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

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B-E/MCH/235,

Near Bahadurpur Chowk

P.O. Opp. Snatan Dharam Sanskrit College,

Hoshiarpur.




 

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







Vs
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Education Minister,

Pb. Govt. Chandigarh.
 


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

CC No. 1818 of 2007
ORDER
Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Harbans Lal, Superintendent-cum-APIO Department of 



Education.


Sh. Gursewak Singh, Senior Assistant office of DPI (School 



Education), Pb., Chandigarh. 

Sh. Bharat Bhushan office of DEO (Secondary Education), Moga on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant has demanded information on 23 points concerning schools and colleges in the State of Punjab.  The disparate items on which information is demanded include the number of vacant posts of teachers in each school, the number of students in each class, the status of buildings and rooms in all schools, the covered and uncovered areas in various school buildings, the procedure regarding transfers etc. of employees in the Education Department and many other matters.  Receiving no response to his request, this complaint has been preferred under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005.  
 2.

The representatives of the Respondent plead before us today as follows :-


(i)
The numerous items on which information is sought are unlinked to one another.  As per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, each of these should have been submitted as a separate demand for information.  

(ii)
The information in question relates to both schools and colleges.  DPI (Colleges) handles the colleges in the Department.  The Respondent DPI 
Contd….P/2

-2-

(Schools) has since transferred the matter concerning colleges to the PIO of that Department.

(iii)
The information demanded covers thousands of schools and colleges in the State, each of which is itself a separate Public Authority.  Respondent states that the Complainant should have demanded information separately from each of these institutions through the Public Information Officers appointed for these institutions.  It is impracticable for PIO of Education Department to compile such huge and voluminous information after collecting the same from thousands of the schools spread all over the State. 

(iv)
The volume of information is so huge that the entire strength of staff at various levels in the Department would have to be engaged in compiling the information for delivery to the Complainant. This would disproportionately divert the resources of the Department and dislocate its normal functioning.    
3.

Complainant is not present before us today to rebut the stand taken by the Respondent.   
4.

Considering all aspects, we observe as under :-


(i)
That the application covers a vast number of items, many of which are unrelated to each other.


(ii)
That it is not appropriate or practicable to club together unlinked demands for information related to thousands of Public Authorities and expect a single authority to take responsibility for delivery of information.  For fulfilling this task, the administration would be distracted from performing its normal duties, viz. imparting education.  It would also disproportionately divert the resources of the Department.
5.

At the same time, we observe that some of the items in the list include matters on which every Public Authority in the State is to provide information suo-motu in terms of Section 4(1)(b) of RTI Act, 2005.  If the 17 manuals prescribed under this Section had been duly published by all the Public Authorities, some of the information demanded by the Complainant would have automatically become available for the benefit of the public.  
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6.

In these circumstances, we hold and direct as under  :- 

(i)
The instant demand for information is not maintainable as:-


(a)
The process of compilation of the information demanded would disproportionately divert the resources of the Department of Education, upsetting its normal functioning.  

(b)
That the numerous items of information, which are not related to each other, can not be clubbed together in one application.  These should be presented as separate demands for information.  

(ii)
DPI (Schools) and DPI (Colleges) are directed to ensure compliance with the provisions of Section 4(1)(b) by all Public Authorities within their control.  Complete information as listed in this Section should be brought on the website of the Department.  All educational institutions should also publish complete information suo-motu as per the requirement of Section 4 RTI Act, 2005. 

(iii)
The dismissal of the instant Complaint does not debar the Complainant from seeking information separately from various Public Authorities in terms of the Act.

7.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Charanjit Kumar,

S/o Sh. Surinder Pal,

R/o # 6609, St. No. 06,

New Janta Nagar,

Ludhiana.




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




Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

 

   --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1824 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Ravinder Kumar, Deputy Superintendent of Police & Smt. Surinder Kaur, S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.



