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

Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana

Complaint Case No. CC-92 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Ashok Bajaj, Joint-Commissioner, for



The Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Order:


Mr. Bajaj states that the information has been supplied to the complainant, whom the claimant has duly received by him.  For confirmation from the complainant, the case is fixed for September 04, 2006.








       (R.K. Gupta)




State Information Commissioner
August 01, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Tanvi Dhiman

Vs.

Distt. Field Officer, BACKFINCO

Complaint Case No. CC-124-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Jarnail Singh,Field Officer, BACKFINCO, 



Fatehgarh Sahib.

Order:

The complainant has sought exemption from personal appearance.                   Shri Jarnail Singh, appearing for the respondents, has claimed that post of Chartered Accountant is not covered under the Scheme.  


It will be appropriate that we write to the Secretary, Social Welfare Punjab, seeking clarification whether course of Chartered Accountants is to be treated as technical course and covered under this Scheme.


To come up on August 17,2006.


 



(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

01-08-2006

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

Sh. Shiv Mohan  

vs. 

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-91-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Mr. Ashok Bajaj, PIO for the respondent-Corporation.

Order:


Giving another chance to the complainant to pursue his complaint,

 the case is fixed for September 04, 2006.

Let a notice for fresh date be issued to the complainant by registered post.




 


     


  (R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Sh, Gyan Chand



Vs.

Civil Surgeon, Nawanshehar

Complaint Case No. CC-29-2006:

Present:
Sh.. Sham Lal, authorized representative of the complainant.



Sh. Satnam Singh, for the respondent.

Order:

Shri Satnam Singh states that all the benefits accruing  to the retiree have been given  and no loss has been caused to the complainant.


Shri Sham Lal, authorized representative of the complainant has stated that the information furnished was wrong which he has stated in his letter dated July 25, 2006. He further stated that he was mentally harassed and the respondent should be penalized for it.


The respondent has admitted having received letter dated July 25, 2006, but for that no reply has been filed. The respondent will give reply on the points raised by the complainant with a copy to the Commission.


As far as question of imposing fine for furnishing wrong information is concerned, the issue will be decided on the next date of hearing,. That is,           August 17,2006.


Let a copy of this order be sent to the respondent as well as to the complainant.

(R.K. Gupta)





State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Victor Engineering


Vs.

Chief Secretary, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-20-2006:

Present:
Col. Joginder Singh, complainant.

Shri Manmohan Singh APIO, for the respondent.



Shri Bakshish Singh, Joint–Director, Deptt. of Industries Pb.

Order:


Complainant states that a letter dated July 26, 2006 was received from Director, Industries Punjab, to which he submitted a rejoinder on July 31, 2006.  Both these communications are not addressed to the Commission. Since the letter dated July 31, 2006 is yet to reach the concerned person. The complainant will hand over a copy of this communication to Shri Bakshish Singh, Joint Director, Industries Punjab, so that reply can be filed. The department can write to Col. Joginder Singh direct to supply  the information.

Case to come up for submission on August 17, 2006.


It was represented by the respondent that the complainant has not deposited the required fee, which has been reduced from Rs.50/- to Rs.10/- by the Punjab Government.  It is  late stage to raise this issue However, keeping in view that the complainant is pursuing his complaint since January, 2006, the Commission orders waiving of  the fee. 
 (R.K. Gupta)






State Information Commissioner

August, 01,2006

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

Sh. S.S. Whig



Vs.

Irrigation Deptt. Punjab.

Complaint Case No. AC-31-2006:

Present:
 Shri S.S. Whig, complainant.



Shri Sunil Bhatia, PCS, Administrative Officer, 



Irrigation Department, Punjab.

Order:

While the complainant alleges that he has not got the information asked for, Shri Bhatia has offered that the Shri Whig can come to his office and see the records and whatever he wants, copies of the same will be supplied.  Shri Whig accepted the offer to visit the office of Mr. Bhatia today after and to get the information required.


Case to come up for compliance on August 17, 2006.




 




(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

     STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev

Vs.

Inspector General of Police, Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-134-2006:

Present:
Shri Vasu Dev, complainant.



Shri Balbir Kumar Bawa, I.P.S., D.I.G & APIO, for the respondent

Order:


The respondent offers that the complainant can visit his office on any working day at mutually convenient time and inspect the relevant file. Thereafter, whatever copies he needs, the same will be supplied on the deposit of the requisite fee, which has been accepted by the complainant.


Case to come up for confirmation on September 04, 2006.










(R.K. Gupta)







   State Information Commissioner
August 01, 2006.

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

Ravinder Pal

Vs.

Director, Public Instructions, Punjab

Complaint Case No. AC-32-2006:

Present:
Shri Ravinder Pal Singh, complainant.



Shri Harbans Singh Sandhu, PIO for the respondent.
Order:
Shri Harbans Singh Sandhu offered that the complainant can visit his office and see the records and thereafter copies can be given of the required documents after charging the necessary fee.

The complainant alleged that they collect the record in piecemeal and make him to visit the office repeatedly. The Commission has directed that all relevant record may be collected and a date may be given to see the records at the earliest.

In collecting of the records, unnecessary time should not be wasted and the relevant information should be supplied at the earliest.

The complainant has asked for copies of some transfer orders, allegedly forged. Shri Harbans Singh stated that they did not have the copies since the orders were not issued by them.  It is further clarified that the same is available with the Vigilance Bureau, Punjab. Shri Harbans Singh has agreed that he will approach the Vigilance Bureau for supplying copies of the forged transfer orders to hand over the same to the complainant- Sh. Ravinder Pal Singh.

Case to come up for hearing on September 26, 2006.

(R.K. Gupta)

State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Dr. Gurkirpal Singh



Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. AC-34-2006:

Present:
Dr. Gurkirpal Singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Ashok Bajaj, Joint-Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,



Ludhiana.

Order:


The respondent has brought the information to which the only objection was that in spite of illegal non-compoundable construction, efforts are being made to compromise the issue. Shri Bajaj has stated that an application for compromise may have been received, but this does not mean that the compromise is being done. Action will be taken as per law.


Accordingly the complaint is disposed of.

 (R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August, 01, 2006.

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

Shri Harmandeep Singh
Vs.

Punjab Public Service Commission.

Complaint Case No. AC-37 -2006:

Present: 
Shri Harmandeep Singh, Advocate, complainant.

      
Shri H.S. Sodhi, Superintendent Grade-1,


For Punjab Pubklic Service Commission.

Order:


Mr. Sodhi has agreed that the complainant can visit his office on any working day, mutually convenient and get the information. The offer has been accepted by the complainant.. A copy of the information, asked for, is procedure and there is no confidentiality involved in it. As such for public interest, the information should be supplied. 
A copy of the order may also be sent to the Secretary, Punjab Public Service Commission, for taking necessary action.




 





(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

SC/BC Employees Co-ordination Committee



Vs.

Punjabi University

Complaint Case No. CC-151-2006:

Present:
Shri Malagar Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Gurpreet Singh, Advocate for University-respondent.

Order:

Shri Gurpreet Singh offered that the complainant Shri Malagar Singh can deposit the revised fee of Rs.10/- along with the application indicating the records required to be seen so that the same can be made available.  After inspection, whatever copies he needs, he will deposit the fee and get the copies.



Shri Gurtpreet Singh, Advocate, also submitted that if there is any information, which cannot be revealed, he would let the Commission know on the next date.


Shri Malagar Singh complainant has accepted the offer of Shri Gurpreet Singh, Advocate.


Case to come up for compliance on September 04, 2006.










(R.K. Gupra)







State information Commissioner.

August 01,2006.


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

Jatinder Vig



Vs.

Executive Engineer

Complaint Case No. AC-40-2006:

Present: Shri S.S. Vig on behalf of Shri Jatinder Vig, complainant.


    Shri Mohan Lal Sharma, PIO for the respondent-department.


Order:


Both the parties accepted the suggestion to inspect the records and give a specific letter in writing. The respondent will supply the copies to the complainant on payment of fee. 


If the complainant asks for some documents, which are not available in the office, being the Public Information Officer of the department, it will be their responsibility to collect the same and make available to the complainant for scrutiny. However, if asked for documents are not available, the respondent will confirm the non-availability of the records to the complainant, in writing.












(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Charan Singh

Vs.

Punjab Warehousing Corporation

Complaint Case No. CC-49-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the respondents.

Order:


According to the order dated June 15, 2006 of the Commission, the complainant was to see the records and get the copies. Since nobody has come present, the matter stands disposed of.
(R.K. Gupta)






State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Sh. Subhash Katty
Vs.

Sr. Supdt. Of Police, Jagroan.

Complaint Case No. CC-61-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Sohinder Pal Singh Bawa, Supdt. Of Police (H.Qrs),



Jagraon.

Order:


The complainant is not present.. In pursuance of order of this Commission dated June 22, 2006, Shri Sohinder Pal Singh Bawa has submitted an affidavit explaining the position of the case.


Section 8(1)(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 exempts supply of “information which may impede the process of  investigation or apprehension or prosecution of the offenders”.  In the instant case, since the case is pending trial, it would not be appropriate to order supply of copies of the case-diaries to the respondent. Copy of first information report and other copies have already been supplied.


In view of the above, no further action is called for. The matter is disposed of accordingly.

(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Sh. Balu Ram 

Vs.

Punjab Tubewell Corporation

Complaint Case No. CC-162-2006:

Present:
Shri Balu Ram, complainant.



Shri Mukesh Kumar, Superintendent 

of the respondent-department.

Order:


Shri Mukesh Kumar stated that the information required is not being supplied, as the case is under investigation. It was clarified that the investigation, as it is used in the Right to information Act, 2005 means “investigation carried out as per statute and by an agency that is empowered to investigate under the Code of Criminal procedure or other relevant Act”. 

The fact finding inquiry by the department cannot be made a ground for denying the information. Since the information asked for is specific, the respondent is directed to give the copies after charging the usual fee.

Case to come up for compliance on August 17,2006.




 





(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Citizen Causes

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-34-2006:

Present:
Dr. Gurkirpal Singh, complainant.



Shri Ashok Bajaj, Joint-Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,



Ludhiana.

Order:


 The Information asked for has been supplied. No further action is called for.

The matter stands disposed of.

(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Sh. Vijay Kumar  

Vs.

Hindu Kanya College, Kapurthala.

Complaint Case No. CC-36-2006:

Present:
Shri Vijay Kumar Sharma, complainant.



Shri J.S. Ahluwalia, Advocate, for respondent-College.

Order:


The information asked for has been supplied. However, Shri Vijay Kumar contends that the enclosures with the covering letter are not authenticated.                    It was clarified that the enclosures with the covering letter become part of the letter. So there is no need of separate authentication. 


Since the information stands supplied to the complainant, the matter is disposed of.










(R.K. Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

August 01, 2006.

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

Rajesh Jain

Vs.

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Complaint Case No. CC-66-2006:
Present:
Shri Rajesh Jain, complainant.



Shri Ashok Bajaj, Joint Commissioner, for 



Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

Order:


As per order of this Commission dated July 13, 2006, the matter was closed since neither the complainant nor the respondent was present. Today both are present.


The complainant has asked for unauthorized non-compoundable construction on property No. B.IX-293/715-Chauri Sarak/Gulchaman Sreet, Ludhiana owned by Shri Mohinder Kumar Mehta.

Mr. Jain stated that he is interested in the case because he is the immediate neighbour and has lodged the complaints about unauthorized encroachments to various authorities. He also admitted that he had been shown two volumes of the files running into 482 pages, but his contention is that Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana has submitted records, which runs more than 700 pages at other forums. Shri Jain was not willing to disclose the forum where the record allegedly running into 700 pages was produced.  It is also not clear if the whole record relates to this property or not.


In the circumstances, I will suggest to both the parties that Shri Jain can visit the office of Shri Bajaj to see original records for which Bajaj will give full cooperation. If the original record stands filed in any court, Shri Jain will inform 

Accordingly. I again clarify even at the risk of repetition that the information should be restricted to the original application made by Shri Jain.










-2-

Case to come up on September 26, 2006 for further consideration.
( R.K.Gupta)







State Information Commissioner

 August 01, 2006.

