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

Ms. Nippa,

H.No. 6758, New Janta Nagar,

Street No. 11, Dabba Road,

Ludhiana.




  
    __________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Inspector General of Police,

Ludhiana Range,

Ludhiana.






________ Respondent

CC No.25 of 2008
Present:
i)    
 None on behalf of the  complainant . 



ii)   
 S I  Surinder Kaur,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The complainant in this case is  “Nippa and others”, whereas the application for information is from “ Balkrishan”.  Further, it is not clear from the application as to what information is required  by the applicant.  Nevertheless, the  respondent has, because of his personal knowledge about the various applications for information and representations made by the applicant, given quite detailed responses to him, with reference to his various communications, which have been described  in the letter of the respondent addressed to the Commission dated 25-1-2008.
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Nippa,

H.No. 6758, New Janta Nagar,

Street No. 11, Dabba Road,

Ludhiana.




  
     ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




_________ Respondent

CC No.24 of 2008

Present:
i)    
 None on behalf  of the complainant  . 



ii)   
Sh.  Ashwani Kapoor, S.P.(Security),  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent states that the application of the complainant in this case does not ask for any information but is rather a request for security. He further states that the complainant has been informed  that his request for security will be considered in accordance with the due procedure, under which it has been referred to the concerned SSP (of Ludhiana) and the Intelligence Wing, and security will be provided if there is a positive report of threat perception.

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










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Harbans Lal,

VPO Mukandpur-144507,

Distt. Nawanshehar, Punjab.

  
     ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Nawanshehar.





__________ Respondent

CC No.2353 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Harbans Lal, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
DSP Gurmukh  Singh Cheema, Balachaur,  on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent states that the information required by the complainant was sent to him by hand but he said that it should be sent to him by post, which could not be sent since he has not deposited the postal charges.  The information has been brought by the respondent to the Court and has been handed over to the complainant.
Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Satnam Singh,
S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.


  
     ____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Superintendent,

District Jail, Ropar.





________ Respondent

AC No.440 of 2007

Present:
i)    

None  on behalf of the  appellant  


ii)   

Sh. Surjit  Singh, Asstt. Supdt  Jail, Ropar,  on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The information required by the appellant  has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter No. 2156 dated 17-12-2007.

 Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjit Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.


  
    ______________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Superintendent,

Central Jail, Jalandhar.




____________ Respondent

AC No.439 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None   on behalf of the  complainant.   



ii)   
  Sh. Raj  Kumar, Warden,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission that the information required by the appellant has been sent to him vide his letter No. 301 dated 21-1-2008.


Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Naitor Singh,

S/o S. Arjun Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.


  
     ____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary, 

Deptt. Of Agriculture, Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


_______ Respondent

AC No.435 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

The application for information in this case concerns Shivalik Fertilizer Limited, Balachaur, which is not a public authority as defined in the RTI Act.  No action therefore is required to be taken in this case.

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     ___________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Sanitation & Sewerage Division,

Gurdaspur.





_____________ Respondent

AC No.368 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The application for information in this case was made on 30-3-2007,  The respondent is under the impression that  information in respect of this application has already been provided to the appellant and  the complaint regarding the information supplied has also been disposed of by the Commission.  This is however not correct as the case which has been disposed of by the Commission was regarding application dated 23-8-2006 of the complainant in CC-628 of 2006, whereas  his present  complaint concerns his application dated 30-3-2007.  The reply of the respondent to this application sent vide his letter No. 1555 dated 23-4-2007 is therefore not correct and irrelevant.
In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to give the information asked for by the appellant in his application dated 13-3-2007 within 30 days from today free of cost, since it was not provided within the period of 30 days prescribed in the RTI Act but, since a very large amount of work would be involved, I limit the period for which the information is to be provided to 1-4-2006 to 30-9-2006.

Adjourned  to 10AM on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Engineer,

Municipal Council,

Mandi Gobindgarh, 

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

AC No.197 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the  appellant. 



ii)   
Sh. Prem Parkash,Asstt. Mpl. Engineer,  on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case has not yet been considered by the respondent because the postal order for Rs. 10/- sent as application fees along with his application was not received in his office.  The  appellant on the other hand has shown the stub of the IPO which was sent through speed post.  The matter now being quite old, since the application was made on 16-1-2007, I direct that the question of receipt of the fees of Rs. 10/- will not be raised at this stage and the fees will be deemed to have been paid.


The application for information in this case  asks for  all the details of the works carried out by the Municipal Council, Mandi Gobindgarh, over a period of two years.  The respondent has raised a valid objection that collection of the information would involve a large amount of work and would divert the time and attention of his office to the detriment of public interest. Taking the respondent’s objection into consideration, I order as follows:-

1) The information will be supplied  for the period only from 1-4-2006 to 30-9-2006. 

2) Apart from attested copies of comparative statements, mentioned at sr. no. 1, the information pertaining to serial no. 3,4,&5 will be given by the respondent on a proforma which the complainant will send to him within 7 days from today.

3)
      The information asked for at sr. No. 2 is nil as stated by the respondent.

4)       The information regarding the  revenue earned  during  this period, month-wise, can be given  without the need for any proforma for the same.


Since this case  has already suffered  considerable delay, the respondent should provide the information to the complainant  within 30 days of the date of receipt of the proforma by him.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for conformation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   31 January, 2008

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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.





  
   


 __________ Appellant 

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Personnel Division, RS Dam,

Shahpurkandi. Gurdaspur.
       



  __________ Respondent

AC No.     203   of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,appellant  in  person.
ii)
Sh. Chander Kanta,  Asstt. Engineer, and Sh Jawahar Lal Chopra, 
Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The appellant in this case had pointed out certain deficiencies in the information provided to him in his letter dated 12-9-2007, which were sought to be removed with the additional information supplied to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 20-12-2008. The appellant however, is still not satisfied and has pointed out that some information  has still not been provided, in his letter datedb18-1-2008, addressed to the Commission. A copy of this letter has been handed over to the respondent, with the direction to provide the remaining information to the complainant within 15 days from today.

Adjourned to 10  AM  on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008
State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Sanjeev Kumar

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Pathankot.






………….Respondent

AC No.18 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,on behalf of the appellant


ii)
None   on  behalf of the   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

On the last date of hearing on  20-12-2007, the respondent had stated that the information required by the appellant has been given to him in full.  The appellant  however, states that no information has been received by him.

In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to send to the Commission a copy of the information supplied by him. The respondent may also send a copy of the same to the  appellant again through registered post.  The orders of the Ist Appellate Authority, if any, should also be shown to the Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008

State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No.83-84  2nd Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






………… Appellant



Vs

Shri Ashok Sharma,

Deputy Controller ,F & A-cum-

Public Information Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Amritsar





………….Respondent

AC No. 117 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,Appellant in person.
ii)  Sh.  Sh. Pardeep Jaiswal,, SDO,  and Sh. Davinder Kumar, JE,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant had not been sent to him by the respondent because of some communication gap. It had however been given to the Court on the last date of hearing and has been handed over to the appellant today. The appellant may go through the information and point out deficiencies, if any, on the next date of hearing at 10 AM on 20-3-2008.










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008

State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No84-85,(2nd Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar,
Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






………… Appellant



Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.Executive Engineer, (Civil),

Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.





………….Respondent

AC No.  126  of 2007

Present:
i)    Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,  on behalf of the appellant.


ii)   Sh. Pardeep  Attri, Asst. Corp. Engineer, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the appellant has been provided to him except  that he has received copies of 10 comparative statements instead of 228,which is the figure stated by the respondent in the statement prepared by him giving a break up of the cost of the information.  The information has also not been provided in the proforma which the appellant has devised.  Since it will take considerable time and effort to fill up the proforma  I direct that the respondent should  give up the information in the appellant’s proforma only for the period from 1-4-2006 to 30-9-2006, and photostat copies of the remaining comparative statements.

For the purpose of implementation of the above orders, a copy of the proforma may be sent to by the appellant to the respondent by post, within three days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008

State Information Commission, Punjab,
SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh..Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2,Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.







……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,  (By Regd. Post)
O/o.The Asstt. Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

(Enforcement)

Jalandhar.






………….Respondent

AC No.139 of 2006

Present:
i)    Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,  appellant  in  person



ii)    None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.


 Despite the orders of this Court dated 30-12-2007 (copy enclosed), the respondent has not appeared in the Court either on 30-12-2007 or today, the date on which the case was adjourned.  The appellant states that the orders of the Court dated 15-3-2007 have also not yet been complied with.


In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to comply with the orders of this Court and bring to the Court a copy of the information supplied to the appellant on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008

Encl  --1

A copy is forwarded to the Financial Commissioner,Taxation,Government of Punjab,Chandigrh, for information and necessary action.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner 

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




 _____________ Appellant  

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Assistant Food & Supply Officer,

Pathankot.




_____________ Respondent

AC No. 196 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Yogesh  Mahajan,      on behalf    of the     appellant.



ii)   None    on behalf of the respondent.


ORDER

Heard.

The reply of the respondent to the 8 deficiencies mentioned by the appellant in his letter dated 25-10-2007, was sent to the appellant along with the Court’s orders dated 20-12-2007. The appellant has pointed out that the  reply is only a copy of the original reply given by the respondent on 21-8-2007, and is not a response to the deficiencies pointed out by the appellant.

The respondent is accordingly directed to give a proper reply to the 8 deficiencies pointed out by the appellant in his letter dated 25-10-2007 before the next date of hearing.  He is also directed to be present in the Court on that date along with a copy of the reply sent to the appellant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









  (P.K.Verma)








 State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85,2nd floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

O.pp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
___________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assitant Excise & Taxation

 Commissioner, (Enforcement),

Amritsar.





