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

Sh. Gurdev Singh,
H.No.2530, Phase – 7,

Sector 61,

S.A.S. Nagar.
 -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Office of Deputy Commissioner,
District Roopnagar.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 55 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Gurdev Singh, Complainant in person.  None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
Village Neholka to which this matter relates now falls in Mohali District.  Before proceeding further, Deputy Commissioner, Mohali is directed to ensure that the Public Information Officer is present personally on the next date of hearing.  Deputy Commissioner. Mohali will also ensure that the information is either supplied to the Complainant or, if he does not wish to supply it, the Public Information Officer should submit an affidavit to justify denial.  The matter will be taken up on its merits on the next date of hearing that is 4.9.2006.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Smt. Shanti Devi W/o

Sh. Som Nath,
2882/8, Cinema Road,

Sirhind – 140406,

District Fatehgarh Sahib (Punjab).
------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

The Executive Officer/

Public Information Officer,

Municipal Council,

Sirhind,

District. Fatehgarh Sahib.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 59 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Inspector on behalf of the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Fatehgarh Sahib, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The Respondent states before us that he has recently been posted in the present assignment. He states that he has no objection to supply the information demanded.  The Complainant has given in writing that she is not satisfied with the information delivered to her.  A copy of the letter from the Complainant is delivered to the Respondent here today. The Respondent is directed to ensure that the information as demanded is delivered to the Complainant by the next date of hearing that is 12.9.2006.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.9.2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,
85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,
Ludhiana.
------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Office of the Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 38 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and Sh. Jagbir Singh, Superintendent, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana, for the Respondent.
The Commission had ordered on 24.4.2006 that the information demanded by the Complainant should be delivered to him within the next 10 days.  The matter was taken up for confirmation of compliance on 12.5.2006. On that date that is 12.5.2006 it was noted that the information had still not been supplied.
The Complainant states that the Respondent has failed to supply the information demanded.  He also alleges that the Respondent has deliberately given irrelevant record and avoided giving the record that was actually demanded.  The Commission directs that the Principal Secretary, Local Government should appoint an officer of the rank of at least Under Secretary to enquire into this matter and submit his report before the next date of hearing.
In the order dated 12.5.2006, the Commission had directed that the Respondent should show cause why he should not be proceeded against under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for deliberately denying information. The Respondent has failed to give his comments on this either.  This is indeed a matter which has to be taken seriously.  We give another opportunity to the Respondent to show cause why action under section 20 should not be taken against him. His reply be submitted to the Commission within a period of one week that is by 29.6.2006.
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To come for confirmation of compliance on 12.9.2006.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
A copy of this order be also sent to the Principal Secretary, Local Government for instituting an enquiry as directed in the 3rd paragraph of this order to assist the Commission to take a final decision. 
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Subhash Chander Bajaj s/o
Sh. Kundan Lal Bajaj,

R/o Street No.5, Thakur Abadi, 
Abohar – 152116 (Punjab).
------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

The State Public Information Officer-cum-
State Drugs Controller Punjab,

Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 25 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Subhash Chander Bajaj, Complainant in person and Sh. Satish Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the State Public Information Officer Office of State Drug Controller, Punjab, Respondent.
On the last date of hearing that is 2.5.2006, the Respondent had stated that he is prepared to supply the information except those matters which are confidential. The Commission had directed the Respondent to give in writing his position and reasons in regard to denial of information within 10 days. 
The Respondent states before us today that he has supplied the information on 11.5.2006 as per the orders of the Commission dated 2.5.2006.  The Complainant states that he has received the letter of the Respondent dated 11.5.2006, but has not received copies of the annexures with this letter.  Copies of the annexures have been delivered before us here today to the Complainant.
The Respondent Sh. Pardeep Kumar, Drug Controlling Authority is not present. His representative states that the Public Information Officer is appearing in some other court case. The representative Sh. Satish Kumar is not in a position to make any comment in regard to any further information beyond what has been supplied to the Complainant already.
The Complainant submits before us an affidavit to the effect that certain information demanded by him has still not been delivered.  Since, the Respondent is not personally present, it is not possible to take a final view here today.
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We direct that the Respondent makes available to the Complainant any information demanded by him over and above what they have delivered today.  For this purpose, the Complainant is free to visit the office of the Respondent within the next two weeks.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 12.9.2006.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. K.K.Joshi,

