STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB


    SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Pradeep Kamal Wadehra, Advocate,
s/o Sh. Amar Nath Wadehra,

Chamber No. 850, Lawyers Chambers,

District Court Complex,

Ludhiana.

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police, 

Ludhiana. 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2168 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Ms. Mamta Kaura,Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.


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

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written report  that  the incident which took place on 

8-6-2008, involving  Ms.  Mamta Wadehra and Sri Raj Kumar Dutta and Annu Datta was sorted out by the police on the spot and no written complaint given  by Ms. Mamta Wadehra as stated by her, has  been found in the records of the concerned police post.  A copy of this report of the respondent has been given to the complainant for her information.  The complainant insists that she had given a  complaint to the police on 
8-6-2008, but since it has not been found in the records, the information required by the complainant cannot be given to him.

Disposed of.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




     
    Punjab
  STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB



SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Yugvir Kumar,
S/o Sh. Bhagwan Chand,

Street Opp. Durga Shakti Mandir,

Sikhanwala Road, Prem Nagar,

Kotkapura (Faridkot).

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,
Faridkot.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2217 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Yugvir Kumar,complainant in person.




ii)     
HC  Birbal Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a written reply that  the No. of the complaint which had been made by the complainant Sri Yugvir Kumar is not the No. stated in his application for information.  The correct No. is 48PC-7/08.  This complaint was sent by the PC Branch to PS City Kotkapura and the report of the PS on the action taken on this complaint has not been sent to the PC Branch despite the issuance of many reminders.


The  complainant is not concerned with the official functioning of the office of the SSP and the police authorities of Faridkot Distt.  The PIO in the office of the SSP,Fridkot is Sri Vijay Kumar, SP HQs, Faridkot  The Police Station City Faridkot is very much within his jurisdiction and he is directed to get a complete report, including copies of the statements which have been recorded of the witnesses etc., of the investigation which has been made into the complaint dated 10-1-2008 of Sri Yugvir Kumar, and to send the same to the complainant before  the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Ludhiana, (Pb.). 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2216 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.  Jasman Deep,  Advocate, on behalf of the complainant .


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

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has submitted a copy of the FIR lodged by Sri Gurcharan Singh Dhaliwal on 8-10-2007 in which he has stated that some criminal elements are encroaching upon his property which is adjacent to plot No. 215-R. On the other hand, the complainant insists that the “adjacent plot”  of 760 sq. yards being claimed by Sri Gurcharan Singh Dhaliwal as belonging to him  is actually a part of the plot No. 215-R, which belongs to the complainant and his brother.


In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to bring  to the Court on the next date of hearing,  the documents submitted by Sri Gurcharan Singh Dhaliwal in support of his contention that he is the owner of the plot of 760 sq. yards which, according to him, is separate from plot No. 215-R.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

 

                          



(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

S/o Sh. Inder Singh,

Ward No. 7, Near Old Police Station,

VPO, Lehragaga, Distt. Sangrur,

Punjab.  

   




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Shiromani Gurdwara Parbandhak Committee,

Amritsar. 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2200 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.  Balbir Singh Sidhu, complainant in person.




ii)     
S. Ajaib Singh, Advocate,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.  He may go through the same and in case he finds that there is any deficiency therein he is given an opportunity to point out the same  at 
10 AM on 21-11-2008. If there is no deficiency he may inform the Commission and the respondent and in that case it would not be necessary for the parties to appear before the Court on the next date of hearing.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




     
    Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB


  SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Vasudev,

S/o Late Sh. Bhima Ram,

R/o H. No. 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.

   




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Inspector General of Police (HQ),

Punjab Police (HQ), Sector 9,

Chandigarh. 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2196 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Vasudev, complainant in person.




ii)     
DSP  Prithipal Singh, Crime Br.,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that the information given to him after the last date of hearing of this case is a copy of the order of the DGP filing his complaints, but it is not clear whether the complaints referred to therein are those given by him  dated 8-2-2007 and 25-2-2007.  It has been agreed between the parties that the complainant will accompany the respondent to his office and the specific information required by him will be given to him from the main file on the subject.  In case the complainant succeeds in getting the information which he requires, it would not be necessary for the parties to appear before the Court on the next date of hearing, otherwise the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 7-11-2008 for further submissions by the parties.
  

      





















(P.K.Verma)






                      State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

S/o Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

R/o H. No. 59, Green Avenue, 

Opposite Rose Garden, 

 Bathinda (Pb.).   

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Joint Director (Admn.),

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2177 of 2008

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




ii)     
None  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in this case wants an authenticated copy of the letter dated
 22-8-2006 of the Chief Director, Vigilance Bureau, Punjab, Chandigarh addressed to the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Vigilance Department, regarding the complaint against Sri Moti Ram, Secretary of the  Agricultural Cooperative Society, Jalalabad, Distt. Ferozepur

Unfortunately, the respondent has not taken the notice of the Commission for today’s hearing seriously and has not appeared either personally or through the concerned APIO.  In the above circumstances, a copy of the concerned letter dated 22-8-2006 submitted by the complainant to the Court, is enclosed with these orders with the direction to the respondent to compare it with the  office copy  in their record and to send an attested copy to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  It is made clear that if these orders of the Court are not complied with, there would be no option  before the Court but to proceed under Section 20 of the RTI Act for the imposition of the prescribed penalties.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Kaushalaya Kundan Progressive Medical Hospital &

Research Centre (Registered) Charitable Society,

Head Office 11 – 12 D, Rishi Nagar,

Ludhiana, (Pb.).

