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

Sh. H.C. Budh Singh, No.916/BTI,

S/o Sh. Sarwan Singh,

R/o St. No.6,

Baba Deep Singh Nagar,

Bathinda.






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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police,

H.Q.-cum-State Police Information Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9, Chandigarh.

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

CC No. 131 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
 Sh. H.C. Budh Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. V.K.Shardha, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.  



Complainant demanded on 20.09.2007, information from the PIO on four points : -
“(i)
Total no. of Police personals, rank wise, permoted 1 rank up step during the year of 2004 alongwith order no. and date of worthy DGP Office Punjab, Chandigarh.  

(ii)
No. of police personals rank wise, permoted 1 rank up step during the one year of 2005 alongwith order no and date of worthy DGP Office, Punjab Chandigarh.

(iii)
Photostate attested copy of demy-official letters of Dt. 16.06.2003, signed by G.S.Aujala, Former Director PPA Philour, Addressed to IGP Zone and DIG Ranges.

(iv)
Attested Phontostate copy of TPM NO. 355/400/US, Dt. 29.11.2002, addressed to all SSP’s in Punjab regarding M.A.Police Admin is used by Director PPA Phillour.  
2.

Receiving no response, he has preferred this complaint before the Commission.  Respondent states that information on all points demanded by the Complainant, except point (iii) has been duly delivered to him.

3.

In respect of item no. (iii), a copy of this letter has been demanded from the issuing office Punjab Police Academy, Phillaur.  As soon as this information is received from Phillaur it would be delivered to the Complainant. 
4.

Complainant avers that the information supplied to him is incomplete in some respects.  Respondent assures that whatever items of information are still missing, would be duly supplied within 10 days of the list of such deficiencies being given to him.  
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5.

We direct that the Complainant should submit, under intimation to the Commission, the specific deficiencies in the information supplied within a week.  On his part, the Respondent should supply whatever information still remains within a period of two weeks. This action should, therefore, be completed within the next three weeks.  

6.

To come up on 04.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Sh. Surinder Singh (Inspector),

House No. 7A-58,  Dhuri,

District-Sangrur.   









………….. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



 
……………... Respondent

CC No. 400 of 2008

Now AC No. 181 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Surinder Singh, Complainant alongwith Sh. S.P.Garg, Advocate.
Sh. V.K.Sharda, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.  


Complainant states that he has sought copies of his annual confidential reports for the years from 1999 to 2007.  PIO denied this information to him.  The order of PIO was upheld by the First Appellate Authority on 01.04.2008.  Hence this appeal.  
2.

Technically, this complaint is not maintainable.  The Complainant requests that his submission be treated as an appeal.  We agree to consider this as an appeal on its merits.  The case may be registered as an appeal.  The Complaint No. 400 of 2008, as the case was originally registered, be cancelled.  
3.

The case after being registered as an appeal will come up on 14.05.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Amarjit Singh,

C/o Sh. Surindera Radio’s,

SCO No. 1128, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh.







………….. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



 
……………... Respondent

CC No. 394 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Ashwani Kapoor, Superintendent of Police on behalf of the 



Respondent.


Respondent informs the Commission that under Section 24(4) of RTI Act, 2005, State Government has listed the security wing of the Police Department as an institution to which the Act is not to apply.  Respondent produces before us a copy of the notification of the State Government, dated 24th February 2006, exempting the security wing from the provisions of the Act.  A copy of the notification is taken on record. 
2.

Respondent states that this information would be conveyed to the Complainant directly.

3.

This matter is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Sh. Pyare Lall PCS (Judicial),

# 55, Atam Park, 

Ludhiana. 





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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer,  

O/o Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 



 

 


 -------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2119 of 2007
ORDER

Present:
Sh. Pyare Lall, Complainant in person.


Sh. Prem Singh, Superintendent Home Branch and Sh. Nirmal 

Singh, Sr. Assistant office of Chief Secretary on behalf of the 

Respondent.


On 27.02.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent in the Department of Home Affairs and Justice should permit the Complainant to inspect the record in the office on the very date of hearing that is 27.02.2008.  
2.
Respondent submits before us an affidavit stating that the relevant file relates to a time which is 30 years in the past and is not available/traceable in the office.  Respondent submits that, on this account, they are not in a position to supply the information demanded.  
3.
Complainant, on the other hand, submits that the Respondents are evading the supply of information.  Complainant further claims that his application was being transferred to the High Court of Punjab and Haryana on the administrative side.  Complainant avers that whatever be the correspondence between the State Government and High Court, the specific item of information demanded by him, namely the notification vide which he was pre-maturely retired 34 years ago must be delivered to him.  

