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

Shri Pardeep Kumar, s/o Sh. Tilak Raj, 169/563, 
New Golden Avenue, Back-side Maal Mandi, 
Amritsar.






                    -----------Appellant
                              Vs 

The Public Information Officer,
o/o the Civil Surgeon, Amritsar. 

FAA-The Civil Surgeon, Amritsar.     



------------Respondent 

AC No. 101 of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the appellant. 

None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, the respondent had submitted that all dues payable to the appellant had been deposited in his bank account at Ajnala.  The case was adjourned to enable the appellant to confirm that money had been deposited in his account.
2.

The appellant however has sent a written petition stating that he could not find any deposit in his bank account of State Bank of India, Ajnala.  

3.

Let the respondent produces the receipt or office record which may show that funds were in fact deposited in the account of the information-seeker.  Fresh notice may be issued to both the parties to appear on 13.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

Shri Pardeep Kumar, s/o Sh. Tilak Raj, 169/563, 
New Golden Avenue, Back-side Maal Mandi,
 Amritsar.              


      



 -----------Appellant
                              Vs 

The Public Information Officer,
o/o the Civil Surgeon, Amritsar. 

FAA-The Civil Surgeon, Amritsar.     




------------Respondent 

                      

AC No. 103    of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the appellant.
      
Shri  Sanjeev Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The representative of the respondent, Shri Sanjeev Kumar, states that after making an earnest effort to trace the old record, the same has been found and a photocopy of letter No.129 dated 2.3.2010 written by the Senior Medical Officer-cum- Incharge, Primary Health Centre, Sarhali has been furnished to the present information-seeker vide PIO/Civil Surgeon, Amritsar’s letter No.600 dated 10.5.2011.

2.

The appellant is absent without intimation. Let the information-seeker confirm that he has received the record.  The respondent, however, is exempted from appearance on the date of hearing.

3.

To come up on 13.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ranjiv Goyal, Press Report,

Opp. Arya High School, Rampura Phul-15103.


      -------------Appellant
Vs.
The Public Information Officer

o/o Punjabi University, Patiala.

FAA-Punjabi University, Patiala.




      -------------Respondents.

AC No.  407  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri Rajeev Goyal appellant in person. 

Shri B. M. Singh, Advocate on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The appellant had moved an application on 29.10.2010 to the PIO/Punjabi University, Patiala seeking information on fifteen points regarding College of Engineering and Management, Rampura Phul.  The University declined to furnish the information on the plea that the information-seeker is seeking very voluminous information which will disproportionately divert the resources of the University.  The information, therefore, was denied under Section 7(9) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
2.

I have heard the parties.  There is no doubt that the information being sought by the information-seeker is extremely voluminous and may run into thousands of pages.  However, the volume of information is no ground to deny it.  The University has misconstrued the provision of Section 7 (9) of the Act.  Section 7 of the Act mentions that information can be denied if it does not exist in the form it has been asked and to furnish the information in the form asked for would divert the resources of the public authority.  In the present case, the information-seeker is only asking for photocopies of the record which exists in hard form i.e. documents. This cannot be interpreted to imply that it would result in diversion of resources of the University disproportionately.

3.

However, conceding the fact that the information is voluminous, the respondent is hereby directed to permit inspection of the relevant record free of cost to the information-seeker both at Rampura Phul and also at Headquarters of the University at Patiala, depending upon where the relevant record is held.  The complainant shall identify the record of which he wants copies and give the list in writing to the University.  University shall thereafter furnish copies of the relevant record/documents to the information-seeker, keeping in view the provision of the Right to Information Act, 2005 including provision of Section 11.  The entire process may be completed within a period of one month.

4.

To come up on 27.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  
Chief Information Commissioner









  Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Surmukh Singh r/o Village Charheri,

P.O. Kurali, District Ropar.






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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Mata Gujri College, Fattehgarh Sahib.
    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1195     of 2011
Present:-  
Dr. Sarmukh Singh complainant in person. 

Shri Karam Singh, Account  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



In this case, the respondent submits that information was withheld as Shromini Gurdawara Parbhandhak Committee (SGPC) had moved the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court on the ground that the Right to Information Act, 2005 is not applicable to it.  However, now that the Hon’ble High Court has directed that all pending cases against SGPC may be taken up for hearing on merits by the Commission, it was pleaded that the respondent has furnished the information to the complainant.

