           STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naveen Sehgal, Advocate,

C/o RTI Awareness Forum,

28, Katra Sher Singh, 

Scheme No.1, Amritsar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Madhopur Barrier, Jammu-Madhopur Road,

Madhopur.








 Respondent

CC - 748/2011

Present:
Shri S. K. Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Parveen Kumar, ETO-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

Written submission has been received from the Complainant through his Counsel  on 09.05.2011 vide which he has requested to direct the Respondent PIO to supply the requisite information to the Complainant and in support of his request he has referred to some Judgements of different High Courts and Commissions. 
2.

After going through the submission, I feel that the information asked for by the Complainant can be supplied to the Complainant as it is readily available in the domain of the public authority. Therefore, it is directed that  the requisite information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of 
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hearing.

3.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 16.05.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 10. 05. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Kumar Sharma,

C/o Director of RTI Awareness Forum,

51 – HIDE MARKET,

Opposite Sabzi Mandi Near Asian Batteries,

Amritsar – 143001.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Excise and Taxation Commissioner-cum-

Joint Director(Invg.), Jalandhar Division,

Jalandhar.








 Respondent

CC -  741/2011

Present:
Shri Surinder Kumar Sharma,  Complainant, in person.


Shri Ranjit Singh, ETO-cum-APIO,   on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent places on record a written  submission from the PIO vide letter No. 514, dated 05.05.2011 in which he has stated  that the information asked for by the Complainant is confidential in nature as per the provisions of section 69 of the Punjab VAT Act.2005 and involves commercial confidence and trade secrets and there is no obligation to give information as it enjoys exemption from disclosure  as per provisions of section 8(d) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. He has further stated that the Complainant has not justified that the information demanded by him is not third party information  nor has been able to prove that
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 the same is available on the public domain of the Public Authority. Therefore, it enjoys exemption as per the provisions of section 11 of the Act ibid. 
2.

The Complainant states that the bills are entered in the computer by a outsourcing  private agency engaged by the Department and thus the information does not remain to be confidential.
3.

In these circumstances, I direct that the information, which has been demanded in the larger public interest, be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing as per his demand vide application dated 07.07.2009.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 16.05.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 10. 05. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh, 

3 – Ranjit Bagh,

Near State College of Education, Patiala.



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC -  2091/2008
Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh,  Complainant, in person.
Shri  Naresh Kumar, Planning Officer-cum-APIO , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent places on record Action Taken Report   in the form of noting portion of the relevant file starting from 06.04.2011 to 21.04.2011, one copy of which is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence. The Respondent states that Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala has sent the file to Legal Advisor for taking legal advice on the following point:-



“ eh fBZih ;[DtkJh dk w"ek fpB?eko dh wzr nB[;ko d/Dk pDdk j?<”

The Respondent further states that the owner of Plot No. 2 has not approached 
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the High Court for getting stay. Therefore, as and when the legal advice is received from the Legal Advisor, action will be taken to demolish  the non-compoundable portion of the building.

3.

Accordingly, it is directed that Action Taken Report regarding demolishing of the non-compoundable portion of the building   be supplied to the Complainant. 
4.

In these circumstances,  the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala for taking necessary action after receiving the advice from the Legal Advisor. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 10. 05. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

CC:

Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Narinder Singh,

R/o H.No. 32, Gali Sunarian,

Katra Dal Singh, New Abadi, Amritsar.




Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o General Secretary,

Indian Academy of Fine Arts,

Madan Malviya Road, Amritsar.





 Respondent

CC - 3901/2010
Present:
Shri Anil Chawla, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Manmohan Upneja, Advocate,   on behalf of Shri S. C. Nagal, Counsel for the  Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Manmohan Upneja, Advocate,  places on record a written submission  from Shri S. C. Nagal, Counsel for the Respondent in response to the written submission  made by Shri Anil Chawla, Counsel for the Complainant. In the written submission Shri S. C. Nagpal, has stated that the Academy has  not received any grant from the Government.  However,   Chief Minister, Punjab had announced a grant of Rs. 1.5 crores to the Academy  during an exhibition but no grant has actually been released to the Academy and received by the Academy till date.  Copies of Balance Sheets of the Academy as on 31.03.2008, 31.03. 2009 and 31.03.2010 have been submitted alongwith written submission
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 by the Counsel for the Respondent.  A perusal of the Balance Sheets reveals that no grant has  been received by the Academy from the Government or  from the Chief Minister. 
2.

