STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Surinder Kumar Bajaj

s/o Sh. Hari Chand,

Street No. 1, W. No. 2, H. No. 397,

Gobind Nagari, Near M.S. Kakkar,

Malout-152107.

  




   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab State Board of Tech. Edu. & Indl. Training,

Chandigarh







    …Respondent

CC- 2534/11
Order

Present:
None for the parties.


In the earlier hearing dated 09.11.2011, no one appeared on behalf of the complainant.  However, on behalf of the respondent, S/Sh. Rupinder Singh, Dy. Director; Bhag Singh, Principal of ITI Samana; and Naveen Kumar, Clerk ITI Samana had put in appearance.  It was recorded in the said hearing on 09.11.2011: -

“No one has come present on behalf of the complainant.  One more opportunity is granted to the respondent to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission. Complainant is also directed to intimate the Commission if the information, when received, is to his satisfaction.”



Today again, neither of the parties is present and no communication has been received from either of the two.



Since even despite directions in the earlier order, nothing has been heard from the complainant nor has any communication been received from him, it appears he is no longer interested in the information sought.



Respondent, however, is advised to be prompt enough in responding to the queries / information sought under the RTI Act, 2005, in future.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-
Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Rakesh Kumar

H. No. 1258, Sector 15-B,

Chandigarh







  … Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o The Director of Public Instruction (SE) Pb, 

Chandigarh. 







    …Respondent

CC- 864/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. Rakesh Kumar in person.


For the respondent: Ms. Gurbax Kaur, clerk (81464-91188)



In the earlier hearing dated 09.11.2011, while the complainant was present in person, Sh. Rupinder Singh appeared on behalf of the respondent, and it was recorded: -

“Complainant submits that the deficiencies in the information provided have not been removed and no further information has so far been provided to him.

Respondent present seeks a fortnight’s time to provide the remaining information including copies of the relevant log book apart from removal of the discrepancies conveyed.  Complainant agrees to the same.”



Today, Ms. Gurbax Kaur, clerk has come present on behalf of the respondent which is clearly against the directions of the Commission contained the notice of hearing dated 06.04.2011. Respondent present submitted that she has brought to the court documents towards information sought i.e. four log books, stationery Cash Book and copies of the tour programmes undertaken by Ms. Amarjit Kaur.


During the hearing, both the parties have mutually agreed to the effect that the respondent shall, within a month’s time, provide all the pending information to the complainant, positively.  Hence the respondent sought an adjournment for about a month, which is granted. 



Since the application for information in the instant case dates back to 14.02.2011, a lot of delay has already occurred and yet the complete information has not been provided. Taking cognizance of the casual approach of the respondent, therefore, PIO – Ms. Pritpal Kaur, Deputy Director (Sports)  is hereby issued a show cause notice as to why a penalty under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on her till the information is furnished.  



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an
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opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  She may take note that in case she does not file her written reply and does not avail herself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that she has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against her ex parte. 



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.01.2012 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(95925-69371)

Sh. Vijay Kumar Janjua,

No. 2068, Phase 7,

Mohali.

  





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Vigilance Bureau, 

Punjab, Chandigarh






    …Respondent

CC- 2515/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. P.K. Chhibber, Law Officer; Pritpal Singh, Sub Inspector (96469-82002); and Krishan Lal, Senior Asstt. (94175-79836)


In the earlier hearing dated 09.11.2011, it was recorded: 
“Respondent has presented a letter today, being No. 35077 dated 08.11.2011 addressed to the Commission, wherein it is asserted: -

‘Re:
CC No. 2515/11 – Vijay Kumar Janjua vs. PIO, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh – fixed for 09.11.2011.

In the above matter fixed for hearing today before the Hon’ble Commission, it is submitted that the officer familiar with the facts of the case namely Joint Director (Crime) has been transferred outside the Vigilance Bureau; and after handing over the charge, he has reported at the new place of posting.  No one has so far been posted as Joint Director (Crime).  Even when the new incumbent for the post of Joint Director (Crime) reports for duty, it will take some time for him to peruse the records to be familiar with the detailed facts.  It is therefore, prayed that an adjournment may kindly be granted for making written submissions.’

In view of the above submissions made by the respondent, one last opportunity is granted to the respondent for submitting explanation, if any.”



Respondents submitted copy of a letter No. VB, S-14 dated 13.12.2011 which is addressed to the complainant Sh. Vijay Kumar Janjua which reads as under: -
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“As per directions of the Hon’ble Information Commissioner in CC No. 2515/11, the point-wise reply, as per your application dated 21.07.2011, is as follows: 

	S. No.
	Information Sought
	Response / Reply

	1
	Whether any direction was given to Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009?
	Yes, a meeting was called by J.D. Crime. Information was given telephonically.

	2
	If yes, a copy of the letter / fax / tele-printer message directing Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.
	Sh. Balkar Singh Sidhu was posted as Joint Director, Crime, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh.

	3
	Name and designation of the person who gave directions to Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.
	No fax or tele-printer message was sent for calling the meeting.  Message was given telephonically in the office. 

	4
	What Govt. business was transacted by Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009?
	Since Sh. Ravcharan Singh Brar, DSP Vigilance Bureau informed about the new developments of Sh. V.K. Janjua, IAS, demanding bribe, so no meeting took place. 

	5
	A copy of the log book of the vehicle used by Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.
	Since no meeting was held due the trap case of V.K. Janjua, IAS.  Hence no proceedings.




Complainant Sh. V.K. Janjua is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.   When tried to contact him over the telephone, no response had been received and he did not answer the call.  Hence it appears he is satisfied.


Upon perusal of the information provided, the Commission is of the view that complete information as per the original application now stands provided. 



Respondent is directed to send a copy of this letter to the complainant by registered post, under intimation to the Commission. 
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Accordingly, seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(95925-69371)

Sh. Vijay Kumar Janjua,

No. 2068, Phase 7,

Mohali.

  





   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Vigilance Bureau, 

Punjab, Chandigarh






    …Respondent

CC- 2516/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. P.K. Chhibber, Law Officer; Pritpal Singh, Sub Inspector (96469-82002); and Krishan Lal, Senior Asstt. (94175-79836)


In the earlier hearing dated 09.11.2011, Respondent had presented a letter, being No. 35077 dated 08.11.2011 addressed to the Commission; and sought an adjournment for making written submissions.



Today, the respondents submitted copy of a letter No. VB, S-14 dated 13.12.2011 which is addressed to the complainant Sh. Vijay Kumar Janjua which reads as under: -

	S. No.
	Information Sought
	Response / Reply

	1
	Whether any direction was given to Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009?


	They were instructed orally.

	2
	If yes, a copy of the letter / fax / tele-printer message directing Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.
	Verbal orders to attend the office of Advocate General Punjab & High Court, Chandigarh were given as is done in other cases. 



	3
	Name and designation of the person who gave directions to Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.


	Supdt. of Police, Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana Range, Ludhiana.
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	4
	What Govt. business was transacted by Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009?
	Since Jatinder Singh, DSP was called by the seniors to attend the trap case, SI Sukhdev Singh attended the AG Office and Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009 in Crl. Misc. No. 45804-M-2007 ‘ ‘Capt. Amarinder Singh vs. State’.

	5
	A copy of the log book of the vehicle used by Jatinder Singh, DSP VB, Ludhiana and SI Sukhdev Singh, VB, Ludhiana to visit AG Office and Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh on 09.11.2009.
	Sh. Jatinder Singh Mand, PPS, DSP was transferred on 18.03.2010.  Since the Govt. vehicle was allotted to him byname by Punjab Police Hqrs., copy of the log book is not available with this office.




Complainant Sh. V.K. Janjua is not present today nor has any communication been received from him.   When tried to contact him over the telephone, no response had been received and he did not answer the call.  Hence it appears he is satisfied.



Upon perusal of the information provided, the Commission is of the view that complete information as per the original application now stands provided. 



Respondent is directed to send a copy of this letter to the complainant by registered post, under intimation to the Commission. 



Accordingly, seeing the merits of the case, it is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(98145-64811)

Sh. Baltej Singh,

s/o Karam Singh,

Basti Kesar Singh wali,

Block Guru Har Sahai,

Tehsil Jalalabad, Distt. Ferozepur




      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Guru Har Sahai (Distt. Ferozepur) 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Rural Development & Panchayat, Punjab,

Mohali






           …..Respondents

AC- 987/11  

Order

Present: 
None for the appellant.
For the respondent: Sh. Jagsir Singh, Panchayat Officer (98550-31683) along with Gurmail Singh, Panchayat Secretary (94176-60625)



Vide application dated 18.04.2011, Sh. Baltej Singh sought information from the office of Respondent No. 1 pertaining to Gram Panchayat, Basti Kesar Singh wali, Block Guru Harsahai, Tehsil Jalalabad (W), Distt. Ferozepur, during the tenure of Sh. Iqbal Singh, present Sarpanch detailing the dates of various grants sanctioned / received; and dates and purpose of expenditure met out of the said grants. 


Sh. Baltej Singh further submitted that when no response was received, he preferred the first appeal before the First Appellate Authority i.e. Director, Rural Development & Panchayat, Mohali on 19.05.2011.  The instant second appeal before the Commission has been filed on 21.09.2011.


Complainant is not present today.  However, the respondents submitted an acknowledgment from Sh. Baltej Singh dated 30.11.2011 in token of having received complete and relevant information to his satisfaction.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Ramesh Jain

H. No. 2164, Timber Market,

Abohar-152116 (Distt. Fazilka)




      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Council,

Abohar-152116. 
2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director Local Govt.

Ferozepur-152002.




           …..Respondents

AC- 937/11
Order

Present:
None for the Appellant.
For the respondent: S/Sh. Vinod Kumar, Inspector (94647-11877); and Jaspal Singh (97800-47424)



In the earlier hearing dated 08.11.2011, the appellant submitted that no information had so far been provided to him even after a lapse of about five months.  



Since no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent, a show cause notice was issued to respondent PIO apart from directing him to provide complete and relevant information to the appellant within a fortnight, under intimation to the Commission.  



Respondents present tendered a copy of a letter No. 3540 dated 13.12.2011, along with a copy of letter No. AME-3538 dated 13.12.2011 whereby complete and relevant information as sought by the applicant-appellant vide application dated 16.06.2011 had been forwarded to the appellant.  The said information, respondents submitted, had been sent per registered post.  He assured the Commission that entry in the dispatch register pertaining to the said letter shall be produced before the Commission on the next date fixed. 


Respondent PIO is directed to ensure that reply to the show cause notice is submitted by him well before the next date fixed.



A telephone call had been received in the office this morning from Sh. Ramesh Jain expressing his inability to attend the hearing today.



For further proceedings, to come up on 10.01.2012 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.   Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Ms. Paramjit Kaur

w/o Brig. J.S. Grewal,

49, Silver City,

Zirakpura (Distt. Mohali)





      …..Appellant

Vs
1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda 

2.
Public Information Officer,


First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda 






…..Respondents

AC- 1016/11  

Order

Present: -
None for the appellant.

For the respondent: Sh. Avtar Singh, Tehsildar, Bathinda.
 

In the earlier hearing dated 22.11.2011, it was recorded: -

“No one has come present on behalf of the respondent nor has any communication been received.

Accordingly, the First Appellate Authority – Sh. K.K. Yadav, Deputy Commission, Bathinda; and the PIO – Additional Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda are hereby directed to appear in person on the next date fixed to explain the matter.

In the meantime, they shall also endeavour to provide complete and relevant information to the applicant-appellant Ms. Paramjit Kaur, within a month’s time under intimation to the Commission.”

 

Today, Sh. Avtar Singh Makkar, Tehsildar, Bathinda-cum-APIO has put in appearance on behalf of the respondent.  He tendered a letter no. 2413/RTI dated 13.12.2011 addressed to the Commission by the Deputy Commissioner-cum-First Appellate Authority stating that due to the visit of the Hon’ble Chief Minister; and the Member Parliament, he would not be able to attend today’s hearing.   He has further authorised the Tehsildar-cum-APIO Sh. Avtar Singh to attend today’s hearing.


Respondent submitted that the appellant has sought copies of revenue documents for which a prescribed application is required to be submitted to the revenue officials along with the prescribed fee (which is intimated at the time of the application by the officials concerned); however, she filed an application under the RTI Act, 2005 to evade any charges.  He, informed the Commission that the requisite documents sought by the appellant have already been sent to her free of charges, upon receipt of notice of hearing dated 22.11.2011 from the Commission.
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Appellant is not present today nor has any communication been received from her.  No discrepancies have been pointed out either.  Therefore, it seems she is satisfied.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 

 

Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Vinod Kumar Mehta,

Phase II,

Civil Lines,

Fazilka-152123. 






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Revenue and Rehabilitation & Disaster Management Deptt.

Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent
CC- 1408/11
Order



For pronouncement of the order, this case was posted to date i.e. 15.12.2011 when it last came up for hearing on 09.11.2011.  Sh. S.M. Bhanot had put in appearance n behalf of the complainant while Ms. Veena Kumari, Under Secretary-cum-PIO along with Ms. Sarla, Supdt. appeared as representatives of the Respondent.   Submissions of both the parties were taken on record. 

 

Adumbrated facts of the case as emanating from the pleadings of the parties are that the applicant-complainant Sh. Vinod Mehta submitted an application dated 20.12.2010 to the respondent under the RTI Act, 2005 seeking information on ten points concerning various types of facilities and benefits to Riot and Terrorist affected families, being provided by the State of Punjab.   Sh. Mehta stated that when no information was provided, he was forced to file the instant complaint before the Commission on 19.04.2011.



On notice, Sh. S.M. Bhanot put in appearance on behalf of the complainant, with an authority letter from Sh. Mehta while on behalf of the respondent, Ms. Sarla Rani, Supdt.-cum-APIO came present in the first hearing on 05.07.2011.   During the proceedings, it was recorded: -

“Ms. Sarla Rani, appearing on behalf of the respondent, submitted as follows: -

‘That the letter dated 20.12.2010 from Sh. Vinod Kumar Mehta, Phase II, Fazilka seeking information under the RTI Act, 2005 has not been received in the Revenue Department, Disaster Management-3 Branch.  A report in this regard was also sought from the Circulating Branch of the Revenue Department.  As per this report also, the said letter from Sh. Mehta has not been received.   Notice of hearing under the RTI Act, 2005 was received on 25.05.2011 in the DM-3 Branch.   Under this, the applicant had sought information on ten points.  Information on points no. 1 to 6 has been sent by the DM-
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3 Branch on 04.07.2011 by registered post.  The information under points no. 7, 8, 9 and 10 pertains to the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur and therefore, the request of the applicant was transferred to his office on 31.05.2011 under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005.  The said office shall be reminded to forward the information to the complainant, direct.’

Since the transfer under section 6(3) has been effected beyond the stipulated time limit of five days, the same is not accepted.  It now becomes the responsibility of the PIO, respondent office to procure the information from whichever quarter it is available and provide the same to the complainant, under intimation to the Commission.”



Sh. Bhanot had taken various objections e.g. providing incomplete information by the respondent; no response from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ferozepur etc. 



In the next hearing dated 17.08.2011, it was observed that only minor deficiencies in the information remained to be removed which the respondent assured the Commission, will be done at the earliest.  However, on insistence of the representative of the complainant, a show cause notice was issued to the respondent PIO – Ms. Veena Rani, Under Secretary who submitted her defence in the hearing on 09.11.2011 when the matter was posted to date i.e. 15.12.2011 for pronouncement of the order. 



On thorough examination of the documents produced on record, it is evident that complete information to the complainant stood in the second hearing before the Commission on 17.08.2011.   Respondent has amply clarified that the original application for information stated to be dated 20.12.2010 had never been delivered in their office.  It was only when the notice of hearing from the Commission was received by them on 25.05.2011 that the information sought by the applicant-complainant became known and thereafter, as is evident from the foregoing, it took less than three months to provide complete satisfactory information to the complainant and upon excluding the statutory period of 30 days provided under the RTI Act, 2005, the same comes to be less than two months.    This too is the position despite the fact that quite a major part of the information had to be obtained from the various Deputy Commissioners’ offices in the State.   Thus the Commission is of the view that no part of the delay can be termed as deliberate or intentional but the same was bonafide and no malafide is suspected on the part of the respondent PIO for the delay in providing the information in this case.



In order, therefore, to meet the ends of justice, a compensation of Rs. 1,000/- (Rupees One Thousand Only) is awarded in favour of Sh. Vinod Kumar Mehta which is payable by the Public Authority within a fortnight, against acknowledgement to Sh. Mehta.  An attested copy of the acknowledgment obtained be forwarded to the Commission for records.










Contd…….3/-

-:3:-



With the aforesaid observations, the case in hand is hereby ordered to be closed and disposed of. 





Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(01763-222700)

Sh. N.K. Syal,

Member, RTI Activists’ Federation (Pb.)

Syal Street, 

Sirhind-140406.






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh





    …Respondent
CC- 1472/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. N.K. Sayal in person.



For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, Supdt.



In the earlier hearing dated 23.11.2011, it was recorded: -

“Today, during the proceedings, it was disclosed by the complainant that the original application for information had been addressed to the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab but it is noted that through an oversight, the registry has named the Director Local Govt. Punjab as the respondent.

It is thus imperative that the this mistake be rectified and accordingly, it is directed that the PIO, office of Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh be impleaded as respondent in the present case, in place of the Director, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.

Accordingly, PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh is directed to appear personally on the next date fixed to explain the matter and provide complete information to the complainant with a compliance report to the Commission.” 



Today, Sh. Ramesh Verma, Supdt. appearing on behalf of the respondent, stated that a copy of the enquiry report sought by the complainant has already been provided to him.   However, information on other points is pending, which, the respondent assured, will also be provided in about a week’s time.  Complainant agrees to the same.


For confirmation of compliance, to come up on 29.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber.  Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. N.K. Syal,

Accounts Officer (Retd.)

Member, RTI Activists Federation (Pb)

Sayal Street,

Sirhind-140406.






   …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh.







    …Respondent
CC- 1307/11
Order

Present:
Complainant Sh. N.K. Sayal in person.


For the respondent: Sh. Ramesh Verma, Supdt.



Sh. Ramesh Verma, Supdt. was contacted over the telephone as no one had put in appearance on behalf of the respondent department.  Incidentally, he was in Sector 17 in the office of Director, Local Govt. Punjab, Chandigarh.  He had no file and had to make a couple of telephone calls to find out the status of the case.  It seems that he has deputed one APIO and a clerk to represent the case but they neither appeared nor informed the Commission.  


Sh. Sayal submitted that in the case pertaining to Kochhar Land Developers, a statement was given by Jagdish Singh-cum-PIO from the office of Secretary, Local Govt. and Sukhdev Singh, Supdt.-cum-PIO in CC No. 2981/10, on 03.11.2010, 08.12.2010 and 10.01.2011 that enquiry in the matter has been completed by the Chief Vigilance Officer but the report is still awaited.  However, so far, a copy of the enquiry report has not been made available to him.  Thus the respondents named above made a wrong and false statement to mislead the Hon’ble Commission. 



In these circumstances, the respondent seeks time for one more week to ascertain the status of the enquiry and a copy of the enquiry report will be provided to the complainant.  He has been advised that he should take the role of PIO seriously otherwise initiation of disciplinary proceedings shall be taken up.


For further proceedings, to come up on 29.12.2011 at 11.00 A.M. in the Chamber. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(0172-6520693)

Sh. Ranjit Singh

No. 2314, Phase XI (Eleven)

Mohali.







   …Complainant

Versus 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Director

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Chandigarh






               …Respondent
CC- 2756/11
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.

For the respondent: S/Sh. P.K. Chhibber, Law Officer; Pritpal Singh, Sub Inspector (96469-82002); and Krishan Lal, Senior Asstt. (94175-79836)


In the earlier hearing dated 23.11.2011, it was recorded: -

“Complainant argued that the information sought by him is simple and the respondent is using various tactics to evade the same. 

During the discussions, respondent submitted that he has to seek legal opinion on the point of providing the information sought in this case.   On request, he is granted a week’s time to complete the exercise and provide the information to the applicant-complainant within this time.”



Today, respondents present submitted a copy of communication No. 37825-VB, S-14 dated 06.12.2011 addressed to the applicant-complainant wherein it is stated: -

“This is in compliance with the directions given by the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Punjab vide order dated 23.11.2011.

In furtherance to this office letter no. 36014-15, VB, S-14 dated 18.11.2011, it is to inform that vide various notifications issued by the State of Punjab, police stations were set up in the Vigilance Bureau.  Thus, as per section 154 of the Criminal Procedure Code, a case can be registered and upon investigation, trial can be undertaken.  Without registration of any FIR, no case can be taken to trial.”









Contd……..2/-

-:2:-



Respondents further stated that with the above said communication, the discrepancies pointed out by the complainant stand removed and thus complete relevant information as per the original application has been provided. 



I have gone through the relevant documents and am of the view that complete information stands provided to the complainant, in the instant case. 



Complainant is not present today nor has any communication been received from him. The phone call made on his available contact number remained unanswered.



Seeing the merits of the case, therefore, it is hereby closed and disposed of. 



Copies of order be sent to the parties.


Sd/-

Chandigarh





    Mrs. Ravi Singh

Dated: 15.12.2011



State Information Commissioner
