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

 (www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sandeep Bassi, 

A-12, Phase VI, 

Industrial Area, 

S. A. S. Nagar, Mohali.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Project Coordinator(Admn.),

Punjab Heritage & Tourism Promotion Board, 

Plot No. 3, Sector 38-A,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 3696 of 2110
Present:
i)   
Sh.  K. S. Rupal, Advocate  on  behalf of the complainant . 

ii)         Sh.  Kulbir Sekhon,  Advocate, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Ld. Counsel for the complainant has argued that the Project Reports submitted by a private company have become part of the official record, and he is entitled under the RTI Act to get copies of the same.  He has also argued that Section 11 of the RTI Act is not attracted in this case since the Project Reports cannot be considered to be confidential.


I do not find the arguments advanced by the Ld. Counsel to be convincing. The RTI Act is concerned only with official records and the exemptions and restrictions mentioned therein to disclosure of information are therefore applicable to official records which fall within the categories mentioned in Section 8 or Section 11 of the Act. Section 8(1)(d) states that information regarding  commercial confidence or intellectual property may not be disclosed if such disclosure harms the competitive position of a third party and Section 11 describes the procedure to be followed when information pertaining to a third party is applied for. In my view, the information for which the complainant has applied falls squarely within the ambit of Section 8(1)(d) as well as Section 11 of the Act and the denial thereof by the respondent is therefore upheld.

Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 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)      Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta appellant in person.
ii)     Sh. Joginder Singh, Law Officer,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The orders dated 21-01-2011 have only partly been complied with and the direction mentioned at sr. no. 1 on page 1 of those orders have not been implemented because the respondent states that  the concerned official who is custodian of the concerned reports is on leave. However, he has made a commitment that copies of the reports will be sent to the appellant on Tuesday, the 15th February, 2011.

The appellant states that he has not been provided with the attested copies of the standard plans of the buildings in which violations had been alleged, on the basis of which their allotments were cancelled.  Attested copies of such plans should also be provided by the respondent to the appellant on 15-02-2011.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 04-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 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.


        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 2110
Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.   

ii)        None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

In his application for information the complainant has asked for details of paddy procured, lifted and stocked in various rice mills, in as many as nine grain markets. The information was provided by the respondent to the applicant and today’s hearing was fixed in order to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any,  in the information provided to him.

The complainant states that the information provided to him is incomplete in many respects and in order to simplify the task of the respondent he has made a written submission that he has limited his requirement for  the information to only one grain market, Mandi Mullanpur Dakha. A copy of the written submission made by the complainant is sent to the respondent, with the direction that the required information should be given to the complainant in respect of Mandi Mullanpur Dakha and its sub-centers for the period 01-09-2009 to 04-11-2009, as follows :- 

i) Date wise details of the quantities of paddy sold by the commission agents to the procuring agencies, including the names of the agents and the agencies.
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ii) Date wise details of the quantities of paddy lifted by the procuring agencies and the rice mills to which it was transported and stocked, including the names of the agencies and the mills.

This information should be provided to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  An authorized representative of the PIO should also be present on that date with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant. 

In case these orders are not complied with, the PIO-cum-DFSC(East), Ludhiana,  should also show cause on the next date of hearing as to why the penalties prescribed under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 should not be imposed upon him .


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-03-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

Encl :

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

 (www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amrik Singh,

26/100, J-Block,

B.R.S. Nagar, 

Ludhiana.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Officer,

Fire Brigade office,

Near Railway Station,

Ludhiana.






                     Respondent
CC No. 3780 of 2010

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf of the complainant  

ii)        Sh. Amarjeet Sharma on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that in compliance with the orders dated 20-01-2011, the procedure laid down in Section 11 of the RTI Act, 2005 was followed, as a result of which the complainant has been informed vide letter dated 27-01-2011 that a copy of the service book of ADFO Sh. Kartar Singh cannot be supplied to him. 


The complainant has requested for an adjournment.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 11-03-2011. It will not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings of this case till further notice. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Amrik Singh,

26/100, J-Block,

B.R.S. Nagar, 

Ludhiana.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Welfare Officer,

Ludhiana.






                     Respondent
CC No. 3778 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf of the complainant  

ii)        Sh.  Gurdhian  Singh,  Clerk,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has sent a telephonic message that he has received the required information and that his complaint may be disposed of. 


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

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

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

H.No. 229/16, Rishi Dayanand Nagar,

Baathwali Gali, Jail Road,

Gurdaspur.







        Complainant

versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner,

Gurdaspur.






                     Respondent
CC No. 3762  of  2010

Present:
None. 
ORDER

An opportunity was given to the complainant 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 complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 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)   Sh. Ravinder Khanna, Accountant, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has  been given to him by the respondent in the Court today. An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him at 10 AM on 10-03-2011. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 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. District Manager,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation, 

District Ferozepur.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  3444 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Raj Kumar,  complainant  in  person.,

ii)         None on behalf of the respondent.   
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the information received by him was complete and there was no deficiency. 


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Smt. Kiran Sharma,

W/o. Sh. Ashok Sharma,

R/o. Park Road, Navi Mandi, Near Gol Park, 

Dhuri, District- Sangrur.



  

________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.







__________ Respondent

AC No. 1029 of 2010
Present:
i)         None  on behalf of the appellant.
ii)        SI Balwant Singh, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The   respondent   has  shown to the Court  a letter of the appellant dated 
09-02-2011, stating that the orders dated 31-12-2010 have been complied with and she has received the required information to her satisfaction.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sukhvir Singh, Advocate,

House No- 2200, Sector 67,

Jal Vayu Vihar, SAS Nagar,

Mohali.






________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar Kapurthala Highway,

Near Pushpa Gujral Science City,

Kapurthala- 144601.




__________ Respondent
AC No. 982 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Sukhvir Singh, Advocate, appellant in person.

ii)     Sh. Ajay Singh Parmar, Advocate & Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the appellant that no criteria was fixed for the purpose of awarding marks in the interview which was conducted for the selection of a candidate for the post of Assistant Registrar, nor were marks awarded in the interview. A written test was held on the basis of which candidates were short listed and the selection was made on the basis of their performance in the interview as judged by the selection committee. The educational qualifications of the candidate Sh. Parvesh Kumar has also been given to the appellant. 


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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amritpal Singh,

 S/o. Sh. Dilbagh Singh, 

VPO Kaunke Kalan, 

Tehsil Jagraon, 

District- Ludhiana. 






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

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

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 68 of 2011

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf of the complainant.  

ii)   Sh. Mohan Singh Suptt.-cum-APIO on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant was sent by the respondent vide his letter dated 14-12-2010. 


The notice for today’s hearing sent to the complainant has been returned by the postal authorities with the remarks that no such person was found at his given address. In view of the above, it would not be possible to take any further action in this case, which  is disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Tejvinder Singh,

28- Mirpur Colony, 

Near Model High School, 

Pathankot, District- Gurdaspur. 




        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. The Principal,

Shree Guru Arjun Dev Girls High School,

Sarain Mohalla, Pathankot,

District- Gurdaspur. 





                     Respondent
CC No. 38 of 2011

Present:
None.
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  The complainant has requested for an adjournment vide his letter dated 11-02-2011 in which he has also stated that no information has been received by him from the respondent.


It is not understood why the respondent or any representative on his behalf is not  present in the Court.  The respondent is directed to send a reply to the complainant’s application for information before the next date of hearing, and also attend the same, either personally or through an authorized representative, along with a copy of the reply which has been sent to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-03-2010 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Balwinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Darbara Singh,

R/o. Village Jassi Pau Wali, 

District  Bathinda.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Bathinda.






                     Respondent
CC No. 49 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Sh. Balwinder Singh complainant in person.  

ii)         None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant concerns the inquiry report of his application dated 27-03-2010. The complainant’s application was sent by the respondent  to  the  Deputy CEO, Zila Parishad, Bathinda for an inquiry and report but no further information is available and the respondent is also absent from the Court. 


In view of the fact that  the inquiry into the complainant’s application is to be made by the Zila Parishad, Bathinda, the PIO O/o. Chief Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Bathinda is substituted as the respondent in this case and he is directed to produce the inquiry report, prepared in compliance with the orders of the Director, Rural Developments & Panchayats, sent to him vide endorsement no. 6/38/ 2010- Bathinda -   /13191 dated 10-09-2010, to the Court on the next date of hearing. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-03-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011






p2/-
CC No. 49 of 2011




------2-----
A copy is forwarded to Director , Director, Rural Developments & Panchayat,  Punjab,  Vikas Bhawan, Phase 8, Mohali  for  information.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bhupinder Singh,

Village Bamna,

Ravi Dass Basti, 

Tehsil Samana, 

District Patiala.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Financial Commissioner,

Rural Development & Panchayat, Punjab,

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 17 of 2011

Present:
None. 
ORDER


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


Disposed of.

 







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 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, Superintendent-cum-APIO  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has brought with him complete records concerning the selection that was made of PTI instructors, which is the subject matter of  the application for information of the complainant. 

The complainant wants to know the details of marks obtained by him during the selection process in order to ascertain if he has been wrongly left out from the list of selected candidates. In the records shown by the respondent, one Gurpreet Singh, S/o. Sh. Gurcharan Singh, with the roll no. 001838 ( which is the roll no. of the complainant )has been shown as having been selected. The address which has been given, however, is not of the complainant and the candidate has been shown as belonging to the State of Haryana. The no. of marks obtained by this candidate is 51.15. But in order to ensure that correct information is being supplied to the complainant,  it would be necessary for the respondent to show to the Court the name of the father of the candidate mentioned as Gurpreet Singh in the list of selected candidates and his postal address as given in his appointment letter and his service book. This information 
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should be brought by the respondent to the Court on the next date of hearing, along with the records of the case.

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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Binni Mittal,

F-5, Civil Lines, 

Jail Road,

Bathinda.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Additional District Judge,

Mansa.






                     Respondent
CC No. 59 of 2011

Present:
None. 
ORDER

A telephonic message has been received from the complainant requesting for adjournment. The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 11-03-2011.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

               STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Rajinder Kaur, 

H. No- 184, Street No. 11,

Krishan Nagar, 

Hoshiarpur- 146001.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. The Secretary,

Education (secondary) department (Pb.),

Punjab Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 41 of 2011

Present:
None. 
ORDER


The respondent has informed the Commission as well as the complainant that the case mentioned by the complainant in her application is still under consideration  and a decision will be taken soon after the comments of the DPI (secondary)  have been received.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


11th February, 2011