Information demanded is concerning a First Information Report lodged by the Complainant on 10.02.2007.  Complainant has desired to know the action taken on the FIR.  Respondent produces before us a communication from SSP, Ludhiana indicating that the allegations made in the FIR were not proved to be true and as such the FIR was sent for cancellation. The cancellation report was pending before the court for approval.   
2.

Respondent has also stated before us that the Complainant has approached the Commission directly and has not even made a request for information to the PIO concerned.

3.

In these circumstances, the PIO can not be held responsible for supplying any information.  Complainant is not present today.  It suggests that he does not wish to pursue this matter any further.  

4.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  A copy of the communication from the SSP., Ludhiana which is brought on our record be sent to the Complainant from the Commission’s office alongwith the order. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (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.

Sh. Ravinder Kumar, Deputy Superintendent of Police & Smt. Surinder Kaur, S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant had sought information from the PIO, office of SSP., Ludhiana regarding action taken by the police on a complaint made by the Complainant to the police against an individual who is alleged to have attempted to extort money from the Complainant.  Receiving no response, the Complainant approached the Commission under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005.     
2.
Respondent delivers to Commission today his response to the request for information.  A copy of this is given to the Complainant in our presence.  Complainant wishes to study the contents of this information before he can state that his demand for information has been met.  

3.
To come up on 16.01.2008.    Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Nirmal Singh,

# 9783, St. No. 05,

Kot Mangal Singh,

Ludhiana.




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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

 
     --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1839 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Ravinder Kumar, Deputy Superintendent of Police & Smt. Surinder Kaur, S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent informs us that the information in question has been delivered to the Complainant on 18.12.2007.  A copy of this is brought on our record.  The information was collected personally by the Complainant from the Respondent’s office.  
2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarlochan Singh 

S/o Sh. Amar Singh,

36-Farid Nagar, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.




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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

 

  --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1858 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Ravinder Kumar, Deputy Superintendent of Police & Smt. Surinder Kaur, S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent informs us that the information in question has been delivered to the Complainant on 12.12.2007.  A note in writing by the Complainant acknowledging the receipt of information has been placed on our record.  
2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

HIG-814, Phase-2,

Mohali. 







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Additional Director General of Police,

Crime Branch, 

Punjab Police, Chandigarh.

              &

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

(Headquarters), Punjab Police,
Sector 9,  Chandigarh.





…..Respondent

CC No. 1487 of 2007

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



Sh. Sandeep Sharma, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of 

the Respondent.



On 05.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had issued directions that :-
(i) Respondent would submit guidelines under which the relevant record was destroyed.
(ii) The IGP, Headquarters would obtain the relevant record from the SSP’s office for delivery to the Complainant. 
(iii) Information in regard to action by the police on request of the Complainant would be supplied.
2.

We are happy to observe that our order of 05.11.2007 has been duly implemented on each of the three points and the relevant portions of information available have been supplied.  The material has been brought by the Respondent and is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  

3.

Complainant submits before us that his sole interest in this matter is to ascertain from the police record, the circumstances leading to the death of his 
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daughter.  Even if the original report of enquiry conducted by the police officers has been destroyed, there should be some material or record regarding the contents of that enquiry report and also the process of investigation. 
4.

In the proceedings before us today, the Respondent offers to go out of the way to take up this matter further to assist the Complainant.  Respondent states that there would be two material files that is :- 

(i)
The police file on the basis of which prosecution was launched before the Judicial Court (even though, eventually, the police case did not succeed in court).


(ii)
The Judicial file available in the records of the trial court.
5.

In view of the compassionate nature of this unusual case, we consider this as fresh request under RTI Act, 2005.  We direct that the Respondent Inspector General of Police (Headquarters) would procure the entire relevant record from the police file as well as copies of the record from the judicial file.  He shall also call before him the investigating officer at the relevant point in time.  The entire material should be properly appraised by the Respondent and access to the relevant record should be allowed to the Complainant also.

6.

We are happy that on behalf of the PIO, Inspector General of Police (Headquarters), the Respondent present before us assures that this task would be completed immediately.

7.