4.
Respondent from the Home Department submits before us that he had indeed approached the High Court for obtaining the information demanded, but that he was unable to do so.  It is clear that the request for information has not been transferred by the Respondent to the High Court.
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5.
Before taking a final view, we would like that the PIO office of Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab who has in fact been arraigned as the Respondent in the instant case, should look into this matter immediately and seek orders of the Chief Secretary for responding to the request for information. 
6.
This will come up on 04.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   



    State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Varinder Kumar,

2882/8, Cinema Road,

Sirhind Distt.

Fatehgarh Sahib.




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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 



 

 

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

AC No.85 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh. C.S.Bangia, Superintendent on behalf of the Respondent.



Decision reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Jagdeep Singh Sandhu,

BXX 1135/1 Krishan Nagar,

Civil Lines,

Ludhiana.





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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 



 

 

-------------------------------------------Respondent
CC No.328 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Jagdeep Singh Sandhu, Complainant in person.



Sh. Raj Kumar Sharma, Superintendent-I on behalf of the Respondent.


Complainant had sought information regarding the selection of a certain candidate as officer of Punjab Civil Services (Judicial) in the year 2007.  The PIO, Joint Registrar (Rules) denied this information to the Complainant under Rule 4(a) of High Court of Punjab and Haryana Right to Information Rules,  2007, considering the information exempt under Section 8(1)(a) of the Act.
2.

Arguments heard. Judgment reserved. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





 State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Satnam Singh, 

Central Jail, 

Ludhiana.
   










………….. Appellant

Vs. 

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 

 



 
……………... Respondent

AC No. 97 of 2008
ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.



Sh. Gian Sharma, Superintendent-I on behalf of the Respondent.



The Appellant is lodged in Central Jail, Ludhiana and is undergoing trial for offences under various sections of the Indian Penal Code.  He has sought information from the PIO, Punjab & Haryana High Court on what action was taken by the High Court on the application made by his mother.  
2.

The mother of the Appellant had requested that appropriate procedure be followed by the courts such as identification parade etc. so that accused person (Appellant in the instant case) is not unnecessarily harassed.  We observe that Deputy Registrar (administration) cum-PIO had denied this information to the Complainant as information was considered exempt under rule 4(a) of the High Court of Punjab and Haryana Right to Information Rules, 2007.  
3.

Aggrieved by this denial on 18.10.2007, the appellant filed an appeal before the First Appellate Authority.  The First Appellate Authority upheld the decision of the PIO and dismissed the appeal on 1st February, 2008.  
4.

Appellant is not here to state his case.  We have, however, gone through the papers submitted by him and also the orders of the PIO and the Appellate Authority.   
5.

Respondent states before us that the matters raised by the Appellant are clearly related to judicial proceedings that are currently in progress.  There is no way in which the High court, in its administrative capacity, can be questioned about the proceedings in subordinate courts being undertaken in the judicial capacity.  
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6.

We see absolutely no reason to reject the contention of the Respondent.  There is no way in which judicial proceedings can be interfered with through Right to Information Act, 2005.  

7.

This appeal is, accordingly, dismissed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Sh. Pyare Lall,

PCS (Judicial),

H.No.55, Atam Park,

Ludhiana.   





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







Vs. 
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 

 
     

--------------------------------------------Respondent
AC No.49 of 2008 

ORDER                                  
Present:
Sh. Pyare Lall, Appellant  in person.



Sh. Suresh Kumar, Superintendent-I & Sh. Anil Bansal, Superintendent-II on 

behalf of the Respondent.



Arguments heard. Judgment reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Shri Manohar Lal, Secretary,

All India Glass Manufacturer’s Federation,

812, New Delhi House-27,

Barakhamba Road,

New Delhi.





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






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Patiala.


 

 

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

CC No.349 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. Paramjeet Singh, Excise and Taxation Inspector on behalf of the 


Respondent.



Complainant has submitted in writing that he wishes to withdraw this complaint.  
2.

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




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (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.





----------------------------------------- Applicant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.


 

 

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

MR No. 21 of 2008

In CC No.444 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the applicant.



Sh. Lalit Sharma, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



On 05.12.2007, we had directed that the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana should authenticate the information already supplied by him to the applicant.  Respondent submits before us, in writing, wherein, the applicant states that all information demanded by him has been delivered to his satisfaction.  

