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

Devsarit Polychem Private Limited,

F-6, Phase VII, Focal Point,

Ludhiana 141 010, Punjab.

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

Public Information Officer O/o
Punjab State Electricity Board,

Focal Point Sub-Division,

Ludhiana – 141 010, Punjab & another.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 39 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate representing the Appellant Devsarit Polychem Private Limited and Sh. H.S.Oberoi, Assistant Executive Engineer on behalf of the Public Information Officer.
The Respondent states that the information demanded by the Appellant relates to the record of action taken by the Punjab State Electricity Board authorities on his complaints regarding irregular supply of electric power for his factory. The Appellant states that since there was no response to his original demand for information dated 07.02.06, it was deemed to be a refusal of information. The first appeal to the appropriate authority also went unheeded, and hence the second appeal was preferred before the Commission.
The Appellant avers that full information demanded by him has still not been supplied. He states that action was taken to supply some information only after the appeal was filed, and this information was supplied only last week that is 17.08.06. The Appellant submits before us a written objection to the information supplied by him on 17.08.06.
The Respondent on the other hand submits that the dissatisfaction of the Appellant regarding the supply of electricity to the Appellant’s factory is without any basis.  He states further that all the complaints of the Appellant regarding irregular supply were duly taken note of and remedial action taken.
In so far as the supply of electricity is concerned this is not for this Commission to adjudicate. We are only concerned that information on the points demanded by the Appellant should be supplied. On this account, a copy of the objections to the information given so far by Public Information Officer is delivered to the Respondent before us today. The Public Information Officer is directed to ensure that  the  complete  information is delivered to the Appellant within the next two weeks.
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The Appellant demanded that since there has been inordinate and unjustified delay in supply of the information to him, this should be given to him free of cost and it may be sent to his address by post. He further demands that Respondent should compensate him for the loss and detriment suffered. The Appellant also demanded that a penalty imposed on the Respondent under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 for delaying the information.
In respect of the first plea, we accept that there has been delay and the information demanded should be given by Punjab State Electricity Board free of cost. In respect of the remaining two submissions, we advise the Respondent to give his explanation before the next date of hearing.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Harnek Singh,

127, Sewak Colony,

Patiala 147 001.

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

Public Information Officer O/o
Registrar, Punjab Medical Council,

SCO No.25, Phase – 1, SAS Nagar,

Mohali.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 131 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Harnek Singh, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
The facts are that the wife of the Complainant was operated upon for a surgery of Gall Bladder in Gurmit Singh Preet Hospital, Bhupindra Road, Patiala. According to the Complainant, this was not a proper surgical operation and the patient had to be referred to the Dayanand Medical College, Ludhiana for a further operation which took place on 30.07.04. That operation also being unsuccessful, the patient died on 11.08.04. The Complainant states that the entire record in regard to the operation and an enquiry into the cause of death is in the custody of Punjab Medical Council. Despite his efforts, no information was supplied by the Punjab Medical Council.
The Complainant has submitted a copy of an order of the Punjab Medical Council dated 13.06.06 according to which the Council has observed that no negligence is found on the part of the operating doctors. The order of the Punjab Medical Council further states that since the Complainant has approached the Consumer Court for compensation and damages, in case orders are passed by the Consumer Court against the doctors the Council will take appropriate action. The same order dated 13.06.06 states that Dr. Gurmit Singh of Patiala who carried out the original surgery has been advised to be more vigilant in dealing with such cases in future.
The Complainant pleads before us today that the Punjab Medical Council is  merely trying to protect the negligent doctors. He states that even the order
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on 13.06.06 was made by the Punjab Medical Council after the Complainant had raised this matter before the State Information Commission.
The Complainant makes before us a detailed written submission. Before we take a final view, it is necessary that the Respondent should be represented before us. A fresh date is given for the Respondent to appear and state his position. A copy of the submission made to us in writing may be sent to the Respondent immediately. 

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate/Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 78 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, Complainant in person and 
Sh. Devinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the Public Information Officer, District Magistrate, Ludhiana.
The person representing Public Information Officer (District Magistrate) states before us that he has been authorised by the Public Information Officer to appear before the Commission.

