STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Resurgence India (Regd.)

B-34/903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer O/o

The Principal Secretary,
Department of Local Government, Punjab,
Room No. 10, 8th Floor, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 04 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant and Sh. Hakam Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Local Government.
In its last hearing, the Commission had ordered that information as demanded should be supplied to the Complainant immediately. This matter is today with us for confirmation of compliance. It is also to be considered, if penalty is to be imposed on the Respondent for failure to comply with the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
The Complainant states before us that despite the order made by the Commission on 15.06.06 directing the Respondent to supply the information immediately, information has been delivered only on 07.08.06. The Complainant has not been able to check if this information is satisfactory. Prima-facie, he says that the information is incomplete.  Even the Respondent himself has stated that the remaining part of information is being collected.
It seems that the Department of Local Government is not taking its obligations under the RTI Act, 2005 with due seriousness. Despite the lapse of almost 8 months only partial information has been supplied.  The Respondent is directed  to  ensure  that  the  remaining  information is supplied  within the next 15 
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days. The Respondent is also directed to show cause why penalty be not imposed on him (Public Information Officer) under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for denial of information.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance and consideration of the explanation of the Respondent on 3rd October, 2006.  The explanation be sent to the Commission by 31st August, 2006.
Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

B-34/903, Chander Nagar, 

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.
    -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer O/o

The Chief Secretary,
Govt. of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 17 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain, for the Appellant Resurgence India and none is present on behalf of the Respondent.
The Appellant states that this appeal results from the deemed refusal by the Public Information Officer to a request for information dated 02.01.06 and the deemed rejection of an appeal dated 08.02.06 by the Appellate authority. According to the Appellant neither the Public Information Officer nor the Appellate authority responded to his request for information in regard to violation by the State Government of the Rules of the Indian Police Service regarding posting of non-cadre Officers on cadre posts meant for IPS Officers and related matters. The Appellant states that details of information demanded by him have still not been supplied. He has also filed additional grounds of appeal dated 12.05.06 before the Commission.
In order to obtain the complete response of the Respondent another date is given. The Respondent may ensure that Public Information Officer or duly authorised Senior Officer is present before the Commission on the next date of hearing.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 3rd October, 2006. A copy of this order be sent to the Principal Secretary, Department of Home Affairs & Justice as also the Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab. 
Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Lawyers for Social Action through

Advocate Sh. Surinder Pal,

Joint Secretary-cum-District Coordinator,

539/112/3, Street 1-E, New Vishnu Puri,

New Shivpuri Road, Ludhiana 141 007.
    -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer O/o

Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,
Ludhiana.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 08 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate on behalf of the Lawyers for Social Action and Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
This matter had been considered by us on the last day of hearing that is 15.06.06. It had then been submitted by the Respondent that the information demanded would be supplied. Appellant states that despite this assurance, information has still not been supplied. The Respondent states before us that he is now carrying the information and is prepared to supply it. He does so before us.
The Appellant states that he has to study the information delivered to him to see if it is complete or not. He is permitted to do so. In case he is not satisfied, he can write to the Respondent within the next two days. The Respondent would respond and deliver whatever additional information is identified in this letter.
The following three submissions were also made by the Appellant before us on the last date of hearing vis:-

i) the information should be supplied free of cost since it has been delayed.

ii) that compensation under section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act should be paid by the respondent for the detriment suffered by the appellant.

iii) that a penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act be imposed.
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Regarding these three submissions, the Respondent is required to give his reply within 15 days. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance and consideration of the notice for compensation and penalty on 3rd October, 2006. 
Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Hitender Jain,
Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.
    ------------------------------Appellant/Complainant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,
O/o Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 7 of 2006
&

CC No. 136 of 2006
ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant/Complainant and 
Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law Officer on behalf of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

The Respondent states that he is not fully prepared to defend the Public Information Officer in the present hearing. On the last date of hearing that is 15.06.06, it was directed that information should be supplied by 7th July, 06. No action whatever seems to have been taken.
It is clear that the Municipal Corporation, Ludhaina is quite casual and negligent in respect of its responsibility under the Right to Information Act, 2005. Clear directions of the Commission on 15.06.06 have been flouted and this seems to be deliberate.

