STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054


Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com
Pradeep Kumar Jaswal,

Quarter No. – 40,

G N D E C Staff Colony - 1,

Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006

   

          ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006



           ..…Respondent
C. C .No.  3326 of 2011 

Present :        Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal, Complainant, in person.


             None on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 11.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed to supply the remaining information to the Complainant within ten days from that day.
The Respondent is absent from today’s hearing without any 

intimation to the Commission.


Another opportunity is given to the Respondent to appear 
before the Commission on the next date of hearing, failing which action would be initiated against him under the provisions of the RTI Act.
Any laxity shown on his part, would attract action against him, under 
the provisions of the RTI Act.
The case is adjourned to 06.06.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                              
  (Chander Parkash)

    9th May, 2012                                                         State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Pradeep Kumar Jaswal,

Quarter No. – 40,

G N D E C Staff Colony - 1,

Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006

  
   
  
   ..…Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana - 141006



 
   ..…Respondent

C. C .No.  3327 of 2011 
Present :        Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal, Complainant, in person.


           None on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 11.04.2012 when the Respondent was directed to supply the requisite information to the Complainant within ten days from that day.



The Complainant – Sh. Pradeep Kumar Jaswal, gives in writing that he has received the requisite information and asks for filing his complaint.


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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                  (Chander Parkash)

    9th May, 2012                                                      State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Sh. Raghunath,

S/o Sh. Nisha Ram, 

Village Thamana,
 Dera Bhaniara Wala Itihasgarh, 

Block Nurpur Bedi, 
Tehsil Anandpur Sahib,

District Roopnagar. 






………. Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Tehsildar,

Anandpur Sahib, 
District Roopnagar. 





          …………..Respondent
C. C. No. 3480 of 2011 

Present:         None on behalf of the Complainant.

            Sh. Amrik Singh, Reader, on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 22.03.2012 when the Respondent was directed to remove the deficiencies pointed out by the Complainant in the information supplied to him.


Sh. Amrik Singh, Reader, who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, produces a letter, carrying the signature of the Complainant – Sh. Raghunath, in connection with acknowledgment of having received the requisite information, which is taken on record.



In view of the above, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


  




(Chander Parkash)

    9th May, 2012                                                      State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Sh. Bhushan Bhardwaj,

S/o Late Sh. Shiv Kumar,

H. No. 490,
Sector 61,

Chandigarh-160062.





………….. Complainant



Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Fatehgarh Sahib.





……………Respondent
C. C. No.  3604 of 2011 
Present:    Sh. Bhushan Bhardwaj, Complainant in person. 

i) Sh. Ranjit Singh, A. S. I. ;
ii) Sh. Kulwinder Singh, H. C. ;

iii) Sh. Jaswant Singh, H. C., on  behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 27.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to file an affidavit to clarify that whether this information was available when the investigation in connection with case (FIR No. 72 dated 20.04.2009) was made and not available with them.



In compliance with the order of the Commission, dated 27.03.2012, Sh. Gurpreet Singh, S. P. (D)-cum-APIO, submitted an affidavit in the Commission today. It is taken on record.



Sh. Jaswant Singh, H. C., who appeared on  behalf of the Respondent, also submits a part of the requisite information in the Commission today and the same is handed over to the Complainant – Sh. Bhushan Bhardwaj.



As the information in this case stands supplied. The Complainant also gives in writing that he has got the requisite information.



In view of the above, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

  

Sh. Harmeet Singh @ Mintu,

S/o Sh. Ram Lal, 

Village - Gandhua, 

P. S. -  Dharmgarh,

Tehsil - Sunam, 

District - Sangrur.





………… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Engineer, 

Punjab State Power Corporation Limited,

Patiala.






……………Respondent
C. C. No.  3656 of 2011 

Present:      None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Balram Singh, Sr. XEN, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 27.03.2012 when the Complainant was advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.



Sh. Balram Singh, Sr. XEN, who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submits that the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant - Sh. Harmeet Singh.
The Complainant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again 
absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information supplied to him,  to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission in that regard.


In view of the above, it is assumed that the Complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                          
      (Chander Parkash)

 9th May, 2012
                                             State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
Daljit Singh
S/o Sh. Sohan Singh,

H. No. 137-B,

Mohalla Satnampura,

Tehsil – Phagwara,

Distt. – Kapurthala




        

  ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Commissioner,

Jalandhar Division, 

Jalandhar







..…Respondent
C. C. No.  3680 of 2011 

Present :          Sh. Kuldip Kumar, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.

            Sh. Krishan Pal, Supdt., on behalf of the Respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.



