STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Davinder Singla,

S/o Sh. Raj Kumar Singla,

Near Bus Stand, Master Colony,

Maur Mandi, Bathinda.




………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Vigilance Deptt. Punjab,

Block-C, Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………... Respondent
CC No.  352 of 2007






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

Sh. Parveen Kumar, Budget and Establishment Officer on behalf of 

the Respondent.   


Information demanded relates to an enquiry conducted by the Vigilance Department into a complaint by Sh. Davinder Singla in regard to certain decisions of the Municipal Council Maur Mandi, District Bathinda pertaining to the allotment of shops and Teh  Bazari rights. 
2.

Respondent states that the information in question has been duly supplied to the Complainant on 18th May, 2007.  Respondent further states that this is probably the reason that the Complainant has not turned up to pursue this case.

3.

In the circumstances, it appears that the Complainant is satisfied with the information delivered to him.

4.

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






  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Davinder Kaur,
D/o Sh. Amarjeet Singh,

# 234. Moti Bagh Colony,

Pakhowal Road, 

Distt-Ludhiana.





………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police Pb,,

Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9, 

Chandigarh.




 
……………... Respondent
CC No.  295 of 2007






      ORDER

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


Sh. Ajay Kumar, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Respondent submits that the instant complaint relates to information regarding an enquiry conducted by the Police Department into a dowry related matrimonial dispute.   
2.

Respondent states that the following information demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to her by the Respondent on the dates indicated against each:-
(i) Copy of enquiry report conducted by the Superintendent of Police, (Crime), Patiala; delivered on 28.03.2007.
(ii) Copy of statements recorded in the enquiry; delivered on 24th May, 2007.  

3.

According to the Respondent, the entire information demanded under the Right to Information Act, 2005, has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  The Complainant has not put in appearance before us today.  We, therefore, believe the statement made by the Respondent.  
4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

#3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



 
……………... Respondent
CC No.  278 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant in person.


Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Superintendent of Police office of DGP, Pb. 

on behalf of the Respondent.


Sh. S.P.Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the 


SSP, Ropar.



Cause of action in this matter is a decision of the Govt. of India to control and prohibit the running of colleges for diploma and degree courses in a field called “electro homoeopathy”.  According to the Complainant, Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, Govt. of India had on 25.11.2003 directed all the State Governments including Punjab not to allow any institutions under the State Govt. to grant a degree or diploma in the field of “electro homoeopathy”.  According to the Complainant, pursuant to the directions of the Govt. of India, State Govt., Department of Medical Education & Research had directed all the Deputy Commissioners and the Superintendents of Police in the State of Punjab to take action against the teaching institutions and practitioners of this unrecognized system of medicine.  
2.

Complainant states that he had, initially on 25th September, 2006, and repeatedly thereafter requested the Director General of Police, Punjab, to implement the directions of the State Government and the Govt. of Punjab.  .
3.

On 28.12.2006, the Complainant filed an application before the PIO office of the Director General of Police, Pb. seeking information on what action was taken on his requests made on 25.09.2006, 03.10.2006 and 06.11.2006 for action on the directions of the Union Government.  Receiving no response to this application under the RTI, 2005, the Complainant has approached the Commission with a complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.
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4.

The Respondent accepts that the Police Department is pursuing this matter in all the Districts.  He states that information is being collected from all the Districts in Punjab.  Respondent states before us that five Districts that is Ludhiana, Tarn Taran, Ferozepur, Patiala and Ropar have supplied to the Headquarters the information relating to institutions within their jurisdiction.  Information from the remaining Districts has not, as yet, been received.  The Respondent, however, has no objection to delivering the entire information as soon as it is received from the Districts.   He requests that one month’s time may be given in order that the compliance can be ensured.

5.

Respondent further brings to our notice that the Complainant has moved the Punjab and Haryana High Court in a Writ Petition seeking intervention of the High Court for the closure of unauthorized medical institutions teaching electro-homoeopathy.  The Police Department is separately submitting a report to the Hon’ble High Court as directed by it.  The matter regarding information demanded under the RTI Act, 2005, is to be considered separately here.
6.

What the Complainant demanded is information on action taken by the Police.  He states that this information will enable him to pursue his case to its logical end in the High Court.
7.

