State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh Balbir  Aggarwal,

1525/1, Street No. 33, Preet Nagar

New Shimlapuri,, Ludhiana.









………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent Police,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

AC No. 93   of 2006
Present:
i)Sh.Balbir Aggarwal, complainant in person.


ii) S.I.Nirmal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard

The respondent has intimated that the opinion of the  D.A.  in case  of FIR No.7 dated 11-1-2006 of Police  Station Model Town,Ludhiana has been submitted in original to the Court alongwith the judicial file of the case and the same is pending for hearing.The information required by the complainant  is not in possession of the respondent  and the same can be obtained only from the Court.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh Sushil Kumar Bagga,

1062, f.f. Sector 42-B,

Chandigarh.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o  Then Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC No.  96   of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant in person.


ii) ASI Jagjiwan Ram and ASI Pritpal Singh



    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


Of the six items of the information wanted by the complainant in this case, the information mentioned at item No. 1 to 4 of his application dated 1-7-2006 has been supplied to him by the SSP, Mohali, SAS Nagar. The respondent has stated that no statement of S.Harbhajan Singh was recorded by the Inquiry Officer and therefore the information mentioned at item No. 6 is not available and cannot be supplied.  Insofar as  item No. 5 is concerned, a copy of a Passport submitted by a 3rd person can not be made available to the complainant without following the procedure prescribed u/s 11 of the RTI Act. Besides, the respondent has stated that they do not have a copy of any Passport submitted by  Shri  Prem Singh Sidhu .

In the above circumstances, the information which is available has been received by the complainant and no further action is required to be taken in this case.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.  Ramesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

Cinema Building,

Kapurthala.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Public Instructions,(Colleges)

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 535  of 2006
Present:
i)None.
ORDER


The complainant has informed the Commission vide his letter dated 15-12-2006 that he has received the required information from the respondent.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. V.P.Dubey,

759,  Sector  8,

Panchkula






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Chief Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 166 and 357  of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. V.P.Dubey, complainant in person.


ii)S.Harchand Singh,Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has supplied to the complainant the information running into 50 pages today in the Court.  He states that the additional information has been collected and it will be supplied to the complainant within 21 days from today.


On the next date of hearing it will be determined whether all the information which is available with  the respondent has been provided to the complainant or not.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-2-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

1,Adarash Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oPunjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.






………….Respondent

CC No.  112 of 2006
Present:
i) Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan, complainant in person.


ii) Sh. Hardip  Singh, on behalf of the respondent.,
ORDER

Heard.


The information required to be given in terms of this Court’s Order dated 23-11-2006 was handed over to the complainant by the respondent in  the Court today.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.  Des  Raj,

#  65-C, Phase I, Urban Estate,

Bhatinda.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Estate Officer,

PUDA,

Bhatinda.






………….Respondent

CC No.  513 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Des Raj, complainant in person.


ii)Sh. Raj Pal, Supdt., PUDA,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The required information has been given by the respondent to the complainant.

Disposed of.


The unconditional apology tendered by the PIO/ Estate Office, Bhatinda is accepted and notice issued u/s 20 of the RTI Act is dropped.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

IITT College of Engineering,

GTB State Highway, POJEWAL,

Distt. Nawanshehar.




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Chief Conservator of Forests

17 Bays Building,Chandigarh.








………….Respondent

CC No. 657  of 2006
Present:
i)S. Jasvir Singh, Statistical Officer, on behalf of the respondent.


ii)None, on behalf of the complainant.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has submitted before the Court  that the information required  by the complainant  in respect of  Distt. Hoshiarpur, Garshankar and Gurdaspur has been provided to the complainant, who has also acknowledged its receipt. The required information in respect of Distt. Ropar and Dasuya will also be sent to the complainant within 7 days.  The complainant is not present. Taking  note of the commitment given by the respondent, this case is disposed of.







    (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Dharam Pal Saini,

Shiv Palace Mohalla,

Bazri Co., College Road,

Pathankot.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Hindu Coop Urban Bank Ltd,

Dalhousie Road,

Pathankot.






………….Respondent

CC No. 411  of 2006
Present:
i)None
ORDER

The orders  of this Court dated 9-11-2006 finding that the  Hindu Coop Urban Bank Ltd., is a “Public” Authority’ as defined in the RTI Act has been stayed by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in CWP No.19224 of 2006 vide its orders dated 5-12-2006.

Consequently, this case is closed till the disposal of the writ petition pending before it. The PIO 0/o The Hindu Coop Urban Bank Ltd., Pathankot will inform the Commission of this fact, after which notice will be issued to the parties.

.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Col Joginder Singh, 

 # 905, Phase -2,Goindwal Sahib,

Distt. Amritsar.





………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o  General Manager,

Distt.Industries Centre,

Amritsar.






