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

Ms. Kamalpreet Kaur,

D/o Sh. Piara Singh,

Midha Bhawan Street,

Mansa.




  
     _________ Complainant

    Vs.

Sh. RPS Bedi, (By Regd.Post)

Deputy Registrar-cum-Public Information Officer, 
O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2217 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh.  Manoj  Kumar, on behalf of the complainant.


ii) 
  None on behalf of the respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 3-10-2007, but no response has been received by her from the respondent despite  several  phone calls and personal visits to his office.  The respondent  is also not present in the Court today either personally or through any representative.


From these circumstances, I conclude that prima-facie the respondent has violated the provisions of the RTI Act, and has not provided the required information to the complainant   or given any response to the application for information malafidely and without reasonable cause.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. RPS Bedi, Deputy Registrar-cum-PIO, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-2-2008, 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.


In the meanwhile, the respondent is advised to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


For the inconvenience and unnecessary  expenditure which the complainant has had to bear in order to attend  a futile hearing today,  costs of Rs. 500/- are awarded to him, which should be paid to the complainant before the next date of hearing.












Contd…2
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Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.







                 (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

M/s Raghunath Dass & Sons (Regd.),

Bazar Vakila, Distt. Hoshiarpur.

  
     ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Red Cross, Hoshiarpur.




_________ Respondent

CC No. 2238 of 2007

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


ii) 
Sh,   Amarjeet  Amrohal,  Secretary, Red Cross Society, Hoshiarpur.
 ORDER


Heard.


The information in this case was sent to the complainant by the respondent by post but he refused to accept it stating that  he will take the information only after he has personally checked the records of the respondent in order to verify its correctness.  The prescribed fees asked for by the respondent vide his letter dated 5-4-2007 has also not been deposited by the complainant.


The first question to be decided is that of the payment of prescribed fees. The application for information in this case was made on 27-2-2007 but the information pertains to a period which expires on 31-3-2007 and, therefore, the period of 30 days prescribed in the RTI  Act, must be deem to commence from  1-4-2007.  The fees of  Rs. 100/- asked for by the respondent on 5-4-2007 is therefore, legally correct. The information which has been prepared by the respondent, in fact, runs into 102 pages, and therefore, the prescribed fees of Rs. 204/- is required to be deposited by the complainant for the information.  Since the complainant has not asked for the inspection of records in his application, he cannot at this stage state that he will accept the information only after an inspection of records.  This demand of the complainant is, therefore, rejected and  if he is still interested in getting the information, he may deposit the prescribed fees and take it from the respondent.

Disposed of.







                  (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

M/s Raghunath Dass & Sons (Regd.),

Bazar Vakila, Distt. Hoshiarpur.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Hoshiarpur.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2259 of 2007

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



ii) 
None on behalf of the  respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


In this case, the application for information was  not made to the  correct PIO, but his application was transferred by the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Hoshiarpur  to the Chief Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Hoshiarpur. The respondent informed the complainant vide his letter dated 29-10-2007, (within the period of 35 days prescribed in the RTI Act for transferred applications) that he can collect the information required by him but he must apply  in the prescribed format -A along with the required fees.  The complainant accordingly made an application in the prescribed form along with the application fees of Rs. 10/- .   Insofar as making payment for the information is concerned , the complainant  took the stand in his letter dated 11-11-2007, addressed to the respondent, that it may be provided free of charge since the respondent has failed to give it to him within the prescribed period of 30 days.  This stand of the complainant however, is not correct, as already mentioned above and therefore, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to intimate the exact amount of fees required to be deposited by the complainant @ Rs. 2/- per page, and give the information to him after he has deposited the fees.

Disposed of.







                              (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

# 1104, Sector- 70,

Mohali.



  
    ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 2291 of 2007

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



ii) 
 ASI  Jaspal Singh, on behalf of the  respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case has asked for office notings of the respondent made in connection with the  advice obtained on two occasions from the DA, (Legal),  regarding FIR 16 dated 3-2-2007.  The respondent states that no final conclusion has yet been reached by the  police regarding this FIR,  which is still under investigation and the information cannot be given at the present stage under section 8 (i) (h) of the RTI Act.

Disposed of.








                  (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Gurtej Singh,

S/o Sh. Chand Singh,

Vill. Mal Singh Wala,

Teh. Budhlada,

Distt. Mansa.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The District  Manager, MARKFED ,

Mansa.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2249 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None on behalf of the complainant


ii) 
Sh. Narinder  Singh, DFSO, Mansa.

ORDER


Heard.


Notice for hearing in  this case has been wrongly sent to the PIO, Office of the DFSO, Mansa, since it was required to be sent to the PIO, office of the Distt. Manager, Markfed, Mansa.

