STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


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




(www.infocommpunjab.com) 
Advocate Surinder Pal,

C/o Lawyers for Social Action, Ludhiana Chapter,

539/112/3, St. 1-E, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.






…………….Appellant.

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana & another.










Respondent.

AC No.41 of 2006

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Surinder Singh, Appellant  in person.



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



Directions were issued by us on 12.09.2007 that certain information be compiled regarding the application of building by laws and the action by the Municipal Corporation in sanctioning plans of buildings on two selected roads of Ludhiana. M.C., Ludhiana was to deliver the information regarding buildings along these roads to the Appellant within a period of three months.  The case was fixed for 17.12.2007 for confirmation of compliance but on the request of the Respondent who was indisposed, this case was adjourned for hearing to 28.01.2008.  
2.

Respondent states before us that even though he had requested for an adjournment of the case due for hearing on 17.12.2007, he had supplied the information on 14.12.2007.  Appellant states before us that the information supplied to him is incomplete in many respects.  A letter from the Appellant dated 23.01.2008 to the Respondent and to the First Appellate Authority lists the deficiencies.  A copy of this letter of 23.01.2008 was received in the Commission’s office on 24.01.2008.  

3.

Appellant states that the information supplied to him so far is deficient and insists that action should be taken against the Respondent for what the Appellant terms as defiance of the directions by the Commission.   
Contd….P/2

-2-
4.

Respondent states before us that he has received the communication dated 23.01.2008 listing deficiencies in the information supplied only on the last working day that is 24.012008.  He would like to study the details.  He assures that whatever deficiencies remain would be made good.  He seeks time for this purpose.  
5.

We agree with the Appellant that considerable time has elapsed since the original request for information was made and even after the filing of this case, the matter of delivery of information is still to be settled.  We direct that the Respondent should take immediate action on removing the deficiencies pointed out in the latest letter of 23.01.2008.  Compliance should be reported on the next date of hearing.  
6.

According to the Respondent, the information in question was to be collected from the several officials within the Corporation such as Municipal Town Planner, Superintending Engineer etc.  Respondent PIO states that he had written to the concerned officials seeking the relevant details from them.  

7.

There is a dispute as to whether the entire information as originally demanded has been supplied.  This case can be resolved only after the response of the Respondent to the latest communication dated 23.01.2008 is received.  
8.

Considering the large number of cases relating to the M.C., Ludhiana where information is delayed, we shall take up this matter also in a hearing in chambers scheduled for 29.01.2008 in which the Principal Secretary Local Government as well as the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana are to appear.   

9.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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. Jasbir Singh,

# 689/I, Sector 41-A,

Chandigarh.






…………….Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Pb. School Education Board,

Mohali.









...................Respondent.

CC No.1580 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Varinder Kumar, Joint Secretary-cum-PIO on behalf of the 


Respondent.



On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing, the Complainant had stated before us that while most of the information demanded by him had been delivered, information under item no. 3 of his request namely statements of witnesses who testified against the Complainant in enquiry case, had not been provided.
2.

Respondent states before us that since the last date of hearing, he had delivered the statements of witnesses to the Complainant by registered post.  According to the Respondent, 14 such documents had been sent.  Complainant agrees that these 14 documents have been received by him.  He points out that statements of two witnesses still remain to be delivered to him.  Respondent assures that the remaining information would be immediately delivered to the Complainant and invites the Complainant to visit the office on any day to identify what material he requires.  Complainant agrees with this.
3.

In these circumstances, we find that Respondent is fully cooperative.  He has delivered almost the entire material to the satisfaction of the Complainant.  Respondent is prepared to provide to the Complainant access to his office record with a view to help him in identifying any other items of information that he desires to obtain.    
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4.

We find that the information in question having been delivered and the remaining portion promised for delivery, this case need not be prolonged any further.  

5.

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

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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. Pawan Kumar,

Through Sh. Sandeep Gorsi (advocate)

District Courts, Amritsar.




…………….Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Inspector General,

Border Range,

Amritsar.






...................Respondent.

CC No.1581 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sandeep Gorsi, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant. 



(Advocate produces a letter of authority from the Complainant for 


representing him). 


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.  



The information demanded by the Complainant is as under :-

“(i)
Copy of order 27838/BR dated 13.07.2007 of DIG/Border Range, Amritsar. 

(ii)
Copy of report of Superintendent of Police, Pathankot No. 1645/SP dated 01.09.2007.

(iii)
Copies of all the statements recorded during the enquiry no. 1645/SP dated 01.09.2007”.
2.

Receiving no response, the Complainant approached the Commission under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent DIG Border Range, Amritsar should immediately take action on the request for information.  Notice of proceedings scheduled for today that is 28.01.2008 had been communicated personally to the representative of the PIO office of DGP, Punjab namely Sh. V.K.Sharda, Superintendent from the DGP’s office who was present on that day.  We are surprised to observe that no representative of the Respondent is present before us today.  We note that serious allegations of torture etc. against police officers have been made.  According to the Complainant, enquiry conducted by 
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a Superintendent of Police had gone into these allegations of torture etc.  Complainant alleges that the police is deliberately avoiding the disclosure of the contents of enquiry report.  

3.

Respondent has, however, sent a communication to us dated 04.01.2008 stating that the enquiry in question is yet to be completed and as such copies of the documents asked for cannot be supplied to the Complainant.

4.

Complainant, on the other hand, states before us that the enquiry in question about which information is sought has been duly completed.  Complainant in fact seeks to produce before us a copy of a letter dated 25.9.2007 from the Superintendent of Police Pathankot that the enquiry in question has been completed. A copy this letter is brought on our record. It is not necessary to reconcile the status of the enquiry ordered by the DIG, Border Range, Amritsar. 
5.

As noted above, the Respondent DIG, Border Range, Amritsar has failed to represent himself before us on two separate hearings. Considering that life and liberty of a citizen is involved and allegations of torture have been made, we deem it essential that the DIG, Border Range, Amritsar should be personally present before the next date of hearing.

6.

Director General of Police, Punjab should ensure the presence of the DIG, Border Range, Amritsar on that date. 
7.

To come up on 25.02.2008. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the Director General of Police, Punjab.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda




…………….Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Department of School Education,

Punjab, Chandigarh.




  ...................Respondent.

CC No.1588 of 2007
ORDER
Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Sh. Vinod Kumar, Suptt.-cum-APIO on behalf of DEO Secondary, Kapurthala.



The information demanded relates to all Government schools and teachers in Punjab. Complainant had demanded to know about the rural allowances being given to the teachers in the schools and also as to whether these teachers were residing in rural areas etc.  
2.

Respondent present before us today does not represent the Secretary Department of School Education or the DPI Schools from the Head Quarters but represents only the District Education Officer of one of the districts namely Kapurthala. He states before us that as directed by his superior (Circle Education Officer), he has supplied the requisite information in respect of Kapurthala district directly to the Complainant. He is unable to make any statement in regard to information regarding the rest of the State. 
3.

Complainant is not present before us today to intimate if information from other districts in the state of Punjab has similarly been delivered to him. Also no representative of the Respondent (PIO, Secretary, Department of School Education, Punjab) is present.
4.

In order to resolve the matter, one more opportunity is given to the Complainant as well as to the Respondent to appear before us. The Secretary 
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Department of School Education, Punjab will ensure that the PIO of his office is personally present on the next date of hearing.
5.

To come up on 17.03.2008. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Inclave,

Village Nichi Mangli, P.O. Ramgarh,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana. 



…………….Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 








...................Respondent.

CC No.1594 & 1595 of 2007
ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Jasbir Singh, Complainant in person.



