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

Sh. I.C.Mahey,

Wadala Road, Opp. Satkarta Agri-Farms,

Sub. P.O. Wadala,

District Jalandhar 140003.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Ltd.,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17-A, Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 116 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. I.C.Mahey, Complainant in person and Sh. J.S.Randhawa, Deputy General Manager, Public Information Officer, Punjab Small Industries & Export Corporation Limited, Chandigarh.

On the last date of hearing that is 24.07.06, we had noted that the information demanded by the Complainant had not been supplied to him. We had also directed the Respondent to allow the Complainant inspection of records to enable him to identify the papers that he needs.
The Respondent states before us that complete information as demanded has been delivered to Complainant. He shows us the written acknowledgement of the Complainant in this behalf. 

We note that the information demanded has since been supplied. On one minor matter that is the address of the Registered office, the Respondent gives an additional paper to the Complainant in our presence. 
Accordingly this case is closed and disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Dr. K.S.Sidhu,

44, Sidhu Villa, Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab).

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Registrar, Punjabi University,

Patiala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 69 of 2006
ORDER
Present Dr. K.S.Sidhu, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

The Complainant states that a copy of the preliminary ex-parte enquiry report against him has been supplied by the Respondent, Punjabi University, Patiala. He, however, submits that documents attached with the copy of the enquiry report delivered to him bear no authentication and also do not specify their origin. 

We direct that the Respondent, Punjabi University, Patiala should identify and duly authenticate the documents that have been delivered to the Complainant. The authenticated documents may be delivered to him by post.

The Complainant also demands copies of the orders dated 23.07.04 and 29.01.05 whereby the Vice Chancellor had appointed an enquiry officer for conducting firstly the preliminary enquiry and secondly the regular enquiry.

We direct that copies of the orders of the Vice Chancellor as specified above should also be supplied. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 25.09.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Gunraj Singh Saini,
Ex-Hony. 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, Complainant  and Sh. R.R.Kakkar, District Forest Officer, Public Information Officer, Hoshiarpur.
The information demanded relates to an investigation in a case of poaching which was registered on orders of the Conservator of Forests on the basis of some information supplied by private bodies in the year 2006. The Respondent states before us that he had decided to deny the information sought, as this was the subject matter of criminal proceedings which had been initiated before the Courts. It was his view as a Public Information Officer that the supply of information would hamper the investigation in the criminal case and thus the disclosure of information was exempt under Section 8 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
We are of the view that in cases where specific orders of the Public Information Officer have been made denying information on any grounds, the Complainant is free to prefer an appeal under Section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005 to the Appellate Authority appointed by the concerned public authority. In this case, the first appeal would lie to the Conservator of Forests. The matter comes up before the Commission only as the second and final appeal, in case the matter is not decided to the satisfaction of the Complainant before the first Appellate Authority.
In the instant case, the Complainant has approached the Commission with a complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.   Strictly speaking, since there  are   formal   orders   of   the Public Information Officer denying information on
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certain grounds, the appeal should go to the Conservator of Forests.
The Complainant may, therefore, file an appeal under Section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005 before the Conservator of Forests against the order of the Public Information Officer declining his request for information.
The Complainant states before us further that on his request for some other information, the Respondent Public Information Officer (DFO Hoshiarpur) has given no response. He demands that this matter be treated as a complaint and information demanded be ordered to be supplied to him. In respect of this grievance made by the Complainant, the Respondent states that he had written to the Complainant asking him to visit the office of the Respondent on any day to identify the information required by him. The Respondent has assured that the Complainant shall be supplied the information on the payment of prescribed fee. The Complainant admits that he has received the said communication from the Respondent. The Complainant, however, states that he has deposited an amount of Rs. 200/- as required by the Public Information Officer.
We, therefore, direct that the Respondent shall deliver whatever information is identified and demanded by the Complainant. For this purpose, the Complainant is free to visit the office of District Forest Officer on any working day. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 03.10.06.  Copies of order be sent to both the parties.











(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Kidar Nath Singla,
S/o Sh. Bhana Mal, R/o H.No. 80,

Ward No. 5-C, Behind Bhalwan Wala Adda,
Dhuri, District Sangrur.

  
 ------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Food Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs Department,
Jeewan Deep Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 12 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Balwant Singh, Superintendent, Public Information Officer O/o Food Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs Department. None is present on behalf of the Appellant.
The Appellant has submitted in writing that the information required by him has duly been delivered to him by the Respondent and he is satisfied with the same.
The appeal is, therefore, infructuous and the matter is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






 (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Col.S.S.Mann (Retd),
#2426, Phase X, Sector 64,

SAS Nagar, Mohali 160064.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal,
Medical College, Patiala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 322 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sohan Lal Bansal, Office Superintendent, Public Information Officer O/o Principal, Medical College, Patiala. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states that the entire information demanded by the Complainant has since been supplied to him. He states that the Complainant has deposited the requisite fees also.

Accordingly this case is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






 (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Kesar Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhag Singh,

House No. 1586, Sector 70,

S.A.S. Nagar, 

Tehsil & District S.A.S Nagar.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

S.A.S. Nagar.
           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 185 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or on behalf of the Respondent.
This case is adjourned to 25.09.06. 
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






 (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur,

D/o Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

House No. 339, Nandi Colony,

Lalheri Road, Khanna – 141401,

District Ludhiana.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab School Education Board,

Mohali, through its Secretary.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 74 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Gurdeep Singh, Father of the Complainant Ms. Sukhdeep Kaur and Sh. Joginder Singh, Public Information Officer, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali.
On the last date of hearing that is 24.07.06, it was decided that the Respondent would present his view on whether answer sheet of an examination can be given to the Complainant. The Respondent was also to present his position in respect of supply of award list.
It was also directed that the Respondent shall allow the Complainant to inspect the record and would supply copies of the relevant documents, or if the Respondent decided to deny the information, to intimate the Commission about the decision.

 The position reported before us today is as follows:-

The Respondent has supplied a copy of the mark sheet (Award list) and also the Result sheet. In respect of the Answer sheet, the Respondent states that he wishes to claim exemption under Section 8 (e) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 on the ground that the information is available to Punjab School Education Board in its fiduciary relationship with the Complainant. The Respondent produces before us a copy of news cutting which indicates that the Central Information Commission has held that answer scripts in examinations are exempt from being delivered as a part of information.
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In regard to the Answer sheets we are inclined to accept the plea of the respondent that this is exempt under Section 8(e) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
The Complainant states that certain other information listed at point nos.  10, 11, 12/1, 14 of his original petition has not been supplied.

The Respondent states before us that the additional information being sought is voluminous. He has brought photocopies of this record and delivers this information to the Complainant in our presence. In respect of any other information that the Complainant wishes to obtain, the Respondent has no objection to supplying the same.
The Complainant may study these papers which have been given to him free of cost. If he is still not satisfied, he is free to intimate the Respondent about the deficiency in the information supplied.

 The Complainant further pleads that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for failure to comply with the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. The Respondent may submit before us his response vis to state his position on why penalty should not be imposed.
To come up on 03.10.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra,

H.No. 889, Sector 60,

SAS Nagar (Mohali).

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum / Asstt. Estates Officer,
Punjab Urban & Development Authority (PUDA),

SAS Nagar (Mohali).
           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 27 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra, Complainant and Sh. Gurbax Singh, Assistant Estates Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, PUDA, Mohali.
The first date of hearing was 24.04.06.  Thereafter the case had come up for hearings on 12.05.06 and 24.07.06. On 12.05.06 the case was adjourned on the request of the Complainant and on 24.07.06 the matter was again adjourned, this time on account of the absence of the Respondent.

The Chief Administrator, Punjab Urban & Development Authority was directed to notify the appointment of an Appellate Authority. The Commission had noted that the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 cannot be implemented if the Appellate Authority is not in position.
On 24.04.06, the Commission had directed that the information demanded by the Complainant be supplied to him within a week.
The Respondent states before us that in compliance with the orders of the Commission dated 24.04.06, an Appellate Authority has been appointed and he submits a copy of the office order whereby the appointment was made.
The Complainant alleging before us that the Respondent has deliberately been avoiding to give the information, pleads that suitable penalty be imposed on the Respondent under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. In this regard, the Respondent may submit his response as to why he should not be penalised for delay, before the next date of hearing. 
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In respect of the actual supply of information, the Complainant states that the information supplied by the Respondent is incomplete. 
The Complainant was unable to approach the Appellate Authority since none had been appointed earlier. Now the Appellate Authority is in position. It is, therefore, appropriate that this matter be settled by the Appellate Authority. We direct that the Appellate Authority shall hear the Complainant and take a final view on his request within a period of one month that is by 18.09.06. 
The case is adjourned to 25.09.06. The Respondent is directed to place on record before the Commission a copy of the decision of the Appellate Authority by that date. In case the Complainant is not satisfied with the decision of the Appellate Authority, he shall be free to avail of the remedy available to him under the RTI Act, 2005 by way of a second appeal before the Commission.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Sumna Devi
Wd/o Sh. Dharampal Sharma,

R/o 17-C, Malwa Colony, Patiala.
  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-
Audit Officer, Office of Co-Operative Societies,
Sangrur.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 50 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sukhvir Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant and Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan, Audit Officer, Public Information Officer, Co-Operative Societies, Sangrur.
The Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant has since been supplied. The representative of the Complainant insists that a copy of the Attendance Register should be delivered to him. The Respondent states that no such Attendance Register is maintained in his office.
We direct that the Respondent should submit an affidavit stating that the information available in his office has already been supplied and also that no formal attendance register is maintained in respect of marking the attendance of employees including himself. This affidavit may be delivered in the Commission’s office. 

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










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006






 (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

Dewan Advertising Agency,

Opposite Preet Palace, Link Road,

Ludhiana.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Dr. Jaswant Singh,

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk, Ludhiana.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 117 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sunil Sharma, Junior Engineer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent, Joint Commissioner. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to him. 
Accordingly the case is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Nirbhai Singh,

V & PO Chhajawal, Tehsil Jagraon,

District Ludhiana. 

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
O/o Circle Education Officer,

(Patiala Division), Nabha,

District Patiala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 114 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Naresh Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Circle Education Officer, Nabha. None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

The Respondent states that he is prepared to deliver a copy of the information demanded (enquiry report). He states that he has written to the Complainant accordingly and advised him to deposit the requisite fee. According to the Respondent, the Complainant has not pursued this case. He assures that the information would be supplied as soon as the formality of payment of fee is completed.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

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

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh, 
Superintending Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation Circle,
Ferozepur City.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary, Punjab Public Service Commission,
Patiala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 60 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh Jaswinder Singh, Complainant in person alongwith
 Sh. Pankaj Monga, Advocate and Smt. Harminder Kaur, Officer on Special Duty, Public Information Officer, Punjab Public Service Commission.
The plea of the Complainant is that he was screened by the Punjab Public Service Commission according to the procedure for being promoted from Class II to Class I in the Engineering service. He alleges that when the screening took place on 07.05.2003 he was informed verbally that he had been cleared for promotion. He learnt later that he had not been cleared. He wishes to have access to the information on the files of Punjab Public Service Commission on which basis he was refused promotion. The Complainant further states before us that the State Government has infact conveyed to the Punjab Public Service Commission that the charges have been dropped and recommended that he should be promoted.
The Respondent on the other hand avers that when the Screening Committee met, it observed that there was a departmental enquiry pending against the Complainant. The Screening Committee decided that the clearance of the Complainant Sh. Jaswinder Singh would be subject to the charges against him being dropped in the pending enquiry. The Respondent states that while the State Government has informed the Commission about dropping of charges, complete record has not yet been received. The Respondent states before us that as soon as the complete record is supplied by the Government, the promotion of the Complainant would be considered for approval by the Commission. The Complainant states that in case he is cleared for promotion on merits, he has no interest in obtaining the record.
There are two questions to be settled.  Firstly the question of clearing the Complainant for promotion on merits by the Punjab Public Service Commission. This is a matter entirely within the preview of the Punjab Public Service Commission. No issue of supply or denial of information is involved.
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Secondly, there is a question of access to the notings on Punjab Public Service Commission’s file on the basis of which promotion has so far been withheld. In respect of this, the Public Information Officer of the Respondent takes the stand that since the Punjab Public Service Commission is only an advisory authority, the Complainant should address the State Government for seeking any information and not the Punjab Public Service Commission.
In respect of the first issue, the Commission is not concerned. In respect of the second issue, we shall take a final view after hearing both the parties on the next date of hearing.
This will come up on 25.09.06. In the mean time we urge the Respondent  as well as the State Government to take a final view on the plea of the Complainant. 











(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





           (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,

Opposite Polo Ground, Patiala.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Ayurveda, Punjab,
SCO No. 823-24, Sector 22-A,

Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 82 of 2006
ORDER
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. Present Dr. Vipin Chand Sharma, Joint Director, Ayurveda, Punjab, Public Information Officer.
The facts in this case are that the Complainant alleges that one 
Sh. Ramesh Kumar had secured appointment as Ayurvedic Medical Officer in the Department of Ayurveda, Punjab fraudulently. The Respondent states that the allegation of fraud appears to be more or less true. The person in question that is Sh. Ramesh Kumar had secured appointment in the department on compassionate grounds vis being the son of an official (Patwari) namely Sh. Girdhari Lal who had died while still in service. According to the Rules, when a Government employee   dies in harness, one close relative of the deceased employee can be offered appointment against a vacant post. The Respondent further states that a Sister of the deceased had already been appointed in the Government (Deputy Commissioner’s office, Patiala) and as such the appointment of Sh. Ramesh Kumar S/o the deceased was irregular. When this came to the notice of the Department, the Department informed the State Government (Secretary Health) and requested that suitable disciplinary action for removing the culprit from service be taken. The Respondent informs us that Sh. Ramesh Kumar is away from India having taken ex-India leave.
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There is no clash of interest between the Complainant and Respondent. Both sides agree that the culprit should be suitably dealt with. Any information that the department gives to the Complainant is obviously to be used as proof of malfeasance. The Respondent states that the full information demanded is not available with them.
We direct that the Respondent to submit an affidavit indicating precisely the information which is not available with the Department. The Respondent should also supply to the Complainant the information which is in its possession before the next date of hearing.
 Adjourned to 25.09.06.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





           (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Somnath S/o Sh. Parmeshwar Dass,

Raiway Road, Near Vaid Raja Ram, Ward No.8,
Maur Mandi, District Bathinda 151509.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Deputy Director, Department of Local Bodies,

Near Rose Garden, Bathinda.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 73 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Chetan Gupta S/o Sh. Somnath, Complainant and 
Sh. Kala Singh, Senior Assistant Office of Deputy Director, Department of Local Bodies, Bathinda on behalf of the Public Information Officer.
The Complainant seeks time as he is not able to attend the hearing today.

The Respondent states before us that the information demanded by the Complainant relates to a transfer of property within the Municipal limits of Maur Mandi (District Bathinda). According to the Respondent, this information is available with the Municipal Council, Maur. His office that is Deputy Director, Department of Local Bodies has directed the Municipal Council, Maur to supply the information to the Complainant. According to the information received by the office of the Deputy Director, Local Bodies, Municipal Council, Maur has already supplied the information directly to the Complainant.
Representative of the Complainant (his Son) has absolutely no knowledge about the case. It would suffice if we direct the Complainant to approach the Municipal Council, Maur for identifying any information that has still not been delivered to him. The Respondent, Public Information Officer, Deputy Director, Local Bodies is directed to ensure that Municipal Council, Maur allows the Complainant to inspect any record that he wishes. He will also ensure that the Municipal Council, Maur delivers the information to him on the spot on payment of prescribed fee.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 03.10.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





           (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Amrit Pal Singh Brar, Member,

District Public Grievance Committee,

H.No. 2985, Ajit Road, Street No. 3,

Bathinda.

  
 ----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-
Conservator of Forests, Circle Ferozepur,
Ferozepur.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 214 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Amrit Pal Singh Brar, Complainant and Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Research Assistant in the office of the Conservator of Forests, Ferozepur on behalf of the Respondent.
The representative of the Respondent states that the Public Information Officer is engaged in an official function namely celebration of Vanmahotsav in Jalalabad. He has submitted an authorization in his favour to appear before the Commission on behalf of the Public Information Officer.
The information demanded is a copy of the tour programme of the Conservator of Forests, Ferozepur. The Complainant states that he requires this information in order to verify if the officer concerned visited his district where there are encroachments on public land. He states further that he has made another complaint for information regarding the denial of information pertaining to these encroachments.
The Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying the information. He adds that the information regarding the tours undertaken by the Conservator of Forests, Ferozepur has already been supplied.

The Respondent is directed to give a copy of the information to the Complainant in our presence. He has done so. 
No further action is required and the matter is disposed of accordingly. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Dilbagh Singh,

Correspondent Hindustan Times,

Nakodar, Nurmahal Shahkot, V. Bainapur,

P.O. Pabwan, Distt. Jalandhar 144034.

  
 -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar & another.
           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 28 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Dilbagh Singh, Appellant and Sh. Ishwar Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police, Jalandhar, Public Information Officer.
Appellant states that through his application made under Section 6 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 he had demanded copies of First Information Report no. 18 dated 16.02.1992, Police Station, Nakodar and the report of action taken thereon. He further states that the Senior Superintendent of Police, Jalandhar declined his request seeking information and the appeal preferred by the Appellant was rejected by the Inspector General of Police, Jalandhar Range.
The Respondent submits that pursuant to the lodging of the aforementioned FIR, investigation was conducted by the Police. On completion of the investigation, Police report under Section 173 Cr.P.C was presented in the Court. The accused, however, could not be produced before the Trial Court as he was absconding. The Trial Court, therefore, declared the accused as proclaimed offender. The Respondent further states that Trial of the accused shall commence in accordance with law as and when the accused is brought before the Court for the purpose. The Respondent also contends that disclosure of the information demanded by the Appellant is exempt under Section 8(1)(g) & (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 inasmuch as the disclosure of the information demanded is likely to endanger the life and physical safety of the witnesses and would also tend to impede the effective prosecution of the case. The Respondent prays that in view of the important legal issues involved in the case, he may be given time to file a detailed reply.
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On his request, the Respondent is allowed time to file his reply to the averments of the Appellant before the next date of hearing with a copy to the Appellant.
To come up for arguments on 25.09.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Om Parkash,

H.No. 6693, St. No.2,

New Hargobind Nagar,

Ludhiana.

   ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 132 of 2006

ORDER
Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present.

A fresh date of hearing is given. This will come up for final hearing on 01.09.06 at Circuit House, Jalandhar at 11.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

Sh. Sanjay Haryan,

103, Krishna Chambers,

59, New Marine Lines,

Mumbai 20.

   --------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 48 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. S.P.Goyal on behalf of the Appellant Sh. Sanjay Haryan. None is present on behalf of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Respondent.
In order to take a final view, it is necessary that the Respondent should be present. We direct the Director General of Police, Punjab to ensure that the Public Information Officer (Senior Superintendent of Police) is present on the next date of hearing. The Respondent is required to supply his response and to appear on that date.
This will come up for final hearing on 01.09.06 at Circuit House, Jalandhar at 11.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (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. 

The Superintendent,

Internal Vigilance Bureau-cum-Human Rights, Punjab,
Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh.

   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 63 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and Sh. Madan Lal Sharma, Superintendent, Internal Vigilance Cell, Punjab on behalf of the Additional Director General of Police, Internal Vigilance Cell-cum-Human Rights Punjab.

The Respondent states that a copy of the enquiry report had already been given to the Complainant. Since 24.07.06 that is the last date of hearing, copies of the statements of the witnesses in the enquiry have also been supplied.
The Complainant contends that of all the 11 witnesses who disposed in the enquiry statements of only 3 witnesses have been supplied to him. He demands that the statements of the remaining 8 witnesses should also be supplied. The Respondent, on the other hand, states that all papers found in the enquiry report as consigned in his office have been supplied to the Complainant. He states that there are no papers in his custody, other than those which have already been supplied to the Complainant.

The Respondent, Public Information Officer is directed to submit an affidavit before this Commission to support his contention. The Affidavit should specifically mention the names of 8 witnesses which the Complainant submits before us today to the Respondent.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 01.09.06 at Circuit House, Jalandhar at 11.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










(Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006





 (Surinder Singh)









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

S/o Sh. Umrao Singh, R/o Village Chomon,

Tehsil Adampur, District Jalandhar.

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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer 

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

   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 64 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Karamjit Singh, Complainant and Sh. Damanjit Singh, Member Panchayat on behalf of Smt. Amarjit Kaur, Sarpanch, Village Chomon and Sh. Satish Kumar, Panchayat Officer on behalf of the Block Development Officer, Adampur.
On the last date of hearing that is 24.07.06, it had been decided that the relevant information would be supplied to the Complainant after permitting him to inspect the record of the Panchayat. It had also been decided that the Complainant would give an affidavit to show justification for demanding the record which had been produced before the Court so that the Commission could decide whether it was necessary to summon the said record in the instant case. 
The Complainant, however, has not filed any affidavit showing justification for demanding the information regarding the record in the custody of the Civil Court. The Respondent avers that the basic information demanded by the Complainant relates to the construction of low cost latrines in the Village under the Government scheme which can be made available to the Complainant. The Complainant states that he would be satisfied if this information is given to him, in addition to what he has already been supplied.
We direct that the Respondents should deliver the information available with them to the Complainant. The Complainant is free to visit the office of the Panchayat or Block Development & Panchayat Officer on 23.08.06.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 01.09.06 at Circuit House, Jalandhar at 11.00 A.M. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 









    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 18.08.2006















    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

