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

Sh. Ajay Kumar,

S/o Sh. Raj Kumar,
Teacher Colony, Maur Mandi,

Distt. Bathinda.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau,

Bathinda.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2136 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
DSP Des Raj, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that the inquiry in connection with which he has asked for information vide his application dated 24-7-2008 has still not been completed and the information, therefore, cannot be provided to him as it is not possible to predict whether the completion of the inquiry would lead to the registration of an FIR or not.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 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, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant 

ii)     
None   on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The application for information was made by the complainant in this case on 11-7-2008, but it appears that the PIO has not dealt with it with the seriousness which an application under the RTI Act deserves. A letter has been written by him to the complainant on 28-7-2008 informing him that his application has been sent to the  “Incharge, Complaint Branch, IPO Patiala” under some section of the RTI Act,  which is illegible and  cannot be deciphered in the letter sent to the complainant. From the absence of the PIO as well as the APIO from the Court today, it appears that the application has been sent to the ‘complaint branch’ under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, and the PIO has thereafter apparently washed his hands of the complainant’s application.

The action taken by the PIO-cum-SSP, Patiala is blatantly against the law, since an application can be transferred under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act only when the PIO of a Public Authority is not concerned  with the application, but the office of the SSP has sent the application to the Incharge, Complaint Branch, IPO, Patiala which is obviously a wing of the office of the SSP himself and does not have a separate PIO, and the application therefore could not have been transferred in this manner. The PIO-cum-SSP, Patiala,  remains the concerned PIO, but he appears to have taken his duties and responsibilities under the RTI Act in a casual manner.                                                                                                                ….P2/-             






---2---

One last opportunity is given to the SSP-cum-PIO, Patiala to give the information required by the complainant before the next date of hearing.  The PIO or the concerned APIO is also directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.   It is made clear that any laxity in compliance with these orders would lead to the issuance of a notice for imposition of penalties under Section 20 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-10-2008 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





      Punjab

A copy is forwarded to Sri Prag Jain, IPS, IGP HQs-cum-PIO, office of the DGP,  Punjab,  Chandigarh  for information and necessary action.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Sh. Palwinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Kulwant Singh,

Dera Malkana Patti,

Samana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The  Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2133 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.




ii)     
Sh. Natha Ram, ETO,Patiala, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has explained the procedure for granting licences for liquor vends which the department follows to the complainant vide his letter dated 17-6-08.  According to this policy, only 4 licenced units have been granted by the Department in Samana and both country liquor and IMF is being sold at 4 sites, each of which is under the same roof.  In the Court today, the respondent has identified the vends and these are at (i) Samana Mandi, (ii) Bus Stand, Samana, (iii) Sehajpur Chowk, Samana and (iv) Ghagga Road, Samana. Four of the nine vends described by the complainant in his application for information must obviously refer to these 4 licencing units, but, except for the Ghagga Road Vend and the Samana Mandi Vend, it is not clear which of the 9 Vends mentioned by the complainant are licenced and which therefore are running without proper approval, since the description of the 9 sites is not specific enough. In these circumstances, it would be advisable for the complainant to personally meet Sh Natha Ram, ETO, Patiala, the PIO’s representative present before us, and clarify which Vends he is precisely referring to in his complaint, after which he would be informed about which of them are running without departmental approval.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Sh. Hardeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Ishar Singh,

C/o M/s Ishar Singh & Sons,

Majitha Mandi, Amritsar.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, 

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2119 of 2008

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




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

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that the information required by him cannot be given to him under Section 8(1)(h), because the vigilance inquiry (which the complainant informs was registered in December, 2007) has still not been completed .


This case accordingly is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give the information to the complainant after the inquiry being conducted (No. 17 of 2007) has been completed.






  

    (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Er. Prem Kumar Bansal,

S/o Sh.Des Raj Bansal,

# 22590, St. No. 17, 

Bhagu Road, Bathinda.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar
Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2097 of 2008
Present:
None.
ORDER


The rules for the adjustment/refund of the initial deposit and other fees paid by the candidates admitted to a college/university within the umbrella of CET, 2005 has been sent by the respondent to the complainant vide his letter dated 17-10-2008.  According to the rules, the fees and other charges paid by the complainant was refundable to him (after deducting 10% of the tuition fees of the first semester) provided the seat initially allotted was surrendered and intimation given to the university by 8-8-2005. The application for information of the complainant however, reveals that he took admission at Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering on 8-9-05.  From this it appears that he is not entitled to the refund of the fees paid by him initially to the GNDU, Amritsar.
          No further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 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 Guruduara, 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:
None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The complainant has requested for an adjournment.  The case is accordingly  adjourned to 10.00 AM on 31-10-2008.

It is not understood as to why the respondent has ignored the notice of the Commission and has neither appeared personally nor through the concerned APIO.  It is expected that this omission will not be repeated and the PIO or the concerned APIO will be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information which has been supplied to the complainant.






