made in our order dated 26.03.2007, none has appeared on behalf of the Respondent.  In these circumstances, in the ordinary course, we would have proceeded ex-parte in the matter.  However, keeping in view the fact that the High Court is an august body and a high judicial authority, we do not wish to take any penal action against its PIO under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005 at this stage.  We, therefore, deem it appropriate to give another opportunity to the Respondent to appear before the Commission and present its case.  

3. 
Adjourned to 11.07.2007.  Copies of order be sent to both the parties.  

    Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

# 180, Sector - 8,

Panchkula.

   

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector – 9, Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 398 of 2007
ORDER
Present:
Lt. Col. Anil Kabotra, Complainant in person.


Sh. Balbir Singh, Inspector Police on behalf of the PIO.


The demand for information in the instant case, relates to “extra judicial / illegal directions” allegedly issued by some senior authorities at the Police Headquarters to subvert the due process of investigation. The actual demand for information is as follows:-

“(a) Is it true that some extra judicial, illegal directions have been issued in writing or verbally to SSP Gurdaspur  or any other agency to subvert the due process of investigation? If so, what action is being taken to ensure the rule of law?


(b) What actions have been taken on the letters mentioned in para 3 above to ensure that influential accused persons do not subvert the legal process of investigation?”
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2.

From a perusal of the Complainant’s application dated 16.02.07 seeking information, we find that the language used therein is quite inappropriate.  The Complainant is free to demand information on any direction that might have been issued by the Respondent or any other Public Authority.  He, however, cannot arbitrarily label such directions as illegal or extra judicial.  It is apparent that the request made by the Complainant demanding information needs to be recast and properly worded. 

3.
In view of the above, we allow the Complainant to amend his application for information by removing the objectionable portions therefrom.  
4.
We direct the Respondent to give his considered response to the demand for information by the Complainant as and when the amended application is sent by him to the Respondent.

5.
This will come up for further consideration on 30.05.2007.

 (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Pawan Sood & others,

# 95, Tagore Nagar ‘A’.

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.
   

     -------------------------------- Applicant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Tagore Nagar ‘A’,

Welfare Society (Regd.),

Tagore Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.





   
---------------------------------- Respondent
MR No. 03 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Pawan Sood, Applicant in person.



This is a Miscellaneous Reference received from Sh. Pawan Sood  and others demanding certain information from Tagore Nagar ‘A’ Welfare Society (Regd).  Notice was issued only to the Applicant Sh. Pawan Sood requiring him to explain how the Tagore Nagar ‘A’ Welfare Society was a ‘Public Authority’ under the RTI Act, 2005.  

2.
The Applicant submits that the Society has been substantially funded by the Government directly as well as indirectly.  He listed inter-alia the following financial support allegedly received by the Society from the Government/Municipal Corporation:-
(i)
Rs. 1.00 lac donated by Hon’ble Minister Sh. Harnam Dass Johar

(ii)
Rs. 1.00 lac donated by Hon’ble Minister Sh. Rakesh Pandey.

(iii)
Rs. 0.84 lac as Safai charges received from the Municipal 



Corporation.


3.
In view of the submission made by the Applicant, we deem it fit to order the issuance of notice to the Respondent before finally pronouncing upon the status of the Respondent as a Public Authority under the RTI Act, 2005.


4.
The Respondent is free to contest the case of the Complainant both in regard to the demand for information and in regard to his claim that the society is to be treated as Public Authority.
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5.
Adjourned to 11.07.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