_________ Respondent

AC No.200 of 2007

Present:
i)        Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)       Sh. P.K.Malhotra, ETO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


In this case the appellant has asked for information from the respondent about the checking which has been made by the Excise and Taxation Department from 1-4-2006 to 28-2-2007 showing, interalia, the  value of the goods being transported, the rate  of penalty and the penalty levied.  Complete information in this regard has been given by the respondent vide his letter dated 18-12-2007, which contains details of 270 cases of the imposition of penalty.  The appellant  has made the allegation that the figures entered in the statement provided by the respondent under the column “Goods  Amount (Parcel Value)” are not credible and should be checked to see whether they have been correctly reproduced from the records of the department.  A copy of the statement given by the respondent to the appellant is therefore sent to the Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala, with the direction that the records concerning the 270 instances of the imposition of penalties mentioned in the statement should be summoned by him from the office of the respondent, and a report sent to the Commission about the correctness of the figures mentioned in the statement under the column “Goods Amount (Parcel Value)”. The report is required to be sent within a period of 30 days from the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for consideration of  ETC’s report.  It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend further hearings of this case, unless directed otherwise later on.









(P.K.Verma)








         State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.





  
   


__________ Appellant 

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Executive Engineer,

Central Works Division ,

PWD B&R, Shimla Pahari

Near PWD Rest House, Pathankot.


  __________ Respondent

AC No.     202   of 2007

Present:
i) Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the appellant.



ii)  None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The appellant states that the deficiencies pointed out by him in his letter dated 5-12-2007 have been removed by the respondent and he is now satisfied with the information provided.

The appellant should bring the information supplied to him by the respondent in response to his letter dated 5-12-2007 on the next date of hearing for the Court’s perusal.

 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-3-2008. It will not be necessary for the respondent to attend the Court on that date.










(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


Dated: 31st January, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Lt. Col. (Retd) Anil Kabotra,

# 180, Sector 8,

Panchkula.


  
     ________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police, 

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.


________ Respondent

CC No. 2186 of 2007

Present:
i)    Sh.  Anil Kabotra, complainant  in person. 
ii)    DSP  Narinderpal Singh,O/o DGP, 

iii)   DSP Paramjit Parmar, o/oDGP,IVC and

iv)   DSP Prithipal Singh,Crime Branch, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

In this case, an earlier application for information of the complainant was considered by the Commission in CC-398/2007 and was found that  it was not in order and the complainant was advised to make a fresh application for information.  The present application for information of the complainant, under consideration in this case, has been made by him as a result of the earlier orders of the Commission referred to above. In this application dated 10-7-2007, the complainant has asked for  two items of information, as follows:

1. Copy of letter dated  15-2-2007 written by ADGP, Gurdaspur, and copy of orders, if any, passed by DGP, Punjab overruling the  aforementioned letter.

2. The action taken on the letter mentioned in paragraph 3 of the complainant’s letter to the PIO dated 16-2-2007.

Insofar as point no. 1 is concerned, a copy of the letter dated 15-2-2007 has been given to him and he has also been given a copy of the order no. 581 dated 9-4-2007 from the ADGP (Law and order), addressed to the SSP, Gurdaspur, in which it has been recorded that  the letter issued by Internal Vigilance Wing, Headquarters, Punjab, may not be considered till the completion of the investigation and to take further necessary action under the law.   The complainant states that apart from this letter, there are written orders of the then DGP, Sh. R.S.Gill, in which he has directed the PIO, i.e. the IGP. Hqs. to speak to the SSP, Gurdaspur and tell him to ignore the letter of ADGP, IVC dated 15-2-2007 and to proceed with the investigation. The three officers present in the Court today  who are from the office of  DGP, office of  ADGP, IVC, and office of Crime Branch, have expressed their ignorance about any such noting.                 …..2/





---2---

Insofar as the second point in the application for information is concerned, in paragraph 3 of his letter dated 16-2-2007, he has mentioned the following three communications addressed to the DGP, Punjab.
1. Home Department’s letter No. 5/344/02-3G4/274 dated 23-01-2007

2.Applicant’s letter dated 29-01-2007

3.Applicant’s Fax  dated 5-02-2007.

The complainant wants to know the action  taken by the office of the DGP on the above mentioned three communications.  He has not received  any information from the respondent on this point contained in his application.


A further difficulty which the Court is facing is that out of the three officers who have come as representatives of the PIO, none is in a position to act as the PIO’s representative before the Court.

In the above circumstances, the following orders are passed:-

1. The PIO should examine his records and give a copy of the notings of the office of the DGP,Punjab, mentioned above to the complainant, if such a noting has been made.
2. The action taken on the letters addressed to the DGP,Punjab, by the complainant referred to in point no. 2 of the application, must be communicated to him within 10 days from today, since the delivery of information to the complainant in this case has already been very much delayed.

3. The PIO should depute any one officer from amongst the APIOs working under him as his representative before the Court, whose aversions /commitments are required to be treated as made by the PIO and to take the responsibility for their correctness, as is  mentioned in the notices issued by the Commission for hearings before it. The deputed APIO will also act as a channel of communication between the Court and the PIO.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









 (P.K.Verma)

Dated: 31st January, 2008




State Information Commissioner

