STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Col. R.P.S. Brar,
1 Stadium Road,

Patiala- 147001,

Punjab

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,  (By Regd. Post)
O/o, The  Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation,

Patiala.
 





         ………………Respondent
C.C. No. 2149 of 2008
Present:
.i)   
Col. R.P.S. Brar,  complainant in person




ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
The complainant in this case is the owner of a house situated  opposite YPS Stadium,   Stadium Road, Patiala next to which, in between his house and the Army Inspection Bungalow (MES IB),  construction is proceeding on a vacant plot. During the course of  such construction, pits have been dug  along the building owned by the complainant, as a result of which a substantial amount of water has  seeped into the foundations of his house, which subsequently is in danger of suffering severe damage.  This fact was brought to the notice of the authorities of the Municipal Corporation,Patiala in the complainant’s letter dated 31-7-2008. When no action was taken by the Municipal Corporation authorities on this complaint, the complainant decided to challenge the  fresh construction in a court of law, and for this purpose,  made an  application on 31-8-2008 to the PIO, office of the Municipal Corporation, under the RTI Act, asking for a copy of the plan which has been sanctioned for the same.

This letter was delivered in the office of the Municipal Corporation  on 13-8-2008.
Although a response was required to be sent to the complainant by the respondent within a period of 30 days,  the complainant has been informed by the 
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respondent vide their letter dated 13-10-2008 that the information required by the complainant cannot be supplied to him in view if the judgment of this Commission in AC - 111 of 2008, vide which  similar information was denied under Section 8(1)(d) & (j)  of the RTI Act because it was found to come within the category of  personal information relating to a third party.

The facts cited by the complainant in his application for information and the letter of the respondent dated 13-10-2008, claiming exemption from giving the information which has been applied for, have been carefully examined and considered.  In the instant case, the complainant  is  apprehensive  that  his property would be damaged because of the construction  proceeding adjacent to his house, but  he can  proceed further in the matter and would be able to take recourse to proper legal action only if he is provided with a copy of the sanctioned plan of the house which is under construction, which would inform him whether  it is being constructed in accordance with such a plan or not.  The complainant states that even if the construction is in accordance with the plan, he would like to legally challenge it since it is causing irrepairable harm to his house.  Since ,therefore, the fresh construction which is being made has grave practical consequences for  the adjacent property belonging  to a member of the public, I am satisfied that the respondent in this case must give a copy of its sanctioned plan to the complainant in the larger public interest.
The objection raised by the respondent is therefore overruled and he is directed to supply to the complainant a copy  of the sanctioned plan required by him  within seven days of the date of receipt of these orders.
This case has already been considerably delayed because of the laxity on the part of the PIO in not responding to the application for information of the complainant within the period of 30 days prescribed under  the RTI Act.  Any further delay in complying with the orders of the Court would, therefore, be reviewed seriously by the Court and is likely to lead to the imposition of the penalties prescribed under Section  20 of the RTI Act.









….p3/-





---3---

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab

Copy is forwarded to  the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Local Government, Chandigarh for information.  It is a matter of regret that the PIO, office of the Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Patiala did not respond to the notice sent by the Commission and was not present  either personally or through the concerned APIO during the hearing of the case on 23-10-2008. He may, therefore, issue directions to the PIO to comply with the Commission’s orders and to be present in the Court when the  case is next heard on 6-11-2008.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner



                                                    Punjab 

October 23, 2008.

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

Sh. Gurpreet Singh,

s/o Late Col. Mohinder Singh,

H. No. 265, Sector 33-A,

Chandigarh - 160020 

 




   
    …………………Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, GMADA, 

PUDA Bhawan,

Phase VIII, Mohali.
 





         ………………Respondent
AC No. 429 and 430 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurpreet Singh, complainant in person.




ii)     
Sri Dharam Singh, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

Various applications have been made by the complainant in this case asking the respondent whether any notice for cancellation of plots allotted  under the DQ quota has been given to various allot tees mentioned in his applications after the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana in CWP 7401 of 1996.  The respondent has given the required information in respect of all of the complainant’s applications and in fact, the respondent’s letter dated 3-3-2008 clearly informs the complainant that no show cause notice  /cancellation orders were issued after the judgment in CWP 7401 of 1996.  Nevertheless, the complainant insists that the respondent should specifically state whether such a notice was issued to the persons mentioned by him in his applications dated 19-6-2008.  The respondent may send the information to the complainant that notices were not issued to the afore mentioned persons, by way of confirmation of the information already provided to him

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

# 617/1, Sector 41-B,

Chandigarh

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Chief Secretary,
Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh. 

