STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

C/o Lawyers for Social Action, Ludhiana Chapter,

539/112/3, St. 1-E, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana 141 007.





…………......Appellant






Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana & another.

………….Respondent

AC  No. 41 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate Appellant in person..


Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf of the 



Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 05.12.2006, we had directed that certain information demanded by the Appellant, which relates to construction of buildings and sanction of building plans by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, on certain identified roads of Ludhiana, should be supplied to the Respondent with the period of one month.  We had also directed that certain measures of administrative reforms, including management information systems should be undertaken by the M.C., Ludhiana and that the Respondent should show cause why the Appellant be not compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him on account of the failure by the Respondent to supply the information as per the dictate of the RTI Act. 2005.

2.
Appellant states before us that the directions of the Commission on the last date of hearings have still not been complied with by the Respondent. According to the Appellant, the Respondent has merely sent a short reply of six lines dated 14.02.2007 stating that the information demanded would be supplied to him if the fee calculated at Rs. 728 is paid.  Appellant states further that this letter mentions that only some part of the information can be supplied as information in respect of certain roads which are yet to be surveyed would be delivered only after the survey is completed.  Appellant submits that since information has been delayed, the Respondent is required to deliver the same to
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him free of cost.  He argues that a period of eleven months having elapsed since the original application was made, it should have been possible for the Respondent to complete all surveys and deliver complete information.


3.
In regard to the measures for administration reforms, no information is yet before us.  Similarly, we have not received any reply of the Respondent to the notice issued to him on the last date of hearing as to why the Appellant be not compensated for the loss and detriment suffered by him.

4.
The Respondent states that in respect of improvements in the management of information systems within the Corporation, the matter is under consideration of the appropriate authorities.  In these circumstances, we observe that precious little has been done by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana in pursuance of our directions on the last date of hearing.  We do not wish to award compensation to the Appellant without giving full opportunity to the Respondent to give his explanation.


5.
We direct the Respondent to deliver the information demanded to the Appellant forthwith.  The Respondent is also directed to place before the Commission complete information regarding the measures undertaken by it to effect improvements in the management of information systems within the Corporation.  The Respondent is also once again called upon to show cause why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant under Section 19(8)(b) RTI Act,  2005 for the loss and detriment suffered by the Appellant.  We also accept the plea of the Appellant that since there has been inordinate delay in serving the request for information, it should be given to the Appellant free of cost. 


6.
In these circumstances, the matter is adjourned for further proceedings to 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 141 007.



…………......Appellant







Vs.

SPIO 
O/o The Commissioner,

Ludhiana Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

………….Respondent

AC  No. 68 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person.



Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Respondent submits that he has brought with him the details (110 pages) relating to the advertising policy of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.  These are delivered by the Respondent to the Appellant today before us.  The Appellant wishes to study these papers to find out whether his demand for information has been duly met. 


2.
In respect of measures for administrative reforms, codification of information etc. as per the mandate of the RTI Act, 2005, a direction was given on the last date of hearing to do the needful within three months.  This action has also not been completed by the Respondent as yet.  

3.
We, therefore, direct the PIO office of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to submit a reply to the following:-


            (i) Why penalty be not imposed on him for failure to deliver the information in time.


  (ii) What steps have been taken to effect improvements in respect of administrative reforms and codification of information etc. by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 
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4.
To come up for further proceedings on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 141 007.



…………......Appellant







Vs.

SIO O/o The Commissioner,

Ludhiana Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

………….Respondent

AC  No. 07 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person.



Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The order of the Commission on 27.11.2006, had clearly directed certain actions to be taken by the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana:
(i) Certain papers demanded as information under the specific request of the Appellant be delivered.

(ii)
That the data management within the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana be improved by designing a suitable programme in consultation with an expert agency if necessary.  It was decided that for the convenience of the public the system needed to be given a complete overhaul.  It was, therefore, directed that by way of administrative reforms, the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, should within a period of three months draw up a detailed plan of action for improving the management of records/data for public facility and for delivery of information to the public.


2.
It is disheartening to observe that the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has not come up with any plan of action for improvement in systems.   Whatever assurance was given to us by Sh. Vikas Partap, Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana on 27.11.2006, has remained unfulfilled.  


