STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
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.


In this case, the Complainant was present in person on the last date of hearing that is 19.12.2007.  The Respondent was not present.  In fact the Respondent is not present even today.  Perusal of the record shows that the Respondent has never remained present before the Commission on any date of hearing in this case.  
2.

Adjourned to 26.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  Let a separate notice be issued to the Respondent directing him to ensure his presence before the Commission on the next date of hearing.  
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Mukhtiar Singh,

5/IV, Janta Enclave,

Dugri-Dhandra Road,

P.O.-Basant Avenue,

Ludhiana. 







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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

 

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

CC No. 2251 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri Mukhtiar Singh, Complainant in person.
Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the Respondent.

The request for information had been made on 07.09.2007. According to the Complainant, information related to seven points. The information concerning three of the points had been supplied to him on 19.10.2007. The remaining information has been delivered to him only last week that is on 31.01.2008.

2.

Complainant submits that information that should have been given to him within 30 days of the application was actually given after a lapse of 65 days. He demands that suitable penalty be imposed on the PIO and compensation awarded in terms of RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

While we observe that information in question has been delivered, it is necessary for PIO (Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana) to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for the delay in delivery of information. The affidavit shall also explain why the Public Authority should not compensate the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him.
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4.

The above affidavit be filed within 15 days. To come up for further proceedings on 14.3.2008. The hearing will take place on 14.03.2008 in the court room of Additional Deputy Commissioner, Moga at 10.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Ashok Kumar Malhotra,

# 539/10, Sita Nagar, 

Ludhiana. 







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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

 

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

CC No. 2284 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant.
Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the Respondent.                                                                               


On 05.11.2007, the Complainant had sought certain details of action on an application made by him before the Police. Receiving no response, Complainant preferred this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act 2005. 
2.

Respondent submits before us today a letter of 2nd February, 2008 stating as : -  


“1.
Application dated 9.8.2007 is still under enquiry. Hence action taken report can not be supplied. 



2.
Statement of Sh. Sham Sunder Advocate is not recorded.



3.
Letter No.77750/A3 dated 15/9/2006 was written to The D.C. Ludhiana for supply of attested copy of Will of Sh. Ajit Singh. But till date no such information is received back.



4.
  The said complaint is still pending for enquiry.”  
3.

From the above, the basic stand of the Respondent is that the matter is under enquiry and until the enquiry is completed, the information can not be delivered to the Complainant. The Complainant, on the other hand, insists that the material demanded by him is not likely to impede the progress of enquiry and, therefore, the information demanded by him should be supplied.  
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4.

Before we take a final view on this, we would like S.S.P Ludhiana (PIO) to give a personal hearing to the Complainant. The hearing would take place on 18.02.2008 in the office of S.S.P Ludhiana at 1100 hours.
5.

The S.S.P., Ludhiana will submit his considered response after this personal hearing. To come up on 14.3.2008. The hearing will take place on 14.03.2008 in the court room of Additional Deputy Commissioner, Moga at 10.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







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

Shri Kashmira Singh,

# 328 CX, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana.







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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Pb.

Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.



 

 

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

CC No. 2283 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Shri. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri. Sikander Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Vigilance Bureau, Pb. Chandigarh on behalf of the Respondent.


On 29.10.2007, Complainant had demanded information from the Respondent on 15 points concerning a First Information Report no. 9 dated 21.02.2004 registered by the Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana against Sh. P.L. Sharma, Executive Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. Receiving no response to his request, the Complainant preferred this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.
2.

Respondent submits before us today that the information on the 15 points demanded is to be supplied by several authorities including himself, the Vigilance Department (on Govt. side) and the Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana headed by the S.S.P., Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana. According to the Respondent, information on the items concerning him (item No. 1) has been duly supplied to the Complainant within the stipulated period of one month.  In respect of other items, the Respondent states that he has transferred these items to the Public Information Officer/s to whom these relate. Respondent states that certain information relating to the Vigilance Department had been sent to him for being delivered to the Complainant which has been so delivered.  Complainant agrees.  
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3.

The item on which there is still dispute relates to the matters which are to be seen by the vigilance Bureau office in Ludhiana. According to the Respondent, the Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana has communicated to the Complainant that he can come and collect the information from their office in Ludhiana.
4.

While accepting the above statement, Complainant states that he does not wish to visit the office of the Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana. He requests that information should be supplied to him by post.
5.

We find that in the instant case, the Respondent has acted promptly and has delivered the information himself, passed on the information provided to him by the Govt. or has duly directed the concerned authority/authorities in Ludhiana to supply the information.
6.

Since the Complainant does not wish to visit the office of Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana, we direct that the Respondent should ensure that the Ludhiana office (which is subordinate to the Headquarters) should send the information by post within a period of 15 days.
7.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 14.3.2008. The hearing will take place on 14.03.2008 in the court room of Additional Deputy Commissioner, Moga at 10.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008







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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Gopal Sharma, Manager,

Vijay Sharma & Sons,

Lakshmi Steel Building Post Box-85, 

Khanna,

R/o G.T.Road, Opp. Power House,

Khanna.





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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

(Mobile Wing) SCO-183-184,

Sector 38-C, Chandigarh.



 

 

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

CC No. 2288 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Rakesh Saini on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Jaskaran Brar, AETC (Mobile Wing)., Chd.



The information in question relates to a demand made by the Complainant for refund of penalty imposed by the Sales Tax Department on the Complainant (assessee under the Sales Tax).  

2.

The Respondent states before us that under the sales tax law, a proper procedure has been laid down for imposition of penalty and also for a decision on the issue of refund, if requested.  According to the Respondent, the provisions under the sales tax law contain adequate procedure for dealing with requests such as this.  Respondent claims that the Complainant is using this complaint under RTI Act, 2005, as a substitute for the normal process under the sales tax law.  

3.

Complainant, on the other hand, argues that what he has been demanding is not covered under the normal process of the sales tax law, but is patently an instance of demand of ‘information’ related to a specific case. 
4.

Respondent  further  argues that the Complainant has sought additional   information  about   the   sales   tax   assessment   of   other   sales   tax 
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assessees.  According to the Respondent, this information is to be considered a third party information which has no relationship with any public activity or interest.  

5.

Considering all aspects, we find that the attempt is being made to use the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, as a substitute for the normal process under the existing sales tax laws (in this case, the Punjab VAT Act, 2005).  While an assessee is entitled to demand justice in relation to sales tax assessment, penalty and refund, the proper fora therefor are the authorities created under the sales tax law itself. 

6.

While disposing of this matter, we would urge the Financial Commissioner (Taxation) to develop a system whereby decisions of the Department at various levels are freely available to the members of Public.

7.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Jaswinder Singh,

Kothi No. 903,

Phase-10, Mohali.



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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o District and Sessions Court,

Ropar.



 

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

CC No. 2292 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Tekwinder Singh on behalf of the Complainant.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant submits before us that he is satisfied with the information delivered to him by the PIO of the Court of District and Sessions Judge, Ropar and that he does not wish to pursue the matter further.

2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Bihari Lal,

S/o Sh. Dhanna Ram,

Miyan Mohalla,

# 24/240, Near Mastgarh Gurdwara, 

Batala.






 
       ..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Labour Commissioner,

Pb., Chandigarh.







..Respondent

CC No. 1771 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Bihari Lal, Complainant in person.



Shri Rakesh Bahl, Additional Labour Commissioner on behalf of the 

Respondent.



The Complainant in this case was working as a tailor with M/s Style Tailoring House, Batala.  He alleges that his services have been wrongly terminated by his employer. Complainant had approached the Labour Department for reference of his dispute to the Labour Court for adjudication.  Respondent states that since there was some deficiency in the original application made by the Complainant, the Complainant was advised to recast the same.  Complainant had, accordingly, withdrawn his demand notice dated 30.08.2006 and placed a fresh demand on 02.05.2007.  Respondent states before us that according to the procedure laid down in the Industrial Disputes Act, the Department of Labour had referred the matter to the Labour Court in Gurdaspur on 31.10.2007.  The matter is pending before the Labour Court, Gurdaspur.

2.

No case under RTI Act, 2005, is made out.  Respondent, however, invites the Complainant to his office and would assist him in resolving his problem.  

3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Manjit Singh,

# 5445, Gali No. 04,

New Shiva ji Nagar,

Ludhiana.







        ..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent
CC No. 1742 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Manjit Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh.  Ravinder Loomba, DSP (Headquarters) on behalf of the 


Respondent. 


On 31.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had been apprised by the Respondent that the information in question concerning an enquiry conducted against Sh. Joginder Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector of Police in the year 2002 was not available. This material has been destroyed as per the rules and instructions of the Department. 
2.

For the satisfaction of the Complainant, the Respondent submits an affidavit to confirm that the record had been destroyed.  In this affidavit, he has also drawn attention to Rule 11.31 of Punjab Police Rules, providing that record in such cases is to be retained for a period of three years only.  
3.

In so far as the information in question is concerned, we accept the stand of the Respondent that as the information demanded no longer existed, it could not be supplied.

4.

Respondent, however, is prepared to assist the Complainant in finding out any other record that might assist him in the Judicial proceedings in the courts. For this purpose, the Complainant is free to meet the Deputy Superintendent of Police (present before us today) on 18.02.2008 at 1100 hours. 
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5.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai,

C/o Ameliorating India,

205-B, Model Town Extn.,

Ludhiana-2.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1654 of 2007

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



Sh. Rupinder Mankoo, Naib Tehsildar, Koomkalan (Ludhiana) on 


behalf of the Respondent.


On 31.12.2007, we had accepted the statement of the Respondent that the information had been delivered to the Complainant. At the same time, we had directed that the Respondent should submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed upon him and compensation not awarded to the Complainant for the delayed supply of information. 
2.

The Respondent has now submitted an affidavit pleading that the delay in delivery of information was neither wilful nor deliberate.  He has, accordingly, pleaded that no penalty/compensation be imposed/awarded.  We have considered the contents of the affidavit.  While accepting that delay has undoubtedly taken place, we feel that it is not wilful or deliberate. In the circumstances, we do not deem it necessary to impose penalty or compensation in the instant case. 
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: 04.02.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jarnail Singh,

R/o Village Dharamgarh,

Tehsil : Rajpura,

District Patiala.





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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.  
  



  
--------------------------Respondent
AC No. 346 of 2007
ORDER

Present :
Sh. Jarnail Singh, Appellant in person.


Sh. Narinder Singh, Assistant Executive Engineer department of 


PSEB, Banur  on behalf of the Respondent.



Appellant had demanded information on the status of his request for a tube well connection in the discretionary quota of the Government. Receiving no response, he preferred this appeal under Section 19 of the Act.   
2.

Respondent states before us that after the commencement of the proceedings in the instant case, he had made many efforts to deliver the information in question to the Appellant.  It was sent to him by a special messenger and again by registered post.  The Respondent was also invited to collect the same from the office of PSEB.  Respondent states that despite these efforts, the Appellant refused to accept the communication sent to him.  Respondent is even now prepared to deliver the information to the Appellant.  He does so in our presence today.  The grouse of the Appellant is that action on his application for grant of tube well connection has been unduly delayed.  According to the Appellant, another person who had applied for connection under the scheme even later has been served.  We are not going into the merits of the policy/procedures for grant of tube well connections. The information in question has been duly delivered to the Appellant.   
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: 04.02.2008




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






   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Tarlochan Singh Sethi,

Ward-04/80, Railway Road,

Doraha 141421.



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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-

Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner (Coord.),

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Patiala,  



 

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

CC No. 2247 of 2007

ORDER

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


We observe as under :-

(i) That some information has already been supplied to the Complainant.

(ii) That the Complainant has, however, written to us expressing dissatisfaction with the information supplied.  
(iii) That some part of the information seems to be relating to a third party as defined in the Act.   
2.

It is quite clear that the Respondent has duly responded to the request for information.  If the Complainant was not satisfied with the material given to him, the right course for him would have been to go to the First Appellate Authority.  Instead of doing that, he approached the Commission directly. 


3.

Commission being the second Appellate Authority, can only hear the case after the remedy of first appeal is exhausted.  

4.

The case is, accordingly, dismissed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  


(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







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

Shri Ajaib Singh,

R/o Village Amrali,

P.O.-Morinda,

District-Ropar, Pb.



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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab, 6th Floor, Mini Sectt. 

Sector-9, Chandigarh.    



 

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

CC No. 2279 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. V.K.Sharda, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states before us that the information demanded was required to be collected from various officers of the Government.  This has since been done.  He prays for a few days’ time to compile the information and deliver the same to the Complainant.  This is permitted.
2.

Respondent is directed to deliver the information under intimation to the Commission within a period of 15 days.  

3.

This case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







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

Shri Harpinderjit Singh,

# 149, Sector 38-A,

Chandigarh.




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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter, 

Sector-9, Chandigarh.    



 

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

CC No. 2281 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. V.K.Sharda, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent. 

