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

Sh. Jagjit Singh Uppal,

# 686-R, Model Town,

Jalandhar.


  
   ________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 760 of 2007

Present:
i)    None, on behalf of the  complainant. 

ii).  Sh. Harinder Pal Singh  Parmar, DSP (SB),  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  2nd  August,  2007

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Khalsa,

Accountant, Market Committee,

Salem Tabri,

Grain Market, Ludhiana.
  
   ________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.

________________ Respondent

CC No. 772 of 2007

Present:
i)  None, on behalf of the Appellant. 

ii). Sh. Amarjit Singh,APIO-cum-Liaison Officer, Markfed.,    on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.

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


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sh. S.K. Sharma Budhladawale, 

Abhiwadan Kutir, Suketari,

Behind Sukhna Lake,

Panchkula- 134109.
  
   


________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar, Punjabi University,

Patiala.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 759 of 2007

Present:
i)    . 



ii).  Shri Vikrant Sharma,  Advocate,on behalf of the respondent
  ORDER


Heard.

This complaint has been filed by Ld. Counsel claiming to being a representative of certain persons who have neither been named nor have appeared before this Court. The Ld. Counsel has also not given to the Commission any power of attorney on behalf of any individual who is supposed to have not got information which was asked for. In these circumstances, the complaint has not been made by a proper person and is therefore dismissed.

The Counsel has been advised to ask the person who wanted the information in the first instance, to make a proper application for information, either himself or through a duly authorized attorney, and to then make a proper complaint, if necessary.

Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sh. Ranbir Singh,

S/o Sh. Ghisa Ram,

C/o Mukesh Yadav,

# 1391, Sector 11, Govt. Quarters,

Panchkula.

  
   


________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar, 
Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 758 of 2007

Present:
None.

  ORDER


The respondent has informed the Court that the syllabus of Strategic Management is available on the web-site of the University.  In the copy of letter sent to the complainant, which has been sent to the Commission, the respondent has recorded that copies of the Question Papers required by the complainant, have also been put on the web-site.

Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.  A copy of the communication received from the respondent may be sent to the complainant for his information.


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sub (Retd.) K.C. Rana,

VPO Mamoon,

Near Deepak Dental Care,

Teh. Pathankot.

  
   
________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Cooperation,

Mini Secretariat,  Sector-9,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 730 of 2007

Present:
None. 
 ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present. 
Another opportunity is given to them to appear before the Court at 10AM  on 23-8-2007.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Smt. Shimla Devi,

W/o Brij Lal, Mohalla  Kamaspuria,

Samana, Distt. Patiala.  
   


___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Patiala.


____________ Respondent

CC No. 721 of 2007

Present:
i)  Ms. Shimla Devi, Appellant. In person.


ii). Sh. Barinder Singh, Dy.Registrar, on behalf of the respondent
  ORDER


Heard.

The information in this case was provided by the respondent to the complainant vide his letter dated 30-1-2007.  The complainant is not satisfied with the action taken by the Department in the matter since according to him adequate steps were not taken by the Department in respect of the report sent by Shri Rajinder Singh, Inspector.  However, it has been explained to the complainant that orders in respect of specific action which the department should take on the report is not within the competence of the Commission to pass, and he can approach the appropriate authority in the Government for this purpose.

Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sh. Haminder Singh,

# 2877, Phase-7,

Mohali.

  
   


________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 780 of 2007

Present:
i)   Shri Harmohinder Singh,Complainant in person. 



ii). Sh.Ashish Chaudhary,Superintendent of Police,(D),Ropar.
  ORDER


Heard. 

The only information which has to be given to the complainant in this case, is the inquiry report of the complaint which has been filed against his father, S.Gurmail Singh, by Sh. J. S. Brar and Sh. S. K. Malhotra. Since the District of Ropar has been bifurcated after the complaint has been made,  the inquiry has now been conducted in the Distt. of Mohali, and it is, therefore, for the PIO/ office of the SSP, Mohali, to give the remaining information to the complainant.

In the above circumstances, fresh notice should be issued to the PIO, office of the SSP, Mohali. Insofar as SSP, Ropar is concerned, the case is disposed of. 


Notice may be issued  to PIO,o/o  SSP, Mohali, to appear before this Court at 10AM on 23-8-2007 for further orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

# 1549, Phase-10,

Mohali.

  
   


________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

Pb. State Warehousing Corporation, SCO-74-75,

Bank Square, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 753 of 2007
Present:
i)  None, on behalf of the Appellant. 



ii). Sh. M.M.Chadha, APIO-cum-Supdt., on behalf of the respondent
  ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in this case is the same as in CC-947/2007, which has already been disposed of vide orders of this Court dated  27-7-2007.


