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

Sh. Rajinder Singh,,

W.  No. 14, H. No. 30,

Shivpuri, Dhuri,

Distt. Sangrur.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, 
Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No.251 of 2008

Present:
i)    
        None    on behalf of the complainant   



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

Heard.

The respondent sent  an intimation to the complainant within 30 days of the receipt of the application for information that the IPO of Rs. 10/- has not been correctly made out and that it should be in the name of  the Registrar, Punjabi University, Patiala, and a revised IPO may be sent accordingly.  The  complainant has not yet complied with this requirement and therefore his complaint is premature and is accordingly disposed of. The respondent will send a suitable response to his application for information when the correct IPO for Rs. 10/- as the application fees is received by him.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Naresh Garg,

Pattarkar Bagh Colony,

Tapa Mandi, Distt. Barnala.


  
   __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supply Controller,

Sangrur.





___________ Respondent

CC No.245 of 2008

Present:
i)    
        None   on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
        Ms. Sona Thind,  DFSO, Sangrur-cum PIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant  was sent to him on 30-01-2008, and the absence of the complainant indicates that he has got the information which he had asked for.


Disposed  of.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Rajinder Lal Sachdeva,

H. No. 4966, Street  15-B,

Nirankari Bhawan road,

Abohar-152116



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Regional Transport Authority,

Ferozepur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.244 of 2008

Present:
i)    
       Sh. Rajinder Lal Sachdeva, complainant   in person


ii)   
        None   on  behalf  of  the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case was made on 6-10-2007 and the complainant states that he has not got any response from the respondent, despite a direction which was issued to him by the State Transport Commissioner, Punjab, on 19-10-2007 that the information which is required should be given to the complainant immediately.


The PIO-cum-Secretary Regional Transport Authority, Ferozepur,  is also not present in the Court today either personally or through the concerned APIO.


In the above circumstances, I  can only conclude that the information in this case is being  withheld malafidely  and without reasonable cause.  However, before action is taken for imposition of the  penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to give full and complete information to the complainant in response to his application dated 6-10-2007.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-04-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

CC:     i)The Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,  Department of Transport, Punjab, 
Chandigarh


ii) The State Transport Commissioner,  Punjab, Chandigarh

for necessary action.

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

Sh. Amrik Singh,

Traffic Manager,

Punjab Roadways,
 Tarntaran.


  
    


____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, Deptt. of Transport,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,
 Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

CC No.269 of 2008

Present:
i)    
         None   on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
         Sh.  Madan Lal, Sr.  Assistant.  on  behalf  of  the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 24-12-2007 has been supplied by the respondent to him to the extent that it is covered by the RTI Act.

Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Shamsher Singh,

Vill. Chatha Nanhera,

Tehsil Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.




  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assistant Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.267 of 2008

Present:
i)    
        None on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
        Sh. Labh Singh, Inspector o/o A R, Coop.Societies Sunam.on  behalf  



of  the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except for the information pertaining to the  Sangrur Central Cooperative Bank Ltd.,  which has taken the stand that it cannot provide the information since it is not a public authority  as defined in the RTI Act.  This issue is under adjudication before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana and fresh notices will be issued to the parties after a decision has been taken in the matter by the Hon’ble High Court.

This case is adjourned sine-die.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Kheta Ram,

Vill. Chriwala Dhanna,

Tehsil Fazilka, District Ferozepur.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology,

Bathinda.







________________ Respondent

CC No.266 of 2008

Present:
i)    
        Sh. Kheta Ram,complainant  in person.  



ii)   
        None   on  behalf  of  the respondent
ORDER
Heard.

The respondent has informed the Commission that as has been recorded in the orders of this Court dated 29-2-2008 in CC-20 of 2008, the question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Bhatinda, is a public authority as defined under the RTI Act, is under consideration by the Bench of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, in CC-203 of 2007 in which the next date of hearing is 30-04-2008.


This case accordingly is adjourned to 10 AM on 15-5-2008 for further consideration and orders.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Nirmal Singh,

Senior Assistant,

O/o DGP (Prisons), Punjab,

SCO 89, Sector 17-A, Chandigarh.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Inspector General-1, Prisons,
 Punjab.  SCO 89, Sector 17-A, Chandigarh









________________ Respondent

CC No.264 of 2008

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



ii)   
        Sh. D.K.Sidhu, Chief Probation Officer-cum-APIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant  has been given by the respondent. Six of the seven pages concerning the notice issued to him for alleged absence from duty had not been received by him and these have therefore been copied out afresh at the instance of the Court and given to the complainant.


Vide his application dated 2-01-2008, the complainant had asked for a copy of the Attendance Register for the period  from 30-9-2006 to 6-11-2006 during which it is being claimed that he was unauthorisedly absent.  In response, he has been informed by the respondent that the Attendance Register for the year 2006 is not available “in this Branch”. This reply is unsatisfactory and not acceptable since the application of the complainant was made to the AIG ( I )-cum-PIO, Jails Department, and it is the responsibility of the PIO to obtain the information from whatever Branch is concerned and supply it to the complainant.  This information should therefore, be located by the PIO and given to the complainant. Since the required information was not given to the complainant within 30 days of the date of receipt of the application, no further fees will be charged from the complainant for this information.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 25-04-2008 for confirmation of compliance. 









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Rajinder Singh Mansahia,

202, Phase 3, urban Estate,

Patiala.




  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.





________________ Respondent

AC No.45 of 2008

Present:
i)    
           None  on behalf of the complainant   



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




ORDER

Heard.

In this case, the information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except  the information regarding the marks obtained by passed candidates before and after revaluation of their  papers, for which the  respondent has claimed exemption under section 8( I )( j )  of the RTI Act.

The information concerning examination results of various candidates, to the extent that it a matter of general public information, is notified in the gazette by the University and the complainant has been advised by the respondent, vide his letter dated 26-03-2008, a copy of which may be sent to the complainant along with these orders, to obtain a copy of the gazette  regarding the LLB examination,2007  


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Surdip Singh,

VPO- Manupur,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.


_____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, 
Patiala.




__________ Respondent

CC No.276 of 2008

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

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


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 10-03-2008, full and correct information has been given by the respondent to the complainant, who is satisfied with the same.


Disposed  of. 








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Ram Saran Dass,

H.No. 496, W.No. 2,

Khalifa Bagh colony,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.


  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP ,SCO-36-40,

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No.12 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the complainant 

ii)     
  Sh.  PPS Rana,  Asstt, Manager (PRI)  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 7-03-2008, the remaining information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant.

Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal,

# 2123, sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.
 



  
   ________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

AIG-cum-CPIO,

O/o I.G. Prisons, Pb., 

Sector 17,Chandigarh.




_____ Respondent

CC No.21 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, complainant in person. 

ii)     
 Sh.Jagjit Singh, APIO-cum-AIG, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complete papers concerning the issue of letter dated  05-09-1995 have been given to the complainant in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 29-2-2008 but  he states  that the letter stated by the complainant  to have  been sent on 
07-09-1995, was dealt with in a loose file which has since been destroyed under Government instructions.

In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

#  539/112/3 Street 1-E,

New Vishnupuri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana
  


    __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

The Distt. Mandi Officer,

Grain Market, Behind Arora Palace Theatre,

Gill Road,Ludhiana.



_________ Respondent

CC No. 2324 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant. 



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



iii) 
Sh. Amarjit Singh, Liaison Officer-cum-APIO, 







Punjab  Mandi Board.  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the complainant has not pointed out any further deficiency in the information which was given to him on the last date of hearing and he is also not present in the Court today.

In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. R.J Sachdev,

Sachdev Eggleston & Associates,

Architects Urban Designers,

G-33, 1st Floor, Kalkaji,

New Delhi-110019.





__________Complainant. 






Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Ladhowali Road , Jalandhar.
              

__________Respondent

CC No. 1718 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Ms. R.J.Sachdev, complainant  in person.


ii) 
 Sh. Arun  Gandhi, Clerk,  on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The reply given by the respondent to the complainant in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 22-02-2008 is incomplete and unsatisfactory, in the following respects.
1. The respondent states that M/s. Sachdev Eggleston & Associates, were informed about the fact that the  intent issued to them had been held in abeyance and that the Vice Chancellor, Punjab Technical University, had informed them.  The directions of the Court that a copy of the communication which had been issued in this regard, (if any),  should be sent to them, has not been complied with.
2. If the Committee was constituted in the meeting held on 5-11-2001 and no separate orders were issued for the same, a copy of the concerned  proceedings should be sent to the complainant with reference to point no. 2 of the three objections raised by the complainant, recorded in the orders of the Court dated 22-02-2008.

3. No satisfactory reply has also been given by the respondent to the complainant in respect of the objection raised at point no. 3 in the orders ibid.


