STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Swaran Singh s/o Sh.Amar Singh

Through Sh.Kuldip Rah Kalia (Authorised Agent),

S/O  Lt. Sh.Wadhawa Mal,

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur







…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o State Bank of India,

Talaab Road, Dasuya,

Distt.Hoshiarpur.












………….Respondent

MR  No. 26 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh.Kuldeep Kalia, authorized representative of applicant



In this Misc. reference, the applicant has sought information from the State Bank of India, which is a Nationalized Bank. Nationalized banks in India are public authorities established with financial support by the Central Government or its agencies.  The Government of Punjab does not contribute to or control nationalized banks. The appropriate Government in relation to a Nationalized Bank is, therefore, the Central Government. As such any grievance regarding demand for information under RTI Act is to be considered by the Central Information Commission and not the State Information Commission. The applicant has been insisting that this Bank is within the purview of the State Information Commission. He was invited to adduce any material to support this contention. He has been unable to do so. The matter not being within the purview of the State Information Commission, the plea of Applicant is rejected. 
 The applicant is free to approach Central Information Commission whose postal address is given hereunder:-


Central Information Commission,



Old JNU Campus, Block IV, 5th floor,



New Delhi – 110 067.



The applicant be informed accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Harbans Kaur wd/o Sh.Sakandar Singh

Through Sh.Kuldip Rah Kalia (Authorised Agent),

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur






…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Oriental Bank of Commerce,,

VO Jallowal ( via Chabewallo),,

 The & Distt.Hoshiarpur.














………….Respondent

MR  No. 25 of 2006 





ORDER
Present 
Sh.Kuldeep Kalia, authorized representative of applicant



In this Misc. reference, the applicant has sought information from the Oriental Bank of Commerce, which is a Nationalized Bank. Nationalized banks in India are public authorities established with financial support by the Central Government or its agencies.  The Government of Punjab does not contribute to or control nationalized banks. The appropriate Government in relation to a Nationalized Bank is, therefore, the Central Government. As such any grievance regarding demand for information under RTI Act is to be considered by the Central Information Commission and not the State Information Commission. The applicant has been insisting that this Bank is within the purview of the State Information Commission. He was invited to adduce any material to support this contention. He has been unable to do so. The matter not being within the purview of the State Information Commission, the plea of Applicant is rejected. 
 The applicant is free to approach Central Information Commission whose postal address is given hereunder:-


Central Information Commission,



Old JNU Campus, Block IV, 5th floor,



New Delhi – 110 067.



The applicant be informed accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

 Sh.Kuldip Raj Kalia 

S/O  Lt. Sh.Wadhawa Mal,

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur






…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o State Bank of India,

 Dasuya,

Distt.Hoshiarpur.












………….Respondent

MR  No. 29 of 2006 





ORDER
Present Sh.Kuldeep Kalia, authorized representative of applicant



In this Misc. reference, the applicant has sought information from the State Bank of India, which is a Nationalized Bank. Nationalized banks in India are public authorities established with financial support by the Central Government or its agencies.  The Government of Punjab does not contribute  to or control nationalized banks. The appropriate Government in relation to a Nationalized Bank is, therefore, the Central Government. As such any grievance regarding demand for information under RTI Act is to be considered by the Central Information Commission and not the State Information Commission. The applicant has been insisting that this Bank is within the purview of the State Information Commission. He was invited to adduce any material to support this contention. He has been unable to do so. The matter not being within the purview of the State Information Commission, the plea of Applicant is rejected. 
 The applicant is free to approach Central Information Commission whose postal address is given hereunder:-


Central Information Commission,



Old JNU Campus, Block IV, 5th floor,



New Delhi – 110 067.



The applicant be informed accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Iqbal Singh

Through Sh.Kuldip Raj Kalia (Authorised aget)

S/O  Lt. Sh.Wadhawa Mal,

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur






…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab National Bank,

 Dasuya,

Distt.Hoshiarpur.





………….Respondent

MR  No. 30 of 2006 





ORDER
Present 
Sh.Kuldeep Kalia, authorized representative of applicant



In this Misc. Reference, the applicant has sought information from the Punjab National Bank, which is a Nationalized Bank. Nationalized banks in India are public authorities established with financial support by the Central Government or its agencies.  The Government of Punjab does not contribute to or control nationalized banks. The appropriate Government in relation to a Nationalized Bank is, therefore, the Central Government. As such any grievance regarding demand for information under RTI Act is to be considered by the Central Information Commission and not the State Information Commission. The applicant has been insisting that this Bank is within the purview of the State Information Commission. He was invited to adduce any material to support this contention. He has been unable to do so. The matter not being within the purview of the State Information Commission, the plea of Applicant is rejected. 
 The applicant is free to approach Central Information Commission whose postal address is given hereunder:-


Central Information Commission,



Old JNU Campus, Block IV, 5th floor,



New Delhi – 110 067.



