 
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Raghbir Singh,

Village Mal Duara, P.O. Khokhar Faujia,

Tehsil Batala, District Gurdaspur.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Education Officer (Elementary),

Gurdaspur.






                     Respondent

CC No. 213 of 2011

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

ii)        Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Jr. Asstt. , on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a commitment that complete information will be supplied to the complainant before  the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th March, 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,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Balachaur,  

District-Nawan Sehar.




                     Respondent

AC No. 42 of 2011


Present:
i)   
Sh. Ashok Kumar, appellant in person. 
ii)    Sh. Davinder Kumar, BDPO, Balachur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given substantial information to the appellant vide his letter dated 03-03-2011. The appellant states that the information is not complete and therefore, since the originals have been brought by the respondent to the Court,  the appellant is allowed to inspect the same in order to satisfy himself that the correct information has been given to him. 


The alleged deficiencies pointed out by the appellant after the inspection  have been discussed in the presence of both the parties, as  a result of which the following directions are given :-

1) The application for information of the appellant is sent to the Executive Engineer-cum-PIO, Nawan Shaher, with the direction that  copies of the estimates prepared for the work relating to the construction of streets and drains,  mentioned at point no. 1 of the application, should be obtained from the concerned JE and supplied to the appellant within 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders.
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2) The records concerning the utilization of bricks recovered from one of the streets should be given to the appellant.

3) Copies of two additional resolutions, pointed out by the                 appellant , should be given to the appellant.                                          

The appellant states that  an amount of Rs. 500/- was taken from him by the PIO on 27-09-2010 but information consisting of only  16 pages was given to him. The respondent is directed to refund the balance  amount of Rs. 468/- to the appellant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-04-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Raghbir Singh,

Village Mal Duara, P.O. Khokhar Faujia,

Tehsil Batala, District Gurdaspur.




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Education Officer (Elementary),

Gurdaspur.






                     Respondent

CC No. 214 of 2011


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

           ii)  Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Jr. Asstt. , on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a commitment that complete information will be supplied to the complainant  before   the next date of hearing.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Des Raj,

S/o. Sh. Radhey Krishan,

Village Bhaini Bangar,

P.O. Qadian,

Tehsil & District Gurdaspur- 143516.



        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o..Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Kahnuwan, Distt Gurdaspur.



                     Respondent

CC No.  100 of 2011


Present:
i)     None on  behalf of the complainant. 

           ii)   Sh. Rakesh Kumar, Clerk  , on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent on 08-03-2011. 


Disposed of. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amar Nath,

H No- 33159, Street No.1,

Partap Nagar, 

Bathinda- 151005.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Secretary, 

Punjab School Education Board, 


S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali- 160062.



                     Respondent

CC No. 124 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)    Sh. Varinder Madaan, Legal Assistant, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information for which the complainant has applied is basically the same as has already been supplied to the complainant’s son in CC- 2799 of 2010. This position has been explained to the complainant in the respondent’s letter dated 18-01-2011,  to which the complainant has not sent a reply and he is also not present in the Court today,  and no request has been received from him for an adjournment, leading to the assumption that he is satisfied with the same and does not wish to pursue this case any further. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Piara Singh,

S/o. Sh. Bhagat Singh,

Village Dahmunda, 

District Jalandhar.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer, (By. Regd. Post)
O/o. District Development & Panchayat Offfcer,

Jalandhar.


 


                     Respondent

CC No. 129 of 2011

Present:
i)     None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)   Sh. Balbir Singh, SEPO, Adampur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the application for information of  the complainant and the information which he requires concerns the  O/o. District Development & Panchayat Offfcer, Jalandhar, who has been duly informed of this fact vide the respondent’s endorsement no. 1852 dated 24-12-2010 and letter no. 439 dated 21-02-2011.


I agree with the contention of the respondent and the PIO, O/o.  District Development & Panchayat Officer, Jalandhar is substituted as the respondent in this case,  and he is directed to give the required information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  The following documents are sent to the PIO, O/o.  District Development & Panchayat  Offfcer, Jalandhar, along with these orders :-


1)  Copy of the application for information of the complainant. 

