STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Ms.Daisy Walia,

Lecturer Dance,

2-A, Gurudwara Moti Bagh Colony,

Patiala






…………......Complainant

Vs.
PIO, O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala




                ………………….Respondent

CC No. 708  of 2006 
ORDER


Present Sh.Prem Sharma on behalf of complainant and Sh.Vikrant Sharma Advocate on behalf of the Respondent. 

Respondent points out a typographical error in the last order dated 02.01.2007. In the first part of the Order, the two items on which the information was deficient are mentioned as items No. (ii) and (xiii). In the latter part of the order, however, item No.(xii) is mentioned. We observe that there is indeed an error in recording. In para three of the order dated 02.01.2007, item (xii) be read as “item (xiii) viz Reports of experts regarding published work of Sh. Madhukar Anand.” 



Respondent submits before us a copy of letter dated 15.01.2007 in regard to items (ii) and (xiii). In respect of item No.(ii) Respondent states that no application was received from Sh.Madhukar Anand seeking appointment as ad hoc Professor of Dance. Respondent further states that the ad hoc appointment was made solely on the basis of bio-data Sh. Anand, which was already with the University. This information, according to the Respondent, has duly been delivered to the Complainant.
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In respect of item No.(xii), which has erroneously not been mentioned in the original order, the Respondent has stated in his letter dated 15.01.2007 that since this was an ad hoc appointment, the report on the published work of Sh.Madhukar Anand was not obtained.



The Complainant is satisfied with the information delivered to her.  

The matter is accordingly disposed of. 

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 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. Muktsasr



………......Complainant







Vs.

PIO, O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.




………………….Respondent

AC No. 110  of 2006 





ORDER



Present none on behalf of the Complainant and Sh.Gurdeep Singh, DSP, Special Branch Bathinda on behalf of the Respondent.



In this case, the Complainant has demanded a copy of the First Information Report (FIR) lodged by her with the police. She has also demanded information about the progress made on her representations to the police on 4.5.2006 and 15.05.2006. She demands copy of the inquiry report, and intimation on:-


i)
whether investigations have been closed,


ii)
 whether a criminal case has been registered on her complaint, and

iii)
whether the police officers are guilty of violation of the directions 


of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.


A perusal of the case indicates that there is a dispute between the Complainant and her husband. The Respondent states before us that several complaints in this regard have been received. He informs us that the Complainant had gone to the Hon’ble High Court and also the Supreme Court. According to the Respondent, certain inquiries were conducted by the police department, and it was found that there was no merit in the allegations made by the Complainant.
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It appears that the Respondent has not understood the import of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Even if the police have found no substance in the complaints, information in regard thereto has to be delivered. Also if the Complainant has filed an application amounting to First Information Report, the police are required to take action under the law. It is not for this Commission to direct that FIRs must invariably be registered. The normal process of law, under the directions of the highest court, has to be followed in such cases.  For our purpose it is sufficient that information on record with the police should be delivered to the Complainant.



The Respondent states before us that he is prepared to send para-wise comments on the items of information demanded by the Complainant. He seeks two weeks’ time for this purpose.



Respondent is directed to give para-wise comments on the demand for information within a period of two weeks. A copy of the communication to the Complainant be also sent to the Commission. 


It is not necessary for the D.S.P. Special Branch, Bathinda to be personally present on the next date of hearing. He may depute an officer of the rank of Asstt.Sub Inspector of Police (ASI) for this purpose. Since there has been delay in attending to the request for information, the Complainant is entitled to receive the information free of charge.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        




 

         Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Pawan Kumar Jain,

S/o Sh.Jaswant Rai Jain,

1548/9, Street Malkasa,

Jandiala Guru,Amritsar



………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, Distt.Court,

Amritsar




 
………………….Respondent

CC No. 596  of 2006 





ORDER



Present Sh. Pawan Kumar Jain, Complainant in person and Inspector Raghu Nath Dass on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states before us that he had made a complaint before the Vigilance Bureau alleging preparation of bogus votes in connection with the municipal elections in Ward No.9 of Jandiala Guru town. He desires to know from the Vigilance Bureau the result of the inquiry conducted by them into these allegations.