 The PIO, Shri RPS Bedi is directed to remove the deficiencies noted above before   the next date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 04-04-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Hermesh Chand,

Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat,

Nururpur Khurd (U), Ropar.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.






________________ Respondent

CC No.2379 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Hermesh Chand ,complainant   in person


ii)   
 Sh. Swaran Lal, Supdt-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been prepared and the same has been submitted to the Court.  The respondent had been directed to send the required information to the complainant but this has still not been done.  The respondent has also not given any response to the show cause notice issued to him in the orders dated 8-02-2008 for imposition of the penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act.


In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to send the information required by the complainant directly to him, and to submit his reply to the show cause notice on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-04-2008 for consideration and further orders.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008


A copy along with a copy of the orders dated 8-2-2008, is forwarded to the Financial Commissioner, Government of Punjab, Forest Department, Chandigarh, for necessary action.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajesh  Dhiman,

S/o Sh. Chaman Lal,
#  2, Street No. 1

Jhujar  Nagar,

Patiala.


  
   


____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The  Commissioner,

 Municipal Corporation,

Patiala..






_____ Respondent

AC No. 284 of 2007

Present: 

i)  Sh. Rajesh  Dhiman,  complainant in person.


ii)  None on behalf of the  respondent,
ORDER


In this case the complainant made an application for information on 06-06-2007 and it was on 11-10-2007 that Sh. Ashok Vij, APIO, made a commitment in the Court on behalf of the PIO,  that the information pertaining to point no. 3 of the application would be given to the complainant within ten days.  On the next date of hearing the respondent was represented by Sh. Vijay Kumar, JE, who stated that the information is being located and will be given to the complainant as soon as it becomes available.  The case was then adjourned to 6-12-2007 but amazingly   no official appeared in the Court on behalf of the respondent and  the required information had also not been given to the complainant.

Under these circumstances,  a last opportunity was given to the respondent to comply with the orders of the Court and the case was adjourned  to 17-01-2008 for confirmation of compliance.  Apparently, the orders of the Court  had not been complied with and the respondent was again absent from the Court  but unfortunately, the complainant also did not attend the Court on that date and from the fact that both the parties were absent, the Court concluded that the orders dated 6-12-2007 had been complied with.

Since the complainant has now represented that the orders dated 6-12-2007 have not been complied with and the information pertaining to point no. 3 of his application has not yet 










…..contd  2/

---2---

been given to him, a fresh notice was issued to the respondent to appear in the Court today along with a copy of the information, if any, which had been supplied to the complainant. The respondent has made a request for an adjournment but, although his absence from the Court today can be condoned, the complainant has still not received the required information and  no mention has been made by the respondent in his communication requesting for an adjournment, about the noncompliance of the orders of the Court dated 6-12-2007.

From the above facts, I conclude that the information in this case is not been given to the complainant malafidely and without reasonable cause. 


Notice is hereby given to  Sh.Amrik  Singh,   PIO-cum-Secretary, Municipal Corporation, Patiala,  to show cause at 10 AM on  25-04-2008, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


For the inconvenience cause to the complainant in this case, for which the respondent is responsible, I impose costs of Rs. 500/-, which should be disbursed to the complainant by the respondent before the next date of hearing.  In the meanwhile, the respondent is strongly advised to comply with the orders of the Court dated 6-12-2007 before the next date of hearing.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008


A copy is forwarded to the Principal Secretary to Government,  Punjab,  Local Government Department, Chandigarh, for necessary action.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Surjit  Kumar,

VPO  Birampur,

Teh.. Garshankar,

Distt Hoshiarpur.

  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

The Divisional Forest Officer,



  __________ Respondent

Garhshankar,Distt. Hoshiarpur


CC No.  1924    of 2007

Present:
i)    
        Sh. S.K. Bawa, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant   

ORDER

  Sh. S.K. Bawa, counsel on behalf of the complainant, requests for an adjournment. Accordingly, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 25-4-2008 to give another opportunityto the complainant to make his submission.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

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

Sh. Vivek,

Lecturer,

Deptt. Of Mech. Engineering,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001. 



     ____________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001.




____________ Respondent

CC No.20 of 2008


In continuation of the Court’s orders dated 29-2-2008, you are hereby informed that this will not be heard on 4-4-2008.  Since the next date of hearing in CC-203 of 2007 is 30-4-2008, this case  is adjourned to 10 AM on 15-5-2008 for further consideration and orders.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   28th  March,  , 2008