The applicant be informed accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Rajinder Singh Bedi s/o Sh.Balwant Singh

Through Sh.Kuldip Raj Kalia (Authorised aget)

S/O  Lt. Sh.Wadhawa Mal,

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur






…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab National Bank,

Dera Baba Nanak,

Distt.Gurdaspur.












………….Respondent

MR  No. 31 of 2006 





ORDER
Present 
Sh.Kuldeep Kalia, authorized representative of applicant



In this Misc. reference, the applicant has sought information from the Punjab National Bank, which is a Nationalized Bank. Nationalized banks in India are public authorities established with financial support by the Central Government or its agencies.  The Government of Punjab does not contribute to or control nationalized banks. The appropriate Government in relation to a Nationalized Bank is, therefore, the Central Government. As such any grievance regarding demand for information under RTI Act is to be considered by the Central Information Commission and not the State Information Commission. The applicant has been insisting that this Bank is within the purview of the State Information Commission. He was invited to adduce any material to support this contention. He has been unable to do so. The matter not being within the purview of the State Information Commission, the plea of Applicant is rejected. 
 The applicant is free to approach Central Information Commission whose postal address is given hereunder:-


Central Information Commission,



Old JNU Campus, Block IV, 5th floor,



New Delhi – 110 067.



The applicant be informed accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Resham Singh Saini s/o Sh.Puran Singh

Through Sh.Kuldip Raj Kalia (Authorised aget)

S/O  Lt. Sh.Wadhawa Mal,

196/10. Kainthan, Dasuya-144205,

Distt.Hoshiarpur






…………......Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Citi Bank,N.A.L.S.E.Building,

Feroze Gandhi Market, Pakhowal Road,,

Ludhiana.




………….Respondent

MR  No. 32 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
Sh.Kuldip Kalia, authorized representative of  the applicant.



In this case the applicant has complained that his request for information has not been responded to by the Citi Bank, Ludhiana. He, therefore, invokes the jurisdiction of this Commission under section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 praying for a direction to the Citi Bank, Ludhiana to provide the requisite information and also for imposition of penalty under section 20 of the Act on the respondent PIO. 






The Citi Bank is not a body established or constituted by or under the Constitution or by any law made by Parliament / State Legislature. It is thus to be seen whether the Respondent is a body owned, controlled or substantially financed by funds provided by the appropriate Government. The applicant has not placed any material on record to show that the Citi Bank is a body which has been financed, wholly on in part by the State Government, that is, the Government of Punjab. The Applicant has, therefore, failed to establish that the Respondent, that is, the Citi Bank is a public authority as defined under the Act. Even otherwise it is beyond doubt that the Citi Bank is a Private Bank which is neither controlled nor funded by the State.



Since the Respondent is not a public authority as defined by section 2 (h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the Commission has no jurisdiction to entertain any complaint against the Citi Bank under section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005. The application is thus not maintainable and is dismissed.



A copy of this order be sent to the applicant.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 I
nformation Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Wing Commander J.S.Talwar (Retd),

# 623, Sector 33B, Chandnigarh

…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Director Local Govt. Punjab,

Juneja Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh..















………….Respondent

AC  No. 85 of 2006 





ORDER


None is present on behalf of the Appellant. Sh.V.K.Bhalla, Addl. Secretary, Local Govt. PIO on behalf of the Respondent.




Appellant has communicated to us in writing that he is not able to attend the court today. He has requested that the case may be settled on its merits in his absence. In the same letter, the Appellant has mentioned that until 25.12.2006 the information demanded by him was not supplied to him.



Respondent submits before us that on 30.12.2006 complete information, as demanded by Appellant, was delivered to him. He submits a photo copy of the confirmation from the Appellant that the documents have been delivered to him on that date i.e. 30.12.2006. Appellant states on the same paper that the respondent has invited him to inspect the file on any date that he wishes.



Respondent submits that in view of the above, the information is deemed to have been supplied and the case may be closed accordingly.


