STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Manjinder Singh,

s/o Sh. Sajjan Singh,

Vill – Kajiwal, P.O. Denewal,

Tehsil – Khadur Sahib,

District Tarn Taran.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate,

Khadur Sahib, Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 100 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER
Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated 20.03.2009 have been complied with. 

Disposed of.

.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





      Punjab


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

Sh. Manjinder Kumar,

s/o Sh. Gurmail Singh,

Vill – Gandwa PO- Atholi,

Teh.- Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala. 


__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,
Cooperative Societies Punjab,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 111 of 2009
Present:
i)   
Sh. Manjinder Kumar, complainant in person. 

ii)     
Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The position regarding the information asked for by the complainant at Sr. No. 1, 2 & 3 of his application for information dated 12.11.2008 has been made clear to him by giving him a copy of the Punjab State Cooperative Agricultural Services Society Rules, 1997. Briefly, the answer to the three points mentioned in the application is in the negative. The respondent states that no appointment can be made by the Cooperative Agricultural Services Society after its term is due to expire and the notification for election of a fresh society has been published. This information may also be given to the complainant by the respondent in writing. 


Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





      Punjab 

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

Sh. Gurdas Ram,

S/o Sh. Jagat Ram,

Basant Nagar, St. No. 2,

Devi Wala Road, Kotkapura,

Teh. & Distt. Faridkot. 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 650 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurdas Ram,  complainant in person. 

ii)     
 Sri Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief  Librarian, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has sent the table which had been prescribed by the Court’s orders dated 15-1-2009 duly filled up but the first column thereof still does not specify the information which the complainant has asked for and which was found to be deficient by him.  It has accordingly been explained to the complainant in what manner the table is to be  filled up.

The complainant may now fill up the table as explained to him and send copies of the same to the Commission and the respondent, who should come prepared with his response on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-5-2009 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Ravinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Balwant Singh,

H. No. 986, Near Dev Hotel,

Main Bazar, Moga. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Moga.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 104 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 DSP Bhupinder Singh and HC Harmail Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


This case has arisen out of the inquiry report dated 21.7.2008 of the police into a complaint of Sh. Ravinder Singh (the complainant before us) against Smt. Baljinder Kaur, in which it has been stated that Baljinder Kaur has got the construction work being undertaken by the complainant stopped on the basis of a sworn affidavit. The complainant applied for a copy of the affidavit mentioned in the police report under the RTI Act, vide his application dated 06.11.2008, and the respondent states that  no such affidavit has been found in the police record. 


In the above circumstances, it is at least incumbent upon the respondent to inform the complainant about the whereabouts, location or identity of the affidavit mentioned in the respondent’s report dated 21.07.2008. The respondent seeks some time to give this information to the complainant. 


This case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 30.04.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Gagandeep Bhagria,
S/o Sh. Kewal Krishan Bhagria,

R/o H. No. 312, W. No. 19,

Sita Sar Road, Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Officer,
Excise & Taxation Department,

Red Cross Building, Barnala Kanchia,

Sangrur. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 140 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sri Parminder P Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the complainant  

ii)     
 None on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case has been addressed to “Excise & Taxation Officer, Excise and Taxation Department, Red Cross Building, Sangrur”. The application has not been addressed to the PIO or even any specific ETO, who can be held accountable for not having  provided the required information to the complainant.


The respondent has requested for an adjournment because he is busy on election duty and has also sent a copy of the information which has been sent to the complainant vide his letter dated 01.04.2009.
 The request of the respondent is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10.00 on 07.05.2009. In the meanwhile, the complainant can point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him in a written communication addressed to the respondent, who should send a reply to the same before the next date of hearing. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Ajit Singh,
H. No. B-IV-1037,

Narindra Colony, Malerkotla – 148023,

District Sangrur. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Senior Superintendent of Police,
Khanna, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 195 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sub. Inspector Sagli Ram, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant was provided to him by the respondent on 29.01.2009. The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information received by him.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

S.  Palwinder Singh, 
Ex. Const.No. – 2549/ASR,

R/o Quarter No. 5-A,

Policy Colony, PS  Sadar,

Amritsar.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 198 of 2009

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

ii)     
DSP Mohinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him by the respondent. Insofar as the delay which has occurred is concerned, there is a written report in the record of the respondent that on 16-10-2006, the complainant refused to receive the information for which he had applied. The complainant has not been able to show that the respondent has caused any deliberate delay. 


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









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Smt. Maya Devi,
w/o Jai Kumar,

R/o Bathonia Khurd, 

P.O. Subroh, I.- Rajpura,

District Patiala.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Patiala.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 199 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 
ii)     
Sub Inspector Sukhdarshan Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


Copies of documents concerning Smt. Maya Devi’s complaint to the police dated 27.08.2008 against her father-in-law and withdrawal of this complaint by her after having reached an understanding with her father-in-law, have been brought by the respondent to the court and the same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for her information. 

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





      Punjab
Encl----1

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

Sh. Devinder Singh,
s/o Sh. Balkar Singh,

Vill. Adiana, PO- Machhiwara,

Teh.-Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Khanna.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 207 of 2009

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

ii)     
S.I. Sagli Ram, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 12.02.2009 in which the only short coming is that some pages, which are copies of photostat copies, have not been attested. The respondent is directed to record a certificate that these pages are true copies of the photostat copies found in the office record. This may be done in the court itself. 


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









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Kewal Singh,
91-Master Tara Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar.






          __________Complainant

      




Vs.

Sh. K. Kanan, 
District Forest Officer,
Kapurthala & Jalandhar-cum-

Public Information Officer,

 Phillaur, Punjab.





