 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Surjit Kaur,

H.No. 292, Nagar Sudhar Trust Colony,

Scheme No. 5,  Gurdaspur.




        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

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

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

AC No. 130 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the appellant.

ii)        Sh. Ravinder Dogra, Sr. Asstt., on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


In her application for information, the appellant has asked for a whole lot of information concerning complaints against a third party Sh. Sarbjeet Singh, Clerk, and inquiries held into them. She was informed by the respondent vide his letter dated 28-02-2011 that the information cannot be given to her under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005, and she has not sent any reply to this letter nor has she appeared in the Court for today’s hearing. In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case,  which is disposed of. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 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)   
Sh. Harish Kumar, complainant in person. 
ii)        Sh. Baljeet Singh, Sr. Asstt. on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The only issue which remains to be sorted out is regarding item no. 3 of the application for information. Vide this item the complainant has asked for photostat copies of the experience and educational qualification certificates submitted by the 21 candidates belonging to the backward classes who were selected for the posts of Head Masters/ Head Mistresses in the recruitment which took place in the year 2006. The respondent has claimed exemption from disclosure of information under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act, 2005. However since the complainant was a candidate in the said recruitment in the category of backward classes, I overrule the exemption being claimed and direct the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 15 days from today. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 01-04-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

272, Mirpur Colony, 

Pathankot, District- Gurdaspur- 145001.



        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

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

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

CC No.  245 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)       Sh. Yash Pal Manvi, Asstt. Director and Sh. Sukhtej Singh, Sr. Asstt.  on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has given the required information to the complainant  vide his letter dated 01-03-2011. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ripu Daman Ohri,

1333, Phase-II, Shivalik Avenue,

Naya Nagal, District- Roopnagar. 




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Hoshiarpur. 






                     Respondent

CC Nos. 226, 227, 228, 229 and 230 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)      Sh. Randhir Singh, Taxation Inspector-cum-APIO on  behalf of the  respondent
ORDER


Heard.


All of these cases are being dealt with by this single order since the applicant for information and the respondent, and the type of information which has been asked for in each of these cases, is the same. The background of these cases is that the complainant asked for information from the respondent about the building plans and proof of ownership of buildings belonging to third parties, and he was informed by the respondent that it will be possible to locate the information only if some details about the date and no. of the orders sanctioning the plan for each of the buildings and the names of the owners is supplied by him. In response, the complainant has made five identical applications in which details of the building plans of the buildings belonging to third parties have again been asked. The respondent has informed the complainant in each of these cases that since the information for which the complainant has applied falls within the ambit of Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005, the procedure prescribed in that Section has been followed and the information cannot be supplied to him. The complainant has also again been informed that it
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would not be possible to locate the information without the no. and date of the sanction orders with which the building plans were sanctioned. 

The difficulties expressed by the respondent in disclosing the information required by the complainant are upheld and these cases are disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Pirthi Singh,

S/o. Sh. Ram Kishan Singh, 

Ward No- 8, Near Shiv Mandir, 

Kularia Road, VPO Bareta, Tehsil Budhlada, 

District Mansa- 151501.




   
        …Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Mansa.







         …Respondent

CC No.  3290 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)        Sh. Praveen Kumar Vij, DFSC-cum-PIO, Mansa. 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the orders dated 28-01-2011 have been complied with and the remaining information consisting of 177 pages has been given to the complainant today. 


The complainant has requested for an adjournment to give him an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him by the respondent.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 07-04-2011 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.  Rajinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Zora Singh, 

VPO Jawaharke, 

Tehsil & District- Mansa.


  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Mansa.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 3537 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)        Sh. Praveen Kumar Vij, DFSC-cum-PIO, Mansa. 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the orders dated 31-12-2010 could not be complied with because the complainant has not intimated the names of 50 depot holders whose stock and sale registers were required to be given to him in terms of those orders, despite his having been reminded three times by the respondent. The complainant is also absent from today’s hearing and no request has been received from him for an adjournment. 


It needs to be recalled that 17,000 pages of information has already been given to the complainant by the respondent. 


In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case,  which is disposed of . 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surat Singh Khalsa,

VPO- Hassanpur, 

P.S. Dhaka,

District- Ludhiana.





________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. (Rural).





__________ Respondent

CC No. 3405 of 2010
Present:
i)    Sh. Surat Singh Khalsa, complainant in person. 
      ii)  HC Harpreet Singh and HC Hardeep Singh, on behalf of the respondent.  
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that all relevant and available information consisting of inquiry reports/ FIRs etc. relating to the complaints given by the complainant, consisting of  356   pages, has been given to the complainant on 03-03-2011 and the orders dated 28-01-2011 have been fully complied with. The complainant is not happy with the action taken by the police department on the complaints given by him, but he has been advised that this grievance cannot be considered under the RTI Act and he should approach the concerned authorities in this regard. 

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Dalbir Singh Randhawa,

C/o. Randhawa Pesticides, D.B.N. Road,

Batala, District Gurdaspur.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Chief Agriculture Officer,

Gurdaspur.






                     Respondent
CC No. 3726 of 2010
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  10-02-2011 have been complied with. 



Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Kuldeep Singh, 

S/o. Sh. Hari Singh,

Gali No. 12, Hira Bagh, Kacha Malak Road,

Jagraon, District-Ludhiana.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Sangrur.






                     Respondent
AC No. 1072 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Kuldeep Singh, appellant in person. 

ii)      Sh. Harmeet Singh, Forest Officer and Sh. Davinder Kumar, Accountant  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent requests for some more time to implement the orders dated 13-01-2011. A period of only 7 days can be allowed and the case is therefore adjourned to 10 AM on 11-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance of the orders dated 13-01-2011. It is made clear that the information which is now being provided to the appellant will be given free of cost. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 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.


        Appellant 

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Administrator, 

New Mandi  Township, Punjab, 

SCO No. 2437-38, Sector 22-C,

Chandigarh- 160022.




                     Respondent
AC No. 1085 of 2110
Present:
i)       None on behalf of the appellant. 
ii)     Sh. Gurnek Singh, Suptt. Grade II-cum-APIO  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that in compliance with the orders dated 11-02-2011, the remaining information has been given to the appellant vide his letter dated 15-02-2011. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surjit Singh,

S/o. Sh. Balwant Singh, 

H.No. 17,  Ward No. 2,

 G.T.Road Mandi,

Gurdaspur.





________Appellant

Vs.



1. Public Information Officer, 

O/o.  Executive Engineer No. 1, 

Water Supply & Sanitation Board, 

Circle Ludhiana, 
Opp. Old Courts, Ludhiana,


__________ Respondent

AC No. 859 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Surjit Singh, appellant in person.
ii)       Sh. Ajay Kumar, SDE, and Sh. Amrik Singh, Suptt. on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders dated 23-11-2010, a list of 1564 pump operators who were promoted vide orders dated 01-03-2001 has been given by the respondent to the appellant, and he states that the other vacancies, out of the total of 1731,  were not filled up through these orders.


Costs of Rs. 1000/- (Rs. One thousand only) awarded to the appellant as compensation has also been given to the appellant. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


04th  March, 2011.
