STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harcharanjit Singh Sodhi,
Retd. Regional Manager,

56-A, Hira Nagar, Patiala.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o the Divisional Commissioner,
Patiala Division, Patiala.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 280 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. N.S.Sanga, Sub Divisional Magistrate, Derabassi on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Office of the Commissioner, Patiala Division. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The representative of the Respondent states before us that the information demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him vide his letter dated 13.07.2006. This position has been confirmed by the office of the Commissioner, Patiala Division and the office of the Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar vide their letters dated 31.07.2006 and 28.07.2006 respectively. 

The Respondent states before us that the information having been duly supplied, the matter should be closed. According to the Respondent, the Complainant is raising additional issues pertaining to the merits of disposal of certain mutation cases, copies of which have been supplied. We accept the plea of the Respondent that these issues such as the merits of decisions in mutation cases are not to be considered under RTI Act.

The fact that the Complainant is not present before us today suggests that he is no longer interested in pursuing the matter. This is disposed of accordingly.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006










         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Darshan Singh Kang,

# 421, Ward No.1,

Samrala (Ludhiana).

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Department of Education (S), Govt. of Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 276 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Madan Lal, Assistant Public Information Officer, office of DPI (Schools). None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The Respondent states that the information in question has been duly delivered.

The Complainant is not present today. The matter is accordingly closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006










         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Jaspreet Singh,

24, Malkiat Avenue, Near Magnet Resort,

Barewal Road, Ludhiana.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,
Finance Department, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 274 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Harvinder Singh, Senior Assistant, Finance Department on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The Respondent states before us that the information demanded by the Complainant has been delivered to him 

The matter is accordingly closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006









         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini,

Ex. Hon’y. Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Forest Officer,

Hoshiarpur.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 178 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the DFO, Hoshiapur, Respondent.


 On the last date of hearing that is 03.10.06, it was directed that the Complainant shall be delivered the information demanded by him on payment of the prescribed fee. The Complainant states before us that he had visited the office of the DFO, Hoshiarpur on the 4th October, 2006 and again on the 5th October, 05 but the information was not delivered to him. He further states that a cheque for 
Rs. 23,980/- towards fees for the information demanded was also delivered. 

The Respondent, Public Information Officer (DFO, Hoshiarpur) has on the other hand informed the Commission that the Complainant was directed to submit the amount of fee that is Rs. 23,980/- through a bank draft. A copy of this letter dated 11.10.2006 is endorsed to us.


It would be appropriate in the instant case that the Complainant delivers a bank draft as demanded by the Respondent for collecting the information from his office. 

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.11.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini,

Ex. Hon’y. Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Hoshiarpur & another.
...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 290 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini, Complainant in person and Sh. Anup Upadhyaye, Conservator of Forests, Public Information Officer office of Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Punjab, and Sh. K.R.Malhotra, Deputy Director, Administration from the office of Principal Chief Conservator of Forests.

The Complainant states before us that he had sought information on 13 points from the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests on 24.05.06. He states that information on all the points has been duly delivered to him except in respect of item no. 10 namely “Detail of money spent village vise for barbed wire and Fence Post from the year 2002/2003 and 2005/2006 and the source of purchase and at what rate they were purchased”.  Even in respect of this item, information has been partly supplied. The only portion which remains to be supplied is regarding the source of purchase of barbed wires and fence posts. The Respondent states before us that the material was purchased according to the approved rate by the Controller of Stores (DGS&D Rates). He is prepared to supply the remaining part of information also. As part of the barbed wire purchase was made by the DFO, Hoshiapur, he would obtain the same from the DFO and supply the information accordingly.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 05.12.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini,

Ex. Hon’y. Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,
Soil Conservation, Pathankot.
...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 231 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

The Complainant states before us that the information demanded by him has since been supplied and he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.


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

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
   

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Partap Singh,
Professor of Economics (CC),

Punjabi University, Patiala.

…………………….......Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o the Registrar,
Punjabi University, Patiala.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 22 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Vipul Jindal, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent, Punjabi University, Patiala. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The Respondent states before us that he has not been supplied a copy of the original complaint and as such he is unable to take action.

A copy of the complaint is supplied today by the office of the Commission to the Respondent.

Since the Complainant is not before us, we direct that the Respondent shall take appropriate action on the application dated 13.02.2006 made by the Complainant demanding information. While deciding the application seeking information, the Respondent shall keep in view the averments made in the complaint.

The matter is accordingly closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
   

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Roshan Lal Goyal,

Retd. Naib Tehsildar,

Dr. Mela Ram Road,

Opp. O/o Improvement Trust,

Bathinda.

……………………...........Appellant







Vs.
State Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Bathinda.

...….…………….......Respondent
AC No. 56 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Roshan Lal Goyal, Appellant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent, D.C., Bathinda.

The Appellant states that he had made an application dated 18.06.06 to the Respondent demanding the following documents:-
“i)
Copy of enquiry report on my complaint dated 24.12.2003 submitted by ADC, Bathinda to DC, Bathinda against 
Sh. Charanjit Singh etc.
ii) Copy of order of DC, Bathinda on the report of ADC”.

The Appellant alleges that 
Instead of delivering the information, the District Revenue Officer sent some irrelevant and unrelated information regarding action taken on some other application submitted by the Appellant. According to the Appellant, this is a deliberate denial of information which was demanded on 18.06.06. He, therefore, filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 21.07.06. There being no response by the first Appellate Authority, the Appellant deemed it to be a rejection of his appeal. Hence, this second appeal before the Commission.

The Appellant states before us that the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda has been taking due cognizance of his complaints and requests and in fact had instituted a proper enquiry. He, however, alleges that it is the office of the Deputy Commissioner (District Revenue Officer) which is deliberately evading the issue.                                                    
                                                  -2-

Without going into the merits of the allegations by the Appellant, it appears clear that while he is satisfied with the personal action by DC, Bathinda, he is not satisfied with that of the other officials’ in the DC’s office in supplying the information to him.

The most practical approach here would be for the DC, Bathinda to himself summon all the records, give a hearing to the Appellant and to deliver the necessary documents and records to him.


We, therefore, direct that the DC, Bathinda should give a personal hearing to the Appellant on any day in the week commencing 30th October, 06. The Appellant is directed to appear before Sh. Rahul Bhandari, IAS, DC, Bathinda on Monday that is 30th October, 2006 at 11.00 A.M. Sh. Bhandari would go into this matter in relation to the demand for information. The Deputy Commissioner would ensure that the Public Information Officer concerned delivers the information to the Respondent immediately.  He shall also ensure that the PIO concerned appears personally before this Commission on the next date of hearing.

Complainant prays that the defaulting PIO should be suitably penalised under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. The DC, Bathinda would give his comments on whether the failure in supplying of information is on account of some deliberate inaction by the PIO concerned.


This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
   

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

Vill. Bodh, P.O. Guruwali,

District Amritsar.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o ADGP (Prisons), Punjab,
Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 306 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Mangat Ram, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The information in question relates to the recommendations of the Respondent in regard to release of a prisoner Sh. Gurminder Singh who is son of the Complainant. The Department of Prisons informs us through their representative that although the Complainant did not deposit the requisite fee, the information has been delivered to him. The Department of Prisons has recommended that the period of imprisonment of the Complainant’s son may be reduced for a specified period on account of good conduct. A copy of the recommendations of the ADGP (Punjab) to this effect has been delivered to the prisoner’s father, who is Complainant in this case.  

In view of the above, no further action is necessary and the case is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
   

        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vikram Singh S/o Late Brig. Verinder Singh,
R/o D-57, Defence Colony,

New Delhi – 110024.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,
Sector 9, Chandigarh.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 270 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Vikram Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Gautam Cheema, Senior Superintendent of Police, Majitha.

The facts of this case are that Brig. Virender Singh, father of the Complainant died on 4th May, 1998. The Complainant alleges that his father was murdered, but no murder case was registered by the Police. The Respondent on the other hand states that this was not a case of murder but of suicide. The police had conducted an inquest/investigation under Section 174 of the Code of Criminal Procedure into the circumstances of death.
The Complainant states that a postmortem examination on the body of the deceased was also conducted, but the report of the postmortem has not been linked to the report of the inquest. The Complainant wants the police to undertake a thorough investigation into the allegations of murder of his father.
In regard to the criminal matter, that is whether the incident was a murder or suicide, and whether any further investigation is necessary, this is beyond the purview of the Information Commission. We are concerned with the supply of information demanded by the Complainant regarding the inquest/investigation conducted by the police under Section 174 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. The Complainant states that after the filing of the instant case before the Commission, the Respondent has delivered the entire information available in his office.
Consequently, in regard to the demand for information, the Complainant states that this has been met. 

                                       -2-

The Complainant submits further that while he is fully satisfied with the information that he has received, at least a token penalty be imposed on the  concerned Public Information Officer for delay in supplying the information. The Respondent on the other hand states that he had taken immediate and prompt action when the matter came before him. The Complainant accepts that the Respondent SSP, Majitha is not responsible for the delay but that the delay could have taken place in the process of correspondence between the Head office and the District office. Be that as it may, it is quite clear in this case that the SSP, Majitha acted with promptitude and responded immediately when the matter came to his notice. We appreciate the efforts of Sh. Gautam Cheema, SSP in taking immediate steps in this case. 
In regard to the delay that seems to have taken place, we would like Public Information Officer in the office of D.G.Police, Punjab to look into the matter and take suitable action as warranted.
The matter accordingly deserves to be closed. The information having been delivered, it is not considered to be necessary to impose any penalty in this case. 