IGP (Headquarters) and the Deputy Superintendent of Police present before us today Sh. Sandeep Sharma, should give an opportunity to the Complainant to meet them on 14.01.2007 in the office of IGP (Headquarters) at 1100 hours to resolve this matter and satisfy the Complainant. The report may be submitted to us thereafter.

8.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

# 1501, Mohalla-Dhandian,

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (East), 
Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1504 of 2007

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

Sh. Kanwar Narinder Singh, Tehsildar, Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent.



This matter is related to another case which was heard by us on 17.12.2007 that is CC-1596 of 2007.  In that case, we had directed that the DC., Ludhiana would give a personal hearing to the Complainant therein on 07.01.2008 and the matter was adjourned to 28.01.2008 for further proceedings.  This matter being directly linked should be similarly settled.  D.C., Ludhiana would give a hearing to the Complainant in this case also on 07.01.2008 (1100 hours).  

2.

To come up for further proceedings on 28.01.2008.  Both the cases be clubbed together.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Om Parkash Bhatia,

# 159, Guru Teg Bahadur,

Nagar, Jalandhar.



---------------------------------Complainant.






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.




------------------------------- Respondent.






CC No.1381 & 1191 of 2007



      

  Order

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Mukesh Chander, Corporation Engineer, on behalf of the Respondent.  


Respondent has sent a telegram requesting that this matter be adjourned to some other date.    
2.

Another matter viz CC 1191 of 2007 which had come up before Sh. R.K.Gupta, SIC on 07.12.2007 is clubbed with this case, since both the matters are identical.  On 05.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that C.S.Talwar, Commissioner M.C., Jalandhar should give a personal hearing to the Complainant in the week commencing 26th November, 2007.  It is brought to our notice that Commissioner, M.C., Jalandhar had been placed on election duty under orders of Election Commission of India.  AS such the personal hearing could not materialize.  In view of this, another opportunity is granted for implementation of our order of 05.11.2007. 
3.

The Complainant is free to meet the Commissioner, M.C., Jalandhar in his office on any day after 28.12.2007 when he would be back from election duty.  

4.

This will come up for further proceedings on 28.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  



  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Dr. Balwinder Singh Bhatti,

# 387, Anand Nagar-A, Tripari Town,

Patiala. (Pb.)


 


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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Department of Finance,

Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh. 

 

   
-------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1915 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
Dr. Balwinder Singh Bhatti, Complainant in person.


Sh. Kashmira Singh, Budget Officer, PIO on behalf of the 
Respondent.


The following items of information have been demanded by the Complainant :- 

“(i)
Who is the appropriate level if services matter to be dealt with?

(ii) When the matter is brought into the notice of the Higher Authorities then what and when action can be taken on the concerned officer?
(iii) How much maximum delay can occur in payments of in services and after the retirement (i.e. Retirement Benefits)?

(iv) How much maximum delay the Drawing Disbursing Officer can cause when payments is drawn from the treasury and encashed?

(v) How Drawing and Disbursing Officer can draw pay of an employee when Last pay Certificate is delayed due to one or the other reason?”
2.
Respondent states that he has duly replied to the Complainant vide letter dated 20.11.2007.  A copy of this letter is brought on our record.  Complainant states that he has not received this letter.  Respondent has, today delivered a copy of the letter to the Complainant in our presence. Respondent states that he is fully prepared to give whatever material qualifies as information in the demand made by the Complainant.  
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3.
To facilitate an expeditious disposal of the request for information, we direct the Respondent Kashmira Singh, Budget officer to afford personal hearing to the Complainant in his office today itself that is 19.12.2007 and deliver to him the material which qualifies as information free of cost. 
4.
The case is disposed of. 
 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Rakesh Aggarwal,

Aggarwal Street Raikot,

Tehsil Raikot, District-Ludhiana.


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







Vs
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Tehsil Raikot, District Ludhiana.

Punjab.
 

 

     ---------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1933 of 2007
ORDER
Present :
Sh. R.C.Modi, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Maheshwar Lal, Reader-cum-APIO on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Complainant had demanded police protection as he feared threat to his life.  Not being provided the protection he demanded, Complainant sought information under RTI Act, 2005, on the action taken by the Respondent Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on his request.  

