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

Sh. Dharam Vir Khosla,
C/o Dharamshala Thakar Dass,

Bazaar Vakilan,

Hoshiarpur (Pb.)

 




   
    …………………Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,
Hoshiarpur (Pb.)

 





         ………………Respondent
AC No. 412 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Dharam Vir Khosla,complainant in person




ii)     
DSP  Joginder Pal.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

 Following the directions of the first appellate authority, the respondent has informed the appellant  that his complaint has been inquired into but since no actionable material was found therein, no action has been taken by the  police and the  complaint has been filed.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,
‘Kahlon Villa’ Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO Bhattian-Bet,

Ludhiana – 141008.

 




   
    …………………Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Principal Secy. to Govt. of Pb.
Dept. of Home Affairs & Justice.

Pb. Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.




         ………………Respondent
AC No. 424 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, appellant in person.



ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the appellant dated 13-6-2008 was transferred by the PIO, office of the Secretary to Governor, Punjab, to the  Department of Home Affairs, under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act.  A notice was accordingly issued to the PIO of the Department of Home Affairs, but he has not appeared either personally or through the concerned APIO in the Court today.  In the above circumstances, another opportunity is given to the PIO to send a suitable response to the complainant with reference to his application dated 13-6-2008 and he is also directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing, either personally or through the concerned APIO, along with a copy of the reply sent to the appellant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008


A copy is forwarded to Sri B.C.Gupta, IAS, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Home Affairs and Justice,  Punjab,Chandigarh, with reference to letter No. PRV-08-3G/4742 dated 7-7-2008 from the Punjab Raj Bhawan, for information and necessary action. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008

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

Sh. Raghubir Singh,

D-7, 251, St. No. – 6,

Azad Nagar (Kot Khalsa),

Amritsar – 143002.

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,
Amritsar.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2011 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .




ii)     
.Sri Lakhbir Singh, Asstt. Registrar and Sri Harbhajan Singh, 
Advocate,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him  by the respondent vide their letter dated 8-7-2008.  The LTC claimed by Dr.(Mrs) Radha Sharma was found to be in accordance with the University Rules. As per the records of the University her name was approved for appointment as Professor, MRS Chair, by the syndicate during the year 2001-02. Information regarding the constitution of the Syndicate for the year 2001-02, particularly  with reference to its meeting on 20-7-2001 has already been provided to the complainant in CC- 1562 /2008.


Disposed of. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Dr. Dharam Paul M.Sc., Ph.D,

Joint Director (Retd.),

7/3 Rani Ka Bagh,

Near S.B.I, Cantt. Branch,

Amritsar

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Registrar (Administration),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2102 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
Sri Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that he has not received the complainant’s letter dated 28-5-2008 with which a copy of the original application for information along with adhesive stamps of Rs. 50/- was sent to him.  The complainant is accordingly advised to make a fresh application in accordance with the prescribed procedure which will be considered by the respondent under the rules and a reply sent to the complainant within 30 days  of its receipt.  The complainant has requested for an adjournment, but in view of the fact that his application for information along with the prescribed fees was not received by the respondent, an adjournment is not necessary.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Varinder Kumar,

s/o Sh. Som Nath,

H. No. 2882/8, Cinema Road,

Sirhind – 140406,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib (Pb.)

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2116 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .




ii)     
Sri Kamal Kant, Dy Registrar, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked for the details of a writ petition, the hearing of which was reported as a news items in the Punjabi Tribune dated 28-7-2008.  The respondent states that he has been unable to locate the case being referred to by the complainant  and he has to provide the number and date of the case to enable him to locate it, only after which can his application for information be considered under the RTI Act and the rules framed thereunder.

In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Mukesh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Shambu Nath,

H. No. 42, Gopal Nagar,

Gali No. 2, Majitha Road,

Amritsar. 

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police (Urban),

Amritsar.

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2085 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Mukesh Kumar, complainant in person.




ii)     
DSP  Kirpal Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has been informed by the respondent that his complaint case received vide No. 4605-PP dated 17-8-2007 was sent to the ADC, Amritsar along with certified recorded statements of witnesses, since the police authorities learnt that the ADC, Amritsar was also conducting an inquiry into a similar complaint.  The complainant states that he has learnt from the office of the ADC, Amritsar that the case was sent back to the SSP, Amritsar for inquiry.  This may be got checked up by the respondent and if the case was inquired into by the police authorities on its being returned by the ADC, Amritsar, a copy of the inquiry report may be given to him.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 21-11-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Smt. Sneh  Lata  Sood,

R/o Sukhdev Nagar,
Near Octroi Post, 

Khanpur Gate,

Hoshiarpur (Pb.).

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Registrar,
Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 2106 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .




ii)     
Sri Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complaint dated 24-4-2008 of the complainant, referred to in her application for information dated 3-6-2008 was sent to the Sessions Judge, Hoshiarpur for looking into the matter under intimation to the High Court. He states that a reply was received from the Sessions Judge, who was advised to send a copy of his report to the complainant.  

