STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Jaswinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurmej Singh,

R/o # 903, Phase-X,

Mohali.







..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Ropar.







…..Respondent

CC No. 983 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Jaswinder Singh in person.



Sh. Himmat Singh, Leave Reserve Clerk on behalf of Respondent.



On 23.07.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the information relating to the test conducted by the office of the District and Sessions Judge, Ropar for appointment of clerks should be delivered to the Complainant.  We are informed today that some part of the information has been delivered.  PIO office of the District and Sessions Judge, Ropar has communicated the details of assessment in respect of successful candidates.

2.

The Complainant pleads before us today that this is only a partial information.  The following is an extract from the demand for information submitted by the Complainant :- 



“I appeared in the Clerk recruitment test 2006 conducted by the office of District and Sessions Judge, Ropar.  I would like know about the total marks of the written test, my marks in the written test and my position in the merit list for the post of clerk whose result was declared on 19th December, 2006 and Speed of Type test which was held on 6th January, 2007.  I would also like to know about the names and complete address of candidates who passed the written test as well as names and address of candidates who passed in the type test. ”  

3.

The Complainant states that there are certain deficiencies in the information supplied.  Respondent states that the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant in the supply of information shall also be made good.
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4.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 31.10.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent

CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Pritam  Singh on behalf of the Complainant.  



Sh. Parmjeet Singh Parmar, DSP on behalf of the Respondent. 



The origin of this demand for information is a complaint made by one Smt. Ravinder Kaur against her husband Sh. Pritam Singh, (the son of the Complainant) and some other relatives.  Following this complaint, the police had submitted the challan before the court of Chief Judicial Magistrate, Ferozepur.  Even as the proceedings in the court case were in progress, the Complainant in the instant case, who is the father of the main accused in the police case pending trial before the Court, demanded information from the police under the RTI Act, 2005.

2.

The request for information was as under :- 

(i) DSP (D), Ferozepur should give information on the daily progress of the enquiry conducted by him into the allegations made by the Complainant.
(ii) DSP (D), Ferozepur should supply photocopy of the enquiry report prepared by him pursuant to the enquiry.
(iii) Copies of the statement made by persons associated with the enquiry by the DSP during the enquiry proceedings on 26.02.2004, 05.03.2004 and 12.03.2004.
3.

This matter had come up before us on 23.07.2007, but proceedings could not progress on that date as the representative of the Respondent was not conversant with the facts.   We are informed that an affidavit containing the
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information demanded by the Complainant has been sent to him on 08.09.2007.  A copy of this communication of 08.09.20007 alongwith affidavit has been given to the Commission also.  The Complainant states that he would like to have complete record of the progress of enquiry in the case.  He desires to use this material to defend himself in the criminal prosecution pending before the judicial court.

4.

The Respondent states before us, and this is also a part of his affidavit, that no formal enquiry was conducted into the allegations contained in the application made by Sh. Bhagwan Singh and Sh. Pritam Singh. The Respondent states that the police has been working impartially. Complainant informs us that he has not received the letter dated 8th September, 2007 or the affidavit.  We observe that the affidavit is signed by Sh. Gurmeet Singh Superintendent of Police (D) who was earlier the Deputy Superintendent of Police in Ferozepur dealing with the case.  This affidavit is, however, not dated nor has it been attested by any authority.

5.

We direct that photocopy of the affidavit should be supplied to the Complainant.
6.

The Complainant is free to point out any deficiencies in the information contained in the affidavit.

7.

The Commission is not to go into the merits of the allegations and counter allegations in the anti-dowry case.  In order that the matter be resolved expeditiously, we direct further that the SSP, Ferozepur should given a personal hearing to the Complainant.  The SSP, Ferozepur would submit a report after this hearing on the status of the supply of information to the Complainant.  This hearing before the SSP, Ferozepur would take place in his office on any day in the week commencing 22nd October, 2007.

8.

This matter will come up for further proceedings on 31.10.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Sunil Gautam,

# 270-B, Sector 51-A,

Chandigarh.







..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Registrar,

Council of Homoeopathic System of Medicine,

Punjab, SCO 3025-28, Sector 22,

Chandigarh.







..Respondent

CC No. 877 of 2007

ORDER

Present : 
Sh. Sunil Gautam, Complainant in person.


Smt. Usha Kumari, Additional Deputy Registrar on behalf of the Respondent.



On 23.07.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that certain information relating to publication in newspapers regarding enquiry proceedings initiated by the Department against Sh. Sunil Gautam (Complainant in this case) would be obtained by the Respondent from other authorities and delivered to the Complainant on the next date.  Respondent states before us that the complete information as demanded has been sent to the Complainant on 20.08.2007.  Copy of this communication alongwith its enclosures has also been received in the office of the Commission.  Complainant expresses dissatisfaction with the information received by him.  According to the Complainant what he demands is a copy of any publication in the newspaper wherein he has been directed by the enquiry officer to appear on a particular date to join the enquiry proceedings against him.
2.

Respondent states before us that no such notice was issued in the newspapers, nor was it considered necessary.  According to the Respondent several notices had been issued to the Complainant by ordinary as well as by 
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registered post, but all these have come back undelivered showing that the Complainant in the instant case was unwilling to participate in the enquiry proceedings.  

3.

The enquiry officer had, therefore, conducted the proceedings in the absence of the person concerned (Complainant before us today).  According to the Respondent, after the enquiry had been completed, a notice was issued in the newspapers inviting the Complainant in the instant case to collect a copy of the enquiry report/proceedings from the office, if he so desired. 

4.

This Commission is not supposed to go into the procedural issues, infraction of Rules or validity of the enquiry proceedings etc.  Respondent has delivered a copy of public notice published in the Tribune on Saturday, 10th June 2006 which is reproduced herein below:-



“Sh. Sunil Gautam, Suptd. Grade II (U/S) Resident of 270/B, Sector 51-A, Chandigarh is hereby informed through this public notice that a departmental enquiry against him regarding charge sheet dated 12.01.2004 has been concluded by Sh. Jaginder Pal Singh Puri, IAS (Retd.) on the direction of the State Government dated 16.11.2005 as per the decision of the council.  The enquiry officer has submitted his report on 04.05.2006 and the show cause notice dated 09.05.2006 has been served to Sh. Sunil Gautam vide speed post no. EE770606621IN dated 9.05.2006 and through personal messenger also.  Through this public notice, Sh. Sunil Gautam is informed that he is hereby given an opportunity in the interest of justice to give his comments/any reply on the notice/enquiry report by contacting the council office in person on any working day within a week from publication of his notice. ”

5.

According to the Respondent this constitutes the information demanded by the Complainant. Respondent further states that no further information is available on the record.

6.

In these circumstances, whatever information is on record with the Respondent has been duly delivered to the Complainant.

7.

This case is disposed of.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

# 5-C, Phase-I,

Urban Estate, Focal Point,

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Chief Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





…..Respondent

CC No. 723 of 2007

ORDER
Present: 
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant 


Sh. Ashok Kumar, DSP. Vigilance Bureau on behalf of the Respondent.



On 25.07.07, the Respondent had stated that he is prepared to reconsider whether to seek exemption from disclosure of information under section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005.  We had, therefore, adjourned the case for today that is 19.09.2007 to enable the Respondent to do so.  

2.

The Respondent states before us today that he does not wish to take the plea of exemption. Certain information is delivered to the Complainant in our presence. Respondent assures that any further information as demanded in the original request would also be delivered.

3.

In these circumstances, we direct as under:-
(a) That the Complainant would study the information delivered to him today and if he feels that any items in his original demand are not included, he would inform the Respondent accordingly within a period of one week.
(b) That the deficiency, if any, brought out by the Complainant, as indicated above, would be duly made good by the Respondent and he would deliver the remaining information also to the Complainant within a period of three weeks. 
4.
Adjourned to 31.10.07 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, 

Ludhiana.







..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Court Complex,

Ludhiana.







….Respondent

CC No. 687 of 2007

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


On the last date of hearing that is 25.07.07, we had directed that the demand of the Complainant for information would be duly considered by the District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana. It had been submitted on behalf of the Respondent at that time that the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana had not as yet notified the Rules for appointment of PIO etc. in the District Courts and subordinate courts. It now transpires that the Rules by the Hon’ble High court of Punjab & Haryana have been duly framed and the PIOs have been appointed. The Public Information Officer, office of the District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana, has informed us (on 06.09.07) that the requisite information has been sent to the Superintendent, Central Jail, Ludhiana with a direction to  deliver the same to the under-trial Satnam Singh, Complainant in this case.

2.

The demand for information has, therefore, been met. This case is closed and disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

Petronet LNG Limited,

World Trade Centre, First Floor,

Babar Road, Barakhamaba Lane,

New Delhi-110 001.




……..………......Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise Taxation Commissioner,

Deptt. of Excise & Taxation, Pb.,

Patiala.





………………….Respondent
CC No. 63 & 1082 of  2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Natha Ram, ETO on behalf of the Respondent.  



On 25.07.07, the last date of hearing, the Respondent had assured us that he was prepared to deliver all items of information which may be identified and specified by the Complainant. As the Complainant was not present, 15 days’ time was granted to him to supply a comprehensive list of items of information that were not delivered.  
2.

Respondent states before us today that he had received certain communications from the Complainant in respect of both these cases (CC-63 & 1082/2007). Respondent further states that he has no information over and above which has already been supplied. 
3

Despite opportunity, the Complainant is not present before us today.  He was also not present on the last date of hearing that is 25th July 2007. 
4

This matter relates to a matrimonial dispute leading to anti-dowry proceedings in various Courts. The information demanded relates to sales tax paid on items alleged to have been given in dowry. We would not like the public time of the Department of Excise & Taxation to be wasted in such matters. In any case, the Complainant is also not serious in pursuing this matter any further.  Information in question has been delivered to the extent it was available on the records in the Department. 
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5.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp. Fauji Dhaba,

Dugri Road, P.O. Millerganj,

Ludhiana.





……………..Complainant.





Vs
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer, Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.





……………....Respondent

MR-10 of 2007

In CC No. 804  of 2006 

Present : 
Sh. Dinesh Berry, Complainant in person. 



Sh. Harinder Singh Public Relation Officer, Improvement Trust, 


Ludhiana on
behalf of the Respondent.



On 08.08.07, we had taken up this matter as a Miscellaneous Reference wherein Sh. Dinesh  Berry, Complainant,  had sought  re-opening of the matter that had already been disposed of on 12.03.07. On the submission of the Complainant, we had re-opened this case and restored CC-No.804/2006 for a fresh hearing. 
2.

After hearing the Complainant, we had directed the Respondent to supply the information demanded under intimation to the Commission. Respondent states before us today that he has brought the information in question.  He delivered the same to the Complainant in our presence. Complainant wishes to study the information delivered to him. 

3.

The matter will come up for further proceedings on 31.10.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
        SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Surinder Pal (Advocate),

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

First Floor, Lawyers’ Complex,

Distt. Courts, Ludhiana.


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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 






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

CC No. 113 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of Complainant.
Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent. 


Vide our order dated 27.08.2007, we had held that the Complainant was not entitled to delivery of information free of charge. 
2.

The case regarding supply of information was fixed for hearing for today that is 19.09.07. We have received a letter sent by fax by the Complainant Sh. Surinder Pal, in which he has stated that the matter had been discussed by him with the Respondent, PIO on 17.09.07. Complainant states that during the discussion it transpired that the information in question was voluminous. Complainant informs that both he and the PIO concerned had agreed that the information in question would be delivered within 30-35 days. Respondent states before us today that 90% of the demand for information has been duly met.  According to him, the remaining part of information would also be delivered to the Complainant as expeditiously as possible. 
3.

In these circumstances, there is no necessity to continue the proceedings any further.  The matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Mrs. Jameela 

W/o Prof. Mohd. Saleem

# 2536-A-1, Odhla,  Mohalla Phool Chakkar, 

 Ropar 140001.



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

O/o Administrative Officer,

Pb. State Wakf Board, 

SCO 1062-63, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh & others.

   
------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 516 of 2007

ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Mohd. Bashir, Estate Officer, Ropar, Punjab Wakf Board on behalf 


of the Respondent.  

This case had been heard by us on 13.06.07 and again on 08.08.07. On 13.06.07, we had directed that the following steps be taken:
(a) “Respondent will supply to the Complainant a copy of the list of all properties as appearing on the official record of the Wakf Board within two days.
(b) Complainant will visit the office of the Respondent at Ropar within a week. He would identify the items of information required by him.
(c) Complainant would make payment for the documents that he demands.
(d) Respondent would deliver the relevant copies to the Complainant immediately thereafter that is within 15 days.”
2.

Respondent states before us that he had supplied all information as available in the official records of the Wakf Board on 14th June 2007. Respondent also states that thereafter the Complainant did not visit the office of the Respondent.

3.

On 08.08.07, this matter had to be adjourned since neither of the parties was present.  We find today that the Complainant is again not present. In 
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these circumstances, it is presumed that the Complainant is satisfied with the material that has been supplied to her. 
4.

This matter is, therefore, disposed of and closed.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Janak Garg,

W/o Late Sh. C.D.Jindal,

# 112,. Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala.




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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (General),

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 173 of 2007

ORDER

Present : 
Smt. Janak Garg, Complainant in person.


 Sh. Shavinder Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



On 08.08.07, we had directed that the Complainant should point out in writing the deficiencies that existed in the information supplied to her. The Respondent was directed to give his response to any such submission by the Complainant.   
2.

Respondent submits before us a reply sent to the Complainant on 15.09.2007, wherein the Respondent has stated that the information in question cannot be supplied as it is exempt under Rule 4 of the High Court of Punjab & Haryana, (Right to Information) Rules, 2007. In this communication, the Complainant is also informed that she could file an appeal before the Appellate Authority against this order, if she so desires. It has been disclosed in this letter of 15.09.2007, that the Appellate Authority is the Registrar (Administration) Punjab & Haryana High Court.  The Respondent is directed to supply a copy of the High Court of Punjab & Haryana, (Right to Information) Rules 2007 to the complainant immediately.
3.

In view of the foregoing, we dispose of this matter with the observation that the Complainant may, if she so desires, prefer an appeal before 
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the Appellate Authority designated as such vide the High Court of Punjab & Haryana, (Right to Information) Rules 2007, challenging the order of the PIO, declining her request for information.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Dilbag Singh,

Village Baina Pur, P.O., Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.


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

Public Information Officer,

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

Jalandhar. 






        ---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 100 of 2007

ORDER

Present : 
Sh. Dilbag Singh, Appellant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.  


On the last date of hearing that is 08.08.2007, we had been informed by the District & Sessions Judge, Jalandhar that he was seeking necessary guidelines for the appointment of PIO in his office for supplying the requisite information. He had requested that a period of 15 days granted for the appointment of PIO be extended by two months. The matter was, accordingly, adjourned to 19.09.2007.

2.

Appellant states before us today that he has still not been supplied the information in question.

3.

We observe that subsequent to the last date of hearing, the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana has framed the High Court of Punjab & Haryana, (Right to Information) Rules 2007.  PIOs have also been appointed in all the districts.

4.

In view of the fact that the necessary Rules have been framed by the Hon’ble High Court, the PIO of the office of the District and Sessions Judge, Jalandhar is directed to supply the information in terms of our order dated 4th July, 2007 within a period of 15 days.   

5.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 31.10.07. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007









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







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

267B, Model Town Extension,

Ludhiana-141003


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

 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o District and Sessions Judge,

New Court Complex, Mini Sectt.,

Ludhiana. 






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 266 of 2007

ORDER

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



Subsequent to the last date of hearing, on 01.09.07, the PIO office of District & Sessions Judge, Ludhiana had responded to the request for information of the Complainant, endorsing a copy to the Commission.  In this communication of 01.09.07, it was stated that the requisite information is readily available with the Respondent. The Complainant was advised to collect the information after disposing the requisite fee.

2.

No further action in the matter, thus, required.  The matter is disposed of and closed.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

#3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




………….. Complainant.