2.

Since no response was forthcoming from the Respondent, Complainant moved the Commission with this compliant under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Respondent supplies before us a brief communication stating

 “the information as derived from the record available in this office is as under :-

Not finalised,  the application is still under process”.

4.

In effect, the response of the Respondent is that the action to be taken on the request is still under consideration.  It can, therefore, be inferred that the DC., Ludhiana has not, as yet, taken any action on the request for police protection.

5.

Complainant submits before us that origin of the dispute is his request for delivery of possession of certain land in the city of Ludhiana to which he is entitled.  Complainant had demanded assistance from the district administration for obtaining possession of the land.  We would like to clarify that RTI Act is not a substitute for the normal process of law in civil and criminal
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disputes.  The matter before us can only be considered to the extent of delivery of information on the request made by the Complainant.  In so far as RTI Act is concerned, the DC., Ludhiana has supplied the information in question viz. that no final decision has been taken on the demand for police protection.   

6.

We presume that a final decision would be taken in due course.                                                                
7.

In the light of the above, we advise that the Complainant should seek recourse to the normal process of law in respect of the dispute regarding his land.  
8.

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

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (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.


The case of the Complainant is that he alongwith his brothers had purchased a piece of land on 07.03.1994, the sale deed regarding which was presented before the Sub-Registrar Payal for registration.  After registering the sale deed, the Sub-Registrar referred the same to the Collector for determination of the market value of the property and the proper stamp duty payable thereon u/s 47-A Indian Stamp Act, 1899 (Added vide Punjab Act No. 21 of 1982).  The Collector decided the case against the Complainant by holding that the sale deed was under-valued and, therefore, additional stamp duty was payable thereon.  Aggrieved by the order of the Collector, the Complainant preferred an appeal there-against before the District Judge.  According to the Complainant, his appeal before the District Judge, Ludhiana was allowed and after the decision, the office of the District Judge returned the case file to the office of the Additional Deputy Commissioner on 22.11.1999.  It is specifically stated in the complaint that the file containing the registered sale deed in question was received by Mr. Sunil Kumar, Clerk in the ADC’s office from the Ahlmad of the District Sessions Judge, Ludhiana.  The grievance of the Complainant is that despite the decision of the case in his favour by the District Judge, the original registered sale deed has not been handed over to him.
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2.
The perusal of the documents on record reveals that on 17.08.2007, the Complainant applied to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana under the RTI Act, 2005, praying for the delivery of the original registered sale deed to him.  This application was forwarded by the Respondent to the PIO of the District and Sessions Judge, Ludhiana under the impression that the file containing the registered sale deed was in the office of the District and Sessions Judge.  The PIO of the office of the District and Sessions Judge, however, vide his letter dated 19.10.2007 intimated the Respondent that the requisite file had already been returned by the office of the District and Sessions Judge to the office of the ADC, Ludhiana on 22.11.1999.
3.

Strictly speaking this is not a matter within the purview of the RTI Act. 2005, as no information of any kind is being sought.  The Complainant is only wanting to have the original registered sale deed pertaining to the land purchased by him which was earlier sent by the Sub-Registrar to the Collector for determination of correct valuation.  It appears that the file containing the sale deed in question has been misplaced somewhere in the office of the Additional Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana or in the office of the Sub-Registrar.  However, in order the facilitate the matter, we direct the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner to give a personal hearing to the Complainant on any day in the week commencing 7th January, 2008 and resolve the matter.
4.

To come up on 16.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Amarjit Singh Lauhka,

2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.







..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

State Transport Punjab,

Chandigarh.







..Respondent

CC No. 727 of 2006

ORDER
Present :
Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka, Complainant in person.



Sh. S.S. Banga, Additional Director PIO  and Sh. Balwinder Singh, 


Law Officer-cum-APIO office of Director State Transport, Punjab on 

behalf of the Respondent.