We accept this submission. The case is closed.  In case any further information is demanded, the complainant is free to approach the office of Director Local Govt. Punjab. PIO assures us that any fresh request for information would similarly be allowed, along with permission to inspect the record, in that office.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

# 850, Urban Estate Phase-2,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







………….Respondent

AC  No. 102 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh.Tarlochan Singh Bhatiia, Appellant in person and Sh.Amar Singh, Sub-Inspector Police on behalf of PIO-SSP Ludhiana.



The Appellant states before us that this case is linked with other cases, namely, CC-328, 385 and 386/2006, all of which are before the Commission as demands for information from the Police Department and office of Chief Secretary Punjab. According to Appellant a fraud had been committed by the office bearers of Ludhiana Wholesale Cloth Merchants Shop-cum-Office building Society, Ludhiana, a registered Society. Appellant states that he had filed a First Information Report with the police on 06.10.2004 about this illegality.  He has demanded to know from the record of the police the action taken by them on his FIR.



Respondent states before us that he has submitted a copy of the inquiry report that was conducted in pursuance of the FIR. Appellant is not satisfied with this. He states that this inquiry report was already available on record of the court where the case was being pursued by him. What he demands is that the documents produced before the Inquiry Officer along with the statements of witnesses in the inquiry should be delivered to him. Appellant suspects that no such document exists. He alleges that on the basis of oral statements of various parties who appeared as witnesses, the case was arbitrarily closed by the Police Department.



We do not go into the matter of alleged illegal operations by the Society in question. Our concern is the delivery of documents that are to be considered as information under RTI Act.



We direct that PIO should submit an affidavit by the next date of hearing along with statements made before the Inquiry Officer, and also submit copies of the documents that were perused by the Inquiry Officer along with submissions made before the Inquiry Officer. In case there are no documents of this nature, (as has been alleged by the Appellant), the affidavit should clearly state that no such documents exist.



Appellant is obviously free to use this information in whatever manner he desires.



To come up for confirmation of compliance of this order on 16.01.2007. This case will be heard along with CC No.382, 385 and 386 of 2006, all of which are listed for hearing on the same date, that is, 16.01.2007.



Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dilbagh Singh,

Correspondent Hindustan times,

Nakodar, Nurmahal, Shahkot,

V.Banapur, P.O.Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar & another.



………….Respondent

AC  No. 28 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
Sh.Dilbagh  Singh Appellant in person and Sh.Kabul Singh, Asstt.Sub-Inspector Police on behalf of PIO-SSP Jalandhar.



The Respondent, Sh.Naunihal Singh, SSP Jalandhar has sent a fax message dated 01.01.2007 stating that he has recently joined as SSP Jalandhar and has requested that some other date for appearance may kindly be fixed.



We observe that on the last date of hearing i.e. 20.11.2006, Sh.Ishwar Singh, the then SSP Jalandhar had sought exemption from appearance and requested a fresh date. While we are inclined to accept the request of PIO, SSP Jalandhar for another adjournment today on account of change of PIO, we would like to settle this matter  positively on the next date of hearing.



To come up for arguments on 26.02.2007. 

PIO may note that this is the last opportunity for arguments.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.R.K.Maurya ( Advocate)

Hall No.1, Opp.Room No.106,

Ist floor, Lawyers Complex,

Distt. Courts Ludhiana







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC  No. 104 of 2006 





ORDER


None is present on behalf of Appellant. Sh.Amar Singh, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of PIO, SSP Ludhiana.



The information demanded by Appellant relates to the procedure and directions of the Government in regard to the registration in Ludhiana District of persons from outside the State as “migrants”. Respondent submits before us a letter addressed to the Deputy Registrar of the Commission giving response to each of the 8 points raised by Appellant. The import of this communication dated 01.01.2007 is that there is no order or Notification of the Govt. or the Department whereby persons from outside the State are to be compulsorily registered or issued any identity cards. The Respondent states before us that the Police Department has adopted a practice of issuing identity cards to persons from outside the State with a view to preventing harassment of such outsiders by any elements. It is entirely a voluntary matter for the “migrants” to secure such identity cards. Respondent further submits that the police is required to keep a close check on criminal activities by any persons.  The system adopted by them is to identify outsiders who do not have a base in Ludhiana and to get identity cards issued for such persons. Respondent further clarifies that these identity cards are not issued to “migrants” as claimed by the Appellant but to the tenants residing in houses, domestic servants and industrial workers. The objective of the practice is to keep a watch over any possible criminal activity by any unknown persons.