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar, (Pb.).  

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2141 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Dr. Rajinder Parkash ,complainant in person.




ii)     
None   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that he has had no response from the respondent to his application for information dated 13-6-2008.  The respondent has also not appeared in the Court either personally or through the concerned APIO in response to the Commission’s notice for today’s hearing.  In the above circumstances,  it would appear that the information required by the complainant is not being given to him by the respondent without reasonable cause.   Before any action  for the imposition of the prescribed penalties under Section 20 of the RTI Act is taken , one last opportunity is given to the respondent to send a suitable response to the complainant with reference to his application for information dated 13-6-2008. The respondent is  also directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing either personally or through the concerned APIO along with a copy of the reply sent to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




     
    Punjab
A copy is forwarded to the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Technical Education Department, Chandigarh, for information and necessary action.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner 

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

S/o Sh. Gurdas Singh,

R/o Sultani, Post Office Behrampur,

Gurdaspur (Pb.). 

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.  

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2118 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant.




ii)     
S. Harbhajan Singh, Advocate and S. Lakhbir Sin gh, Asstt. Registrar,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed  the complainant that Sri Baldev Singh is a daily wage employee and there is nothing on record of the University about any misconduct   that has been committed by him or any inquiry  which may be pending and proceeding against him, but the present complaint of the complainant against this employee has been placed before the University authorities for necessary action.

Disposed of.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Sh. Deepak Kumar Jindal,

S/o Sh. Jugal Kishore Jindal,

#17250, Aggarwal Colony,

Bathinda.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2071 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Deepak Kumar Jindal,  complainant  in  person.



ii)     
Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The following is the position regarding the two items of information required by the complainant:-

In the letter of the respondent dated 7-10-2008 addressed to the complainant there is a mention of the receipt of  a letter received in the office of the Vice Chancellor vide  Diary No. 923 dated 17-5-2008. Obviously, therefore this entry could not be  referring  to the letter dated 19-5-2008 of the complainant. The complainant states that he had written two letters one on 16-5-2008 and another on 19-5-2008 and the respondent has not provided information to him regarding the orders/notings of the Vice Chancellor on the letter dated 16-5-2008.

The respondent has informed the complainant that the meeting of the Committee which was held on 6-4-2006 was concerning cement stock and not wood work.  The complainant states that there were two meetings  of the Committee and he requires the proceedings of the second meeting also in which  wood-work was discussed.  The respondent has made a commitment that the records of the University will be rechecked  and the available information will be given to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  Since this case has already been considerably delayed, the respondent is directed to undertake this task on urgent footing. The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 7-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

s/o Sh. Parshotam Dass,

1/1579, Street no. 1,

Near Gurdwara, Basti Ali Pur,

Amritsar Road, Moga.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2052 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Ravi Dutt Sharma, complainant in person.




ii)     
SI   Pushpinder Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has sent a report stating that the documents required by the complainant have been lost and are not traceable in the concerned police file.  The inquiry has revealed that the employees responsible for misplacing/ destroying the documents are SI  Jaswant Singh ,  ASI Pal Singh and HC  Sukhmandir Singh  and departmental action has been recommended against these three officials.


In the above circumstances, since the information required by the complainant is not available, it cannot be provided to him, but the person or persons responsible for removing the documents from the police file should be proceeded against departmentally and punished  for  this demeanour.
Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Sh. Kamal Kant Tiwari,

S/o Sh. Anant Ram Tiwari,

Near Barrack No. 3, Central Jail,

Ludhiana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2063 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 




ii)     
Sh. Raj Kumar, Asstt. Supdt. Jail, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated  8-10-2008, the information which has been supplied to the complainant by the respondent has been sent to the Court.  The information has been seen.


Disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Sh. Inderjit Singh Buttar,

Kothi No. 164-C, Housefed Colony, 

Opp. Milk Plant,

Bathinda.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2134 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sri Joginder Pal  Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant 

ii)     
Const.  Parveen  Kumar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided by the respondent vide his letter dated 24-10-2008. 

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

Chief Manager,

Punjab & Sind Bank, Railway Road,

Moga.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1797 of 2008

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




ii)     
 SI  Surjit Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the name of the officer who inquired into the complaint of the Bank has been found out.  ASI Paramjit Singh, No. 18/MK had conducted the inquiry, but he has since been transferred to Ferozepur Distt. and  all the papers are in his custody.  He will now be contacted and the papers recovered from him, after which the required information will be given to the complainant.  The respondent states that this action will be completed within three weeks.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 31, 2008




     
    Punjab
