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

Sh. Rajiv Bajaj,

S/o Sri   D.R. Bajaj,

A-12, Phase-VI, Industrial Area,

Mohali





        ___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.





__________ Respondent

CC- 1607 of 2008
Present:
i)   
  Sh.  K.S.Uppal, Advocate,on behalf of the complainant

ii)     
   Sh. Amit Misra, DFO-cum-PIO,  Ropar,  
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent in this case has sent a reply to the complainant that the information required by him cannot be supplied to him because it would possibly be used by him as an aid to adopt delaying tactics in a case which is pending in the Hon,ble Supreme Court of India.  I agree with the complainant that this cannot be a reason for denying information under the RTI Act.  However,  out of the six categories of information mentioned by the complainant in his application dated 2-5-2008, the first five are vague and open ended and would require the PIO to specially collect the information after consulting a vast number of files, and the time and resources which he would have to devote  would be detrimental to the public interest, and in any case, no public interest is apparent in the collection of this information, and I disallow the first five categories of information. Regarding the 6th item of information, on the subject of the compounding done in respect of land concerning Rana Iqbal Jolly, the respondent states that no such compounding has been done till today. 

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









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Rupinder Garg, Advocate,

S/o Makhan Lal,

Flat No. 89, Sector 48-A,

Mayur Vihar,

Chandigarh.






___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjabi University, Patiala.




__________ Respondent

AC- 342 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant. 




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

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the appellant has been given to him in full by the 

respondent.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. K.R. Dhawan,

# 127-B, Sector 51-A,

Chandigarh.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Jeevan Deep Building, Sec-17A,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC- 1755 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
Ms.  Simarjot, Asstt. Director,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in this case concerns third parties and ,therefore, the procedure prescribed under section 11 of the RTI Act, has been followed by the respondent and the complainant has been informed that the third parties concerned have objected to the information being given to him till a decision has been taken on  their representations/ appeals. The PIO has upheld the objection.

 The complainant has requested for an adjournment, but in view of the fact that the information asked for by him undeniably relates to third parties and it has been denied by the respondent under section 11 of the RTI Act, after the procedure  prescribed there under has been followed, I do not find any necessity for granting an adjournment.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Ravinder Singh,

S/o S. Saudagar Singh,

H. NO.48, Mohindra Colony,

Amritsar-143001.





___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Jeevan Deep Building, Sec-17A,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC- 1611 of 2008

Present:   
i)
Sh. Ravinder Singh, complainant in person  and Sh. Gagan 
Pardeep Singh, Counsel. 

    
ii)
Sh. Mangal  Dass, Admn.Officer, on behalf of the respondent.


ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him by the respondent except for the copy of the  notings mentioned in item no. (ii) of the application for information of the complainant dated 3-6-2008.  The respondent states that this information would be available in another branch of the office of the respondent, with which he is not concerned, but he would obtain the information and give  it to the complainant.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-9-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

            (P.K.Verma)








        State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





              Punjab
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,

Near Bus Stand, Maur Mandi- 151509,

Bathinda.





        ___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC- 1676 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
Ms. Simarjot, Asstt Director,F&S,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


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Daulat Ram Gupta,

Himmatpura Basti, Jaito Mandi,

Distt. Faridkot.





___________Complainant

                  Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Jeevan Deep Building, Sec-17A,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

CC- 1742 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None ob behalf of the  complainant .




ii)     
Sri  Naib  Singh, Supdt. ,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


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

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Hardev Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Kartar Singh,

H.No. 56-F, Kitchlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC- 1651 of 2008

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




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

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that it took some time to locate the information wanted by the complainant since he had not given the reference number of his complaint.  The required information has, however, been now located and has been handed over by the respondent to the Court, and the same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders.


Disposed of.






  

      (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





      Punjab
Encl---1

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

Sh. Gurjeet Singh Uppal,

S/o Late Sh. Harbans Singh,

# 157, Vill-Matour, Sector 70,

Mohali.
 





___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC- 1668 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurjeet Singh Uppal, complainant in person 




ii)     
S I  Jatinderpal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has handed over to the complainant the information required by him in respect of his application for information dated 18-7-2008.  Insofar as the application dated 14-4-2008 is concerned, the respondent states that this has not been received  in his office.  However, the complainant has agreed to accompany the respondent to his office today itself and to take the remaining information by hand.


In case  any deficiencies are found  in the information supplied by the respondent, the complainant is given an opportunity to point them out on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-9-2008.








  

          (P.K.Verma)








     State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Ishtpal Singh,

S/o S. Surjit Singh,

St. No. 3, H.No. 13257,

Sarabha Nagar, Bathinda. 





​​​​​_________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.







__________ Respondent

CC- 1675 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




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

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that FIR 552 dated 2-11-2006 is still under investigation.  Insofar as the other two FIRs are concerned, the challan which was put up in  the case FIR 48 dated 16-1-1981, and the cancellation report in respect of FIR 634 dated 17-12-1980, are still under consideration of the concerned Courts.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Manjit Singh,

No. 330, Warder,

Distt. Jail Nabha.
 





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Superintendent (H.Q),

Central Jail,  Patiala 









__________ Respondent

CC- 1617 of 2008

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




ii)     
Sri Satwinder Singh, Asstt. Supdt.Jail-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent has supplied the information to the complainant in respect of the meeting of Sri Naresh Kumar Mittal with  Sri Gurdip Singh,Advocate , on 26-7-2007.  The complainant has been informed  that there is no record of any meeting of any person with Sri Jaswant,  Patwari,  on that date.  The complainant has also asked for a copy of the concerned page of the register in which the meetings of 26-7-2007 have been recorded with Sri Naresh Mittal and  Sri Jaswant, Patwari,  but this information has not been supplied to the complainant as yet.  The respondent is directed to supply this information to the complainant before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 26-9-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

           (P.K.Verma)









       State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Mandeep Singh,

S/o S.Darshan Singh,

Main Bazar, VPO- Bassian,

Tehsil Raikot, Distt. Ludhiana.




___________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







__________ Respondent

AC- 341 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




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

ORDER


Heard.


The appellant in this case has asked for information concerning the cases in which the police has recorded the statement of one Sri Ravinder Pal son of Sri Mangat Ram.  The respondent justifiably asked the complainant to give the no. and date of the FIRs during the course of investigation into which the statement of Ravinder Pal was recorded, because in the absence of such information, it would not be possible for the police to go through all the FIRs registered in the District  during the last seven years in order to trace out any statement of one individual.  The complainant, however, has not supplied  the details of the concerned FIRs, without which the required information cannot be supplied to him. As a result, no further action is called for on this complaint.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sri  S  S  Jakhu,

315, Sector  2,

Panchkula.


  
     


________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Financial Commissioner,

Forest & Wild Life Preservation, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 






__________ Respondent

CC No.    1398  of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sri  S  S  Jakhu, complainant  in person along with 





Sh.Chaman Lal Goel, Advocate.

           
ii) 
Sh.Amit  Misra, DFO  Ropar, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the notification issued under section 3, referred to in the order of the Court dated 14-8-2008, is not available in the records either in the office of the Financial Commissioner, Forest, or in the office of the DFO, Ropar. The information required by the complainant has been given in full by the respondent except for a copy of the notification issued under section 3.  The remaining information, which fully meet the deficiencies raised in the complainant’s letter dated 14-8-2008, has been given to the complainant in the Court today.

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







  

         (P.K.Verma)








    State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





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

Sh. Harinder Singh,

Ward No. 3A/81, P.O. Dhuri,

Distt. Sangrur.




  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Sri Jagwinderjit Singh Sandhu, ( By Regd. Post)
District Development & Panchayat Officer
-cum- Public Information Officer
Sangrur.






------------------Respondent

CC No.  1103  of 2008

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


ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that no information has still been received by him from the respondent.

The application for information was made on 15-4-2008 but it has still not been given to the complainant. Notices have been issued by the Commission to the respondent to appear before the Court either personally or through the concerned APIO on 13-6-2008, 27-6-2008 and 8-8-2008, but the respondent has still not appeared in the Court, nor has he  given any kind of response to the complainant in response to his application for information.

From the above I conclude  that prima facie the  information has not been given by the PIO deliberately and without reasonable  cause. In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Sri Jagwinderjit Singh Sandhu,  District Development & Panchayat Officer-cum- Public Information Officer,Sangrur,  to show cause at 10 AM on 3-10--2008, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application of Sri Harinder Singh, dated 15-4-2008,  should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.

…p2/

---2---

In the meanwhile, the respondent is advised to give the required information to the complainant without any further delay. A copy of the application for information of the complainant dated 15-4-2008 is enclosed with these orders for ready reference.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





      Punjab

A copy is forwarded   to :-
1. The Financial Commissioner,Punjab,Rural Dev & Panchayat Department, Chandigarh.

 2. The Director ,Rural Development and Panchayat,Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh

for information and immediate necessary action.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


September 5, 2008





      Punjab
