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

Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Vihar, Civil Lines,

Patiala.





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Lokpal, Punjab, 

SCO No. 198-199, Sector 17-C, 

Chandigarh.   




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

CC No. 536 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Kirpal Singh Gill, Complainant in person.



Sh. H.S.Doabia, Joint Registrar-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had sought information from the Respondent in regard to report dated 15.01.2008 prepared under Section 16 of the Punjab Lokpal Act in complaints No. 267 of 2002 ‘Yavinder Kumar Vs. Selection Committee, Punjab State Electricity Board’ and No.345 ‘Anil Kumar Vs. Selection Committee, Punjab State Electricity Board’.  
2.

Respondent states before us that he has, till date, not received the request for information under RTI Act, 2005 which is stated by the Complainant to have been sent by him.  
3.

Respondent submits in writing before us that he has neither received the request for information nor has the requisite fee been paid.  He assures that the request for information, as soon as it is received, would be promptly dealt with.  

4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.






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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o the Director General of Police (Pb.)

Punjab Police HQ, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.
 
  
 


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

CC No.2396 of 2007

Alongwith CC No. 200 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Hemant Goswami, on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Kapil Dev, AIG Personnel office of DGP.


Sh. Kashmir Singh Panu, PIO Deputy Secretary & Sh. Satish Sharma, 
Superintendent, office of Home Affairs and Justice on 
behalf of the 
Respondent. 


On 21.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed the Respondent to provide response to the observations submitted by the Complainant on four points by 5th May, 2008.  Representative of the Respondent Department of Home Affairs and Justice states before us that complete information relating to him had been duly sent by registered post on 5th May, 2008.  Complainant states, however, that he has still not received the information in question.  Respondent, therefore, delivers to the Complainant, in our presence, a copy of the certified response on the items concerning him.  

2.
In regard to the Respondent PIO office of Director General of Police, it is stated before us that the information was to be collected and authenticated from many sources.  
3.
Since almost entire Department was busy with duty in connection with the elections, the material could not be supplied by the appointed date that is 5th May, 2008.  Respondent has, however, compiled the entire information in response to the observations and he delivers this to the Complainant in our presence.
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4.
Complainant wishes to study the material that has been supplied to him to satisfy himself if the demand for information has been met.  He is permitted to do so.  


5.
 To come up on 21.07.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Director General of Police (Pb.)

Punjab Police HQ, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.
 
  
 

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

CC No.2397 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Hemant Goswami on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Kapil Dev, DIG Personnel on behalf of the Respondent.


On 21.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent would supply the information responding to the deficiencies and observations pointed out by the Complainant by 10th May, 2008.   
2.
Respondent states before us today that despite best efforts, it has not been possible to compile the complete information which was available with various field formations and offices.  The plea of the Respondent is that most of the field officers who are custodians of the information and the persons who were to collect the information from the field, have been employed in an urgent duty relating to the Panchayat Elections in the State.  This is given as a reason for the delay in collecting the information from the field.  The Respondent has written to the Commission on 15th May, 2008, requesting that six weeks’ time be given for making good the deficiencies.  This letter dated 15.05.2008 has been received in the Commission today.  

3.
In the circumstances explained by the Respondent, another opportunity is granted to him to obtain and deliver the complete information and make good the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant within a period of three weeks.

4.
To come up on 23.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Rajinder Singh Virk,

S/o S. Hakam Singh Virk,

#1250, Sector – 8 C,

Chandigarh.




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Addl. Director General of Police,

Computer & Telecommunication (Pb.)

Pb. Police HQ, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.
 
  
 

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

CC No.2381 of 2007

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


Sh. Jawahar Lal, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.


On 21.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had noted that the Complainant was not present, but the Respondent had brought the information for delivery.  We had directed that the information would be sent by registered post to the Complainant.  We had also directed that the Complainant may submit his observations, if any, on the information supplied to him.

2.
Respondent informs us today that as per the directions of the Commission, the information had been despatched by registered post on 25th April, 2008. The Complainant has not submitted any observations.  
3.
In these circumstances, the information in question is deemed to have been delivered.  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: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Neeraj Kumar,

# 8230, St. No. 4,

New Shastri Nagar,

Basti Jodhewal,

Ludhiana. 

 


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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.    




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

CC No. 540 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 


Sh. Hem Raj Kalia, Joint Director-cum-SPIO office of Director Public 


Relations, Punjab.



Sh. Lalit Sharma, Clerk office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana on 


behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that the complete information as demanded by the Complainant, concerning the facilities available for press correspondents in the district has been sent to the Complainant by post on 21.04.2008.  

2.

Respondent states that this information has been sent following the notice issued by the Commission.  He points out that no request for information has been received from the Complainant.  The Respondent further states that the Complainant has informed him on the telephone that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.

3.

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: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Jagmohan Singh,

S/o Late S. Jagat Singh,

House No. 347/386, Model Colony

Salem Tabri,

Ludhiana. 

 


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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.    




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

CC No. 543 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Jagmohan Singh, Complainant in person



Sh. Sukhraj Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



At the outset, we observe that the PIO office of DTO, Ludhiana should not be represented before us by the person of the level of a clerk.  The DTO., Ludhiana should ensure that on the next date of hearing, an official not lower than the rank of APIO should represent him. The information demanded by the Complainant relates to various matters pertaining to a particular clerk namely Sh. Dalvir Singh Jhajj who had been working in the office of DTO., Ludhiana during the period 1997 to 2007. Complainant alleges that this particular clerk had been illegally engaging other persons to do his work.  We do not go into the allegations of illegal activities within the Department.  We are confining ourselves to the information in question.  
2.

We direct that the District Transport Officer, Ludhiana would supply the complete information as demanded by the Complainant within the period of 15 days.

3.

This will come up on 21.07.2008.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra,

# 889, Sector 60, 

Phase 3/B-2, Mohali. 


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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Home Affairs & Justice,  

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh. 

 


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

CC No. 552 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Tarlok Singh Chhabra, Complainant in person.



Sh. Kashmir Singh Panu, Deputy Secretary & Smt. Joginder Kaur, 



Superintendent Passport on behalf of the Respondent. 


In this unusual case, the Complainant had requested the State Government through the District SSP for sanctioning a long term visa for his son-in- law, a French national.  According to the rules, procedure and policy, long term visa for a foreign national is to be granted by the Government of India, Ministry of Home Affairs on the recommendations of the State Government. 
2.

According to the Respondent, the case for grant of visa had been duly recommended by the State Government to the Ministry of Home Affairs and Justice, Govt. of India on 11.12.2003 even prior to the current request for information under RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent states that this recommendation of the year 2003 was followed up with reminders to the Government of India on 23.11.2005, 30.06.2006, 18.02.2008, 26.02.2008, 29.04.2008 and 16.05.2008. 
3.

The information demanded by the Complainant is the action taken by the State Government on his request.  From the record produced before us, we observe that this information viz. action taken by the State Government has been duly delivered to the Complainant and the request for information is deemed to have been served.

4.

Beyond the RTI Act, 2005, we find that this is indeed a human problem.  The Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India has still not taken a final view on the request for long term visa in the instant case.  While disposing of this request for 
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information, we can only endorse a copy of our order to the Union Home Secretary, Government of India, New Delhi for his information and appropriate action within the Ministry of Home Affairs.    

5.

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: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Ram Kumar,

S/o Sh. Ronki Ram,

C/o Pargash Kaur,

VPO BILGA Patti Bhatti,

Teh Phillaur, Jalandhar.


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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar. 

 


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

CC No. 563 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Suresh Kumar, Head Registration Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states before us that till date he has not received any request for information from the Complainant.  He states that he is responding only to the notice issued by the Commission following the complaint received by the Commission from the Complainant.  
2.

Respondent states before us that the original application by the Complainant was for some revenue record that is Musavi relating to the land in the Sub Division of Phillaur.  It was received in the Suvidha Center, Jalandhar.  The request was returned to the Complainant advising him to approach the proper authority on 15.04.2008.  
3.

The plea of the Respondent is that this case does not fall under the RTI Act, 2005, since no application was received under RTI Act.  We accept this plea.  

4.

In these circumstances, this complaint under RTI Act, 2005, is not maintainable.  This complaint is, accordingly, dismissed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

W/o Late Sh. Mohinder Singh,

House No.171,

St. No.3 New Bishan Nagar,

Patiala - 147001




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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Excise & Taxation Commission

Patiala.

 
  

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

CC No.2295 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
  Sh. P.C.Arora, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.



  Sh. Nardeep Sodhi, Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner, 


  Patiala on behalf of the Respondent.



On 03.03.2008, we had directed that the information be supplied to the Complainant within a period of 15 days.  This has not been done so far.  
2.

On 21.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the PIO would submit an affidavit as to why penalty under Section 20 of RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed on him for failure to provide the information and why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by her.  Respondent submits before us today the following reasons for the delay in the delivery of information :-

(i)
That the material relates to a period of 20 years in the past.


(ii)
That the office from which the information is to be obtained has since been wound up in the year 1995.


(iii)
That the person in respect of whom the information is sought has since died.  Respondent states that the person in question had been mentally challenged.  


(iv)
That tracing of the information in question requires scrutiny of numerous records in many different sections and offices.  

3.

The plea of the Respondent is that on account of these reasons he may not be penalized.  He ensures that he would personally follow up this matter and trace the information for delivery to the Complainant.  He seeks two months’ time to deliver the information in question.  
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4.

In view of the submissions made by the Respondent, we give a period of two months to enable him to trace the relevant materials.  We direct that the Respondent should submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty be not imposed upon him and compensation be not awarded to the Complainant. 

5.

This will come up on 21.07.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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,

Govt. of Punjab., 

Chandigarh. 




       &

Public Information Officer,

O/o Home Secretary,

Punjab., Chd. 




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

CC No. 300 of 2008

ORDER

Present:  
Sh. Ranjit Singh on behalf of the counsel for the Complainant.


Sh. Jagjit Singh, AIG Prisons, Department of Jails, Punjab.


Sh. Balkesh, Superintendent-cum-APIO Department of Home.


& Sh. Nirmal Singh, Sr. Assistant, office of Chief Secretary, Pb.

The representative of the counsel for the Complainant requests that the matter be adjourned as the counsel for the Complainant is not in a position to attend the proceedings today.  He states that complete information as demanded has still not been furnished to him.  Respondent, on the other hand, submits that certain information has been duly supplied to the Complainant in tabulated form on 28.03.2008.  
2.
Deficiencies pointed by the Complainant had been taken note by us during the last hearing on 21.04.2008.  On that day, that is 21.04.2008, we had directed that the Respondent will submit to the Complainant details of the period spent in jail, under house arrest and under judicial custody of three prominent political leaders (i) S. Parkash Singh Badal (ii) Jathedar Gurcharan Singh Tohra, Ex President SGPC (iii) S. Sukhjinder Singh, Ex. Education Minister, Punjab. 

3.
Our directions were that this information be supplied to the Complainant by 5th May, 2008.    Respondent states before us that whatever information was available has already been supplied.  He brings to our notice the provisions of the Jail Manual, revised up to 1996, whereby record of this nature is to be maintained for 12 years only and thereafter it is destroyed.  Respondent states that since the period for retention of record of 12 years has since elapsed, certain information is not available in the office for delivery.  In these circumstances, the Respondent submits that it is not possible to supply such information.  He points out that the status of under trials (political leaders etc.) does not supersede the provisions of the Jail Manual.  
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4.
The plea of the Respondent, therefore, is that the information application in question be deemed to have been served. 
5.
Since the Complainant and his counsel are not present and in fact an adjournment has been sought on Complainant’s behalf, we give one more opportunity to the Complainant to appear and state his case.  

6.
Adjourned to 21.07.2008 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







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

Sh. Tulsa Singh,

S/o Sh. Ram Partap Singh,

#421, Adarsh Colony,

Opposite Thapur College, 

Patiala





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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent,

Vigilance, Ludhiana. 

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

CC No.2318 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
  Sh. Tulsa Singh, Complainant in person.


   Sh. Ashpal Singh, SSP Vigilance Bureau on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant states before us that following the intervention of the Commission, complete information as required by him has since been delivered.  He expresses his gratitude.  

2.
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: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Raj Kumar,

S/o Sh. Ajudhian Parshad, 

House No. 1174/1, Mohalla Sudan,

Ludhiana. 









………….. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.  





 
……………... Respondent

CC No. 370 of 2008

ORDER

Present :
Sh. Raj Kumar, Complainant in person.



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




Respondent. 



On 21.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the information as demanded by the Complainant be handed over to him in the office of SSP on 5th May 2008 at 1100 hours.  As per the letter No.192/-RTI/CPRC dated 15.05.2008, Respondent has reported to the Commission that the information could not be delivered as the Complainant did not come in the office of the SSP nor could he be contacted at his address.  However, during the proceedings today, a copy of the letter (that is the information demanded) has been handed over to the Complainant in our presence.  
2.

Since, the information stands supplied and the complainant is satisfied, the case is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tejinder Singh Sudan,

S/o Sh. Kirpal Singh,

Chamber No.205 A,

District Courts Complex,

Sector-17,  Chandigarh.












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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali (Pb.)
 
  
 


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

CC No.2418 of 2007

ORDER

Present:  
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Amar Nath, Head Constable on behalf of the Respondent.


Respondent informs us that as per the directions of the Commission on 21.04.208, complete information has been duly supplied to the Complainant by post.  Complainant is not here to deny the receipt of information.  His absence suggests that he is satisfied with the information delivered to him.  

2.
In these circumstances, the matter is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Devinder Kaur,

# 4, New Officer Colony,

Patiala







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








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala. 

           & 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development),

Patiala. [added as per order dated 10.03.2008]. 

 
     


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

CC No. 07 of 2008

ORDER

Present:  
Sh. Kaur Singh Sidhu on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Joginder Kumar, Assistant Project Officer-cum-APIO on behalf of the 
Respondent. 


This case has been heard by us on several occasions, last being on 21.04.2008.  Complainant has been insisting that he should be supplied information on the names and number of the candidates who had applied for the posts of MBBS doctors in Zila Parishad, Patiala.  Instead of supplying this information, what he was furnished was a list of the successful candidates.  Earlier in the hearing on 10.03.2008, we had directed that the DC., Patiala should give a personal hearing to the Complainant to resolve the matter.
2.
Complainant informs us that he had duly met the DC and other officers. He claims that, despite clear orders of the Commission, the actual information demanded by him has still not been delivered.  The claim of the Complainant is that his daughter was highest in merit amongst candidates for the post of MBBS doctor, and that she had appeared in the interview, where in token of her being present at the interview, she had signed the attendance sheet.  All that the Complainant wishes to have is the record on which it is indicated that his daughter Harpinder Kaur had applied for the post and had attended the interview.  This basic information is still being denied to him.  
3.
We are indeed surprised that in spite of clear directions of the Commission, office of Deputy Commissioner, Patiala has failed to produce the relevant documents.  The officials present before us today are insisting that complete information has been supplied. 
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4.
In order to settle this matter, we direct that Sh. Shiv Dular Singh Dhillon, ADC and PIO Patiala should be personally present before us with the complete record of the interview that had taken place on 07.09.2007.  
5.
This will come up on 07.07.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh. 

Dated: 19.05.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner
