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

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




  
_________________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Indian Red Cross Society,

District Branch, Kapurthala,

Red Cross Bhawan, Jalandhar Road,

Kapurthala- 144601




________________ Respondent

CC No.505 of 2008
Present:
i)     None on behalf of the  complainant 



ii)     Sh. G.S.Chauhan, Advocate , on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has withdrawn his complaint against the PIO, office of the Distt. Red Cross Society, Kapurthala, vide his letter dated  15-5-2008.


Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




 _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Indian Red Cross Society,

District Branch, C/o Deputy Commissioner,

D.C. Office, Mansa.



________________ Respondent

CC No.507 of 2008

Present:
i)  
 None on behalf of the  complainant.



ii) 
 Mr. Rajinder  Kumar, Secretary, Distt. Red Cross Society, Mansa , on 



behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has withdrawn his complaint against the PIO, office of the Distt. Red Cross Society, Mansa, vide his letter dated  15-5-2008.


Disposed of.








  
 
  (P.K.Verma)









        State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB


SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH 

Sh. Hitender Jain,

C/o Resurgence India,

903, Chander Nagar, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




 _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Indian Red Cross Society,

District Branch, C/o Deputy Commissioner,

D.C. Office, Ropar.




________________ Respondent

CC No.506 of 2008

Present:
i)  
 None on behalf of the  complainant.



ii)  
 Ms.  Inderjit Kang, Distt. Revenue Officer,-cum-APIO,


iii)         Sh. Sanjev  Budhiraja, Secretary, Distt Red Cross, Ropar, on behalf of 




the   respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has withdrawn his complaint against the PIO, office of the Distt. Red Cross Society, Ropar, vide his letter dated  15-5-2008.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. J.M. Mattu,

H.No. 298/11, Labour Colony Urban Estate,

Batala, Distt. Gurdaspur.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Manager,

Punsup, Faridkot.





________________ Respondent

CC No.698 of 2008

Present:
i)     None on behalf of the  complainant


ii)    Sh.  Avtar  Singh,Sr. Asstt.,Punsup, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

Out of seven items mentioned by the complainant in his application for information dated 24-3-2008, the information asked for at sr. no. 4 & 7 have been supplied by the o/o the Distt Manager, Punsup, Faridkot and the remaining information has been supplied by the o/o DM, Ferozepur, to whom the respondent had referred the application for supplying the information held by him.

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

   






(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh,

41, Rishi Vihar,

Majitha Road, Amritsar
  
             _________________ Complainant

  Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab Gramin Bank,

Kapurthala.





________________ Respondent

CC No.687 of 2008

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



ii)   Sh. H.S.Bajwa, Sr.Manager-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

This is a case of the complainant having made an application for information to the PIO of the Punjab Gramin Bank, Kapurthala.  The question which is to be decided before proceeding further with this case is whether Punjab Gramin Bank is a public authority under the Government of Punjab, meaning thereby, whether it has been established or constituted by the Government of Punjab or whether it is  controlled or substantially financed by funds provided directly or indirectly by the State Government.  The position in regard to this is that the Punjab Gramin Bank was constituted by a notification of the Government of India issued under an Act of Parliament setting up Regional Gramin Banks in the Country.  This notification of Government of India constituted the Punjab Gramin Bank through an amalgamation of three Regional Gramin Banks.  The paid up equity of the Bank is owned by the Government of India, Punjab National Bank and the Punjab State Government in the ratio of 50:35:15.  Apart from this, no financial assistance of any kind is provided by the State Government of Punjab to the Bank for its day to day functioning.  Given these facts, I have  no doubt that the Punjab Gramin Bank is a public authority under the Central Government, since 50% of its shares are held by that Government, and only 15% by the State Government.  In fact, the respondent states that some complaints under the RTI Act have been sent to them by the  Central Information Commission, to which they have also sent replies, and surely, no public authority  can simultaneously be subject to the jurisdiction of the Central Information Commission as well as a State Information Commission.

For  the above reasons, this complaint is rejected on the ground of lack of jurisdiction and the complainant is advised to send his complaint to the  Central Information Commission, which has proper jurisdiction in the matter,  if he so desires.


Disposed of. 








             (P.K.Verma)








        State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbans Singh,

Vill. Shahpur Kalan,

Tehsil Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.   _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Manager,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation, 

Sangrur.



________________ Respondent

CC No.  674   and  675   of 2008

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



ii)     
Sh. Vijay  Kumar  Garg, Branch Manager,(Stores),o/o DM, 




Warehousing, Sangrur. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

Another complaint  in respect of an identical application for information of the complainant has been disposed of by this Court in CC-417/2008 vide orders dated 17-4-2008, in which it has been recorded that the complainant can collect the information after depositing the required fees of Rs. 272/-

The complainant has been informed verbally also to the same effect in the Court today.


Disposed of. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Singh,

VPO- Payal, W.No. 7,

H.No. 1250, Distt. Ludhiana.

_________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Khanna.




________________ Respondent

CC No.669 of 2008

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



ii)    None    on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

Since the application for information of the complainant is not clear, he was directed to specify the information which he wants from the SSP, Khanna. The complainant has clarified that he would like to have a copy of the instructions received by the District Police Chiefs in Punjab, for the implementation of the Dowery Prohibition Act, referred to in the news item published in the issue of the Hindustan Times dated 15-1-2008, which had been enclosed with his application for information.

This case accordingly is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to provide a copy of the instructions received by him from the Government for the proper implementation of the Dowery Prohibition Act, to the complainant, within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.  If no such instructions have been received by the respondent, this also  should be conveyed to the complainant.


Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH
Sh. Baldev Raj,

VPO Birampur, Tehsil Garhshankar,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Hoshiarpur.





________________ Respondent

CC No.664 of 2008

Present:
i)      None on behalf of the  complainant


ii)     Sh.  Ramesh Kumar Mann,   DFSC-cum-PIO..

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant was sent to him on 19-3-2008, after the prescribed fees of Rs. 14/- was deposited by him.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal Pachhi,

PP No. 47, Near Nagar Council,


  
     

Maur Mandi, Distt. Bathinda.    

______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary, 

Punjab Mandi Board, 

Sector 17C, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

CC No.648 of 2008

Present:
i)  
 None on behalf of the  complainant


ii)   
 Sh. Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian-cum-APIO, on behalf of 


the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been provided to him in full.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tejinder Singh Sandhu,

544, Sector 18-B,

Chandigarh.

    



_________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector-17,

Chandigarh.  





________________ Respondent

CC No.641 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None on behalf of the  complainant.



ii)  
 Sh. Harinder  Singh Sidhu,  Jt. RCS-cum-PIO
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him  by the MD of Fruitfed, vide his letter dated 27-2-2008.  The complainant has further been asked to deposit an amount of Rs. 280/- for the documents asked for by him at points no. 1 & 2 of his application for information, but this has not been done by the complainant.  As and when the prescribed fee is deposited , these documents should also be supplied to him.


Disposed of.










  
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner 

20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hardial Singh Bhaura,

114, Phase-6, 

Mohali.




____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

17-Bays Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.



______________ Respondent

AC No.92 of 2008

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the   appellant.


ii)
Sh. Harinder  Singh Sidhu,  Jt. RCS-cum-PIO.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the orders of the Court dated 11-4-2008 have been complied with and the remaining information has been given to the appellant.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Kumar Kaura,

5C, Phase I, Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Ludhiana-141010.

  
    ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ludhiana.






_____ Respondent

CC No.   410    of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh. Kuldeep Kumar Kaura, complainant in person.



ii)
Sh. Joginder Singh, AFSO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the deficiencies  pointed out by the complainant in his letter dated 28-4-2008,  will be removed and the remaining information will be provided to him within 15 days from today. He states that this would have been done earlier  except for the fact that the staff of the department  was put on Election duty.

A further period of 15 days is granted to the respondent, as requested by him, to provide the remaining information to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 19-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Ist Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Raj,

Vill. Mukandpur,

Distt. Nawanshehar, Punjab.


  
     _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of Home Affairs & Justice,

Civil Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector 1, Chandigarh.




_________ Respondent

CC No.546 of 2008

Present:
i)     None  on behalf of the complainant  


ii)     Sh. Harpinder Singh, Jr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 25-4-2008, an attested copy of the letter of the SSP, Nawnshehar, sent to the DGP, Punjab, in response to the application for information of the complainant, has been given to him on 30-4-2008.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
                 SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Gurpreet Singh,

R/O #  B III/9,Hansa Wali Gali,

Mohalla Mastgarh,Simbal Chowk,

BATALA-143505





___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Divisional Manager,

Punjab State Forest Dev. Corporation Ltd.,

 OCM Mills, G.T.Road, CHHEHARTA,

AMRITSAR.






__________ Respondent 

CC No. 1938  of 2007

Present:

i)
Sh. Manpreet Singh, Advocate,  on behalf of the 





complainant



ii) 
S.Janak  Raj, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf of the 






respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

 Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of the complainant has stated that full information has been received by him in response to his application for information dated 21-9-2007. The Ld. Counsel further states that the information has not been provided by the respondent within the prescribed period of 30 days, leading to the appearance of the complainant before the Commission and the  costs which they have incurred with regard to the same should be imposed on the respondent. However, from the facts of the case, I find that the delay which  has  occurred  is not deliberate and unreasonable.  Besides, the information which had been asked for was bulky and voluminous and a reasonable amount of time has been taken to compile the same.  This submission of the Ld. Counsel is, therefore, turned down.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


20th  May 2008
Reference:

Letter dated 19-5-2008 from Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate.



Complain No. 227 of 2008.







------------


The only grievance of the complainant is that the fact the he had requested for adjournment when the case was taken up for hearing on 10-4-2008 has not been mentioned in the orders passed on that date.  He has otherwise no grievance with the contentions of the order, according to which the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant were given to the respondent with the direction to send a reply to the complainant within 3 weeks and the case was adjourned to 22-5-2008.


The grievance of the complainant has been taken care of and the fact that he had requested for an adjournment has been mentioned in the orders passed after the hearing on 22-5-2008.  The complainant has also been informed that since the was adjourned and the information mentioning  of the fact that he also had requested for an adjournment is a minor matter and does not in any way mounts to any sort of partial treatment on the part of the Court.











SIC











      22-5-2008

CIC