3.
The representative of the M.C., Ludhiana on behalf of the PIO submits that he is totally unaware of the facts of this case.  He was merely asked by the PIO to seek an adjournment on the ground that PIO is busy with election work.  Even if PIO has a valid reason/justification for his request, it is not sufficient for his representative to merely place this request before us.  PIO should have given his detailed submissions indicating what he has done to implement the directions of the Commission on the last date of hearing.  He, 
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however, has not done so.   We are, therefore, compelled to require the PIO to show cause why penalty be not imposed on him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  He may submit his response in the form of an affidavit before the next date of hearing.

4.
To come up for further proceedings for consideration of action against the PIO under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, and for the submission of report by the Respondent on the steps taken for effecting administrative reforms by the next date of hearing.  The Respondent is directed to ensure that the remaining information is delivered to the Appellant within the next two weeks.


5.
To come up on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 141 007.



…………......Complainant






Vs.

SIO O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



………….Respondent

CC  No. 139 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person.



Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Complainant states before us that despite the direction of the Commission on 30.10.2006, no information has been supplied to him.  

2.
The operative part of our order dated 30.10.2006, reads as under:


“We, therefore, direct that the Respondent shall supply the information demanded to the Complainant forthwith or in case the PIO is of the view that certain items of information are exempt from disclosures, pass a speaking order in that behalf within a period of 15 days.  The Complainant would be entitled to this information free of cost in view of the provisions of Section 7 (6) of the RTI Act, 2005, the information having not been supplied within the statutory period of 30 days”.



3.
In these circumstances, we call upon the PIO to submit an affidavit to show cause why he should not be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  This affidavit be submitted within a period of three weeks.  At the same time, the information in question must be delivered to the Complainant within this period of three weeks.  A copy of the request of the Complainant pointing out this failure of the Respondent is also given to the representative of the Respondent.  


3.
To come up on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 141 007.



…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



……………….Respondent

MR  No. 27 of 2006 
(IN CC No. 139 of 2006)





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Hitender Jain, Appellant in person.


Sh. S.S.Bhatia, Municipal Town Planner, on behalf of the Respondent and Sh. Ashok Vij, APIO of M.C., Patiala on behalf of the Dr. Jaswant Singh, formerly Joint Commissioner, PIO.



This case has been put up to consider the request of Dr. Jaswant Singh for recall of the order of imposition of penalty on Dr. Jaswant Singh in case No. CC 139 of 2006.  The penalty imposed was a fine of Rs. 10,000/- for failure to supply the information in his capacity as Public Information Officer, M.C., Ludhiana.


2.
The Commissioner of M.C., Ludhiana was required to give his comments on the plea taken by Dr. Jaswant Singh. We find that the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana has not given his comments on the plea of PIO Dr. Jaswant Singh.  It is stated on behalf of the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana that Sh. Vikas Partap (Commissioner) is presently on official tour abroad and, therefore, more time is required for the Commissioner to file his comments.  

3.
The Complainant submits in writing that the instant proceedings at the behest of Dr. Jaswant Singh are not maintainable as the RTI Act, 2005, does not empower the Commission to review its orders.  He has also submitted that no review proceedings can be entertained unless the amount of fine/penalty is first deposited.  


4.
Before we proceed to consider the rival contentions of the parties, we wish to give another opportunity to the Commissioner, M.C., Ludhiana to file his comments on the plea of Dr. Jaswant Singh as contained in his application 
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dated 17.11.2006 for recall/review of the order dated 30.10.2006 imposing a penalty of  Rs. 10,000/- on him.

5.
To come up on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 141 007.



…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Principal Secretary,

Department of Local Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 04 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Hitender Jain, Complainant in person.


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



On the last date of hearing that is 27.11.2006, Sh. Ashok Bajaj, Joint Director, Local Government was present on behalf of the PIO, Principal Secretary, Local Department (It has erroneously been mentioned in the order of 27.11.2006 that Sh. Ashok Bajaj was present on behalf of the Director, Local Govt. Correction is hereby ordered to be made).  The Complainant points out that there still are the following deficiencies in the matter of providing the information by the Respondent:-
(i) Certain documents pertaining to certain master plans, building plans etc. in various portions of the city within the jurisdiction of Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana have not been supplied.  
(ii)
The Principal Secretary, Local Government has not completed action under the mandate of Section 4 of the RTI Act, even though this was required to be done by October, 2005.

