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

Shri Palwinder Jit Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Quarter No. 5-A, Police Colony, 

Thana Sadar,

Amritsar.





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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.   



 

 

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

CC No. 2256 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Palwinder Jit Singh, Complainant in person. 



Sh. Surjit Singh, Supdt of Police, (D) Amritsar on behalf of the 


Respondent. 

Complainant had demanded information under RTI Act relating to registration certificates & route permits of buses deployed for transporting children to the Police DAV Public School, Police Lines, Amritsar.   
2.

Complainant states before us that in response to his application under RTI Act, some information was supplied by the PIO concerned, but that certain part of the information demanded by him was refused by Senior Superintendent of Police, Amritsar. Aggrieved by this refusal the Complainant has preferred this complaint under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005. 
3.

This complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, is dismissed as non-maintainable, since the remedy of first appeal under Section 19 has not been availed of by the Complainant. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Sumeet Kumar Gupta,

Opp. Guru Nanak Library,

Kapurthala, (Pb.)




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala, (Pb.). 


 

 

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

CC No. 1882 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sumeet  Kumar Gupta  alongwith Sh. R.K.Gupta Advocate on behalf 

of the Complainant. 



Sh. S.S. Channa, District Revenue Officer on behalf of Respondent & 

Sh.  Joginder Singh Bajwa owner of Jagajit Cinema, Kapurthala. 
Complainant states that he had been making complaints before the Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala regarding infringement of the law by Jagatjit Cinema House, Kapurthala.  Complainant approached the Respondent under RTI Act for information regarding action taken on his complaint.  Receiving no response, Complainant had preferred this complaint before the Commission under Section 18 of the Act.  

2.

 On 31.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had observed that just a day before the hearing that is on 30.12.2007, Respondent had supplied certain information to the Complainant on his query under RTI Act, 2005. In this reply, the Respondent had stated that the enquiry was being conducted into the complaint made before the Deputy Commissioner.  Respondent had informed the Complainant that as soon as this enquiry is completed, the Complainant would be informed. 

3.

We consider that this reply, viz that the matter is being formally enquired into by the Deputy Commissioner’s office, is deemed to constitute supply of information demanded under RTI Act, 2005.  In so far as RTI is concerned, the Respondent is to supply whatever information is available on the official record.  It is not necessary for delivery of information to await the finalization of enquiry proceedings that are currently in progress.   
Contd…P/2

-2-
4.

The owner of Cinema Hall, who has requested that he be also heard, states that there is some petty dispute between the Complainant and him in respect of a shop occupied by the Complainant within the premises of the Cinema Hall.  The owner of the Cinema Hall, Sh. Joginder Singh Bajwa, submits before us that the Complainant has been harassing him by making repeated queries under RTI Act, 2005, before the various authorities. According to Sh. Bajwa, these demands for information have no public interest as objective.  He further claims that the dispute between him and the Complainant is also the subject matter of civil litigation in various courts.  Although, we have heard Sh. Bajwa on his request, we are not to go into the matter beyond the specific application/complaint under the RTI Act, 2005.  We presume that the district administration, Kapurthala shall take appropriate action on any representations made before it.  
5.

In the facts and circumstances of the case, we hold that the request for information has been appropriately served.  The Complainant insists that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for delay in delivery of information, and that Complainant should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.  Respondent denies any deliberate or wilful negligence or delay.  Before we take a view on the demand of the Complainant for penalty and compensation, PIO is directed to submit an affidavit to show cause why this demand of the Complainant for penalty/compensation be not accepted.  The affidavit to be delivered to us within a period of three weeks.  We shall take a decision on this after the affidavit is received.  On the issue of imposition of penalty and the award of compensation the judgment is reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
 (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Sumeet Kumar Gupta,

Opp. Guru Nanak Library,

Kapurthala, (Pb.)




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala, (Pb.). 


 

 

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

CC No. 1883 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sumeet  Kumar Gupta  alongwith Sh. R.K.Gupta Advocate on behalf 

of the Complainant. 



Sh. S.S. Channa, District Revenue Officer on behalf of Respondent & 

Sh.  Joginder Singh Bajwa owner of Jagajit Cinema, Kapurthala. 



Complainant states that he had sought information under RTI Act, 2005, from the Respondent in regard to a show cause notice issued by the District Magistrate, Kapurthala to the owners of Jagatjit Cinema, Kapurthala for infringement of Punjab Cinema (Regulation) Act, 1952.  Complainant states before us that the information demanded related to three items.  Information on the first two items was duly supplied.  In respect of the third item, namely what action was taken finally by the District Administration on the show cause notice has not been intimated. 
2.

Respondent states before us that the remaining information should be deemed to have been supplied.  He claims that he has intimated the Complainant that following the show cause notice, the matter has been taken up in the Civil Court.  Complainant persists with his demand that the Respondent should specify precisely as to what action was taken against the Jagatjit Cinema pursuant to the show cause notice.  
3.

The statement of the Respondent, which is brought on our record, is to the effect that the District Administration has taken up the matter to the Civil Court and, accordingly, no further executive action is required by the District Administration.  
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4.

In view of the foregoing, it is quite clear that the information sought by the Complainant stands supplied.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed. 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)







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

Sh. Vijay Kumar Sharma,

151, Parkash Avenue,

Kapurthala.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.

 

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

CC No. 2399 of 2007 

Alongwith CC No. 194 of 2008
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Vijay Kumar Sharma, Complainant in person. 



Sh. S.S. Channa, District Revenue Officer on behalf of respondent, PIO 

Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala.

Information in both these matters relates inter alia to certain lands, ownership whereof had been transferred to the muafidars and mujaras, in District Kapurthala.  
2.

The original request for information under RTI Act, 2005, was made on 12.11.2007 and 05.12.2007 respectively. 
3.

Respondent places before us material in response to the request under RTI Act, 2005.  These papers are delivered to the Complainant in our presence. Complainant wishes to study these before he can confirm that the information has been supplied to his satisfaction.   
4.

This request of the Complainant is allowed.  We direct that in case the Complainant finds the information supplied to be deficient in any respect, he should send the list of the deficiencies in writing to the Respondent within the next ten days.  5.

Respondent is directed to consider any such communication from the Complainant and give an appropriate response before the next date of hearing.  

6.

Complainant demands further that penalty be imposed on the Respondent for delay in supply of information and that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.  
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7.

In this regard, we direct that the Respondent should submit an affidavit within the next two weeks showing cause why the demand of the Complainant for penalty and compensation under the Act be not allowed. 



8.

This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 17.03.2008 at SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)







   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 Respondent. 



On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that Commissioner, Jalandhar Division should give a personal hearing to the Complainant.  This hearing was to take place on 18.01.2008.

2.

Complainant states before us that he had duly appeared before the Commissioner, Jalandhar Division, Jalandhar on 18.01.2008.  As directed by the Commissioner, he again appeared before him on three other dates that is 06.02.2008, 08.02.2008 and 15.02.2008.  Complainant has been asked to appear once again on 11.03.2008. Complainant states that despite his best efforts, the information in question has not been delivered.

3.

We direct that Sh. S.R. Laddar, Commissioner, Jalandhar Division should settle the matter finally during the next appearance before him on 11.03.2008 and submit a report to the Commission in this behalf. 
4.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 17.03.2008 at SCO 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)







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

Sh. Om Parkash,

VPI – Sahri,

Waiya Pur Mira,

Distt. Hoshiarpur

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala.

 

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

CC No. 2345 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Om Parkash, Complainant in person. 



Sh. Ravinder Singh, Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of Respondent. 



In this case, Complainant had demanded information from the S.S.P., Kapurthala in regard to the installation of closed circuit television (CCTV) in the premises of U.T.I. Bank, Kapurthala for purposes of scrutiny of visitors to the automatic teller machine (ATM).  
2.

The Respondent, in the instant case, had informed the Complainant on 20.11.2007 that this information could not be supplied as it was exempt under Section 8 of RTI Act, 2005. We find that the Complainant has not exhausted the remedy of first appeal against the order of PIO denying information to him.  This appeal lies before the IG Police, Jalandhar Zone.

3.

The compliant is dismissed as not maintainable.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  


(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. I.P. Singh Bains,

429, Mota Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.

 

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

CC No. 2365 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
None on behalf of the Complainant 



Sh. Bhupinder Singh, District Revenue-cum-APIO, Jalandhar on behalf 

of PIO Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar. 



According to the Respondent, Complainant had demanded, under RTI Act, 2005, a copy of the map of demarcation (Nishan Dehi)  in respect of certain lands. The request for demarcation had been made by the Complainant in Sangat Darshan meeting arranged by the Government in the month of May, 2007. Respondent states that the Complainant in the instant case has made similar applications urging the same matter before the Commission. Respondent draws attention to CC-2099 of 2007 wherein the Commission has ordered on 28.01.2008 that the matter stands disposed of. 
2.

In respect of the instant matter, Respondent states that issues raised by members of the public in Sangat Darshan meetings are disposed of on the spot.  There is no practice of maintaining written proceedings of the matters raised in the Sangat Darshan meetings.  After studying this case, we observe that the information in question relates to copies of proceedings of the meetings of Sangat Darshan.  Complainant is not present before us today, which suggests that he does not wish to pursue the matter any further.  In any case, the clarification by the Respondent to the effect that proceedings of Sangat Darshan meetings are not recorded is deemed to be delivery of information.
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3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Sandeep Mahey,

S/o Late Jugal Kishore Mahey,

R/o 28, Sat Nagar, 
Jalandhar City.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Jalandhar




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

CC No. 2405 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sandeep Mahey, Complainant in person. 

Sh. Bhupinder Singh, District Revenue-cum-APIO, Jalandhar on behalf of PIO Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar. 


Complainant states that following certain instances of mismanagement, a demand was made to the Government that the private hospital run by one Devi Talab Charitable Trust in Jalandhar should be taken over by the Government.  Complainant states that following the incident of the death of a newly born child in the hospital, the local MLA had announced that the private hospital would be taken over by the Government. Complainant had sought information from the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar on what action has been taken on this announcement by the local MLA.  In our presence today, the Respondent delivers to the Complainant detailed reply in respect of the information.  In this reply, it is stated on behalf of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar that the Government has no proposal to take over the hospital. 
2.

Complainant insists that there has been delay in delivery of information.  He demands that for this delay, penalty under Section 20 be imposed upon the Respondent and suitable compensation be awarded to the Complainant. Respondent clarifies before us that the district administration was continuously following up the matter and that at no stage was there any delay in delivery of information.  
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3.

We find that the basic question as to whether the Government would take over the private hospital has been answered in the negative.  
4.

We find that there has been no deliberate delay in delivery of information.  Imposition of penalty under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, upon the Respondent or the award of compensation to the Complainant is, therefore, not called for. 
5.

This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Raj Arora,

8 - Arora Niwas,

Daim Ganj, Amritsar.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.



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

CC No. 2421 of 2007

ORDER

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



Dismissed for non prosecution


(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Manpreet Singh,

S/o Sh. Harjeet Singh,

#962 Near Kawal Karyana Store,

Japani Mill Chheharta,

Amritsar.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev.),

Amritsar.






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

CC No. 2443 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Manpreet Singh, Complainant in person. 



Sh. Baljeet Singh, Deputy Chief Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, 


Amritsar on behalf of Respondent. 



The information demanded relates to the appointment of veterinary pharmacists by the Zila Parishad, Amritsar. According to the Complainant, he had demanded information about the qualifications of the appointees who had been selected by the service provider. Complainant states before us that only partial information was given to him and that is why he had approached the Commission with a complaint under Section 18, RTI Act, 2005.   Respondent, however, states that the only deficiency in the information delivered is that the papers have not been duly authenticated.  Respondent undertakes to deliver the attested documents within a day.  



2.

This matter is, therefore, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.    


(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Sh. Ramesh Kumar Gupta (Advocate)

Opp. Guru Nanak Library,

Kapurthala.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o XEN, PWD (B&R),

Kapurthala.






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

CC No. 2411 of 2007

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Ramesh Kumar Gupta Advocate on behalf of Complainant.



Sh. Varinder Kumar, XEN PWD B&R, Kapurthala on behalf of the 


Respondent.     

Sh. Joginder Singh Bajwa Owner of Jagatjit Cinema, Kapurthala. 
In this complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, it has been claimed that the authority concerned has not been supplied information on action taken on the original complaints regarding management of the Jagatjit Cinema House, Kapurthala.  The Complainant had demanded information from the PIO, office of XEN PWD B&R, Kapurthala on the inspection of premises of the cinema hall made by him, and the report of the inspection submitted to the Deputy Commissioner. 

2.

Respondent states before us that complete information on all the points had been duly delivered to the Complainant on 06.12.2007. Complainant alleges before us that the information delivered to him is false and incomplete.   He states that the site map of the building that was prepared by the Department has not been delivered to him.
3.

Respondent states before us that he does not have any maps of the buildings.  All information relating to the inspection has been delivered to the Deputy Commissioner.
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4.

In these circumstances, the case need not be kept pending any further.  The information, as demanded, has been duly delivered.  This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






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

Smt. Shanta Kapur,

Flat No. 02,

Azim Manzil, Railway Road,

Kapurthala.

 




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Improvement trust,

Amritsar.

 

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

CC No. 111 of 2008

ORDER

Present:
Smt. Shanta Kapur alongwith Rajneesh Kapur son of the Complainant. 



None is present on behalf of the Respondent. 



Since this is the first hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to cause appearance to be made before the Commission on his behalf.  
2.

Chairman, Improvement Trust, Amritsar, Sh. Pardeep Kumar Sabharwal will ensure that the PIO is present either in person or through a representative not lower than the rank of an APIO on the next date of hearing.  

3.

To come up on 17.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Kapurthala

Dated: 18.02.2008









(Kulbir Singh)






   State Information Commissioner

