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

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B-3/MCH/235,

Near Bahadurpur Chhowk,

P.O. Opp. Sanatan Dharam Sanskrit College, 

Hoshiarpur.




  
     ____________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Health & Family Welfare,

Mini Sectt., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





          __________ Respondent

CC No. 2056 of 2007

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



ii)   
 Sh. Narinder Mohan, Supdt., and Sh. Jatinder Kumar, APIO,  on behalf of 


  the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)










State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Jasmeet Singh, C/o

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B-3/MCH/235,

Near Bahadurpur Chhowk,

P.O. Opp. Sanatan Dharam Sanskrit College, 

Hoshiarpur.




  
    _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Govt. of Punjab,

Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector-1, Chandigarh.




_________ Respondent

CC No. 2005 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Jagat Singh, on behalf of the complainant 


ii)   
Ms. Satnam  Kaur, Supdt.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The only point mentioned in the application dated 10-9-2007 of the complainant, which concerns the respondent, is point No. 4, asking for any policy guide lines which the State Government may have issued  for the transfer of ownership rights over inferior evacuee land.   The respondent states that the guide lines were issued on or around 25-9-2007 and has undertaken to supply a copy of the same to the complainant.

Insofar as the amount required to be paid to the Government for the ownership right over the land, mentioned against point No. 5 of the application,  it would not be possible for the respondent to give this information till it has been determined whether the complainant is entitled to own the land.
Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)










State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Harchand Singh,

S/o S. Joginder Singh,

Vill. Kalewal, Tehsil Khumano,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.



  
     _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Fatehgarh Sahib.




                 ________ Respondent

CC No. 1982 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

The information desired by the complainant has been given by the respondent to the complainant.


Disposed of.










     (P.K.Verma)










State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Dr. O.P.S. Kande,

Amarinder Hospital,

Prem Nagar, Bhadson  Road,

Patiala.



  
     _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Paiala.




_____________ Respondent

CC No. 2044 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Dr. O.P.S. Kande, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
None on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The application for information in this case was made on 11-9-2007, followed by reminder given by the complainant to the respondent on 17-10-2007, but he has not received any response to his application and the PIO or the APIO is also not present in the Court today  and the notice of the Commission issued to him on 19-12-2007 appears to have been totally ignored. 
In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 15 days  of the date of receipt of these orders.  The respondent is also directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.  It is made clear that any laxity in the compliance of these orders would leave the Court with no option but to proceed to take action for the imposition of the penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.























  (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

Copy to:  Sh. Suresh Arora,  IPS,   IGP(HQ),Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9,Chandigarh, for necessary action.

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

Er. Suderjit Singh Saluja,

Kothi no. 3259, Sector 21-D,

Chandigarh.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary Irrigation & Power,

Govt. of Punjab,

Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2074 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Er. Suderjit Singh Saluja, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
Sh. Balwant Singh,Supdt,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The application for information of the complainant consists of a large number of questions relating to the service record of Sri Melu Ram and his promotion which took place in the year 1980, designed to raise doubts about the manner and nature of the promotion.  The respondent has correctly raised objections to the application  in their letter dated 23-10-2007, addressed to the applicant, of which the most convincing is that the application does not ask for any specific information and is in the nature of a cross-examination of the Government.

The complainant explained that he has a grievance concerning the alleged discrimination done to him in the matter of his promotion and he wishes to compare the treatment made out to him and the favorable manner in which the case of Sri Melu Ram had been dealt with by the Government.  When asked by the Court, he stated that he has made several representations to the Government on the subject.  The complainant accordingly has been advised to make a fresh application for information concerning his own case, based on the representations made by him, and he has been told that the long, rambling and vague application, concerning a third party, which he has made is not a proper application for information under the RTI Act. 
Disposed  of.







                                 (P.K.Verma)








                    State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh,

Shed No. D-93-94,

Focal Point, Khanna,

Distt. Ludhiana.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

PSIEC, Udhyog Bhawan,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2072 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant  . 



ii)   
,Sh. Jagdish Raj, Manager-cum-PIO, PSIEC,
ORDER

Heard.
There are three applications for information of the complainant and complete information has been provided to him by the respondent with reference to his application dated 17-10-2007.  Insofar as the other two applications dated 15-10-2007 are concerned, one of them is  quite vague and does not clearly indicate the information  which the applicant wants.  The 3rd application dated 15-10-2007, has asked for the amount which is due from the complainant for  Shed No. D-93-94 in Industrial Focal Point, Khanna.  The respondent states that this information  can be finally given to him only after a decision has been taken by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the Appeal filed by the PSIEC, since the amount payable by the complainant is the main issue which is required to be decided  in the appeal.

