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

Sh. Om Parkash Bhatia,

C/o Mr. Rajinder Bhatia, Advocate,

Chamber No. 158, New Court’s Complex,

Jalandhar City- 144001.

  
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1017 of 2009

Present:
i)   
  None on  behalf of the complainant 

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


Heard.


The respondent has made a written submission that the information has not been supplied to the complainant in response to his application dated 30-1-2009 because FIR No. 50 dated 4-2-2009, PS Division No. 4, Jalandhar with which his application is related, is still under investigation and the information concerning the progress of the investigation or the statements which had been recorded etc. cannot be supplied to the complainant in view of Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act.  The respondent, however, has not given a point wise reply to the  seven  points on which the complainant has asked for information, and the respondent   is directed to do this within seven days.

Disposed of. 

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

S/o Rattan Singh,

H.No. 115, W.No. 19,

Secretary Mohalla, Gurdaspur.
  
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2108 of 2009

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

ii)  
   H C Davinderpal  Singh,. on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that there is no complaint against the complainant in their records but the inquiry against the complainant has been started on the basis of a ‘source report’ which is confidential and cannot be revealed to the complainant during the pendancy of the inquiry under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act.  In order to satisfy myself whether the exemption being claimed by the respondent is justified, the respondent is directed to bring a copy of the ‘source report’ to the Court at 10 AM on 18-9-2009 for perusal of the Court.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-9-2009 for further consideration and orders.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Sunil Phutela,

Member of Food Supply Advisory Committee,

Abohar, Railway Road, Abohar-152116. 
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Abohar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2098 of 2009

Present:
   None 
ORDER


The respondent has written to the Commission that the required information has been supplied to the complainant, along with the complainant’s statement to the effect that he does not want any action to be taken on this complaint.

Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Baljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Shingahara Singh,

H.No. 262, Mohalla Guru Nanak Nagar,

Hoshiarpur.


 
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Commandant,

Police Recruit Training Centre,

Jehan Khela, Hoshiarpur.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2096 of 2009

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

ii)   DSP Avtar Singh on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except for the clarifications:--
1) Sr no 3 of the list. The respondent states that apart from  the endorsement with which the speaking orders received in the respondent’s office were forwarded to HC/PP Ram Singh (Retd.), no other record is available in the office regarding the action taken by DSP Harish Chander Chopra on the  DGP’s letter dated 22-08-2008.
2) Sr no 1 of the list. The respondent states that file no 3111/13/RTS containing the orders dated 10-11-2004 on the subject of fixation of the pay of HC Jagmail Singh, 16/RTS, has been located but there are  no notings in the file.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Urvinder Singh,

1/23, DDA Flats,

Kalkaji, New Delhi-110019.
 
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Muktsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2088 of 2009
Present:
i)   
Sh. Urvinder Singh, complainant in person

ii)  
None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the Commission  that there is no record in his office regarding the confiscation of the complainant’s  vehicle which had allegedly  been kept in the Kalianwaala Grain Market Police Chowki .

Disposed of .

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajit Lal,

S/o Sh. Atma Ram,

Vill. - Kalyanpur, PO – Dhariwal,

Teh. & Distt. Gurdaspur – 143519, 

__________Appellant

\Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

AC No. 258 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sri  Roshan Lal  on behalf of the appellant . 

ii)
Head Constable   Davinderpal Singh,   on behalf of the respondent 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 7-8-2009, an inquiry has been started but could not be completed because the statements of the complainant’s witnesses Shri Raj Pal and Sh Avtar Massih having not yet been recorded.  In consultation with both the parties, 14-9-2009 is fixed as the date for recording the statements of Shri Raj Pal and Sh.Avtar Massih, after which the inquiry will be completed expeditiously and its report submitted to the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-9-2009 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Talwinder Singh Sarkaria,

r/o Fouji Di Chakki, 

Backside Chowk Gurdwara Patti,

Sarkar Kot Khalsa

PO.Khalsa College,

Amritsar - 143002.





__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No. 321 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Talwinder Singh Sarkaria,complainant in person.   

 ii)     
Sri Harbhajan Singh, Legal Adviser, and S.Mohinder Singh, Asstt.Registrar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 7-8-2009, the respondent has submitted a sworn affidavit concerning the destruction of records (relevant to sr. no.5) and in respect of sr. no.2,   the respondent has stated that despite every effort, no trace has been found of any letter dated 23-7-2002 issued by the University to the candidates chosen for the post of security guard.
The other points at sr.nos 1, 3 & 4 and at sr. nos. 6 to 8 of the items for information mentioned in the application of the complainant have already been considered when the case was heard on the last date of hearing.  It is quite clear that no further action is required to be taken in this case.  The complainant, however, has made a written submission requesting for an adjournment,

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 9-10-2009 to give an opportunity to the complainant to make any further submission that he desires to make.  It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings in this case till further  notice.
   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Darshan Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Lal Singh,

VPO Bhelolpur, Tehsil Samrala,

Distt. Ludhiana.

  



  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  1570  of 2009

Present:        i)    None on  behalf  of  the  complainant
                     ii)    DSP  Ravinder Loomba, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the orders of the Court dated 24-7-2009 have been complied with and the documents mentioned therein have been supplied to the complainant.  The complainant has made a written submission dated 4-9-2009 that he has not received any information in compliance with the afore mentioned orders of the Court dated 24-7-2009, but a copy of the report of the inquiry into the complaint dated 30-4-2009, along with statements of witnesses etc. have been supplied by the respondent to the complainant after that date.  Insofar as a copy of the medical report of Darshan Singh is concerned, the respondent has shown to the Court that the medical report on the file is that of one Rajinder Singh and not Darshan Singh.  The complainant is not present either personally or through any authorized representative and no request has been received from him for an adjournment.  

Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION,PUNJAB 

   SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Shakti Paul Sharma,

House No. 116, Sector 7,

Panchkula – 134109 (Haryana).
v/s

                                                                __________Complainant

Public Information Officer, 

Office of Sub Divisional Magistrate,      






Khanna. 





           __________ Respondent

CC No. 494 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None , on behalf of the complainant  

ii)     
Sri Ashwani Kumar, PCS, SDM-cum-PIO,Khanna.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has made a detailed submission on the reasons for the delay which has been caused in this case in giving the information to the complainant. He also states that  Ms. Renu Katial has been transferred from the post of SDM, Khanna and he has joined recently.

A perusal of the explanation submitted by the respondent shows that no delay has occurred in this case at the level of the SDM,  because the application for information of the complainant was transferred by his office  to the office of the Tehsildar, Khanna under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act.  Of course,  this was legally not  correct since the Tehsildar is the APIO working under the PIO and  the transfer of an application under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act is possible only if it is transferred from one PIO to another PIO.  The exact legal position regarding this point has been explained to the SDM. Nevertheless, the focus of the action which has been initiated under Section 20 of the RTI Act shifts to the office of the Tehsildar,  and I, therefore, direct the respondent to have an inquiry held in order to determine whether any official has been responsible for the delay which has been caused in this case, which can be determined only after the various dates involved, namely, the date of receipt of application for information, the date on
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which the records were sent  for computerisation,  the date on which they were received back, and the date on which the information was given to the complainant, have been properly ascertained and taken into consideration.  In case it is found that any official is responsible for the delay, the respondent is directed to take appropriate action against him  under the concerned service rules.

Disposed  of.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor , Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh Toor, Advocate,

Corner Seat, First Lane,

Opp. Bachat Bhawan, New Courts,

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1164 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondents are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Court dated 25-6-2009 have been complied with. 



Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sri Harjit Singh,

s/o Sri Balwant Singh.

 Talab Mohalla, H. No. T-99,Gali No. 2,

Faridkot.






          ----Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Office of  the Commissioner,

Faridkot Division, Faridkot  Punjab



----Respondent

            

            CC No.  980 of 2009 


Present:
i)   
Sh. Harinder Sharma, Advocate on behalf of the complainant   
ii)
Sh.Gurtej Singh, Clerk on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the court’s orders dated 07-08-2009 the remaining information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant except for a copy of the orders constituting the DPC at Divisional level for the promotion of employees, of which the Commissioner is the Chairman. Instead of directing the PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot, to search his records for a copy of this order, it would be appropriate to direct the PIO, office of the Commissioner, Faridkot Division, Faridkot, to supply a copy of this order to the complainant, and I direct accordingly. The PIO or his representative should be present in the Court at 10 A. M on 16-10-2009 along with the copy of the information which has been supplied to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 A.M on 16-10-2009 for confirmation of compliance.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



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

Sh. Rajneesh Madhok,

B-XXX/63, Nehru Nagar,

St. No. 2, Railway Road,

Phagwara-144401.
  
   



  ________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar..






__________ Respondent

AC No.  414 and AC- 470  of 2009

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Rajneesh Madhok, complainant in person

ii)  
  Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Both these cases are being dealt with by this single order since they are concerned with  identical applications for  information.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 07-08-2009, complete information in respect of the remaining items nos 1, 2 and 12 has been given to the complainant by the respondent. The complainant has submitted a list of objections, which have been discussed in the Court and have been found to be without any basis. 

Disposed of. 

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor , Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Som Raj, 

S/o Sh.Chain Ram , 

Village- Basroop, Teh- Pathankot,

Distt- Gurdaspur.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  2093 of 2009

Present:

(i)  Sh.Som Raj, complainant in person.




(ii) HC Davinder Pal Singh on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him by the respondent . The delay which has occurred is due to the fact that the no. and date of the application mentioned in the complainant’s application turned to be different from the actual and it took time to trace the application .

Disposed of.

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


11th   September, 2009



                Punjab  
