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

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

S/o Sh. Khub Chand,

11322, Habowal Kalan,

Ludhiana-141001.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2632 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Ashok Kumar, complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sri Inderpal Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given certain reasons as to why photostat copies of the pages of the measurements books required by him cannot be/need not be given to him vide their letter dated 1-9-2008. These reasons have found to be untenable and the respondent has been directed to give the photostat copies of the relevant pages of the measurements books required by the complainant. Since the complainant has mentioned in his application for information that he would personally collect the information, 11.00 AM on 23.01.09 has been fixed in consultation with the respondent, as the time, when the complainant will visit the office of the APIO, present here, and collect the information. Since a period of more than 30 days has passed since the receipt of the application for information by the respondent, no further fees will be payable by the complainant for the information.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 30.01.2009 for confirmation of compliance. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Dr. Ranjit Singh Uppal,

S/o S. Kuldip Singh Uppal,

VPO Mararhi Kalan,

Distt. Amritsar- 143601.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 2581 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
Sh.  Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 08.01.09. 


Disposed  of.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. Daljit Singh,

S/o Sh. Rajinder Singh,

Vill. Mithri Budhgir, P.O. Singhewala,

Tehsil Malaut, Distt. Muktsar.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Forest Officer,

Muktsar.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2582 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Daljit Singh complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Gurpal Singh, Forest Range Officer, Badal, Lambi Forest Range, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant with reference to his application for information dated  2.09.2008 is as follows: 

According to the records of the department, only one shreen tree was uprooted but not by S. Jagdeep Singh son of S. Joginder Singh. The information required by the complainant has been given by the respondent and action taken by the department   regarding  the  illegal  felling  of  shreen  tree  by  Sh.  Chand  Singh  (not S. Jagdeep Singh) has also been conveyed to him. 

Disposed of. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. Tarsem Singh,

H. No. 282, Gali No. 1

Dashmesh Nagar,

Patiala.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sangrur.







__________ Respondent

CC No. 2616 of 2008

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



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

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that convict Rajesh Kumar has sold  his house and is absconding.  There is no relative of his who can be located. A copy of the report of the Head Constable, who had gone to trace him out,  has been given to the complainant.

No further action is on the record of the respondent regarding any efforts made by him to locate the convict Rajesh Kumar.


Disposed of.


    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January   9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Dr. Tejpal Singh,

C/o Dr. Rattan Singh Hospital,

Talwandi Road, Faridkot.
___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Local Government, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 2625 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Shinder Singh, Supdt.-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the Director,  Local Govt. Department, Punjab, vide their letter dated 8-01-2009.  A copy of the same has been taken on record of the case.


Disposed  of. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. Harbilas,

M/s Nagina Mal Chanan Ram,

Vill. Maur Mandi, Bathinda.




   _________Com plainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Market Committee, Jaito,

Distt. Faridkot.




              _________Respondent

CC No. 1164  of 2008

Present:
i)      S. Rajinder Kumar on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
S. Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate, and Sri Jai Pal, Accountant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Making his submissions before the Court, Ld. Counsel for the respondent states that the figures of sales of the first two quarters of the year 1988-89, which has been shown in the ledger page submitted to the Court, pertain to the sales made by M/s Shiv Cotton & Dal Factory, Goniana, although the transactions took place in other market committees, including Goniana, and not Jaito. He further submits that these figures were not be taken into consideration when the assessment was made in 1998 of the market fees and rural development fees payable by the firm for the period 1988-89 and 1989-90. Ld. Counsel for the respondent further submits that copies of the returns now submitted by the complainant have been procured by him from the office of the Advocate of the firm at that time and cannot be relied upon as being the exact duplicate of the returns which were filed in 1988-89. Moreover,  the figures of sales given in these returns and on the ledger page submitted by Sh. Jaipal, Accountant, are comparable and in fact, one particular figure, of Rs. 3,70,590/- occurs in both the documents, and the figures for the year 1989-90 given in the ledger page have been considered by the complainant to be correct. 

Contd….P/2
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For the above reasons, I conclude that there has been no attempt by the respondent to play any kind of fraud and that he has not submitted a forged document to the Commission.

Insofar as providing the required information to the complainant is concerned, all the copies of the available documents with the market committee on the basis of which the assessment of the complainant’s firm for the year 1988-89 and 1989-90 was made, have already been provided to him vide the respondents letter No. 396 dated 7.3.2008.
It may also be mentioned that the assessment made by the market committee for the years 1988-89 and 1989-90, the basis of which is being asked for by the complainant, was as a result of a judicial process which ultimately resulted in an order of the Revisionary Authority passed under Section 42 of the Punjab Mandi Board Act, setting aside these assessments, and the committee is currently in the process of reassessing the fees payable by the firm for these two years.


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








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Dr. Rajinder Parkash,

President, KKPMH&RC,

H.O. 11-12-D, Rishi Nagar,

Ludhiana




  
     ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar City.




____________ Respondent

CC No. 2141  of 2008

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



ii)
Sh.  Rajinder Kumar, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The remaining information has been given by the respondent to the complainant in compliance with the court’s  orders dated 19.12.2008, except that the respondent has stated that the information regarding  names and addresses of the applicants who have applied for RLFCs  is not available, since the file containing this information is with the Vigilance Bureau.