The Complainant has raised a public issue. The Respondent has not refused to supply the information but has merely sought time for collecting the same from the field.

8.

We accept the plea of the Respondent for grant of time to enable him to procure the information from the various field offices.  The Respondent is directed to ensure that :-

(i) Information in respect of five Districts, presently available with him, be delivered to the Complainant within a week.           
(ii) Information in respect of the remaining nineteen Districts would be procured from the Districts and delivered to the Complainant within a period of one month.  

9.

Complainant brings to our notice that he had filled similar applications under the RTI Act, before the Director Health Services, Punjab; Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana seeking information on action taken to prohibit Medical Institutions from offering unrecognized courses.  Complainant states that three cases that is CC 444 of 2007, CC 297 of 2007 and AC 191 of 2007 have been filed before the 
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Commission in respect of these requests for information.  These matters are pending before other Benches of the Commission.  For facility, we direct that all these cases be heard together with the instant case before this bench.  

10.

To come up for further proceedings on 08.08.2007.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Inder Pal Singh,

# 173, New Mehar Singh Colony,

Patiala.





………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Chandigarh.




 
……………... Respondent
CC No.  261 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Sh. Tejinderjit Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant, Sh. Inder Pal Singh.

None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 



Complainant withdraws this complaint and seeks liberty to file a fresh application under the Right to Information Act, 2005, before the authority concerned as, according to the Complainant, there are some formal defects in the application for information made earlier.  
2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Sham Lal Singla,

# B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.






   …….…….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. of Education,

Chandigarh. 





 
……………... Respondent
CC No.  285 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Sham Lal Singla, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



We observe that PIO office of the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab had transferred this matter to the Secretary, Department of School Education, Govt. of Punjab.

2.

Another opportunity is, therefore, granted to the PIO, office of the Secretary, Department of School Education, Govt. of Punjab to present his case before the Commission.  Secretary Education will ensure that either the PIO or APIO should be present on the next date of hearing.


3.

Adjourned to 13.08.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Pal (Advocate),

C/o Lawyers For Social Action,

# 539/112/3, St. No. 1E,

New Vishnu Puri, Ward No. 66,

New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.






………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




 

……………... Respondent
CC No.  344 of 2007






      ORDER

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

Sh. Charanjit Singh Uppal, Assistant Health Officer on behalf of the 
Respondent.
Complainant has submitted in writing that owing to an injury suffered by him, he is unable to travel to Chandigarh.  He, therefore, seeks an adjournment.

2.

The information in question relates to the functioning of Mohalla Sanitation Committees that have been formed in the city of Ludhiana as per policy decision of the Municipal Corporation.  The Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant is fairly elaborate and has to be dug out of the various official files of the Corporation.  Respondent further states that the Corporation is ready to deliver the information demanded by the Complainant.  He states that the Complainant may visit the office of the Corporation on any working day, inspect the record and identify the information required by him.  The information so identified shall, according to the Respondent, be delivered to the Complainant forthwith.  
3.

We find that the Complainant is a resident of Ludhiana city.  It would be, therefore, convenient for him to visit the office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana  in the manner suggested by the Respondent.  
4.

It appears that the Respondent is not denying the supply of information.  But the information demanded, according to the Respondent, is not available readily as it is contained in various different files which are quite large in 
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number.  For this reason, we advise the Complainant to identify the information demanded to his satisfaction, by himself visiting the office of the Public Authority whenever he is in a position to do so.

5.

In his complaint under Section 18, the Complainant has prayed that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for not providing the requisite information within the stipulated time. He also demands that he be compensated for the detriment suffered by him on account of the failure of the Respondent to supply the information.  
6.

Before taking a decision on the plea for imposition of penalty and award of compensation, we deem it appropriate that the information demanded is delivered.  The Respondent is, therefore, directed to allow the Complainant to inspect the record and identify the information required by him.  On such identification having been made, the Respondent shall deliver the information to the Complainant forthwith.  We also direct the Respondent to show cause why the prayer made by the Complainant for imposition of penalty and award of compensation be not accepted.
7.

To come up for further proceedings on 13.08.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Surinder Jain,

# 539/B-12, Gali No. 0,

New Vishnu Puri,

New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.






