STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Parkash Chand Jain,

Aggarwal Street No. 1, Near Ranbir Club,

Sangrur.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Agriculture, Punjab,
SCO 85-88, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 291 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. D.P. Mangla, Supdt. on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


The complaint in this case concerns an application for information which is identical  to the application considered and disposed of in CC-3147 of 2008.


Disposed of. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajesh Aggarwal,

Social Welfare and Anti Corruption Society (Regd.),

Old Grain Market, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.






__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Sri Dilraj Singh,

 Deputy Director, Colonization-cum-PIO,

 New Mandi Township, Punjab, 

2437-38, Sector 22-C, Chandigarh, 
,.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 237 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Rajesh Aggarwal,   complainant in person. 

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 15.12.2008 but he has not received any reply from the respondent. A notice was issued by the Commission on 20.03.2009 for a hearing on the complaint today, but the respondent has ignored the Commission’s notice as well since neither the PIO nor the concerned APIO or any other representative is present in the Court.

In the above circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the information is not being provided to the complainant in this case malafidely and without reasonable cause. Notice is hereby given to Sri Dilraj Singh, Deputy Director, Colonization-cum-PIO, New Mandi Township, Punjab, 2437-38, Sector 22-C, Chandigarh, to show cause at 10 AM on 04.05.2009, 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 Rajesh Aggarwal  dated 15.12.2008, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


In the meanwhile, the respondent is advised to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

H.No. 386, Ward No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass nagar, Bhogpur-144201,

Distt. Jalandhar.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Defence Services Welfare, Punjab,

Room No. 620, 6th Floor,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 100 of 2009

Present:

None

ORDER

Neither the appellant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the appellant does not wish to pursue his appeal any further.


Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mohinder Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Joginder Singh,

VPO: Munak Kalan, Distt. Hoshiarpur-144204.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Hoshiarpur.






          __________ Respondent

AC No. 91 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of appellant. 

ii)     
DSP Harpreet Singh Mander, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been supplied to him by the respondent and a copy of the inquiry report into the compliant along with the statements recorded during the course of the inquiry has been sent to him vide the respondent’s letter dated 08.12.2008. The appellant, however, complained to the Commission that the information sent by the respondent is incomplete. 

The information sent to the appellant has been seen by the Court. It is clear that the relevant information has been sent by the respondent to the appellant. A copy  of the police report which has been recorded on complaint No. 494-SSP dated 19.03.2008 has been sent by the respondent to the appellant, but a perusal of the report shows that no conclusion has been reached by the respondent on the application No. 494-SSP of the appellant’s mother, in which she has asked that  the police should proceed against her in-laws under Sections 182 and 199 IPC. The respondent requests for some time and has made a commitment that a decision will be taken on application No. 494-SSP. mentioned in the application for information, and communicated to the appellant before the next date of hearing. 

The request is granted and the case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 08.05.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

Vill. Rasulpur Malla,

Tehsil Jagraon,

Ludhiana.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 54 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Iqbal Singh appellant in person. 

ii)     
SP Pritam Singh and HC Santosh Kumar on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the notice of the Commission for today’s hearing was sent to the SSP (City), Ludhiana by mistake whereas the application for information of the complainant in this case relates to the SSP (Rural), Ludhiana. He therefore requests for some time for properly examining the complaint made by Sh. Iqbal Singh, in order to prepare his response to the same. 


In view of the above circumstances, a copy of the complaint made by Sh. Iqball Singh along with copies of its enclosures has been handed over to the respondent in the Court today and the case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 04.05.2009, on which date the respondent should come to the Court fully prepared with his response to the complaint. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pyare Lall,

H.No. 55, Atam Nagar,

Ludhiana.







__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Registrar (Rules),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

AC No. 22 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Pyare Lall,  appellant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Kamal Kant, Deputy Registrar (Admn.), on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

Following the remand of this case back to the PIO by the Commission’s orders dated 11-6-2008 in AC-49 of 2008, the first appellate authority, on an appeal being made to him against the response of the PIO to the application for information dated 1-10-2007 of the appellant, has upheld the denial of the required information to the appellant on the following grounds:-
1. The production of the documents has been stayed by the Hon’ble High Court in Civil Misc No. 17360-CII of 2008 in Civil Revision No. 4278 of 2003 and the information therefore is exempted from disclosure under section 8(1)(b) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

2. The disclosure of the required information is prohibited by rule 4(a) and rule 5 of the Punjab and Haryana High Court, (Right to Information) Rules, 2007.


The appellant wishes to argue at length against the orders of the first appellate authority and has no objection of its being adjourned for this purpose.


Adjourned to 10-00 AM on 8-5-2009 for arguments and further orders.




  

 








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu,

BXX 1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141004.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 89 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu, appellant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Kamal Kant, Deputy Registrar (Admn.), on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been given to him by the respondent except for the following clarifications which are required to be given to him: -

1. In paragraph 5  of the orders dated 27.11.2007 of the Hon’ble Chairman of the Selection and the Appointment Committee, a copy of which has been given to the appellant in response to point Nos. 2, 3, 4 & 5 of his application for information, it has been stated “the investigation is in progress”. It is clear  that the “investigation”  being referred to is  with reference to the FIR registered against Sri Baljinder Singh.

2. The complainant has asked for  the complete details of the progress made  on his complaint and  also whether any inquiry has been ordered on it.  Since the respondent has given a copy of the aforementioned orders of Mr. Justice Grewal to the complainant in response to point no. 3 ( which is on the subject of the inquiry), it is clear that he has informed the complainant  that no other inquiry, other than its consideration by the Hon’ble Chairman of  the  Selection  and  the Appointment  Committee,   was  ordered  on the 
…..p2/






--2—
complaint. This has also been confirmed by the respondent in the Court today. 
3. The appellant is unable to show that the Hon’ble Chairman of the Committee, during his consideration of the complaint, has relied on any document of which the appellant does not already possess a copy.










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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu,

BXX 1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141004.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat. Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 81 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu, appellant in person. 

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


The appellant states that he has been received the information for which he had applied.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Piara Lal Garg,   MPS,

Milk Chilling Centre,

Village Ghallu, 

Tehsil Fazilka, Distt. Ferozepur.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Manager,

The Ferozepur Distt. Cooperative Milk

Producer Union Ltd., Milk Plant,

Malwall Road, Ferozepur. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 63 of 2009

Present:   i)  
Sh. Piara Lal Garg appellant alongwith Sh. Jaswant Rai Puri. Adv.
      ii)  
Sh. Davinder Vohra, Deputy Manager Milk Plant, Ferozepur. 
ORDER


Heard.

The information has been provided by the respondent to the appellant but he has alleged that the information is incomplete. The points raised by the appellant and the respondent’s reply were seen and discussed in the Court today in the presence of both the parties. The complainant states that in case he is provided with a copy of the Cooperative  Milk Producers Union Employees (Non-Common Cadre) Rules, 1996, his objection that the information provided is incomplete, will be met. The respondent has made a commitment that a copy of the aforementioned rules will be provided to the appellant by hand on 08.04.2009. In addition to the above, the appellant states that he wants to know the physical location of the records concerning the respondent’s allegation that he has caused losses to the Milkfed, since he has been wanting to reconcile the accounts but he has not been able to access the record. The respondent states that the records are available in the office of Deputy Manager, Accounts, Milkfed, Ferozepur and both the complainant and the  respondent  have  agreed  that  the  accounts  can  be  reconciled  at 10.00 AM  on   08.04.2009
….P2/-
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in the office of the Deputy Manager, Accounts, Milkfed, Ferozepur. The appellant should attend the reconciliation along with all the records on which he relies.

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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





  Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

H.No. 386, W.No.6, Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogur-144201, Distt. Jalandhar.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Sector 21, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 62 of 2009

Present:

None
ORDER
Neither the appellant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the appellant does not wish to pursue his appeal any further.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajay Kumar,

Q. No. 4, Type-III, Telephone Exchange Building,

Geeta Bhawan Road, 
Sunam-148028.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 60 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on behald of the appellant. . 

ii)     
Sri  Rajinder Kumar, Clerk,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the complainant is being refunded the security deposit of Rs. 4,000/- and he has agreed to withdraw his complaint before the Commission.

The complainant is not present.  Apparently, he is satisfied with the action taken by the respondent.

Disposed of.




  


 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Navkiran Singh Sodhi,

# 455, Adarsh Colony,

Bhadson Road, Patiala.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Manager,

Patiala Primary Cooperative Agricultural Development Bank Ltd.,

Patiala.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 56 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf appellant. 

ii)     
Sh. Harit Sharma Advocate, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard. 

This case is adjourned sine die till the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court has given its ruling whether the Cooperative Societies are ‘public authorities’ with in the meaning as defined in the RTI Act. The respondent may inform the Commission whenever the decision is given by the Hon’ble High Court, after which fresh notices will be issued to the concerned parties. 

A copy of the reply submitted by the respondent may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
Encls: 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu,

BXX 1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141004.



__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 90 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu appellant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Kamal Kant, Deputy Registrar (Admn.), on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant in this case has been denied to him by the respondent on the ground that the disclosure of the information asked for at (i) (ii) and (iv) of the appellant’s application for information dated 3-7-2008 is prohibited by Rule 4 (a) of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007 and disclosure of information asked for at (iii) of the same application is prohibited by Rule 4(c) of the rules ibid.


I find that denial of the required information to the appellant in this case is in accordance with the rules mentioned above and this second appeal is therefore rejected.


Disposed of.






  

              (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


6th April, 2009





   Punjab