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh & others.


 
……………... Respondent

CC No.  278 of 2007 & CC 444 of 2007
                                         & 297/2007 & AC-191/2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant in person.
Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of PIO, DGP Punjab.

 
Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent on behalf of PIO , D.C. Ludhiana, Dr. Pardeep Sharma, Medical officer on behalf of PIO office of Civil surgeon, Ludhiana.



On 08.08.07, the last date of hearing, Respondent had informed us that complete information in regard to institutions granting degrees and diplomas in electro homoeopathy was being collected by the office of the DGP, Punjab from all the Districts. Respondent states before us today that the complete information has since been delivered by post to the Complainant on 07.09.07. The Complainant points out before us that certain deficiencies still exist. A copy of his communication listing these deficiencies is brought on our record and is also delivered to the Respondent in our presence.
2.

According to the Complainant, the information delivered to him is signed by Sh. Chander Shekhar, IPS, Additional Director General of Police, Law & Orders. This communication from Sh. Chander Shekhar is undated and unnumbered. The Complainant states that a list of the deficiencies has been sent to the Respondent by speed post. He delivers a copy of the same to the Respondent before us today.
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Respondent is directed to look into the deficiencies pointed out and deliver whatever information still remains to be supplied.  
4.

The Respondent offers the Complainant to inspect all the relevant files in his office and to identify and collect whatever material he desires. In these circumstances, we direct as under:-
(a) That in the light of deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant, Respondent will deliver any items that still remain within a period of one month. 
(b) That the Respondent will permit the Complainant to inspect the record in his office and deliver whatever information he identifies within a period of one month. 
(c) That the PIO Civil Surgeon , Ludhiana would make a categorical statement before us indicating what action was taken by the Civil Surgeon in pursuance of the DC’s directions under reference before the next date of hearing.
(d) That the PIO, D.C. Ludhiana will make good the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant/Appellant in the list supplied to him within a period of one month.
(e) That the PIO, Director Health Services of Punjab should also supply the information that is available in his office within a period of one month.
5.

On behalf of Civil Surgeon Ludhiana, it is stated before us today that no record is maintained in the Civil Surgeon’s office regarding any institutions offering courses in electro homoeopathy within the District and as such, the Civil Surgeon’s office is unable to respond except to state that no such information exists.
6.

Complainant insists that certain instructions relating to institutions teaching electro homoeopathy had been issued by the D.C., Ludhiana and these had been forwarded by the Civil Surgeon’s office to various medical authorities in the State. The Complainant desires to know what follow up action was actually taken when these instructions were circulated. Respondent states that beyond the circulation of the instructions received  from the D.C., no further action was 
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taken by the Civil Surgeon’s office. On behalf of D.C., Ludhiana, it is submitted that complete information as demanded by the Complainant has been delivered to him.

7.

This order covers CC-444/07,297/07 & AC-191/07 in which different Public Authorities of the State Government have been arraigned as parties.  
8.

Adjourned to 31.10.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.    
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB



   S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Dr. Daisy Walia,

# 2-A, Gurudwara Moti Bagh Colony,

Patiala


.




…….Complainant.






Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.







……..Respondent





CC No. 291 of 2007






ORDER 
Present :  
None is present on behalf of Complainant. 


Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate on behalf of Respondent. 


Vide our order dated 27.08.2007, we had directed that information under item no. (ix) of the request by the Complainant should be supplied to her. We had also directed that the Respondent should show cause why he may not be penalized for the failure to supply the information in time.

2.

On 13.09.07, that is subsequent to the last date of hearing, PIO office of Registrar  Punjabi university, Patiala, sent his reply to the show cause notice as contained in our order dated 27.08.2007 making the following submissions.:-
(a) That the Administrative Committee of the Department of Dance had not recommended any list of experts for making the selections.

(b) That in the light of the above, no list exists and, thus, cannot be supplied.
(c) That the Respondent had at no time denied information and the delay, if any, was not wilful.  
3.
    A decision on the question of imposition of penalty is reserved. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 19.09.2007








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







   State Information Commissioner

