STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Varinder Thakur, 18-B, New Janakpuri,

New Janakpuri,  Ambala Cantt-133001.




      -------------Appellant





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District Attorney (Legal), Ludhiana.

FAA-Principal Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Home Affairs and Justice, Chandigarh.


------------Respondents.

AC No.  1082 of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.
HC Anil Kumar alongwith Shri Ms. Mohinder Pal Kaur Sr. Assistant on behalf of the Home Department, Judicial Branch-2, and Shri Mohinder Pal, Senior Assistant o/o the Director Prosecution and Litigation, Punjab, Chandgiarh.

ORDER



The representative of District Attorney (Legal), submits letter No.499/DA/Legal dated 14.12.2010 stating that the District Attorney is a part of the office of the Police Commissioner, Ludhiana.  PIO for the concerned public authority is Deputy Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana and as such the request of the information seeker has been transferred to the PIO.

2.

The appellant, however, is absent today without intimation.  The representatives of the Home, Punjab, Chandigarh and Director Prosecution and Litigation, Punjab, Chandigarh are exempted from further appearance.

3.

Notice be issued to the PIO/Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana.

4.

To come up on 11.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
CC

The PIO/Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Shiv Sharma, #B-IX-83, Behind Police Station,

Near Old Ram Leela Ground, Barnala-148101.










      -------------Appellant






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the General Manager, Punjab Road Transport Corporation,

Barnala.

FAA- Additional Manager Director,

Punjab Road Transport Corporation, Barnala.     
        

------------
Respondents.

AC No. 1078  of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.


Shri Surinderjit Singh, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits that reply was sent to the information seeker vide No.6978 dated 15.3.2010 making it clear that PRTC-respondent-department does not collect any Adda Fee. The respondent public authority does not hold any information on this issue.

2.

Information-seeker is absent without intimation inspite of due and adequate notice. The information-seeker is given one opportunity to file rejoinder/replication to the stand of the respondent.

3.

To come up on 3.1.2010 at 11.00 A.M.  The respondent, however, is exempted from appearance on that date.





             

 (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Makhan Singh s/o Shri Pritam Singh

c/o Amarjit Singh Goldy Shop No.6, Near Kiran Theater,

Sector 2, Chandigarh.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Secretary, Vidhan Sabha, Punjab, Chandigarh.      
        
---------------
Respondent.

CC No. 3652 of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-

None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Raman Kumar Sood, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits that the request of the complainant has been transferred under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 vide Punjab Vidhan Sabha’s letter No.15648 dated 18.10.2010 for further action in the matter to be taken by the  Department of Irrigation and Power.  It has further been stated that the present respondent does not hold the information being sought by the complainant and therefore, the complaint case should be closed.

2.

Since the complainant is absent, the case is adjourned to 17.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M. to file his replication/rejoinder.

3.

The present respondent is exempted from further appearance on that date.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Makhan Singh s /o Shri Jagir Singh,

VPO Bika, Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar. 




      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Registrar, Punjab Technical University, 

Jalandhar.






--------------
Respondent.

CC No.3657 of 2010

1st Hearing : 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Kumar, Clerk on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The respondent submits that the application seeking information was not accompanied by fee of Rs.10/- in favour of the PIO/Registrar, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar. Inspite of this the respondent submits that the information-seeker was requested to deposit a fee of Rs.450/- towards the cost of the copies of the document sought by him but so far he has not responded to the written request.
2.

The complainant is absent without intimation.  However, to afford one opportunity to file his response to the stand taken by the respondent, the case is adjourned to 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Harminder Singh Sandhu, Advocate,

New Court, Jalandhar.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The  Public Information Officer,

o/o the Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.







--------------------
Respondent.

CC No. 3646 of 2010

1st Hearing : 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Ranjit Singh, OSD (Admn) on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant has sent a fax message expressing his inability to attend and requesting that directions be given to the PIO to supply the information.
2.

The respondent, however, submits that they have obtained a report from the Receipt Branch of the High Court which has confirmed that no request seeking information alleged to have been submitted by the present complainant, vide an application dated 31.8.2010, was ever received in the High Court.  In view of this, the respondent submits that the complaint petition should be dismissed.

3.

Let the complainant file his replication to the stand taken by the respondent.

4.

To come up on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Harminder Singh Sandhu, Advocate,

New Court, Jalandhar.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The  Public Information Officer,

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.




--------------------
Respondent.

CC No. 3647 of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant has sent a fax message which is taken on record.  He has requested that the directions may be given to the respondent-PIO to furnish the information.

2.

None is present on behalf of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  It is directed that the respondent should pass appropriate order pertaining to four queries raised by the complainant in his application dated 4.5.2010, if not already done.  The respondent is further directed to file written reply and make appearance on the date next date of hearing.
3.

To come up 17.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Mohinder Raj, DEO,

Microbiology Department,

Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.


      -------------Complainant.






Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Registrar, Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar.                   
--------------------Respondent.

CC No.  3648 of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-
Shri Mohinder Raj complainant in person.

Dr. Inderjit Singh, Registrar, Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits a written reply which is taken on record. 

2.

A perusal of the queries dated 17.6.2010 show that the present complainant is an employee of the university and he is seeking information which is purely personnel.  The plea of the respondent is that personal information is not disclosable under Section 8(i)(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and therefore, the request of the applicant could have been straightway rejected.  Nevertheless, the University has answered some of his queries and as a good employer, they are always willing to furnish further details.
3.

The complainant was specifically asked as to what public interest, if any, is involved in the information being sought by him.  He has also confirmed that the information is purely personal pertaining to himself.  He has not explained any public interest. Hence, the complaint case is closed.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Mohan Singh s/o Shri Chand Singh,

Village Mehal Khurd, PO Mehal Kalan, Tehsil and Distt. Barnala.

      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Guru Angad Dev Vet. & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.







------------------
Respondent.

CC No. 3601 of 2010

1st Hearing: 20.12.2010
Present:-
Shri Mohan Singh complainant in person.
Shri P.D. Mahajan, Assistant Registrar, Guru Angad Dev Veterinary and Animal Sciences University, Ludhiana. 

ORDER



The complainant had moved multiple applications to the PIO seeking more or less the same information.  The plea of the respondent is that application dated 25.9.2010 was not submitted by the complainant to the PIO and was, therefore, probably returned to him by the Director Welfare-cum-Estates Officer.

2.

The respondent further places on record memo No.850 dated 17.12.2010. It lists out the information furnished to the complainant alongwith copies of the relevant documents.  A fresh copy of  this letter dated 17.12.2010 alongwith all its enclosures was also handed over to the complainant during the course of hearing.  The complainant is satisfied. In view of this, no cause of action is left and the complaint case is closed.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Mrs. Gurbir Kaur w/o Shri Gurcharan Singh,

Urban Estate, Phase-II, Jalandhar.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Housefed, Punjab, Chandigarh.





-----------
Respondent.

CC No. 3634  of 2010

1st Hearing 20.12.2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Deevankar Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation.  The respondent appearing through Shri Deevankar Sharma files a written reply which is taken on record.

2.

The plea of the respondent is that the issue of whether Houefed Punjab is a public authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is pending before the Hon’ble High Court in a writ petition filed by the Housefed in CWP No.3917/2007.  The plea of the respondent is that proceedings in the present complaint case may be adjourned sine-die till decision in the above referred writ petition.
3.

The complainant is absent.  Let the complainant file his replication to the submissions made by the respondent.

4.

To come up on 11.1.2010 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Civil Judge, (Jr. Divn.) (Retd.) 

R/o 835/2, Chandigarh Road Khanna,

District Ludhiana, Punjab-141401.



_________Appellant 

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court, 

Chandigarh-160001.

2.
FAA-Registrar (Admn.), Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh-160001.





          _______ Respondents

AC No.  320      of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, OSD (Admn.) on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER   



The complainant has sought an adjournment on the ground of his illness.

2.

The respondent has conveyed vide letter No.915/APIO/High Court dated 16.9.2010 that complete information has been furnished to the information-seeker in compliance with the directions of this Commission dated 5.4.2010.  The respondent further states that the delay in furnishing of information, subsequent to the order of this Commission dated 5.4.2010, was only due to procedural reason as the orders of the competent authority had to be obtained.  More so, as the Rules of the High Court on this issue do not permit the disclosure of the information.  The respondent further submits that there was no intentional violation of the orders of the Commission.  It is pleaded that since the information has been furnished, the complaint case should be closed.

3.

Let the complainant file his rejoinder/replication to the stand of the respondent. 4.

To come up on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Civil Judge, (Jr. Divn.) (Retd.) 

R/o 835/2, Chandigarh Road Khanna,

District Ludhiana, Punjab-141401.



_________Appellant 

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, Punjab & Haryana High Court, 

Chandigarh-160001.

2.
FAA-Registrar (Admn.), Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh-160001.




                      _______ Respondents

AC No. 34 of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, OSD (Admn.) on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER   



The complainant has sought an adjournment on the ground of his illness.
2.

The respondent has conveyed vide letter No.990/APIO/High Court dated 4.10.2010 that complete information has been furnished to the information-seeker in compliance with the directions of this Commission dated 5.4.2010.  The respondent further states that the delay in furnishing the information, subsequent to the order of this Commission dated 5.4.2010, was only due to procedural reason as the orders of the competent authority had to be obtained.  More so, as the Rules of the High Court on this issue do not permit the disclosure of the information.  The respondent further submits that there was no intentional violation of the orders of the Commission.  It is pleaded that since the information has been furnished, the complaint case should be closed.

3.

Let the complainant file his rejoinder/replication to the stand of the respondent. 
4.

To come up on 10.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.







              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Nachhattar Singh Mavi,

Secretary (Retd.), Punjab Vidhan Sabha,

1179, Sector 64, Mohali.




          _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab Vidhan Sabha Secretariat, Chandigarh.

             ______ Respondent

CC No. 728    of 2010

Present:-
Shri Nachhattar Singh Mavi complainant in person.

Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (retired) alongwith Shri Raman Kumar Sood, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department 

ORDER  



The complainant places on record a copy of order passed by the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court on 14.12.2010 in CWP No.12983/2009 of Nachhattar Singh vs. Secretary, Punjab Vidhan Sabha, Chandigarh.  The respondent-Punjab Vidhan Sabha represented by Shri Raman Kumar Sood, APIO has placed on record an attested copy of an affidavit of Shri Nazar Singh, Under Secretary, Punjab Vidhan Sabha filed in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court in CWP No.12892/2009. Both these documents are taken on record.

2.

Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (Retired) has appeared in person and stated that his Advocate Shri H.C. Arora is on a “Dharna” today.  He, therefore, requests that the case may be adjourned.  He also draws my attention to the decision of the Commission in CC-2663/2010 of Shri Hardev Singh Arshi vs. PIO/District Welfare Officer, Mansa decided on 13.12.2010, wherein it was held that penalty can be imposed only on PIO and that he was not a PIO at the relevant time when the information was given.
3.

In view of the request of Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (Retired), Punjab Vidhan Sabha, to allowm him a date as his advocate is busy on ‘Dharna’, the case is adjourned to 22.12.2010. It is made clear, no further adjournment will be allowed.

4.

The complainant submits that Smt. Sawaran Kanta, Under Secretary was PIO at the time when the information was supplied to the complainant. It is further stated that she still continuous to be the PIO.  Therefore, she may be directed to appear in person on the next date of hearing. 
5.

 Shri Raman Kumar Sood Superintendent-cum-APIO, who is present, is directed to convey to the PIO to be present in person on the next date of hearing.

6.

To come up on 22.12.2010 at 11.00 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Mahan Singh s/o Shri Janga Singh,

Village Manakpur, Tehsil Rajpura, 

Distt. Patiala-140602.






   _________Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Punjab State Agricultural Dev. Bank Ltd, 

Rajpura (Patiala)-140401.





    __________ Respondents

CC No. 2974 of 2009

Present:-
Shri Mahan Singh complainant alongwith Shri Sarmukh Singh Advocate.

Shri N.S. Vashishat, Advocate on behalf of the respondent

ORDER



The complainant produces a copy of the order of Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh dated 8.9.2010 in CWP No.17686 of 2009 (The Karnal Cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd. Vs. State Information Commissioner, Haryana, Chandigarh), wherein it was held that the appellant sugar mill is a public authority under the Right to Information Law.  The plea of the complainant is that now a clear ruling has been given by the Double Bench of the Punjab and Haryana High Court that Cooperative Mills are public authority under Section 2(b) of the Right to Information Act,2005.  Therefore, there is no ground to keep the present complaint pending.
2.

To a pointed query, whether the respondent has filed a writ petition in the Hon’ble High Court challenging the applicability of the Right to Information Law, the counsel for the respondent clearly stated that no such writ petition has been filed in the present case.

3.

In view of the foregoing discussion, the respondent is directed to furnish reply to the information-seeker, in response to his application dated 5.6.2009, within a period of 15 days.

4.

To come up on 11.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.  Jagdish Bansal, s/o Sh. Prithi Chand,

W. No. 21, Khokhar Road,

District Mansa, Punjab-151508.

 
             
_________ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Manager,

Punjab Agricultural Development Bank Ltd.

Branch Mansa, Punjab-151505.



           __________ Respondent

CC No. 3552 of 2009

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



None on behalf of the respondent-department.
ORDER


This case was adjourned on last few dates as the respondent had taken the plea that number of writ petitions challenging the applicability of the Right to Information Act, 2005 on Cooperative Societies in Punjab and Haryana are pending before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  It was pleaded on behalf of the respondent that it is not a public authority and that as this issue is pending before the Hon’ble High Court, hearing in this case may be kept in abeyance till the matter is adjudicated upon by the Hon’ble High Court.

2.

Today, in a similar case No.CC-2974/2009 titled Maha Singh vs. PIO/Punjab Agricultural Development Bank Ltd, Rajpura, in which proceedings had been kept pending on this very ground of applicability of the Right to Information Act, 2005 to Cooperative Societies, the copy of the order of High Court has been placed on record by the complainant.  A perusal of this order shows that a Double Bench of the Hon’ble High Court has given a clear finding pertaining to the Karnal Cooperative Sugar Mills that the Right to Information Act, 2005 is applicable.

 3.

In view of this, the respondent is directed to take a decision under the Right to Information Act, 2005, either giving the information or if it is to be withheld under any of the exemptions mentioned in the Right to Information Act, 2005, to pass a speaking order.
4.

To come up on 11.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Randhir Singh, St. No.26,

#2, Basti Tankan Wali, Ferozepur-152001.

                                  _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Secretary, Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala-147001.






           _______ Respondent.

CC No. 2272/ 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Kesar Singh, LA on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation. 

2.

The respondent states that there is no change in the status of this case and the record still remains under sealed cover for production before the Hon’ble High Court.  The respondent, therefore, requests that the case may be adjourned sine die till Hon’ble High Court disposes the matter pending before it.
3.

In view of the above plea of the respondent and the absence of the complainant, the case is adjourned sine-die.  Any of the parties to the present complaint case may move the Commission for commencing of the hearing, after the matter pending before the Hon’ble High Court has been heard/disposed of.









              (R.I. Singh)

December 20, 2010





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
