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

Sh. Malkiat Singh,

VPO Gohlani, Tehsil Anandpur Sahib,

Ropar.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer O/o
The Director General of Police-cum-

Commandant General, Punjab Home Guards and

Director Civil Defence (Punjab), Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 79 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Malkiat Singh, Complainant in person and Sh. Balbir Singh Chinna, Junior Staff Officer Office of Director General of Police (Home Guards).
The Complainant states that almost the entire information demanded by him has since been delivered and that he does not wish to pursue this complaint further. The matter is accordingly disposed of.
  

 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Rajesh Jain,

B-IX, 716, Gulchaman Street,

Ludhiana.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer-cum-

Joint Commissioner (J),
Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 66 of 2006

ORDER
Neither Complainant nor Respondent is present.
The matter is thus closed.  In case the Complainant so desires, the complaint can be reopened.

  

 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Kailash Chander Goyal,

H.No.682, Street No. 1-A,

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

Public Information Officer-cum-
District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Muktsar.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 6 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Malkiat Singh, District Mandi Officer, Muktsar (Public Information Officer). The Appellant has sent a request for adjournment.
The Respondent states before us that the Appellant is not serious about this matter and is deliberately causing harassment to the Respondent. The Respondent further states that information has already been given to the Appellant and that any other information which the Appellant might desire to obtain shall also be delivered.


The matter is thus disposed of.  However, the Appellant shall be free to approach the Commission again in case he is not satisfied.
 Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Mrs. Surinder Kaur,

W/o Sh. Gurdial Singh Gill, Advocate,

H.No.294, Ward No.3, 

New Sabzi Mandi Road, Mansa.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer

Sh. Gurdev Singh,
Executive Engineer (Irrigation Branch),

Mansa Division (I.B.),

Jawaharke, District Mansa.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 149of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Gurdial Singh Gill, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant 
Smt. Surinder Kaur and Sh. Gurdev Singh, Executive Engineer (Irrigation), Mansa (Public Information Officer) Respondent.
The Complainant has demanded information regarding Barabandi (distribution arrangements of water from Irrigation Channel). The Respondent states that Barabandi was done more than 25 years ago and, therefore, the information demanded was not available with him. The Complainant insists that the information is being concealed. 
In order to get at the truth, we direct that an officer of the Irrigation Department of the level of a Superintending Engineer may examine this complaint and make an attempt to locate the record. He should hear the Complainant and also the representative of the Irrigation Department and submit a report to the Commission on the basis of this enquiry.
  

To come for confirmation of compliance on 26.9.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
A copy of the order be also sent to the Principal Secretary, Department of Irrigation for deputing a Superintending Engineer for conducting the enquiry as mentioned above.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Jiwan Garg,

F-2/194, Sector 16,

Rohini, Delhi 110085.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Director of Local Government, Punjab,

SCO No, 131-132, Juneja Building,

Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 58 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Inspector on behalf of Public Information Officer (Executive Officer), Municipal Council, Sunam.  None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



The Respondent states that he had advised the Complainant to submit his request in the proper format. Instead of doing that, the Complainant has come up directly before the Commission. According to the Respondent, the Complainant was also advised to visit the office of the Municipal Council to inspect and examine the record he wants. He states that the Municipal Council is prepared to supply whatever information is desired by the Complainant.


We direct that the Complainant visits the office of the Municipal Council, Sunam on any working day and identify the specific information that he requires. The Municipal Council is directed to deliver the information demanded on payment of prescribed fee. 
In case the Complainant is still not satisfied, he can approach the Commission and the matter would be considered further.
  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

 











         (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

     Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006












     


     (R.K.Gupta)










   Information Commissioner

        (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Ram Murti,

931-H, Sector 21,

Panchkula.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o The Secretary,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 108 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Ram Murti, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of Respondent.