Sh. Madan Lal, Senior Assistant office of Principal Secretary, 


Transport on behalf of the T.K.Goyal, Joint Secretary.  



On 14.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed :- 
(a) That Sh. T.K.Goyal, Joint Secretary Transport would submit a comprehensive plan of action for improvement of record management in Transport Department.  
(b) That the Respondent PIO, office of Director State Transport would submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for failure to deliver the information demanded, despite a lapse of 14 months.  Respondent was also required to show cause why the Complainant should not be compensated for the detriment suffered by him in his futile pursuit for information over such long period of time.


(c) That the Principal Secretary Transport would himself monitor the progress of improvement in the system of maintenance of record in the Department . 
2.

Respondent submits before us in writing :- 

(i)
A list of steps taken so far to organize the files and record.  In this letter dated 19.12.2007, Director State Transport submits that suitable racks for stacking the record have been provided and the files have been segregated branch wise.  While this seems to be a healthy development, we accept the objection of the Complainant that indexing and tabulation of record has still not 
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been done.  Respondent states before us that this is a huge task and requires some more time.  In this letter of 19.12.2007, it is also submitted that adequate staff has been provided in the Department for maintenance of record.

(ii)
The Respondent has submitted an affidavit in which he has listed the existing deficiencies in the record management.  While admitting that the record is in bad shape, he requests that he should not be held personally responsible for failure to supply the information in time. His defence is that the records have traditionally been kept in a disorganized manner, making it extremely difficult to retrieve relevant papers for delivery to the information seeker. 

(iii)
The representative of the Principal Secretary Transport submits before us that Principal Secretary has issued instructions to the concerned officials for appropriate action in compliance with the order of the Commission.  It is stated before us today that Principal Secretary, Transport is also reviewing the implementation of the directions issued by him.    

3.

After observing the status of implementation of our orders, we note that while some initiative has been taken, it will still be some time before the official records are effectively organized. Undoubtedly, action in this process of improvement in record keeping has taken more than 14 months, and it is still not complete.  In this intervening period, Complainant had visited the office on many occasions and has still not been able to obtain the relevant material he has been seeking as per original request under RTI Act.  

4.

We accept the plea that when the records are in such disarray, an individual Public Information Officer can not be held responsible for delaying the delivery of information.  The failure to deliver the information in time is caused by a systemic deficiency, that is, a basic lack of organization of record management in the Department.   

5.

Be that as it may, the Complainant should not be made to suffer for the inefficiency in the Government Department.  We, therefore, consider it appropriate that the office of Director State Transport should compensate the Complainant.  It would suffice if a token compensation of Rs. 3000/- ( Rs. three 
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thousand only), computed at the rate of Rs. 500/- per date of hearing on which the Complainant appeared before the Commission (six hearings), is paid to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 
6.

We are happy to note that the Department has at least initiated some steps for systematic maintenance of record.  The Complainant accepts the assurance of the Respondent that efforts are being made to trace the relevant information and this would be supplied to him at the earliest.  Respondent requests that he may be allowed a period of two months for delivery of the information.  During this period, maintenance of record would also be made more systematic.
7

To come up on 18.02.2008 for confirmation of compliance of our orders in paras 5 and 6 above. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Col. Rajinder Singh Sohi,

# 97, Lal Bagh,

P.O. Threekay, 

Ludhiana.







   ..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jagraon.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1533 of 2007

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



Sh. Varinder Singh, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



On 14.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent should submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for failure to deliver the information in time.  An affidavit dated 15.12.2007 has been submitted by Sh. Gurpreet Singh Bhullar, SSP, Ludhiana (Rural), the PIO concerned.
2.

In his affidavit, Respondent submits that although there has been some delay in providing the information, this is neither wilful nor deliberate. The collection/compilation of information in the instant case was a time consuming exercise as it required coordination with various officials in the Department.  Respondent assures that all requests for information would be handled promptly as per the Act.
3.

We accept the plea of the Respondent that the information has been delivered to the Complainant to his satisfaction.  We do not find it a fit case for imposition of penalty.