2.

In these circumstances, the application is dismissed.     
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Gurdev Singh,

# 192, Gali No. 02,

Baba Jiwan Singh Nagar,

Tajpur Road, Ludhiana.





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

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.







……….…..Respondent

MR No. 23 of 2008

In CC No. 1563 of 2007

ORDER

Present: 
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Ravinder Loomba, Superintendent & Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub 



Inspector of Police, on behalf of the Respondent.



The applicant seeks re-opening of CC 1563 of 2007 disposed of by the Commission on 14.11.2007.  Before considering re-opening of the complaint already decided, we had sought the comments of PIO.  PIO has submitted in writing to us that whatever information was demanded has been delivered to the satisfaction of the Complainant.  The Complainant has not attended the proceedings before the Commission today.  
2.

In these circumstances, the case is disposed of and closed. Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Shri Raj Pal Singh,

R/o Taipur, Tehsil-Patra,

District-Patiala.  





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

O/o District Development & Panchayat Officer,

Patiala.



&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Block Development & Panchayat Officer,






Patran, District Patiala.




……….…..Respondent

CC No. 534 of 2008
ORDER

Present: 
Shri Raj Pal Singh, Complainant in person alongwith other residents of 


village Taipur.


Shri Sohan Singh, Clerk, office of BDPO Patran on behalf of the 



Respondent.



The information demanded relates to record in the office of BDPO viz. cash book of village Panchayat Taipur.  Receiving no response from the Respondent, Complainant preferred this complaint under Section 18.  Respondent states before us that BDPO, Patran Sh. Vijay Kumar had prepared the complete information, but this could not be despatched for delivery to the Complainant, because, before the documents could be sent, the BDPO was transferred.  
2.

On behalf of the PIO, it is stated that the information would be made available and is not being denied. 
3.

Considerable time has elapsed.  The new Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Gurvinder Singh will personally ensure that the information shall be delivered.  

4.

To come up on 04.06.2008.  The BDPO should personally be present on that day.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the DC., Patiala.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008
​







  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Bhupinder Ghai,

House No. 727, Sector 60,

Mohali.
  





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

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






……….…..Respondent

CC No. 576 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Shri Bhupinder Ghai, Complainant in person.


Sh. Ravinder Loomba, Superintendent & Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub 



Inspector of Police, on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant had demanded information in relation to certain criminal matter registered by the police in Ludhiana in the year 2007.  Respondent submits before us that the Department has ordered a formal enquiry into the matter raised by the Complainant in instant case.  Respondent has informed us that the documents demanded could be supplied to the Complainant only after the enquiry is completed.  Respondent submits that the enquiry instituted by the Police Department is now being conducted by the SSP., Bathinda.  
2.

We direct that the SSP., Ludhiana should himself go into the merits of the request for information as the items on which information is demanded do not require completion of enquiry and as such the response to the request for information should be given immediately and not after the enquiry is completed.  The SSP., Ludhiana should, therefore, decide this request for information on its merits under intimation to the Commission. The decision should be communicated to the Complainant under intimation to the Commission within the next three weeks.  

3.

To come up on 04.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Shri Mukhtiar Singh,

5/IV, Janta Enclave,

Dugri-Dhandra Road,

P.O.-Basant Avenue,

Ludhiana. 





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








Vs. 

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana. 



 

 

 ---------------------------------------Respondent
CC No. 2251 of 2007

ORDER


Vide our order dated 14.03.2008, the decision on the question of imposition of penalty was reserved. 
2.

In so far as the demand for information in the instant case is concerned, it stands served.  However, as there was some delay in providing the information, vide our order dated 04.02.2008, the Respondent was directed to submit an affidavit showing cause why penalty under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed on him and also why the Public Authority should not compensate the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him.   

3.

Pursuant to the aforementioned direction, an affidavit dated 29.02.2008, sworn by Sh. R.K.Jaiswal, IPS, Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana has been filed.  As per this affidavit, it is the Complainant himself who was responsible for the delay in the supply of information.  The relevant averment explaining the reasons for the delay in para 4 of the affidavit is as under :-



“…… Complete information pertaining to application number 4213 dated 20.08.2007 was supplied to the Complainant on 19.10.2007 and since there was no complaint no. 965-D PS M/T dated 07.06.2007 from the Complainant in Police Station Model Town, the Complainant was contacted on telephone no. 94631-40644 and was asked to supply the correct number of the complaint so that the requisite documents/information could be supplied to him.  However, neither the Complainant himself nor any of this representative apprised and the correct number of the complaint. ”

4.