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he has received the report.
 
Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Ajit Singh,

H. No. 1539, Narsingh Nagar,

Ranjhi – Jabalpur- 482005 (M.P.)

 




   
    …………………Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, IGP, Zonal II,

Jalandhar (Pb.). 

 





         ………………Respondent
CC No. 1823 of 2008
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .




ii)     
DSP  Gagan Ajit Singh,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant vide his application dated 14-6-2008
has been sent to him.

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information he has received from the respondent.


Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon,

‘Kahlon Villa’ Opp. Tel. Exchange,

VPO Bhattian-Bet,

Ludhiana – 141008.

 




   
    …………………Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.
 





         ………………Respondent
AC No. 421 of 2008
Present:
i)   
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Kahlon, complainant in person.



ii)     
SI  Yogesh  Narula,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that it will take another 15 days for the information asked for by the complainant to  be prepared.


The case is accordingly adjourned to 10 AM on 14-11-2008 for which date I expect that a suitable response will have been sent to the complainant with reference to his application dated 11-6-2008.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Dilraj Singh Sekhon,

H.No. HIG-722, Phase IX,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jalandhar-1, Jalandhar.




__________ Respondent

CC No. -1325 of 2008

Present:
   
Sh. Dilraj Singh Sekhon , complainant in person.



ORDER

Heard.

Making his submission for reopening this case, Ld. Counsel for the complainant states that under rule 6 of the “ Hindu Marriage  (Pb) Registration Rules, 1960 ,the Registrar is required to give notice  to the applicant for the registration of a marriage in case one of the parties is not  present before him. In this case, if Sri Harpreet Singh Sekhon, the husband of Ms. Rajwant Kaur, was not present when the latter got her marriage registered on 11-6-2002,   the Registrar must have issued a notice, as  is required under Rule 6 ibid, and the respondent is  bound to give a copy of the same to the complainant in response to his application for information . Ld. Counsel further states that in accordance with rule 8 of the afore mentioned rules, the application(s)  for registration of Hindu marriages must be  preserved in the office of the Registrar and is in fact required to be bound in convenient volumes periodically.    Therefore, the applications of Ms. Rajwant Kaur or/ and Sri Harpreet Singh, on the basis of which their marriage was registered, must be available with the respondent. 

The respondent, on the other hand, has made a statement before this Court
during the hearing on 12-9-2008 that documents such as the application forms,  notice of marriage, and evidence in respect of the  addresses of the husband and wife, are not maintained in the office of the Registrar of Marriages and they are therefore not traceable and cannot be supplied to the complainant. Since this submission of the respondent amounts to an admission that the rules governing the registration of marriages, mentioned above, are not being followed by the Registrar of Marriages in Jalandhar, this becomes a serious matter  of which   proper   notice
…..p2/-

---2---

 needs to be taken.  Accordingly, I reopen the case CC-1325/2008 and direct the Deputy Commissioner,Jalandhar to have an inquiry conducted into the availability of documents concerning the registration of the marriage of S Harpreet Singh and Ms. Rajwant Kaur at Jalandhar vide Registration No. 1134/MJ on 11-6-2002.  The Inquiry Officer should reach a finding on the following:-

1) whether the Hindu Marriage Registration Rules 1960 are being followed by the Registrar of Marriages  insofar as  Rules 6 and 8 of  the Rules are  concerned; 
2)  whether Rule 6 and 8 of the Rules were followed by the Registrar of Marriages, Jalandhar with regard to the registration of this particular marriage;

3) whether the documents mentioned in the aforementioned Rules, namely, (a) notice of marriage, if applicable in this case and (b)  the application(s) for registration of the marriage, are available in the records of the office of the Registrar, as they are supposed to be if the rules are being followed. 
 
 The D.C.Jalandhar  should send a report of the inquiry  to this Court before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-12-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Harbilas,

M/s Nagina Mal Chanan Ram,

Vill. Maur Mandi, Bathinda.



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

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Market Committee, Jaito,

Distt. Faridkot.





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

CC No. 1164  of 2008

Present:
i)    S. Rajinder Kumar and S.Bharat Bhushan, Advocate,on behalf of the complainant




ii)   S.Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate, S.Manjeet Singh, 



Secretary,Market Committee,Jaito and S.Jaipal, 



Accountant  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has  come with figures of monthly sales for the year 1988-89 and quarterly sales for the year 1989-90.  The figures of sales for the year 1989-90 exactly match the figures  given in the ledger page submitted by the respondent.  The complainant alleges that the figures for the year 1988-89 given by the respondent are fraudulent and a figment of the respondent’s imagination.  The complainant claims that no sales took place in  his firm in the months of April and May,1988 and sale of Rs. 2,08,814/-took place in the month of June,88 whereas the figures shown in the ledger page for these months in  1988 are totally different.

