STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ram Chander Sharma,

# 193(GF), Sector: 40-A, Chandigarh.




Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali.



 Respondent

CC - 629/2011

Present:
Shri  Ram Chander Sharma, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harbhajan Singh, ASI and Shri Lal Mohammad, H.C., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that no Challan  has been filed against Shri Amar Kant, who has been declared Proclaimed Offender by the Court vide  order dated 30.05.1992. He further states that   one  copy of the statement of Shri Udham Singh, ASI,  was submitted to the Court at Kharar, who declared  Shri Amar Kant as Proclaimed Offender.
3.

 It is directed that a copy of the statement of Shri Udham Singh, ASI  be supplied to the Complainant. Now the Complainant can approach the court of law for the removal of his grievances, if he so desires. If he wants any other information, he should file new application with the concerned public authority. 
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4.

Since the information in the instant case stands provided, the case is disposed of.

5 .

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 19. 04. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Malwinder Singh,

3-Ranjit Bagh, 

Near State College of Education,

Patiala.








Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation, Patiala.





 Respondent

CC - 2091/2008
Present:
Shri Malwinder Singh, Complainant, in person.


Shri Naresh Kumar, Planning Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, the Respondent places on record a copy of the Report of the Inquiry, conducted by Assistant Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala alongwith recommendations made by the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala,  to the Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh for taking necessary action against the officers/officials, who are responsible for the delay in the implementation of the orders of the Commissioner  in demolishing un-authorized construction at Plot No. 2, Ranjit Bagh, Near State College of Education, Patiala. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala  has recommended to the Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh,  vide letter No. 1191/MOD, dated 07.12.2009  to take action against Shri M. M. Syal, Corporation 
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Engineer(now posted at Municipal Corporation Jalandhar); Shri Shakti Sagar Bhatia, MTP(now posted at Municipal Corporation, Amritsar); Shri Nirmal Preet ATP(now posted at Municipal Corporation, Jalandhar); Shri Gurpreet Walia, SDO, Municipal Corporation, Patiala; Shri Davinder Pal, Draftsman, Municipal Corporation, Patiala; Shri Harbans Singh, Inspector and Shri Vishal Syal, Inspector, Municipal Corporation, Patiala.  The Respondent states that no reminder has been sent by Municipal Corporation, Patiala to the Director Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh and no action has been taken by Director, Local Government, Punjab, Chandigarh in this regard so far. 
2.

The Complainant states that the case has been decided by the court of Shri Harbhajan Singh, Additional District Judge, Patiala on 28.03.2011 and accordingly he has made a representation to the  Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala on 01.04.2011 to implement the said orders, which has been marked to the MTP/Superintendent(Building) with the following directions:-


“ c"oh s"o s/ ckJhb s/ nrb/oh ekotkJh fjs g/ô eo' “

3.

Shri Naresh Kumar, Planning Officer, who is present today in the Court, states that he does not know about the further action taken by the authorities in this regard.
4.

Accordingly, it is directed that the PIO of the office of Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala will appear in person on the next 
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date of hearing alongwith Action Taken Report on the orders passed by Additional District Judge, Patiala on 28.03.2011.
5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 26.04.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 19. 04. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurbax Singh Bains,

H.No. 206, Phase-6, Mohali.





Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC -  666/2011

Present:
Shri Gurbax Singh Bains,  Complainant, in person.

Shri  Darshan Singh, ASI and Shri Hakam Singh, H.C., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing, Shri Gurbax Singh Bains sent his observations on the report of the SHO, City Police Station, Rajpura to the PIO vide letter No. 124, dated 06.04.2011, with a copy to the Commission. 
2.

The Respondent places on record a letter from the APIO of the office of S. S. P.,  Patiala addressed to the SHO, Police Station(city), Rajpura to supply reply/documents, if any, to the Complainant in the light of the submissions made by him. He further places on record a letter No. 64/RTI, dated 15.04.2011 from the SHO(city), Rajpura in which it has been  stated that the case has been transferred to concerned branch of the office of D.G.P. Punjab and the original 
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 record relating to FIR No. 219 dated 28.09.2010 of City Rajpura  has been transferred  to the Commandant 82nd Battalion PAP-cum-S.S.P. Crime, Punjab, Chandigarh.