4.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
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,

Zone-D, Ludhiana.






…..Respondent

CC No. 1545 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Jagmohan Singh Bhatti, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



We find that even on 14.11.2007, the last date of hearing, the Respondent was not present.  We give one last opportunity to the Respondent to present his response.  Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana would ensure that his PIO is present in person on the next date of hearing.  

2.

To come up on 04.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dalbir Singh,

S/o Sh. Bahadur Singh,

Village Ganna Pind,

P.O. Haripur Khalsa,

District Jalandhar.





………….. Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Phillaur, District-Jalandhar.


 

……………... Respondent

CC No.  1912 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Sh. Dalbir Singh, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



This is the second occasion on which the Respondent has failed to put in appearance.  One last opportunity is granted to the PIO to put in appearance personally or through a representative not lower than the rank of APIO.  The Senior Superintendent of Police, Jalandhar under whom the PIO in this case works, to ensure that PIO or his representative is present on the next date of hearing.

 2.

To come up for further proceedings on 28.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the SSP., Jalandhar. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

#601, Milk Colony,

Dhanas, Chandigarh.





..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, 
Khanna (Pb.)







…..Respondent

CC No. 1570 of 2007 
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Gian Chand father of the Complainant.



Sh. Ajmer Singh, PPS, SP(Headquarters), Khanna.



On 14.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed :-
(i)
That SSP, Khanna should supply whatever information is available on the record in relation to the demand of the Complainant.  


(ii)
That in case any items of information demanded are not on record, then the SSP, Khanna should submit an affidavit to the Commission to this effect.


(iii)
That a Senior Officer not below the rank of APIO should be deputed to represent the Respondent before the Commission on the next date of hearing.

2.

Respondent states before us today that of six items of information demanded by the Complainant, three had been supplied on 17.08.2007.  In respect of the remaining three items, an affidavit has been submitted by the APIO, Superintendent of Police (D), Khanna to the effect that this information is not available on record. A copy of this affidavit is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  

3.

Complainant expresses complete dissatisfaction with the averment made in the affidavit viz. that the information is not available on record.  He alleges that the information in question is being concealed.  
4.

As we have observed in our order of 14.11.2007, the genesis of this matter is a matrimonial dispute between Ms. Sangita Rani who is Complainant in the instant case and her husband who is a head constable in the police department. The Complainant 
Contd…..P/2
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wishes to have certain information in order to substantiate her claim for maintenance and alimony from her estranged husband. 

5.

According to the Complainant, the original request for information was addressed to the PIO, SSP, Khanna whereas the reply in the affidavit mentioned above is signed by APIO.  The representative of the Complainant requests that the PIO himself should look into this matter and give a response under RTI Act, 2005.

6.

We are not to go into the matrimonial dispute.  We confine ourselves to the demand under RTI Act.  Since the Complainant has made a specific request that the PIO himself should assist in delivery of information and has also alleged that the information supplied is false, we direct that the SSP., Khanna (Sh. Gautam Cheema) should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and satisfy her on the points brought out by her.  This hearing may take place in the office of SSP, Khanna at 1100 hours  on 07.01.2008. 

7.

This will come up for further proceedings on 28.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






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

Ms. Sangita Rani,

# 601, Milk Colony,

Dhanas, Chandigarh.






 -------------------------------------------Applicant 







Vs. 

Sh. Ram Singh, Former Sarpanch, 

Village Bhaman Kalan, P.O., Upplan,

Police Station Kum Kalan,

District-Ludhiana.







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

MR No. 30 of 2007  

ORDER
Present :
Sh. Gian Chand, father of the Applicant.



This is a Miscellaneous Reference. The applicant was asked to explain how the Right to Information Act, 2005, is attracted.  The applicant demands that a former sarpanch of the village Sh. Ram Singh should supply information in regard to a marriage in the village.  

2.

We find that the person arraigned as Respondent in this case is not a Public Information Officer.  As such provisions of RTI Act, 2005 cannot be invoked in this matter. 

3.

This Miscellaneous Reference is dismissed. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

