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

Sh. Amrik Singh,

S/o S. Inder Singh,

Ram Bagh Road, Kala Singh Sidhu Colony,

Gali No. 2, Bathinda.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2722 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 DSP Gurmeet Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case is regarding the complaint which he has lodged with the police against his wife.  He has been shown the entire records of the inquiry but he is not satisfied because he wants in particular the statement which he claims was recorded by the police of his landlord’s wife.  The respondent has informed him that no such statement has been found in the records and therefore the question of giving him this information does not arise.  For the rest of the information, the complainant has been informed that copies of the records of the inquiry made into this complaint will be given to him after he deposits the prescribed fees.

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

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary to Government, Punjab,
Higher Education and Language Deptt.,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2826 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri Hari Raj, Deputy Secretary, Coordination, Punjab-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has submitted copies of the letters written by him to the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Higher Education and Language Department, Chandigarh on 08-07-2008, transferring the application for information of the complainant under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act to that Department, and a letter addressed to the same department dated 12-01-09, forwarding the notice of the Commission dated 29-12-08 for today’s hearing.

In the above circumstances, the PIO of the office of the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Higher Education Department, Chandigarh is substituted as the respondent in this case and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 29-1-2009 to give an opportunity to the parties to appear before the Court.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





      Punjab

A copy is forwarded to the PIO, office of the Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab, Chandigarh with reference to the hearing of this case on 15-1-2009.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.
__________ Respondent

CC No. 2829 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri Hari Raj, Deputy Secretary, Coordination, Punjab,-cum-APIO, Sh. Piara Singh Sr. Assistant and Sri Jagdish Mittar,Supdt., on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been collected by the respondent and sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 14-1-2009.

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribune Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Commissioner,

Faridkot Division, Faridkot.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 2821 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 Sri Teja Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that information in respect of point No. 5 of his application is ready and he can collect the same after depositing the prescribed fees of Rs. 176/-.  However, the application for information in this case was made on 30-9-2008 and the letter demanding the fees has been written on 8-1-2009 and it is, therefore, not in accordance with section 7(6) of the RTI Act.  The information, which has been submitted by the respondent to the Court, is enclosed with these orders for the information of the complainant.

Insofar as point Nos. 1 to 4 of the application for information is concerned, the respondent has informed that the information is being collected from the Deputy Commissioners of the Districts comprising Faridkot Division.  However, the collection of information by one PIO from another PIO is not part of the framework of the RTI Act and in case the information is available at district level, the complainant should apply for the required information to the individual PIOs concerned of each of the districts.


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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





      Punjab
Encl----1

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

Sh. Pardeep Kumar Dhaliwal,

# B-VI  /  208 Jandawala Road,

Barnala.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Mansa.
__________ Respondent

CC No. 2850 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)    
 Sri Parveen Kumar, DFSC-cum-PIO. 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 1-12-2008..

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba,

Preet Nagar, Gali No. 3,

Near Adrash Vidya Mandir,

Tibba Road, PS Basti Jodhewal,

Ludhiana- 141008.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Inspector General of Police,

Ludhiana Range, Ludhiana,

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

 Ludhiana.
__________ Respondent

CC No. 2635 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba, complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sub Inspector Ms. Surinder Kaur, on behalf of the respondent 

ORDER


Heard.


This case concerns the grievance of the complainant against the Municipal Council, Ludhiana in respect of the demolishing of his shop by the Municipal Council, Ludhiana.  The respondent has informed the complainant that no action has been taken on any of his communications or complaints since it has been found that it is a matter which concerns the Ludhiana Municipal Council and there is no role for the police in it.  The respondent will give to the complainant a copy of the forwarding letter with which his complaint was sent to the Municipal Council, Ludhiana.

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

    (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba,

Preet Nagar, Gali No. 3,

Near Adrash Vidya Mandir,

Tibba Road, PS Basti, Jodhewal,

Ludhiana- 141008.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police (Vigilance),

Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2636 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba, complainant in person. 

ii)     
 Inspector Surjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission to the effect that the information required by the complainant was given to him on 10-11-2008. The complainant has denied having received the required information and unfortunately, Inspector Surjit Singh, representative of the PIO, present before us is unable to show to the Court as to what information was given to the complainant on 10-11-2008.

In the above circumstances, the following directions are given to the respondent:-
1. He should carefully examine the application for information of the complainant and prepare information required by him on the basis of the records concerning the three complaints mentioned in the application, and bring the same to the Court on the next date of hearing.
2. The respondent should show to the Court on the next date of hearing what information has been provided to the complainant on 10-11-2008.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 22-1-2009 for confirmation of compliance.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

VPO Mohandpur Sottar, Tehsil Rattia,

Distt. Fatehabad, Haryana.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2866 of 2008

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

ii)     
 Sri V.K. Sharma, Supdt., and SI Vithal Hari, on behalf of the   respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has been informed by the department with reference to his application for information dated 6-9-2007 that the report of the Vigilance Bureau has been considered by the respondent and filed.  The complainant subsequently asked for attested copies of the notings leading to the filing of the report but the same was not given to him on the ground that this was additional information for which application fees of Rs. 10/- has not been paid. However, it is clear that the information now being asked for is covered by the first application of the complainant dated 6-9-2007 and, therefore, the respondent is directed to give the required information to the complainant within 7 days from today.

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Mrs. Ritu Bala,

W/o Sh. Rajesh Bala,

H.No. 11821/5, Upkar Nagar,

Factory Area, Patiala.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2865 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Mrs. Ritu Bala, complainant in person. 

ii)     
  DSP Sri Amarpreet Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to her by the respondent vide his letter dated 8-1-2009.

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Mrs. Janak Garg,

112, Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala- 147001.





___________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (Administration),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

AC No. 608 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Mrs. Janak Garg, complainant in person. 

ii)     
 Sri Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

There were 22 items of information which have been asked for by the appellant, which were provided to her except the information asked at point Nos. 3, 12, 13, 14 & 17 which does not exist in the records of the respondent and point Nos. 5, 6, 9, 11, 15 and 16, on the ground that this information is barred from being given under Rule 4 of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007.

The exemption being claimed by the respondent in respect of point Nos. 5, 6, 9, 11, 15 and 16 of the application for information of the appellant is upheld.


The respondent states that complete information has not been given to her in respect of the points with reference to which information has been stated by the respondent as having been supplied to her.


The details of her grievance in this respect has been given in the appeal which she has made before the First Appellate Authority, but no finding has been recorded by the latter regarding this grievance of the appellant.
…Contd P/2

-2-

In view of the above circumstances, I remand this case back to the first appellate authority, for taking a decision on the appellant’s grievance regarding the supply of incomplete information, within 30 days from the date of receipt of these orders. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-2-2009 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal,

# 201-204/100, Block-J,

Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.




  


__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Punjab Govt.,
Deptt. of Home Affairs and Justice,
Punjab Civil Secretariat,
Chandigarh.
 __________ Respondent
AC No. 241   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal, appellant in person.
ii)   
Sri  Ashok Khanna  and  Ms. Ranjit Kaur, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the tables prescribed in the Court’s orders dated 18-12-2008 were prepared by him and copies thereof were sent by him to both the respondent and the Commission by registered post on 2-1-2009. Unfortunately, neither the respondent nor the Commission has received this communication of the complainant.  Under these circumstances the complainant will have to get photostat copies prepared of the tables and give a copy each to the respondent and to the Court.  Thereafter, the respondent should get prepared for arguments in the case at 10 AM on 29-1-2009.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

To,
Sh. Raj Kumar,

S/o Sh. Harmesh Kumar,

W.No. 9, Dhir Wali Gali,

Mansa - 151505



  


 
No: PSIC/Legal/2009/



                     Dated Chandigarh, the      January, 2009

Subject:
Denial of information under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

CC No. 2963 of 2008

With reference to your complaint dated 8-11-2008 against the Distt. Food and Supplies Officer, Mansa, your attention is drawn to the endorsement No. 1990      dated 31-10-2008 of the DFSC, Mansa, addressed to you conveying to you that the information required by you at point No. 6 to 10 of your application for information can be collected from his office after depositing the prescribed fees of Rs. 68/-.  Insofar as point No. 1 to 5 is concerned, you have been informed that you have to apply to the BPCL Authorities for the same, which is a public authority under the Government of India and therefore is not within the jurisdiction of Punjab State Information Commission.


Please clarify whether you have collected the information with reference to point Nos.  6 to 10 of your application for information.








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

Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

College Road, 

Mandi Mullahpur, Dakha,

District Ludhiana 141101






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Administrator,

New Mandi Township, Punjab

SCO No. 2437-38, Sector 22-C,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 3156 of 2008

ORDER


The complaint dated 18-12-2008 of the complainant has been considered.


The letter of the respondent dated 21-11-2008 which has been sent to the complainant in response to his application for information dated 17-10-2008, gives him the required information regarding each of the items mentioned in his application.  The criticism by the complainant about the alleged defective functioning of the office of the Administrator, New Mandi Township, Punjab, is outside the purview of the RTI Act.  Further, if the complainant is of the view that his postal address is not correctly mentioned in the letters written to him by the respondent, the proper course of action for him is to inform the respondent about the correct address and request that it should be changed accordingly. An application under the RTI Act is not the appropriate method for achieving this purpose.

No action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Dr. Subhash Garg,

S/o Sh. Kasturi Lal,

R/o H. No. 16758 Main Bhatti Road,

Bathinda, Punjab.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

AC No. 670 of 2008

ORDER


The complaint dated 22-12-2008 of Dr. Subhash Garg has been considered.


Both the PIO, Punjab and Haryana High Court, and the first appellate authority appointed under the RTI Act in the High Court are bound by the “High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007.” The order of the first appellate authority has been found to be well reasoned and in consonance with the aforementioned rules.


In view of the above, there is no substance in this complaint, which is disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Gurdas Ram,
S/o Sh. Jagat Ram,

Basant Nagar, Street No. 2,

Devi Wala Road, Kotkapura,

Faridkot, Punjab.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

AC No. 650 of 2008

ORDER


The complaint dated 31-10-2008 of Sh. Gurdas Ram has been considered.
In this case information has been given to the complainant by the respondent.  The precise deficiency alleged by the complainant is not clear.  He is therefore required to fill the following table and send the same to the Commission for further consideration:-

	1
	2
	3

	The information asked for along with date of application.
	The information/reply given by the respondent.
	The deficiencies observed by the complainant.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Tejinder Singh Sandhu,
# 544, Sector 18-B,

Chandigarh.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, 

Cooperative Societies Punjab,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 641 of 2008

ORDER


The complainant in the case cited as subject has complained to the Commission that despite his having deposited the amount of Rs. 280/-, the orders of the Court in the case dated 25-5-2008 has not been complied with and the documents asked for by the complainant in point nos. 1 & 2 of his application for information dated 29-1-2008 have not been supplied to him.  A copy of the letter written by the complainant to the Commission dated 16-10-2008 is enclosed.


 The respondent is required to send his response to the complaint within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





      Punjab
Encl---1

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

Sh. Gurjail Singh,

S/o SH. Harnam Singh,

Ex-Sarpanch, Vill-Bahmana,

Teh. Samana, Patiala





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Manager,

The Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3172 of 2008

ORDER


The issue of whether Coop. Societies are public authorities as defined in the RTI Act, 2005, is under adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana. Your complaint will be taken up for consideration after a decision has been given by the Hon’ble High Court on this issue. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Smt. Ajmer Kaur,

W/o Sh. Kulwinder Singh,

Vill-Wara Budh Singh,

P.O. Wara Jodh Singh,

Via Lohian Khas,

Teh. Shahkot, District Jalandhar – 144629.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Manager,

Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.

Kapurthala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3094 of 2008

ORDER


The issue of whether Coop. Societies are public authorities as defined in the RTI Act, 2005, is under adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana. Your complaint will be taken up for consideration after a decision has been given by the Hon’ble High Court on this issue. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Jaspal,

S/o Sh. Tara Chand,

Village Gandhwan,

P.O. Athouli Teh. Phagwara,

District Kapurthala, Punjab. 






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary,

Gandhwan Multipurpose Cooperative Society Ltd.

Gandhwan, Teh. Phagwara,

District Kapurthala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3038 of 2008

ORDER


The issue of whether Coop. Societies are public authorities as defined in the RTI Act, 2005, is under adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana. Your complaint will be taken up for consideration after a decision has been given by the Hon’ble High Court on this issue. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





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

Sh. Krishan Bhagwan,

S/o Sh. Dharam Chand,

VPO – Khippan Wali,

Teh. Fazilka, District Ferozepur.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Fazilka Co-operative Sugar Mill Ltd.

Village Bodiwala Pitha, Teh.Fazilka,

District Ferozepur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 2967 of 2008

ORDER


The issue of whether Coop. Societies are public authorities as defined in the RTI Act, 2005, is under adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana. Your complaint will be taken up for consideration after a decision has been given by the Hon’ble High Court on this issue. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 15, 2009





      Punjab