Public Information Officer of the Punjab State Electricity Board is given another opportunity to be present on the next date of hearing. The Chairman PSEB may be advised to ensure that the Public Information Officer or his duly authorized representative is present on the next date of hearing that is 26.9.2006.
  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











         (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

      Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















      (R.K.Gupta)










    Information Commissioner

         (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. Ramesh Kumar

S/o Sh. Bhagirath Ram,

H.No. 12942, Street No.2,

Parjapat Colony, Near Sepat Hotel,

Bathinda.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o The Secretary,
Punjab School Education Board,

Mohali.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 129 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Hardev Singh Kaler, Senior Assistant (Affiliation), on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


We observe that the Complainant has been seeking information regarding appointment letter, salary statement and experience certificate etc. pertaining to one 
Mrs. Kamaljit Kaur. The Respondent states that the information has already been sent to the Complainant.


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











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Bhagwan Singh,

Additional Sessions Judge (Retd.),
S/o Sh. Jiwa Singh, H.No. 2210,
Phase 7, S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.
     --------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer
O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab Urban Development Authority (PUDA),

Sector -62, SAS Nagar, Mohali.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 15 of 2006

ORDER


Present Mrs. Chanchal Aggarwal on behalf of the Public Information Officer, PUDA, Mohali, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


The Complainant, a Retired Additional District and Sessions Judge was present earlier during the day, but being unwell left with the request that matter be adjourned to a fresh date.  

This will come up on 26.9.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









      

          (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















       (R.K.Gupta)










     Information Commissioner

          (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,
85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer O/o

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau,

Ludhiana.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 62 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and  Sh. Kulwinder Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector, Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana on behalf of the Public Information Officer.


The person representing the Respondent is extremely junior in rank and is unable to take a stand on behalf of the Public Information Officer. It is necessary for this matter to be properly examined by the Public Information Officer concerned himself. Public Information Officer is directed to meet the Complainant personally for giving satisfactory information within a month.


The Complainant alleges before us that the relevant information demanded by him is available in the Public Information Officer’s office but the staff of the Public Information Officer had deliberately avoided supplying the same. We are confident that the Public Information Officer, who is Senior Superintendent of Police, would give full satisfaction to the Complainant. In case he is unable to do so, the Public Information Officer should personally be present before the Commission on the next date of hearing that is 26.9.2006.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











          (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

      Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















       (R.K.Gupta)










     Information Commissioner

          (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Ranbir Singh Saini,
525, Shivalik Avenue (1-B),
Naya Nangal,
District Ropar (Punjab) 140 126.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer O/o
Punjab Urban & Development Authority (PUDA),

Mohali.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 42 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Ranbir Singh Saini, Complainant in person and Mrs. Chanchal Aggarwal, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer.


In the order dated 12.5.2006, the Commission had directed that the Complainant be allowed to inspect the record in the office of PUDA. Respondent states before us that the Complainant visited the office of the Respondent but number of items of information demanded by him could not be located. She states that the record being old is not traceable. It might have been destroyed during the process of shifting of office.


Before disposing of this matter, we would like the Public Information Officer concerned to submit an affidavit to the Commission explaining Public Information Officers position in regard to each item on which information has been sought by the Complainant.  This may be submitted within 15 days.


We hereby direct that the Respondent should make a fresh effort to search the record pertaining to the information demanded. In case the relevant record is not found, the Respondent shall file an affidavit before the Commission to the effect that despite efforts no record could be located. The Public Information Officer would bear personal responsibility for the contents of the affidavit.  
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 26.9.2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











          (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

      Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















       (R.K.Gupta)










     Information Commissioner

          (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Bippinjit Singh,
H.No. 2072-C, MIG (INDEPENDENT),

Sector – 70, SAS Nagar,

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

The Public Information Officer / Estate Officer,
Punjab Urban Development Authority (PUDA),

Sector – 62, SAS Nagar, Mohali.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 14 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Sanjay Chopra on behalf of the Appellant and Sh. Hardip Singh, Superintendent on behalf of Public Information Officer, PUDA, Mohali.


