  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt Seem Rani,W/o Shri Varinder Kumar,

# 2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind- 140 406,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Department of School Education,

Mini Secretariat, Sector: 9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.2156 /2008
Present:              None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Complainant vide  her letter dated 31.10.2008 has intimated the Commission  that she is unable to appear before the Commission due to unavoidable circumstances. She has requested that the reply filed by the Respondent, if any, may  be sent to her to enable her to defend her complaint before the Commission.
2.

As none is present on behalf of the Respondent as well as  the complainant, one more opportunity  is given to both the parties to pursue their case on the next date of hearing.
3.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for further hearing on 04-12-2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Datta,

Punjab Khadi & Gram Udyog Board,

SCO: 2429-30, Sector: 22-C, Chandigarh.



Complainant 






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Member Secretary,

Punjab Khadi & Gram Udyog Board,

SCO: 2429-30, Sector: 22-C, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No.2046 /2008
Present:
Shri Rajinder Datta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Tejinder Sodhi, Publicity Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The representative on behalf of the Respondent states that the Complainant has been requested to deposit Rs.4/-(Rupees four) as the charges for the documents to be supplied. The Complainant states that he has already deposited Rs.10/-(ten) as application fee and Rs.10/-(ten) for the documents to be supplied. 

2.

The Respondent hands over information running into two sheets to the Complainant today in the Court in my presence. The Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him.
3.

The Respondent pleads that since the Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied him, the case may be closed.

4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jatinder Vig, Government Contractor,

HM- 126, Phase-IV, Mohali.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o XEN, Sagrao Construction Division SYL,

SCO: 1088-89, Sector:22-B, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 2151/2008

Present:
Shri Swinder Singh whig, SDO(Retd) on behalf of the Complainant, 


Shri Jatinder Vig.
Shri H.S.Javanda, XEN,Sagrao Construction Div. SYL Chandigarh, Shri Satwinder Singh,AE, and Shri Aslo Dev, Senior Assistant, Patiala Ki Rao, Const.Division, Chandigarh on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Representatives on behalf of the PIO, XEN Patiala Ki Rao states that requisite information stands supplied to the Complainant. He further states that a similar case: AC No.40/2006, was decided and disposed of on 4.9.2006 by Hon’ble Commissioner Shri R.K.Gupta.
2.

Shri Swinder Singh Whig on behalf of the Complainant states that he has not received any information till today. He makes a submission of two summons in the instant case issued by the Civil Judge, Junior Division, Mohali which clearly states that the information demanded by the Complainant is of different type.
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3.

It is directed that on the next date of hearing, both the PIOs of the O/o XEN Patiala Ki Rao Const. Division, Sector:34-A, Chandigarh and XEN, Sagrao Construction Division SYL, Sector: 22-B, Chandigarh will attend the proceedings along with the information to be supplied in the instant case.   
The Complainant is also directed to send the copies of the summons issued by the Civil Judge, Mohali to the PIO, O/o the XEN Patiala Ki Rao, SYL and to PIO, O/o the XEN, Sagrao Construction Division-1 SYL, Chandigarh.
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 11-12-2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh,

# 25, Transit Flats,

Sector: 12, Panchkula (Haryana).





    Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instruction (SE),

Punjab, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

AC No.434/2008

Present:
Shri Om Parkash Sharma on behalf of Complainant.
Shri Manjit Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO, O/o of DPI(SE) and Shri Hari Chand Gera, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Manjit Singh, Registrar-cum-PIO states that the information has been supplied to the Appellant vide Memo No.126-7/40-48-S1(5), dated 28.7.2008 along with a copy of the  Rules. He further states that the Complainant has been informed vide letters dated 25.9.2008 and 24.10.2008  that the information has already been sent to him vide letter dated 28.7.2008. 
2.

Shri Om Parkash Sharma,  on behalf of the Appellant,  states that he has received only one letter dated 25.9.2008 on 8.11.2008 and no other letter along with information, has ever been received by him. The Registrar-cum-PIO hands over a copy of the  information running into three sheets along with Gazette Notification of 22nd December, 2004 of the Punjab Education Services 
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(School & Inspection) Group-A Services Rules, 2004 to Shri  Om Parkash.  Shri Om Parkash, on behalf of the Appellant,  requests  that he wants time to study the information supplied to him and give his observations/comments, if any. 
3.

