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

Smt Harjit Kaur,

# B-XVIII/137, 

Jatt Pura Nawin Abadi,

Kapurthala (Pb).




----------------------------Appellant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Labour Commissioner,

SCO 46-47, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.  










------------------------Respondent
AC No. 319 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.


Sh. Yash Pal Gupta, Supdt. & Sh. Yash Pal Chadha, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Appellant had sought information regarding registration of three shops in the New Grain Market, Bathinda under the Shops and Commercial Establishments Act, 1958. 
2.

Respondent states before us that the entire information demanded by the Appellant has been duly supplied to her on 29.11.2007.  Appellant has not rebutted this.  We presume, therefore, that she would be satisfied with the information which has been supplied to her.  
3.

In these circumstances, the matter is closed and disposed of. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi,

Advocate, W-4/80, Railway Road,

Doraha-141421. 



--------------------Appellant






Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

(Coordination), Head Office,

Patiala. 










--------------------------Respondent
AC No. 335 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Appellant in person. 

Sh. Naresh Dubey, Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner, ICC Shambhu (import) District Patiala on behalf of the Respondent.


Appellant seeks reasons for certain observations in the order dated 12.01.2006 made by Sh. Amrik Singh, Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner, I.C.C., Shambhu (Import) District Patiala.  This order pertains to the imposition of penalty for violation of certain provisions of the Punjab General Sales Act, 1948.   According to the Appellant, the order dated 12.01.2006 of the AETC mentions that ‘even a copy of GR which may be relevant to the supply, has not been produced’.  The Appellant in his application seeking information wanted to know the reasons for making the aforementioned observation in the order dated 12.01.2006 made by the AETC.    
2.

After consideration of this matter, we find that seeking to know the reasons for a particular observation made in a quasi-Judicial order by a statutory authority does not constitute information as per the RTI Act, 2005 unless the said reasons are contained in the order itself.  The question as asked in the instant case would require the Respondent to give his opinion on what, according to him, could be the reasons for certain observations made in a quasi-judicial order, which cannot be characterized as information under Section 2(f).  The request made by the Appellant for information in the instant case is, thus, beyond the purview of the RTI Act, 2005.  
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3.

  In the circumstances, we find that the Respondent is not required to respond to the query in question.  In case the Appellant feels that there is any infirmity in the order dated 12.01.2006 made by the AETC, he is free to take recourse to the remedies available to him under the law. 
4.

This matter is dismissed being without merit.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









   (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi,

Advocate, W-4/80, Railway Road,

Doraha-141421. 


 -------------------------------------------Appellant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

Cum-Under Secretary,

Excise and Taxation 

Pb. Chandigarh. 








--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 336 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Appellant in person. 


Sh. Naresh Dubey, Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner, ICC Shambhu (import) District Patiala on behalf of the Respondent.


The following is the demand for information:-



’”Information is required to know under what circumstances the learned D.E.T.C. (Appeals) Patiala Division, Patiala (Sh. Amrik Singh) has passed a non speaking order dated 13.07.2007 in the case of M/s Konark Overseas Pvt. Ltd., Amloh Road, Village-Salania, Mandi Gobindgarh by completely ignoring written submissions filed on 06.07.2007, elaborately explaining the legal and factual statement of the case.  The judgement of Hon’ble Punjab Tribunal Chandigarh reported in 2000-15-PHT-389 referred and relied upon by the appellant have also been ignored in spite of various judicial pronouncement and judgement of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India (ATR-1992-SC-711) has held that the principal of judicial discipline require that the order of higher appellate authorities should be followed unreservedly by the subordinate authorities ”
2.

The above indicates that the Appellant wishes to contest the validity of the order of the Respondent on the ground of this being contrary to certain legal pronouncements of the State Tribunal and the Supreme Court of India.  Appellant wishes to know how and why the Respondent did not follow the authoritative pronouncements quoted by him.    
3.

It needs to be understood that Right to Information Act, 2005, is a statute whereby citizens of India can seek information from the records of Public Authorities.  The Right to Information Act, 2005, is not a substitute for the normal 
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legal process involved in disposal of matters under various provisions of law.   In the instant case, if the Appellant is not satisfied with a decision of the Respondent or finds it deficient, he is free to challenge the same on its merits before the appropriate authorities (departmental appellate authority or judicial court as the case may be).  The query of the Appellant does not relate to ‘information’ as defined in Section 2 of the Act and as such he is not entitled to invoke the RTI Act and to seek the opinion of the Public Authority (the Respondent concerned).
4.

The Appellant is of course free to approach the appropriate authority for redressal of his grievances, if any.  

5.

In these circumstances, the matter is disposed of.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Baldev Singh Rathore,

# 2616, Phase-XI, 

Mohali.
 


 -------------------------------------------Appellant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary,

Pb. School Education Board,

Chandigarh. 








--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No. 340 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Baldev Singh Rathore, Appellant in person.


Sh. Varinder Kumar, Joint Secretary-cum-PIO on behalf of the 


Respondent.



Appellant is a former employee of the Punjab School Education Board who had been dismissed from service in the year 1993 consequent to a departmental enquiry.  Appellant demanded information from the PIO concerned on 13 items that related to the departmental action against him.  According to the Respondent, information in respect of 10 items is not on record and, therefore, it is not possible to supply the same.  Respondent states that information on three items had been duly supplied.  Appellant states that he is not satisfied with the information sent to him.  He alleges that the information given to him is false, misleading and inaccurate.  Appellant had appealed to the Appellate Authority against what he considered to be a deficient order of PIO. This is the second appeal against the decision of PIO upheld by the Appellate Authority.  
2.

Respondent states that when this matter came up before the Appellate Authority, the Appellate Authority offered to allow the Appellant to inspect and scrutinize the entire record for his satisfaction.  Appellant states that this invitation for inspecting the record was of no consequence as, according to him, the PIO and the Appellate Authority had stated clearly that the information demanded by him is not on record at all.  Appellant avers that the statement of the Respondent to the effect that information is not on record is false.  The 
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reason he gives in support of this plea is that the order of dismissal from service dating to the year 1993 contains an observation by the authority concerned that since the person concerned has been dismissed from service, it is not necessary to supply him any record that he had demanded at that time.  Appellant insists that this statement of the dismissing authority should be taken to mean that there was certain relevant record available, but that the concerned authority had declined to deliver the same.  Appellant desires that certain material which had not been supplied to him in the year 1993 when he was dismissed from service be now supplied to him as required by RTI Act, 2005.  
3.

Considering all aspects, we direct the Appellate Authority (the Vice Chairman, Punjab School Education Board) who had invited Appellant to inspect the record, should give a personal hearing to the Appellant.  During this hearing, the Appellant is free to identify the items of information that he requires under his original application for RTI Act, 2005. The Appellate Authority should resolve the matter during the hearing.  After this hearing, Appellate Authority should submit a report to the Commission.  The appearance of the Appellant before the Appellate Authority would be on 24.12.2007 at 1100 hours.  

4.

To come up for further proceedings on 16.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Omkesh,

S/o Sh. Kaka Ram,

V-Manakpur,

Teh. Anandpur Sahib,

District Ropar (Pb.) 



 










-------------------------Complainant







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ropar.


     
----------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1805 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Omkesh, Complainant in person.

Ms. Inderjit Kaur, District Revenue Officer-cum-APIO on behalf of 

the Respondent.


This is a most unusual case.  Complainant states that he is in possession of land that has been inherited from his father/grand father.  According to the Complainant, he wishes to see the original record on the basis of which this land was firstly allotted to his grandfather/father.  Complainant wants to return this land to the Government.  
2.
According to the Respondent, she is unable to trace the original order whereby the transfer of property would have been effected.

3.
Strictly speaking the response of the Respondent indicates that the information in question is not available.  We would normally have to ask the Respondent to submit an affidavit and this matter could have been considered thereafter.   In the unusual circumstances prevailing, we direct that the Respondent who is the District Revenue Officer and the senior most revenue authority in the District next to the Deputy Commissioner (District Collector) to 
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spend time with the Complainant in order to trace the original transactions of transfer of land.  We would like that the DC., Ropar himself should intervene in this matter, if necessary.
4.
This matter is disposed of.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent
CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Pritam  Singh on behalf of the Complainant.  



Sh. Paramjit Singh Parmar, Deputy Superintendent of Police office 


of SSP, Ferozepur. 




