STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Atul Soni

50, Green Park,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001

….…………..........Appellant






Vs.

State Public Information Officer

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

………………….Respondent

AC No. 16 of 2006
ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of the Appellant and Sh. Vikas Partap Singh, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
The Appellant states that the information demanded by him has since been supplied. 


The Appellant has also demanded that a suitable penalty be imposed on the PIO for failing to deliver the information in time. In the instant case, we do not find that there has been any deliberate delay on the part of the Respondent to deliver the information demanded. In fact both the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and the PIO have taken due interest to ensure compliance with the provisions of the
RTI Act. 


In view of the above, we do not deem it necessary to impose any penalty.
This matter is accordingly disposed of.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





    
 

              (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
      
   
           Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006





 
               
    (Surinder Singh)

          Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hitender Jain

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001



….…………......Complainant







Vs.

State Information Officer,
O/o Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







  

     ………………….Respondent
AC No.07 of 2006
&
CC No. 136  of 2006
ORDER

Present Sh.Hitender Jain appellant in person and Sh.Vikas Partap Singh, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana along with Sh.Ashok Bajaj, Joint Commissioner & PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 
The Appellant states that the information sought by him from the Respondent has been supplied to him. The Appellant, however, submits that the system for the payment of fees in the Corporation office (PIO/APIO) should be simplified. According to the appellant representatives of the public who wish to make payment of fees under RTI Act have to spend considerable time in a long queue. There being no separate queues for payment of fees under the RTI Act, they have to stand in queue meant for collection of bills etc. in Ludhiana Municipal Corporation.


The Respondent Municipal Corporation assures that this problem shall be removed straightaway. MC Ludhiana would have a separate counter where payments relating to RTI can be received directly. 
This matter is accordingly disposed of.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.
          






    
     (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
             Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006





 
          
                (Surinder Singh)

             Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Gunraj Singh Saini,

Ex-Hony.Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road, Hoshiarpur


   …………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,,

Office of  District Forest Officer,
Hoshiarpur.




………………….Respondent

CC No. 178  of 2006
ORDER

Present:
Sh.Gunraj Singh Saini, Complainant in person. Sh.R.R.Kakkar, District Forest Officer Hoshiarpur for the Respondent along with his staff that is Sh.Resham Singh Supdt., Mrs.Kiran, Senior Asstt. Sh.Sarwan Singh Clerk, Sh.Kulraj Singh and Paramjit Singh, Range Officers.


According to the Complainant, he visited the office of DFO, Hoshiarpur on four different dates that is 07.09.2006, 4.10.2006, 5.10.2006 & 6.10.2006. He further states that thereafter he visited the office of DFO, Hoshiarpur on 17.11.2006 at about 4.00 P.M. to deliver the draft for Rs. 23, 980/- towards the fee for the copies of the documents to be delivered to the Complainant as per his request under Section 6 of the 
RTI Act. He states that this draft was not accepted by Sh.Resham Singh, Supdt., whom he met personally around 4.00 P.M. Sh.Reshan Singh, who is personally present today before us denies that the  complainant came to his office on 17.11.2006. Sh. Resham Singh states that the complainant had visited his office several times in the past but did not come on 17.11.2006. Sh.Resham Singh states that the entire information was available and ready to be delivered to the complainant on any date but he did not turn up. The other employees of the office of DFO Hoshiarpur, who are present before us, state that the complainant did not come to the office on 17.11.2006. According to the Respondent he was always prepared to deliver the information. In fact, he had brought the material in 3 large bags on 3.10.2006 but this could not be delivered to the Complainant in the court on the same day as he did not make the requisite payment 
of fees.  The Respondent  alleges  before  us  that  the  Complainant  is  merely trying to 
                                                               -2-

highlight the issues in the media, although he had at no time been denied the information.



We in the instant case do not deem it necessary to inquire into the veracity of the versions given by the Complainant or the Respondent as to whether the complainant actually visited the office on any particular day. We note that the information is available before us today as it was on the last occasion.  Only today the draft for the requisite amount has been delivered by the Complainant to the Respondent in our presence. 


We, however, would wish to mention certain other facts which have a bearing on the question whether on 17.11.2006 the Complainant visited the office of the Respondent as alleged by him. It has been pointed out by the Respondent that whenever the Complainant visited the office of the Respondent prior to 17.11.2006, he got his presence recorded on the application made by him to the Respondent stating that he had visited the office on the said dates but there is no such record of presence available with the Complainant for 17.11.2006. We also cannot lose sight of the fact
 that the Respondent had diligently made copies of the entire record demanded 
(approx. 10, 000 pages) even before the payment of the prescribed fee by the Complainant and that on 03.10.2006 when the matter was taken up for hearing, the Respondent had brought the entire record before the Commission. These factors do go a long way to prove the bonafides of the Respondent DFO. We, however, refrain from recording any finding in this behalf.


The complainant still insists that complete information as demanded by him is not being given. He does so even without seeing the contents of the bags in front of us. There are heated arguments before us. The respondent states that his entire office has been working for weeks in order to make copies of the information demanded by the Complainant. Since every piece of information is the subject of controversy before us, the only way to check this is to read 10,000 pages. The Complainant states that he needs to go through all these papers before accepting these. Under the circumstances, the Commission would have to spend many hours to check the correctness of the submissions made.


We find that the respondent has been forthcoming and offering to deliver the information as demanded, whereas the complainant has been insisting that the information is incomplete.

                                                               -3-

Instead of this Commission undertaking the exercise to check whether all the papers supplied to the Complainant are as per his request, we direct that the papers be delivered to the complainant in the presence of the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests Punjab. Both the parties would appear before the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests on 12.12.2006. The Principal Chief Conservator of Forests will ensure that the information delivered by the Respondent to the Complainant is as per the request under the RTI Act.


The matter is disposed of accordingly.



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

          






    
     (Rajan Kashyap)





    
   
      
             Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006





 


                (Surinder Singh)

             Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hitender Jain

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001
…………......Complainant







Vs.

State of Punjab

Through the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh………………….Respondent

CC No. 70  of 2006 





ORDER



Present Sh.Hitender Jain, complainant in person. Sh.Manohar Lal Bangar, Sr. Assistant, Deptt.of Information Technology & Admn.,Reforms on behalf of Chief Secretary Punjab.



The Commission received a response personally from the Chief Secretary Punjab dated 6.10.2006 and also dated 16.10.2006. In the first letter of 6.10.2006 the Chief Secretary Punjab has stated that under section 27 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the State Govt.  has the prerogative of fixing the quantum of rates.  We observe that since the case was filed before the Commission, the State Govt. has suo motu brought the scale of fees to be charged for supply of information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 on more or less the same levels as with the Govt. of India. To that extent, the issues raised in para 1 and 2 of the complaint are infructuous. The rates in Punjab are now on par with the Govt.of India. The complainant points out to us, however, that there is still some minor difference, which is in regard to the fixing of fees for inspection of record. Whereas the Govt. of India rates prescribe an amount of Rs.5/- to be paid for one inspection, the State Govt. rules prescribe the same amount of Rs.5/- for every 15 minutes of inspection.  We accept the views of the State Govt. that it is free to prescribe the rates to bring them at par or below from those of the Central Govt.  The decision in this regard is with the State Govt.



In his second letter, the Chief Secretary Punjab has informed the Commission that he has forwarded the matter to the Principal Secretary, Information Technology, Punjab for necessary action. The representative of PIO, Deptt. of Information Technology is before us accordingly. The representative informs that the PIO himself, Under Secretary, Deptt. of Information Technology and Administrative Reforms, Punjab is currently under suspension. The work of Under Secretary is being handled as an additional charge by the Deputy Director, Sh.Nirmal Singh. The Respondent informs us that the post of PIO I.T. Deptt. is currently vacant on the Govt. side.



At this stage we would advise the State Govt. to immediately assign the responsibility of the PIO to a suitable person.  The Deptt. of Information Technology, in fact, is a Nodal Deptt., for the Right to Information Act in the Govt.  It is essential that a suitably empowered and authorized representative is in position on the next hearing.



Since PIO is not present before us, we direct that action on the remaining paragraphs of the complaint, namely, Para I, III and IV should be taken by the PIO. The complainant states before us that these paras bring out the practical and procedural difficulties faced by the public. It appears that since the State Govt. was dealing with a new legislation, the initial steps might have left certain loose ends. We feel that it should not be difficult for the State Govt. to make proper improvements as suggested by the complainant in the four paras mentioned above. The appropriate authority is directed to put in place the PIO for Information Technology & Administrative Reforms Deptt. immediately and also ensure that due cognizance is taken of the difficulties pointed out by the complainant. 



Para  III of the complaint is titled  as “Shortcomings in Punjab Rules that are creating hassles in seeking information under the Act”.` These shortcomings are listed in paras 7 to 19 in those portions of the complaint. Here again it is for the appropriate authority to take note of the shortcomings that have been highlighted in this complaint. 



The issues raised in this complaint relate to the convenience of the public in seeking information under the Right to Information Act, 2005. Specific matters of individual or institutions have not been raised by the complainant. The complainant identifies certain common difficulties that are encountered by the common public. The State Govt. is the appropriate authority under the Act and should welcome a feedback from the public as brought out by this NGO (complainant). Undoubtedly the appropriate authority would address these issues for ensuring effective implementation and compliance with the provisions of the Act. In the instant case we direct the State Govt. to examine the issues that have been raised in this complaint and take suitable action for removing the procedural difficulties and deficiencies.



The appropriate authority and the PIO concerned are required to comply with the implementation of the directions in this order within a period of two months.



The complainant had demanded that penalty should be imposed on the PIO for failing to deliver the information in time. In view of our above detailed order, it is quite clear that the Respondent, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana is fully prepared to assist the complainant in delivering the information demanded by him. We consider that there has been no deliberate delay on the part of CMC Ludhiana or the PIO in the instant case. In fact, both these representatives have taken interest to ensure compliance of the provisions of the Act. We do not deem it necessary to impose any penalty.



To come up for compliance on 23.01.2007.



Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner
    STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hitender Jain

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001
…………......Complainant







Vs.

State Information Officer,,

Office of Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,………………….Respondent
Ludhiana.
CC No. 136  of 2006 






ORDER
Present :Sh.Hitender Jain complainant in person and Sh.Vikas Partap Singh, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation Ludhiana along with Sh.Ashok Bajaj, Joint Commissioner,  Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana and PIO, Mun. Corporation, Ludhiana. This case was last heard by us on 3.10.2006. 

The information demanded by the complainant is detailed and comprehensive. It covers most of the important areas of administration and management within the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. In an ideal situation the details sought by the Complainant would have been available on line on website or conveniently retrievable from the record of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. The State Govt. and its institutions are not yet at the stage where codified information is on line and available for delivery to seekers. Efforts have to be made, firstly, to compile and codify the relevant information, and, secondly, to promptly deliver specific items of information demanded by the public. 


The Respondent states before us that during the previous week he had sent the information running into about twenty pages to the appeallant, but that  the documents were  returned undelivered from the address of the appellant.  The appellant admits before us that he refused delivery of the papers. The reason given by him is that he found that the material sent did not include certain portion of the information demanded by him in his application under the Right to Information Act.  The Appellant further claims that the information sent to him had not been duly certified by any officer of the Corporation.


We feel that it was inappropriate on the part of the appellant to have refused to accept the papers that had been sent to him by the PIO-respondent in accordance with the Act.   Since the material had been sent by the respondent in response to a request of the appellant, the proper course for the appellant would have been to accept the delivery, peruse the papers, and if not satisfied with the contents, to point out any deficiencies to the Corporation. Since the matter was pending before the Commission, the Commission could also have been informed.

 In any case, the Respondent offers in our presence to certify all the copies and these are duly delivered to the appellant in our presence. The Respondent further offers to remove any deficiencies that the appellant wishes to point out and to ensure that the complete information as demanded is delivered.


 During the hearing today, we invited the appellant to have a detailed meeting with the Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana for clarification and  removing any deficiencies in the information supplied. In the alternative, the appellant is free to give in 

writing to the LMC Ludhiana what he feels is lacking in the information supplied to him. The appellant prefers to send his response in writing.


The suggestion of the appellant for codification of relevant record of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is in the public interest. The response of the Respondent in offering to improve the systems of data management for public convenience is quite positive. We feel that there is no conflict between the approach of the appellant and of the Respondent. On our suggestion the Respondent offers to invite some expert agencies for improving data management as stipulated by the RTI Act, and also for training of officers within the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to carry out their duties under the RTI Act. We would like the LMC Ludhiana to draw up a detailed plan of action for improving the management of records for public facility and for delivering of information to the public. A period of three months is given for completion of this exercise. 


In regard to the specific request contained in this appeal, the same may be disposed of by the Respondent within the time frame. In other words, the information demanded by the appellant may be delivered to him within the same period of three months.


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 26.02.2007.


Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )
         
        




 
 Information Commissioner
                            STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hitender Jain

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001
…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,,

Office of Principal Secretary,

Department of Local Government Punjab,

Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent
CC No. 04  of 2006 






ORDER

Present: Sh.Hitender Jain complainant in person and Sh.Ashok Bajaj, Joint Director, Local Govt. on behalf of PIO of Director Local Govt. Punjab.  



It is clarified by the Respondent that whereas his appointment is that of Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, he is also holding additional charge of the post of Joint Director Local Govt. Punjab.



The complainant states before us that he has received certain information one day before this date of hearing i.e. on 26.11.2006.  The complainant states that the information delivered to him is incomplete in so far as voluntary disclosure required under section 4(1) of the RTI Act has not been made by the Department of Local Govt. Punjab. In respect of the remaining information, the complainant states that he requires to study the papers before he can state whether his demand for information has been met.



The Respondent states before us that he accepts that the full information as required by the Act has not yet been brought on line. He submits before us in writing that the Department of Local Govt. is making suitable changes and amendments in the material to be placed on the website for the convenience of the public. The Respondent states that the Department is absolutely open to suggestions from the public, and in fact, welcomes the suggestions given by the complainant for improving the dissemination mechanism and contents of information.  The Department had in fact invited the complainant to participate in certain meetings where these administrative reforms within the department were being discussed. The Respondent further states that the complainant did not, however, join these meetings. The complainant accepts that he did not attend, but he states that this was on account of his pre-occupations. He requests that the detailed suggestions already given by him should be taken cognizance of by the Department in making the appropriate changes. The respondent states that in compliance with the provisions of the RTI Act, considerable background work has to be done. The Department is currently engaged in doing this. He requests for some more time for fully complying. We feel that a period of three months is adequate for completing this exercise.



To come up for compliance on 26.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hitender Jain

c/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141 001
…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,,

Office of Chief Secretary,

 Government of  Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent
AC No. 17  of 2006 






ORDER

Present: Sh.Hitender Jain appellant in person and Sh.Vijay Khullar, Supdt. Home-I Branch on behalf of Respondent.



The Respondent clarifies before us that although the PIO of Chief Secretary Punjab had been arraigned as Respondent, the matter relates to Principal Secretary Home and he is present as a representative of the Principal Secretary Home Affairs & Justice. The issue raised by the complainant relates to decisions of the Govt. of Punjab to post officers belonging to the State Police Service on posts in the State Govt. that according to IPS Cadre Rules are to be manned by the officers of the Indian Police Service. The complainant states that in contravention of IPS Cadre Rules, the State Govt. has appointed certain PPS officers on IPS Cadre posts. The complainant states that when information regarding such infringement of the Rules was sought from the appropriate authority viz the State Govt., this was not given. The original request for information was made by the appellant to the Govt. of India, Ministry of Home Affairs on 13.12.2005. In response, the Ministry of Home Affairs transferred a part of the request for information that related to the State Govt. to the Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab on 02.01.2006.  The appellant states that since the respondent did not respond to this request transferred to him by the Govt. of India, Ministry of Home Affairs, he deemed it to be denial of supply of information by the PIO. Appellant appealed before the first appellate authority in the  office of Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab on 08.02.2006.  The appellant states that there was no response even to this and, deeming this to be dismissal of appeal, he filed a second appeal before the Commission on 08.03.2006.  The details of the demand of information are contained in the appeal of the appellant dated 12.05.2006. 



The major issues raised in the appeal are:-


(a)
In para 5 of this appeal of 12.05.2006,  the appellant claims that the direction of the SPIO that he should approach the Director General of Police Punjab to obtain copies of quarterly returns contravenes the RTI Act.  According to the appallant either the PIO (office of Principal Secretary Home) should have obtained the information from the DGP’s office himself and delivered it to him, or he should have transferred the matter to the PIO of DGP Punjab under section 6(3) of the RTI Act. This plea of the appellant is accepted. PIO is directed to obtain the relevant information from the office of DGP Punjab and deliver the same to the appellant.

(b) In para 6 the appellant states that he is unable to accept the contention of the SPIO in  his letter dated 02.05.2006 that no request was made by the State Govt. seeking permission of Govt.of India for posting of non-cadre officers against the cadre posts of IPS. Appellant demands that the Commission should inquire into this matter by examining  the original records of the public authority. This plea of the appellant is unacceptable. It is not for the Commission to challenge the veracity of the statement made by the Respondent in this case (Department of Home Punjab ). In case the appellant feels aggrieved or finds the statement given to him false or incorrect, he is free to pursue the matter in  the appropriate court of law.


© In para 7, the appellant has asked for copies of requests sent by the Punjab Govt. to the Govt. of India seeking enhancement of the number of  ex-cadre posts in excess of the State Govt. deputation reserve for a period exceeding one year. Appellant also demands copies of the decisions of the Govt. of India on these requests. In respect of this item the Respondent states before us that the State Govt. had asked the Govt. of India to review the sanction of non-cadre IPS posts but this request has been denied. Information to this effect has been supplied to the appellant.  The appellant is not satisfied with this response of the PIO. Here we are inclined to accept the plea of the appellant viz that the information demanded should be supplied by the PIO.


(d) Under the RTI Act the appellant is entitled to  obtain the above information from the PIO even though he has already obtained it from the Govt. of India. PIO should ensure that copies of the correspondence demanded by the appellant should be delivered, even if these have been obtained by him from his own source.


(e) In para 8 appeallant demands that  a copy of the letter bearing D.O.No.CMS/Pb-04/244-R dated 07.09.2004 written by Chief Minister Punjab to the Union Home Ministry, concerning deviation/violation of IPS Cadre Rules 1954 be supplied. The appellant also states that  along with this letter mentioned above he demanded  the correspondence between the State Govt. and Govt. of India relating to this. According to the appellant this information was not supplied by the Respondent. Appellant states that he has approached the Ministry of Home Affairs, Govt. of India, New Delhi and had duly received the relevant information. The appellant insists that despite this information having been delivered by the Govt. of India, the State Govt. should also deliver a certified copy of the same. He also demands that a penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act should be imposed on the PIO concerned for concealing the information.




    (f)
In regard to the demand of the appellant for imposing of penalty on PIO for allegedly concealing and denying information, this matter would be settled on the next date of hearing. 

In the light of above we direct that the information, as suggested in paras (a) (b) (c) (d) and (e) above be supplied by the Respondent PIO, Deptt. of Home Affairs and Justice to the appellant.



To come up for confirmation of compliance and decision on para (f) above on 23.01.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.K.K.Vashist,

S.E.P.W.D.B&R (Retd)

H.No.1735, Phase 3B2,

Mohali




…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,,

Office of  Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

 P.W.D.B&R, 5th floor,

 Mini Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh.



………………….Respondent
AC No. 316  of 2006 






ORDER

Present: Sh.K. K. Vashist complainant in person. None is present on behalf of Secretary P.W.D.B&R Punjab. We direct that Sh.Karan Avtar Singh, Secretary P.W.D.B&R Punjab should ensure that the PIO is present before us on the next date of hearing, failing which the matter would be decided ex-parte.



To come up on 02.01.2007.



Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Rajesh Inder Pal,

H.No.252, Block No.12,

Karimpura, Ludhiana

…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer-cum-Joint Director,

Office of  Sr.Supdt.of Police,

Ludhiana.



………………….Respondent

CC No. 421  of 2006 






ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the complainant. Smt.Surinder Kaur, Asstt.Sub Inspector is present on behalf of PIO.



Despite the notice having been issued the complainant has failed to appear. Respondent states that the complainant was informed on telephone to come to the office and collect all the information as required. The complainant did not, however, turn up. Respondent is prepared to inform the complainant in writing also.



No useful purpose will be served by lingering on this issue. His absence today suggests that the complainant is no longer interested in pursuing the matter. In any case the respondent is prepared to accommodate the complainant. The complainant is free to approach her. 



The matter is closed accordingly.



Copies be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Prem Kumar Rattan Vs.Director Ayurveda,Punjab

CC No.82 of 2006






ORDER


Present: Dr.Vipin Chand Sharma, Joint Director, Ayurveda Punja, PIO Director Ayurveda Punjab states before us that the service record and decisions in respect of Grade-I Officers in Ayurveda Department are within the purview of the Principal Secretary, Department of Health & Family Welfare Punjab and not the Director Ayurveda Punjab. He requests that for any future hearings, the PIO of Principal Secretary, Health & Family Welfare Punjab may be called for.


This may be brought on to the file when it is received back from the Deputy Commissioner’s office.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Jiwan Garg,

F-2/194, Setor 16,

Rohini, Delhi-110085






…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer
Office of Director Local Govt.Pb.
SCO.131-132, Juneja Building, Sector 17C,
Chandigarh.


         ………………….Respondent

CC No. 58  of 2006 






ORDER

Present:
None is present on behalf of the complainant. Sh.Amna Kumar, Executive Officer,  M.C.Sunam and Sh.Surmukh Singh, Sr. Asstt. o/o Director Local Govt. Punjab are present on behalf of PIO.



The complainant has submitted a letter dated 21.11.2006 demanding various items of information. The respondent states that the information demanded earlier has been duly supplied.



 The latest letter dated 21.11.2006 has not been received by him. A copy of this is delivered to him in our presence today. The respondent may study this letter. If this is a demand for fresh information, it is to be treated as  a new request for information and may be considered on its merits. If there are any portions of this letter which pertain to information mentioned in the first request, this should be supplied.



The respondent states that he has not had time to study the latest reference.  It is found necessary to adjourn this matter to the next date of hearing.



To come up on 16.01.2007.



]

Copies of this order be supplied to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Suresh Kumar Satija,

s/o Sh.Jai Narain Satija,
Satija Niwas,College Road,

Abohar,Distt.Ferozepur


…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer
Office of Joint Director( Admn.)
Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO.60-61,Sector 17D,
Chandigarh.


         ………………….Respondent

CC No. 250  of 2006 






ORDER


None is present on behalf of the complainant. Sh.Gurmail Singh, DSP Vigilance Bureau, Mohali is present on behalf of the respondent.


Even on the last date of hearing that is 3.10.2006, the complainant was not present. It appears that the complainant is not interested in pursuing this case.



Dismissed for non-prosecution.



Copies of this order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms.Sukhdeep Kaur,

D/o Sh.Gurdeep Singh,

H.No.339, Nandi Colony,

Lalheri Road, Khanna – 141 401

Distt. Ludhiana




…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab School Education Board,

Mohali through its Secretary.
………………….Respondent

CC No. 74  of 2006 





ORDER


Present Sh.Joginder Singh, Public Information Officer, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali.



On the last date of hearing Respondent was directed to submit an affidavit indicating what action was taken on the office notings on various complaints given by the complainant to the respondent. The respondent has submitted this affidavit before us. This affidavit is now on record. The matter is closed.


Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Budha Dal Public School, Patiala

Sh.Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Children Memo. Public School, Patiala

Sh.Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Director Ayurveda,Punjab

Sh.Prem Kumar Rattan Vs. Chief Auditor, Co-op Societies, Punjab

CC No.89 of 2006

CC No.90 of 2006

CC No.82 of 2006

CC No.424 of 2006

ORDER

All these cases had been sent to Deputy Commissioner, Patiala. Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and the Chief Auditor, co-operative Societies, Punjab had been directed to hear both the parties and resolve the matter. The Deputy Commissioner, Patiala and the Chief Auditor, Co-operative Societies Punjab would submit their detailed report to the Commission.
To come up for further hearing on 02.01.2007.

Copies of the Order be sent to all the concerned parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 27.11.2006











(Surinder Singh )       
        




 

  Information Commissioner