Accordingly, it is directed that the Appellant will go through the
information supplied to him and will send  his observations/comments, if any, to the Registrar-cum-PIO, O/o the DPI(SE) within a  period of fifteen days,  i.e. by 26th November, 2008,  with a copy to the Commission. The PIO will send his response to the observ4ations/comments of the Appellant,  keeping in view the Form-A dated 29.5.2008 , submitted by the Appellant, within a further period of 15 days i.e.  by 10th December, 2008 , with a copy to the Commission. 
4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 29.12.2008  at 10.00 A.M. in the Chamber (SCO No.32-33-34, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh).
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-
Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt Seem Rani,W/o Shri Varinder Kumar,

# 2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind- 140 406,

District: Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Department of School Education,

Mini Secretariat, Sector: 9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.2194/2008
Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Vimal Dev, Senior Assistant, O/o DPI(SE), on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Representative on behalf of the Respondent states that information has already been supplied to the Complainant  in CC No.353/2008, vide letter No.14/8/07/G-4/1083 dated 19.5.2008 and the case has already been disposed of by the Hon’ble Commissioner Mrs.Rupan Deol Bajaj on 28.5.2008.
2.

Since the information stands supplied and the Complainant is habitual of not attending  the proceedings, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

nSTATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No.1792 /2008

Present:
Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan, Complainant, in person.
Shri Kesar Singh Legal Advisor-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The brief history of the case is that the Complainant, Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan,  filed an appeal with the Commission which was decided by Hon’ble Commissioner Shri P.K.Verma  in CC No.2077/2007, who disposed of the Appeal on  Ist February, 2008, while  inter-alia passing the following order:-
“………..The Respondent states that in Rule 13. it is provided that when the concerned Member puts up the file to the Chairman concerning the advice sought by the Government in a disciplinary action case of dismissal, the file will not be shown to other Members, and therefore, it is evident from the rule itself that the advice will only be decided between the concerned member and the Chairman, and will therefore be considered to be the advice of the Commission, and there is no other order or notification to this 
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effect. In view of the statement of the respondent, the information
 asked for at Sr.No.4 becomes redundant. All the other information which can be provided under the RTI Act with regard to this application for information has already been supplied to the Complainant.”
2.

The Complainant states that he has demanded the attested copy of the said Rule 13 of the ‘Rules of Procedure’ which depicts/clarifies/highlights the order of the State Information Commissioner attributed to the statement of Shri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor on behalf of the PIO, Punjab Public Service Commission. i.e. “that in Rule 13 it is provided that when the concerned Member puts up the file to the Chairman concerning the advice sought by the Government in a disciplinary action case of dismissal, the file will not be shown to other Members”….”the advice will only be decided between the concerned member and the Chairman, and will therefore be considered to be the advice of the Commission”.
3.

On the perusal of the Commission file of the Rule of Procedure, the said Rule 13 is reproduced as below:-

“The concerned Member shall put up the files concerned to his/her Department to the Chairman and such files shall not be circulated among other Members, only the case relates to an important policy matter in which case, the Chairman will circulate to other Members.”
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4.

In this Rule 13 under Rule of Procedure’, there is no mention of disciplinary action  case of dismissal in the rule, only the concerned information required by Shri Jagdip Singh is  the clarification whether in rule 13 under Rule of Procedure, it is written that the concerned advice sought by the Government in a disciplinary action case of dismissal the file will not be shown to other Member.

5.

It is directed that Shri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor-cum-APIO will produce a copy of the Rules of Limitations and Regulations, 1955 and any other Rules concerning the PPSC on the next date of hearing.
6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 04-12-2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No.1791 /2008

Present:
Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan, Complainant, in person.
Shri Kesar Singh,Legal Advisor-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant has demanded specific information from the record sent to the PPSC by the Secretary, Information and Public Relations Department alongwith the   dismissal case of the Complainant.  Shri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor-cum-APIO states that they have requested the Secretary Information and Public Relations Department vide letter No.156/2001/n-7/11916, dated 14.3.2008 to supply information to the Complainant as it is available in the relevant file of the Department.

