STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Ms. Vanita, Steno-typist,

O/o Block Development & Panchayats Officer,

Samana, District Patiala,





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Distt Development and Panchayat Officer,  

Patiala, 


__________ Respondent

CC No. 1328 of 2008

Present:        i)   
 Sri Rakesh Mittal, on behalf of the complainant.

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

ORDER


Heard.


The representative of the PIO, who has appeared before us, has shown to the court a copy of the letter dated 06.06.2008 which the previous BDPO, Samana, Sh. Jasbir Singh has sent to the complainant in response to her application for information dated 08.05.2008. I find that this response is a complete reply to the application for information and since it has not been mentioned in the complaint which has been sent to the Commission, it appears that the complainant did not receive it. A copy thereof, submitted by the respondent to the Court, is enclosed with these orders for the information of the complainant. 


The respondent has also shown to the Court a communication from the complainant stating that since the BDPO, Samana, Sh. Jasbir Singh, has been transferred, she does not want a reply to her application for information from any other person, and her application may be filed. This is a strange communication which shows that the complainant is not aware of the provisions of the RTI Act, under which an application has to be made to the PIO of a public authority and information also has to be obtained from the PIO. The PIO concerned in this case is the District Development & Panchayat Officer of District Patiala, and not either Sh. Jasbir Singh 
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the previous BDPO, Samana or Sh. Baljeet Singh Sohi, the present BDPO, Samana. This is the reason why the court, vide its orders dated 05.03.2009, had sent the application for information of the complainant to the DDPO-cum-PIO, Patiala.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
Encl: 1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amarjit Singh Bajwa,

Bajwa House, College Road,

Qadian, Distt. Gurdaspur.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Gurdaspur.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 1367 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Amarjit Singh Bajwa complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Ravinder Bhagat, Executive Engineer, on behalf of the S.E. PSEB Gurdaspur.

ORDER


Heard.


According to the respondent, complete information has been given to the complainant in compliance with the court’s orders 12.03.2009. The complainant on the other hand alleges that there are some deficiencies in the information and he would like to inspect the records of the respondent in order to trace out the information which he alleges has been concealed. The respondent states that has no objection to the inspection of his records by the complainant. Accordingly, he is directed to make available the records to the complainant at a date and time which is mutually convenient. 

The complainant is given an opportunity to make further submissions, if any, at 10.00 AM on 21.05.2009. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Gian Deep Singh,

H.No. 10, Model Colony, Lalru Mandi,

Tehsil Dera Bassi, Distt. Mohali.






___________Complainant







Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Prisad, Patiala


__________ Respondent

CC No. 1456 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Gian Deep Singh complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Harman Deep Singh Asstt. Panchayat Officer-cum-APIO & Sh. Rupinder Singh, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given the required information to the complainant in the Court today in compliance with the court’s orders dated 12.03.2009. An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, at 10.00 AM on 04.06.2009.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Ludhiana Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1571 of 2008

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Subhash Gupta, Assitt. Trust Engineer on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent who has personally appeared before us, states that no reply has yet been sent to the application for information dated 05.06.2008 of the complainant. This is a shocking state of affairs and it is not surprising that the previous PIO, Sri. Harinder Singh has been penalized with a fine of Rs. 25,000/- by the Commission. 


The respondent is directed to send a reply to the complainant giving him information about the up-to-date position regarding recovery of the penalty of Rs. 25,000/- from Sri Harinder Singh and to submit a copy of the information sent to the complainant to the Court at 10.00 AM on 17.04.2009. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jasbir Singh,

# 1054/21, Gali No. 3,

Balsingh Nagar, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.








___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1300 of 2008

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

ii)     
Sh. Kanwaljit Singh Kahlon, Legal Advisor-cum-PIO.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent makes a commitment that copies of the notings concerning the grant of ACP benefits to the complainant will be given to him within two days.


Insofar as copies of the ACRs of the complainant are concerned, since the ACP benefits have already been sanctioned to him, as stated by the respondent and agreed to by the complainant, no public interest will be served if the complainant is given his ACRS, which are normally treated as confidential.