The issue here is regarding the renewal of an Arms license of the Complainant by the District Magistrate, Ludhiana. According to the Complainant, he had submitted his license for renewal alongwith all the relevant papers required for the renewal on 13.12.2004. Since the license was not renewed, the Complainant made an application before the Public Information Officer on 07.02.2006 seeking information in the shape of copies of certain record which had been attached with his application for renewal. Receiving no response to this request for information, a complaint was filed before this Commission on 28.03.06. The Commission issued notice to the Respondent. The Complainant alleges before us that the relevant record submitted by him alongwith the requisite fee for renewal of license has been deliberately misplaced in the District Magistrate’s office. The record included evidence of the Complainant having paid requisite fine for delay in seeking renewal of Arms license. He states now that because of the in-action in District Magistrate’s office his license has not been renewed.
The  Respondent  is  represented  before  us  by  a  Clerk.  This  is  quite 
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inappropriate, as person of this level cannot be expected to assist the Commission. The District Magistrate should ensure that a suitable authorised senior officer is present on any future hearing.

The Respondent states before us that he is not aware of the status of papers submitted with the application for renewal of license as these would be in another branch of the office of the District Magistrate. 
The simple matter here is of supplying the copies of various records specified by the Complainant. Instead of involving ourselves in the tangle of internal office working in District Magistrate’s office, we direct that the District Magistrate, Ludhiana should personally give a hearing to the Complainant on any day within 15 days.  The Complainant should be permitted to inspect any record that he wishes and he should be given copies as available on payment of normal fees. In case the documents have been lost or are untraceable, the Public Information Officer should personally submit an affidavit before us to this effect.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

Resurgence India, B-34/903,

Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana – 141 001.

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

State of Punjab through
Chief Secretary, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 70 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person. None is present on behalf of the Chief Secretary, Government of Punjab, Respondent.
The Complainant avers that the Government orders have been issued reducing the fees for obtaining information and bringing these in line with the rates prescribed by the Central Government. The Complainant, however, states that the gazette notification is still to be issued in regard to the revised rates. He further pleads that there is still a minor discrepancy in regard to the rates for inspection in the order of the Government, in comparison with the rates fixed by the Central Government.
In regard to the remaining matters urged in the complaint, the Complainant pleads that in the absence of the Respondent, these may be adjudicated ex-parte. The Complainant alleges that the State Government is not taking due note of its responsibility under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The failure of the Respondent to put in appearance in the instant case only emphasizes Government’s insensitiveness to its obligations under the RTI Act, 2005. 
There seem to be a number of important issues that have been raised in this complaint. We would like to give another opportunity to the Respondent to present its case before us.
The matter is adjourned to 03.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Som Nath,
S/o Sh. Parmeshwar Dass,

Railway Road, Near Vaid Raja Ram,

Ward No. 8, Maur Mandi, Bathinda.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer, Municipal Council,
Maur Mandi, Bathinda.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 123 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Chetan Gupta, Son of Sh. Somnath, Complainant and Sh. Joginder Mohan Bhatnagar, Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Maur Mandi, Bathinda, Respondent.
The Complainant himself is not present. His son who is representing him has a very vague idea about what information was demanded. Sh. Chetan Gupta states before us that the information supplied by the Public Information Officer on 28.03.06 is incomplete, but he is unable to detail what part of the information is unsatisfactory.
The Respondent on the other hand states before us that whatever information was demanded was given, except that part which was not available in his office at all.

In these circumstances, when the deficiency claimed in respect of information delivered is not clear, all that we can order is to allow the Complainant to inspect the record in the office of the Respondent Municipal Council on any day. In case, any record demanded by the Complainant is not available, the Respondent should submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing giving reasons for its non-availability.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.20.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Gulshan Kumar,

S/o Late Sh. Sewa Ram,

B-XXVIII – 342/1, Jawaddi Kalan,

Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,
Local Government Department,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 105 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Karam Chand, Superintendent Grade II, Department of Local Government on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Complainant had sought certain information in regard to disciplinary cases relating to officials in the Ministerial cadre of the Municipal Corporation in the State on 09.03.06. Receiving no response, the Complainant filed this case under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 before the Commission.
The Respondent states that certain information has already been supplied to the Complainant. The Respondent shows us a copy of the information supplied to the Complainant. He states that the Complainant had duly paid Rs. 50/- that is the prescribed fee as per the RTI Act, 2005.
It seems that the Complainant does not wish to pursue the case any further. On his part, the Respondent has given certain information and assures that further information as demanded will also be supplied

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










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. B.N.Gupta,

Press Reporter,

Sangam Market,

Kapurthala.