2) Copies of the references of the BDPO, Adampur, dated 24-12-2010. and 21-02-2011, referred to above.

In case these orders are  not complied with, the respondent should show cause on the next date of hearing as to why a penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 should not be imposed upon him.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

Encl……

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Er. Harjinder Pal,

S/o. Late Sh. Balraj,

VPO Mehtan, Tehsil Phagwara,

District Kapurthala- 144401.



        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Phagwara, District Kapurthala. 


                     Respondent

CC No. 179  of 2011

Present:
i)   
Er. Harjinder Pal,  complainant in person. 
ii)     Sh. Neeraj Kumar, BDPO & Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Panchyat Secretary-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.

Some information has been given by the respondent to the complainant in respect of which he has also  given the following clarifications in the Court today:-

1) The respondent states that  there is no record available in the records of the Panchayat on the subject of the complaints filed by Sh. Dharminder Kumar against Ms. Anita Rani and various other officials. 

2) The respondent states that no person has got a  5 marla plot on the basis of any resolution passed by the gram panchayat. 

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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Surinder Singh,

Member Gram Panchayat,

Kadian, PO & Block Adampur,

District Jalandhar.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Adampur, District Jalandhar. 


                     Respondent

CC No. 176 of 2011

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

ii)   Sh. Balbir Singh, SEPO, Adampur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

Complete information has been brought by the respondent to the Court and handed over to the complainant today. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Narinder Parkash,

S/o. Late Sh. Hari Ram,

Village Kadiana, PO & Block Adampur,

District Jalandhar.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Adampur, District Jalandhar.



                     Respondent

CC No. 177 of 2011

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

ii)   Sh. Balbir Singh, SEPO, Adampur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has prepared the information required by the complainant and has sent the same to him. The complainant has pointed out certain deficiencies,  which will be removed by the respondent and correct information will be given to him within seven days from today. The complainant states that the PIO, who is the Panchayat Secretary,  is an interested party and he therefore needs to verify that correct information has been supplied to him. For this purpose,  the respondent is directed to bring to the Court, on the next date of hearing,  the original records on the basis of which the information required by  the complainant has been prepared. On that date,  the complainant  may inspect the records in order to satisfy himself that the information given to him is in accordance with the original. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-03-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.  P.J.S. Mehta,

Lt. Col. (Retd.),

National Consumer Awareness Group (Regd.),

S.C.F. 29-30, Sector 22-C,

Chandigarh.




   
   
…………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,
Deputy Commissioner, 
Ludhiana. 
 




        
…………Respondent

CC No. 2216 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.  P.J.S. Mehta, complainant in person. 
ii)        Ms. Balraj Kaur, DRO, & Sh. Lalit Sharma, Clerk on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written submission that the records pertaining to the sale of land in 1975 could not be located in the offices of the DC, SDM and Tehsildar despite efforts having been made in this regard. 


It may be recalled that the documents shown to the Court by the representative of the PIO, O/o. SSP Ludhiana, to show that a plot of 760 sq. yards was offered to Sh. Gurcharan Singh Dhaliwal, through a sale letter issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana in 1975, was a statement which has been made to this effect in a document prepared by the Ludhiana police. In view of the fact, however,  that  the records for the year 1975 concerning sale of land are not available in the  offices of DC, SDM and Tehsildar, the statement which has been recorded by the police authorities appears to be fictitious.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.






 -----p2/-
CC No. 2216 of 2008





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


A copy is forwarded to Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana. He may call for the records of this case from the O/o. Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, and have an inquiry made into the basis and the motive for the statement made by the police authorities that in 1975 a sale letter was issued by the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, offering a plot of 760 sq. yards to Sh. Gurcharan Singh Dhaliwal. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Kesar Singh, Advocate,

Chamber No. 65-A, District Courts,

Ropar. 







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Commander,

Punjab Home Guard, 

Ropar.


 



                     Respondent
CC No. 72 of 2011

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


Heard.

The complainant submits that the information for which he has applied should be disclosed in the public interest because he wants to expose corruption in the office of the respondent.