The case is accordingly disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give this information to the complainant on the return of the record from the Vigilance Bureau.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh..Kulwant Singh,

H. No. 373, Sector 19,

Panchkula.


 



         _____________ Complainant

    



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o.The Sr. Supdt of Police,

Ludhiana.

_____________ Respondent

CC No.   2366  of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)
Sub-Inspector  Ms.Surinder Kaur, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the entire service record of constable Jagdish Singh has been examined and it has been found that he was on duty not for 1377 days but 815 days between 1.12.2000 to 6.4.2005. A draft for an amount of Rs. 1,29,545/- payable to the widow of late constable Jagdish Singh in lieu of his having performed duty for 815 days and for the suspension period, enclosed with the letter of the respondent addressed to the Commission, has been returned to the respondent with the direction that the bank draft should be sent directly to the widow of late constable Jagdish Singh by registered post. 

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 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. R.S. Walia.

260, Model Town,

Ambala City.



  
     


________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Supdt Police,

Mohali.
 






__________ Respondent

AC No.    263   of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Brijender Kaushik, Advocate on behalf of appellant.
ii) 
DSP J.S. Khaira, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the report of SP (HQ), Harinderjit Singh which he was required to give to the complainant in compliance with the orders of the court dated 19.12.2008 has been brought by him to the court and shown to the complainant. The complainant states that the report can be accepted if it is attested by the inquiry officer. The respondent has made a commitment that this would be done and an attested copy of the enquiry report would be given to the complainant today itself. 


The complainant wants to check the dispatch register of the respondent in order to satisfy himself that the inquiry report which is being given to him, is the same as was applied for by him in his application for information.   The respondent states that he has no objection to the complainant inspecting the dispatch register of the office. 

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 16.01.2009 for any further submission which the complainant may wish to make. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp; Fauji Dhaba,

Dugri Road, PO Millerganj,

Ludhiana- 141003.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 2751 of 2008

Present:        i)   
Sh. Dinesh Berry complainant in person.
ii)     
Sub-Inspector Ms. Surinder Kaur, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant states that the inquiry referred to by the respondent during the hearing of the case on 26.12.2008, stated to be pertaining to his complaint dated 13.07.2007, is not the inquiry, the report of which he has applied for, since to the best of his knowledge, the file concerning the inquiry which was conducted and completed into this complaint is not traceable. The respondent, while confirming that the concerned file is not traceable, nevertheless submits that the grievance of the complainant is being inquired into afresh and that this inquiry has been completed and submitted to the SSP. She states that this inquiry was conducted on the basis of a statement given by the complainant before the DSP  during the course of the inquiry into another complaint which had been made by him.  The complainant is not satisfied since he is apprehensive that in the absence of his complaint, a one sided inquiry is likely be held into his grievance. He has also informed the court that a few days ago a fresh complaint along with a statement has been given by him to DSP Bhupinder Singh, and the inquiry which is being held by the police should be made on the basis of that complaint. 

In view of the above situation, I direct as follows: -
i) It is a highly unsatisfactory state of affairs for the respondent to state that the file concerning  an  inquiry  which  has  made into a complaint is
Contd…p2/
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“not traceable”. The PIO-cum-SSP Ludhiana is, therefore, directed to have an inquiry conducted in order to fix responsibility in this regard and to take appropriate disciplinary action thereafter. 
ii)
The inquiry into the grievance of the complainant should be conducted afresh on the basis of the complaint and statement given by him to DSP Bhupinder Singh approximately 10 days ago.  A copy of the report of this inquiry, when completed, should be sent to the complainant for his information. 


In addition to the above, the information asked for by the complainant at point No. 14 of his application dated 26-05-2008 should also be given to him.

Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 29.01.2009 in Court No.2, SCO No. 32-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh, for confirmation of compliance. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

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

Sh. Gurcharan Singh Grewal,

S/o Lt. Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal,

H. No. 74, Braham Ashram Road,

Himshikha, Pinjore, Distt. Panchkula,

Haryana- 134104.







___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent of Police, Urban,

Ludhiana.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 2788 of 2008

Present:        i)   
S.  Gurcharan Singh Grewal, complainant in person.
ii)     
Sub-Inspector Ms. Surinder Kaur on behalf of the respondent

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is not available in their records since the records pertaining to the representation received during the year 2002 and the inquiry made thereon has since been destroyed. In case No. CC-1170/2007, in which the complainant was the present  complainant’s father S. Harpal Singh, similar information had been sought from the respondent in respect of an application made by him in the year 2003, and in that case as well he was informed that the records pertaining to the year 2003 has since been destroyed since under the instruction and rules, records are not kept for more than three years.


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of. 
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Varinder Singh,

s/o Karminder Singh,

R/o Pandita Wale Kothey,

Hari Nou Road, Near Pani Di Tanki,

Kotakpura, Teh. & Distt. Faridkot.

 




   
    …………………Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2472 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
Sh. Birbal Singh, Head Constable, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

This case was adjourned to the present date to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information which was given to him.  The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      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)   
S. Nachhattar Singh son of Sh.  Balbir Singh Sidhu complainant.
ii)     
S.  Ajaib Singh,  Advocate, and S. Gurjeet Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 19-12-2008, the remaining information has been given to the complainant by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed  of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 9, 2009





      Punjab