2.
On the last date of hearing, the Department of Local Government had accepted that there were deficiencies in the information supplied to the Complainant.  The Respondent had demanded some time for complying with the provisions of the Act and for supplying the information in question.  We had, therefore, given a period of three months for the Respondent to complete this exercise. 

3.
Respondent states before us today that despite assurance given by the Respondent on the last date of hearing, and despite the clear directions of the Commission, the action required has still not been completed.  Complainant is agitated about the failure of the Respondent, who represents a very important 
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Department of the Govt. of Punjab in failing to comply with the provisions of the Act.  Complainant prays that a suitable penalty be imposed on the Respondent under Section 20 for failure to supply of information, and also that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him in having to pursue this matter of public interest since13.12.2005.


4.
On the last date of hearing, certain information was delivered by the Respondent to the Complainant in our presence.  We had given an opportunity to the Complainant to study these papers to see if his demand had been duly served.  After studying these papers, the Complainant wrote to the Commission on 22.12.2006 that the Respondent had failed to deliver the information as assured by him and as directed by the Commission.  The deficiencies in the information supplied by the Respondent have been brought to the notice of the Commission in this letter dated 22.12.2006.  Complainant states that a copy of this letter was sent to the Respondent also.  The submission of the Respondent before us to day is as follows:


(i)
That the Department of Local Government has constituted a committee on 14.12.2006 for the preparation of manuals as required by Section (4) of the RTI Act.  This committee has held certain meetings, but could not complete its work on account of the members of the committee being deployed for election duty by the Election Commission of India.  For this reason, the revision of manuals which was to be completed within three months has not been done.  Respondent thus, seeks more time to complete this exercise. 

(ii)
In regard to specific items of information such as master plan, building Bye Laws etc.  Respondent places before us the latter dated 23.02.2007, addressed to Sh. Hitender Jain (Complainant in this case) giving para wise reply on the complaint and mentioning certain information that is delivered alongwith this letter.  


5.
In regard to item no. (ii) above, we have asked the two parties to sit together outside the court room today to see if the Respondent can satisfy the Complainant regarding his demand for information.  After confabulations between the two parties, it transpires that the Complainant is not satisfied with the information supplied to him by the Respondent under Item No. (ii).  


6.
Complainant points out that sub- Section (1) of Section 4 of the Act relates to suo motu disclosure of Government policies, guidelines etc. and the publishing of relevant manuals for the facility of the public.  This function was to 
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be completed between the 15th June, 2005 when the Act received the assent of the President, and 12th October, 2005 in view of the provisions of Section 4 (i)(b) allowing a period of 120 days for the completion of this job.  Complainant pleads that the Department is deliberately not adhering to the command of this statutory provision.  According to him, the only inference to be drawn from the delay in completing action under Section 4 is that the Department is not serious about its responsibility.  For this, he prays that exemplary penal action be taken against the Respondent.  

7.
Similarly, the delivery of information regarding specific decisions of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana relating to the application of building Bye Laws should have been a simple matter, and the staff of the Corporation should have been able to deliver these items of information.  This, however, has not been done.  This shows that the Government is quite complacent and causal about its obligations under the RTI Act, 2005. 

8.
The Complainant further points out that in its response dated 23.02.2007, the Respondent has stated in respect of para 3 (iii)(b) that :-


“Master plan is prepared by the Secretary, Housing and Urban Development, Punjab, Chandigarh.  You are therefore requested to approach the Department of Housing and Urban Development for the purpose."


9.
The Complainant submits that if this matter was related to the Department of Housing and Urban Development, then Section 6(3) of the RTI Act required the Respondent to transfer the request for information to the said Department within a period of five days of the receipt of request for information.  He submits that more than a year has elapsed since the original application. Complainant is dismayed that this issue has been brought up by the Respondent only now.  


10.
All in all, we observe that the Complainant has valid dissatisfaction in stating that neither has the information been supplied to him even more than a year after his request, nor has any action been taken by the Department to transfer his application to the Department claimed by the Respondent to be involved.  

