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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Sulakhan Singh,

S/o. Sh. Baldev Singh,

Village Ranipur Uperla, P.O. Jugial,

Tehsil Pathankot, 

District- Pathankot- 145029.



________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 3449 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.
ii)        H C Davinder Pal, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has made a written submission to the Commission stating that he has received the information for which he had applied and his complaint may be filed.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Babu Ram,

Junior Assistant, 






Office of the Distt Social Security Officer,

MANSA. 






________Complainant






Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director,

Social Security for Women & Child Development, 

SCO 102-103, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  3366 of 2010
Present:
i)      Sh. Babu Ram, complainant in person. 
ii)     Ms. Amarjeet Kaur, Sr. Assistant, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has pointed out some deficiencies in the information supplied to him to which the required clarifications  have  been communicated to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 29-12-2010.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.





(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Bikramjit Singh Chhachhi,

Distt. Comdr. (Retd.),

# 120-B/1, Nagra House Complex,

T. B. Hospital Road,

Patiala-147001.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o.i)Pr.Secretary,Home,Pb.

ii) DGP-cum-Commandant General, Punjab,

Home Guards, 17 Bays Building, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent
CC No. 2894 of 2010

Present:
i)  Sh. Bikramjit Singh Chhachhi, complainant in person.

ii) Sh. Gurnam Singh, Sr. Assistant, Home Department, Sh. Prince,     Sr. Assistant, DGP office.

ORDER


Heard.


The deficiencies alleged by the complainant vide his letter dated 08-11-2010 have been discussed in the Court in the presence of both the parties.


The only information which remains to be given to the complainant by the respondent is regarding the action taken on his appeals, mentioned in point no. 3 of his application for information. This should be done by the respondent within seven days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-01-2011 of confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.  Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent, 

Near OBC Bank, Lehra Gaga,

District- Sangrur- 148031.




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  959 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh.  Rakesh Kumar Singla,   appellant in person.

ii)        None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 02-12-2010, a letter dated 16-12-2010 has been sent by the respondent to the appellant in which it has been stated that a photostat copy of the challan consisting of seven pages is enclosed but the enclosures have not been sent and are missing. 


This kind of carelessness and oversight needs to be noticed seriously because it unnecessarily harasses the members of the public and even raises suspicion that the mistake is deliberate. 


Notice is hereby issued to Dr. Sukhchain Singh Gill, SSP-cum-PIO, Bathinda to show cause at 10 AM on 20-01-2011 as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application dated 16-12-2009, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


In the meanwhile, the enclosures which have not been sent with the letter dated 16-12-2010, should now be sent by the respondent to the appellant within three days of the  date  of receipt   of   these orders.    For the unnecessary 
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expenditure which the appellant has incurred in making trips to Chandigarh to attend the hearings of this case, costs of Rs. 1000/-(rupees one thousand ) are imposed upon the respondent, which should be sent to the appellant within three days of the date of receipt of these orders. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-01-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
Copy is forwarded to Sh. S. S. Chauhan, IGP (Admn. ) ,  Punjab  Police

Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.  Rakesh Kumar Singla,

Press Correspondent, 

Near OBC Bank, Lehra Gaga,

District- Sangrur- 148031.




________Appellant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Sangrur.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  961 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh.  Rakesh Kumar Singla,   appellant in person.

ii)        Sri  Arjan  Singh, AFSO, Lehra, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard .


The complainant states that he has received the required information and that he is satisfied with the same.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.





(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Kulwant Sharma,

K. S. Book Centre, 

Near Old Bus Stand, 

Rajpura- 140401,

District- Patiala.




________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Patiala.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 3032 of 2010

Present:
None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case.  I, therefore, assume that the information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent. 



Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh.  P.J.S. Mehta,

Lt. Col. (Retd.),

National Consumer Awareness Group (Regd.),

S.C.F. 29-30, Sector 22-C,

Chandigarh.




   
   
…………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana. 
 




        
…………Respondent
CC No. 2216 of 2008
Present:
 None. 

ORDER


The orders dated 09-12-2010 (copy enclosed for ready reference) has been ignored by the PIO. O/o. DC Ludhiana. Neither he nor any official on his behalf is present in the Court. One last opportunity is given to the PIO to comply with the orders dated 09-12-2010. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-01-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, 

S/o. Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO- Raiya Khurd, Ward No. 10,

Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District-  Amritsar.





________Appellant
Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala.
 





__________ Respondent
AC No. 986 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, appellant in person.

ii)        None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The appellant states that the information for which he had applied vide his application dated 02-08-2010, has been received by him except that the photostat copies concerning the action taken under Section 174 Cr. PC (relating to point no. 1 of his application) were not enclosed with the letter of the respondent dated 30-11-2010 and have not been received by him. The respondent is directed to immediately send the enclosures concerning point no. 1, which were left out when the letter dated 30-11-2010 was dispatched to the appellant, within three days of the date of receipt of these orders. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-01-2011 for confirmation of compliance. 


The appellant states that the application for information was made by him on 02-08-2010 and the information was sent to him in November, 2010, thereby necessitating making a complaint to the Commission and making unnecessary trips to Chandigarh. For the expenditure which the appellant has incurred, costs of Rs. 1000/- (rupees one thousand) is imposed, which should also be sent to the appellant by the respondent   before  the  next  date  of  hearing.   In case the 
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appellant receives in the meanwhile the relevant information and costs of rupees one thousand in compliance with these orders, it would not be necessary for the appellant to attend the hearing.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, 

S/o. Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO- Raiya Khurd, Ward No. 10,

Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District-  Amritsar.





________Appellant
Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar. (Rural). 





__________ Respondent
AC No.  989 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, appellant in person.

ii)        None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard .


The appellant states that he has received a reply from the respondent on 10-12-2010 but the same suffers from the following deficiencies:-

i) Out of all the points mentioned in his application for information dated 19-08-2010, the information mentioned only at point nos. 5 & 6 has been sent to him. No information has been sent to him about the action taken on Ms. Paramjeet Kaur’s telegram dated 08-08-2005 (point no.1),
Ms. Paramjeet Kaur’s telegram dated 04-08-2005 (point no. 2), Ms. Paramjeet Kaur’s application dated 08-10-2005 (point no.3), Sh. Sukhwinder Singh’s application dated 02-09-2005 (point no. 4), and Sh. Lakha Singh’s application dated 05-03-2010 (point no. 7).                                              
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(ii) The application for information was sent by the appellant on 19-08-2010 but the information was sent to him after almost four months. 
Apart from the above, the respondent has ignored today’s hearing and neither the respondent himself nor any authorized representative is present in the Court.       
In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Gurmeet Singh Chauhan, SSP-cum-PIO, Amritsar (Rural) to show cause at 10 AM on 21-01-2011, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application dated 19-08-2010, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.
In the meanwhile, the respondent is strongly advised to give a proper and complete response to the application for information dated 19-08-2010 of the appellant before the next date of hearing. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
Copy is forwarded to Sh. S. S. Chauhan, IGP (Admn. ) ,  Punjab  Police

Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, 

S/o. Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO- Raiya Khurd, Ward No. 10,

Tehsil Baba Bakala,

District-  Amritsar.





________Appellant
Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar. (Rural). 





__________ Respondent
AC No. 990 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Lakha Singh Azad, appellant in person.

ii)        None   on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard .


The appellant did not receive any response from the respondent to his application for information dated 12-08-2010, necessitating his making a first appeal to the IGP, Border Range, Amritsar, who has now written to him vide his letter dated 24-12-2010 that the information could not be supplied to the appellant earlier because the inquiry into his application dated 05-03-2010 was pending, but the inquiry is now over and the information is ready and may be collected by him from the office of the SSP Amritsar ( Rural).


The reply of the IGP, Border Range, described above, exposes the deficiencies in the functioning of the PIO, because if  the information required by the appellant was ready, it should have been sent to the appellant by post, and the respondent is directed to do this within three days of the date of receipt of these orders. 


It may also be mentioned that serious notice has been taken by the Commission to the practice in the police department of asking applicants for information to come to the SSP’s office or the police station for the    information 
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required by him, which is a deplorable practice and has been adversely   commented upon in various orders of the Commission. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-01-2011 for confirmation of compliance.  

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
Copy is forwarded to Sh. S. S. Chauhan, IGP (Admn. ) ,  Punjab  Police

Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Jagir Singh,

S/o. Sh. Tara Singh,

VPO Cheemabath, 

Tehsil Baba Bakala, 

District- Amritsar.





________Appellant
Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police, 

Amritsar. (Rural),





__________ Respondent
AC No.  991 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Lakha Singh Azad,  on behalf of the appellant 

ii)         None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard .


The appellant states that he has received no response from the respondent  to his application for information dated 08-09-2010,  and  no decision has also been conveyed to him on the first appeal which he has made to the IGP, Border Range, Amritsar. The application for information was made by the appellant on 08-09-2010. 

The hearing of this case today has also been ignored by the respondent and neither he nor any authorized representative has appeared in the Court.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Gurmeet Singh Chauhan, SSP-cum-PIO, Amritsar (Rural), to show cause at 10 AM on 21-01-2011, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application dated 08-09-2010, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.                                   
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In the meanwhile, the respondent is directed to give a suitable response to the application for information dated 08-09-2010 of the appellant, before the next date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-01-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
Copy is forwarded to Sh. S. S. Chauhan, IGP (Admn. ) ,  Punjab  Police

Headquarters, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jatinder Jain,

# O/o. Sankalp, 

135, Bhattan Street, Sunam,

District- Sangrur- 148028.


  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Chairman, 

Punjab Pollution Control Board,

Vatavaran Bhawan, Nabha Road,

Patiala- 147001.





__________ Respondent
CC No. 2623 of 2010

Present:
i)    
 None on behalf of the complainant 

ii)      Sh R.K.Gupta, Senior Environmental Engineer-cum-PIO , Sh. Amrik Singh, Law Officer and Joginder Pal, Asstt. Personnel Officer-cum-APIO.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 11-11-2010, the respondent has made a detailed written submission, the main points contained wherein are as follows :-

1)
The explanations of Sh. Avtar Singh, Environmental Engineer and Sh. Rakesh Goel, Sr. Asstt. were called and after considering their replies a show cause notice has been issued to Ms. Surinder Kaur, Junior Asstt., head office Patiala. Further action in the matter will be taken on the receipt of  reply from her. 

2)
The RTI set up within the Punjab Pollution Control Board has been totally revamped in order to speed up consideration of applications for information vide orders dated 15-12-2010 passed by the Board. 

3)
The respondent has submitted that the delay in dealing with 
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the complainant’s application was not intentional and an unconditional apology has been tendered along with the assurance that this kind of mistake will not be repeated in future. 


In view of the reply now submitted by the respondent, the notice issued to the PIO vide the orders dated 21-10-2010 is hereby dropped. However, the respondent should pursue the disciplinary action cases initiated against the officials responsible for the lapses which have occurred in this case and take them to their logical conclusion. 

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Jaspreet Singh,

House No- 3572, New Tagore Nagar,

Haibowal Kalan, 

Ludhiana- 141001.





________Appellant
Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent
AC No. 973 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Jaspreet Singh, appellant in person.

ii)        None   on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard .


In compliance with the orders dated 09-12-2010, the classes studied by the students for different semesters have  been intimated to the appellant by the respondent. 


Insofar as the prescribed time tables for Ph. D students are concerned, mentioned at point no. (ii)  of the application for information of the appellant, it had been stated by the respondent that there is no fixed time table for Ph. D students. They attend classes on the date and time fixed according to the mutual convenience of the concerned teacher and the student. Today, the appellant has shown to the Court a photostat copy of a typical time table of semester-1 of 2010-11 of the department of Plant Pathology, which the appellant states are for theory classes which are required to be attended by the Ph. D students as well. A Photostat copies of two other time tables of the Department of Bio-chemistry and Department of Plant Breeding have also been submitted by the appellant.  He has further clarified in the Court today that “theory classes” include the supporting and other minor courses necessarily required to be attended by the 
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PhD  students. In view of the submission made by the appellant, photostat copies  of the time tables submitted by him are sent along with these orders to the respondent, with the direction that copies of the time tables of the theory classes (of any kind) which the Ph.D students were compulsorily required to attend during the first and second semesters 2001-2002  in the departments  of Botany and Chemistry, should be sent to the appellant with in seven days of the receipt of these orders.

The respondent or any authorized representative is also required to attend the next hearing of this case on 20-01-2011 along with a copy of the communication sent to the appellant in compliance with the orders  being passed today.  
Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-01-2011 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Sultan Singh,

Flat No- G-2/1, BPS,

Mahila University,

Khanpur Kalan, 

District- Sonipat (Haryana)-131001

  

________Appellant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala-144601.





__________ Respondent

AC No. 773 of 2010

Present:
i)    
None ob behalf of the appellant 

ii)        Sub Inspector  Narinder Kumar  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 11-11-2010, the SSP, Kapurthala has sent his inquiry report vide his memo. dated 23-12-2010, in which he has stated that the inquiry was got conducted  into the correctness of the statement that no complaint was given by  Sh. Munish Gupta  against Sh. Sultan Singh, Advocate.  During the course of the inquiry it was found that SI Narinder Singh has inadvertently mentioned in his  report that the complaints submitted by Sh. Munish Gupta are being inquired into separately, whereas what he should have written  was that in case Sh. Munish Gupta  gives a complaint, it will be inquired into separately. The SSP has concluded that no complaint was given by Sh. Munish Gupta against Sh. Sultan Singh, Advocate and the statement already made in this regard has been found to be correct. 

In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.  A copy of the SSP’s report dated 23-12-2010 should be sent along with these orders for the information of the appellant. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Rajinder Singh,

S/o. Sh. Satpal Singh,

R/o. Chunni Khurd,

Tehsil Bassi Pathana, 

District- Fatehgarh Sahib.



________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Fatehgarh Sahib.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 3211   of 2010

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

ii)            Sh. Sajjan Singh, DFSO, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant was sent by the respondent to him vide Regd. letter dated 22-12-2010 which has not yet been received by the complainant.  A copy of the letter along with a copy of its enclosures has been given to the complainant in the Court today, except for a copy of the sales register of the concerned depot holder for the last one year, which will be received in due course along with the Regd. letter.


In case the above mentioned letter is not received by the complainant, he may attend the next hearing of the case, at 10 AM on 13-01-2011.  However, if he receives the letter along with copies of the sale register, he may inform the respondent on his telephone no. 9872077959, and in that case, neither the complainant nor the respondent need to attend the next hearing.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


30th   December, 2010
