STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp. Fauji Dhaba,

Dugri Road, P.O. Millerganj,

Ludhiana.





……………..Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer, Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.





……………....Respondent

MR-10 of 2007

In CC No. 804  of 2006 
Present:
Sh. Dinesh Berry, Complainant in person.


CC no. 804 of 2006 was disposed of on 12.03.2007 as neither of the parties was present.  Subsequently, the Complainant wrote to the Commission that he could not be present on the date of hearing that is 12.03.2007 as he was sick.  He prays for re-hearing of the case.
2.

We note that the case was disposed of on 12.03.2007, not on merits, but on account of non prosecution.  It is a settled legal position that causes dismissed for non prosecution can be restored on the Complainant showing sufficient cause for his non appearance on the date on which the matter was disposed of.  The record also shows that nobody was present even on behalf of the Respondent on 12.03.2007, that is, the date on which the complaint was disposed of.  This is an additional reason for permitting the re-opening of the case.  

3.

In view of the foregoing, we restore CC No. 804 of 2006 and proceed to decide it on merits.  

4.

We have heard the Complainant on the merits of the case.  We direct the Respondent to take cognizance of the request for information made to him and to supply the information immediately under intimation to the Commission.  
5.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19.09.2007.  PIO to ensure that his representative not lower than the rank of APIO is present on that date.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vasu Dev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.





……..………......Applicant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Pb. Police (Headquarters),

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent

MR 11 of 2007

In CC No. 86  of 2007
ORDER
Present: 
 Sh. Vasu Dev, Applicant in person.


On 20.03.2007, the matter was disposed of as the information in question had been delivered to the Complainant by the Respondent.

2.

Subsequent to the disposal of the matter, the Applicant again complained that only a part of the information demanded had been supplied.  Today, however, the Applicant states that the entire material demanded has since been delivered to his satisfaction.  
3.

In view of the above, the Miscellaneous Reference is disposed of as having become infructuous.   

4.

The Applicant wishes to place on record the benefits that have accrued to him on account of the right to information conferred upon the citizens of India by the RTI Act, 2005.  According to him, the information in question shall enable him to obtain his gratuity etc. which has been held up in the Department since long.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        
State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB



   S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Yash Raj Goyal (Advocate),

19-Rajguru Nagar Extension,

P.O. Threekay, Distt. Ludhiana.





..Complainant.

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.








..Respondent.

MR 12 of 2007

In CC No. 820 of 2006

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


This case had been disposed of on 30.03.2007 on the statement of the representative of the Respondent that the information in question had been delivered to the Complainant as per the directions of the Commission given vide its order dated 26.02.2007.  
2.

Complainant was not present either on 26.02.2007 or on 30.03.2007 despite the fact that the hearing was conducted at Ludhiana for the facility of the Complainant.  On 30.03.2007, the General Manager of Satluj club on behalf of the PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana had informed the Commission that the information in question had been delivered to the Complainant.  
3.

On 24.07.2007, Complainant wrote to the Commission again stating that the information delivered by the Respondent was still deficient.

4.

It appears that the Complainant has merely been corresponding with the Commission, but has not appeared before the Commission on the date/s fixed for hearing.  Since, however, he has pointed out specific material which had not been supplied to him, we direct that the Deputy Commissioner (Sh. Sumer Singh Gujar) would give a personal hearing to the Complainant on any working day between        27th August 2007 to 31st August, 2007.  Complainant is free to approach the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on any of these days.  
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5.

Respondent has never refused to deliver the information demanded by the Complainant.  The case is, therefore, dismissed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bachna Ram Bhadhi,

Treasury Officer (Retd.),

Ashok Vihar Colony, Nakodar,

District Jalandhar.






…………......Applicant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala




  

  ………………….Respondent

MR 13 of 2007

In AC No. 127  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Applicant. 


Notice of the Miscellaneous Reference had been issued only to the Applicant.  
2.

On 20.02.2007, we had directed the Respondent to deliver authenticated information to the Applicant.  In the absence of the Applicant, it is presumed that the duly authenticated information would have been sent to the Applicant by the Respondent.  

