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

Sh. Yogesh Gupta, Advocate,

Dhuri Road, Near Max Auto, 

Sangrur.




  
     _________________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supply Controller,

Sangrur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.    2449    of 2007
Present:
i)    
Sh. Vishal  Garg, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant  . 



ii)   
 Sh. Parveen Vij, DFSC-cum-PIO. Sangrur
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 5-2-2008 that there are no orders of the District Allotment Committee declaring the Mills in question as defaulters during the year 2007-08, for the reasons cited by him in his letter.  A copy of the said letter has been given to the complainant by hand in the Court today.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gupreet Singh sidhu,

# 294, Ward No. 2,

G.T. Road, Moga.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Manager,

PUNSUP, Faridkot.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2436 of 2007

Present:
i)    
  None on behalf of the  complainant . 



ii)   
 Sh. Pawan  Kumar, Senior Auditor,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant in this case already stands covered in CC-2205/2007, which was disposed of by the orders of this Court on 4-1-2008.

 
Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

D-1, Guru Amardass Avenue,

Airport Road, Gumtala,

Amritsar.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways Amritsar-II,

Amritsar.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2434 of 2007

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



ii)   
   Sh. Harinder Singh, APIO, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application of the complainant dated 29-11-2008 in this case has asked for information concerning the Headquarter of the General Manager, Punjab Roadways, Amritsar-II and his residential telephone number.  The application has been rejected by the respondent by claiming exemption  under section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, which states that any information which relates to personal information  need not be disclosed.  Aggrieved with this decision of the respondent, the complainant has made the present complaint to the Commission.

I find the objection raised by the respondent to be totally frivolous.  The  HQ of a public servant and his residential official telephone number can by no means be described as ‘personal information’ and therefore, I direct that the following information should be given to the complainant with reference to his application dated 29-11-2007.

1. Name of the place which is the present Headquarters of the General Manager, Punjab Roadways, Amritsar- II.
2. The telephone number installed by the Government at his residence.  In case no telephone has been installed by the Government, and  his private telephone has been  authorized to be used as the official telephone, the number of this telephone would be required to be given to the complainant.

3. A statement showing the expenditure incurred on the residential telephone of the GM, PR, Amritsar- II for the period from 7/07 to 11/07 .        


       

……2/
---2---


For the totally unnecessary  harassment and expenditure to which the complainant has been put, because of  the frivolous objection raised by the respondent, costs of Rs. 500/- are imposed, which should be paid to 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:   7th February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

D-1, Guru Amardass Avenue,

Airport Road, Gumtala,

Amritsar.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways Amritsar-II,

Amritsar.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2433 of 2007

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



ii)   
   Sh. Harinder Singh, APIO, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case  has asked for details about a bus which has been run by the General Manager, Punjab Roadways, Amritsar-II, from Amritsar to Ambala Cantt and back.  The application has been rejected by the  respondent  claiming exemption under section 8(1)(d) of the RTI Act, which states that information may not be given  if it concerns  commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property, the disclosure of which  would harm the competitive  position of a third party.  Dissatisfied with the stand taken by the GM, PR, the complainant has come to the Commission with this complaint.

I find the objection raised by the  respondent to be  entirely frivolous, since the information which has been asked  is not concerned with any trade secret or intellectual property. I therefore direct the respondent to give full and complete information to the complainant with reference to his application for information dated 29-12-2007, within 15 days from today.

For the totally unnecessary  harassment and expenditure to which the complainant has been put because of  the frivolous objection raised by the respondent, costs of Rs. 500/- are imposed, which should be paid to 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:   7th  February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jasmer Singh,

108-A, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Guru Angad Dev Veterinary & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2401 of 2007

Present:
i)    
    None  on behalf of the complainant . 



ii)   
   Sh. D.P. Rattan, Accounts Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf of the 



    respondent
ORDER

The information asked for in this case is “complete information (proactive discloser) as required under section 4 of the RTI Act”. The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Tersem Lal,

S/o Sh. Kastaur Chand,

H.NO. B-II/15, Sadar Bazar,

Barnala.



  
     _________________ Complainant     

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Barnala.





________________ Respondent

CC No     2393,     2394   and   2395    of 2007

Present:
i)    
None  on behalf of the complainant  . 


ii)   
Sh. Amit  Mehta, Advocate,  Sh. Narinderpal Singh, DSP, Law and 


order, and S. Pargat Singh,DSP, Barnala,  on behalf of the 



respondent
ORDER

Heard.

These three cases are being disposed  by this single order since the complainant and the subject matter of the application for information in all the three cases are the same.


With reference to the application for information in CC-2393/07, the respondent has informed the Court that his complaint against Sh. Gurinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar, has been sent to the S.D.M. Barnala, for inquiry and report and  that necessary action will be taken after the receipt of the report.  I find this to be a satisfactory reply but I direct the respondent to send a copy of the inquiry report to the complainant on its receipt from the S.D.M.,Barnala.

With reference to the applications for information in   CC-2394/07 and CC-2395/07, the complainant has been informed by the ADGP,Law and order, office of the DGP,Punjab that his complaint against the Naib Tehsildar, S.Gurminderjit Singh, has been  inquired into but has been found to be of a Civil nature and therefore no action is called for by the Police Department on the complaint.


No further action is required to be taken on these cases, which are disposed of.









 (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th February, 2008

CC:DGP,Pb,Chandigarh

IGP,Patiala Range,Patiala

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

Sh. Sunil Kumar Bhatia, Advocate,

Punjab & Haryana High Court Campus Office,

Chamber No. 13, Courts Complex, Tohana,

Distt. Fatehabad, Haryana.



  
    ______ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Guru Gobind Singh Medical College,

Faridkot.




                ________ Respondent

AC No.441 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Shri  R.K.Goyal ,  Advocate, on behalf of the complainant  . 



ii)   
 Dr. A.S.Thind, Additional Professor( Forensic Science) –cum-PIO
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case cannot be described as a proper application under the RTI Act, since it does not seek information as defined in the Act. The complainant is not satisfied with the fixation of his pension and has tried to interrogate the respondent and to point out various discrepancies in the fixation of his pension and has sought to bring to the notice of the respondent the correct law on the subject.  An application for information under the RTI Act can ask for copies of documents and notings etc. concerning a case, but cannot seek to coerce a public authority   to admit that it has not dealt with the case correctly.  The proper course of action for any person who is aggrieved with the manner in which   a case has been dealt is to make a representation to the concerned authority, or to take legal recourse. Nevertheless, I direct the respondent to send to the complainant a  photostat copy of the reference, along with its enclosures, which was sent to the Accountant General, Punjab, for the fixation of his pension. Thereafter, if the complainant notices any deficiency in the facts stated in the reference sent to the Accountant General, Punjab, he may make a fresh application under the RTI Act, seeking information on that particular point, or, if he  is not satisfied with the pension fixed by the A.G.Punjab, although the facts and figures in the reference sent to him are correct, he may make an application to the Central Information Commission, since the Accountant General, Punjab, is a public authority under the Central Government.


Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Som Dutt,

H. No. 308, Street No. 5,

Gobind Nagar, Ghai Colony,

33ft Road, P.O. Mundia Kalan,

Ludhiana.


  
     _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Horticulture, Punjab,

SCO 843-44, Sector 22A,

 Chandigarh.




_______ Respondent

CC No. 2095 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh.Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant  
ii)    
Dr. Gulab  Singh, Asstt. Director Horticulture,  on behalf of 
the 
respondent
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 27-12-2007, the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 27-6-2007,  has been given to him by the respondent. In particular, the complainant wishes to highlight the facts that  in response to the information asked for at point no. 5 of Annexure “A” of his application, the respondent has made a commitment that the concerned case  for giving  equal treatment to the staff in accordance with the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana, will be sent to the Department of Personnel,Punjab,  within 15 days.


Disposed of. 








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Bhajan Singh,

# 11, Bank Colony,

Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.


  
    _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary  to Govt., Punjab,

Deptt. Of  PWD (B&R),

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9, Chandigarh.


_______ Respondent

CC No. 2132 of 2007

Present:
i)    None   on behalf of the complainant  . 

ii)    Ms. Tarlochan Dhir, Supdt., and Sh. Ashok Kumar Rana, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The complaint, which is the subject matter of this case, has already been disposed of  vide the orders of the Commission dated 25-1-2008   in  CC-2131 of 2007.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008

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 Deputy Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur.





_________ Respondent

CC No. 2007 of 2007

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

ii)    Sh. Gurnam Singh, Distt. Revenue Officer, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 27-12-2007, the respondent has given a detailed reply addressed to the Commission,  but unfortunately a copy of this communication was not sent to the complainant.  The error has been rectified and an attested copy of the said communication has been given to the complainant by hand in the Court today.

In the afore mentioned communication, the respondent has made a definite statement to the effect that the land in question was never allotted to S. Sarup Singh and therefore the question of any information being given to the complainant with reference to point no. 3 & 5  of this application dated 10-9-2007, does not arise.


The complainant has brought to the notice of the Court and the respondent, an entry in the ‘jamabandi’ the year 1968-69, a copy of which has been given by the respondent himself to the complainant, in which S. Sarup Singh has been described as an allottee. The complainant wants to know the basis on which S. Sarup Singh was described as an allottee.  The respondent states that S. Sarup Singh  may have been allotted land as a lessee, but there is no order of an allotment of land having been made  to him for transfer of ownership rights.









Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated: 7th    February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagat Singh,

# B-3/MCH/235,

Near Bahadurpur Chowk,

P.O. Opp. Sanatan Dharam Sanskrit College, 

Hoshiarpur.




  
     _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Freedom Fighter, 

Mini Secretariat,  Sector -9,

Chandigarh.






___ Respondent

CC No. 2050 of 2007

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

ii)    None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that  no information or communication has been received by him from  the respondent in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 27-12-2007 (copy enclosed).  The PIO is also not  present in the Court either personally or through the APIO to explain why the orders of the Court have not been complied with. In fact, no official appeared on behalf of the respondent on the last date of hearing as well.

In the above circumstances I conclude that  prima facie the respondent in this case has malafidely not  been provided the required information to the complainant in accordance with the orders dated 27-12-2007 of this Court,  even after a lapse of 30 days since he received the orders.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to the PIO, office of the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Freedom Fighters Department, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-3-2008, 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.                                                       




 

…..p2/
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In he meanwhile, the respondent is directed to comply with the orders of the Court dated 27-12-2007 and give the information to the complainant on the three points mentioned in the said orders.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-3-2008 for further  orders.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008

A copy is forwarded to Shri Mukul Joshi, IAS, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Freedom Fighters,  Chandigarh, for necessary action.

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 Financial Commissioner, Rural Dev. &

Punchayat, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No. 2053 of 2007

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

ii)    Ms.Shamsheran Devi, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has not pointed out any State level information which he would like to have with reference  to his application dated 9-10-2007.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi,

H. No. 17, Gulmohar Avenue,

Dhakoli, NAC Zirakpur,

Distt. Mohali.



  
     

_____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

PWD (B&R) Deptt.,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9, 

 Chandigarh.






_______ Respondent

CC No. 2124 of 2007

Present:
Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, complainant in person
ORDER

The complainant in this case, Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, has made an application to the Commission stating that the orders of the Commission dated 27-12-2007 in CC No. 2124 have not been complied with and the information asked for by the complainant in his  application dated 13-9-2007, which was required to be given to him within 15 days of the date of receipt of the orders dated 27-12-2007, has still not been received by him.

The afore mentioned application (copy enclosed) of the complainant will be  taken up for hearing at 10 AM on 13-3-2008. The respondent is directed to be present in the Court of that date either personally or through the APIO, with his explanation as to why the orders of the Court dated 27-12-2007 have not been complied with. The respondent is further directed to give the required information to the complainant before the date of hearing on 13-3-2008, and bring with him to the Court a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   7th  February, 2008
