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

Smt. Shobha,

Ex. Municipal Councillor,

W. No. 8, Mohalla Gopal Nagar,

Pathankot – 145001. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,
Pathankot, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 73 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Onkar Singh, Deputy DFO, Gurdaspur, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a submission that the complainant has not availed the opportunity to inspect the records which was allowed by the Commission. The complainant has requested for an adjournment on account of her inability to attend the Court because of imposition of curfew in some districts of Punjab. 


The case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 25.06.2009 for further consideration and orders. In the meanwhile, a copy of the letter dated 27.05.2009, submitted by the respondent to the Court, is forwarded to the complainant, who may contact Sh. Onkar Singh, Deputy DFO, Gurdaspur and complete her inspection of the records of the respondent’s office with his help. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,
H. No. 2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Punjab,
Home Department, Chandigarh.


&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 923 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. Gurmukh Singh, Record Keeper, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him by both the respondents in this case, except that a few pages of notings and correspondence were located and copies thereof were made out and supplied to the complainant in the Court today.

During the course of hearing of the case the complainant has come across four pages of notings in the respondent’s file on the subject, in which his applications for information have been dealt with,  and is demanding that copies of these also should be given to him. When it was pointed out to him that his application for information dated 05.03.2009 (not 3009 as stated by the complainant) does not ask for this information, the complainant has drawn the Court’s attention to the concluding portion of his application for information titled “for both the addressees” and to the complaint made by him to the Commission. Insofar as the application for information is concerned, all that the concluding portion says is that certain information concerning Sh. Goyal’s complaint with regard to the ACR for the year 1993-94 is in his possession and he has made an offer to hand over the same to the respondent. He 
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has also made a request that “information” should be supplied only with regard to his complaint dated 07.07.2008 and not any ‘raddi’. By no stretch of the imagination can this be said to be referring to the notings on the respondent’s file in which the applications for information of the complainant have been dealt with. When the complainant was asked to show the application for information to which he is referring in the portion of the application titled “both the addressees”, so that the Court may see whether the notings now being demanded by him are covered by the said application, the complainant is not able to show any application and has drawn the attention of the Court to the present compliant, in which he has stated that full information is not been supplied by the respondent. However, the complainant is failing to understand that a complaint cannot be substituted for an application for information. A complaint can be considered by the Commission only within the four corners of the application for information which the complainant is alleging has not received an adequate response. The concerned application for information, dated 05.03.2009, which is the subject matter of this case, does not ask for the notings which is now being demanded and these therefore cannot be supplied to him, because information cannot be given to a citizen unless the concerned public authority has had an opportunity to  consider his application under the provisions of the RTI Act. For this reason, the request of the complainant is rejected and he is advised to make a separate application for the additional information now being asked for by him. 

Disposed of.  
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Ankur Kumar,
s/o Sh. Anil Kumar,

H. No 246/47, New Kundan Puri,

St. No. 4, Civil Line, 

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Ludhiana, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 827 of 2009

Present:        None
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has sent a written message to the effect that he is unable to attend today’s hearing because his father’s health is not well. He has also stated that no information has been received by him from the respondent in response to his application for information dated 14.11.2008.

Regretfully, the PIO has not appeared in the Court, either personally or through an authorized representative.

This case is accordingly adjourned to 10.00 AM on 25.06.2009 with the direction to the respondent to ensure that the required information is given to the complainant before the next date of hearing. The PIO or his representative should also be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.

 .
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Angrej Singh,
s/o Sh. Mohinder Singh,

Village Wazidke Kalan,

District Barnala, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Barnala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 905 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
ASI Sewa Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and the same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information. 

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Smt. Neelam Kumari,

w/o Sh. Sukhdev Kumar Sood,

Old State Bank of Patiala, 

Street Mohalla Krishan Nagar,

Nakodar, District Jalandhar.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 906 and  907 of 2009

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 her complaint any further.


Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 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,

Village Adiana, PO – Machhiwara,

Teh. Samrala, District Ludhiana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Khanna, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 914 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sub Inspector Sanjay Kumar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent on 20.05.2009.

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 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,

Village Adiana, PO – Machhiwara,

Teh. Samrala, District Ludhiana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 916 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of complainant.

ii)     
Sub Inspector Sanjay Kumar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant that nothing was found as a result of the search of the complainant’s person in case FIR No. 59. Therefore, the information which he requires is nil in this respect. The representations mentioned in the application for information were not found to exist in the record of the respondent. The complainant has been informed of this position on 20.05.2009.

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Pritam Singh,

S/o Sh. Shingara Singh,

Vill – Hakewala,

Tehsil & Distt. Ferozepur,



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 56 of 2009

Present:
None 
ORDER
Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated 19-3-2009 have been complied with. 


Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Bhavandeep Singh Jaggi,

131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.





__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1383 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. K.S. Kahlon, Legal Advisor-cum-PIO and Sh. Ramesh Chhibbar.,Assistant Town Planner, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The representatives of the respondent are making verbal submissions with regard to the adverse points mentioned at Point No.3 at page 2 of the Court’s orders dated 23-4-2009. Sh. Ramesh Chhibbar, Asstt. Town Planner, has made verbal submissions regarding the information required by the complainant at item Nos. 1 & 2 of his application for information dated 23.05.2008, stating that the agenda item put up before the full house of the Municipal Corporation with regard to the Haibowal Dairy Complex and the concerned resolution of the Corporation approving the same are not available because these records are about 20 years old and are probably tied up in some unidentifiable bundle of papers. The other representative of the PIO, Sh. K.S. Kahlon, who was in fact the PIO of the Corporation till 15th May, 2009 (as stated by him) and is therefore the official who is fully concerned with the delays caused in this case, has not brought any reply to the show cause notice issued to him on 23.04.2009. No explanation is forthcoming from him in respect of any of the four adverse observations of the Court contained at pages 2-3 of the orders dated 23.04.2009. A decision on the show cause notice will be taken at the time of the conclusion of the case. 
 
The casual and careless manner in which the officials of Ludhiana Municipal Corporation have dealt with this case is utterly disappointing, and it has therefore become necessary to raise the level of consideration of this case within the respondent’s office, if there can be any expectation of this case reaching a conclusion. I, therefore, direct Sh. G.S. Ghuman, Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana to be personally present in the Court on the next date of hearing in order to explain the reasons for the lapses which has taken place in this case and the action proposed to be taken by him to improve the administration of the RTI Act within the Corporation.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 11.06.2009 for confirmation of compliance.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Smt. Saroj Goyal,

Retd. Lecturer,

H. No. 1529, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal of S.K.R.M. College, Bhagoo Majra,

Kharar, Mohali.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  320 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Smt. Saroj Goyal, complainant in person. 
ii)     
Sri Maninderpal Singh, Principal, SKRM College.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has submitted a written reply to the show cause notice which was issued to him under Section 20 of the RTI Act vide the Court’s orders dated 24.04.2009. A decision on the same will be taken on the conclusion of the case. 


The respondent has even today not brought with him the information described in paragraph No. 3 of the Court’s orders dated 24.04.2009. The respondent has claimed that all the required information had been given to the complainant but it was explained to him that the “date of deduction” of the installment of CPF loan is the “date of disbursement of salary”, (since the salary would be disbursed minus the CPF loan installment) and therefore, what is required to be given is the date of disbursement of the complainant’s salary for each of the months w.e.f. January, 2000 till December 2003,.  The respondent should bring this information on the next date of hearing.
Adjourned to 10.00 on 04.06.2009 for further consideration and orders.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. S.L. Bhardwaj,

r/o H. No. 3135, Sector 44-D,

Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Industries,

Punjab, Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 361 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
Sh. Sohan Singh, Supdt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that a decision has been taken on the representation of the complainant and will be communicated to him today itself. 

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Nanak Singh,

1820/6, Gali No. 2,

Pavitar Nagar, Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Punjab Mandi Board, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.389 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sh. Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian & Sh. Lakhmir Singh, Supdt., & Sh. Kulwant Singh, SDO-Civil, Faridkot on behalf of the respondent

ORDER


Heard.


Complete information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in response to his application for information dated 31.12.2008, but the respondent has some doubts about the total number of contractors mentioned by the respondent who has been given contracts for civil works between 01.01.2007 to 31.12.2007. The details of ten contractors have been provided by the respondent but the complainant states that according to his information the number is more than ten and in order that  he may remove his doubt, he may be allowed to inspect the register in which the contractors names are entered. The request is allowed and the respondent is directed to show the concerned register to the complainant at 10.00 AM on 03.06.2009 (date and time fixed after taking the convenience of both the parties  into consideration).

Disposed of.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 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 Nishan Singh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a written response to the notice issued by the Commission, stating that case FIR No. 149 dated 31.12.2007 is still under investigation and the inquiry report asked for by the complainant cannot therefore be provided to her under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act. The complainant on the other hand states that the inquiry into the case FIR 149 which had been lodged by her was conducted by DSP Manjit Singh Dhesi, who  had submitted his report, which was in her favour,  but the case was ordered to be reinvestigated. She states that she wants a copy of the earlier report submitted by DSP  Manjit Singh Dhesi,  She cannot however, be given a report which was not finally accepted by the senior officers of the department at this stage, and in case a report was submitted by DSP Dhesi, the respondent is directed to provide to the complainant a copy of the same along with the final inquiry report after the completion of the inquiry. 

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 23.07.2009 for confirmation of compliance.


This is an old case and the FIR was registered on 31.12.2007.Obviously, it cannot linger on indefinitely. It is expected that the respondent will be in a position to give the information required by the complainant before the next date of hearing.   
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Nitin Jain, 

Principal Correspondent,

The Indian Express,

SCF 3850-3851,

Lord Mahavira Bazaar, 

Kharar (Mohali) Punjab – 140301.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer (DFO),

Near Improvement Trust, 

Ropar (Punjab). 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 514 of 2009

Present:        None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. It would therefore appear that the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in the information provided to him in his letter dated 2-5-2007, addressed to the PIO, have been removed by the respondent to the complainant’s satisfaction.


Disposed of.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





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

Sh. Diljit Singh Bedi,

H.No. 3642/1, Street No. 3,

Tej Mohan Nagar, Basti Sheikh,

Jalandhar.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Principal Secretary to Govt.,Punjab, 

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No.113 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Harmesh Lal, Supdt. Home, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment. The respondent states that the records from which the information required by the complainant would become available is about 14 years old and it will take some time to locate the same. On the other hand the orders of the Court dated 23.04.2009 were received by the respondent in the first week of May, 2009 and sufficient time has therefore already lapsed, and the respondent should have located the record during this period.  I, therefore, grant two weeks time to the respondent to locate the concerned file and to bring the required information to the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 11.06.2009 for confirmation of compliance.  
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


28th May, 2009





      Punjab