The representative of the Appellant requests that a fresh date be given as the Appellant is unable to attend the proceedings.


This request is allowed. The case is adjourned to 26.9.2006 for further proceedings.  
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Inder Mohan Singh,

F.O., PUNSUP, H.O.,
SCO No. 36-40, Sector 34-A,

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

Sh. Raman Joshi,
Public Information Officer,

PUNSUP, SCO No. 36-40, 

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 13 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Inder Mohan Singh, Appellant in person and Sh. B.P.S.Rana, Assistant Manager, PUNSUP, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of Public Information Officer.


According to the Respondent 3 items of information had been demanded:-
i) Photocopy of approvals for travel alongwith TA/DA drawing by certain concerned officers of PUNSUP.
ii) Copy of note dated 29.9.2004 sent by PUNSUP to the Food & Supplies Minister.

iii) Photocopy of the proposal of the PUNSUP administration to suspend the Appellant as an employee of PUNSUP.

According to the Respondent all 3 items of information have since been supplied to the Appellant.  The dispute is in regard to item no.1 of the information demanded by the Appellant. The Respondent states that out of 3 officials who had undertaken the journey in question, only one had claimed T.A and the information in respect of this has been given. The remaining 2 persons have not claimed T.A. This matter is, therefore, settled. 
The Complainant wishes to have additional information regarding the T.A claimed by the driver of the vehicle in which the team had travelled. This should be taken as a fresh request for information and the Respondent shall deal with this request as per Law.
The instant case is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.









 
          (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

      Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















      (R.K.Gupta)










    Information Commissioner

         (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Birchand Kanwal,
12, Khalsa College Avenue,

Near 24 no. Phatak,

Village Dhamomajra,

Patiala.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Office of the Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 7 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Atul Jain, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent. Neither the Complainant nor his representative is present.  


This matter had been adjudicated and settled by the Commission vide its order dated 22.12.2005. The Respondent had assured that the information demanded would be supplied to the Complainant. The Respondent places before us a copy of the information supplied to the Complainant. The Complainant, however, made a fresh submission on 27.1.2006 that the information supplied to him was false and he wished to pursue the matter accordingly. Even last time he was absent. When the case was reopened, the Complainant did not appear before the Commission on 15.6.2006.


Respondent states before us today that the Complainant is not serious about pursuing this matter.  He has not appeared on different dates given to him. On his part, the Respondent is prepared to supply any further information that the Complainant desires.


Before the case is finally closed, we would like to give another opportunity to the Complainant.  The Complainant is  advised to approach the office of the Commissioner,
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 Municipal Corporation, Patiala and identify what specific information he wishes to obtain. The Respondent assures that whatever information the Complainant demands shall be supplied to him.


The Complainant is advised to confirm, if he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. The matter would be disposed of after the response of the Complainant is received.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Jaspreet Singh,
H.No. 79/15, Mohalla Sheikhan,

Ropar.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer/Principal, 
Govt. Senior Secondary School (Boys),
Ropar.
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 80 of 2006

ORDER


Present  Sh. Jaspreet Singh, Complainant  in  person  and  Sh.  Prem  Chand  Gupta, Principal, Govt. Senior Secondary School (Boys), Ropar, Respondent.

Complainant states that out of 3 items of information demanded, only one has been given. Public Information Officer (Principal of the Respondent school) is directed to deliver the remaining two items of information to the Complainant. 


The question raised by the Complainant is in regard to the justification for certain transfers and postings as a part of the rationalization programme of the Education Department. The Respondent states that whatever information was demanded by the Complainant has already been delivered to him. The Complainant, however, is not satisfied. 



In the circumstances, it is directed that the Respondent gives his comments on each item of information demanded. A copy of this may be sent to the Complainant. 