          __________ Respondent

CC No. 130 of 2009

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

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made on 01.12.2008 by the complainant,  but he states that no response of any kind has been received by him, resulting in his complaint to the Commission. The respondent has also ignored the Commission’s notice dated 18.03.2009 and is not present at today’s hearing either personally or through the concerned APIO. 


In the above circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the information required by the complainant is not being given to him by the respondent malafidely and without reasonable cause. Notice is hereby given to  Sh. K. Kanan, District Forest Officer, Kapurthala & Jalandhar, at Phillaur-cum- Public Information Officer to show cause at 10 AM on 30-04-2009, 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 of Sri Kewal Singh, dated 1-12-2008,  should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.

 
In the meanwhile, the respondent is strongly advised to give a suitable response to the application for information dated 01-12-2008 of  the complainant before the next date of hearing. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Mrs. Neelam Kumari Sood,

W/o Sh. Sukhdev Kumar Sood,

Mohalla Krishan Nagar,

Old State Bank of Patiala Street,

Nakodar, District Jalandhar. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate, 
Nakodar, Jalandhar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 240 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Mrs. Neelam  Kumari  Sood, complainant in person. 

ii)     
 S. Karandeep Singh Bhullar,  Naib Tehsildar, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to her by the respondent except that the concerned copies having not been attested. This discrepancy has been made up and attested copies have been provided to the complainant in the court today.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Kulvinder Singh,
S/o Sh. Malik Singh,

Rajpal’s Heritage, 10, Malwa Colony,

Behind New Moti Bagh Palace,

Patiala.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjabi University,
Patiala.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 68 of 2009

Present:      i)  
 Sh. Kulvinder Singh, complainant in person and Sri M.L. Puri,

            Advocate. 

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

Heard.


The respondent has correctly informed the complainant that the information asked for by him relates to a third party and is exempted from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act. The complainant, however, states that the proviso of Section 8(1)(j) states that the information which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person. Ld. counsel for the complainant seeks time to show to the court that the information which was applied for cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature. Ld. counsel for the respondent also seeks time to respond to the complainant’s arguments on merits. 


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 07.05.2009 for further consideration and arguments.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Kulvinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Malik Singh,

Rajpal’s Heritage, 10, Malwa Colony,

Behind New Moti Bagh Palace,

Patiala.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjabi University,

Patiala.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 67 of 2009

Present:      i)  
 Sh. Kulvinder Singh, complainant in person and Sri M.L. Puri,
            Advocate. 

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

Heard.


The respondent has correctly informed the complainant that the information asked for by him relates to a third party and is exempted from disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act. The complainant, however, states that the proviso of Section 8(1)(j) states that the information which cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature shall not be denied to any person. Ld. counsel for the complainant seeks time to show to the court that the information which was applied for cannot be denied to the Parliament or a State Legislature. Ld. counsel for the respondent also seeks time to respond to the complainant’s arguments on merits. 

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 07.05.2009 for further consideration and arguments. 









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Om Parkash Bansal,
S/o Sh. Hari Ram,

Prop. O.K. Finance Col,

Near Indian Oil Petrol Pump,

Patiala Road, Patran, - 147105,

District Patiala. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Patiala. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 251 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None complainant in person.


ii)
A.S.I. Nishan Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the court. One copy of the same, addressed to the DSP, Patran, has been submitted by the respondent’s representative for being sent to the complainant. The information submitted by the respondent may accordingly be sent to the complainant along with these orders of his information. 


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





      Punjab
Encls---1

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

Sh. Y.K. Bhushan Sood,
Mohalla Arjun Nagar,

Near Telephone Exchange,

Naloian, Hoshiarpur.
 


  

          __________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Judge, (Sr. Div.),
Hoshiarpur. 








          __________ Respondent

CC No. 250 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Y.K. Bhushan Sood, complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sri Navin Agnihotri, Clerk of Court-cum-PIO. 
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the application for information of the complainant has sought for information regarding the action taken on the letter which is addressed to the Additional Distt and  Sessions Judge, Hoshiarpur, but the application for information has been made to the Civil Judge, (Sr. Divn.), Hoshiarpur. In accordance with the orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana, the PIO of the two courts is different and whereas the clerk of the court of the office of Civil Judge, (Sr. Divn.), Hoshiarpur is the PIO concerned with the office of the Civil Judge, (Sr. Divn.) Hoshiarpur (present before us), the PIO of the office of the Additional District Judge & Sessions Judge, Hoshiarpur (now Chief Judicial Magistrate), is the Chief Ministerial Officer. The application for information of the complainant should have been transferred by the PIO to the concerned PIO, which was not done inadvertently and therefore, a copy of the application for information of the complainant dated 19.12.2008 along with a copy of its enclosures are forwarded with these orders to the PIO/Chief Judicial Magistrate, Hoshiarpur with the direction that a suitable response to the application should be given to the complainant within the period of 30 days prescribed in the RTI Act.                    





  ….p2/-
                                            --2—
In case the complainant finds the response of the PIO deficient, he will be at liberty to submit a  fresh complaint to the Commission. 


Disposed of.  









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





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

Sh. Tejinder Singh,
S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

R/o Plot No. 40, Vill- Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar, P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana – 141123.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate (East),
District Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 244 of 2009

Present:
(i)
None on behalf of complainant.

ii) 
Sh. Bahadur Singh, Naib Tehsildar, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The response to the application for information dated 19.11.2008 of the complainant has been given by the respondent to him vide his letter dated 22.12.2008. The complainant has sent a written communication to the Commission stating that the information given to him is incomplete and requested for an adjournment.

The request of the complainant is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 21.05.2009 for further consideration.

In the meanwhile, the complainant may send to the respondent the details of the alleged deficiencies in the information provided to him so that the respondent may come fully prepared with his response on the next date of hearing. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


2nd April, 2009





      Punjab
