STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

S/o Sh. Malkiat Singh,

Under Trial, Central Jail,

Ludhiana. 
  
   




__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1664   of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant


ii)
  Sh. V. K. Sharda, Supdt.,o/o DGP,on behalf of the     respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information of the complainant dated 30-4-2007 was addressed to the Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab, who further sent it for disposal to the Department of Home Affairs and Justice, since the required  information related to an inquiry conducted by the DGP into an FIR.  The Department of Home Affairs asked the complainant to send the application fees through a bank draft or IPO in the name of the PIO, Department of Home Affairs, which was duly complied with by the complainant and an IPO  was sent by him to the respondent with his letter dated 7-6-2007. Thereafter, it appears that the respondent did absolutely nothing to give the information required by the complainant and it would  appear that after receiving the notice of the Commission, has now written to the DGP to give the desired information to the complainant.  The representative of the PIO, office of the Director General Police, present before us has stated that this communication from the Department of Home Affairs has been received by them only yesterday and, therefore, seeks some time to examine and deal with the application for information of the complainant.  Accordingly, the respondent is given fifteen days for this purpose and he may bring for the information of the Court, an action taken report on the complainant’s application, on the next dated of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajesh Sood,

Sr. Asstt., O/o DPI(Colleges), Punjab,

SCO 66-67, Sector-17-D,

Chandigarh. 





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o DPI (Secondary Education), Punjab,

SC0- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1665   of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Rajesh Sood,   complainant in person.


ii)
 Sh. Madan Lal, Supdt.,-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
In response to the application for information of the complainant, the respondent had earlier written to him vide his letter dated 23-8-2007 that the information asked for is not available since the concerned file, which is now about 20 years old, could not be located.  In the hearing today however, the respondent has informed the Court  that letter No. 9/41-84/Services1(1) dated 14-7-1988, referred to in the application for information has been located and the information asked for by the complainant, has since been provided to him vide the respondent’s letter dated 22-10-2007.  The respondent states that the information which has been provided to him is deficient in two respects.  Firstly, that the date from which the post of senior assistant to which he was promoted on 1-10-1987 fell vacant, has not been communicated to him . Secondly. the notings leading to his promotion on 1-10-1987 have also not been given to him.  Insofar as the first point is concerned, the respondent has stated that the complainant was promoted against a leave vacancy and the  concerned date will be located and given   to him within a week. Insofar as the second point is concerned, the respondent submits that, firstly, the complainant has not asked for the noting  to which he has referred , and secondly, the respondent has stated that the notings leading to his promotion could not be located, being very old, despite their best efforts. The contention of the respondent is accepted and this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to convey the information regarding the date from which the post,  on which    the   complainant 
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was promoted on 1-10-1987, fell vacant,within one week.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raghbir Singh Dhillon, 

# 2984, Phase-7,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Ropar.       



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1666  & 1670   of 2007

Present:
i)
  Sh. Raghbir Singh Dhillon , complainant in person.


ii)
  Sh. Ranjit Singh and S. Darshan Singh, BDPOs.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and has been handed over to the complainant.


Disposed of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Lal,

S/o Sh. Kasturi Lal,

Street No. 10, Opp. D.A.V. School,

Bibi wala Road, Bathinda.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.       



 

 __________ Respondent

CC No. 1669   of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Capt. Navdeep Singh,

# 1063, Sector-2,

Panchkula.

  
   
__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Administrative Reforms & IT,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

____ Respondent

CC No. 1671  of 2007

Present:
i)
 Sh. Ashim  Aggarwal  , Advocate, on behalf of the 




complainant


ii)
 None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
 Sh. Ashim Aggarwal, who appeared on behalf of the complainant, has requested for adjournment since the complainant is preoccupied with his wife’s illness.  The request is granted.  The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2007.

It is expected that the PIO or the concerned APIO on behalf of the respondent will also attend the Court on the next date of hearing. 
                              




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal,

# 2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.


  
   __________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

(Jail Branch), Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.

 


__________ Respondent

CC No. 1674  of 2007

Present:
i)
 Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, complainant in person.


ii)
 Sh. Ratna Ram, Under Secretary-cum-APIO, and


 Sh. Kuldip Singh Dhaliwal,Chief Probation Officer-cum-                 APIO, o/o DG(Prison) on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.
 The application for information of the complainant in this case concerns the action taken by the department of Home Affairs and Justice on his representations against the adverse remarks given to him in his ACRs for the year 1993-94 and 1994-95.  The matter has already been adjudicated in CC-714 of 2006 in which the respondent was the Inspector General of Prisons, Punjab, in which the only evidence which the complainant produced to show that his representation against the adverse remarks in the ACR for the year 1994-95 had been received in the office of the respondent turned out to be without any basis.  The complainant has already been informed that his representation against the adverse remarks pertaining to the year 1993-94 has been rejected by the Government and a copy of the letter of the Government addressed to the Department of Prisons, in this regards, has been given to him.  
The only point which now remains to be considered is the representation against the adverse remarks pertaining to the year 1994-95. The complainant states that the present case  pertains to the decision of the Government in respect of this representation and according to him he has given the details of four letters written by the Government to the I.G. Prison, Punjab, against item No. (iv) of his application for information, the subject matter of which is his representation against the adverse remarks given to him in the year 1994-95, although he has not been able to show any copy of these letters to the Court.    Accordingly,   this 
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case is adjourned with the direction to the respondent to locate the files pertaining to these four letters cited in the application, and if any one of them is on the subject as stated by the complainant, inform him about the fate of his representation against the adverse remarks for the year 1994-95 and the decision of the Government on that representation.  The complainant may also send copies of these letters to Shri Ratna Ram, Under Secretary, Home Department, to help him to locate this record, and bring them to the Court as well on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for further consideration and orders.                              












