STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ankur Kumar,

s/o Sh. Anil Kumar,

H. No 246/47, New Kundan Puri,

St. No. 4, Civil Line, 

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

Ms. Pinki  Devi

Distt Revenue Officer-cum-      






Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana, Punjab




  __________ Respondent

CC No.  827 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Ankur Kumar,  complainant in person 

ii)     
Sri Dalbir Bhardwaj, Supdt.,  on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The respondent states that the  Court’s orders dated 25-6-2009 were received by him  through registered post only yesterday, and requests for  some more time to comply  with the directions in the afore mentioned orders and for submission of a reply to the show cause notice issued therein.   The request is granted  and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 23-7-2009. The respondent is directed to bring the information which has been supplied to the complainant in terms of the Court’s orders dated 25-6-2009 with him on the next date of hearing.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Smt. Murti Kaur,

w/o Sh. Major Singh,

R/o Kumberwal, Teh. Dhuri,

District Sangrur, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Sangrur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 857 of 2009

Present:
i)   
S. Major Singh husband of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Rajbir Singh, DRO-cum-APIO, and Sh.Sanjeev Kumar, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission  that the date  “25-3-2009” mentioned in his earlier reply is a stenographical  mistake and has expressed his regrets for the same. He further states that the application for information dated 28-1-2009 of the complainant was not received in his office. He first became aware of the application when a copy thereof was received by him along with the notice of the Commission for the hearing today.

Insofar as the information required by the complainant is concerned, the respondent  states  that the  application was inquired into by the Assistant
Commissioner (Grievances), Sangrur, whose report has been sent to the complainant vide registered post on 11-6-2009.The complainant confirms having received the reply,but is not happy with the manner in which his representation dated 16-6-2008  has been dealt with and also with the conclusion which has been arrived at in the report that the  representation deserves to be filed .  
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It has been explained to the complainant that the merits of the action taken by the respondent on his representation does not come within the ambit of the RTI Act.


In view of the reply submitted by the respondent, the show cause notice dated 21-5-2009 is hereby dropped.

Disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Vishwas Kumar Garg,

s/o Sh. Kasturi Lal,

C/o Ist  Polio Centre,

Street No. 10, Bibiwala Road,

Bathinda, Punjab.




         ___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda, Punjab.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 789 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
ASI Harpreet Singh on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


Complete information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in respect of point nos. 1 and 5 of his application for information in compliance with the Court’s order dated 14-5-2009. Insofar as point nos. 2,3 and 4 are concerned, exemption has been claimed by the respondent in giving the required information since it relates to FIR no. 144/06, PS Kotwali, Bathinda, which is still under investigation.

In response to the show cause notice issued to the PIO with the  Court’s orders dated 14-5-2009, the respondent  in his written submission has  stated that complete information was not provided to the complainant because in the first instance,  confusion  arose on account of multiple complaints given by the complainant, and an ongoing investigation into the FIR 144/06, PS Kotwali ,Bathinda, which had been registered   as a result of an inquiry conducted into one of these complaints.  The PIO has also stated that in future utmost care will be taken to ensure that such a mistake is not committed again.

The notice  issued to the PIO in the  Court’s orders dated 14-5-2009 is dropped, in view of the reply which has been submitted by him.  However, the 
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carelessness on the part of the PIO’ office  has caused a lot of inconvenience to the complainant, including unnecessary expenditure, which has been incurred in making a complaint and coming to Chandigarh to attend the  hearing on 14-5-2009.  I,  therefore, impose  costs of Rs. 1000/- (Rupees one thousand) on the respondent, which should be disbursed to the complainant by way of compensation before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-8-2009  for confirmation of payment of compensation to the complainant.   If the orders have been complied with, neither party needs to attend the next hearing.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,
Press Correspondent, Near OBC Bank,
Lehragaga – 148031, Distt. Sangrur,
Punjab.






