STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Roop Rani,

Wd/o Sh.Om Parkash,

Jyoti Garments, Amam Bara Bazar,

Gurdaspur.

…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Executive officer,

Municipal Council,Gurdaspur.


...….……….......Respondent

CC No. 491     of 2006

Present:
None

ORDER

None present. The respondent has sent a FAX message that the officials in the office of the Municipal Council Gurdaspur, are busy with Election duty till 20-12-2006 and  has requested for an adjournment.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-12-2006.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

S.Sarbjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, Opp. Tele.Exchange,

VPO.  Bhattian Bet,

Ludhiana.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Punjab State Sports Copuncil,

SCO  116-117,Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.





...….……….......Respondent

CC No.   486     of 2006

Present:
1. S.Sarbjit Singh Kahlon, complainant  in  person.



2. Sh. Surya Parkash,Advocate, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondents  have submitted that they have served an eviction notice upon the  Punjab Cricket  Association, Mohali, and have also filed a suite for eviction in the Court  of the concerned Collector, and that their disclosing the information asked for by the complainant may jeopardize the outcome of their  case before the Court.

I find the objection of the respondent to be reasonable and, therefore, adjourn this case  at 10 AM on 18th January,2007 for further consideration and orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.K. Goyal,

864, Industrial Area ‘A’,

Ludhiana.





……………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

State Forensic Laboratory,Punjab,

Sector 9,Chandigarh.



...….……….......Respondent

CC No. 419    of 2006

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


   ii) Dr. S.N.Sharma, Acting Director, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide their letter No.4731/DOC/FSL/Pb  dated 15-9-2006 and a copy  has been forwarded to the Commission and is placed on record of the Commission.  I find from the information which has been sent that all the queries raised by the complainant have been answered. The complainant is also not present.

Apparently, he is satisfied and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Col.Joginder Singh,

# 905,Phase 2,Goindwal Sahib,

Distt. Amritsar.


               …………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,




General Manager,Distt.Industries Centre,

Amritsar.




    ...….……….......Respondent

CC No.  536   of 2006

Present:       i) Col. Joginder Singh, complainant in person.

ii) Sh. Subhash Chander,Functional Manager,on behalf of the          respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent stated before the Court that the information asked for by the complainant has been sent to him on 20-11-2006. The complainant states that he has not yet received the same. A copy of the same was therefore prepared at the instance of the Court and provided to the complainant.

The application for the information in this case was made by the complainant on 19.12.2005 and the information has been provided by the respondent after almost one year on 20.11.2006. The PIO,O/o The General Manager, D IC, Amritsar is therefore given notice to show cause on the next date of hearing, as to why a penalty of Rs. 250/-  per day after the expiry of the prescribed period of 30 days i.e. 18.1.2006, should not be imposed upon him  u/s 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-12-2006 for consideration and further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Col. Joginder Singh,

#  905, Phase 2, Goindwal Sahib,

Distt. Amritsar.



…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,




O/o Secretary,

Complaints Redressal  Department, Punjab,

 Chandigarh.




...….……….......Respondent

CC No.  537   of 2006

Present:
i) Col. Joginder Singh, complainant in  person.

ORDER

Heard.

In this case, the complainant had asked the respondent for a copy of a letter dated 19-12-2000, which has since been provided 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: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bhajan Singh,

S/o Sh. Sadhu Singh,

144,  Preet  Vihar,

Manakwal Road,

Distt.Ludhiana



…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Manager,

Ludhiana Central Coo-op Bank,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.




...….……….......Respondent

CC No. 551    of 2006

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


i) Shri Jagdish Chawla, Senior Manager, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has supplied the required information to the complainant vide their letter No. 18097 dated 24-10-2006.  The complainant is not present.

Apparently, he is satisfied with the information supplied to him and no further action is required to be taken.

Disposed  of. 

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Arvind Sharma, Advocate

Carpenter’s Street,

#  196/ 13,

SUNAM



…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,




O/o The Director,Food,  Supplies & 

Consumer Affairs  Department,

Sector 17,Chandigarh.


...….……….......Respondent

CC No. 493    of 2006

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



ii) Ms. Ranjit Pawar, Deputy Director, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has requested for an adjournment, which is granted.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 21-12-2006.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. J. P.Panesar,

Junior Engineer , Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information  Officer,




O/o The  Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Local Government Department,

 Chandigarh.

                              ………………..
Respondent

CC No.  156   of 2006

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



ii) Sh. Jagdish Singh,Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that the required information has been received by him. 

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Charan Singh Saini, ESM,

H.No. 687, Phase 3- B/ 1,

MOHALI.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,


O/o The Chairman,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

74-75,Sector 17 B

Chandigarh.