Respondent states that as per the record available in his office, neither of the applications allegedly made by the Complainant on 24.03.2006 and 07.07.2006 were received in his office.  Intimation in this behalf, according to the Respondent, was sent to the Complainant through a special messenger.  The Complainant was also advised to make a fresh application on the prescribed pro-forma alongwith the requisite fee so that necessary steps could be taken by the Respondent for supplying the information desired by the Complainant.  The Respondent further states that this communication was returned undelivered.  The Respondent also states that the function of the Vigilance Bureau is to inquire into specific irregularities or illegalities. The appraisal of voters’ list etc. is not among the functions of the Vigilance Bureau. 
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Be that as it may.  The Commission in this case is not concerned with the matters coming within the investigative purview of the Vigilance Bureau. In the instant case, the simple question is regarding the delivery of information to the Complainant pursuant to his request.  In terms of the Right to Information Act, 2005, the Vigilance Bureau is not required to specifically carry out a detailed inquiry as demanded by the Complainant and thereafter deliver a copy of the inquiry report. It is sufficient for the Vigilance Bureau to look into their record and inform the Complainant about the action (if any) taken by it on the complaint preferred by the Complainant before it.



For facility, we direct that the Complainant should visit the office of the Vigilance Bureau, Amritsar on Jan.30, 2007 at 11.00 hours. Respondent is directed to allow access to the relevant record to the Complainant. After the Complainant has identified the relevant papers, copies of the same be delivered to him on payment of prescribed fee.  
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.02.2007.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        




 
 State Information Commissioner

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

# 48, Model Town (West)

P.O. Model Town,

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 704 of 2006

ORDER

Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

 Sh. Zora Singh, Building Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.



The representative of the Respondent states that the Complaint is frivolous. He further states that the information was sent to the Complainant’s  home address by a special messenger but nobody accepted the papers.


  In the circumstances, we direct that the information be sent by the Respondent to the Complainant by Registered post and compliance be reported by the next date of hearing.


This case is adjourned to 20.02.2007.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Bachna Ram Bhadhi,

Ashok Vihar Colony,

Nakodar.
    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Treasury Officer,

Nakodar.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 676 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Bachna Ram Bhadhi, Complainant in person and Sh. Krishan Kumar, Senior Assistant, O/o The Director Treasury and Accounts on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant’s case is that during the period he was working as Treasury Officer in Nakodar, District Jalandhar, he was entitled to rent free accommodation within the campus of the Tehsil Complex.  According to the Complainant, all officers residing in the Tehsil Complex including the Sub Divisional Officer, Revenue Officer, Tehsildar, Naib-Tehsildar and Treasury Officer were equally entitled to the facility of rent free accommodation.  Such rent free facility was not given to him although it was provided to the other Revenue Officers.  The Complainant demanded information pertaining to the provisions of  Appendix-7 of Punjab CSR Volume I, Part II which specified the category/categories of persons entitled to rent free accommodation.  Such information has not been supplied to the Complainant by the Respondent despite a specific request made in that behalf on 28.08.2006 under the Right to Information Act, 2005. 
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The Respondent on the other hand states that information had been sent by post on 23.11.2006 in response to the demand of the Complainant.  The Complainant states that he did not receive any such communication.  A copy of this communication is delivered to the Complainant by the Respondent in our presence. 



The matter does not, however, end here.  The Complainant demands information regarding guidelines and provisions of the Rules or Instructions whereby Revenue Officers such as Sub Divisional Magistrate and Tehsildar have been allowed rent free accommodation.  



Respondent states before us that this information is to be collected from some other offices. According to Right to Information Act, 2005,  it is not sufficient for the Respondent to merely return the request for information on the ground that it relates to another department.  According to Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005, the Public Authority, to which the application seeking information is made is required to obtain the necessary information form the concerned Public Authority and thereafter deliver the same to the person demanding the information.



The respondent is, therefore, directed to procure the necessary information from the concerned Public Authority and deliver the same to the Complainant within a period of three weeks.


To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.02.2007.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Amarjit Singh,

# 582/3, Khalsa Mohalla,

Patiala





………………......Complainant







Vs.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Treasuries & Accounts Punjab,

SCO.110-111, Sector 17C,

Chandigarh.




 
………………….Respondent

CC No. 702  of 2006 





ORDER


Present Sh. Amarjit Singh, Complainant in person and Sh.Krishan Kumar, Sr. Asstt.  on behalf the Respondent.



This is a matter regarding an alleged theft of Non-Judicial Stamp papers from the Sub Treasury Office Dudhan Sadan, Distt. Patiala in the year 2002 when the complainant was posted as District Treasurer. According to the Complainant, when this theft of Non-Judicial Stamp Papers was detected by him on 15.07.2002, he immediately lodged a First Information Report (FIR) with the local police station. The Complainant demanded to know what action had been taken on his complaint on the same matter sent to Director Treasuries & Accounts Punjab.


Respondent submits that litigation on the said matter is before the Hon’ble High Court where the allegations of misappropriation and missing papers are pending adjudication.


Respondent states that the demand for information made by the Complainant is not clear and, therefore, Respondent is unable to serve it. The
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Complainant states that he would like to know the name of the Stamp vendor who is supposed to have sold the stamp papers which are the subject matter of his Complaint. Respondent states that there is no objection to give him this information, provided that it is demanded as such.



This matter seems to have been brought before us by the Complainant in the mistaken notion that the Right to Information Act would resolve the Complainant’s allegations of misappropriation or theft of Stamp papers. That is not the role of the Commission. We are merely to ensure that information on record with the public authority concerned is made available to the Complainant expeditiously. In the circumstances, there is no denial of information. As a matter of fact, Respondent is prepared to supply even the information, for example, name of the Stamp Vendor etc. over and above what has been demanded earlier. The Complainant is free to approach the Respondent for these details with a specific fresh request.



The Complainant is a handicapped person. He appears to have a grudge that he has been persecuted by the departmental officers.  Even if the grouse of the Complainant is genuine, we can only sympathize with him. It is not possible for us to take any action under the Right to Information Act, 2005 in this regard.  



The instant matter is, therefore, disposed of. The Complainant is free to seek any further information that he wishes as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and the Rules framed thereunder.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2007









(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 Local Govt. Punjab,

SCO.131-132, Juneja Building, Sector 17C,

Chandigarh.




 

…………….Respondent

CC No. 58 of 2006

ORDER



Present none on behalf of the complainant. Sh.Ashwani Kumar, Inspector, Sh.Tejinder Singh, Executive Officer, M.C.Samana and Smt. Gian Kaur, Sr. Asstt. O/o the Director Local Government Punjab on behalf of the Respondent.



This case has been heard by us on three occasions, that is, on 13.7.06, 25.9.06 and 27.11.2006. 

  The Respondent states before us that the entire information available in his office has been supplied to the Complainant by post. He submits that certain information pertaining to the year 1978 is not available on record and, therefore, he is unable to supply the same. Intimation in this behalf has also been sent to the Complainant. 

The matter is disposed of accordingly.

Copies of this Order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
      
 Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 16.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        






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

# 11024., St. 06, 

Partap Nagar, 

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Asstt. Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court.

Chandigarh.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
MR No. 28 of 2006

ORDER
In this case, notice was issued to the Applicant only.  The Applicant, however, is not present.

Perusal of the application dated 20.11.2006 made by the Applicant to the Commission discloses that he is aggrieved by the non disclosure of the criteria followed by the High Court in deciding ‘Early Hearing’ applications.  The office of the High Court vide its letter dated 07.11.2006 had informed the Applicant that for seeking early hearing of his case, he should move the Hon’ble High Court on the Judicial side.

We do not find any infraction of any of the provisions of Right to Information Act, 2005, by the office of the High Court.  

The application is dismissed.  

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















 (Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

# 850, Urban Estate,

Phase-II, Focal Point,

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 386 of 2006
(Alongwith CC NO. 382 of 2006 & AC No. 102 of 2006)

ORDER
Present:
Sh. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia Complainant in person.

Sh. Jasbir Singh, Head Constable O/o Senior Superintendent of Police on behalf of Public Information Officer.



On the last date of hearing that is 13.11.2006, we directed that the Respondent PIO should allow the Complainant to inspect the relevant record and identify the material required by him. 



The Complainant states before us that he visited the office of the Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana on four occasions that is 21st, 22nd, 27th and 28th November 2006. He was, however, not able to obtain the information.  


We find that this matter is being unduly delayed. In view of the plea of the Respondent that some police officers have been recently transferred under orders of the Election Commission of India, we overlook these lapses.  
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We direct that Mr. A.S.Rai, Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana (Public Information Officer) should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on Tuesday that is 30th January 2007 in his office. Mr. A.S.Rai may personally satisfy the Complainant in regard to the delivery of information and also submit the compliance report to the Commission.





To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.02.2007.



An Officer not lower than Sub Inspector of Police to represent the Public Information Officer on the next date of hearing.  

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















 (Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Er. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia,

# 850, Urban Estate,

Phase-II, Focal Point,

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab.

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.




        &

(The Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Local Govt., Punjab and 

Deputy Director, Local Bodies,

Ludhiana)
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 385 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Tarlochan Singh Bhatia Complainant in person.

Sh. Nirmal Singh, Clerk on behalf of Public Information Officer, O/o Deputy Director, Local Bodies, Ludhiana



On the last date of hearing that is 13.11.2006, we had directed that the Public Information Officer, Office of Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab should take a decision on the application of the Complainant demanding information that had been sent to him by the Chief Secretary, Punjab.



The PIO of the Office of Principal Secretary, Local Government, Punjab was directed to decide this request of information on its merits.  We are sorry to note that the PIO (in this case Deputy Director, Local Bodies, Ludhiana) 
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has taken no action on the directions.  No response in fact has been delivered to the complainant.  The Complainant is thus justified in feeling that his rights under Right to Information Act, 2005 have been infringed.                                                                                                           



 In the circumstances, we direct that Sh. Jasbir Singh, Deputy Director, Urban Local Bodies, Ludhiana should personally ensure that the information demanded is delivered to the Complainant immediately.  For this purpose it is directed that the Deputy Director, Local Govt. should give a personal hearing to the complainant on 31st January 2007 at 11:00 am in his office and satisfy him regarding the information that he demands.  



The Deputy Director, Local Government, Ludhiana is also directed to  submit a report of compliance immediately thereafter.  He should ensure that he is present in person before us on the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 20.02.2007 for further proceedings.

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

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

B-34/903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana 141 001, 


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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 139 of 2006

ORDER


None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 



Sh. Zora Singh, Building Inspector on behalf of the Public Information Officer O/o Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



Complainant has sent a request that this matter be adjourned to some other date.  

The request is accepted. To come up on 26.02.2007.

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

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

# 1525/1, Street NO. 33,

Preet Nagar, New Simlapuri,

Ludhiana.



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

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.



   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 92 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, Appellant in person.

Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Inspector O/o Public Information Officer, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

The Complainant alleges that the lower staff of the Office of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has been a party to unauthorised encroachments by certain shopkeepers.  Complainant had demanded information on action taken by the corporation on his complaint regarding encroachments.  The Complainant states that certain encroachments were removed partially in June 2005, but thereafter with the complicity of the Municipal Corporation Officials, the encroachments were allowed to continue and revive.

For expeditious disposal, we direct that Sh. Vikas Partap, Municipal Commissioner, Ludhiana will give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 31.01.2007 at 1100 hours and supply to him the information demanded.  Commissioner, Municipal Corporation would, thereafter, send a compliance report to the Commission.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

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

H.No. 9-R, Model Town,

Ludhiana 141 002.


    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Dr. Jaswant Singh (Public Information Officer),

Joint Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Municipal Corporation Building, Mata Rani Chowk,

Ludhiana








   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 163 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Yogesh Dewan, Complainant in person.

Sh. Zora Singh, Building Inspector on behalf of Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



On the last date of hearing that is 30.10.2006, we had directed that the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana would give a personal hearing to the complainant on 13.11.2006 at 11.00 AM.  The Complainant submits before us that the hearing scheduled for 13.11.2006 could not take place as the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation was busy with some official work of urgent nature.  The Complainant was also not given any fresh date for hearing by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. The Respondent states before us that the Municipal Town Planner, Ludhiana had invited the Complainant on 21.11.2006 but in this meeting, it transpired that the information was still not delivered to the Complainant.



Complainant further states that certain information was sent to him by the Municipal Corporation on 14.12.2006.  He, however, submits that this information is inadequate and not as per his demand.  



This unending dispute regarding information has to be resolved by the Respondent expeditiously.   The ultimate responsibility for this is that of the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.
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 We, therefore, direct that Sh. Vikas Partap, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation should personally hear the complainant and ensure that the information demanded by him is delivered to him forthwith.  



The personal hearing shall be granted to the Complainant by the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana on February 1st 2007 at 11.00 AM in his office.   

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State 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 The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.






   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 38 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person.

Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Law Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.



This case was heard on 30.10.2006. Despite clear directions issued on that day neither has the information demanded by the Complainant been supplied, nor has the Respondent submitted the affidavit he had been directed to submit, nor the annotated report indicating item wise information that has been delivered, the information not delivered and the portions (if any) of the information nor available with the Respondent.  



The Complainant also states that in compliance with the orders of the Commission, he visited the office of the Improvement Trust on several occasions, but he received no co-operation from the office of the Improvement Trust, nor could he obtain the information demanded by him.



We are sorry to note that a simple piece of information that should have been readily available in the Office of the Improvement Trust has not been delivered to the Complainant despite a lapse of 12 months, and despite repeated directions by the Commission.  

Contd…P/2

-2-



We direct that Sh. S.R.Kalra, Chairman, Improvement Trust should give a personal hearing to the complainant on 31.01.2007 at 1100 hours in his office and ensure that the requisite information is supplied.  A compliance report be submitted by Chairman, Improvement Trust to the Commission. 



 The only submission made on behalf of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana before us today is that a number of transfers of the officials working in the Trust have taken place and that the work has been disturbed on account of the pending elections to the State Legislative Assembly.  This matter has been prolonged unduly for a full year.  The reason given by the trust for their failure to supply the information and for not complying with the directions given by the Commission vide its earlier orders is not convincing. 

 

We direct that the PIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing explaining why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 be not imposed on him.

To come up for further proceedings on 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Balbir Aggarwal (President),

Ludhiana Oil Expeller Co-Op House Building Society Ltd.,

Nirankari Street No. 3, G.T.Road, Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana 
.


    ------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive Officer,

Ludhiana Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.






   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 327 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh Balbir Aggarwal, Complainant in person.

Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Law Officer, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.



On the last date of hearing that is 13.11.2006, we had directed that the Complainant will be allowed to inspect the relevant record and information  delivered to him on payment of prescribed fee.  We had also directed that that Public Information Officer should show cause why penalty be not imposed on him for delaying the supply of information.  



Respondent has submitted two letters though his representative today requesting that this matter be adjourned to some date after 13.02.2007 owing to his pre-occupation with election duty.



The plea of election duty standing in the way of delivery of information is specious.  The normal working of the Government and its institutions does not come to a stand still when the elections are announced.  



We, therefore, direct that the Chairman, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 31.01.2007 at 1100 hours and ensure that the information demanded is delivered to him.  
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The Chairman, Improvement Trust should also look into the complaint of Sh. Balbir Aggarwal that he is being harassed by the officials of the Trust by making him visit the office repeatedly and still denying the delivery of information.  
The Chairman, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana would submit a report confirming compliance of these orders. 



The Respondent, Public Information Officer shall submit an affidavit as already directed vide order dated 13.11.2006 showing cause why penalty Under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 be not imposed on him for deliberately delaying the supply of information.

To come up for further proceedings on 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








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. Harpreet Singh, Superintendent of Police on behalf of Public Information Officer, Inspector General of Police, (Headquarter), Punjab.



Respondent prays for a short adjournment to enable him to supply the information. He states that this is to be collected from various sources.



Respondent assures that the information would be delivered to the complainant within 15 days.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 06.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

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

C/o People for Transparency,

Tel. Exchange Road,

Sangrur.


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

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt., Punjab.

Deptt of Information & Technology,

SCO-193-95, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.


   
------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 817 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Ram Minocha, Superintendent Grade-I, is present on behalf of Public Information Officer.



The Complainant has sent a request in writing seeking an adjournment.  

The request is accepted.  Adjourned to 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007











(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

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

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO-20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Special Secretary,
Deptt. of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.



   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 607 of 2006

ORDER
Present:
 Sh. Parminder Singh Grewal, Advocate on behalf of the complainant; Sh. Mam Chand, Superintendent, Home Department on behalf of Public Information Officer O/o Principal Secretary, Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab.



Information demanded relates to the recommendations made by the Ministers and other political leaders in regard to the postings and transfers of Police Officers in the state of Punjab, during the Congress rule and the decisions of the Government on such recommendations.   


As per the complaint dated 05.10.2006, the Complainant had sought the requisite information from Respondent vide application dated 28.08.2006.  His grievance is that despite a period of more than 30 days having expired, the information demanded has not been supplied.  On receipt of the complaint, the response of the PIO was sought by the Commission vide letter dated 13.10.2006.  The Respondent sent his response which was received in the office of the Commission on 28.11.2006.  In this response, the stand taken by the Respondent is “that Government receives number of representations from various quarters including the public representatives and concerned officers for posting and transfers of Government officers and ultimately transfers are made by the competent authority after due consideration of various facts and merits.”


Complainant, however, has expressed his dissatisfaction with the aforesaid statement made by the Respondent and pleads before us that the response of the Department of Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh is vague.  According to him, the factual information demanded has not been supplied.  He pleads that Public Information Officer should be penalised for his default. The complainant urges that either the information should be supplied or if it is to be denied, the Public Information Officer should take a specific plea seeking exemption.



The Respondent states that the information demanded is very voluminous and would take considerable time to compile.  He further states that since elections have been announced and the staff is busy with other work, he would have to take orders at the appropriate level before committing himself to an exact date for the supply of information. 


We grant time up to 22nd January 2007 to enable the Respondent to supply the information pertaining to police officers of the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police and above.  


Adjourned to 22.01.2007 for further proceedings.   
 Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















 (Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner
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:
Sh. Harnek Singh, Complainant in person. 


Ms. Monika Goyal, Advocate and Dr. A.S.Thind Registrar, Punjab Medical Council, Mohali for the Respondent.


As directed by us on the last date of hearing that is 05.12.2006, the Respondent submitted an affidavit on 03.01.2007 stating that he has not deliberately delayed the supply of information and also that he has supplied all the available documents that constitute the Medical Basis for the conclusion reached by the Punjab Medical Council.  He submits that since the delay is not deliberate or intentional, penalty proceedings Under Section 20 of the RTI Act be dropped.

Adjourned to 06.02.2007 for pronouncement of judgment on the question of imposition of penalty Under Section 20 of the RTI Act.  

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007





















 (Surinder Singh)








State 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/ Superintendent,

Internal Vigilance Bureau-cum-

Human rights, Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






   ------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 63 of 2006

ORDER

Present:
Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person.

Sh. Pushp Kumar, Assistant on behalf of Public Information Officer/Superintendent, Internal Vigilance Bureau-cum-Human Rights, Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh, Respondent.



The case of the Complainant is that the information demanded by him pertained to the supply of an enquiry report as well as the statements of witnesses recorded during the course of enquiry.  According to the Complainant, during the said enquiry, 11 persons had appeared as witnesses.  He alleges that he has been delivered copies of statements only of 3 witnesses. On account of this plea taken by the Complainant, we had on an earlier date of hearing that is 01.09.2006 directed that the Additional Director General of Police, Vigilance, Punjab should hold an enquiry into the alleged disappearance of some papers from the record of the enquiry conducted by the Department.  



Pursuant to the aforementioned direction by the Commission, the Respondent has submitted a report dated 20.11.2006 (consisting of two pages) of an enquiry conducted by Sh. Bhupinder Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, IVC, Punjab.  This is a hand written enquiry report.  The report is signed by the Deputy Superintendent of Police.  The finding of this enquiry is that in fact statements of only three witnesses were recorded by Sh. Iqbal Singh, PPS., Superintendent of Police, IVC and that no other statements were recorded.  Even in the affidavit of Sh. Ajaib Singh, Superintendent of Police, the stand taken is that during the course of enquiry statements of only three witnesses were recorded.  
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The Complainant, however, refutes this averment and submits that in fact statements of eleven witnesses were recorded and that the Respondent is deliberately suppressing the truth with some ulterior motive.  



  In these circumstances, it is imperative to ascertain whether, in fact, the Vigilance Bureau had recorded the statements of eleven witnesses (as alleged by the Complainant) or only of three witnesses (as per the case setup by the Respondent).  The copy of the enquiry report which was demanded by the Complainant and has been admittedly supplied to him is not before us.  We will like to scrutinize this report which may throw some light on this contentious issue.  

In view of the foregoing, we direct the Respondent to place on the record of the case, a copy of the enquiry report already supplied to the Complainant.  The Complainant shall be at liberty to file whatever material he wants to for establishing that in fact statements of eleven witnesses had been recorded by the Vigilance Bureau during the enquiry in question.  




The necessary documents be filed within two weeks.  

To come up for further proceedings on 20.02.2007.

     (Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 16.01.2007












(Surinder Singh)








State Information Commissioner

