
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. M.K. Malhotra,

C/o Sahni Motors,

Showroom No. 5, Motor Market,

Sector 38(west), Chandigarh.   



  ________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  408  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sri P.L.Sharma, Advocate, on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
Sri Gautam Singal, PPS, DSP,Detective,and ASI Ranjit Singh, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information for which the appellant has applied has been denied to him under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, on the ground that it is related to FIR No. 155 dated 2.11.2007, PS City, Roopnagar, which is under investigation and if the information is revealed, it would affect the investigation.  Aggrieved by this decision of the PIO, the appellant filed a first appeal to the IGP,Zonal-II, Jalandhar, who has not heard the appeal but merely forwarded the report of  the SSP, Roopnagar, to the appellant with his endorsement No. 9370/SO, dated 1-6-2009, for the appellant’s “information”.  It is manifestly apparent  that the first appeal of the appellant has still not been  heard by the first appellate authority and I, therefore, direct the IGP, Zonal-II, Jalandhar  to give a proper hearing  to the parties and to dispose of the first appeal with a speaking order on merits, within a period of 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-9-2009 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Sultan Singh,

Flat No. G-2/1, B.P.S. Mahila Vishwavidyalaya,

Khanpur Kalan- 131305,

Distt. Sonepat.

   



  ________ Appellant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  407  of 2009

Present:
None.

ORDER


Neither the appellant nor the respondent are present.   The appellant has written to the Commission stating that he  would not be able to attend the Court due to ill health and has requested  that his appeal may be decided in his absence. 


The respondent has made a written submission  in which it has been stated that the application for information of the appellant dated 27-2-2009 has not been located in the respondent’s office.  Nevertheless,  a copy of the report of the inquiry which has been made into the appellant’s application dated 12-11-2008 has been sent by the respondent.  A copy of the respondent’s  letter dated 18-7-2009, along with copies of its enclosures,  may be sent to the appellant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Som Nath,

H.No. 8935, Street No.8,

New Subhash Nagar, Ludhiana-141007.


  ________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1722  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
  Ms.  Surinder  Kaur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the records pertaining to the inquiry which has been conducted into the complainant’s application No. 2404, dated 27-10-2006, is not traceable.  The official responsible for the loss of the record has been identified as Head Constable Amarjit Singh,  No. 2133/Ldh., and a departmental inquiry against him, for  dereliction  of duties, has been ordered by the SSP, Ludhiana. The inquiry has been entrusted to S.Bhupinder Singh, DSP, Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana (Urban),  who has been asked to submit his report within two months.


In the above circumstances, no further action can be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Baldev Singh,

S/o Sh. Mewa Singh,

Vill. Ghanori Khurd,

P.O. Ghanori Kalan, Tehsil Dhuri,

Sangrur.






  ________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Sangrur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1715  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
 Sri  R.K.Singla, AFSO,   on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has shown to the Court an application dated 25-6-2009 of the complainant, addressed  to the DFSC,  Sangrur, stating that  he does not  require the records for which he had applied vide his application dated 24-2-2009 and that the same may be filed.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Ajinder Singh,

H.No. 252/1, Sector 45-A,

Chandigarh.






  ________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Deptt. Of General Administration, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 1713  of 2009

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

ii)  
 Sri   Rami Kant, Supdt.,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application dated 28-5-2009 of the complainant has asked for information in respect of property details owned by  Mr. Gulshan Kumar Gulhati and his spouse.  The respondent, after following the procedure  prescribed in Section 11 of the RTI Act,  has informed the complainant  that the information relates to a third party and cannot therefore be supplied to him.


I uphold the action taken  by the respondent  and  the refusal to provide the information to the complainant.

Disposed   of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Gurkirat Singh Dhillon,

H.NO. 4123, Phase II,

Urban Estate, Patiala- 147002.



  ________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1699  of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER


Although neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, written replies have been received by the Commission from both the parties.  The complainant in his letter dated 25-7-2009 has made the following submissions:-
1.
Incomplete information has been provided to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 26-6-2009 because some information has been incorrectly denied  under section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act,  and he should be directed to give the remaining information.

2.
The PIO should be penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, for a delay of 37 days which has occurred in his giving the response  to his application for information.

The respondent on the other hand vide his letter dated 24-7-2009 has stated that  in his application for information dated 11-4-2009, the complainant asked for information pertaining to his complaint dated 30-3-2009, which was under inquiry, and therefore the requisite information could not be provided to the applicant (under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act).  Nevertheless, even while the inquiry was pending, several items of information which could be disclosed without  affecting the investigation were supplied to the complainant on 26-6-2009.  The respondent has further  submitted that there was no intention on the part of any official to deny or delay the information required by the complainant.
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It would be relevant to mention that  on 9-7-2009, the complainant reached a compromise with the opposite party and informed the  SHO, PS Samana City that he does not wish to pursue his complaint dated 30-3-2009 ( in respect of which he had made his application for information  dated 11-4-2009).

Having considered all the circumstances of this case, I am convinced that the delay which has caused in this case  is neither deliberate nor unreasonable, and does not call for the imposition of any penalty on the PIO under Section 20 of the RTI Act.

Although the complainant has withdrawn his complaint dated 30-3-2009, he is insisting on being given the information for which he had applied. Since Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act is no longer applicable, the respondent is directed to give a point vise reply to the complainant to each of the points (a) to (q) mentioned in his application for information dated 11-4-2009 within 15 days of the date of receipt of these orders, except for the points on which the information has already been provided to him. A copy of the reply which is given to the complainant in compliance with these orders should also be sent to the Commission for its information.  

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o sh. Aya Ram,

B-III. Vakilan Mohalla,

Purana Bazar, Ludhiana.




  ________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1691  of 2009

Present:
i)         None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
Sub Inspector  Ms.  Surinder  Kaur, on  behalf of the   respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in this case has asked for information pertaining to “FIR No. 55 dated 26-2-2003”,  but no further details have been provided in respect of the ‘Thana’  in which the FIR had been registered, or the identity of the complainant.  The respondent states that the information required by the complainant could not be located in the absence of these details.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment.  The same is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10  AM on 03-09-2009.  In view of the reply submitted by the respondent, it would not be necessary for him to attend the Court in this case till further notice.  







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. H.S. Hundal, Advocate,

Distt. Courts Complex,

Phase 3B1, Mohali.




  ________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1676  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None   on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
 Sub Inspector  Iqbal  Singh,   on  behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case has asked for the details of the action taken in respect of all the complaints made against him by Col. D.S. Baidwan (Retd.) and Ms. Balbir Kaur.  The details of the complaints were ascertained and they were located after considerable difficulty with the help of the complainant, and the information in respect of  such of the complaints as could be  traced has been brought by  the respondent and should be sent to the complainant for his information along with these orders.


An opportunity is given to the complainant to make any further submission with  regard  to this case at 10 AM on  3-9-2009.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





      Punjab

Encl.__

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

Dr. K.K. Jindal,

Chamber No. 20, New Courts Complex,

Distt. Courts, Mansa-151505.



  ________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mansa.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1673  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
Sub Inspector Darshan Singh,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information was made by the complainant in this case on 1-6-2009, on a plain piece of paper, in which he has not indicated in what manner he desires that the information should be  delivered to him i.e. in person or by post.  The respondent states that the required information was prepared and the complainant was informed more than  once during the month of June, 2009, verbally, and finally through a letter dated 30-6-2009, that the information required by him is ready and he can collect the same after the payment of the prescribed fees, but the complainant has still not collected the information. The complainant  has   requested    for an adjournment,  which is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 03-09-2009. In the meanwhile, the complainant may  collect the information from the office of the respondent and point out deficiencies, if any, in the information, on the next date of hearing. 









 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th  July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Pal Kapoor,

H. No. 10-C, Markfed Complex,

Kotkapura Road, Faridkot – 151023.

Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Governor of Punjab,

Raj Bhawan, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  990 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant  . 

ii)     
 Sri Amrit Lal Ashatha, Under Secretary, and Sri Surinder Mohan, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The application dated 29-1-2009 of the complainant has asked for information in respect of an inquiry report concerning certain allegations against the Deputy Registrar of the Baba Farid University of Health Sciences, Faridkot.  The respondent, after following the procedure  prescribed in Section 11 of the RTI Act,  has informed the complainant  that the information relates to a third party and cannot, therefore, be supplied to him.


The complainant continues to be absent from the Court.


I uphold the action taken  by the respondent  and the refusal to provide the information to the complainant.

Disposed of.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Kumar,

s/o Sh. Karam Chand,

H. No. 22/1, Gali No. 2,

W. No. 3, Mohalla Har Gobind Nagar,

PO – Reru, Dhagari Road,

Jalandhar, Punjab. 




__________Complainant

v/s

Sri   R.K. Jaiswal, IPS.        ( By Regd Post)
PIO-cum-Senior Superintendent Police,

 Jalandhar,  






__________ Respondent

CC No.  995 of 2009

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


Heard.


Apart from stating that no delay has been caused in supplying the required information to the complainant, the respondent has not given any reply or explanation in response to the show cause notice issued to him in the Court’s orders dated 29-6-2009. One last opportunity is given to the respondent to submit a proper  reply to the show cause notice.  

Adjourned to 10 AM  on 03-09-2009  for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpreet Singh,

s/o Sh. Manjeet Singh,

r/o 535, Urban Estate,

Phase- II, Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

AC No. 310 of 2009

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

ii)     
DSP   Inderjit  Verma, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The PIO has sent Sri Inderjit Verma, PPS, DSP (Detective), as his representative, who   regretfully  is  not aware of the orders of the Court   dated 
02-07-2009, and is unable to inform the Court  whether the complaint dated 29-10-2008  of Ms. Pannureet Kaur has been inquired into or not.  DSP Inderjit Verma has expressed his regrets  for his lack of preparedness and has made a commitment  that the required information will be given to the complainant within the shortest possible time and requests for an adjournment.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 03-08-2009 for confirmation of compliance of the  Court’s orders  dated  02-07-2009.

The careless attitude of the  respondent has resulted in the complainant having  incurred unnecessary expenditure in attending the Court’s  hearings  on 02-07-2009 and also today. The respondent is directed to compensate the complainant with an  amount of Rs.1,000/- (Rupees one thousand), which should be brought to the Court and given to the complainant  on the next date of hearing.
                   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Gyanendra Sharma,

F. No. H-329, GH-II,

Mansa Devi Complex, Sector 5,

Panchkula – 134114, Haryana. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1092 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Dr. Gyanendra Sharma,  complainant  in person.

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

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has produced before the Court  attested photostat copies of annexures ‘A’ and ‘B’ and he states that the original have been submitted to the Court along with the challan.  The complainant states that copies of annexures ‘A’ and ‘B’ have been obtained by him  from the Court as well and they are the same as have supplied to him by the respondent.  However , he states that the original annexures which had been annexed by  Dr. Anjali Sharma with her complaint have been replaced before the challan was submitted  to the Court.  In support of this allegation, the complainant has shown to the Court  Dr. Sharma’s complaint along with its enclosures, which they claim have been given to them by the Reader of DSP K.S.Dhaliwal.  These annexures ‘A’ & ‘B’  are different from the annexures which the respondent has supplied to the complainant and has shown to the Court today.  Furthermore, the annexures ‘A’ &’B’ attached  to the photostat copies being shown by the complainant consist of a total of four sheets, whereas  the copies submitted by the respondent comprise a total of seven sheets.
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                  ---2---


In the above circumstances, enough doubt has been created by the complainant to warrant an inquiry into the allegation that the original annexures ‘A’ & ‘B’ of Dr. Anjali Sharma’s complaint have been replaced. I direct the SSP-cum-PIO, Patiala  to depute an officer not below the rank of Superintendent of Police, to hold an inquiry into this allegation and to submit the inquiry report to the Court on the next date of hearing.  It would be necessary for the inquiry officer to give full opportunity to complainant to prove his allegation during the course of the inquiry.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-09-2009 for consideration of the Inquiry Officer’s report.






  

            (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raghbir Singh,

s/o Sh. Teja Singh,

Under Trial District Jail,

Sangrur, Punjab. 

V/s

__________Complainant

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior  Supdt. of   Police,  

Barnala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1158 of 2009

Present:
None   


ORDER
The application for information in this case has been made to the In charge of the Judicial Malkhana in Barnala and the notice for hearing in this case was, therefore, sent to the  PIO , office of the Distt. Judge,Sangrur.  The notice has been returned by that office with the remark that the Malkhana situated in the Court complex at  Barnala  is under the control of SSP, Barnala.  The PIO, office of the SSP, Barnala is, therefore, designated as the respondent in this case and a notice should be issued to him for appearance and reply at 10  AM  on  03-09-2009.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





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

Sh. Davinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Balkar Singh,

R/o Village Adhiana,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent of  Central Jail,

Ludhiana.

DGP, Prisons, Punjab,

SCO No. 8-9, Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh






__________ Respondent

CC No. 451 of 2009

Present
None

ORDER

The DGP, Prisons  had been directed vide  orders dated 16-04-2009 to get an inquiry conducted into the allegations of the complainant in this case and to submit the inquiry report  to the Commission on the next date of hearing, on 25-06-2009.  On that date, however, no official appeared on behalf of the DGP, Prisons, nor was any inquiry report sent to the Commission, and the case was therefore adjourned to 30-07-2009  (today) for  submission and consideration of the DGP’s report. Unfortunately, the position  remains the same and the report has neither been submitted nor has any official appeared in the Court to explain the action being taken in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 16-04-2009.

In the above circumstances, a copy each of the orders dated 16-04-2009 and 25-06-2009 of the Commission are forwarded to Sri A.R.Talwar, IAS, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Home Department, who may ensure that the Commission’s orders are complied with and the report of   the  inquiry 
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which has been ordered is submitted to the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-09-2009 for further consideration and orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
A copy, along with copies of the Commission’s orders dated 16-04-2009 and 29-06-2009,  is forwarded to Sri A.R.Talwar, IAS, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Home Department, Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh, for necessary action.
          (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th July, 2009





      Punjab