………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




 

……………... Respondent
CC No.  343 of 2007






      ORDER

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


Sh. Tarlok Singh, APIO on behalf of the Respondent.



A letter dated 27.06.2007 has been received from the Complainant in the office of the Commission today stating that he is not in a position to attend the hearing as his daughter is being operated upon in a hospital.  In this letter, it is mentioned that the Respondent has supplied some information which is “incomplete and misleading”.  Complainant has requested that “the hearing of the case be adjourned to some other date or the case be decided on merits.”
2.

We find that the Complainant has stated in general terms that the information supplied is incomplete and misleading.  The deficiency in the supply of information has not been indicated. In the absence of the specific reasons for his dissatisfaction, we are unable to take any view in this.

3.

The Respondent, however, states that he has supplied the information as demanded.

4.

The Commission cannot indefinitely prolong the proceedings on account of such a vague expression of dissatisfaction by the Complainant with the information supplied.  Respondent, however, states that he is prepared to supply whatever information is demanded by the Complainant.   

5.

In these circumstances, we direct that the Respondent should allow the Complainant access to the record in his office so that he can identify the 
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exact information required by him.  Respondent shall deliver such information as identified by the Complainant to remove the deficiencies. 

6.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Rajesh Kumar (Advocate),

# 44-A, Model House,

P.O. Model Town,

Ludhiana.






………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mini Secretariat,

Ludhiana.




 

……………... Respondent
CC No.  342 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:- 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.


Information in question relates to the inclusion/non-inclusion etc. of the caste “Kachhi” in the list of OBCs in the State of Punjab.  We find that in response to the demand for information, the officer incharge, M.A., Branch, D.C., Office, Ludhiana has written to the District Revenue Officer-cum-APIO, Ludhiana on 19.03.2007 (with a copy to the Complainant) supplying certain  information and mentioning that the remaining part of the information relates to other Departments of the Govt. 

2.

In the absence of the Complainant and any correspondence from him indicating whether information has been delivered to him or not, we can only conclude that either the Complainant is satisfied with the information that has been supplied to him or that he does not wish to pursue this matter any further.

3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007







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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kanwaljit Singh,

# 172-C, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.






………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Asstt. Commissioner,

Excise and Taxation, Distt-II,

Ludhiana.




 

……………... Respondent
CC No.  275 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:- 
Sh. Y.M.Bhagirath, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant had sought information regarding certain sales tax returns.  Complainant submits that his request for information has been declined by the Respondent vide Memo No. 2416 date 07.02.2007.

2.

In view of the fact that a written order rejecting the request for information has been communicated to the Complainant, the right course for the Complainant would be to prefer an appeal before the Appellate Authority appointed by the Department of Excise and Taxation under the RTI Act, 2005.  

3.

This matter is disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Lalit Kumar Goyal,

S/o Sh. Murlidhar Goyal,

R/o Sunil Gali, Mansa. (Pb).



………….. Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

        &
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Department of Grievances,

Govt. of Punjab,
Chandigarh.




 

……………... Respondent
CC No.  319 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



The file indicates that the following information has been demanded:-


“(i)
That how many complaints sent to Punjab Government by resident of India till now for action and how many had been decided and how many not till now.


(ii)
That provide the copy of Ruling or Act under which service charges has been taken in Deputy Commissioner, offices in Suvidha Centres by making societies in Punjab. “

2.

The matter was first transferred to the Department of Revenue on 10.01.2007.  This was returned by the Department of Revenue to the Administrative Reforms Department on 30.01.2007 with the remark that this does not relate to the Revenue Department.  Thereafter on 11.04.2007, Department of Information Technology & Administrative Reforms forwarded the matter to the Principal Secretary, Department of Grievances.  On 10.05.2007, Department of Information Technology & Administrative Reforms has given a reply in general terms under the signatures of Under Secretary, Administrative Reforms explaining the functions of Suwidha centres.  
3.