This case was last heard on 22.03.2012 when a show-cause was served to D. C., Hoshiarpur and Supdt.-cum-PIO Office of Divisional Commissioner, Jalandhar and they were directed to remain present in the Commission along with a copy of the information supplied.



The Respondent-PIOs concerned have submitted their written-submissions in respect of the show-cause issued to them, which have been taken on record.



Both the parties were heard on the above issue.



Order is reserved.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Davinder Singh

S/o Sh. Gurmej Singh,

L- 6/392, Street -2,

 New Shaheed Udham Singh Nagar,

Amritsar






          ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Exeutive Engineer,

Civil Lines Division,

Pb. State Powercom Ltd.,

Amritsar







..…Respondent


C. C.No.  3698 of 2011 

Present :     Sh. Davinder Singh, Complainant, in person.

         Er. Anil Kumar Seth, S.D.O.-cum-APIO, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.


This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Complainant was 
not present and one opportunity was given to him to submit his response regarding information provided by the Respondent. 


Er. Anil Kumar Seth, S.D.O.-cum-APIO,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant – Sh. Davinder Singh.



I have gone over the response given by the Respondent vide letter no. 6651 dated 04.05.2012, which is taken on record. I found it satisfactory.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                        

     (Chander Parkash)
 9th May, 2012         

                                            State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Nirmal Singh,

H. No. 57, Kewal Vihar,

P. O.-  Model Town,

Jalandhar 144003




       
  ……...Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar







..…Respondent
C. C. No.  3699 of 2011 

Present : 
None on behalf of the Complainant,


            Sh. Mahesh Vij, Sanitary Inspector, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Complainant was advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.



Sh. Mahesh Vij, Sanitary Inspector,  who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submits that requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant on 01.05.2012.
The Complainant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is 
again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission.



I have gone through the information supplied by the Respondent to the Complainant – Sh. Nirmal Singh. I found that point-wise reply has been given to the queries raised by the Complainant.

In view of the above, the case is closed and disposed of.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                            
   (Chander Parkash)

 9th May, 2012                                                          State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Surinder Mahajan

S/o Sh. Ram Lal Mahajan,

Lane No. 2, Rampura,
Near S.D.M. Court,

Pathankot






          ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Pathankot






   
       ..…Respondent


   C. C. No.  3700 of 2011

Present : 
Sh. Surinder Mahajan, Complainant, in person.

            Sh.  Manoj Kumar Sharma, E. O. –cum-PIO, in person.
ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the remaining information within two weeks from that day.



Sh.  Manoj Kumar Sharma, E. O. –cum-PIO, submits that the requisite information has been supplied to the Complainant – Sh. Surinder Mahajan.



The Complainant submits in writing that he has received the information and asked for filing his case.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                                     (Chander Parkash)

 9th May, 2012                                                          State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Jagdish Bishnoi

S/o Sh. Inder Jit,

V. – Dhani Kherpur,

Tehsil – Abohar,

Distt. - Ferozepur





          …...Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Audit Officer,

Co-op. Societies,

Jalandhar







..…Respondent




C. C. No.  3717 of 2011

Present : 
Sh. Rajesh Kumar on behalf of the Complainant,


            Sh.  Gurbhej Singh, Audit Officer-cum-PIO, in person.
ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to  file an affidavit in connection with ‘no audit note was issued in connection with State Co-op. Societies, Kapurthala before 1996-1997’.



In compliance with the order of the Commission dated 28.03.2012, Sh.  Gurbhej Singh, Audit Officer-cum-PIO, submits an affidavit in the Commission today, which is handed over the representative of the Complainant.

 In the Affidavit, he submits that ‘no audit note’ was issued by Audit 
Officer, Co-Op. Societies,  Kapurthala before the year 1996-1997. He also submits that ‘no audit note’ was issued by Audit officer, Co-Op. Societies, Jalandhar before the year 1996 – 1997, a copy of which is taken on record.



In view of the above, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

9th May, 2012





State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Devinder Singh Walia,

SCO 6, DLF Colony,

Municipal Ward – 9,

Near Tripri Town,

Patiala







          ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Patiala








..…Respondent


C. C. No.  3730 of 2011

Present : 
None on behalf of the Complainant,


            Sh. Manjit Singh, Supdt., on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the correct information within three weeks from that day.



   Sh. Manjit Singh, Supdt., on behalf of the Respondent, submits that the requisite information has been given to the Complainant – Sh. Devinder Singh Walia, vide letter no. 5685 dated 07.05.2012. He also submits that the Complainant has put his signature on the copy of the information supplied in connection with his acknowledgement of having received the information.


