 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Radha Krishan,

S/o Shri Shibu Ram,

Village: Kangar, P.O.: Basali,

Tehsil: Anandpur Sahib, District: Ropar.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o  District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Ropar.








 Respondent

CC - 3402/2010

Present:
Shri Radha Krishan, Complainant, in person.

Shri Balbir Singh, VDO and Shri Nitnem Singh, Clerk , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information is supplied to the Complainant by the Respondent today in the court during course of hearing. The Complainant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him today and submits that the case may be closed. 

3.

Accordingly,  the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC – 3407 & 3408/2010

Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Tej Pal Singh, S.I. and  Shri Charat Singh, A.S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information, running into 15 sheets including 2 sheets of covering letter is handed over to the Complainant in the court today during course of hearing. After going through the information, the Complainant states that the information relating to Para 4, 5 and 6 is not complete. 
3.

After detailed deliberations it is concluded that regarding information asked for in Para 4,  there are  no specific Rules of Punjab Police on the subject and I.G. Zonal-1, Patiala is the Appellate Authority and the relevant papers  have been placed before him for decision by the Respondent PIO.   Regarding Para 5,  the names of  officers, who are conducting the inquiry,  cannot be disclosed. It is also stated by the Respondent that no appeal has been 
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filed by Shri Hari Singh, ASI against the order dated 01.05.2010.  Regarding Para 6, it  is directed that the requisite information regarding number of the Appeal before the Appellate Authority under Punjab Police Rules relating to I.G.P. Zonal-1, Patiala, be supplied within one month.   
4.

Since the main  information in the instant case  stands provided, the case is disposed of. However, the Appellant is free to approach the Commission again in case the remaining information regarding Para 6 of the application dated 24.09.2009 is not supplied to him by the Respondent PIO.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner, 
Excise and Taxation, Punjab, Patiala.




 Respondent

CC – 3409/2010

Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Harvinder Singh, Excise and Taxation Inspector,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The reply to the letter dated 23.09.2010 of the Complainant has been supplied to him today in the court during course of hearing.  Besides, the requisite information, running into 4 sheets, including covering letter,  has been supplied to the Complainant vide letter No. 3815, dated 22.10.2010. The Complainant can approach the Court of Law to redress his grievances with the documents supplied to him, if he so desires.
3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner  


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,  Patiala.



 Respondent

CC – 3410/2010
Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Tej Pal Singh, S.I., on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

The requisite information is supplied to the Complainant today in the court during course of hearing. The Complainant states that the information supplied is not complete. He further states that the number and certified copy of Challan filed in the Court on 06.01.2007 including relevant  record of Police Station, Rajpura,  has not been supplied to him as yet. 
2.

Accordingly, it is directed that the remaining information be supplied to the Complainant before the next date of hearing. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.01.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No.1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Home,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




 Respondent
CC – 3411/2010

Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Bhajan Pal, Superintendent, Home-IV Branch and Smt. Sunita Kumari,  Senior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the  letter No. 47(4)/RN/08/1489/17409, dated 18.09.2008 from Lt. Governor, New Delhi has not been received in their office. However, they have received a copy of this letter alongwith complaint filed by the Complainant on 25.09.2010. Accordingly, they have taken the action and the letter has been sent to D.G.P., Punjab with the request to supply the Action Taken Report  on the letter of  Lt. Governor, New Delhi. The Respondent further states that they are awaiting the reply from the D.G.P., Punjab,  and assures the Commission that as and when the Report  is received, the same will be supplied to the Complainant.
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3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.01.2011 at 10.00 A.M. in Court No.1 on the second floor of SCO No. 84-85, Sector:17-C, Chandigarh.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o A.D.G.P.(Crime),

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC – 3412/2010

Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Shri Piara Singh, Inspector Crime and Shri Jawahar Lal, Superintendent,   on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the reply has already been sent to the Complainant vide letter No. 3577/;;-3$, dated 03.11.2010 and they have reiterated this fact in their letter No. 3826, dated 29.11.2010. The Respondent further states that no letter from the Principal Secretary Home, Punjab in response to the letter from Lt. Governor, New Delhi dated 18.09.2008 has been received in their office.
3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 




Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner 


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P. K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048.






Complainant






Vs
Public Information Officer,
O/o A.D.G.P.(IVC-cum-Human Rights),

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC – 3413/2010

Present:
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, Complainant, in person.
Ms. Balwant Kaur, PPS, S.P., IVC and Shri Upkar Singh, Head Constable,  on behalf of the Respondent.
ORDER
1.

In this case, Dr. Pradeep Dutta filed an application with the PIO of the office of ADGP, IVC-cum-Human Rights, Police Headquarters, Sector:9, Chandigarh on 24.09.2010 for seeking following information:-
(1)
Applicant wants to know the details of these two complaints filed by him. One complaint was in name of Dr. Pradeep Dutta and another complaint was on behalf of his wife.(673A).

(2)
Applicant wants certified copies of the complaint letters received from the office of DGP, Punjab, Chandigarh, which has been received by your office.

Contd….p/2

CC – 3413/2010



-2-
(3)
Applicant after inspection the file in Chandigarh on 08.09.2010 did not find any details of these complaint letters in that file. Kindly inform in which file is the complaint(s) located in.

2.

The Respondent states that the said letter has not been received in the office of A.D.G.P.(IVC-cum-Human Rights), Punjab  till date. 
3.

Since the said letter of the Complainant has not been received in the office of A.D.G.P.(IVC-cum-Human Rights), Punjab, the Complainant is directed to file a new application with the PIO of the office D.G.P. Punjab for seeking requisite information.

4.

Accordingly, the instant case is  disposed of.
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




      Surinder Singh


Dated: 23. 12. 2010



      State Information Commissioner


     

      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurmail Singh s/o Des Raj,

Village: Kalianur, PO: Kiratpur Sahib,

Distt. Ropar.







      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Anandpur Sahib, dist. Ropar.





 Respondent

CC No. 3416 /2010

Present:
Shri Gurmail singh, complainant, in person.



Shri Surinder Singh, Sarpanch and Shri Swarn Singh, 



Panchayat Secretary, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent states that the information was sent to the complainant through Chowkidar, Shri Joginder Singh on 01.12.2010. But the complainant, Shri Gurmail singh, refused to receive the information as stated/ given in writing by the chowkidar :-



“ ;{uBk b?D s'A fJBekoh j?.

`

   ;jh$- u"ehdko ”

The respondent further states that the same information was sent through registered post on 21.12.2010 also. He further states that the wife of Shri Gurmail Singh, complainant, is member Panchayat and he has filed so many cases 
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against the sarpanch for getting the information from the Gram Panchahayat. If the complainant would have received the information, there was no need to file a complaint in the commission. In view of the above, I am of the opinion that the complainant is just harassing the Panchayat and is a big hindrance in the development of village.  The case is dismissed.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rohit Singla,

Dasmesh Nagar, Gali No.3, Ward No.9,

Goniana Mandi- 151201, Distt. Bathinda.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Urban Development Authority,

Bathinda.








 Respondent

CC No. 3369 /2010

Present:
Shri Rohit Singla, complainant, in person.



Shri Sandeep Kumar, Assistant Engineer, office of Chief Town 


Planner, Punjab, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information relating to the office of Chief Town Planner, Punjab stands supplied to the complainant after giving him hearing on 06-10-2010 by the first appellate authority-cum-CTP vide letter No. 7421-;hNhgh-(gp) $nkJh-78, fwsh 06-10-2010H The respondent states that the remaining information has also been supplied to the complainant today vide letter No. 238/;hNhgh$gp(nkJh)$78, fwsh 21H12H2010 running into three  sheets. 











Contd..p/2

CC N0. 3369/10



-2-

3.

The complainant further states that he has filed a new complaint  on 20-10-2010 but the new complaint has not yet been marked to the undersigned. As and when the case is heard by the State Information commission, the information will be sent to the complainant.

4.

So far as the information relating to the office of Chief Town Planner is concerned, the same has been provided and the complainant has received the same, the case is closed and disposed of. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and Chief Town Planner, Punjab, Sector-18, Chandigarh.

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner





CC: Chief Town Planner, Punjab, Sector 18, Chandigarh. 

   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagtar Singh s/o Sh.Virsa Singh,

Village: Jamber Basti, PO: Jaga Ram Tirath,

Distt. Bathinda.






      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Talwandi Sabo, Distt. Bathinda.





 Respondent

CC No. 3418 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of complainant as well respondent 


side.

ORDER

1.

None is present from both the parties.

2.

On the perusal of case file, it reveals that the information has been sent to the complainant, Shri Jagtar Singh, which has been received by him on 19.11.2010.  The complainant has given in writing the receipt dated 19.11.2010 in which he has written :-


wzfrnk frnk ohekov RTI   n?eN nXhB t;{b gkfJnk. 






;jh$- irsko f;zx (19H1H2010)

3.

Since the requisite information stands supplied, the case is closed and  disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Rajinder Kumar Gupta,

Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.





      Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,

Gidderbaha, Distt. Muktsar.





 Respondent

AC No. 969 /2010

Present:
None is present on behalf of appellant.



Shri Balwinder Singh, SEPO, on behalf of respondent.

ORDER

1.

None is present on behalf of appellant.

2.

The respondent states that the information running into 32 pages has been sent through registered post  vide letter No. 6423, dated 22.11.2010 on 25.11.2010. The respondent states that the information has been supplied as per the demand of appellant, Shri Rajinder Kumar Gupta.

3.

The appellant is not present in the court today. He might have received the information and might be satisfied with the information supplied to him. The case is closed and disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



      STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pardeep Datta s/o Dr.PK Datta,

A-2, Kailash Colony, New Delhi- 110048.


    Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








 Respondent

AC No. 970 /2010

Present:
Dr. Pardeep Datta, the appellant, in person.



Shri Tejpal Singh, Sub Inspector, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The respondent states that the information has been supplied through letter No.  1542$98 HJ/;h-2513-17$ nkoHNhHnkJhH, fwsh 06H12H2010 along with 7 sheets duly attested by the competent authority which is handed over to the appellant and a proper receipt has been obtained from the appellant. After going through information, the appellant states that he is not satisfied with the information relating to para No. 2 of his application. 

3.

After arguments, the respondent states that the names of the persons have not been entered in the register No. 6.  He further states that he has verified it from the record of public authority and further states that no such type of information is available on the record of public authority and the 











Contd..p/2

AC No. 970/2010



-2-

information, as available on the record of public authority, has been supplied to the appellant and pleads that the case may be closed.

4.

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

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



                STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pardeep Datta s/o Dr.PK Datta,

A-2, Kailash Colony, New Delhi- 110048.


    Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








 Respondent

AC No. 971 /2010

Present:
Dr. Pardeep Datta, the appellant, in person.



Shri Tejpal Singh, Sub Inspector, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1,

Heard both the parties.

2.

The information is supplied to the appellant in the court today vide letter No. 1437$96 J/;h-2509-12$nkoHNhHnkJhH fwsh 06-12-2010 running into two sheets. 

3.

After going through the information supplied to the appellant, he states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. He wants the copy of duty roster of Shri Hari Singh, ASI, Police Station, Rajpura city for 5th and 6th of July, 2006 . The respondent, Shri Tejpal Singh, SI, states that he will verify from the record of Police Staton, Rajpura, if any duty roster is issued by the Station House Officer (SHO) of the police station, Rajpura. The appellant produces a letter dated 26.05.2010 in which the details regarding duty of Shri Hari Singh, ASI, from 5th to 7th July, 2006, have been given. 
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4.

However, it is directed that the record of duty roster relating to Shri Hari Singh, ASI, afer verification, be supplied to the appellant within a period of one month. On the consent of both the parties, the case is closed and disposed of.  However, if the information is not supplied to the appellant within the stipulated period, he is free to approach the commission for getting the same.

2.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pardeep Datta s/o Dr.PK Datta,

A-2, Kailash Colony, New Delhi- 110048.


    Appellant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.








 Respondent

AC No. 972 /2010

Present:
Dr. Pardeep Datta, the appellant, in person.



Shri Charad  Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector, on behalf of 


respondent.
ORDER

1,

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information is handed over to the appellant vide letter No. 59-15947$nkoHNhHnkJhH, fwsh 15-12-2010 running into 22 sheets including 4 sheets of covering letter. The appellant states that he is satisfied with the information supplied to him. He however states that the information is late by more than 3 months and action be taken against the PIO under section 20(1) and 20(2) for not supplying the information within the stipulated period of 30 days and he may be compensated under Section 19(8)(b) of the RTI Act.  A show cause notice is issued to the PIO of office of Inspector General of Police, Patiala Range, Zonal-1, Patiala. 

3.

 I, therefore, call upon the Respondent-PIO to show cause why penalty be not imposed upon him under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005 for 
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delay in supplying the information. He is also directed to show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the complainant under Section 19(8) (b) of the RTI Act, for the detriment and loss suffered by him on account of delay in the supply of information.  The respondent is directed to file his written submission showing cause as afore-mentioned within 15 days of the receipt of this order with a copy to the opposite party.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.01.2011 in Court No. 1,

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17C, Chandigarh at 10.00 AM. 
5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

              SCO No. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C,CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Pardeep Datta s/o Dr.PK Datta,

A-2, Kailash Colony, New Delhi- 110048.


      Complainant




  


Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

Jeevan Deep Building, Sector-17, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

CC No. 3406 /2010

Present:
Dr. Pardeep Dutta, complainant, in person.



Shri Bhupinder Singh, Auditor, on behalf of respondent.
ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The requisite information has been sent to the complainant vide Endst. No.;Ne$ghnkJhU$701$51108, fwsh 02-12-2010 addressed to the complainant with a copy to the commission giving information relating to 5 paras as per the application of the complainant dated 02-09-2010. 

3.

After going through the information, the complainant states that directions be issued to the department to complete the enquiry as the Regional Transport Authority, Jalandhar, has been appointed as Inquiry Officer. It is directed that a demi-official letter from the State Transport Commissioner, Punjab, be issued to the inquiry officer to complete the inquiry as per the Punjab Government Conduct Rules. As and when the inquiry is completed, a copy of the 
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same be sent to the complainant.  On the assurance of respondent, the case is closed and disposed of. 
4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh




        Surinder Singh

Dated:23-12-2010


         State Information Commissioner



