STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harnek Singh, 

127, Sewak Colony,

Patiala.







………….....Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Registrar, Punjab Medical Council,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.




………….Respondent

CC  No. 131 of 2006 





ORDER
Present:
Ms. Monika Goel, Advocate for the Respondent.



None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



On 16th January, 2007, this case was adjourned to 06.02.2007 for pronouncement of judgment on the question of imposition of penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The arguments of both the parties were heard. 


2.
 On 16.01.2007, the Complainant Sh. Harnek Singh was present in person and Ms. Monika Goyal, Advocate alongwith Dr. A.S.Thind, Registrar, Punjab Medical Council were present on behalf of the Respondent.  


3.
Vide the complaint dated 29.04.2006, the Complainant intimated the Commission that owing to negligence on the part of Dr. Gurmit Singh who conducted gall bladder stone surgery on the wife of the Complainant, she died on 11th August, 2004.  It is further stated that a complaint against the erring doctor (Doctor Gurmit Singh) was made to the Medical Council of India, New Delhi.  M.C.I., New Delhi forwarded this complaint to the Registrar, Punjab Medical Council, S.A.S., Nagar, Mohali for investigation and necessary action under the Indian Medical Council (Professional Conduct, Etiquette and Ethics) Regulations, 2002.  It is alleged that despite a period of six months having elapsed, no intimation has been sent by the Punjab Medical Council to the Complainant regarding the action taken on the complaint against Dr. Gurmit Singh.  
Contd..P/2

-2-


4.
On 24.10.2006, when the matter came up before us for hearing, it was submitted by the Complainant that on his request for information, the Punjab Medical Council had merely supplied a copy of an order stating that no negligence was found on the part of the operating Doctor.  The Complainant submitted that what he wanted to know was the medical basis of the conclusion reached by the Punjab Medical Council.  On hearing the parties, a direction was given that the Respondent Punjab Medical Council should supply to the Complainant, the medical basis for their conclusion within a period of one month.  


5.
The case was again taken up for hearing on 05.12.2006.  In the order made by the Commission on 05.12.2006, it was noted that the Respondent had submitted a letter dated 27.11.2006 alongwith certain annexures purporting to be the information demanded by the Complainant.  We, however, were not satisfied with the claim of the Respondent and observed as under :-



“Our directions dated 24.10.2006 clearly required the respondent to supply the medical basis for the conclusion that no negligence on behalf of the medial staff in Patiala and Ludhiana took place leading to the death of the patient.  Instead of supplying the medical basis of his conclusion absolving the medical staff of negligence etc., the Respondent has merely reproduced the complaint and the stated position of the doctors in Dayanand Medical College and Hospital, Ludhiana.  The papers supplied in bulk to us are not the information demanded, nor do they fulfil the directions of the Commission of 24.10.2006.  No record is produced of any inquiry into the charges made by the Complainant, any findings of the inquiry, and any medical basis for the conclusion by the Punjab Medical Council that no negligence is involved.  The death of a citizen is a most serious matter.  Complainant being husband of the deceased, had demanded an inquiry into the circumstances leading to the death. Thereafter under Right to Information Act, 2005, he had demanded information from the record of the Respondent indicating why the doctors were absolved of any negligence etc.


PIO office of Registrar, Punjab Medical Council, Mohali has failed to supply the information as demanded and as directed by the Commission.  Merely submitting the complaint and the response of the doctors, Ludhiana does not meet the directions.”


6.
In view of these observations, it was deemed necessary to consider the imposition of penalty upon the Respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, for his failure to furnish information in terms of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The Respondent was, therefore, called upon to show cause why penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act be not imposed.  
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7.
Pursuant to the directions of the Commission in its order dated 05.12.2006, the Respondent has filed an affidavit dated 02.01.2007, alongwith the annexure from D-1 to D-5. In this affidavit it is stated that the complaint against Dr. Gurmit Singh was taken up for consideration by the disciplinary Committee of the Medical Council in its meeting held on 11.09.2005.  According to him, the disciplinary Committee found that there was no negligence on the part of Dr. Gurmit Singh and thus the complaint against him was without substance.  He also placed on record a copy of the proceedings of the meeting of the disciplinary Committee held on 11.09.2005.  This copy is marked as annexure D/2. The portion of these proceedings relating to the complaint against Dr. Gurmit Singh reads as under:-

“The Complainant Sh. Harnek Singh attended the Disciplinary Committee meeting on 11.09.2005. Dr. Gurmit Singh attended the meeting and submitted the written statement.  The written statement was taken on record.

From the statement submitted by the Complainant, Dr. Gurmit Singh, reply submitted by Advocate of Dayanand Medidcal College, Ludhiana in the Consumer Court and reply submitted by Dr. Atul Mishra to the Secretary Medical Council of India it seems that there is nothing negligent and deficient in services on the part of the doctors in the treatment of the patient.  As per literature, copies of the case histories of the Preet Surgical, Patiala and Dayanana Medical College, Ludhiana no negligence is found on the part of the operating doctors.” 

8.
Perusal of the affidavit by the Registrar of the Punjab Medical Council and the Annexures filed therewith indicates that the only information available in the record of the Punjab Medical Council regarding the medical basis for holding Dr. Gurmit Singh not guilty of negligence is the one contained in the proceedings of the meeting of the disciplinary committee held on 11.09.2005.  In view of this, it is obvious that as far as the demand for information regarding the medical basis for absolving Dr. Gurmit Singh is concerned, the Respondent could have supplied only the proceedings of the meeting of the disciplinary committee.  We, therefore, hold that the Respondent has now, supplied the information demanded by the Complainant. 


9.
We now proceed to consider the question of imposition of penalty upon the Respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  Even though we have found that the entire information available with the Respondent has been 
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supplied with the letter dated 02.01.2007, no satisfactory explanation has been given by the Respondent for the inordinate delay made in supplying a copy of these proceedings to the Complainant.  These proceedings were recorded in the month of September, 2005.  The Complaint before the Commission was preferred on 29.04.2006.  The Respondent was called upon to file his response to the complaint on 1st May 2006, and thereafter as many as four hearings before the Commission have taken place.  Still the Respondent has found it convenient to place on record a copy of these proceedings only on 2nd January 2007.   The delay is inexcusable.  Since the delay in supplying the information exceeds a period of six months, maximum penalty of Rs. 25,000/- could be imposed upon the Respondent who in this case has been extremely recalcitrant in the discharge of his statutory duties. We feel that imposition of a penalty of Rs. 5,000/- would meet the end of justice.  We order accordingly. 

10.
Before parting with this matter, we observe that the disciplinary committee of the Punjab Medical Council seems to have dealt with the case in a perfunctory manner. The finding recorded is, to say the least, laconic.  The disciplinary committee has not recorded its medical reasons for the conclusion absolving the doctor concerned of negligence.  

11.
Disposed of as above.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Capt. V.K. Sehgal,

H.No. 375, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.






………….....Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.





          …..………….Respondent





REVIEW APPLICATION





IN CC No. 168 of 2006





ORDER


CC No. 168 of 2006 was finally adjudicated upon by                      Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner vide his order dated 03.08.2006. 

 
2.
The learned State Information Commissioner held as under :-



“ I have considered this claim of Capt. Sehgal. Regardless of whether his allegation is correct, this court cannot allow it to be used as the means for the fulfillment of a personal grudge.  This information is in no way connected to the issuance of a dependency certificate for his son.  There is no other connection or nexus between the two parties.  Besides, the allegations which Capt. Sehgal is making could well be made before the Department of Vigilance, which is in the best position to verify the TA/DA claims of the Director.  Capt. Sehgal also does not require the details of the claims in order to make his allegations.  I find, therefore, that his asking for this information is not justified.” 

3.
Subsequently an application was filed by the Complainant on 31.08.2006 seeking review of the order dated 03.08.2006 in CC No. 168 of 2006.  This application was a composite application made in two cases that is CC 168 and CC 195 of 2006 and has been placed on the file of the case CC 195 of 2006.  In the order dated 31.08.2006 (passed in CC 168 of 2006 & CC 195 of 2006)     Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner observed that there in no provision in the Right to Information Act, 2005, for the review of the orders passed by the Commission.  He, however, while considering the imposition of 
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penalty upon the Respondent in CC 195 of 2006, forwarded the file of the case to the Chief Information Commissioner for transferring it to some other Bench expressing his inability to continue to hear the case.  

4.
In view of the above, it is clear that as far as the Review Application in CC 168 of 2006 is concerned, it already stands rejected by Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner vide his order dated 31.08.2006.  No further action on this application is, therefore, required.

5.
The file in case CC 168 of 2006 be, therefore, consigned to record.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Capt. V.K. Sehgal,

H.No. 375, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.






………….....Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.





          …..………….Respondent

CC No. 195 of 2006
ORDER


The case was reserved by us on 20.11.2006, for pronouncement of orders.  


2.
This case was heard by Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner on 3rd August, 2006.   Vide his order dated 03.08.2006, Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner, directed the Respondent to supply the information demanded by the Complainant within a period of 10 days and the case was adjourned to 31.08.2006 for confirmation of compliance.  


3.
In the order dated 31.08.2006, passed by Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner, it has been noted that the Complainant has confirmed that he has received the information demanded by him. The Complainant, however, prayed for imposition of penalty upon the Respondent for the delay caused in providing the information.  


4.
Mr. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner, forwarded the file of the case to the Chief Information Commissioner expressing his inability to continue to hear the case with a request for transferring the case to another Bench.  This is how the matter is before us for decision on the question of imposition of penalty upon the Respondent.  


5.
On the last date of hearing that is 20.11.2006, nobody appeared before us on behalf of the Complainant.  Wg. Commander, H.S.Kang, Public Information Officer, Department of Defence Services Welfare was present
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6.
The perusal of the record of this case shows that there has, undoubtedly, been some delay on the part of the Respondent in supplying the information.  As per the complaint, the request for information was made on 27.04.2006.  The information, however, was furnished by the Respondent to the Complainant in the Month of August, 2006.  


7.
In the facts and circumstances of this case, we do not think that the delay on the part of the Respondent in supplying the information demanded by the Complainant is contumacious enough to attract the penal sanction provided by the Statute that is the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Firstly, in this case the delay is not inordinate.   And secondly, as is evident from the record, the Respondent has been taking appropriate steps regularly for providing the information as per the directions given by this Commission from time to time.  It also needs to be mentioned that a Division Bench of this Commission           (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj & Mr. P.K.Verma) has in its order dated 19th July, 2006 noted as under :-



“The Complainant further states that there is still some information pertaining to the public domain which he had asked for in his first application, which was not provided to him on the last date of hearing.  However, the details of the information yet to be given, has not been mentioned by him in the written statement filed today.  One last opportunity is, therefore, given to the Complainant to make a written submission in this regard within seven days, which he should address, to the Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, Sector 21-B, Chandigarh.”   


It is, thus, seen that the Complainant himself has also not been very precise and clear in his demand for information.  


8.
We are, thus, of the view that no case for imposition of penalty under Section 20, Right to Information Act, 2005, has been made out by the Complainant.  The prayer for imposition of penalty is, therefore, rejected.   

9. Disposed of as above.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sudarshan Kumar Sharma,

# 244-A, Rishi Nagar,

Ludhiana






………….....Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






…..………….Respondent

CC  No. 533 of 2006 





ORDER


This complaint has arisen out of an application dated 17.08.2006 made by the Complainant to the Public Information Officer of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana,  seeking information regarding his own service record.  


2.
On the last date of hearing that is 12.12.2006, it was intimated by the Respondent that the relevant service record as demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him.  This position has not been disputed by the Complainant.  


3.
Since the information demanded by the Complainant stand delivered, no further action in this matter is required.  


4.
This case, thus, stands disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sudarshan Kumar Sharma,

# 244-A, Rishi Nagar,

Ludhiana






………….....Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






…..………….Respondent

CC  No. 531 of 2006
Alongwith CC No. 532 of 2006 





ORDER


The pronouncement of judgment in these matters as also in CC No. 533 of 2006 was reserved on 12.12.2006.  CC No. 533 of 2006 has been disposed of vide our order dated 06.02.2007 passed separately.  We now proceed to decide the remaining two cases that is CC 531 of 2006 & CC 532 of 2006.


The factual backdrop  


2.
CC 531 of  2006 has arisen out of an application dated 17.08.2006 made by the Complainant to the Respondent seeking information regarding the service record of Sh. Labh Kumar, Inspector Vaccination, Health Branch, M.C., Ludhiana.  CC 532 of 2006 relates to the Complainant’s demand for information regarding the service record of Sh. Kulbhushan Malik, Vaccinator, Health Branch, M.C., Ludhiana. 

The submissions by the parties


3.
These cases came up for hearing before the Commission on 12.12.2006.  At the time of hearing, the Respondent Public Information Officer, claimed exemption Under Section 8 (1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, in respect of disclosure of information pertaining to the service record of these two colleagues of the Complainant, stating that the information demanded is in the nature of ‘personal information’ and that the Complainant had not adduced any material to show that larger public interest would justify the disclosure of information. 
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4.
Rebutting the submission made by the Respondent, the Complainant contends that the exemption claimed by the Respondent is not available to him inasmuch as provisions of Section 8 (1)(j) are not attracted to the information demanded by the Complainant.   To fortify his submission, he relies upon a decision rendered by the State Information Commission, Tripura (As appearing in a newspaper report published in The Tribune dated 29.12.2006).  According to the Complainant, this decision is a clear authority for the proposition that the ‘service records of a public servant are maintained for his/her services for the public administration, in public interest, and therefore cannot be described as personal information.’ 


5.
In addition to the aforementioned submissions made at the time of hearing before the Commission on 12.12.2006, the Complainant also sent written submissions which were received in the office of the Commission on 27.12.2006.  The contentions raised in this written submission are as under:-


i)
The exemption contained in Section 8(1)(j)  is subject to a proviso to wit “Provided that the information, which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person”.  According to the Complainant, in view of the aforementioned proviso, as the service record of Kulbhushan Malik and Labh Kumar could not be denied to the State Legislature, it cannot also be denied to the Complainant.  


ii)
The information is being intentionally withheld by the Respondent as the persons regarding whom the information is sought have been appointed wrongfully/illegally being not possessed of the essential qualifications required for the said post.  According to the Complainant, a big scandal will be unearthed if the information asked for is supplied.  He further states that it is only to cover up the lapses and illegalities that the information is not being supplied.  


iii)
The service record of any person can never be treated as confidential as every officer in the hierarchy of service has access to the same.  Nor does it amount to infringement of any copyright.  The Complainant further states that the record of Municipal Corporation is a public record and consequently the record of its employees would also be public record.  


iv)
The service record of an employee pertains to the possession of essential qualifications by him, complaints received against him, the particulars of disciplinary action taken against him and the grades of pay admissible to him etc.  
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According to the Complainant, no confidentiality is, thus, attached to the service record.   He further submits that it is also not a ‘privileged document’ under the Indian Evidence Act nor does it relate to the acts and affairs of the State.  


v)
Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, has no applicability to the requests for information made in the instant cases.  

Conclusions


6.
The determination of the question whether the information demanded by the Complainant is exempt form disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) would depend upon (i) the precise meaning ascribable to the word ‘personal’ appearing in the said clause and  (ii) the  import and purport of the proviso appended to this clause.  

Re (i)


7.
Lexicographically, the word ‘personal’ is susceptible of two primary meanings:-

i) Something which relates to a person (even while discharging official duties) as distinguished from an activity.

ii) Something which is of a private nature which has nothing to do with the official discharge of duties by the person concerned.



While construing Clause (j) of S 8(1), there is no room for restricting the meaning of the word ‘personal’ to any one of the two meanings indicated above. The word takes within its fold both the meanings.  Information relating to a person (public functionary) even if connected with the discharge of public duties/service record would be personal information and unless it is shown that disclosure of information sought is in the larger public interest, it can be denied.  


8.
The reliance placed by the Complainant on the observations made by the State Information Commission, Tripura (in a decision reported in a news item in the Tribune) is of no avail to the Complainant, as the decision of the Tripura Information Commission was rendered in a different context.  Reading of the newspaper report in question shows that the Tripura Information Commission was considering the question of disclosure of ACR’s/DPC minutes pertaining to the information seeker himself.  The request in that case was not made for 
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disclosure of information of service record regarding an employee other than the information seeker.  The observations made in the said decision have to be read in the context of the factual background of the case.  It is trite law that a judgment is not to be read like a statutory provision.  The observations made in a judgment, have to be understood keeping in view the context/the factual backdrop of the case adjudicated thereby. Viewed thus, the only inference from the cited decision of the Tripura Information Commission is that where an employee seeks information pertaining to his own service record, the same cannot be denied to him under section 8 (1) (j).  The rationale behind this holding appears to be that seeking information regarding one’s own service record cannot result in the invasion of anybody’s privacy the protection of which is the primary objective behind clause (j) ibid.  



9.
We, therefore, hold that the information demanded by the Complainant in these two cases is personal information within the meaning of the said term appearing in clause (j) of section 8(1).  It, therefore, follows that unless the Complainant can show that the larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information, it would be exempt from disclosure.  

Re (ii)


10.
We now come to the effect of the proviso appended to clause (j) ibid.  This proviso posits that ‘information, which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person.’   Relying on this proviso, the Complainant contends that the exemption provided in clause (j) would not be available to a public authority where the information in question cannot be denied to Parliament/State Legislature.   The submission, if accepted would completely nullify the main provision in clause (j).  The subjects upon which the information could be denied to Parliament or a State Legislature would indeed be minuscule.  It is difficult to comprehend cases relating to personal information (even where they have no connection with any larger public interest) in which information could be denied to Parliament/State Legislature.  It is settled law that the statutory provisions have to be interpreted harmoniously and due care is taken while undertaking an interpretative exercise to ensure that the objective behind the provision is not rendered illusory.  Keeping these principles in mind, the only way in which the proviso in question can be interpreted is that 
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where personal information can be denied to a  Parliament/State Legislature, despite the possibility of the disclosure being in public interest, it would also be denied to the information seeker.  To illustrate, the Constitution of India precludes any discussion on the conduct of a Supreme Court/High Court Judge in any of the house of the Legislature (except in the manner provided for in the Constitution).  Thus, any information pertaining to the said conduct whereupon discussion is precluded in the legislature could be denied to the Parliament/State Legislature.  Such information, therefore, would also be denied to an information seeker even if he could show that disclosure of such information might be in public interest viewed de hors the provisions of Articles 121 and 211 of the Constitution of India.  


11.
The proviso appended to Clause (j) of section 8(1), therefore, is not attracted in the instant cases.  In the facts and circumstances of these cases, therefore, the submission of the Complainant based on the proviso is without substance and is of no avail.  


12.
The other submissions made by the Complainant mentioned in clauses (ii) to (v) of para 5 hereinabove, also do not take the case of the Complainant any further.  The allegation that the information is being intentionally withheld to cover up the lapses and illegalities in the appointment of the officials regarding whom information is sought is not substantiated in any manner.  It is also not acceptable that information to which a superior officer in the hierarchy has access cannot be treated as exempt from disclosure under section 8.  The submission based on the concept of a ‘privileged document’ under the Indian Evidence Act, is also misconceived.  The question regarding allowing/refusing access to information under the Right to Information Act, 2005, has to be decided with reference to the relevant provisions of the RTI Act, 2005, and not with reference to the other Enactments.  


13.
In view of the foregoing, we hold that in the instant cases, the Complainant is not entitled to the information pertaining to the service record of his two colleagues namely Sh. Labh Kumar, Inspector, Vaccination and Sh. Kulbhushan Malik, Vaccinator, the information sought being exempt from 
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disclosure under Section 8 (1)(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.


14.
The complaints, CC 531 of 2006 & 532 of 2006 are, thus, dismissed.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Advocate Surinder Pal,

Hall No. 1, Opp. Chamber No. 106,

First Floor, Lawyer’s Complex,

Distt. Courts, Ludhiana.




…………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC  No. 05 of 2007 





ORDER
Present:
Advocate Surinder Pal, Appellant in person.


Sh. Ashok Bajaj, Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,  Ludhiana on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that while he is present today in connection with another matter, he has not been formally intimated about the hearing in the instant Appeal Case No. 05 of 2007.  He seeks time to give his response to the appeal.

2.
To come up on 12.03.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.K.K.Vashist,

S.E.PWD, B&R (Retd,),

H.No.1735, Phase 3B2,

Mohali.






…………...Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

PWD,B&R, 5th floor,Mini Sectt.

Chandigarh..






…..………….Respondent

CC  No. 316 of 2006 





ORDER
Present  
Sh.K.K.Vashist, complainant in person.


Sh. Chand Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 02.01.2007, we had directed that the information consisting of noting sheets and copies of Annual Confidential Reports be supplied to the Complainant.  Respondent had assured that this information would be delivered. Complainant states today that he has received copies of relevant noting sheets but the Annual Confidential Reports for the two years demanded by the Complainant have still not been supplied.  Respondent states that these Annual Confidential Reports have not been traced and that efforts are being made to trace the same.  He further submits that as and when these ACRs are traced, copies thereof would be supplied to the Complainant.

2.
Complainant alleges that the office of the Respondent is deliberately withholding the Annual Confidential Reports, since these are likely to assist the Complainant in his case before the High Court.  While we do not go into the issue regarding the bearing these ACRs may have on the case pending in the Hon’ble High Court, it is quite clear that this information should have been on the record and supplied to the Complainant.


3.
  Respondent is directed to deliver the copies of the ACRs demanded by the Complainant forthwith.  In case this information is not traceable, Respondent must fix responsibility for the loss of the Annual Confidential Reports.  The loss of ACRs is indeed a serious matter.  We, 
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therefore, direct that the Secretary, PWD, B&R, Punjab should personally look into this matter and cause sincere efforts to be made to trace the same.  If despite this, the ACRs are not found, the Secretary, PWD, B&R shall file an affidavit before the Commission indicating the efforts made to trace the ACRs, the officer/official responsible for the loss of these important documents and the action proposed/taken against the delinquent officer/official.     

To come up for further proceedings on 12.03.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Subhash Rangbulla,

Lok Shakti Consumer Association (Regd.),

Wool Bazar, Fazilka.




   …………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary, Department of Revenue,

Punjab Civil Sectt.

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC  No.99 of 2006 





ORDER
Present:
None on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh. Rakesh Bhalla, Under Secretary (Revenue) Punjab on behalf of 

the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 02.01.2007, we had directed that the information (that is the reasons for the creation of new Districts in Punjab) demanded by the Appellant should be supplied to the Appellant. 


2.
Respondent submits before us a copy of information delivered to the Appellant by post.  In this letter, the Respondent has given the reasons for creation of new Districts of Mohali, Nawanshahar, Moga and Mansa.


3.
Respondent states in this letter that the record containing reasons for the creation of the Districts of Faridkot in the year 1972 and of Fatehgarh Sahib in the year 1992 is not traceable.


4.
In view of the above, no further action is necessary and the matter is disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr.K.S.Sidhu,

44-Sidhu Villa Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab )





…………....Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






………….Respondent

CC  No.69 of 2006 





ORDER

Present:
 Dr.K.S.Sidhu, Complainant in person. 

Sh.Gurpreet Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent submits an affidavit stating that he has not deliberately denied information and that no penalty be imposed. 


2.
Complainant on the other hand, insists that he has been harassed wilfully by the University, that he has not been supplied the information and that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him on account of repeated visits to the Commission and the University.  He also submits that suitable penalty be imposed upon the Respondent Public Information Officer.  
3.
To come up for pronouncement of judgment on the question of award of penalty and also compensation to the Complainant for the detriment allegedly suffered by him on 20.03.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner







(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Paramjit Singh Channi, Advocate,

Chamber No.303-A, Judicial Court Complex,

Jalandhar.







…………....Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Dy.Inspector General of Police,

Computers & Telecommunication Punjab,

Mini Sectt. Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC  No.609 of 2006 





ORDER
Present:
Sh.Paramjit Singh Channi, Advocate, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that he has still not been delivered the complete information demanded by him.  


2.
In the absence of the Respondent, we are unable to proceed further.  Vide our order dated 02.01.2007, we directed the DGP, Punjab to ensure that the Public Information Officer or his representative should be present before the Commission on today’s date of hearing. It is observed that these directions have been flouted.  We, therefore, direct as follows:-


(i)
 PIO O/o Deputy Inspector General of Police, Computers & Telecommunications, Punjab should submit an affidavit within the next 15 days  showing cause why penalty under section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, be not imposed on him for failing to supply the information.


(ii)
Deputy Inspector General of Police, Computers & Telecommunications, Punjab should give a personal hearing to the Complainant in his office on 23.02.2007 and cause the information demanded to be delivered to the Complainant.  

3. To come up for further proceedings on 26.03.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Harcharan Singh Sidhu,

#274, Working Women Rural Welfare Society,

Block-C, Kaibwala Road,

V.Kansal, Distt.Mohali




…………...Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o  Under Secretary, Department of Revenue (Genl.)

Punjab,   Financial Commissioner  Sectt.

Punjab Civil Sectt.

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC  No.566 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



A letter has been received from the Complainant that the information demanded by him has been duly delivered.  In view of this, matter is disposed of.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.R.K.Maurya ( Advocate)

Hall No.1, Opp.Room No.106,

Ist floor, Lawyers Complex,

Distt. Courts Ludhiana







…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC  No. 104 of 2006 





ORDER

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



The information demanded in this case relates to the practice followed by the District Police, Ludhiana for keeping a check over persons of dubious background who might be entering the District alongwith genuine employment seekers.


2.
On the last date of hearing that is 02.01.2007, Respondent had stated that he was prepared to supply the information demanded. This information was delivered to the Commission. We had ordered that a copy of the letter dated 01.01.2007 containing the information be sent to the Appellant as well.  Information on one item that is item No. ‘e’ of the request for information remained to be delivered.  Regarding this item, we had directed the Respondent to send the information to the Appellant by post.


2.
It is presumed that the remaining information under item ‘e’ would also have been duly delivered in terms of order dated 02.01.2007.


3.
No further action is required and the case is disposed of accordingly.  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Satnam Singh

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Under Trial, Central Jail,

Ludhiana-141001




……..………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





………………….Respondent

AC No. 160  of 2006 





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



The Appellant is an under trial lodged in the Central Jail, Ludhiana in connection with  case FIR No. 193 dated 02.07.2001 U/s 302,397,34 IPC etc. Police Station, Division No. 06, Ludhiana. According to the Appellant, three other persons were also arrested/challaned in this case. These three persons, according to him, were subsequently discharged. He has demanded certain information in regard to these three persons.  The information demanded has been detailed in his applications dated 04.08.2006, 04.09.2006, 12.09.2006, 03.10.2006 and 16.10.2006 made to the Respondent.


2.
The Appellant has requested in writing that the police authorities and jail authorities be directed to produce him before the Commission on the next date of hearing so that he can make his submissions in this case.  


3.
The Respondent is not present today. This being the first hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to make appearance before the Commission.


4.
It is not deemed necessary at this stage to direct the Respondent to produce the Appellant before the Commission.  We shall consider this request of the Appellant as and when occasion therefor arises. 
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5.
The case is adjourned to 20.03.2007 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  A separate notice be also issued to the Respondent calling upon him to appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing that is 20.03.2007.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Om Parkash,

1609/2, Ram Gali,

Katra Ahluwalia,

Amritsar.





……..………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Town Hall, Amritsar.



………………….Respondent

AC No. 167  of 2006 





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



Sh. Ishar Singh, Reader on behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded relates to certain construction and building plans under consideration for approval by the Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.


2.
Appellant states that when no response was received to his request, he deemed it to be a refusal and filed the first Appeal before the Appellant Authority on 27.11.2006.  Similarly, receiving no response from the Appellant Authority, he deemed it to be rejection of his appeal and filed second appeal before the Commission.


3.
Respondent states that he has not been able to link the original papers for information and the first appeal.  He has desired to obtain the relevant documents from the Commission’s office today.


4.
It is quite obvious that the information in question can be easily supplied by the Respondent.  Public Information Officer is directed to ensure that the information demanded is duly delivered within the next 15 days.  


5.
We observe that the system obtaining in the Office of Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar for dealing with demands for information under Right to Information Act, 2005, is quite deficient.  It should have been a simple matter for Public Information Officer to have taken action on the original request, and falling that the Appellate Authority should have duly discharged its statutory function.  That this has clearly not been done indicates that the Public Authority is yet to put in place the requisite machinery for dealing
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 with the requests/appeals filed under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The Commissioner, M.C., Amritsar is, therefore, directed to ensure that appropriate arrangements/systems for dealing with such requests/appeals under the Right to Information Act, 2005, are brought in place immediately.


6.
Report about the Compliance of these directions in regard to systematization of work under RTI should be submitted before us on the next date of hearing. 


7.
To come up for further proceedings on 26.03.2007.



.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Virender Dhir,

Krishna Niwas, Near Nav Durga Mandir,

Patel Nagar, Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.




