STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Raman Kumar Mahajan,

H.no. 214/4, 

Street- Lajpat Rai,

Durgiana Abadi,

Amritsar. 
  





         …Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.   






        

 First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar.   
 






… Respondents

AC- 422/2012  and AC-423/2012

ORDER

Present :
None for the  appellant.



Mr. S.K. Sharma, Advocate, for the Respondents.






----  



The  counsel for the Respondent  submits, in writing vide  letter dated nil,  that  the amount of penalty  imposed  upon the PIO-cum- XEN,  Mr. Anurag Mahajan, has been deposited  by Mr. Anurag Mahajan  from his own pocket and  also  certified  that the Municipal Corporation has not utilized  any fund for paying/depositing  the said penalty. It is also prayed that the  case be closed  as the  compliance   of the order has  been made. The document is taken on record.  



In view of the foregoing,  since the order of the Commission has been  complied with,  the case is disposed of and closed.



Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

Place : Chandigarh.




  (Surinder Awasthi )

Dated : 11.09.2012.



  State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH.





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Ajit Singh,

s/o Sh. Partap Singh,

No. 985, Ward No. 8,

Sangat Mandi,

Distt. Bathinda.
    





  .....Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,

Bathinda.







… Respondent

CC- 2221/2012

     ORDER

Present :
Mr. Ajit Singh, complainant,  in person.



Mr. Brij Bhushan, AFSO, for the Respondent.





----  

RTI  application filed 

:
27.02.2012.

PIO’s  response


:    
Nil.

Complaint  received in State
:
08.08.2012.

Information Commission  on
Ground for complaint
:
Information not supplied.

Information  sought


:




Seeks  copies  of the proofs on the basis of which  the Depot  of  Chiman Lal of Sangat Mandi  was  restored, which was  earlier cancelled on the basis of a complaint.  He  also demands complete information about it.

Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing :



The representative of the Respondent  is totally blank  and  is not able to assist the Commission.  He submits that the complainant was asked to deposit the requisite fee of Rs.34/-  to obtain the information but the  complainant says that he has  not received any such letter.  The Respondent says that the information is ready.  



The Respondent is directed to supply the information to the complainant through registered post within a week free of cost.

-2-

Decision:  

 The case is adjourned to 03.10.2012 at 10.30 A.M.




Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.




     (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Daler Singh

s/o Sh. Gurbax Singh

Village Ali Majra,

P.O. Shamb hu,

Tehsil Rajpura,

Distt. Patiala.
           




  
…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Tehsildar,

Rajpura.







… Respondent

CC- 2243/2012

ORDER

Present  : 
Mr. Daler Singh,  complainant,  in person.

Mr. Darshan Singh, Clerk, for the respondent.

---   

RTI  application filed 

:
13.06.2012 (  28.06.2012)

PIO’s  response


:    
16.07.2012.

Complaint  received in State
:
09.08.2012.

Information Commission  on
Ground for complaint
:
Information not supplied.

Information  sought


:




Seeks  attested  copies of registry  No.440 dated 26.04.2010  got done by  one Manjit Singh of  village Bhuri Majra  in his name of the land  belonging to  applicant’s father namely Gurbax Singh.

Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing :



The information demanded is mostly in the nature of questions which do not constitute information  as defined under Section 2(f) of the RTI Act, 2005.  Hence this cannot be entertained.



However, the respondent  submits a letter dated 10.09.2012 stating therein that  the requisite information had already been sent to the  applicant/complainant  vide letter No.82/R.K., dated 16.7.2012 through registered post,  a copy of which is annexed to the letter.  The same is taken on record. 
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The respondent is directed to send this information again to the complainant through registered post within a week.

Decision:  

Accordingly, the case is disposed of and closed.




Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.




     (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Raj Kumar Arora

s/o Sh. Jassa Ram,

c/o Kamal Anand,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Sainik Rest House, 

Sangrur-148001.






  …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Director, Food, Civil Supplies &

 Consumer Affairs, Punjab,

Jeevandeep Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.







… Respondent

CC- 2245/12

                                                          ORDER

Present  :
Representative, Mr. Uttam Chand Madan, for the complainant.

Mrs. Baljinder Kaur, Sr. Assistant, o/o Secretary, F&S, for the  respondent.





----  

RTI  application filed 

:
15.05.2012.

PIO’s  response


:    
 01.06.2012.

Complaint  received in State
:
09.08.2012.

Information Commission  on
Ground for complaint
:
Information not supplied.

Information  sought


:




Seeks  information  regarding  vacant post of Superintendent Grade II/Senior Auditors in the department of Food and Supplies in various districts of Punjab  as on 31.03.2009 and reasons for vacancy of these posts.  Also demands  conditions/eligibility criteria for promotion to the post of Superintendent Gd. II/Senior Auditors in the Deptt. of Food and Supplies. 

Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing :



Representative, Mr. Uttam Chand Madan, appearing on behalf of the complainant, submits his authority letter which is taken on record.
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The respondent hands over the requisite information to the  complainant during the hearing today.