While Appellant is not present before us today, it is appropriate that a copy of the letter submitted to the Commission should be delivered to Appellant also. All the items mentioned in demand for information at (a) to (h) except (e) are covered in the communication received from the Police. In respect of (e) the police submits that:

“Copies of contract and terms & conditions of the contract, are ready to be supplied. The appellant can collect the required copies of the Contract”.

We direct as under:-

(1) A copy of letter dated 01.01.2007 delivered to us  by the Respondent  be sent to the Appellant;

(2) In respect of item (e) the information should be sent as requested, by post, to the Appellant giving him all the details.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 13.02.2007.



Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
          Information Commissioner

Note:- 
After the hearing, it has been brought to our notice that elections to the State Legislative Assembly are scheduled to be held on 13.02.2007. Accordingly, the next date of hearing is fixed as 06.02.2007 instead of 13.02.2007
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt.Rajinder Kaur

w/o Sh.Bachhittar Singh,

# 2, Opp.Ludhiana Medicity,

Threeke, Distt.Ludhiana (Pb.)







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








…………….Respondent

AC  No. 55 of 2006 





ORDER



None is present on behalf of Appellant. Sh.Amar Singh, Sub Inspector of Police  on behalf of PIO, SSP Ludhiana.



The Appellant has submitted before us in writing that the information demanded by her has been duly supplied. 

The matter is accordingly closed.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt.Amandeep Kaur

w/o Maj.Davinder Singh,

# 971, Lal Bagh, 

Threeke, Distt.Ludhiana (Pb.)







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








………….Respondent

AC  No.391 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
None is present on behalf of the Appellant. Sh.Amar Singh, Sub Inspector of Police  on behalf of PIO, SSP Ludhiana.



The information in question had been duly supplied before the last date of hearing i.e. 13.11.2006. On the same date we had directed the PIO to submit an affidavit explaining why penalty should not be imposed on him as demanded by the complainant.



The representative of the respondent submits before us today the reply of Sh.Amardeep Singh, IPS, SSP, Ludhiana PIO. He states that the complainant has demanded some additional information regarding case No.840.  Respondent states that this information would also be supplied to the Appellant after treating it as a fresh request.



Respondent further states that there has been no deliberate attempt or intention on his part to with-hold any information.



We are of the view that it is not a fit case for imposing any penalty, as the delay is not malafide, intentional or deliberate. The case is closed accordingly.


Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Paramjit Singh Channi, Advocate,

Chamber No.303-A, Judicial Court Complex,

Jalandhar.







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Dy. Inspector General of Police,

Computers & Telecommunication Punjab,

Mini Sectt. Sector 9,

Chandigarh.




………….Respondent

CC  No.609 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
Sh.Paramjit Singh complainant in person. None Is present on behalf of PIO, o/o Dy.Inspector General of Police, Computers & Telecommunication Punjab.


We observe that notice had duly been given on 30.11.2006 to the Respondent for appearance before the Commission on 2.1.2007. The Respondent, however, has failed to put appearance.

 We give one last opportunity to the Respondent to appear on the next date of hearing. A copy of this order be sent to DGP Punjab by name who will ensure that the PIO or his representative is present on the next date of hearing.

To come up for hearing on 13.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007







(Surinder Singh)
         
        


            Information Commissioner
Note:- 
After the hearing, it has been brought to our notice that elections to the State Legislative Assembly are scheduled to be held on 13.02.2007. Accordingly, the next date of hearing is fixed as 06.02.2007 instead of 13.02.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Subhash Rangbulla,

Lok Shakti Consumer Association (Regd.),

Wool Bazar, Fazilka.



…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary, Department of Revenue,

Punjab Civil Sectt.

Chandigarh.







………….Respondent

AC  No.99 of 2006 





ORDER


 None Is present on behalf of Appellant. Sh.Rakesh Bhalla, Under Secretary (Revenue) Punjab on behalf of PIO, o/o Secretary (Revenue) Punjab.


The information demanded relates to the criteria followed by the Punjab Govt. for creation of new Districts. Respondents submits before us today in his reply as under:-

“It is pertinent to mention here that the new Districts of Mohali, Faridkot, Moga, Nawanshahar, Mansa, Fatehgarh Sahib were declared in larger public interest by the Government from time to time. The applicant has no legal right to seek a copy of the report which was never notified. The applicant can have a copy of any document and he has no legal right to ask the question such as criteria/reasons/circumstances etc. as desired by him in point (a) & (b) above. The documents asked for by him were supplied to the applicant. Hence no violation of Right to Information Act, 2005 has been made by the Department”.



The response of the Govt. from the PIO is not acceptable. The information demanded is not covered by exemption under section 8 (d) of the RTI Act as claimed by the Respondent. The Appellant is fully authorized to seek information relating to creation of new Districts.



In these circumstances, we direct that the information in question viz reasons & circumstances for declaration of Mohali, Faridkot, Moga, Nawanshahar, Mansa,Fatehgarh Sahib should be delivered to Appellant.



A copy of reply of the PIO sent to the Commission be also sent to Appellant.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 13.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

Note:- 
After the hearing, it has been brought to our notice that elections to the State Legislative Assembly are scheduled to be held on 13.02.2007. Accordingly, the next date of hearing is fixed as 06.02.2007 instead of 13.02.2007.
.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Harcharan Singh Sidhu,

#274, Working Women Rural Welfare Society,

Block-C, Kaibwala Road,

V.Kansal, Distt.Mohali





…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o  Under Secretary, Department of Revenue (Genl.)

Punjab,   Financial Commissioner  Sectt.

Punjab Civil Sectt.

Chandigarh.







………….Respondent

CC  No.566 of 2006
ORDER

Present:
 Sh.Harcharan Singh Sidhu, complainant in person. Smt.Prem Lata Joshi, Supdt. Gr.II, Department of Revenue on  behalf of PIO, o/o Financial Commissioner (Revenue) Punjab.


Respondent requests an adjournment of a week for supplying the information.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 13.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

Note:- 
After the hearing, it has been brought to our notice that elections to the State Legislative Assembly are scheduled to be held on 13.02.2007. Accordingly, the next date of hearing is fixed as 06.02.2007 instead of 13.02.2007.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms.Daisy Walia,

Lecturer Dance,

2-A, Gurdwara Moti Bagh Colony,

Patiala.





…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.





………….Respondent

CC  No.708 of 2006 





ORDER

Present:
 Ms.Daisy Walia, complainant in person. Sh.Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of PIO, o/o Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala.



On the last date of hearing i.e. 5.12.2006 we had directed that information on 13 out of 14 items listed in the demand for information in para (vii) should be supplied to her. In respect of one of these items i.e. number (xii) we had decided that this being a bulky document need not be supplied. The complainant states before us that certain information has been supplied as per directions of the Commission, but that the following items have still not been supplied:-

(i)  Item No.(ii) -copy of the application submitted by Sh.Madhukar Anand for Appointment as Prof. on adhoc basis;

           (ii)
Item No.(xiii)- Reports of Experts regarding  published work of Sh.Madhukar Anand.



Respondent admits before us that the information on items (ii) and (xiii) above has not been properly delivered. He is prepared to give this information as demanded.



In respect of item (xii) viz  copies of published work submitted by Sh.Madhukar Anand for evaluation, Respondent submits that it is not clear from the complaint as to whether the information demanded relates to the reports of the experts on the adhoc appointment or the reports of the experts on regular appointment. He also submits that since the interviews for the regular appointment were held on 21.09.2006 – three days after the request for information was received – quite clearly he is not required to supply the information which did not even exist on the file on 18.09.2006.



The complainant clarifies before us that the information demanded on the reports of experts relates to the initial adhoc appointment and not the regular appointment. Respondent is directed to deliver this information immediately. Respondent states that in respect of reports of experts regarding adhoc appointment, this has been duly supplied as per item No.(vii). The complainant accepts that the reports of experts that might have been made on 21.09.2006 cannot be a subject matter of the present case. She would make a separate request for information on the report pertaining to the regular appointment of 21.09.2006.



To sum up, Respondent is directed to ensure that information on items (ii) and (xiii)) is supplied to the complainant within a week.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 16.01.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr.K.S.Sidhu,

44-Sidhu Villa Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab )





…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.












………….Respondent

CC  No.69 of 2006 





ORDER

Present:
 Dr.K.S.Sidhu, complainant in person. Sh.Gurpreet Singh, Advocate on behalf of PIO, o/o Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala.



On the last date of hearing i.e. 20.11.2006 we had observed that the specific document demanded by the complainant was not available on record with the office of Vice Chancellor, Punjabi University, Patiala. We had directed that an inquiry should be conducted at an appropriate level into the loss of the document in question.