3.

After the last hearing, Applicant had written to the Commission demanding that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for the delay in supply of information. The matter had already been disposed of.  It was fixed for hearing today only to hear the Applicant’s contention regarding his insistence on the imposition of penalty. The Applicant, however, has failed to put in appearance before the Commission today. Moreover, the information having already been supplied, we see no reason to prolong this matter any further.  
4.

In view of the above, the application is dismissed.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )

         
        



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

Ashok Vihar Colony,

Nakodar.
  


---------------------Applicant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Treasury Officer,

Nakodar.

          &

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Treasury & Accounts,

Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.   



------------------------ Respondent
MR 18 of 2007

In CC No. 676 of 2006

ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Applicant/Complainant. 

This Miscellaneous Reference has been filed in CC No. 676 of 2006 which was disposed of on 20.02.2007 as the information available with the Respondent had been supplied to the Complainant.  In this Miscellaneous Reference, the Applicant prays for the imposition of penalty upon the Respondent. under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005 on the plea that the information supplied to him was neither complete nor correct.  

2.

Perusal of our order dated 20.02.2007, shows that the question regarding the supply of information has already been finally settled therein.  In the face of this order dated 20.02.2007, it is idle for the Applicant/Complainant to contend that the information supplied to him was incomplete or incorrect. Moreover, the Applicant/Complainant has not put in appearance before the Commission today to substantiate his plea.     

3.

In view of the above, the application is dismissed.  

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State 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.)







…………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

MR 14 of 2007

In CC  No.391 of 2006
ORDER

Present :
Col. Rajinder Singh Sohi, father of Smt. Amandeep Kaur on behalf of the 

Complainant.


Complainant had a matrimonial dispute relating to dowry etc. with her husband.  The information demanded by the Complainant included some material from the Superintendent of Police and some from the Women Cell.  
2.

On the last date of hearing that is 02.01.2007, we had disposed of this matter on the assumption that the entire material had been delivered to the Complainant to her satisfaction.  The Complainant was not present on 02.01.2007 when the order was made.  On that day, Respondent’s assurance that the information had been given and also that any further information demanded would also be supplied had been accepted and it was observed that the delay in delivery of information was not mala fide, intentional or deliberate. It was, therefore, held that it was not a fit case for imposition of penalty.  
3.

Complainant submits before us today that the vital information by way of investigation carried out by the Women Cell had not been supplied to him.  He further submits that the contents of the affidavit of the Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana are false, in so far as the information of the Women Cell is concerned.  He also points out that the affidavit furnished by the SSP is undated.  

4.

In regard to the technical point regarding the affidavit being undated, we do not consider it to be of much consequence, since we have taken cognizance of it when it was submitted.  In regard to the information, which according to the Complainant has still not been supplied, the Respondent is directed to give his comments on the allegations made by the Complainant. 

5.

Complainant states before us that the delay in delivery of information demanded has rendered it worthless for her as she had to pursue her case without 
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the necessary documents required by her.  She does not wish to obtain any further information from the Respondent.  She only demands that since she has been harassed in having to unsuccessfully pursue the request for information from the Police Department., the PIO should be suitably penalised for his wilful default in serving the RTI request.

6.

Before taking a final decision on the culpability of the PIO, we would like the SSP, Ludhiana (Sh. R.K.Jaiswal) to give his comments in the form of affidavit on the allegations made by the Complainant.  

7.

To come up for further proceedings on 22.08.2007.  The hearing on 22nd August 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 1200 hours Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

India Integration Movement,
52-B, Pocket A-3,

DDA Flats, Kalka Ji Extension,

New Delhi.





……..………......Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau Punjab,. 
SCO 60-61, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.





………………….Respondent
MR 15 of 2007

In CC No. 43  of 2007

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


This matter had been settled by our order on 20.03.2007.  On that date, the Respondent had assured that any information demanded by the Complainant under the Right to Information Act, 2005, would be delivered to him.  Respondent had pointed out that the Complainant had made many vague and unsubstantiated allegations and had also demanded certain material that amounted to giving his opinion and value judgment. 
2.

