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

Sh. Sukhraj Singh,

Sr. Scale Stenographer, 

Deputy Commissioner Office,

Mansa, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Commissioner,

Faridkot, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 932 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Sukhraj Singh, complainant in person.
ii)     
 Sri Teja Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case relates to details of the transfer and other service matters of a third party. Nevertheless, the information which can be given without violation of the provisions of Section 8(1) (j) of the RTI Act has already been provided by the respondent to the complainant. 

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








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Sh. Jit Singh,

s/o Sh. Teja Singh,

H. No. 167-C, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Tehsil – Rajpura,

District Patiala, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1036 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the complainant does not wish to pursue his complaint any further.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Sh. Nirmal Singh Chhina,

s/o Sh. Karnail Singh,

Kothi No. 353, Phase -6,

Mohali – 160055, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o State Transport Commissioner Punjab,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1019 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None  on behalf of complainant

ii)     
 Sri J.S.Brar, Asstt. Transport Officer, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant was supplied to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 11-5-2009, which was apparently not received by him.  Attested  copies of the same have been submitted by the respondent to the Court today and the same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





      Punjab
Encls…..

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

Mohd. Anwar Mehboob,

Press Correspondent,

The Hind Samachar Group,

s/o Mohd. Sharif,

Mohalla Garib Nagari, Eed Gah Road,

Malerkotla, Sangrur, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sangrur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1006 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None  on behalf of complainant

ii)     
ASI  Paramjit Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case concerns FIR No. 32/07, dated 30-4-2007, PS City Malerkotla,  which is still under investigation.  Nevertheless, the respondent has no objection to giving the required  information to the complainant.    The same has been brought by  him to the Court and  may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





      Punjab
Encls….

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

. 

Sh. Paramjit Singh,

s/o Sh. Narinder Singh,

VPO – Mansoorpur, Teh. Mukerian,

District Hoshiarpur, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Hoshiarpur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 818 of 2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf of complainant.
 

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

ORDER


Heard.


Today’s hearing in this case was fixed  to give an opportunity  to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information which has been provided to him, but he is not present, from which I conclude that there are no deficiencies which he wishes to point out.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Sh. Jatinder Singh,

H. No. 911, Phase-9,

Mohali – 160062. 




__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali, Punjab.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 829 of 2009

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of complainant.
 

ii)
DSP  S P Singh and SI  Iqbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER


Heard.


In reply to the show cause notice issued vide the Court’s orders dated
 22-5-2009, the respondent has made a written submission that departmental action has been taken against Inspector Dipinder Kaur, Incharge,  Women’s Cell, who has been found responsible for the delay which has been caused, and she has been warned to be more careful in future.  He has further stated that another factor in this case is that the information applied for concerns FIR 87/08,dated 12-6-2008, PS Phase- 8, Mohali, which is still under investigation, and its disclosure would have affected the investigation and was therefore denied to the complainant under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act.  In view of the reply submitted by the PIO, the notice issued to him is hereby dropped, but the SSP, SAS Nagar is advised to take or initiate stringent action against officials who are found responsible for unreasonable delays in taking action under the RTI Act, in order to ensure that such lapses do not occur in future.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

 Sh. Joginder Singh,

H. No. 3358, Sector 27-D,

Chandigarh.




__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 869 of 2009

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

ii)
HC Manohar Singh, on behalf of the respondent    
 

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the applicant on 6-1-2009.  On 16-1-2009, the applicant was informed that there is no number or date of his representation, in respect of which the information was asked for in his application for information, in the absence of which it is not possible to locate the concerned papers and that the applicant can come to the office of the SSP, Kapurthala and help him in locating the papers and take copies of the same after making payment of the prescribed fees.  A message was also sent to the complainant, but he did not visit the office of the SSP,  Kapurthala.  Nevertheless, after receiving the Commission’s notice, and with some assistance from the complainant,  the papers required by him were finally located and were  sent to him on 5-5-2009.

Since  an  immediate response was given by the PIO to the applicant/ complainant, this is not a case in which the imposition of penalty would be justified and the notice issued to the PIO  vide the Court’s orders dated 22-5-2009, is therefore dropped.


Disposed of. 









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

. 

Dr. D.S. Grewal,

s/o Lt. Col. Hari Singh Grewal,

H. No. 103, Sector 36-A,

Chandigarh.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana, Punjab.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 784    and   785 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. D.S. Grewal complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Harish Bhagat, Legal Assistant-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent

Heard.


The complainant states that there is no deficiency in the information which has been provided to him by the respondent

Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

. 

Dr. D.S. Grewal,

s/o Lt. Col. Hari Singh Grewal,

H. No. 103, Sector 36-A,

Chandigarh.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer, 
O/o The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 782  and  783  of 2009

Present:        i)   
Dr. D.S. Grewal,  complainant  in person
ii)     
 Sri Gurinder Singh Sodhi, Executive Officer, IT,Ludhiana.
ORDER

Heard.


Sri G.S.Sodhi, Executive Officer, Improvement Trust,  Ludhiana,  states that there was a factual error in the notice of the Court dated 15-5-2009.  He states that it is not  he but Sri S. C. Gupta, Assistant Trust Engineer of the Improvement Trust,  who  has been the PIO of the Trust for the last about six months.  He has also brought the information required by the complainant , which has been handed over to him in the Court.  In view of the above, the following directions are given:-

1. The notice of the Court contained in its orders dated 15-5-2009, will be deemed to have been given to Sri  S.C.Gupta, Assistant Trust Engineer- cum-PIO, Improvement Trust,  Ludhiana, who is given an opportunity to show cause as to why the penalty mentioned therein should not be imposed upon him,  at 10 AM on 6-8-2009.

2. The complainant may point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him  today on the same date.             …p2/-





---2---

3. The orders of appointment of  Sri S.C.Gupta ,as PIO of the Trust, should also be brought by the respondent to the Court on the next date of hearing. 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-8-2009 or further consideration and orders









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Sh. Inderjit Singh,

s/o Sh. Prabhdyal Singh,

Vill – Satowali, P.O – Adampur,

District Jalandhar.           



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar. 





__________ Respondent

CC No. 86 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sh. Inderjit Singh complainant in person.
 
ii)
DSP  Navjot  Singh,    on behalf of the respondent    
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the orders of the Court dated 8-7-2009 have not been received by him.   Inquiries reveal that the orders have not yet been dispatched because of a defect in the franking machine in the Commission’s dispatch section. The orders have therefore been given to the representative of the PIO,  by hand.  The directions contained therein should be complied with and its compliance will be reviewed by the Court at 10 AM on 27-8-2009.

Insofar as the supply of information to the complainant is concerned, the respondent states that there is no statement of DSP Karamjit  Singh or members of the panchayat    in    the    file concerning the application No. 2406/PTU, dated 
5-8-2008, of the complainant.  He has made an offer to the complainant that if he gives a fresh application, these statements  can be  recorded afresh and supplied to him.  Insofar as the inquiry into the complaint No 0172/5 PT, dated 19-7-2003 is concerned, the      respondent   states   that  it is now six years old and the concerned papers could not be located.  Nevertheless, the responsibility for the loss of this record has been fixed  on the   Reader of the concerned DSP and further necessary action in this regard will be taken.                                                   







                           ----p2/-






---2---








               In view of the above, no further action is required  to be or can be taken on the supply of any further information to the complainant with reference to his application dated 15-10-2008. He can, if he so desires,  accept  the offer made by the respondent and make a fresh application similar to his application No.2406-P.T.  dated 5-8-2008.


The reply to the show cause notice issued  by  the Court in its orders  dated 8-5-2009 should be given by the PIO on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 27-8-2009 for further consideration and orders.  It would not be necessary for the complainant to attend further hearings of the case.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Col. (Retd.) Prem Singh Grewal,

# 104, New Officers Colony (Prem Kunj),

Stadium Road, Patiala.






___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








__________ Respondent

AC- 611/2009

Present:
i)
None on behalf of complainant.
 

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

ORDER


Heard.


Today’s hearing in this case was fixed  to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information which has been provided to him, but he is not present, from which I conclude that there are no deficiencies which he wishes to point out.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt,

328, Sector 21-A,

Chandigarh.

  




__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,(By Speed post)
District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO,

Patiala, Punjab.




  __________ Respondent

The Deputy Commissioner,
Patiala
AC No. 428   of 2008

Present:
None

ORDER


A penalty of Rs. 15,000/- was imposed on Sri Parshotam Singh Sodhi, Distt. Revenue Officer-cum-PIO, office of the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala, vide the Court’s  orders dated 15-5-2009 and the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala was directed to ensure that the salary of Sri Sodhi for the month of May,2009,  and subsequent months, is not disbursed to him till the amount of penalty is deposited by him into the treasury.  The case  was adjourned to 19-6-2009 (subsequently changed to 22-7-2009) for confirmation of compliance of he Court’s orders,  but no reply has been sent by the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala to the Court and  no representation of the D.C. or the  PIO is present in the Court.

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 21-8-2009, for compliance of the Courts orders  dated  15-5-2009 and consideration o the report of the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





      Punjab

A copy is forwarded to: -                                     


…..p2/

---2---

i)
 The Financial Commissioner,(Revenue),Punjab Government, Civil Secretariat,Chandigarh
ii)
Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala,

They may please ensure compliance of the Court’s orders dated 15-5-2009 (Copy  enclosed).









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


22nd   July, 2009





      Punjab
