STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ashok Kumar,

617/1, Sector:41-A,

Chandigarh-160036.                                                                                   --------Appellant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary Agriculture/Financial 

Commissioner Development, Punjab

Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

FAA                   -do-                                                                                -------Respondent

Appeal Case No.1200 of 2013

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Ashok Kumar, Appellant in person.

Shri Harbilas, APIO-cum-Superintendent, and Mrs.Chetna Kaushal, Senior 
Assistant on behalf of the Directorate of Agriculture/Respondent.







On the last date of hearing, this case was adjourned for today for further proceedings. Respondent has placed a letter: Memo No.9/1/2013-ftHswH2$16561, dated 7.10.2013, vide which he has stated that  the case for appointment of Chief Vigilance Officer at the Secretariat level is under progress and complete information in this regard, will be supplied to the appellant within three weeks.

2.

The case is adjourned to 31.10.2013 at 11.30 AM for compliance.
 

3.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.























         Sd/-
Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Mahinder Singh,

# 305, New Joginder Nagar, 

Jalandhar-06.                                                                                         --------Complainant   

                                                                              Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Govt. Senior Sec. School,

Bhanoki, Kapurthala.                                                                                -------Respondent

Complaint Case No.1986 of 2013

ORDER
Present: 
None on behalf of the Complainant.

 
Mrs.Jagjit Kaur, Lecturer, Incharge School, on behalf of the respondent



In compliance of the earlier order dated 2.8.2013, respondent has brought available record (order book) in the Commission. 

2.

Today during hearing, complainant is not present. He has sent a letter dated 30.09.13 in the Commission, (Diary No.22726, dated 01.10.2013) vide which he has stated that he is unable to attend the hearing on 7.10.2013 as he is busy in other court case at Jalandhar.
3.

I have gone through the record. Respondent has submitted that Receipt Register is not available in the office for the period 2001 to 13.01.2004. Respondent is hereby directed to submit in writing by way of an affidavit in this regard to the Commission with a copy to the complainant by registered post and proof of registry be sent to the Commission within 10 days of the receipt of these orders. 
4.

The case is adjourned to 31.10.2013 at 11.30 AM for compliance.
 

5.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ashok Dev s/o Sh.Dev Kumar

#63, Master Ashok Gupta Wali Mandi Phul

Tehsil Ram,Pura Phool, Distt: Bathinda.                                               --------Complainant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o. Arya High School, Mandi Phool 

Distt: Bathinda.                                                                                         -------Respondent

Complaint Case No 2543 of  2013

ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the Complainant. 


   
Shri Gurtej Singh, PIO-cum-Headmaster on behalf of the respondent.


Respondent brought information to be delivered to the complainant and he has also produced original record before the Commission. Complainant is absent without intimation. Respondent has been directed to send the information to the complainant by registered post and a copy of receipt be sent to the Commission for record.

2.

The case is hereby closed and disposed of with the above direction.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Iqbal Singh s/o sh. Harcharan Singh

B-53/985, Nawroop Nagar, Batala

Distt: Gurdaspur.                                                                                -----------Complainant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction, (S),
Punjab, Vidya Bhawan,
Sector 62, Mohali.                                                                                 ----------Respondent

Complaint Case No. 2460 of  2013

ORDER

Present: 
Sh.Iqbal Singh, Complainant in person.

   
Shri Jaswinder Singh Nayyar, Assistant Director-cum-PIO for the 



respondent.


In the last order dated 23.09.2013, PIO-cum-Assistant Director(By name) Administration-III Branch, was directed to provide the requisite information to the Complainant within a week. 

2.

During hearing today, he appeared and stated that this information was to be supplied by the PIO (Shri Ramesh Kumar, PIO-cum-Deputy Director (School Admn.) regarding status of case. Accordingly, concerned PIO is directed to intimate the complainant in writing regarding status of case before the next date of hearing and non-compliance of the Commission orders may call action against the concerned PIO for delay.
3.

The case is adjourned to 31.10.2013 at 11.30 AM for confirmation of compliance.
 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Paramjit Singh, Advocate,

# 10, Hira Bagh, Rajpura Road,

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

O/o Principal Yadvindra Public School,

Patiala.                                                                                                     -------Respondent

Complaint Case No.1786 of 2013

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Paramjit Singh, Complainant in person.

None on behalf of the Respondent.



This case was heard on 5.8.2013 and respondent has submitted a letter in the Commission, vide which it has been stated that the required information will be sent to the complainant by 14.08.2013 after compiling the same.
2.

Complainant had the grievance that the information at point No.4 has been withheld as it relates to third party information (the assessment form pertaining to each student is a confidential document which gives details of each individual) and it cannot be provided without their prior written consent as per the law.

3.

I have gone through the record and I am of the view that the information sought at point No.(b) does not relate to third party information and it has been sought in the public interest keeping in view the transparency, i.e. the assessment award of the top three contenders for Yadwindra Gold Medal for the year 2011-12. He wants to submit that there is irregularity in the criteria/parameters adopted for awarding the Yadwindra Gold Medal. So, for the sake of transparency, this information should be disclosed. 

4.

Respondent is directed to be present in person and also directed to file his reply with regard to point No.4.
Cont…P/2
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5.

The case is adjourned to 31.10.2013 at 11.30 AM for further proceedings.
 

6.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner



When the hearing in the case was over, Shri Paraminder Singh, teacher came present. He was apprised of the order passed by the Commission.









          Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Zora Singh s/o Sh.Sardara Singh

# Badhni Kalan, Tehsil Nihal Singh Wala 

Distt: Moga, Punjab.                                                                              --------Complainant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development &
Panchyat Officer, Nihal Singh
Wala, District: Moga.                                                                                -------Respondent
Complaint Case No. 2531 of  2013

ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the parties.


On the last date of hearing, i.e. 23.09.2013, respondent was directed to produce the original record pertaining to the information.

2.

None on behalf of the parties is present today. One more opportunity is provided to the parties to pursue their case, failing which case will be dismissed due to non-pursuance of the case.

3.

The case is adjourned to 31.10.2013 at 11.30 AM for further proceedings.
 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh


          Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Harchand Singh, S/o hri Kabal Singh, 
Vill: Ghariali adia, 
Tehsil: Patti, District: Tarn Taran.                                                       -----------Complainant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o BDPO, Tarn Taran.                                                                        ----------Respondent

Complaint Case No.1554 of 2013

ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the parties.


On the last date of hearing, i.e. 06.08.2013, Shri Sukhpal Singh, Panchayat Secretary came present after the order was dictated and he had stated that information has been provided to the complainant by registered post on 6.8.2013 and copy of receipt has been placed on record.

2.

None on behalf of the parties is present today. I have gone through the record. No deficiency has been pointed out by the complainant so far till date. No cause of action is left to keep the case pending.

3.

The case is hereby closed and disposed of.
 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Nirpal Singh, S/o Sh.Amar Singh,

VPO: Jalaldiwal, Tehsil: Raikot,

District: Ludhiana.                                                                                        --------Appellant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer(S),

Ludhiana.

FAA:            -do-                                                                                       -------Respondent

Appeal Case No.1151 of 2013

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Nirpal Singh, Appellant in person


   
Shri Raj Pal Jain, Jr. Asstt on behalf of the respondent.


On the last date of hearing, respondent was directed to explain in writing as to why the information had been delayed and had not been provided to the appellant within the stipulated period.

2.

Respondent stated that information has been sent to the appellant, vide letter No.n-6$2013$297, dated 1.8.2013 and again on 14.08.2013, has placed the same on file and also filed a written reply in this behalf. After perusing the record and going through the submissions, respondent has passed a buck to his junior (Dealing Clerk). 

3.

Perusal of the document shows that information has been supplied on 10.09.2013 in stead of 14.08.2013. The action of the respondent is unfortunate. Commission condones the mistake this time and any repetition of such mistake will call for action as per provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.

4.

Commission has observed that the appellant has to pursue the case in the Commission; he should be compensated under section 19(8) of the RTI Act for the expenditure incurred on traveling. Respondent is directed to pay an amount of Rs.500/- as compensation by way of a Cross Cheque to the appellant within 15 days under intimation to the Commission.  
Cont…p/2
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5.

With the above direction, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










          Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                   Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kuldeep Singh, S/o Shri

Rajan Singh, Gali No.B, Abohar

Road, District: Mukatsar.                                                                             --------Appellant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o SSP Mukatsar.

FAA-cum-IGP Range, Bathinda.                                                              -------Respondent

Appeal Case No.1244 of 2013

ORDER

Present: -
None on behalf of the Appellant.