11.
It is important that the provisions of RTI Act, 2005, are duly implemented in letter and spirit by all Departments of the State Government.  We would like that the Respondent should have completed the actions as assured 
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last time (but unfortunately not complied with) within the time granted for this purpose.  We would like the Principal Secretary, Local Government to direct the officer/official charged with the responsibility to complete the work within the period of one month.

12.
The PIO office of the Principal Secretary, Local Government and Urban Development is also directed to submit an affidavit before the next date of hearing as to why penalty be not imposed on him as demanded by the Complainant.  


13.
This matter will come up for confirmation of compliance on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Yash Raj Goyal (Advocate),

19-Rajguru Nagar Extn.,

P.O. Threekay,

Distt. Ludhiana.





…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 820 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Gobind Singh, Supervisor, Sutlej Club on behalf of the 



Respondent.



Complainant had demanded certain information in regard to the contract of the present caterer which was extended for three years from 2006 to 2008.  Since no response was received to the request for information made on 04.09.2006, the Complainant approached the Commission on 20.11.2006.  Consequent to the filing of the complaint, a notice dated 01.12.2006 was issued by the Commission to the Respondent calling upon him to file his response to the Complaint.  Receiving no response to the notice issued by the Commission, the matter has been brought up for hearing today. 

2.
Subsequent to his original complaint before the Commission, the Complainant sent another letter dated 19.02.2007 containing his reasons for alleging that the Sutlej Club, Ludhiana is a Public Authority.  In this letter, the Complainant has stated that “the Learned Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana is the president of Sutlej Club, Ludhiana and 4/5 class one officials i.e. IAS and PCS are members of Executive Committee.”  He also states that the building of the club has been constructed on Government/Corporation land.

3.
The representative of the PIO, does not deny that the Sutlej Club is to be considered a Public Authority on account of the Complainant’s contentions reproduced above.  He submits that the club has no objection to delivering the information in question to the complainant.
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4.
We, therefore, direct the PIO office of Deputy Commissioner-cum-President, Sutlej Club to deliver the information in question to the Complainant within the next fifteen days, under intimation to the Commission.  

5.
This matter will come up for confirmation of compliance on 30th March 2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.  
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







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 Additional Director General,

Vigilance Bureau, Pb,

SCO -  60-61, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 798 of 2006 





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



Sh. Darshan Singh, Superintendent of Police on behalf of the 


Respondent.



Information was demanded by the Complainant on 26.07.2006 relating to the registration of FIR No. 16 dated 23.07.2002 against Sh. Parmeshwar Singh Sidhu and others.  The list of documents demanded by the Complainant includes eight items.  


2.
Even though the Complainant is not present before us today, we proceed to take up the matter on its merits.


3.
Respondent states that in response to the demand for information, the Department has already supplied certain information to the Complainant on 22.12.2006.  While replying to the Complainant’s application item wise, the Respondent has already intimated to the Complainant the latest position regarding the case.  


4.
Respondent submits before us today that as per the directions of the Special Court, Ropar, investigation under Section 420 is currently in progress. The Respondent pleads that the information in respect of the criminal cases that are being investigated is exempt under Section 8 (h) of the RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent further states that intimation in this behalf has been sent to the Complainant vide letter dated 25.01.2007.  
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5.
We presume that the Complainant would be satisfied with the information that has already been delivered to him.

6.
The matter is disposed of accordingly.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ranbir Singh Saini,

# 525, Shivalik Avenue,

Phase 1-B, Naya Nangal,

Distt. Ropar.






…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 740 of 2006 





ORDER
Present :
Sh. Ranbir Singh Saini, Complainant in person.


None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had sought information from the Respondent in regard to the process of weeding out of records in case of civil suits in the Lower Courts under Punjab & Haryana, High Court jurisdiction including District and State Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum/Commission.  Receiving no response, this complaint has been filed under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.  The Commission had sought the response of the PIO office of Registrar Punjab & Haryana High Court on 14.11.2006.  No response, however, has been received.  


2.
Another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to appear and present its case before the Commission.  

3.
To come up on 26.03.2007 for further proceedings.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007








Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Radhe Sham Mittal,

# 30, Mohalla No. 6,

Jalandhar Cantt. (Pb.)




