STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Er. A.D.S. Anandpuri,

Punjab Services Anti-Corruption Council,

2448, Sector 65,

Mohali.




  
  _________________ Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Joint Director, 

State Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

AC No. 362 of 2007

Present:
i) 
  Er. A.D.S. Anandpuri, appellant in person.


ii) 
  DSP  Sikander Singh,Vig. Bureau, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the information asked for by the appellant can be provided  to him after he deposits the fees of Rs. 14/- ( seven pages @ Rs. 2/- per page), which is the  prescribed  fees for the information and which he was asked to deposit within the prescribed period of 30 days from the date of receipt of his application.  The complainant sent two postal orders of Rs. 10/- each, which were made out in the name of “PIO-cum-Joint Director, Vigilance Bureau”,  but they can not be encashed  because the account of the PIO in the Bank is in the name of “Joint Director (Administration)-PIO, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh”.  The appellant was accordingly informed vide the respondent’s letter dated 10-9-2007, to send correct IPOs, but the appellant states that  he did not receive this letter. A copy of the letter has been given to him in the Court and the complainant may now collect the information after depositing the prescribed fees in the manner intimated to him by the respondent.

The appellant states that the designation “Joint Director (Administration)–cum-PIO” is not correct. The designation should be “PIO -cum- Joint Director ( Administration)”.  He has been advised to approach the Government with his suggestion.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jain Prakash,

# 3162, Sector 27-D,

Chandigarh.




  
  _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab Agro Industries Corpn.,

Plot No. 2A, Sector 28-A,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

AC No. 391 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Jain Prakash, . appellant in person.


ii) 
 Ms. Rita  Gupta, Asstt. General Manager,-cum-PIO.

ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the appellant has been provided to him by the respondent but the appellant was not satisfied and, therefore, he went up  with an appeal to the first appellate authority.  The appellant has pointed out that in his order, the first appellate authority had directed the PIO to give to the appellant a copy of the BOD’s resolution dated 22-1-1968, under which the respondent had rejected the claim of the applicant for getting LPR beyond 300 days. Although the respondent claims that a copy of this resolution has been given to him, another copy thereof has been given to him in the Court.  The appellant wants to know the circumstances under which the Department of Agriculture gave its advice to the PAIC in its replies dated 24-4-2006 and 15-2-2007, referred to in point no. 8 of his application for information.  He has been advised that he should make an application to the PIO, office of the Financial Commissioner (Development), Punjab, for this information.

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








         (P.K.Verma)








        State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajeev Aggarwal,

M/s Amritsar Industries,

G.T. Road, Batala.




  
  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 2117 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
 S I Arvinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

A similar application for information as has been made by the present complainant, was earlier made by Ms. Ritu Aggarwal, (stated to be the sister of the present complainant) and the same was  disposed  of  by the Court in CC-1627/2007 vide orders dated 18-10-2007 as follows:-
“The respondent has stated that the challan in FIR No. 307  dated 17-9-2006 has been submitted to the concerned Court along with the entire case file and all documents related with it on 2-12-2006  The complainant, therefore can obtain the required information only through the concerned Court.  The respondent has been directed to send this reply to the complainant by post.

Disposed of.”

The present case is also disposed of in the same terms as in CC-1627/2007.









               (P.K.Verma)








          `State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lachman Singh Chattha,

S/o Sh. Samsher Singh,

Vill. Chattha Nanhera,

Tehsil Sunam, Sangrur.



  
  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Estate Officer,

Wakf Board, Sangrur.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 2087 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None   on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
 S. Rahul Rasheed Khan, EO, Waqf  Board, Sangrur.

ORDER

A letter has been received from the complainant requesting for an adjournment of the hearing of this case.  He has also mentioned in his letter that no information has been provided by the PIO of the Waqf Board, Sangrur.  The respondent has made a commitment that the information,  which pertains to his office, will be sent to the complainant within 10 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbhajan Singh,

Gali No. 5, 

Shaheed Balwinder Singh Nagar,


Faridkot.




  
  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation,

Muktsar.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2140 of 2007

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


ii) 
  Sh. Ashok Kumar SDO,  and Sh. Malkiat Singh, on behalf of the 



   respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In response to the application for information of the complainant, the respondent has supplied to him copies of the muster rolls mentioned by him against sr. no. 1 & 2 of his application.  The respondent has made a commitment that a copy of the muster roll pertaining of the month of November, 1986 mentioned at sr. no. 3 of the application, will also be given to him within seven days from today.  The muster  Rolls have also not been attested, which should be done by the respondent.  In consultation with the respondent, the time of 10 AM on 16-1-2008 is fixed, when the complainant will collect the remaining information from the office of the respondent.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sita Ram,

# 744/1, Street NO. 7,

Guru Nanak Nagar,

Patiala.




  
  _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Chief Engineer,

Govt. of Punjab,

Water Supply & Sanitation,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

AC No. 392 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None   on behalf   of   the   appellant.


ii) 
 Sh. Kaur Chand, Supdt.,, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The appellant in this case has asked for the Government notification concerning revision of the scale of pay  of Rs. 100-160 from 1-2-1968 and 1-1-1978, of work-charge Electrical  Foremen.  He has mentioned a notification dated 30-4-1980 of the Government in his application.  The respondent has brought a copy  of this notification which may be sent to the appellant along with these orders.  The respondent states that the appellant has not mentioned the number and date of the notification concerning the revision of pay w.e.f. 1-2-1968, and they have not been able to locate the concerned notification in the absence of this information.


Since the notification revising the pay scale of work-charged staff must have been issued by the Finance Department, the appellant is advised to apply to the PIO, office of the  Principal Secretary to Government ,Punjab, Finance Department, Chandigarh, for the information, since they would easily be able to locate the notification without its number and date.


Disposed of.
















(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008

Enclosures…1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Atto, W/o Sh. Balwant Singh,

Vill. Sultanwind, Pati Mansur,

Distt. Amritsar.




  
 ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o District Revenue Officer,

Jalandhar.






_____________ Respondent

CC No. 2206   and 2213  of 2007

Present:
i) 
  S. Baldev  Singh, on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
   S.Bhupinderjit Singh,  DRO-cum-PIO.

ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case questions judicial orders passed by the Commissioner, Jallandhar Division, Jalandhar. The complainant has been advised to file an appeal before the concerned  Revenue Appellate Authority,  if she is not satisfied with the orders  of the Divisional Commissioner.  She has been told that judicial orders cannot be questioned through the RTI Act.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

C/o Tribue Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.



  
 ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Chief Election Commissioner,

Election Commission, Punjab,

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.




_____________ Respondent

CC No. 2157 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present.  It would appear that the complainant is not interested in pursuing his complaint any further.



Disposed  of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Asa Nand Khurana,

359-B-8, Naya Mohalla,

Ludhiana.





  ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o District Manager,

PUNSUP, Faridkot.





___________ Respondent

CC No. 2123 of 2007

Present:
i) 
  None    on behalf of the complainant .


ii)
 Sh. Rattan Chand  Pandotra, Distt. Manager,  Punsup, Faridkot.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent  states that the information required by the complainant has been given to him.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jas Raj Grover,

8820, Old Ude Karan Road,

Near Veterinary Hospital,

Muktsar. 




  
  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Supply & Sanitation,

Muktsar.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2183 of 2007

Present:
i) 
 None    on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
Sh. Ashok Kumar SDO,  and Sh. Malkiat Singh, on behalf of the 



respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant in this case has been provided to him by the respondent.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Mandeep Kaur,

w/o S. Avtar Singh,

Balbir Basti, Street No.7 (Left),

Faridkot.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

Superintendent of Police,

Abohar





              __________ Respondent 

CC No.  1947   of 2007

Present:
i) 
None   on   behalf of the complainant .



ii) 
 S I Jagroop  Singh,      on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard. 

The information required by the complainant in this case has been supplied to her by the respondent.

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Gurpreet Singh,

R/O #  B III/9,Hansa Wali Gali,

Mohalla Mastgarh,Simbal Chowk,

BATALA-143505





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,( By Regd. Post)
Divisional Manager,

Punjab State Forest Dev. Corporation Ltd.,

AMRITSAR.






