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

# 2 Ghuman Colony,

Bhupindra Road,

Patiala.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Shiromani Gurdwara Parbandhak Committee,
Amritsar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3059 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 S. Ishar Singh, Court Clerk, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The representative of the PIO present before us requests for an adjournment since the PIO’s counsel is busy in another Court.  The complainant also is not present.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 13-2-2009 to give an opportunity to the parties to appear before the Court. A copy of the information, if any, which has been supplied to the complainant in response to her application for information dated 04.11.2008, should also be submitted by the respondent to the Court on the next date of hearing.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Vikrant Rattan,

S/o Sh. Ayudhia Parshad Rattan,

# 12/5, Park Road, Navi Mandi,
 Dhuri,   Distt. Sangrur.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sangrur.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3067 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 ASI Sh Paramjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that no file bearing the number mentioned in his application for information and concerning the complainant has been received in the office of the SSP, Sangrur  on 13-11-2007 or on any other date.
Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Kuljit Singh Malhi,

S/o Sh. Bant Singh Malhi,

# 319, Kamla Nehru Nagar,

Bathinda



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3077 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 Sri Amrik Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complainant has already been supplied with the copy of the report of the  Commandant, 2nd IRB Ladha Kothi,  Sangrur, on his application concerning FIR 33 dated 19-1-2005 as well as the report of the SSP, Bathinda dated 25-9-2008 on the action taken on the report of the Commandant.  Apart from this he states that the case FIR 33 dated 19-1-2005, PS Kotwali, Bathinda has already been submitted to the concerned  Court along with the challan against the complainant Sri Kuljit Singh Malhi.

In the above circumstances, I find that there is no other information which the respondent can supply to the complainant and since the case is  in the Court, he may apply for any  further information which he requires to the Hon’ble Court.


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Raj Kumar Kansal,

Proprietor, M/s Kansal Sales Agency,

Shop No. 169, Grain Market,

Mansa – Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Mansa.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3088 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Raj Kumar Kansal, complainant in person. 

ii)    
Sri Chamkaur Singh, Auction Recorder, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that he has already given to the complainant a copy of the report of the Secretary, Market Committee, Mansa which states that the shop in the occupation of the complainant is No. 168.  This complaint, however, concerns the verification by the Market Committee, Mansa of the shop which is in possession of the complainant in the old Mandi at Mansa.  The records provided to the complainant by the respondent show that the Secretary, Market Committee, Mansa has recorded that the report concerning the complainant’s firm has been amended and the number of the shop which is in occupation of the complainant, which was No. 169 in the first report, has been changed to No. 168. The application for information of the complainant seeks to know the basis for this amendment which has been made because the shop in his possession has been shown to be No. 169 at Sr. No. 20 of the report given to the Secretary, Market Committee, Mansa, on the basis of physical verification and evidence collected by the employees of the Market Committee.  It is rather strange that the only response which the Secretary, Market Committee, Mansa has been able to give to the Distt. Mandi Officer to this query of the complainant is that  there  is  no  evidence  or basis for the change except for the oral report of the 
                                                                                                           Contd..p2/-

                                                      -2-

employees of the Market Committee entrusted with the physical verification work. The  representative of the respondent present before us  has confirmed that apart from the information already given to the complainant, there is no other document in the records of the office which shows the basis or the reason for the change which has been made. Although the requirement of the RTI Act has been met and the documents available with the respondent has been provided to the complainant, I would like to observe, while disposing of this case, that this whole matter of the change in the number of the shop in the possession of the complainant is highly suspicious and appears to have been done in a completely arbitrary manner. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Ram Piari,

w/o Sh. Amritsaria Mal,

R/o B-23/78, Old Grain Market,

Kapurthala.

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Jalandhar-I, Punjab.  

