STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Lalit Kumar Goyal,

S/o Sh. Murlidhar Goyal,

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



………….. Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

        &

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Department of Grievances,

Govt. of Punjab,

Chandigarh.




 

……………... Respondent

CC No.  319 of 2007






      ORDER

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

Sh. Shashi Pal, Superintendent Deptt. of Co-ordination on behalf of the Respondent.

The Complainant had demanded to know the status of complaints sent for disposal to the Punjab Government by the President of India.  Secondly the Complainant had demanded to know the basis of levy of service charges by the ‘Deputy Commissioner offices in Suvidha Centres by making societies in Punjab.’  During the course of hearings before us, we had directed that :- 
(a) That since references of the nature mentioned in this case relate to a number of Departments and Public Authorities Chief Secretary, Punjab should determine the duties and responsibilities of the various PIOs and other functionaries, especially the matter of co-ordination of references concerning more than one Public Authority. 

(b) The PIO office of Chief Secretary should deliver the remaining information directly or issue suitable directions to the other Department/s to deliver the information demanded to the Complainant.  

2.

The Respondent states before us that the information as collected from the various Departments has since been sent to the Complainant on 08.11.2007.  A copy of the communication sent to the Complainant is submitted to us today.  
Contd….P/2

-2-

3.

From this it appears that the information demanded has been delivered although after the lapse of nearly one year since the information was demanded. Since the delay does not appear to be deliberate or wilful, we do not deem it necessary to impose any fine for delay in delivery of information.  We would, however, like the PIO concerned to ensure that such delay is not repeated.  The Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab should take note of the unjustified delay in delivery of information by PIOs in such cases.  Such infringement of the Act should not be allowed to take place.  
4.

With these observations, this matter is disposed of. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Amarjit Singh Lauhka,

2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.







..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

State Transport Punjab,

Chandigarh.







..Respondent

CC No. 727 of 2006

ORDER
Present: 
Shri Amarjit Singh Lauhka, Complainant in person.



Sh. Vinod Kumar, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.  



On 24.09.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that :-
(a) The Respondent should make further efforts to trace the record.

(b)
“Under the existing state of affairs, when official record is in disarray, every demand for information would require avoidable diversion of resources of the Department in tracing the record.  The importance of scientific management of data and maintenance of record cannot be overestimated.  Before the next date of hearing, we would like the Principal Secretary, Transport to give us a plan of action for improvement of the record keeping and the management of information systems in his department.” 

2.

The representative of the Respondent is totally unaware of the second part of our direction.  This is perhaps because he is a junior officer.  On the last date of hearing, Sh. T.K.Goyal, PCS, who was Joint Director (Administration) had personally appeared and he had assured that action on both points would be completed.   

3.

We find today that despite a copy of our orders having been sent to Sh. D.S.Jaspal, Principal Secretary, Transport, the representative of the Respondent gives us no information regarding the plan of action for effecting improvement in the record keeping and management of information systems in the Department.  Both the Complainant and the Respondent present before us agree that the records are in a chaotic condition.  The papers have been stacked at random and the record rooms are loaded in a disorganized manner to touch the very ceiling.  Whether any record can be traced at all for delivery to information seekers in such conditions, is doubtful.  
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4.

We are, thus, constrained to reiterate our directions of the last date.  We are informed that Sh. T.K.Goyal who was Joint Director (Administration) has since been transferred as Joint Secretary, Transport.  This means that he is still directly involved in the administration of the Department.  We direct, therefore, that on the next date of hearing, Sh. T.K.Goyal who was conversant with the case would submit a comprehensive plan of action for improvement of record management as already directed by us.  Principal Secretary, Transport should himself monitor the progress and submit a report before us on the next date of hearing.  The Respondent prays for some more time to trace the record specifically demanded by the Complainant.  While this request is allowed, we direct that the Respondent should submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed on him for failure to trace and deliver the record despite the lapse of 14 months.    The Respondent will also show cause in his affidavit as to why the Complainant should not be compensated for the detriment suffered by him in having to pursue this matter over such a long period of time.  It is the function of Government to undertake appropriate administrative reform, which includes adoption of scientific management in the system and proper maintenance of record.  
5.

To come for confirmation of compliance on 19.12.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

S/o Sh. Ajaib Singh,

R/o Bihla, Teh. Tapa

District Barnala.






..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Barnala.

             &

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Mehal Kalan,

Barnala.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1536 of 2007

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

Sh. Gurmeet Singh, BDPO, Mehal Kalan, Barnala on behalf of the Respondent.


The Complainant had sought the following information :-
“(a)     Copy of All resolutions passed by Gram Panchayat in the Presence of Mohinder Kaur Sarpanch Village Bihla in year 2004-2005-2006.

(b)
Detail of All Grants, which is issued by Government of Punjab & other Various Department to the Gram Panchayat Bihla.

(b) Detail of Grant spent and detail of Expenditure.
(c) What is the source of income of the Gram Panchayat.
(d) Details of Leased/Contracted Property & Ponds along with complete Postal Address of the Leases/Contracted persons.”

2.

This information relates entirely to village Panchayat Bihla, but has been demanded from the BDPO, Mehal Kalan and the Deputy Commissioner, District Barnala in whose jurisdiction the village panchayat Bihla falls. 
3.

Normally, the village panchayat Bihla should have been approached and the information should have been supplied by the PIO of the Gram Panchayat.  The BDPO explains to us today that since the information was demanded from him, he had collected it from the village panchayat and delivered the same to the Complainant by hand.
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4.

The BDPO explains that in respect of all the Gram Panchayats, PIOs have been formally appointed and sufficient publicity has been given about it in the villages.  The villagers have also been made aware of their rights under the RTI Act, 2005.  Standard notice boards have been put up at all gram panchayats, dharmsalas and other crowded places in the villages in this regard.  If indeed such arrangements have been made in all the 12000 villages in the State, it is welcome step.   
5.

In so far as the information is concerned, we presume that the Complainant would be satisfied with the matter that has been sent to him.  This case is, accordingly, disposed of.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Col. Rajinder Singh Sohi,

# 97, Lal Bagh,

P.O. Threekay, 

Ludhiana.







..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jagraon.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1533 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Col. Rajinder Singh Sohi, Complainant in person.



Sh. Varinder Singh, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The Complainant had sought information regarding a case under Sections 107/151 of IPC (this is an error, since the Sections in question relate to the Code of Criminal Procedure).

2.

According to the Respondent, the entire information demanded has been duly delivered.  These Sections of CRPC relate to the preventive action by the police where breach of peace is apprehended.

3.

According to the Respondent, all the documents demanded by the Complainant in his request have been duly delivered.  The Complainant points out that the following two documents have not been given to him so far :-


(i)
A copy of the complaint on the basis of which preventive arrests had been made by the police.


(ii)
A copy of entries from the register containing Daily Diary Reports (DDR) in the police station during the period 23.03.2007 to 29.03.2007.

4.

The Respondent delivers to the Complainant a copy of a communication from the Station House Officer, Police Station Sudhar, wherein it is stated that there is no entry in the DDR in respect of the complaint on the basis of which preventive arrests were made in the relevant case.  Respondent assures that these would be obtained from the police station concerned and delivered to the Complainant within a week. 
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5.

The Complainant further pleads that since undue delay in delivery of information has taken place, the Respondent should be penalized under the Act.

6.

In order to consider the plea of the Complainant for penalty, Respondent will submit an affidavit explaining why penalty be not imposed on him.

7.

To come up for further proceedings on 19.12.2007.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Rishab Kumar Jain,

C/o Craze Boutique,

Shop No. 02, St. No. 6,

K.C. Road, Barnala.







..Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o District Consumer,

Disputes Redressal Forum,

Sangrur.







…..Respondent

AC No. 280 of 2007

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

Sh. Karam Kumar, Accountant on behalf of the Respondent. 
We have received a communication dated 06.11.2007 from the Appellant that the information in question has since been delivered.

2.

This complaint is, accordingly, disposed of. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

# 2877, Phase-7,

Mohali.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.








                         &
Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1542 of 2007

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

Sh. Pritam, Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had sought certain information from the police in regard to a criminal matter.  Sh. Pritam Singh, DSP, who is representing SSP, Ropar informs us that the matter falls within the jurisdiction of SSP, District Mohali (a newly created district).  According to him the case was, therefore, transferred by SSP., Ropar  to SSP., Mohali. 

2.

The Respondent informs us further that the SSP., Mohali had informed the Complainant on 16.06.2007 that the matter in question was sub judice as the challan for prosecution had been filed in the Court. In these circumstances, PIO SSP., Mohali had declined to give the information sought, claiming exemption under Section 8 RTI Act, 2005.  
3.

Considering the fact that the Respondent (to whom the matter was duly transferred by the original Respondent) has specially denied supply of information on the basis of exemption clause, the right course for the Complainant is to go up in appeal to the First Appellate Authority in the Police Department.  
4.

This matter is, therefore, dismissed being pre-mature.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007




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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Jagmohan Sing Bhatti,

# 919, Phase-1,

Sector 59, Mohali.






..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Commissioner,

Zone-D, Ludhiana.






…..Respondent

CC No. 1545 of 2007

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



This being the first hearing, another opportunity is granted to the parties to present their case before the Commission.
2.

To come up on 19.12.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Varinder Aggarwal (Editor),

Jalta Sitara, Ludhiana,

B-2-2015/2A, Shivpuri,

Ludhiana. 







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Director Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1559 of 2007

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

Sh. Shashi Bhushan, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had sought to know about the receipt and handling of applications under Right to Information Act, 2005, in the office of Director Transport, Ludhiana, including the amount of fee etc. recovered.
2.

According to the Respondent, information had been sent to the Complainant by post on 27.07.2007 and 03.09.2007.  

3.

It is presumed that the Complainant would be satisfied with the information delivered to him.  He has not claimed otherwise.

4.

In these circumstances, the case disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

# 192, Gali No. 02,

Baba Jiwan Singh Nagar,

Tajpur Road, Ludhiana.





..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1563 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Gurdev Singh, Complainants in person.
Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspect of Police on behalf of the Respondent. 



The police is investigating a complaint (FIR-41 dated 21.02.2007) regarding allegation of attempts to illegally take possession of a plot in Ludhiana. Complainant states that despite repeated requests, the information on the status of investigation has not been delivered.  Respondent states before us and also presents a written communication from the SSP, Ludhiana that the complaint in question is being enquired by the SSP (Detective)., Ludhiana.  He states further that since the complaint is under enquiry, there is no question of supplying a copy of the enquiry report at this stage.  

2.

The Complainant is aggrieved that appropriate action has not been taken on his complaint.  It is not for this Commission to go into the allegations of inaction by the police.  We can only ensure that information that is demanded is duly delivered without going into the merits of the case.  We direct that the SSP., Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant. We hope that on completion of the enquiry, the Respondent shall give the enquiry report and other information demanded to the Complainant.
3.

In so far as the demand for information is concerned, no action is possible, since the information demanded does not exist.  The case is disposed of. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007










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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

#601, Milk Colony,

Dhanas, Chandigarh.





..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Khanna (Pb.)







…..Respondent

CC No. 1570 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Gian Chand father of Ms. Sangita Rani on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Lakhwiinder Singh, Assistant Clerk-I on behalf of the Respondent.



Representative of the Complainant states that the Complainant had demanded information relating to an enquiry conducted by SSP (Headquarters), Khanna pursuant to a complaint made by her to the SSP., Khanna against Sh. Mohinder Pal, Head Constable.  He states that since information was not given, the Complainant preferred the instant complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  Complainant demands the copies of certain documents that were mentioned in the enquiry report.  The Respondent is represented by a very junior official that is an Assistant Clerk.  This, to our mind, is not adequate representation.  The minimum level of an official representing the Respondent should be APIO.  

2.

In so far as the information itself is concerned, the representative of the Complainant states that he has not been supplied certain documents that have been mentioned in a report of enquiry conducted by the Police Department.

3.

According to the Respondent, most of the documents that were adverted to by the Enquiry Officer in his report are not on the record.  The basis of dispute in this case seems to be an alleged second marriage by Sh. Mahinder Pal, Head Constable.  The Complainant claims to be the legally wedded wife of the said Sh. Mahinder Pal, Head Constable. She is represented by her father before us.
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4.

We are not to go into the matrimonial dispute.  We are to ensure that information is duly supplied as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005.  

5.

We direct SSP, Khanna to :-

(i)
Supply whatever information is available on the record in relation to the demand of the Complainant.  

(ii)
In case any items of information demanded are not on record, then the SSP, Khanna should submit an affidavit to the Commission to this effect.


(iii)
A Senior Officer not below the rank of APIO should be deputed to represent the Respondent before the Commission on the next date of hearing.

6.

To come up for confirmation of compliance o 19.12.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri M.S.Toor, Advocate, 

Corner Seat, First Line,

Opp. Bachat Bhawan,

New Courts, Ludhiana.





..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Financial Commissioner,

Revenue, Pb., Govt. of Punjab,

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1572 of 2007

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

Dismissed for non prosecution. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

1525/1, St. No.  33,

Preet Nagar, Near Shimla Puri,

Ludhiana. 







..Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1578 of 2007

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector of Police, on behalf of the Respondent. 
Complainant approached the Commission alleging that his request for information had not been served by the Respondent.  The Respondent informs us that after the issue of notice to him, entire information demanded by the Complainant has been delivered. 

2.

The Complainant is not present.  He has also not sent any communication to the Commission on the status of the delivery of information to him.  

3.

In these circumstances, we presume that his request for information has been met.  The matter is disposed of.    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai,

C/o Ameliorating India,

205-B, Model Town Extn.,

Ludhiana-2.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1654 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Lt. Col. Naresh Kumar Ghai, Complainant in person.



Sh. K.N.Singh, Tehsildar on behalf of the Respondent. 



Complainant had demanded to know from the Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana the following information:-

(I) Details of guidelines of the Government for identifying the eligible families/individuals under the Scheme of Government for subsidized ata dal.  

(II) Details regarding quantity of ration to be supplied to the beneficiaries.
(III) Copies of the Punjab Public Distribution System (License & Control) order, 2003.
(IV) Procedure for deletion of names, if wrongly included in Blue Card lists and cards of beneficiaries.  
2.

Receiving no response, Complainant has filed the instant Complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent states that certain information has been given to the Complainant.
3.

The Complainant submits :-


(i)
That complete information has still not been supplied.  He places on record a list of the documents that still remain to be supplied as per his original request.


(ii)
That D.C., Ludhiana to whom the request for information was made has in routine marked the matter to the SDM, presuming that the information was in his custody. 
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4.

According to the Complainant, the entire information demanded by him is available with the DC., himself and there was no justification for him to have forwarded the case to the SDM.

5.

We find that the items mentioned in the list of deficient information are sufficiently specific.  The DC., Ludhiana is directed to ensure that complete information as specified in this letter be supplied within the next 15 days.  

6.

The Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana should submit an affidavit indicating :-


(a)
That the information in question has been duly delivered.

(b)
Showing cause why the PIO be not penalized in terms of Section 20 RTI Act, 2005.

(c) 
Showing cause why the Complainant be not compensated under 
the Act for the detriment suffered by him. 

7.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 31.12.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Prem Kumar, Jr. Assistant,

Govt. High School, Sanawa, 

Teh. & Distt. Nawanshahr.





..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Director,

Department of Vigilance Pb.

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1370 of 2007

ORDER
Present :
Shri Prem Kumar, Complainant in person.



Sh. Manmohan Bakshi, Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.


The Complainant had demanded a copy of the inquiry report dated 28.11.2005 in case No. 38/2005.  Receiving no response, he made a Complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  

2.

Respondent states before us that a copy of inquiry report has been sent to the Complainant by post.  The Complainant states that he has not received the same.  

3.

We direct that a copy of the inquiry repot in question be delivered to the Complainant today.  Respondent assures that he would give this document after making a photocopy.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Sharma,

SCF # 383,

Top Floor, Sector 37-C,

Chandigarh.






………….. Complainant.
 

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector -9, Chandigarh.


 

……………... Respondent

CC No.  1717 of 2007






      ORDER

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


Sh. Ananya Gautam, Superintendent of Police (Security) on behalf 


of the Respondent.



The Respondent had sent the following response to the Complainant on his demand for information -


“It is intimated that a letter dated 18.06.2007 from all India Anti Terrorist Front was received on 19.06.2007 and another copy of the same letter was received on 20.06.2007 in the office of DIG/CMSecurity.  The rest of the information is denied u/s 8(i)(g) of Right to Information Act-2005.

In case you wish to prefer an appeal against this decision, the same may be addressed to ADGP/Admn/-cum-Appellant Authority, Punjab Police Headquarter, Sector 9, Chandigarh.” 
2.

From the above reply, it is clear that the Respondent has claimed exemption from supply of information under Section 8(1)(g) of RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent also clearly advised the Complainant that he may prefer an appeal against the order of denial of information to the Appellate Authority in the Police Department. 

3.

In these circumstances, the Complainant should exhaust the remedy of first appeal.

4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira,

MLA Bholath, President,

DCC, Kapurthala.





………….. Complainant.






 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Punjab, Chandigarh.


 

……………... Respondent

CC No.  1852 of 2007






      ORDER

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



Dr. Ranjit Powar, Deputy Director Department of Food & Civil 


Supplies on behalf of the Respondent.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    


Sh. Shashi Pal, Supdt (Cordination) Department of Chief Secretary, 

Pb., on behalf of the Respondent.



The Complainant in this case, Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira is a member of the Legislative Assembly.  The Complainant sought to know :-

(a) The policy rules or guidelines of the Government for laying foundation stones and disbursement of official grants/cheque amounts for development works in the State.  
(b) As to what the State Government is doing to prevent un-authorized persons for disbursing such grants and laying foundation stones, allegedly in an un-authorized manner.

2.

Respondent states before us that the guidelines of the Government in regard to laying foundation stones and disbursement of grants have been sent to the Complainant by the Rural Development Department (the Nodal Department for the purpose) on 01.11.2007.  Respondent from the Department of Food  & Civil Supplies states before us that a report was obtained from the District concerned and it was found that no unauthorized person/s had distributed blue cards (these cards are issued in token of eligibility of receiving the subsidized dal and atta by certain categories of poor citizens).  According to the Deputy Director, who was a nodal officer for the Ata Dal Scheme, these subsidized rations are given to the beneficiaries after following due procedures by the officials of the Department. According to the Respondent, the signatures of the beneficiaries are taken at the time of the 
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supply of ration.  Respondent informs us that this information has been sent to the Complainant in this case by post.  A copy of this communication dated 30.10.2007 is brought on record.  
3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dalbir Singh,

S/o Sh. Bahadur Singh,

Village Ganna Pind,

P.O. Haripur Khalsa,

District Jalandhar.





………….. Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Phillaur, District-Jalandhar.


 

……………... Respondent

CC No.  1912 of 2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Sh. Dalbir Singh, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.

M b


Complainant states before us that the Local Police in Phillaur has labelled him as ‘a bad character’ in their records.  Complainant demanded to know from the police the material on the basis of which he was declared “a bad character”.

2.

Receiving no response from the PIO, the Complainant filed this complaint under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent is not present before us today.  This being the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to put in an appearance.

3.

PIO office of SSP, Jalandhar should ensure that he is represented by an officer not lower than the rank of APIO. 

4.

To come up for further proceedings on 19.12.2007.    Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.11.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

