STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Amritpal  Singh,

2985, Street No. 3

Ajit Road,

Bathinda


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.The Sr. Supdt Police,

Bathinda




__________ Respondent

CC No.  1331  of 2008

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


ii)   
None   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.
The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 1-4-2008, but he states that no response of any kind has been received from the respondent.  The notice of the Commission dated 23-7-2008 also appears to have been ignored by the respondent, since the PIO nor any representative on his behalf is present in the Court today for the hearing.

In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to provide the information asked for by the complainant, before the next date of hearing.  If these orders  are not complied with,  action would be taken  for imposition of  the prescribed penalty on the PIO under section 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-8-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

A copy is forwarded to Sri Suresh Arora, IPS, DGP(Administration)-cum-PIO,   Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action. A copy of the application of the complainant dated 1-4-2008 is enclosed for ready reference.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.A.S Wadhawan,

415/9, Mohalla Punj Piplan,

Bahadurpur,

Hoshiarpur


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.Principal Secretary, Defence Services Welfare,

Punjab, Mini Sectt.,Sector 9,

Chandigarh




__________ Respondent

CC No. 1329  of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh.A.S Wadhawan ,complainant in person 


ii)   
None   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has applied to the PIO for a copy of the notings of the concerned file on which his application No. 28/2008 dated 21-3-2008 and  No. 28/2008 dated 8-4-2008 have been dealt with and the orders passed by the competent authority. This application of the complainant was made  on 15-5-2008, but he states that he has not received any response from the PIO.  The notice issued by the Commission dated 23-7-2008, also seems to have been ignored  since neither the PIO nor any representative on his behalf is present in the Court for the hearing.


In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the PIO to provide the required information to the complainant, failing which action would be taken for the imposition of the prescribed penalty  on the PIO under section 20 of the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-8-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008


A copy is forwarded to Shri A.R.Talwar, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Defence Services Welfare department, Room No. 620, 6th 
Floor, Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,Chandigarh, along with a copy of the 
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application for information of the complainant and its enclosures, for ready reference, for immediate necessary action.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Mehnga  Ram,

VPO   Dhol Baha,

PS Hariana,Distt Hoshiarpur  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.Sr. Supdt Police,

Hoshiarpur




__________ Respondent

CC No.  1359   of 2008

Present:
i)    
 Sh.Mehnga  Ram , complainant in person 


ii)   
 DSP Sri   Naresh  Kumar,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has written to the complainant vide his office memo. No. 50385 dated 16-6-2008, asking him to deposit an amount of Rs. 8/- in the concerned treasury head and also send a self addressed stamped envelope to enable the information  which consists of four pages be sent to him.  He states that the complainant has not yet deposited this amount.

Keeping in view the facts of this case, the  delay which has already occurred and the amount involved, I direct that the cost of Rs. 8/- be waived  and the information be given to the complainant by hand in the Court today.


Disposed of.
  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Sushil  Kumar,

R/o W. No. 13,

Near Police Station,

Kurali, Distt Mohali


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. O/o.The Sr. Supdt Police,

Mohali







__________ Respondent

CC No.   1363  of 2008

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the complainant . 


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

Heard.

A copy of the complaint in this case had not been sent to the respondent  and therefore, the respondent has not come prepared with a copy of the order No. 1911/5A/IR/SSP/ SAS Nagar, dated 23-12-2006, which the complainant wants and is the subject matter of this case.  A copy of the complaint therefore has been given to the respondent, who is directed to produce a copy of the above mentioned order or document bearing this number in the Court  on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-8-2008 for further consideration and orders.
  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Kulwant  Rai,

R/o W.No. 11, Purana Bazar,

 Tanda  (  Urmar,  )

Distt. Hoshiarpur


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.G.M. Punjab Roadways,

Hoshiarpur




__________ Respondent

CC No.  1369  of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh.Kulwant  Rai,complainant in person 


ii)   
Sri  Santokh  Singh, Law Officer ,  on behalf of the 




respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant wrote a letter to the respondent dated 29-6-2007 stating that the information is not complete and the information of overtime allowance  on the basis of new pay scales had not been provided. This letter was not received by the respondent. Thereafter, the complainant came to the Commission with this complaint on 16-6-2008


The information required by the complainant has already been provided  to him on 14-3-2008 in CC-146 of 2008.


Disposed of.
  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.
Amarjit Singh Ramana,

81, Paschimi Marg

Vasant Vihar,

New Delhi-110057


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Sr. Supdt Police,

Bathinda






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1376   of 2008

Present:
None
ORDER

.

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request has also been received for an adjournment from either party.  Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 

29-8-2008.
  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Madan Lal Gupta,

Resident B-X-519, Patel  Nagar,

Street No. 1, K.C.Road,

Barnala.


  
   


  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.Director,

Food & Supplies Deptt.,Punjab,

Sector 17,Chandigarh




__________ Respondent

CC No. 1386   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh.Madan Lal Gupta ,complainant in person 


ii)   
Sri   Amarinder Singh ,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that the orders of the appellate authority dated 
27-9-2001, 10-12-2002 and 1-6-2007 have been implemented  and the orders have been issued sanctioning the monitory benefits due to him, but he states that the information asked for by him in the proforma attached with the application for information has still not been given to him.  Briefly, the information which he has asked for vide his proforma is as follows:-

1. The reasons for not implementing the orders of the appellate authority on time.

2. The names of the  officials responsible for the delay in the implementation of the orders.

3. The action which has been taken against the concerned officials.

The respondent is directed to give a reply to the 3 questions listed above to the complainant before the next date of hearing


Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-8-2008 for further consideration and orders.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Manjeet Singh,

14 F, Tripuri Town,

Patiala.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o..Director,

Food & Supplies Deptt.,Punjab,

Sector 17,Chandigarh



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1387   of 2008

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


ii)   
Sri  Kulwant  Singh , Supdt.,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him in the Court today, free of cost, since it is being supplied after the expiry of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act.


Disposed of.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Sham Lal Saini,

H.No. 50/30 A ,  Ram Gali,

N M Bagh,  Ludhiana


  
   

  _ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Personnel Department,

Punjab Civil Sectt,

Chandigarh




__________ Respondent

CC No. 1393  of 2008

Present:
i)    
 None on behalf of the complainant .


ii)   
Sri   Harchand Singh, Supdt (II) ,  on behalf of the 




respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that except for the information required at (d) of the annexure attached to the application of the complainant, copies of the notings of the concerned files in which the other three circulars have been issued ,have been  supplied to the complainant.  He has been informed  that the file concerning the circular mentioned at (d)  has since been destroyed.


Disposed of.
  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjeet Singh,

14 F, Tripuri Town,

Patiala.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.The   Director,

Treasury & Accounts,

Finance Department, Sector 17C,

Chandigarh




__________ Respondent

CC No.   1388 of 2008

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


ii)   
Sri    A.K.Bhatia, Dy. Director, T&A,  on behalf of the 




respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

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


Disposed of.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbilas,

M/s Nagina Mal Chanan Ram,

Vill. Maur Mandi, Bathinda.



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,  o/o 

Secretary, Market Committee, Jaito,

Distt. Faridkot.





------------------Respondent

CC No. 1164  of 2008

Present:
i)
Sri  Rajesh  Kumar,  on behalf of the complainant



ii)
Sri Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate, on behalf of the 




respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has shown to the Court a copy of letter dated 30-7-2008 in which  it has  been stated that the assessment of his firm for the years 1988-89 and 1989-90 was made on the basis of  best judgment since the complete records pertaining to these years were not submitted by the complainant at the time the assessment was made. Enclosed with this letter is the letter dated 10-8-1998 written by the respondent to the office of the Excise and Taxation Department, Bathinda, asking for the Sales Tax Return filed by the complainant in that  Department, and a copy of the single sheet of a ledger in which some figures of sales and their value have been given, pertaining to the years 1988-89, 1989-90 and 1990-91, which the respondent claims was sent to them by the Excise and Taxation Department, but the covering letter with which it was sent has been stated to be not available.  Copies of these documents were sent by the respondent to the complainant earlier  as well, vide their letter No. 801 dated 6-5-2008.  The respondent claims that apart from this document, consisting of a single page of the ledger, there is no other document in the records, on the basis of which the assessment of the complainant’s firm for the years 1988-89 and 1989-90 was made.                         
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The complainant on the other hand vehemently denies that the assessment of his firm could have been made on the basis as  being  claimed by the respondent.  He states, firstly, that the copy of the ledger as submitted by the respondent is not genuine on the following grounds:-
1. No covering letter of the Excise and Taxation Department has been produced by the respondent under which this document was received by the respondent.

2. He states that the Sales tax Returns are submitted on a different form altogether, which has not been sent by the Excise and Taxation Department to the respondent.


Secondly, the complainant asserts that this document has been  created fraudulently by Sri Jai Pal, Accountant of the Market Committee, Jaitu, since the respondent ,for  reasons best known to him, is deliberately not parting with the actual documents on the basis of which the assessment of the firm was made, and  since the assessment was purely fictitious, this document,  consisting of a copy of a ledger page, has been forged by Sh. Jai Pal and  has been submitted by the respondent to the Court in order to legitimise the assessment.

In view of the very serious allegation which has been made by the complainant,  this case is adjourned to 10 AM on 22-8-2008 on which date I direct that Sri Jai Pal, Accountant of the Market Committee, Jaitu, should be present in the Court to enable full consideration of the points  which have been raised by the complainant.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harminder Pal,

C/o Bansal Saw Mill,

8 ,   Park Road, Mansa.



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer-cum- 

Divisional Forest Officer,

Mansa.






------------------Respondent

CC No.  1031  of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. Harminder Pal, complainant in person 


ii)   
Ms. Shalinder Kaur, Divisional Forest Officer-cum-PIO, 



Mansa,

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent. The complainant is not satisfied with the merits of the action taken by the Department but it has been explained to him that this is not within the jurisdiction of the RTI Act, and the Department has informed him about the action taken on each of the points mentioned  in his representation dated 3-7-2007, according to their records.  As regards the affidavits which  the complainant  alleges have been wrongly given by some applicants for  licences, the respondent has stated  in the Court that this matter is still under inquiry and action will be taken after  a decision has been taken in this regard.

Disposed of.

  







     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hermesh Chand,

Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat,

Nurpur Khurd (U), Ropar.

  
              _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.






_______ Respondent

CC No.   2379 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Hermesh Chand  complainant in person.


ii)  None, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that he has received the letters dated 28-4-2008 and 13-5-2008 of the respondent, but the following information has still not been given to  him:-
1. A copy of the back page of the affidavit has not been supplied (mentioned at point No. 3  in the complainant’s application).

2. The  reports of the concerned patwari and kanungo regarding the ‘nishandehi’ , which was done before the cutting of trees, has not been supplied.

3. A copy of the permit / permission for the cutting of trees, stated to have been sent to the complainant by the respondent, has not been received by him

4. The number of trees involved in 150 quintals(approx) wood seized on 8-11-2007. 


The respondent is directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with the original records of the case so that the remaining information can be given to the complainant on the spot and this case is not dragged on further unnecessarily.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 22-8-2008 for further orders.









     (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
August 1, 2008
