STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Brij Lal Sharma,

c/o Sh. A.S. Lauhka, Advocate,

H. No. 2017/1, Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Food & Supplies, Pb,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  950 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sri  Amarjit Singh Lauhka , Advocate, on  behalf  of  the        . 
complainant
ii)  
Sri Iqbal Singh Sethi,Supdt, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has been informed by the respondent that  office letter No. FSE5(3)-89/20975 dated 19-5-1990 is not available in the records of the office since it was destroyed  in a fire  in 1995.  A copy of letter No.SA( R )-FA-08/2509-12  dated 
3-6-2008  has been supplied by the respondent to the complainant.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. D.C. Bansal,

Assistant Labour Commissioner,

Patiala, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Pb.,

Department of Personnel, Pb. Civil Secretariat,
Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  973 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sh. D.C. Bansal, complainant in person.
ii)     
 Sri Ramesh  Kumar,Supdt.,PP-I Br. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kartar Singh Rattan,
# 236, Bharat Nagar,

Bibi Wala Chowk, 

Bathinda, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police Pb.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  987 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Kartar Singh Rattan, complainant  in person 

ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in his application has asked for information regarding the action taken on a representation he had made in the year 2003. He has received a reply from the office of the SSP, Bathinda stating that an entry has been found in the receipt register showing  that  an application  from  Sri Darshan Singh along with eight other applications  were received from the office of the SSP, Bathinda  on 15-10-2003 and thereafter there is no record of the whereabouts of these applications.  It has been further stated that an inquiry is being made in order to locate the application of Sri.Darshan Singh and  to ascertain what action was  taken on it.

In view of the above position and especially since the application for information in this case is about  a representation which was given six years ago, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent that the information required by the complainant should be given to him  as and when his representation is located.  In the meanwhile, the complainant is advised to make a fresh application to the SSP, Bathinda and to seek information about the action taken thereon in due course.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jeet Singh,
s/o Sh. Teja Singh,

H. No. 167-C, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Tehsil – Rajpura

District Patiala, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  986 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 S.I.  Sudarshan Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the complainant habitually refuses to accept any communication directly from the police authorities.  The information required by the complainant has therefore been brought by the respondent, a copy  of which should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
Encls----
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Pal Kapoor,
H. No. 10-C, Markfed Complex,

Kotkapura Road, Faridkot – 151023.

Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Governor of Punjab,
Raj Bhawan, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  990 of 2009

Present:
None.
ORDER


The respondent has requested for an adjournment of this case and the complainant is also not present.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 30-7-2009 for consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Sarita Chopra,
# 1066-A, Sector 41-B,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Gaini Zail Singh College of

Engineering & Technology,

Bathinda, Punjab. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  991 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Sarita Chopra, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sri Raja Singh Khela,Asstt. Professor-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has acknowledged that she has received the information for which she had applied to her satisfaction.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Kumar,
s/o Sh. Karam Chand,

H. No. 22/1, Gali No. 2,

W. No. 3, Mohalla Har Gobind Nagar,

PO – Reru, Dhagari Road,

Jalandhar, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

Sri R.K.Jaiswal, IPS.  ( By Regd Post)
PIO-cum-Senior Superintendent Police,

 Jalandhar,      




Vs.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  995 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Surinder Kumar,  complainant  in  person. 

ii)     
 HC  Amrik  Lal,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent on 2-6-2009.

While the complainant agrees that there is no deficiency in the information which has been supplied to him, his grievance is that the application was made by him on 5-11-2008 and he has received the information after a period of almost seven months.


There is no doubt that the information has been provided to the complainant in this case after a serious delay.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given Sri R.K.Jaiswal, Senior Superintendent Police-cum-PIO, Jalandhar, to show cause at 10 AM on 30-7-2009, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Parmjit Singh,

Mechanic-II,

PRTC Workshop Chandigarh,

Industrial Area, Phase – II, 

Near Tribune Chowk, Chandigarh.


__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 996 & 997 of 2009

Present:
i)   Sh. Parmjit Singh,  complainant   in  person.. 

ii)  S I Ajit Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Both of these cases are being disposed of by a single order since the subject matter on which the information has been  asked for in both the cases is the same.
Substantial information has been provided by the respondent to ,the complainant.  After a detailed discussion, the respondent agrees that there are a few documents which still remain to be given and he has made a commitment that the same will be handed over to the complainant by hand at 11  AM on 6-7-2009 in his office.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 9-7-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. D.S. Grewal,

s/o Lt. Col. Hari Singh Grewal,

H. No. 103, Sector 36-A,

Chandigarh.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana, Punjab. 


__________ Respondent

CC No. 784 & 785 of 2009
Present:
i)   
Dr. D.S. Grewal, complainant in person.. 

ii)     
Sri Harish Bhagat, APIOP-cum-Legal Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that he has not had an opportunity to study the information which has been supplied to him in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 14-5-2009 and he requests for an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him by the respondent.

The request of the applicant is accepted and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 22-7-2009  (Wednesday)  for further consideration and  orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. S.P. Khariwal, Chairman,

Consumer Movement ,
H. No. 1074, Street No. 3, Abohar,

District Fereozepur,



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 156 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri  Charan Singh, AFSO,Abohar, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that in compliance with the  court’s orders dated 9-4-2009,  the information pertaining to Khuiyan  Sarwar  was sent to the applicant’s residence on 13-5-2009  but the applicant did not accept this information stating that he had asked for information pertaining to only Abohar block.

The letter dated 15-5-2009 of the applicant in which he has pointed out some alleged deficiencies in the information provided to him in respect of Abohar block was not sent  to the respondent with the court’s orders dated 14-5-2009 inadvertently. A copy of the same has been provided to him today with the direction that a suitable reply, along with  additional information, wherever necessary, should be sent to the applicant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 23-7-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdarshan Singh,

s/o Sh. Uda Singh,

r/o Kothe Kukia-De.

Village Pharwahi, Teh & Distt. Barnala,

V/s.


__________Complainant

Sri Shiv  Kumar Verm,IPS,           ( By Regd. Post)




Senior Superintendent of Police-cum-

 Public Information Officer
Barnala, Punjab. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 421 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurdarshan Singh,   complainant in person. 

ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The facts of this case are that in response to the complainant’s application for information dated 22-9-2008, the respondent,  having failed in his attempts to deliver the required information to the complainant by hand, as requested by him in his application for information, sent the same to the Commission for delivery to the complainant. When the case was heard for the first time on 9-4-2009, it was odered that this information should be sent to the complainant along with the orders,  and an opportunity was given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him at 10 AM on 14-5-2009.  Also, the respondent, who was not present in the Court on 9-4-2009, was asked to make sure that he is properly represented in the Court on the next date of hearing on 14-5-2009.

On 14-5-2009, the respondent again did not attend the Court despite the directions given to him  in the orders dated 9-4-2009.  The complainant pointed out that there were two deficiencies in the information which was provided to him.  These were duly recorded in the orders of the Court dated 14-5-2009 and the respondent  was issued a notice to show cause why a penalty should not be imposed upon him for the delay which has been caused in supplying  the information, and the case was










---p2/-

















                  (2)

adjourned to 11-6-2009 (later changed to 29-6-2009) for further consideration and orders. This show cause notice  has also been ignored by the PIO. The complainant states that he has also not received the information which remained  to be given to him, despite  the Court’s orders dated 14-5-2009.



It is unfortunate that the PIO is not present in the Court even today, and has also not bothered to send any representative 


One last opportunity is given to the PIO to give the remaining information to the complainant and to submit his reply to the show cause notice at 10 AM on 24-7-2009. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pritpal Singh,

s/o Sh. Harkirtan Singh,

R/o # 2/305, Jandiala Road,

Tarn Taran. 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Attorney,

Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 140 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER


The complainant is not present. The written statement made by him on 14-5-2009 and his subsequent letter dated 6-6-2009 have been considered.  The main contention of the complainant is that advice and opinions arising out of the hypothetical questions raised by him in his application for information are  covered by the definition of ‘information’ under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act, 2005.  This contention of the complainant is without any merit and his complaint is therefore rejected.


Disposed of.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Diljit Singh Bedi,

H.No. 3642/1, Street No. 3,

Tej Mohan Nagar, Basti Sheikh,

Jalandhar.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab, 

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No.113 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Diljit Singh Bedi, complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sri Harmesh Lal, Supdt., and Ms. Promila, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was given by the complainant to the PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Punjab Government, Home Department, on 
4-9-2008.  The applicant has sought information regarding the action taken by the Department of Home Affairs on the letter dated 18-12-2007 addressed to the
 Additional Secretary, Home, and Director, Civil Defence, Punjab and a photostat copy of the said letter was also enclosed with the application for information.  Strangely,  instead of providing the information for which the complainant had applied, the Home Department referred the application for information to the  DGP-cum- Commandant General Home Guards,   asking him to supply the information directly to the complainant, although the information which has been asked for concerns the action taken by the Home Department on a reference sent to it by the very office to whom the application was referred. The complainant made the present complaint to the Commission and a notice was issued to the PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Home Affairs, vide the orders of the Courts dated 23-4-2009, for giving a suitable response to the complainant in respect of his application for information.  The objection of the respondent that the .information which has been asked for concerns a third party was also over ruled by the same orders dated 23-4-2009.               …..p2/-

                                        -2-

When this case was last heard on 28-5-2009, Sri Harmesh Lal, Supdt,Home Department, made a plea that it would take some time to locate the record.  Two weeks time was granted to the respondent to locate the file and to bring the required information to the Court on the next date of hearing (today).  Today, on the commencement of the hearing, Ms. Promila, Senior Assistant, Home Branch, appeared on behalf of the PIO and made an excuse that the required information could not be located because she has been recently appointed and needs some time for locating the information. Sri Harmesh Lal, Supdt., who had made the afore mentioned commitment to the Court during the last hearing was present outside but had not deliberately appeared before the Court and had chosen to send Ms. Promila with her excuse before the Court .  After he was called in, he came before the Court with the plea that the concerned record could not be located .  The conduct of Sri Harmesh Lal  has left me  with little doubt that the orders of the Court dated 28-5-2009 have not been implemented  due to the careless and casual attitude of Sri Harmesh Lal.  I, therefore, deem him to be the PIO in this case, since the custody of the records of his branch is his prime responsibility. 
Sri Harmesh Lal , Supdt.-cum- PIO, is called upon to show cause as to why  the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application for information dated 4-9-2008, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 and further to show cause at 10 AM on 23-7-2009  as to why disciplinary action be not recommended against him .


In the meanwhile, Sri Harmesh Lal is advised to implement the Court’s orders dated 28-5-2009 and give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
CC:
Sh. Harmesh Lal, Superintendent, Home Branch, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhavandeep Singh Jaggi,

131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.





__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1383 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri G.S.Ghuman, PCS, Commissioner, MC, Ludhiana and Sri K.S.Kahlon, Legal Adviser-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


Sri G.S.Ghuman, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, is present in the Court in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 28-5-2009.  He has made a written submission to the Court in which he has stated that inquiries made by him have revealed that there are three officials of the Ludhiana Municipal Corporation who are responsible for having dealt with the application for information, as well as the complaint of Sri Bhavandeep Singh Jaggi, in a careless and casual manner, leading to unreasonable delays in supplying the required information to the complainant.  These three officials are Sri Ramesh Chhabra, Assistant Town Planner, Sari Hartej Singh, Superintendent and Sri Mohan Singh, Junior Draftsman.  Sri Ghuman has submitted that show causes notices for the imposition of  a major punishment has been served  on these three officials.



Sri K. S. Kahlon, Legal Adviser. Municipal Corporation,  Ludhiana-cum-PIO has also submitted a  detailed affidavit dated 10-6-2009 by way of his reply to the show cause notice issued to him vide the Court’s orders dated 23-4-2009, in which he has shown to my satisfaction that prompt action was taken  by him after  he took over as the PIO on all pending applications for information made to the Corporation under the RTI Act, including the application of the present complainant, 










….p2/
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and on each and every order of the Commission.  A copy of the Resolution of the Municipal Corporation sanctioning the Haibowal Dairy Complex, which is a speaking and self contained Resolution, has also been provided to the complainant in compliance with the Court’s orders.  The PIO has also in his affidavit described the action taken by him to speed up supply of information to applicants under the RTI Act and has stated that he  has the highest regards  for the orders passed by the Commission and has also tendered an unconditional apology  in case the Commission is still of the view that he is  in  any way responsible for the delay which has been caused in this case.

After considering the  reply submitted by the PIO and the Commissioner of the Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana, I am satisfied that the PIO is not responsible for the delays which have been caused in this case and for the casual manner in which the orders of the Commission have been treated. The show cause notice served on the PIO in the Court’s orders dated 23-4-2009, is therefore dropped.

This case is accordingly disposed of with the following directions:-

a) A copy of the Resolution of the Municipal Corporation sanctioning the Haibowal Dairy Complex  which has been supplied to the complainant, is not completely legible.  It should be got retyped and attested and copies sent to the complainant as well as to the Commission.
b) The outcome of the disciplinary action which has been initiated against the three officials of the Municipal Corporation, mentioned earlier in these orders, should be reported to this Court at 10 AM on 

     13-8-2009.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


29th June, 2009





      Punjab
