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

Sh. Manmohan Singh,

Jr. Asstt. O/o Director,

Rural Development & Panchayats,Punjab,

SCO-112-113, Sec-17C,

Chandigarh.


  
   
   

  _______ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Revenue,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


______ Respondent

AC No. 238 of 2007

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

ii)
Ms.  Anita  Bhalla, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard
In this case, the pay of the complainant was fixed in the scale of Rs. 5000-8100  w.e.f. 1-1-1996 and he  also drew his pay in the revised scale till 12-6-2001.  n accordance with para (1) of F.D’s circular dated 19-5-1998, his pay was required to be refixed in the scale of Rs. 4400-7000 ( to which the revised scale of Rs. 5000-8100 had been down graded) . Excess drawn before 19-5-1998 was  protected, and  any excess drawn after this date was required to be recovered.  This fact has also been clearly stated in the orders  with which the excess has been recovered.
There is no further information or clarification which the respondent can give to the complainant in respect of the recovery. 
Disposed  of.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Shingara Singh,

No.2593/Ldh., M.T. Branch,

Police Line, Ludhiana.
  
   
   

  _ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Director General of Police,

PAP, Jalandhar.





____ Respondent

CC No. 1358 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)
S. Kuldip  Singh, DIG, PAP, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.


In this case, the complainant has asked for a copy of the record which shows that   he was present in his basic training in RTC, PAP, Jalandhar, on 18-1-1994.  The respondent states that the information has been denied to the complainant in view of the Government notification exempting PAP from the provisions of the RTI Act.  It has ,however,  been explained to the respondent that the information being asked for  in this case is purely administrative and personal to  the applicant and has nothing to do with  any sensitive activity of the PAP which affects its  security. The giving of the information asked for by the complainant, therefore, is not in conflict with the exemption granted to the PAP.    I, therefore, direct the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 7 days from today.
The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Boota Singh Bajaj,

Mall Road, Near SSP Residence,

Hoshiarpur.
  
   
   

  __________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Punjab,

 Forest Department,
 Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





_______ Respondent

CC No. 1354 of 2007
Present:
i)
Sh. Boota Singh Bajaj,  complainant in person.



ii) 
None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

In response to the application for information of the complainant, the respondent has informed the complainant that no interim notification was issued under section 4 of the Punjab Land Preservation Act, 1900 by the Forest Department. The information which has been provided is accurate and correct.  
 
The complainant has today clarified that the Notification being referred to by him is the one dated 5-11-1997 bearing No. 39/10/97/18131, which reads as follows:  


In column No. 8 of the Notification issued vide Punjab Government U.O. 39(10)FT/11/87/6543 dated 25-3-1988 , the words “ Balance area to be notified”  may be read as  “Balance area notified”.

It has been explained to the complainant that what is being described by him as an “interim notification” is a corrigendum issued to the Notification which had been issued on 25-3-1998, substituting the words ”Balance area to be notified” by the words “Balance area Notified.

The complainant has desired to have copies of the recommendation, if any, made by the Divisional Forest Officer, Hoshiarpur, and the other officers senior to him, for the issuance of this corrigendum. This information should be supplied to him within 15 days from the date of receipt of these orders.

Contd….2

==2==

The complainant also wishes to know whether any objections were invited from the public before the issuance of the “interim notification”.  Since, however, the corrigendum, which was issued on 25-5-1998, has been wrongly understood and interpreted by the complainant, it is for the respondent to see whether it was necessary to invite objections from the public before the issuance of the corrigendum and if any such objections were invited, the details thereof may also be provided to the complainant. If no objections were invited, this request for information will be deemed to have been disallowed.
Disposed of.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

V-II, 2nd Floor,

Rajouri Garden, New Delhi-27.  
   
   

  ______ Complainant 

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






_________ Respondent

CC No. 1347 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant.


ii) 
HC Surjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has submitted that the application for information in this case relates to PUDA and that it has, therefore, been transferred to the Chief Administrator, PUDA, at Mohali, vide his letter dated 28-6-2007.  It has, however, been pointed out to the respondent that points at Sr. No. 4 to 14 of the  application for information  relates to the office of SSP,   Mohali, and it is, therefore, for the PIO. Office of the SSP, Mohali, to provide the information asked for against these points.  The respondent is accordingly directed to give this information to the complainant within 15 days from today,  but I restrict the period in respect of which the information should be provided, to three months from 1-5-2007 to 31-7-2007, since it is not practicable to ask the respondent to give the information regarding Noise Pollution for the last 10 years.

The complainant is not present.


The respondent has further stated that the   complainant has not enclosed the postal order of Rs. 10/- ,  as mentioned in his application for information. The orders being passed, therefore, are subject to his depositing the application fees and the information will be sent to him only after he has done this.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Swaran Singh,

# 438, Sector 65,

Mohali.

