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

Sh. Manjit Singh,

Asstt. Director (PE),

Guru Angad Dev Veterinary and

Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Inspector General of Police,

PAP, Jalandhar.





__________ Respondent 

CC No .1682 of 2007

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


ii)
   Sh. Parampal Singh, DIG, PAP, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that  initially information asked for by the complainant was denied because the Armed Battalions are exempted from the provision of the RTI Act, but subsequently, following a ruling of this Court, it has been given to the complainant.  The complainant has confirmed the receipt of the required information.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007

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

Sh. Lakhbir Singh Sokhi,

Kothi No. 5, Kazikot road,

Opp. Public School, 
Tarn-Taran-143401.




      ___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Tarn-Taran.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.1696 of 2007

Present:
i)
  Sh. Lakhbir  Singh  Sokhi,  complainant in person.


ii)
  Sh. Jaswant Singh, DSP(HQ), and Sh. Ratna Ram,Under Secretary, Home, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lakhbir Singh Sokhi,

Kothi No. 5, Kazikot road,

Opp. Public School,
 Tarn-Taran-143401.




___________Complainant



Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.1697 of 2007

Present:
i)
  Sh. Lakhbir  Singh  Sokhi,  complainant in person.


ii)
  Sh. Jaswant Singh, DSP(HQ),on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant requires a response which is similar to the information already given in CC-1996 of 2007.

Disposed  of.







    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
 Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lakhbir Singh Sokhi,

Kothi No. 5, Kazikot Road,

Opp. Public School,
 Tarn-Taran-143401.



___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs & Justice, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9, Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent 

CC No.1698 of 2007

Present:
i)
 None  on behalf of the complainant in person.

ii)
 Sh. Ratna Ram, Under Secretary (Home), on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked for the action taken report by the Government on the orders of the Punjab State Human Rights Commission on complaint No. 449 of 1999.  The said orders, which have been sent by the Commission, however, does not ask the Government to take any action  and states that the grievance of the complainant has been taken care of and that no further action is required to be taken on his complaint.  The complainant has been informed of this position.


Disposed  of. 








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner
 Dated:   2nd    November, 2007

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

Sh. Satnam Singh,

S/o Sh. Daljit Singh,

Central Jail, Ludhiana.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.1699 of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
   S.I.( Ms.) Surinder Kaur,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the application dated 2-4-2007 of the complainant, referred to in his application for information dated 18-5-2007, concerns his role in FIR No. 193 dated 2-7-2001, PS Division No. 6, Ludhiana.  She has informed the Court that the investigation into this FIR has found him to be prima facie guilty and the challan against him has already been put up in the Court of law.  She has been advised to send a suitable reply to this effect  to the complainant with reference to his application.  The other part of the complainant’s application concerns another application which he has made on 2-4-2007, regarding  his  role  in  FIR No. 64 dated 30-6-2004, PS Verowal, Tarn Taran.  Fresh notice may be issued to the PIO, office of the SSP, TarnTaran, regarding this portion of the complainant’s application.


Disposed of.








P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

 Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
Cc: PIO/SSP, Tarntaran.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh Bhatia,

 524, Harjinder Nagar,

Patiala.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.




__________ Respondent 

CC No.1620 of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant in person.


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

Heard.

With reference to the application for information dated 30-7-2007 of the complainant, the respondent wrote to him informing him that the application is unsigned and is not in accordance with the rules framed under the RTI Act and that he should therefore, make a fresh application on the prescribed form. The respondent has shown the afore mentioned application dated 30-7-2007 which had been received from the complainant and I find that the objections raised by the respondent are valid and correct.

In the light of the above, this complaint needs no action since the application for information was not valid.


The respondent has also shown to the Court a so-called fresh application which the complainant has made after receiving the reply from the University on 1-11-2007. In his fresh communication, what the complainant had done is to send a copy of his earlier application dated 30-7-2007 and I find that even this application of the complainant is not on the prescribed form and does not therefore confirm to the rules framed under the RTI Act.  He is, therefore, advised to make a proper application after which the respondent should provide him the required information under the RTI Act.


Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

 Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. H.C. Arora,

# 2299, Sector 44-C,

Chandigarh.






___________Appellant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Joint Director,

Punjab Vigilance Bureau,

Sector- 17, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent 

AC No.310 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. J.S.Rana, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant.


ii)
Sh. Manmohan Bakashi, Inspector, Vigilance Bureau, on behalf of  the     respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

Of the six items of information asked for by the appellant in this case, he has been given the information at sr. (A) of his application.  The other items of information concern an ongoing court case and have correctly been declined by the respondent and the first appellate authority.  There is absolutely no urgency about the appellant’s obtaining this information and he may apply for it after the ongoing case has been decided by the Court.

Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbans Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurnam Singh,

Vill. Burj, Tehsil & P.O. Malerkotla,

Distt. Sangrur, Punjab.




___________Appellant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Tubewell Corpn. Ltd.,

SCO 28, Sector 26,

Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent 

AC No.311 of 2007

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


ii)
  None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The appellant in this case has asked the respondent about the action being taken against Sh.  Ajaib Singh son of Sh. Ajmer Singh, Tubewell Operator, who has been convicted by a Court of law under various sections of IPC.  The respondent has informed the appellant, as stated by him in his application for information, that Sh. Ajaib Singh has obtained a stay from the Sessions Court and any action in this case will be taken only after the decision of the Sessions Court on the appeal.

In view of the above, there is no further information which the respondent is required to give to the appellant and this case is disposed of.







(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Pritika,

372-C, Pocket-2,

Mayur Vihar, Phase-I,

Delhi- 110091.




___________Appellant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation, New MC Building,

Near Moti Bagh Palace,
 Patiala.





__________ Respondent 

AC No.307 of 2007
Present:
None
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent in this case has given the required information to the appellant vide their letter dated 2-8-2007. They have stated that House No. 82- A, Hira Nagar, Patiala, was inspected by the Building Inspector of the area who has reported that no repair or construction is going on at the site and that her sister has also given an affidavit that no construction or alteration has been made in the house.  The appellant is not satisfied because she says that the information given is false because some construction or alteration has definitely been made in the house.  In the absence, however, of any evidence in support of the appellant‘s contention, it is difficult to give credence to the doubt expressed by her regarding the information which has been provided.

Disposed  of.                                













(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rishab Kumar Jain,

C/o Craze Boutique,

Shop No. 2, K.C. road, Barnala.



___________Appellant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.






__________ Respondent 

AC No.304 of 2007
Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the appellant nor the respondent is present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the appellant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed of.                                













(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdev Singh,

s/o Sh. Dhanna Singh,

# B-9/999, Khadiwali Gali,

Kotakpura, Faridkot.
 



___________Complainant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Principal,

District Education & Training,

Jagraon, Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent 

CC No.1087 of 2007

Present:

ORDER
   

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Lal Singla,

# B-325, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sangrur.


 



___________Complainant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary (S.E),

Education Department,

Govt. of Punjab, Mini Secretariat,

Sector-9,  Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent 

CC No.1088  and  1089  of 2007
Present:
None.

ORDER

The complainant has written to the Commission stating that he has received the information required by him from the respondent.  He has made a plea for necessary action for the imposition of penalty on the respondent because of the delay in his giving the information.  However, there is nothing to indicate that the delay has been unreasonable or deliberate and his request in this regard is therefore declined.


Disposed of.







(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Navneet Kumar,

S/o Sh. Baldev Raj,

# 10/E, Police Line Colony,

Opp. Bus Stand, Gurdaspur. 



___________Complainant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director, Public Instructions (S.E),

Punjab,  SCO 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.1093.   1095,  1096  and  1097  of 2007

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


ii)
     Sh Shashi  Gagg, Clerk,on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is ready and can be given to him immediately except that there are no funds available in the Department for paying the cost of making photo-stat copies of the information. The fees given by the complainant has been deposited into the Government Treasury. The complainant is prepared to make another payment of Rs. 164/- required for the purpose and the respondent will therefore give him the required information by tomorrow itself.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jai Shankar,

#  3365/2, Sector-45-D,

Chandigarh.


 



___________Complainant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director, Health Services &

Family Welfare, Punjab,

Parivar Kalyan Bhawan, Sector-34,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.1102 of 2007

Present:
i)
  Dr. Jai  Shankar .   complainant in person.


ii)
  None   on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

In this case the complainant has asked the respondent in his application for information about the address of a Doctor, which he requires in connection with an ongoing case before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  He himself states that the respondent has made a statement in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court that he does not know the address of the concerned Doctor.  The complainant insists that the respondent should find out from the Home State of the Doctor about her address and give it to him. However, in my view if the address of the Doctor is not available in the records of the respondent, it does not become incumbent upon him to make efforts to get this information from elsewhere insofar as an application under the RTI Act is concerned.

Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mangal Singh,

S/o sh. Kapoor Singh,

Vill. Pilakhni, Teh. Rajpura,

Distt. Patiala.




  
 ______ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Land Record, Punjab,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.



____ Respondent

CC No. 853 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER



Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajit Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Amrik Singh,

Kucha Bawa Tara Singh, 

Ferozepur.




  
 

 __ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.







     _Respondent

CC No. 1531 of 2007

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

ii)    None   on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
With reference to the information which has been given to him by the respondent, the complainant states that he has only got a copy of the report sent by the SHO, PS City, Ferozepur, to the respondent with reference to Diary No. 3180/Spl /pc dated 15-12-2006 vide which the report had been asked for by the respondent.   However, in  his application for information, he had asked for the action taken report on his  various representations/ applications dated 19-8-2006,  17-10-2006,  20-10-2006,  30-10-2006 and 25-10-2006, but this information has not been given to him. 
The respondent is accordingly directed to give the remaining information to the complainant within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders.  The PIO or the concerned APIO should also be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with copies of the remaining information which has been supplied to the complainant

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   2nd    November, 2007