2.

I have heard the parties.  The only plea of the complainant is that the information pertaining to Sr. No. E of his RTI application dated 19.2.2011 has been shown as nil by the respondent.  The respondent confirms that no retiral benefits of the retirees are due.  Statement of Shri Karam Singh was recorded during the course of hearing of the case today.  In view of categorical statement made by Shri Karam Singh, Accountant, information pertaining to Sr. No. E of the application dated 19.2.2011 is treated as  NIL.

3.

Since the information stands furnished, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Joga Singh s/o Shri Anoop Singh,

R/o Village Shianpari, Tehsil Zira, District Ferozepur.


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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Commandant, 75 Bn., Punjab Armed Police,

Jalandhar Cantt.






    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1229  of 2011

Present:-  
Shri Gurjinder Singh, Advocate on behalf of the  complainant. 

S.I. Sukhmander Singh on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that Punjab Government in exercise of powers conferred on it under Section 24 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 has issued a notification bearing No.2/27/05-1 AR/191 dated 23.2.2010 whereby it has been notified that the Act shall not apply to Armed Police including Armed Battalions of Punjab Armed Police and Commando of IRB.  
2.

The complainant requests for a date to place on record evidence that the Right to Information Act, 2005 is applicable to the respondent.  Request is allowed.

3.

To come up on 30.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.  The respondent, however, is exempted from appearance on that date.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vijay Mahajan, Qr. No.2, Mirpur Colony,

Pathankot.







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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Depot Holder, Uchh iPulli, Sunder Nagar, 
Pathankot.  







  -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1218     of 2011,
CC No.  1219     of 2011,
CC No.  1220     of 2011,
CC No.  1221     of 2011,
CC No.  1222     of 2011 
&
CC No.  1223     of 2011.
Present:-  
Shri  Vijay Mahajan complainant in person. 

Shri Amit Kumar, Shri Malkiat Singh, Shri Rakesh Kumar, Shri Banarsi Dass and Shri Ashok Kumar, Depot Holders on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The complainant had sought information on six identical issues from six depot holders in different localities of Pathankot.  Since he did not receive the information, he filed  complaints against the present depot-holders under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005. The six queries in all the six cases are the same. Since the complainant is also the same person, these six cases were clubbed and heard together with the consent of the parties.

2.

The plea of the respondents is that the present information-seeker Shri Vijay Mahajan s/o Shri Jagdish Rajj has already been convicted by the Judicial Magistrate 1st Class, Pathankot vide an order dated 10.3.2011 on the ground that the accused intentionally and dishonestly caused intimidation and threatened the complainants.   He was, therefore, held guilty under Section 385 and 506 of IPC and was sentenced to three years imprisonment and fine.

4.

The plea of the respondents is that the present information has also been asked by him with the motive of intimidation.  In any case, the six queries of the information-seeker do not fall within the ambit of “information” as defined under Section 2(f) of the Right to Information Act,   2005.   His   queries   are   in   the   nature   of  questions  rather  than  seeking   copies  of 
record/documents.  It was also argued that the respondents are not public authorities but private individuals running business under license given by the Government.

5.

The complainant has not been able to show that his queries are covered within the ambit of “information’ under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  All his queries are questions. Hence, it is held that the present complaints are not maintainable.  In view of this, we need not go into the questions whether the respondents are public authorities are not.  The complaint cases are closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Amarjit Karu d/o Shri Lachhman Singh,

Village Panjrukha, Tehsil Khanna, District Ludhiana.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Punjab Armed Police, Second Battalion,

Bahadurgarh, Patiala.







    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1274   of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant. 

None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



None has appeared though due and adequate notice was given.

2.

It is observed that the complaint is against Punjab Armed Police, 2nd Bn, Bahadurgarh, District Patiala.  The subject matter of the complaint does not relate to violation of any human rights or corruption.  The Punjab Government in exercise of powers conferred on it under Section 24 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 has issued a notification bearing No.2/27/05-1 AR/191 dated 23.2.2010 whereby it has been notified that the Act shall not apply to Armed Police including Armed Battalions of Punjab Armed Police and Commando of IRB.  In the present case, the information is being sought from Punjab Armed Police, 2nd Bn, Bahadurgarh, District Patiala  which is an organization exempted under Right to Information Act, 2005. Hence, the case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









   Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri D.P.Singh, H.No.318/8, Shakti Nagar,

Near Dr. Ghai, Kapurthala.