Respondent submits before us a copy of the report of Inquiry Officer appointed by the Vice Chancellor, Punjabi University, Patiala into the loss of original document. There are claims and counter-claims before us in regard to the responsibility for loss of document in question. The Commission is not to adjudicate this matter or to fix responsibility for the loss of a specific document. We are merely required to ensure that information demanded is given, and if such information is not available, to satisfy ourselves that efforts have been made by the appropriate authority to trace the information. Efforts in this regard have clearly not borne fruit. The Inquiry Officer has opined that while the document in question is undoubtedly missing, responsibility cannot be fixed for its loss. The Inquiry Officer hints that the role of the then Registrar ( the complainant Dr. K.S.Sidhu himself ) in the loss of the document cannot be ruled out.



Since the document in question has not been traced despite best efforts, we cannot proceed any further in regard to its delivery. We can only conclude that such document is no longer on record.



The complainant pleads before us that his efforts to obtain the document in question have led to great harassment to him. He alleges that University authorities have been deliberately avoiding the delivery of information to him. He demands that for this, suitable penalty be imposed on the PIO.

 We direct that before the next date of hearing, PIO should submit an affidavit explaining why the demand of the complainant for imposing penalty should not be accepted.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr.O.P.S.Kande,,

Former State President IMA Pb.,

IMA HQ, IMA House,

IP Marg, New Delhi-110002










…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Director Health Services Pb.,

Pariviar Kalyan Bhawan,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.












………….Respondent

CC  No.516 of 2006 





ORDER


None is present either on behalf of the complainant  or the PIO.


The case is accordingly closed.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 
Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hiteder Jain,

Resurgence India, B-34-903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana







………….Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Commissioner.

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







………….Respondent

MR  No.27 of 2006 in CC No.139/06





ORDER

Present:
Dr.Jaswant Singh, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala along with Sh.Hem Raj Mittal Advocate on behalf of Respondent in original case No.CC-139/2006.



The complainant in the original case, that is, CC No.139/2006 has requested that the case be heard on another date. The Respondent points out before us that it is not necessary for the instant case to be heard in the presence of the complainant. He merely wishes to seek a recall of the orders of the Commission to the extent that penalty has been imposed on him.



In his written submissions Dr.Jaswant Singh has pleaded that the delay in supplying the information and the failure to do so was not deliberate. He has given a number of reasons pleading that he was throughout taking proper action during the period that he was holding the assignment in Ludhiana.



Certain matters of fact which have been raised by Dr.Jaswant Singh in his submissions need to be verified from the office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana (LMC). Before proceeding further in the matter we direct that Sh.Vikash Pratap Singh, Commissioner, LMC should give his detailed para-wise comments on the submissions made by Dr.Jaswant Singh.



To come up for further proceedings on 26.02.2007. The complainant, Sh.Hitender Jain is free to join the hearing on that date.



A copy of the plea of Dr.Jaswant Singh for recall be sent to Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and also to Sh.Hitender Jain.



A copy of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Vinod Kumar Mehta

s/o Sh.Dewan Chand Mehta,

Phase-II Civil Lines,

Fazilka-152123 







…………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Superintendent,

The Distt.Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Near Railway Crossing,

Ferozepur City.





………….Respondent

MR  No. 24 of 2006 





ORDER

None is present on behalf of the complainant. 

Respondent had not been issued notice. The complainant had been invited to appear and show how RTI is attracted in the instant case. He has not cared to appear. In the circumstances the matter is closed.
A copy of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.K.K.Vashist,

S.E.PWD, B&R (Retd,),

H.No.1735, Phase 3B2,

Mohali.






…………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

PWD,B&R, 5th floor,Mini Sectt.

Chandigarh..




………….Respondent

CC  No. 316 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : Sh.K.K.Vashist, complainant in person and Sh.Yash Pal, Supdt.,on behalf of PIO, o/o Secretary, PWD,B&R Punjab.



The information demanded by the complainant comprising of noting sheets and also copies of Annual Confidential Reports for the year 1992-93 and 1997-98 in the office of Secretary, PWD, B&R leading to a decision to filing of a criminal case against the complainant in the year 1999. The complainant claims that this was a false case and had been withdrawn by the Govt. from the courts.



The respondent states that he has no objection to supply the information. Respondent is directed to deliver a copy of the relevant noting sheet to the complainant.



To come u p for confirmation of compliance on 06.02.2007. 

A copy of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 02.01.2007








(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner

