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

Sh. Rupinder Garg, Advocate,

VPO – Phul Town,

District Bathinda – 151104.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering & Tech.,

Dabwali Road, Bathinda – 151001.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 372 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of the  complainant .
ii)     
  Sri  Raja   Singh   Khela, PIO-cum-Principal.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been provided to him vide his letter No.  2277 dated 29-4-2009.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Jaspal Singh,

S/o Santokh Singh,

Village Sakhowal, PS Ghoman,

Tehsil Batala, Gurdaspur, Punjab.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala, District Gurdaspur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 357 of 2009

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

ii)     
 DSP  Balraj  Singh  Sidhu, PS Quadian, 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


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Ajaib Singh,

s/o Sh. Bhinder Singh,

Village Bishanpur, PO – Gajewas,

Tehsil Samana, Distt. Patiala.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 352 of 2009

Present:
i)   
  None   on  behalf of  the complainant . 

ii)     
 ASI  Rohi  Ram,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.  The complainant is not present.  Apparently, he is satisfied.


Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. A.S. Wadhawan,

# 415/9, Mohalla Punj Piplan,

Bahadurpur, Hoshiarpur – 146001 (Pb.).



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Sainik Welfare Officer,

Jalandhar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

AC No. 29 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on behalf of the complainant . 

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. and Sri Kuldip Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent

ORDER


Heard.


In his second appeal against the orders of the first appellate authority No. 49/RTI/08-IA/ 1695  dated 6-8-2008, the appellant has stated that the orders  being appealed against have been made in respect of six of his appeals and has requested that the first appellate authority may be directed to convey separate orders in respect of each of the first appeals.

The request of the appellant  is difficult to understand because the documents sent by him with his appeal show that the orders in respect of which the appellant has raised his objection have been made with reference to only a single appeal of the appellant, dated 9-6-2008.


Moreover, the other documents enclosed by the appellant are copies of his application for information dated 11-4-2008,  the response sent to him vide the respondent’s letter dated 14-5-2008, and the objections raised by the appellant to the information contained in this letter dated 19-5-2008.  In addition, a copy of the appeal made to the first appellate authority dated 14-7-2008 has also been sent to the Commission, which has been made against the information supplied to him vide endorsement dated 26-6-2008.  These documents have no apparent connection to the orders of the first appellate  authority  dated 6-8-2008.
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In the above circumstances, the present appeal is found to be totally unclear on which no adjudication is possible.   The appellant may, if he so desires, make a fresh appeal to the Commission with which the documents concerned with the six appeal cases being referred to in para (6) of his present appeal, namely, the applications for information, the replies received by him and the first appeals made by him, may be enclosed, so that the grievance of the appellant can be properly understood and a decision taken thereon.


Disposed of.





  

              (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Hardial Singh, E.T.O. (Retd.),

343/2, National Road, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Hoshiarpur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 91 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None   on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Ms.  Dalvir Raj, ETO, Hoshiarpur, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


 The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide letter dated 21-11-2008.  However, the complainant is not satisfied and an opportunity was given to him to make his submissions in this regard today, but he has requested for an adjournment of this case on account of  a major operation.  The same is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 4-6-2009 for further consideration and orders

.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Hardial Singh, E.T.O. (Retd.),

343/2, National Road, Civil Lines,

Ludhiana, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o the Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, 

 Patiala.  
__________ Respondent

CC No. 02 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER


Heard.


 The complainant has requested for an adjournment on account of a major operation. 

 
 The notice for the hearing in this case has also been sent by mistake to the Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Hoshiarpur whereas, it should have been sent to the Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala.  Fresh notice may be sent to the correct respondent for a hearing at 10 AM on 4-6-2009.

.. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Surjit Singh,

H. No. 80, Phase-IV,

Mohali - 160059.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 590 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Surjit Singh complainant in person. 

ii)     
DSP   Nirmaljit Singh,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent on 29-4-2009 he has not yet received it, and a copy of the same has therefore been provided to him in the Court today.


The complainant states that correspondence has taken place between the DGP, ADGP, Law and Order and SSP, Mohali on the subject of his application dated 10-3-2008, which is denied by the respondent, who states that action was taken on the application on the basis of a discussion which the DGP had with the concerned  officers. The file on the subject, which supports the veracity of the respondent’s assertion, has also been seen by the Court.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Major Singh,

s/o Sh. Karnail Singh,

R/o Longowal Patti Gahu,

Teh. & Distt. Sangrur – 148106. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 596 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Major Singh complainant in person. 

ii)     
DSP Baljeet 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


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Mandhir Singh,

PPS, SP/T,

House No. 1365, Sector 68, 

 Mohali, (Pb.).  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,
Department of Home Affairs and Justice,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 598  and AC-238 of 2009

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

ii)     
Sri   Amar Chand, Supdt., Home Br.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that the correct application for information, with reference to which he has made this complaint, was not attached with the complaint by mistake.


The respondent states that complete information as required by the complainant in his various applications for information has been given to him but in the absence of the correct application for information it would be difficult to adjudicate  the objections being raised by the complainant against the information provided to him.

The complainant is advised to make a fresh complaint to the Commission, stating clearly the information for which he had applied, the information which was received by him and the deficiencies therein. The proper application for information, with reference to the complaint is made, should also be enclosed with it.
 
Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Rajinder Singh Mansahia, 

202, Phase-III, Urban Estate, 

Patiala – 147002. 




   

   __________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda. 






             ________ Respondent

AC No. 266 of 2009
Present:
i) 
Sh. Rajinder Singh Mansahia, complainant. In person
ii) 
DSP  Baljit Singh, Bathinda, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER 

Heard.


In compliance with the notice of hearing issued on 28-4-2009, the respondent has brought the information required by the complainant to the Court and also states that on re-examination, it has been found that the disclosure of information will not affect the inquiry which is being made in this case and he has, therefore, handed over the required information to the complainant in the Court. 

The complainant has expressed his satisfaction with the documents received by him but he states that only one complaint made by Sri Gurpreet Singh Mansahia against Sri Gaganpreet Singh, received by  PS Rampura phul  on 13-2-2009, has been provided to him.  The respondent states that this is the only complaint made by Sri Gurpreet Singh Mansahia in their record with reference to the information required by the complainant at iii ( c ).  The complainant seeks permission to see the records of PS  Rampura phul  in order to satisfy himself that there is no other complaint. The request is allowed and the respondent is directed to make available the records of this case for inspection by the complainant  at 10 AM on 1-5-2009.


In case the complainant has any further submission to make in connection with the inspection which has been allowed, he may do so at 10 AM on 4-5-2009.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Ravinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Balwant Singh,

H. No. 986, Near Dev Hotel,

Main Bazar, Moga. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 104 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Constable Nek Singh, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


 The respondent states that a  copy of the affidavit required by the complainant has been given to him in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 2-4-2009.  The acknowledgement of the complainant of having received the information has also been taken on record.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Kewal Singh,

91-Master Tara Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar.






          __________Complainant

Vs.

Sh. K. Kanan, 

District Forest Officer,

Kapurthala & Jalandhar-cum-

Public Information Officer,

 Phillaur, Punjab.





          __________ Respondent

CC No. 130 of 2009

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

ii)     
S. Gurmukh  Singh, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


 With reference to the show cause notice issued to him vide the Court’s orders dated 2-4-2009, the respondent has submitted his reply,  in which the action taken on the application for information of the complainant has been explained in detail.  The basic issue from which this case has arisen is the ownership of five trees standing in Village Rawan on the Nadala Begowal Road.  The department is claiming that these trees belong to it, but has nevertheless fixed a demarcation on 15-5-2009.


A copy of the respondent’s reply along with its enclosures should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.


The application for information of the complainant has also asked for some further details about these trees, such as the year in which they were planted, the expenditure incurred on their plantation and the name and designation of officers, who were posted there at the time of the plantation, etc. The respondent says that these trees were planted a long time ago, but the remaining information will also be sent to the complainant, to the extent that it can be located, within ten days.          



Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-6-2009 for further  consideration  and orders.  
              (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. S.S. Jakhu,

# 315, Sector 2,

Panchkula – 134112,

Haryana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Conservator of Forests (PPP), Punjab,

17 Bays Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 264 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. S.S. Jakhu, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sri Anil  Kumar,  Range  Officer, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


 In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 26-3-2009, the available information in respect of the whole of the Village Nada and Karoran has been given to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate,

H. No. 2123, Sector 27-C,

Chandigarh – 160019.  



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Home (Jails Branch)

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 353 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, Advocate complainant in person.

ii)     
Ms. Babaljit Kaur, Sr. Asstt., Home Department & Sh. Jasbir Singh, Sr. Assistant. O/o DGP, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


 In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 26-3-2009, notings and correspondence of the concerned file on which the representation of the complainant for sanctioning of prosecution has been dealt with subsequent to issuance of the letter of the Government dated 24-10-2008, has been provided to him in the Court today.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. S.L. Bhardwaj,

r/o H. No. 3135, Sector 44-D,

Chandigarh. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Industries,

Punjab, Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 361 of 2009

Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.
ii)        Sri Sohan Singh, Supdt,RTI, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the representation of the complainant is being examined and has sought for some time in order that the complainant may be informed about the decision which is taken.  The request is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 28-5-2009, by which time it is expected that the respondent will inform the complainant about the final decision/ orders taken on his appeal dated 16-10-2008 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Nitin Jain, 

Principal Correspondent,

The Indian Express,

SCF 3850-3851,

Lord Mahavira Bazaar, 

Kharar (Mohali) Punjab – 140301.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Divisional Forest Officer (DFO),

Near Improvement Trust, 

Ropar (Punjab). 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 514 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Nitin Jain complainant in person.

ii)     
Sri Anil  Kumar, Range Officer,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has given the information required by the complainant in the Court today.  He may go through the same and in case he finds any deficiency in the information, he may intimate the same to the respondent, who should come prepared with his response  on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-5-2009 for further consideration and orders. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Kuldip Chand,

s/o Late Sh. R.R. Prashar,

H. No. 1721, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh. 



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police, Punjab,

Sector 9,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

AC No. 128 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Kuldip Chand appellant in person.

ii)     
DSP  Lekh Raj Walia, PAP, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent submits that  the Government  vide notification 2/27/05-IAR/191 dated 23-2-2006 made the RTI Act, 2005 not applicable to the Armed Police including the Armed Battalions of PAP  and therefore, an application made by the  appellant is invalid and must be disregarded.  The appellant seeks to argue that the information required by him is not related to the security activities or other organisational details of the PAP, but to a purely administrative matter and, therefore, there should be no objection to its disclosure.  The respondent has drawn the attention  of  the court to the decision of a division bench of  the  Commission  dated 5-11-2007 in CC-1362/2007, in which it has been decided that the armed battalions of the PAP have been taken out of the purview of the RTI Act, 2005 unconditionally and therefore, an applicant under the RTI Act is not entitled to seek any information under the said Act  from the PAP. The information which has been asked by the appellant also does not fall within any of the provisos to sub section (4) of Section (24) of the RTI Act.  The appellant’s submission that the Government has not fulfilled the requirement of sub section (3) of section 24 of the Act ibid, and the exemption notified for the PAP under this section is therefore invalid, is not relevant to the case, since the respondent is not concerned with the fulfillment of this requirement in respect of 
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which the appellant may, if he so desires, make an  application for information to the concerned department of the State Government.

Disposed of.

 





  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Mrs. Janak Garg,

112, Bharpur Garden,

Opp. Govt. Ayurvedic College,

Patiala- 147001.






___________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar (Administration),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.








__________ Respondent

AC No. 608 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Mrs. Janak Garg,  appellant  in person. 
ii)     
 Sri Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant states that she  has no submission to make in respect of the information provided to her by the respondent vide letter dated 24-3-2009, in compliance with the  Court’s orders dated 19-3-2009.


The only submission which the appellant wishes to make today is in respect of item No. 6 of her application for information which is with regard to the remarks recorded in the ACRs of Sri  C.D.Jindal, PCS (Retd). The attention of the appellant has been drawn to the orders of the Commission dated 15-1-2009, in which the exemption from disclosure claimed by the respondent in respect of this point has been upheld.  The appellant requests that the Commission may review this decision, but she has been informed that there is no provision in the RTI Act which empowers the Commission to review its own orders.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

Sh. Tarsem Lal, 

H. No. 386, W.No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur, PO – Bhogpur – 144201,

District Jalandhar, Punjab. 



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Sainik Welfare Officer,

Shastri Market, Jalandhar.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 401 of 2009

Present:
i)
Sh. Tarsem Lal,   on behalf of complainant.
 
ii)
Sri Kuldip Singh, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent    
ORDER


Heard.


With reference to the Court’s orders dated 24-4-2009, Sri Kuldip Singh, Sr. Assistant, representing the PIO, states that form-II, which would show the calculation of the Income Tax payable by the complainant in the financial year 2007-08, was not  filled up and prepared by the office and the information required by the complainant therefore does not exist and cannot be provided. 


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





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

H.No. 386, W.No. 6,

Guru Ravi Dass Nagar,

PO Bhogpur- 144201, Distt. Jalandhar.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Sainik Welfare Officer,

Shastri Market, Jalandhar City.

__________ Respondent

AC No.115 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Tarsem Lal complainant in person. 

ii)     
Sh. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. and Sri Kuldip Singh,  Asstt. on behalf of the respondent

ORDER


Heard.


 In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 23-4-2009, the respondent has supplied information to the complainant on the action taken on his application dated 15-3-2008 (para 3), copies of his tour programmes  (para 5) and copies of the statements of Sri Kuldip Singh,  Sr. Assistant and Ms. Manjinder Kaur, Jr. Assistant (para 6) .  Insofar as para 2 is concerned, the respondent states that  what has been sent to the complainant are copies of the letters written by  the District Sainik Welfare Officer, Jalandhar, to the Army Authorities, vide which the bank drafts were returned for various reasons, either because the validity  of the bank drafts had expired or the beneficiaries were found to be not living at their  last  known address. The respondent states that the Army authorities sent the replaced bank drafts directly to the beneficiaries and not through the DSWO Office and the demand drafts which were originally received are not available nor have copies thereof been retained, and therefore the information required by the complainant in this para does not exist and cannot be given to him.  The copies of the letters with which the bank drafts were returned to the army authorities have been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of.





 

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


30th April, 2009





   Punjab