Question has also arisen in respect of the payment of fees. The Complainant states that the postal order submitted by him to the Public Information Officer was returned. The Respondent submits that he is not authorized to accept the fees payable under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The State Government should take careful note of this and issue clear instructions regarding the manner in which fees under the RTI Act, 2005 are to be paid and the manner in which these are to be handled by the officials receiving the fees. Many public authorities/Public Information Officers do not seem  to  be  aware of  it.  It is important for the Government to 
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ensure that all Public Information Officers and Public authorities are trained and educated in handling the fees in whatever form they are paid.


In the instant case, the Respondent will accept the postal order which the Complainant delivers towards the payment of prescribed fee under the Rules framed under the RTI Act, 2005.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 19.9.2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Jatinder Vig,

Government Contractor,

H.No. HM-126, Phase 4,

Mohali 160059.
     ------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Engineer, Sagrao Const., Division,

SCO No. 1088-89, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh & another. 
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 35 of 2006

ORDER


Present  Sh. S.S.Vig (SDO Retd.) Father of the Appellant Sh. Jatinder Vig on behalf of the Appellant and Sh. Mohan Lal Sharma, Executive Engineer, Public Information Officer, Sagrao Construction Division, SYL Project, Chandigarh.


This case results from the order of the Commission dated 27.3.2006 made in AC No.2 of 2006. In this order, it was observed that while considering a request for information, the Public Information Officer submitted the matter to his superior that is Superintending Engineer. This reference to superior was incorrect, as Public Information Officer himself had to deal with the request.



The Appellant was advised to approach the Public Information Officer once again and Public Information Officer was required to supply the information.


The Appellant alleges before us that on 9 items, the information supplied to him is false and misleading.


The Respondent states before us today that due information has been supplied where available on points no : 6, 7, 12, 15, 16 & 17 (22 pages) of the request by the Appellant. Respondent states that there was a deficiency and incorrect numbering of dates in respect of the 4 items listed namely no : 5, 9, 10 & 11. Respondent states further that Appellant in his own request has clubbed together item no : 12, 13 & 14. Respondent further states that the demand for information against items no: 1, 2, 3, 4, 8 & 18 is vague and incomplete and that is why he has been unable to trace the information.


The Appellant submits before us details of the incomplete and false information supplied by the Respondent.
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The Appellate authority being present before us today submits that the Appellant had filed an appeal before him as Appellate authority in respect of the denial of information by the Respondent. The Appellate authority states that this appeal is still pending. The appellate authority had advised the Appellant to fulfill certain specific requirement of the Right to Information Act, 2005. A copy of the directions to the Appellant is submitted before us.


It is clear that the dissatisfaction of the Appellant results from the incomplete information which he has so far received from the Public Information Officer.  Since, the Appellant having already filed an appeal before the duly designated Appellate authority, the matter is to be settled by the Appellate authority itself. It is premature for the Appellant to invoke the Appellate jurisdiction of the Commission under section 19 of the RTI Act, 2005. The appropriate course is for the appeal to be decided on merits.


The Respondent as well as the Appellate authority aver that the Appellant has demanded certain information over and above the original request which is being considered by the Appellate authority. It is entirely upon  the Appellate authority to take a view on this matter viz whether there is a fresh and additional demand for information. If so, the authorities can require the Appellant to file a fresh demand which would be considered on merits.


We can only direct that the appeal be settled expeditiously by the Appellate authority.


Accordingly this case is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (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.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer (SPIO),

O/o The Governor, Punjab,

Punjab Raj Bhawan, Chandigarh & others
    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 187 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


The Complainant submits that the obligations of public authorities as laid down in section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 have not been fulfilled in the State of Punjab. He demands that all the authorities arraigned as Respondents in this complaint be directed to implement the mandate of the Right to Information Act, 2005.


This matter concerns implementation of RTI Act, 2005 as a whole in the State of Punjab. We are of the view that before considering the issuance of notice to the Respondents, the Complainant should satisfy us on the question whether infraction of  the mandate of Section 4 by the Public Authorities attracts the jurisdiction of the Commission under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005. We would also like to seek the assistance of the Counsel for the Commission, Mr. B.M.Lal, Advocate on this issue. 
Mr. B.M.Lal, Advocate is accordingly asked to address us on this issue on the next date of hearing.
The matter will come up for hearing on 19.9.2006. CC No. 188 to 193 will also be taken up alongwith this case.

 









   






 
    (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (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.
     ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,

Office of the Principal Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Government of Punjab, Mini Secretariat Punjab,

(3rd Floor), Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 138 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant and Sh. Jagjit Singh, Assistant Inspector General of Police (Prisons), Public Information Officer in person.



This case also disposed of with Appeal no. 11 of 2006. 



Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (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
 Vs. 

State Public Information Officer,
Office of the Principal Secretary,
Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Government of Punjab, Mini Secretariat Punjab,

(3rd Floor), Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 11 of 2006

&

CC No. 138 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant/Complainant in person and Sh. Jagjit Singh, Assistant Inspector General of Police (Prisons), Public Information Officer, Respondent.


This order disposes of two cases that is AC No. 11 of 2006 and CC No. 138 of 2006.  


This matter had been adjudicated vide our order dated 15.5.2006. It has come up for confirmation of compliance of directions issued therein.  The Complainant accepts that the information has since been supplied to him.


The following two issues have been raised by the Complainant:-

i) That there has been an inordinate delay of five and half months in supply of information. For this he demands that suitable penalty be imposed on Public Information Officer.
ii) That the information supplied to him earlier was signed by the Superintendent and not by the Public Information Officer himself.

It is undoubted that delay has taken place. We, however, feel that the delay has not been caused deliberately.  It would suffice if the Respondent is instructed to ensure that delay in such matters which are time bound as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 should not  recur. 
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In regard to the authentication of information, Complainant avers that 
Section 7 (1) of the RTI Act, 2005 directs that Public Information Officer himself should personally sign the information delivered.  The Respondent on the other had states that the 
Superintendent who had signed was authorized by the appropriate authority to do so. We feel that it would suffice if the person signing the document for delivery to any person under the RTI Act, 2005 should mention that he is Public Information Officer himself or an authority authorized to give such information. In the instant case, since the information has duly been supplied, the matter is purely academic.
These two cases are accordingly disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. G.C. Swadeshi,
Accounts Officer (Retd.),

3239, Krishana Nagar,
New Colony, Sirhind 140 406.
     -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer/Executive Officer,
Municipal Council,

Sirhind 140 406.

    ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 40 of 2006

ORDER


Present Sh. G.C.Swadeshi, Complainant and Sh. Rajinder Prasad, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind.


The Complainant states that there has been no response to his request for information. According to him this is deemed to be a refusal to supply the information. Complainant states that after he had moved the Commission, certain information was supplied to him, but this is irrelevant for his purpose.  The actual information relating to approval of building plans and the notings on files have still not been supplied.  


The Respondent has sent  a Junior Assistant of the Municipal Council, Sirhind to represent him.  This in itself is not proper as the Public Information Officer (Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind) himself should have appeared or sent a sufficiently senior person to represent him.


On the merits of the case, it is clear that the information demanded falls within the definition of ‘information’ under the Right to Information Act, 2005. It has to be supplied to the Complainant.  It is, therefore, directed that the Respondent should allow the Complainant to inspect the relevant record on any day during the next week. The Complainant will identify the exact items  of information that he demands. He would be delivered 
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copies of the same by the Respondent. There appears to have been a considerable delay in delivery of information. The Complainant is, therefore, exempted from payment of payment of fees on account of this delay.


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 19th September, 2006. The Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind being Public Information Officer should himself be present on that day. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.











    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 13.07.2006















(R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner

    (Surinder Singh)










Information Commissioner