This case had been heard by the Commission on 23.07.2007, 19.09.2007 and 31.10.2007.  It had been observed that the origin of the dispute is an anti dowry case.  Complainant is the husband of the person who has made a criminal complaint under the relevant provisions of law. 
2.

Respondent states before us that the Complainant is facing charges in the criminal case that is pending before the Additional Sessions Judge, Ferozepur.  According to the Respondent, the Complainant has been repeatedly making requests for information that might help him to defend himself in the court case.  
3.

Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying whatever information is available on his record.  Complainant states before us that the items of information demanded by him fall into two categories:-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
(i)
Information on the day to day action by the police on various complaints made by him in connection with the dowry dispute.
  

(ii)
Information on the action taken by the police on a number of complaints in the year 2004 made by the Complainant to SSP., Ferozepur against a certain Deputy Superintendent of Police posted in Ferozepur.
4.

According to the Complainant, he had perforce to pay some bribe to the DSP concerned in order to protect himself in the criminal matter that he was charged with.  Complainant states that on the basis of his complaints, certain enquiries had been conducted by senior officers of the Police/Vigilance departments.
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5.

In response to the above, the Respondent states as under :-


(i)
That it is not possible to present hour by hour or day by day progress on the case.  Respondent states that he has clarified in his affidavit submitted before the Commission that such detailed information is not on record.

Respondent states, however, that he has supplied to the Complainant the gist of the action that has been taken from time to time.  

(ii)
In respect of the complaints made against the concerned DSP, Respondent states that he is unable to locate and identify these specific complaints and as such it is not possible for him to give a factual response.

6.

After considering the submissions made by the Complainant and the Respondent we decide as under :-


(i)
We accept the plea of the Respondent that day to day action by the police in this individual case is not possible to report.  Information containing a gist of the action taken in the dowry matter has been duly delivered to the Complainant.


(ii)
In respect of the complaints against the concerned DSP, we direct that SSP, Ferozepur should once again give a hearing to the Complainant to allow the Complainant to identify these complaints that have been made by him from time to time.  We expect that the SSP who is himself the PIO would satisfy the Complainant about the action, if any, taken against the DSP concerned these complaints.   

(iii)
After according a personal hearing, as directed in para (ii) above, the SSP, Ferozepur who is the PIO concerned would submit an affidavit to the Commission regarding disposal of this matter. 

7.

The personal hearing before the SSP, Ferozepur would take place on 09.01.2008 at 1100 hours.
8.

To come up for confirmation of compliance on 16.01.2008.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Dinesh Berry,

Berry Farm, Opp. Fauji Dhaba,

Dugri Road, P.O. Millerganj,

Ludhiana.





……………..Complainant.





Vs
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer, 
Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.





……………....Respondent
 MR-10 of 2007

In CC No. 804  of 2006 

Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant. (Complainant has sent a fax message stating that he is medically indisposed and may be exempted from appearance.) 



Sh. Harinder Singh, Superintendent, Public Information Officer,  


office of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana. 


On 31.10.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Chairman, Improvement Trust should give a personal hearing to the Complainant to his satisfaction.  In his written submission before us Complainant states that he visited the office of Improvement Trust on 19.11.2007 as directed by the Commission but the information in question was not ready and was not, therefore, provided on that day.  
2.

Respondent states before us that information in question is now available with him and would be supplied to the Complainant forthwith.

3.

Since the Respondent is prepared to deliver the information, Complainant is free to collect the same from the office of Chairman, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.  The concerned officer Sh. Harinder Singh, Superintendent would entertain the Complainant on any day in the next 15 days. 

4.

In these circumstances, this Miscellaneous Reference is disposed of.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

#3344, Chet Singh Nagar,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.




………….. Complainant.


Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Pb.,

Pb. Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh & others.


 
……………... Respondent

CC No.  278 of 2007 & CC 444 of 2007

                                         & 297/2007 & AC-191/2007






      ORDER

Present:-
Shri Kuldeep Singh Khaira, Complainant in person.


Sh. J.K.Jain, PCS, Executive Magistrate on behalf of PIO , D.C. Ludhiana.  

Sh. Hariom Sharma, Superintendent on behalf of PIO, DGP Punjab.


Dr. Pardeep Sharma, Medical officer on behalf of PIO office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana.
Sh. Narinder Mohan, Superintendent on behalf of the PIO Director Health Services, Punjab.  


