
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Rajesh Kumari,

H No. 753, Sector 2,

Panchkula. (Haryana).





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 512 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Ms. Rajesh Kumari, complainant in person.
ii)        Sh. Madan Lal Establishment Officer-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and handed over to the complainant. An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to her by the respondent,  at 10 AM on 28-04-2011. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurbax Singh, 

S/o. Sh. Bakht Singh,

H No. 16-C, Dr. Kitchlu Nagar,

Rajpura Road, Civil Lines, 

Ludhiana- 141001.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director, 

Rural Development & Panchayat, Punjab,

Vikas Bhawan, Sector 62,

Mohali.






                     Respondent
CC No. 514  of  2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurbax Singh, complainant in person.
ii)  Sh. Jatinder Singh, Deputy Director-cum-PIO, Rural Development, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the ETT Teachers are employed in the districts and the information required by the complainant is therefore not available in the records of the department in the Head office.  A copy of the office letter mentioned by the complainant at point No.1  of his application, however, has been given to him.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg,

R/o. Near Garhwal Sabha,

Shiv Mandir Street, Nada Road, 

Dashmesh Nagar, Naya Gaon, 

District- Mohali- 160103.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Chief Conservator Forest, 

Forests & Wild Life Preservation Department, 

Punjab, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh. 






                     Respondent
CC No.  517 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg, complainant in person. 
ii)        Sh. Karnail Singh, Sr. Asstt. ,on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


A reply has been given by the respondent to the complainant vide his letter dated 29-03-2011, which has been found to be unsatisfactory. The respondent is directed to give information to the complainant on the following points of his application :-
1)
Point no. 4:-
Service Rules for the post of Soil Conservator Assistant (SCA) , in existence prior to the amendments carried out in the year 2006 and Service Rules which were in existence prior to 2006 for the  posts  from which SCAs  are promoted. 

2)
Point no. 5:-
A copy of the relevant noting/decision leading to the amendment in the rules in 2006 that the post of SCA and Range Officer (RO) are equivalent, should be provided to the complainant. 
3)
Point no. 7 :-
Copies of the correspondence, if any, made by 








-----p2/-

CC No.  517 of 2011





-----2----

the department in respect of the legal notice dated 02-06-2010 mentioned in this point and a copy of the decision, if any, which has been taken on the notice. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-04-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh. 
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Rakesh Kumar,

S/o. Sh. Manmohan Singh,

R/o. W. M. 224, Bagh Ahluwalia, 

Basti Guzan, Jalandhar.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Officer,

Municipal Corporation, 

Jalandhar.






                     Respondent
AC No. 169 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar, appellant in person.

ii)    Sh. Dharam Pal, Asstt. Town Planner, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The applicant in his application for information in this case has asked a series of leading questions containing criticism of the respondent, which are not covered by the term “information” as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.

With reference to question no. (iv) however, the respondent states in the Court today that no stay has been received in the office of the Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar,  of the orders of the  Additional Distt. Judge, Jalandhar,  with which the  appeal filed by Sham Sunder Sharma was  dismissed.


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Chand Singh, Sarpanch,

Village & PO Dalla, 

Tehsil Jagraon, 

District- Ludhiana- 142035.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Secretary,

Education Department, (colleges)

Punjab Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9,  Chandigarh.




                     Respondent
CC No.  493 & 494 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Sh. Chand Singh, complainant in person. 
ii)        Sh. Jasbir Singh, Deputy Director-cum-PIO, Colleges.
ORDER

Heard.


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


The complainant has been informed that the complaint against the Principal of Shri Ram College, Dalla, Jagraon, has been sent to the DPI (Colleges) for his comments. The DPI (Colleges) has replied to the Principal Secretary, Higher Education, vide his letter dated 31-03-2011 that the college does not come within his authority and it is for the Government to take action on the complaint since the NOC for the college was issued by the Government. The complaint against the Principal is therefore still pending and no decision has been taken on it.


This case is accordingly disposed of with the direction to the respondent to convey to the complainant the decision on the complaint as and when it is taken. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. H. B. Malhotra,

Kothi No- 569, Phase 2,

Mohali. 







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Financial Commissioner (Revenue),

Rehabilitation & Disaster Management Deptt.,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 


                     Respondent

CC No. 497 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Sh. H. B. Malhotra, complainant in person. 
ii)      Sh. Gian Chand, Superintendent and Sh. Chajju Singh, Sr. Asstt., on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


There are 8 points in the application for information of the complainant, in which several points have been put in the form of questions which are vague in nature and to which  no specific reply can be given by the government.  The information mentioned in these points  does not therefore  come within the meaning of the  term ‘information’ as defined in the RTI Act, 2005. These points are 1, 3, 5, 6 & 8.  Insofar as the other points are concerned, the following information should be provided by the respondent  to the complainant. 

1) Point no. 2 :- A copy of the instructions issued in 2010 containing criteria and guidelines for financial relief to the flood affected people should be provided to the complainant. 
2) Point no. 4:- Quantum of unspent amount in the  Calamity Relief Fund lying with Punjab State should be communicated to the complainant . 
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-----2----

3) Point no. 7 :-  The respondent should check up whether any financial assistance for flood relief was sought from Government of India (GOI), and whether any such grant was receive from GOI for this purpose and if there is any information of this point, the same should be intimated to the complainant . 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-04-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Anil Saini,

414, Arjun Singh Street, 

Railway Road, 

Hoshiarpur- 146001.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Officer,

Municipal Corporation,

Hoshiarpur.






                     Respondent
CC No.  529 of  2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Anil Saini, complainant in person. 
ii)     Sh. Randhir Singh, House Tax Inspector, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that no record of ownership of property is maintained in the Municipal Council’s office. The records maintained in the Council are of tax payers and it is for the purpose of collection of tax. He also states that the present tax payers of the property mentioned by the complainant in his application have objected to their names being revealed to the complainant, but I agree that this is a matter of public record and is not confidential. The objection of the respondent is overruled and the required information, which has been brought by him to the Court, has been handed over to the complainant for his information. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Harpreet Singh,

1131 Urban Estate-1,

Jalandhar.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

1)  O/o. Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab ,

Department of Home Affairs,

Chandigarh.


2)  O/o. DGP, Punjab,

Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondents
CC No. 525 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)        Sh. Ram Jatan, Sr. Astt., on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that copies of two notifications dated 28-12-2006 and 17-12-2010 have been provided to the complainant with reference to point no.1 of his application for information. All other points relate to DGP, Punjab, to whom the complainant’s application had been transferred under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005, on 31-01-2011. The PIO, O/o. DGP, Punjab is therefore added as the respondent in this case, and is directed to give his response to the complaint under consideration to the Commission at 10 AM on 28-04-2011. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Manoj  Kumar,

S/o. Sh. Balbir Kumar,

C/o. Sh. Chainchal Singh,

Abadi G. T. Road, Gohawar,

P.O. Goraya,

Jalandhar- 144409.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 520 of 2011

Present:
None. 
ORDER

Heard.


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The complainant has requested for an adjournment of the case. Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-04-2011. The respondent is directed to be present in the Court on that date along with his response to the complaint under consideration in this case, a copy of which was sent to him along with the  notice for today’s hearing.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Harnek Singh,

VPO Satipura, Ward No-2,

Tehsil & District Hanumangarh,

Rajasthan- 335512.






        Appellant

Versus

Shri. Malkiat Singh, Assistant Director-cum-

Public Information Officer, (By. Regd. Post)
O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
AC No. 185 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Harnek Singh, appellant in person.

ii)        None on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the appellant on 05-10-2010 and he states that he has not received any response from the PIO. The PIO has also ignored the notice issued by the Commission for today’s hearing. 


In the above circumstances, I conclude that  the information required by the appellant has been deliberately and malafidely denied to him. 


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Shri. Malkiat Singh, Assistant Director, O/o. DPI Secondary, Sector 17, Chandigarh, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-04-2011 , 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 appellant’s application dated 05-10-2010, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  In the meanwhile, the respondent is directed to send a suitable response to the appellant’s application for information before the next date of hearing. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashish Bansal,

621, Sector 48-A,

Chandigarh-160047.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

AC No. 107 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Ashish Bansal, appellant in person. 
ii)        Sh. Madan Lal, Establishment Officer-cum-PIO. 
ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders dated 11-03-2011, the respondent has in a written communication confirmed the appointment of Sh. Ram Singh’s son in the year 2002. The respondent has further clarified that this information has not been given earlier because the application was made for information regarding such  an appointment during 2006-10. 

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of. 









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Tejinder Singh,

133, KSM Road, 

Rajpura, District Patiala.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Secretary, 

Department of School Education, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat Punjab, Sector 9,

Chandigarh





                     Respondent

CC No. 224 of 2011

Present:
i)    None on behalf of the complainant. 

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


Heard.

The respondent states that the orders dated 11-03-2011 have been complied with. The complainant has inspected the concerned file and copies of the documents required by him have been given to him by the respondent. The complainant is not present. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

 (www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, 

Mandi Mullanpur, District-Ludhiana-141101.


        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

D-- Zone, Municipal Corporation Building, 

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana-141001.


                     Respondent
CC No. 3671 of 2110
Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.   

ii)        None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

A telephonic message has been received that the concerned officer with whom the required information is available has suffered from a heart attack and a request has been made for an adjournment of this case. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-04-2011 for further consideration and orders.  DFSC, Ludhiana should pay personal attention to this case and ensure that the orders dated 11-02-2011 are complied with before the next date of hearing. 


In case this is not done, the respondent should show cause on the next date of hearing as to why a penalty prescribed under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, should not be imposed upon him.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. N. D. Sharma, Advocate,

# Room No. 500, 5th Floor, 

Lawyers Chamber Complex, 

District Courts, Ludhiana.




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officers, 

i)O/o. Executive Engineer,
PWD, B & R, Division No-2,

Hoshiarpur.

ii) O/o. Distt Town and Country Planning Department,

 Hoshiarpur.






__________ Respondents

AC No.  943 of 2010

Present:        i)
None on behalf of the appellant.

                     ii)    
Sh. Chet Ram, ADO and Ms. Harpal Kaur, ADO, PUDA, on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders dated 03-03-2011 and 31-03-2011, the reply to point no. 3 that concerns exemption under Section 147 of the Punjab Regional Town Planning & Development Act, 1995, has been obtained by the respondent from Jalandhar Development Authority, (JDA), and submitted to the Court. A copy of the same may be sent to the appellant along with these orders for his information. An opportunity is given to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him at 10 AM on 28-04-2011.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
Encls---
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Jaswant Singh,

S/o. Late Sh. Sardara Singh,

# 2525/B, Sector 47-C,

Chandigarh.





________Complainant

Vs.

1. Public Information Officer, 

O/o.  Principal Secy. to Govt. Punjab,

Department of Power,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

2. Public Information Officer, 

O/o. S.E. (Operations),

Punjab State Power Corporation,

Roopnagar. 





_________ Respondents

CC No. 3110 of 2010
Present:
i)   Sh. Jaswant Singh, complainant in person. 

ii) Sh.  Gagandeep Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The orders dated 31-03-2011 have not been complied with. The representative of the PIO states that the concerned assistant has retired on 31-03-2011 and the PIO, who is the superintendent of the branch, is on leave today. One final opportunity is given to the respondent to comply with the orders dated 31-03-2011 and to bring their reply at 10 AM on 05-04-2011. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Harish Kumar,

S/o. Sh. Tarsem Ram, 

H. No. 501, Gali No.4,

Shivnagar, Railway Road, 

Dinanagar, District- Gurdaspur- 143531.



        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 250 of 2011

Present:
i)    None on behalf of the  complainant. 
ii)    Sh. Mohan Singh, Suptt.-cum-PIO on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that out of the 24 candidates belonging to the Backward Classes who were appointed as Head Masters/ Head Mistress, records pertaining to the certificates submitted by 8 of these 24  backward classes candidates are available in the records of the office and the same has been brought by the respondent to the Court. He is directed to send the same to the complainant vide speed post today itself. Insofar as other backward classes candidates are concerned, the respondent states that the candidates were considered as a result of online applications  and the record regarding their certificates were not retained and are not available in the office. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Aman Goyal,

BSNL Exchange,

Near Bhartiya Model School,

Bus Stand Road, Rampura Phul,

District- Bathinda-151103.



  
________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Executive Officer,

Municipal Council, 

Rampura Phul,

District- Bathinda.
.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2977 of 2010

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 
ii)        Sh. Surinder Kumar Garg, Executive Officer-cum-PIO. 
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has submitted his reply to the show cause notice issued to him in the orders dated 10-11-2010. He states that the application for information of the complainant was received in his office when he was the EO posted at Talwandi Sabo along with four other additional charges including that of Nagar Council Rampura Phul. The application was inadvertently and due to a bonafide mistake sent to the Punjab Water Supply & Sewerage Board for supplying the information because the Sewerage Board is the executing  agency for laying water supply and sewerage in the whole of Bathinda & Mansa districts. A commitment has been made by the respondent in his reply that full information will be furnished to the complainant on or before 05-04-2011. In actual fact the complainant has already been given the required information and the respondent has submitted the complainant’s written statement that he is fully satisfied with the information supplied to him and wishes to withdraw his complaint. 
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In addition to the above, the respondent states that the orders dated 10-11-2010 was not brought to his notice by the dealing assistant because of which he could not appear before the Commission on 04-01-2011. He has also made an unconditional apology for the inconvenience caused  to the complainant. The respondent states that the mistakes that have been committed in this case were totally unintentional and will not be repeated in future. 

In view of the reply submitted by the respondent and in particular because the complainant is fully satisfied with the information supplied to him, the notice issued to him in the Commission’s orders dated 10-11-2010 is hereby dropped.  The respondent however, is directed, and this will be in his own interest, to fix responsibility on the official who failed to bring the orders dated 10-11-2010 of the Commission to his notice, and to take suitable administrative action for the imposition of a proper punishment on him. 


Disposed of. 










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


1st April, 2011. 