As regards the land, on  which the Academy has been built, it belongs to Municipal Corporation, Amritsar and is on lease for 99 years. The Counsel for the Respondent places on record a  copy of the lease deed according to which the land measuring 2954.6 Sq. Yds.  is on lease for 99 years and lease money is to be paid to the Municipal Corporation at the rate of Rs. 5/- per month. Since  2954.6 Sq. Yds. of land of Municipal Corporation is with the Academy on lease for 99 years on a payment of Rs. 5/- per month, the Academy is bound to fall  within the ambit of RTI Act, 2005. Therefore, it is directed that APIO, PIO and First Appellate Authority be appointed in the Academy and the requisite information, asked for by the Complainant vide his RTI application, be supplied to him before the next date of hearing.
3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 16.05.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 10. 05. 2011



      State Information Commissioner                
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vikas Gupta,

S/o Shri Rattan Lal Garg,

H.No. 100/W-11, Goyal Street,

Tibba Basti, PATRAN, District: Patiala.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector: 34, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

CC -  62/2011

Present:
Shri Vikas Gupta, Complainant, in person.

Shri Supinder Singh, Senior Assistant; Shri Rajinder Kumar, Junior Assistant and Shri Hardeep Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing , the requisite information, as available in the record of the Public Authority, alongwith copy of Rules, Regulations and instructions issued regarding recruitment of Drug Inspectors, is supplied to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence.
2.

The Complainant submits that the case may be closed as he has received the information and is satisfied. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh

                


      Surinder Singh


Dated: 10. 05. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

         STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harminder Singh Gambhir,

s/o sh. Iqbal Singh Gambhir,

51, Hide Market opposite Old Sabzi Mandi,

Near Asian Batteries, Amritsar- 143001.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Assisstant Excise & Taxation commissioner,

Bhupendra Road, Patiala.






 Respondent

CC No. 752 /2011

Present:
Shri S,.K. Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.



Surinderpal Singh Grewal, Manager Finance and Ms. Manmeet 


Kaur, Inspector, on behalf of respondlent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information, duly authenticated,  has been supplied as per the rejoinder submitted by the Ld. Counsel on behalf of complainant, along with two CDs.

3.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 10-05-2011


            State Information Commissioner



   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Sharma, Advocate,

c/o RTI Awareness Forum,

9-Block-A, New Kangra Colony,

Batala Road, Amritsar- 143001.




      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Madhopur Barrier, Jammu Pathankot Road,

Madhopur, District:  Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

CC No. 737 /2011

Present:
Shri Surinder Kumar Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of 



complainant.



Shri Parveen Kumar, ETO-cum-APIO, Madhopur,  on behalf of 


the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Ld. Counsel on behalf of Complainant has submitted his rejoinder in which he has requested the Commission to direct the Respondent to supply the requisite information to the Complainant as the information, asked for by the Complainant in the larger public interest. He has referred to a number of judgements of the Courts and orders passed by the Commission:-

(1)
In CC No. 1782 of 2010 titled K.C. Singal Vs. SPIO-cum-Excise and Taxation Commissioner Punjab,  the Ld. Chief 
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Information Commissioner, Punjab has inter-alia  held in his orders dated 17.08.2011 as under:-
(i)
It is  relevant to note that the DETC, while hearing an appeal under the VAT Act acts as a statutory authority. It is a quasi-judicial forum. The decisions given by such an authority not only adjudicate the issues involved qua the private parties, but may also  lay down precedents to be followed in future cases. The decisions in such statutory appeal cases, once judgment is announced, are considered to be in public domain.




(ii)
Reliance by the respondent on the provisions of Sections 50 and 69 of the VAT Act is of little help. Section 50 opens with the words, “Notwithstanding anything contained in Section 69…” thus superseding the provisions of Section 69, Section 50(2) further makes it clear that the prohibition against publication/ disclosure is applicable only, “until the time for presenting an appeal to the appropriate appellate authority has expired, if the appeal has not been filed or if the appeal has been filed, the same has been disposed of”. Besides, what is being disclosed under the RTI Act is not the statements made or return furnished or accounts and documents produced or evidence recorded under the VAT Act, but the copies of the orders passed by the appellate authority.
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(iii)
In any case, Section 22 of the RTI Act supersedes the provisions of any other law for the time being in force. The RTI Act has an overriding effect. The information, therefore, cannot be held back on the strength of the provisions of the VAT Act.

(2)
Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Lt. Gen. PK Grover- in  AC-148 of 2008 decided on 27-07-2009,  has held  that the information demanded by the appellant pertaining to the levy/ imposition  of penalties shall be exempt from disclosure only till such time as the appeals presented by the defaulters are pending and where no appeals  are filed, till the time for filing the appeal has not expired. In cases where the appeals have been disposed of by the competent authorities and where no appeals have been filed within the period prescribed for filing the appeals, the information demanded shall be liable to be disclosed. It is, however, made clear that before disclosing information, procedural requirement of Section 11, RTI Act, 2005 that is notice to the third parties shall also have to be complied with by the Respondent. 
3.

After going through the submissions made by the Complainant as well as the Respondent and in view of the orders passed by the Commission in different cases, I arrive at the conclusion that the information asked for by the Complainant in the instant case is not covered for exemption under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005  and is readily available in the domain of 
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the Public Authority which can safely be supplied to the Complainant in the larger public interest . Therefore, it is directed that the requisite  information be  supplied to the Complainant  by the Respondent.  However, some information has already been supplied by the Respondent. Hence,  it is directed that the remaining information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
4.

It is also directed that a copy of rejoinder  supplied  by the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant to the Commission be supplied to the Respondent. 

5.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 16-05-2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of  SCO No. 84-85,  Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 10-05-2011


                  State Information Commissioner
      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ram Singh Nagpal,

c/o RTI Awareness Forum,

Maikon I.TI, Ist floor, 58- Pink Plaza,

o/s Hall Gate, Amritsar.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner
,

Madhopur Barrier, Jammu- Pathankot Road,

Madhopur, Distt. Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

CC No. 742 /2011

Present:
Shri Surinder Kumar Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of 



complainant.



Shri Parveen Kumar, ETO-cum-APIO, Madhopur on behalf of 


Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Ld. Counsel on behalf of Complainant has submitted his rejoinder in which he has requested the Commission to direct the Respondent to supply the requisite information to the Complainant as the information, asked for by the Complainant in the larger public interest. He has referred to a number of judgements of the Courts and orders passed by the Commission:-

(1)
In CC No. 1782 of 2010 titled K.C. Singal Vs. SPIO-cum-Excise and Taxation Commissioner Punjab,  the Ld. Chief 
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Information Commissioner, Punjab has inter-alia  held in his orders dated 17.08.2011 as under:-

(i)
It is  relevant to note that the DETC, while hearing an appeal under the VAT Act acts as a statutory authority. It is a quasi-judicial forum. The decisions given by such an authority not only adjudicate the issues involved qua the private parties, but may also  lay down precedents to be followed in future cases. The decisions in such statutory appeal cases, once judgment is announced, are considered to be in public domain.




(ii)
Reliance by the respondent on the provisions of Sections 50 and 69 of the VAT Act is of little help. Section 50 opens with the words, “Notwithstanding anything contained in Section 69…” thus superseding the provisions of Section 69, Section 50(2) further makes it clear that the prohibition against publication/ disclosure is applicable only, “until the time for presenting an appeal to the appropriate appellate authority has expired, if the appeal has not been filed or if the appeal has been filed, the same has been disposed of”. Besides, what is being disclosed under the RTI Act is not the statements made or return furnished or accounts and documents produced or evidence recorded under the VAT Act, but the copies of the orders passed by the appellate authority.
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(iii)
In any case, Section 22 of the RTI Act supersedes the provisions of any other law for the time being in force. The RTI Act has an overriding effect. The information, therefore, cannot be held back on the strength of the provisions of the VAT Act.

(2)
Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Lt. Gen. PK Grover- in  AC-148 of 2008 decided on 27-07-2009,  has held  that the information demanded by the appellant pertaining to the levy/ imposition  of penalties shall be exempt from disclosure only till such time as the appeals presented by the defaulters are pending and where no appeals  are filed, till the time for filing the appeal has not expired. In cases where the appeals have been disposed of by the competent authorities and where no appeals have been filed within the period prescribed for filing the appeals, the information demanded shall be liable to be disclosed. It is, however, made clear that before disclosing information, procedural requirement of Section 11, RTI Act, 2005 that is notice to the third parties shall also have to be complied with by the Respondent. 

3.

After going through the submissions made by the Complainant as well as the Respondent and in view of the orders passed by the Commission in different cases, I arrive at the conclusion that the information asked for by the Complainant in the instant case is not covered for exemption under the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005  and is readily available in the domain of 
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the Public Authority which can safely be supplied to the Complainant in the larger public interest . Therefore, it is directed that the requisite  information be  supplied to the Complainant  by the Respondent.  However, some information has already been supplied by the Respondent. Hence,  it is directed that the remaining information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 

4.

It is also directed that a copy of rejoinder  supplied  by the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant to the Commission be supplied to the Respondent. 

5.

The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 16-05-2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on second floor of  SCO No. 84-85,  Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 10-05-2011


                  State Information Commissioner


     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB     


SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balbir Aggarwal,

10904, Basant Road, near Gurdwara

Bhagwati, Industrial Area-B, Miller Ganj,

Ludhiana-3.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana.                                                                                                                                                        








 Respondent

CC No. 232 /2011

Present:
Shri Balbir Aggarwal, complainant, in person.



Dr. Yashpal Mehta, PIO, Dr. Pardeep Sharma, APIO and Shri 


Ajay Kumar, dealing Clerk, RTI, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 11-04-2011 when directions were given to Dr. Yashpal Sharma, PIO, to be present in the court along with the written submission.  Dr. Yashpal Sharma is present in the court and has furnished his written submission in which has stated that they have got copy of registration of vehicle from the office of DTO, Ludhiana, and a photocopy of which is handed over to the complainant in my presence.  In his written submission he has further stated that no doubt, grant-in-aid was being given to Dr. B.L.Kapoor Memorial Hospital, Ludhiana, however, the same has since been suspended for the last three years due to some reasons.  The commission has also directed the PIO to get an enquiry conducted in the matter. The PIO states that Dr. K.S.Saini, 
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Director,  Immunization was entrusted to conduct the enquiry.   The inquiry officer has submitted his report in which he has stated that he could not complete the enquiry as the officers/ officials of Dr. B.L.Kapoor Memorial  Hospital are not cooperating with him and a copy of the report has been forwarded to the office of Director, Health and Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh for information and necessary action. 

2.

it is directed that as the grant-in-aid was being given  prior to three years, the Director, Health and Family Welfare, will take up the case with the Government for taking necessary action against Dr. B.L.Kapoor Memorial Hospital, Ludhiana.  So far as  the question of delay in supplying the information is concerned, the PIO has stated that the vehicle in question was transferred by the office of Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh, directly  to Dr. B.L.Kapoor Memorial Hospital, Ludhiana. The office of District Transport Officer, Ludhiana was contacted, and after great efforts  the relevant documents were procured from DTO Office and supplied to the complainant.  During arguments, it was also pointed out by the complainant that the lease period of said Hospital has since been expired as far as in 1980 and no action has been taken by the government in getting the lease extended or to get the land vacated. The complainant also brought to the notice of the commission that the land belongs to Punjab Government and lease deed has been signed by the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, up to 01-07-1980 which has since expired.  The 
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Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana,  should take up the matter with the hospital authorities and at the government level, either to get the land vacated or to get the lease deed renewed. 

3.

I am satisfied with the submissions made by the respondent-PIO and no penalty is imposed upon the PIO and no compensation is awarded to the complainant. The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Health and Family Welfare may issue necessary instructions in this regard to look into the matter whether the grants being given to private hospitals for promoting family welfare are being used for that purpose or not for which the grants are being released. 

4.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed. 
 5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 10-05-2011


            State Information Commissioner




CC:
(i)
Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,




Department of Health & Family Welfare,





Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandigarh.

(ii) Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.

(iii) Director Health and Family Welfare, Punjab,


Parwar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector 34, Chandigarh. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surinder Pal, Advocate,

House No. 539/112/3, St. 1-E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.






     

Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner of Police,

Ludhiana.








 Respondent

AC No. 112 /2011

Present:
Shri Surinder Pal, appellant, in person.



Shri Wazir Singh, DSP and Ms. Surirnder Kaur, Sub Inspector, 


on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent-APIO, on behalf of Additional Deputy Commissioner, Police, places on record a letter No.133/RTI, dated 09-05-2011 in which he has replied parawise to the application of appellant. He has also attached photocopies of notifications issued by the Government of Punjab from time to time specifying the dignitaries/ senior officers/ persons entitled to use red/ blue light atop their official vehicles.  However, there is no mention of hooters to be used by any officer.  The appellant states that in Ludhiana, many unauthorized persons/ officials are using red lights and hooters on their vehicles in sheer violation of guidelines issued by the Government from time to time.
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The respondent, Shri Wazir Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Traffic, who is present in the court today, states that they are not maintaining the lists of officers/ persons who have been authorized to use red lights  atop their official/ private vehicles. However, on checking they have booked many official/ private vehicles found having  red lights unauthorisedly and they have issued challans in this respect.
The appellant states that that an affidavit be submitted by the respondent that they have no list of officers/ persons who have been given permission to use red light on their official/ private vehicles. Shri Wazir Singh,  Deputy Superintendent of Police, Traffic states that there is no such list with them and his statement given in the court be treated as statement of the Police Department of Ludhiana district. 

3.

I am of the view that the government should take strict and concrete action against the defaulters who are found using red lights and hooters on their vehicles unauthorisedly.  It is directed that copies of orders be sent to the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Home Affairs and to the Director General of Police, Punjab, Chandigarh, for taking necessary action in this regard. 

4.

 Since the requisite information, as available in the public domain of the public authority, stands provided, the case is disposed of.   However, the appellant is free to approach the court of law as per the statement given by the 
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respondent on behalf of PIO present in the court,   to get his grievance redressed, if any. 

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 10-05-2011


            State Information Commissioner




CC:
(i)
Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,




Department of Home Affairs, Mini Sectt,




Sector-9, Chandigarh.

(ii) Director General of Police, Punjab,


Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

