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:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant  

ii)   Sh.  Mohan Singh, Senior Assistant, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the orders dated 28-04-2011, the copies of the appointment letter of Sh. Sukhwinder  Kumar s/o Sh. Gurmit Ram and Sh. Sukhdev Singh s/o Sh. Naranjan Dass   have been brought by the respondent to the Court  and should be sent along with these orders for the information of the complainant.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

Encls----


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,

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

Department of Home Affairs, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 525 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant . 

ii)       Sh. Lakhmir Singh, Senior Assistant, O/o DGP, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The representative of the office of the DGP, Punjab states that in compliance with the orders dated 28-04-2011,  clarifications concerning the alleged deficiencies, pointed out by the complainant in accordance with those orders, have been sent to the complainant vide letter dated 05-05-2011. The copy meant for the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and should be sent to him  along with these orders  for his information.  It is not  known what deficiencies, if any, have been  found by the complainant in the information  given to him by the office of the Principal Secretary, Home. The complainant is not present.

In the above circumstances, another opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information given to him  by the PIOs/Principal Secretary, Home and  DGP, Punjab, at 10 AM on 26-05-2011.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

Encls----


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 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.   

ii)        Sh. Rakesh Bhaskar, DFSC-cum-PIO,Ludhiana. 
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the information received by him is deficient in several respects and the deficiencies have been communicated to the respondent. The respondent states that he is mentally upset because of a grievous accident which has occurred with his official car, and seeks another few days to give the precise information required by the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-05-2011 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee,

House No- F-15/986, Gali No. 2,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Tunga Puli,

Majitha Road, - Amritsar.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director General ,

School Education, 

Sarv Shiksha Abhiyan Authority, Punjab,

SCO 104-106, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 103 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant.  



ii)        Sh. Rajesh Thukral, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that there is no record in the office of the DGSE which may show bifurcation of marks allotted for each  criteria in respect of all the  IERTs  in the merit list provided to the complainant.  With reference to point no. 2 of the orders dated 28-04-2011, copies of 20 appointment letters of the Distt. Special Educators (DSEs) issued in 2008 have been brought by the respondent and should be sent along with these orders to the complainant.

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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

 Encls----
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

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

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

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
AC No. 185 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the appellant. 

ii)        Sh. Malkiat Singh,  Assistant Director-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that despite his best efforts, a copy of the instructions dated 29-06-1989 could not be located.  However, he has brought a copy of the Govt. memo. dated 15-04-1993  which is on  the same subject and conveys Govt. orders for sanctioning 2/3 advance increments to eligible petitioners who  appeared before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  This should serve the appellant’s purpose and should be sent to him along with these orders for his information.

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








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

Encls   


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. Santokh Singh, Senior Assistant, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 28-04-2011, the remaining information has been given by the respondent to the complainant in the Court today.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, 

Kahlon Villa  ,  Opp. Telephone Exchange,

VPO Bhattian –Bet, 

Ludhiana- 141008.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, 

Nehru Garden , 

Jalandhar.





                     Respondent

CC No. 323 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, complainant in person.

ii)        Sh.  Rajesh  Bhalla, J E,  on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The deficiencies pointed out by the complainant and the replies given to the same by the respondent have been considered and discussed in the presence of both the parties in the Court today. There are some points in the complainant’s application in response to which no information has been given to him because the respondent states that the concerned file is “untraceable”. These are point nos. 3, 9, 21 & 23. The information covered by these points is concerning the grant of lease of Burlton Park to the Jalandhar District Cricket Association and Surjit Hockey Stadium to the Sports Department, Government of Punjab, and the change of usage of Burlton Park from “Park” to “Mixed Land Use”. It is indeed astonishing that files relating to leasing of land worth hundreds of crores of rupees cannot be found and are being stated by the respondent to be “untraceable”. This is totally unacceptable, and another opportunity is given to the respondent to trace out these files and to give the required information to the complainant. If this is not done, the only alternative would be to direct the Jalandhar District Police Authorities to register a case against the person or persons (at present unknown) responsible for losing these important files and 











-----p2/-

CC No. 323 of 2011






------2-----

for investigation into whether there is any conspiracy within the Municipal Corporation involving the concerned properties, Burlton Park and Surjit Hockey Stadium. This alternative will be considered and final orders passed thereon, depending upon the result of the respondent’s efforts to locate these files. 

With reference to point no. 15, the objection of the respondent that the names of members who attended the meeting of the MCJ on 29-12-2003 is confidential, is overruled  because the claimed exemption does not fall within any of the categories mentioned in Section 8 and is also not covered under Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005.  The respondent is directed to give this information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


With reference to point no. 24, the terms and conditions approved by Government for obtaining a loan from HUDCO on State Government guarantee should be communicated to the complainant after a final decision has been taken in this regard.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-05-2011 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot, District- Gurdaspur.




        Appellant

Versus

Sh. Tejinder Singh, PFS,

PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer,

Garhshanker, District- Hoshiarpur. 


                     Respondent
AC No. 67 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the appellant.



ii)
Sh. Tejinder Singh, PFS,PIO-cum-Divisional Forest Officer,

ORDER

Sh. Tejinder Singh, PFS,  Divisional Forest Officer, was heard today in compliance with the orders dated 12-01-2011 of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court. 

Copies of the Commission’s orders dated 18-03-2011 and 08-04-2011 have been sent to the appellant also, who has chosen not to appear before the Commission. 



The respondent has shown that the only application from the appellant which he received has asked for information relating to Phillaur Division and not Mohali Division.


He has also shown to the Commission that the notice dated 26-02-2007 for the first hearing on 30-03-2007 was not received by him and the notice for the imposition of the penalty dated 30-03-2007 was mis-delivered by the Department of Posts to the Public Relations Department, Sector 34, Chandigarh.









----P2/-


AC No. 67 of 2007






-------2-----

The penalty which was imposed on the respondent was based on a copy of the application for information attached by the appellant with his complaint, which states that information is required in respect of the Mohali Forest Division. The no. of the IPO mentioned in both these applications, the one sent to the Commission and the other sent to the respondent, are the same, from which it is clear that applications with different contents were sent by the complainant to the respondent and to the Commission.


For the above reasons, this is not a fit case for the imposition of a penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, which was earlier imposed ex-parte, because the notice issued under the proviso to section 20 of the Act ibid was not received by the respondent.

In the above circumstances, the respondent is exonerated of any violation of the RTI Act, 2005, and no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Jagjit Singh,

S/o. Sh. Hardial Singh,

Village Marhana,

Tehsil & District Tarn Taran.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Senior Medical Officer,

Civil Hospital Ghariala,

Tehsil  Patti, District Tarn Taran.



                     Respondent




CC No.  607 of 2011
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, assume that the  information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent. 



Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali,
# 16, Shiv Nagar, Batala Road,
Amritsar- 143001.




  
________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o. Executive officer,
Municipal Corporation,
Amritsar.






__________ Respondent
CC No.  3522  of  2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Parbodh Chander Bali,  complainant. in person.
ii)     Sh.Narinder Sharma, Head Draftsman,  on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 21-04-2011, the information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court, consisting of 239 pages, and handed over to the complainant. 


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurbind Singh, 

S/o. Sh. Nirmal Singh, 

Near Pappu Karyana Store, VPO- Hissowal, 

Tehsil- Raikot, District- Ludhiana-141422.


        Complainant

Versus
Sh. Surinder Singh,    (By Registered post)
Public Information Officer-cum-
Registrar,

Science & Technology Entrepreneur’s Park, 

C/o. Guru Nanak Engineering College, 

Gill Road, Ludhiana-141006.



                     Respondent
CC No.  3596 of 2010
Present:
i)     Sh.Rakesh  Kumar  Gupta, on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)    None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has not given the required information to the complainant, nor has he appeared in the Court.

In the above circumstances, since a period of 30 days has not yet lapsed with effect from the date of receipt of the Commission’s orders dated 21-04-2011, another opportunity is given to the respondent to comply with these orders before the next date of hearing. If these orders are not complied with, the respondent should show cause as to why a penalty prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, should not be imposed upon him, and if necessary, recovered as arrears of land revenue through the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-06-2011 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

ER. Ranjit Singh, Retd. AEE,

Old Cantt Road, Near Octroi No- 7, 

Faridkot- 151203.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,  

O/o. District Education Officer (Secondary),

Tarn Taran.






                     Respondent
CC No.  582 & 71 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Er. Ranjit Singh , complainant  in person.

ii)      Sh. Tejinder Singh, Distt. Science Supervisor, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The hearing of these two cases was fixed for today to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him In CC-582/2011.  The complainant reached the Court after the hearing was over. He states that he has sent a letter dated nil to the Commission alleging certain deficiencies in the information, a copy of which has been submitted by him to the Court. A copy of this letter should be sent to the respondent for the removal of these deficiencies before the next date of hearing.

Insofar as CC-71/2011 is concerned, the information mentioned in the complainant’s application is already covered by his application in CC- 582/2011 and it is therefore disposed of. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-05-2011 for further consideration and orders. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amar Nath,

H. No-33159, Partap Nagar,

Bathinda- 151005.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Officer,

Municipal Corporation, Bathinda.


                     Respondent

CC No. 438  of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Rajinder  Kumar  Gupta,  on behalf of the complainant.

ii)  
S h. Tirath  Ram, Executive Enfineer-cum-APIO,   on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the complaint dated 09-08-2010 of the complainant is against the Railways and no action is called for on the part of the Municipal Corporation, Bhatinda on this complaint.  He further states that the application for information of the complainant has been forwarded to the Station Superintendent, Northern Railways, Bhatinda for giving a reply to the Commission vide his letter dated 02-05-2011.

The complaint of the complainant dated 09-08-2010 has been seen.  The contention of the respondent has been found to be correct.  This case is therefore disposed of since jurisdiction over the Railways is that of the Central Information Commission and not this Commission.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Tarsem Dass,

S/o. Sh. Arjan Dass,

VPO Behru, Tehsil Doodhan,

District- Patiala.






        Complainant

Versus

Sh. Daljit Singh

Public Information Officer-cum-,

Panchayat Secretary,

Village Behru, Tehsil Doodhan,

District- Patiala.




                     Respondent
CC No. 575 of 2011
Present:
i)
Sh. Tarsem Dass, complainant in person




ii)
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that the orders dated 07-04-2011 have not been complied with and the respondent is also absent from the Court.


In the above circumstances, since the prescribed period of 30 days has not yet lapsed after the date of receipt by the respondent of the orders dated 07-04-2011, a final opportunity is given to the respondent to comply with those orders, otherwise, he should show cause, on the next date of hearing, as to why a penalty should not be imposed upon him under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-05-2011 for further consideration and orders. 


eard.Heard    







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

VPO Ratewal, Tehsil Balachaur,

District- Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar.



        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

1)O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Balachaur,  

District-Nawanshaher.

2) Executive Engineer,

Paanchayati Raj,

Nawanshaher. 





                     Respondents
AC No. 42 of 2011


Present:
i)   
Sh. Ashok Kumar, appellant in person. 
ii)    
None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

It has been discovered today that the Executive Engineer concerned with the implementation of item no.1 of the orders dated 10-03-2011 is not the Executive Engineer, PWD, B & R, Nawan Shaher, but the Executive Engineer, Panchayti Raj, Nawan Shaher, who is therefore substituted as the respondent in this case and is directed to comply with the directions given at point no.1 on page 1 of the Commission’s orders dated 10-03-2011 before the next date of hearing. Copies of the application for information of the appellant and the orders dated 10-03-2011 should be sent to the substituted respondent along with these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-05-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


5th May, 2011
