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

Sh.Jasbir Singh,

Village Bholapur Jhabewal, 

P/o Ramgarh,

District- Ludhiana.
   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. State Information Commission, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1836  of 2010
Present:
i)        Sh.Jasbir Singh,  complainant in person .

ii)       Sh.  Ravinder Kumar Arora, PIO-cum-MFA of SIC.
ORDER


Heard.


The information in response to the first two points in the application for information of the complainant has been given to him to his satisfaction.  Regarding point no. 3, the Deputy Registrar, office of the Commission, has reported that the complaint of the complainant against the PIO, office of the DTO, Patiala has been allocated to Hon’ble SIC, Mrs. Ravi Singh, but her office has sent a report that no such case has been found in her office.  The Deputy Registrar of the Commission should therefore make another effort to locate the case mentioned by the complainant at point no. 3 of his application, and send his report regarding this point to the Court through the PIO on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-07-2010  for further consideration and orders.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
   A copy is forwarded to Shri  K. R. Gupta, Deputy Registrar, PSIC, Chandigarh for information and compliance.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

S/o.Sh.Partap Singh,

# 50, Shakti Nagar, Model Gram,

Ludhiana-141001.
   


  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner (1),

Ludhiana






__________ Respondent
AC No.  469 of 2010
Present:
i)         None on behalf of the appellant .
ii)         Sh. Resham  Singh, E T O , on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the arrear bill of the complainant amounting to Rs. 13,133/- had been sent to the treasury, but an objection was raised that it is time barred and the office of the AETC, Ludhiana has written to the Head Office for revised sanction under PFR 2.25 of  Vol. I, Part-I.  Insofar as the interest on this amount is concerned, the respondent states that it is not the practice in Government offices to pay interest on arrears given to an employee.


No further information is due to the complainant  in response to his application for information dated 20-07-2010.


Disposed of.  
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashok Verma,

C/o.Sh R.C.Verma,

House No. 2259/3, 

Sector 45-C,

Chandigarh.

   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.



__________ Respondent

CC No.  1886 of 2010
Present:
i)         Sh. Ashok Verma,    complainant in person.
ii)        Sh.  Rajinder Kumar, Clerk,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has been informed in response to his application for information that a student cannot take admission in two courses in the same academic year.  The complainant wants to have a copy of the decision taken by the University in this regard or a copy of the concerned rule.  The respondent states that there is no rule or regulation on the subject but a copy of the concerned note sheet on which the decision was taken has been supplied to the complainant.


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.  
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbhagwan,

President Shahid Bhagat Singh Naujwan Sabha, 

Tehsil Pattaran, District Patiala.

  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1884   of 2010
Present:
i)         Sh. Harbhagwan,  complainant in person .

ii)        ASI   Surinderpal Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant in the Court today that the investigation into the complaint against Sh. Manjit Singh is still going on, and he cannot be arrested since he has been granted bail by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India.

Disposed of.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. K.L.Malhotra,

Ananad Puri, Noorwala Road, 

Gurdware Wali Gali, 

Ludhiana- 141008.   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1880   of 2010
Present:
i)         Sh. K.L.Malhotra,  complainant in person .

ii)        Sh. Sajjan  Singh, DFSO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has asked for a vast amount of information vide his application dated 10-03-2010.  He was informed in the Court today that it would not be reasonable to expect the respondent  to give photostat copies of all the applications of 1,43,586 BPL cardholders.  The complainant states that it would serve his purpose if he is given copies of the cardholders of Anandpuri Noorwala Road, Ward No. 2, in Ludhiana.  This request is reasonable and the respondent should give this information to the complainant within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-7-2010  for confirmation of compliance.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amit Kumar,

# R-117, Amrik Nagar, 

Opp. Raju Tailor,

Jalandhar City.
   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police, (Urban).

Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1872  of 2010
Present:
i)         Sh. Amit Kumar,   complainant in person .

ii)        S I (Ms.) Surinder Kaur, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the complaint of the wife of the complainant has remained under inquiry and was completed only on 10-05-2010. The application for information of the complainant therefore became infructuous because the required information did not exist in the records of the respondent.  Nevertheless, the information is now ready and the complainant can make a fresh application for the same. In the circumstances, the “fresh” application of the complainant will be deemed to have been made today, and the information can be collected by the complainant from S.I. (Ms.) Surinder Kaur, the respondent’s representative present in the Court, after depositing fees of Rs. 144 ( @ Rs. 2/- per page)  for 72 pages.  

Disposed of.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th   June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

B-26, Shalimar Enclave,

P.O.Dhakoli, Tehsil- Derabassi,

Zirakpur, Distt- S.A.S. Nagar.   



________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1711 of 2010

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



ii)
Sri  Daljit  Singh, ADFO,on behalf of the respondent.

Order


Heard.


The respondent states that in compliance with the orders dated 03-06-2010, the information required by the complainant has been supplied to him. The complainant has acknowledged that he has received the required information.

Disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

# 2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp GNE College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1362 of 2010

Present:
i)       None on behalf of the complainant.
ii)      Sh. Swarn Singh, Sr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 21-06-2010 that although the Vice Chancellor passed orders on the file that the suspension period of Sh.N.K.Sharma be treated as non-duty, action was not taken on these orders inadvertently. However, the Registrar has initiated action for the implementation of these orders and as and when any final order is issued regarding treatment of the suspension period of  Sh.N.K.Sharma, a copy of the same will be provided to him.

In so far as this case is concerned, the information required by the complainant does not exist, except for  the orders of the Vice Chancellor on the noting  sheet, which have been provided to the complainant,  and no further action is therefore required to be taken.


Disposed of. 


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira, MLA,

House No-6, Sector-5,

Chandigarh.


  



________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1725 of 2010

Present :        i)
 Sh. Sukhpal Singh Khaira, MLA, complainant in person.
ii)
 Sh. Bhajan Singh, Supdt,     Local Bodies, on behalf of the respondent.

Order


Heard.

In this case the complainant in his application has asked for information concerning alleged illegal construction in village Begowal, Distt. Kapurthala.  The information provided to him by the PIO, office of the Local Government, Punjab, to whom the application had been transferred by the PIO, office of the C S, Punjab, is  based on the report  received by him from the Executive Officer, Nagar Panchayat, Begowal, that the construction of Sant Prem Singh International School, Begowal was stopped after a notice was issued to the School on 08-08-2009 and no construction has taken place since then.  The complainant alleged during the hearing on 03-06-2010 that this information is false since the illegal construction is still going on at full speed.

In the above circumstances, the Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala had been directed vide orders dated 03-06-2010 to depute a Class-I officer who should visit the site of the alleged illegal construction and to send his report to the Commission on whether the information sent by the E.O. is correct, before the next date of hearing  (today). Unfortunately, the directions of the Commission 
have been ignored by the Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala, since no  report
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CC No. 1725 of 2010
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 has been received and no person has appeared on his behalf in the Court today with any explanation about why the Court’s orders have not been complied with.

The Deputy Commissioner, Kapurthala, is again directed to do the needful and to send his report to the Commission by hand, on the next date of hearing.

During the course of the hearing today, the complainant mentioned that the information given to him in respect of point no. 4 of his application, to the effect that no building plan or site plan has received in the Nagar Panchayat, Begowal for the construction of  Sant Prem Singh International School, Begowal, is also  false since building plans have definitely been supplied by the School to the Nagar Panchayat for approval. The scope of the inquiry entrusted to the D.C.Kapurthala is therefore  enlarged to the extent that   he is directed to   report, whether this information as well, supplied  by the EO, Nagar Panchayat, Begowala,  is correct or not.

Adjourned  at 10 AM on 29-07-2010 for further consideration and orders.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010

A copy is forwarded to 


1.
Sh. S.C. Aggarwal, IAS, Chief Secretary to Government, Punjab,



Chandigarh.


2. 
Sh. Raj Kamal Chaudhary, IAS, Deputy Commissioner, 



Kapurthala

for information and necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Preet Mahinder Singh, Advocate,

District Courts 

Barnala.






________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Mandi Officer,

Sangrur.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1743 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant.
ii)        Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Supdt., on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard .

The respondent has made a written submission that the complainant has not given the details of the tender notices in accordance with the orders dated 04-06-2010. Nevertheless, the information about tenders for works up till Rs. 60,000/-  was prepared and the complainant was asked to deposit the prescribed fees of Rs.1248/- for the information but this has not been done by him. In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case. As and when the complainant deposits the necessary fees, the information which has been prepared by the respondent may be sent to him.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Preet Mahinder Singh, Advocate,

District Courts 

Barnala.






________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Mandi Officer,

Sangrur.






__________ Respondent
CC No. 1742 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)        Sh. Ashwani Kumar, Supdt., on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard .

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.


Disposed of.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh.B.S.Dhillon, Advocate,

Chamber No.16, 

Civil Courts Complex,

Anandpur Sahib, District – Ropar.
   
  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1304   of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. B.S. Dhillon , complainant  in person .

ii)        Sh. Shekhar Shukla  Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant had sent written arguments as recorded in the orders dated 27-05-2010 to the respondent and a copy of the same has been submitted to the Court today. The respondent has also brought his written reply to the arguments advanced by the complainant, copies of which have been given by him to the Court as well as the complainant. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 16-07-2010 for arguments.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ram Chander Sharma,

H.No. 193, Ground Floor,

Sector 40-A, Chandigarh.

  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1926 of 2009
Present:
i)   
Sh. Ram Chander Sharma, complainant in person .

ii)         ASI Darshan Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In his application for information dated 16-02-2010, the complainant has reminded the respondent that he is supposed to supply to him some information on the basis of orders dated 09-10-2009 passed by the Commission in CC-1926 of 2009. The contention of the complainant is not correct since according to these orders,  no information is required to be supplied by the respondent other than what was already given to the complainant.

Apart from the above, the complainant in this application has asked for the findings of the inquiry into a representation which he made to the SSP, Mohali on 08-11-2009. The respondent states that at the time the application was made, the inquiry was still going on, but it has now been completed only yesterday. He further states that the inquiry report consists of three pages. In these circumstances, the complainant will be deemed to have made a fresh application, and the inquiry report should be sent by the respondent to the complainant by speed post , after the complainant has deposited an amount of Rs.31/- as fees plus postage .

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th  June, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Khushwinder Singh Grewal, 

Advocate,Chamber No-257,

 Lawyers Chamber Complex, 
District Courts,Ludhiana-141001.
 

  

________ Appellant
AC  No.  314 of 2010
ORDER


The appellant has requested for an adjournment. He is given an another opportunity to make his submissions in connection with his  appeal at 10 AM on 15-07-2010. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


24th June, 2010