From the above, it appears that the Government itself is not clear as to who is to supply the information in question.  The Administrative Reforms Branch has merely informed us that the matter has been sent to the Department of Grievances. This process viz identifying the appropriate authority within the 
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Govt. to answer this request has taken as long as four months.  According to the RTI Act, 2005, information demanded is to be given within a period of one month.  If the information demanded relates to an authority other than the one to whom the request is addressed, another five days are given for enabling such authority to transfer the request to the appropriate authority.  There is no justification whatever for this delay in transferring the request from Department to Department over a period of one month.  We direct that the office of Chief Secretary to whom the original request was addressed to either accept the request and answer it on its merits or to direct the appropriate authority to take suitable action.  We would like the PIO office of Chief Secretary to take decision as above and submit a report to the Commission on the next date of hearing.  He should also ensure that the PIO of the concerned Department to which the application has been transferred should be present in person on the next date of hearing.
4.

To come up on 13.08.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.H.K.Tewari,

HJ-116, H/B Colony,

B.R.S.Nagar,

Ludhiana.






………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Education Officer,

Ludhiana.




 
………………….Respondent

CC No. 387  of 2006 





ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Madanjeet Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2007.  The Respondent had stated on that day that information against item nos. (iv) to (vi) of the original demand shall be supplied to the Complainant within a week.  According to the representative of the Respondent, complete information as demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to him.  He states that the actual demand of the Complainant related to the pensionary benefits etc. from the time that he was working in the Education Department.  In the absence of the Complainant, we infer that either he is satisfied with the information supplied to him or that he does not wish to pursue the matter further.  

2.

Respondent also submits that the Complainant is merely interested in harassing the Department and that is why repeated requests for information have been made.  We do not go into this matter.

3.

In the circumstances, this matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007







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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

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

# 1525/1, Street No. 33,

Preet Nagar, New Simlapuri,

Ludhiana.



    ------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.



   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 92 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, Appellant in person.


Sh. Pardeep Kapoor, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



Appellant states that he has been pursuing the case with the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for the removal of unauthorized encroachments made by certain vegetable vendors etc. on foot paths and roads at various places in Ludhiana city.  According to the Appellant, the encroachments in question have caused obstruction to the normal movement of traffic creating public nuisance in the city of Ludhiana.  He claims that the various functionaries of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana have been assuring that the illegal encroachments would be removed but no action in this behalf has been taken.  He states that he had sought specific information from the Corporation under the Right to Information Act, 2005, on the action taken by the Corporation to remove such encroachments.  No such information has been supplied to him.  

2.

The Respondent, on the other hand, states that whatever information was available with the Corporation has been supplied.  Appellant, however, states that the information supplied by the Corporation is vague and meaningless.  According to the Appellant, the information delivered does not specify the action taken by the Corporation in the matter of removal of illegal encroachments.  
3.

We cannot go into the minute details of the activities that have to be monitored and controlled by the Corporation.  We feel it is appropriate that a specific plan of action for monitoring, control and removal of unauthorized encroachments over public property should be drawn up and implemented.  This is, actually, one of the major responsibilities of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 
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4.

In the instant case, the Appellant has raised certain vital issues.  We would like the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana (Sh. Vikas Partap) to give a personal hearing to the Appellant on 09th July, 2007 at 1100 hours and satisfy him on the action that the Municipal Corporation is taking in the matter.  

5.

We would also like the M.C., Ludhiana to send us a copy of the programme of action drawn up in this behalf.  The parties in this case namely  Sh. Balbir Aggarwal and PIO office of M.C., Ludhiana who are present before us in AC No. 92 of 2006, have brought to our notice that three other cases that is CC 119, 120 & 121 of 2007 are on the board of another bench of the Commission presided over by Hon’ble Surinder Singh, SIC and are fixed for hearing for 28.06.2007.  Appellant requests that these cases be also heard by the CIC Bench alongwith case no. AC 92 of 2006.  

6.

This request is allowed and the three cases that is CC 119, 120 & 121 of 2007 are ordered to be transferred to the CIC Bench.   
7.

To come up for further proceedings on 13.08.2007.  CC 119, 120 & 121 of 2007 be also listed for 13.08.2007 alongwith AC 92 of 2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007




  


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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

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

H.No. 9-R, Model Town,

Ludhiana 141 002.


    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Municipal Corporation Building, Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana








   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 163 of 2006
ORDER
Present:       Sh. Yogesh Dewan, Complainant in person.

         Sh. Hardev Singh, Head draftsman on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 28.03.2007, we had directed the PIO, M.C., Ludhiana to deliver the information demanded and file an affidavit before the Commission to that effect. Complainant states that despite these directions, the orders of the Commission have not been complied with.  He alleges that he has incurred considerable expense in pursuing this matter before the Commission.  He demands that penalty be imposed on PIO under Section 20 of the Act and disciplinary action be recommended against the PIO.  He also demands compliance with the orders of the Commission dated 28.03.2007.  
2.

This matter has been pending for more than a year.  On 30.10.2006, we had directed that the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and settle the matter through his Public Information Officer.  Thereafter in our order, the personal hearing was fixed in the office of the M.C., Ludhiana.  Complainant accepts that he was given a personal hearing as directed by the Commission.  According to him, the information demanded has still not been fully supplied.  It is necessary for the Complainant to point out the exact deficiencies in the material supplied to him.  Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying the information.  He even offers to allow the Complainant to inspect the record in his office.  
3.

The Commission would not like intervene in the debate regarding the deficiencies in the information supplied.  It is necessary for the Complainant to supply the list of documents that he claims not to have been delivered to him. 
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This list will be supplied by the Complainant within a week.   He will hand over a copy of this list pointing out the deficiencies at the time of the personal hearing by the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana on 19th July 2007.  

4.

On his part, Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana is directed to take immediate action on the listed deficiencies as per the RTI Act and to submit a report before the next date of hearing.  

5.

In addition, PIO office of M.C., Ludhiana will submit an affidavit showing cause why he should not be penalised under section 20 RTI Act, 2005, as prayed by the Complainant and also as to why the Complainant be not compensated for the detriment suffered by him.  

6.

To come up for further proceedings on 13.08.2007.  
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner








(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

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

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Sangrur.


   

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

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Bhupindra Road,

Patiala.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 882 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Y.S.Matta, Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner on 


behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant has given in writing that the information in question has been duly received from the office of the PIO.  

2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Raghbir Singh,

# 1200, Phase-3B2,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.





……………..Appellant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary ( Personnel)

Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






……………....Respondent

AC No.52 of 06 






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


Sh. Kulwant Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



This matter had been heard by us on 12.03.2007 and again on 02.05.2007.  On 12.03.2007, the Respondent stated that the entire information had been delivered to the Appellant.  The Respondent also submitted a written reply which was placed on record.  Appellant wanted to go through the reply before making his submission.  The case was, therefore, adjourned to 02.05.2007.

2.

On 02.05.2007, the Appellant was not present and another opportunity was given to him to present his case.

3.

The fact that the Appellant has not put in appearance before the Commission today suggests that whatever information was delivered to him is to his satisfaction.  No further action needs to be taken.

4.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.A.D.S.Anandpuri,

Chairman, Punjab Services Anti-Corruption Council,

House No. 2481, Sector 65,

Mohali, (Pb.).






……......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary,

Irrigation Department, Punjab,

Chandigarh.


















………….Respondent

CC No.102 of 2006 
ORDER
Present : 
Sh.A.D.S.Anandpuri, Complainant in person.

Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that after great efforts and many a hearing before the Commission, he has been able to obtain the material he required under the RTI Act.  He insists that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him in having to pursue this case for over such a long period of time and that the Respondent be penalised under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, for the delayed supply of information.  

2.

Respondent, on the other hand, states that he has already filed an affidavit on 24.05.2007, explaining his position that the delay in supply of information was not deliberate and that he had complied with the provisions of the RTI Act.  He pleads that the request for penalty and compensation be not accepted by the Commission.

3.

Judgment on imposition of penalty and award of compensation is reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
 






  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB



   S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Haqiqat Singh,

S/o Sh. Hazara Singh,

Vill. Mohali, # 8, Gali No. 1,

Teh. & Distt. Mohali.





….Complainant.







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.







….Respondent.

CC No. 757 of  2006

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Haqiqat Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. R.S.Khatra, Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali, 



Respondent.


Respondent states that as per the original application dated 17.08.2006, information demanded is as under :- 
           “(i)    Whether my aforesaid application dated 10.06.2006 was received and diarised in your office?
(iii) Whether it was marked to any Investigating Officer for investigation?
(iv) Whether any law exists under which accused can be booked for the alleged crime?  If yes, whether any investigation was done against the accused and the details of investigation held so far.”
2.

