STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bishan Dass,

H.No. 1614, Sector-36D,

Chandigarh.

  
   
   ____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Sainik Bhawan, Sector 21-D,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 806 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)Sh. Gurmeet Singh, Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


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

The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO Varian Purana,

Teh & District : Tarn-Taran.  
   
   ___________ Complainant 

      




Vs.

i) Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Tarn-Taran.

ii) Inspector/ Incharge,

Anti Fraud Squad, 

New Grain Market,

Tarn-Taran.








________ Respondent

CC No. 827 & 829 of 2007

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



ii) None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


These two  cases are identical and  have already been disposed of vide orders of this Court dated 2nd August,2007 in CC- 826 & 831/2007.

Disposed of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Singh,

S/o Late sh. Dayal Singh,

Vill. Birmi, Dera Euclyptus Garden,

P.O. Malakpur, 
Teh. & Distt. Ludhiana.   
               _________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Estate Officer,

Punjab Wakaf Board, Opp. Old District Courts,

Ludhiana.



_____________ Respondent

CC No. 847 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Rashid Mohd., Estate Officer, Waqf Board, Ludhiana.

ORDER

Heard.


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


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harcharan Singh,

# 338, Phase-6,

Mohali.


   
   _________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Registrar,

Cooperative Societies,  Punjab.

Ropar,







_____ Respondent

CC No. 851 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)  Sh. Mohan Singh, Jr. Assistant,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


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


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Press Reporter, Arjan Patrika,

P.Box No. 361, Head Office,
Ludhiana.  
                                         ____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.




____________ Respondent

CC No. 887 of 2007

Present:
 None.

ORDER

This complaint has already been disposed of vide this Court’s  orders 

dated  5-7-2007 dated  in   CC-  511 /2007.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Karam Singh,

s/o Sh. Hazara Singh,

# 1872/5, Opp. Shashi Hospital,

Ropar.


  
   
___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.



        _____________ Respondent

CC No. 892 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. S.P.Singh, DSP (HQs), on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Heard.


With reference to the application for information dated 23-1-2007 of the complainant, he had been informed by the respondent that the information which he desires cannot be given to him under section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act, 2005, since this would impede the process of investigation into the FIR registered against him.  Now, however, the investigation in the case is over and the challan has been put up in the concerned Court of law. The respondent states that the information required by the complainant can now be given to him and the same will be dispatched to him by post within 7 days from today.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.






 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

Kahlon Villa, Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO Bhattian-Bet,

Ludhiana.


  
   

_________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Punjab, Patiala. 




__________ Respondent

CC No. 735 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,complainant in person.



ii)         Sh. Sukhdeep Singh, ETO, Mohali, on behalf of the 




 respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was made by the complainant on 15-2-2007.  It is a matter of serious concern that the information has still not been provided to him by the respondent.  Instead, the representative of the PIO has shown to the Court a copy of a communication from the AETC, Mohali, with which he has sent the required information to the office of the ETC, Patiala on 11-5-2007 and a copy of  letter no. 584 dated 10-8-2007 from the office of the ETC, Patiala  to the PIO, office of the AETC, Mohali requesting him to provide the information to the applicant and also to defend the case before the Commission.

The respondent has today made a commitment that the required information will be given to the complainant within 15 days from today.


It is abundantly clear from the facts of the case that the PIO, office of the ETC, Patiala, as well as the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali are not taking their duties under  the RTI Act with sufficient seriousness.  The application for information in this case was made on 15-2-2007 to the PIO, office of the ETC, Patiala, who transferred it to the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali, vide his memo dated 22-2-2007, since he was the concerned PIO.  Instead, however, of giving the information to the complainant, the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali, sent the required information to the office of the ETC, Patiala vide his letter No 153 dated 11-5-2007, referred to above.  Thereafter, the PIO, office of the ETC, Patiala, sat on the matter till he 
                                                                                                        Cont….2

=2=

received a notice for hearing from the Commission, when he again wrote to the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali vide his letter No. 584 dated 10-8-2007, referred to above, asking him to provide the information to the complainant and also to defend the case against the Commission.  Unfortunately, his  “request” has also fallen on deaf ears and the complainant has still not got the information. Further, although the notice of the Commission, which was transferred to the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali by the office of the ETC, Punjab, Patiala on 10-8-2007, clearly states that either the PIO or the concerned APIO should appear before the Commission, this direction of the Commission has been ignored and   an ETO has been sent by the PIO  as  his representative, who is not the concerned  APIO. In the above circumstances, this is clearly a fit case for the imposition of penalty under section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.  Although the PIO, office of the ETC, Punjab, has also been remiss in this case, it is the PIO-cum-AETC, Mohali, the concerned PIO, to whom the application for information had been transferred as far back as 22-2-2007, who becomes liable to the prescribed penalty..  