The Complainant was not present on the date of hearing.  We had directed that the Respondent should give specific reply to the Complainant regarding the maintainability of the request for information and to deliver whatever information was available.  Instead of approaching the Respondent and other authorities, the Complainant had rushed to the Commission with complaints and allegations including demands to know why certain officials are being shielded by the authorities.  The letter of 10.04.2007 by the Complainant appears to be an emotional outburst.  It is difficult for us to gather what exactly is the information that the Complainant demands.

3.

All that we can do, in the circumstances, is to direct the Complainant to 
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make a fresh application to the PIO of the Public authority concerned specifying the 

exact information required by him.   

4.

The case is disposed of.     
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Dhanvir Chand,

C/o Sh. Mohan Chand,

Vill- Mehat , P.O., Chakarpur,

Tehsil- Khatima,

Distt.-Udham Singh Nagar,

(Uttrankhand).    




……..………......Applicant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

S.S.College, Mogewali Building,

Lajpat Nagar, Opposite-Bus Stand,

Ludhiana. (Pb.) 




………………….Respondent

MR No. 16  of 2007
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the applicant.


Applicant had been called upon to show how the Respondent was a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h), RTI Act, 2005 and, thus, amenable to the jurisdiction of the Commission.  

2.

Applicant has not appeared before us today, nor has he sent any material to support his contention that the Respondent is a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h), Right to Information Act, 2005.  

3.

In these circumstances, no further action is deemed necessary.  This case is dismissed.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Hitender Jain,

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.




……………..Complainant.






Vs 
Public Information Officer,

o/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Information Technology,

Administrative Reforms Branch,

Punjab Civil Sectt, Chandigarh.



 ……………....Respondent

CC No. 73 of 2007 






  ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


Smt. Swarn Lata, Under Secretary and Sh. Manohar Lal, Sr. Assistant 

on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 06.06.2007, we had directed that the information demanded by the Complainant would be supplied to him within a month.  At the same time, PIO was required to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on her for delay in supply of information.  We had also directed that the PIO herself would be present on the next date of hearing that is today.  
2.

Respondent submits before us an affidavit to the effect that the delay in supply of information was not deliberate or intentional.  Respondent also states that the information in question relating to designation of SAPIO, SPIO and Appellate Authorities by the Public Authorities of the State at every level for their offices has been sought from the various Public Authorities.  PIO has also submitted copy of the directions issued by her to various Public Authorities in the State demanding compliance with the orders of the Commission in terms of RTI Act, 2005.   Respondent submits before us that after making efforts, the information is now available.  This information is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  She also submits a compact disk (CD) containing complete information that has been collected.    It is also apparent that in reference to the instant matter before the Commission, the Department of information Technology and Administrative Reforms which is the nodal Department for the RTI has made strenuous efforts to collect material from all sources regarding compliance of the provisions of Section 5 of the RTI Act.

3.

Respondent admits before us, however, that the information delivered to the Complainant through the Commission today might not be complete in respect of 
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certain Departments and Public Authorities in the State.  She states that her staff has been working continuously for the last two months, but since the action to be taken for appointment of PIOs, APIOs etc. is to be by the other Departments and Public Authorities not directly under the control of the Department of Information Technology and Administrative Reforms, these various authorities might not have submitted comprehensive information so far.  She requests for some more time to make a complete analysis of the data that has been delivered to the Complainant and to identify the deficiencies which may exist in the information collected so far. 
4.

The Complainant states that he would like to study the voluminous material running into approximately 1000 pages that has been delivered to him in our presence today before he is able to state with certainty as to whether his demand for information has been met.  Complainant also brings to our notice certain deficiencies observed by him in respect of the working of certain Public Authorities.  According to the Complainant, some authorities are ignorant of their duty and responsibility in the matter of carrying out the mandate of the RTI Act, 2005.  In order that the matter is suitably resolved for the benefit of the public, we direct as follows :-
(a) That the Respondent shall study the material compiled and delivered to him so far to identify the deficiencies, if any. 
(b) That the Respondent would take up the matter with the defaulting Departments and Public Authorities to ensure that action by them is completed and intimated to the nodal Department (Respondent).  
(c) That the information supplied to the Complainant in electronic form (CD) be also placed on the website of the State Government and this should be linked to the website of the Commission. 
(d) That the Complainant would study the material received by him in hard copy and electronic form and give his comments to the Commission and also to the Respondent.
5.

This should be done within the period of 15 days.  To come up for further proceedings on 03.10.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






State
Information Commissioner 
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Surinder Pal (Advocate),

Hall No. 1, Opp. Chamber No. 106,

First Floor, Lawyers’ Complex,

Distt. Courts, Ludhiana.


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

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 






   
--------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 113 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Surinder Pal, Complainant in person.  


Sh. I.S. Kahlon, District Revenue Officer-cum-APIO on behalf 


of the Respondent



The issue argued before us today is whether the Complainant can be exempted from the payment of fee on account of delay in delivery of information.  Respondent states that on receipt of request for information dated 28.11.2006, he wrote to the Complainant on 22.12.2006 (within a period of one month) that he could collect the information from his office after payment of requisite fee.   
2.

Complainant submits that the information has not been supplied within 30 days and, therefore, it should be delivered to him free of cost as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  
3.

Arguments of both sides have been heard. The decision on the question whether the Complainant is entitled to information without the payment of fee is reserved.   
4.

Certain material is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  He wishes to study the same before confirming whether his demand for information has been met.  Complainant may send his comments to the Respondent on the material supplied to him within 15 days under intimation to the Commission.  Respondent will take suitable action thereafter and the matter will come up for further consideration on 19.09.2007.  
 (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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

W/o Prof. Mohd. Saleem

# 2536-A-1, Odhla,

 Mohalla Phool Chakkar, 

 Ropar 140001.



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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Administrative Officer,

Pb. State Wakf Board, 

SCO 1062-63, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh & others.

   

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

CC No. 516 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.


On the last date of hearing that is 13.06.2007, we had issued certain directions to the parties and fixed today’s date that is 08.08.2007 for confirmation of compliance with the directions.  

2.

Since neither of the parties is present, another opportunity is granted to them to present their case.  
3.

To come up on 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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

W/o Late Sh. C.D.Jindal,

# 112,. Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala.




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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (General),

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 173 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
Smt. Janak Garg, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 



A letter has been received from the Respondent dated 24.07.2007 in which it is mentioned that :-



“The documents mentioned at Sr. Nos. 1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22 (in the list enclosed) are sent herewith.

The documents mentioned at Sr. Nos.3, 12, 13, 14 and 17 are non existent and hence cannot be supplied.

The documents mentioned at Sr. No. 5, 6, 9, 11, 15, 16 are privileged communications, being confidential matters, having no relationship to any public activity, therefore, the same cannot be supplied.  As regard ACRs, the adverse reports have already been conveyed to Sh. C.D.Jindal and good reports, being also confidential record, is not made public.”  
2.

Complainant states that there are certain deficiencies in the documents supplied to her.  She also contests the stand of the Respondent that documents at serial no. 5, 6, 9, 11, 15, 16 are exempt from disclosure under Section 8 RTI Act, 2005, being privileged communications of confidential matters. 
3.

The Complainant is, therefore, directed to indicate in writing the deficiencies in the information supplied to her and also  to file written submission in reply to the claim of exemption under Section 8 RTI Act, 2005, with a copy to the Respondent.   The Respondent may give his response to the submission, if any,  made by the Complainant.
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4.

To come up for further proceedings on 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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

Village Baina Pur, P.O., Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.


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

 Vs. 

The District and Sessions Judge,

Jalandhar. 






        ---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 100 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Dilbag Singh, Complainant in person.  


