STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Kuldeep Singh

Sohian Road, Rajgarh Colony,

Ward No.7, Sangrur

                                     



              Appellant 

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instructions (S), Punjab,

Vidya Bhawan, PSEB Complex, Sector-62,

S.A.S.Nagar

First Appellate Authority

O/o Director Public Instructions (S), Punjab,

Vidya Bhawan, PSEB Complex, Sector-62,

S.A.S.Nagar                                                                                                                       Respondents
APPEAL CASE NO.3436/2016

Present:
Sh. Kuldeep Singh, Appellant in person.



Sh. Gaurav Sharma,Sr. Assistant, O/o DPI (S) – for Respondents.
ORDER




Heard.



The appellant is present.


The respondents are directed to file a written reply with reference to the original application filed by the appellant.  A copy of the same be sent to the appellant in advance as well. 



The matter shall be reheard on 15.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Hardeep Singh (94641-16767),

S/o Sh. Kartar Singh, F-22/ 488, 

B/s Ravidass Mandir, Mustafabad

Batala Road, Amritsar.

                                     



              Appellant 
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Medical Officer, 

CHC, Chabal, Distt. Tarn Taran.

First Appellate Authority

O/o Senior Medical Officer, 

CHC, Chabal, Distt. Tarn Taran                                                                                   Respondents
APPEAL CASE NO.3452/2016

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




None is present on behalf of the Parties.



The matter is deferred for hearing on 16.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Charanjeet Singh

R/o House No.88, Rose Colony,

Rajpura Road, Patiala.                      



            Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Mini Secretariat, Near Bus Stand

Sangrur                                                                                           
   Respondents
COMPLAINT CASE NO.1747/2016

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.


1. Sh. Munish Kumar, APIO, O/o Civil Surgeon, Sangrur, 



2. Sh. Surinder Kumar, Sr. Assistant, O/o Civil Surgeon, Sangrur – for Respondent.

ORDER




The complainant is absent.  He has sent an e.mail requesting to dispose of the matter as he does not intend to pursue the complaint.


Sh. Munish Kumar, APIO appearing on behalf of the respondent has brought along the information which primarily relates to the registration of birth of the complainant inter alia other information.  As the complainant is absent the respondents are directed to send a copy to him by post under intimation to the Commission.



The matter is disposed.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Hardeep Singh (94641-16747),

S/o Sh. Kartar Singh

F-22/488, B/S Guru Ravidass Mandir, 

Mustafabad Batala Road, Amritsar.



                                     



              Appellant 
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Civil Surgeon,

Amritsar.

First Appellate Authority

O/o Civil Surgeon,

Amritsar.                                                                                                                 Respondents
APPEAL CASE NO.3453/2016

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




None is present on behalf of the Parties.


The matter is deferred for hearing on 16.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. H.S. Hundal (98785-00082),

Chamber No.82, District Courts,

Sector-76, S.A.S. Nagar.                                 



              Appellant 
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Supdt. of Police,

Mini Sectt. Moga.

First Appellate Authority

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Zonal Bathinda.                                                                                                           Respondents
APPEAL CASE NO.3458/2016

Present:
None on behalf of the Appellant.


ASI Mohinder Singh, RTI Cell, O/o SSP, Moga – for Respondents.
ORDER




The appellant is absent.  


ASI Mohinder Singh appearing on behalf of the respondents has submitted a reply dated 21.12.2016, a copy of which has been endorsed to the appellant also.



The matter shall be reheard on 07.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888,  Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Sarwan Singh (8271-28465)

PalTravels Regd. House No.596/3, Opposite Rare Wale Market,

Link road, Model Town, Ludhiana.                               



            Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Regional Transport Authority,

Patiala.

                                                                                                          Respondent
COMPLAINT CASE NO.1740/2016

Present:
Sh. Ram Lal on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Harjit Singh, Clerk, Regional Transport Authority Office, Patiala – for Respondent.
ORDER




The complainant is seeking the implementation of an order passed by the Hon’ble State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Punjab on 21.05.2016 regarding the fixation of the timings of the buses operating on route permits. 


Sh. Harjit Singh, Clerk appearing on behalf of the respondent submits that the issue has already been raised by the interested parties in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and action can be taken only after the matter is adjudicated by the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.



This forum is not in a position to pass any directions on such issues as it can only assist the complainant in procuring the information which is available with a Public Authority.  Such is not a case in the issue in hand.  Accordingly, no intervention of the Commission is warranted.  Nonetheless the respondent may take appropriate action and inform the complainant of the decision taken by them on the subject immediately.



Disposed.









Sd/-
28.12.2016






(Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Tele No. 0172-4630061, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ashwani Kaith, (94852-96749),

Sh. Satish Kaith

R/o Baisan Wali Gali, Ward No.5,

Budhlada, Distt. Mansa.





                               Complainant 

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Pb. School Education Board,

Sector-62, P.S.E.B. Complex, S.A.S Nagar.  




  Respondent
COMPLAINT  CASE NO.1167/2015

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.



1. Smt. Karanjagdish Kaur, PIO – cum – Joint Secretary (Exam.),PSEB, Mohali, and



2. Sh. Varinder Madan, APIO – cum – Assistant Secretary, PSEB, Mohali – for 


    Respondent.
ORDER


The following order was passed by the Commission on 08.11.2016:


“The application has been filed to review the orders passed by Sh. Chander Parkash, the then State Information Commissioner on 08.08.2016 imposing penalty on the PIO.



Smt. Karanjagdish Kaur, PIO is present.  She pleads to review the order as the original applicant has conveyed to the Commission that the complete information has been received and he is no more inclined to pursue the matter.  The petitioner requests for an adjournment.  The request is acceded.”


No powers vest in this forum to review the order passed by another Ld. State Information Commissioner.  The petition as such is misplaced and disposed accordingly.










Sd/-
28.12.2016






  (Yashvir Mahajan)

                                                            State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Ms. Vandana Sharma,

Sewa Devi S.D. Colelge, Sarhala Road,

Tarn Taran.
                                     





            Complainant 

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sewa Devi S.D. College, Sarhala Road,

Tarn Taran.


                                                                           

Respondent

COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015

Present :
None on behalf of the Parties.
ORDER



The order was reserved on 08.11.2016.



The complainant seeks information relating the follow up action taken by the respondent on an order dated 09.06.2015 passed by the Punjab Government.  She also seeks to know the agreement signed between a couple of teachers and the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar on the above score. 


Ld. Counsel  for the complainant says that the respondent College is affiliated to the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.  The affiliating University has deep and pervasive control over the college. The service conditions of the staff are governed under the rules framed by the University.  He cites a couple of judgments of the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court wherein it has been held that irrespective of the fact as to whether a college is afforded a financial aid, it performs public functions and thus has to be considered a “Public Authority” under the RTI Act.  He quotes a judgment passed by a 5-Judge Bench of the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court in Ravneet Kaur vs CMC, Ludhiana, AIR 1998 P&H 1 part of which reads as under :-
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015



“In the present case, the respondent-College is affiliated to Panjab University.  It is obliged to comply with the regulations and the rules framed by the appropriate authority under the provisions of the Panjab University Act, 1947.  The Constitution of the governing body, the minimum qualifications which a member of the teaching staff has to possess, the conditions of eligibility for admission to the course of study are regulated by the provisions made by the University ….  The College is bound to comply with the rules framed by the University in respect of “Conditions of service and conduct of teachers.”


The counsel further buttresses his case by citing a judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Sri Anadi Mukta vs V.R.Rudani, AIR 1989 SC 1607 in which it was pleased to hold as under :-



“The aided institutions like Government institutions discharge public functions by way of imparting education to students.  They are subject to the rules and regulations of the affiliating University.  Their activities are closely supervised by the University authorities.  Employment in such institutions, therefore, is not devoid of any public character.  So are the service conditions of the academic staff.  When the University takes a decision regarding their pay scales, it will be binding on the management.  The service conditions of the academic staff are, therefore, not purely of a private character.  It has super-added protection by the University decisions creating a legal right-duty relationship between staff and the management.”



The respondents have filed preliminary objections on the application.  They submit that the Institution is a private entity and self-financed.  It is not availing any grant-in-aid from the State 
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015

Government or any other authority of the Government and is not a “Public Authority” as defined under 

Section 2(h) of the RTI Act as it does not fulfill any conditions set for in the Act.  Even so the complainant should have filed first appeal with the competent authority.


I have given a thoughtful consideration to the averments made by both the parties.  The complainant admits that the Institution is not availing any government assistance so as to be qualified as a “Public Authority” being substantially financed by the appropriate government directly or indirectly.  The main thrust of the argument is that it is affiliated with the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar and is effectively controlled by it.  He further argues that the University is an instrumentality of the government and its being under control of the University renders it as a “Public Authority” as enshrined under Section 2(h) (d) (1) of the RTI Act.



The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in its judgment in Thalappalam Ser. Coop. Bank Ltd. and others Versus State of Kerala and others dated October 07, 2013, has enunciated the  word ‘Control’ in the context of this Act as under :-



“(b) 
Body Controlled by the Appropriate Government 


A body which is controlled by the appropriate government can fall under the definition of public authority under Section 2h(d)(i). Let us examine the meaning of the expression “controlled” in the context of RTI Act and not in the context of the expression “controlled” judicially interpreted while examining the scope of the expression “State” under Article 12 of the Constitution or in the context of maintainability of a writ against a body or authority under Article 226 of the Constitution of India. The word “control” or “controlled” has not been defined in the RTI Act, and hence, we have to understand the scope of the expression ‘controlled’ in the context of the words which exist prior and subsequent i.e. “body owned” and “substantially financed” respectively. The meaning of the word “control” has come up for consideration in several cases before this Court in different contexts. In State of West 
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015

Bengal and another v. Nripendra Nath Bagchi, AIR 1966 SC 447 while interpreting the scope of Article 235 of the Constitution of India, which confers control by the High Court over District Courts, this Court held that the word “control” includes the power to take disciplinary action and all other incidental or consequential steps to effectuate this end and made the following observations : 



“The word ‘control’, as we have seen, was used for the first time in the 



Constitution and it is accompanied by the word ‘vest’ which is a strong 




word. It shows that the High Court is made the sole custodian of the 



control over the judiciary. Control, therefore, is not merely the power to 



arrange the day to day working of the court but contemplates disciplinary 


jurisdiction over the presiding Judge.... In our judgment, the control which 


is vested in the High Court is a complete control subject only to the power of 


the Governor in the matter of appointment (including dismissal and removal) 


and posting and promotion of District Judges. Within the exercise of the 



control vested in the High Court, the High Court can hold enquiries, impose 


punishments other than dismissal or removal,...”


The above position has been reiterated by this Court in Chief Justice of Andhra Pradesh and others v. L.V.A. Dixitulu and others (1979) 2 SCC 34. In Corporation of the City of Nagpur Civil Lines, Nagpur and another v. Ramchandra and others (1981) 2 SCC 714, while interpreting the provisions of Section 59(3) of the City of Nagpur Corporation Act, 1948, this Court held as follows : 


“4. It is thus now settled by this Court that the term “control” is of a very wide connotation and 
amplitude and includes a large variety of powers which 
are incidental or consequential to 
achieve the powers-vested in the authority concerned…….” 


The word “control” is also sometimes used synonyms with superintendence, management or authority to direct, restrict or regulate by a superior authority in exercise of its supervisory power. This Court in The Shamrao Vithal Cooperative Bank Ltd. v. Kasargode Pandhuranga Mallya (1972) 4 SCC 600, held that the word “control” does not comprehend within itself the adjudication of a claim made by a co-operative society against its members. The  meaning of the word “control” has also been 
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015

considered by this Court in State of Mysore v. Allum Karibasappa & Ors. (1974) 2 SCC 498, while interpreting Section 54 of the Mysore Cooperative Societies Act, 1959 and Court held that the word “control” suggests check, restraint or influence and intended to regulate and hold in check and restraint from action. The expression “control” again came up for consideration before this Court in Madan Mohan Choudhary v. State of Bihar & Ors. (1999) 3 SCC 396, in the context of Article 235 of the Constitution and the Court held that the expression “control” includes disciplinary control, transfer, promotion, confirmation, including transfer of a District Judge or recall of a District Judge posted on excadre post or on deputation or on administrative post etc. so also premature and compulsory retirement. Reference may also be made to few other judgments of this Court reported in Gauhati High Court and another v. Kuladhar Phukan and another (2002) 4 SCC 524, State of Haryana v. Inder 
Prakash Anand HCS and others (1976) 2 SCC 977, High Court of Judicature for Rajasthan v. Ramesh Chand Paliwal and Another (1998) 3 SCC 72, Kanhaiya Lal Omar v. R.K. Trivedi and others (1985) 4 SCC 628, TMA Pai Foundation and others v. State of Karnataka (2002) 8 SCC 481, Ram Singh and others v. Union Territory, Chandigarh and others (2004) 1 SCC 126, etc. 

 
We are of the opinion that when we test the meaning of expression “controlled” which figures in between the words “body owned” and “substantially financed”, the control by the appropriate government must be a control of a substantial nature. The mere ‘supervision’ or ‘regulation’ as such by a statute or otherwise of a body would not make that body a “public authority” within the meaning of Section 2(h)(d)(i) of the RTI Act. In other words just like a body owned or body substantially financed by the appropriate government, the control of the body by the appropriate government would also be substantial and not merely supervisory or regulatory. Powers exercised by the Registrar of Cooperative Societies and others under the Cooperative Societies Act are only regulatory or supervisory in nature, which will not amount to dominating or interfering with the management or 
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.2773/2015

affairs of the society so as to be controlled. Management and control are statutorily conferred on the Management Committee or the Board of Directors of the Society by the respective Cooperative Societies Act and not on the authorities under the Co-operative Societies Act. 


We are, therefore, of the view that the word “controlled” used in Section 2(h)(d)(i) of the Act has to be understood in the context in which it has been used vis-à-vis a body owned or substantially financed by the appropriate government, that is, the control of the body is of such a degree which amounts to substantial control over the management and affairs of the body.”



Thus it would seem that the control of the Government on an entity has to be deep and pervasive and should not merely be supervisory and regulatory.  The judgments cited by the Ld. Counsel are prior to the above mentioned order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India which finally clinches the issue on the above score.   The University or the Government as asserted by the complainant does not have  an effective control on the respondent college as explained in the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.  The Commission thus considers that the 

respondent does not qualify to be defined as a “Public Authority”.  The complaint is disposed accordingly.


Disposed.










Sd/-




28.12.2016






  (Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. H.S.Hundal, Advocate, (98785-00082)

Chamber No.82, District Courts,

S.A.S. Nagar.







            Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

O/o Babe Ke Educational Trust,

Village Daudhar, Distt. Moga.                                                                                          Respondent
COMPLAINT CASE NO.1045/2016

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Adv. Vikas Kuthiala, Counsel for the Respondent. 

ORDER



On the request of the complainant, the matter is adjourned for hearing on 15.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.










Sd/-







28.12.2016





 
  (Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Balwinder Singh (98889-47946),

House NO.42/2, Sector-41-A,

Chandigarh
                                     





Complainant 
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chandigarh Computer Centre, PTU,

Opp. Henderson Jubilee  School,

Civil Hospital Road, Kharar -140301          
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

I.K.Gujral Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar, Kapurthala Highway,

Kapaurthala – 144603.

                                                        

Respondent
COMPLAINT  CASE NO.468/2016

Present:
Sh. Balwinder Singh (98889-47946), Complainant in person.



Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Assistant Registrar, PTU – for Respondents.

ORDER



The complainant acknowledges satisfactory receipt of the information asked for.  No further intervention of the Commission is warranted.  



The matter is disposed.









Sd/-

28.12.2016





                (Yashvir Mahajan)







               State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh.Parbodh Chander Bali,

16, Shiv Nagar, Batala Road, 

Amritsar -143001                                




               Complainant
Versus
Public Information Officer,

O/o Fee Committee for the Private unaided Schools,

Punjab, R. No.23, Second Floor, Block-F, 

Vidya Bhawan, Phase VIII, SAS Nagar.                                                             

Respondent
COMPLAINT CASE NO:1036/2016

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Smt. Karan Jagdish Kaur, PIO, PSEB, and



Sh. Varinder Madaan, APIO – cum – Assistant Secretary, PSEB – for Respondent

ORDER


The following order was passed by the Commission on 18.08.2016 :



”None is present on behalf of the Parties.  A communication has been received from Justice Amar Duttt (retd.), Chairman Fee Committee wherein he says that as per Section 8(h) of the Right to Information Act, information cannot be provided.  He adds that the Committee has been set up by an order dated 09.04.2013 of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in Civil Writ Petition No.20545 of 2009.  The scope, terms of reference and the fees to the members have been spelt out in the above order itself which is available at the official website of the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court.



Through an e.mail dated 17.08.2016 the complainant has contested the above contention of the respondent.  Simultaneously he seeks an exemption from personal appearance and requests for adjournment as he intends to join the proceedings in person on a later date.”


None was present on 08.11.2016.  The matter has been taken up today.  The status quo remains.



Mrs. Karan Jagdish Kaur, PIO and Sh. Varinder Madaan, APIO, PSEB have not been able to throw much light on the status of the case.  The complainant through an e.mail has contested the contention of the respondent claiming exemption.  The complainant has also rebutted the
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COMPLAINT CASE NO:1036/2016
plea taken by the respondents that the information sought is exempt under Section 8 (h) of the RTI Act.  It shall be prudent to reproduce Section 8 (h) of the Act:


8. Exemption from disclosure of information :---





Xx   xx  xx  xx



(h) information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or 

     prosecution of offenders.





XX xx xx  xx

The complainant is simply asking the terms and conditions of appointment with the remuneration being paid to the Committee inter alia other information relating to the appointment of staff and the structure of the Committee etc.  By no logic, Section 8 (h) of the Act can be invoked to withhold the information.  The Commission therefore directs the Superintendent of the Fee Committee, Punjab School Education Board, Mohali to bring along the file dealing with all the aspects asked for in the original application by the complainant on the next date of hearing failing which penal provisions shall be invoked. 


The matter shall be reheard on 15.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.










Sd/-



28.12.2016






  (Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner

CC: 
The Superintendent,


Fee Committee for the Private  Unaided Schools,


Punjab School Education Board, Mohali           --            for immediate necessary action.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. H.S.Hundal, Advocate, (98785-00082)

Chamber No.82, District Courts,

S.A.S. Nagar.
                                     





 Complainant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior  Supdt. of Police,

Moga.- 142001

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

SAS Nagar (Mohali).                                                                                   

Respondent
COMPLAINT CASE NO.1009/2016

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant.



1. Inspector Satnam Singh,  NRI Wing, Phase 7, Mohali. and



2. ASI Mohinder Singh, O/o SSP, Moga. – for Respondent.
ORDER



The following order was passed by the Commission on 08.11.2016:




“Heard.



From the discussion it transpires that the information involved is quite voluminous. Besides, its revelation may tantamount to invasion of the privacy of some of the persons.  The complainant agrees to confine the information to few cases the revelation of which according to him is in public interest.  The complainant may intimate its particulars to the respondent who shall decide the matter on merit within fifteen days from the receipt of such intimation by the complainant.”


The complainant has communicated that he has confined his information to a single case relating to one Mrs. Harvinder Kaur d/o Sh. Avtar Singh who had made complaint against one Sh. Manpreet Singh Gill, Southall, London who had gone abroad barely after ten days of marriage. 

The respondent says that they are not aware of such request made by the complainant.  A copy of the communication sent by the complainant has been handed over on spot
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COMPLAINT CASE NO.1009/2016
to the respondent.  They shall look into it early and file a written reply to the Commission.



To come up on 15.02.2017 at 11.30 AM.








         Sd/-



28.12.2016






  (Yashvir Mahajan)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Tele No. 0172-4630071, FAX No. 0172-4630888, Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sh. Ram Naresh Kumar (98726-33565),

S/o Sh. Budh Lal Sing

H.No.5231, Maloya Colony, 
Chandigarh       




        



  Appellant
Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector-34-A,

Chandigarh

First Appellate Authority

O/o Director, Health & Family Welfare, Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector-34-A,

Chandigarh                                                                                                    
      Respondents
APPEAL CASE NO.2234/2016

Present:
Sh. Ram Naresh Kumar (98726-33565), Appellant in person.



Sh. Chhote Lal, Sr. Assistant, H&FW, Pb. – for Respondents.

ORDER



The following order was passed by this forum on 08.11.2016 :-


“Heard.



The appellant is asking for the compliance of the objections raised in an inquiry conducted against M/s Ranbaxy Limited for the violations of procedures in the manufacture of medicines.  



Sh. Chhote Lal appearing on behalf of the respondents submits that the matter is under consideration.  The respondents are directed to give a written statement of the status of the case to the appellant under intimation to the Commission.”


Sh. Chote Lal has come present on behalf of the Respondents.  He has submitted a compliance report on the objections raised in the audit report to the concerned Party.  A copy of the same has been handed over on spot to the appellant.  The Commission finds that sufficient information has been given to the appellant.  No more intervention is called for.



Disposed.










Sd/-



28.12.2016






       (Yashvir Mahajan)

                                                                            State Information Commissioner