In view of the seriousness of this matter, the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to identify the persons responsible for failure to supply the information despite o/rders dated 15.06.06. 
The Public Information Officer of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is hereby called upon to show cause why he should not be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.
The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana is directed to show why the Respondent public authority be not made liable to compensate the Appellant/Complainant for the detriment suffered by him on account of the non-supply of information as per the RTI Act, 2005.
Contd/p.2..
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The Commissioner will personally ensure that the information in question is supplied to the Appellant by 25th August, 2006.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 3rd October, 2006. Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Gurdarshan Singh Bal,

SCF No.5, Industrial Area, Phase I,

Mohali.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer O/o
Principal Secretary,

Department of Industries, Punjab, 

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, 
Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 147 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. W.C.Monga, Deputy Director, Department of Industries, Punjab on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The information demanded relates to the installment due to be paid by the Complainant to the Department of Industries. The Respondent states before us that the entire information demanded by the Complainant has already been supplied.
It appears that the Complainant is satisfied with the information delivered to him and he does not wish to pursue the case further.
The matter is accordingly closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Journalist, SCF 3850-3851,

Lord Mahavira Bazaar,

Kharar (Punjab) 140301.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Assistant Civil Surgeon-cum-Public Information Officer,

Health & Family Welfare Department,

Ropar (Punjab).
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 83 of 2006

ORDER

Present Dr. H.N.Sharma, Medical Officer on behalf of the Civil Surgeon, Ropar. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states that information demanded by the Complainant who is a journalist relates to the communication wireless systems established in the District. According to the Respondent, the information has duly been supplied. It appears that the Complainant is satisfied with the information given to him.
Accordingly this matter is closed and disposed of. Copies of the orders be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Journalist, SCF 3850-3851,

Lord Mahavira Bazaar,

Kharar (Punjab) 140301.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

District Revenue Officer-cum-
Public Information Officer,

Ropar (Punjab).
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 77 of 2006

ORDER

None is present on behalf of the Complainant or Respondent.
The record indicates that the District Revenue Officer has sent a report to the Commission responding to the notice. This response indicates that the Sub Divisional Magistrate, Ropar was asked to furnish the required Information.

 The District Revenue Officer further states in the report that the Complainant’s application is vague and does not mention the names of any person regarding whom the information was required. According to the response filed by he Respondent, the applicant sought the information mentioning only the designations of the persons who allegedly executed and got registered certain deeds. It was thus impossible for the Respondent to identify the registered deeds required by the Complainant as deeds are registered by names and not by designations.
The Respondent has further added that with effect from April 14, 2006 a new District S.A.S Nagar is functioning and the areas of Mohali and Kharar are part of the new District. The Respondent states that for the foregoing reasons the application has been filed.
In view of the above and the fact that the Complainant is himself not pursuing the matter, the case is closed and disposed of.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Parveen Kumar,

S/o Sh. Madan Lal,

Navi Abadi, Gali No.4,

H.No.3582, Abohar.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-
District Mandi Officer,
Punjab Mandi Board, Ferozepur City.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

CC No. 68 of 2006
ORDER

Present Sh. Bogha Singh, District Mandi Officer, Sh. Harpal Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Satish Kumar, Accountant of the Punjab Mandi Board, Ferozepur. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states before us that the information demanded vis Attendance Register of a certain Mandi Supervisor Sh. Ramesh Kumar has been duly supplied to the Complainant. 
Since the Complainant is not present, it is presumed that the information demanded by him has been supplied to his satisfaction. 

The matter is accordingly disposed of. 
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Atul Soni,
50, Green Park, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.

    ------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana 141 001.

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

AC No. 16 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of Sh. Atul Jain, Appellant and Sh. K.S.Kahlon, Law Officer on behalf of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
The Appellant contends that he was compelled to file an appeal after his request for certain information from Public Information Officer dated 24.12.2005 elicited no response. Treating this to be a refusal, he appealed before the Appellate authority on 23.02.2006. Receiving no response even to this appeal, the Appellant approached the Commission as second Appellate authority. The Commission issued notice of hearing to the Respondent on 05.05.2006.
The information demanded by the Appellant relates to terms and conditions of contract for all parking arrangements in multi-storey parking lots at Mata Rani Chownk & Feroze Gandhi Market, Ludhiana. The Appellant states that despite a period of seven & half months having elapsed, no information was supplied. It was only at the last moment that is on 07.08.2006 that some information was given to him. He further states that complete information regarding the parking lots at Mata Rani Chownk & Feroze Gandhi Market, Ludhiana has still not been supplied.
The other pieces of information demanded were in respect of the names and designations of Officers of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana dealing with the implementation of the contract by the contractors. He alleges that in connivance with local officials of the Municipal Corporation, the contractor is over charging.
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We find that the approach of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, 
in this case it  has  been  quite  casual.  Simple information which could have been supplied within one month had not been supplied within time. What has been supplied is only partial information.

