STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Bhim Singh (President),

Punjab Civil Secretariat Employees Union (Regd.),

Registration No. 2641,

Punjab Bhawan, Copernicus Marg,

New Delhi. 110001.




……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Resident Commission (Pb),

Punjab Bhawan, New Delhi.


………………….Respondent

CC No. 12  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. Bhim Singh, Complainant in person.

        Sh. G.R.Rejora, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the 

        Deputy Resident Commission, Pb. Bhawan, New Delhi.


       Complainant demands certain information in regard to service matters of employees working in the Punjab Bhawan, New Delhi.  He complains that his request for information has not been responded to.  Respondent states that the Complainant seeks to know the reasons for certain decisions that have been taken by the office of the Deputy Resident Commissioner, Pb. Bhawan, New Delhi.  According to the Respondent, such matter as constitutes information will be delivered as and when the Complainant identified the same.


2.
To facilitate matters, we direct that the Respondent (Deputy Resident Commissioner, Punjab) should allow the Complainant to inspect the record in the office of Punjab Bhawan on a fixed date.   The Complainant is free to identify the documents that he requires and these would be delivered to him after payment of the stipulated charges.  The date for this purpose is fixed as 28th March, 2007 at 1100 hours in Punjab Bhawan, New Delhi.  


3.
Respondent has submitted in writing also that the office is prepared to deliver the information in question.  
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4.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.06.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.








(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gaurav Gupta,

S/o Sh. R.L.Gupta,

# 640, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Director General of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent

CC No. 50  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. Amit Gupta brother of Sh. Gaurav Gupta is present on behalf of 

         the Complainant.

         Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, APIO on 

         behalf of the Inspector General of Police, Headquarter, Pb.



The information in question relates to the authorization for permitting certain land belonging to the Complainant to be used for erecting a tower for transmission of electricity through high tension wire.  According to the Complainant, the State Electricity Board has arbitrarily allowed the use of his land for erecting the towers.  The Complainant states that he had filed a complaint with the police bringing to their notice the illegalities committed by the various officials of the Punjab State Electricity Board, resulting in the trespass over and damage to his property.  Through his application, made to the Respondent, PIO the Complainant sought information regarding the result of the enquiry/investigation conducted by the Police pursuant to his complaint.  

2.
Respondent states that the dispute regarding the erection of towers in the land belonging to the Complainant is pending adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  Respondent submits that the Complainant is not entitled to the information in question, since the matter is pending before the High Court.


3.
We, however, are of the view that the demand for information from the record of the Respondent is to be considered irrespective of whatever litigation is pending before the High Court.  There is no reason why the 
Contd…P/2

-2-

Complainant should not be informed about the result of the enquiry/investigation conducted by the Police consequent to the complaint against the officials of the Punjab State Electricity Board.  


4.
 Respondent states that details of the information have to be obtained from the office of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana.  He seeks some time to collect the information for its delivery.

5.
The plea of the Respondent for some time to deliver the information is accepted.  He will ensure that the relevant information is obtained from the field office and delivered to the Respondent within one month.




6.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.06.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. O.P.Ralhan,

52-B, Pocket A-3,

DDA Flats, Kalka Ji Extension,

New Delhi.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau Pb.,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 43  of 2007 





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

         Sh. Des Raj, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Vigilance Bureau, 

         Punjab on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant is an eminent film personality (a film Director). From the record it appears that he seeks information about investigation (if any) conducted by the Respondent into the complaints made by him against the Mahants of Jandoli, Dharmshala, Hoshiarpur, Punjab.  oFrom the record available with us, it appears that the Complainant has levelled a number of allegations about various illegal activities by the Mahants of the Dera.  It also appears that the Complainant had been writing to the Police Department and the Vigilance Bureau to conduct an investigation into the allegations.  

2.
Respondent states that he has not received any specific complaint about the illegal/criminal activities by the Mahants of the Dera in question.  He further states that if such a complaint is received, the Department would investigate.  Respondent does not consider the applications/complaint received by him as a specific demand for investigation.  


3.
In so far as the working of the Respondent office is concerned, that is how the Department initiates investigations pursuant to complaints from the Public, we do not go into this.  All that we can consider is whether certain material on record with the Respondent can be made available for delivery to the Complainant. It seems that there is no information in the office of the Vigilance Bureau regarding any enquiry into the allegations made by the Complainant.  As such 
Contd…..P/2

-2-

the information as demanded by the Complainant does not exist.  The only course open now is for the Respondent to give a specific reply to the Complainant that there is no information on record as has been demanded by him.

4.
Complainant is free to approach the Vigilance Bureau or any other authority for pursuing his allegations as per law.  Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.  

5.
The matter is disposed of.  

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

Petronet LNG Limited,

World Trade Centre, First Floor,

Babar Road, Barakhamaba Lane,

New Delhi-110001.




……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise Taxation Commissioner,

Deptt. of Excise & Taxation of Pb.,

Patiala.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 63  of 2007 





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

        Sh. Y.S.Mada, State Public Information Officer, Assistant Excise and 

        Taxation Commissioner, Patiala in person.



Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying the information in question.  He states that he had, in fact, sent the information by registered post to the Complainant at his given address in Faridabad on 06.02.2007.   But this registered letter was returned as undelivered with the remarks by the postal authority that no such person resides in the premises.


2.
Our record indicates that the Complainant has changed his address to ‘Petronet LNG Limited, World Trade centre, First Floor, Babar Road, Barakhamaba Lane, New Delhi-110001’.

3.
The Respondent is directed to deliver the information in question at the new address.  

4.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.06.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kashmiri Lal Goyal (Advocate),

# 224, Sector 35-A, 

Chandigarh.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner (Coord.)

O/o Commissioner, Excise and Taxation, (Pb.)
Patiala.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 268  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. Kashmiri Lal Goyal (Advocate), Complainant in person.


         Sh. Y.S.Mada, State Public Information Officer, Assistant Excise and 
         Taxation Commissioner, Patiala in person.



The information in question relates to certain instructions/orders of the Respondent, Excise and Taxation Commissioner through his designated authorities regarding imposition of penalty on tax assessees for various reasons.   Complainant states that for some reason or the other his requests for information have not been served by the Respondent.                                                                

2.
The issue that emerges for determination in this complaint is whether information on tax assessment and imposition of fine etc. by the appropriate authority in the ETC Department can be divulged to a person who is not related to the concerned transaction/decision.  Respondent wishes to study this legal issue for arguing it appropriately.  


3.
To come up on 16.04.2007.


4.
Two similar cases no. CC 118 of 2007 and CC 119 of 2007 which are listed for hearing on 06.06.2007.  The files of these two cases be also put up alongwith the file of the instant case that is 268 of 2007.  

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.S.Toor (Advocate),

First Seat, Backside

DC Office, Ludhiana.



……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 56  of 2007 





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

        Sh. Santosh Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the Respondent.



We would not like to decide this matter without hearing the Complainant.

2.
The case is adjourned to 06.06.2007 for further proceedings.  


3.
The Complainant be informed of the next date of hearing that is 06.06.2007.  Respondent would ensure that he is represented by an officer not lower than the Assistant Public Information Officer on the next date of hearing.  


4.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. D.K.Saldi,

# 1124, Sector 18-C,

Chandigarh.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 40  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. D.K.Saldi, Complainant in person.


        Sh. Santosh Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded is in regard to action taken on an application submitted by the Complainant to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana on 04.04.1998.  Respondent states that this information is not available on record.  As such, he is unable to deliver the same.  Complainant submits that the record should contain the information regarding disposal of this old complaint.  He alleges that the police are harassing him for reasons best known to them.


2.
Since the Respondent is represented by a Junior Official, who can not be expected to make any commitment, we direct that the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 10th April 2007 at 11:00 AM and satisfy him about his demand for information.   He would also submit a report following this meeting.  On that day, the Respondent will either give the information demanded or give in writing to the Complainant that no such information is available. 


3.
This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

C/o 85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 10  of 2007 





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


        Sh. Santosh Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant has sent a request in writing for an adjournment.  

2. The case is accordingly adjourned to 30.03.2007.  

3. Respondent PIO, Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana would ensure that he is represented by an officer not lower in rank than the APIO.  

4.
The Venue for the next date of hearing that is 30.03.2007 would be Circuit House, Ludhiana.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Satnam Singh

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Under Trial, Central Jail,

Ludhiana-141001




……..………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





………………….Respondent

AC No. 160  of 2006 





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


           Sh. Santosh Kumar, Head Constable on behalf of the Respondent.



This case was last heard on 06.02.2007. Appellant is an under trial lodged in the Central Jail, Ludhiana.  Appellant had sought information in regard to the discharge of certain other persons who were arrested and challaned in the same case in which the Appellant has been indicted. 


2.
 We do not deem it necessary for the Appellant, who is lodged in jail, to be present before us at the hearing.  We would consider his application on its merits in his absence.