In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Ms. Baldeep  Kaur, Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab,  Mohali, to show cause at 10 AM on 20-9-2007, 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, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act. 2005

In the meanwhile, the commitment given by the PIO’s representative for supplying the required information to the complainant within 15 days should be fulfilled in letter and spirit


Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

Copy to: Ms.  Baldeep  Kaur, AETC, Mohali ( By Regd. A/d. Post)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sukhpal Singh,

Vill. Dialpura Bhaika,

Tehsil Phool,
Distt. Bathinda.
  
                       ________ Complainant 

Vs.

i) Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Bathinda.

ii) Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab, 

Sector-17, Chandigarh.


__________ Respondent

CC No. 910 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.

ii) Sh. Jasbir Singh, Asstt. Registrar,Coop.Societies, Rampura   Phool
and Ms. Narinder Kaur, Supdt.,o/o RCS,
Pb.,
ORDER

Heard.


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


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarlochan Singh,

# HL-168, Sukhdev Nagar,

Focal Point, Ludhiana.


_________ Complainant 

      


Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Divisional Forest Officer,

Opp. PUDA Office,

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.
_____________ Respondent

CC No. 938 of 2007

Present:
i)  Sh. Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant.



ii)Sh.  Jaswant  Singh, Clerk, O/o DFO Ludhiana on behalf of the 


respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given by the respondent but various deficiencies have been pointed out by the complainant in his letter dated 16-8-2007, in which it has been mentioned, besides other deficiencies, that since the information was not supplied within 30 days from the date of his application, no fees for the information was payable by him .  Therefore, an amount of Rs. 20/-,which has been taken from him, is illegal.

The respondent is directed to carefully examine the letter of the complainant dated 16-8-2007 and to make up the deficiencies pointed out by him and now provide the correct information within 10 days from today.


I must also point out that   although      the notice of the Commission dated 
31-7-2007 clearly directs that either the PIO or the concerned APIO should appear for the hearing before the Commission, this direction has not been followed by the PIO and a Clerk of the office has been sent to represent him, which is a serious breach of the directions of the Court.  This is not acceptable.  The PIO or the concerned APIO must 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.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
 




 (P.K.Verma)






                       State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ex. Hav. Harcharan Singh,

Vill. Gabe Majra,

P.O. Rasanheri, The. Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.


  
  

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Deputy Director,

Sainik Welfare Board, 

Ropar.



                        ________ Respondent

CC No. 987 of 2007

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



ii) Sh. Hardev Singh, Jr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.  The complainant was not satisfied since he was under the impression that the lump-sum grant of Rs. 2.5 lacs for M I D awardees, which was sanctioned by the Punjab Government vide Notification No. 2/56/2002-1 DW/2766 dated September, 2004 is applicable to him.  It has, however, been explained to him that the enhanced lump-sum grant of  Rs. 2.5 lacs is applicable only to Gallantry Award Winners   and the M I D awardees after 25-5-2004, and the Government sanction clearly states that past cases will not be reopened.


Disposed of.

 




 


   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Des Raj,

# 91-A, Dilbagh Nagar,

Basti Guzan,

Jalandhar.

  
   

  _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing director,

PUNSUP, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 995 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Des Raj, complainant in person.



ii)
Sh. BPS Rana, Asst. Manager,(PRI), PUNSUP.on behalf of 



the respondnent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent but there are the following deficiencies:-
1.
The sum and substance of points Nos. 1, 2, & 3 in the application for information dated 26-2-2007 is that the complainant wants copies of the entire proceedings including  preliminary inquiries or regular inquiries, show cause notice etc. and the entire office notings, leading up to the issue of his dismissal order.  There is some gap in the understanding of the expression “saarian karvaian”  or  “all proceedings”used by the complainant in his application.  However, the deficiencies will be made up  if the respondent supplies to the complainant a copy of the entire proceedings, including office notings, relating to the  disciplinary action taken against him and this may now be done within 10 days from today.
2.
The respondent states that some additional information has been sent to the complainant vide Registered letter dated 9-8-2007 which he has not yet received.

