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

Sh. Baga Singh,

Sh. Kasam Singh,

Walmik Road, Bharat Nagar,

Ferozepur City- 152002.

  
   

  ________ Applicant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  532 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Baga Singh,
complainant in person.
ii)  
  H C Nirmal Singh,  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


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab 

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

Mrs. Surinder Kaur,

A/o Late Sh. Sarabjit Singh,

VPO Chouhan, Distt. Amritsar.
  
   

  ________ Applicant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural),

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  537 of 2009

Present:
i) Mrs. Surinder Kaur,  complainant in person.

ii) DSP Gursewak Singh Brar,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent states that the information required  by the complainant was sent by hand  on 14-09-2009 to her residence  and it was received  by her brother S. Lakhbir Singh, who has also signed  for the same.  Nevertheless, a copy of the required information has also been brought by the respondent to the Court and the same  has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

H.No. 11, Sector-14,

P.U. Campus, Chandigarh.

  
   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2167 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Tarsem Lal,
complainant in person
ii)  
  S I (Ms) Surinder Kaur, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


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

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Sunita Luthra,

HIG 764/A, Phase-9,

Mohali.


  
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director Agriculture, Punjab,

Sector 34, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2160 of 2009

Present:
i)   
  Sri Sandeep Luthra,on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
  Sri D.P.Mangla, Supdt.,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In response to the application for information of the complainant, the respondent has sent to him copies of documents which clearly reveal the reasons for the  pendancy of the issues raised by the complainant in his application.

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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lakhwinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Hardev Singh,

Jaggo Chak Tanda, P.S. Dinanagar,

Distt. Gurdaspur.

  
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2161 of 2009

Present:
i)   Sri Raj Kumar Arya, Advocate,  on  behalf  of  the complainant.

ii)  H C Davinder Pal Singh,  ,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case  seeks to know the reason why a FIR was not registered on his report whereas a FIR has been registered on the report of the opposite party. Such like questions cannot be validly asked under the RTI Act.  The applicant in this case has not asked for any specific documents or record which may be in the custody of the respondent.

The respondent states that the complainant has also filed a criminal miscellaneous petition in the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana  in connection with the incident which he has mentioned in the application for information, and the same is pending before the Hon’ble High Court.


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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

H.No. 9-R, Model Town,

Ludhiana- 141002.

  
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana (City).





__________ Respondent

CC No.  2171 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

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


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
Encl---1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Mittal,

196, Lane No. 4,

New Green Model Town,

Jalandhar.


  
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2174 and CC- 2541  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
 Inspector Surinder   Pal Singh ,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Both these cases are being dealt with by this single order since they are concerned with  identical applications for  information.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information being sent to him at 10 AM on  16-10-2009.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
Encls----1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rupinder Garg, Advocate,

Civil Court Complex, Phul Town,

Distt. Bathinda.

  
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director,

Food & Civil Supplies, Punjab,

Jeevan Deep Building, Plot No. 3-A,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2176 of 2009

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the  
complainant

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


Heard.


The facts of this case are that the complainant made an application for information on 4-6-2009 and the respondent informed him on 2-7-2009, i.e.,within 30 days, that he is required  to deposit Rs. 64/- as the prescribed fee for the information which he requires.  The amount was sent by the complainant to the respondent on 9-7-2009 and the information required by him was sent to him by the respondent on 20-7-2009.  The contention of the complainant is that the respondent has taken altogether more than 30 days to supply the information to him and, therefore, the fees which he has deposited should be refunded to him.

The issue raised by the complainant has been considered.  The RTI Act allows a period of 30 days to a public authority to send the information for which an application has been made and this therefore, is clearly also the period which has been given to the public authority to prepare the information.  Since the precise fees which is required to be deposited for the information @ Rs. 2/- per page etc. cannot be determined till the information has been prepared, it is legally in order for a public authority to ask for the fees also within a period of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application Thereafter, the time which is 
                                                                                                          contd…..p2
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---2---
taken in the ensuing correspondence can be taken into consideration for the purpose of determining whether the fees which has been deposited should be refunded  to the applicant, if an unreasonably long time has been taken by the public authority to send the information after the fees has been deposited .  If, however, the information is sent within a few days, as has happened in this case, it is not open to the complainant to demand a refund of fees merely because the number of days which lapsed before the fees was demanded, when added to the number of  days taken to send the information after the fees has been deposited, altogether exceed the prescribed period of 30 days.

The complainant has sent a fax massage requesting  for an adjournment. The case is therefore adjourned to 10 A.M. on 16-10-2009 to give an opportunity to the complainant to make his submissions in respect of his complaint . It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend the hearings of this case till further notice.




  

                         (P.K.Verma)






                       State Information Commissioner                   18th  September ,2009                                                                Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbans Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbhajan Singh,

Near Guru Nanak Khalsa College,

Sultanpur Lodi, Distt. Kapurthala. 
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2178 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

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


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant  dated  12-2-2009 was not received in the office of the SSP, Ludhiana and he came to know of the same 
from the notice which was issued by the Commission for the hearing.  He states that the information required by the complainant concerns the details of leave availed by DSP Ravcharan Singh Brar  during the period  7-5-2003 to 13-2-2009, which is personal information concerning a third party and has therefore been refused.

The contention of the respondent is upheld and this case is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar Jain,

Ex. MC,

Jandiala Guru, Amritsar.
 
   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2179 of 2009
Present:
None
ORDER


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 16-9-2009.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajit Lal,

S/o Sh. Atma Ram,

Vill. - Kalyanpur, PO – Dhariwal,

Teh. & Distt. Gurdaspur – 143519, 

__________Appellant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

AC No. 258 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sri   Ajit  Lal  appellant  in person.. 

ii)
Head Constable   Davinderpal Singh,   on behalf of the respondent 

ORDER


Heard.


The report of the inquiry ordered to be made  vide the Court’s orders dated 7-8-2009 has been submitted by the respondent , according to which the allegation of the complainant that the statements of S/shri Raj Pal and Avtar Massih were recorded by ASI  Harjit Singh and the same are now missing from the records could not be proved.  

Clearly, if the aforementioned statements are not to be found in the records of the respondent, it is not possible that copies of the same can be given to the complainant.  Insofar as the allegation of malafide is concerned, the same has been inquired into and has not been proved. The complainant states that  information regarding action taken on his complaint dated 8-12-2008 against Ms. Swinder Kaur wife of Sh. Hira Singh has not yet been provided to him. The respondent  has made a commitment that the remaining information will be given to the complainant by hand at 11-00 AM on Monday   21-9-2009.

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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

S/o Rattan Singh,

H.No. 115, W.No. 19,

Secretary Mohalla,
 Gurdaspur.
  
   

                            ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2108 of 2009

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

ii)  
   H C Davinderpal  Singh,. on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 11-9-2009, the source report on the basis of which the inquiry has been started  against the complainant  has been brought by the respondent and seen by the Court.


The contention of the respondent that the source report is confidential and cannot be revealed to the complainant is upheld.  The respondent has already clearly stated  in his reply to the complainant that there is no complaint on the record of Sri Satinder Singh  son of Sri Shingara Singh.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sushil Kumar,

s/o Sh. Nand Lal,

Plot No. 13, Bus Stand Road,

Malerkotla – 148023.                                                __________Complainant

Vs.

Sri Ravneet Singh,


The Executive Officer,

Municipal Council,

Malerkotla, 

Distt Sangrur, Punjab.                                               __________ Respondent

CC No.  1568 of 2008

Present:        i)  None on behalf of the, complainant 


ii) Sh. Amrik Singh, Accountant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has informed the Commission that the inquiry ordered to be  held in the Court’s orders dated 29-5-2009 has been fixed by the Inquiry Officer for a hearing today (18-9-2009) and that he is unable to attend the hearing of this case before the Commission for this reason.


The respondent has also made a similar submission vide his letter dated 17-9-2009.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 23-10-2009 for further consideration and orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Manjit Kaur,

W/o Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Village Grangan, Tehsil Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.



__________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1287 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Ms. Manjit Kaur,   complainant in person.
ii)  
Sri  Paramjit Singh, Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that  despite the efforts that were made, the jamabandis for the years 1924-25 to 1935-36   of village Garangan, Teh. Kharar  could not be located.  In these circumstances, it is not possible for the respondent to give to the complainant the information for which she had applied.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, Ist Floor ,Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ishar Singh,

s/o Late Sh. Sardar Singh,

# 311, Gobind Vihar,

Kansal, Near Rock Garden,

Chandigarh. 






__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1209   of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sri R.S.Chahal, Advocate ,on behalf of  the  complainant .

ii)     
Sub Inspector Sadhu Ram,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated  10-9-2009, the respondent has brought with him the original file along with another copy of the inquiry report in which page nos. 8 & 9 has also  been included and the full copy of the report has been given to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


18th  September ,2009                                                                   Punjab