3.

The Complainant states that they have deliberately  delayed the matter. Further, a perusal of the case  file reveals that the first set of information was supplied by  the PIO vide letter No. 272/27AC/520-23/RTI, dated 04.04.2011. The Complainant states that no doubt  the action has been delayed, the case may be closed. Two original  letters presented to the Commission, are handed over to the Complainant after getting a receipt. 
4.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of with the directions to the S.S.P. Patiala to be more vigilant in future in such cases.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 19. 04. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ranjit Puri,

H.No. 1134-A, Sector: 35-B,

Chandigarh.








Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sangrur.








 Respondent

CC - 3907/2010
Present:
Shri Ranjit Puri, Complainant, in person.


Shri Lakhbir Singh, H.C., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case Shri Ranjit Puri filed an application with the PIO of the office of S.S.P. Sangrur on 19.08.2010 and demanded information on 17 points.  On getting no response, he filed a complaint with the Commission on 24.12.2010,  which was received in the Commission on 24.12.2010 against Diary No. 23519. Accordingly, Notice of hearing was sent to both the parties. 
2.

S.S.P. Sangrur vide his letter No. 31/RTI, dated 20.01.2011 sent copies of orders passed by Ld. CIC in CC-2419/2010 and in CC-3194/2010  alongwith copies of written submissions made from time to time dated 13.11.2010, 25.11.2010 and copies of the information supplied to the Complainant  on 10.08.2010, 03.09.2010, 28.09.2010 and 19.10.2010. 
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3.

Later on, this   case was heard by Ld. S.I.C. Shri D.S.Kahlon on 01.02.2011, 03.03.2011 and interim orders were passed by him. The case was transferred to this Bench after Shri D. S. Kahlon, SIC,   demitted his office on his retirement on 11.03.2011.
4.

The Respondent states that reply to 17 observations has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 367/RTI dated 15.04.2011. He submits one copy of this letter  to the Commission, which is taken on record. The Complainant states that he has received this letter. He submits his observations/comments on the information supplied to him and one copy is handed over to the Respondent in the court today. 
5.

During discussion and  arguments,  the Complainant states that in Para-7 of his application  he has asked names of the  Counselors, who were present during counseling at Sangrur in Complaint  No. 4636/P, dated 25.07.2009. The Respondent states that during counseling,  no counselor was present. The Complainant while denying,  asserts  that the Counselors were present and he mentions  the name of one of the  Counselors as Dr. Jatinder Kaur. He states that he has got a copy of the statement made by Dr. Jatinder Kaur and  will produce a copy of the same  on the next date of hearing. 
6.

Regarding point No. 13, the Complainant states that he has not received a copy of the log book of the vehicle which has been used by the then 
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SPs and DSPs.  He specifies that a copy of the log book of the vehicle used by
 Shri Parveen Kumar, DSP Headquarters for the month of May, 2010 may be supplied to him.  

7.

Regarding supply of copies of property returns, the Respondent states that some property returns are with D.G.P., Punjab Chandigarh. The Complainant may be directed to  file a new application with the PIO of the office of D. G. P. Punjab for obtaining copies of property returns of the officers. 

8.

Accordingly, the Complainant is directed to file a fresh application with  the PIO of the office of D. G. P. Punjab for obtaining copies of property returns of the officers. The Respondent is directed to  supply a copy of the Notification issued by D. G. P., Punjab vide No. 137-223/PA, dated 01.04.2008 or any other Notification issued thereafter to the Complainant. 
9.

Regarding point No. 17, the Complainant filed an application with the S.S.P. on 18.05.2010 against his father-in-law Shri Harbhajan Singh, wife Parminder Kaur,  brother-in-law and others. It is directed that the original file relating to this complaint filed by the Complainant be brought on the next date of hearing for perusal by the Commission. 

10.

 It is also directed that the information in the light of the discussion/arguments held in the court today regarding points No. 7, 13 and 17 be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 
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11.

Accordingly, the case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 03-05-2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No. 1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector: 17-C, Chandigarh.
12.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 19. 04. 2011



      State Information Commissioner


     

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mala Ram s/o sh. Pura Ram,

Regar Basti, Indra Marg, Sunam,

Distt. Sangrur.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Housefed, Sunam,

District Sangrur.







 Respondent

CC No. 272 /2011

Present:
Shri Mala Ram along with Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate.



Shri Hakam Singh, Secretary and Shri malkiat Singh, Sewadar, 


on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

On the last date of hearing on 05-04-2011, Shri Puran Chand Joshi, District Manager, Housefed, Sangrur was directed to be present in person along his written submission today i.e. on 19-04-2011, but neither he is present in the court nor he has made his written submission. One more chance is given to him and he is again directed to be present in the court on the next date of hearing along with his written submission on 26-04-2011.  

2.

On the perusal of case file it reveals that the information is late by more than eight months and a compensation amounting to Rs. 15,000/- (Rupees Fifteen thousand only) is awarded to the complainant for the determent suffered by him, to be given  in the shape of demand draft. The question of imposing 
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penalty on Shri Puran Chand Joshi will be taken up after he makes his written submission about the same.

3.

The respondent places on record the  original registry, which is  handed over to the complainant in the court in my presence along with a cheque amounting to Rs. 4,000/- (Rupees Four thousand only) towards his share money held by the Housefed. The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 26-04-2011 in court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Parkash Kaur Dhillon,

c/o Shri Gurbinder Singh Shergill,

s/o sh. Kartar Singh, Namerdar,

VPO: Bhucho Kalan, Distt. Bathinda.



      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.








 Respondent

CC No. 435 & 704 /2011

Present:
Shri Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate, on behalf of complainant.



Shri Harmeet Singh, ASI, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

The Ld. Counsel has made his written submission as per directions given on the last date of hearing.  On the perusal of written submission made by Ld.counsel for the complainant, it reveals that a substantial question of law is involved in this case, I would, therefore, request the Ld. CIC to constitute a full bench to give its opinion on the vital question whether the NRIs/ citizens of other countries can ask for the information or not. 

2.

Deputy Registrar, Punjab State Information Commission is directed to put up the case before the Ld. CIC for consideration of constituting a full bench.

3.

So far as this Bench is concerned, the case stands closed and
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Notice of hearing will be issued to the concerned parties in due course of time.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner





CC:

Deputy Registrar,





Punjab State Information Commission. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagdish Mitter Vadhera, Advocate,

304, JP Nagar,

Jalandhar- 144002.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Improvement Trust, Jalandhar.




 Respondent

CC No. 3931 /2009

Present:
Shri Jagdish Mitter Vadhera, Advocate, complainant, in 



person.



Shri Pritam Singh, Superintendent, Shri Rajinder Atwal, APIO 


and Shri Gurmeet Singh, Senior Clerk, on behalf of 



respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The complainant, Shri Jagdish Mitter Vadhera, Advocate, has submitted in writing that he has received the information with the remarks “all is well that ends well” and pleads that the case may be closed.

3.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Mehnga Ram,

Secretary, Punjab AITUC,

169, Om Gali, Nangal, distt.Ropar.



     Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i)Secretary to Govt. Punjab,

Deptt. of Labour , Mini Sectt, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.


(ii) Financial Commissioner, Forests & Wild life,

Mini Sectt. Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh.


 Respondent

AC No. 211 /2011

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Karnail Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Chief 


Conservator of Forests, Punjab, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of appellant.

2.

The respondent, on behalf of Financial Commissioner, Forests, states that a similar case was filed in AC No. 908 of 2010 which was decided on 26.11.2010 by the Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Shri P.K.Verma.  The respondent further states that complete information has been supplied to the appellant in AC No. 908 of 2010 on 26.11.2010.

3.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is disposed of  and closed.

 4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagshir Singh s/o Sh.Gian Singh,

VPO: Pabbian, Tehsil Jagraon,

Distt. Ludhiana.






      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o (i) Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural),

Police District, Jagraon.

(ii) FAA: Inspector General of Police,

Zonal-II, Jalandhar.






 Respondent

AC No. 1150 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Bakhshish Singh, DSP(D), Shri Kanwarpal Singh, Inspector and Shri Harpreet Singh, HC, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was first heard by the bench of Shri Darbara Singh Kahlon, State Information Commissioner on 24.02.2011 and was assigned to this Bench on the retirement of Shri Darbara Singh Kahlon on 11-03-2011.

2.

The appellant filed an application with the PIO of office of Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural) Police District, Jagraon, on 07-09-2011 and asked information on 11 points.  The respondent-PIO replied back to the appellant on 10-09-2010 that the information asked for by him is voluminous and they have to divert resources to collect the information and he may, therefore,  visit the office of PIO on any working day and can inspect the documents.  The
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appellant replied back on 11-10-2010 by stating that the letter seems to have been written on 10-09-2010 and has been posted on 08-10-2010. Not satisfied  with the reply of PIO, he filed a first appeal with the first appellate authority, Inspector General of Police, Zonal-II, Jalandhar, on 22-10-2010.  The first appellate authority directed the Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural), Ludhiana, to supply the information under Section 8(1) of the RTI Act, 2005.  The first appellate authority decided the case on 18-12-2010 through speaking orders. However, not satisfied with the reply of PIO as well as first appellate authority, he filed a second appeal with the commission on 15-12-2010 which was received in the commission office on 17-12-2010 against diary No. 23154.  Accordingly, notice of hearing was issued on 25-01-2011. The appellant revised his application for demand of documents on 17-02-2011. 

3.

The respondent, during arguments, state that the appellant has asked the photocopies of all the FIRs registered against accused on the basis of complaints directly, without conducting an enquiry at all the police stations,  certified details of FIRs quashed/ cancelled and persons booked under section 182 IPC for getting fake FIRs registered. The respondent states that on the last date of hearing he was directed to ask for specific information about some specific FIRs as the information demanded by him  vide his application dated 07-09-2010 is voluminous and it is not available on the record.  They have to create the information and have to divert resources.  
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  4.

As the applicant is not present today, it is directed that if he wants any specific information about a specific FIR, he should file a new application with the concerned public authority about the specific FIR with the concerned Police Station. Accordingly, the case is dismissed. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Narinder Singh,

House No. 32, Gali Sunarian, Katra Dal Singh,

New Abadi, Amritsar.





      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o General Secretary,

Indian Academy of Fine Arts,

Madan Mohan Malviya Road, Amritsar.




 Respondent

CC No. 3901 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant.



Shri S.C.Nagpal and Shri Manmohan Upneja, Advocates, on 


behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of complainant.

2.

The case was transferred to this Bench from the bench of Shri Darbara Singh Kahlon, State Information Commissioner, on his retirement on 11-03-2011. 

3.

Ld. Counsel on behalf of respondent states that during last hearing, his junior, Ms. Anupam Sharma, was present who has neither made any statement about the insisting of claim of the complainant that funds are being received from the government in the shape of grants-in-aid. Ld. Counsel further places on record a judgment of Bombay High Court (Nagpur Bench)  in writ petition No. 5294 of 2008 which was decided on 28-04-2009, that :-


“ Any person seeking to establish that a particular Public Trust is covered 
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by the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005, will have to first 
prove that it is a public trust created by the Government or Parliament or is 
substantively financed by the Government- until that is done, it must be 
held to be falling outside the scope of the RTI Act- If any person interested 
in the information of the trust, he can definitely apply to the Charity 
Commissioner under the provisions of the Public Trust Act to have such 
information, which the Charity Commissioner may deem fit to be 
provided.” 

4.

It would, therefore, be better to ask the complainant to submit in writing whether the Indian Academy of Fine Arts, Amritsar is a public authority and the government has financed its construction and has given grant.  The respondent is also directed to file written submission whether they have received any grant from the government for its construction  and day to day running of the institution. The case is adjourned and fixed for further hearing on 03-05-2011 in Court No. 1, SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




            Surinder Singh

Dated: 19-04-2011


            State Information Commissioner




PS:
After the hearing is over, Shri Anil Chawla, Ld.Counsel on 


behalf of complainant appears in the court who is directed to 


submit his written submission on the next date of hearing. 