The Complainant is absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He is advised to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him in writing to the Respondent-PIO and the Respondent is directed to remove the same before the next date of hearing.
The case is adjourned to 06.06.2012(Wednesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                             
   (Chander Parkash)

 9th May, 2012        

                                        State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Ram Asra

S/o Sh. Mast ram,

V.P.O.- Naurangpur,

Tehsil – Mukerian, 

Block – Talwara,
Hoshiarpur





       
          ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Secretary, Gram Panchayat,


V.P.O.- Naurangpur,

Tehsil – Mukerian, 

Block – Talwara, 
Hoshiarpur







..…Respondent


C. C. No.  3760 of 2011 

Present : 
None.
ORDER




This case was last taken up for hearing on 26.03.2012 when none 

was present and one opportunity was given to them to appear before the Commission.



The Complainant – Sh. Ram Asra, in his letter dated 16.03.2012 which was received in the Commission vide Diary No. 4535 dated 21.03.2012, submits that he has received the requisite information and hence his complaint may be filed. It is taken on record.

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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                           

     (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                                    State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Ramesh Chander,

H. No. 353/20,

Shankar Nagar,

Tibhri Road,

Gurdaspur






          ..…Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  S. E.(Distribution),

Pb. State Powercom Ltd.,

Gurdaspur







..…Respondent

C. C. No.  3806 of 2011

Present : 
None. 
ORDER



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to  provide the requisite information within two days from that day.



In compliance with the order of the Commission, dated 28.03.2012, The Respondent-PIO has supplied the requisite information to the family member of the deceased vide memo no. 2314 dated 29.03.2012 on 04.04.2012.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Bhagwan Singh

H. No. 186, Partap Nagar,

Nawi Abadi, Akalgarh,

Tahsil – Raikot,

Distt. - Ludhiana




               
   ..…Complainant

Vs

Ms Harminder Kaur,

Sarpanch-cum-PIO, 

Gram Panchayat,

New Abadi Akalgarh,

Tahsil – Raikot,

Distt. – Ludhiana





  
     ..…Respondent

  C. C. No.  3808 of 2011

Present : 
Sh. Bhagwan Singh,  Complainant, in person.


             Ms. Harminder Kaur, Sarpanch-cum-PIO, in person.
ORDER



Heard.



This case was last heard on 28.03.2012 when the Respondent-PIO was directed to  remain present in the Commission alongwith a copy of the information supplied.



Ms. Harminder Kaur, Sarpanch-cum-PIO, hands over the requisite information to the Complainant in the Commission  today, a copy of which is also taken on record.



I have gone through the queries raised in the RTI application and the response given by the Respondent-PIO concerned. I found it satisfactory.


In view of the above, the case is closed and disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                               
 (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                         
      State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Sabar Ali

S/o Sh. Mohd. Nazir,

V. – Binjoki Khurd,

P. O. – Haider Nagar,

Teh. - Malerkotla,

Distt. -
Sangrur




          

..… Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Child Development and 

Project Officer,

Block - Malerkotla – 1,

Distt. – Sangrur






..…Respondent

  C. C. No.  3820 of 2011 

Present : 
None.

ORDER

This case was last taken up for hearing on 26.03.2012 when none 

was present and one opportunity was given to them to appear before the Commission.



The Complainant - Sh. Sabar Ali, through his letter, dated 14.03.2012, which was received in the Commission  through Diary No. 4336 dated 19.03.2012, submits that he does not need that information, which he had sought for, through his RTI application. He wants that his complaint may be filed.



In view of the above, the case is closed and  disposed of.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054






Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Sabar Ali

S/o Sh. Mohd. Nazir,

V. – Binjoki Khurd,

P. O. – Haider Nagar,

Teh. - Malerkotla,

Distt. -
Sangrur




       

  ..… Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Child Development and 

Project Officer,

Block - Malerkotla – 1,

Distt. – Sangrur






..…Respondent


C. C .No.  3822 of 2011 

Present : 
None.
ORDER



This case was last taken up for hearing on 26.03.2012 when none 

was present and one opportunity was given to them to appear before the Commission.

The Complainant - Sh. Sabar Ali through, his letter dated 
12.04.2012, written to the Child Development and  Project Officer, Malerkotla -1, submits that he does not need that information, which he had sought for, through his RTI application. It is taken on record.



In view of the above, the case is closed and  disposed of.



Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054

Rahul Dass

S/o Late Sh. Shital Dass,

H. No. 920,

Sector 39 – A,

Chandigarh





       

   ..… Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Director General of Police, (HQ), Punjab

Sector – 9, Chandigarh
Public Information Officer,

O/o  Principal Secreatry,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Civil Sectt., Pb., Chandigarh





..…Respondent   


  C. C .No.  3836 of 2011 

Present : 
None on behalf of the Complainant.
i) Ms. Virpal Kaur, Inspector ;

ii) Sh. Purshotam Kumar, H. C. ;

iii) Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Sr. Asstt. (Home), on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER



Heard.

This case was last taken up for hearing on 26.03.2012 when none 

was present and one opportunity was given to them to appear before the Commission.

Ms. Virpal Kaur, Inspector and Sh. Purshotam Kumar, H. C.  who 

appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submit that information in connection with item nos. 1 and 4 has been supplied to the Complainant, on 15.12.2011, through ordinary post. They submit that so far as the information in connection with item nos. 2 and 3 is concerned, it relates to Home Department.


Sh. Narinder Pal Singh, Sr. Asstt. (Home), submits in writing that requisite information will be supplied to the Complainant within one month from today. He submits that information will be supplied to the Complainant as per record.

He is directed to provide the remaining information to the Complainant 
within one month from today. The information to be supplied should be legible, duly attested and as per record.

The case is adjourned to 12.06.2012(Tuesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
     (Chander Parkash)

 9th May, 2012                                                               State Information Commissioner                                         
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

  

Sh. Baljit Singh,

H. No. 4213/3A, 

Gali No. 2, 

Near Bedi Flour Mill,

Ragho Majra, 

Patiala.








………….. Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Patiala.






       
             …………..Respondent
A. C. No. 1218 of 2011 
Present :
None on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh. Balvir Singh, Jr. Engineer, on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER


Heard.



This case was last heard on 27.03.2012 when the Appellant was absent and he was directed to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.



Sh. Balvir Singh, Jr. Engineer, who appeared on behalf of the Respondent, submits that the requisite information was sent to the Appellant – Sh. Baljit Singh, vide letter no. 644 dated 07.03.2012, through registered post. 

The Appellant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again 
absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the  information supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission in that regard.

In view of the above, it is assumed that the Appellant is satisfied with the 
information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.



Sh. Avtar Singh,

S/o Sh. Bhola Singh,

Village - Fatehgarh Chhana,

Tehsil - Samana, 

District Patiala.






………… Appellant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala.






   
 
 ………..Respondent
A. C. No.  1227 of 2011 
Present:      None on behalf the Appellant.


       Sh. Chamandeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of the Respondent. 

ORDER




Heard.



This case was last heard on 27.03.2012 when the Appellant was absent and he was directed to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.
Sh. Chamandeep Singh, Panchayat Secretary, who appeared on 
behalf of the Respondent, submits that requisite information has been sent to the Appellant through registered post on 30.03.2012.

The Appellant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information  supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission in that regard.

In view of the above, it is assumed that the Appellant is satisfied with 
the information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.



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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                             
   (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           

State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054





Visit us @ www.infocommpunjab.com 

Malkiat Singh Sandhu

S/o Sh. Jita Singh,

H. No. 21, Shiv Mandir Road,

V.P.O.- Naya Gaon, 

Distt. - Mohali





       


   ..…Appellant
Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o  Notified Area Committee,

Naya Gaon, 

Distt. - Mohali







         ..…Respondent


A. C. No.  108 of 2012 

Present : 
None 
ORDER



This case was last heard on 27.03.2012 when the Appellant was absent and he was directed to point-out deficiencies in the information supplied to him.



Sh. Hardarshanjit Singh, Sanitary Inspector, who appeared  on behalf of the Respondent on the last date of hearing, had submitted that requisite information was sent to the appellant - Malkiat Singh Sandhu, through registered post vide letter No. 1020 dated 02-03-2012.

          The Appellant was absent on the last date of hearing and he is again absent from today’s hearing without any intimation to the Commission. He has neither pointed-out any deficiency in the information  supplied to him, to the Respondent-PIO, nor approached the Commission in that regard.

         As the Appellant is absent from the two consecutive  hearings and also not made any representation to the Commission,   it is assumed that the Appellant is satisfied with the information supplied to him and  does not wish to pursue his case further.


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


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                                (Chander Parkash)

                  

                                           State Information Commissioner                                           9th May, 2012

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH, Ph. No. 0172-4630054
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Vs
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A. C .No.  129 of 2012

Present : 
Sh. Jagdish Pal, Appellant in person

             Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Tehsildar ,  Mohali in person. 

ORDER



Heard.



The original RTI request for information is dated 15.11.2010. The information demanded pertains to seeking certified copy of ‘Jamabandi’ showing separate khewat of ‘two bigha land’ in his name. On not getting any response, an appeal was filed with the first Appellate Authority on 16.12.2010.The complaint with the Commission is dated 23.01.2012.



Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Tehsildar, Mohali, submits in writing that the requisite information will be supplied to the Appellant – Sh. Jagdish Pal, within two weeks from today. He also submits that information which will be supplied to the Appellant will be authenticated, correct, legible, duly attested and as per record. He further submits that that he has joined recently on this post and hence he is not aware about this part of information. He seeks apology for delay in furnishing the information.

The Respondent-PIO is directed to provide the remaining information to the 
Appellant within two weeks from today. The information to be supplied should be authenticated, correct, legible, duly attested and as per record.
The case is adjourned to 05.06.2012(Tuesday) at 10:30 A. M.


Copies of the order be sent to the parties.
         


                                                    (Chander Parkash)

    9th May, 2012                                      
            State Information Commissioner                                           
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

  

Sh. Baldev Singh, 

S/o Late. Sh. Ram Singh,

50, Joginder Nagar, Rama Mandi,

Jalandhar.






    
  …………..Appellant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

PAP, Jalandhar Cantt.





………Respondent
A. C. No.  1211 of 2011 

ORDER

1.   The order in this appeal case was reserved on 4.4.2012 after hearing 
the arguments put forward by both the parties and after examining and perusing all the documents placed on record and submitted by both the parties in support of respective claims made by them.              
2.     A notice for pronouncement of order for May 9, 2012 was also sent  to 
the parties of this case.
3.    As per the facts of this case, an application was moved by Shri  
Baldev Singh, a resident of Jalandhar District, to Director General of Police (DGP), Punjab Armed Police (PAP), Jalandhar on 18.6.2011, under Right to Information (RTI), Act, 2005.
4.    Shri Baldev Singh, in his application, has sought for information 
connected with inquiry conducted against Shri  Balbir Singh, retired Inspector (number 398/PAP) by Shri Balbir Singh DSP. He has also demanded a certified copy of that inquiry report through his application moved under RTI Act. In his application, he has mentioned that Inspector Balbir Singh has got the job on the basis of false and forged certificates.
5. Sh.  Baldev Singh got a reply from Inspector General of Police, PAP, 
Jalandhar, in connection with his application made under RTI Act. In the letter number 14481 dated 27.6.2011, the Inspector General of Police, PAP, Jalandhar, informed Sh. Baldev Singh that as the PAP has been excluded from the purview of RTI act as per the notification (number 2/27/05-1AR/191) issued by Government of
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 Punjab on 23.6.2006, hence the information demanded by him cannot be 
supplied to him under RTI Act. 

6.    Sh. Baldev Singh moved first appeal to DGP, PAP, Jalandhar, against the response given to him in connection with his application by Inspector General of Police-cum-PIO, PAP, Jalandhar, on 28.7.2011. Another appeal was also moved to Inspector General of Police, Headquarters, Punjab (Chandigarh)-cum-PIO, Chandigarh by Shri Baldev Singh against the response given to his RTI application by Inspector General of Police-cum-PIO, PAP, Jalandhar, through letter number 14481dated 27.6.2011. The Inspector General of Police, Headquarters,  Punjab, Chandigarh-cum-PIO (RTI cell) transferred the appeal of Shri Baldev Singh to DGP, PAP, Jalandhar, on 12.8.2011 for taking necessary action on the same.  A copy of same letter was also sent to Shri Baldev Singh with the advice that he should contact with the office of DGP, PAP, Jalandhar, in that connection. 


7.    The DGP, PAP, Jalandhar, through his letter number 22016 dated 22.9.2011 again refused to furnish the required information to Shri   Baldev Singh by relying upon the fact that PAP has been excluded from  the purview of RTI Act, 2005 by the Government of Punjab through its   notification issued on 23.2.2006 under section 24 (4) of RTI Act.   
8.   Not getting any positive response from the PIO concerned and not satisfied with the decision of First Appellate Authority, Sh. Baldev Singh approached the State Information Commission (SIC), Punjab,  through second appeal made on 25.10.2011. The second appeal of Sh.  Baldev Singh was duly received into the SIC on 16.11.2011.
9.     In that appeal, in Para number seven and through oral submissions, Sh.  Baldev Singh has again mentioned that Sh. Balbir Singh, retired  Inspector, was recruited for the job on the basis of false certificate.  He has also mentioned that despite the fact that complaint received against Sh. Balbir Singh, no FIR was registered  against him.  He has also mentioned that Shri   Balbir Singh is getting pension from   the Police Department after his retirement due to involvement   of  certain police officers. He mentioned that in order to save their  skins,  the information has not been supplied to him as there are  allegations of corruption 










Contd..3/-

A. C. No.  1211 of 2011 


-3-
against the police officials, who have been   facilitating Sh. Balbir Singh to get pension.     







          
10.      He also claimed that though PAP has been excluded from the purview of  RTI Act by Punjab Government through its notification, any public authority is bound to supply the information in connection with those matters which are related with Human Right  Violation and Corruption.             

11.        He pointed out that sub section (4) of section 24 of RTI Act, which has been used by the PIO concerned to deny him required   information as per his application, reads as  ;

 “ Nothing contained in this Act shall apply to such intelligence and security organization being organizations established by the State Government, as that   Government may, from time to time, by notification in the official   gazettes,   specify :  “ Provided that the information pertaining to the allegations of  corruptions and human rights violations shall not be excluded under   this sub-section.  Provide further that in the case of information sought for is in respect of allegations of violation of human rights, the information   shall only be provided after the approval of the State Information Commission and, notwithstanding anything contained in Section 7, such  information shall be provided within forty-five days from the date of the receipt of request.”            

12.      He claimed that the information sought for by him is not connected with security matters of any central and state organization of the  country.  The information sought for by him is connected with a person   who has discharged his duty as inspector and other ranks after getting   the job on the basis of false, fabricated and manufactured documents. He pointed out that no action was taken against Sh. Balbir Singh,  retired Inspector, despite the fact he has defrauded the department by  using false and fabricated certificates at the time of his   appointment.                

13.   
   He mentioned that an inquiry was conducted against Sh. Balbir                                                                 Singh,    retired Inspector, by Sh.   Balbir Singh, DSP, on the complaint lodged   against him by a resident of Punjab. He, however, failed to divulge the name of the person, who had lodged a complaint against Sh. Balbir  Singh, retired   Inspector.  
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14.      He stated that inquiry on the basis of a complaint lodged by a    resident of Punjab against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, was  done in the year 2009. He stated that type of information sought for by him is connected with the fraud done by Sh. Balbir Singh, retired  inspector,  with the help of a section of police officials who have taken ‘bribe’ for same and hence indulged in corruption.
15.    He asserted that information sought for by him is not concerning with the functions related with security and intelligence of any state  organization including PAP, Jalandhar,  and hence the information was willfully denied to him by PIO concerned by the violating the provision of RTI Act especially the section 24 (4) of the same. 
16.
He also put efforts to make it clear that notification issued by the Punjab Government on 23.02.2006,  by using the powers conferred by sub section 4 of section 24 of the RTI Act 2005,  to exclude the PAP, Jalandhar, from the purview of RTI Act is subject to certain conditions laid down into the sub section 4 itself. These conditions, which have been laid down in the section 24 (4) itself, do not permit any organization to deny the disclosure of information pertaining to human rights violations and corruption to any information seeker. 
17.      The Inspector General of Police-cum-PIO, PAP, Jalandhar, in his written reply filed on 04.04.2011, in response to written and oral submissions made by Sh. Baldev Singh, submits that the information sought for by Sh. Baldev Singh does not relate to violation of human rights.           

18.         He also submits that as far as word corruption is concerned, the various types of corruptions are detailed under sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,13, and 13(a), 13 (b) , 13 (c), 13(d)  13 (e), and 13 (f)  the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988. He also submits that as per the contents of the application, the matter was neither related to human rights violation nor to the corruption and hence in the light of above mentioned notification issued by the Government of Punjab, the applicant                                                                                   was informed that in this case, the provisions of RTI Act are not applicable.            

19.       He also submit that honorable State Information Commission has held in CC - 1362 of 2007 (decided on 5.11.2007), AC - 788 of 2009 (decided on30-11-2009), CC  -545 of 2010 (decided on 6.4.2010), CC  - 1179 of 2010(decided on 16.4.2010), CC - 2179 
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of 2010 (decided on 2.8.2010) and AC - 663 of 2011 (decided on 17.8.2011), that 
provisions of RTI Act are not applicable  in case of Punjab Armed Battalions on account of notification issued by the Government of Punjab on 23.02.2006.The Respondent-PIO and his representatives submit during the hearing that contents of RTI application do not relate to Human Right violation and to   corruption, which has been detailed under sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12,13, and 13(a), 13 (b) , 13 (c) , 13(d) , 13 (e), and13 (f) of the prevention of corruption act 1988.They submit that in view of reply made to the RTI applicant and written as well as oral submission made before the Commission, the RTI application of Sh.  Baldev Singh is not maintainable and hence his second appeals be dismissed accordingly.   
20.       From perusing the documents placed on record, it is clear that in this instant case,  PIO concerned has never disputed the fact that inquiry was conducted against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired inspector. He has never disputed the fact that Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, has got the job on the basis of false, fabricated and manufactured certificate/certificates. The PIO has never disputed the fact that Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, has been drawing the pension.

21.
 What the PIO concerned and his representative did in this case is that they kept on insisting that PAP, Jalandhar, does not fall under the preview of RTI act as per the notification issued by Govt. of Punjab under Section 24 (4) of the RTI act 2005 and hence information can not be supplied to Sh. Baldev Singh.            

22.         The fact, which has emerged in the instant appeal after examining and after going through the written as well as oral submissions of the parties to the case, is that neither the PIO concerned nor the First Appellate Authority has denied the fact that inquiry was held against    Sh.   Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, by Sh. Balbir Singh, DSP. 
23.
As PIO concerned has never claimed that no inquiry was conducted against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired  Inspector, by Sh. Balbir Singh, DSP, it is clear without any doubt that inquiry was conducted against
Sh. Balbir Singh, retired inspector, by Sh. Balbir Singh, DSP.    
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24.       Another fact, which has emerged in this instant appeal, is that PIO  
concerned never denied the existence of inquiry report in the custody of Public authority  and hence it is  also clear without any doubt that inquiry report has been lying in the custody of Public Authority concerned.                  

25.       The Respondent PIO concerned or his representatives have also failed explain the fact that no allegation of corruption was leveled in the complaint, on the basis of which inquiry was held against Shri  Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, by Shri Balbir Singh, DSP.








26.          From the written as well as oral submissions made by Appellant, it is clear that a complaint was moved against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector and allegations leveled against Sh. Balbir Singh also contains allegation of corruption as Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, was allowed to get job on the basis of fabricated, false and manufactured certificate/certificates by a section of police officials and subsequently another section of police officials also facilitate him to draw pension after his retirement. 

27.       From perusing the record and hearing the arguments put forward by both the  parties, another question, which has surfaced in the instant appeal case, is related to fact that  whether getting the job on the  basis of forged and fabricated documents,  with the connivance of  authority concerned against “consideration”, amounts to corruption or not ?
 28.     The other question, which was to be answered in clear and flawless manner by the Respondent PIO, was related to the fact that how and why   Sh. Balbir Singh, retired inspector, got the job on the basis of false, fabricated and manufactured certificate/certificates and who allowed him to keep on causing loss to state exchequer as he kept on taking monetary benefits  in the shape of salary and pension from the State Government, for which he was not entitled to otherwise ?             

29.       Another question, which does deserve the answer, is related to the fact that that even after holding an inquiry against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, for the allegations connected with  getting a job on the basis of forged and fabricated documents,  why the authorities concerned have failed to take any action against him ?            






Contd..7/-      

A. C. No.  1211 of 2011 


-7-

30.        Taking all the facts related to the instant appeal case into consideration, another question, which has also emerged prominently, is related to the fact that whether corruption was used as one of the channels by Sh. Balbir Singh, retired inspector, to get monetarybenefits in illegal manner from the state treasury, which he was not entitled to otherwise ?
31.        Another question, which has emerged in the instant appeal, is related to fact that whether disclosure of corrupt practices followed by Shri   Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, and a section of police officials   concerned, is barred by notification issued by the Government of Punjab on 23/2/2006 or not ?     


32.       Apart from it, the question related to the fact that whether on disclosure of such information will be justifiable or not when people belonging to all walks of life, social and voluntary   organizations have been toiling hard to bring transparency in the functioning of Government Departments and its agencies so that corruption could be curbed and all the scams, scandals, frauds and other bungling, which have been taking place in the Government Departments and its instrumentalities, can be unveiled.    

33.      The Respondent-PIO concerned has denied the requisite information to  Sh. Baldev Singh as per his application moved under RTI Act on the  basis of the fact that Punjab Armed Police including its Armed  Battalions do not fall under the purview of the RTI Act as per notification issued by the Government of Punjab on 23.02.2006. Through  that notification, the government of Punjab by using the powers given  under section 24 (4) of RTI Act, 2005, has excluded Armed Battalions  of PAP from the application of RTI Act, 2005.For discussing the contents of section 24 (4) of RTI Act, 2005, it is  again being reproduced as below:               

“Nothing contained in this ACT shall apply to such intelligence and 
security organization being organizations established by the State Government, as that Government may, from time to time, by notification in the official gazettes, specify :Provided that the information pertaining to the allegations of corruptions and human rights violations shall not be excluded under this sub-section. Provide further that in the case of information sought for is in respect of allegations of violation of human 
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rights, the information   shall only be provided after the approval of the State Information Commission and, notwithstanding anything contained in Section 7, such information shall be provided within forty-five days from the date of the receipt of request.”
34.      Though section 24 (4) of RTI Act, 2005 empowers State Government to exclude any intelligence or security organization from the purview of RTI Act, it also makes it clear that information pertaining to allegation of corruption and human rights violence shall not be excluded from the purview of the RTI Act, 2005.The word “shall” used in the Section 24(4) clearly reflects that every Public Authority is bound to provide information to RTI applicants in connection with the subject related to human rights violation and corruption.