 





         ………………Respondent
C.C. No. 475 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Ashok Kumar, complainant in person.




ii)     
Sri Sukhdev Singh, OSD (Planning) and Sri D.P. Mangla, 
Supdt, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given a point wise response to the list of deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in the information provided to him.

The complainant may study this information and incase any deficiencies still remain to be rectified by the respondent, the same will be reviewed on the next date of hearing at 10 AM on 6-11-2008. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.C. Gupta,

# 222/3, D Block,

B.R.S. Nagar, Opp. Pb. & Sind Bank,

Ludhiana

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana

 





         ………………Respondent
MR No. 81 of 2008 in 

C.C. No. 672 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. S.C. Gupta, complainant in person.




ii)     
S. Tarlochan Singh Sahota, ADTO,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has raised an objection to two items of information given by the respondent. Firstly; that the letters of owners authorizing their representatives  to participate in the auction are returned to the representatives and are not available in the records and secondly; there is no video tape of the auction since there are  no instructions of the Government to arrange that the auction should be video taped.

The respondent has undertaken to checking up his records on both of the above points and has made a commitment that copies of the authorization letters and video tapes, if available in the records, will be supplied to the complainant. In case the authorization letters are not available on record, photostat  copies of the bid-sheets concerning the    auctions    of the numbers from  Sr. No. PB 10 CB to

 PB 10 CE will be given to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Swami Hari Har Dass Tyagi,

M/s Pixel Zone, 52, Saffaron Mall,

Near G.P.O.

Jalandhar City.

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar City.
 





         ………………Respondent
MR No. 80 of 2008 in 

C.C. No. 658 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .




ii)     
Inspt.  T.S.Mangat and HC  Ashwani Kumar,on behalf of the 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in this case had made an application against the Management Committee of Sri Devi Talab Mandir, Jalandhar  and vide his application for information dated 31-1-2008, asked the responded for information regarding the action taken against the said Committee.  The respondent has informed the complainant vide their letter No. 502 dated 10-6-2008 that the representation of the complainant has been inquired into and it has been found that no action was required to be taken on the representation and no FIR was required to be registered. The reply of the respondent constitutes an adequate response to the complainant’s application and I do not find any justification for reopening this case, which has been disposed of in accordance with   the orders of the CIC Division Bench dated 9-6-2008.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.S. Walia,

s/o Sh. Anant Ram Walia,

# 260 Model Town,
Ambala City, Haryana. 

 




   
    …………………Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.
 





         ………………Respondent
AC No. 418 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. R.S. Walia, appellant in person. 




ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The appellant has not received any response from the respondent in reply to his application for information dated 1-8-2008.  The PIO or his representative is also not present in the Court.


In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given  to the respondent to send a suitable reply to the appellant with reference to his application for information and  to be present either personally or through an authorized representative on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the information which has been supplied to the appellant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on  4-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





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

Sh. Satnam Singh,

President, Universal Human rights Organization,

Bajrra Colony, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana-141007.


  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana City, Ludhiana.              



  __________ Respondent

AC No. 282   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Satnam Singh, appellant in person.




ii)     
SI  Surinder Kaur,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has stated that the statements, of which copies are required by the appellant, have not been found either in the police file or in the judicial file. The appellant desires an opportunity to prove that the statements are available in the records of the respondent.

The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2008 for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





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

Sh. R.S. Walia,

H.No. 260, Model Town,

Ambala City, Haryana.


  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.


             


  __________ Respondent

AC No. 258  of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. R.S. Walia, appellant in person




ii)     
Sri Lakhmir Singh, Sr. Asstt,o/o DGP,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard

When this case was heard on 18-9-2008, DSP Gursharan Singh and DSP Prithipal Singh, Crime Branch, office of the DGP, Punjab were present on behalf of the respondent and they stated that the information required by the appellant has been sent to him vide letter No. 10947 dated 3-9-2008. The case was thereafter adjourned to 23-10-2008 (today) to give an opportunity to the appellant to point out deficiencies, if any,
in the information which has been provided to him.

Today, the appellant states that he has not been given the required information  and unfortunately, only a Senior Assistant is present today on behalf of the respondent, who has come without the papers concerned with this case and is unable to show to the Court the information which was sent to the complainant vide the letter dated 3-9-2008.

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 4-12-2008, on which date  an officer  of at least DSP rank must attend the Court on behalf of the respondent along with a copy of the letter dated 3-9-2008 sent to the appellant, and a copy of any additional information which has been sent to him in response to whatever deficiencies the appellant has communicated to the respondent.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Ludhiana-141003.



  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.


             


  __________ Respondent

AC No. 260  of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira, appellant in person.



ii)     
DSP  Nirmaljit Singh,o/o ADGP,Law & Order.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

Regarding the two points on which information was required to be given by the respondent to the appellant in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 18-9-2008,the respondent states that  action on the representation of the complainant against illegal private Institutions is required to be taken by the SSPs of the Districts and not  the office of the DGP, Punjab, and secondly no such delay was found to have been committed by any SSP, which calls for action to be taken by the office of the DGP, Punjab.


The appellant has sent a list of three deficiencies which  he has perceived in the information provided to him vide his letter dated 13-10-2008 . I find that the certified copies mentioned at  (i) and (ii) of the list have not been asked for in his application dated 1-2-2008 and insofar as point (iii) is concerned, the respondent’s reply thereto has been recorded above.

No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





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

Ms. Reema,

51, New Lal Bagh Colony,

Patiala.




  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.


             


  __________ Respondent

AC No. 298  of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  appellant.




ii)     
Sri V.K.Sharda,Supdt.. and ASI Bithal Hari,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that no register  of the kind mentioned by the appellant has been found  to be maintained in the ‘E’ Branch of the DGP’s office, as claimed by the appellant and recorded in the order dated 18-9-2009.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satnam Singh,

President, Universal Human rights Organization,

Bajrra Colony, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana-141007.





___________ Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o SSP,  

Patiala.  







 ----Respondent

AC No.   364 of 2008

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




ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The appellant in this case has asked for details of the private vehicles requisitioned 
 by SI Gurinder Singh, at present SHO, PS City, Jagraon, for official duties, on the dates mentioned in his application.  SI Gurinder Singh has taken the objection that the information concerns private vehicles and therefore he is not obliged to give the information.  The objection is over ruled because  incase the vehicles were requisitioned for official duty, the details regarding them asked for by the appellant, to the extent that they are available in the official records, become official and therefore have to be provided to the appellant.  Incase  any particular detail in  respect of any vehicle is not available in the records,  this also must be intimated to the appellant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-11-2008  for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Satnam Singh  

 President,
Universal Human Rights Organisation,

Bajjra Colony,Rahon Road,

Ludhiana 141007





___________ Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police, 

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






 ----Respondent

AC No.   242 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.Satnam Singh  , appellant in person.




ii)     
Sri V.K.Sharda, Supdt.,& ASI Bithal Hari ,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has brought with him a copy of the rules under which banned narcotic items are disposed of.  This alone, however, does not serve the purpose because what is required are the instructions issued under the rules, giving the details of the manner in which these banned items are to be disposed of.  The respondent has made a commitment that the concerned instructions will be sent to the appellant within a week’s time.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab

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

Sh. Ramesh Talwar,

(Correspondent Shree Ram Kanya 

Mahavidyalya High School, Amritsar(jin Exile) 

678-680, Navrang, Bagh Jhanda Singh, 
Amritsar. 
 







__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Ms. Indu Misra,PSC  (By Regd Post)
Additional Secretary-cum-

 Public Information Officer,

Deptt. of  School Education, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sec-9,

Chandigarh.



     


  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1487   of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Ramesh Talwar, complainant in person.




ii)     
 None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made on 26-5-2008 but the complainant has not received any response from the respondent, The notice of the Commission for a hearing on the complaint was sent to the correct Department (Secondary Education, Punjab) and the case was fixed to be heard on 18-9-2008.  On that date however no official appeared on behalf of the respondent and the case was therefore adjourned to 23-10-2008 (today), with the direction to the respondent to be present in the Court along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.

Unfortunately, the complainant states that no information has been received by him and the respondent has once again  absented himself and neither the PIO nor the concerned APIO is present in the Court. In the above circumstances, I conclude that prima facie the respondent is not giving the required information to the complainant malafidely and without reasonable cause. Notice is hereby given to  Ms. Indu Misra, PCS, Additional Secretary to Government, Punjab-cum-PIO, Secondary Education Department, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,Chandigarh to show cause at 10 AM on 4-12-2008, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the 
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required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application of Sri Ramesh Talwar, dated 26-5-2008,  should not be imposed upon her u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.


In the meanwhile, the respondent is advised to send a suitable response to the complainant to his application for information before the next date of hearing.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner










   Punjab.

October 23, 2008


A  copy is forwarded to Sri Kanwal Bir Singh Sidhu, IAS, Secretary to Government, Punjab, Secondary Education Department, Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh  for information and necessary action.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 23, 2008





      Punjab
