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

Sh. Jalour Singh,

S/o.Sh. Ralla Singh,

H No-199, 7 D Mal Singh Niwas,

Dashmesh Nagar, ASR Road, 

District Moga-142001.

AC  No. 184  of 2010
Present:
 None.

ORDER

  The appellant has informed the Commission that  he has received the required information and he is satisfied with the same.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

# 2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. GNE College, Gill Road,

Bathinda.

   



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar, 

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana





__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1379  of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Satish Kumar complainant  in person .

ii)        Sh. Nirmal Sharma, Suptt. , on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Vide his application dated 02-01-2010, the complainant has sought to be informed about the decision and action taken by the PAU authorities on his representations, referred to in his application dated 27-05-2009, made under the RTI Act, 2005. 


The respondent has clarified in the Court today that no action has been taken on the letters dated 06-02-2009, 09-04-2009 and 28-04-2009 of the complainant. These letters were submitted to the Vice Chancellor, who has decided to file them. 


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

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harmesh Singla,

Reporter Jag Bani, 

Near P.O- Bareta Mandi,

Distt-Mansa.

   



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.





__________ Respondent
CC  No.  1228 of 2010
Present:
i)     None on behalf of the   complainant . 

ii)    HC  Bhim Sen , PS Dhanaula,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has inquired into the allegations contained in the complaint of the complainant dated 25-06-2008, and has found that the same are baseless.  It has been concluded in the inquiry report that the complainant was not charged excess fees and the photostat copies for which he had applied vide his application dated 21-01-2008  were given to him  by HC  Labh Singh without attestation at the complainant’s own insistence .


In the above circumstances, this case is disposed of,  but the respondent is directed to send copies of the inquiry report and statements of witnessed etc. pertaining to the applications dated 25-06-2007 and 16-10-2007 of the complainant, once again, after proper attestation.


Disposed of.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Avtar Singh,

S/o. Sh. Sant Singh,

R/o.105, Walia Enclave, Opposite Punjabi University,

Patiala.

   



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director, 

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, 

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

CC  No.  1403 of 2010
Present:
i)     None on behalf of the  complainant.

ii)   Sh. Jaswinder Singh, Sr. Asstt, Vigilance Deptt., Sh. Gurbachan Singh, Sr. Asstt. Vigilance Bureau and Sh.Nirmal Singh, Sr. Asstt., O/o. CS,  Punjab, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The representative of the PIO, O/o. CS, Punjab, states that the application for information of the complainant was not found to have been received. Nevertheless, copies of the same have been made out and sent to the Department of Vigilance and the Department of Rural Development & Panchayats. The Department of Vigilance has further sent a copy of the application to the Director, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, whose representative states that it was received in their office only yesterday.


In the above circumstances, the application for information of the complainant is hereby deemed to be have been transferred by the O/o. CS, Punjab, to the PIO, O/o. Director, Vigilance Bureau,  who is substituted as the respondent in this case.


The PIO, O/o. Director, Vigilance Bureau,  is directed to  submit to the Court on the next date of hearing the position regarding the pendency of the case being heard in the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana, which has been mentioned by the complainant in his application. A copy of the affidavit which the 
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complainant has asked for should also be brought to the Court in order to expedite a decision in this case.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-06-2010 for further consideration and orders. 

 







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
CC :    1)  Chief Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

2)  Joint Secretary, Vigilance Department, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9 ,                     Chandigarh.   
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev

H No- 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula, Haryana.   



________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1331  of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Vasudev  complainant  in person .

ii)        SI  Amrik Singh on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case consists  of  representations, at the end of which he has asked for information regarding decisions taken on the same under the RTI Act, 2005. It has been explained to the complainant that an application for information can be made only for information which already exists in the office of the PIO,  and in case he wants to know about  the decisions  taken on his representations,  he should make a separate application for the same. 


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

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi-110048.
   


  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
AC No.  307 of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Dr. Pradeep Dutta,  appellant  in person. 

ii)         SI   Amrik Singh and ASI Kasturi Lal on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant has submitted written arguments in support of his contention that he is entitled to the information contained in the case diary of the inquiry officer inquiring into FIR 112,  dated 14-05-2006 . A copy of the same has been given to the respondent.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 16-07-2010 for arguments. 
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi-110048.
   


  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
AC No. 308   of 2010

Present:
i)   
 Dr. Pradeep Dutta,  appellant  in person. 

ii)         SI Amrik Singh and ASI Kasturi Lal on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant states that he has received complete information in response to his application for information and does not wish to point out any deficiency.

Disposed  of .

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi-110048.
   


  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
AC No.  310  of 2010

Present:
i)   
 Dr. Pradeep Dutta,  appellant  in person. 

ii)         SI Amrik Singh, ASI Kasturi Lal and HC Praveen Kumar on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 04-05-2010, the representative of the SSP-cum-PIO, Patiala has brought a copy of the report of the DSP,  made by him on the appellant’s representation dated 12-11-2009, as well as the reply which has been sent to the O/o. the  DIG, in response to the observations which were made on the DSP’s report. However,  the O/o the .DIG, Patiala Range, has ignored the directions of the Court contained in its orders dated 04-05-2010, since no representative has been sent to the  Court to explain why  a final decision has not been taken in the matter . In the above circumstances, a copy of the report of the DSP, Rajpura, which has been asked for by the appellant,  has been obtained  from the records of the respondent and given to him in the Court today,  since the receipt of this information by the appellant cannot be delayed any further.


Disposed of.  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi-110048.
   


  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
AC No. 312   of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Dr. Pradeep Dutta,  appellant  in person. 

ii)         SI Amrik Singh, ASI Kasturi Lal and HC Praveen Kumar on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated  04-05-2010 , the information required by the appellant has been brought by the respondent and supplied to the appellant in the Court today. He may go through the same and he is given an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information at 10 AM on 16-07-2010. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr.Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi -110048.
  




________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Fatehgarh  Sahib.





__________ Respondent

AC No. 1007 Of  2009

Present:
i)   
   Dr. Pradeep Dutta appellant in person. 

ii)  
   Sh.Umesh Bhandari, ETO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has supplied to the appellant an attested copy of the concerned form in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 04-05-2010, but the appellant has shown to the Court that there is a difference between the attested copy supplied to him by the respondent and the attested copy which has been obtained by him under the RTI Act,  in CC-1674 of 2010, in the following respects : 

1) The form no. has been given KK 0794272 in the information provided to him in the present case and BB 0212977 in the information obtained by him in the other case .

2) The name of the driver has been mentioned in the information supplied to him in the present case ( name is “kala”),  whereas no name of any driver has been mentioned in the information supplied to him in case no. CC-1674 of 2010. 

In order to reconcile these discrepancies, the respondent is directed to bring

with him the original records  maintained at the shambhu barrier pertaining to this case, along with his explanation regarding the same, on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 16-07-2010 for further considerations and orders. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Darshan Singh,

S/o.Sh.Bagh Singh,

R/o. Udeykaran,

Teh  & District – Mukatsar.
  



________ Complainant

Vs


Sh. Gulbahar Singh . ( By Regd. Post)
District Food & Supply Controller-cum-PIO, 

Mukatsar.






 __________ Respondent

CC No. 1169 of 2010

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

ii)    Sh. Gurcharan Singh, AFSO, Lambhi  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this  case was made by the complainant on 22-12-2009,  and  when he did not receive any response, he made a complaint to the Commission on 23-02-2010.  The complainant was heard on 09-04-2010, when the PIO’s representative  Sh. Sukhwinder Singh made a commitment that the information pertaining  to the records of the   depot holders for the period from 01-01-2009 to 31-12-2009 would be given to the complainant within three weeks and the case was adjourned to 30-04-2010.  On that date,  neither the respondent nor any  representative appeared in the Court and the complainant stated that the orders dated 09-04-2010 have not been complied with.  No information was given  to him and on the other hand,  fees was demanded from him, which was unjustified, since a period of 30 days had lapsed  since the receipt of the application for information  of the complainant.   It was, therefore, concluded that prima-facie, information is not being given to the complainant deliberately and with malafide intention, and a notice was issued to Sh.  Gulbahar Singh,  DFSC-cum-PIO, Mukatsar to show cause at 10 AM on
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21-05-2010, (later shifted to 28-05-2010, i.e, today), as to why the penalty prescribed under Section 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed upon him and  costs of Rs. 500/- were also awarded to the complainant, which had to be given to him by the respondent in the Court today.