There are seven items of information mentioned in the complainant’s application and the position regarding each of them is as follows:-

Item nos. 1,2,3 & 4. The information mentioned against these items  relates  to a third party and are concerned with the recovery of Rs. 38920/-found to have been embezzled by that third party.  The allegation having been proved and the concerned amount recovered from the delinquent employee, no further public interest would be served if this information is supplied to the complainant.
Item nos. 5 & 6.  These are queries and do not come within the definition of   “information”   as given in the RTI Act, 2005.

Item no. 7 The information has been supplied to the complainant.                                             
  






 ----p2/-
CC No. 72 of 2011







---2---

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


The complainant has submitted various citations of judicial pronouncements in support of his contention that the information mentioned at sr nos. 1, 2, 3 & 4 should be supplied to him. These have been seen by the Court and I conclude that they do not affect the decisions recorded above.


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Raj Kumar,

S/o. Sh. Mohinder Pal,

R/o. Musalmana Wali Gali, Street No. 4,

Mandi Guru Har Sahai, 

District- Ferozepur.





________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Branch Manager, 

MARKFED, Guru Har Sahai,

District- Ferozepur.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 3445 of 2010
Present:
i)    Sh. Raj Kumar, complainant in person.
ii)   None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

There is no deficiency in the information which has been supplied to the complainant.


In case the complainant wants additional information he may   make a separate application for the same.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th March, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Gurpreet Singh Sidhu, 
# 294, Ward No. 2, 

G.T. Road, District- Moga.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. MD, 

PUNSUP, SCO No. 36-40, Sector 34-A, 

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent

CC No. 3602 of 2010
Present:
i)      Sh. Rakesh Gupta, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.  
ORDER


Heard.

Ld. Counsel for the respondent states that no doubt the FIR which was registered against the complainant was cancelled because the concerned court decided that the dispute between the parties was best resolved through arbitration, but a criminal complaint under Section 408, 467 & 120(B) of IPC read with Section 7 of the Essential Commodities Act, has been made by the respondent against the complainant in the court of Sh. Rakesh Gupta,PCS.(JMIC) Moga,  which is at the stage of recording of evidence. A certified copy of the complaint has been placed by the Ld. Counsel on the record. 

In the light of the evidence placed on the record by the respondent, I find no reason  to reconsider  the orders dated 13-01-2011, vide which this case  was disposed  of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th March, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Nachhatar Singh,

S/o. Sh. Sukhdev Singh,

R/o. Village Sirhali Khurd, 

VPO Sukhera,

District Tarn Taran.





        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Verka, District- Amritsar.



                     Respondent

AC No. 70 of 2011

Present:         i)   Sh. Nachhatar Singh, appellant in person & Sh. Manpreet Singh, Advocate.  

ii)    Sh. Swaranjeet Singh, Clerk and Sh. Pawan Kumar, Panchayat      Secretary.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the appellant had been engaged as a driver on purely temporary basis and he was relieved because of unauthorized absence from duty for more than ten days vide orders dated 28-12-2009, a copy of which was sent to him vide letter dated 29-03-2010, which was not received by the appellant. Copies of these communications have been given to the appellant in the Court today,  along with a copy of  the written response of the respondent to the present complaint. 


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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Gurpreet Singh Mann,

S/o. Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

VPO Phul, 

Gill Kalan Road,

District- Bathinda.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

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

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 18 of 2011

Present:
i)   Sh. Gurpreet Singh Mann, complainant in person. 
ii)   Sh. Mohan Singh, Suptt.-cum-APIO on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a photostat copy of a result sheet in which the roll no. of the complainant Sh. Gurpreet Singh Mann, S/o. Sh. Gurcharan Singh, VPO Phul, Bathinda, has been shown as 001813 and the  marks obtained by the complainant have been recorded as 43.72,  which did not qualify him for being selected. The respondent states there is no confusion in the matter since the roll no. of  Sh. Gurpreet Singh, S/o .Sh. Gurcharan Singh,   whose result was considered in the hearing which took place on 11-02-2011, was 001838. 


In view of the information submitted by the respondent, no further action is required to be taken in this case. 


The photostat copy of the information submitted by the respondent has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today. 

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


10th  March, 2011.