 35.  During the hearing of this case, both the Respondent-PIO and his representatives have failed to come out with any answer to the above mentioned questions through their written as well as oral submissions.  The  Respondent PIO and his representatives through their oral and written submission have  failed to justify the fact that  getting a job on the basis of false certificates and then salary on the basis of job, acquired on the basis of false certificates and in fraudulent  manner  and then getting pension  after retirement  with the help of a group of other official does not amount to corruption.                

36.      Moreover, the Respondent-PIO while defining the word ‘corruption’ in the instant appeal case has confined himself to various sections of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988, for same.
37.      The word corruption must not be given a limited meaning and it should be construed in wide manner so that it must include every kind of mal and corrupt practice, being used for causing loss to state exchequer by an individual with the help of a group of government officials to extend benefits to a particular employee or group of employees against  ‘unlawful consideration’. 
38.       The inquiry against Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, by Shri  Balbir Singh, DSP, was done on the complaint in which it was alleged  that Sh. Balbir Singh, retired Inspector, used false, fabricated and manufactured certificate/certificates at the time of his appointment and kept on getting salary 
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and pension after retirement from the state government with the help of a section of police officials against unlawful consideration.                  

38.      I have also examined the decisions given by the Hon’ble  State Information Commission in CC -1362 of 2007 (decided on 5.11.2007), AC - 788 of 2009 (decided on 30-11-2009), CC - 545 of 2010 (decided on 6.4.2010), CC -1179 of 2010 (decided on 16.4.2010), CC - 2179 of 2010(decided on 2.8.2010) and AC - 663 of 2011 (decided on 17.8.2011), that provisions of RTI Act are not applicable  in case of Punjab Armed Battalions on account of notification issued by the government of Punjab on 23.2. 2006. I found that facts of these cases are entirely different from the instant case and hence decisions of above mentioned compliant and appeal cases cannot be applied to the instant appeal. 







39.      Neither the PIO nor his representative have spelled out the reasons that how and why information sought for by Sh. Baldev Singh is related with security and intelligence matters of any organization including Armed Battalion of PAP.

40.     I am of the firm view that if absolute privilege and immunity against disclosure of information is allowed to any organization of state government or its agencies, it would defeat the purpose of RTI Act, which has been enacted with the purpose that every action of the Public Authority and Public Servants, done in official capacity, shall be put to public scrutiny.                        

41.      Taking all facts into consideration, I am of the considered view that  Sh. Baldev Singh has sought for information in his application from the PIO of office of DGP, PAP, Jalandhar, on the issue related to   appointment of Shri. Balbir Singh, retired inspector, on the basis of false, forged and fabricated documents and that too with the help of a section of police officials.                 

42.       I am of considered view that the information sought for by Sh.  Baldev Singh is of high public interest and disclosure of same would also serve public purpose as it would help in unveiling/exposing another scam, which has so far been kept under the carpet by a section of police officials, who are   involved into the same. 
43.     If the appointment  of Sh. Balbir Singh (Retd. Inspector)   was not made in false manner by the then authorities concerned then why the authorities
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concerned now have been trying to hide particulars/information regarding the inquiry conducted against him by Sh. Balbir Singh, D.S.P.  in a complaint made against him on the issue connected with his getting job on the basis of false and fabricated certificate/ certificates.                          

44.        Moreover, the information sought for by Sh. Baldev Singh is related with the allegations of corruption, whose disclosure has been mandatory under section 24 (4) of the RTI Act itself. Had the requisite information been supplied to Appellant  by the PIO concerned, it could have unveiled another scam, which have taken place decades ago in the recruitment done by PAP or any other agency.
45.        In view of the above, the contention made by  Respondent-PIO in his reply does not hold any ground and hence he is directed to supply the requisite information to the Appellant as per his RTI application with fifteen days from today. The information to be provided should be legible, duly attested and as per record.




The case is adjourned to 06.06.2012 at 10:30 A.M. for confirmation of compliance and further orders.

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.

         


                                              
  (Chander Parkash)

    9th May, 2012                                                         State Information Commissioner                                           
