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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

B-26, Shalimar Enclave,

P.O.Dhakoli, Tehsil- Derabassi,

Zirakpur, Distt- S.A.S. Nagar.   



________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1711 of 2010

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



ii)
None  on behalf of the respondent.

Order


Heard.


The complainant states that he has received a letter from the respondent sometime in the last 10 days of May 2010,  asking him to deposit fees of Rs.3000/- for the information required by him. However, the application for information was made by the complainant on 18-02-2010, and if the demand for the fees has been  made after a period of 30 days has lapsed from the date of receipt of the application, no fees can be demanded by the respondent under Section 7(6) of the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent should check this position and in case the complainant has become eligible to be given the information free of cost, the same may be sent to him immediately. 


An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any,  in the information supplied to him, at 10 AM on 24-06-2010.


The respondent has not appeared in the Court either personally or through an authorized representative. This lapse has been viewed seriously, and the respondent should ensure that the error is not repeated. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-06-2010 for further consideration and orders. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

.

Sh. Dinesh Nanda,

S/o.Sh.Ved Parkash,

R/o.H.No-696, Near Y.P.Tower,

Jail Road, Gurdaspur. 
 



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1701 of 2010

Present :  
 i)
None  on behalf of the complainant. 


ii)
HC Davinder Pal Singh  on behalf of the respondent.
Order


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a written reply to the complaint made by the complainant which has been seen and found to be satisfactory. A copy of the same should be sent along with these orders for the information of the complainant.


Disposed of. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
Encls………..

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

Sh. Paramjit Singh,

# 34/10, Raj Nagar, Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.


   



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Secretary to Govt.,Punjab,

Deptt of Forest & Wild Life Preservation,

Mini Sectt, Sector-9,Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1715 of 2010

Present :  
 i)
None on behalf of the  complainant  in  person.

ii)
Sh. Nand Kishore, Sr. Assistant and Sh. Surjeet Singh,   Forest Range Officer, Hoshiarpur, and Sh. Karnail Singh, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf of the respondent.
Order


Heard.


The respondent has shown the required information given to the complainant vide his letter dated 31-05-2010. The information has been seen and found to be in order. 


The complainant has also applied for inspecting the concerned record, which  would be available in the O/o. DFO, Hoshiarpur. The PIO , O/o DFO, Hoshiarpur, to fix a date and  time on any working day, which should be intimated to the complainant at least 15 days in advance, when  the complainant can inspect the records concerning the information which has been supplied to him, and in case he selects any documents, attested copies of the same should be given to him. There is , however, no provision in the RTI Act, 2005, for the complainant himself to take photographs of the records, as stated by the complainant in his application for information. 


Disposed of. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira, MLA,

House No-6, Sector-5,

Chandigarh.


  



________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1725 of 2010

Present :        i)
Sh. Aninder  Singh, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. Nirmal Singh, Sr. Assistant, Sh. Bhajan Singh, Supdt,     Local Bodies, and Ms. Kanwaljit Kaur, Suptt., O/o DPI, on behalf of the respondent.

Order


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant was transferred by the PIO, O/o the Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab, to the PIO, O/o Director, Local Bodies, Punjab, whose representative, Sh. Bhajan Singh, Superintendent, has brought the required information with him to the Court and has handed over the same to the complainant .The information has been seen and found to be satisfactory, except  that according to the information   received by the respondent  from   the Nagar  Panchayat Begowal, construction of the Sant Prem Singh International School, Begowal had been stopped after a notice was issued by the Nagar Panchayat on 08-08-2009 and thereafter, no construction has taken place at the site. The complainant states that this information is false, since construction is still going at full speed. 

In view of the seriousness of the allegation levelled by the complainant, it would be necessary to verify the correctness of the information which has been supplied to him and I, therefore, direct the Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala to depute a Class-I Officer who should visit the site of the “Sant Prem Singh International School, Begowal”, in order to verify whether any construction has been made at the site after 08-08-2009,  and if so, whether it is still going on, and 
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to send his report to the Commission before the next date of hearing. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-06-2010 for consideration of the report of the Deputy Commissioner,  Kapurthala, and further orders. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
A copy is forwarded to Sh. Raj Kamal Chaudhary, IAS,  Deputy Commissioner,  Kapurthala,   for immediate compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vijay Kumar Janjua,

# 2068, Phase 7, 

Mohali.


  



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. TheDirector, 

Vigilance Bureu,Punjab,

 Sector 17,Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent
CC No. 1781 of 2010

Present:
i)         Sh. V.K.Janjua, complainant  in person .

ii)        Sh. P.K.Chibber, ADA, Vigilance Bureau and Sh. Gurbachan Singh,    Sr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
Order


Heard.
 


The respondent states that the application for information of the complainant was transferred to the Vigilance Bureau under Section 6 (3) of the RTI Act, 2005 and was received in his office only on 02-06-2010 and he has requested for some time for preparing his response. The request is reasonable and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 10-06-2010 for further consideration and orders. 


The PIO O/o. The Director, Vigilance Bureau , Punjab is substituted as a respondent in this case. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal, 

P.O. Ramgarh,

District- Ludhiana.



  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No. 390   of 2010

Present:
None. 
ORDER


An opportunity was given to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent, but he has not availed the same. I, therefore, assume that the appellant is satisfied with the information supplied to him.


Disposed of.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

# 2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp GNE College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1362 of 2010

Present:
i)       None on behalf of the complainant  .

ii)    Sh.  Vijay Sharma, AAO, Sh. Nirmal Sharma , Suptt-cum-APIO., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has sent a written  communication stating that it will not be possible for him to attend the hearing today. He has, however, made some submissions concerning point nos. 3, 4 and 5 of his application for information dated 01-01-2010,  and these are discussed as follows:

1) The complainant’s submission regarding serial no.3 of the items of information and the reply of the respondent has been seen. I find that the information which has been asked for is required to be properly dealt with by the respondent under Section 4 of the RTI Act, 2005. The respondent has mentioned that necessary action in this regard is being taken. The information, otherwise,  is too open ended and vast and the respondent cannot be required to prepare the same since this would disproportionately divert his time and resources. 

2) The respondent confirms that the transfer policy framed prior to 1989 is the most recent policy which is  in force, since the policy made in 1989 was never acted upon . This point is therefore taken care of,  as mentioned by the complainant himself. 
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3) The respondent  undertakes to bring to the Court on the next date of hearing a copy of the orders  treating the suspension period of Sri N.K.Sharma, Senior Assistant, as non duty period .

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-06-2010 for further consideration and orders. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. V.K.Janjua,

# 2068, Phase VII,

Mohali.




  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Joint Director ( Admn.), 

Vigilance Department, Punjab,

 Mini Sectt., Sector 9,Chandigarh.
                               __________ Respondent

CC No. 1666  of 2010

Present:
i)         Sh. V.K.Janjua, complainant  in person .

ii)        Sh. P.K.Chibber, ADA, Vigilance Bureau and Sh. Gurbachan Singh,    Sr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted written arguments in support of his contention that the information for which the complainant has applied cannot be given to him in view of Section 8(1) (h) of the RTI Act, 2005. A copy of the same has been handed over to the complainant as well.

Having considered the arguments of both the parties, I direct the respondent to bring to the Court on the next date of hearing, the entire information for which the complainant has made his application, for the perusal of the Court. A decision on the information, if any, which can justifiably be  withhold from the complainant under Section 8(1)(h) of the Act will be taken thereafter.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-06-2010 for further consideration and orders. 
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuljit Singh,  Advocate,

# 2290, Phase 10,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director, 

Social Security, Women & Child Development, Punjab,

Sector 34,  Chandigarh.
                                 
__________ Respondent
CC No. 183 & 184  of  2010

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Kuljit Singh,  Advocate, complainant  in  person.

ii)  
 Sh. Raman Kumar Sharma, Superintendent Grade II-cum-APIO on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the remaining information has been given to him by the respondent in both the cases CC- 183 & 184 of 2010 in compliance with the orders dated 20-05-2010.

Disposed of. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Bagga Singh,

S/o.Sh.Kasham Singh,

R/o Valmiki Road, Bharat Nagar,

Ferozepur City-152002.

  


________ Appellant

Vs.


Sh. Amrit Pal Singh, 

PIO-cum-Distt Food Supplies Controller, 

Ferozepur.






 __________ Respondent
AC No. 256 of 2010

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the  appellant .

ii)         Ms. Prem Lata, Inspector,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard .


The respondent states that the information was collected by the appellant personally on 06-04-2010.


The appellant is not present in the Court for the third consecutive  hearing. It is therefore assumed that he is satisfied with the information given to him, and the notice issued to the respondent in the Court’s orders dated 13-05-2010 is hereby dropped. 


Disposed of. 
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

# 6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar.




  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.1509   of 2010

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Rabinder Singh complainant in person.

ii)         ASI Surinder Singh on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Complete information has been supplied to the complainant by the respondent in compliance with the orders dated 29-04-2010, except for the information at Serial No.3 of the items mentioned in the application of the complainant . The respondent states that apart from the documents given to the complainant, there is no other “zimni report” which was written by the inquiry officer in the records.


The complainant has made a representation that the application for information in this case was made on 03-07-2008,  but the information has been supplied to him after two years and action should, therefore, be taken against the respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 and he should also be reimbursed for the expenditure incurred by him in attending the hearings before the Commission.


The facts of this case are that  in response to the complainant’s application dated 03-07-2008, the respondent informed him on 16-08-2008 that the information cannot be given to him because its disclosure is exempt under Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005. Thereafter, the complainant himself seems to 
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have forgotten about his  application and it was after a gap of 1 year and  7 months that he made his complaint to the Commission, on 29-03-2010, about his not having received the required information. The first hearing of this case took place on 29-04-2010 and, on having been overruled; the respondent supplied the required information to the complainant in compliance with the Commission’s orders.


In the above circumstances, the representation of the complainant for punishing the PIO and for monetary compensation is found to be unjustified.


Disposed of.  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rabinder Singh,

# 6, Jyoti Nagar Extension,

Jalandhar.



  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Inspector General of Police (Zonal),

Jalandhar.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1512  of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Sh. Rabinder Singh complainant in person.

ii)         ASI Surinder Singh on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 29-04-2010, complete information which is available in the records of the respondent has been given to the complainant in response to his application  for information dated 03-07-2008. The respondent states that the information at serial nos. 4, 16 and 19 does not exist in the records and the information at  serial nos. 5 to 14 and 17 may be available in the office of IGP Zonal, Jalandhar. A copy of the application for information of the complainant is therefore sent to the PIO, O/o. the IGP Zonal, Jalandhar, who is substituted as the respondent in this case with the direction that  any information which exists in his office  and  is mentioned at serial nos. 5 to 14 and 17 of the complainant’s application is available in his records, it should be sent to the complainant within 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders. 
The PIO, O/o. IGP Zonal, Jalandhar or his authorized representative should be present in the Court on the next  date of hearing with a copy of the information, if any, which has been supplied to the complainant. 

The complainant has made a representation that the application for the information in this case was made on 03-07-2008 but the information has been 
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supplied to him after two years and action should, therefore, be taken against the respondent under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 and he should also be reimbursed for the expenditure incurred by him in attending the hearings before the Commission.


The facts of this case in response to the complainant’s application dated 03-07-2008, the respondent informed him on 16-08-2008 that the information cannot be given to him because of the exemption granted to it under Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005. Thereafter, the complainant himself seems to have forgotten about the application because it was after a gap of 1 year 7 months that he made his complaint to the Commission on 29-03-2010 about his not having received the required information. The first hearing of this case took place on 29-04-2010 and, on having been overruled; the respondent supplied the required information to the complainant within the period of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act, 2005.


In the above circumstances, the representation of the complainant for punishing the PIO and for monetary compensation is found to be unjustified.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 15-07-2010 for confirmation of compliance.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
c.c.:   SSP,Jalandhar

Encl---1

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

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

H.No. 1024/1, Sector 39B,

Chandigarh.


  


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Shri Om Parkash Palani, 
PIO-cum-Superintendent,

 Education–II Branch, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, 

 Sector 9,  Chandigarh,



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997   of 2008

Present :  
 i)
Sh. O.P. Gulati,   complainant  in  person.



ii)
Sh. Om Parkash Pilani, Suptt.-cum-PIO.  
Order


Heard.


Sh. Om Parkash Pilani, PIO-cum-Superintendent has stated, in response to the show cause notice issued to him on 13-05-2010, that he has joined as the PIO-cum-Superintendent in the Secondary Education Branch only on 04-04-2010. He states that the entire record concerning the complaint against the officers of the Education Department, referred to in the complainant’s application for information, has been checked,  but the press cutting and the letters stated by the complainant to have been sent to the Education Secretary have not been found in the concerned file and the question therefore of  there being any notings in which such communications have been dealt with, does not arise. 


The complainant states that in the information which has been supplied to him in response to his application, sent to him vide letter no. Edu II/2008-5 Edu/2551 dated 04-12-2008, against sr.  no.5 of the items of information mentioned in his application, namely, “Has any action on press cutting dated (copy enclosed) has been taken? copy of the proceedings be suplied” , the Department has stated “under consideration”. He states that it is not understood 
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why the respondent is now stating that the press cutting and his letters were not received, because if it was “under consideration”, there must be a file on the subject. In the above circumstances, the Secretary to  Government, Punjab, Department of Secondary Education, is directed to get an inquiry conducted through a senior officer into the correctness of the statement which has been made in the Court today about the non-receipt and non-availability of the documents, in connection with which the office notings were  required to be given to the complainant. The result of the inquiry should be intimated to the Commission in due course.  


Insofar as the supply of the information to the complainant is concerned, no further action is called for at present and the case is therefore disposed of. However, in case the documents mentioned above are located, the respondent should comply with the Commission’s orders dated 25-02-2010, also under intimation to the Commission. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasjeet Singh Cheema,

S/o. Sh. Daler Singh Cheema,

Village Bhatnura Kalan, P.O. Bhatnura Lubana Via Bhogpur,

Distt- Kapurthala.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Baba Farid University of Health Sciences,

Faridkot.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1598 & 1599 of 2010

Present:         i)    Sh.  Sh. Jasjeet Singh Cheema, complainant  in person.

ii)   Sh. Gaurav,  Assistant on  behalf of the respondent.                    
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the  complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court in accordance with the orders dated 27-05-2010 and seen by the undersigned.

Disposed of. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Village- Bholapur Jhabewal, 

P.O. Ramgarh,

District- Ludhiana.



  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No. 390   of 2010

Present:
None. 
ORDER


An opportunity was given to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him by the respondent, but he has not availed the same. I, therefore, assume that the appellant is satisfied with the information supplied to him.


Disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


3rd  June, 2010