In the above circumstances, the following directions are issued:-

i) A complete copy of the file concerning disciplinary action taken against the complainant may be given to him as ordered above.          Contd..2/





==2==

ii) The complainant may go through the additional information which has been sent and if any deficiencies still remain, he should send intimation regarding the same to the respondent, who will remove the said deficiencies before the  next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mahesh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Ruldu Ram,

M/s Mahesh Electronics,

Janta Market, Railway Road,

Budlada, 
Distt. Mansa.

  
                         ___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o President,

Market  Committee,
Budhlada, 
Distt. Mansa.


_


________ Respondent

CC No. 1011 of 2007

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



ii) Sh. Mool Chand, Accountant, Market Committee, Budhlada.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.  He may go through the same and if there are any deficiencies, the same may be pointed out in writing to the respondent, who will remove the same and supply the additional information, if required, to the complainant before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.

 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Supreet Kaur,

64-R, Model, Town,

Jalandhar City.

  
   
_______ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,
 Patiala.

                                    _____ Respondent

CC No. 1012 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



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

ORDER

Heard.


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


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.

 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Garg,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone  Exchange Road,

Sangrur.


  
               ___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Red Cross Building, near Mahavir Chowk,

Sangrur.

 



_________ Respondent

CC No. 1028 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Kamal Anand, on behalf of the complainant.



ii)
 Ms. S.K.Sheera, ETO,Sangrur, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


Some information has been supplied by the respondent to the complainant with reference to his application dated  23-4-2007 but the respondent  seeks a further period of 10 days to collect the information up to date and also complete the same with reference to various points mentioned in the application at Sr. No. 2 to 5.

The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 30-8-2007.  In the meanwhile the respondent should fulfill his commitment made in the Court today in letter and spirit.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balbir Aggarwal,

1525/1, Street No. 33,

Preet Nagar, New Shimla Puri,

Ludhiana.




__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.




____________ Respondent

CC No. 615 of 2007

Present:
i)  Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, complainant  in person. 

ii) SI  Varinder Singh ,on behalf of the    respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that although the inquiry in this case is complete, the question whether a criminal case can be instituted  in the light of various factors, has been referred to the Director of Prosecution and Litigation, Punjab, for his advice.

In view of the above, I order   that   a  copy of the inquiry report dated 
16-1-2007 of the S.P.City-I, Ludhiana, should be given to the complainant but the legal advice given by various officials cannot be made available to him at present since the legal position of the case is under examination.


A copy of the Inquiry Report as ordered above has been given to the complainant in the Court today.


Disposed of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Baljinder Singh,

Lecturer, Staff Quarters,

Govind National College,

Narangwal, 

Ludhiana.  
   



________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

 Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 496 of 2007

Present:
i)   Dr. Baljinder Singh, complainant in person.



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

ORDER

Heard.

The additional information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in compliance with this Court’s orders dated 2-8-2007.

Disposed of.

 


 



 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

Hall No. 1, Chamber No. 106,

1st Floor, Lawyer’s Complex, District Courts,

Ludhiana.




____________ Complainant

Vs.

i)Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.




____________ Respondent

ii)PIO,Office the Sr. Medical Officer,

Civil Hospital,

Ludhiana.

CC No. 607 of 2007

Present:
i)   None  on behalf of the complainant.   

ii) S.I.Varinder Singh,on behalf of the  respondent.(i) and
    Dr. Ramesh, Medical Officer, on behalf of respondent(ii)
ORDER

Heard.

The representative of the PIO-cum-Sr. Medical Officer,Ludhiana, has stated that the required arrangements for accepting fees under the RTI Act by cash, have been made.  The representative of the PIO-cum-SSP,Ludhiana has also stated that the commitment made by him and recorded in the orders  dated 19-7-2007 has also been fulfilled and the required arrangements have been made.

The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No.32-34, Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Shop No. 2, Near Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot Distt. Gurdaspur.



……….Complainant





V/s

Dr. Chandanjit Singh,






Public Information Officer-cum- Sr. Medical Officer, 

Civil Hospital,

Gurdaspur.






………….Respondent

AC No  44 of 2006

Present:
i)        Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, complainant in person

          ii)
Dr. Chandanjit Singh,PIO-cum-Sr.Medical Officer,Gurdaspur

ORDER

Heard.

In response to the notice given by this Court in its orders dated 19-7-2007 under section 20 of the RTI Act,2005, the respondent has stated that he has only recently joined as Sr. Medical Officer, Gurdaspur and he is burdened with additional responsibilities and he is not fully aware about the details of the present case before the Court and,  therefore, the Chief Pharmacist and the Cashier  were sent on his behalf to the hearing held on 19-7-2007.  He has given an assurance that he has now become fully aware of the duties and responsibilities of the PIO and there will be no lapse on his part in future.

In view of the assurance given by the respondent, notice issued for imposition of penalty on him is hereby dropped.


The objections raised by the complainant to the information which has been supplied to him  has been examined in detail and it has been explained that the figures of total expenditure on   (a) Medicines  and (b) Repairs in each month in the statement which has been supplied to the complainant, do not match the total arrived at from the vouchers given to him for payments to the suppliers/ contractors.  For example, the total expenditure on medicines has been shown as Rs. 1,36,240/- in the month of April,2005 but if the amount shown  in the vouchers of the same month are added up, they came to only Rs. 80,279/-.    The respondent  has made a commitment that he will go into this matter in detail and will give the necessary reasons for the discrepancies to the complainant and 
Contd…2

AC-44/07



==2==

the Court before the next date of hearing.                                                                   
Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-10-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Sanjeev Kumar

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






……… Appellant







Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Pathankot.






………….Respondent

AC No.18 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Yogesh Mahajan, on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)
None on behalf of the respondent..

ORDER


Heard.

The appellant states that he visited the office of the respondent in accordance with the orders of this Court  dated 19-7-2007 but he was unable to meet the Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Pathankot and he was not  treated properly and, therefore,  was not able to convey the objections to the information provided by the respondent  vide  letter 9-7-2007 to any responsible official.

The facts of this case are that the appellant made an application for information to the PIO-cum-Executive Officer, Improvement Trust, Pathankot on 25-10-2006. Since he did not get any response, he wrote to the Deputy Director-cum- Appellate Authority, Local Bodies, Punjab, Amritsar on 28-11-2006 requesting him to direct the PIO to give him the required information, but even then the  appellant failed to get any result. He made a complaint to the Commission vide his letter dated 2-1-2007 .  Subsequently, the respondent gave him substantial information on 9-7-2007 but the appellant has raised various objections to the same, the most  significant of which is that the comparative statements prepared for approval of rates for the works carried out by the Improvement Trust have not been provided to him, nor has he been given the details of the payments which have been made to the Contractors and suppliers etc.

The  effort made by the Court to get the appellant and the respondent to

 meet and resolve communication gaps, if any, has not succeeded.









Contd…..2
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In the above circumstances, the appellant is advised to make a proper appeal to the first Appellate Authority against the  information which has been supplied to him, and the first Appellate Authority is directed to give his findings  on the points mentioned in the appeal in a self speaking order within two months of the date of receipt of the appeal. The appellant may then file a second appeal before the Commission, if necessary.

Disposed of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurpreet Singh,

# B-3/9, Hansa Wali Gali,

Mohalla Mastgarh, Simble Chowk, 

Batala- 143505.


  
     _________________ Complainant

     





 Vs.

Shri  K.D.Kaler.

Public Information Officer 

-cum-Divisional Manager,

Pb. State Forest  Dev. Corpn. Ltd.,

Amritsar





________________ Respondent

CC No. 439 of 2007

Present:
i) None on behalf of the complainant.



ii) Sh. Janak Raj, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In response to  the notice served on the respondent under section 20 of the RTI Act,2005, the respondent has stated that he did not get the orders of the Court dated 28-6-2007 and was, therefore, unable to be present on the last date of hearing.  His explanation is accepted and the notice served on him is dropped.


Insofar as the removal of the deficiencies in the information provided to the complainant is concerned, he has stated that the same has been done and additional information has been sent to the complainant.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.
 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashish Kapur,

Research Fellow,

Deptt. of Pharmaceutical Sciences,

Guru Nanak Dev University, 

Amritsar.



  
     _____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.





_____________ Respondent

CC No. 798 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

The complainant in this case has asked for (a) a copy of the FIR, (b) the present status of the FIR and (c) why no action has been taken till now against the persons mentioned in the FIR, relating to the complaint  filed by his sister Dr. 
Nidhi Kapur Chawla against her husband and in-laws, levelling charges of dowry and emotional and monetary harassment.  In response, the respondent has sent an inquiry report to the complainant but he  has written to the Commission to state that the inquiry report, which he has received, dated 27-11-2006, is not related to the complaint made by his sister leveling the charges mentioned above,  which according to him, was filed by his sister Dr. Nidhi Kapur Chawla with the Police on 22-2-2007.

The respondent  is accordingly directed to carefully go through the application for information of the complainant dated 8-3-2007 and to supply to him the information mentioned at (a) (b) and (c)  above, within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.  The respondent is also directed to be present either personally or through the concerned APIO in the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

 




 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   16th   August, 2007