The PIO has given an affidavit containing his response to the notice served upon him vide the court’s orders dated 05.03.2009. The decision on the notice will be taken on the next date of hearing. 


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 21.04.2009 for further consideration and orders.    







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amit Jain,

S/o Sh. Iqbal Rai Jain,

26, Vivek Vihar, 200 ft. bypass,

Gandhi Path, Queen’s Road,

Jaipur (Rajasthan) – 302021.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 487 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.
ii)     
Sub Inspect Avtar Kaur & Head Constable Santosh Kumar on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted the information asked for by the complainant in his various application dated 19.12.2008 and 12.11.2008, addressed to different police authorities of Ludhiana district. The same should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. 

An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him at 10.00 AM on 21.05.2009. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
Encl:   1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhagat Singh,

Village Fatehpur Arayian,

PO – Ghumadgarh, Teh. Bassi Pathana,

District Fatehgarh Sahib – 1404121. 






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Bassi Pathana,

Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 490 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Bhagat Singh complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Balbir Singh, Asstt. Registrar-cum-PIO.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the court today. Since a period of more than thirty days has passed since the application for information was given by the applicant, no fee will be chargeable for the same and it will have to be provided to the complainant free of cost.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Suraj Parkash Bansal,

# 424, Kamla Nehru Nagar,

Bathinda – 151001. 






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Tech.

Dabwali Road, Bathinda – 151001. 


__________ Respondent

CC No. 481 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Simranjit Singh, Steno-Typist, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the Commission that the Hon’ble High court of Punjab and Haryana has stayed the findings of the Commission that Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Tech., Bathinda is a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the RTI Act. 


In view of the above, this case is adjourned sine die. Fresh notices will be issued to the parties after the Hon’ble High Court has taken a decision in the matter. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Milap Singh,

s/o Sh. Sarup Singh,

Village Kirtowal, Teh. Patti,

District Tarn Taran, Punjab.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Cooperative Bank,

Tarn Taran, Punjab.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 472 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Rajinder Singh Dhillon, Sr. Manager, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent. 

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





  Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurmail Singh,

S/o Sh. Bachan Singh,  Ajit Nagar,

Opp. Aman Dharam Kanda,

Patiala Road Bhawanigarh,

District Sangrur – 148026.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

SCO 119-120, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh. 


__________ Respondent

CC No. 467 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Gurmail Singh complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Indu Bhushan Tewari, Chief Technical Assistant on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the committee which is being referred to by the complainant in his application for information consisted of three members out of which the Chairman of the Committee retired soon after its formation, because of which the committee could not conduct its work and did not submit any report. The respondent is directed to give this reply to the complainant in response to his application for information. 

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Sukhminder Kaur,

D/o S. Harbant Singh,

Nasib Market, Adda Dakha,

District Ludhiana.
   




        ___________Complainant

      




Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jagraon.





                     __________ Respondent

CC No. 464 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Smt. Sukhminder Kaur complainant in person.

ii)     
Sub Inspect Avtar Kaur & Head Constable Santosh Kumar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The representative of the SSP, Ludhiana present before us states that at the time the application for information was made by the complainant on 06.01.2009, Police Station, Mullanpur-Dakha was in Ludhiana Police District and on 21.1.2009, a letter was written to the complainant by the SSP, Ludhiana, informing her that the inquiry in the FIR No. 149, PS Adda Dakha has still not been completed and she cannot therefore be given the information for which she has applied under Section 8(1)(h). Today, the respondent states that PS Mullanpur-Dakha was later on transferred to Jagraon Police District and the information regarding inquiry in the FIR No. 149 can only be given by the SSP, Jagraon. 


In the above circumstances, a copy of the application for information of the complainant dated  06.01.2009 along with a copy of her complaint is sent to the SSP, Jagraon, who is substituted as the PIO in this case with the direction to give a response to the complainant’s  application within the period of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act. 


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 28.05.2009 for confirmation of compliance. The representative of the PIO,  office of the SSP, Jagraon should be present in the Court on that date with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Davinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Balkar Singh,

R/o Village Adhiana,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent of Central Jail,

Ludhiana.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 451 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Davinder Singh complainant in person.