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







                  (P.K.Verma)








              State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Mrs. Neel Kamal,

H. No. B-23/272-73,

Old Anaj Mandi, Near Shiv Mandir,

Nabha Gate, Patiala.



  
     ____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Engineer, Drainage,

Deptt. Of Irrigation, Punjab,

Madhaya Marg,

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

AC No. 364 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Mrs. Neel Kamal, appellant in  person. 



ii)   
Sri  Sandesh Kumar, Registrar-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.
In this case, the appellant has asked for the details about the contracts given to one Mr. Sandeep Kumar,  by the various wings of the Irrigation Department, namely Drainage, Canal and Lining.  Obviously, a very large number of PIOs are involved in the collection of this information; 20 in Canal Administration, 22 in Drainage Administration and 9 in Lining Administration. The Administrative Secretary of the Department cannot be expected to collect information from such a large number of PIOs in order to provide it to the appellant.  In case she  desires to have any information  concerning the  contracts given to Mr. Sandeep Kumar, she must apply to the concerned PIO.
The appellant has pleaded that it is the responsibility of the PIO, office of the Chief Engineer, to transfer her application to the concerned PIO u/s 6(3) of the RTI Act.  However, in view of the fact that the information being asked for concerns a very large number of PIOs, this  would not be a practical application of the afore mentioned provision of the Act.
The appellant makes a further submission that the addresses of the PIOs given to her by the respondent, are not in sufficient detail to enable her to make an application for information.  The respondent is directed to remove this deficiency and to give to the appellant complete postal addresses of all the PIOs in the Canal, Drainage and Lining Administration of the Department within 15 days  from today.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

105, Walia Enclave,

Opp. Punjabi University,

Patiala.




  
     ______________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Food & Civil Supplies,

Mini Sectt., Sector-9, Chandigarh.


____________ Respondent

AC No. 354 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

The socalled application for information in this case, dated 2-8-2007, addressed to the District Food and Supplies Controller, Patiala, is only a representation for the cancellation of some Ration Depots and does not ask for any information.


No action therefore is required to be taken on this complaint which is dismissed.








     (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

105, Walia Enclave,

Opp. Punjabi University,

Patiala.




  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





________________ Respondent

AC No. 355 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

 Neither the appellant nor the respondent  are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 31-7-2007 within 15 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave,

Vill. Nichi Mangli, P.O. Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana.




  
     _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Distt. Food & Civil Supply Controller,

Ludhiana.







________ Respondent

CC No. 2121 of 2007

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



ii)   
None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

Some information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant, but complete information has not been given to him with reference to his application dated  28-5-2007.  The following information remains to be provided to the complainant:-

1. The periods of the posting of the present Inspectors in Blocks 1-19, in Ludhiana District, since they joined service.

2. The information asked for in point No. 3 of the application has not been given at all.

3. The information whether it is possible to rent out or lease out  Ration Deports, asked for in point No. 4 of the application, has not been provided.


The respondent is directed to give the remaining information to the complainant within ten days from the date of receipt of these orders.


The respondent has not bothered to attend the Court either personally or through the APIO  and the lapse has been viewed with seriousness by the Court.  The PIO or the concerned APIO is directed to be definitely present in the Court along with a copy of the information provided to the complainant on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-2-2008  for confirmation of compliance.








                 (P.K.Verma)








              State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ramesh Bhardwaj,

49, Preet Vihar, Mehs Gate,

Nabha, Distt. Patiala.



__________Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1830 of 2007

Present:
i)          Sh. Ramesh  Bhardwaj,  complainant in person


ii)
 A S I  Baljinder Kumar,   on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission that the complaint which has been received from Sri Ram Saran Dass against Sh. Ramesh Bhardwaj, the complainant, before him  is under investigation and  information regarding the action taken  on the complaint as well as a copy thereof will  be provided to the complainant on the completion of the inquiry.


The respondent is directed to complete this inquiry into the complaint within 30 days and give the required information to the complainant thereafter.  

Disposed of. 













(P.K.Verma)










State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Vishwas Garg,

S/o Sh. Kasturi Lal,

Street No. 10, Bibi Wala Road,

Bathinda.





___________Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.





____________ Respondent

CC No. 1845 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

In view of the fact that neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, I assume that the commitment made by the respondent during the hearing on 6-12-2007 has been fulfilled and the required information has been given to the complainant.


Disposed  of.











(P.K.Verma)










State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal,

Jiwan Ashram, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City 152002.


  
     ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.





_______ Respondent

CC No. 1850 of 2007

Present:
i)         None on behalf of the complainant 


ii)
Sh. Jatinder Singh, DRO, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Subsequent to the hearing  of this case on 6-12-2007, I was  sent a communication from the complainant, Shri Ravinder Kumar.Singal, by the CIC, in which he has alleged that I have conspired with the respondent and the S.P.(D), Bathinda, in an attempt to kill him.  I have sent my comments on the afore mentioned communication of Sri R. K. Singal  to the CIC, but in view  of the complainant’s allegation, this  case along with two further communications received from him dated 19-12-2007 and 20-12-2007, and the reply of the respondent submitted by him today, is forwarded to CIC with the request that it may be allocated to another Bench of the Commission.







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

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

Sh.  Jaspal  Singh,Clerk (US)

Market Committee,

Nabha.


  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Distt. Mandi Officer,

Patiala.



  


_________ Respondent

CC No.  1786    of 2007

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



ii) 
 S. Ajaib Singh, Under Secretary, Agri., Sh. Ramesh Gupta, Distt Mandi 



Officer, Patiala  and S. Amarjit Singh, APIO,
ORDER

Heard.

The PIO, Distt. Mandi Officer, Patiala, who is present in the Court today, has made a submission that he did not receive any notice from the Commission for the hearing on 29-11-2007, which is why he was not present in the Court on that day. His explanation in this matter is accepted.

The information asked for by the complainant in this case, which runs into 942 pages, has been brought by the respondent to the Court and has been handed over to the complainant.  The information is being given in compliance with the directions of the first appellate authority, directing the  Market Committee,   Nabha,  to supply the information which is permissible to be given under the RTI Act, to the appellant.  The complainant may go through the information and in case of any deficiencies, he may point out the same in writing to the respondent within seven days from today and the respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies before the next date of hearing.  Incase there is no deficiency in the information which has been given, it would not be necessary for the parties (except Under Secretary,Agriculture) to appear before the Court on the next date of hearing.
The Under Secretary, Agriculture, has made a submission in his letter No. 42 dated 2-1-2008, that the inquiry into the allegation of malafide suspension of the complainant, is being conducted by the Joint Secretary, Agriculture, and a further 15 days’ time is required for completing the inquiry. The report of the inquiry may be submitted to the Court on the next date of haring.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-2-2008 for further consideration and orders.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor ,Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

C/o Raghu Nath Dass & Sons,

Bazar Vakilan, Hoshiarpur.
  
   


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

Govt. Sr. Sec. School, Mehangarwal,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.                          



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1114   of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Jagat Singh, on behalf of the  complainant.


ii) 
Sh. Prithipal Singh, Lecturer, (acting Principal),GSSS, Mehangarwal.

ORDER

Heard.

The  complainant has received some information from the respondent but he alleges that the information is incomplete and a substantial portion of the information concerning the expenditure which has been made from the various funds  and available with the School, has been suppressed. The application for information of the complainant has been examined and I find that the complainant has asked for the copies of the quotations and bills in respect of the expenditure which has been incurred on the  purchases, have not been supplied to him.

Accordingly, the following directions are issued:-

1. The respondent should submit an affidavit to the Court on the next date of hearing to the effect that all information available to him on the basis of records of the School, asked for by the complainant, has been provided to him and no other pertinent information is available which has been suppressed.

2. The respondent is directed to provide the copies of the bills and quotations as asked for by the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance,








                    (P.K.Verma)








                   State Information Commissioner

Dated:   3 January, 2008

