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

Sh. Baljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurnam Singh,

Vill. Upalli,

Tehsil  & Distt. Sangrur.


  
     ____ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Sangrur.






_____ Respondent

CC No.367 of 2008

Present:
Sh. Baljit Singh ,  complainant in person



Sh.  Sukhwinder Brar,  Addl. Distt Transport Officer, Sangrur,   on behalf 

of  the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant was sent by the respondent vide his letter No. 2023 dated 19-10-2007 but was unfortunately not received by the complainant.  A copy thereof has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in the Court today.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Baljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurnam Singh,

Vill. Upalli,

Tehsil  & Distt. Sangrur.


  
    ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Agriculture Officer,

Sangrur.






___ Respondent

CC No.366 of 2008

Present:
Sh.  Baljit Singh  ,  complainant in person



Sh.  Dharampal  Singh, Asstt. Project Officer , on behalf of the 


respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


 The information required by the complainant was sent by the respondent but was unfortunately not received by the complainant.  A copy thereof has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in the Court today.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Dewan Chand,

B VI/5, Railway Road,

Kotkapura, Punjab.



  
     _______ Complainant.

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab Wakf   Board,

Faridkot.





_________ Respondent

CC No.398 of 2008

Present:
None    on behalf of the  complainant 



Sh.  Mohd.  Vakil,  Estate Officer, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The  respondent states that the information required by the complainant was available  and should have been delivered to him in the month of August,2007 itself  and when the complainant had come to his office, he was asked to deposit a sum of Rs. 60/-  @ Rs. 10/- per page for six pages of information and according to the respondent, the complainant stated that he would deposit the fees and collect the  information on his next visit , but he never came to the office thereafter.


The complainant has written to the Commission  stating that since the information has not been supplied by the respondent over a long period of eight months, penalty should be imposed on him under the RTI Act. However, since there is no record or document which shows that the complainant took any interest in  his application after it was made on 8-8-2007, till the date on which  he made a complaint to the Commission on 14-2-2008, benefit of doubt must go to the respondent and  the respondent has been advised that in future he should not rely on verbal assurances and should send a written response to applications under the RTI Act within the prescribed period of 30 days.

In the circumstances of the case, the respondent is directed to send the required information to the complainant immediately, free of cost.


Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.  Surinder   Pal, Advocate,

H.No. 539/112/3, Street 1-E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.



  
     _______ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The District Mandi Officer,

Grain Market, Behind Arora Palace Theatre,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




____ Respondent

CC No.227 of 2008

Present:      
i)None   on behalf of the  complainant .



ii)Sh.. Raj Pal Singh, Distt. Mandi officer, Ludhiana



iii)Sh. Mohan Singh Pannu, Secretary, Market Committee, Ludhiana and

                     iv)S. Amarjit Singh, Liaison Officer,Mandi Board, on behalf of the 


respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent, who has pointed out some deficiencies in his letter dated 8-4-2008 addressed to the Commission and the respondent.  Since the respondent has not yet received the letter, a copy thereof has been provided to him in the Court today with the direction  to send a reply to the complainant within three weeks from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on  22-5-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

148, Noorpura Basti,

Sunami Gate, Sangrur.


  
     ______ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev.)-cum-

Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Tarn-Taran.




 Respondent

CC No.397 of 2008

Present:
None     on behalf of the  complainant.


Sh. Amritpal  Singh, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that  veterinary pharmacists are engaged on contractual basis by the  Rural Veterinary Officer of the Zila Parishad, who is also an officer engaged on contractual basis by the Zila Parishad.  The information has been collected from the RVO but he has sought guidance whether the same can be  said to be in the custody of the PIO.

The answer to the query raised by the respondent is in the affirmative since the PIO is the Executive Officer, Zila Parishad,and the RVO, therefore, is working under him.  Accordingly, the respondent is directed to send the required information to the complainant within seven days from today.  Since a period of 30 days has elapsed from the date of receipt of the complainant’s application, the information should be provided to him free of cost.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hari Krishan,

H.NO. 100, New Anand Nagar,

Jalandhar-8.


  
     ___________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

SCO 119-120, Bank Square, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh.




_________ Respondent

CC No.392 of 2008

Present:
i) Sh.  Hari Krishan , complainant in person



ii)Sh  Chander Mohan, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


With reference to the application for information dated 1-10-2007, the respondent has supplied the required information to the complainant who however, is not satisfied and states that some of the information is  irrelevant, illegible and incomplete etc.   However, the complainant has not sent any communication to the respondent in which he has pointed out the deficiencies,  apart from  another application dated 31-1-2008 which, the complainant agrees,  does not contain the complete list of deficiencies.

In the above circumstances, the complainant should send to the respondent the deficiencies which he has perceived in the information in tabulated form, point-wise, in respect of those of the 18 points mentioned in his application  where the information supplied is deficient.  The respondent should remove the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant within ten days of the date of receipt of this communication.


In case any document which has been supplied is not  legible, the respondent should get it typed out afresh because merely copying it out again would not serve the purpose.  The respondent should   take   care that all copies   of   documents   being 
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supplied to the complainant should be attested by an official of the department.

Adjourned to 10 AM  on 22-5-2008  for confirmation of compliance.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Radhey Sham Jain,

S/o Sh. Des Raj,

E.O. Wali Gali, Maur Mandi,

Bathinda.



  
     ____________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Bathinda.





__________ Respondent

CC No.388 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh   Radheysham Jain , complainant in person



ii)
Sh  Amarjit Rana,  AFSO, Maur Mandi, on behalf of the 



respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed  of.







     (P.K.Verma)







               State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mohammed Ashraf Dhillon,

Near Civil Hospital, Near Madina Fish Shop,

Malerkotla.



  
     __________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Sangrur.





________ Respondent

CC No.383 of 2008

Present:
None on behalf of the  complainant 



Ms. Sweety Devgan, Food & Supplies Officer, Malerkotla ,on behalf of

the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent informed the complainant vide letter dated 31-10-2007 that he is required to deposit fees of Rs. 69/- for the required information.  The complainant sent the required fees to the respondent vide his letter dated 12-12-2007 in which  the enclosed three  IPOs  of Rs. 50/-, 10/- and 10/- respectively have been described.  Photostat copies of the same have also been sent by the complainant to the Commission  along with his complaint. The respondent states that this communication from the complainant has not been received in her office.  Be  that as it may ,it is clear from the photostat copies of the IPOs that a sum of Rs. 70/- has been sent by the complainant for the required information.  The information which is ready to be delivered to the complainant and has been given by the respondent to the Court may be sent to the complainant along with these orders.

Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
Encls---as stated.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raj Kumar Singhal,

M.C XII-B, 3/227, New Town,

Wartanganj, # 6832,/164,

Moga.




  
     ____________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.






___________ Respondent

CC No.377 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh,  Raj Kumar Singhal,  on behalf of the  complainant 



ii)
DSP  Jaspal,  o/o SSP,Moga,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In response to the complainant’s application for information dated 30-10-2007, the respondent has informed that no inquiry had been conducted by the Police into the application dated 15-8-2007 of the Shopkeepers  of     Shiv  Market, Moga.  It was given by them only to save themselves (                         ) It had been stated by the respondent that no person was called to the Police Station in this connection and no statement of any person has been recorded by them

Insofar as the names and addresses of the persons, who made the application dated 15-8-2007 is concerned, the complainant has a copy of the afore mentioned application in his possession.


Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







            State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.S. Arora,

B-34/10863, New Patel Nagar,

Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.



  
     ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology,

Bathinda.






__________ Respondent

CC No.372 of 2008

Present:
None    on behalf of the  complainant


Sh.  Balvinder  Ram,  Clerk, . on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has sent  a written intimation to the Commission that the question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Bhatinda, is a public authority as defined in the RTI Act, is under adjudication in the Court of SIC, Hon’ble    Mrs.   Rupan    Deol   Bajaj,     and the next date of    hearing in that case is 
30-4-2008,  and   the   present   case   may   therefore be adjourned  to a date after 30-4-2008.


The  request   of  the respondent  is reasonable and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 22-5-2008 for consideration and orders.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Anil Bhandari,

78, Mall Road, Amritsar.


  
     ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,             (By Regd. Post)
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.






________ Respondent

CC No.399 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh.  Sandeep K. Wadhawan, Advocate,   on behalf of the  



complainant 



ii)
 None    on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 27-2-2008. According to the complainant, the information  concerns his life and liberty and the complaint was, therefore, made by him before the Commission on 29-2-2008 on the ground that it was not supplied  to him within 48 hours as provided in section 7(1) of the RTI Act.

The information required by the complainant in this case pertains to an inquiry conducted by the  Superintendent of Police (City-1), Amritsar, into an FIR and the orders of the SSP, Amritsar, marking the inquiry to the S.P.(Detective),Amritsar.  The complainant has stated in his application that since he may be arrested in the FIR case, the information relates to his life and liberty and has, therefore, to be provided within 48 hours.


I have considered this matter.  In my view, the copy of the inquiry report being sought by the complainant does not involve his life and liberty merely because he  apprehends that he may be arrested by the Police  in the FIR case.  The complainant has not made a correct application of the proviso to section 7(1) of the RTI Act,  and his complaint deserves to be dismissed on this ground alone.  Since, however, a period of 30 days has passed since the application for information was made in this
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case, I am inclined to treat it as a regular complaint  on the ground that the required information has not been provided to the complainant even within the period of 30 days prescribed in the RTI Act.

The information asked for by the complainant is simple enough and there is  no perceivable reason for the delay which has been caused by the respondent in providing the same to the complainant.  The complainant states that he has not received any response to his application. In the above circumstances, I conclude that prima facie, the respondent has not supplied the information to the complainant mala-fidely and without reasonable cause.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Kunwar Vijay Pratap Singh, Public Information Officer-cum- Senior Superintendent of Police,   Amritsar,    to show cause at 10 AM  on  24th April,2008, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act. 2005.


The complainant has submitted another application to the Court in which he has requested that the respondent should be directed to give some additional information, which has been described therein, over and above what has been asked for in his application for information . This however is not an acceptable procedure for obtaining information under the RTI Act. The Ld. Counsel has been advised to make a separate application under the RTI Act for this additional information.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for  further consideration and orders.







         (P.K.Verma)







        State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Baljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurnam Singh,

Vill. Upalli,

Tehsil  & Distt. Sangrur.


  
     ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Market Committee,

Sangrur.






_______ Respondent

CC No.368 of 2008

Present:
None     on behalf of the  complainant


Sh.  S.P.Garg, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information asked for by the respondent vide his application addressed to the Secretary, Market Committee, Sangrur, was the same for which he had also submitted an application to the Secretary,  Punjab Mandi Board, dated 11-12-2007. The required information has been sent by the respondent to the  Mandi Board, a copy of which has also been submitted by him to the Court.


The Ld. Counsel states that the Mandi Board asked the complainant to deposit a sum of Rs. 24/-, which is the prescribed fees for the information, but since the amount of fees  was intimated to the complainant more than 30 days after the receipt of his application, the information is now required to be supplied to the complainant free of cost.


The information brought by the respondent to the Court may be sent to the complainant along with these orders.


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








 (P.K.Verma)







             State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
Encls----as stated
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi,

H. No. 17, Gulmohar Avenue,

Dhakoli, NAC Zirakpur,

Distt. Mohali.



  
     

_____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

PWD (B&R) Deptt.,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9, 

 Chandigarh.






_______ Respondent

CC No. 2124 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, complainant in person



ii)
Ms. Tarlochan Dhir, Supdt and Sh. Ashok  Kumar Rana, Sr. 



Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.


iii)
Sh. Vijay  Kumar, Jr. Asstt, o/o Xen, Const. Div.( I),Ferozepur
ORDER

Heard.

.
The respondent had instructed the Superintending Engineer, Construction Circle, PWD B&R, Ferozepur,  to comply with the orders of the Court dated 13-3-2008. In compliance, the Executive Engineer, Construction Division No.1, PWD, B&R, Ferozepur,  has sent the information to the complainant on 9-4-2008 that no pacca road has been constructed on  khasra nos. 115 and 156 and that this land is also not under the possession of the department. A copy of the letter has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.   In fact, the  position according to the respondent has been stated by them in the afore mentioned letter in respect of all the kasra nos. belonging to the complainant with which they are concerned.   They have further informed  the complainant that no compensation has been paid to him so far and that the land mentioned at sr. no. 4 and 5 of their letter is not in their possession.

The only information which now remains is as follows :-

1. Action taken on the representation of the complainant dated 29-1-2004 claiming compensation from the respondent.
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2.
The steps being taken by the respondent to pay compensation to the 
complainant.


The above mentioned remaining information should also be sent to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10   AM on 15-5-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








 (P.K.Verma)







           State Information Commissioner

Dated:   10 th April ,  2008