__________ Respondent 

CC No. 1938  of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Manpreet Singh, Advocate,  on behalf of the complainant



ii) 
None  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The orders of the Court dated 30-11-2007 were sent to  the respondent under certificate of posting and were not received  by him because they have been returned by the postal authorities to the Commission. These orders may be sent  afresh along with a copy of the present orders by Registered post.


I take this opportunity to again stress the importance of the respondent to strictly comply with the orders passed by this Court on 30-11-2007.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









Sd/----








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008.
Encls; 1


A copy is forwarded tp the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Forest Department, Chandigarh.  He may please ensure that the orders of the Court are  complied with without delay.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.C. Kapur,

# 1523, Sector-15,

Panchkula.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar Cooperative Societies,

Punjab,Sector 17,

 Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.      1613     of 2007

Present:
i) 
     Sh. R.C. Kapur, complainant in person  .
ii) 
   Ms.   Navinder Kaur, Supdt., on   behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.
The respondent has given to the complainant in the Court today an additional information which was required to be given in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 4-1-2008, except for the information relating to point  no. 6 of the complainant’s application because  this information has to be got from all the Societies in the State.  The respondent has requested for some time so that he may go through the information and point out deficiencies, if any, in it.


The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 25-1-2008 for further consideration.








           (P.K.Verma)








             State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajiv Bajaj,

A-12, Phase-VI,

Industrial Area, Mohali,


  
  ______ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Financial Commissioner Forest,

Govt. of Punjab, Punjab civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No. 1508 of 2007

Present:
i)   
Sh. K.S.Rupal, Counsel for the complainant . 

ii)     
  Sh.Gurmeet Singh, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the 
respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has been directed to consider the application for information of the complainant in this case afresh and to provide the information which has been asked for, available in the office of the respondent or in a subordinate office, regardless of whether it is more than 20 years old or not.  In fact, it has been explained to the respondent that information which is more than 20 years old must be given under section 8(3) of the RTI Act, and the exemptions provided in that section are also not applicable on such information except section 8(1)(a) ((c) and (i).

In case some information cannot be given because the concerned record has been destroyed, the respondent should include in the information which is provided to the complainant a certified copy of the order or noting in which  it is recorded that the record has been destroyed.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 1-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









             (P.K.Verma)








          State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85,2nd floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,

# 97, Rose Avenue,

Kheri Road, Patiala.



   _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 1210 of 2007

Present:
i).  Dr.Bhupinder Singh,  complainant in person.

ii) Sh. Vikrant  Sharma, Advocate , on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has supplied a copy of the application made by Dr. Raj Kumar Sharma, to the complainant in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 10-8-2007.  Insofar as the second point concerning the External Subject Expert, the respondent has informed the complainant that the University has not adopted the UGC guidelines for appointments  of the selection committee which has been mentioned in the letter of the complainant dated 29-8-2007.   The complainant in his letter dated 22-10-2007 has referred to a letter from the UGC dated September, 1999, which he states the Syndicate of the University has adopted, in March-April, 2000, and has further stated that the UGC guidelines were adopted by the University Syndicate in its Resolution dated 24-10-2000, as recommended by the Standing Committee of the Academic Council.

The respondent may examine the afore mentioned points made by the complainant and in case there are any guidelines of the UGC for the appointment of External Subject Experts as members of the Selection Committee for selecting a candidate for the post of Director, Physical Education and Sports, which the University has adopted, the information asked for by the complainant as mentioned in point no. 2 of the Court’s orders dated 10-8-2007 may be sent to him.  However, if the University has not adopted any such guidelines, a fresh reply  to this effect may be given to the complainant.                                  ……….2/
----2----


The complainant has undertaken to supply to the respondent the copies of the UGC guidelines and also copies of the resolution of the Syndicate upon which he is relying.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-2-2008 for further consideration and orders.








          (P.K.Verma)








         State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85,2nd floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pritpal Singh,

2/305, Jandiala Road,

Tarn-Taran.




___________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Station House Officer,

Police Station, Jandiala,

Amritsar.




__________ Respondent

AC No.223 of 2007

Present:
None.

ORDER

This case was disposed of by the orders of the Court dated 14-9-2007, in the absence of both the parties, on the  assumption that the orders dated 17-8-2007 of the Court have been complied with .  Vide  these orders, the respondent had been directed to supply a copy of  FIR 314 dated 6-11-2005, PS Jandiala, to the appellant and the contention of the  PIO and the first appellate authority that since  FIR 314, dated 6-11-2005, is still under investigation, no information asked for by the appellant can be supplied u/s 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, was upheld.


The complainant has now sent a communication to the Commission expressing his dissatisfaction with the orders dated 17-8-2007 of the Court.  He has stated in his letter that obtaining of a copy of the FIR alone does not serve his purpose and has made other critical and disparaging remarks about the Commission. There is no allegation in his letter that a copy of the FIR has not been given by the respondent.

The complainant has again not responded to the notice for this hearing and is absent along with the respondent.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sumit Kataria,

S/o Sh. Kharaiti Lal,

Railway Road, Near Agarwal Asharm,

Fazilka- 152123, Distt. Ferozepur.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.    578 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Sumit  Kataria, complainant in person.



ii)  Shri Brij Mohan Chadha, DFSC Faridkot.
 located
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant in this case concerns the allotment of a Ration Depot  located on Railway Road, Fazilka, and its exchange/transfer subsequently.  In the hearing which took place on 13-7-2007, the following orders were recorded:-
“In response to the application for information of the complainant dated  18-12-2006, he has been provided whatever information is available in the office of the respondent . The respondent states that at the time when Distt.  Faridkot was created in 1972 the entire record pertaining to Fazilka Tehsil was also sent to Faridkot and his office does not have the information which the complainant is seeking, pertaining to the year 1963-64 or 1971, and this information may be found in the records of Fazilka Tehsil in the office of the DFSC, Faridkot.  Although the respondent has written to the DFSC, Faridkot and his reply has been received that no such record is available in his office, I direct the Distt. Food and Supplies Controller,  Fardikot,  to give a personal hearing to Shri Sumit Kataria, the complainant in this case, and to make another sincere effort to locate the record which he desires.  During the course of hearing the respondent has shown to the Court a partnership deed which had been entered into between the complainant’s father and his uncle after the fresh policy for allotting rations depots was adopted by the Government in 1979.  A copy of the policy of the Government circulated in 1979 and copies of available documents pertaining to the joint ownership of the ration depot of the complainant’s father and uncle, including any applications made by the complainant’s father and any partnership/ownership deed, should be given by the respondent to the complainant within 7 days from today.”

The complainant has made a complaint before the Commission that the aforementioned orders of the Commission have not been implemented or complied with by the respondent.  The DFSC, Faridkot, who is present here, has stated that  Fazilka Teshil, which was  a part of Ferozepur, remained in Ferozepur on the creation of Faridkot District, 
-2-

and the question of records of Fazilka Tehsil  being been sent to the office of DFSC, Faridkot , never arose, and no such record was sent there. It therefore appears that the statement made to this effect before the Court by Sh. Sat Pal, DFSO, Fazilka,  on 13-7-2007, was not correct. The copies of the documents which were required to be given to the complainant in accordance with the  Court’s orders dated 13-7-2007, have still not been given to him although they were required to be sent within seven days from the date of hearing.  The complainant has shown to the Court a letter dated 1-11-2007 from DFSC, Ferozepur, addressed to him  in which he has stated that the  complainant may attend his office on any working day in order to obtain the information which he requires. This, however, is not in accordance with the application for information of the complainant, in which he has asked for the information by Speed Post.


In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the DFSC, Ferozepur, to:-

i) provide the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 18-12-2006, and in case no information is available because the records are not forthcoming, he should submit an affidavit to that effect to the Court;
 ii) to comply with the orders of the Court dated 13-7-2007 and to send the copies of the documents referred therein to the complainant.

It is made clear that any information required to be sent to the complainant should be sent to him by speed post.

A very long delay has been caused in this case and it appears that DFSC, Ferozepur has not paid sufficient attention to it and has not taken this matter with seriousness. Any laxity now in the compliance with these orders will attract the imposition of the penalties prescribed u/s 20 of the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 8-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th  January, 2008

CC: The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Food & Supplies, Chandigarh.  He may please ensure that the orders of the Court are strictly complied with by the DFSC, Ferozpur.








(P.K.Verma)

11th  January, 2008




State Information Commissioner