The complainant in this case has asked for the copies of the tenders received by the Distt. Manager, Markfed, on 29-3-2003 and 4-4-2007, for the appointment of Labour Contractors in Mansa Distt.  The PIO, office of the Distt. Manager, Markfed, Mansa, is therefore directed to inform  the complainant,   the quantum of fees required to be paid by him @ Rs. 2/- per page plus postal charges and to send the information to the complainant by post after he has deposited the required fees.


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








             (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Vijay Kumar Bahree,

S/o Sh. Tek Chand Bahree,

36-Chandan Nagar, Jalandhar.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2285 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Vijay  Kumar  Bahree, complainant in  person.



ii) 
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case seeks  a large amount of information, a substantial portion of which relates to the 1970s.The information available with the respondent has been given to the complainant and the respondent has made a commitment in his communication  that efforts are still being made to locate the remaining information, which is about 30 years old,  and will be supplied to the complainant as and when it becomes available.  The complainant has also undertaken to visit the office of the respondent and to take whatever information has been located.


Disposed of.








                     (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Harnek Singh,

S/o Sh. Dial Singh,

Vill. Mangour, Tehsil Rajpura,

P.O. Bhappal, Distt. Patiala.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The  Manager,

Punjab Agriculture Development  Bank Ltd.,
Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 2287 of 2007
Present:
i)  
None on behalf of the complainant..



ii) 
Sh.  Maninder Singh, Manager, PAD Bank Ltd.,-cum-PIO.
 ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information was sent to him through Registered Post but it has been received back with the remark of the postal authorities that the addressee has refused to take it.  The complainant  is also not  present in the Court today. From these circumstances, I conclude that the complainant is not interested in pursuing his application for information or the complaint which he has made to the Commission.

Disposed of.








                              (P.K.Verma)








             State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Malkiat Singh,BDO (Retd.)
Village Pharwali, P.O. Kalayan,
.Tehsil Malerkotla,
Distt. Sangrur..--148020



….……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar,

Cooperative  Societies, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No.  104  of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Malkiat Singh,  appellant  in  person.



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


Heard.


Despite repeated orders having been given to the respondent and despite having personally  explained to him the action required to be taken in this case during the hearing on 20-12-2007, Sh. Harjinder Singh Sidhu, PIO-cum-Joint Registrar, Planning, has failed to understand or implement the orders of the Court and has still not given a complete reply to the appellant in response to his application for information dated 25-11-2006.  It has been repeatedly explained to the respondent that of the five points on which the appellant has asked for information, the first point asks for the progress made and action taken on the complaints made by him, and, since the complaints are against the Housefed,  it is not sufficient for the respondent to state that the complaint has been sent to the Housefed for necessary action.  The respondent has been repeatedly told that the progress made on the complaints can be intimated to the appellant only in the shape of a para-wise reply which is to be  given by the respondent  in respect of point no. 1 of the application, in addition to giving information or response in respect of points 2-5 of the application for information.  Having explained all of this in detail to the PIO, personally, on the last date of hearing, I expected that full compliance of the orders passed  on that date will be made, but it is a matter of regret that an incomplete and repetitive reply has been sent to the appellant vide his letter dated 16-1-2008. 










Contd..2
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In the above circumstances, I can only conclude that prima-facie the respondent has violated the provisions of the RTI Act and has not provided the required information to the appellant  with  reference to his application dated 25-11-2006 without reasonable cause.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Harjinder Singh Sidhu, PIO-cum-Joint Registrar, Planning –cum-PIO,  to show cause at 10 AM on 28-2-2008, 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.

In the meanwhile, the respondent is again strongly advised to give the required information to the complainant before the next date hearing.  For the inconvenience caused to the appellant and unnecessary expenditure which he had to incur in order to attend the futile  hearing today,  costs of Rs. 500/- are awarded to him in  addition to the costs already awarded to him, which should be paid to him before the next date of hearing.







                    (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Satish Kumar,

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.




  
     ____________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University, 

Ludhiana.






___________ Respondent

CC No. 2028 of 2007

resent:
i) 
Sh.  Satish Kumar, complainant  in person.


ii) 
 S. Narinderpal Singh, Associate Professor (Journalism)-cum-PIO.





ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that he does not want his complaint to be heard by this Court.  The matter is, therefore, referred to  CIC for assigning this case  to some other Bench.







                 (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Sh.Malkiat Singh,BDO (Retd.)

Village Pharwali, P.O. Kalayan,

.Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur..--148020
  
                           _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




_______ Respondent

CC No. 2023 of 2007

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


ii) 
DSP  Narinder Pal Singh,APIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 20-12-2007, the respondent has handed over to the complainant in the Court today, a complete copy, along with statements  of witnesses which were recorded , of the inquiry report No. 5253/P.S.  dated 28-12-2007 of the DSP, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana, into  S. Malkiat Singh’s complainant. 

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







                              (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Charanjit Raj,

V&PO Makandpur,

Distt Nawanshehar.

  
   


______ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Addl. Director General Police,

I V C, Human Rights. Police HQs, Sector 9,

Chandigarh



  


______ Respondent

CC No. 1779     of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh Charanjit  Raj, complainant in person.



ii) 
DSP    Dilbagh  Singh, Nawanshehar., and Sh. Balwinder Singh, 



Jr. Asstt. o/o AGDP, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant has been finally given to him by the respondent vide their letter dated 11-1-2008. It has been admitted by the respondent that the contents of the letter of the SSP, Nawanshehar, dated 6-11-2006, were factually not correct.  Insofar as point no. 3 of the application of the complainant is concerned, the ADGP, I V C, Human Rights,  has written to the SSP, Nawanshehar to fix the responsibility for having sent wrong information vide their  letter dated 6-11-2006, and to take further necessary action thereon  under intimation to the office of the ADGP, IVC, Human Right, Punjab, Chandigarh. A copy of this letter has been  handed over to the complainant

The DSP, Nawanshehar,  has stated that the amount of Rs. 500/- awarded to Sh. Charanjit Raj, will be sent to him by  messenger  today itself.

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







                       (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


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

Ms. Saroj Kumari,

D/o Late Sh. Jia Lal,

C/o M/s Moga Mechanical Works (Regd.),

Parbhat Chowk, Jalandhar Road,

Hoshiarpur-146001.


  
   
     ____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission,

Punjab,  SCO. 30089-12, Sector 22-D,

Chandigarh.







____________ Respondent

AC No. 291 of 2007

Present:
i)    Ms. Saroj  Kumari, complainant in person.



ii)    Sh. Manohar Lal, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 27-11-2007, the remaining information i.e. copies of three letters dated 8-8-2002, 7-9-2002 and 26-2-2003 have been supplied to the complainant by the Hon’ble State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, Chandigarh, through the Distt. Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur.

Disposed of.







                              (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajesh  Dhiman,

S/o Sh. Chaman Lal/

#  2, Street No. 1

Jhujar  Nagar,

Patiala.


  
   


____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o. The  Commissioner,
 Municipal Corporation,

Patiala..






_____ Respondent

AC No. 284 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER


From the fact that both the parties are absent, I conclude that the orders of the Court dated 6-12-2007,  have been complied with.

Disposed of.







                   (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Dhanpat Rai Saini,

Lakshmi Kuteer,Ajit Nagar,

Aslamabad, Hoshiarpur.


  
            __________ Complainant

   Vs.
Dr. Janmit Singh,Principal-cum-


Public Information Officer,                     REGD.POST
DAV College,

Hoshiarpur.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1077 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Dhanpat Rai Saini,   complainant in person.


ii)
None   on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In the orders of the Court dated 1-11-2007, the respondent has been directed to give to the complainant an attested copy of the Pass Book of the Provident Fund Account of the complainant from August,1981 to January, 2002  and certified copies of his salary statements due and drawn for the same period.  This information was required to be given to the complainant within 30 days and a long adjournment was given to enable the respondent to  complete the compliance of these orders.  The complainant, however, states that he has not received any information from the respondent after the last date of hearing and the respondent is also not present in the Court, either personally or through any representative.

In the above circumstances, it would appear that prima-facie the respondent has violated the provisions of the RTI Act and is not giving the information required by the complainant malafidely and without reasonable cause.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Dr. Janmit Singh, Principal-cum-PIO, DAV College, Hoshiarpur, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-2-2008, 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.


The respondent is also strongly advised to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


For the inconvenience and unnecessary expenditure which the complainant has had  to bear in order to attend a futile hearing today, costs of Rs. 500/- is awarded to him 





---2---

which should be paid to him before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.








       (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

 Sh. Rattan Singh,

D-603, IFCI Colony,

Paschim Vihar,

New Delhi..


  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Managing Director,

Punjab Financial Corporation,

SCO 95-98, Bank Square, Sector 17

Chandigarh.                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1053  of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
   Sh. D.P.Soni, AGM-cum -PIO, PFC.
ORDER

Heard.


After the hearing on 1-11-2007, and in compliance with the orders passed on that date, the complainant sent a list of deficiencies  in the information, as has been perceived  by him  to the respondent vide his letter dated 19-12-2007, which was replied by the respondent vide their letter dated 11-1-2008. The complainant is still not satisfied with the information which has been provided,  but after going through the deficiencies pointed out by him and the replies given by the respondent, I find that his objections are not reasonable.  I, therefore, conclude that complete information has been given to him in response to his application for the same.

Disposed of.







                         (P.K.Verma)








           State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Arun Sharma,

Staff representative of College Management,

SPN College,

Mukerian,Distt Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Principal, SPN College,

Mukerian,Distt Hoshiarpur.                     
__________ Respondent

CC No.  1021  of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the  complainant.


ii)
  Dr. R.M. Sharma, Principal, SPN College,Mukerian.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that there is no further communication from the complainant pointing out any deficiencies in the information which has been provided to him.  The complainant is also not present in the Court today.

Disposed of.








                   (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


17th   January, 2008