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



On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that information in question should be supplied by the PIO to the Complainant within 15 days.  Respondent submits before us that the representative of the M.C., who had attended the last hearing did not communicate the decision of the Commission to him despite the fact that he was present on that date.  We direct firstly that the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana should take suitable action against Sh. Ravi Sharma, Building Inspector who despite being present before us on 17.12.2007 did not intimate to his superior, directions issued by the Commission.  The action against Sh. Ravi Sharma should be intimated to us.
2.

In so far as the information proper is concerned, the Respondent assures that he would deliver the same to the complainant either by post or in a personal hearing before him.  Respondent agrees to allow the Complainant access to all files to identify the material that he requires.  
3.

Complainant states that certain information that has been sent to him so far is incomplete.  In order to resolve this matter, we direct that Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law officer should meet the Complainant in his office on 05.02.2008.  The Complainant is free to inspect the record so that he is able to identify the material required. 
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4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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. Rajesh Dhanda,

# 1501, Mohalla Dhandian,   

Ludhiana. 


 



…………….Complainant
Vs

Public Information Officer, 
O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 








...................Respondent.

CC No.1596 & 1504 of 2007
ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Devinder Kumar, Complainant in person and on behalf of his 


brother Sh. Rajesh Dhanda. 


Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



The background of this case has been discussed by us at length in our order dated 17.12.2007.  On that day we had directed that the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and supply him full details about ownership and transfer of the disputed land.  The Respondent present before us today informs us that on the orders of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, the District Revenue Officer who was directly concerned with the record had given a hearing to the Complainant on 23.01.2008.  Following the hearing, the Respondent has prepared a report indicating the status of ownership as per the revenue record as well as transfer of the disputed land in the past.  A copy of this report of the DC’s office is delivered to the Complainant in our presence. 
2.

The Complainant wishes to study this report before he can confirm that his demand of information has been met.  He is permitted to do so.  

3.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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)

Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

# 850, Urban Estate, Phase II,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.
 



…………….Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.  




...................Respondent.
CC No.1601 of 2007
ORDER
Present: 
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Sandeep Sharma, DSP (Crime) on behalf of the Respondent. 


On 17.12.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that Respondent should deliver the relevant information demanded to the Complainant by 10th January, 2008.  Respondent states that the entire material demanded in the original request for information has been sent by registered post on 31.12.2007.  He also states that material has been delivered free of cost as directed by us.  Complainant is not here to deny the delivery of information to him.  We presume that he would be satisfied.  
2.

In these circumstances, the case is disposed of and closed.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

Note :
               After the order was dictated, the Complainant has appeared before us.  He states that he was delayed in transit.  He contests the claim of the Respondent that information has been sent to him on 31.12.2007 by registered post.   Before  we  take decision  on  re-opening  the  case,  the  Complainant is
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directed to give in writing to the Commission, with a copy endorsed to the PIO, as to what information has still not been supplied. On receipt of this writing from the Complainant, the registry to place the matter before the Bench for consideration of further action.                          
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Om Parkash Bhatia,

# 159, Guru Teg Bahadur,

Nagar, Jalandhar.



---------------------------------Complainant.






Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.




------------------------------- Respondent.





CC No.1381 & 1191 of 2007



      

Order

Present:
Sh. Om Parkash Bhatia, Complainant in person.  
Sh. Mukesh Chander, Corporation Engineer, on behalf of the Respondent.  


On 19.12.2007, we had directed that the Commissioner, M.C., Jalandhar should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and satisfy him in regard to the delivery of information.  Complainant states before us that he had met the Commissioner, M.C., Jalandhar on 07.01.2008 and that the information in question has been delivered to him.  
2.

Complainant prays before us today that the Public Information Officer of the M.C., Jalandhar should be penalized under Section 20 of the Act for delay of 85 days in delivery of information.  Complainant also prays that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered b y him. 

3.

PIO, M.C., Jalandhar has submitted an affidavit explaining his position and pleading that penalty be not imposed and no compensation be awarded since the delay was neither deliberate nor willful. 
4.

The decision on the imposition of penalty and award of compensation is reserved.    

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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.



Sh. R.S.Sohal, DSP on behalf of the Respondent.



In this unusual case, the Complainant wanted to know from the Police Department the basis for a decision by the police to declare him a “bad character”.  According to the Complainant, this decision of the police was taken in the year 1984-85.  Complainant claims that this declaration was totally without basis and this had sullied his public image.  He wishes to clear his good name and for this purpose he had sought information under RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent clarifies before us today that declaration of a person as a “bad character” is made as per the Police Rules. Respondent states in writing and also orally that the documentary material on the basis of which the decision of the police to declare the Complainant a “bad character” was taken, is not traceable in the office.  One police head constable has been held responsible for the loss of the papers.  Respondent states that efforts are being made to trace the missing papers.  As and when these are located, the information would be delivered to the Complainant.  A copy of this letter dated 25.01.2008 has been delivered to the Complainant. 
 2

Respondent, therefore, has accepted that he is unable to supply the information demanded, since it has been lost in office.  If the Complainant wishes to use this material to clear his name by approaching the judicial court, he is free to do so.  
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3.

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

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.


The background of this case is explained in our last order dated 19.12.2007.  On that day, we had directed that the SSP., Khanna should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 07.01.2008 with a view to resolve the matter and deliver the information in question.  

2.

Complainant informs us today that he visited the office of SSP., Khanna on the appointed date but the officer happened to be on leave on that day.  As such the matter could not be resolved.  

3.

In case the SSP., Khanna was indeed on leave, we expect that he should have given another date for hearing.  Rather than directing the Complainant to meet the SSP., Khanna we direct now that the SSP., Khanna should himself or through an officer not lower than the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police be present on the next date of hearing.  Complete information as demanded by the Complainant should be produced before us.  
4.

To come up on 17.03.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the Director General of Police, Punjab to ensure compliance.  



 (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri I.P.Singh Bains,

Additional, S.E. (Retd),

429, Mota Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar.







        ..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Revenue Officer,

Jalandhar. 








..Respondent

CC No. 2099 of 2007

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


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


office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  


This is the first hearing in this case.  Complainant had been writing to the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar for many months in the year 2006-07 in regard to illegal occupation of Government land by some persons in village Chomo, District Jalandhar. Since no response was received from the Deputy Commissioner, Complainant filed this complaint under RTI Act, 2005. 
2.

Complainant is not present here today.  Respondent has written to us requesting that the official concerned with the registration should be allowed to represent him.  The District Revenue Officer, Jalandhar had stated in his letter dated 25.01.2008 that he is unable to appear before the Commission on account of hearing in another court case personal to him.  He has requested that his presence be exempted at today’s hearing.  Respondent informs us that the information in question has been duly sent to the Complainant by post.  

3.

  The fact that the Complainant is not present suggests that he is satisfied with whatever material has been supplied to him. 
4.

The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Inderpreet Singh,

Advocate Chamber No. 701,

7th Floor, Chamber Complex,

District-Courts, Ludhiana.





        ..Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 








..Respondent

CC No. 2108 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
Shri Inderpreet Singh, Complainant in person. 


Sh. Rajan Sharma, Clerk office of Sub Registrar, Ludhiana on 


behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that he had sought information under RTI Act, 2005, from the office of Sub Registrar, Ludhiana in regard to certain transactions.  Receiving no response, he moved the Commission by way of a complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  

2.

Following the institution of proceedings before the Commission, certain information has been sent by the Respondent to the Complainant.  The Complainant is not, however, satisfied.  Respondent assures us today that there is no objection whatever to delivery of information that can be identified by the Complainant.  

3.

We direct that the Sub Registrar, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant and allow him to inspect the entire record that he wishes.  Complainant is free to identify the documents that he desires to obtain.  These would be delivered to him on payment of the requisite fees.  Complainant is prepared to make the payment for obtaining these revenue documents at the rates that have been prescribed under the law.  This information will be delivered to the Complainant on 4th February, 2008 at 11.00 A.M.   
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4.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 28.01.2008









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







   State Information Commissioner