……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 782  of 2006 





ORDER
Present:
Sh. Virender Dhir, Complainant in person.



Sh. Satnam Singh, Sadar Kanungo on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that information in question relates to several functionaries, some of whom are in the Revenue Department and others in the Irrigation Department.  

2.
According to the RTI Act, information demanded from a PIO is to be supplied by him.  In case this information is available within his own jurisdiction, he has to deliver the same himself.  In case it is to be obtained from another department or public authority, under Section 6(3), he has to either transfer the request to the other public authority or to obtain the information from the other public authority and deliver the same to the Complainant.

3.
In the instant case, Sadar Kanungo, who is an important functionary of the Revenue Department in the Collector’s office, is personally present.  He would, undoubtedly, have complete access to all information related to land revenue record in the district.

4.
For facility, we direct that the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur allow the Complainant to meet him and also the PIO on 20.02.2007.  The entire information demanded by the Complainant, whether from the Revenue Department or any other office in the District of Gurdaspur should be collected by the Public Information Officer before that date.  The Respondent would permit the Complainant to inspect the relevant record in his office.  Since, Sadar Kanungo is a coordinating authority for the Revenue Department in the District,
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he should also be present before the Public Information Officer on the said date.  The information should be supplied to the Complainant on 20.02.2007 itself.  


5.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.03.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Krishna Joshi,

Kothi No. 55, Phase-2,

Mohali.





……..………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Administrator,

Great Mohali Area Dev. Authority,

PUDA Building,

Mohali.





………………….Respondent

CC No. 774  of 2006 





ORDER
Present:      Sh. K.K. Joshi, husband of Smt. Krishna Joshi Complainant.


        Smt. Kamaljeet Kaur, Junior Assistant and Sh. Ravi Kumar, Senior 

        Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



This is an unusual and strange case.  Complainant alleges that certain persons had in connivance with the officials of Punjab Urban Development Authority (PUDA) had obtained a loan from PUDA for construction of a house in SAS Nagar, Mohali over land belonging to the Complainant.    According to the Complainant, PUDA raised a demand against her for repayment of this loan, which she claims was never taken by her.  Complainant suspects that one of her relatives might have fraudulently taken such a loan.  She states that since she was no longer interested in worldly affairs, she decided to pay an amount of about Rupees One lac to PUDA.  


2.
The Complainant has further stated that she was surprised to receive another demand for repayment of Rupees One lac to PUDA.  At this stage, she decided to enquire from PUDA the basis on which the alleged loan stands against her name.  PUDA informed her that the loan was advanced as per authorization given by the Complainant in a power of attorney executed by her in favour of a lawyer.  Thereafter, the Complainant invoked the Right to Information Act, 2005, to obtain a copy of the power of attorney allegedly executed by her. 

3.
According to the record produced before us by the Respondent, one Sh. Basant Lal Joshi, Advocate, holding a power of attorney purporting to be executed by the Complainant had applied for and obtained the loan in question.  Complainant wants to see the original documents on the basis of 
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which this person namely Sh. Basant Lal Joshi had sought and obtained the loan. The Respondent has not produced the power of Attorney allegedly executed by the Complainant.  


4.
The request for information in the instant case relates to a certain document, that is a power of attorney, allegedly executed by the Complainant which according to the Respondent is not traceable.  The circumstances appearing in the case suggest that commission of fraud in connivance with officials of PUDA is not ruled out.  Before we take a decision on the supply of information, we deem it essential that the matter of sanction of loan and delivery of loan amount to an allegedly unauthorized person should be properly investigated.  For this purpose, we direct that Sh. Tejbir Singh who is Chief Administrator, PUDA at Mohali and is also the Deputy Commissioner of Mohali shall immediately enquire into the allegations of fraud.


5.
The representative of the Complainant states that he and his wife (the Complainant) have come to Chandigarh from Kolkata specifically to protect themselves from the harassment caused to them by the fraudulent act of their relative in connivance with the officials of PUDA.  We, therefore, direct that the Chief Administrator, PUDA shall give a personal hearing to the Complainant and her husband in his office on 14.02.2007.  He would thereafter cause an enquiry to be held into this entire episode.  During this enquiry, efforts should also be made to locate the allegedly missing power of attorney purporting to have been executed by the Complainant.  The report of the Chief Administrator, PUDA be submitted to the Commission. 


6.
To come up for further proceedings on 20.03.2007.


.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt.Paramjit Kaur Pirzada,

Member Zila Parishad,

VPO Malout,

Distt. Muktsar.





………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.





………………….Respondent

AC No. 110  of 2006 





ORDER

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



A submission has been received in writing from the Public Information Officer O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Bathinda that the information in question has been supplied to the father of the Appellant.


2.
  In view of this, and also the fact that the Appellant has not cared to pursue the matter any further, the matter is disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







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

# 1292, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh..


   

     ---------------------------------Appellant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police, Pb.

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 158 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Kuldip Chand, Appellant in person.



Sh. Bithal Hari, ASI on behalf of the Respondent.



Appellant states that the information demanded by him has still not been supplied. 


2.
We direct that Sh. Suresh Arora Inspector General of Police, Headquarters, Punjab should give a hearing to the Appellant on 21.02.2007 in his office.


3.
The Appellant has handed over a list of documents required by him to the representative of the Public Information Officer to enable him to study the same and prepare the necessary record well in time.  


4.
To come up for further proceedings on 06.03.2007.


  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner
(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







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

Smt. Seema Rani,

W/o Sh. Varinder Kumar,

# 2882/8, Cinema Road,

Sirhind, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.



…………......Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o District Education Officer (Secondary),

Fatehgarh Sahib





…………….Respondent

CC No.65 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Rajesh Kumar, District Auditor on behalf of the Respondent.



This matter relates to the termination of service of the Complainant Smt. Seema Rani by the management of Rana Munishi Ram Saravhitkari Vidya Mandir, Sirhind, a private school aided by the State Govt.  This case had earlier been disposed of on 12.09.2006 with the following observations :-


“In her absence, the nature of her grievance with the information delivered cannot be ascertained.  We advise the Complainant to visit the office of the Public Information Officer on any day to inspect the record and obtain the desired information.  We direct that the Public Information Officer, District Education Officer (Secondary), Fatehgarh Sahin shall render her all assistance in obtaining the information.
The matter is accordingly disposed of.  Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.” 


2.
It was reopened on the request of the Complainant. 


3.
The Complainant (who is resident of Sirhind) has not been attending the hearings saying that she is too poor to bear the cost of traveling to Chandigarh.  Respondent states that the termination of service of the Complainant was ordered by the management of the school.  The Complainant wanted to know the reasons for the termination of her service.  According to the Respondent, the information demanded has already been supplied to the Complainant and that the school management is prepared to entertain her request for any further information that she desires.  The Respondent further
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states that the Complainant has not visited the school even once and is making false allegations against the Respondent before the Commission.


3.
We do not think that any useful purpose will be served by keeping this matter pending before the Commission.  The Complainant is free to visit the school on any working days and seek any information. The school authorities have assured us that they would supply whatever information is demanded by the Complainant as per law. 


4.
The case is disposed of accordingly. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







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

Lt. Col Naresh Kuamr Ghai,

205-B, Model Town Extn,

Ludhiana.






…………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,
Ludhiana.






……..……….Respondent

CC No.530 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of the Complainant..



Sh. Ashok Bajaj on behalf of the Respondent.



In compliance with our order dated 22.01.2007, the Respondent states that the information demanded has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  The Complainant, however, is not satisfied.  He states that some information was delivered to him the previous day that is 5th February, 2007.  Lt. Col Naresh Kumar Ghai has communicated through Sh. Hitender Jain here today that this information is incomplete.


2.
Complainant is advised to deliver the details of the deficiencies in the information that has been supplied to him.  The Respondent will ensure that the remaining part of the information is also delivered.


3.
Sh. A.K.Bajaj has placed on record an affidavit dated 05.02.2007, in answer to the show cause direction as to why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005, be not imposed upon him.  In this affidavit, the Respondent has submitted that no penalty be imposed, as the delay in delivery of information is not wilful or deliberate.  


4.
As far as the information demanded is concerned, it should be delivered to the Complainant by 28th February, 2007.  The case will come up for confirmation of compliance and consideration of the question regarding imposition of penalty on 12.03.2007  

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.




…………......Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh.


    ………………….Respondent

AC No. 17  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
 Sh. Hitender Jain Appellant in person.



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



The representative of the Respondent states that he has brought the documents containing the information demanded by the Appellant. He offers to deliver the same to the Appellant before the Commission.  


2.
Since there are a large number of items on which information has been demanded, the parties were directed to sit together before the Deputy Registrar to confirm if the information delivered is to the satisfaction of the Complainant and as per the original demand.


2.
After a brief inspection of the record, it is reported to us that the following deficiencies persist in respect of the information supplied:-  


(i)
The information supplied relates only to para ‘a’ of the order of the Commission dated 27.11.2006.  Information in respect of the remaining paras that is (b), (c), (d), and (e) has still not been supplied.  


(ii)
The information supplied, even in respect of item no. ‘a’ is neither legible nor has it been certified.  


3.
In view of the above, the demand of the Appellant is not served at all.  It was expected that in view of the clear directions by the Commission and the assurance given by the Respondent on the last date of hearing, complete and precise information as demanded by the Appellant woould be supplied to the Appellant well in time.  This has obviously not happened.
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4.
We, therefore, direct that complete information in the form demanded by the Appellant be delivered to him within fifteen days.  The Principal Secretary, Home Affairs and Justice shall ensure that complete information is delivered. Public Information Officer shall submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty under Section 20, Right to Information Act, 2005, be not imposed upon him and also why the Appellant should not be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.


5.
  To come up for further proceedings on 12.03.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.02.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






     State Information Commissioner

(Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover)







State Information Commissioner