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2475 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sri Jugal Kishore  on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
S. Satpal Singh, ETO, Jalandhar-I, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The position regarding the information supplied by the respondent to the complainant in response to his application dated 9-9-2008, and the deficiencies perceived by the complainant, which were discussed in the Court today in the presence of both the parties, is as  follows:-
1. The respondent has supplied copies of the notices issued to the firm M/s Kishori Lal Ram Saran Dass as a result of the orders of the Civil Judge, Junior Division, Jalandhar, which is in favour of the complainant Ms. Ram Piari. The respondent states that further action against the said firm has not been taken.  They have informed the complainant that they (the firm) have applied for a stay of the orders of the lower court in the Court of the Additional District Judge, Jalandhar, which is still pending and is to be heard on 11-2-2009.
2. The information has been provided.

3. The respondent has supplied certified copies of the Registration Certificate of the firm M/s Kishori Lal Ram Saran Dass relating to the year 1963 and 1964 to the complainant.  The complainant states that the Registration Certificate must have been amended when the name of Ms. Ram Piari  was added as a partner in the partnership deed in 1994 but the respondent is unable  to state whether such an amendment was made and whether any amended certificate exists in
Contd..p2/
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their records. He is, therefore, directed to carefully examine his records and if the Registration Certificate of the firm was amended after 1964, a copy of the same should be supplied to the complainant.                                          



Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-3-2009 for confirmation of compliance.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Sajan Singh,

Chairman & President,

Pb. Subordinate Services Federation &

Pb. & U.T. Employees Joint Action Committee,

3030, Sector 56-A,Chandigarh


   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Director Sainik Welfare-cum-Secretary,

Sainik Board Punjab,

Sector 21-B. Chandigarh.




         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2569 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

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

ORDER

Heard.
The respondent claims that the information required by the complainant has been given to him in full and today’s hearing was fixed to give an opportunity  to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information  which has been supplied to him. The complainant however, has submitted in his written communication dated 30-1-2009 that the information which has been given to him is incomplete.  He has not mentioned any specific deficiency.  He has also requested for an adjournment of today’s hearing.

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 6-3-2009. In the meanwhile, the complainant should prepare the list of deficiencies which he perceives in accordance with the following table: -
	Point No. of the list of information applied for
	The information which has been provided 
	Deficiency in the information according to the complainant 

	               1
	                2
	                 3


One copy of the completed table should be sent to the respondent, who may come prepared with his response on the next date of hearing.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Mrs. Kamlesh,

W/o S. Amarjeet Singh Amar,

H.No. 78/8, Near police Division No. 4,

Lahori Gate, Patiala.
  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

SCO 149-52, Sec- 17,

Chandigarh.                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1603   of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sri Chander Shekhar Kalia, Chief Librarian-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard.
The respondent has expressed his regrets for the delay which has been caused in complying with the Court’s orders dated 31-12-2008.  The respondent states that a fresh copy of Annexure “A”, which depicts precisely the contents as they appear in the file, has been prepared and sent to the complainant on 2-1-2009. If the contents of the Annexure are still not legible, the respondent states that there is little he can do about this, since the fresh copy is an exact replica of the document as it has been found in the records.

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal,(Retd.)

House No. 25, Ward No. 6,

Ravi Dass Nagar, Bhogpur,

Post Office, Bhogpur – 144201.

District Jalandhar (Punjab). 

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Principal Secretary,

Defence Service, Room No. 620,

6th Floor, Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Chandigarh.



                                                     ………………Respondent
CC No. 2513 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sub. Maj. Tarsem Lal,(Retd.)  complainant. In person. 

ii)     
Ms. Shakuntala Devi, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent is unable to confirm that the Director, Defence Services, Punjab,   from whose office records the information required by the complainant has to be compiled and given to him, has taken  any action at all on the directions of the Government to give the required information to the complainant . The complainant on the other hand states that he has not received any specific reply to his representation dated 19-8-2008, which is the subject matter  of his application for information dated 5-9-2008.     In    the   above circumstances, the respondent is directed to ensure that 

point-wise  reply, with reference to each of the 9 points mentioned in the representation of the complainant  dated 19-8-2008, is given to the complainant  before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-2-2008  for confirmation of compliance.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

S/o Sh. Khub Chand,

11322, Habowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 2632 of 2008

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

ii)     
Sri Inderpal Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 9-1-2009, the respondent has supplied copies of measurement books which are available in the office.  The respondent has informed the complainant that the remaining measurement books, copies of which are required by him, are not available in the records of the office.

