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

Sh..Charanjit  Bhullar,

Tribune Office,

Goniana  Road,

Bhathinda




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe General Manager,

Pepsu  Road Transport Corporation,

Patiala






__________ Respondent

CC No.     560    of 2008

Present:
None on behalf of the  complainant



Sh. Raj Dial Singh Bal, GM, PRTC-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant is not present and no request has been received from him for an adjournment.  The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him in respect of 9 out of 10 depots  being run by the PRTC.  The remaining information will also be sent by the respondent within seven days.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh. Charanjit  Bhullar,

Tribune Office,

Goniana  Road,

Bhathinda



  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Lokpal,   Punjab,

SCO 198-199,  Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh





_____ Respondent

CC No.   562   of 2008

Present:
None on behalf of the  complainant



Sh. H.S.Doabia, Joint Registrar-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant was prepared and he was informed  vide letter dated 1-1-2008 to deposit a fees of Rs. 50/- so that the information could be sent to him.  The respondent has also submitted the information which was prepared by him for delivery to the complainant.

Since the application for information of the complainant is dated 26-11-2007 and the respondent is unable to inform the Court about the date  when it was received, the demand for the  prescribed fees was sent to the complainant after the period of 30 days prescribed under the RTI Act.  The information prepared for delivery to the complainant may therefore be sent to him along with these orders, free of cost.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.Satish  Kumar,

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp.  GNE  College, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.  
     



________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Registrar,

Punjab  Agriculture University,

Ludhiana






__________ Respondent

CC No.   568   of 2008

Present:
Sh.Satish  Kumar, complainant  in  person.


Sh.Ramesh Chander, APIO, and Shri   Sahib Singh, Supdt.,   on 


behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that there is now no problem about the information which he has asked for in his application dated 2-1-2008, since the department of Vigilance has put up the challan in the concerned court in respect of the embezzlement of Rs. 14 lakhs in the month of March, 2008. However, he wants the Court to rule on the incorrect information given by the respondent in November, 2007, that the case of embezzlement of Rs. 14 lakhs  is pending in  a Court , when it  was not pending in a Court at that time but was under investigation by the police and Vigilance departments.

The respondent states that there has never been any intention on their part to misrepresent any fact or to conceal any information from the complainant and any inaccuracy which has occurred was purely unintentional. This submission of the respondent is taken on record and the case is disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.M  R  Singla,

1015, Sector 16,

Panchkula.




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Irrigation Department, Mini Sectt, Sector 9,

Chandigarh






__________ Respondent

CC No.    823   of 2008

Present:
Sh.  M  R  Singla, complainant in person.


None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that he has received a reply from the department of Irrigation in response to his application for information dated 5-2-2007 but he has not brought it with him to the Court.  A copy of the application sent by him along with the complaint is also illegible.  The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 3-7-2008 on which date the complainant may bring to the Court all documents concerning this case in his possession as well as a legible copy of his application for information.


Even if the respondent  has any objection concerning the application for information, it is necessary that he or his concerned APIO should be present in the Court  because the objection is to be discussed and decided upon,  and this is most appropriately done only  in the presence of both the parties.  The PIO concerned or the APIO must therefore attend the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 3-7-2008 for further consideration and orders. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.  Prem Kumar  Rattan,

Kothi No. 8-E, New Lal Bagh,

Opp. Polo Ground,

Patiala.




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The Audit Officer,

Coop. Societies, Punjab.

Sangrur






__________ Respondent

CC No.   812   of 2008

Present:
Sh.  Prem Kumar  Rattan,  complainant  in person.


Sh.  Kanwar Manjit Singh, Audit Officer-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 16-1-2008 was sent to him through registered post within 30 days of the receipt of his application but the registered envelope  has been received back undelivered with the remarks of the postal authorities that it was   “unclaimed”.  The envelope has been handed over by the respondent to the Court and the same has been given to the complainant.  In case the complainant wishes to point out any deficiency in the information given to him, he is given an opportunity to do so at 10 AM on 26-6-2008.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh  Kuldip Kumar Kaura.

5-C, Phase-I, Urban Estate, Focal Point,

Ludhiana




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Deputy Director (Field),

Food and Supplies Deptt.,

Patiala






__________ Respondent

CC No.   824    of 2008

Present:
1)
Sh  Kuldip Kumar Kaura.  complainant  in person.


 2)
Sh.   Jasminder Singh, Dy. Director (Field), F&S,Patiala 



Division.
ORDER

Heard.


At the outset the Deputy Director (Field), Department of Food and Supplies, Patiala Division, Patiala, present before us as the respondent, has pointed out that he has not been notified as the PIO under the RTI Act and therefore, the application for information of the complainant addressed to the “o/o Food and Supplied Department, Patiala” is not in order since the applications for information under the RTI Act, are required to be made only to the concerned APIO, or PIO.  The respondent states that it is for this reason that the complainant was informed that if he requires any information concerning government ration depots , he should ask for the same directly from the DFSC-cum-PIO of the concerned district.