The representative of the complainant  has given in writing  that he has received  the demanded information  and is satisfied.  This is taken on record.

Decision:  



Since  the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed.




Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.




     (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Suraj Bhan Taneja,

c/o Sh. Kundan Lal,

r/o Near Ranjan Clinic,

Bhatha Colony,

Fatehabad (Haryana).




             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 


O/o Director, Technical Education & 

Industrial Training, Punjab 

Chandigarh 

 2.
First Appellate Authority, 

O/o Director,Technical Education & 

Industrial Training, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.          





…Respondents 

AC- 1073/2012

ORDER

Present :
Rep. Mr. Jagdish Kumar, for the  appellant.

Mr. Harpal Singh, Dy. Director-PIO and Mr. Amrik Singh, Asstt. Director-APIO, for the Respondents.




---

RTI  application filed 

:
13.04.2012.

PIO’s  response


:    
Nil.

First  appeal filed on

:
06.06.2012

First Appellate Authority’s

:
Nil

order 

Second appeal  received in 
:
07.08.2012.

State Information Commission  on
Ground for  appeal
:
Information not supplied.

Information  sought


:




Seeks information regarding details  of the Tools/ Equipment/Machinery purchased during the  year  2011-12  by HQ under all

 the Plan Schemes/Projects and Non-Plan  Budget.
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Relevant Facts emerging  during Hearing :



The  appellant’s  representative  submits his authority letter to the Commission which is taken on record.



The Respondent submits that  as the information sought for by the applicant  is voluminious, he  was urged  again and again to visit the office of the Respondent-PIO   to peruse  the record and identify the  information he requires.  The Respondent offered to supply photo copies of the  identified information to the appellant.  However, the Respondent states that  the appellant did not  visit their office at all. The Respondent submits a letter  dated 10.09.2012 which is taken on record.



The  appellant is advised to visit Respondent’s office on any  mutually agreed date and time within the next 10 days  and identify the information he requires.  The Respondent is directed to provide that information to the appellant, duly attested and legible,  soon thereafter.



This is the last opportunity given  to the appellant  who is directed  to comply with these directions.

Decision:  

With these directions, the case is disposed of and closed.




Announced in the open court.



Copies of the order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.




     (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


               State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Sarabjit Singh, 

s/o Sh. Gurdip Singh,

No. 646-A, Sector 4,

Mundi Kharar (Mohali). 





…Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o S.H.O.

Police Station,

Balongi (Distt. Mohali)





… Respondent

CC- 1290/2012

ORDER 

Present:  
Mr. Sarabjit Singh, complainant in person.

Mr. Kulbir Singh, SHO Balongi-cum-PIO and Mr. Deepinder Singh, SI-cum-PIO,  PS, Sohana and Mr. Lal Mohammad, HC, O/o SPP, Mohali on behalf of the respondents. 
  
 
The respondent reiterates that the order of keeping vendors atleast 10 feet from the national highway was not available on the record and hence it cannot be supplied. Earlier too, the respondent had maintained that there was no such order in record.

           
      
Perhaps, there was an understanding that vendors may be permitted at a reasonable distance to ensure that free flow of the traffic is not obstructed. However, there was no written orders from the concerned authorities.
 
 On this, the complainant asserted that the respondent had misled him as well as the Commission. 
 
The respondent is cautioned not to make any such assertion before the Commission; and also specify whether the order is oral or written. 
With these directions the case is disposed of and closed. 
Announced in the open court.

 

Copies of order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.



 (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


   State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Harminder Singh,

No. 2877, Phase 7,

SAS Nagar (Mohali)     




             …Appellant 

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o  Senior Supdtt. of Police,

Mohali.

 2.
First Appellate Authority, 

O/o I.G. Zonal-I,

Patiala Range,

Patiala.






…Respondents 

AC- 881/2012

ORDER

Present: 
Mr. Harminder Singh, appellant in person. 

Mr. Lal Mohmad, HC, on behalf of the respondents. 
 
In compliance to the Commissions order dated 24.08.2012, the respondent submits a letter from DIG stating that there was only one report and not two as stated by the appellant. Since there is no other report   dated 23.05/2005, which precisely the appellant has sought, is not available  and can’t be supplied. 
 
 This was contested by the appellant arguing that the official documents clearly indicates the existence of the second report which was signed by SP on the same day and sent to the DA legal ,Ropar on 12.07.2012.
            The respondent-PIO is directed to be personally present to explain if there was another report dated 23.05.2005 which had been submitted to District Attorney or there is any reference to the said report in the official records.
 
 
Respondent-APIO Mr. Mandhir Singh, SP, Mohali should be present at the next date of hearing along with the relevant records and submit his version regarding the report dated 23.05.2005.

 
 
 







Contd…2/-
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The case is adjourned to 27.09.2012 at 10.30 AM. 

Announced in the open court.

 

Copies of order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.



 (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


   State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Dr. Pardeep Dutta

s/o Sh. P.K. Dutta,

A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi-110048.






  …Complainant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer 

O/o Senor Supdt. of Police,

Patiala.

2.
Public Information Officer,

o/o Addl. Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.






… Respondents

CC- 2212/12

ORDER 

Present: 
Dr. Pardeep Dutta, complainant in person.

  Mr. Sukhpal Singh, SI O/o P.P. Rajpura and Mr. Hakam Singh, HC                           
   on behalf of the respondent. 
RTI  application filed on


:   
09.06.2012
PIO replied




:  
 02.07.2012
Complaint received  in SIC on

:   
 07.08.2012
Ground for complain: Not satisfied with the response of the PIO. The complainant was informed that no representation had been received by the SSP office and hence the information can’t be supplied.

 Information sought: The complainant had filed two RTI applications on the same date.
 

The complainant had sent a representation to the DM, Patiala on 30.12.2011 and  the DM in turn has sent the same to the o/o SSP vide dairy number 95/peshi dated 17.01.2012 with his (DM’s ) comments on the representation  “ Please do the needful as per the High Court orders”.

 

This was revealed to the complainant in case no CC 528/2012 heard before the bench of Ld. Chander Parkash on May 30/2012.

 

The complainant seeks a certified copy of letter or order or noting on the complainant’s representation by the Superintendent of Police (SP) which the o/o SSP had received on 17.01.2012 I the o/o SSP.
 








Contd…2/-
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   In the second RTI addressed to the APIO of the SSP office, the complainant has sought a certified copy of letter, or order or notings of the SP on the letter received by the o/o SSP on 17.0.2012.

Facts emerging during the hearing.
        

 The respondent No 1 –PIO in the office of SSP has informed the complainant on 02.07.2012 that as per the official records, the office had not received any representation as mentioned in the RTI application, hence no information could be supplied.
        
 
  The complainant contested this arguing that in response to his earlier RTI application to the PIO in the o/o DM, he was informed that the DM office had his representation to the o/o SSP on 17.01.2012 and also provided the attested copy of the representation on 30.05.2012 before Ld. SIC Mr. Chander Parkash in CC no. 528 of 2012. The complainant averred that the information provided by the PIO in the o/o SSP was patently, wrong and misleading. 

 
The respondent No. 1 provides the detailed information to the complainant during the hearing and the complainant was advised to peruse the same quickly.
                      After perusal of the detailed response of the respondent 1 PIO, the complainant asserted that as per the information provided by the In-charge Police Post, Rajpura, the complainant’s representation had already been considered and rejected as it required no further action on 21.03.2012.  However, he was not informed of it. Moreover, when he sought the requisite information, he was told that there was no such representation received by the o/o SSP. 
 
 
 Evidently, it is clear that the SSP office had received the representation of the complainant and marked it to it to SSP who in turn had forwarded it to the SP and finally it was dealt by  SHO, Police Station, Rajpura.

 Despite this the PIO in the o/o SSP had informed the complainant on  02.07.2012 that no representation through DM office had been received and hence no information could be supplied. 

 
The complainant maintained that this statement of the respondent is wrong and amounts to misleading information.  The PIO-respondent has not supplied the demanded information despite lapse of a period of about more than two months. 



PIO o/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala is hereby issued show cause notice under Section 20(1) of RTI Act, 2005 as to why  penalty @ Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed on him 
 









Contd…3/-
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till the information is actually  furnished.  


The PIO-respondent is directed to submit his reply in the form of affidavit giving reasons for delaying and denying and even supplying wrong information to the applicant.
 

In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex-parte. 



PIO o/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala is directed to furnish the information to the appellant before the next date of hearing through registered post again with a forwarding letter.  The PIO is further directed to be personally present with a copy of the information supplied at the next date of hearing.



The complainant maintained that he was referred to DM ,Patiala, by Punjab and Haryana High Court. The complainant wanted to know if the SSP office had submitted the report of the police to the DM after it was rejected and file.   


The PIO-Additional  Deputy Commissioner, Patiala is directed to be personally present on the next date of hearing. 


The case is adjourned to 17.10.2012 at 10.30 AM. 
 Announced in the open court.
 

Copies of order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.



 (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


   State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Manjit Singh, Advocate

Chamber No -310,

New Courts Complex Rajpura,

Tehsil – Rajpura, 

Distt- Patiala. 






  …Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.







… Respondent

CC- 2162/2012

    ORDER 

Present:
None for the complainant. 



Mr. Hakam Singh, HC, on behalf of the respondent. 



The respondent submits the requisite information as per his RTI application had been supplied to the complainant on 30.08.2012.


The Complainant is absent without intimation and nothing contrary has been heard on the information provided to him indicating that he is satisfied with the information provided to him.
 

Since the information stands supplied, the case is disposed of and closed. 

Announced in the open court.

 

Copies of order  be sent to the parties.

Place: Chandigarh.



 (Surinder Awasthi)

Dated: 11.09.2012.


   State Information Commissioner.