3.

MPIO-cum-Joint Director(Arts) Public Relations Department intimated to the PIO/PPSC  vide letter No.PRO(PIO)-2008/2432, dated 24.3.2008
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as under:-

Para 5: ’fJE/ fJj ;g;aN eoB th nfs iao{oh jh? fe ewh;aB B/ nkgD/ gZso (d;sh) BLzLfv; 156/2001/n-     7/3552, fwsh 12.06.2001 okjhA ;aqh irdhg f;zx u”jkB dh I’ gqtkBrh/ ezeo; G/ih ;h,T[; Bkb eJh th foekov gZso vke{w?AN d;skt/I tkg; BjhA G/fink frnk ;h/. T[j gqtkBrh/. eBzeo?A; gZso f;oc fJe gzBk jh ;h. “
4.

In this view of the matter, It is directed that the  PIO of the office of PPSC  will supply the information relating to the instant case to the Complainant, which is available in  the record sent by the Secretary Information & Public Relations along with the dismissal case of Shri Jagdip Singh, Complainant , to the PPSC.
5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 04-12-2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nirpal Singh Garcha, Sr Assistant (Retd),

C/o Shri Harpal Singh Garcha,

VPO: Kohara, District: Ludhiana-141 112



Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, Punjab Water Resources

Management and Development Corporation,

SCO No.28, Sector: 26, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

CC No.2192 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Shri S.K.Sharma, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Raghbir Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that information has been supplied to the Complainant vide No.16177, dated 7.11.2008. He further states that his retirement benefits have been given and his pay has been re-fixed while giving him  eight-years and sixteen years proficiency step-up. 
2.

As the Complainant is not present, he might have received the information and he might be satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Bhushan Kumar,

V-11, Second Floor, Rajouri Garden,

New Delhi- 27.







    Appellant






Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Minister Office,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

AC No.433 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.
Shri Major Singh, Under Secretary-cum-PIO,O/o CMO, Shri Dinesh Kumar, Senior Assistant and Shri Gurcharan Singh Sodhi, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The brief history of the case is that the Appellant had filed an application for information to the SPIO, O/o Chief Secretary to Govt., Punjab dated 1.4.2008 which was received in the office of C.S. against  Diary No.1777-R, dated 10.4.2008.  As the information was to be collected from the Financial Commissionesr/Principal Secretaries  and Administrative Secretaries, the application was transferred to all the Financial Commissioners/Principal Secretaries and Administrative Secretaries  by the Under Secretary Coordination-cum-APIO,O/o the Chief Secretary, Punjab, vide Memo No.7/85/08/GC-4/587, dated 2nd May, 2008. Under Secretary-cum-PIO states
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 that interim reply has been sent to the Appellant, vide Memo No.1540, dated 10.6.2008 in which it has been made clear  that he can file first Appeal with Shri K. J. S. Cheema, IAS, Special Principal Secretary to Chief Minister, Punjab. Accordingly, the first Appeal was decided by the First Appellate Authority and speaking order has been sent to Shri Bhushan Kumar, Appellant,  vide Memo No.1967, dated 24.7.2008, running into four sheets  including one sheet of covering letter.
2.

Having not  satisfied with the orders of the SPIO, O/o Chief Secretary and the First Appellate Authority of CMO, Punjab, he filed  second Appeal with the Commission on 20.8.2007 which was received in the office of Commission on 8.9.2008, against  Diary No.12035. It is noticed  from the letter that the date 20.8.2007 has been  written wrongly. 
3.

Under Secretary-cum-PIO states that the case has already been decided by the First Appellate Authority. He further pleads that information relating to the period from 1.1.2000 to 31.3.2008, involves a period of three Chief Ministers. Moreover, the letters/Memorandums and other communications  received in the C. M. Office, have to be sent to concerned Departments to whom the letters/Memorandums relate, for taking necessary action and to inform the applicants accordingly. He further pleads that the information is voluminous and it will divert resources of the Department to prepare the information as per the
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 demand of the Appellant. He pleads that case may be disposed of.
4.

The information with regard to Sr.No.5 of the application relates to General Administration, office of the Chief Secretary, Punjab. It is directed that the PIO should bring the information pertaining to decision taken on the statement made by Master Madan Mohan, Cabinet Minister in the State Assembly for withdrawing the false cases of dowry, along with the ‘Statement made in the State Assembly’ on the next date of hearing. It is also directed that the PIO of Punjab Vidhan Sabha will also attend the proceedings on the next date of hearing, along with the information to be supplied to the appellant.
5.

It is also directed that the Appellant as per Serial No.6 of his appeal will seek specific information with dates, e-mail made by him to the PIO so that the information relating to Point No.6 could  be supplied.

6.

Since the Appellant is not present, one more opportunity  is given to him to  pursue his case.  Accordingly, the case  is  fixed  for  further  hearing  on     29-12-2008 at 11.30 AM in the Chamber of the Commissioner (SCO No.32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh).
7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIOs of the Punjab Vidhan Sabha Secretariat, Chandigarh and Chief Secretary to Government of  Punjab.



Sd/-
Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vinod Garg, Chief Editor,

Gold Star News Paper,

R/o Quila Mohalla, Barnala.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o XEN PWD ( B&R), Barnala.





 Respondent

CC No.2159/2008
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Nirbhai Singh, SDO-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Nirbhai Singh, SDO-cum-APIO states that information, running into six sheets including one sheet of covering letter, has been sent to the State Information Commission, Punjab vide letter No.4478, dated 23.10.2008 and the information has been delivered to the Complainant by hand on 23.10.2008. 
2.

The APIO  further pleads that since  the information has been given to the Complainant  by hand on 23.10.2008, the case may be closed.

3.

The  Complainant has received the information by hand. His absence shows that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. 

4.

Therefore, the case is disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vishal Goyal,S/o Shri Devki Nandan Goyal,

# 136, Kamla Nehru Colony, Bathinda.




    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Administrative Officer,

Head Office, Punjab PWD (B&R),

Mini Secretariat, Patiala.






 Respondent

AC No.422/2008

Present:
 None is present on behalf of the Appellant.
Shri Shri Om Parkash Aneja, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Amarjit Singh, Senior Assistant, O/o Chief Engineer PWD (B&R), Patiala, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Superintendent-cum-APIO states that information,  running into 13 (Thirteen) sheets including one covering letter,  has been sent to the Complainant vide Memo No.332/G, dated 12.9.2008, by post. He further  states that as per demand of the Appellant, the copies of the documents/Notification and minutes of the meeting, have been supplied to the Appellant. 
He pleads that since  the information stands supplied to the Appellant on 12.9.2008,  the case may be closed. 
2.

The  Appellant is not present. His absence shows that  he has  received the information and is  satisfied.  
3.

Therefore,  case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-



Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurbir Singh,S/o Shri Jagjit Singh,

VPO: Landheke, Tehsil & District: Moga.

 


Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o XEN, IB Canal Division, Bathinda.




 Respondent

CC No. 2051/2008

Present:
Shri Gurbir Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri Gurmeet Singh, SDO-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

SDO-cum-APIO states that some culvert was constructed but  he does not know when it was constructed as it was not constructed by the Department.  The Complainant states that this culvert was constructed by Junior Engineer Shri Amarjit Singh in the year 2004. The  SDO-cum-APIO states that since it was not constructed by the Department, it was demolished on 31.10.2008 and no expenditure was incurred on the construction of the culvert.

3.

The Complainant states that since the culvert has been demolished by the Department,  he is now satisfied.
4.

Since the requisite action has been taken by the Department and the information stands supplied, case is disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdish Shah,

C/o Shamba Shah Pan House,

G.T.Road, Near Janta College,

Kartarpur, Jalandhar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director PUNSEED,

SCO:835-36, Sector: 22-A, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.2053/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as Respondent.


ORDER

1.

Since none is present on behalf of both the parties, one more opportunity  is given to them  to pursue their case. 



2.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 29-12-2008 at 11.00 AM  in the Chamber (SCO No.32-34, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh).
3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh Bedi through

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur-144 205.




               Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Court Complex, Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

AC No.451/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Smt.Bimla Devi, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO vis-a vis the application for information of the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

2.

