STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Lt Col. Retd.,

Ranjit Singh Sidhu,

D-8, Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar.







…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Improvement Trust,

Amritsar.
.

      




 ..…..Respondent

CC No. 2026 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       Complainant, Lt Col. Retd., Ranjit Singh Sidhu, in person.
Representative, Mr.Avtar Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the Respondent.

----



In my order dated 11.01.2008, I had directed the Respondent to show cause as to why penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 be not imposed upon him/her. An affidavit to this effect was to be filed by Respondent today but he/she has failed to do the same.


2.

The Complainant had filed applications under Right to Information Act, 2005 on 09.06.2006 and 17.10.2006, when Mrs. Surinder Kumari was Executive Officer.  Mr. Sunil Kumar, clerk, who had appeared before me on 11.01.2008, was not aware of the details of the case.  He had however, stated that Mrs. Surinder Kumari was transferred to Hoshiarpur in April, 2007.  The Respondent, Mr. Avtar Singh states that she is now working as Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Hoshiarpur.

3.

I direct that a copy of this order be sent to her asking her to show cause   why   penalty be   not   imposed   upon   her   for non-supply  of requisite
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 information to the Complainant.  This affidavit should be submitted to the Commission within one month from today.






4.

Complainant says that he should be given compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him because of the carelessness of the department in dealing with his request for information.



The case is adjourned to 24.03.2008 (Monday), in Court No. 02, SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, at 1400 hrs for further proceedings.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

CC: 
Mrs. Surinder Kumar, Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Hoshiarpur.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Gopal Kochhar,

Gopal & Co. Shop No. 216,

New Cloth Market,

Bathinda.







…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

PUDA, PUDA Bhawan,

Bhagu Road, Bathinda.
      




 ..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2064 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       None for the Complainant.
PIO, Mr. Prithi Singh, for the Respondent.

----



Respondent Public Information Officer, Mr. Prithi Singh, reiterates that information on all the 11 points was provided to the Complainant on 09.01.2008.  As nothing contrary to this has been heard,



the case stands disposed of and closed.  




Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Paramjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Baldev Singh,

Mohalla Vania Ka, Faridkot.




…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

PUDA, PUDA Complex,

Bathinda.
      




 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2082 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       None for the Complainant.
PIO, Mr. Prithi Singh, for the Respondent.

----



Respondent Public Information Officer, Mr. Prithi Singh states that under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, he had sent letters on 25.01.2008 to Administrative Officer, O/o Additional Chief Administrator as well as S.E., PUDA, Bathinda to get relevant information to be given to the Complainant.  He has received information from the office of Chief Administrator, whereas, a reply is awaited from the S.E., PUDA, Bathinda.  

2.

I direct the PIO to pursue this matter and send revised and complete point-wise information to the Complainant with a copy to the Commission within 15 days from today. 



The case is adjourned to 24.03.2008 (Monday), in Court No. 02, SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, at 1400 hrs for confirmation.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Savita Bidani,

29, Deep Nagar,

Jalandhar.







…….Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Jalandhar.
      




 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2170 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       
None for the Complainant.

Mr. Sandeep Khungar, Advocate and Mr. Yadwinder Singh, APIO for the Respondent.

----



The counsel for Respondent, Mr. Sandeep Khungar and Mr. Yadwinder Singh, APIO, have submitted a detailed Affidavit as they were directed to do so at the last date of hearing i.e. on 18.01.2008.  Inter alia in paragraph 9 and 10 it is stated that FIR would be lodged regarding the missing file and responsibility shall be fixed for the untraceable file.  Also, that the draft sale deed is not traceable in respect of SCF 22, Rajinder  Nagar, Jalandhar.  This affidavit is taken on record.  

2.

I direct the Respondent to send a copy of this affidavit under registered post to the Complainant within 07 days from today with the intimation to the Commission.




 Therefore, the case stands disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

P.S.


Advocate, Mr. Kapil Sharma appeared on behalf of the Complainant after the case was disposed of.  He was apprised of today’s hearing.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Jograj Singh,

S/o Sh. Natha Singh,

Mohalla-RUD, 

V & P.O Bham,

District Hoshiarpur.






…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Mahilpur, 

District Hoshiarpur. 




 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2031 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       None for the Complainant.
Representative, Mr. Amrik Singh, BDPO, on behalf of the Respondent.

----



Representative of the Respondent, Mr. Amrik Singh, BDPO, submits that information was sent to the Complainant on 24.07.2007.  The Complainant, on the other hand, in a letter to the State Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab on 12.10.2007, had stated that no information has been received. 

2.

This case came up for hearing on 11.01.2008.  Today the BDPO has personally appeared and reiterated that information was sent to the Complainant on 24.07.2007.  Nothing contrary has been heard from the Complainant till todate.



 The case is disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Ravi Kumar,

#102, Ghass Mandi,

Ludhiana.







…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 





 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 1686 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       Representative, Mr. Sri Pal Sharma, for the Complainant.
PIO, Mr. K.S. Kahlon, in person.

----



The Complainant is represented by Mr. Sri Pal Sharma, who had sought information on 04 points from the Public Information Officer, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana on 23.07.2007.  

2.

The PIO, Mr. K.S. Kahlon has submitted in writing that the Complainant had sought similar information vide CC No. 786/2007 and CC No. 1069 of 2007. He further says that CC No. 786 of 2007 was disposed of by Hon’ble S.I.C, Mr. R. K. Gupta on 28.01.2008, as the desired information had been supplied to the Complainant.  

3.

In the second case, CC No. 1069 of 2007, similar information was sought.  It was also listed in the Court of Hon’ble S.I.C. Mr. Gupta. This case, the PIO says, was disposed of today, i.e., 15.02.2008, since, the information demanded had been provided to the Complainant.

4.

The Complainant admits before me that the information sought in the instant case (CC No. 1686 of 2007) is also similar in nature. 

…2

-2-

5.

The Complainant says that he has not received information on any of the 04 points raised in his application, 23.07.2007.  At this, application was taken up point-wise.  The Complainant was explained the meaning of the term “Information”, and he agreed that all 04 points were not “information” as defined in Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act, 2005, but was only “opinion” and “interpretation” he was seeking from the Respondent. 

5.

 “Information” is defined as follows in the Act and the same was read out for the benefit of the Complainant.  Thereafter, he was satisfied: 



 “Information” means any material in any form, including records, documents, memos, e-mails, opinions, advices, press releases, circulars, orders, logbooks, contracts, reports, papers, samples, models, data material held in any electronic form and information relating to any private body which can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time being in force”. 

6.

Since, his application of 23.07.2007 does not constitute “information”, as defined in the Act, and also the fact that his earlier two applications (CC-786/2007 and CC-1069/2007) have already been dismissed by another Bench, this case is also disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Roop Singh,

S/o Sh. Nand Singh,

Village Dhilwa,

Tehsil Tappa,

District Barnala.






…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Block Sehna,

Tehsil Tappa,

District Barnala. 




 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2066 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       None for the Complainant.
None for the Respondent.

----



There was no appearance from either side on 11.01.2008 and the case was adjourned to 15.02.2008 in the interest of justice.   It appears that Complainant does not want to pursue his application.   



 Therefore, the case stands disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Visit us @www.infocommpunjab.com

Surinder Kumar Gupta.

# 738/1, Gali No. 07, 

Guru Nanak Nagar, 

Patiala.







…….Complainant






Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer, 

GMADA,

SAS Nagar, 

Mohali.





 

..…..Respondent



           








CC No. 2069 of 2007






 ORDER

Present:       
Complainant, Mr. Surinder Kumar Gupta, in person.

PIO, Mr. Rajeev Modgil, in person.

----



This case had come up on 11.01.2008.  Out of 03 points, information has been given to the Complainant only on point No. 01 i.e. copy of the allotment letter of the house.  
2.

On point 02, the Executive Officer, Sukhjeet Pal Singh, states in his Affidavit that Dispatch Register is not traceable, therefore, no information can be given.  Regarding acknowledgement receipt of the allotment letter, the Respondent, PIO states that we do not keep such record.  A copy of this Affidavit is handed over to the Complainant in my presence.
2.

In the foregoing circumstances, I direct the Public Information Officer to hold an inquiry with regard to untraceable Dispatch Register and fix responsibility about the same.  This inquiry should be completed within a period of 03 months and an Affidavit to this effect be submitted to the Commission.  



 Since, the Complainant is satisfied with the averments of the Respondent, the case stands disposed of and closed.  

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Gurmit Singh,

C-70, Kendriya Vihar,

Sector  48-B, 

Chandigharh.     

     
                             ……..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Administrator,

GMADA,

Mohali.





        …….Respondent.

CC No. 1974 of 2007

ORDER

Present:    
None   on behalf of the Complainant.

A.P.I.O., Mr. S.K. Goel,  on behalf of the Respondent.

                         _____



The A.P.I.O., Mr. S.K. Goel, says that information was sent to the Complainant on 25.01.2008. 
2.

This case was listed for today for confirmation.  Since nothing contrary has  been heard , the case stands disposed of and closed.


Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Surindarjit Singh Jaspal,

Advocate, Pb. & Haryana High Court,

762,Phase 3-BI, Mohali. 


                       …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer/Information Officer,

GMADA, Mohali.                       

                
                              




     




….. Respondent
CC No. 2337 of 2007

                        


  ORDER
Present:    
Mr. Surindarjit Singh Jaspal, Complainant, in person.
A.P.I.O., Mr. S.K. Goel,  on behalf of the Respondent.

                       _____



The Complainant, Mr. Surindarjit Singh Jaspal, had submitted an application to the Deputy Commissioner, S.A.S. Nagar and Estate Officer in    October, 2007, seeking information regarding “preventive and protective measures  against  Dengue fever”.  The A.P.I.O, GMADA, Mr. S.K. Goel,  states that they have not received notice of  hearing from the State Information Commission, Punjab, and as such, it would not be possible to make any comments.  

2.

  Both the Complainant and the Respondent have mutually agreed that the Complainant  can visit the office of A.P.I.O. on March  05, 2008 at 11.00 a.m. and submit  his application to them. However, a copy of the application on record is given to the A.P.I.O. to process the same in the intervening period.
3.
 
I direct that after the receipt of application from the Complainant , the A.P.I.O. may take appropriate action on the same.  


The case is adjourned to 7.03.2008 for further proceedings.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

S.S. Jaspal,

Gen. Secretary,

#762, 3B-I, Mohali.

 


                            …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer/Information Officer,

GMADA, Mohali.



                
               ….. Respondent

CC No. 2338 of 2007






     ORDER
Present:    
Mr. S. S. Jaspal, Complainant, in person.
A.P.I.O., Mr. S.K. Goel,  on behalf of the Respondent.

                         _____



 A.P.I.O. Mr. S.K. Goel, the Representative of the Respondent, maintains that they have not received notice of hearing in this case.  Therefore, it  is not  possible to comment on the information demanded by the Complainant.

2.
          It is mutually agreed between the Complainant and the Respondent that the former  can visit the office of  A.P.I.O. on March 05, 2008 and submit a copy of his application. However, a photo-copy of the same is handed over to the A.P.I.O.  from the case file for  processing it in the intervening period.

3.
          I direct that the  Complainant may visit the office of A.P.I.O. on March  05, 2008 at 11.00 a.m.

The case is adjourned to 7.03.2008 for further proceedings.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.




Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Satinder Pal Singh,

# 3118, Sector  37-D, 

Chandigarh,   





                  …..Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab Urban Planning &

 Development  Authority,

Sector  62, SAS Nagar (Mohali). 






                
                   ….. Respondent

CC No. 2299 of 2007




     ORDER
Present:    
Mr. Satinder Pal Singh, Complainant, in person.
A.P.I.O., Mr. S.K. Goel,  on behalf of the Respondent.

                         _____



Complainant has received a reply from the P.I.O.-cum-Estate Officer, PUDA, Mohali, in response to his application dated 18.7.2007.  However, he says that he is not satisfied with the reply given by the Respondent.
2.

A.P.I.O., GMADA, Mr. S.K. Goel, says that  they have neither received a copy of the application dated 18.7.2007 nor notice of hearing  from the State Information Commission.

3.                 The Complainant and the Respondent have mutually agreed that the former can visit the  office of A.P.I.O., on March 05, 2008 at 11.00 a.m. to seek further clarifications/documents on the information  he has demanded in his original application dated 18.7.2007.  A copy of the Complainant’s application is also handed over to the  A.P.I.O. who can, in the meantime, go through the  same  and  collect the relevant  information/documents in response to this application. 
4.
     The Complainant says that a list of  deficiencies in the reply of P.I.O.-cum-Estate Officer, PUDA, Mohali will be given to the A.P.I.O. on Monday, the February 18.
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The case will come up for further proceedings on 7.03.2008.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector -17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Veena Rani,

W/o Lt. Sh. Satish Kumar Verma,

Plot No. 13, Block No. 10, 

Near Rajpura Motors,

Rajpura Town, Distt. Patiala.










    ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Rajpura.









     
    .... .. Respondent












CC No. 1469 of 2007





           ORDER

Present:    None for the Complainant.

Mr. Vinod Kumar Sharma, P.I.O. along with Mr. Kamal Deep Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the  Respondent.




----

        This case had come up for hearing on 19.11.2007, 7.12.2007  and 28.12.2007. In the hearing on 7.12.2007, I had  remanded the case back to P.I.O. directing that he hear both the parties and decide, on merits, whether the information sought is exempt under any of the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005. At the last  date of hearing on 28.12.2007, I had directed the P.I.O. to submit to the Commission his decision on the application of the Complainant, Ms Veena Rani. 
2.
         Today, the P.I.O., Mr. Vinod Kumar Sharma along with Mr. Kamal Deep Sharma, Advocate, have submitted to the Commission complete documents which  were  demanded by  the Complainant vide her  application 
dated 24.04.2007. He says  he took the decision to give information/documents to the Complainant after hearing both the parties.





- 2 - 

The case stands disposed of and closed.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh




             State Information Commissioner

Dated, February 15, 2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB.

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sudagar Singh,.

Village Chunni Khurd,

District Fatehgarh Sahib.     




  …..Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Fatehgarh Sahib.   



                          ….Respondent

CC NO. 1973 Of 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
Complainant, Mr. Sudagar Singh, in person.

Representative, (Mr. Mohinder Singh, D.D.P.O.), for the Respondent.



----


            The D.D.P.O., Mr. Mohinder Singh, states  before me that efforts have been made to locate the inquiry report against Panch, Mohan Singh, but all in vain, so far.  He further says that the B.D.P.O. has fixed  responsibility for the loss of the relevant record.  Also  that reminders have been sent to Panchayat Secretary concerned  now posted in Block Khera.  B.D.P.O., Khera  had also made efforts to take charge of the relevant record from the said Panchayat Secretary but to no avail.
2.
          I direct the D.D.P.O., Mr. Mohinder Singh, to file an Affidavit to this effect and submit the same to the Commission with a copy to the Complainant.  The Affidavit should clearly state the steps that have been taken to trace the missing file and  whether responsibility  has been fixed on any of the officials responsible for the loss of the  file. This Affidavit should be submitted within 15 days from today.
The case will come up for further proceedings on  14.03.2008.
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

    (P. P. S. Gill)

Chandigarh



             State Information Commissioner.
Dated, February 15, 2008.