            __________Appellant
Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Tehsildar, Lehragaga,
Distt. Sangrur, Punjab.




__________ Respondent 

AC No.  252 of 2009 

Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri Gurdarshan  Singh, Clerk,    on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission vide his letter dated 15-7-2009 in which he has stated  that an identical application for information of the complainant is under consideration in AC-98/2009, before the Court of Hon’ble SIC, General  (Retd.)  P.K.Grover , in which the  next date of hearing is

 18-8-2009. The  Deputy Registrar may please take appropriate action for  the transfer of  this case to the Bench of Gen. (Retd.) P.K.Grover, for disposal along with AC-98/2009. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Narinder Kumar,
H. No. 361, Mohalla Backside Dana Mandi,
Opp. Govt. Middle School, 
Teh. Mullanpur, Ludhiana, Pb. 
            __________Appellant
           Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Ludhiana, Punjab.
__________ Respondent 

AC No.  255 of 2009 
 

Present:
i)   
Sh. Narinder Kumar,  complainant  in person.
ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The complainant in this case made an application for information about the property owned and sold by his brother who is a third party in this case.  It has been explained to the complainant that personal information of this kind pertaining to a third party cannot be given under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Singla,
Press Correspondent, Near OBC Bank,
Lehragaga – 148031, Distt. Sangrur,
Punjab.
            __________Appellant
           Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o District Transport Officer,
Sangrur, Punjab.
__________ Respondent 





AC No.  257 of 2009 
Present:
i)   
None   on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri Suklhwinder Singh, Asstt DTO., on behalf of the 


           respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him  by the respondent vide his letter dated 24-4-2009.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Smt. Kamaljit Kaur,
w/o Sh. Nirmal Singh,
Kothi No. 353, Phase-6,
Mohali – 160055, Punjab.
            __________Appellant
           Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Ludhiana, Punjab.
__________ Respondent 

AC No.  259 of 2009 
 

Present:
i)   
Sh. Nirmal Singh, husband of the  complainant. 

ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


No valid application under the RTI Act has been found to have been sent by the complainant to the respondent.


The main concern of the complainant is that the Sub Registrar (W), Ludhiana, has not sent copies of all the registrations of plots  in  an unauthorized colony to PUDA, who had asked for the same.  The complainant wants to know the reason for sending incomplete information to PUDA.  The complainant has been advised to make a proper application  for the information, specifying the documents required by him, to the PIO, office of the SDM,(West), Ludhiana  

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sri Omkesh Kumar,

s/o Sh. Kaka Ram,
r/o Vill. Manakpur, Teh. Anandpur Sahib,
District Ropar - 140125, Punjab. 
            __________Complainant
           Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Deputy Commissioner,
Ropar, Punjab.
__________ Respondent 

CC No.  936 of 2009 


Present:
i)   
Sri Sh. Omkesh Kumar, complainant in person.
ii)     
Sri Gurnam  Singh Raipuri, DRO-cum APIO, on behalf of the 

respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The position regarding the information required by the complainant is as follows:-

1.
The respondent states that a  copy of  mutation No. 395 of village Manikpur has already been provided to the complainant.
2. 
Copies  of mutations no. 385 and 270 of village Manikpur are not available in the records.  The complainant states that  the ‘jamabandi’ has been seen   and these two mutations have been recorded in the ‘jamabandi’, but copies thereof are not available. Copies thereof cannot therefore be provided to the complainant.





Apart from the above, the respondent made an offer to the complainant that he can inspect the concerned records and copies of any document identified and selected by him will be given to him.  Sixty nine pages from the concerned ‘jamabandi’ were selected by the complainant, copies of which were given to him after he deposited the prescribed fees.  The complainant is still not satisfied, but apart from giving to him whatever is available in the records of the office, no 
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further information can be provided to the complainant.  In the meanwhile, the respondent states that his offer of any further inspection by the complainant and delivery to him of documents selected by him still stands and can be availed by him.

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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Ms. Baljit Kaur, 
# 209 – Greenpark,Near General Bus Stand,
Jalandhar City, Punjab.           


 __________Complainant
           
Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Directorate of Public Instructions (Schools), Punjab,
# 95-97, Sector 17-D,Chandigarh.

 __________ Respondent 

CC No.  945 of 2009 

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 Ms. Veena Rani, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The information available in the office of the respondent has been given to the complainant in response to her application for information.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Vinod Kumar Gupta,
# 25, Tahli Mohalla, 
Ferozepur, Punjab.          


 
 __________Complainant
        
   Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Director,
State Transport Punjab,
Sector 17, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent 

CC No.  963 of 2009 

Present:   i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant. 
ii)     Sri Satish  Kumar, Sr. Assistant  on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The information required by the complainant has been sent by the respondent vide his letter dated 10-7-2009 and a copy of the same has been submitted by the respondent to the Court  and has been placed on the  record of this case.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,
Plot No. 39, New Abadi,
Near Telephone Exchange,
Vill. – Bholapur, Jhabewal, 
PO – Ramgarh, Distt. Ludhiana.      


   __________Complainant
           Vs.
Public Information Officer,
O/o District Transport Officer,
Ropar, Punjab.





__________ Respondent 

CC No.  971 of 2009 

Present:
i)   
None    on behalf of the complainant. 
ii)      Sri Chander Mohan, Steno,  on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 4-12-2008  Since his letter was apparently not received by the complainant, a copy of the same has again been sent to him vide letter dated 26-6-2009.

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









 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 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.

r/o Talab Mohalla, H. No. T-99,Gali No. 2,

Faridkot.






----complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Office of the  the Deputy Commissioner,

Faridkot,Punjab






----Respondent
            

            CC No.  980 of 2009 

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



ii)
Sri Gurtaj  Singh,Clerk, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER
Heard.

Ld. Counsel for the complainant states that some information has been provided by the respondent (after serious delay) and he requests for an adjournment to enable him to study the information which has been provided to him and to prepare his case.  The same is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 7-8-2009 for further consideration and orders.

The respondent is directed to appear personally or to send the concerned APIO to attend the next hearing of this case.  Any violation of these directions will be viewed seriously by the Court.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,
Kanuni Sikanja Office,
Dogar Basti, Gali No. 6,
Faridkot, Punjab.



           __________Complainant
           Vs.
Sri Bhupinder Singh,    ( By Regd. Post)

Superintendent, 
office of the Executive Officer,
 Zila Parishad, 
Faridkot,  Punjab. 




__________ Respondent 

CC No.  984 of 2009 
 

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

ii)     
Sri Jagdev Singh, Accountant,,on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER
Heard


The application for information was transferred by the PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot, under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, to the PIO, office of the Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Faridkot, who has  provided the information required by the complainant to him, except for one item in the application for information, namely, copy of the quotations received in the office of the Zila Parishad for the purchase of  Storage Bins for Panchayats.  The respondent has made a written submission that this information is in the custody of Sri Bhupinder Singh, Superintendent,  who is refusing to hand over the same despite repeated requests. 

In the above circumstances, Sri Bhupinder Singh,  Superintendent, office of the Executive Officer, Zila Parishad, Faridkot is hereby deemed to be the PIO for the purpose of the application for information dated 27-11-2008 of the complainant, under Section 5(5) of the RTI Act, and notice is hereby given to

him  to show cause at 10 AM on  20-8-2009, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after  he was asked to supply the same, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  Further, by virtue of the powers  vested in me by virtue of  Section 18(3) of the RTI Act, I hereby summon Sri Bhupinder Singh, Supdt., to appear before the Commission at 10 AM on 20-8-2009, along with all the documents and papers in his possession  on the subject of purchase  of Storage Bins for the Panchayats of Distt. Faridkot  during the period from 1-6-2008 to 31-10-2008, including the papers concerned with inviting  quotations for the same..
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





      Punjab
A copy of forwarded by Registered Post to:

i)  
Principal Secretary to the Government of Punjab, Department of Local 
Government,Sector 17,Chandigarh.  He may please ensure compliance of the Commission’s orders.

ii)  
Executive Officer, Zila Parishad,  Faridkot,      

         

 for information and  necessary action.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Bajwa,

Bajwa House, College Road,

Qadian, Distt. Gurdaspur




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1367 of 2008

Present:        Sh. Amarjit Singh Bajwa,  complainant in person.



Sri   Ravinder  Bhagat. Executive Engineer, on behalf of the 



respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The inspection which was allowed by the Court in its orders dated 16-4-2009 could not yet take place because of prolonged illness of the complainant.  The respondent states that the concerned officials have already been instructed to show any record to the complainant and there is no   evasion on their part in this matter.

The complainant states that the records which he wishes to inspect is  available  in part  in  various offices, including the office of the Superintending Engineer, Executive Engineer and the Sub Divisional Engineer.  In order to achieve clarity on the subject, so that the Court’s orders  are now complied with precisely, the complainant was asked to specify the exact record which he wishes to inspect.  The complainant states that he would like to inspect the following record:-
.
 Receipt Register and  Despatch Register and the concerned peon   book, in case of the delivery of communications by hand,  of the offices of the SE, PSEB, Gurdaspur;   (2)  Executive Engineer, 
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           PSEB, City Division, Pathankot and;(3)  SDO, PSEB, Narot Jaimal Singh, pertaining to the period 31-3-2006 to  2-5-2008, the date of his application for information.

Sri Ravinder Bhagat, Executive Engineer,  the authorized representative of the PIO,   and the complainant, have been both consulted and after due consultation,  the   inspection of the above mentioned record  is fixed as follows:-
1. 
Date of Inspection of record:
10-8-2009

2.
Time of inspection:
 

10 AM

3.
Site of inspection:


Office of the Executive Engineer,         




Technical, PSEB, Gurdaspur

4.
The inspection will  be carried out in the presence of Sri Ravinder Bhagat, Executive Engineer, representative of the PIO in this case.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-8-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





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

C/o Mamta Chawla, Advocate

Chamber No. 3,

District Court, Faridkot.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2468 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the Complainant.



ii)        Sh. Birpal Singh,   Head Constable, on behalf of the 




respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the case concerning FIR 251 dated 12-9-2006  has since been disposed of by the concerned Court,  which has found that Sri Tejinder Chawla, who was the accused in this case, was innocent.  He states that there is now no objection to giving the required information to the complainant and the information has also been brought by the respondent and submitted to the Court.  The same should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





      Punjab
  Encls----

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

Sh. Tejinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

R/o Plot No. 40, Vill- Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar, P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana – 141123.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate (East),

District Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 244 of 2009

Present:
(i)
None on behalf of the omplainant.

(ii) 
Sh. Deepak Kumar, Recordkeepar o/o Sub Registrar (E), Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


When the hearing of this case took place on 21-5-2009, the complainant made a statement that he is not satisfied with the reply given to him by the respondent to his application for information dated 14-11-2008. Today’s hearing was therefore fixed for arguments on the validity of the reply given by the respondent.
 
Since the complainant is not present and no request has also been received from him for an adjournment, the reply of the respondent has been examined by the Court in the complainant’s absence and I find that a valid reply has been given to each of the points mentioned in the application for information of the complainant, except for the following:-

1. In response to point nos. 9,10 and 11, the complainant has been asked to obtain the information from the Punjab Land Records Society. This reply is not correct since the PLRS office is 
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subordinate to the respondent and he was therefore required to deal with these points himself instead of asking the complainant to go to the PLRS.

2. The respondent submits that point no. 9 does not relate to the Sub Registrar (East), to whom the application for information is addressed .
3. Point no. 10  asks for a vast amount of information, which is not specific and the time and labour involved in collecting this information would not be commensurate with any objective to be achieved.  The respondent states that if the complainant has any grievance or complaint about any particular project, he can ask  for the specific information about that project and same  will be provided to him.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-8-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


15th July, 2009





      Punjab
