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

Sh. Satnam  Singh,S/o Surjit Singh,

Central Jail,

Ludhiana.




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Superintendent,

Central Jail,

Patiala






__________ Respondent

AC No.  178   of 2008

Present:
i)    
  None  on  behalf  of  the  complainant  


ii)   
 Sh.Satwinder Singh, Asstt.Supdt-cum-APIO,on behalf of the 


respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.

Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hemant  Goswami.

Burning Brain Society,

3, Glass Office, Business Arcade,

Hotel Sivalikview,17-E,

Chandigarh




  
    ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Indian Red Cross Society, C/o

Deputy .Commissioner. Amritsar                      

______ Respondent

CC No.     515   of 2008

Present:
None.
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request has also been received for an adjournment from either party.  Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 27-6-2008.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.. Hemant  Goswami.

Burning Brain Society,

3, Glass Office, Business Arcade,

Hotel Sivalikview,17-E,

Chandigarh




  
    _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Indian Red Cross Society, C/o

Deputy .Commissioner.
Gurdaspur


_______ Respondent

CC No.   514  of 2008

Present:
i)    
 None on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
 Sh.  Balwinder Singh, Secretary,Red Cross Society, 




  Gurdaspur ,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 30-1-2008 that  it is their contention that  they are not a public authority and they have taken this stand in a CWP before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana and therefore the required information will be given only after a decision has been taken on this issue by the Hon’ble High Court.  The  objection made by the respondent to giving  the required information is not at all sustainable in view of the following:-
1. 
Both the Central Information Commission in its orders dated 9-11-2006     in appeal No. 152/10PB/2006    and the State Information Commission in its order given in CC-242/2007 have already given a finding that  the District Red Cross Societies in the State of Punjab  are  public authorities within the meaning of the term as defined in the RTI Act and come under the jurisdiction of the Punjab State Information Commission.

2. The CWP  No. 10027/2007 filed against the  respondent does not raise the issue whether they are a public authority or not.  This issue has been raised by the respondent in his reply to the CWP.                                       ….2/
3. The above mentioned CWP is still to be heard and decided by the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.


In the above circumstances, it was not reasonable for the respondent to deny the information to the complainant on the ground of the pendency of the CWP.  I, therefore, direct the respondent to provide the information required by the complainant in his application dated 18-1-2008, free of cost, since the period of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act, within which the information has to be provided  on payment of fees,  has already lapsed.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Major  Singh,

VPO  Longowal,

Patti-Gahu,

Distt Sangrur




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Dy. Inspector General Police,

Home Guards,  Patiala.




_______ Respondent

CC No.   827  of 2008

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


ii)   
 Sh. Gurcharan  Singh, Distt.Commandent-cum-PIO,Sangrur            


on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.

Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Diwan  Singh  Nagpal,

Advocate,.Shri Chaitanha Gauriya Muth,




  
     Room 36,Sector 20-B, Chandigarh     _____________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar




_____________ Respondent

CC No.  813  of 2008

Present:
i)    
  Sh.Diwan  Singh  Nagpal,   complainant   in person


ii)   
 None   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

There is no application for information of the complainant which is on record or which could be  shown by him to the Court.  The only application for information available on record is that of one  P.J.S.Mehta, who has not made any complaint.  In the above circumstances, the present complaint is infructuous and is disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Rakesh  Kumar  Bhalla,

223, Gali No. 10,

Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar,

Lalheri Road, Khanna  
     _


____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Commissioner,

Municipal Council, Khanna

________________ Respondent

CC No.   817   of 2008

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request has also been received for an adjournment from either party.  Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 27-6-2008. A copy of letter dated 21-5-2008, addressed by the respondent to the Commission, may be sent to the complainant for his information.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Ward No. 10, near Water Supply Office, 

Gahoor Road, Balachor,

Distt. Nawan Sahar.


  
                ______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Licensing Authority,

Nawansahar.






______ Respondent

CC No.570 of 2008

Present:
None.
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request has also been received for an adjournment from either party.  Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 27-6-2008.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Jagar  Ram,

Village Chuharpur,PO  Kulam, 

Nawanshehar



_______ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Director,

State Transport, Punjab,Sector 17,

Chandigarh




______ Respondent

CC No.   818  of 2008

Present:
i)    
  None on behalf of the complainant.


ii)   
 Sh.Balwinder Singh, Law Officer-cum-APIO,on behalf of the 


  respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

An attested copy of the document required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Raj Kumar Jain,

H.No. 10 A Street No. 4

Ferozepur Cantt..




  
     ____ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Registrar,

Firms and Societies,Punjab,Sector 17

Base Building,Near Post Office

Chandigarh






______ Respondent

CC No.    764   of 2008

Present:
i)    
  None on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
 Sh. Jaspal Singh,Dy.Direcor(Admn)-cum-APIO,on behalf of 



 the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the two applications of the complainant dated 21-1-2009 have not been received in his office. Copies thereof have, therefore, been given to him with the direction to either provide the information to the complainant before the next date of hearing or forward these two applications to the PIO of the concerned department under intimation to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Jaswinder Singh,

133-E,Kitchlu Nagar, Near Trident,

Ludhiana.




  
    _____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,  Punjab Wakf Board,

Old Court,   Civil Lines,   Ludhiana.
       ________________ Respondent

CC No.    845    of 2008

Present:
i)    
  None on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
 Sh. Rashid Mohd, Estate officer,on behalf of the 




  respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that an identical complaint concerning the same application for information  as has been sent with the present complaint, has already been disposed of vide the orders of the Commission dated 11-10-2007 in CC-1624/2007.  The concerned orders have been seen.  It states that the information required by the complainant relates to a third party and as such is exempt from being provided under section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Santokh  Singh,

VPO  Thati,Khara,

Distt.     Tarn Taran
  
                             __________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o   The Manager,

Punjab Roadways,

Tarntaran




              _______ Respondent

CC No.    790    of 2008

Present:
i)    
  Sh,  Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
  None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that no response has been received  to his application for information dated 28-1-2008.  The PIO o/o the GM, Punjab Roadways, Tarntaran, has also  not responded to the Commission’s notice and is neither present personally nor through any representative. Under the circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the information required by the complainant is being denied to him malafidely and without reasonable cause.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Vinod Kumar Arora, G.M.-cum-PIO, Punjab Roadways, Tarntaran, to show cause at 10 AM on 27-6-2008, 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 send the information required by the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-6-2008 or further consideration and orders.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

130-C, BRS Nagar,

Ludhiana.




  
     ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o
 Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Labour and Employment, Mini Sectt-9,

Chandigarh





________________ Respondent

CC No.  792  of 2008

Present:
i)    
  None on behalf of the complainant.  


ii)   
 Sh.Harbans Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO,Labour Deptt.,Punjab 



  Govt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant  has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 14-5-2008, Insofar as the information mentioned at sr. no. 7 of the application  for information is concerned, the respondent states that the Government at Headquarters is not aware of any contribution which any NGO has made for the eradication of child labour.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.   Dhiraj  Kumar, Advocate,

District Courts , Baranala



  
 _____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Sr. Supdt. Police, Barnala.



______ Respondent

CC No.  796   of 2008

Present:
i)    
    None on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
    ASI Swarn Singh,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.


Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Santokh  Singh,

VPO  Thati  Khara,

Distt.  Tarn Taran
  
     __________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o   The Manager,

Punjab Roadways,

Tarntaran


________________ Respondent

AC No.    187     of 2008

Present:
i)    
  Sh,  Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
  None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that no response has been received  to his application for information dated 28-1-2008.  The PIO o/o the GM, Punjab Roadways, Tarntaran, has also  not responded to the Commission’s notice and is neither present personally nor through any representative. Under the circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the information required by the complainant is being denied to him malafidely and without reasonable cause.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Vinod Kumar Arora, G.M.-cum-PIO, Punjab Roadways, Tarntaran, to show cause at 10 AM on 27-6-2008, 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 send the information required by the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-6-2008 or further consideration and orders.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hermesh Chand,

Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat,

Nururpur Khurd (U), Ropar.

  
    _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.






_______ Respondent

CC No.2379 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.

Another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 27-6-2008. In particular, it is absolutely necessary for the PIO or his representative to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the information which has been supplied to the complainant.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bant Singh Saini,

VPO  Teur,Teh.Kharar,

Distt. Mohali




  
     ________ Complainant

     Vs 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport Punjab, Sector 17

Chandigarh.

                                                _______ Respondent

CC-803 of 2008

Present:
i)    
  Sh. Bant Singh Saini,complainant   in person 


ii)   
  Sh. Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt,o/oDST,on behalf of the 




respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent.  The complainant has a grievance that the information was received very late.  The respondent states that the original application for information was not received in the office.  The complainant on the other hand alleges that his application for information has been deliberately misplaced.  In these circumstances, I direct the Director State Transport, Punjab, to institute an inquiry about whether the application dated 3-1-2008 of the complainant was received in his office or not and if so, how it was  dealt with and to fix  the responsibility on the concerned official for having caused the delay in providing the information to the complainant.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   23rd  May,  2008
