STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Surinder Pal Advocate,

H.No.539/112/3, Street No.1E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shiv Puri Road,

Ludhiana-141007 (Pb).




……......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana.


Law Bhawan, Dakshin Marg, Sector 37-A,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No.158 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Sh.Surinder Pal Avocate complainant in person.



Sh.Malkit Singh, Supdt. on behalf of PIO, Bar Council of Punjab & 


Haryana.



The Commission has received a copy of order  dated 12.12.2006 of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana staying further proceedings in this matter until further orders. 

2.
A submission was made before the High Court that the Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana being a multi-State body is amenable to the jurisdiction of the Central Information Commission under the Right to Information Act 2005.


3.
The matter is adjourned sine die to await the final decision by the High Court.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lawyes for Social Action,
Ludhiana Chapter, 
H.No.539/112/3, Street No.1E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shiv Puri Road,

Ludhiana-141007 (Pb).







…………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o The Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mini Secretariat, 

Ludhiana-141 001.





………….Respondent

AC No.83 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Sh.Surinder Pal Avocate  on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh.Nachhattar Singh, Asstt. Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent.



The representative of the Respondent submits a 13-page document containing the details of information that he says have been demanded from the PIO. 
2. This document is delivered to the Appellant in our presence. 
3. The representative of the Respondent has also submitted an Affidavit of the Respondent PIO, SSP Ludhiana which is taken on record. The Appellant wishes to study the contents in detail before he can confirm that the information demanded has been given to him.


4.
To come up for further hearing on 12.03.2007.


5.
Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lawyes for Social Action,

Ludhiana Chapter, 

H.No.539/112/3, Street No.1E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shiv Puri Road,

Ludhiana-141007 (Pb).




…………......Appellant







Vs.

 State Public Information Officer

o/o Ludhiana Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana






………….Respondent

AC No. 08 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh.Surinder Pal Avocate  on behalf of the Appellant.



Dr. Charanjit Uppal, Health Officer on behalf of PIO, Ludhiana 


Municipal Corporation.


On the last date of hearing, we had directed that Ludhiana Municipal Corporation should complete the Study on the functioning of the Mohalla Sanitation Committees. It was expected that the information in proper form demanded by the Appellant would flow from the Study itself. We had observed that the existing systems in Ludhiana Municipal Corporation appeared to be deficient and were unable to provide material that would answer demands of the Appellant.


2.
Respondent states before us that the Study is in progress. He expects the final report of the Study to be ready within the next 10-15 days. He seeks time for completing this Study and submitting the same.


3.
It should be ensured that the information demanded by the Appellant in the form that he demands be delivered to him within a period of 15 days that is by 08.02.2007. The Respondent will submit to the Commission a copy of the report of the Study including the systemic improvements for future.


4.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.03.2007.


5.
Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




      
  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Ramesh Kumar Gupta (Advocate).

Cinema Building, Kapurthala.







…………......Complainant







Vs.
 State Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal,

Hindu Kanya College,

Kapurthala





………….Respondent

CC No. 534 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
None is present  on behalf of the complainant. Sh.Chanderhaas, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.

Respondent produces before us an order of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana dated 08.01.2007 whereby proceedings in this matter have been stayed. A copy of this order is brought on record.

In view of this the matter is adjourned sine die.

Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




        State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Gunraj Singh Saini,

Ex.Hony.Wildlife Warden,

Afghan Road,Hoshiarpur.







…………......Complainant







Vs.

State Public Information Officer

o/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Hoshiarpur and another.




………….Respondent

CC No. 290 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
None is present  on behalf of the Complainant.


On the last date of hearing, that is, 05.12.2006, we had been informed that the information in question had been duly supplied to the Complainant. We had directed that in case the complainant is not satisfied, he would be free to make his submissions before the Commission on the next date of hearing, that is, today. Respondent was not required to be present.



Since the complainant is not present, it is presumed that he is satisfied with the information that has been supplied to him. 



The matter is accordingly closed and disposed of.

Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




       

 Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Bachna Ram Bhadhi,

Treasury Officer (Retd.),

Ashok Vihar Colony, Nakodar,

District Jalandhar.




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

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala




    ………………….Respondent

AC No. 127  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
  Sh. Bachna Ram Bhadhi Appellant in person.



 Sh. H.S.Sodhi, Superintendent Grade-I, Punjab Public Service 


Commission, Patiala on behalf of the Respondent.


1.
Appellant, a retired Treasury Officer, Department of Finance and Accounts, Punjab had sought the following information from the Public Information Officer O/o the Punjab Public Service Commission, Patiala.

i) Requests sent by the Government for recruitment to the Posts of District Treasury Officers in the period from 1979 to 1999.

ii) Advertisements issued by the Commission inviting applications for these posts.

iii) Recommendations of the Commission sent to the Government for appointment to the posts of District Treasury Officers in the year 1981 to 2002.

iv) Details of marks obtained by the Appellant in written examinations for the post of District Treasury Officers for the years 1980 to 2000.


2.
Respondent states that information in regard to item No 1, 2 and 3 above has already been supplied to the Appellant. In respect of item No. 4, that is detail of marks obtained by the Appellant in various examinations, Respondent states that this is an old record and efforts are being made to trace it.  He further states that the record in question is held by various branches and that is why 
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more time is being taken to trace it. 


3.
 Respondent has requested for a period of one month in order to locate the record and deliver the same to the Appellant.  He assures that the relevant record would be delivered to the Appellant within a month.  


4.
To come up for further proceedings on 20.02.2007.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

116, Industrial Area,

Ludhiana.





…………......Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana,

 



  ………………….Respondent

CC No. 335  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
 None is present of behalf of the Complainant.



 Sh. Nachhattar Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector of Police on 



 behalf of the Respondent



The information demanded by the Complainant relates to FIR No. 193 filed again him, at Sarabha Nagar Police Station on 09.06.2003.  The information demanded is ‘detailed report of the enquiry, Notings on the file pertaining to this enquiry and Action taken report on the matter’.  


2.
Respondent states that he has already intimated the Commission on 09.11.2006 that this case is pending before the Judicial Court for a final decision.  The entire record pertaining to the enquiry is attached with the Judicial File.


3.
Respondent is, however, unaware about the final disposal of the case by the Judicial Court.  Respondent states that he had invited the Complainant to visit his office in regard to the payment of fee etc. for the information demanded.  According to the Respondent, the Complainant had refused to entertain the messenger sent to him for this purpose.
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4.
 Since the Complainant is not present today, it is not possible for us to adjudicate upon this matter any further. The case is, therefore, adjourned to 12.03.2007 for further proceedings.  


5.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties and the Complainant be intimated that in case he does not put in appearance before the Commission on the next date of hearing, the matter would be finally disposed of in his absence.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

338, Phase 6, Mohali




…………......Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o General Manager,

Punjab State Cooperative Bank,

SCO 175-187, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.





  ………………….Respondent

CC No. 436  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 

Sh. Uddam Singh, General Manager, Pb. State Cooperative Bank 
on behalf of the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 05.12.2006, it was reported to us that 234 pages of information were supplied to the Complainant.  The matter was adjourned to enable the Complainant to satisfy himself about the contents of the information supplied to him.  

2.
In view of the absence of the Complainant, and the fact that he has not commented on the material supplied to him, it is presumed that the information as demanded in his original request has been satisfactorily delivered. 


3.
This matter is disposed of.  

4.
Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State 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 Mandi,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.






…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o  Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, Sirhind Mandi,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.




     ………….Respondent

CC No.507 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh. G.C.Swadeshi Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



We are surprised to observe that despite a clear direction on 05.12.2006 to the Director Local Government, PIO O/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Sirhind Mandi, District Fatehgarh Sahib has failed to appear before the Commission at today’s date of hearing. 



2.
We, however, would not like to take ex-parte decision.  One more opportunity is given to the Public Information Officer to be present in person.  Principal Secretary, Local Govt. as well as Director Local Govt. are directed to ensure that the Respondent PIO is present before the Commission on the next date of hearing that is 20.02.2007.  If PIO is not present on the next date of hearing, it would be presumed that he has deliberately failed to furnish the information and action Under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 would be initiated against the PIO.  

3.
Since undue delay has already taken place, the information in question shall be supplied free of cost.  
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4.
Adjourned to 20.02.2007 for further proceedings. Copies of the order be sent to the parties, the Principal Secretary, Local Govt. Punjab and the Director Local Govt., Punjab.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lt. Col. Anil Kabotra,

#180, Sector 8, 

Panchkula.






…………......Complainant







Vs.

1. State Public Information Officer,

 O/o Director General Police, Punjab.

2. Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate,

Gurdaspur. 





     ………….Respondent

CC No.633 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Lt. Col. Anil Kabotra, Complainant in person.



Sh. Harpreet Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police, Litigation on 


behalf of the Respondent no. 1.


On the last date of hearing, it was observed that the information demanded by the Complainant had been supplied, although after considerable delay.  Complainant had prayed that penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, be imposed for delay in the supply of information and also that the Complainant be compensated for the detriment suffered by him in his efforts to obtain information.

2.
The Complainant, however, admits that the Police Department has been extremely co-operative and positive.  He states before us that he withdraws his demand for the imposition of penalty upon the PIO and award of compensation.    
3.
This matter is disposed of.  

4.
Copies of this order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sanjay Haryan,

103, Krishna Chambers,

59, New Marine Lines,

Mumbai 20.






…………......Appellant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o  Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

AC No.48 of 2006 





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



Sh.Nachhattar Singh, Asstt. Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent.


Respondent PIO Sh. A.S.Rai, IPS, Senior Superintendent of Police, submits an affidavit to the effect that the certain information in respect of Sh. Satnam Singh and Sh. Nachhattar Singh demanded by the Appellant has been duly delivered to him on 27.12.2006, 05.01.2007 and 19.01.2007.
Copies of receipts of the two pieces of information are attached.


2.
On the last date of hearing, we had directed that the information in question be supplied to the Appellant, and that the Police Department should allow the Appellant to examine the file relating to the information demanded.  

3.
This matter is disposed of.  

4.
Copies of this order be sent to both the parties
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr.Reet Mohinder Singh,
# 5638, Sector 38(West),
Chandigarh







…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

o/o  Principal, SCD Govt. College,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No.360 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Dr.Reet Mahinder Singh complainant in person.



Sh.Gian Singh, Sr. Lab. Asstt. on behalf of PIO, Principal SCD 


College, Ludhiana.



Complainant states before us that the information demanded by him has been received from the Accountant General Punjab. The same has been endorsed  to him by the Principal of SCD Govt. College, Ludhiana.


2.
The matter is accordingly disposed of and closed.


3.
We are happy that the Right to Information Act has assisted the complainant in this case.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh)
         
        




 

State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Lt. Col Naresh Kuamr Ghai,

205-B, Model Town Extn,

Ludhiana.





…………......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,
Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No.530 of 2006 





ORDER

Present : 
Lt. Col Naresh Kumar Ghai, Complainant in person.



Dr. Charanjeet Uppal, Health Officer, Municipal Corporation, 



Ludhiana on 
behalf of the Respondent.



On 12.12.2006, we had directed that the information listed by the Complainant in Annexure-I be also supplied to him within a period of 3 weeks.  It was also directed that the Respondent PIO Sh. A.K.Bajaj, Joint Municipal Commissioner should show cause by way of an affidavit why penalty under Section 20, RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed on him and also why the Complainant be not awarded compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him on account of the non-supply of information.  


2.
 We observe that the Respondent has failed to comply with any of the directions mentioned hereinabove.  The representative of the Respondent states that the PIO Sh. Bajaj has suffered a bereavement recently, to wit the death of his mother, and that is why he could not comply with the directions given as per order dated 12.12.2006.  

3.
In view of the clear infringement of the directions contained in the order dated 12.12.2006, we should normally have taken a final decision on penalty and compensation this very day.  In view of the bereavement mentioned by the Respondent, however, we take a lenient view and allow one last opportunity to the Respondent to supply the information and also to submit an 
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affidavit as directed in order dated 12.12.2006.   The affidavit should also indicate the date on which the mother of the Respondent expired and the dates on which he remained absent from office following the death of his mother. 

4.
Arguments regarding the imposition of penalty upon the Respondent as well as the award of compensation to the Complainant for the loss and detriment allegedly suffered by him shall be heard on the next date of hearing.  


5.
To come up for further proceedings on 06.02.2007. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura,

Retd. Lecturer,

VPO Sidhwan Bet,

District Ludhiana.





……......Complainant






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Joint Director, Vigilance Bureau, Pb.,

SCO 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 521 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh.Sham Lal on behalf of Sh. Kuldip Kumar Kaura, Complainant.


Sh. Des Raj on behalf of the Respondent.


Respondent assures the Complainant in our presence that the entire information demanded will be supplied before the next date of hearing.  The Complainant is satisfied with this assurance. 

2.
 Information be delivered to the Complainant within 15 days.  


3.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.03.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Varinder Kumar,

S/o L. Som Nath, 2882/8,

Cinema Road,

Sirhind – 140 406.





……......Complainant






Vs.

The Director-cum-Public Information Officer

Information Technology Department, Punjab.

SCO No. 193-95, Sector 34-A, 

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No. 93 of 2006 





ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Manohar Lal, Senior Assistant, Department of Information 


Technology.



Smt. Amarjeet, Deputy Director, Institutional Finance and Banking.


Smt. Kamaljeet Kaur, Employment Officer, Department of 



Employment.



Smt. Shukantala, Superintendent Department of Social Security 


Women & Child Welfare.


The instant case demonstrates the inability and unwillingness of the various Departments of the Government/Public Authorities to appropriately comprehend and comply with the purport and import of the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  This results in the simple requests for information being enmeshed in the cobweb of unnecessary procedural complications.

2.
Today representation has been made before us on behalf of the Departments of Information Technology, Institutional Finance & Banking, Employment and Social Security, Women & Child Welfare.

3.
As per the representative of the Department of Information Technology, on the receipt of the request for information by the Department, necessary directions were issued to the concerned Directorates/Public Authorities asking them to deliver the information to the Complainant expeditiously.  These Directorates/Public Authorities were also instructed to attend the hearings before the Information Commission.
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4.
The representative of the Department of Institutional Finance & Banking states that the information demanded does not relate to them at all and that intimation in this behalf has been sent to the Complainant as well.  


5.
The representative of the Department of Employment has also taken the stand that the information in question does not relate to it and that both the Complainant as well as the Department of Information Technology have been intimated about it.  


6.
The representative of the Department of Social Security, Women & Child Welfare admits that the matter relates to them.  He further states that the information demanded by the Complainant was compiled and thereafter sent to the Department of Information Technology.   According to him, the Department of I.T. refused to accept the same.  He submits that owing to the failure on the part of the Department of I.T. to accept the information sent to it by the Department of Social Security, Women and Child Welfare, the Complainant has not been able to obtain the information demanded by him.  He, however, has not given any explanation as to why the Department of Social Security, Women & Child Welfare did not send the information compiled by it to the Complainant directly.  We have also not been apprised by the Department of Information Technology the reasons for not accepting the information compiled by the Department of Social Security, Women and Child Welfare for further delivery to the Complainant.  

7.
Today the Complainant is not present at the hearing.  In fact he had written to the Commission on 18.08.2006 that he was not in a position to attend the hearings fixed by the Commission in the case as he was unable to bear the costs of travel etc. in this regard.  He desired that the case be decided on merits in his absence. 

8.
In addition to the supply of information, this case also throws up certain issues of vital importance in relation to the co-ordination (or the lack of it) among the various Departments/Instrumentalities of the State Government in the matter of dealing with and processing the requests for information, especially where the information demanded relates more appropriately to a Department/s other than the Department to whom the application for information has been made.  We shall deal with these two aspects seriatum.   
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9.
Firstly, we take up the question regarding the supply of information to the Complainant.  The representative of the Department of Social Security Women and Child Welfare states that he has brought the information with him today for delivering the same to the Complainant.  Since the Complainant is not present, the information in question cannot be delivered to him today before the Bench.  We, therefore, direct that the PIO of the Department of Social Security, Women and Child Welfare shall cause the information to be delivered to the Complainant by post.  As the Complainant appears to be a person below the poverty line, the information be supplied to him free of cost.  

10.
We now take up the issue regarding the need for the Government to evolve clear and efficacious systems for dealing with and processing the requests for information received in its various Departments/Public Authorities.  Even where the application is received by a Department/Public Authority not directly in possession of the information demanded, it should not consider itself absolved of its responsibility on the specious plea that the information seeker has knocked at the wrong door.  The concerned authorities in the Departments should be adequately sensitized in this regard, through necessary guidelines and also through training programmes wherever necessary.  The spirit and the object of Sub-Section (3) of Section 6 should at all times be kept in view.  Sincere efforts should be made by the functionaries receiving requests for information to extend all possible help and assistance to the information seeker.  In case it is found that the information relates to some other Department, the Officer/Official of the Department to whom the request has been sent shall take all possible steps to forward the request to the concerned Department/s and also ensure that the information demanded is supplied by the said Department to the information seeker.  This approach is even more desirable where the request is received in the head office and the information is actually in possession of the branch office.  It also will not be inapposite that the Department to whom the application for information is made causes the information to be collected from the concerned Department and deliver the same to the information seeker.   
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11.
We have made the observations hereinabove in the fond hope that the administrative machinery in the State recognizes that it has been set up for the welfare of the people.  Ultimately, public interest should guide the manner in which the Governmental Institutions function. Public functionaries must at all times consider themselves answerable to the common man.                                                                                                                                                                                                 

12.
The matter is disposed of.  
13
Copies of this order be sent to the parties as also to the Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab and the Principal Secy. Department of Information Technology so that necessary systemic improvements/innovations are undertaken/evolved and the Government machinery is adequately energized and made sensitive to the rights of the Citizens.  It must be recognized that the Right to Information Act, 2005 is a progressive piece of legislation brought about to promote transparency and accountability in the functioning of the Government with a view to hold the Government and its instrumentalities accountable to the people. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raghbir Singh,

1200, Phase 3-B II,

Mohali.






   ……......Appellant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Secretary (Personnel),

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No. 52 of 2006 





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



Smt. Prem Lata Joshi, Superintendent Grade-II, on behalf of the 


Respondent.



The Appellant has vide his application dated 19.01.2007 intimated that he shall not be able to attend the hearing on 22.01.2007 that is today for the reason that he has to attend OPD in the PGI in connection with his ailment.  
2.
In view of the above, it would be appropriate that this matter is adjourned for hearing to some other date.

3.
Adjourned to 12.03.2007. Copies of the order sent to the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Avinash Rai Khanna,
Member Parliament,

Una Road, Hoshiarpur,

Mobile NO. 09868180329




   ……......Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Local Govt.,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh & others.

………….Respondent

CC No. 828 of 2006 





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



Sh. H.K. Karkra, Superintendent, Local Govt. Punjab Social 



Security,  on behalf of the Respondent.


Respondent states that entire information in relation to the controversial City Centre Scheme of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana has been duly sent by post to the Complainant Sh. Avinash Rai Khanna on 11.01.2007



The matter is disposed of accordingly.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp. Fauji Dhaba,

Durgi Road, P.O. Millerganj,

Ludhiana.






   ……......Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.






………….Respondent

CC No. 804 of 2006 





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



Since this is the first hearing, another opportunity is afforded to the Respondent to put in appearance and give his response.  



To come up on 12.03.2007 for further proceedings.

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.




…………......Complainant

Vs.
State of Punjab through 
The Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh.

                ………………….Respondent

CC No. 70  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Hitender Jain Complainant in person.
Sh. Manohar Lal, Official of the Department of Information 
Technology on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent submits a letter from the Deptt. of Information Technology, Govt. of Punjab addressed to the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab. Paragraphs 2 and 3 of this letter are as under:-
“            2. 
In this connection, it is submitted that the complaint filed by Sh. Hitender Jain is in the nature of suggestions for the State Government.  A number of suggestions have already been implemented with the revision of fee structure by the State Government and modifications of the rules made under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

                       
 3.
Regarding other suggestions, the complainant may kindly be advised to approach the State Government with his further suggestions and the State Government will process the suggestions as given by him and suitable decision taken in public interest wherever required.”

2.
The Complainant states that State Government is not serious about the implementation of Right to Information Act, 2005.  According to him, the averments made in his Complaint have already been intimated to the State Govt. more than one year earlier, but no action has been taken by the State Govt.
Contd….P/2
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Complainant sates that it was in view of inaction by the State Govt. that he has come before the Commission by way of the instant complaint.


3.
The issue herein is whether the violations of the RTI Act, 2005 as alleged by the Complainant in this case can be taken cognisance of by the Commission on the Judicial side or whether as per the response of the State Government, these are merely suggestions on the matters of Administration for which the Complainant should approach the Government.  

4.
In view of the vital nature of the issue in question we request        Mr. B.M. Lal, Advocate, to assist the Commission as amicus curiae in the instant case.  

5.
A copy of the response has been given to the Complainant as well as amicus curiae. 

6.
To come up for further proceedings on 12.03.2007  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

C/o Resurgence India,

B-34/903, Chander Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.




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

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Sectt., Chandigarh.


    ………………….Respondent

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

 None is present on behalf of the Respondent.




This case was heard on 27.11.2006.  On that day directions had been issued to the PIO Department of Home Affairs and Justice that information in regard to paras (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) in the order be supplied to the Appellant.  In the same order, we had observed that the demand of the Appellant for imposition of penalty on the PIO for concealing and denying information would be settled on 23.01.2007 that is the date of hearing today.


2.
Appellant submits that the Respondent is defying the clear directions of the Commission repeatedly.  He points out that in the instant case, of the four hearings requiring the Respondent’s presence, he was present only on one of those.  Appellant also points out that this matter is pending with the Respondent for more than a year and still the information has not been supplied.


3.
The matter is important enough to require the delivery of information immediately. We would, however, not like to impose the penalty on the PIO department of Home Affairs and Justice U/s 20 RTI Act, 2005, in ab sentia.

Contd…P/2
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4.
  We, therefore, afford another opportunity to the PIO Department of Home Affairs and Justice to be present in person before the Commission on the next date of hearing that is 06.02.2007 and show cause why penalty U/s 20 of RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed on him. It is also made clear that in case the PIO does not appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing, we shall be constrained to pronounce upon the question of imposition of penalty in his absence.  

5.
The Public Information Officer, Department of Home Affairs and Justice is also directed  to bring with him all the documents which are required to be delivered to the Appellant by way of information on the next date of hearing.  



6.
Adjourned to 06.02.2007.  Copies of this order be sent to the Appellant, PIO Deptt of Home Affairs and Justice as also to the PIO O/o Chief Secretary, Govt. of Punjab.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri,

Chairman, Punjab Services Anti-Corruption Council, 

House No. 2481, Sector 65,

Mohali. (Pb.)






   ……......Complainant 






Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary,

Irrigation Department Punjab.



………….Respondent

CC No. 102 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri, Complainant in person.


Sh. Samir Kumar, Special Secretary Irrigation on behalf of the Respondent.



In his affidavit dated 19.01.2007, the Respondent states that certain portion of information which had not been supplied earlier, is now contained in the affidavit itself.   The affidavit, according to him, contains information that might not have been delivered to the Complainant as per his request.


2.
The Respondent states that in view of the above, the entire information demanded by the Complainant stands delivered.  The Complainant, however, disputes this position.  

3.
In order to ensure that the Complainant has full access to the information over and above what has already been supplied, we direct that the PIO should allow the Complainant to inspect the record on 29th January 2007 at 11:00 AM  in the Mini Secretariat, Room No. 316, 3rd Floor. 

4.
Respondent shall also submit an affidavit on the next date of hearing showing cause why penalty under section 20, RTI Act be not imposed on him.  


5.
To come up on 12.03.2007.    Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(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 and Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.




    ………………….Respondent

CC No. 607  of 2006 
ORDER
Present:
 Sh. Parminder Singh Grewal, Advocate on behalf of the 



Complainant and Sh. Harpreet Singh, SSP Police on behalf of the 


Respondent. 


On the last date of hearing that is 16.01.2007, we had directed the Respondent to supply the information demanded by the Complainant pertaining to Police Officers of the rank of Deputy Superintendent of Police and above.  And for this purpose time up to 22nd of January 2007 was granted.   It was assumed that similar information in respect of the Junior Officers, lower than the rank of  DSPs would also be compiled and delivered within a short time thereafter.  

2.
Respondent states that the Public Information Officer that is Sh. Suresh Arora, IGP Headquarters is at present engaged in making arrangements in connection with the taking over of charge by the new incumbent to the office of the Director General of Police, Punjab.  He, as such, has been instructed by the Public Information Officer to pray for more time for the delivery of information.    

     Contd.. P/2
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The representative of the PIO assures us that information relating to the Junior Officers below the rank of DSPs would also be supplied alongwith the information regarding Senior Officers.  The department, according to him, has no objection to supplying the information.

3.
Respondent submits that there has not been any undue delay on the part of the Police Department in processing the request for the supply of information.  According to him, the directions of the Home Deptt. for compiling and delivering the information were conveyed to the police department only on  16.01.2007, even though the demand had been placed before the Home Deptt. more than four months earlier.


4.
Complainant, on the other hand, expresses dissatisfaction with the response of the Home Deptt. as well as the Police Department.  He points out that the original request for information was made on 28.08.2006 resulting eventually in a complaint before the Commission on 05.10.2006.  He states that as per the mandate of the RTI Act, 2005, the information should have been delivered within a period of 30 days from the date of his request.

5.
Undoubtedly, delay has taken place in the matter of processing the request of the Complainant for the supply of information.  For this reason, the information in question be supplied to the Complainant free of cost.  We also direct the PIO of the office of the Principal Secretary Home and PIO O/o the Director General of Police, Punjab to file affidavits explaining the reasons for delay and show cause why penalty under section 20 RTI Act, 2005, be not  imposed.

6.
There seems to be a communication gap between the Home Deptt. and the DGP office even though both these offices are located in the same city.  We would have expected the PIOs of these two departments to be more responsive in the discharge of their statutory duties. The lackadaisical approach adopted by these PIOs especially the PIO in the Home Deptt. is definitely condemnable.  We, however, take note of the circumstances obtaining today that

Contd.. P/3
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is 22.01.2007 which oblige the PIO Sh. Suresh Arora, Inspector General of Police (Headquarters) to attend to the important function of making arrangements for the taking over of charge of the new incumbent to the O/o the Director General of Police, Punjab.

7.
The Complainant prays that the Respondent be directed to deliver the information immediately.  His plea is that the delay on the part of the Respondent in delivering the information defeats the very purpose of the Enactment.


8.
Respondent, on the other hand, submits that the compilation of information, especially in respect of the junior staff of the police department would be on the basis of the material to be collected from the Districts and other lower level offices of the Police Department.  He also states that after the matter was forwarded to the Police Department on 16.01.2007, he has already directed all the field offices in the State to compile the necessary information.  He also submits that adequate time be granted for supplying the information.

9.
Considering the rival submissions and keeping in view the various circumstances appearing in the case, we direct that the information in question be delivered to the Complainant within three weeks.  


10.
Adjourned to 20.02.2007 for confirmation of compliance.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner
Chandigarh


Dated: 22.01.2007









(Surinder Singh )
         
        






 State Information Commissioner