The status of the compliance of our earlier orders emerges as under :-


(i)
PIO, office of DGP, Punjab : 



Complainant states that after studying the material given to him, he had reverted to the Respondent PIO DGP’s office pointing out certain deficiencies that still existed in regard to the information.  Complainant states that the Respondent had written to the SSPs of certain districts transferring the requests for information to the PIOs concerned and advising the Complainant to approach each of these PIOs directly.  We feel that it is not proper at this belated stage for the DGP’s office to transfer the cases under Section 6(3).  Proper procedure now should be for the DGP’s office to obtain the information from the respective PIOs and deliver the same to the Complainant.
(ii)
PIO, office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana :


Complainant states that he visited the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana.  Respondent states that he gave him access to all the information and supplied whatever relevant material was available.  Complainant 
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insists that the documents given to him should be properly authenticated.  Respondent agrees to authenticate the same and send the authenticated copies to the Complainant within one week.    


(iii)
PIO, office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana :



Respondent states that he gave opportunity to the Complainant to inspect the entire record on the appointed dated 20th November, 2007.  This was duly done.  Complainant finds some minor deficiencies.  Respondent assures that even these would be made good and the Complainant is free to visit his office on any working day for the purpose.  Respondent in fact has certain information available with him and delivers the same to the Complainant in our presence.  


(iv)
PIO, office of DHS., Punjab :



PIO from the office of DHS informs us that he has written to the Complainant pointing out that certain material demanded relates to the office of Director of Research and the Director of Homoeopathy.  These Directorates are separate from the Director Health Services.  As such DHS office wishes that this would be considered a transfer under Section 6(3).  We agree that office of DRME as well as Director of Homoeopathy are separate authorities from the DHS. These Directorates are, therefore, directed to respond to the request for information to the Complainant directly.  

2.

In respect of PIO office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and PIO office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana,  the matter is disposed of.  

3.

In respect of PIO office of DGP, PIO office of DRME and PIO office of Director of Homoeopathy, to come up for further proceedings on 16.01.2008.   Copies of this order be sent to all the parties concerned.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007








                     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Onkar Singh,

S/o Sh. Partap Chand,

VPO-Pandori Rajputtan,

Via-Sham Chaurasi,

District-Hoshiarpur.









……………...Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o Principal Secretary,

Power, Pb.  Chandigarh.
 



……………..Respondent
CC No. 1517 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Dev Raj, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that subsequent to the last date of hearing, the information in question has been duly supplied to the Complainant by post.  
2.

This matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Radhe Sham Mittal,

# 30, Mohalla No. 6,

Jalandhar Cantt. (Pb.)




…………......Complainant







Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar General,

Punjab & Haryana High Court, 

Chandigarh.






……………….Respondent
CC No. 745 of 2006 





     ORDER
Present :
Sh. Radhe Sham Mittal, Complainant in person.



Sh. Naveen Sharma, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



On 05.11.2007, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the PIO should give a personal hearing to the Complainant on 19.11.2007 and satisfy him in regard to the information demanded by him.
2.

Complainant states before us that he did appear before the PIO (Registrar General), Punjab & Haryana High Court on the appointed date but he was not satisfied with the response from the PIO.

3.

Respondent states that on the appointed date, the Complainant was invited by the PIO to inspect the record, but he failed to do so.  Respondent has handed over to us a copy of the order dated 19.11.2007 passed by the PIO in relation to the information request of the Complainant.  The Complainant is obviously not satisfied with this order.  Complainant states that copy of this order has not been delivered to him.  In these circumstances we direct :-


(i)
That a copy of the order dated 19.11.2007 should be sent to the Complainant by post.


(ii)
Respondent should also apprise the Complainant about the particulars of the Appellate Authority as per the provisions of Section 7(8) RTI Act, 2005.  
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4.

The case is disposed of.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007








                    (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Krishan Ram,

46-1-C, Prem Nagar,

Patiala.







..Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

O/o Secretary, 

School Education.  Punjab,

Chandigarh.







…..Respondent

CC No. 1328 of 2007

ORDER
Present :
Shri Krishan Ram, Complainant in person.



Sh. Charanjit Singh Supdt. on behalf of the Respondent. 


