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

Sh. Baldev Singh Rathore,

# 2616, Phase-XI, 

Mohali.
 


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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Pb. School Education Board,

Chandigarh. 








--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 340 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Baldev Singh Rathore, Appellant in person.



Sh. Varinder Kumar, Joint Secretary-cum-PIO on behalf of the 


Respondent.



On 05.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Appellate Authority (Vice Chairman, PSEB) should give a personal hearing to the Appellant and allow him to inspect the entire record relating to an enquiry conducted by the Board against the Appellant in the year 1991.  We had further directed that the Appellate Authority should report to the Commission after a personal hearing is granted to the Appellant in regard to the demand for information.

2.

Respondent states that in compliance with our directions of 05.12.2007, full opportunity was given to the Appellant to inspect and examine all files relating to the cases of enquiry against him.  The Appellate Authority, Sh. Suresh Tandon, Vice Chairman, PSEB has submitted a report dated 26.12.2007 bringing out the following:-

(i)
That the Appellant had met him on 26.12.2007 and was given full opportunity to see the entire relevant record in the office of the Board.  


(ii)
That during the checking, PSEB located record of two enquiries that had been conducted against the Appellant, formally an employee of PSEB.  The entire record of these enquiries was scrutinized by the Appellant and the Respondent and also shown to the Appellant.  It was found that while the two enquiry reports were   in   tact, the   ten   documents   demanded   by   the   Appellant    were  
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not  found attached to either of the two reports.  The Appellate  Authority   states   that    the documents in question linked to the enquiry report had never been sent to the establishment branch in the Board.  The establishment branch was not aware of the existence of the papers demanded by the Appellant.

(iii)
Certain findings in regard to the enquiry have been detailed in the written submission by the First Appellate Authority.  We do not, however, deem it necessary to go into these details, as these are not relevant to the basic issue, viz.  the request for specific information.

(iv)
In view of the above, the First Appellate Authority has concluded that the documents mentioned at serial no. 1 to 10 of the request for information can not be supplied as they are not available on the record. According to the Respondent, whatever information was available in the office record had already been supplied. 
3.

The Appellant, on the other hand, insists that the PSEB, including the Appellate Authority and the Respondent have deliberately concealed the relevant record as, according to the Appellant, disclosure of these documents would undermine their position.  Appellant demands that the Commission should go into the matter of deliberate and mala fide concealment of the record and denial of information to him.  

4.

After considering all aspects in depth, we are of the following view:-


(i)
That whatever information is available on the record of the Respondent has been duly delivered to the Appellant. 

(ii)
We accept the Respondent’s plea that the 10 documents listed in the demand for information are not on the record of the Board and as such it is not possible to deliver them.

(iii)
That in regard to the allegations of irregularities and deliberate concealment of record, it is open to the Appellant to take up this matter in an appropriate forum in accordance with law.  
5.

   Respondent also submits before us that he has separately received some additional demands for information made by the Appellant in this case.  These demands also relate to the enquiry on the basis of which the Appellant has been dismissed from service.  
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6.

We do not deem it necessary to go into these separate requests for information.  They are to be settled as per law by the PSEB.  

7.

In the light of the above, this matter is disposed of and closed.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2008








     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent
CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Pritam  Singh on behalf of the Complainant.  



Sh. Nirmal Singh, Head Constable office of SSP, Ferozepur on 


behalf of the Respondent. 




Respondent states before us that Sh. Paramjit Singh Parmar, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur who had attended the last hearing has since been transferred from his appointment in Ferozepur.  Since a substitute has not been brought in position, he (representative of PIO) has been directed by the PIO to be present today.

2.

In our detailed orders of 05.12.2007, we had decided as under :-


“(i)
We accept the plea of the Respondent that day to day action by the police in this individual case is not possible to report.  Information containing a gist of the action taken in the dowry matter has been duly delivered to the Complainant.


(ii)
In respect of the complaints against the concerned DSP, we direct that SSP, Ferozepur should once again give a hearing to the Complainant to allow the Complainant to identify these complaints that have been made by him from time to time.  We expect that the SSP who is himself the PIO would satisfy the Complainant about the action, if any, taken against the DSP concerned these complaints.   


(iii)
After according a personal hearing, as directed in para (ii) above, the SSP, Ferozepur who is the PIO concerned would submit an affidavit to the Commission regarding disposal of this matter.”
3.

Respondent states before us that in compliance with the orders, the Complainant was given a personal hearing by Sh. Dinesh Pratap, SSP., Ferozepur on 09.01.2008.  The Complainant accepts before us that certain information was given to him during this hearing before the SSP, Ferozepur.  He states, however, that the day by day progress of the case has not been intimated to him.
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4.

During the last hearing, we had observed clearly that day by day action by the police in every individual case can not be intimated to the concerned parties.  This plea of the Complainant has, therefore, already been settled during our last hearing.  

5.

From the Complainant’s own submission before us today, our orders for delivery of information by the PIO have been complied with.  
6.

Complainant prays that the Respondent be penalized for delay in delivery of information.  Before we take a view on this, Respondent is directed to submit an affidavit showing cause why the plea of the Complainant be not accepted.  

7.

To come up on 05.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

#3344, Chet Singh Nagar, 
Gill Road, Ludhiana.




………….. Complainant.


Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh & others.


 
……………... Respondent

            CC No.  278 of 2007 &  297/2007 






      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant in person.


Sh. Narinder Pal, DSP on behalf of PIO, DGP Punjab.

Dr. A.K. Sharma, HMO/DDO (headquarter) Department of Homoeopathy on behalf of the Respondent.  


Complainant states before us that complete information from the office of Director General of Police has been supplied. In so far as the Director Homoeopathy is concerned, the Respondent states that Electro-Homoeopathy is not a subject that is being handled by the Director of Homoeopathy of Punjab.  
2.

This case has been heard by us on 27.06.2007, 08.08.2007, 19.09.2007, 31.10.2007 & 05.12.2007.  On these dates, we heard the Complainant as well as the representatives of four Respondent institutions from the State Headquarters and the Districts.  During the pendency of this case, considerable efforts have been made by all the agencies to compile and deliver the information demanded by the Complainant.  
3.

According to the Complainant, Respondent PIO office of DC., Ludhiana had agreed to authenticate the same and send the authenticated copies of information to the Complainant within one week of 05.12.2007, the last date of hearing.  Complainant states before us that authenticated copies have still not been delivered.  We direct that DC., Ludhiana (Sh. S.S. Gujar) should personally ensure that authenticated (duly attested) copies of the documents are delivered to the Complainant within a week.  Compliance of this should be reported to the Commission.  
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4.

The case in respect of DC., Ludhiana and DGP., Pb and Director of Homoeopathy, Punjab for supply of information is disposed of.  
5.

Complainant points out that on 05.12.2007, one portion of his demand for information was deemed to have been transferred by the Director of Health Services to the Director of Research and Medical Education (DRME), a separate Public Authority. Complainant states that DRME has not dealt with his demand for information so far.  For facility, we direct the Director of Research and Medical Education (DRME) to give a personal hearing to the Complainant and satisfy him in regard to the information that is available in his office.  This hearing before the DRME shall take place on 31.01.2008.  The DRME may consult the Director Health Services also for settling this matter finally.  
6.

In order to ensure that no further time is spent, Complainant will send DRME a list of items of information that are required to be dealt with by DRME under intimation to the Commission.  
7.

CC-297 of 2007 titled ‘Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira Vs. PIO Director, Health Services & Family Welfare (now PIO office of Director of Research and Medical Education)’ is adjourned to 05.03..2008 for further proceedings.  Notice to issue to DRME’s office also.  
8.

The file of the case CC-278/2007 be consigned to the record room.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Sh. Balwant Singh Khera, Chairman,

Malta Boat Tragedy Probe Mission,

Near Government College,

Phagwara Road,

Hoshiarpur.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o President,

Shiromani Gurudwara Prabandhak Committee,

Golden Temple Complex,

Amritsar, Punjab.    
 

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

CC No. 2167 of 2007
ORDER

Present :
 Sh. Balwant Singh Khera, Complainant in person.

Sh. Harman Jit Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant states before us that after the issue of notice to the Respondent, complete information as demanded by him has been duly delivered.  
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: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Sh. Gursharan Singh,

C/o Sh. Jaswinder Singh.

# 521/A, Anand Nagar-A,

Tripuri, Patiala.




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.  

 

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

CC No. 2193 of 2007

   ORDER

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

Sh. Pawandeep Singh, Revenue Patwari on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states before us that the Complainant had demanded, under RTI Act, 2005, numbers of certain plots that had been allotted to him alongwith other persons.  Respondent states before us that the revenue record does not specify the number of a plot as such.  The Revenue record contains only the Khasra numbers of fields wherefrom the plots in question have been carved out. 
2.

Respondent states that in relation to the plots in question, Khasra numbers have been intimated to the Complainant.  Complainant has sent a communication dated 12.01.2008 to the Commission (received on 14.01.2008), wherein he has complained that the information supplied by the Respondent is incomplete and is also not in the form in which it was demanded.  In the absence of the Complainant, however, it is not possible to adjudicate upon the rival stands of the parties. We, therefore, grant another opportunity to the Complainant to appear before the Commission and make his submissions.  

3.

To come up on 05.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Sh. Sandeep Gupta,

S/o Sh. Joginder Mohan,

R/o B-XIX, 795, Patel Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.

 









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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

 



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

CC No. 1827 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Sanjiv Ghai, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.

None is present on behalf of the Respondent.


We have received in writing, a communication from the Complainant, that the information demanded by him has been duly delivered by the police.
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: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Sh. Jagir Singh,

R/o 4/495, Ajit Nagar,

Malerkotla,

District- Sangrur.

.



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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.



 

 

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

CC No. 1961 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Jagjr Singh, Complainant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

On 19.12.2007, we had directed that the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant to locate the registered sale deed pertaining to the land purchased by him.  

2.
Complainant states that he had visited the office of DC., Ludhiana on 07.01.2008.  The Deputy Commissioner had directed him to meet the Public Information Officer concerned.  Complainant states that the document in question has still not been traced. 
3.
PIO office of Deputy Commissioner has vide his letter dated 08.01.2008 intimated that the Complainant had met the concerned officer on 07.01.2008.  According to this communication, directions have been issued to the concerned officials that the papers be traced within 15 days and a report sent to the PIO concerned. 
4.
In his communication to us PIO DC’s office states that the Complainant expressed satisfaction with the interim action. Complainant, however, states before us that despite his meeting with the officials in the office of Deputy Commissioner, the documents demanded by him are still not forth coming.  

5.
In order that this matter is resolved finally, we direct that Sh. S.S. Gujar D.C., Ludhiana should himself accord a personal hearing to the Complainant and ensure that the relevant document is traced and delivered to him.  For an important document such as a registered sale deed to disappear 
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reflects poorly on the district administration which is custodian of revenue record.  It is imperative that the district administration locates the missing registered sale deed, and if it is not traced, fix responsibility for the loss, and take stringent action against the officials responsible for the disappearance of the document.  The Commission should be informed of the action taken in this regard.   Compliance of these orders is the personal responsibility of the DC., Ludhiana.  The Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana will meet the Complainant in his office on 31.01.2008 at 11.00 A.M. 
6.
To come up on 05.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties, and also to Sh.S.S Gujar, Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  
 (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2008









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana





……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Information Technology,

Punjab, Chandigarh.






…….Respondent

C.C. No. 401 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.

Smt. Neelam Mahajan, PIO-cum-Under Secretary, Department of Information Technology (Administrative, Reforms Branch) on behalf of the Respondent. 

Sh. Yashpal Sharma, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Department of Information Technology (Administrative, Reforms Branch) on behalf of the Respondent.


On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing we had observed that the entire information demanded by the Complainant had been duly delivered to him to his satisfaction. Judgment on the imposition of penalty and award of compensation had been reserved.

2.

The Respondent was required to show cause why he should not been penalized and award of compensation. 

3.

Respondents plead before us today that the delay in 
delivery of information was not malafide or deliberate.  According to the Respondent the volume of information demanded was huge. The information was required to be collected from many offices and departments of the government.  
Respondents stated that departments of the government were not fully conversant 
with  their responsibilities   under   RTI   Act.  Being   the   nodal   department   for   
action    in  government   under   RTI   Act, the   Department   of   Administrative   Reforms had   been vigorously   pursuing    the    matter    with     all    the   Departments.      Respondents    pleaded     that     the     delay     in     delivery      of 

information to the Complainant was not intentional. They assured that such delay would not be repeated in future. 

4.

Respondent also submits the same plea in writing. 

5.

We accept the submissions of the Respondent and decide that the delay was not intentional or deliberate. The complete information having been supplied, we find that imposition of penalty and award of compensation is not warranted 

     (Rajan Kashyap)

   (P.K. Verma)

   (R.K. Gupta)

Chief Information Commissioner            State Information Commissioner      State Information Commissioner

          16.01.2008


   16.01.2008


    16.01.2008