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

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Kapurthala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 157 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Balbir Chand, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states that the Complainant has not clearly specified what information he wants. The copy of the application for information on our file indicates that the demand is for a copy of an enquiry on which the Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala had passed a final order on 03.11.2004. According to the Respondent, there is no case on which any such order was passed on the date mentioned that is 03.11.2004.
In the absence of the Complainant, it is not possible to ascertain what exactly is demanded. The Respondent, however, assures that he would have no objection to supplying any information that is available.
In the circumstances, we direct that the Deputy Commissioner’s office, Kapurthala should entertain and dispose of according to law any request for information that is made by the Complainant. The information demanded may be supplied on payment of the prescribed fees.
There is no purpose in continuing this case further. Accordingly, this matter is disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Capt. Jagbir Singh Ghai,

Ghai Retreat, Indra Colony,

Pathankot.

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

Public Information Officer/Executive Officer,
Improvement Trust Pathankot,
Pathankot.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 53 of 2006
ORDER
Present Capt. Jagbir Singh Ghai, Complainant and Sh. S.C.Pathela, Advocate for the Respondent, Public Information Officer, Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Pathankot.
The Complainant states that he had demanded certain information in regard to the allotment of a plot (Shop-cum-Flat) under the Improvement Trust scheme in Pathankot. This property, which was earlier allotted to one Sh. J.S.Bedi, had since been transferred to him as per an agreement. The original request for information was made on 04.02.2006. There being no response at all, the Complainant filed an application under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. On the basis of this complaint, notice was issued to the Respondent.

The Respondent states before us here today that the Trust has not received the original request and that is why information could not be supplied. This does not seem to be plausible, as copy of the application seeking information has been duly received in the Commission’s office. If as stated by the Respondent, the record of original request is not available, the Complainant is free to visit the Improvement Trust office for inspecting the record on any day within the next week. The Complainant may deposit the requisite fee on the same day and he would be supplied the information on the spot. For facility, the Complainant may deliver details of the information demanded by him to the Respondent on or before the 29th August, 2006. There should be no impediment in delivery of information to him on that very date that is 29th August, 2006.
This will come up for confirmation of compliance on 01.09.2006 at 
11.00 A.M. in Circuit House in Jalandhar. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Ravinder Kumar,

Lecturer in Mathematics,

S/o Sh. Jaswant Singh,

Vill. Chhatwal, P.O. Jandwal,

Tehsil Pathankot.

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

Public Information Officer/Principal,
S.M.D.R.S.D. College,

Pathankot.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 75 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. R.S.Minhas, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent, Principal, S.M.D.R.S.D College. None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
The Respondent states that the services of the Complainant were terminated by the Managing Committee of the College for unsatisfactory performance during the period of probation. The Respondent further states that the information demanded by the Complainant was duly sent to him on 18.04.06. The Respondent College is prepared to supply any other information that the Complainant wishes to have. 
It is seen that some information has been given already and no information is being denied by the Respondent.  
No further action being necessary, the matter is disposed of.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Ram Saran,

C/o Sh. Darshan Ram Duggal,

17, Friends Colony,

Opposite New G.T.B. Nagar,

Sub. P.O: Khurla Kingra,

District Jalandhar.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director,
Punjab Small Industries and Export Corporation Limited, 
Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17-A, Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 148 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Ram Saran Mahey, Complainant and Sh. Jagdish Chand, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Punjab Small Industries and Export Corporation, Punjab.
The Respondent states before us that the Complainant in the instant case had demanded information in respect of allotment of industrial plots in Leather Complex, Jalandhar in three different names. Respondent states that two of these cases have already been heard by the Commission one by this Bench and another by Sh. P.K.Verma, State Information Commissioner. In both these cases, the Complainant has been permitted to inspect the record in the Corporation’s office. He has been supplied the information demanded by him. The Complainant on the other hand states that the information demanded in the instant case is different from the information demanded in the other two cases which have been settled. The Respondent has delivered to the Complainant additional information pertaining to the instant case. The Respondent states that any further information that the Complainant desires would also be supplied to him whenever he visits the Corporation’s office. 
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Y.C.Bali,
B-15, 356/11, New Arya Nagar,
Hoshiarpur.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal, D.A.V College,
Hoshiarpur.
           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 122 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Y.C.Bali, Complainant and Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Clerk representing Public Information Officer, office of the Principal D.A.V. College, Hoshiarpur.
The information demanded by the Complainant relates to details of Provident Fund deducted from and credited to his Provident Fund account from the year 1984 onwards. He states that this information was not supplied to him by the College Management. Some portion was supplied to the Commission when the matter was brought up before the Commission and the Commission sought the response from the Public Information Officer. The complainant is, however, still not satisfied and demands that complete information on his Provident Fund deduction from year 1984 onwards be supplied.
The Respondent states before us that he has no objection to supply the information. We direct that the Principal, D.A.V. College, Hoshiarpur would deliver the information to the Complainant when he appears before him personally within the next 15 days.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Mata Nand Kaur Memorial Charitable Trust (Regd.),

107, Kacha Threeke Road, 

Threeke (Ludhiana).

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Civil Supply Controller,
Campa Cola Chowk, Ludhiana.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 30 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. R.S.Panglia on behalf of the District Food & Civil Supply Controller. None is present on behalf of the Appellant.
The Respondent states before us that the information demanded by the Appellant has since been supplied to him. The Respondent submits before us a copy of a letter from the Appellant to the effect that the information demanded has been delivered to him to his satisfaction.
The appeal is accordingly disposed of as having become infructuous. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Vidya Sagar,
S/o Sh. Kasturi Lal, 

Lomsh Bhawan, 101-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Agricultural University,
Ludhiana.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 04 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Vidya Sagar, Appellant in person and Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Punjab Agricultural University.
This matter has been urged before us over the last so many months. This order is to be read alongwith the earlier orders of the Commission dated 22.12.2005, 24.04.2006, 15.06.2006. In the detailed order of 24.04.06, it was directed that whatever information was demanded by the Appellant in his initial request should be immediately delivered. It was also observed that certain additional information sought by the Appellant would be treated as a fresh request for information. In respect of that the Punjab Agricultural University had assured that this would also be supplied. 
The Respondent states before us here today that whatever information was available with the Respondent could be collected by the Appellant on any day. The Respondent states further that he had sent some additional information and had also advised the Appellant in writing to visit the office of the Respondent on any convenient date. The Respondent states before us that despite this offer, the Appellant did not visit Punjab Agricultural University’s office. The Punjab Agricultural University is even now prepared to deliver whatever information the Appellant wants. In respect of the request for additional information, Punjab Agricultural University reiterates that it is fully prepared to consider any such request as per law. This matter does not deserve sto be discussed in the instant case. The Appellant is free to demand and obtain any additional information that he wishes.

In respect of the first plea, the Appellant states before us that the communication claimed to have been sent by Punjab Agricultural University was never actually received. The Respondent on the other had presents before us copies of receipts indicating that these documents were sent by speed post and under postal certificate.
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We feel that no useful purpose would be served in an unending correspondence between the Respondent and the Appellant. The most practical course would be that the Respondent is permitted to have access to the record in the University. For this he may visit Punjab Agricultural University on any convenient date. With the mutual concurrence of both the parties, 8th September, 2006 (at 11.00 A.M) is fixed for the Appellant’s visit to the Punjab Agricultural University office. He will identify the documents required by him and these will be delivered to him on the spot after payment of prescribed fee.
It is reiterated that this order applies only to the original request for information on 34 points. In case any additional information is demanded, this would be considered as a fresh application to be decided on merits by the Public Information Officer.

The Appellant submits before us an affidavit complaining of denial of information. A copy of this affidavit is given to the Respondent. The Respondent also submits an affidavit sworn by the Comptroller, Punjab Agricultural University in regard to the service record of the Appellant.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,
H.No. 539/112/3, Street No.I E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shiv Puri Road,

Ludhiana 141 007 (Pb.).

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

Public Information Officer,

Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana,
Law Bhawan, Dakshin Marg, Sector 37-A,

Near Batra Theatre, Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 158 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate and Sh. Hitender Jain on behalf of the Complainant and Sh. Suresh Singla, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent, Secretary Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana.
At the out set he Respondent makes a preliminary objection vis that the Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana is not a ‘public authority’ under the Right to Information Act, 2005. In support of his contention he reads out before us a decision of the Chairman, Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana to the effect that the Council is not a public authority. The Respondent also pleads hat he has only recently been engaged by the Respondent and he would like to challenge the jurisdiction, applicability of the RTI Act, 2005 to the Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana. He seeks time for arguing this matter.
The Complainant on the other hand draws our attention to the definition of ‘public authority’ under Section 2(h) of the RTI Act, 2005. He avers that since the Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana has been set up under Section 3 of the Advocates Act, 1961, it is an authority set up by law made by the Parliament and is, therefore, to be considered a public authority.
From a mere reading of the bare Act, it seems clear that the Bar Council of Punjab & Haryana is a ‘public authority’ and we decide this issue accordingly.
The Respondent seeks time to argue the case on the other issues. This request is accepted and the matter is adjourned to 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

92-B, B.R.S. Nagar,

Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Registrar,
Council of Homoeopathic System of Medicine,

SCO No. 3027-28, Sector 22-D,

Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 44 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sohan Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of the Council of Homoeopathic System of Medicine, Respondent. None is present on behalf of the Complainant. 
The Respondent states before us that whatever information was demanded by the Complainant has since been supplied to him.

From the fact that the Complainant is not present despite having been invited to make his submission, it appears that he is not interested in pursuing the matter.
The matter is accordingly disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Narinder Singh Saggu,
General Secretary, Ranjit Sagar Dam,

Shahpurkandi Project Employees Federation,

Shahpurkandi Township, Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Chief Engineer,
Ranjit Sagar Dam, Irrigation Works, Punjab,

Shahpur Kandi Township, Tehsil Pathankot,

District Gurdaspur.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 09 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Narinder Singh Saggu, Complainant in person and 
Sh. H.K.Mahajan, Executive Engineer, Ranjit Sagar Dam on behalf of the Respondent.
The Complainant states before us that he has been supplied the information demanded by him. He does not wish to pursue the matter further.
Accordingly this matter is closed and disposed of. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. U.K.Sharda,
Director, Resurgence India, B-34/903, 
Chander Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana 141 001.

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

State Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,
Punjab, Patiala.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 18 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant and 
Ms. Sangeeta Sharma, Excise & Taxation Officer, on behalf of the Public Information Officer, Department of Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Patiala, Respondent.
This appeal had been last heard on 08.08.06. On that day it was decided that information demanded by the Appellant would be supplied immediately. The Appellant states that the information demanded has still not been given. The Respondent on the other hand states that the information was sent by post. 
The basic information demanded was the authority under which the department of Excise and Taxation limited the validity of a special Power of Attorney to one year from the time of its execution. The Respondent states before us today that there is nothing in the statute that limits the period of validity of the Power of Attorney, but it has been a convention in her department. The convention is based on the assumption that the projects being covered by various Power of Attorney documents are completed within a period of one year. The Respondent states further that this practice is followed as a safeguard, keeping in mind the possibility of the Power of Attorney holder departing from the business after some period of time has elapsed.
The demand of the Appellant for information is, therefore, met. The Appellant requests that the averments recorded above should be intimated to him in writing. The Respondent is directed to do so. 

In regard to the demands of the Appellant for compensation and imposition of penalty on the Public Information Officer, the Respondent is directed to make his submission in writing before the next date of hearing.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

House No. 50/30 A, Ramgali,

N.M.Bagh, Ludhiana.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Public Instruction (Secondary Education),
SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 154 of 2006
ORDER
Present Sh. Sham Lal Saini, Complainant and Sh. Romaal Singh, Registrar, Education Department on behalf of the Respondent.
The Respondent submits before us that the information demanded is now in his possession. He delivers the same to the Complainant. The Complainant submits that 
since the information has been supplied to him today, he would like to study its contents to confirm that it is as per his original demand.  He also submits that since there has been undue delay in supply of information, the Respondent should be suitably penalised, and the Complainant should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.
Time is given to the Complainant as requested by him. The Respondent is also directed to give his defence in respect of the second demand of the Complainant for imposition of penalty and awarding of compensation. The Respondent may give his reply showing cause why he should not be penalised and compensation awarded against him before the next date of hearing.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 24.10.2006. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      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 140406.

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

Director-cum-Public Information Officer,

O/o Information Technology Department, Punjab,
SCO No. 193-95, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.

           ----------------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 93 of 2006
ORDER
Neither the Complainant nor the Respondent is present.
The matter does not deserve any further attention and is, therefore, closed and disposed of.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










(Rajan Kashyap)

Chandigarh



    
   
       Chief Information Commissioner

Dated: 24.08.2006














           (Surinder Singh)









      Information Commissioner

