STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Shanti Devi,

W/o Sh. Som Nath,

2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind – 140 406,

District Fatehgarh Sahib (Punjab).

…………………………Complainant







Vs.

Executive Officer/Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council, Sirhind,
District Fatehgarh Sahib.

………….……………Respondent
CC No. 59 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the parties. 

The Complainant has been writing to the Commission stating that she is too poor to incur expenditure on travel to the Commission’s office and that the Commission should issue suitable directions to the Respondent to supply the information demanded. On the last date of hearing, the Respondent was duly represented. The Complainant did not, however, appear. The Respondent on the last date of hearing had stated that he is prepared to supply whatever information is required by the Complainant.
From the material available before us, we are unable to comprehend what exactly is the deficiency in the information which has been supplied to her. It is not even clear what exactly was demanded by the Complainant. In normal circumstances this matter would have been dismissed for non-prosecution. Since, however, the Complainant has cited her extreme poverty for failure to appear before the Commission, we direct that the Respondent that is Municipal Corporation, Sirhind should enable the Complainant to see any part of the municipal record that she desires. She should be supplied whatever information is available and can be given. The Complainant is free to visit the office of Municipal Corporation, Sirhind, on any working day during the month of September for the purpose.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.


















(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Gurtej Kaur,

W/o Late Sh. Ashwani Kumar,

R/o Street No. 16, House No. 1309,

Goneana Road, Muktsar.

…………………………..Applicant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Muktsar, District Muktsar & another.

………….……………Respondent
MR No. 20 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Applicant. 

Notice had been issued to the Applicant only for a preliminary hearing. In the application made to the Commission, the applicant prays for the supply of a ‘police enquiry report’. There is no averment in the application nor is there any material on record to show that the applicant had demanded copy of the said report from the Respondent. The application made by Mrs. Gurtej Kaur purports to be a complaint under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  A complaint under Section 18 is entertainable by the Commission only where the concerned Public Information Officer has failed to supply the information demanded by any person. There being no averment to this effect in the application titled as a complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the application is not maintainable and is disposed of accordingly.
Copy of this order be sent to the Applicant.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagdev Singh,
S/o Sh. Prem Singh,

House No. 35, Burail,

U.T., Chandigarh.

…………………………..Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director,
Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

SCO No. 74-75, Bank Square,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.

………….……………Respondent
MR No. 19 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Applicant. 
Notice had been issued to the Applicant only for a preliminary hearing. In the application made to the Commission, the applicant prays for the supply of order passed on a review petition made by him to the Chief Minister, Punjab which was subsequently forwarded by the Chief Minister’s office to the Managing Director, Punjab State Warehousing Corporation. There is no averment in the application nor is there any material on record to show that the applicant had demanded copy of the said order from the Respondent. In this view of the matter, the applicant cannot invoke the jurisdiction of the Commission either under Section 18 or Section 19 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
The matter is accordingly disposed of. Copy of this order be sent to the Applicant.

















(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Seema Rani,

W/o Sh. Varinder Kumar,

2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib – 140 406 (Pb.).

…………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Education Officer (Secondary),
Fatehgarh Sahib.

………….……………Respondent
CC No. 65 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on behalf of the Respondent.

This request for information had been disposed of vide our order dated 15.06.06 with the assumption that the information demanded had been supplied. The Complainant, however, requested the Commission to reopen the case as she was not satisfied with the information supplied. In a written communication, she has stated that she is unable to incur expenditure to visit Commission’s office. In her absence, the nature of her grievance with the information delivered cannot be ascertained. We advise the Complainant to visit the office of the Public Information Officer on any day to inspect the record and obtain the desired information. We direct that the Public Information Officer, District Education Officer (Secondary), Fatehgarh Sahib shall render her all assistance in obtaining the information.
The matter is accordingly disposed of.  Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh,

Former Hony. Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

…………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,
Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

………….……………Respondent
CC No. 233 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Notice had been issued to the Complainant only for a preliminary hearing. Complainant has not appeared today. He is given another opportunity to appear. Adjourned to 30.10.2006.
Copy of the order be sent to the Complainant.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ajay Kumar,

S/o Sh. Raj Kumar, Maur Mandi,

District Bathinda.

…………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,
Maur Mandi, District Bathinda.

………….……………Respondent
CC No. 56 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on behalf of the Respondent.

The Complainant was informed to appear on 12th September, 2006. He has not cared to do so. It is presumed that he does not wish to pursue the matter.
This case is disposed of accordingly. Copy of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

M/s Cross Country Apparels,
B-36, Phase V, Focal Point,

Ludhiana.

……………………………Appellant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

ICC, Shamboo, Mehmudpur, District Patiala.

………….……………Respondent
AC No. 43 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. P.C.Garg, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant M/s Cross Country Apparels and Sh. Rajinder Singh Sidhu, Excise & Taxation Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer.
The Appellant had made a request for information regarding the statement made before the authority in the Excise & Taxation Department on the basis of which the Department of Excise & Taxation had levied a penalty under the Value Added Tax Act. Receiving no response, this was considered a denial of information. The Appellant preferred first appeal before the Deputy Commissioner, Excise & Taxation, Patiala, where also there was no response.  Deeming this to be a rejection of his appeal, the Appellant has come up before the Commission in second appeal. The Appellant states before us that after the second appeal was filed on 23.06.06 and notice issued by the Commission on 07.07.06, the information demanded by him has been delivered to him on 09.09.06. 
The  Appellant  demands  that he should be compensated under Section 
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19(8) (b) for loss and detriment suffered by him. He also demands that penalty be imposed on the Public Information Officer for failing to supply the information demanded within the statutorily prescribed period.
In so far as the supply of information is concerned, no further action needs to be taken as the information demanded has admittedly been supplied to the Appellant.
In so far as compensation under Section 19 (8) (b) and imposition of penalty under Section 20 is concerned, the Public Information Officer is directed to submit an affidavit stating why action under Section 19 (8) & 20 be not taken. This affidavit should be submitted before the Commission within 15 days. 
To come up for consideration on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          
















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

H.No. 9 – R, Model Town,

Ludhiana 141 002.

…………………………Complainant








Vs.

Dr. Jaswant Singh (Public Information Officer),
Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana,
Municipal Corporation Building,

Mata Rani Chowk, Ludhiana.

………….……………Respondent
CC No. 163 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on behalf of the Respondent.

Before this matter is disposed of, both parties are given another opportunity. To come up for further proceedings on 30.10.2006.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          















 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohinder Singh Miglani,
S/o Sh. Nihal Singh Miglani,

2869-A, Sector 42-C, Chandigarh.
…………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer/Sarpanch,
Gram Panchayat Nangal,

Village Nangal, Tehsil Phillaur,

District Jalandhar & another.
………….……………Respondent

CC No. 135 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Ranjit Kumar, Block Development Officer, Phillaur and 
Sh. Saudagar Singh, Law Officer, Department of Rural Development and Panchayat on behalf of the Respondent. 

Sh. Miglani has sent a request that this case may be adjourned.

The Commission is informed that a number of documents have been received in the Commission’s office from the Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Nangal, District Jalandhar which appear to be relevant to this case. In the absence of the Complainant, it is not possible to take a final view on the delivery of information.
It is also not appropriate that Government officials should have to make frequent infructuous visits to the Commission’s office.
We direct that the information delivered by the Respondent in the Commission’s office be passed on to the Complainant. In case the Complainant is  not satisfied with the information, he is free to visit the office of the BDPO on any working day during the month of September and may collect the desired information. The Complainant would intimate the date of his visit to the BDPO’s office in advance. The BDPO would call the Sarpanch concerned with the record to enable the Complainant to inspect whatever papers he wishes. Payment in respect of inspection and delivery of record would be as per the Rules. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. H.K.Tewari,

HJ-116, H/B Colony,

B.R.S. Nagar, Ludhiana – 12.

………………………Complainant







Vs.

The Additional Director of Communication CCL&C
-cum-Public Information Officer,
Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.

………….……………Respondent

CC No. 71 of 2006

ORDER
Present Dr. Narinder Pal Singh & Sh. Sham Lal, Senior Assistant, Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states before us that in compliance with the order of the Commission, the University permitted the Complainant to inspect the record in their office on three different dates vis 11.07.06, 17.08.06 & 23.08.06. Copies of 149 different documents were supplied to the Complainant after inspection of the record. According to the Respondent, the Complainant seems to be satisfied with the information supplied to him.
Since the Complainant is not present before us today despite his knowledge of the date of hearing, it is presumed that he would be satisfied by whatever information he has obtained and that compliance with the order dated 03.07.06 has been made.
The matter is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          







 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Swaran Singh Snehi,

VPO Shahpur, via Phillaur,

District Jalandhar.

…………………………Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,
Jalandhar & another.

………….……………Respondent

AC No. 42 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Swaran Singh Snehi, Appellant in person and Sh. Ranjit Kumar, Block Development Officer, Phillaur and Sh. Saudagar Singh, Law Officer, Department of Rural Development and Panchayat on behalf of the Respondent.
The original request for information was made by the Complainant before the District Revenue Officer, Jalandhar (Public Information Officer) on 09.01.06. There being no response to the request, the Complainant deemed it to be a refusal of information, and he thereafter submitted an appeal directly before the Commission on 06.03.06. The Commission sent this appeal in original to the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats who is an Appellate authority in such matters under the Right to Information Act, 2005 on 14.03.06. There does not seem to be any order on the file of Director, Rural Development & Panchayats deciding the first appeal. The Complainant alleges that the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats did not take any action on his appeal. He has now come up before us in second appeal.
The Respondent submits before us that even though the request for information was submitted before the District Revenue Officer, the appropriate authority to deliver the information was District Development and Panchayat Officer, Jalandhar. According to the Respondent, he has no hesitation in giving the information demanded by the Appellant. He states that a part of information has already been delivered.
It appears that neither the Public Information Officer nor the Appellate Authority have acted in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. At the same time there does not seem to be any intention on the part of the Respondent to deny information. In his written submission, the Appellant states that the information supplied to him so far is incomplete and misleading.
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Considering all aspects, we feel that the first priority is that the information should be given as demanded. Thereafter the infringement of procedures can be considered. For this purpose we direct as under :-
i) That the Appellant will be allowed to inspect the record in the office of BDPO on 19.09.06 at 11.00 A.M. Before this date, the appellant will give a list of the items of record that he wishes to obtain. This will enable the Respondent to have the material ready when the Appellant visits his office. For facility of both sides, we direct that Law Officer, Sh. Saudagar Singh who is present before us today should also be present in the office of BDPO, Phillaur at 11.00 A.M on 19.09.06.

ii) In regard to procedure followed at various levels and in various offices including Appellate authority, the Respondent (Director, Rural Development & Panchayats) will submit a detailed note indicating what procedure was adopted and what action was taken at various levels in the entire hierarchy of the department from the village level to Director’s level.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          







 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.

………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,
Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

………….……………Respondent

CC No. 38 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and 
Sh. Harbhajan Karkara, Superintendent (Grade-I), Department of Local Government, Punjab and Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Legal Assistant office of Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.
In an earlier order dated 12.05.06, the Commission had observed that the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana had failed to respond to the request for information demanded by the Complainant. The Commission had ordered that the requisite information should be delivered to the Respondent within 10 days, failing which the Respondent would be required to show cause why he should not be proceeded against under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for deliberately denying the information.
On the last date of hearing that is 22.06.06, we had directed that the Principal Secretary, Local Government should institute an enquiry into the complaint regarding the denial of information, and the failure of the Respondent Improvement Trust, Ludhiana to respond to the request for information.

The Complainant states that the information demanded has still not been given. The Respondent on the other hand states that full information has been supplied. The Respondent places before us today a copy of the enquiry report conducted by the Department of Local Government pursuant to the order of the Commission dated 22.06.06. Since this enquiry report is delivered to us during this hearing, we are unable to go into its contents. 
The Respondent also submits that he has filed an Affidavit in the office of the Commissions on 29.06.06 as per the directions contained in the order dated 22.06.06.  The  Complainant  alleges  before  us that the contents of the affidavit are
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false. The Complainant gives an Affidavit to this effect today. It would be necessary for us to study this also.  A copy of the enquiry report be also supplied to the Complainant as requested by him. In order to study the enquiry report, it is necessary to adjourn this matter to 30.10.06
In so far as the delivery of information is concerned, we direct that the Respondent (Improvement Trust), Ludhiana should provide access to the Complainant in respect of the relevant record that has been demanded by him.
For this purpose, the Complainant is free to visit the office of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana on Friday that is 15.09.06 at 11.00 A.M. The Public Information Officer, Mr. R.D.Awasthi, SDO, Improvement Trust, should be personally present on the said date and time for the satisfaction of the Complainant.
The Respondent will allow him to see all the relevant record. The exact items of the record which the Complainant wishes to study would be intimated to the Respondent before the rising of the Commission today. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

C/o Lawyers for Social Action, Ludhiana Chapter,
539/112/3, St. 1-E, New Shipuri Road,

Ludhiana 141 007.
…………………………Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana & another.
………….……………Respondent

AC No. 41 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Complainant. None is present on behalf of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

The Complainant alleges that the Respondent is deliberately avoiding his request for supplying the information. The Complainant pleads that he is pursuing a matter of public importance vis infringement of building bye-laws by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana in regard to the use of various floors of buildings, basements and also the misuse of parking spaces etc. The Complainant also pleads that for infringement of the Act, the Respondent should be suitably penalised under Section 20 and the Complainant be compensated under Section 19 (8) of the Act for the loss and detriment suffered by him. We direct that the Public Information Officer, Dr. Jaswant Singh (PCS), Joint Commissioner, M.C, Ludhiana should be personally present before us on the next date of hearing. We also direct that the Public Information Officer should explain in an affidavit why action should not be taken against him for failure to comply with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005. This affidavit should be submitted to the Commission within two weeks. A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana by name and to the Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          






 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.

………………………Complainant








Vs.

State Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

………….……………Respondent

CC No.139 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Surinder Pal on behalf of Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant. None is present on behalf of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

We find it surprising indeed that the Public Information Officer of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has failed to respond to the notice issued by this Commission on 27.06.06 for appearance today. We do not wish to take an ex-parte decision at this stage. We direct the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to ensure that the Public Information Officer, Dr. Jaswant Singh (PCS), Joint Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana should be personally present before us on the next date of hearing that is 30.10.2006. We also direct that the Public Information Officer should explain in an affidavit why action should not be taken against him for failure to comply with the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005. This affidavit should be submitted to the Commission within a period of 2 weeks. A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, M.C. Ludhiana by name & to the Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab.

The Complainant submits that some information has been supplied to him just a few days before the date of hearing that is on 07.09.06. Complainant pleads, however, that this information is vague and incomplete and contains many discrepancies. A copy of this letter from the Complainant be sent to the Respondent alongwith this order.
To come up for further proceedings on 30.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006

          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

W/o S. Gurdial Singh Gill,

H.No. 294, Ward No.3,

New Sabzi Mandi Road,

Mansa.

………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer (DDPO),

District Mansa.       





………….……………Respondent

CC No. 99 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Gurdial Singh Gill Husband and Power of Attorney of Mrs. Surinder Kaur, Complainant and Sh. Jatinder Singh Brar, Block Development & Panchayat Officer, Jhunir, District Mansa.
Vide our interim order of 08.08.06, we had directed that the Respondent should obtain the relevant information demanded, even from other offices, if necessary and deliver the same to the Complainant. It transpires today that the complete information as indicated in our order of 08.08.06 has still not been delivered to the Complainant to his satisfaction.
For facility of both the Complainant and the Respondent, we direct that the entire matter may be settled personally by the D.C., Mansa in the presence of both Complainant and the Respondent. Both parties may meet the D.C., Mansa on any mutually convenient date within the next two weeks.
A copy of this order be sent to the D.C., Mansa and also to both the parties.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.10.2006.











(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006













          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurdarshan Singh Bal,

SCF No.5, Industrial Area, Phase I,

Mohali.

………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Industries, Punjab,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.       





………….……………Respondent

CC No. 147 of 2006
&

CC No. 312 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Gurdarshan Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. R.P.Sandhu, Joint Director, Industries, Public Information Officer.



This complaint had been disposed of by us vide our order dated 08.08.06 on the assumption that the information demanded had been duly delivered to the Complainant and he would have been satisfied with the same.



It transpired later that although some information had been delivered to him, the Complainant was not satisfied. On the request of the Complainant, the case was reopened.



The Respondent states before us today that the department is prepared to give to the Complainant any information that he wishes. Respondent supplied the information today to the Complainant before us. The Complainant wishes to study the information delivered to him today before expressing his satisfaction or otherwise. The Complainant submits before us that favouritism has been shown to certain persons in the execution of conveyance deeds in respect of Industrial Plots allocated to them, and he further alleges that he has been discriminated against.



The Complainant requests further that the information demanded by him should be delivered immediately, as he has to travel abroad for his business work.



The Respondent states before us that he has no objection to deliver any additional information also which might not yet have been given.




In  order  to  facilitate  the  matter,  we direct that the Respondent should 
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permit the Complainant to inspect the relevant record in his office. For this we fix the date of inspection as 14.09.06.  Before that date, the Complainant would intimate to the Respondent the exact documents that he requires. If the documents required are over and above those which were demanded in the first instance, the Complainant would have to pay the prescribed fees, and this would be treated as a separate request for this information. 


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 25.09.06.  Copies of the order be sent to the both the parties.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006














          














 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.L.Bhardwaj,

Assistant Director (Retd.),

3135, Sector 44-D, Chandigarh.
…………………………Applicant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Industries & Commerce, Punjab,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh & others.




………….……………Respondent

MR No. 18 of 2006
ORDER

Present Sh. S.L.Bhardwaj, Applicant in person.
The applicant has approached the Commission representing that three different applications made by him to the Department of Industries & Commerce remained unanswered. The matter in which the applicant had approached the State Government related to: 

(a) his request for retrospective promotion as Assistant Director.

(b) the failure of Government to pay  interest on his retrial benefits and

(c) the failure of the Government to pay him honorarium.
Before considering the issuance of notice to the Respondent, it was deemed appropriate to call upon the Applicant to explain how the applications made by him to the Commission were entertainable for taking action under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
We find that although the applicant might be having certain grievances against the Government, his application does not fall under Section 18 of the RTI 
Act, 2005. Perusal of the letters addressed by the applicant to the various authorities of  the  Department of Industries & Commerce shows that no request for obtaining any 
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information under the RTI Act, 2005 is contained therein. It is only in the letters addressed to the Commission that the applicant has made request for disclosure of certain information. The Commission at this stage is, therefore, unable to intervene. The applicant, if so advised may make a proper application under the RTI Act, 2005 to the concerned Public Information Officer seeking the information he desires to obtain. In case he fails to obtain the information pursuant to his request under the RTI Act, 2005, the applicant shall be free to approach the Commission as per the provisions of Sections18 & 19 of the Act.
This matter is accordingly disposed of. Copy of the order be sent to the applicant.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006








(Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Shishpal Singh,

S/o Balbir Singh, 
Divisional Soil Conservation Officer,

Mansa.

………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Department of Personnel & Vigilance, Punjab,

Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.       





………….……………Respondent

CC No. 45 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Shishpal Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Shiv Nath, Superintendent (Personnel) and Sh. Harchand Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.
The Complainant states before us that the information he had sought relates to “illegal” appointment of Divisional Soil Conservation Officer made by the Punjab Public Service Commission in the year 1999. It transpires that the Vigilance Department of the State Government had conducted an enquiry into the allegations of illegalities committed while making this appointment. The Complainant states before us that a copy of the enquiry report of the Director of Vigilance dated 21.08.2003 has since been received by him.
The Complainant submits before us that the Department of Personnel should be directed to give further information regarding the action against the defaulting authority in the Punjab Public Service Commission.
We observe that the demand for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 has already been met. The Complainant seeks to have additional information which was not included in his original request. 
Since the original request for information has since been met, no further action in this case is required. Accordingly this case is disposed of.
In case, the Complainant wishes to have any further information, he is free to make an appropriate request to the Public Information Officer under the RTI Act, 2005.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006













          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Chander Bajaj

S/o Sh. Kundan Lal Bajaj,

R/o Street No.5, Thakur Abadi,
Abohar – 152 116 (Punjab).

………………………Complainant








Vs.

State Public Information Officer-cum-
State Drugs Controller Punjab, Sector 34-A,
Chandigarh.

………….……………Respondent

CC No. 25 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Subhash Chander Bajaj in person and Sh. Pardeep Kumar, State Drug Licensing Authority on behalf of the Respondent.
The Complainant makes the following submissions before us:-
i) That the Public Information Officer has been delaying the supply of information for many months.
ii) That the Complainant visited the office of the Respondent on 13.07.06 as per the directions of the Commission in the order dated 22.06.06. The Respondent deliberately avoided to meet him although he was present in the office. 
iii) That even till today, full information demanded has not been given.
After going into the information delivered by the Respondent, we find it substantially correct that the following items of information demanded by the Complainant in his application under Section 6(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 have still not been supplied to him.
i) Items no’s (i), (iii), (vi), (viii) & (ix) in para 1 of the application.

ii) Item no. (iv) in para 2 of the application.
After considering all aspects, we direct as under:-

i) That complete information as mentioned in the Complainant’s request should be delivered to him immediately.
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ii) That since there has been inordinate delay on the part of the Respondent, no fees be charged for supplying the information.

iii) That if the Complainant so desires, the Respondent will permit him to inspect the record. The Complainant has requested that since he has to come from a long distance (Abohar), he be allowed to inspect the record today itself. We, therefore, direct that the Complainant shall be permitted to inspect the record today in the afternoon.
iv) It also appear that the Respondent had avoided to meet the Complainant when he visited the office of the Respondent as per the directions contained in the earlier order of the Commission. The Complainant states before us that he had telegraphically informed the Respondent that he would be coming on 13.07.06 for the inspection of the record, but he was not provided access thereto. For this lapse, the Respondent is required to give an affidavit before the next date of hearing as to why a penalty should not be imposed on him in terms of Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. In this affidavit, the Respondent should also show cause why he should not be required to compensate the Complainant for the loss and detriment suffered by him on account of his infructuous visit to the office of the Respondent.
To come up for confirmation of compliance and also for consideration of the plea regarding imposition of penalty and award of compensation to the Complainant on 30.10.2006.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006













          





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Tara Chand Jain,

532, Street No. 8, Madanpuri,

Gurgaon – 122 001.



………………………Complainant








Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar, 
Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.       





………….……………Respondent

CC No. 217 of 2006

ORDER
None is present on behalf of the parties.
The case is adjourned to 20.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










(Rajan Kashyap)






    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 12.09.2006













          





 (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner