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





      Punjab
A copy is forwarded to Sri Prag Jain, IPS, IGP HQs-cum-PIO, office of the DGP, Punjab, Chandigarh for information and necessary action.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





      Punjab

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

Sh. Davinder Singh,

S/o sh. Balkar Singh,

Vill. Adhiana, P.O. Machhiwara,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent, 

Central Jail, Ludhiana.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2055 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant




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

ORDER

Heard.
The respondent informed the complainant vide letter dated 5-5-2008 that there is no record of any medical examination having been conducted of the complainant at the time he was admitted to the jail and therefore he may make a fresh application for the same to the Senior Medical Officer, Civil Hospital, Ludhiana. The photograph which has been taken of the complainant at that time however was sent to him with this letter.
If there is no record of any medical examination in the records of the jail, this information cannot be supplied to the complainant. However, since the complainant has not mentioned the letter dated 5-5-2008 of the respondent in his complaint, it appears that this letter was not received by him.  This case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to once again send a copy of his photograph to the complainant through registered post. A copy of the letter dated 5-5-2008 of the respondent should also be sent to the complainant along with these orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





      Punjab
Encl…1

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

Sh. Harjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Surjan Singh,

H.No. 1, Street No.1, 

Thalesh bagh Colony, Sangrur



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2058 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.




ii)     
ASI Baljit Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The complainant is not present. It would appear that the complainant is not interested in pursuing his complaint.  It may also be mentioned that on the face of it, the information for which the complainant has applied relates to a third party, and there is no indication in what manner the complainant is interested in or concerned with the required information.


In the above circumstances, no action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of.






  

    (P.K. Verma)







State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Sh. Hirdey Pal Singh Rahi,

Advocate,

#58, Lawyer’s Chambers,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o President, 
Shiromani Guruduara Prabandhak Committee,

Teja Singh Samundari Hall,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2012 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Hirdey Pal Singh Rahi, complainant in person 



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

ORDER

Heard.
The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent by post on 4-10-2008.  This letter has still not been received by the complainant and a copy thereof has been got prepared and given to him in the Court.
In response to item No. 6 of the items of information required by the complainant, the respondent has stated that the chartered accountant has given a certificate every year that there is no income from advertisements aired on the channel either before or after the Gurbani telecast. Copies of these certificates, however, have not been enclosed.


This case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply copies of the certificates of the chartered accountant referred to above to the complainant, which should be sent to him by post within 7 days from today.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Sh. Binder Pal Singh,

S/o Sh. Bawa Singh,

C/o bhai Lalo Wood Works,

Abohar Road, Muktsar.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2095 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant




ii)     
DSP, Talwinderjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has informed the complainant that the information required by him cannot be provided to under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, since the FIR, in connection with which the information has been asked, is still under investigation. Today, however, the respondent states that the investigation has been completed and the information required by the complainant will therefore be prepared and given to him.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 24-10-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 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)   
None on behalf of the complainant.




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

ORDER

Heard.
Of the two items of information asked for by the complainant, the respondent has earlier sent a reply as follows:-

· Item No. 1.  The complainant was informed that the letter dated 10-5-2008 of the complainant was not received by the University.
· Item No. 2      The complainant was informed that the proceedings of the Committee are “not available”.

The respondent today has informed the Court that the date of the letter mentioned by the complainant in his application was apparently not correct, because on the receipt of a notice from his lawyer in which the correct date, namely, 19-5-2008, was mentioned as the date of the complainant’s letter, the required information at (i) above has been sent to the complainant vide letter dated 7-10-2008.

Insofar as item No. 2 is concerned, the respondent should check and certify whether the committee constituted by the Vice Chancellor has held any meetings or not and if it has held any meeting, whether the proceedings thereof have been drawn up and sent to the office of the respondent for record. It does not suffice to say that the proceedings are “not available”.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 31-10-2008 for further consideration and orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 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

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 3-9-2008 but a copy thereof has not been provided to the Commission. The respondent is directed to send to the Commission a copy of the information which has been sent to the complainant.  The same will be seen by the Court at 10 AM on 31-10-2008 in order to satisfy itself that full information has been supplied.


It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend the Court on 31-10-08.






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 39, Nawi Abadi, 
Near Telephone Exchange,

Vill. Bholapur, P.O. Ramgarh, 
Distt. Ludhiana.





___________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q,

Sec-9, Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent

AC No. 436 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the appellant.




ii)     
Sh V.K. Sharda, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information of the appellant is descriptive, vague and speculative. The obligation cast upon a PIO of a Public Authority under the RTI Act is to provide information which is in its records.  However, the applicant has not asked for any specific information which can be culled from the records and given to him.  It would be advisable for the appellant to personally meet the SSP, Ludhiana and convey his suggestions for crime control in Ludhiana District and have a detailed discussion with him on the subject.


The information asked for by the appellant in this case has been rightly denied to him by the respondent since it is not possible to provide it under the RTI Act.


Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 8, 2008





      Punjab