 The Information demanded in this case relates to proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur in Consumer Complaint preferred under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Through his application for information the Appellant wants to know the justification for certain observations/conclusions made in the orders passed by the Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur while exercising
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 the powers under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Indisputably, the proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal  Forum  under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986,  are judicial proceedings and the PIO is not supposed to give any justification for the observations made in the orders passed

 by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum while exercising judicial functions. In this view of the matter, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not amount to seeking information as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

The instant Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable under the RTI Act, 2005.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Singh Bedi through

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

# 196/10, Kainthan, Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur-144 205.




               Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Court Complex, Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

AC No.452/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Smt.Bimla Devi, Superintendent-cum-PIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO vis-à-vis the application for information of the Appellant,  the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

2.

 The Information demanded in this case relates to proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur in Consumer Complaint preferred under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Through his application for information the Appellant wants to know the justification for certain observations/conclusions made in the orders passed by the Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur while exercising
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 the powers under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Indisputably, the proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum  under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986,  are judicial proceedings and the PIO is not supposed to give any justification for the observations made in the orders passed

 by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum while exercising judicial functions. In this view of the matter, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not amount to seeking information as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

The instant Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable under the RTI Act, 2005.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nirbhay Singh Sidhu, SDO(Retd),

Village: Khirnian, PO: Mushkabad-141 114





Via Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o XEN Irrigation, RSD Project,Shahpur Kandi,

near Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

CC No.2057/2008

Present:
Shri Nirbhay Singh Sidhu, SDO(Retd),Complainant, in person.
Shri Chander Kant, Assistant  Engineer-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Chander Kant, AE-cum-APIO states that information, running into eight sheets, has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No.3035-38/220 E, dated 10.11.2008. 

3.

The Complainant states that he has not received the information. It is directed that one copy of the information already supplied, be sent to him on his residential address given in the application. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is fixed for further hearing on 17.12.2008 at 11.00 AM at Ravi Sadan Rest House at Shahpur Kandi, near Pathankot. 

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sunil Thakral,S/o Shri S.K.Thakral,

5-M-24, Jawahar Nagar,

Sri Ganga Nagar(Rajasthan)-335 001.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o XEN Irrigation,

Abohar Canal Colony, Abohar.





 Respondent

CC No.2059/2008
Present:
Shri Sunil Thakral, Complainant, in person.
Shri Gurdeep Singh, Deputy Collector, O/o the XEN, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri Gurdeep Singh, Deputy Collector, O/o the XEN, on behalf of the Respondent states that the case has been sent to the L.R. to ascertain whether the fee  is be charged under RTI Act or as per the Notification dated 19th May, 2003 of the Revenue Department. 
3.

On the perusal of the file, it is noticed that there is a Notification issued by the Punjab Government (Revenue Department) dated 19th May, 2003 that to supply the photo-copy of the judgements passed by the Deputy Collector in the judicial capacity under Section 78 of the Northern India Canal and Drainage Act, 1873, the rates notified in the Notification stated above are to
be charged . 
4.

It is accordingly directed that for getting the copy of the judgements 
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passed by the Deputy Collector under Section 68 of the Northern India Canal and Drainage Act, 1873, the Complainant has to deposit the fee prescribed in the Notification issued  by the Punjab Government under Drainage Act, 1873. So, it is directed that the Complainant will deposit the necessary charges for the information to be supplied. Shri Gurdip Singh, Deputy Collector, Office of XEN Irrigation, Abohar Canal Colony, Abohar states that if the Complainant deposits the fee today, he can get the copy of the judgement as per his demand in the instant case. 
5.

The Complainant states that he is ready to deposit the charges for the information to be supplied. Accordingly, the Complainant deposits the requisite charges for the information with the Deputy Director and the Respondent hands over a  copy of the judgement to the Complainant in the Court today. The Complainant pleads that the remaining information as per his demand dated 6.6.2008 and 2.7.2008 may   be supplied within a period of fifteen days. The Deputy Collector states that the information, as demanded by the Complainant,  is ready and he can get the same from his office on any working day.
6.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance of orders on 11-12-2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 










Sd/-
Place:  Chandigarh.
                                       Surinder Singh

Dated:  11.11.2008

                         State Information Commissioner