…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar General,

Pb. & Hry. High Court, Chd.



……………….Respondent

CC No. 745 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Radhe Sham Mittal, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



The Information demanded relates to action taken by the Punjab & Haryana High Court in its administrative capacity on a complaint made by the Complainant against a judicial officer namely Sh. Harjinder Pal Singh, PCS, Additional Civil Judge (Sr. Div.) Jalandhar-cum-Chief Judicial Magistrate, Jalandhar now promoted as Additional District & Sessions Judge.

2.
Not receiving any response, Complainant moved the Commission with a complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act on 06.11.2006.  The Commission sought the response of the Respondent and receiving none set up the matter for consideration today.

3.
This being the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent PIO office of the Registrar Punjab & Haryana High Court to appear before the Commission and present its case.


4.
To come up for further proceedings on 26.03.2007.  Copies of order be sent to both the parties.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Narung Singh Mundra,

# 1211, Phase 5,

Mohali.





…………......Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court, 
Chandigarh.





……………….Respondent

CC No. 730 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Narung Singh Mundra, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



The background of this case is that the Complainant Sh. Narung Singh Mundra was ordered by the High Court of Punjab and Haryana to be retired pre-maturely just one year before the date of superannuation.  On 20.09.2006, the Complainant demanded information by way of copies of correspondence, annual confidential reports and copies of notings on the file etc. pertaining to the decision on compulsory retirement.  Receiving no response to this request, Complainant approached the Commission on 07.11.2006 with the complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005.  Commission sought the response of the PIO office of the Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court, and receiving none issued notice for hearing.

2.
This being the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to appear and present his case before the Commission.  


3.
To come up for further proceedings on 26.03.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Dilbagh Singh,

Correspondent Hindustan times,

Nakodar, Nurmahal, Shahkot,

V.Bainapur, P.O.Pabwan,

Distt. Jalandhar.





…………......Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar & another.




………….Respondent

AC  No. 28 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh.Dilbagh  Singh Appellant in person. 


Sh.Mohinder Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent.


This case was heard by us on 25.09.2006 and again on 02.01.2007.  On 25.09.2006, five documents were delivered to the Commission.  PIO had argued that while he has no objection to the supply of other documents, he claimed exemption in respect of one of these items namely copy of FIR dated 16.02.1992.


2.
The matter was adjourned for arguments on whether the exemption claimed by the PIO should be granted or not.


3.
The representative of the PIO before us today merely reiterates the demand for exemption.  He does not appear to be equipped to argue the matter as it involves interpretation of statutory provisions.  In order to examine the matter in depth, we give another opportunity to the PIO to be present in person on the next date of hearing to argue the matter.

4.
To come up for further proceedings on 26.03.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Er. Ranjit Singh,

# 168, Housing Board Colony,

Jamalpur Awana,

Ludhiana.






…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev.),

Nawanshahr.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 794 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. A.S.Bhullar, District Development and Panchayat Officer on 


behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded in this case inter alia relates to the maintenance of accounts pertaining to the execution of development works out of Panchayat funds, Government grants released for villages in different blocks in the Districts, details of estimates prepared by the J.Es before taking up the work in hand, issuance of utilization certificates by the BD&PO, preparation of inventories of stock, execution of works as per specifications, formation of committees by the Government for the purchase of materials etc. and details of works regarding the reconstruction of streets and drains after dismantling the old ones.    Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying the information.  He has in fact written to the Complainant on 05.12.2006 to the effect that if the Complainant is prepared to make payment for the information required as per the Act, these would be delivered to him.


2.
As per the Respondent, the information demanded by the Complainant is voluminous and consists of about 20,000 pages which would require the payment of Rs. 40,000/- by the Complainant as fee. This intimation was sent by registered post to the Complainant on 05.12.2006.  A copy of this letter is also on record with the Commission.  Respondent states that there has been no response by the Complainant after this.


3.
In these circumstances, it is quite clear that the PIO is prepared to deliver the information demanded and he has also intimated the Complainant in
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 this behalf.   The fact that the Complainant has not pursued this case any further either in replying to the Respondent or by putting in appearance before the Commission, suggests that the Complainant is no longer interested in pursuing this matter further.
4. The case is disposed of accordingly.  