...….……….......Respondent

CC No.   453  of 2006

Present:
i) Shri Charan Singh Saini, complainant in person.



ii)Sh. Desh Deepak, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In this case the respondent has given a reply to the complainant that the information asked for cannot be given to him since this is covered u/s 8(j) of the RTI Act. My finding on the subject is that the information asked for by the complainant is not covered by section 8(J),  but such information comes under  section 11 of the RTI Act under which the procedure to be followed  before imparting 3rd party information, has been prescribed.  The respondents accordingly are directed to follow the said procedure and take action accordingly.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Hem  Raj  Jindal,

C/o Jindal  Suppliers  Co.,

Bans  Mandi, Talab  Bazar,

Ludhiana.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The  Joint Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana...





….……….......Respondent

CC No.  431   of 2006

Present:
i)None

ORDER

This is a second opportunity which has been given to the complainant to appear before this court but he has failed to do so.

This case is disposed of with the directions to the respondent to supply the information required by the complainant within 15 days of the date of receipt of this order.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,

201,Hardev Nagar,

Jalandhar




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o Director,Animal Husbandry,Punjab,

17 Bays Building,Sector 17,

Chandigarh...




.….……….......Respondent

CC No.   384   of 2006

Present:
None.

ORDER

In this case, the information asked for by the complainant was given to him by the respondent on the last date of hearing. An opportunity was given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the provided information on the next date of hearing i.e. today, but he is  not present.

Apparently, he is satisfied and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harchand Singh,

#  199 Sector 21 A,

Chandigarh.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Estate Officer,

PUDA,Mohali.




...….……….......Respondent

CC No.  517   of 2006

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

ORDER

Heard.

In this case, the complainant has made an application to the respondent on 10-1-2006 asking for the action taken on objections received by the Land Acquisition Officer, PUDA, Mohali, and followed this up with his application dated 2-5-2006, He wanted to know the manner in which their land, which was acquired, would be utilized and the identification of the Colonizer who would  build up a colony on the land along with the details of his licence etc.  He received an interim reply from the office of the Land Acquisition Officer, which is dated 25-5-2006, intimating that the information can be given only after the acquisition proceedings are over and plans for the development of the land have been finalised.  However, the complainant has not received any further information even though a period of about six months has since passed.

In the above circumstances, the PIO,O/o Estate Officer, PUDA, is directed to explain on the next date of hearing, the exact position of this case and the date by which the required information will be given to the complainant.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 21-12-2006 for further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ravinder Kumar Singal,

Jiwan Ashram, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Senior  Superintendent  of  Police,

Ferozepur City...




.….……….......Respondent

CC No.  403   of 2006

Present:
i) Shri Sucha Singh, Head Constable, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has expressed his inability to attend the Court and has requested that the case may be decided in his absence.

In view of the assertion of the respondent made in his letter  No. 13106/A dated 1-11-2006 and the signed statement of the complainant dated 2-8-2006 that he is satisfied with having seen a copy of his statement made to Head Constable Chaman Lal, no further action is required to be taken in this case,. particularly since the respondent has informed the Court that no FIR was registered on  the basis of the statement dated 7-7-2006 of the complainant.

Disposed  of. 

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh,

Science Master,

Government Senior Secondary School,

Makrauna Kalan,

Roopnagar.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Personnel Department,Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





.….……….......Respondent

CC No.   452  of 2006

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



ii) Sh.Harchand Singh,Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The basic information which the complainant has desired to get in this case, is the action taken on his application dated 3-9-2006. The said letter was sent by registered post. The letter has been addressed to various authorities and is also confused and confusing since it is not self contained but refers to various allegations without explaining their background.

In the above circumstances, the complainant has been advised to make a proper application which is relevant and to the point to the PIO/ office of DPI, Schools, Punjab and send a complaint to the Commission in case the required information is not forthcoming within the prescribed period of 30 days.

The complainant has agreed with the suggestion of the Court.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Santosh Pathak,

Retd. MPHW (F)

Village & P.O. SAHNI,Tehsil Phagwara,

Distt Kapurthala.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,




O/o Director of Health Services, Punjab,

Sector 34,Chandigarh.



...….……….......Respondent

CC No.   401  of 2006

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



ii) Dr. Sunil Mahajan,M.O., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case has been sent by the respondent, but the complainant is not satisfied with the information which has been provided.

The various questions raised in the application for information of the complainant dated 3-7-2006 relate to a sad and sorry story of a retired Government employee, who is struggling to get her GPF dues.  The respondent,   who is present  in this Court, has  undertaken to call a meeting of all the Drawing and Disbursing Officers involved,  in order to determine the exact GPF balance which stands at the credit of the claimant on the date of retirement, i.e. on 30.11.2004,  which will be disbursed to her immediately thereafter. The period of 3 months said to be required by the respondent for undertaking this exercise, is to my mind,  excessive and is reduced to 2 months. The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 18.1.2007 by which date it is expected that the respondent will meet his commitment and the  money on account of her GPF owed by the department to the complainant will have been disbursed to her.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 18.1.2007 for further order.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. G.S.Oberoi,(Retd.)

H. No. 163(ff),Sector 27-A,

Chandigarh.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Estate Officer, PUDA,

Mohali..





..….……….......Respondent

CC No.   546  of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. G.S. Oberoi, complainant in person.

ii)S.Hardip Singh,Superintendent,PUDA,on behalf of the   respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent vide letter No. 21330 dated 18-10-2006.  The information was gone over in the presence of the respondent and the complainant and found to be complete except for point © mentioned in the application dated 20.7.2006 of the complainant.  In the reply, the respondent has stated that the name of the complainant was included in the draw held on 20-9-1996 at sr. No. 620 of the list of the persons who were included in the draw.  The respondent has further stated that the list of the persons included in the draw held on 10-11-1989 cannot be supplied since the concerned record is not available.  The complainant, however, contended that the names of the candidates,  who were successful in the draw held on 10-11-1989,  was also mentioned in the list  which has been shown to him, which, according to the respondent,  pertains to the draw held on 20-9-1996.  From this, it is obvious that the list which has been shown is not the list for the draw held on 20-9-1996, but for the draw held on 10-11-1989.  If this is correct, the list of the persons included in the draw held on 20-9-1996 has still not been shown to the complainant.

The above objection of the complainant can be settled only if the list of the successful candidates in the draw held on 10-11-1989 and the list of the persons stated to have been included in the draw held on 20-9-1996 are  compared.  The respondent is accordingly directed to bring both the lists in the Court  on the next date of hearing and,if  a mistake has made, and the  list which has been shown to the complainant  turns out to be the one pertaining to the 
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draw held on 10-11-1989,  the respondent must  also bring with him the correct list of persons who were included in the draw held on 20-9-1996.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-12-2006 for consideration and further orders.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. M. R. Singla (Retd. Xen),

  1015,  Sector  16,

Panchkula.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





..….……….......Respondent

CC No.  418   of 2006

Present:
i) Sh.  M.R. Singla, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Dev Chand,Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent in this case has refused to give the information asked for by the complainant. The refusal has been communicated to the complainant vide their letter dated 18-10-2006. The correct course of action for the complainant was to make an appeal before the first Appellate Authority.  Since a genuine mistake has been committed by the complainant, I direct the first Appellate Authority within the Punjab Public Service Commission, to decide the appeal, if one is made on or before 10-12-2006, regardless of the delay, within 30 days of the date of its receipt.

Disposed  of.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Malkiat  Singh,

Flat No. 521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Complex, Block ‘E’

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Managing Director,

Housefed, SCO No. 150-52

Sector 34/C,

Chandigarh





...….……….......Respondent

AC No.  86   of 2006

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



ii) None, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In this case, two applications dated 11-7-2006 and 13-7-2006 as well as the appeals which have been made before the Ist Appellate Authority have been completely ignored by the respondent. The fact that neither the respondent nor any representative has attended the Court today also indicates that the PIO/ Office of the M.D.Housefed, is not taking his responsibilities under the RTI Act with sufficient seriousness.

In the above circumstances, the PIO, office of the M.D.Housefed, Punjab, is hereby given notice to show cause, on the next date of hearing, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day for every day that the required information was not supplied, after the prescribed period of 30 days, should not be imposed upon him U/s 20 of the RTI Act. This notice is being served on the PIO separately for each of the two applications for information given by the complainant, meaning thereby that the penalty for both the cases is liable to be imposed separately.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 4-1-2007 for consideration and further orders.

   (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowan,

  1, Adarash Nagar, Bhadson  Road,

Patiala.




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





  .….……….......Respondent

CC No.   112  of 2006

Present:
i)Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. Dev Chand,Superintendent, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In this case, the respondent has informed the complainant   that his case of dismissal was approved by the Chairman of the PPSC.The complainant  has taken an objection that this information is not  what he has asked for because the precise information required by him is  the designation of the authority/level, who was competent to approve the penalty of dismissal in the case of Class (I) Government officers, in accordance with the  Rules prevalent in 2001,  and not the authority who has decided any particular case.

The respondent is directed to supply the required information within 15 days from  today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-12-2006 for confirmation of compliance.

     (P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. V. P. Dubey,

  759, Sector 8,

Panchkula




…………………..Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,





O/o The Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Chandigarh.





...….……….......Respondent

CC No.   166  and  357  of 2006

Present:
i) Sh. V.P.Dubey, complainant in person..



ii) None ,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has not been able to show the application which was made to the PIO, O/o the Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab, Chandigarh, for the information required by him.  In the absence of the application, it would be difficult to proceed to determine the precise obligation of the PIO which he has not discharged.  An opportunity is given to the complainant to produce a copy of the application on the next date of hearing.


                    It  is also observed that neither the PIO, nor his representative from the office of the Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab , has attended the Court today despite a notice having been sent vide Memo. letter NoPSIC/Legal/2006/3943 dated 8-11-2006.  The Court expects that this will not again be repeated   and the respondent will be properly represented before this Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned  to 21-12-2006 for further orders.

(P.K.Verma)     
        

State  Information Commissioner

Dated: 23rd November,2006