Sh.Balwant Singh, ASI on behalf of the Respondent.



In the earlier order dated 9.9.2013, one last opportunity was given to the appellant to make his point.

2.

Today during hearing, appellant is absent without intimation. However, respondent has brought additional information to be provided to him in the Court. He has been directed to send the same to him by registered post.

3.

In view of the above, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Bagga Singh, S/o 

Shri Kasham Singh, R/o Walmeek

Road, Bharat Nagar, Ferozepur.                                                                --------Appellant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development &

Panchayat Officer, Fazilka.

FAA-cum-District Development &

Panchayat Officer, Fazilka.                                                                      -------Respondent

Appeal Case No.1225 of 2013

ORDER

Present: -
None on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri Raj Pal Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the Respondent.



In compliance of the last order dated 9.9.2013, respondent produced the original record in the Commission. Appellant is absent without intimation.

2.

Respondent appeared and stated that information has been sent to the appellant, vide letter No.225, dated 4.10.2013. I have gone through the record. Information stands provided to the appellant.

3.

In view of the above, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










         Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Krishan Kumar, RTI Activist, 

Shariyan Mohalla, Nawanshehar. 

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




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development &

Panchayat Officer, SBS Nagar.

FAA-cum-Director Rural Dev. &

Panchayats, Punjab, Vikas Bhawan,

Sector: 62, Mohali.                                                                                ----------Respondent
Appeal Case No.1170 of 2013

ORDER
Present: 
None on behalf of the Appellant.

         
   
Shri Rajesh Kumar Chadha, PIO-cum-BDPO and Shri Gurvinder Singh, 


Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the respondent.


At the last order of hearing on 2.8.2013, appellant will point out the deficiency in the information supplied, in writing, and thereafter the respondent will provide the information after making good the same.
2.

Today during hearing, respondent submitted that the appellant has not turned up in office, has not pointed out any deficiency in writing; and he further stated that the appellant has also been intimated vide No.1683-85, dated 27.09.2013 to point out the deficiency, if any, so that the relevant information is provided before the next date of hearing. The appellant has received the information, but still he has not pointed out any discrepancy.
3.

The appellant is absent today in the court. However, he has sent a letter in the Commission (Diary No.22886, dated 3.10.2013) stating that he has not been heard properly on 2.8.2013; and therefore, his case may be transferred to other Commissioner.

4.

After going through the record and submissions made by the respondent, I am of the view that information has been supplied to the appellant. However, the
Cont…p/2
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appellant is not present to point out any deficiency. No cause of action is left to proceed further in the case. 
4. 

In view of the above, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










          Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

       STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Dr.Satish Thaman,

Koth No.110-112:P, Rishi Nagar,

Opp. Income Tax Office,

Ludhiana- 141 001.                                                                                     --------Appellant                                                      




            Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI (S) Punjab, Vidya

Bhawan, Sector:62, Mohali.

FAA:          -do-                                                                                        -------Respondent
Appeal Case No.1199 of 2013

ORDER

Present: 
None on behalf of the Appellant.

    
Shri Pawan Kumar, APIO-cum-Superintendent on behalf of the respondent.


Respondent appeared and stated that parawise reply has been provided to the appellant first on 12.05.2013 and second time on 12.08.2013 by post with a copy to the Commission which has been taken on record.
2. 

The appellant is not present today in the court. He had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post and subsequent order dated 2.8.2013, but he has chosen not to appear himself or through representative nor has he sent any communication, it is presumed that he has received information and is satisfied with the same.
3.

Accordingly, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.


 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










          Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)
Dated: 07.10.2013                                                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh



                  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Dr.Deepak P Bhagwat,

# 2786, First Floor, 

Sector: 37-D, Chandigarh. 



              
 
                                                  ……………Complainant

Versus 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Amar Shaheed Baba Ajit

Singh/Jujhar Singh Memorial College

Of Pharmacy Bela,

District: Roopnagar-140111 
                                                             

                                                ………...Respondent

CC No.2060/2012

ORDER

(orders reserved on 06.02.2013)

Present: 
Dr.Deepak P Bhagwat,Complainant in person


    
Sh.Rajnesh Madhok, Legal Advisor on behalf of the respond.