On 05.11.2007, we had directed that the Respondent should allow the Complainant to meet him and inspect whatever record he requires.  
2.

Respondent states before us that despite clear directions and his willingness to deliver the information, the Complainant did not turn up.  Respondent assures that even now he is prepared to deliver whatever information the Complainant identifies.  

3.

In the circumstances, we feel that the Respondent has been quite positive and willing to supply the information.  The Complainant has not taken advantage of this offer.  Still, in view of the insistence of the Complainant that complete information has not been given to him, we direct that the Complainant meets him once again and identify whatever record he still requires.  

4.

Complainant insists that he should be compensated for the detriment suffered by him.  We see no reason for award of compensation.  The Respondent has at no time denied or wilfully refused to supply the information.  

5.

This matter is disposed of.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surjit Singh,

Defence Avenue,

Near Petrol Pump,

Sujanpur, Distt. Gurdaspur.








-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.
                     
-------------------------Respondent

CC No. 1872 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Jaspal Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that the information in question has been duly delivered to the Complainant.  There is no rebuttal received from the Complainant to this averment. 
2.

The matter is, accordingly, disposed of.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagat Singh,

Near Bahadur Chowk,

P.O. Opp Sanatan Dharam Sanskrit College,

Hoshiarpur.
 






 

------------------------------------Complainant





Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Secretary,

(General Administration Co-ordination

Branch.)., Punjab., Chd. 
 

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

CC No. 1898 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Jagat Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Randhir Singh, Superintendent (Co-ordination) General 
Administration Department on behalf of the Respondent.

This is the first date of hearing.  A vast volume of information has been sought on fifteen points.  These relate to a number of issues concerning various departments and institutions of the State Government. These are strictly speaking not a single demand for information as the various items are unrelated to each other.  They include such matters as abolition of octroi charges by Government, the names of ruling parties in Punjab at various points of time in the period from the year 1940 to 31.03.2007, the amount of interest paid by the Government of Punjab on servicing of debt, the status of free electricity supply to the farmers and members of scheduled castes, the level of water charges levied in towns etc.  Considerable confusion has been created, since totally unrelated items have been clubbed together in a single request for information.  The Complainant has presented his case as a complaint under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005, against the PIO in the office of Chief Secretary to Punjab Government for alleged failure to supply the information demanded.  
2.
In its present shape, the request of the Complainant cannot be considered as a single request for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  No single authority can be expected to respond to the numerous demands contained in a single application filed by the Complainant .  
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3.
For this matter to be taken up under the Right to Information Act, 2005, the Complainant would need to recast re-cast his submission and present separate requests for information before the concerned Public Authorities separately.   The Complainant accepts the obvious deficiency in his application and agrees to move accordingly.  
4.
In the circumstances, this matter is disposed of and closed.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Manjit Singh Pasricha,

(Retd.,) Class-I Officer,

# 5682, Sector 38 (West),

Chandigarh.

 
             

-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The President,

Shriomani Gurdwara Parbhandak Committee,

Amritsar.

 
 
 

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

CC No. 1907 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Manjit Singh Pasricha, Complainant in person.

Sh. S.S.Narula, Advocate on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant is a former employee of Shriomani Gurdwara Parbhandak Committee, Amritsar. In his application, he had demanded information in regard to a project of the Shriomani Gurdwara Parbhandak Committee for translating and publishing of certain works relating to the Sikh religion.  
2
Receiving no response to his request, the Complainant filed this complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.   

3.
Respondent states before us that the complete information running into 376 pages relating to the demand for information is available with him.  This voluminous information is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  

4.
Complainant wishes to study the material that has been delivered to him before he can confirm that his request for information has been met.

5.
We allow time for the Complainant to study the material as requested.

6.
This will come up for further proceedings on 09.01.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Vasudev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.











--------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Chandigarh

 
 
----------------------------Respondent
CC No. 1909 of 2007
ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Vasudev, Complainant in person.

Sh. Balwinder Singh, DSP (Crime) on behalf of the Respondent.


Respondent states that the information in question had been sent by post to the Complainant on 29.11.2007.  The Complainant states that he has not received the same.  
2.
As per our directions today, a copy of the information is delivered to the Complainant in our presence. 

3.
This matter is, accordingly, disposed of.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 05.12.2007









     (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner

