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

Sh. Prabhdial Singh Randhawa,

5-Shorinagar, P.O., R & S,

Mills, Amritsar.






 
 -------------------------------------------Appellant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.



--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 350 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. V.K.Kaushal, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Appellant’s counsel submits that he has very recently been given the brief for pursuing this case on behalf of the Appellant.  He requests for time to study the matter.  
2.

This will come up for hearing on 15.02.2008 in Civil Rest House, Pathankot at 10:00 A.M.  Respondent shall ensure his presence on that day.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Suman Sharma,

Wd/o Late Sh. Sunil Dutt,

# 133, W.No. 04, Morinda,

Ropar.






 
 -------------------------------------------Appellant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ropar.



--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 351 of 2007

ORDER
Present:
 Smt. Suman Sharma, Appellant in person.


Smt. Inderjit Kang, District Revenue Officer on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The origin of this Appeal is a family dispute.  According to the Appellant, members of her in-laws’ family (father in-law, brother in-law etc.) in connivance with the lower officials of the district administration have deprived her of the property belonging to her late husband Sh. Sunil Dutt who had died in the year 2000.   Appellant states before us that the unlawful action by her in-laws and the officials of the Department was brought up in various criminal cases under the relevant provisions of law.  The Hon’ble High Court eventually persuaded the parties to arrive at a compromise.  According to the Appellant, the district administration, Ropar was to implement the orders of the Hon’ble High Court, but for some reasons this still has not been done.
2.

The Appellant demands information on three points :-


“(i)
The copy of letter of Tehsildar Nangal addressed to Deputy Commissioner Ropar under the subject titled request for the legal opinion from the District Attorney Ropar about the Criminal Misc., No. 35894-M of 2007 in case titled as Maninder Dass and others Vs. State of Punjab decided by the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana at Chandigarh on dated 31.05.2007.

(ii) The copy of legal opinion given by District Attorney to the address of Deputy Commissioner Ropar in the said case.

(iii) The copy of orders of Deputy Commissioner Ropar given in the light of the legal opinion sought the legal advice given as well as the orders passed by Deputy Commissioner, Ropar.”
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3.

Respondent states that information on items (i) and (ii) has been duly supplied.  In regard to item No. (iii), Respondent avers that the Deputy Commissioner, Ropar does not normally pass any order in the light of legal opinion but merely delivers the legal opinion to the concerned executive authorities.  According to the Respondent, this has been intimated to the Appellant.
4.

Appellant insists that the Respondent PIO DC’s office should show a copy of the letter forwarding the District Attorney’s advice.  Respondent is prepared to give a copy of this.  Respondent seeks time to obtain the relevant record and supply the information to the Appellant.  

5.

This will come up for further proceedings on 25.02.2008.  In the mean time Respondent will deliver the remaining items of information to the Appellant by post.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. B.R.Bhadhi,

Ashok Vihar Colony,

Nakodar (Jalandhar).






 


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






Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Finance, 

Chandigarh. 




----------------------Respondent
CC No. 1067 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. (Complainant turned 


up at 11.45 hours, after this order had been dictated) 


Sh. Hans Ram, Superintendent, and Sh. K.K.Jindal, Sr. Assistant 


Department of Finance on behalf of the Respondent.  



This case had earlier been heard by the Commission in its bench consisting of Sh. R.K.Gupta, SIC and Sh. P.P.S.Gill, SIC on 17.09.2007.  In its order of 17.09.2007, the Commission directed that certain information as demanded would be delivered to the Complainant by 19.10.2007.  Complainant was free to study this for his satisfaction.  In the order of 17.09.2007, the Commission had observed that only such items as felt within the definition of information need to be supplied. 
2.

Following the last date of hearing, this case has been transferred to the present bench.  

3.

Respondent submits before us that information on all the points (except para (i) relating to copies of annual confidential reports) has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  The Respondent states that the question whether the ACRs are exempt from disclosure is under consideration of the State Information Commission in another matter.  Respondent states that he will abide by the decision and guidelines of the Commission in regard to the delivery of copies of ACRs.  We find that a Full Bench of the Commission has already pronounced orders on 05.11.2007 (AC-67 of 2006) in regard to the supply of copies of ACRs of Government officials. 
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4.

Respondent informs us that he was not aware of the order of the Commission.  He would now take appropriate action in the light of the order of the Commission made on 05.11.2007 in AC-67 of 2006.
5.

Complainant is not present before us today. Delivery on one item on which the information has not been delivered as yet by the Respondent would be considered by the Respondent as per law.  
6.

This case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  In case the Respondent decides not to supply the information to the Complainant on item no. (i), the Complainant shall be free to make an application for the re-opening of this matter.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Malkiat Singh,

Flat No. 521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Flat Complex,

SBS., Nagar, Block-E,

Ludhiana.






 
 -------------------------------------------Appellant






Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.



--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 360 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Malkiat Singh, Appellant in person.



Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



On 06.03.2007, the Appellant had demanded from the Respondent information on the status of a complaint made by the Appellant before the police in regard to theft of equipment linked to the water supply system.  In this appeal under Section 19 RTI Act, 2005, the Appellant submits that the order of SSP., Ludhiana is vague and supplies incomplete and misleading information.  Respondent states before us that this old pending case has been examined by the police on several occasions.  The Appellant was also invited to meet the officers of the Department and the Superintendent of Police (Headquarters)., Ludhiana had given him a hearing on 24.12.2007.  The Appellant is still not satisfied with the information delivered to him.

2.

The issue, basically, is the status of action taken by the police on repeated complaints regarding the alleged theft.  Without going into the merits of the police action on the complaints, we feel it would be appropriate if the SSP., Ludhiana gives a personal hearing to the Appellant Sh. Malkiat Singh and satisfies him on the supply of information.  For this purpose, we determine Monday 28th January, 2008 for the SSP., Ludhiana (Sh. R.K.Jaiswal) to afford a personal hearing to the Appellant.  The SSP., Ludhiana should resolve this issue and report compliance.  
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3.

This will come for confirmation of compliance on 25.02.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.    

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. P. Lall, (Advocate),

Chamber No. 456,

Lawyers’ Complex,

District Courts,

Ludhiana.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

      --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1981 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Respondent submits before us that the original request for information relating to copies of First Information Report (FIR) in certain criminal cases in the jurisdiction of Ludhiana District was never received in the office of the Respondent.  The Respondent came to learn about the demand for information only when the notice from the Commission was received.
2.

Respondent states that immediately on receipt of the notice, the information was compiled and despatched to the address of the Complainant.  The papers were returned undelivered.  The Respondent has brought the very papers before us today, but the Complainant is not present here to receive the papers.
3.

This is dismissed for non-prosecution.  In case the Complainant wishes to obtain the information, he is free to approach the Respondent for the purpose. 


  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Anil Kashyap, President, 

Cricketers’ Welfare Association

395, Ind. Area-A,

Ludhiana.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The President,

PCA, SAS, Nagar,

Sector 63, Mohali. 



 

 

-----------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1969 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Respondent.

This matter would be taken up by Lt. Gen P.K.Grover (Retd.), SIC, sitting singly on 31.01.2008 at 02:00 P.M. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sarahjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa’,

Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO-Bhattian Bet, 

Ludhiana.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Department of Personnal & General

Administrator, Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt.,

Chandigarh. 



 

 

-----------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 1970 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon Complainant in person.


Sh. Harchand, Superintendent, Department of Personnel and Sh. 

Gurdev Singh, Superintendent, Grade-II I.S. Branch  on behalf of 
the Respondent.


This matter would be taken up by Lt. Gen P.K.Grover (Retd.), SIC, sitting singly on 31.01.2008 at 02:00 P.M. 







  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa’,

Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO-Bhattian Bet, 

Ludhiana.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Administrator,

PUDA, PUDA Bhawan,

Sector 62, Mohali.



 

 

------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 1971 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Balwinder Singh on behalf of the Respondent.


This matter would be taken up by Lt. Gen P.K.Grover (Retd.), SIC, sitting singly on 31.01.2008 at 02:00 P.M. 







  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Er. Lalit Kumar Goyal,

S/o Sh. M.D. Goyal,

Suni Gali, Mansa.




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Commissioner,

Faridkot Div.,

Faridkot. 



 

     --------------------------------------------Respondent

CC No. 2001 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that information demanded has been duly sent to the Complainant by post. 
2.

Complainant is not here to rebut this statement of the Respondent.  We presume that he would be satisfied with the information sent to him.

3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Ms. Shelly Goomber,

384, Guru Gobind Singh Avenue,

P.O. Chugitti, 

Jalandhar. 





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Doaba College,

Jalandhar. 


      --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2008 of 2007 

Alongwith CC No. 2009 of 2007, CC No. 1985/2007 

& CC No. 1640/2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Ashwani Kumar, husband of the Complainant.


Sh. M.S.Sachdeva, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.



The following three cases namely CC-2009/20007, CC-1985/2007 and CC-1640/2007 are similar to the instant case.  All these cases are, therefore, clubbed together.

2.

The origin of the demand for information is a decision of the Respondent (management of Doaba College, Jalandhar) to terminate the services of Ms. Shelly Goomber, lecturer in Bio-technology during the period of her probation.  In four applications under RTI, the Complainant Ms. Shelly Goomber and her relatives (father in-law Sh. Gulzari Lal and mother in-law Smt. Sushma Goomber) have demanded information regarding the reasons for termination of services of the Complainant Ms. Shelly Goomber.  Also demanded is a large volume of information regarding the qualifications and experience of other staff, and the recruitment policy etc. followed by the college.  The four complaints emanate from the applications made to the PIO under RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

Respondent states that he has supplied item wise information on the various matters included in the original demand for information by the Complainant.  In respect of the following matters, Respondent claims exemption under Section 8(1)(j) RTI Act, 2005 :-
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In CC-1985/2007




“Copies of complete file of  Dr. Monica Mahajan starting from her application for the post advertised by the college for filling the regular/permanent vacancy of lecturer in biotechnology in year 2005 till date (inclusive of all the nothings, all communications submitted by Dr. Monica to college, communications undertaken by college for approval of her post from the University and all other communications which have taken place between college and other authorities, copy of all certificates of her qualification, copy of her Doctorate Certificate) be provided.

Copy of complete file of REsearach Project recommended by Principal to University Grants Commission for carrying on research on Biotech subject “use of biotechnology Tools for development of disease resistant plants in potato” by Dr. Monica Mahajan who is MSc in Botany and has dones here doctorate of Philosophy in Botany (Minor subject Plant Pathology) from Department of Botany College of Basic Science and Humanities PAU Ludhiana.”
In CC-1640/2007



“Name and educational detail of all the teachers/lecturers appointed the college since session 2004-05.  A copy of all the appointments letters issued to the teachers appointed be given.


The detail of all the teachers appointed on regular/permanent basis in Department of Biotechnology be given clarifying the teachers appointed on the basis of UGC/NET qualifications and appointed on the basis of PHD/Mphil.

A copy of UGC/Net qualification certificate for those appointed on the basis of Net qualification and copy of Phd subject thesis for those appointed on the basis of Phd be given.

Detail of departments that existed in college at the time of joining of Sh. R.P.Bhardwaj as principal alongwith strength of students in each department at that time.  Number of students presently studying in such departments be given.” 
4. 
Respondent states that the vast volume of data demanded in these items listed above would require the administration in the college to spend an inordinate period of time to compile and prepare the information.  He pleads also that this is third party information and also personal information, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest.  Respondent seeks exemption from disclosure of these items of information under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005.

5. 
Respondent submits before us a copy of information already supplied to the Complainant (23 pages).  
6. Complainant, on the other hand, insists that the information demanded by her/him is relevant and cannot be exempted under Section 8(1)(j).
Contd…..P/3
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7. 
Arguments of both sides were heard.   Both sides are free to give any written submission in support of their contentions within a period of 15 days.  Copies of such written arguments would be exchanged between two parties also.  
8. 
Judgment in all these cases is reserved. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sewa Ram,

# 37, Gali nO. 13,

New Pawan Nagar,

Amritsar.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Jalandhar Div., 

Jalandhar. 


      --------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2063 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sewa Ram, Complainant in person.

None is present on behalf of the Respondent.


The information demanded relates to certain copies of office notings etc. In order to facilitate this matter, we direct that the Commissioner, Jalandhar Div., Jalandhar should give a personal hearing to the Complainant.  This hearing will take place at 1100 hours on 18th January, 2008.  The Commissioner, Jalandhar Div., Jalandhar would resolve this issue on the spot. 
2.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 18.02.2008 in Circuit House, Kapurthala at 10:00 A.M.  Respondent shall ensure his presence on that date.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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




(www.infocommpunjab.com)

.

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

# 9-R, Model Town,

Ludhian. 






......Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,

Municipal Corporation Building, Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana. 






...... Respondent. 

CC No. 163 of 2006
ORDER

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



Shri K.S. Kahlon, Law Officer-cum-PIO on behalf of the 



Respondent.



This case had been heard by us on 23.10.2007 and we had ordered :- 



“The controversy between the parties being purely factual.  In the circumstances, we deem it appropriate that for the resolution thereof, the parties appear before one of us namely Lt. Gen P.K.Grover, SIC in chambers.”

2.

It is brought to our notice that Hon’ble SIC, Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.) had given an opportunity for the Complainant to appear before him on two occasions that is 16th November, 2007 and 14th December, 2007.  The learned SIC has intimated that the Complainant did not turn up on any of these days. Complainant, however, sent a letter dated 08.12.2007 raising a number of issues.    Thereafter, another letter dated 29.12.2007 written by the Complainant to the Chief Information Commission has been received.  In these letters, the Complainant has made allegations against the officials of the M.C., Ludhiana regarding the honesty and integrity of the officials in general.    

3.

In the letter dated 29.12.2007, the Complainant demands that the Commission should penalize the Respondent under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005.
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4.

Complainant is not here to make his submissions on this plea.  On the other hand, the Respondent, a senior representative of the M.C., Ludhiana is personally present and he assures that whatever material information is specifically demanded would be duly delivered to the Complainant.  According to the Respondent, to the best of his ability, all the material demanded was duly delivered.  He contends that collection of much of the material required considerable search and effort and that is the reason why the entire papers could not be delivered in time.  The plea of the Respondent is that since delay in supply of information was neither wilful nor deliberate, he should not be penalized. 
6.

We find that despite several opportunities, the Complainant has failed to appear before the Commission and substantiate his claim that delivery of information is being stalled by the Corporation.  Learned SIC Lt. Gen. P.K.Grover (Retd.) gave two opportunities to the Complainant to settle the matter, but the Complainant failed to appear before the Learned SIC in chamber.  Even today, the Complainant has not put in appearance before the Commission.  This suggests that he does not wish to pursue tha matter any further. 
7.
 
We do not find it a fit case for imposition of penalty. This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 07.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