According to the Respondent, information on all these items was duly supplied to the Complainant on 27.12.2006.  Despite this the Complainant has been pursuing this matter with the Commission on the false plea that information supplied was incomplete.  The Complainant accepts before us today that the information as demanded vide his application dated 17.08.2006 has been delivered. The present stage in this case has arisen primarily because of the fact that on the previous dates that is 11.04.2007 and 30.05.2007, the Respondent SSP, Mohali (PIO) was not present before the Commission either in person or through an authorized representative.  As such there was none who could counter the claim of the Complainant that the information supplied to him was deficient.  It is on account of this that the SSP, Mohali was directed to be present before us today in person and to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty should not be imposed on him under the RTI Act, 2005, for failure to deliver the information demanded.  
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3.

After hearing the parties, we find that the original application for information has properly been served.  
4.

In so far as the explanation of SSP, Mohali for his failure to be properly represented and to present his case before the Commission is concerned, the PIO has expressed his regret orally as also in writing.  
5.

In these circumstances, no further action is deemed necessary and the case is disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB



   S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Gurbaksh Singh Malhotra,

# 1364, Sector 15-B,

Chandigarh.







….Complainant.







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Health & Family Welfare Deptt., 
Pb., Parivar Kalyan Bhawan,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.





….Respondent.

CC No. 653 of  2007
ORDER

Present
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.


Since neither of the parties is present, the matter is disposed of for want of prosecution.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  


  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms.Baljot Kaur,

d/o Dr.Pritpal Singh,

94-K, Sarabha Nagar,

Ludhiana.






        …..……......Appellant.






Vs.                                 
Public Information Officer

o/o Baba Farid University of Health Sciences,

Faridkot


















        ………….Respondent

AC No.19 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Charan Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh. Tejinderjit Singh. Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.



Arguments heard.  Judgment reserved.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner







(Mrs. Ravi Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

State Information Commissioner, Punjab,

H.No.1049, Sector 71,

Chandigarh.





..........................    Complainant





Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





………………..    Respondent
CC No.1038 of 2007

ORDER
Present :-
Sh. Surinder Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. A.D. Bhandari, 
Asstt. Public Information Officer-cum-Under 
Secretary (General), O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab, Punjab Civil 
Secretariat, Chandigarh on behalf of the Respondent. 



The facts are that Sh. Surinder Singh, Complainant was appointed as State Information Commissioner, Punjab in May, 2006. On 13.7.2006, the Complainant applied to the State Government for residential accommodation from the pool of Senior officers’ houses held and controlled by the Government of Punjab.  This request for allotment of residential accommodation was not granted.  The Complainant states that two houses in the pool that were vacant at the time of his application were allotted to comparatively junior officers belonging to the Indian Administrative Service.

2.

On 25.5.2007, Complainant requested for specific information under Right to Information Act, 2005, on the status of his application and on the mode and criteria of allotment of residential government accommodation from this pool of officers houses.  On 4.6.2007 he received a reply to his request for information signed by Asstt. Public Information Officer-cum-Under Secretary (General), O/o Chief Secretary, Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat which stated that a decision on allotment had been taken at the level of Chief Secretary whereby Complainant was not allotted accommodation requested by him.  
3.

In his reply, Respondent stated that there were no reasons on file showing why allotment was made to IAS Officers and not to the Complainant.

Contd…..P/2
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4.

In the arguments before us today, Complainant reiterated that the information demanded by him has still not been delivered viz the criteria adopted for allotment of accommodation and the decision making authority for such policy.
4

Respondent states that he does not have this information readily, but would obtain it from the relevant files and deliver the same on the next date of hearing.
5.

We direct that the information in question viz the guidelines for allotment and the authority for approval of the guidelines be delivered to the Complainant in response to his request for information.  A copy of this information be also sent to Commission.

6.

To come up for further proceedings on Friday, the 13th July, 2007 at 0900 hours (9.00 a.m.) in the Commission’s office.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 27.06.2007







(P.P.S.Gill)




    
   
   
    State Information Commissioner