In the above circumstances, the only solution is to refer the figures given in the ledger page  to the Department of Excise and Taxation for verification whether they are the same as exists in their record of the Sales Tax Returns  of M/s Shiv Cotton and Dal Factory,Jaito, HO Goniana , RC No. 856157-1-7, for the year 1988-89.  A copy of the ledger page with a back ground of the necessity of referring the matter may be sent to the AETC, Bathinda, for necessary comparison and report.      

….p2/-
---2---

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2008 for further consideration and necessary orders.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





      Punjab
 A copy is forwarded to the Asstt. Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Bathinda, for information and necessary action. The Secretary Market Committee, Jaito has informed the applicant for information in this case that the assessment of Market fees payable by his firm namely M/s Shiv Cotton & Dal Factory, Jaito, HO Goniana, RC No. 856157-1-7, for the years 1988-89 and 1989-90 were calculated by him on the basis of the figures of sales obtained by him after personal inspection of his sales tax returns in the records of the Excise and Taxation Department.  The sales figures stated by him to have been obtained in this manner are given in the copy of the ledger page enclosed with these orders. The applicant for information on the other hand has made the allegation that the figures of sales of his firm mentioned in his sales tax return for the year 1988-89 are different from the figures given in the enclosed ledger page.  It is essential therefore to compare the sales figures given in the ledger page  with the figures mentioned in the sales tax returns of the firm for the year 1988-89 and 1989-90.  You are accordingly directed to make this comparison and send your report to this Court through an authorized representative on the next date of hearing. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





      Punjab 

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

Sh. Nirmal Singh,

# 734, Street No. 5, Ranjit Nagar, 

Seona Road, Patiala.



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

GRP, Punjab, Patiala.



__________ Respondent

CC -1600 of 2008

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




ii)     
DSP Sukhdev Kaur, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant had pointed out certain deficiencies in the information provided to him and even after these have  been clarified , he is still not satisfied because certain  supplementary questions regarding the action taken by the respondent   on his representations against adverse remarks have arisen in his mind.  The complainant has been informed that all available documents and up to date information has been supplied/intimated to him by the respondent, and if there if any further information which he desires, he is required to make a fresh application for the same.


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






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. K. R. Dhawan,

127-B, Sector 51-A,

Chandigarh.





___________Complainant

CC -1755 of 2008

Present:
   
Sh. K. R. Dhawan, complainant in person




ORDER


Heard.

The complainant is unable to convince the Court that the information which he requires regarding representations made by third parties is of any practical use to him.  He states that that he apprehends that the representations, if accepted, may affect his seniority.  If this is the case, however, the solution for the complainant is to make a representation to the Department explaining the position  of his seniority vis-à-vis the officials who have made the representations, and not an application for information under the RTI Act.


The submission made by the complainant for the reopening of this case is accordingly not accepted and his application is disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Sukhvinder Singh,

# 2364, Ward No. 4, 

Maachiwara, Tehsil Samrala,

Distt. Ludhiana-141115.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. -1727 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
Sri Jaspal Singh, Asstt. Registrar-cum-APIO,Samrala,on behalf 
of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that his mother Tej Kaur’s land had been attached  by the Department by mistake and that as soon as the mistake was detected, the land was released.


The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied  with the information given to him by the respondent.


Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Surinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Dalip Singh,

Vill. Sidhupur, P.O. Lohia Khas,

Distt. Jalandhar.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1787 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant.




ii)     
Inspector  Ranjit Singh,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard

In compliance with the orders of this Court , an attested copy of the report of the DSP, Shahkot has been sent by the respondent to the complainant.


Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Bhushan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Dharam Chand,

H.NO. B-8/279, Bahia Street, Patiala Mandi,

Rampura Phul, Distt. Bathinda.



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.
                  



_______ Respondent

CC No. 1814 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant .




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

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the complainant has still not deposited the amount of Rs. 110/- for the information which he requires.  The complainant has made a written submission that the letter of the respondent  intimating the fees required to be deposited was received by him after a period of 30 days has elapsed from the date of receipt of the complainant’s application. This however is mere conjecture on the complainant’s part as his application dated 10-6-2008 was received by the respondent on 13-6-2008, and intimation to deposit the required fees was sent to the complainant on 10-7-2008.  In view of this, the respondent cannot be directed to give the information free of cost.  The complainant is at liberty to obtain the required information after depositing the fees of Rs. 110/- with the respondent.


Disposed of. 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





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

Sh. Binder Pal Singh,

S/o Sh. Bawa Singh,

C/o bhai Lalo Wood Works,

Abohar Road, Muktsar.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2095 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant 




ii)     
DSP  Talwinderjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent  states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him vide their letter dated 24-9-2008 and the same has also been received  by the complainant.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


October 24, 2008





      Punjab