We have carefully considered the explanation given by the Respondent for the delay occurring in the delivery of information.  At the outset, we would wish to clarify that mere delay in the delivery of information is not, by itself, 
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sufficient to attract the penal provision of Section 20.  The delay, to be incriminating, must be without any reasonable cause.  The facts of the instant case do not show that there was any deliberate or wilful delay on the part of the Respondent in dealing with the information request.  The information request was attended to with reasonable amount of care and promptitude.  The delay, to a large extent, was caused on account of the error in the number of the complaint as supplied by the Complainant in regard to which he was seeking information. 

5.

In view of the foregoing, we do not find it to be a fit case for imposition of penalty or for the award of compensation.  The request for imposition of penalty/award of compensation is, thus, declined.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







   State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

S/o Late Sh. Jai Ram,

Ward No. 06, Ravi Dass Nagar,

Bhogpur, District-Jalandhar.














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

Vs

Public Information Officer,

o/o XEN Pb. State Electricity Board,

Bhogpur,

District Jalandhar.




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

       CC No.579 of 2007


ORDER


Vide our order dated 25.02.2008, the judgment on the question of award of compensation to the Complainant for the detriment allegedly caused to him was reserved.

2.

The Respondent was called upon to show cause why compensation under Section 19(8)(b) be not awarded to the Complainant.   Vide memo no. 3080 dated 24.03.2008, the Respondent has made the following submissions :-



“That the information sought by Sh. Tarsem Lal was sent to him through a special messenger on dated 3.5.07 vide memo no. 850 dated 2.5.07 of S.D.O.-1, P.S.E.B., Bhogpur also the copies of the TDCO, PDCO and service register as required by Sh. Tarsem Lal were supplied to him and there after no information  was supplied to the Complainant, except an affidavit to the effect that the original case of the consumer is untraceable.

That the Complainant intentionally delayed the matter by putting before the commission uncertified document (consent letter) which was not supplied by the PSEB and SDO’s of PSEB sub.divn. no 1&2 had to attend three meetings of the Commission to clarify the matter.

The office of SDO no 1&2 PSEB Bhogpur made all the efforts to locate the record and original consumer case by putting all the staff on the job there by effecting the work of sub. Divn no. 1&2 and putting hardship to the consumers for getting there routine work done. 

There for no compensation is admissible to the Complainant as all out efforts were made to trace the document desired by the Complainant. ” 
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3.

In view of the averments made in the aforementioned memorandum, we do not find it a fit case for award of any compensation to the Complainant.  The request for the award of compensation is, thus, declined.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

(Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008







Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







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

Sh. Sarbdeep Singh Virk, IPS,

Former Director General of Police,

# 1068, Sector 27-B., Chandigarh.


-----------------------Applicant






Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Secretary,

Vigilance Department,

Govt. of Punjab, Chandigarh. 


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

MR No.  37  of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Pardeep Virk, Advocate son of  the Applicant alongwith Sh. Amit 


Sharma, Advocate.


Applicant avers that there is a serious threat to his life and liberty and, therefore, under Section 7(1) RTI Act, 2005, information demanded be provided within 48 hours.  
2.

We observe that the PIO Vigilance Department has formally refused the request for supply of information on 26.03.2008.
3.

The Applicant has not exhausted the remedy of first appeal before the First Appellate Authority available under RTI Act, 2005. This application is dismissed as non-maintainable. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





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

Sh. Sarbdeep Singh Virk, IPS,

Former Director General of Police,

# 1068, Sector 27-B., Chandigarh.


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







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs and Justice, 

Punjab.

              &

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Financial Commissioner,

Revenue (Punjab). 


    &

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police,

H.Q.-cum-State Police Information Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9, Chandigarh.


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

CC No. 768   of 2008

& CC No. 769  of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Pardeep Virk, Advocate son of the Complainant alongwith Sh. Amit 


Sharma, Advocate.



These two matters being similar and linked are presented to us and taken up together.  Complainant has preferred this complaint under Section 18 of RTI Act.  He pleads that there is serious threat to his life and liberty and, therefore, requests that the matter be taken up immediately.
2.

Notice be issued in both cases to the Respondents.  To come up for hearing on 30.04.2008 at 10.00 AM. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 16.04.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner
