STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Gian Chand,

H.No. 312, Phase 2,

Urban Estate, Patiala.





___________Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Patiala Division, Patiala.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 2734 of 2008
Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
 Ms.  Manjit Kaur, Sr. Asstt., O/o Commissioner, Patiala Div. and 

S. Sukhwinderjit Singh, Clerk, o/o D.C. Office, Patiala.
ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in this case asks for information from the PIO, office of the Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala, pertaining to the vacancies in the              sanctioned posts of stamp venders,  but the PIO transferred the application to the PIO O/o the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala  alone, thereby ignoring the application insofar as it concerns the other Districts of Patiala Division. The representative of the PIO of the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala has submitted to the Court the information required by the complainant insofar as Patiala District is concerned and a copy of the same is sent to the complainant with these orders.


Since there is a separate PIO in each District of Patiala Division, it is not within the frame work of the RTI Act for a PIO at Divisional level to collect information from other PIOs at District level. The complainant should make an application for information to the individual PIOs for the information pertaining to the other districts of Patiala Division.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





      Punjab

Encl--1

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhjinder Singh,

S/o S. Nehar Singh,

H.No. 20, Near Barewal Octori,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 2694 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
 Sri Raj Kumar, Warrant Officer, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER 

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 7-1-2009.

Disposed of. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhjinder Singh,

S/o S. Nehar Singh,

H.No. 20, Near Barewal Octroi,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police (Prisons),

Govt. of Punjab, SCO 8-9, Sector 17A,
Chandigarh.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2692 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sri D.K. Sidhu, Chief Probation Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf of          the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 3-12-2008.


Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SOC No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. M.S. Toor, Advocate,

Corner Seat, First Line,

Opposite Bachat Bhawan,

New Court, Ludhiana.
___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ludhiana.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2685 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
 Sri M.L. Nagpal, DFSO-cum-PIO, Ludhiana
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has been informed  by the respondent  vide his letter dated 22-9-2008 that he is required to deposit a sum of Rs. 3588/- for the information for which he has applied, which runs into 1794 pages. Since the date of the application of the complainant is 11-9-2008, the demand for the prescribed fees is justified. A reminder was also sent to the complainant on 15-10-2008, but the complainant has still not deposited the required amount. The complainant has alleged that the respondent did not write to him on 22-9-2008 and is mentioning such a letter to cover up the delay which has occurred in the demand for the prescribed fees.  This allegation of the complainant however, is not correct since the concerned file of the respondent in which the letter dated 22-9-2008 was issued as well as the noting of the dealing hand leading to the issue of the letter have been seen by the court and found to be in order.  This case is therefore disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 21 days of his depositing the prescribed fees.

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdev Singh,

S/o Sh. Nasib Chand,

192/2, Baba Jeevan Singh Nagar,

Tajpur Road, Ludhiana.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2675 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
Hd.  Constable Santosh Kumar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that complete information has been given to the complainant in response    to    his    application    for    information, vide letter dated 
26-11-2008.   A telephonic massage, however, has received from the complainant that he is unable to attend the hearing today but he has got incomplete information.


In view of the above, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 29-1-2009 to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies in the information which has been provided to him. The respondent is also directed to submit a copy of the information provided to the complainant on the next date of hearing.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manmohan Garg,

S/o Sh. Sat Pal Garg,

H.NO.447, Gali No. 1,

Mohalla Kishan Pura,

Moga-142001.

 




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.




                                       __________ Respondent

CC No. 2648 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Manmohan Garg ,complainant in person. 



ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

It is a matter of regret that the respondent is not present in the Court and has also not sent the concerned APIO or any official to represent him. The complainant states that he has received an oral massage from the respondent asking him to come to his office with reference to his application for information. Such action on the part of the respondent is not in consonance with the provisions of the RTI Act. Since the complainant has asked for the information to be sent to him by registered post, the respondent should have intimated to him the additional amount, if any, required to be sent by him in the shape of prescribed fees plus postal charges, and sent the information by post on receipt of the required amount.  On the contrary, the PIO has adopted the unusual method of asking the complainant to personally attend the office to collect the information, which is not correct. Since the application for information in this case was made on 19-9-2008, no fees of any kind can now be charged by the respondent, as provided in section 7(6) of the RTI Act, and the respondent is directed to send the information to the complainant by registered post within 7 days of the date of receipt of these orders.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 5-2-2009 for confirmation of compliance. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   8, 2009





        Punjab
    A copy is forwarded to Sri Prag Jain, IPS, Inspector General of Police-cum-PIO, office of the DGP, Punjab, Sector 9, Chandigarh, for information.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. A.S. Bawa,

36-D, New Baradari,

Jalandhar City.
 




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2606 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
 S I  Bachan Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complaint of S. Harvinder Singh for which the complainant has applied, could not be traced out, but the complainant has reached a compromise with S. Harvinder Singh and there is now no dispute between them and he is no longer interested in his application for information.  A copy of the compromise arrived at between the complainant’s daughter and S. Harvinder Singh has been taken on record.  The complainant is not present. There is no further action required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 8, 2009





        Punjab
After the disposal of the case the complainant appeared in the court and stated that although he has reached a compromise with S. Harvinder Singh, he nevertheless still requires a copy of the complaint which he had made against the complainant. The respondent has stated that this complaint could not be traced out. However, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to make an effort to trace out the complaint of S. Harvinder Singh and if found, a copy of the same should be sent to him for his information. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 8, 2009





        Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Mrs. Balvir Kaur,

W/o Sh. Shamsher Singh,

Dashmesh Nagar, Gali No. 4,

Patiala Road, Sangrur. 