  
   
   

  ________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






_________ Respondent

CC No. 1321 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.


ii) 
HC Surjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.


The information supplied to the complainant is a list of witnesses whose statements have been recorded during the course of investigation in FIR No. 419 dated 4-10-2003.  The complainant, however, had asked for the names and designation of the officials involved in the investigation and the final authority of the investigation.  This information has been submitted by the respondent in the Court today, a copy whereof may be sent to the complainant along with these orders.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.

 




  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007
Encl----1

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

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

S/o Sh. Kasturi Mal,

Opp. Radha Seami Satsang Bhawan,

Punia Colony, 
Sangrur- 148001.  
   
   

____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sangrur.





________ Respondent

CC No. 1334 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. Bhupinderjit Singh Virk, SP (D), on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.


A detailed report regarding the complaint lodged by the Principal, Government Senior Secondary School, Thales on 3-5-2006 has been submitted by the respondent, according to which the matter is still being investigated.  The respondent has made a commitment that a copy of the investigation will be sent to the complainant as soon as the investigation is complete, which is likely to take another month.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.  
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Rupinder Pal Singh,

S/o Sh. Ranjodh Singh,

Vill. Bhoop Nagar,

P.O. Kurali, Teh. Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.

  
   
   

  ________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev.),

Zila Parishad, Ropar.



_________ Respondent

CC No. 1317 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None  on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
Sh. Gurcharan Dass, Clerk,on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has stated that the complainant has asked for voluminous information which would take at least one more month to prepare and has requested for more time. He is directed to send the required information to the complainant within 30 days from today.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Pawan Garg,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone  Exchange Road,

Sangrur.


  
               ________ Complainant 

Vs.
Sh. T.S.Virk,                           (By Regd.Post)
Public Information Officer-cum-
 Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Red Cross Building, near Mahavir Chowk,

Sangrur.

 



_________ Respondent

CC No. 1028 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh: Pawan Garg, complainant  in person.



ii)
Sh. R.C. Arora, ETO, Dhuri, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In the last hearing held on 16-8-2007, Ms. S.K.Sheera, ETO, Sangrur, who was present on behalf of the PIO, had made a commitment that the remaining information, which had not been provided to the complainant, and also the information with reference to points mentioned at sr. no. 2 to 5 of the application for information, would be given to the complainant within 10 days.


In today’s hearing, neither the PIO nor the concerned APIO is present and Mr. R.C. Arora, ETO, Dhuri, has been sent as the PIO’s representative, who is not aware of the details of the case or  the orders of this  Court which had been passed  on 16-8-2007.  From these facts, the only conclusion which the Court can draw is that the PIO is not taking his duties under the RTI Act with sufficient seriousness and has denied the information asked for by the applicant as far back as 23-4-2007 without any reasonable cause.
In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Shri  Tejinder Singh Virk, Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner-cum-PIO, Sangrur, to show cause personally at 10 AM on 20-9-2007 as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI  Act, 2005. 

Contd….2

==2==

The PIO is also, in the meanwhile, directed to supply the information asked for by the complainant in accordance with the orders of this Court dated 16-8-2007, and to bring   with him on the next date of hearing a copy of the information which has been supplied.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-9-2007 for further orders.





   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

VPO Kothe Saravwan, Kotakpura,

Distt. Faridkot.






  
    

_________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,  

O/o Superintendent of Police,

 C I D Unit,  

Ferozepur.





________ Respondent

CC No. 535 of 2007

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



ii) S. Karamjit Singh,DSP, CID, Ferozepur, on behalf of the 



respondent. 

ORDER

Heard

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him in compliance with the orders of this Court dated 9-8-2007.

Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Manmohan Singh,

Jr. Asstt. O/o Director,

Rural Development & Panchayats,Punjab,

SCO-112-113, Sec-17C,

Chandigarh.


  
   
   

  _______ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


______ Respondent

AC No.  241 of 2007

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

ii)
Ms.  Anita  Bhalla, Supdt-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has given the required information to the complainant, who  states that he is not satisfied with the information given in respect of  some of the points mentioned in his application, but he has not been able to point out the deficiencies in the Court.  He is, therefore, given another opportunity to go through his application as well as the reply received from the respondent and to come prepared with the precise deficiencies on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-9-2007.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

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

Sh. Dial Singh,

14/155, PAU Campus,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana. 
  
   
   

  __________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.




____________ Respondent

CC No. 1287 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the  complainant.
ii)
Sh. Kulbhushan Sood, APIO-cum-Supdt., and Sh. Sarabjit Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

A suitable and sufficient response has been given to the complainant by the respondent with regard to his application for information.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   30  August, 2007