 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Kamla Rani,

# 499, Model town,

Bathinda.

  
   



__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

PUDA, PUDA Complex,

Bhagu Road, Bathinda.



 __________ Respondent

CC No. 1679  of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 16-4-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.



Disposed  of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal,

H. No. 201-204/100,

Block-J, B.R.S. Nagar,

Ludhiana.

   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

 Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,

Chandigarh 


 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1681  of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Daljit Singh, complainant in person.


ii)
 Sh. Ashok Khanna, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard

The application for information in this case seeks information about the action taken by the government against another government employee on the basis of a complaint given by the complainant.  The applicant seeks information regarding the progress which has been made in charge sheeting the employee and in effecting monetary recoveries from him.


The information asked for in this case is regarding a third party and cannot be provided under the RTI Act.


Disposed of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Malkiat Singh,

Flat No. 521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Complex.

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Block  E, Ludhiana..





….……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar,

Cooperative  Societies, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No.  104  of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Malkiat Singh,  appellant  in  person.

ii)  
Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt., o/o RCS, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the appellant almost one year back on 25-11-2006. It is a matter of great regret that despite the passage of all this time and as many as four hearings before this Court, and despite   the issuance of specific directions by this Court in its various orders, the respondent has still not given the complete information to the complainant with reference to his application.  Nothing could be more lucid that the orders of this Court passed on 6-9-2007 in which the respondent has been specifically directed to give a complete reply to his application for information dated 25-11-2006, containing the following:- 
1.
Para wise reply to his complaints dated 22-12-2004, 1-3-2005 and 7-3-
2005.

2.
Para wise reply to the points mentioned in his application at sr. no. 2 to 5.


In compliance to the orders of this Court, the respondent has sent a letter with an enclosure to the complainant on 15-10-2007 at his address.  The enclosure in fact is an internal communication from the Additional Registrar, Coop. Societies, stating that the point wise response to the complaint against the MD, Housefed, has already been sent to the PIO, office of the RCS, Punjab. Apart from stating that two of the three complaints mentioned by the appellant, namely, those dated 22-12-2004 and 7-3-2005, have not been received in his office,  nothing further has been stated by him in this communication and nothing more has been communicated to the appellant, despite the clear cut orders of
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 this Court dated 6-9-2007.  The respondent states that the position of the Housefed on the various points raised by the appellant has already been conveyed to him.  But this is not the end of the matter, since the appellant has repeatedly been asking for the stand taken by the office of the RCS on to his complaint against the MD, Housefed, and indeed the last paragraph of his application dated 28-2-2007, sent on 1-3-2007 states  “ it is most respectfully requested that early action at the departmental level may kindly be taken.”   No response to point, mentioned in the complaint has been given  by the PIO to the appellant so far.  If the RCS is in agreement with the response of the M.D., Housefed, he must say so categorically, since the application for information stands addressed to the PIO of his office of M.D.Housefed.

Apart from the fact that the orders of the Court have not been implemented, the PIO has also not so far complied with the directions  imposing the cost of Rs. 500/- which had to be given to the appellant before today’s hearing.  This cost had been imposed in the orders of this Court on 2-8-2007, against which a submission was made by the respondent in the hearing which was held on 6-9-2007, when the following orders were passed:-


“The request of the PIO for waiving off the cost of Rs. 500/-, which was 
imposed upon him in the orders of this Court dated 2-8-2007, is rejected 
and this amount should now definitely be made over to the appellant 
before the next date of hearing.”

Despite the above orders, the cost of Rs. 500/- has still not been paid to the complainant.


From the above discussion, it is clear that the respondent has the least respect or regard for his responsibilities and duties under the RTI Act or for the orders of this Court. I am prima-facie satisfied that the information asked for by the appellant in this case has been denied to him without reasonable cause within the period of 30 days as laid down u/s 7  of the RTI Act.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Sh. Harinder Singh Sidhu, Joint Registrar, Coop. Societies, Punjab, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-11-2007, 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 receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act. 2005
The question the cost of Rs. 500/- has also to be considered. The conduct of the PIO in refusing to take any action in this regard is nothing but outright defiance of the court’s orders, which amounts to contempt of the Court’s orders, should be reported to the Hon’ble High Court with the request                     for 
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taking further necessary action.   Because of utter disregard, further cost of Rs. 1000/- is imposed on the office of the RCS, Punjab which should be paid to the appellant along with the earlier cost of Rs. 500/-  before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for necessary consideration and orders.