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o District Manager,

Punjab Agro Food Grain Corporation,

Mehlan Road, Sangrur.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2638 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Mrs. Balvir Kaur, complainant in person. 



ii)     
S. Hamir Singh,Mechanic Gr.II, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that  she has received incomplete information from the respondent. She had asked for the  attendance register, local movement register, and tour register for the period 1-1-2005 to 31-12 -2007 for the purpose of  verifying  the statement made by Sri Harminder Singh, Junior  Stenographer, in reply to a complaint given by her against him, that he was on tour on 27-8-2007.  The complainant states that she has been given the attendance register pertaining to the period 1-1-2005     to 31-12-2007, but not the local movement register or the tour register.  She states that her purpose would get fulfilled if the relevant pages of the local movement register and tour register pertaining to the date 27-8-2007 are supplied to her.

Apart from the above, explaining item No. 4 of her application for information, the complainant states that in a recovery suit which Sri Harminder Singh has filed against her in a local civil Court at Sangrur, he has stated that he remained “posted at Sangrur and performed the duties of Executive (General) in the office of the D.M. Punjab Agro Food Grains Corporation, Sangrur.”  Against item No. 4, she has asked for a copy of the orders appointing Sri Harminder Singh as the Executive (General) in the office. She states that this also has not been given to her. 
Contd….p2/-





                  ==2==

The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 04-08-2008. It is a matter of great regret that in a case in which a  female employee has been orally and in writing petitioning the DM that she is being sexually harassed by a male employee of the Corporation, the DM-cum-PIO has chosen to treat  not only her complaints in a casual manner but when she finally asked for some information under the RTI Act in order to pin down the offender, the information has also not been provided to her. And in the hearing today, the PIO, instead of appearing personally or through the concerned APIO, has sent a mechanic of his office to represent him, who has no knowledge of the details of the case. This is a sorry state of affairs which shows the DM’s complicity in the misconduct which is being alleged against the male employee and his scant regard for his duties and obligations under the RTI Act.  In the above circumstances, I am satisfied that prima facie, the PIO has deliberately and malafidely denied the information for which the complainant applied for on 4-8-2008.

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Sri V.K. Sharma, District Manager, Punjab Agro Food Grain Corporation, Mehlan Road, Sangrur, to show cause at 10 AM on 29-1-2009, 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 of Ms. Balvir Kaur, dated 4-8-2008, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


In the meanwhile, the respondent is directed to give the relevant information pertaining to items 2 and 3 of the application for information of the complainant dated 4-8-2008, relevant to the date 27-8-2007, and also the information asked for by her against point No. 4 of her application, as clarified above.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurbachan Singh,

S/o Sh. Babu Ram, 

Vill. Maansinghpur,

P.O. Narot Jaimal Singh,

Tehsil Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.
 




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2735 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
 Hd. Constable Davinderpal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that neither the representation of the complainant dated 2-6-2008, nor his application for information dated 9-6-2008 was received by the police authorities either at the police station level or at police HQs. Fresh applications have now been obtained from the complainant and the inquiry will be completed and he will be given the information regarding the outcome within 10 days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 22-1-2009 for confirmation  of compliance.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Paramjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Hardip Singh,

Vill. Chhina Retwala, PO Dhariwal Daroga,

Distt. Gurdaspur.
 




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2630 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
Hd. Constable Davinderpal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

A copy of the inquiry report in  FIR No. 203 dated 15-11-2007 has already been given to the complainant by the respondent in CC-1881 of 2008.The complainant has now asked  for a copy of the cancellation report sent to the Court.  The respondent further submits that the inquiry has still not been finalized since the case file has been sent to the Crime Branch, Chandigarh, for seeking legal opinion.


In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in  this case, which is disposed of.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   8, 2009





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

W/o Sh. Rajpal Singh Maan,

# 596/3, Power Colony,

Ropar – 140001.
  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.                                                                                          ..…Respondent

CC No. 2432 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
S. Gurmeet Singh, DSP (HQs), Bathinda, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has given the required information to the complainant vide his letter dated 25-12-2008, in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 11-12-2008.

Explaining the delay which has occurred in this case, the respondent states that there were two applications which had been given by the complainant on 7.1.2008, one of which was a reminder of her application dated 29-11-2007. Regretfully, the information which was given to her in respect of her other application was by misunderstanding and human error, taken to be the information for which she was reminding the respondent in regard to her application dated 7-1-2008.  There was no intention on the part of the respondent to deny this information to the complainant, particularly since the documents for which she had applied turned out to be   nonexistent and the only information which was required to be given to her was that no  formal  summons  had  been  issued  to  her  with  reference  to the complaint of S. Jasbir Singh and she had only been called orally.

In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  8, 2009





        Punjab
