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

Sh. Ramesh Lal,

Manager,

M/s Satpal Janak Raj,

Old Anaz Mandi, Kotkapura,

Distt. Faridkot.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Agriculture, Punjab,

Sector 34 A, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 1237   of 2008

Present:
  i)
Sh. . Ramesh Lal, complainant in person.
     
      
 ii)       Sri Prithipal Singh, OSD-cum-APIO and Sri Dharam Pal 



Mangla, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that information pertaining to point nos. 1 to 6 of the complainant’s application has already been provided to the complainant and he has brought with him the information pertaining to point nos. 7 to11 of the application for information which has been handed over to the complainant today. The complainant may go through it and an opportunity is given to him to point out deficiencies, if any, on the next date of hearing at 10 AM on 22-8-2008.  The information provided against point nos. 1-6 has been checked and found to be in order, except that copies of the report of the senior analyst regarding destruction of the samples pertaining to the year 2006-07, a copy of which has been supplied to the complainant, is dated December, 2006 and therefore, it is possible that there are other reports also of the  senior analyst on the subject of destruction of samples pertaining to this year.  The complainant specifically desires the report of the senior analyst regarding the destruction of sample No. 663 pertaining to the year 2006-07.  The respondent may check up his records and in case there is any report from the senior analyst pertaining to this sample  specifically, a copy may be given to the complainant before the next date of hearing.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Anup Lal Sharma,

Assistant Food & Supplies Officer,

Amritsar.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Food & Civil Supplies,

Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1227   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Anup Lal Sharma, complainant in person.


          ii)         Sh. Charanjit Singh, Supdt., and Sri Bhagwant Singh,Sr.                                         

           Asstt., on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


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

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Som Nath,

20-Nagina Avenue,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.

  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1233   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Som Nath, complainant in person.

        

ii)
DSP Jagdeep Singh Sidhu, Rural (II)  City., on behalf of the    
                      respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant in this case has asked for the details pertaining to his service as a  SPO in Amritsar Distt from 1986-91.  The complainant has verbally made a submission to the Court that  he functioned as a SPO and was paid for the service rendered by him for about one year nine months  during 1987-88, but he states that he has no document of any kind relating to that service and hence his application for information.  The respondent states that under the police rules, the records pertaining to the SPOs are destroyed after six months and the records pertaining to the period 1986-91 have also been destroyed.

In view of the above position, no action is possible to be taken on this complaint.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Anup Lal Sharma,

Assistant Food & Supplies Officer,

Amritsar.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Food & Civil Supplies,

Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1226   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Anup Lal Sharma, complainant in person.


          ii)         Sh. Charanjit Singh, Supdt., and Sri Bhagwant Singh,Sr.                                         

           Asstt., on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has already been sent by the department in the month of January,2008.  The information has been seen and found to be correct. The complainant has pointed out some contradictions between the figures sent by the department and the facts mentioned in the charge sheet issued to him.  However, he has been told that if there is  any contradiction in the  charge sheet, this court is not concerned with it and he has to pursue the  merits of his charge sheet with the competent authority..

Disposed of.










   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Ms. Santosh Kumari Gandotra,

H.No. 201/03, Mohalla Sahibzadian,

Pathankot.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1223   of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant.


          ii)          H C Surinder Kumar,  on behalf of the  
respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has sent the required information consisting of the inquiry report of the SHO, PS City Pathankot Division No..I, along with the statements of witnesses, to Ms. Santosh Kumari Gandotra,  on her complaint dated 16-2-2008. The SHO has stated in his report that both the parties had reached an amicable understanding and no further action is required to be taken on her complaint.  The respondent states, however, that the father of the complainant’s daughter in law is continuing to give representations against the complainant and members of her family and therefore, it is likely that further action / investigation by the police would be required.


In view of the above position, no further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Lachman Singh,

VPO Chattha Nanhera, Tehsil Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.


  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Sangrur.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1215   of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.

                     ii)        Sri Surjit Singh, Supdt. and Sri Jatinderpal Singh, Jr. 
  
    

           Asstt.,on  behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is ready but it runs into 682 pages and the complainant has not deposited the sum of Rs. 1364/- as the fees for the same @ Rs. 2/- per page.  This amount was demanded on 23-5-2008 when the date of application is 27-3-2008 and therefore, although the delay was explained by the respondent, to the effect that the post of Asstt. Registrar,Coop. Societies, Sunam, remained vacant for some time, no fees is now chargeable u/s 7(6) of the RTI Act.  The respondent is therefore, directed to send the information to the complainant by post, free of cost.

The complainant has requested for an adjournment. The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 29-8-2008 to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information being provided to him.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. G.S. Sikka, Advocate,

43, Friends Colony, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.



  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1195   of 2008

Present:    
 i)        None  on behalf of the complainant .



ii)     
S I  Gurpreet Singh, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


In this case, the complainant has asked for the inquiry report and statements of witnesses pertaining to a complaint made to the police by a third person.  Nevertheless, the respondent has informed the complainant that no inquiry could be held into the complaint because neither the complainant nor the opposite party could be traced.  This information was received by the complainant on 20-6-2008.

A telephonic message has been received  from the complainant requesting for an adjournment but in view of the facts stated by the respondent, no adjournment is necessary and this complaint is disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Raj Kumar,

W.No. 13, Kirpal Nagar,

Mahilpur, Distt. Hoshiarpur.
  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, Jalandhar.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1188   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Raj Kumar, complainant in person.
                     ii)         S I Surjit Singh,  on behalf of the 
respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant in this case has made a complaint against HC Mohinderpal Singh, PS Samrala, consisting of two allegations vide his letter dated 4-2-2008 addressed to the SSP, Vigilance Bureau, Jalandhar.  Thereafter, he made an application dated 8-3-2008 under the RTI Act, inquiring about the action taken on his application.  The respondent present before us states that the complaint of Sri Raj Kumar, complainant, against HC Mohinderpal Singh comes under the jurisdiction of SSP, Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana and the complainant has   wrongly addressed his letters dated 4-2-2008 and 8-3-2008 to the SSP, Vigilance Bureau,Jalandhar,

In the above circumstances, the complainant is advised to send his allegations/complaint against HC Mohinderpal Singh to the SSP, Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana, and seek information  on the action taken on his complaint from the SSP, Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana under the RTI Act, in case it is not forthcoming.


No action can be taken on the present complaint, which is disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Sham Lal Singla,

B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.
  



   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab School Education Board,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1183   of 2008

Present:
  i)        None on behalf of the complainant .

   

ii)     
Sh.  Varinder Kumar, Joint Secretary-cum-APIO, on behalf

                                  of   the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant falls into two categories.  The first is a notification which he is under the impression was issued in the year 2004 under regulation 7(3) of the Punjab School Education Board (Affiliation of Schools) Regulations, 1988.  The complainant has been informed that no separate notification has been issued regarding the salary to be paid to the staff of private schools and the regulation itself states that teaching staff will be paid salary which is at least equal to the basic pay of the respective grades of the corresponding cadres of teaching staff in State Government institutions.

The second category of information required by the complainant concerns the salary actually being paid to the teaching staff in private schools in the districts of Bathinda and Sangrur.  The respondent states that at the time the school is affiliated, it  gives an affidavit to the effect that the staff will be paid in accordance with Regulation 7(3) of the Regulations cited above, but if any particular school is not following this Regulation, the Board will not become aware of the fact till a complaint is received and verified.  Therefore, the information asked for by the complainant, does not exist on the records of the Board and therefore, the respondent was not obliged to provide the same to the complainant under the RTI Act.  Nevertheless, the respondent has asked  for this 










….p2/






---2---

information from all the 2600 private schools in Punjab which are affiliated with the Board and the information which has been received so far in respect of private schools in Distt. Bathinda and Sangrur, has been sent to the complainant vide the respondent’s letter dated 20-6-2008.  The respondent states that as and when any further information is received pertaining to these two districts, the same will also be sent to the complainant.

In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken on this complaint.  The complainant has requested for an adjournment, but the same has not been found to be necessary.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Kabal Singh,

Vill. Panchranda, P.O. Dumewal,

Nurpur Bedi, Distt. Ropar.


   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1179   of 2008

Present:
  i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .

        

 ii)     
Inspr. Ravinder Singh, on behalf of the  
respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has made a written submission that he has received the required information to his satisfaction.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Rajinder Kumar,

Constable No. 200,

Mamura reader/ DSP, Rajpura.

Distt. Patiala.




   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1171   of 2008

Present:
None

 
 

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request has also been received for an adjournment from either party.  Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 

22-8-2008.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Ranbir Singh,

Vill. Dhiromajra,

P.O. Jabomajra, Tehsil Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur.



   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Sangrur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1238   of 2008

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


ii)   Sh.  Abdul Bakash,
DMO-cum-PIO,Sangrur. 
 

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and  will be handed over to the complainant by the respondent on his depositing the required  fees of Rs. 36/- @ Rs. 2/- per page.  The information mentioned at sr. no. 2 of the application for information, consisting of a letter from the Secretary, Punjab Mandi Board, cannot be given to the complainant since it does not exist in the records of the respondent.

Disposed of.








              (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Kulwinder Singh,

24, Uttam Nagar,

Tarn-Taran Road, Amritsar.

   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1205   of 2008

Present:
  i)   
Sh. Amandeep  Singh, son of the complainant.



  ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


Sri Amandeep Singh, son of Sri Kulwinder Singh, appearing on behalf of the complainant, requests  for an adjournment.  The request is allowed and another opportunity is given to the complainant to make his submission with regard to his complaint at 10 AM on 22-8-2008.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha,

# 2017/1, Sector 45C,

Chandigarh.





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

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 

Principal Secretary,

Deptt. of  Transport, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






------------------Respondent

CC No.  1130 of 2008

Present:
Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha, complainant in person.



Sri Madan Lal,Sr.Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant submits that he has received the required information to his satisfaction.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008

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

Sh. Gurjail Singh,

Ex. Panch, Village Bahmana,

Teh. Samana, Distt. Patiala

   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Registrar (Enforcement),

Coop. Societies, Punajb,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2224   of 2008

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has made a written submission that he has received the required information to his satisfaction.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th   July,  2008