It is a matter of regret that Sh. Gulbahar Singh, DFSC-cum-PIO, is continuing to ignore the provisions of the RTI Act,  as well as the orders passed by the Commission.  Firstly, despite the orders dated 30-04-2010 having clearly stated  that  no fees can be asked for from the complainant , a  letter was sent to the complainant on 20-05-2010 demanding fees of Rs. 640/- for information comprising 320 pages.  Secondly,  an Inspector working under the DFSC contacted the complainant yesterday and offered to give him the required information, but it was not attested and the complainant  quite rightly refused to accept  unattested copies. Thirdly, the PIO has sent the AFSO,  Lambi,  to represent him in the Court today, who is unfamiliar with this case,  which is not surprising, because the required  information does not concern Lambi Block  but Mukatsar Block.  Lastly, the orders of the Commission have  again been ignored. No reply to the show cause notice issued on 30-04-2010  has been submitted,  nor have the costs of Rs. 500/- awarded to the complainant  been given to him.

It is amply clear that Sh. Gulbahar Singh, DFSC-cum-PIO,Mukatsar  has without any reasonable cause, denied the request for information of the complainant  Sh. Darshan Singh.   The application for information in this case was made by Sh. Darshan Singh on 22-12-2009,  and even allowing one week for the application to reach the office of the  PIO, the total  amount of penalty payable by the PIO is well above the limit of Rs. 25,000/-  laid down under the RTI Act.  I, therefore, impose upon Sh. Gulbahar Singh, DFSC-cum-PIO,Mukatsar,  the full penalty of Rs. 25,000/- under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, and direct him to deposit the same in the Govt. treasury within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders, under intimation to the Commission.  If this is 
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not done, the Director, Food and Supplies, Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh is directed  to recover the amount of penalty from the salary of Sh. Gulbahar Singh, payable to him for the month of June,2010,and to deposit the same in the government treasury under intimation to the Commission.

Costs of Rs. 500/- are again imposed upon the respondent because of the unnecessary journey to Chandigarh  which the complainant has had to  perform, and the full amount of R s. 1000/- (including the costs awarded on 30-12-2010), should be sent  by the respondent to the complainant  within seven days of the date of receipt  of these orders .The respondent is further directed to give the information required by the complainant after proper attestation, also within seven days of the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10  AM on 15-07-2010 for confirmation of compliance. 
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010

A copy is forded to :--

1. 
Sh. S.P. Singh, IAS, Secretary to Government , Punjab, 



Department of Food and Supplied, Sector 17, Chandigarh.


2. 
Sh. G.S. Grewal,  Director, Department of Food and Supplied,  


Sector 17,Chandigarh.
They should ensure strict compliance  with the orders  being communicated, and  send  a  compliance report to the Commission before  the next date of hearing.

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ram Chander Sharma,

H.No. 193, Ground Floor,

Sector 40-A, Chandigarh.

  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1926  of 2009
NOTICE OF HEARING
To



 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.

 No: PSIC/Legal/2010/



                       Dated Chandigarh, the                    June,  2010   

Subject:
 Denial of information under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

  
 You are required to send your response to the enclosed complaint dated 26-03-2010 and also appear before the Commission, in SCO 32-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, on 24-06-2010 (Thursday) at 10.00 AM, when it is fixed to be heard, either personally or through the concerned APIO.  In case the APIO is sent as your representative, his aversions and commitments will be treated as if made by you and you will be responsible for their correctness and fulfillment.  In case no appearance is made by you or on your behalf, the case will be decided in your absence.

Encl: As above.






Deputy Registrar
 Endst No: PSIC/Legal/2010/       Dated Chandigarh the              June, 2010   

    


Copy is forwarded to Sh. Ram Chander Sharma, H.No. 193, Ground Floor, Sector 40-A, Chandigarh with ref. to his letter dated 16-02-2010 . He may join the proceedings on the said date and time. In case no appearance is made on his behalf, the case will be decided in his absence. 









Deputy Registrar 