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


There are three points on which the complainant has asked for information in his application for information dated 07.11.2008: -

1.
A copy of the OPD slip No. 9251 dated 19.04.2006, of the Civil Hospital, Machhiwara which forms a part of the papers submitted by the Machhiwara police to the jail authorities at the time  the complainant was admitted in the jail. 
2.
The details of the medical treatment of the complainant in the Ludhiana Central Jail Hospital, including information regarding the dates of his admission and discharge. 

3.
A copy of the letter, which the complainant states was written by a Civil Court of Samrala to the Jail Superintendent, Ludhiana Central Jail, after the hearing of his case in the Civil Court on 23.05.2006, on the subject of his medical treatment.

The respondent has informed him that the documents required by the complainant at Sr. Nos. 1 & 3 are “not available” in the records of the Jail, since the matter is 2½ years old. As regards the information at point No. 2 concerned, the SMO, Central  Jail  Ludhiana  has  given  a  certificate  stating  the  dates  during which the 
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complainant remained admitted in the Jail Hospital and the medicines which had been prescribed. 


The complainant insists that misleading information has been given to him by the respondent since it is not possible that the records concerning his detention in the Central Jail Ludhiana has become “not available” after a gap of only 2½ years. He has alleged that the SMO, Jail Hospital, has also given incomplete information regarding his admission in the Central Jail Hospital and the medical treatment given to him. Besides, the details of the illness/decease for which he was treated has not been mentioned by the SMO in his certificate. 


In the above circumstances, this case is forwarded to D.G.P, Prisons, Punjab, SCO No. 8-9, Sector 17-A, Chandigarh, with the direction that an inquiry should be got conducted through a senior officer of the department into the complainant’s allegations that false and misleading information, which does not reflect the actual availability of documents and facts, has been provided to him by the respondent, and for this purpose, a copy each of the following documents is also forwarded to the DGP, Prisons:: - 

1.
The application for information of the complainant dated 17.11.2008.

2.
The letter 11.04.2009 addressed by the Superintendent, Central Jail, Ludhiana, to the Commission, along with its enclosures, which consists of copies of the various replies sent by the jail authorities to the complainant in response to his application for information .


The inquiry should be completed within a period of six weeks from the date of receipt of these orders and its report submitted to the Commission by the representative of the D.G.P., Prisons on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 25.06.2009 for further consideration and orders. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rakesh Kumar,

3-B, Kailash Nagar,

Fazilka – 152-123, 

District Ferozepur, Punjab






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 448 of 2009

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

ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


Serious delay has already been caused in this case. The application was made by the complainant on 13.10.2008 and no reply has been received by him. The respondent has requested for an adjournment and has made a commitment that the information required by the complainant will be definitely provided to him within 10 days. The case is adjourned to 10.00 on 14.05.2009 for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurmit Singh,

Secretary, Bharishtachar  Virodhi  Front (Regd.),

Macchiwara, District Ludhiana, Punjab. 






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ludhiana.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 443 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Ravinder Sharma, AFSO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted copies of two letters written by him to the complainant dated 22.01.2009 and 18.03.2009 asking him to deposit the prescribed fees of Rs. 2 per page for the information which runs into 10705 pages. The information could not be provided to the complainant since the fees has not been deposited by him. 


The complainant has not mentioned these letters of the Respondent in his complaint to the Commission, which were sent to him through courier. Copies of these letters are enclosed with these orders for the information of the complainant. This case is accordingly disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give the information required by the complainant after he has deposited the prescribed fee. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


16th April, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jasbir Singh,

# 1054/21, Gali No. 3,

Balsingh Nagar, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.








___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1300 of 2008

Present:             
Sh. Kanwaljit Singh Kahlon, Legal Advisor-cum-PIO.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written statement to the Commission that the orders of the Court dated 16-4-2009 have been complied with and copies of the concerned notings required by the  complainant have been given to him.  The receipt of the complainant is also enclosed.

After careful consideration of the circumstances of this case, particularly the affidavit filed by the PIO in response to the Court’s orders dated 5-3-2009, the notice served upon him vide the same orders is hereby dropped.


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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st   April, 2009





      Punjab
