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

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

Sector -17, Chandigarh.              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1638    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  S.Harcharan Singh,   complainant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh. Harinder Singh Sidhu,PIO and Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt, on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard
The respondent states that the application of the complainant does not specify the exact reference from the  Hon’ble Minister for Cooperation, Punjab, in the absence of which he has not been able to locate the  papers which have been asked for by him.  According to the complainant, he has already been informed by the respondent that the report in question, a copy of which has been asked for by him, has been sent to the Secretary, Department of Cooperation, but he has not been able to produce any communication from the respondent in this regard.
In the above circumstances, the complainant may convey to the respondent the reference number and date of the reference from the Hon’ble Minister, as mentioned above, after which the required information should be given to him within 15 days.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-12-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Avtar Singh,

President, 

The Dhuri Sugarcane Growers cooperative Society Ltd.,

Dhuri-148024, Sangrur.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Cane Commissioner, Punjab,

SCO 1020-21, Sector-22-B,

Chandigarh.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1612    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  None on behalf of the   complainant.
ii) 
  Sh.  Chander Kamal Bansal, on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 
The information required by the complainant in this case is from a private Sugar Mill which is not a public authority as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.  Therefore, no action can be taken on his application for information or on his complaint.
Disposed of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Chief Auditor (Audit Officer),

Punjab State Coop. Bank Ltd.,

SCO-175-186, Sector 34-C,

Chandigarh.

              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1639    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  S. Harcharan Singh,     complainant  in person.
ii) 
  None on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
The information asked for by the complainant in this case is exempted under section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005 and therefore cannot be given to him.
Disposed of. 
                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Audit Officer,

Cooperative Societies,

Fatehgarh Sahib.
              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1635    of 2007

Present:
i) 
.Sh. Harcharan Singh,   complainant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh. Rajinder Pal Bhopal,PIO-cum-Audit Officer,Fatehgarh Sahib.
ORDER
Heard 
The complainant in this case has asked for detailed information about the vehicles being used by the DRCS and ARCS, of Fatehgarh Sahib.  The respondent has correctly pointed out that this information should be asked from the appropriate office of the department itself and not the Audit Department and this objection of the respondent is upheld.  Insofar as the second part of the application of the complainant dated 3-7-2007 is concerned, regarding a copy of an Audit observation, the respondent states that this can be given to him provided he mentions the exact subject and period of the audit,  without which it is not possible to locate the required information.

 The complainant is advised to take further action accordingly.

Disposed of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner Cooperation, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector -9, Chandigarh.


  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1636    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  .Sh. Harcharan Singh,   complainant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh. Raminder Singh, Special Secretary,Cooperation,Pb.
ORDER
Heard 

In response to the application for information of the complainant dated     3-7-2007, a copy of the Inquiry Report submitted by the respondent has been sent by the respondent to the complainant.  However, copies of the office notings which have been made from the date of the receipt of this report till the orders were passed by the Hon’ble Cooperation Minister thereon, have not been supplied.  The respondent has made a commitment that a copy of the notings will be sent to the complainant today itself.
Disposed of.








  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

Sector-17, Chandigarh.



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1637    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  Sh. Harcharan Singh ,complainant  in person.
ii) 
 Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt.,on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard .
The respondent has given the required information to the complainant except for the following points which need to be further clarified:-

i)       It has not been specifically stated whether the bye laws of the Punjab State Coop. Bank have been amended to extend its area of operation over the Union Territory of Chandigarh.  The respondent may give a reply to this question on the basis of information available in its office.
ii)      The complainant has  clarified that insofar as point No. 4 of his application dated 16-7-2007 is concerned, what he means to say is  that according to Government instructions, only taxis can be hired for the use of JRCS, DRCS and ARCS,  whereas instead of Taxis, private cars have been hired for these officers.  He wants to know whether any relaxation has been obtained from the Government for this purpose
The supply of information to the complainant in this case has already been delayed.  Therefore, the information required to be given on the points noted above should be supplied to him within seven days from today positively.

Disposed of.       


                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

S/o Sh. Malkiat Singh,

Chakki No. 7, Centre Ahata,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt.,Punjab,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs & Justice, `

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.


  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1633    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  None on behalf of the   complainant.
ii) 
  Sh.Balvinder Singh Bedi,Supdt.,Home, on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 

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

Disposed of.



            







                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prem Singh Sethi,

# 428, Harjinder Nagar,

Sirhind Road, Patiala.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab public Service Commission,

Patiala.






  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1629    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  S.   Prem Singh Sethi,   complainant  in person.
ii) 
  None on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 

The complainant has stated that he has still not received the attested copies of the documents asked for by him in his application dated 21-3-2007.  The respondent has also ignored the notice issued by the Commission for today’s hearing and has absented himself.

In the above circumstances, the only conclusion which the Court can reach is that the respondent is not taking his duties under the RTI Act with sufficient seriousness.  Accordingly, I direct that attested copies of the documents  asked for by the complainant should be sent to him within seven days from the date of receipt of these orders, failing which there would be no option but to  take action for the imposition of the penalty prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act.
Adjourned  to 10 AM on 6-12-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajit Singh,

S/o sh. Sampuran Singh,

# 424, Sector 25,

Block C, Mandi Gobindgarh,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.





  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt. Manager,

The Fatehgarh Sahib Cooperative Bank Ltd.,

Head Office Sirhind.







  

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1628    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  S. Ajit Singh,  complainant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh. Bhaskar Kataria,Sr. Manager, on   behalf of the       respondent.

ORDER
Heard 
The respondent in this case has taken a stand that  they are not a public authority as defined in the RTI Act and they have cited the orders of  stay granted by the Hon’ble  Punjab and Haryana High Court  in CWP 19481 of 2006 vide which the orders of the Commission directing the Punjab State Cooperative Bank to give information has been stayed.
In the above circumstances, this case is adjourned sine die. Fresh notices would be issued to the parties after the decision of the Hon’ble High Court in the matter.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Ritu Aggarwal,

M/s. Amritsar Industries,

G. T. Road, Batala-143505.  
   


__________ Complainant


Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala.






  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1627    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  None on behalf of the   complainant  
ii) 
  S I  Gurdip  Singh, on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 
The respondent has stated that the challan in FIR No. 307  dated 17-9-2006 has been submitted to the concerned Court along with the entire case file and all documents related with it on 2-12-2006  The complainant, therefore can obtain the required information only through the concerned Court.  The respondent has been directed to send this reply to the complainant by post.
Disposed of.

                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jatinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Darshan Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.
  
   


__________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Jalandhar Zone, Jalandhar.


  __________ Respondent

AC No. 294    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  None on behalf of the   complainant.
ii) 
  S I  Varinder Singh, on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 

The complaint which is the subject matter of this case has already been disposed of in AC-258/2007 in which it has been recorded in the orders of the Court that a copy of the application or complaint given by a third party  to the police cannot be given to him under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.
                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th   October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rishab Kumar Jain,

C/o Craze Boutique,

Shop Bo. 2, K.C. road, Barnala.  
   


__________ Appellant 

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.





  __________ Respondent

AC No. 295    of 2007

Present:
i) 
  Sh. Rishab Kumar Jain,  complainant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh.   P.S.Khaira,  DSP,  on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard 
The application for information in this case was made on 28-3-2007.  The information which has been asked for is based  upon and has arisen only out of a statement made by the respondent ( SSP, Barnala) in a letter written by him to the DGP, Punjab. Despite this, the respondent has informed the complainant that the information asked for by him is not available, which is not acceptable by any means.

In the Court today, the APIO who has appeared before  this Court on behalf of the PIO has asked for a short period of time to go into the facts of the case in grerater depth and to give a satisfactory reply to the complainant.

The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 8-11-2007, when it is expected that the PIO or the APIO will appear in the Court along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant. 







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.
  
   


__________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Muktsar.





  __________ Respondent

AC No. 296    of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER
The information asked for by the complainant in this case concerns the confessional statement made by a third party before the police, which3 cannot be given to him under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.    


                                




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Er. Daljit Singh Gill,

SDO(Civil), New Anaj Mandi,,

Sirhind Road, Patiala.
  
   


__________ Appellant

  Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Sangrur.


  



______ Respondent





AC No. 278 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Daljit Singh Gill,  appellant  in person.
ii) 
  Sh. Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate andSh. Abdul  Batish, 
          
Distt. Mandi Officer, Sangrur.
ORDER



Heard.
  With reference to the orders of the Court dated 4-10-2007, the respondent has informed the Commission that the C.D. mentioned in point no. 2 of his application for information was only shown to the Chairman, Punjab Mandi Board by a TV Channel and no copy of it is available in the office of the Punjab Mandi Board or the District Mandi Office, Sangrur.  The complainant states that be that as it may, the respondent should at least tell him the name of the TV Channel which showed the CD to the Chairman of the Mandi Board,  because it was one of the reasons for his transfer..  The respondent has shown to the Court in this context a letter from the S. E. South addressed to the respondent, in which he has stated as already noted above.

In the above circumstances, the PIO, office of the Secretary Punjab Mandi Board, is substituted as the respondent in this case. A copy of the application for information of the complaint is sent to him, with the direction to  locate the name of the TV Channel which had shown the CD to the Chairman of the Mandi Board and give this information to the to the complainant before the next date of hearing. 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-12-2007 for confirmation of compliance. The PIO, or  APIO, office of the Punjab Mandi Board. Chandigarh, should be present in the Court on that date with a copy of the information which has been supplied to the complainant.                             












 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Narinder Modi,

Sirhind Consumer Protection Forum,

Mohalla Modian,

 Sirhind City-140406.

  
 

 _____ Complainant

      
Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Deptt. Of Local Govt., Punjab,

Jiwan Deep Building, Sec-17,

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

CC No. 1389 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh.Narinder Modi,  complainant in person.


ii) 
Sh. Bhajan Singh, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.
The question about whether Sirhind Consumer Protection Forum, through its Director/President is a person within the meaning of section 6 of the RTI Act,2005 has been examined and the answer to this question is in the affirmative. Accordingly, it has become incumbent upon the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 21-5-2007.

On August 31, 2007, the previous date of hearing, the respondent had stated that it would take another 10 days for the inquiry referred to in the application for information, to be completed, after which the information asked for by the complainant will become available.

The respondent has brought with him an attested copy of the report received from the Deputy Director, Local Government Department, Ludhiana which is based on the communication received from the Municipal Council, Sirhind, Fatehgarh Sahib, on the complaints made by the complainant vide their communications  dated 8-3-2007 and 10-4-2007 .
Since the respondent has come after the complainant in this case has left, the information brought by him should be sent to the complainant along with these orders of this Court.
Disposed of.                 











 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   18th October, 2007