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing, we had directed the Respondent to appoint the PIO and also to provide information sought by the Appellant in regard to the enquiry conducted by the Additional District and Sessions Judge, Jalandhar into a fire that had broken out in the record room of the judicial courts Nakodar on 10th August, 2004.

2.

Appellant states that he has received no response from the Respondent in pursuance of the orders of the Commission.

3.

Commission has, however, received a letter dated 18.07.2007 from Sh. Gurdev Singh, District and Sessions Judge, Jalandhar stating that he has written to the Punjab and Haryana High Court seeking necessary guidelines for the appointment of the P IO for supplying the requisite information.  He has also requested that the period of 15 days granted for the appointment of the PIO be extended by two months.

4.

In view of the foregoing, the matter is adjourned to 19.09.2007 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

267B, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana-141003


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

 Vs. 

The District and Sessions Judge,

New Court Complex, Mini Sectt.,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 266 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing, we had directed that the District and Sessions Judge, Ludhiana should appoint the Public Information Officer and also provide information sought by the Complainant.  

2

The Respondent has written to the High Court with an endorsement to the Commission seeking guidance in regard to appointment of PIO and delivery of information.  Respondent has requested for an extension of time pending receipt of guidance from the High Court.

3.

In view of the request of the Respondent, the matter is adjourned to 19.09.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





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.



 
……………... Respondent
     CC No.  278 of 2007






      ORDER

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


Sh. Narinder Singh, DSP on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 27.06.2007, we had observed that information in regard to action taken by the police in the matter of compliance with the directions of the Union Government pertaining to the institutions granting degree/diploma in electro homoeopathy had not been compiled in respect of some of the Districts of Punjab.  We had, therefore, directed that information in respect of the Districts from where it was deficient should also be supplied.  
2.

Respondent states before us today that complete information on the reports of the SSPs in the State had been delivered to the Complainant.  Complainant submits that the information given to him is incomplete.  

3.

According to the Complainant, the information relating to the action taken in the field offices had been delivered to him, but that similar information in respect of action taken at the State level has not been given.

4.

Respondent states that this information is being compiled and would be delivered.  He further states that consequent upon the investigation by the field officers, certain prosecutions would also be launched.  We wish to clarify that even if investigations lead to prosecution, it is not necessary for the Respondent to await the out come of prosecution before deciding to supply the information.  In other words, information as existing on the record of the Respondent on the date on which it was sought  is to be given.  
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5. 
We direct that the Respondent should deliver the information as indicated above before the next date of hearing.  To come up on 19.09.2007.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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 Deputy Commissioner, 

Ludhiana.





 
……………... Respondent

       CC No.  444 of 2007






      ORDER

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



Sh. Ajit Singh Gill, DSP on behalf of the Respondent


On the last date of hearing, we had directed that this matter be also transferred to this Bench as other connected matters are pending before us. 
2.

 We are informed by the parties that Smt. Rupan Deol Bajaj, SIC has ordered the placing of the file of this case before this bench pursuant to our order dated 27.06.2007.  The case file, however, has not been received by us as yet.  
3.

Adjourned to 19.09.2007.  The registry may place this order in the file of case CC 444 of 2007 as and when it is received from the bench of Smt. Rupan Deol Bajaj, SIC.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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.




………….. Applicant.

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Ludhiana.





 
……………... Respondent

AC No. 191 of 2007






      ORDER

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



None is present on behalf of the Respondent




This matter shall be heard alongwith the other connected matter that is CC 278 of 2007, CC 297 of 2007 & CC 444 of 2007. 

2.

Adjourned to 19.09.2007.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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,

Health Services & Family Welfare Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.



 
……………... Respondent

CC No. 297 of 2007






      ORDER

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



None is present on behalf of the Respondent




This matter shall be heard alongwith the other connected matter that is CC 278 of 2007, AC 191 of 2007 & CC 444 of 2007. 

2.

Adjourned to 19.09.2007.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Pawan Sood & others,

# 95, Tagore Nagar ‘A’.

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.
   