3.
Respondent states that the information in question has since been prepared and would be delivered to the Appellant within a week.


3.
Since the Appellant is lodged in jail, it would be appropriate that the information is delivered to him by the Respondent by hand.  


4.
This case is disposed of.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Vasu Dev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent

CC No. 86  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
    
        Sh. Narinder Singh, Inspector Internal Vigilance on behalf of the 

        Respondent. 


        Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant has duly been delivered to him on 22.02.2007.


2.
The absence of the Complainant suggests that he is satisfied with the information delivered to him.  


3.
The matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Devinder Pal,

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO 20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent

CC No. 62  of 2007 





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


        Sh. Harpreet Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police, on behalf of 

        the IGP Headquarters, PIO office of Director General of Police, Pb. 

        Information was demanded on 29.11.2006 on two counts that is ex-India leave availed by all police officers of the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police and above upto the rank of DGP in the period from January 2001 to 31 October 2006 and ex-India leave granted to and availed of by a Superintendent of Police namely Sh. Balwinder Singh Phida.  


2.
Respondent states that he has supplied the information to the Complainant about all the official ex-India (Foreign) tours undertaken by police officers as demanded.  In respect of the details of ex-India leave, the Respondent wishes to claim exemption under Section 8(1)(j), as this relates to personal information.  

3.
Complainant argues that his demand regarding the ex-India leave availed by police officers including Sh. Balwinder Singh Pinda, cannot be classified as personal information.  


4.
To come up for pronouncement of orders on 16.04.2007.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Santosh Singh Saroya,

# 146, New Dashmesh Nagar,

Rama Mandi,

Jalandhar.





……..………......Applicant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director, 

Pb. Warehousing Corp. Pb.,

Bank Square, Sector 17, 

Chanadigarh.




………………….Respondent

MR No. 01  of 2007 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. Santosh Singh Saroya, Applicant in person.



Respondent has not been summoned.  

2.
CC No. 371 of 2006, earlier filed by the applicant herein, was disposed of by Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, State Information Commissioner on 13.12.2006.  Through the instant reference, the Applicant has approached the Commission once again titling it as an Appeal against the order dated 13.12.2006 ibid.  


3.
The RTI Act, 2005, does not contain any provision for an intra-commission appeal to a larger bench against the orders passed by a Single Bench/Division Bench.  A right to appeal is the creature of statute. There is no inherent power in any authority to assume unto itself any Appellate jurisdiction.      

4.
The reference is, therefore, dismissed.  Copy of the order be sent to the Applicant.  
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Virender Dhir,

Krishna Niwas, Near Nav Durga Mandir,

Patel Nagar, Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.




……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 782  of 2006 





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



Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 06.02.2007, we had directed that the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur and also the PIO shall allow the Complainant to meet them on 20.02.2007.  We had also directed that the Complainant would be permitted to inspect the relevant record in the office.  

2.
Respondent states that the Complainant was duly received by Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur as well as PIO Sh. Subhash Kumar (GA to Deputy Commissioner) who is PIO.  The Respondent also states that copies of the record as identified by the Complainant were sent to him by post.  According to the Respondent, the Complainant had refused to accept the information on the spot.  The information was, therefore, sent to him by registered post.

3.
This matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Krishna Joshi,

Kothi No. 55, Phase-2,

Mohali.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Administrator,

Great Mohali Area Dev. Authority,

PUDA Building,

Mohali.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 774  of 2006 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. K.K. Joshi, husband of Smt. Krishna Joshi Complainant.


        Sh. R.K.Bansal, Section Officer, PUDA on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 06.02.2007, we had directed :

(i) that the Chief Administrator, PUDA-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Mohali shall give a personal hearing to the Complainant.

(ii) that the Chief Administrator, PUDA-cum-Deputy Commissioner, Mohali shall conduct an enquiry into the allegations of fraud levelled by the Complainant against certain officials in PUDA.  

2.
Respondent submits before us the enquiry report prepared by the Deputy Commissioner-cum-Additional-Chief Administrator, GMADA (Sh. H.I.S.Grewal).  Respondent states that the then Deputy Commissioner and Additional Chief Administrator, Greater Mohali Area Development Authority (GMADA), Sh. Tejbir Singh had given a personal hearing to the Complainant on 14.02.2007.            Sh. Tejbir Singh had initiated the enquiry proceedings also as per the direction given by the Commission vide its order dated 06.02.2007.  According to the Respondent, this enquiry was completed and enquiry report prepared by Sh. H.I.S.Grewal, the new Deputy Commissioner, Mohali.  

3.
A copy of this enquiry report be supplied by the Respondent to the Complainant.  The Complainant is free to use this as he wishes.


4.
The Complainant has pointed out a typographical error in the order of the Commission dated 06.02.2007.  He states that one Sh. Basant Lal Joshi has been described in para 3 of the order as an advocate.  Complainant states 
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that Sh. Basant Lal Joshi is not an advocate.  We hereby order the deletion of the word ‘advocate’ from para 3 of our order dated 06.02.2007.  


5.
Respondent states that whatever material was available has been given to the Complainant following his meeting with the Deputy Commissioner, Mohali.  Complainant brings to our notice that the copy of the power of attorney given to him by the Respondent does not bear any signatures and is scribed on plain paper.  


6.
To come up for further proceedings on 06.06.2007.  

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

National Consumer Awareness Group (Regd.)

# 175, Sector 45-A,

Chandigarh.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director, HOUSEFED
# 150-151, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 344  of 2006 





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

        Sh. Amit Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the Managing Director, 

        Housefed.

 
    
In this case, the Respondent HOUSEFED had raised a preliminary objection that it was not a public authority as defined under Section 2(h), Right to Information Act, 2005.  This issue has been decided by us, vide our dated 20.02.2007, wherein we have held that HOUSEFED satisfied all the ingredients of the definition of the term ‘public authority’ as contained in the Act. 

2.
The complaint, therefore, is heard today on merits.       


3.    Respondent submits that the information demanded relates to personal information, disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest.  According to the Respondent,  the information demanded is exempt from disclosure under Section 8(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, as the Complainant has neither alleged nor shown that larger public interest justifies the disclosure thereof.                                             

4.
To come up on 06.06.2007, for pronouncement of judgment.
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(P.P.S. Gill)







State 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 Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






………….Respondent

CC  No.69 of 2006 





ORDER


On 06.02.2007, this case was adjourned to 20.03.2007 for pronouncement of judgment on the question of imposition of penalty upon the Respondent and the award of compensation to the Complainant.


2.
It is an admitted position that the documents demanded by the Complainant in his original request for information have mostly been supplied.  The only document regarding which the dispute between the parties subsisted is one letter allegedly written by one Mr. N.S.Kapoor (and Ex-PRO). Though this document was not specifically asked for by the Complainant in his original request for information, he started claiming it during the course of the proceedings before the Commission as being part of the ex-parte enquiry record conducted against the Complainant.   Pursuant to directions given by the Commission, an affidavit was submitted by the Public Information Officer of the Respondent on 20.11.2006, stating that the Respondent University does not have the original of the letter written by Mr. N.S. Kapoor in its records.  According to this affidavit, the said letter of Mr. N.S.Kapoor has been re-produced in a letter by Mr. Gulshan Rai Kataria.  It was thus contended that photocopy of the original letter of Mr. N.S.Kapoor could not be supplied being not available.  


3.
On 20.11.2006, the matter was again heard by the Commission.  At the time of this hearing, the stand taken by the Respondent was that the document in question that is the letter by Mr. N.S.Kapoor was not traceable.  This was stated by the Respondent in an affidavit, a copy whereof was also supplied to the Complainant.  As the Complainant was not satisfied with the efforts of the
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Respondent to locate the missing document, we directed the Vice-Chancellor of the University to cause an enquiry to be conducted into the loss of the document in question and adjourned the hearing of the case to 2nd January, 2007.  


4.
Pursuant to the direction contained in our order dated 20.11.2006, an enquiry was conducted by the University and a report dated 28.12.2006, containing the findings of the enquiry was filed by the Respondent with the Commission.  As per the enquiry report the document in question is definitely not on the record of the Respondent University.  


5.
That thereafter the matter came up before the Commission on 02.01.2007.  In the order dated 02.01.2007, the Commission recorded its finding as under :-

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


6.
On 06.02.2007, the arguments on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent on the question of imposition of penalty upon the Respondent and the award of compensation to the Complainant were heard.  


7.
We have given our thoughtful consideration to the entirety of the facts and circumstances of the case.  It is seen that almost the entire information demanded by the Complainant has already been delivered to him and that sincere efforts have been made by the Respondent to trace the missing document that is the letter by Mr. N.S.Kapoor.  An enquiry was also conducted by the University into the loss of the document pursuant to the directions given by the Commission.  In our view, it is not a fit case in which imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, or the award of compensation under Section 19 (8) of the Act is called for.  We order accordingly.  


8.
The case is disposed of as above.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 20.03.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







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






   State Information Commissioner