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pardeep Kumar,

S/o Sh. Mohan Lal,

Vill. Bhinder Khurd, P.O. Bhinder Kalan,

Teh. & Distt. Moga (Pb.)




…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………….Respondent

CC No. 773 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Mohan Lal, father of Sh. Pardeep Kumar on behalf of the Complainant.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.  



Complainant desired to know the marks obtained by him alongwith the answer sheets in the written test and interview before the selection committee constituted by the Punjab Police for the purpose.  The Inspector General of Police, Headquarters in his letter on 09.02.2007, has supplied the information in regard to the marks in the written test and interview obtained by Complainant Sh. Pardeep Kumar.  No mention has been made in regard to the marks and other details sought in respect of four other candidates mentioned by the Complainant.  

2.
Before taking a decision on merits on supply of details of marks by Complainant as well as other candidates, it is necessary for the Respondent to present his case in this behalf.  An opportunity is, therefore, granted to the PIO office of DGP (Inspector General of Police, Headquarters) to present his case in relation to the demand of the Complainant.  

3.
To come up on 11.04.2007. Copies of the order be sent both the parties. 
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Capt. V.K.Sehgal,

# 3075, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.






…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Sainik Welfare Punjab,

Chandigarh.





……………….Respondent

CC No. 720 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Capt. V.K.Sehgal, Complainant in person.

Wg. Cdr. H.S.Kang, PIO, Department of Defence Services, Punjab.



Information demanded relates to certain details regarding tours undertaken by the Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab.  Respondent argues that the Complainant is habitual of making demands of information on many frivolous issues which are a part of personal vendetta against the Director.  


2.
Complainant on the other hand, states that the information demanded in his right and he would like to use it to impeach the credibility of the Director. 


3.
We do not go into the merits of the allegations made by the Respondent at this stage.  The basic issue to be considered by the Commission under the RTI Act, 2005, is whether the information demanded is exempt under Section 8(i)(j), RTI Act, 2005.  


4.
For this purpose, to come up for arguments on 11.04.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. B.R. Bhadhi,

Treasury Officer (Retd.),

Ashok Vihar Colony, Nakodar,

Distt. Jalandhar.





…………...Appellant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary,

PWD (B&R), Pb.,

414/4, Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………….Respondent

AC No. 128 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. B.R. Bhadhi, Appellant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Since this is the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to put in appearance. 

2.
To come up for further proceedings on 11.04.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka,

# 2017/1, Sec 45-C,

Chandigarh.






…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

State Transport of Punjab.

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 727 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka, Complainant in person.


Sh. Gursewak Singh Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf 


of the PIO.



Information demanded inter alia consists of a copy of the Government letter/departmental instructions laying down the norms for fixing route income, the manner in which the norms are fixed and whether the fixation of norms is mandatory; the copies of reports submitted by inspection teams sent by the DST to the various depots to find out if the conductors in each depot had deposited route income less than the fixed norms. 


2.
 Respondent has no objection to deliver the information.  He states that some time be granted for this purpose, as this is an old record and requires to be compiled.  Time is, accordingly, allowed to the Respondent for supplying the information.  


3.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 11.04.2007.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka,

# 2017/1, Sec 45-C,

Chandigarh.






…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Special Secretary, Transport,
Govt. of Punjab.

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 732 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Amarjit Singh Lauhka, Complainant in person.



Sh. Gursewak Singh Assistant Public Information Officer on behalf 


of the PIO.



The information in question has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  The Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied.  
2. The matter is disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Zulfkar Ali,

Vill.- Mahmoodpur, 

P.O.- Bassian Brahmna,

Teh.- Kharar,

Distt. SAS Nagar (Mohali)



…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Distt.- SAS Nagar (Mohali)



……………….Respondent

CC No. 792 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Zulfkar Ali, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that his demand for information has since been met and the information delivered to him.


2.
The case is disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. K.S.Kathuria,

Asstt. General Manager (Retd.),

Punjab & Sind Bank,

#201, Green Avenue,

Amritsar & another.





…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District & Sessions Judge,

Amritsar.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 751 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. K.S.Kathuria and Sh. G.S. Aneja Complainants in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.



Since this is the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to make his submissions.  


2.
To come up on 11.04.2007. 

3.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  District and Sessions Judge, Amritsar be also informed about this order with a request that he should direct the PIO of his office to appear before the Commission on the next date of hearing.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Rana Harinder Kaur, 
Director, Family Welfare Pb.,

Chandigarh.






…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Health & Family Welfare

219/2, Mini Secretariat, 

Punjab, Chandigarh.



……………….Respondent

CC No. 729 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Pritam Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant has since been supplied to her.  He invites our attention to the letter dated 12.02.2007 vide which information in question has been sent to the Complainant and copy whereof was received in the office of the Commission on 14.02.2007.


2.
Considering that the Complainant has not come forward to dispute this stand, it is presumed that she is satisfied with the information delivered to her.


3.
The matter is disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Haqiqat Singh,

S/o Sh. Hazara Singh,

Vill. Mohali,

# 8, Gali No. 1,

Teh. & Distt. Mohali

 



…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






……………….Respondent

CC No. 757 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Haqiqat Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Surjeet Sing, Head constable on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had sought information on certain items vide his application dated 17.08.2006 under Section 6 RTI Act, 2005.  According to the Respondent, the information demanded by the Complainant has been supplied to him.  Complainant, however, states that information on one specific item relating to an affidavit submitted by him has still not been given.  

2.
We, therefore, direct the Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali to give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 7th March 2007 at 1100 hours to satisfy him and deliver whatever information remains.  

3. To come up for further proceedings on 11.04.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007








Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajan Sachdeva,

Advocate & Notrary Public,

# 44, Rani Ka Bagh,

Amritsar.




…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.




……………….Respondent

CC No. 769 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. Rajan Sachdeva, Complainant in person.



Sh. Arvinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant states that the information demanded has since been delivered to him.  He urges, however, that since there has been delay, penalty should be imposed on the Respondent.   According to the Complainant, the delay in delivery of information is of 63 days.  Respondent states that the delay is not deliberate

2.
We find that this is too small a matter to deserve any further consideration.  Information has been duly delivered.  Perhaps the Deputy Commissioner’s office could have been more prompt in compiling the information for delivery.  The PIO of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar is advised to be more careful in future.  We find that since the delay has not been deliberate or wilful, there is no justification for imposition of any penalty.


3.
The case is disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.P.Marwaha,

# 2076, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.





…………...Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Vigilance Bureau Pb,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



……………….Respondent

CC No. 719 of 2006 





ORDER

Present :
Sh. S.P.Marwaha, Complainant in person.



Sh. Darshan Singh, Superintendent of Police on behalf of the 


Respondent.



The application seeking information from the Respondent was made by the Complainant on 01.08.2006.  Receiving no response, the instant complaint was filed under Section 18 on 07.11.2006. It transpires that the origin of the case is an enquiry conducted by the Vigilance Bureau against an officer of the Punjab Land Development and Reclamation Corporation, Punjab and his helpers. This enquiry was initiated following complaint by Sh. S.P.Marwaha, Complainant in this case.  Both sides agree that the Vigilance Bureau had conducted an enquiry into the allegations, that Vigilance Bureau had taken the view that certain follow-up action by way of prosecution was to be taken by the Union Territory, Administration Chandigarh, and that the Respondent had written to the Union Territory, Administration accordingly.

2.
Both sides also agree that the basic information available with the Vigilance Bureau relating to this case was duly delivered to the Complainant.  It is also accepted that information regarding any further action is now with the Union Territory, Administration and not with the Vigilance Bureau, Punjab.

3.
It, thus, appears that the information available with the Respondent has already been delivered.  It is beyond doubt that the jurisdiction in this case for follow up action is that of the Union Territory, Administration.
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4.
The Complainant is, therefore, advised to approach the PIO of office of the Senior Superintendent of Police, Chandigarh for any further demand for information.  Complainant states that he has already done so and has not received any response.  

5.
In these circumstances, only course open to the Complainant under the Right to Information Act, 2005, is to approach the Appellate Authority or the Central Information Commission under whose jurisdiction the Public Authorities in the Union Territory, Chandigarh fall. 

6.
In so far as the Respondent Vigilance Bureau, Punjab is concerned, this matter is disposed of. 

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 26.02.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








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







State Information Commissioner
