STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




  www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Shanga Singh, Son of 

Shri Kishan Singh, R/o Bhoipur,

PO: Sandhawal,

Tehsil: Shahkot, Distt.

Jalandhar.





                             ---------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Develolpment & Panchayat

Officer, Shahkot.









     ---------Respondent

CC No.1215 of 2010

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Shanga Singh, Complainant in person.

Shri Puneet Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of  Respondent.


Vide my order dated 19.05.2010, Respondent was directed to procure the information from the Sarpanch and supply the same to the Complainant. In compliance of the order, the Respondent has brought part information pertaining to the year 2007. The Complainant stated that Respondent has not provided photo-copies of the Stock Register and Cash Book from the year 2003 to 2006.

2.

During proceedings of the hearing, the Respondent assured that the information is in his custody and he will supply the certified copies of the same to the Complainant in person on 17.6.2010 at 10.00 AM at his residence.

3.

With this, the case is hereby disposed of. In case, information is not supplied to the Complainant, he may approach the Commission for his grievance. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










     Sd/-

Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                            State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



                 www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Tejinder Singh,

Plot No.40, Vill-Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

PO: Shahbana, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana.








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

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman, Lala Lajpat Rai,

Polytechnic College, 

Ajitwal , Moga. 






    ----------------Respondent
CC No. 1047 of 2010

ORDER
Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant.

                
Shri Vikas Kuthial on behalf of Respondent-College.


During the hearing held on 24.5.2010, the Respondent has taken a plea that Respondent College is not a public authority and it is exempted from the purview of the RTI Act, 2005 and PIO was directed to file an affidavit by the next date of hearing on Respondent’s claim regarding non-receipt of any kind of grant from the Government or any other Government Agency. 
2.
 
Today, in compliance of the order, an Affidavit was filed by Shri Vikas Kuthial on behalf of Respondent-College, submitting that :-

I. That the Lala Lajpat Rai Polytechnic College, Ajitwal, Moga (Punjab) is   a private unaided College managed and run by Shri Guru Nanak Dev Educational Society (Regd) Moga (Punjab).

II. That the Lala Lajpat Rai Polytechnic College, Ajitwal, Moga (Punjab) is affiliated to the Punjab University.
III. That the Lala Lajpat Rai Polytechnic College, Ajitwal, Moga (Punjab) has never received any financial aid, grant from any Central and /or State Government or any Government Authority.
IV. That the Lala Lajpat Rai Polytechnic College, Ajitwal, Moga (Punjab) does not fall within the definition and /or the meaning of “Public 
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Authority” as given in section 2 (h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. 
3.

The respondent has also placed a copy of the order relating to a similar case CC No.1080 of 2008 decided by Hon’ble SIC Mrs.Rupan Deol Bajaj.

4.

In view of the categorical assertion in the affidavit which is adequate is accepted by the Commission. It is clear that Lala Lajpat Rai Polytechnic College is not a Public Authority, the Respondent is not obliged to disclose the information.

5.

In view of above, the case is hereby dismissed.
6.
 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




   www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Vikram Singh,

C-18,Officers Colony, Sangrur.




          --------Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Amritsar.









    -------Respondent

CC No.1719 of 2010

ORDER

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant.
 
Shri Paramjit Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent and Shri Narinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the Respondent.





Shri Vikram Singh’s complaint dated 11.5.2010 to the Commission with respect to his RTI application dated 27.2.2010, made to the address of PIO/Respondent has been taken up for hearing today in his absence. 

2.

The Complainant sought information regarding his complaint filed with Deputy CEO, Amritsar as to what action has been taken about the services of the Veterinary Pharmacist posted in Civil Veterinary Hospital, Sathiala, Tehsil: Baba Bakala, District: Amritsar appointed by Dr.Kuljant Singh on the basis of bogus (un-recognized) certificate. 
3.  

Today, Shri Paramjit Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt appeared and stated that information has been provided to the Complainant and action has been taken against Dr.Bhavna and services of the appointed Vet. Pharmacist have been terminated.
3.

The Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post on 18.5.2010  but he has chosen not to appear himself or through representative nor has he sent any communication, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.

4.

Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.

5.
 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



   www.infocommpunjab.com
Mrs. Surjit Kaur, W/o

Shri Jasbir Singh,

C-18, Officers Colony,

Sangrur.    


   




       --------Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy CEO CEO Zila Parishad,

Amritsar.



    
 

                     -------Respondent

CC No.1721 of 2010

ORDER

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant.
 
Shri Paramjit Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent and Shri Narinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the Respondent.



Mrs. Surjit Kaur’s complaint dated 11.5.2010 to the Commission with respect to his RTI application dated 12.3.2010, made to the address of PIO/Respondent has been taken up for hearing today in her absence. 

2.

The Complainant sought photocopy of explanation filed by the R.V.O. and what action has been taken after the explanation filed by RVO. 
3.
 
Today, Shri Paramjit Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent stated that information has been provided to the Complainant, vide letter No.8066, dated 8.2.2010 with a copy to the Commission. Respondent further stated that information regarding Dr.Bhavna, has been supplied to her vide letter No.8691, dated 12.3.2010.
4.

The Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post on 18.5.2010  but she has chosen not to appear herself or through representative nor has she sent any communication, it is presumed that she has received full information and she is satisfied with the same.

5.

Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.

6.
 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.









      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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





www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Vikram Singh,

C-18,Officers Colony,

Sangrur.







          --------Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Bhatinda.





            -------Respondent

CC No.1718 of 2010

ORDER

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Rajinder Pal Singh, Deputy CEO and Shri Sat Pal, Steno on behalf   of Respondent.


Shri Vikram Singh‘s complaint dated 11.5.2010 to the Commission with respect to his RTI application dated 18.2.2010, made to the address of PIO/Respondent has been taken up for hearing today in his absence. 

2.

The Respondent stated that the Complainant sought information regarding 6 (six) points. He further stated that information has been supplied to the Complainant regarding point Nos.1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. He has pointed out deficiencies regarding point No.5, i.e. this information has not been provided to him.

3.

Today, during the course of hearing, Respondent has brought photo-copies of information which has already been sent to the Complainant, vide letter No.3506, dated 8.6.2010 with a copy to the Commission. A photocopy of the same has also been placed on the Commission’s record.
4.

The Complainant had due and adequate notice of hearing to be held today through registered post on 18.5.2010, but he has chosen not to appear himself or through representative nor has he sent any communication, it is presumed that he has received full information and he is satisfied with the same.

5.

Therefore, the case is hereby closed and disposed of.

6.
 
Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




  www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Bal Mukand Aggarwal,

#617, Sector: 3-A,

Mandi Gobindgarh,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib.





  --------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Nagar Council, Gobindgarh,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib.





    -------Respondent

CC-1712/10

ORDER

Present:   Complainant in person


    Shri Surinder Kaushal, PIO/Nagar Council, Gobindgarh


Shri Bal Mukand Aggarwal’s complaint dated 11.5.2010 made to the Commission with regard to his RTI application dated 15.9.2009 addressed to PIO/Nagar Council, Gobindgarh was taken up today for hearing when both the parties were present.  
2
During the course of hearing, the complainant stated that he has not been provided the information asked for by him.  The PIO stated that the information on  all the points except 2 and 3  has already been provided to the complainant on 12.5.10 and 17.5.10 which has been duly received by him and the remaining information being lengthy will be provided to him within 6 months.  He further stated that the remaining information is to be complied by the Engineering Branch.  The APIO of the said branch has been repeatedly reminded to supply the information but to no avail.  

3
The remaining information on points 2 and 3 be provided as expeditiously as possible by the concerned APIO failing which action shall be initiated against him under section 20 (I) of the RTI Act.  

4
The case is adjourned to 26.7.2010 when the PIO as well as APIO of the Engineering Branch shall be present in person to explain about the delay in providing of the information.









       Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



   www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Paramjit Singh,

34/10, Raj Nagar,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.





  --------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Improvement Trust,

Jalandhar.






                  -------Respondent

CC-1716/10

ORDER
Present: Complainant in person


   Shri Pritam Singh, PIO/Improvement Trust, Jalandhar


In his complaint dated 8.5.10 made to the Commission, the complainant has stated that his RTI application dated 7.2.10 made to the PIO/Improvement Trust, Jalandhar has not been attended to and he has not been provided the information so far.  

2
The PIO stated that the information asked for by the complainant relates to  Superintendent (Sales)  which is being collected from him.  He further stated that the concerned APIO has been issued  several notices to supply the said information to the complainant at the earliest.  He has also placed before the Commission a copy of the notices issued to the said APIO for early supply of the information.  

3
The PIO is directed to collect the information and supply the same to the complainant as expeditiously as possible failing which action shall be initiated against him as also against the APIO concerned
 under section 20 (1) of the RTI Act.
4 Adjourned to 26.7.2010 at 2.00 PM

                  Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



  www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

C-18, Officers Colony,

Sangrur.
   
    





  --------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Rural Development &

Panchayats, Vikas Bhawan, 

Phase-8, SAS Nagar.






    -------Respondent

CC-1720/10

ORDER
Present: None for the complainanty


   Shri Manjit Singh, Clerk on behalf of the PIO.

The complaint dated 11.5.10 made by the complainant before the Commission with regard to his RTI application dated nil made to the PIO/Office of Director Rural Development and Panchayat was taken up today for hearing.

2
The representative of the PIO stated that the necessary information has been supplied to the complainant on 18.5.2010 by Registered post.  Despite due and adequate notice, the complainant has not appeared nor has sent any communication pointing out any deficiencies.   It is presumed that he has received the information sent to him by the department through Registered post.  
3
In view of the above, the case is hereby disposed of and closed.









       Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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



www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Gurvinderjit Singh,

S/o Shri Manjit Singh,

R/o House No.262, I Block-

Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar, Ludhiana.


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

O/o Improvement Trust, Ludhiana. 


           -------Respondent
CC No.1350 of 2010

ORDER

Present: -
Shri Gurvinderjit Singh, Complainant in person.



Shri Harinder Singh, APIO on behalf of the PIO



Heard both the parties.  

2.

The complaint has been filed on 22.3.2010 with the grievance that the PIO, O/o the Jalandhar Improvement Trust has not supplied the requisite information 

in RTI application dated 18.1.2010. Complainant sought information regarding 7 (Seven) points related to the details of plots of Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar Ludhiana under 0475 Acre Scheme.
3.

Notice of hearing was issued for 28.4.2010. Respondent was not present on 28.4.2010 and the case was adjourned to 19.5.2010 with the direction to the Respondent to supply the information to the Complainant before the next date
of hearing failing which the Commission may take action against the PIO under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005. On 19.5.2010, the Respondent had not provided information neither he had attended the Court nor had he sent any communication to this effect. 
4.
    
Today, during the hearing the Complainant stated that incomplete information has been provided. Instead of making the compliance of my orders dated 19.5.2010, APIO appeared and stated that he has joined recently and he is not well conversant with the case.
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5.

From the perusal of the record of the case, it emerges out that information sought by the Complainant, had not been supplied by the Respondent even a period of 5-1/2 months has elapsed. The Respondent/PIO has shown a callous attitude towards the notice served by the Commission. He has neither availed of the opportunity of personal hearing nor has he submitted any written explanation for causing delay in supply of the information.
6. 
 
He has also chosen to ignore the show cause notice issued on 19.5.2010 under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, calling upon him for his failure to supply the information. The conduct of the Respondent, to say the least, is contumacious. The failure to give the information clearly stems from an attitude of defiance to the mandate of the statute. I, therefore, impose a penalty of Rs.25,000/-(Rupees Twenty-five Thousand only) upon the Respondent. I direct the Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab to cause the recovery of the amount of fine made from the salary of the Respondent/PIO and deposit the same in the Government Treasury under the relevant Head and intimation in this regard be sent to the Commission.

7.

As far as providing the information to the Complainant is concerned, I once again direct the Respondent to provide the information to the Complainant before the next date of hearing.
8.

The case is adjourned to 26.07.2010 at 2.00 PM.
9.

Copies be sent to the parties and to the Principal Secretary Local Government, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector: 9, Chandigarh.









       Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.
CC:        Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

                Local Government, Mini Sectt. Sector-9, Chandigarh.

        STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Hakikat Singh,

S/o Shri Hazara Singh,

# 8, Gali No.1,

Village: Mohali,

Tehsil & Distt. Mohali.





  
  --------Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development &

Panchayat Officer, Kharar.





    -------Respondent

CC-1713/10

ORDER
Present: Complainant in person


   Shri Nirmal Singh, Panchyat Secretary for the PIO.

The complainant dated 11.5.2010 made to the Commission by the complainant with regard to his RTI application dated 26.4.2010 made to the PIO/BDPO, Kharar was taken up today for hearing when both the parties were present:

2
The complainant states that correct information has not been provided to him.  On the other hand, the representative of the PIO states that the information has been supplied to the complainant as per his RTI application.  

3
After hearing both the parties, it has been observed that the information has been provided to the complainant on all the points as per his RTI application. It is made clear to the complainant that  in case he has any grievance about the genuineness of the information supplied to him,  he may approach the competent authority for redressal of the same
4
In view of the above, the case stands disposed of and closed.









      Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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





www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Vishav Kumar,

S/o Shri Amar Nath,

# 1310-A, LIG Phase-X,

Mohali.








       --------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

SAS Nagar (Mohali).






         -------Respondent

CC-1717/10

ORDER

Present: Complainant in person


   None for the respondent


The complainant dated 11.5.10 made to the Commission by the complainant with regard to his RTI application dated 11.2.10 made to the PIO/Municipal Council, Mohali was taken up today for hearing.

2
The complainant states that he is working as Class-IV employee with the respondent-department and had sought information regarding attested copy of his service book and grant of  annual increments. Whereas copy of his Service book has been supplied but no full information has been provided to him.  

3 
Vide  letter  No. 1326 dated 16.3.2010, the PIO asked the complainant to deposit a sum of Rs. 25/- towards registration fee for sending him the information.  Vide another Registered  letter No. 29 dated 10.3..2010,  an attested copy of his  Service Book  was sent to him  and he was informed that he has been granted annual increments from 1.7.2005 onwards and has been granted the revised pay scale given by the Punjab Government. 
4
The complainant stated that he has faced harassment and have gone through mental agony for getting the information.  The PIO has not provided the information to him for which he has to approach the Commission.  He further stated that it is difficult for him to make both ends meet.  
5
The major concern of the RTI Act is to promote accountability in working of the public offices.  The fact that the poor man  has to face harassment for the grant of his  service increments, demonstrates a lackadaisical attitude on the part of the concerned  authorities who failed  to render  mandatory services.  The authorities are directed to put an efficient system  in their offices for meeting out the expectations of 
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their employees within the time frame so that they may  not have to resort to the provisions of the RTI Act.
6
The case stands disposed of with the above observations.










       Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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




www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Sandeep Kapoor,

S/o Sh.Ashok Kapoor,

# 33-E, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.

                                                                                     ----Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o (1) Principal I.T.I.(Women),

Ludhiana.

(2) First Appellate Authority,

Director Technical Education &

Industrial Training, Punjab, Chandigarh.                                                     ----Respondent

AC-182/2010

ORDER

Present: -
Mr.Vishal Garg,  Advocate, for the Appellant.

Shri Baljinder Singh, Principal, ITI (Women),Appellate Authority, Mrs.  Daljit Kaur Sidhu, Addl.Director, Technical Education Industrial Training and Shri Harpal Singh, PIO-cum-Deputy Director (Hqrs) and Shri Amrik Singh, APIO-cum-Assistant Director (Hqrs)  on behalf of Respondent.


The appellant – Shri Sandeep Kapoor has filed before this Commission his Second Appeal dated 18.02.2010 with respect to his RTI application dated 16.12.2008 made to the Chief Information Officer, ITI (W), Ludhiana and First appeal dated 20.02.2009 made to the Appellate Authority – Commissioner Patiala Division. He has stated that the information sought by him under RTI Act, 2005  from  Principal, ITI, Ludhiana on 16.12.2008 has not been provided to him so far. 

2
In his RTI application, the appellant had sought  copies of  the correspondence made between  Principal, I.T.I (W), Ludhiana  and  Department of Compensation and Rehabilitation  and District Rent and Managing Officer, Jalandhar during the period 1950 to 1965  in connection with   property No. B-13-282 and B-19 situated at Sheep Shank Road (Old)  and Rani Jhansi Road (New), Ludhiana respectively.  He had also asked for copies of  the correspondence made by the Principal, ITI, Ludhiana with Shri Dewan Chand Luthra or his family members during the period 1963 to 2001 and  copies of the correspondence made during the period from 1950 to 2008 with Director Technical Education, Punjab, Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  In addition, he also
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  -2-
sought details of  payment of   rent made by the Principal, ITI, Ludhiana during the period 1950 to 2008 in respect of the aforesaid property. 

3
In his Second appeal made to the Commission, the appellant has stated that despite repeated reminders, he has not been provided the information.  He had made an appeal to the Appellate Authority i.e. Commissioner, Patiala Division on 20.2.2009 after which he was provided incomplete information  and was intimated on 17.3.2009 that  most of the record  has been handed over to the CBI. Ultimately, he was informed by the department that the information asked for by him cannot be supplied to him  under Section 8 (h) of the RTI Act  in view of  a writ  petition pending  before the Hon’ble High Court and SLP filed before the Hon’ble Supreme Court.  He has prayed for a direction to the respondent to provide him the necessary information which has been denied to him illegally.   

4
The case was initially heard on 31.3.2010 when both the parties were heard .  The complainant had contended that incomplete information has been provided to him and on the other side the representatives of the respondent had stated that the information in question is debarred by Section 8 (h) of the RTI Act being sub-judice.  After hearing both the parties, the case was adjourned to 26.5.2010 with a direction to the Appellant as well as to the Respondent to submit before the Commission their written statements in regard to their submissions made and the documents relied upon by them in support of their claims.  
5
On the last hearing held on 26.5.2010,  a proxy counsel appearing for the Appellant sought adjournment on the ground of sickness of  counsel for the Appellant Shri Vishal Garg whereas the  representatives of the Respondent appeared and prayed for early decision of the case.  Accordingly, the case was adjourned for today when both the parties appeared.

6
I have gone through the submissions made by the respondents and perused the relevant documents.  However, no written statement has been filed by the appellant in regard to the deficiencies pointed out by him in the information supplied
Cont…p/3






  -3-
to him.  The instant case involves an issue regarding ownership of the evacuee property situated in Field Ganj Area of Ludhiana City and the matter is pending before the Hon’ble High Court/Supreme Court.   The information sought by the Appellant pertains to the period as far back as the year 1950.  The plea taken by the Respondent is that the information sought by the appellant pertains to the record where a lot of manipulation has been done at a relevant time and most of the records were presented before the CBI for investigation and in case such a record is provided to him, he will certainly try to use the same for some manipulations which may hamper the process of investigations.  It is further stated that the information being sought will not only impede the process of investigation, but will also impede the prosecution of offenders who have indulged/helped the alleged owners in tampering with the official records at various levels.  

7
I have thoroughly examined the documents produced before the Commission and have heard both the parties at length.  The only question for adjudication is whether the information sought by the complainant will impede the process of investigation of the property case pending in the courts or the CBI.   If it is so, there is no obligation to provide such information to a citizen.  Undoubtedly the information sought by the appellant relates to the property worth Crores of Rupees i.e. No. B-13-282 and B-19 situated at Sheep Shank Road (Old) and Rani Jhansi Road (New), Ludhiana respectively which is under dispute and investigation of which is pending in different courts like Hon’ble Supreme Court, High Court and CBI.  The apprehension of the respondent-department in disclosing of the information in such a matter may be true.  The pending investigation/decision in the courts may impede the prosecution of offenders who have indulged in tampering with the official records. Under these circumstances, it may not be obligatory for the respondent-department to provide the information keeping in view the provisions of Section 8(h) of the RTI Act. 

8
In view of what has been discussed above, the action of the respondent-department in not disclosing the information to the appellant under section 8 (h) of the RTI Act cannot be faulted with.  The complainant of the appellant deserves to be dismissed and is accordingly dismissed as such.  









       Sd/-
Chandigarh





                (Mrs. Jaspal Kaur)             Dated: 14.06.2010
                                               State Information Commissioner.