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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Tagore Nagar ‘A’,

Welfare Society (Regd.),

54, Tagore Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
MR No. 03 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Pawan Sood, Applicant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 11.07.2007, we had directed that both the Applicant and Respondent should state their position in regard to maintainability of this Reference under the RTI Act, 2005.  The question was whether the Tagore Nagar ‘A’ Welfare Society, Civil Lines, Ludhiana is to be considered a Public Authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) RTI Act, 2005.  

2.

Applicant has submitted that the society in question has received financial grants from the Govt. in the shape of funds from the quota of MPs, Chief Minister, MLAs and also grants from the Department of Local Government, Punjab.  Respondent is not present and, therefore, the averment of the Applicant remains unrebutted.

3.

In the Circumstances, we accept the plea of the Applicant that the society in question is a Public Authority. 
4.

To come up on 22.08.2007.  The hearing on 22nd August 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 1200 hours.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






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

Advocate, # 224, Sector 35-A

Chandigarh.


   

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

O/o AETC (Mobile Wing)

Punjab State, Sector 38,

Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 246 of 2007

Alongwith CC 118 of 2007, CC 119 of 2007, CC 197 of 2007 & CC 268 of 2007

ORDER
Present:     
 Sh. Sandeep Goyal on behalf of the complainant.

 Sh. Chetan Mittal, Advocate, on behalf of the Respondent.
On the last date of hearing that is 11.07.2007, this matter was adjourned for final arguments for today.  

2.

Complainant submits before us today that he wishes to withdraw all these five cases, since the information required by him has been obtained from other sources.  

3.

All these matters are, accordingly, disposed of.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner
(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        


State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Naresh Garg,

Press Reporter,

Bagh Basti,

Tapa Mandi, Distt.Barnala.





….Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal, S.S.N.

Senior Secondary School,

Tapa, Distt. Barnala.






…Respondent

CC No. 965 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Naresh Garg, Complainant in person.



Shri. Beant Singh, Supervisor, and Sh. Suresh Goyal, Advocate on 


behalf of the Respondent.



On 16.07.2007 that is the last date of hearing at Patiala, we had directed that the information relating to the staff and their emoluments etc. working in the S.S.N., Tapa should be supplied to the Complainant.  It was submitted on that day that this was a Government aided private school.  The Respondent who had appeared before us did not controvert this statement of the Complainant in regard to the school being a Government aided school and, thus, a Public Authority.  Today, Respondent wishes to clarify before us that the school in question is entirely privately owned and does not receive any grant from the Government.  He pleads, therefore, that the school not being a Public Authority, no request for information under RTI Act is maintainable.  
2.

Complainant argues that the school is affiliated to the Punjab School Education Board, SAS Nagar, Mohali. He also submits that the staff is required to contribute to the employees’ provident fund.  For these reasons, Complainant submits that the school is a Public Authority under the RTI Act, 2005.  
3.

The fact of affiliation with the Punjab School Education Board and contribution to employees’ provident fund does not by itself bring the school within the ambit of the RTI Act.  Complainant has not been able to show that the school receives any grant from the Government.

4.

The Respondent was remiss in not bringing these facts to our notice when this matter was last heard.  He submits before us that he is on the management 
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 of the school but as the principal had resigned, he was unaware of these details.  

5

In the above circumstances, this complainant is held to be not maintainable under the RTI Act, 2005, as the school is not a Public Authority under Section 2(h) RTI Act, 2005.   

6.

This complaint is dismissed.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Deepak Kumar, 
S/o Sh. Ram Sarup,

Sector A, Gali No. 07,

Ramnagar, Sunam,

District Sangrur.







….Applicant
Vs

Public Information Officer, 
O/o Principal, 

Model Basic High School,

Sunam,

District Sangrur.  







…Respondent

MR No. 18-A of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Applicant.


This is a Miscellaneous Reference. Applicant demands information from Model Basic High School, Sunam. Notice for today was issued to the Applicant only.  

2.

Applicant has not turned up.  The case is, accordingly, dismissed for non prosecution.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 08.08.2007








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        





State Information Commissioner