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

        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





         
   
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Maninder Singh,

S/o Sh. Singara Singh,

30, Partap Colony,

Model Gram, Ludhiana.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o S.P.City-2, Ludhiana.

...….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 295 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Ajay Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of S.P City, Ludhiana, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

In the complaint dated 10th July, 2006, the Complainant avers that on 13th June, 2006 certain valuable materials were removed from the Complainant’s factory by some persons in connivance with Sh. A.S.Rai, SSP and Sh. Gursewak Singh, Inspector and that the police failed to lodge any FIR in this behalf. The Complainant, therefore, met the Director General of Police, Punjab on 19th June, 2006 and apprised him of the crime committed in connivance with the aforesaid police officers. He further alleges that on examining the grievance of the Complainant, the DGP, Punjab passed an order on 26th June, 2006 directing the SSP, Ludhiana to register a criminal case against the guilty persons under the appropriate Sections of the Indian Penal Code. According to the Complainant, the SSP, Ludhiana forwarded this order of the DGP to the SP.City-2, Ludhiana for necessary action. The allegation of the Complainant further is that on 8th July, 2006 he contacted the SP.City-2, Ludhiana and made a request for supply of the copy of the order of the DGP dated 29th June, 2006 as well as some other relevant documents. According to the Complainant, the SP.City-2 has flatly refused to deliver the copies of these documents saying that since the subject matter of the complaint relates to accusations against the Senior Superintendent of Police and Police Inspector, the information demanded by the Complainant could not be supplied.
                                                     -2-

The Respondent states before us that he had refused to deliver the information demanded by the Complainant on the advice of the District Attorney, Ludhiana. According to the Respondent, the Complainant should approach the office of the DGP to obtain the required information.

In the absence of the Complainant we are unable to go deeper into this matter. It is, however, clear that the Public Information Officer is refusing to deliver the information in question. The right course in such circumstances would be for the Complainant to go in appeal before the Appellate Authority that is the zonal Inspector General of Police. 

The Complainant may, therefore, prefer an appeal to the Appellate Authority under Section 19(1) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 impugning the failure by the PIO to supply the information demanded.

The complaint is disposed of in the aforesaid terms. A copy of this order be sent to both the parties.
        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





        
 
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Claire alias Dicky Claire,

S/o S. Jaswant Singh, H.No. 178,

Sector 70, Mohali.

…………………….......Complainant








Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Secretary,
Housing & Urban Development (Punjab),

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

   ….…………….......Respondent
CC No. 150 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sukant Gupta, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant Sh. Amarjit Claire and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Superintendent office of Housing and Urban Development, Respondent.

On the last date of hearing that is 19.09.06, we had directed that the information demanded by the Complainant should be delivered to him within one week. We had also directed that the Public Information Officer of the office of Principal Secretary, Housing & Urban Development should be present on the next date of hearing.
We find it surprising that neither of the two directions of the Commission have been complied with. According to the Complainant, he has not still been delivered the documents that he demanded. He has delivered to the representative of the Respondent a list of the items of information demanded by him in our presence today.

In regard to the absence of the Public Information Officer at today’s hearing, the Superintendent of the department informed us that the Public Information Officer Sh. Gurmit Singh, Deputy Secretary, Housing & Urban Development has since been transferred. His successor Sh. Ghuman, Joint Secretary has also been transferred.  Now the Public Information Officer is Sh. Ajay Kumar Sinha, Special Secretary, Housing & Urban Development, Punjab.

                                      -2-

We direct that on the next date of hearing, Sh. Ajay Kumar Sinha, Public Information Officer should himself be present. It is also directed that within two weeks from now, the requisite information will be delivered by the Public Information Officer to the Complainant.
The Complainant also demands that on account of deliberate delay and dilatory tactics, the Respondent should be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. The Respondent is directed to submit an affidavit within the next three weeks showing cause why penalty should not be imposed on him
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.11.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

         






        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





 









         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan,

Kothi No. 8-E, New Lal Bagh,

Patiala.

……………………....Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Patiala.

   ….……………....Respondent
CC No. 305 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan, Complainant in person and Sh. Hari Singh, Office Kanungo office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.
The Complainant states before us that there is a prolonged feud between him and his sister-in-law (wife’s sister) Smt. Sumna Devi, who is a Clerk in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. In certain cases information regarding matters of Government service of Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan has been demanded by Smt. Sumna Devi from the Public Information Officer concerned. In certain other cases concerning the service matters of Smt. Sumna Devi, Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan has demanded information from the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.
While this Commission is bound to take note of any demands for information, it is desirable that valuable time of the Commission is not spent in internecine disputes within families. A perusal of the cases filed by the Complainant herein and his sister-in-law Sumna Devi which are pending adjudication before the Commission, suggests that both of them are seeking information under the RTI Act to malign and harm each other. Narrow personal considerations appear to have instigated several of these cases. The preamble of the RTI Act shows beyond doubt that it has been enacted with a view to strengthen democracy through an informed citizenry and transparency in the functioning of the Government. The Act is clearly public interest oriented. The Act has not been enacted with a view to foster personal ill will, maligning or blackmailing. 
                                                         -2-

It is appropriate that the dispute underlying the exchange of allegations etc. on narrow partisan lines between the two individuals is resolved. The ultimate aim of any dispute resolution exercise is to bring about cordiality and harmony especially in the case of disputes among members of a family. It would, therefore, be in the fitness of things that before we embark upon the task of deciding the instant case as per the letter of law, an attempt is made to resolve the conflict between the two estranged members of a family and quietus is given to a family feud.
With this end in view, we deem it appropriate that all cases relating to the Complainant (Audit Officer in the office of Cooperative Societies, Sangrur) and his Sister-in-law Smt. Sumna Devi (Clerk in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala) pending for hearing before this bench and the other Hon’ble SICs be referred to a committee consisting of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and, Chief Auditor, Cooperative Societies, Punjab. The Committee shall explore the possibility of resolving the conflict between the Complainant and his sister-in-law and thereafter submit a report to the Commission about the outcome of this exercise before the next date of hearing.
The registry has intimated that the following cases pertaining to the Complainant and his sister-in-law Sumna Devi are pending adjudication before the Commission:-
i)
CC/82/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Director 

Ayurveda, Punjab.


ii)
CC/89/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Budha Dal Public 

School, Patiala


iii)
CC/90/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Children 
Memorial Public School, Patiala



iv)
CC/95/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. DC, Patiala


v)
CC/121/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. DC, Patiala


vi)
CC/305/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. DC, Patiala



vii)
CC/463/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. DC, Patiala



viii)
CC/464/2006

Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. DC, Patiala

ix)
CC/424/2006

Sumna Devi Vs. Cooperative Societies,

Sangrur

                                                             -3-
We direct the registry to forward the files of all these cases to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. The Deputy Commissioner, Patiala shall arrange a meeting of the committee at a suitable time and place and give adequate notice to both the Complainant and his sister-in-law for their appearance before the Committee.  
To come up for further proceedings on 12.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to the Complainant Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan, Smt. Sumna Devi, Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and the Chief Auditor, Cooperative Societies, Punjab.
         






        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





 









         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Rajinder Kaur,
W/o Sh. Bachittar Singh,

#2, Opp. Ludhiana Medicity,

Threeke, District Ludhiana (Pb.).

…………………………Appellant







Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ludhiana.

   ….……………...Respondent
AC No. 55 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Awninder Singh S/o Smt. Rajinder Kaur, Appellant and Sh. Santosh Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana.
The Appellant states that she had lodged a First Information Report in Police Station Sadar, Ludhiana regarding the offence of cheating allegedly committed by a Company called Bloom Infotech Limited. Appellant states that this Company had collected Rs. 6500/- from Smt. Rajinder Kaur as fees for imparting training in Computers. The Appellant states that this Company suddenly vanished and would have cheated other persons also.
Appellant states that she had made an application to the Public Information Officer O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana on 25.05.06 demanding information on the status of the case against the alleged culprits. Receiving no response, she deemed it a denial of information and filed the first appeal before the Appellate Authority on 04.07.06. Receiving no response here either, it was deemed that the appeal had been rejected. The Appellant is, thus before us in second appeal.
At the outset, we direct the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana to ensure that in all cases before the Commission, a sufficiently senior officer, at least of the level of Inspector of Police should be present. It is not appropriate or acceptable for a Head Constable to be representing Public Information Officer before the Commission.

                                                              -2-

On facts, the representative of Public Information Officer states before us that Public Information Officer would have no objection to delivering the information to the Appellant. He states, however, that he has not received the original request for information or the bank note of Rs. 10 /- mentioned by the Appellant. We find that the Appellant has quoted number of the bank note and we feel it is not necessary to waste time in tracing the same, if it is not found in PIO’s office.
This is a straight forward case. All that the Appellant demands is information on the investigation into her complaint of cheating. Public Information Officer would ensure that the status of this investigation should be intimated in writing to the Appellant within a period of three weeks.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 05.12.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

         






        (Rajan Kashyap)



    
   
      
    
     Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 16.10.2006





 









         
        (Surinder Singh)
    Information Commissioner
