STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Jawahar  Ram, 

S/o. Sh. Kahna Ram,

V.P.O. Amarpura (Wahab Wala),

Tehsil Abohar, District- Ferozepur.-152116


        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District  Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.






                     Respondent
AC No. 1079 of 2010

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        Sh.  Karan Puggal, Inspector, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has submitted a written communication of the complainant stating that he has received the information for which he had made his application and is satisfied with the same.


Disposed  of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Tej Pal Singh, 

S/o. Sh. Balbir Singh, 

10, Ajit Nagar, Sultanwind Road,

Amritsar.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

                     Respondent

CC No. 3563of 2010

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        Sh. Jasbir Singh, Supdt.Jails and Sh. Prem Sagar Sharma, Chief Welfare Officer, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has transferred the application for information of the complainant to the PIO, office of the DGP,Jails for disposal.  The representative of the PIO, DGP, Jails  states that a copy, certified or otherwise, of SLP 951 of 2000 is not available in his office. The information required by the complainant at sr. no. 2 of his application has been brought by him to the Court  and  may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. 
Since  the information mentioned at point no. 1 of the complainant’s application is not available in the office of the DGP, Jails,  it would be necessary for the respondent to state whether it is available in his records and if so , an attested copy of the SLP should be sent to the complainant within seven days from the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 03-02-2011, on which date  it would be necessary for the PIO, office of the Principal Secretary, Home, Government of Punjab or his representative to be present in the Court to report compliance of the orders being passed today.  It would not be necessary for the officials of the DGP, Jails, to attend further hearings of the case.  

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Mohan Singh Sidhu,

H. No. 54, HIG, 

Sector 48-C, 

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner, 

Taran Taran.





                     Respondent

CC No. 3575 of 2010

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        Sh.  Raman  Sharma,  SDO, Mandi Board, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him vide his letter dated 05-01-2011.  The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information which has been sent to him.


Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Kamboj, 

S/o. Sh. Mangat Singh, 

R/o. Village Mote Majra, 

Tehsil & District Mohali. 





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director of Land Records, Punjab,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.



                     Respondent

CC No. 3579 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Kamboj, complainant in person. 

ii)        Sh.Surinder Kumar, Assistant  , on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Notice be issued to the  Tehsildar Mohali for 17-02-2011.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Ashwani Chawla, 

Kothi No. 1390, First Floor, 

Sector 22-B, Chandigarh.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Tehsildar, 

Samana. Distt Patiala





                     Respondent

CC No. 3592 of 2010

Present:
i)        Sh. Ashwani Chawla, complainant  in person. 

ii)      None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant  in this case has asked for detailed and fairly voluminous  information concerning the registration of sale deeds of agriculture land  in Tehsil Samana and Malkana, Distt Patiala.  There are 4 items of information in the application  and since public interest requires  that the respondent should not be required to devote more time, effort and resources into the collection of information than is strictly required,  the items mentioned in the application have  been discussed with the complainant in the Court today and the following position emerges:-
Point no. 1      The complainant agrees that he can do without this information.

Point no. 2     The complainant states that he  requires information about registrations  which had been made of agriculture land measuring less than 1000 sq. feet because, according to the instructions of the Government of Punjab, formulated with a view to preventing  mushrooming of unauthorized colonies and  misuse of agricultural  land,  registration of a sale deed of  agricultural land of 
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less than 1000 sq. feet cannot be  executed by the concerned Tehsildar/Naib Tehsildar  without holding an inquiry into the  objective of the sale and without obtaining the permission of the concerned Deputy Commissioner.  He states that these instructions of the Government are being flouted and as a journalist, he need to collect the required  information in order to expose the misuse of agricultural  land which is taking place.  I find that the objective of the complainant in asking for information mentioned at sr. no. 2 of his application to be valid,  and  direct the respondent to give this information within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.  The period over which this information is required   has  not been  mentioned   in the application of the complainant, but it   would serve his purpose if the information is given to him  for a period  of one year, which would cover all such registrations which have  been made between 23-10-2009 and 22-10-2010,  and the  information may be given to him accordingly.
Point no. 3 :     The complainant states  that agricultural land is sold in portions of less than 1000 sq. yards in the manner described above by agents, who  get the sale deed registered on the basis of a  power of attorney obtained for larger portions of land.   The respondent is directed  to give to the complainant the number of sale deeds, out of those mentioned in  the information given  to him with regard to point no. 2 of his application, which have been registered by a person holding a power of attorney of the owner. It will suffice if only the total number of such sale deeds is given.  It will not be necessary to give details of the names and addresses of the attorney holders                                                
Point no. 4     The complainant states that there is a register
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maintained in the  office of the Tehsildar in which  the brief details of every sale deed  is entered, including the names of the sellers/purchasers, the rate at which the sale has taken place, the total sale amount,  and description of the  property sold. If this is correct, then attested copies of this register  pertaining to the period 23-10-2009 to 22-10-2010 should be given to the complainant within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.
The respondent is not present, which is a serious irregularity and he is directed to be present  on the next date of hearing,  either personally or through an authorized representative, along with copies of  the  information, which has been supplied to the complainant in compliance  with these orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

Sh. Paramjit Singh, Jr. Assistant,  on behalf of the respondent  appeared in the Court after the hearing was over.

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

Public Information Officer,

O/o. The 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. Surinder Pal. Advocate, on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        Sh. Surinder Singh, Registrar, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has submitted his reply to the complaint under consideration in which  the primary issue has been raised that the Science and Technology Entrepreneur’s Park is not a public authority as  defined  in the RTI Act, 2005.  The complainant has brought his rejoinder to the respondent’s reply, a copy of which has been given to the respondent.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 18-01-2011 for arguments.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, 

S/o. Sh. Kuldip Raj Mahajan, 

C/o. Anti Corruption Council, 

Opp. Water Tank, Municipal Market Mission Road, 

Pathankot, District- Gurdaspur.




        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Engineer, 

PWD, B & R, Provincial Division, 

Amritsar. 






                     Respondent
AC No.  918 of 2010

Present:
i)   
None on  behalf of the appellant. 

ii)        Sh. Inderjit Singh, SDO, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant has sent a faxed message, stating that the PIO has not provided the required information to him and instead, has asked him for the purpose  for which it is required and  to show the public interest involved in its disclosure. The respondent’s representative on the other hand  states that vide their letter dated 21-10-2010, the appellant was asked to visit his office in order to take copies of records required  by him, since a  huge amount of  information has been asked for  by him  in a proforma which has been given, which would be very  difficult to collect.  
I agree with the respondent that he cannot be expected to create information after consultation of a large quantity of records in accordance with  a proforma prescribed  by the appellant.  The application of the appellant generally seeks information about works carried out by the respondent, and if the appellant has definite information about any wrong doing or mistake committed by the respondent in the execution of any work, he is at liberty to visit the respondent’s office and ask for information relating to that work. This would be in addition to the information which has been sent to  the appellant by the respondent vide his letter dated 10-01-2011.
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The appellant has requested for an adjournment due to ‘Lohri’. 
 The case is adjourned to 10 AM on  03-02-2011.  It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings of this case till further notice.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh Sidhu,

House No. B-II-1487, 

Street No. 11, Ward No. 5, 

District- Mansa- 151505.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Chief Accounts Officer, 
Estabtt. & Accounts Department,(EAD)

 Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd.,

Patiala..






                     Respondent
CC No. 3313 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh.  H.S.Rathi,  on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)      Sh. Harpal Singh,  Accounts Officer, and Sh. B.L.Chuttani, SAS Supdt., on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The grievance of the complainant in this case is that on his reversion from the post of Revenue Accountant to UDC (which took place on his own request), the continuation of time bound scales already sanctioned to him has not been finalized because his  pay has still not been fixed as UDC on reversion. The respondent states that when the pay fixation party came to his office  on 18-12-2009, the observations of the Accounts Officer, Establishment & Accounts Department, (EAD), Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Patiala, made on his service book, were shown, which state that since the complainant had been reverted to the post of UDC on his own request,  the continuation of the time bound scales given to him needs to be decided, if necessary, in consultation with the Finance Department of the Corporation.  The complainant wants to know on what basis/rules, instructions or guidelines, this observation was made by the EAD.  In the above circumstances, the PIO office of the Chief Accounts Officer,  
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EAD, Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd, Patiala is substituted as the respondent in this case and a copy of the observations made  by  the   AO, EAD,


Punjab State Power Corporation, on the complainant’s service book is forwarded to him, with the direction that the information required by the complainant, described above, should be sent to him within the prescribed period of 30 days from the date of receipt of these orders.  The EAD’s letter dated 15-04-2008 and the reminder which followed on 06-08-2009 are also sent along with these orders to the substituted respondent for his ready reference.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-02-2011 for further consideration and orders.


The PIO, O/o. Chief Accounts Officer, Estabtt. & Accounts Department, (EAD), Punjab State Power Corporation Ltd., Patiala or his authorized representative should attend the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information sent to the complainant.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

Encls----

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Brij Mohan Monga, 

SCO- 82, Swastik Vihar, 

MDC, Sector-5, Panchkula.




        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Managing Director,

Punjab Small Industries & Export Corp. Ltd., 

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


                     Respondent
AC No.  921 of 2010

Present:
i)        Sh. Brij Mohan Monga, appellant  in person. 

ii)  Sh. G.S.Sandhu, Manager Legal-cum-APIO, Sh. Vijay Kumar,Sr.Asstt, Estates,  and Sh.  B.D.Ghawri, Sr. Asstt., on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


There are three items of information mentioned in the application for information of the appellant.  The first item concerns the policy of the respondent Corporation regarding conversion of industrial plots from lease hold to free hold.  The respondent has stated that the policy of the Corporation is contained in the decisions of the Board of Directors of the Corporation,   taken in its meetings on 04-11-1991 and 08-02-2008, copies of which have been supplied to the appellant. The respondent states that there is no other policy of the Corporation in the matter. Insofar as item nos. 2 & 3 are concerned, the respondent has informed the appellant that this information has not been maintained by the respondent in the shape in which it has been asked for. Therefore, in case there is any particular plot which the appellant has in mind for which he has made an application for conversion from lease hold to free hold, he may make a fresh application concerning this particular plot.

Disposed of
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, 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,   complainant  in  person. 

ii)     Sh.  Harmit Singh, Forest Officer, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard

The respondent in this case has asked the complainant to deposit Rs. 2, 18,904/- for the information required by him.  I agree with the complainant that he has asked for only the total number of different kinds of trees and this information will not run into more than a few pages.  However, the voluminous information which the complainant has asked for the last 21 years is not justified, since in order to collect it the respondent would have to spend an amount of time and effort which would not be proportionate to any objective which the complainant may have in mind. The respondent is therefore directed to give to the complainant the numbers of trees of different kinds and categories mentioned in the application for information of the complainant according to only the 2004-05 census.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-02-2011 for confirmation of compliance
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

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

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

H.No. 1024/1, Sector 39B,

Chandigarh.


  


__________ Complainant   

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.  Superintendent,

Education–II Branch, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh,




  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997 of 2008

Present:
i)         Sh. O.P. Gulati, complainant in person. 

ii)        None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 29-10-2010, written intimation has been received from the Department of General Administration, Government of Punjab, that the amount of the penalty imposed on Shri O. P. Palani of Rs. 25000/- has been deducted from his pay for the month of December, 2010 and deposited in the Government Treasury.


The complainant states that the costs of Rs. 1000/- (One thousand) imposed on the respondent in the orders dated 20-09-2010 has still not been given to him by the respondent.


The respondent is directed to disburse the above mentioned amount of Rs. 1000/- (One thousand) to the complainant before the next date of hearing positively.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-02-2011 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.
A  copy is forwarded to  the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of General Administration, Punjab Civil Secretariat,  Chandigarh, for necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab

13th January, 2011.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. H. C. Arora, Advocate,

S/o. Late. Sh. Sunder Dass,

H No- 2299, Sector 44-C, 

Chandigarh.





________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh. 





__________ Respondent

CC No.  3348 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh.J.S.Rana, Advocate, on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)        None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has today placed an affidavit on record stating that he had made a separate application under the RTI Act on 09-12-2010 to the PIO, Cabinet Affairs Branch, Government of Punjab, asking for copies of the agenda of cabinet meetings in which the Punjab Cabinet has approved the granting of cabinet status to any person and copies of orders/ letters conveying these decisions to the departments concerned.  He states that he  has received a  reply from the PIO in which it has been stated  that the  information consisting  of seven pages  is ready, and the applicant may deposit Rs. 14/- @ Rs. 2/-per page  and remit this amount along with postal charges of Rs. 32/-, so that the information could be sent to him.  On the other hand, in the present case the respondent has taken the stand that information about the persons to whom cabinet status has been conferred is not available in the cabinet affairs branch since such like proposals are not sent by the individual departments to this branch.  The complainant has arrived at the conclusion that the stand taken by he respondent in this case is therefore false, frivolous and incorrect and he is liable to be penalized.
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A view on the affidavit filed by the complainant today can be taken only after hearing the respondent and in particular after perusal of the seven pages of information which the respondent has prepared in response to the complainant’s application for information dated 09-12-2010. However, strangely, the respondent is missing from the Court and has not attended this hearing either personally or through an authorized representative.

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 10-02-2011.  The respondent is directed to ensure that he is present in the Court either personally or through an authorized representative along with all the papers concerning the application of the complainant which he has made to the respondent on 09-12-2010, and his response to the complainant’s affidavit, a copy of which is sent to him along with these orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

Encls---

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. N. D. Sharma, Advocate,

# Room No. 500, 5th Floor, 

Lawyers Chamber Complex, 

District Courts, Ludhiana.




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officers, 

i)O/o. Executive Engineer,
PWD, B & R, Division No-2,

Hoshiarpur.
ii) O/o. Distt Town and Country Planning Department,

 Hoshiarpur





__________ Respondents
AC No.  943 of 2010

Present:
i)
Sh. N. D. Sharma, Advocate, appellant in person.

                     ii)    
None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Some information was supplied by the respondent to the appellant when the hearing of this case took place on 26-11-2010.  Today, the appellant states that the only information which has been given in response to his application for information is the details of the scheduled roads under the jurisdiction of the respondent, which was in fact not required by him.  In fact, the precise information required by the appellant has not been clearly stated by him in his application. A discussion in the Court has clarified that the following information is required by the appellant :-
1.  Certified copies of :-
i)  the Master Plan of Hoshiarpur town.
ii) Master Plan of Hoshiarpur Distt.
iii) New Development plan of Hoshiarpur town.

2. Details of the area which had to be reserved for construction of  the bye-pass on the Hoshiarpur-Tanda  road, if any such bye-pass has been planned .
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3. Details of the area(s), if any, which was required to be exempted under section 147 of PUDA Act, 1995, during he course of planning/construction of the scheduled Hoshiarpur to Tanda road.

Out of the above,  the information at  items nos. 1, 2, & 3 relates to the Town and Country Planning Department, Punjab, and ,therefore,  the application of the appellant, along with these orders, is forwarded to the PIO, office of the Distt Town and Country Planning, Hoshiarpur, with the direction to supply the  required information to the appellant within the prescribed period of 30 days from the date of receipt of these orders.  The PIO, office of the Distt Town and Country Planning, Hoshiarpur is also made a respondent in this case.

The present respondent, namely PIO/Executive Engineer, Construction Division No. 2 , Hoshiarpur  is directed to supply the information mentioned at sr. nos. 4 & 5 above of the complaint, within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.
The two concerned PIOs or their authorized representatives are also directed  to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with copies of the information supplied to the appellant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-02-2011 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

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





(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bikramjit Singh Chhachhi,

Distt. Comdr. (Retd.),

# 120-B/1, Nagra House Complex,

T. B. Hospital Road,

Patiala-147001.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.i)Pr.Secretary,Home,Pb.

ii) DGP-cum-Commandant General, Punjab,

Home Guards, 17 Bays Building, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent
CC No. 2894 of 2010

Present:
i)  Sh. Bikramjit Singh Chhachhi, complainant in person.

ii) Sh. Harmesh Lal, Supdt.,Sh. Gurnam Singh, Sr. Assistant, Home Department, Sh. Prince,  Sr. Assistant, DGP office.

ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 30-12-2010, the information mentioned by the complainant at point no. 3  of his application for information has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Rajinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Satpal Singh,

R/o. Chunni Khurd,

Tehsil Bassi Pathana, 

District- Fatehgarh Sahib.



________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Fatehgarh Sahib.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 3211   of 2010

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

ii)            Sh. Gurmit Singh, AFSO, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The Registered letter through which the required information was sent by the respondent to the complainant was sent back by the postal department stating that the addressee has refused to accept the same.  On the other hand, the complainant states that no official of the postal department met him in his village with the Registered parcel.  Be that as it may, the information has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today, and the complainant is given an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him by the respondent at 10 AM on 03-02-2011.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

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





(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Mehanga Ram, Secretary,

Punjab State Committee of AITUC, 

# 169, Om Gali, Kilan Area, 

Nangal, District Ropar. 




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Chief Conservator of Forest, 

Punjab, 17-Bays  Building, Sector 17- D, 

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  908 of 2010

Present: 
i)  None on behalf of the appellant.


ii) Sh. Karnail Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


An opportunity was given to the appellant 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.



Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 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)      None on behalf of the  complainant 

ii)  Sh. Harpal Singh, Suptt-cum-PIO and Sh. Rakesh Gupta, Advocate. 
ORDER


Heard .

Ld. Counsel  for the respondent states that that the information required by the complainant at sr. nos. 1  &  3 of his application for information has been brought by him and he has submitted the same to the Court for being supplied to the complainant.  Insofar as item no. 2 of the application is concerned, in which certified  copies of notings have been asked for by the complainant,  Ld. Counsel states that there are two proceedings which are pending between the Punsup and the complainant, firstly, a criminal case which has been filed  by Punsup in the Court of JMIC, Moga for recovery of crores of rupees, on account of an alleged fraud committed by the complainant and secondly, the Punsup has challenged  the award which was made in arbitration  proceedings between the parties concerning   the same matter. He states that the letter of the complainant dated 21-09-2010, which is in continuation of letter dated 20-11-2008 (mentioned at sr. no. 1 & 3 of his application for information respectively) are representations regarding the same matter which is subjudice in the proceedings between the 
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parties, and disclosure of the notings in which these letters have been dealt with would adversely affect the said proceedings and the information is therefore exempted from disclosure under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, 2005.

I find that there is considerable strength in the arguments of the respondent. I therefore uphold the respondent’s claim of exemption in respect of sr. no.2 of the items of information mentioned in the complainant’s application.


Of the remaining items mentioned in the application, information in respect of sr.nos. 4 & 5 has already been supplied to the complainant and information in respect of sr. nos. 1 & 3 submitted by the respondent in the Court today, may be sent to the complainant along with  these orders for his information.  


Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

Encls---
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

Public Information Officer,

O/o. The 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. Surinder Pal. Advocate, on  behalf of the complainant. 

ii)    Shri Namit Gautam, Advocate and Sh. Surinder Singh, Registrar, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

Arguments were heard on the issue of whether the  Science & Technology Entrepreneur’s Park  is a public authority as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.


Ld. Counsel for the complainant states that he needs time to collect additional information to support his arguments.  This case is therefore adjourned to 10 AM on 17-03-2011. In case there are any additional facts which the complainant wishes to submit to the Court on the next date of hearing, copies of the same should be sent to the respondent atleast 15 days prior to the hearing.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


13th January, 2011.