 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007

A copy is forwarded to:-

1.        Ms. Kusumjit Sidhu, IAS, Financial Commissioner, Cooperation       

Department, Punjab,

2.        Shri Vishwajit Khanna, IAS, RCS, Punjab.

for further necessary action.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No.32-34,(1st  Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

S. Surinder Pal,

Lawyer. Hall No.1 Opp. Chamber 106,

Ist Floor, Lawyers Complex, 

Distt Courts,
Ludhiana   





--------
 Complainant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Secretary,

Indian Red Cross Society,

Mansa.




        ………….Respondent

CC No.  242  of 2007

Present:
i)
S. Surinder Pal, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant


ii)
 Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Accountant, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has pointed out certain deficiencies in the information which has been provided to him in his letter dated 13-10-2007 addressed to the respondent.  The respondent states that this letter was received by him a couple of days ago and seeks some time to provide the required information to the complainant.  The request of the respondent is accepted and this case is adjourned to enable the respondent to do the needful.

 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prithipal  Singh,

S/o Sh. Sadhu Singh,

86,  Phase  2,Mohali



 _______ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Deptt. of  Defence Services,

Mini Sectt., Sector 9,Chandigarh-160001 
_________ Respondent

CC No  999  of 2007

Present:
i)  
S. Prithipal  Singh,  complainant in person.

ii) 
Sh. Rajneesh Kumar, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has been able to locate the list of Army Personnel belonging to Punjab State who had left the Army after operation Blue Star, sent by the Government of India and the name of the complainant figures in that list.   However, he has still not given any information to the complainant about why he has not been given the rehabilitation package.  The respondent  requested for a further period of ten days to give the required information to the complainant.


The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 8-11-2007 when the respondent is expected to bring a copy of the information for the complainant and also for record of the Court.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85,2nd floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

 Sh.  Surinder Pal, Advocate,
C/o Lawyers for Social Action,

H. No. 539/112/3, Street 1-E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana- 141007.

    


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chairman, 

Zila Parishad, near old Distt. Courts,

Ludhiana.






_________ Respondent

CC No. 1116 of 2007

Present:
i)    Sh. Surinder Pal, complainant in person.

ii )   Sh. Sukhdev Singh, Dy. CEO,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.  

In the orders of the Court dated 7-9-2007, one more opportunity was given to the respondent to

a) provide the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing;

b)         reply to the show cause notice dated  10-8-2007 issued by the Court ,        
    by name, under Post Office  Regd. Letter Receipt No.2975 dated 18-8-
 
    2007.  
The required information had not been supplied to the complainant when the hearing took place on 25-10-2007 and no reply from the respondent to the show cause notice was also forth coming. Subsequently, a detailed reply to the show cause notice was submitted by the respondent personally, in which he has rendered his unconditional apology for the sequence of events leading up to the issuance of the show cause notice and has requested that the notice may be withdrawn and the penalty may not be imposed upon him, for the following reasons.

1.
The respondent has stated that the Secretary, Zila Parishad, Ludhiana, had been directed vide memo. No. 2016 dated 13-9-2007 to show cause as to why no person attended the Court on 7-9-2007 and also directed him to prepare the reply to the show cause notice and to attend the Court on 25-10-2007.
Contd…p/2
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2.
He had every intention to appear in the Court on 25-10-2007 but was unable to do so because of unavoidable exigencies.

3.
He has to attend to a number of multifarious and additional duties assigned to him by the Government and the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, the details of which have been given in para 3 of his reply  containing ten items described at pages 1-3  thereof.

4.
He has submitted that the information as required by the applicant in this case is readily available and has also been supplied to various other applicants for information.  It is because of the constraints of staff and the tight schedule of fresh recruitments prescribed by the Government that inadvertently, the information could not be supplied so far.

5. 
Last of all, the respondent has submitted that the information requested by the complainant, comprising 253 certified pages, with index, has been delivered to him through speed post parcel on 31-10-2007,  a copy of which has also been enclosed with the reply for the record of the Court.

In view of the submissions made by the respondent and the fact that complete information has been supplied to the complainant, I am satisfied that the delay in providing the information in this case has been neither intentional nor unreasonable.  The notice for the imposition of penalty served on the respondent, therefore, is dropped.

The complainant is given an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him, at 10 AM on 10-1-2008.  The Deputy CEO, Sh. Sukhdev Singh, should also be present in the Court on that date.  If, however, the information as asked for by the complainant has been received by him, he may inform the Deputy CEO accordingly, and it would then not be necessary for either the complainant or the respondent to attend the Court on that date.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  October, 2007
Cc:  Sh. Priyank  Bharti, IAS,
Addl. Deputy Commissioner, (Dev.)

Cum CEO Zila Parishad,

Ludhiana.