Respondent informs us that the information in question has been duly delivered to the Complainant on 21.01.2008.  

2.

This case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 04.02.2008









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







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

Ms. Shelly Goomber,

384, Guru Gobind Singh Avenue,

P.O. Chugitti, 

Jalandhar. 





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Doaba College,

Jalandhar. 


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

CC No. 2008 of 2007 

Alongwith CC No. 2009 of 2007, CC No. 1985/2007 

& CC No. 1640/2007

ORDER



Vide our order dated 07.01.2008, judgment in all these cases was reserved.  
2.

The items of information, that the Respondent claims are exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005, are as under :-



“ In CC-1985/2007


(a)
“Copies of complete file of  Dr. Monica Mahajan starting from her application for the post advertised by the college for filling the regular/permanent vacancy of lecturer in biotechnology in year 2005 till date (inclusive of all the nothings, all communications submitted by Dr. Monica to college, communications undertaken by college for approval of her post from the University and all other communications which have taken place between college and other authorities, copy of all certificates of her qualification, copy of her Doctorate Certificate) be provided.


(b)
Copy of complete file of Research Project recommended by Principal to University Grants Commission for carrying on research on Biotech subject “use of biotechnology Tools for development of disease resistant plants in potato” by Dr. Monica Mahajan who is MSc in Botany and has dones here doctorate of Philosophy in Botany (Minor subject Plant Pathology) from Department of Botany College of Basic Science and Humanities PAU Ludhiana.”
In CC-1640/2007


(c) 
“Name and educational detail of all the teachers/lecturers appointed the college since session 2004-05.  A copy of all the appointments letters issued to the teachers appointed be given.

(d)
The detail of all the teachers appointed on regular/permanent basis in Department of Biotechnology be given clarifying the teachers appointed on the basis of UGC/NET qualifications and appointed on the basis of PHD/Mphil.
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(e)
A copy of UGC/Net qualification certificate for those appointed on the basis of Net qualification and copy of Phd subject thesis for those appointed on the basis of Phd be given.


(f)
Detail of departments that existed in college at the time of joining of Sh. R.P.Bhardwaj as principal alongwith strength of students in each department at that time.  Number of students presently studying in such departments be given.” 

3.

Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005, exempts from disclosure personal information which has no relationship to any public activity or interest or which would cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of the individual unless the larger public interest justifies the disclosure.  The necessary ingredients for attracting the exemption under this clause are that (i) the information sought is a personal information and (ii) the information has no relationship to any public activity or interest.  We have, therefore, to determine whether the information sought herein is personal information and whether it has any linkage with public activity or interest.  If the answer to these questions is in the affirmative, the Respondent shall not be entitled to claim exemption in regard to the disclosure of information sought by the Complainant.  

4.

  Though the information comprised in clauses (a) to (e) para 2 hereinabove can be characterized as personal information, it is not of such a nature as can be described as having no relationship with any public activity or interest.  The educational qualifications of teachers selected and appointed by the educational institutions (public authorities), the manner of their selection/appointment and other related matters brought out in the request for information are surely matters in which the public would be vitally interested.  It, therefore, cannot be held that the information demanded is exempt from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005.  The information comprised in clause (f) above cannot, by any stretch of imagination, be said to be information of personal nature.  It only seeks to know the details of the departments existing in the college and the strength of students studying in those departments at a certain point of time.  The claim of the Respondent seeking exemption under Section 8(1)(j) is, therefore, rejected.  
5.

Another objection taken by the Respondent to the disclosure of information, in the instant cases, is that the demand of the Complainant relates to 
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a vast volume of data which would require the administration in the college to spend an inordinate period of time in its compilation and preparation.  This plea appears to be based on Section 7 (9) RTI Act, 2005, which reads as under :-


7(9)
“An information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority or would be detrimental to the safety or preservation of the record in question.  ” 

6.

We have carefully gone through the demand of information as comprised in clauses (a) to (f) of para 2 hereinabove.  We are not at all convinced that the compilation and supply of information demanded by the Complainant is likely to disproportionately divert the resources of the Respondent.  This plea is, therefore, rejected.

7.

In view of the foregoing, it is directed that the information demanded in all these cases be supplied to the Complainant within 15 days of the receipt of this order by the Respondent.   To come up for confirmation of compliance on 03.03.2008.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh
Dated 04.02.2008








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







   State Information Commissioner