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

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

Sh. Mangal Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurdip Singh,

VPO- Varian Purana,

Teh. & Distt. Tarn-Taran.
  
   


________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Goindwal Sahib,

Distt. Tarn-Taran.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 826 & 831 of 2007

Present:
i)      Sh. Mangal  Singh, Complainant in person.. 

ii).    SI. Surjit Singh,O/o DSP Goindwal, on behalf of the respondent
  ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in both these cases are identical and  they are therefore being dealt with by this single order.


The complainant has stated that they have received the information required by them from the respondent. They are not happy with the action which has been taken by the police  on their complaints but this issue is not within the jurisdiction of the Commission.


Disposed  of.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated :   2nd  August, 2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Lt. Col Angad  Singh (Retd)

#  1504,  Phase 3 B 2,

Mohali.






………… Appellant



Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.Directorate of Sainik Welfare Pb.,

Sector 21, Chandigarh.




………….Respondent

AC No. 62 of 2007

Present:
i)   Lt. Col. Angad Singh, Appellant In person. 



ii)  Sh. Navdeep Singh, Advocate,   on behalf of the respondent.

 ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the Commission that the LPA filed in the case against the judgment of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, in CWP No. 4303 of 1992, was dismissed but the Advocate General, Punjab, has advised that an affidavit should be filed in the Hon’ble High Court giving the reasons for restoration of the case and that necessary action in this regard is being taken.

This case accordingly is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to inform the complainant about the orders of the Hon’ble High Court on the application of the Government for restoration of the LPA.








     (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

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

Sh. Piara Singh,

# 80, Ward No.8,

Krishna Colony, 
Dasuya.
 


     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o The Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Department of Personnel and Admn. Reforms,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, 
Chandigarh.


                  ________________ Respondent

CC No. 681 of 2007

Present:
i)  None ,on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Harchand  Singh, Supdt (II),on behalf of the respondent..
ORDER

Heard.

Out of the two complaints with which the complainant’s application for information is concerned, the complaint dated 29-9-2006 has been stated by the respondent, to have been filed after obtaining the comments of the Department of Health, and the complainant has been informed accordingly.


The complaint dated 29-11-2005, also concerns Dr. Narinder Kaur and has arisen out of the same grievance.  Therefore, no useful purpose will be served in keeping this case pending any further.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.







(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Malkiat Singh,

Flat No. 521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Complex.

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Block  E, Ludhiana..





….……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Managing Director,

Housefed.. SCO 150-52,Sector 34-C,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

AC No.  86 of 2006

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


ii)  Sh. Amit Sharma,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The Ld. Counsel for the respondent has shown to the Court a letter received by him from the office of the Post Master General, Punjab, Chandigarh, in which it has been stated that the Registered letter sent by the Commission in the second week of January,2007 addressed to the PIO, Shri Manjit Singh, 

Office of the M.D. Housefed, was delivered by mistake in the office of the C.M.,Punjab. Since the notice asking the respondent to show cause as to why the penalty prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him was issued after the hearing on 4-1-2007 and there was no other case of the Housefed  pending before the Commission on that date, it becomes clear that the notice which was issued was misplaced and was not received by the respondent.


In view of the above facts, the orders of this Court dated 1-2-2007, imposing a penalty of Rs. 50,000/- on the respondent and recommending that  the disciplinary action should be taken against him by the concerned  disciplinary action authority, are recalled.

Since the information required by the complainant in this case has been
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 given to him by the respondent, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  (P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

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

Sh. Manjit Singh Bhatia,

# 524, Harinder Nagar,

Patiala.




 _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjabi University,

 Patiala. 




________________ Respondent

CC No.783 of 2006

Present:
i)   Sh. Manjeet Singh Bhatia, complainant in person..



ii)  Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information which was required to be given by the complainant to the respondent within a week as recorded in this Court’s orders dated 5-7-2007 was given by him only on 30-7-2007 and the respondent states that in the short time is available , they have not been able to locate the applications of the complainant dated 14-6-1999 and 21-6-1999 .  Secondly, the complainant has given the Receipt No. of the Receipt Register of the University  under which the applications were received, namely,  No. 5891 dated 14-6-1999 and 1013 dated 21-9-1999,  but has not been able to produce any copy of the reply claimed by him  to have not been received in response to these applications.


The respondent is directed to show to the Court the Receipt Register in his office which was in operation from June, 1999 and September, 1999  on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 23-8-2007 for further orders.






            (P.K.Verma)


         State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh.Malkiat Singh,

Flat No. 521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Complex.

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Block  E, Ludhiana..





….……… 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.

The information in this case was given to the appellant by the PIO,Office of the Housefed, but the appellant has objected to this since his application for information was addressed to the PIO, office if the RCS, and concerns two complaints which he had sent to the RCS against the Housefed.  Therefore, information in this case must necessarily  be given to him by the PIO, office of the RCS.  The appellant has asked for the action taken by the RCS on his complaints and this information should be given to him para-wise in respect of each of the two applications.  Incase, however, any of the points mentioned in the application for information solely concerns the Housefed, the response of the PIO, office of the RCS could contain the information already supplied by the Housefed. in respect of any  such point.


For the obvious and unnecessary inconvenience and expenses caused to the appellant in this case, cost of Rs. 500/- (Five hundred) is imposed on the
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 office of the RCS, which should be paid to the appellant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10AM on 6-9-2007 for  confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

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

Sh..Sarbjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, Opp. Telephone Exchange,

VPO  Bhattian—Bet,

Ludhiana.






….……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Secretary,

Punjab State Sports Council,

SCO 116-117,Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






………….Respondent

CC No.486  of 2007

Present:
i)   S,Sarbjit Singh Kahlon,  complainant  in  person.



ii)  Dr. Surya Parkash, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The Ld. Counsel for the respondent has agreed that replies to the first  five questions contained in the application for information of the complainant will be given to him within 3 days from today.  He has claimed exemption in respect of the 6th question regarding papers submitted by the Punjab Cricket Association, u/s 8 of the RTI Act, 2005, since a suit for eviction has been filed against the PCA by the Punjab State Sports Council, and the concerned  papers are part of the evidence in the case.  The exemption being claimed is allowed but with the stipulation that  after the concerned papers have served their purpose, they will be made available to the complainant.  The complainant has withdrawn the last 4 questions mentioned in his application.

Disposed  of.





                        (P.K.Verma)

                    State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

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

Sh. Naresh Kumar Bansal,

S/o Sh. Raghwir Chand,

Near Subhash Park,

Samana, Distt. Patiala.

  
                 ___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 836 of 2007

Present:
i)     None  on behalf of the complainant..

ii)     Sh. Bhupinder Singh, DSP, Rajpura, on behalf of the            respondent.
ORDER
Heard.

The remaining information regarding point No. 10 and 11 of the complaint has been given to him by the respondent.
The complainant is not present.

Disposed of, with the direction to the respondent to take urgent action to get the  required report submitted in the Court by the District Attorney, and to send a copy to the complainant when this has been done.
(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

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

Dr. Baljinder Singh,

Lecturer, Staff Quarters,

Govind National College,

Narangwal, 
Ludhiana.  
   



________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,
 Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 496 of 2007

Present:
i)   Dr. Baljinder Singh, Complainant in person.



ii)  Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The Ld. Counsel for the respondent has shown to the Court a copy of the proceedings of the meeting of the Syndicate in which the approval was accorded for appointment of Reader, Punjab Historical Studies, which shows that the meeting was held on 29-3-2007.  The office of the Registrar informed the complainant on 5-4-2007 that the approval of the syndicate for appointment to the post of Reader has not yet been approved by the Syndicate.  The Ld. Counsel explained that this  happened  because the office of the Syndicate take some time in recording the proceedings of a meeting which in this case was  recorded and circulated only on 7-5-2007.  The office of the Registrar, on 5-4-2007 had no information about the approval accorded by the Syndicate.  However, the Syndicate in its meeting held on 29-3-2007 also noted the issuance of the appointment letter by the Vice Chancellor, Dr. Kulwinder Singh Bajwa,  which shows that it was not necessary for the appointment letter to be  issued only after the issuance of the proceedings of the meeting of the Syndicate.   The complainant has pointed out certain deficiencies in respect of the  information given to him. These are as follows:-
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1) The respondent has provided to him the basic essential qualifications for being considered for the post of Reader, and not the criteria of short-listing.

2) The complainant has asked for the bio-data and testimonials of the selected candidates. He states that he has not been given any testimonials of the selected candidate pertaining to his Research work  and teaching experience.


The respondent is directed to give the remaining information to the complainant within 7 days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 16-8-2007 for confirmation of compliance.


























(P.K.Verma)


State Information Commissioner

Dated  2nd  August,  2007