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

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. O.P. Verma,

QU-83-B, Pitampura,

Delhi- 110088.


  


__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.              



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 505   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. O.P. Verma, complainant in person 

ii)     
.DSP Sh. Gurchain Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
The application for information of the complainant in this case seeks to know the action which was taken by the respondent on D.O letters written to him by the Addl. Private Secretary of the Home Minister, Government of India, dated 27-3-2008 and 16-5-2008. These letters state that the complainant is not satisfied with the action taken by the Punjab Police on the complainant’s allegation that his son Ankur Verma had been murdered on 9-2-2007.

The respondent has shown to the Court the inquiry report of the SHO, Phase -1, Mohali into the FIR 106 dated 1-3-2007 which was registered after the death of Ankur Verma, according to which his death and that of Ms. Gaitri Kaushal was as an accident, and the case has been recommended to be closed  as untraced. Now, after receiving the afore mentioned D.O. letters and on the direction of the Additional ADGP, Crime, Punjab, contained in his letter No. 2780 dated 25-9-2008 addressed to the IGP, Patiala Zone, the matter is being looked into afresh by the police authorities of Mohali District, but despite the issuance of many reminders, the report of the SSP, Mohali, has still not been sent to the IGP, Patiala Zone.
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The anguish of a parent, who has lost his child and his anxiety about the results of the fresh inquiry which is being conducted by the police authorities can well be imagined. In these circumstances, this case is disposed of with an expression of hope and expectation that the result of the fresh inquiry being conducted by the SSP, Mohali, will be communicated to the complainant within the shortest possible time.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009





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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt,

328, Sector 21-A,

Chandigarh.




  


__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Revenue Officer,

Patiala.

                  




  __________ Respondent

AC No. 428   of 2008

Present:
i) . Pawan Kumar Dutt,   complainant in person.



ii) Sri Harnek  Singh, N.Tehsildar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 31-12-2008, the respondent has brought to the Court copies of Mutation Nos. 15298 and 18603, but they are not attested. The complainant has pointed out that the mutation in the present form is not legible. Agreeing with the complainant, the respondent is directed  to get the various columns of the Mutation reproduced legibly on a fresh mutation sheet, and the orders sanctioning the Mutation should be typed out on a separate sheet and to give these to the complainant after due attestation.

The respondent had also been directed to bring the jamabandis required by the complainant to the Court which has not been done. The respondent has made a commitment that these will also be given to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-2-2009 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. S.P. Goyal,

863, Industrial Area-A, 

Ludhiana-141003




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.




         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2240 of 2008

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) HC Sri Santosh Kumar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

The complainant  has not appeared in the Court to make his submissions with regard to the complaint dated 23-9-2008 despite this second opportunity which has been given to him.


The respondent states that the present complaint of the complainant  has earlier been disposed of in CC-2240 of 2008.


In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

To,

Sh. Paramjit Singh Hanspal, Advocate,

District Court,

Kapurthala.
CC No. 30 & 55 of 2009
ORDER

The application for information dated 26-11- 08 of the complainant concerns the details of a complaint filed by Mrs. Pooja of Pathankot, and relates to a third party.  He is given an opportunity to make his submissions in this regard at 10 AM on 27-02-2009 (Friday).






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

To,

Sh. Balbir Singh Sidhu,

S/o Sh. Inder Singh,

W.No. 7, Near Old Police Station,

Vill. & PO – Lehragaga,

Distt. Sangrur.
CC No. 58 of 2009
ORDER

The application for information dated 08-09-08 of the complainant concerns the details of an enquiry report of a third party.  He is given an opportunity to make his submissions in this regard at 10 AM on 27-02-2009 (Friday).







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

To,

Sh. H.S. Ahluwalia,

# 170/1, Sector 45-A,

Chandigarh
AC No. 11 of 2009
ORDER

The application for information in this case was not accompanied by the prescribed fee of Rs. 10/- (Rupees Ten) and in fact the complainant has denied having deposited the application fee in Column No. 8 of his application for information dated 02-09-2008.