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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Secretary, Patiala Union HOckety Association,

50, Yadvindra Colony, Patiala.





    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1263     of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant. 

None on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



None is present. However, a written reply has been received from Dr. Manmohan Singh on behalf of respondent stating that the respondent-Patiala Union Hockey Association was merged with Punjab Hockey Association, Punjab Women Hockey Association, Pepsu Women Hockey Association and new association by the name of ‘Hockey Punjab’ was formed in the year 2009. No record is held by the respondent Patiala Union Hockey Association, since the association itself does not exist.
2.

The complainant has not adduced any evidence to establish that erstwhile Patiala Union Hockey Association or its successor association is a public authority within the meaning of Section2 (h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  In three similar cases decided by this Commission in CC-74/2011, CC-75/2011 and CC-769/2011 against Kho-Kho Association and Athletics Association, a clear finding has been given that these associations are purely voluntary bodies and do not come under the Right to Information Act, 2005.

3.

In the absence of any proof or evidence to the contrary, it must be held that the case of the respondent association is identical to  Kho-Kho Association or Athletic Association and therefore not covered under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Sham Lal Thukral (Retd. SMO),

A-5/11, Haji Rattan Chowk, Civil Lines, Bathinda.



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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Managing Director, HOUSEFED, Punjab, Chandigarh.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1255  of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant. 

Shri S.S. Mann, PIO  on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The respondent submits that information is ready and will be furnished.  The delay occurred as the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court had granted stay on the operation of the Right to Information Act, 2005 qua the respondent.
2.

The case is adjourned to 31.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. for appropriate action by the respondent under the Right to Information Act, 2005.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswant Singh, Kothi No.257, Phase-2,

Mohali-160055.







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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o  the Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1245     of 2011

Present:-  
Shri Jaswant Singh complainant in person. 

Mrs. Amrit Kaur, Superintendent alongwith Mr. Narinder Kumar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The complainant had moved an application dated 23.3.2011 to the PIO/Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, Chandigarh, who responded vide letter No.4750 dated 31.3.2011 after observing the procedure laid down under Section 11 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent submits that information was furnished to the complainant.  A copy of the same was again handed over to him today at the time of hearing.
2.

The complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him and submits that he does not want to pursue the matter any further.  Hence, the complaint case is closed.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Naveen Garg, Advocate s/o Shri Tirloki Nath Garg,

Chamber No.584, Yadwindra Complex, District Courts, Patiala.

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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Registrar, Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1239     of 2011
Present:-  
None on behalf of the complainant.
Shri  Sher Singh Dhull, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation.

2.

The respondent submits that in response to application dated 16.3.2011, which was received by the PIO on 22.3.2011, information was furnished to complainant vide letter No.435/APIO/HC dated 23.4.2011.  The plea of the respondent is that there is not violation of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and the present complaint is not maintainable.

2.

To give one opportunity to the complainant to confirm that he has received the information to his satisfaction, the case is adjourned to 31.5.2011.

3.

The respondent, however, is exempted from appearance on that date, in view of the fact that he has stated that information already stood furnished.
4.

To come up on 31.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab 

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Baldev Singh, Ward No.6, H.No.1889, SBS Nagar,

Opp. I.T.I., Moga. 







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




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the District Agriculture Officer, Moga.




    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1231   of 2011
Present:-  
Shri  Baldev Singh complainant in person. 

Shri  Sushil Kumar, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER



The plea of the respondent is that complainant had retired in the year 1999 and the record is old.  It is further stated that office of the District Agriculture Officer, Moga was shifted to a new complex but some of the old record is still lying in previous office building.  It is stated that effort has been made but the record pertaining to service book of the present complainant could not be traced.  

2.

The respondent is directed to make an earnest effort and search for the record.  In case it is not traceable, the respondent shall fix responsibility on the concerned custodian of the record.  To enable him to complete this process, the case is adjourned to 1.8.2011.

3.

To come up on 1.8.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





      



    
(R.I. Singh)

May 20, 2011





  Chief Information Commissioner









  

 Punjab