In the circumstances, we direct as under:-
i) That the remaining information in respect of the parking lots be supplied to the Appellant immediately that is within 15 days. (the Respondent pleads that some portion of the information is available in a file which is in the custody of the police in a related criminal matter). We direct that the Respondent obtain the relevant information from the file in police custody and supply the same to the Appellant.
ii) The Respondent is also directed to ensure that the names and designations and addresses of the concerned staff be supplied to the Appellant within a period of 10 days.
iii) In view of the obvious delay and inaction on his part, the Respondent is directed to show cause why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 be not imposed on him.
A copy of this order be sent to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to ensure compliance. We will take a final decision on the penalty to be imposed under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2006 on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to  3rd October, 2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Surinder Kaur,

W/o S. Gurdial Singh Gill,

H.No. 294, Ward No. 3,
Nwa Sabzi Mandi Road,

Mansa.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer (DDPO),
District Mansa.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

CC No. 99 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Gurdial Singh Gill, Advocate, Husband & Power of Attorney holder of the Complainant and Sh. Om Parkash, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Public Information Officer, District Development & Panchayat Officer, Mansa.
The Complainant states that the following information demanded from the Respondent on 17.11.2005 is as under:-
i) Compliance report of the Respondent in respect of an order of the Punjab & Haryana High Court in a writ petition no. 8014 of 2004. The Complainant states that compliance of the High Court directions was to be done within a period of 4 months from the date of order of the High Court that is 21.05.04.
ii) Copy of the Map of demarcation of the Circular Road, Panchayat Ghar, School etc. forming a part of Village common land.
iii) The action taken to complete the metalling of the circular road in Village Makhewala, Tehsil Sirdulgarh, District Mansa. 
The Respondent states before us in respect of these items as under:- 

i) That the compliance of the order of the High Court referred to above was to be made by the District Development & Panchayat Officer, Jhunir. The Respondent that is District Development & Panchayat Officer had directed the Block Development Officer, Jhunir to ensure compliance. He is not aware whether compliance has been made. 
ii) That demarcation is the responsibility of the Revenue Department that is the Tehsildar, Sirdulgarh and not of the District Development & Panchayat Officer. 
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iii) That the information regarding metalling of the road is also available with the Block Development Officer, Jhunir and not at the district level.
It is quite obvious that the District Development and Panchayat Officer, Mansa has not properly applied himself in the instant case. The Block Development Officer in every district is under the control and supervision of the District Development & Panchayat Officer. If the District Development & Panchayat Officer was serious about his task, information in respect of item no’s (i) & (iii) could have been caused to be obtained and delivered to the Complainant. 
We, therefore, direct that the Respondent shall cause the information in respect of item no. (i) & (iii) to be delivered to the Complainant by the next date of hearing. To ensure that this order is fully complied with, we direct the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa to personally look into the matter.

 In respect of item no. (ii) that is demarcation etc. also, the action is to be taken by an office within the over all control of the district administration. Under the Right to Information Act, 2005, the District Development & Panchayat Officer was required to obtain information from the related office even though such offices are not under his direct control. In order to ensure that the information demanded in respect of Item no.2 is duly delivered, we direct the Deputy Commissioner, Mansa to intervene.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12th September, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Mrs. Kamaljit Kaur,

W/o Sh. Nirmal Singh Chinna,

Kothi No. 353, Phase-6,

Mohali.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,
Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

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

CC No. 113 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Vikas Mor, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant 
Mrs. Kamaljit Kaur and Sh. Balbir Bawa, DIG (Crime), Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer.
The Complainant’s application is that a certain Sh. Sohan Singh alias Kulwinder Singh originally a resident of Ludhiana has proceeded abroad on a passport that was issued on the basis of forged documents. The Complainant alleges that the same person has cheated some relatives of the Complainant abroad. The Complainant further alleges that the Respondent issued No Objection Certificate to the Regional Passport Officer, Chandigarh as a part of the police verification, and that the passport was issued on that basis. The Complainant demands the information in order that she may prosecute the concerned person and also deliver information regarding his mischief abroad where he is settled. The information demanded by the Complainant is as follows:-
i) The passport number of  Sohan Singh alias Kulwinder Singh whereunder he travelled abroad.
ii) Copy of the passport.

iii) Copy of evidence of finger prints etc. obtained by the police in the foreign location (San Francisco, USA) where Sh. Sohan Singh was prosecuted by the local police there.