In the present case, complainant sought certain information from the respondent-college  under the provisions of RTI Act 2005.  After he failed to get the said information, he filed complaint before the Commission on 27.07.2012 after which notice of hearing was issued to the respondent.  In response thereto, representative  of the respondent appeared and submitted that the respondent college is un-aided and is not covered  under 95% grant-in-aid policy of the State Government as such it cannot be declared as a public authority within the meaning of  Section 2 (h) of the RTI Act. It was also stated that  all the Government bodies under which the  college is  approved and affiliated such as AICTE, Pharmacy council of India and Punjab Technical  University, Jalandhar considered and certified the college under the categopry of Private/Unaided College.   It was further stated that the  officials  of AICTE, Government and PTU representatives are nominated as members on the government Management or Board.  It has also been stated that the complainant has no larger public interest in seeking the information  rather he is trying to serve his selfish motive. Reliance has also been placed on the decision of a Bench of this Commission in AC-722 decided on  29.12.2009 in this behalf.  On the other hand, complainant stated that the respondent-college is a public authority within the meaning of section 2(h) of the RTI Act.   In support of his claim, he  filed his submissions in writing as under:
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(i) 
That Amar Shaheed Baba Ajit Singh Jujhar Singh Memorial 


(ASBASJSM) College of Pharmacy, Bela, Distt. Roopnagar is under strict regulatory 
norms of many Government bodies and not purely a private entity;


(ii) 
That the College receives funds from Government bodies; and


(iii)
Orders released by PTU, Jalandhar were not obeyed by this 


college regarding my complaint.

Complainant also submitted that all courses, viz., B.Pharm., M.Pharm. and Ph.D. courses are affiliated to Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar and that -


a)
The college receives GPAT scholarship for students admitted to 


M.Pharma course by AICTE (Rs.8000/-p.m. to all GPAT 



qualified candidates).


b)
The college received a research grant of Rs.16.56 lakhs for a 


      Department of Science and Technology (DST), Govt. of India   
project to Dr.M.N.Noolvi (Principal Investigator) in 2008.


c)
Teaching faculty of this college receives international travel 


grant for attending conferences abroad by AICTE, DST, ICMR, 



d)
The college receives funding for organizing Faculty development 


programs, seminars, workshops, and conferences through PTU 


other Govt. bodies.

e) The college is regulated by the guidelines and enforcement of the governing guidelines laid down by Govt. of India (Directorate of Technical Education and Industrial Training, Punjab, Chandigarh), AICTE, PCI and PTU, Jalandhar.

He  has placed  number of documents and submissions before the Commission  in support of his plea that the respondent-college comes under the domain of ‘public authority’ under section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005  and thus   under obligation to provide the information.

2.
I have heard the parties and gone through the documents on record.  Before examining the issue in the context of the facts  of the case, provisions of Section 2 (h) of the Act ibid need to be taken note of:


2(h)
 
"public authority" means any authority or body or institution of self- 
government established or constituted—
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(a)
by or under the Constitution;


 (b)
by any other law made by Parliament;
 
 
(c)
by any other law made by State Legislature;
 
 
(d)
by notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government, and includes any—

 
 
 
(i) 
body owned, controlled or substantially financed;
 
 
 
(ii)
 non-Government organization substantially financed, directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate Government;

3          A  perusal of documents on record show that the respondent-college has been getting different grants from the Government for different purposes.  The respondent college is also stated to be affiliated to the Punjab Technical University and some of  the members of the Management Committee are nominated by the Government. The authorities relied upon by the respondents do not help their case, for in those instances there were no participation in the governing bodies by way of nominee members.  
4
.  The power or authority these members exercise in the day to day affairs of these institutions as members of the Governing Body is in no way limited or restricted.  They are as good members of the governing body and enjoy the same power as the other non-nominees members.  They participate in all decision making processes and thereby manage the day-to-day affairs and exercise “control” over the management of these institutions.   Black’s Law Dictionary (6th Edn.) defines the word control as “power or authority to manage, direct, superintend, restrict, regulate, govern, administer, or oversee. The ability to exercise a restraining or directing influence over something” 
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5

The Delhi High Court, while interpreting the word “control” has held that the key word is “influence” and not necessarily “domination.” It was held that ‘control’ need not be “deep” or “pervasive”. In the Krishak Bharti Cooperation Ltd Vs Ramesh Chander Bawa, WP ( C ) 6129/2007 decided on 14.5.2010, the Delhi High Court (para 20) observed that since Section 2 (h) (d) (i) RTI Act uses the word “controlled” without any qualification as to the degree of control, it is not enough to show that there is ‘no deep or pervasive control’ over these entities by the appropriate government. The question is not whether there is ‘deep’ control, whether there is ‘dominance’ by the appropriate government or whether the government’s nominee directors are in majority. If they are, no doubt, it would indicate that entity is a public authority, but if they are not, that does not mean that the entity is on that ground not a public authority. The Court observed that, “Therefore, the interpretation of the words “public authority” has to be in the context that has been laid out in the SOR, the preamble, the long title and other provisions of the RTI Act itself. The question is not whether there is “deep” and “pervasive” control of the bodies in the question by the appropriate government, but whether there is absence of any “control” over such bodies by the appropriate government”. The absence of any adjective like  ‘deep’ or ‘pervasive’ qualifying the word “controlled” in Section 2 means that any control over the body by the  government  would suffice to  make it a ‘public authority”(Para 44 of the judgment) 

6
A similar view was taken by Delhi High Court in Indian Railway Welfare Organisation Vs. D.M.Gautam and Anr., WP ( C ) No. 8219 of 2009,  decided on 3.5.2010 and in Indian Railway Welfare Organisation Vs. D.M.Gautam and Anr., WP ( C ) No. 8219 of 2009,  decided on 3.5.2010,


7
    Allahabad High Court in Dhara Singh Girls High School Vs State of Uttar Pradesh, AIR 2008 All 92, held that, “Whenever there is even an iota of nexus regarding control and finance of public authority over the activity of a private body or institution or an organization etc the  same would fall under the provisions of Section 2 (h) of the Act” (Emphasis provided). This proposition of law has been followed in subsequent decisions of the same Court and one may 
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refer to the decision of High Court in Committee of Management Shanti Niketan Inter College through its Manager and Shyam Lal Gupta Vs State of UP, (AIR 2009 All 7) and in The Committee of Management, Azad Memorial Poorva Madhyamik Vidyalaya Vs State of UP, (MANU/UP/0493/2008).
8.

In view of the foregoing discussion, I have no hesitation in holding that the respondent is a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act.  Direction given to it to appoint a PIO and to furnish information are to be honored by the respondent within one month from the date of this order.  It is made clear that any non-compliance of the direction may amount to willful denial of the information under Section 20 of the RTI Act and the respondent may become liable for further action in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act.

8
Case is adjourned to 30.10.2013 at 2.00 PM for compliance. 









                 Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                            (Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 07.10.2013                                                       State Information Commissioner

Order pronounced on 07.10.2013 in the court.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

                   SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh
Mrs. Pooja Singla,W/o Shri Ashok Kumar

# 118, Gali No.5, SBS Colony,

Rampura Phool-151103.  



       
 
                                            

  ………Complainant

Versus  

Public Information Officer,

O/o Baba Farid College of Engineering & Technology,

Bathinda.



                                                                


   ………...Respondent

CC No.1995/2012

ORDER

(Reserved on 09.01.2013)

Present: 
None on behalf of the complainant.


  
Sh.Rajan Bansal, Advocate for the respondent.





In the present case, complainant sought certain information from the respondent-college under the provisions of the RTI Act.   After having not received the information within the stipulated period, she filed complainant before the Commission on 18.07.2012 after which notice of hearing was issued to the respondent.  In response thereto, counsel for the respondent appeared and placed before the Commission documents in support of his contention that Baba Farid College of Engineering and Technology, Bathinda is a private non-aided institution established and run by Baba Farid Vidyak Society (Regd) Bathinda and it  is not a public authority.  The complainant is not present nor has she placed before the Commission any document to show that the respondent-college is a public authority within the meaning of section 2 (h) of the RTI Act. 

2
After having gone through the documents on record, it has been observed that the respondent-College of Engineering & Technology is not owned, controlled or substantially financed by the Government and thus does not come within the purview of “public authority” under section 2 (h) of the RTI Act.  Since the Act provides a right to information for citizens to secure information only from “public authority”, the respondent not being a ‘public authority’ cannot be directed to supply the information.  In this view of the matter, this complainant has no merit and is accordingly dismissed as such. 

2

Copy of the order be sent to the parties.









          Sd/-

Chandigarh                                                                    (     Mrs.Jaspal Kaur)

Dated: 07.10.2013                                                        State Information Commissioner

Pronounced in open court on ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_07.10.2013______________