………….Respondent

CC No. 536  of 2006
Present:
i)S. Birinder Singh Walia,Project Officer, on behalf of the    respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The explanation of  the General Manager, Distt. Industries Centre, Amritsar, submitted to the Court in response to the notice served on him  vide orders dated 23-11-2006 is accepted and the notice  is hereby dropped.


Disposed of.  








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Shri Kishori Lal Sharma,

-262/100 Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,Department of Home Affairs & Jastice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 529  of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Kishori Lal Sharma, complainant in person.


ii) S.Nachhattar Singh, Supdt. Home, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The orders of this Court dated 16-11-2006 have been completely complied with and the respondent  has duly forwarded the application of the complainant  for  financial help from the Discretionary Grant ,to the office  of the Hon’ble Chief Minister,Punjab.


No further action is required to be taken in this case.


Disposed of.







               (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Hemant  Kumar Sayal,

Sayal Street,

Sirhind Mandi

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.








………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Sirhind Mandi

Distt Fatehgarh Sahib.








………….Respondent

CC No. 510  of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Hemant  Kumar Sayal, complainant in person.


ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant insists that the entire information asked for by him should be provided to him in complete form , in writing. The offer of the respondent that the complainant may identify the documents of which he wants copies is not acceptable to the complainant..  In the above circumstances, the respondents are directed to give the required information to the complainant within 30 days from today without fail.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-2-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Ms. Roop Rani,

Wd/o Sh. Om Parkash

C/o Jyoti Garments,

Amam Bara Bazar,

Gurdaspur.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o  The  Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,Gurdaspur.








………….Respondent

CC No. 491  of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Manmohan Singh, Executive Officer,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the required information has been supplied to the complainant.  The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed of.







(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Harchand Singh,

#  199, Sector 21 A,

Chandigarh.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o  The Estate Officer,

PUDA

Mohali
.





           ………….Respondent

CC No.  517 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Harchand Singh, complainant in person


ii) S.Hardip Singh, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has intimated  that the  position mentioned on the last date of hearing remains the same.  The respondent states that a decision whether the acquired land would be given to a Colonizer is likely to be  taken in about six months time.  Since, therefore, the respondent is not in a position to give the required information, no useful purpose will be served in keeping this case pending.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2,Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Distt. Development and Panchayat Officer,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

CC No.  621 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.


ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent is not present. The required information has also not been received by the complainant.

The application for the information was made in this case on 23-8-2006 and the period of 30 days prescribed  under  the  RTI Act within which the information had to be supplied is over.  Notice is therefore given to the PIO, o/o DDPO, Gurdaspur, to show cause at 10 AM on 25-1-2007 as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of the application ( w.e.f. 23-9-2006), should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the  Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 25.1.2007 for further orders. 








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Karamjit Singh Gill,

Opp.Old S.D.M’s Court,

Near Asian Footwears,MOGA.








          ………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner,

MOGA.






………….Respondent

CC No.  469 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Karamjit Singh Gill, complainant in person.


ii)Sh. Charan Pal,Supdt-I, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


Insofar as the supply of  information  to the complainant is concerned, the respondent  has written to the Commission stating that the documents required  by the complainant  has been provided to him.  However, the representative of the respondent present in the Court has made a submission that the documents at item Nos. 1, 3 &  4 of the complainant’s application dated 18-1-2006 are not traceable and the information in respect of item Nos. 2 & 5 have been provided to the complainant.  The averment of the respondent in his written communication, therefore, is incorrect and misleading.

In the orders of this Court dated  9-11-2006, the respondent had been given an opportunity to show cause  as to why the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him since the required information was not supplied to the complainant within 30 days of his making the application.  The respondent has chosen to ignore the notice and has given no explanation either personally, in writing, nor through his authorized representative.

In the above circumstances  the following orders are passed:-


1.The PIO,O/o the Deputy Commissioner, Moga, who I am informed is the Deputy Commissioner himself, should personally be present in the Court on the next date of hearing and explain  why the afore mentioned  penalty u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him.


2. The D.C.Moga should also submit a sworn affidavit on the next date of hearing in support of the submission made through his representative 
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today, that the proceedings recorded till date for the disposal of the documents mentioned at Sr. No. 1,3&4 of the complainant’s application dated 18-1-2006, are not traceable, whether in his office or any  office subordinate  to his.

The representative of the respondent was asked to ascertain the convenience of the D.C.Moga, in order to ensure his presence in the Court. The next hearing in this case will be held at 11 AM on 11-1-2007, the date intimated by the respondent’s representative.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

H. No. 196/10, Kainthan,

Dasuya. Distt. Hoshiarpur.








………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Dasuya, Distt. Hoshiarpur.








………….Respondent

CC No.  660   of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Kuldip Raj , complainant in person.


ii) Sh. Adarash Kumar Sharma, E.O. M.C.Dasuya.

ORDER

Heard.


Since the information required in the application dated 22-8-2006 of the complainant is not clear, he was asked to explain as to what information precisely is required by him.  The complainant has explained that he desires  the following information:-
1. Whether the respondent has spent any funds received by him for development purpose for dismantling of already well built pacca streets within the limits of M.C.Dasuya,  as alleged by the complainant?
2. If the answer to question No. 1 is in the affirmative, under whose authority this has been done.


The respondent has given a commitment that the answer to the above mentioned questions will be given to the complainant within 7 days from today.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Kuldip Raj Kaila,

H. No. 196/10, Kainthan,

Dasuya. Distt. Hoshiarpur




………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Dasuya, Distt. Hoshiarpur




………….Respondent

CC No. 659  of 2006
Present:
 i)Sh. Kuldip Raj , complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Adarash Kumar Sharma, E.O. M.C.Dasuya.

ORDER

Heard.


Since the application of the complainant dated 21-8-2006 for information was not clear he has been asked to describe the information which he wants. The complainant has explained that he desires the following:
i) A clear and legible copy of Resolution No. 99 dated 21-1-1999 of the Municipal Council, Dasuya concerning the agreement entered into with the Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board.
ii) Action taken on his complaint dated 7-5-2002 addressed to the   respondent and fate thereof.
iii) Action taken on his complaint dated 11-7-2003 addressed to the            respondent   and fate thereof.
iv) Action taken on his application dated 1-10-2004 addressed to the respondent and fate thereof.
v) Whether the respondent was in his office or on official duty elsewhere on 23-2-2006.

The respondent has made a commitment that he will give the required information within 7 days from today.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh. Arvind Sharma, Advocate,

Carpenter’s Street,

196/13,  SUNAM.








………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Director,Food Supplies and

Consumer Affairs,Punjab,Sectyor 17,

Chandigarh.








………….Respondent

CC No.  493 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh.Nishant A.Singh, on behalf of the complainant.


ii) Sh.Kulwant Rai Sharma,Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has undertaken to deposit  the  required fees of Rs. 6530/- as intimated to him by the respondent and the respondent has made a commitment that the required information will be provided to him within 10 days of the receipt of the fees;

Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

S.Karamjit Singh Gill,

Opp. Old SDM’s Court,

Near Asian Footwears,

MOGA






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Sr. Superintendent Police,

MOGA






………….Respondent

CC No. 470  of 2006
Present:
i)S.Karamjit Singh Gill, complainant in person.


ii) ASI  Surjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information in respect of item No. 1,2,3 & 8 have been attested and given to the complainant except that the copies of the documents mentioned in the noting/reports have not been supplied.  Attested copies of such attached documents  should also be provided to the complainant.  The respondent states that the documents mentioned at Sr. No. 4,5 & 7 cannot be supplied to the complainant since theses cases are under investigation and after the challans are put up in the Court of law, complete copies will be provided to him.  The telegram mentioned at sr. No. 6 has been located and a certified copy of the telegram  should also now be given to the complainant.


The complainant has been charged  fees for supply of 56 pages although he has received  only 37 pages. The excess fees paid by the complainant will be adjusted against the information now to be provided and the balance still left, if any, will be refunded to him.


The respondent has made a commitment that action as directed above will be  taken and complied with within 15 days.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December,2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,
Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Executive Engineer,

Public Health,W. S& Sanitation (GW) Dvn,

Pathankot..






………….Respondent

CC No.  626 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.


ii) S.Avtar Singh Kalsi, XEN,  respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has made a submission that no Tubewell has been bored in Pathankot Division  between 1-1-2006 to 31-7-2006. Insofar as the second item of information is concerned, the respondent has submitted that it is voluminous and he will need further 30 days from today for the supply of details of.  purchases which he has made for the works from 1-1-2006 to 31-7-2006  including the original and maintenance works.

It is therefore ordered that the respondent will inform the complainant on or before 20-1-2007 about the fees which  he has to deposit in accordance with the number of pages  which will be supplied to him and thereafter, after the fees is deposited, the required information will be supplied to him within 7 days.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for  review of the action taken.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December, 2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot







………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Executive Engineer, 

Punjab Sewerage Board,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

CC No.  628 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in pwerson.


ii)S.Nirmal Singh, SDE,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


Of the two items of information required by the complainant, the details of funds/grants received by the respondent have been provided to him. Insofar as the details of payments at item No. 2 is concerned, the respondent wants more time to collect this information and he will need 30 days from today for the supply of details of payments made against works/projects.

It is therefore ordered that the respondent will inform the complainant on or before 20-1-2007 about the fees which he has to deposit in accordance with the number of pages which will be supplied to him and thereafter, after the fees is deposited, the required information will be supplied to him within 7 days.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007for review of the action taken.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December, 2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The District Transport Officer,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

CC No.  627 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.


ii)Sh. Mohinder Pal, MVI, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The representative of the respondent has conveyed that the respondent does not have the application of the complainant and has desired a copy may be given to him.

A copy of the application of the complainant dated 11-8-2006 has been prepared and given to the respondent. It may be clarified that in respect if item No. 2 mentioned at Sr. 4, it would be sufficient to give the details of passing of the vehicles (Registration numbers) and the information concerning the revenue collected, would not be required to be given. The respondent is directed to give the required information to the complainant within 3 weeks from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December, 2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot






………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Asstt. S.E.,City Division,North,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Dhangu Road,

Pathankot.






………….Respondent

CC No.  624 of 2006
Present:
i)Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person.


ii) None, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent in this case has sent an intimation of the complainant that the required information cannot be given because of the following reasons:-
1. It is an exempted category u/s 8 and 9 of the RTI Act

2. The identity of the complainant is not satisfactory.

3. The information would cause unwanted invasion of the privacy of  persons.

The respondent is not present to defend the afore- mentioned communication sent to the complainant and the same has therefore been considered ex-party and the conclusion of this Court is as follows:-

1. The information required by the complainant in this case concerns details of civil works done by the PSEB and the details of the payments made to the contractors between 1-1-2006 to 30-6-2006 within the jurisdiction of the Assistant  S.E. ,City Division ,North,Pathankot. The finding of this Court is that the required information does not fall within any of the categories mentioned as exempted u/s 8 or section 9 of the RTI Act.

2. The second objection of the respondent is absolutely misplaced. In the RTI Act, the Public Authorities are obliged to part with  information 

Contd…..2
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which has been asked for by any citizen and it is not at all understood what is meant by saying that  ” the identity of the applicant is not satisfactory”.  This objection is also overruled.
3. The finding of this Court is that the information which has been required  by the complainant would in no way invade the privacy of any person and this objection also appears to have been taken hastily and without due consideration and is overruled.

In consequence, the respondent is obliged to supply the required information to the complainant in accordance with his application dated 11-8-2006 within 30 days from today.  He is directed to do this without fail.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December, 2006
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Wg. Comdr. G.S.Uberoi,(Retd.)

H.No. 163, (ff) Sector 27-A,

Chandigarh.







………….Complainant






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Estate Officer,

PUDA,Mohali.








………….Respondent

CC No.  546 of 2006
Present:
i)Wg. Codr. G.S.Uberoi, complainant in person.



ii)Sh.Hardip Singh, Supdt.,PUDA, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The orders passed by this Court on 23-11-2006 were considered in the presence of both the parties.


The respondent has brought with him  the complete list of eligible candidates of  the 1996 draw and a list of successful candidates of  the1989 draw.  The following becomes clear from the perusal of both the lists:-

1. The names of successful candidates are of 1989  and are not included in the 1996 draw.

2. Two applicants have been shown as successful from  the Defence category in the list of successful candidates of the 1989 draw.

Therefore, the question put by the complainant about the number of applications in the Defence category for the 1989 draw and whether his name was included in that list, becomes very relevant and the respondent cannot sweep it aside by making an assertion that there was no separate category for Defence personnel.  An effort must be made by the respondent to locate the list of eligible candidates of the 1989 draw and provide this information  to the complainant. 
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In addition, the complete list of eligible candidates of the1996 draw and the list of successful candidates for that draw should also be supplied to the complainant within 7 days from today.


Of the other query about why the amount of Rs. 4000/- deposited by the complainant in the year 1989 was not refunded to him earlier, the respondent has stated that the refund was made to the complainant vide cheque No. 00136450 dated 11-1-1997 sent to him at H. No. 21/42, West Patel Nagar, New Delhi-110008 but this cheque came back undelivered and the respondent did not have any other address of the complainant.  On the other hand, the respondent had been told by the complainant about his change of address and he has also shown the acknowledgement issued   from the office of PUDA to him at H. No.112/21, Jal  Vihar, Noida-201301.  The respondent, however, sent the refund of Rs. 4000/-  vide  their letter No. 91 to the complainant’s earlier address, which was H. No. 21/42, West Patel Nagar,New Delhi.


The respondent must therefore give the information to the complainant as to why, despite having been informed of the corrected address, the amount was sent to the earlier address. The respondent must also inform  the complainant whether, since the mistake was committed by PUDA, it is now prepared to pay interest to the complainant at a suitable rate.

The information being ordered to be given to the complainant should be sent within 10 days.


An amount of Rs.50/- was charged from the complainant with his application whereas this should be Rs. 10/- as per Government instructions. Therefore, the excess amount of Rs. 40/- should be refunded to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated: 21st December, 2006