The Respondent  states  before  us  today  that information regarding the passport is within the domain of the Regional Passport Officer.   He has sought
Contd/p.2..
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clarification from the Foreign Regional Registration Officer as to whether this information is to be supplied or not. The Respondent states that after the response of the Foreign Regional Registration Officer, R.K.Puram, Delhi, he can deliver the information.
Respondent states that in respect of the information relating to criminal case etc. against Sh. Sohan Singh alias Kulwinder Singh in U.S.A, he has no information regarding this. He further states that he is not in a position to compel the authorities in a Foreign Country (U.S.A) to supply information in respect of criminal cases under their jurisdiction.
It is not the function of this Commission to settle criminal matters of this nature. The Commission can intervene only in respect of supply of specific information. In the instant case, the only information available with the Respondent which can be given to the Complainant relates to the passport and no objection by the Registration Officer for immigrants. This authority (Registrar of immigrants) is under the jurisdiction of Government of India. 
We see no reason why information regarding passport should be withheld, and normally this should have been disclosed by the Public Information Officer in the State Government.  Since, however, the custodian of the information in question is an authority of the Government of India, we direct that the Respondent should obtain no objection from the Central authority to disclose the information. A period of one month is given for this purpose.
In respect of the matter regarding other documents relating to the mischief created by Sh. Sohan Singh, Respondent states that there is no information whatever available on his file. We direct that before the next date of hearing, the Respondent should submit an affidavit to this effect, vis that the information demanded by the Complainant is not available in his custody or in any other office of the State Government.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19th September, 2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Prem Lal Sharma (Retd. XEN),

9-A, Sunder Nagar, Main Road,
Ludhiana.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Government of Punjab,
Department of Local Government,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh & another.

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

CC No. 31 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Sham Lal Saini, Retd. Administrative Officer on behalf of Sh. Prem Lal, Complainant. None is present on the behalf of the Respondent.
The Complainant states that despite his efforts no response was forthcoming from the office of Local Government to his demand for information regarding his terminal benefits relating to his service in the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

The Complainant alleges that his pensionary benefits have willfully not been released to him although he had retired on 31.10.04. He claims that there are no disciplinary proceedings pending against him which would justify such denial.
There being no representative of the Department of Local Government, the Secretary, Local Government is directed to ensure that a representative of the Public Information Officer is present on the next date of hearing. 
The matter will come up before Sh. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner on 31.08.06.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

General Secretary,

Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.
    --------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs and Justice,

Government of Punjab, Mini Secretariat, 

(3rd Floor), Sector 9, Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

AC No. 10 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant and Sh. H.S.Doabia, Joint Registrar O/o Lokpal and Sh. Nanak Singh, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Vigilance.
This appeal had been heard by us on 15.06.06. On that day certain clarifications regarding the jurisdiction of the public authority had been made.
The Appellant states before us today that the information supplied to him so far is deficient.
The Respondent states before us today that complete information as demanded by the Appellant was delivered in the office of the Commission on the last working day that is 07.08.06. A copy of the information submitted in the officer of the Commission has been supplied to the Appellant today. If the Appellant is still not satisfied with any portion of information, he is free to write to the Respondent. The Respondent assures that whatever deficiency exists would be met.

This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 03.10.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

General Secretary,

Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001.
    --------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,

O/o Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,
SCO No. 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

AC No. 19 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant and Sh. Jaspal Singh, DSP, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab on the behalf of Public Information Officer, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab.
The information demanded relates to action by the Vigilance Bureau in respect of infringement of building Bye-laws in the major towns of Punjab that is Ludhiana, Jalandhar, Amritsar & Patiala from the period starting from 1st January, 2004 to date.
According to the Appellant, the original application for information was made on 4th January, 2006. Partial information was supplied by the Vigilance Bureau on 8th May, 2006 but complete information as demanded was not supplied.
The Appellant claims that apart from the information from the field offices, certain other information demanded by them relating to reference made by the Vigilance Bureau to the Legislative Assembly has still not been delivered. 
The Appellant states that the supply of partial information is deemed to be a denial of information, and that he had consequently filed an appeal before the Appellate authority on 2nd May, 2006. The Appellant claims that there was no response from the Appellate authority. This was a deemed rejection of his appeal.

Both the Appellant and the Respondent agree that the information supplied so far was on 8th May, 2006, by which date an appeal before this Commission had already been filed for non supply of information. In these circumstances, the Commission itself has to decide the matter on its merits and it is not appropriate to remand the case to the Appellate authority.
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On the merits of the case, the Respondent states that the Vigilance Bureau has no objection to supplying the information in question. He further states that what is averred by the Appellant to be partial information is actually the information that was available at the State Head Quarters. Respondent states that the remaining information demanded is in the custody of various field offices. The Vigilance Bureau had advised the Appellant to approach those offices.


In terms of the Right to Information Act, 2005, it is incumbent upon the public authority to supply all information relating to the department directly and it should not be necessary for the Appellant to approach individual field level Public Information Officers. It is, therefore, directed that the Respondent should collect the information from the field officers concerned and deliver the same to the Appellant by post. In view of the admission by the Respondent, all responsibility for delay is on Respondent. No fee need to be deposited by the Appellant.


This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 19.09.06. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









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 141 001.
    -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,
Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO No.60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

AC No. 33 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant and Sh. Jaspal Singh, DSP, Vigilance Bureau on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh.


The demand by the Appellant is for information in regard to officials against whom Vigilance Bureau proposes to take action, but in respect of whom the State Government/Competent authority has not yet given sanction for prosecution. The Appellant states that his original request for information from the Public Information Officer, Vigilance Bureau dated 16.03.06 received no response. The Respondent states that the first Appellate authority had itself decided that the request of the Appellant for information should be allowed. Consequently material was duly collected by the Vigilance Bureau from its various offices and information running into about 200 pages was supplied free of cost on 07.08.06. The Respondent admits that there has been delay in supply of information. For this reason, the Vigilance Bureau has supplied the information to the Appellant free of cost.


The Appellant accepts that the information was duly delivered to him but states that the supply of information has been unduly delayed. The Appellant states that by and large the information demanded is in order. 
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He, however, point out the following deficiencies:-

i) The information supplied has not been duly authenticated by an authorized officer of the Department.
ii) Certain documents demanded by him have still not been delivered.

In response of no.1 above, the Respondent states that he is prepared to authenticate the documents on the spot before us here.
In respect of item no.2 above, the Appellant is advised to indicate the exact details of information that has not been delivered to him. The Respondent will duly deliver the information so indicated within a week of the request.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 19th September, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006















    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Sh. U.K.Sharda,

Director, Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.
    -------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,
Punjab, Patiala.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent

AC No. 18 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant
Sh. U.K.Sharda & Ms. Sangeeta Sharma, Excise & Taxation Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Patiala.
The Appellant states that his original request for information dated 28.01.06 received no response. Assuming that his request for information had been rejected, he filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority on 10.03.06. No response being forthcoming even on this, it was deemed by the Appellant that his request had been rejected. He has preferred this second appeal before the Commission.
Notice for hearing was issued by the Commission on 05.05.06. The information relates to certain Rules of the Government in regard to Power of Attorney in specific cases. This seems to be a harmless request. 
The Respondent states that the Department has no objection to supplying this information. The Respondent states before us that she is not clear whether this relates to her department or another. In either case, it is incumbent upon the Respondent to supply the information which is in the form of Standing Rules of the Department. The Respondent will supply the information immediately by post. 
Contd/p..2..
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The Appellant also makes the following submissions:-

i) That since there has been undue and unjustified delay, he is automatically exempted from payment of fees and should not be required to make the payment.
ii) That a penalty be imposed on the Public Information Officer for failure to comply with the Right to Information Act, 2005.
iii) That since the Appellant has suffered loss on account of the failure of the Respondents to supply information, he should be compensated for the loss.
On all these three pleas, a final decision will be taken on the next date of hearing.
The case is adjourned to 24th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 










    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006














    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

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

Er. A.D.S.Anandpuri,
Chairman, Punjab Services Anti-Corruption Council,

# 2481, Sector 65,

Mohali (Punjab).

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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Irrigation Department, Government of Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

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

CC No. 102 of 2006

ORDER

Present Sh. A.D.S.Anandpuri, Complainant & Sh. Surjit Singh, Superintendent Grade II on behalf of Public Information Officer, Department of Irrigation, Punjab.
The Complainant states that despite repeated requests in writing, specific information in regard to action taken against certain Officers of the Irrigation Department who were indicted in various enquires has still not been given. The Respondent admits that a decision to charge sheet the indicted officials was taken on 30.06.2006. The Department has no objection to supplying information regarding the persons to whom the charge sheets have been issued. We direct that the complete information sought by the Complainant be delivered by post to the Complainant within a period of 10 days. In case the Complainant is not satisfied with the information supplied, he is free to inspect the records of the Irrigation Department on any day between 20.08.06 to 25.08.06.   The Complainant would naturally pay the requisite fee.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 28th August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh


    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 08.08.2006















    (Surinder Singh)









Information Commissioner