23-A, Netaji Subhas Road,

2nd Floor, Suite No.5, Kolkata-1,

And Kothi No.55, Phase-II,
Mohali (Punjab).
------------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of the Principal Secretary (Public Health), 
Mini Secretariat Punjab, (6th Floor),
Sector 9, Chandigarh.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 96 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. K.K.Joshi, Complainant in person and 
Sh. H.S.Dhillon, SDE on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Respondent.
On the last date of hearing that is 2.5.2006, the Commission had ordered that the information in question be supplied. The Complainant states before us today that major part of the information demanded has been delivered to him. According to the Complainant, 3 items of information still remain to be supplied. The Respondent is prepared to give information even on these. In the circumstances, it is ordered that the Complainant is free to visit the office of the Respondent on any working day to collect the remaining information. The respondent should deliver the remaining information, if it is included in the original request.
The Complainant states that he is satisfied. The case is accordingly disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
     (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

 Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Harcharan Singh Sidhu,
H.No.274, Working Women Rural,

Welfare Society, Block – C,

Village Kansal (Kaimbwala Road),

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

The Under Secretary to 

Government of Punjab,
(Mrs. Shakuntala Devi),

Department of Revenue (General),

Financial Commissioner’s Secretariat,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 8 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Harcharan Singh Sidhu, Complainant in person and 
Smt. Shankuntla Devi, Under Secretary (Revenue), Department of Revenue, Government of Punjab, Respondent.
The Commission had ordered on 2.5.2006 that the information demanded by the Complainant should be delivered to him, even if it includes office notings. The Respondent states before us that out of 3 items of information demanded by the Complainant, 2 had already been delivered to him and that the 3rd item of information has been delivered pursuant to the order of the Commission dated 2.5.2006. The demand of the Complainant has, therefore, been met.
Complainant states before us today that he wishes to see some more details from the office file. This is clearly a fresh demand as it was not included in the original request for information. The Complainant is free to seek this information as a separate demand.
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So far as the instant complaint is concerned, the information demanded has been supplied. The matter is disposed of accordingly. 
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Ashwani Kumar Kukkar,
Phase-I, Civil Lines,

Fazilka, District Ferozepur.
--------------------------------------------Appellant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Office of The Secretary,
Department of Education,

Government of Punjab, Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
AC No. 5 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Subhash Chander on behalf of Sh. Ashwani Kumar Kukkar, Appellant and Sh. Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant Office of the Secretary, Department of Education, for the Respondent.
 The Commission had ordered on 24.4.2006 that the information demanded by the appellant be delivered to him.  The respondent submits before us today that the information demanded by the Appellant was to be collected from the field offices and that is why it could not be delivered within the statutory period of one month.  The information in question is delivered to the Appellant in our presence. The Appellant wants time to study the documents supplied to him today in order to find out whether these contain the information requested by him.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 4.9.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Gurmit Singh,
M/s Bocki Industries,

Ladowali Road, Jalandhar.
-----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

Public Information Officer,
Office of Sub-Divisional Officer (Canal),
Jalandhar Sub Division,

Jalandhar.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 28 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Harmesh Lal, Sub Divisional Officer (Canals), Jalandhar, on behalf of the respondent.  None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Commission had ordered on 24.4.2006 that the Public Information Officer in the office of Sub Divisional Officer (Canals), Jalandhar, Respondent to supply duly attested information to the Complainant.
The Respondent states before us today that the order of the Commission dated 24.4.2006 has been complied with. He states that the information demanded has been duly attested and sent to the Complainant. The Complainant is not present today. He has, however, written a letter dated 5.6.2006, from which it appears that he is still not satisfied. A copy of this letter has been delivered to the Respondent by the Commission today. The Complainant be advised that if he wishes to pursue the case, he should appear in person on the next date of hearing.  The Respondent may give his comments on the Complainant’s letter dated 5.6.2006 copy whereof has been delivered to him today.
The case is adjourned to 4th September 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

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

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

The 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. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
In order that this matter is examined on merit, the Director General of Police, Punjab be asked to ensure that a representative of Internal Vigilance, which is under his control should be present on the next date of hearing. 

The next date of hearing is fixed for 24th July, 2006. A copy of this order is sent to the Director General of Police. 










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Hardev Singh,
495, VPO Dakha,

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

The Public Information Officer

Office of DPI, Punjab (Secondary Education),
SCO No.95-97, Sector 17-D,
Chandigarh.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 47 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Hardev Singh, Complainant in person alongwith his representative Sh. Sham Lal Saini, Retired Administrative Officer and Sh. Prem Lal, Superintendent office of DPI on behalf of the Respondent.

 The Complainant states that information demanded by him on 11.1.2006 has not been supplied. The information relates to certain dues of the Complainant who retired from the service of Education Department as Teacher. The Respondent admits before us that complete information has not as yet been supplied.  He, however, states that the dues of the Complainant have been settled. He has also delivered a copy allegedly containing the information to the Complainant.

The Complainant is given an opportunity to study the information supplied to 
him.  This will come up for confirmation on this matter on the next date of hearing. 
The Complainant further states That as the Respondent has been deliberately evasive and has delayed the supply of information, suitable action be taken against him. 
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In regard to the above demand for action etc. against the Respondent, this would be considered after the confirmation of compliance on 4.9.2006. The Respondent also assures that if the information is incomplete, the complainant is free to visit the office of the Respondent to inspect the file and the Respondent would give the remaining information to the Complainant.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Sh. Subhash Katty,
R/o House No.1447,

Sector 32-A, Urban Estate,

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

The Public Information Officer

Office of Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jagraon.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 61 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. S.P.Singh Bawa, Superintendent of Police, Jagraon on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

The representative of the Respondent states that the matter in respect of which information from Police diaries is demanded is presently pending in the Court. He states that certain information relating to the case such as copy of FIR, copies of the statements of the witnesses etc. have already been supplied to the Complainant. According to him, the entire case file cannot be given, as it would impede the process of investigation and would adversely affect the prosecution launched pursuant to the investigation. The Public Information Officer, thus, seeks exemption under section 8(1) (h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
We hereby direct that the respondent should submit an affidavit before the Commission within one week giving the following details:-
i) The status of the case in question including the stage of investigation or trial.
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ii) The information already supplied.

iii) The information regarding which the Respondent claims exemption under section 8(1) (h).
To come up for hearing on Ist August, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Smt. Sumna Devi Wd/o
Sh. Dharampal Sharma,

R/o 17-C, Malwa Colony,
Patiala.
 -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

The Public Information Officer-cum-
Audit Officer,
Office of Co-Operative Societies,

Sangrur.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 50 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan (Audit Officer), Public Information Officer, office of Co-Operative Societies, Sangrur, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
As per the complaint, specific information demanded is whether Sh. Prem Kumar Rattan (Audit Officer) was present in the office from 3.6.2005 to 10.6.2005. The Complainant alleges that this information has been denied.
The Respondent states before us that the information demanded by the Complainant is in respect of attendance of full year 2005 as also details of traveling allowance drawn by the Respondent. The Respondent states that the information demanded had been refused by his predecessor Sh. Rajinder Kumar Uppal (Administrative Officer).
In this complaint, we are to go strictly by the details of information mentioned in the complaint.  There is no reason for denial of information in respect of the attendance for seven days’ period as mentioned in the complaint. 
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It is hereby directed that the respondent will supply the information by post to the complainant within a period of one week. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24th July, 2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










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

Dr. K.S.Sidhu,
44, Sidhu Villa, Passey Road,

Patiala (Punjab).
 -----------------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Office of the Registrar,
Punjabi University,

Patiala.

------------------------------------------ Respondent
CC No. 69 of 2006

ORDER
Present Sh. K.S.Sidhu, Complainant in person and Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent, Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala.
The Respondent requests that a copy of the complaint and application for information may be given to him. This is clearly an absurd position.  The Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala has specifically responded to the notice for response sent by the Commission. In this response dated 27.3.2006, the Registrar states as under:-

“It is also submitted for your kind information that Dr. Sidhu has filed Civil Miscellaneous Application no. 3669 of 2006 in Civil Writ Petition No. 8661 if 2005 in the Punjab & Haryana High Court seeking the same relief from Punjab & Haryana High Court for providing Ex-parte Inquiry Report and other related documents. This application came up for hearing on 20.3.2006 before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court. After the discussion it has been orally ordered by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court that there is no need to supply the copy of the ex-parte Inquiry Report to the petitioner.”
In the face of the written response of the Registrar dated 17.3.2006, the Respondent’s stand that he does not have a copy of the complaint/application for information is not tenable.
It is apparent that the respondent is not taking this matter with due seriousness. Since the representative of the Respondent is unprepared, it is not possible to proceed further at this stage.
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The complainant states before us that he is locked in litigation with the University.  He is required to file a replication in the Punjab and Haryana High Court on 
4th July, 2006 in a pending case. Since the information relating to this matter has been denied to him by the University, he is not in position to pursue his case in the High Court. His allegation is that the University is deliberately evading the supply of information.

The matter is adjourned to 3rd July, 2006. By this date the information demanded be supplied, or if the Respondent is unwilling to give the information, an affidavit be filed giving reasons for denial.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.










    (Rajan Kashyap)
Chandigarh



    
   

Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 22.06.2006
















 (R.K.Gupta)










Information Commissioner











     (Surinder Singh)










Information Commissioner