The application is therefore not in accordance with the prescribed Rules and the PIO was not obliged to entertain the same under the RTI Rules.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Jagdish Chand Gupta,

s/o Late Ram Kishan Gupta,

# 555, Preet Colony Zirakpur,

Mohali. 


   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,
Information and Technology Department,

Mini Sectt. Sector 9, Chandigarh



         ………………Respondent

CC No. 26 of 2009
ORDER

The application for information in this case is only a representation against the adverse remarks earned by the applicant and consists of an interrogatory designed as criticism of the adverse remarks. The respondent has, nevertheless given him an appropriate response vide his letter dated 05.09.2007. I find that there is no basis for the present complaint, which is rejected and disposed of. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Harbakhsh Singh Heera, ETO (Retd.),

# 38-39, New Bhai Randhir Singh Nagar,

Near Railway Crossing, Village Sunet,

Ludhiana.


   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Excise & Taxation Commissioner Punjab,

Patiala.




         ………………Respondent

CC No. 06 of 2009
ORDER

From the records sent by the complainant it is clear that information was provided to him by the respondent in response to his application dated 05.05.2008 vide their letters dated 20.08.2008 and 08.10.2008. The information however is not attested and the respondent is therefore directed to once again send the required documents desired by the complainant after attesting the same. It would be necessary for the complainant to specify the deficiencies in the information provided to him in response to item No. iii (a) to (e) of his application for information dated 05.05.2008 in the following format: -

	Point No. of the list of information applied for
	The information which has been provided 
	Deficiency in the information according to the complainant 

	               1
	                2
	                 3


Further action on the complaint would be taken after the table prescribed above has been filled up and sent to the Commission by the complainant.  






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85,2nd   Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi,

H. No. 17, Gulmohar Avenue,

Dhakoli, NAC Zirakpur,

Distt. Mohali.




  
     

_____ Complainant

Vs.

Sh. S.S. Khara, PCS,

Addl. Secretary-cum-

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

PWD (B&R) Deptt.,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9, 

Chandigarh.







_______ Respondent

CC No. 2124 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi, complainant in person



ii)
Ashok  Kumar Rana, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.



iii)
Sh. Paramjit Singh, Xen, Const. Div. (I), Ferozepur
ORDER

Heard.


This case concerns a complaint filed by Sh. Kanwar Naresh Sodhi against non-supply of the information for which he had applied on 13-09-2007. The information concerns the fate of his representation for compensation for the acquisition of his land by the Public Works Department of Punjab for construction of a road. The case is finally disposed of vide courts orders dated 15-05-2008 in which the statement of the respondent Sh. Paramjit Singh, Executive Engineer, Construction Division–I, Ferozepur was recorded that a similar case for award of compensation is in process before the Land Acquisition Officer concerned and since the rate is set for compensation by the LAO in that case, and order will be obtained from the LAO for payment to the compensation to the complainant. The respondents have been directed vide this order to supply the details of the case pending before the LAO to the complainant. 


Vide his letter dated 26-08-2008, the complainant informed the Commission that the details required to be given by the respondent in compliance with the courts orders dated 15-05-2008 has still not been provided to him and therefore a notice was issued to the respondent to appear in the court and explained his position.


Sh. Paramjit Singh, Executive Engineer in response to the courts notice, has appeared in the court today and regretfully could not give any satisfactory reply about the case which he stated is pending before the LAO. In fact, the question of action taken by the respondent on the representation of the complainant dated 29-04-2004 which is the subject of his application for information dated 13-09-2007 gets reopened because an end result of his complaint to the Commission that no meaningful information was given to him by the respondent.


In the above circumstances, this case is reopened and treated the hearing which took place on 15-05-2008 is invalid, because of erroneous information given by the respondent, the orders of the courts dated 10-04-2008 are restored and the respondent is directed to comply with the same. The action taken by the respondent in compliance of these orders will be reviewed on the next date of hearing at 10.00 AM on 05-03-2009.


It is made clear that if the orders of the court are not strictly complied with the second time, action will be taken against the respondent for the imposition of prescribed penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  30, 2009




            Punjab
