STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kirpal Singh Gill,

H. No. 2, Vikas Vihar, 

Civil Lines, Patila.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, Patiala.





Respondent

CC No. 1942/2007

Present:
Shri Kirpal Singh Gill, Complainant, in person. 


None is present on behalf of the on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of the Respondent, the PIO is directed to be present in person on the next date of hearing and he will explain the reasons for today’s absence. He is also directed to supply the complete information to the Complainant as per his demand.

2.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 13.3.2008.
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   `    Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurbaksh Singh S/o

Shri Darshan Singh,

1-162, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Ludhiana Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.








Respondent

CC No. 748/2006

Present:
Shri Gurbaksh Singh,Complainant, in person.

Shri Harinder Singh, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 29.1.2008 when the Complainant had stated that the information supplied to him is misleading, incorrect and incomplete . He had also stated that he would submit proof in this regard on the next date of hearing i.e today.

2.

Accordingly, the Complainant places on record copies of 5(five) registries of Vasika No. 540 registered on 8.4.1988 sold to Rana Randhir Singh, Vasika No. 2681 registered on 5.4.1988 sold to Kiran Gupta, Vasika No. 1380 registered on   20.4.1988 sold to Veena Bhatia, Vasika No. 3962 registered on 20.5.1988  sold to Sushil Kumar and Vasika No. 3049 registered on 19.5.1988  sold to Renu Chetley, copies of which have also been sent to the Executive
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 Officer, Improvement Trust Ludhiana.

3.

The PIO pleads that the information has been supplied to the Complainant. He further states that the registries registered during 1988 are bogus and some cases in this regard have been filed in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court. 

4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the PIO will make a written submission on the next date of hearing indicating the status of 5.5 Acre land. He will also supply  copies  of the court cases filed in the Punjab & Haryana High Court regarding bogus registries issued by the then Chairman, Improvement Trust Ludhiana.

5.

The Complainant states that since the PIO has supplied mis-leading and incorrect information to him, therefore a penalty be imposed on the PIO. Therefore, it is directed that the PIO will file an affidavit on the next date of hearing explaining reasons as to why penalty  be not imposed on him for giving mis-lading and incorrect information to the Complainant.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 13.3.2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd--



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Surinder Singh,

Defence Avenue, Near Petrol Pump,

Sujanpur, District: Gurdaspur – 145023.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar, Irrigation Department Punjab,

Hydel Building, Sector: 18-B, Chandigarh.

       
           Respondent

CC No. 1873/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Satish Kumar, Registrar-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

The PIO states that the Complainant has not visited his  office to inspect/identify the required record on 13th, 14th and 15th February,2008 as directed by the Commission on the last date of hearing on 15.01.2008 on the request of the Complainant.   The PIO states that the information running into 37 pages has been sent to the Complainant by registered post vide letter No. 6175-77 dated 17.12.2007 which has been received  by the Complainant on 15.1.2008. Since the Complainant is not present, one more opportunity is given to him to submit his observations/comments, if any, on the information supplied to him before the next date of hearing. 

2.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 13.3.2008.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Avtar Singh, Supdt. Grade-2,

Office of Director Animal Husbandry,

Sector: 17, Chandigarh.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Secretary Animal Husbandry,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector:9, 

Chandigarh.








Respondent

CC No.1934/2007

Present:
Shri  Avtar Singh,Complainant, in person.

Smt. Kamlesh Kumari, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Rakesh Kumar, Senior Assistant, office of Financial Commissioner, Animal Husbandry, Punjab, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The APIO states that the information relating to Para 7 is a third party information which should not be provided to the Complainant. On the perusal of the record I observe that since the representation made by Shri Sukhwinder Singh, Legal Assistant on 5.12.2006 can effect the seniority of the Complainant, therefore it is directed that a copy of the representation of Shri Sukhwinder Singh, Legal Assistant be provided to the Complainant as per his demand, in the public interest, within a period of 15 days. 
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3.

Regarding Para 8, the APIO states that it is a clerical mistake, which has been rectified and she assures that a copy of the rectified date of joining of Shri Sukhwiner Singh, Legal Assistant will be supplied to the Complainant within a period of 15 days. She further states that the proposal for the amendment of Rules relating to ministerial staff Class-II and Class-III will  be

 asked for from the Director Animal Husbandry in due course. The Complainant states that the proposal for the amendment of Rules has already been sent to the Government by the Directorate seven months earlier.  The APIO states that if any such proposal has been received from the Director, the same will be dealt with immediately. 

4.

The APIO assures the Commission that the requisite information regarding Paras 7 and 8 of the complaint will be supplied to the Complainant within a period of 15 days and requests that the case may be closed.

5.  

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Kirpal Singh Gill,

# 2, Vikas Vihar, Civil Lines,

Patiala.








Complainant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Industries & Commerce, Punjab,

Sector:17, Chandigarh.






Respondent

CC No.1941/2007

Present:
Shri  Kirpal Singh Gill, Complainant, in person.

Shri Ravinder Singh, Legal Assistant and Smt. Parminder Kaur, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Ravinder Singh, Legal Assistant, states that the information relating to setting up of Focal Point at Lalru will be collected from the PSIEC/PSIDC within a period of one month. He requests that PIOs of PSIEC and PSIDC be also asked to attend the further proceedings in this case along with relevant record. 

3.

It is directed that L.A. will collect the information from the PIOs  of PSIEC and PSIDC at personal level and will deliver to the Complainant within a period of one month. The PIOs of PSIEC and PSIDC will also attend court proceedings on the next date of hearing. 

4.

The Complainant states that it should be made clear by the Department whether the acquisition cost of the land has been paid by the PSIDC or by Nahar Group of Industries. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 1.4.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and PIOs of PSIEC and PSIDC, Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.






              Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K. K. Tandon,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




Respondent

CC No.1168 & 1055/2007

Present:
Shri  K. K. Tandon, Complainant, in person, and Shri   S. S. Panag, Advocate,  on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri J. S. Randhawa, PIO,  Shri Jagdish Chand, APIO and Shri Jagjiwan Singh, Accounts Officer,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant states that he has been supplied information relating to earnest money of the demand survey deposited by the applicants but he wants information relating to earnest money deposited by the applicants at the rate of 10% of the total cost of plot. He further states that he wants list of applications whose earnest money has been forfeited due to certain reasons.

2.

Accordingly, the PIO is directed to supply a list of applicants to the Complainant before the next date of hearing, whose earnest money has been forfeited.   

3.

To come up on 1.4.2008. 

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 




 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tarsem Jain,

372-R, Model Town, 

Ludhiana.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o The Principal,

S.D.P. Senior Secondary School,

Hazuri Road, Ludhiana.






Respondent

CC No.1644/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Ashok Verma, PIO and Shri Jasvir Singh, Principal, S.D.P. Senior Secondary School, Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 10.1.2008, Shri Jasvir Singh, Principal, submits affidavit alongwith information/documents contained in 7 sheets, which is taken on record. He states   that the requisite information alongwith photo copy of the affidavit has been sent to the Complainant by registered post today.  He also submits  receipt of the post office in this regard and requests that the case may be closed.  

2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





 Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vidya Sagar,

Lomsh Bhawan,

101-D, Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director,


Technical Education and Industrial Training,

Punjab, Sector:36, Chandigarh.





Respondent

CC No. 541/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Harpal Singh, SPIO-cum-Deputy Director and Shri Amrik Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The SPIO states that the information running into 47 pages excluding one page of covering letter has been sent to the Complainant vide letter No. 776-T, dated 28.1.2008 by registered post.  The case was heard on 17.7.2007, 30.8.2007, 13.11.2007, 27.11.2007 and 10.1.2008. On 27.11.2007 the SPIO handed over the information running into 493 pages and submitted an affidavit requesting that no compensation be given to the Complainant as the process of supplying information was started well within the time frame prescribed under the RTI Act, 2005. The Complainant was directed to submit his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission by

 7.12.2007. On 10.1.2008 SPIO stated that the Complainant had not given in

 writing his observations/comments on the information supplied to him on
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 27.11.2007 in the court.   The Complainant  stated that he wants certified 

copies of the complete files of affiliation and curriculum/syllabus of Rishi Dayanand ITC Ploytechnic Institute Ludhiana. He further stated that he did not submit his observations/comments on the information supplied to him as he wants to discuss the information supplied to him during arguments in the court.  On the basis of the arguments made in the court on 10.1.2008, additional information contained in 47 pages excluding one page of covering letter has been sent to the Complainant by the SPIO. Now the SPIO pleads that since the information as per the demand of the Complainant has been supplied to him, the case may be closed. 

2.

Since the Complainant is not present today, the case is fixed for 17.4.2008 to know his reaction to the information supplied to him. 
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










      Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vidya Sagar,

101-D, Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.




Respondent

AC No.152/2006

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri  Suresh Kumar Saini, Superintendent-cum-APIO and  Shri Sarabjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The APIO states that process for taking disciplinary action against the erring officials has been initiated. He requests that a period of at least two months be granted to complete this process.

2.

The request of the APIO is accepted and the case is fixed for further hearing on 6.5.2008.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vidya Sagar,

101-D, Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana.





Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana.




Respondent

AC No.420/2007

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri Suresh Kumar Saini, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Sarabjit Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard the APIO and the judgement is reserved.

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

REGISTERED
Shri Sham Lal Saini,

# 50/30-A, Ramgali,

N.M.Bagh, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Power,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

2nd Floor, Sect: 9, Chandigarh.





Respondent

CC No.742, 747, 900 & 901/2007

Present:
Shri Sham Lal Saini, Complainant, in person.

Shri Rajinder Singh, Law Officer, PSEB, Shri Ram Kishan, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Welfare Department (Reservation Cell), Shri Harish Monga, Superintendent, Shri Ramesh, Senior Assistant Personnel, Shri Harchand Singh, Supdt. Grade-2, Shri Bakshish Singh, Senior Assistant,  Shri Nahar Singh, Senior Assistant, Reservation Cell, Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, General Coordination Branch and  Shri Kamlesh Goyal, and Shri Gurdip Singh, Senior Assistant, PSEB, Patiala, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The judgement is reserved.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 




Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner
  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR :17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri D. V. Kohli,

# 368, Sector: 38-A,

Chandigarh








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director,

PSIEC, Udyog Bhawan, Sector:  17,

Chandigarh.








Respondent

CC No.1368/2007

Present:
Shri D. V. Kohli, Complainant, in person.

Shri  J. S. Randhawa, PIO, Shri Jagdish Chand, APIO, Shri Subhash Garg, CGM(Finance), Shri Sanjiv Bawa, CGM(RM), Shri Nand Lal, GM(Accounts), Shri Darbara Singh, DGM(Cash), Shri Boota Singh, Manager Personnel, Shri Gurdip Singh, Manager(RM), on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 27.12.2007 when  it was directed that the remaining information regarding dates of deposit and encashment of cheques deposited in Banks be  supplied to the Complainant and the information relating to Para 4 of the demand of the Complainant be clarified in detail. The PIO is present in person and submits an affidavit from Shri S.C. Garg, Chief General Manager Finance along with two sheets of information signed by group of officers indicating the dates of deposit of cheques and dates of credit of amount by the bank. The PIO, however, states that an affidavit by Shri S.C. Garg, Chief General Manager Finance may be considered   for the information which is not available in the record of the Department. The Complainant states that in the 
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order dated 4.10.2007 Commission had ordered that the affidavit be signed by the Managing Director of PSIEC. In this regard, the PIO states that the Managing Director has authorized Chief General Manager Finance to sign affidavit on behalf of the PSIEC.  The Complainant states that the affidavit has not been attested by the Executive Magistrate. The PIO assures that the same will be got attested by the Executive Magistrate of the Punjab Government who has been vested with the powers of Executive Magistrate. The PIO assures that a copy of the attested affidavit will be sent to the Complainant within a period of one week. The Complainant vide his letters dated 7.2.2008 and 20.2.2008 has requested that action be taken under Section 7(9) and Section 20(2) of the RTI Act, 2005. He further states that the information has been delayed for seven months and, therefore, penalty be imposed on the PIO. 

2.

The PIO states that the information is 30 years old and he had to collect the information from other Sections of the Corporation and also from the Bank. He further states that Assistant General Manager of Indian Overseas Bank, Sector: 7-C, Chandigarh has given in writing that the registers and files of Letter of Credit are being preserved for 10 years only, and hence they are unable to provide information on the Letters of Credit pertaining to 1975-76, which is  more than 30 years old. Even then some information relating to Point No. 4 has been provided and an affidavit has been submitted that the remaining information
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 is not available/traceable.

3.

 The Complainant demands compensation for the detriment

 suffered by him for seeking information since 4.7.2007.

4.

We are satisfied with the explanation submitted by the PIO for the 

delay in the supply of the information and for non-supply of some of the

 information being 30 years old. Therefore, no penalty is ordered to be imposed on the PIO. However, keeping in view the detriment suffered by the Complainant, a compensation of Rs. 700/-(Seven hundred only) is ordered to be paid  to the Complainant by Bank Draft within a period of one week  along with photo copy of the Affidavit duly attested by the Executive Magistrate.
5.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





       Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated:  28.2.2008      


  State Information Commissioner