While the stand taken by the respondent, described above is undoubtedly correct, the complainant has submitted that the information which he requires pertains to the disposal of appeals by the appellate authority, who is the Deputy Director (Field),  and therefore, the information asked for by him from sr. no. 3 to sr. no. 7 of the points mentioned in the annexure attached to his application can be given only by the respondent.  There is considerable strength in the submission made by the complainant and in fact, it is a bit surprising that no PIO has been notified for the office of the Deputy Director (Field),  and I would suggest to the Government of Punjab  to notify him as PIO under the Act,     ….2/

CC-824/08




(2)
because he performs his own executive duties which pertain to the entire division under his jurisdiction. 



Under the circumstances, I order that Shri Jasminder Singh, Deputy Director (Field), department of Food and Supplies, Patiala , will be deemed to be  the PIO for the purpose of providing information to the complainant asked for by him vide his application dated 15-2-2008.  The information pertaining to point no. 1 & 2 mentioned in the annexure attached to the application pertains to the DFSCs-cum-PIOs working under the Deputy Director (Field), but since the application has been made in public interest, it would be appropriate if the respondent collects this information from the DFSCs working under him and supplies  it to the complainant.

The respondent states that he requires three weeks to collect the information.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 26-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.Kamal  Anand,

People for Transparency,

Telephone Bhawan Road, Near Sainik Rest House,

Sangrur.




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Indian Red Cross Society,

C/o The Deputy Commissioner,

Moga






__________ Respondent

CC No.   490  of 2008

Present:
None on behalf of the  complainant



Sh. Ashok  Watts, Secretary-cum-PIO,Red Cross Society, Moga  
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has withdrawn his complainant against the PIO,office of the Distt. Red Cross Society, Moga, vide   his  letter dated 15-5-2008.



Disposed of.










   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh..Charanjit  Bhullar,

Tribune Office,

Goniana  Road,

Bhathinda




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Director,

Treasury and Accounts,Punjab,

110-11,  Sector 17-C,Chandigarth


__________ Respondent

CC No.     561    of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the  complainant



ii)
Sh. Nirmal  Singh, Deputy Director,Treasury & Accounts



iii)
Sh. Kashmira Singh, Budget Officer-cum PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant was sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 13-3-2008. A copy of the same has been handed over by him to the Court for record.


Disposed  of.








   










                    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.Harpreet Singh,



  
     _____ Complainant

V PO   Jhatra, Teh. Zira

Distt. Ferozepur     

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Chief Exec. Officer,

Zila Parishad,Ferozepur.



___ Respondent

CC No.   425   of   2008

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


ii)
  None  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required  by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 17-4-2008 but the complainant has pointed out the following deficiencies therein:-
1.
The marks obtained by the veterinary  pharmacists in Matric and 10+2(Science) have not been given  separately. Only one set of  marks has been mentioned under column no.5 and it is not clear that it pertains to Matric or 10+2(Science).  The respondent should have given this information   for both the examinations.

2.
Complete information has not been provided in respect of Sh Vijay Kumar s/o Shri Bansi Ram, mentioned at sr. no. 6,  and no information has been provided in respect of veterinary pharmacists working in Civil Veterinary Hospital, Tibi Khurd, Tehsil Ferozepur and Khuranj, Teh. Jalalabad.

3(a) 
No certificates have been received in respect of the following candidates:-
i) Sh. Bhajan Singh S/o Sh. Jeet Singh

ii) Sh. Krishan Kumar S/o Sh. Isher Das

(b)
All the certificates have not been received in respect  of the following candidates:-

 
i)
Sh.Sunil Kumar S/o Sh. Jeet Ram


ii)
Sh. Mohinder Kumar S/o Sh. Jeet Ram

iii) Sh. Vijay Kumar S/o Sh. Vashu Ram

iv) Sh. Kanwaljeet Singh S/o Sh. Roop Singh 

v) Sh. Harpreet Singh S/o Sh. Kartar Singh

vi) Sh. Inderjeet Singh S/o Sh. Sant Ram


Contd..2

-2-

vii) Sh. Ram Kumar S/o Sh. Madan Lal

viii) Sh. Sukhjeet Singh S/o Sh. Darshan Singh
 
From the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant, it is clear that the respondent  has not paid sufficient attention to his responsibilities under the RTI Act and  has failed to take sufficient care while providing the information required by the complainant. This kind of incomplete and inefficient compilation of information only leads to dissatisfaction and causes enormous inconvenience to the applicant.

In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to positively remove the deficiencies pointed out  by the complainant and to give him the remaining information within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders. Since the information in this case was not supplied by the respondent within the period of 30 days prescribed  under the
RTI Act and the orders of the Court dated 17-4-2008,  and he   has also not completely complied with the orders of the Court datedb17-4-2008, despite a lapse of more than 35 days, I can only conclude that prima facie, complete information is deliberately not being given to the complainant.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Shri Jatinder Singh Brar, Deputy CEO-cum-PIO, Zila Parishad, Ferozepur, to show cause at 10 AM on 3-7-2008, 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 and unnecessary expenditure caused to the complainant in this case, for which the respondent is responsible, I impose costs of Rs. 500/-(Rupees Five Hundred),  which should be remitted to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 3-7-2008 for further consideration and orders.








   (P.K.Verma)

22nd   May,  2008




State Information Commissioner


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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

148 Noorpura Basti,

Sunami Gate, Sangrur.


  
     __________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Patiala.




________ Respondent

CC No.426 of 2008

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



ii)
Sh. Brijinderpal  Singh, Sr. Clerk, on behalf of the 




respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that no information has been received by him in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 17-4-2008.  The PIO, apart from having ignored these orders, has also sent a clerk to the Court to represent him, who does not deal with the subject and is unable to tell the Court as to why the orders of the Court have not been complied with.   In the above circumstances, I can only conclude that prima facie, complete information is deliberately not being given to  the complainant.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given Shri Daljit Singh Virk, DDPO-cum-PIO, Zila Parishad, Patiala,   to show cause at 10 AM on 19-6-2008, 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 and unnecessary expenditure caused to the complainant in this case, for which the respondent is responsible,  because the information required by him has not been supplied to him and the orders of the 











----2/

CC-426/08                                          (2)

Court dated 17-4-2008, have not been complied with, costs of Rs. 500/- ( Rupees Five Hundred )  is imposed,  which should be remitted to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 19-6-2008 for further consideration and orders.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh. Gurmeet Singh,

VPO Malkana Via Rama,

Distt. Bathinda.



  
     ____ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad,

Bathinda.






____ Respondent

CC No.   458  of   2008

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



ii)
Sh. Ved Parkash, Supdt.,-cum-APIO, on behalf of the 




respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


  The respondent has supplied the information required by the complainant in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 17-4-2008.

Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh.  Surinder   Pal, Advocate,

H.No. 539/112/3, Street 1-E,

New Vishnu Puri, New Shivpuri Road,

Ludhiana.



  
     _______ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The District Mandi Officer,

Grain Market, Behind Arora Palace Theatre,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




____ Respondent

CC No.227 of 2008

Present:      
i)       Sh.  Surinder   Pal, Advocate,   complainant in person..



ii)      Sh.. S.P.  Garg, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has brought the required additional information in response to the letters dated 8-4-2008 and 6-5-2008 of the complainant pointing out some alleged deficiencies in the information already provided to him.  The same has been handed over to the complainant, who may go through it and see whether it meets his requirement and in case any deficiencies still remain, he may point out the same to the respondent before the next date of hearing and the respondent should come prepared to meet the deficiencies   being pointed out when the case is next heard.

The complainant has pointed out in a written communication that  he had requested  for an adjournment when the case  was last heard on 10-4-2008,but his request has not been mentioned in the Court’s orders of that date.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 10-7-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh. Hari Krishan,

H.NO. 100, New Anand Nagar,

Jalandhar-8.


  
     ___________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Warehousing Corporation,

SCO 119-120, Bank Square, Sector 17-B,

Chandigarh.




_________ Respondent

CC No.392 of 2008

Present:
i) Sh.  Hari Krishan , complainant in person



ii)Sh  Chander Mohan, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


Full and complete information has been given to the complainant by the respondent in compliance  with the Court’s orders dated 10-4-2008. One or two small items of information which have not been received by the complainant will also be given to him by the respondent within seven days.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh. R.S. Arora,

B-34/10863, New Patel Nagar,

Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.



  
     ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Technology,

Dabwali Road,Bathind


              __________ Respondent

CC No.372 of 2008

Present:
None
ORDER


The issue whether Giani Zail Singh  College of Engineering and Technology,  Bathinda, is a public authority  under the Government of Punjab or not is still pending in the Court of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj.  This case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 26-6-2008 for further consideration and orders.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

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

Sh. Tarsem Lal.

#  B-11/15, Sadar Bazar,

Barnala 





________ Complainant 

Vs.  

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Tehsildar-cum-Sub Registrar,

Barnala





_________ Respondent

CC No.   611  of 2008

Present:
None.
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present despite the second opportunity which was given to them to appear before the Court today. Apparently, the complainant has received the information required by him or he does not wish to pursue his complaint.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   May,  2008

​
