STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Surinder Pal Singh,
S/o Sh. Dalip Singh,

Hemkunt House 82, Jujhar Avenue,

Gumtala Link, Amritsar Road,

Amritsar-143008.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Khalsa Dewan,
Jandiala Road, Tarn-Taran.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  3119 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER

The complainant has made a request for adjournment on account of illness.  He has also intimated that the cost of Rs. 500/- (Rupees five hundred) imposed on the respondent by Court’s orders dated 22-5-2009 has not been paid to him.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on  13-8-2009.  The respondent is directed to attend the Court on that date and also comply with the Court’s orders  dated 22-5-2009.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Jagdeep Singh Sandhu
BXX 1135/1, Krishna Nagar,

Civil Lines, Ludhiana-141004.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No.  232 of 2009

Present:
None
ORDER

The complainant  has sent a letter to the Commission, stating that his presence in the Court on 29th May, 2009 has not been shown  in the copy of the orders of the Court of that date which was sent to him. The  copy of the orders in the case file has been checked.  In  this copy the complainant has been shown to be present at the hearing on 29-5-2009,  and the copy of the orders dated 29-5-2009 sent to the complainant should, therefore, be deemed to have been corrected in this respect.
Today, neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  The complainant has sent a fax message requesting that the case may be transferred to another bench but this request has been declined  by the Hon’ble CIC and, therefore, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 21-8-2009 for further consideration.  In the meanwhile, the respondent is directed to send a response to the complainant to his application for information dated 3-3-2009.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Pyare Lall, PCS (Judicial),

H.No. 55, Atam Nagar,

Ludhiana.



__________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Joint Registrar (Rules),

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

AC No.  22 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf  of  the complainant
ii)  
Sri  Kamal Kant, D.R.(Admn), on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The appellant is not present, nor has  any request has been received on his behalf for an adjournment.

Sri Kamal Kant, Deputy Registrar, Administration, appearing on behalf of the respondent, has put forth the argument that  one  of the grounds on which the information has been denied to the appellant is that it is exempted from disclosure under Rule 4(a) of the “High Court of Punjab   and    Haryana ( Right to Information) Rules,2007”, which reads as follows:--
“Exemption from disclosure of Information :  The information specified under Section 8 of the Act shall not be disclosed and made available and in particular the following information shall not be disclosed:-
(a) Such information which is not in the public domain or does not relate to judicial functions and duties  of the court and matters incidental and ancillary thereto”

Since the information required by the appellant is clearly not in the public domain and does not relate to the judicial functioning of the Hon’ble High Court, but exclusively to the administrative functions of the Court, the same cannot be supplied to him in view of the Rule cited above, and it is not necessary for the Court to go into any other issue for the disposal of this case.
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I find this argument  to be sufficient ground for  rejecting  this second appeal of the appellant  and also that there is therefore no necessity for the Court to give a finding on any of  the  other points raised  by the appellant or the respondent.
Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rohit Singla,
S/o Sh. Pawan Kumar,

Dashmesh Nagar, Street No. 3,

Goniana Mandi, Bathinda-151201.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q, Sector 9,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1292 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None   on  behalf  of  the 
complainant
ii)  
Const.  Parshotam Lal, and Sri Lakhmir Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 2-7-2009.

Disposed of.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Pardeep Dutta,
S/o Dr. D.K. Dutta,

A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi- 110048.






__________Appellant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Patiala.






    __________ Respondent

AC No.  218,   221    &   222  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pardeep Dutta,
complainant  in person
ii)  
SI  Amrik Singh, ASI  Hari Singh on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information as recorded in the Court’s orders dated 4-6-2009 has been supplied by the respondent to the complainant in the Court today.
In reply to a specific question of the complainant, the respondent states that  no photograph of the deceased Sukhwinder Singh, mentioned in the FIR, was taken by the police or  is in their records.  The complainant states that after the hearing of this case on 4-6-2009, he received a communication from the respondent stating that action is being taken against ASI Hari Singh because his conduct in case FIR 112/2006 has been found to be deficient.  The complainant states that  one of the issues involved in the conduct of ASI  Hari Singh is the whereabouts of the original Registration certificate of his Car No. DM-2CR-0845 which, according to the complainant, was taken into possession by ASI  Hari Singh but this is being denied by him.
This case is accordingly disposed of with the direction to the respondent  that if, as a consequence of  disciplinary action being taken against ASI  Hari Singh, the whereabouts of the RC mentioned above  is discovered, this information should be  is sent to the complainant.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amandeep Singh,
164-1, First Floor, Sarabhai Nagar,

Ludhiana.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  256 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Amandeep Singh, complainant  in person.
ii)  
HC  Santosh  Kumar,  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  in compliance with the court’s orders dated 5-6-2009.  The complainant has been advised that cross examination of the respondent through questions put under the RTI Act does not serve any purpose, because the RTI Act is not meant to attack the merit of action taken by a public authority during the course of performance of its duties.
Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ripal Kumar,
H.No. 19-D, Tripari Town,
Back side Gurudwara Kashmiria,

Patiala.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1289 of 2009

Present:    i)   Sh. Ripal Kumar,
complainant  in  person.
                 ii)  None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that he has received the information for which he had applied  except that there are the  following deficiencies in the same:-
1.
A copy of the DDR which was recorded in respect of the death of his father, Late Sri Padam Parkash,  has not been provided to him.

2.
The documents sent to him do not serve the required purpose unless they are attested by a gazetted officer.

The copies  of the documents supplied by the respondent to the complainant are enclosed with these orders with the direction that each page, as well as a copy of the DDR, should be attested by a gazetted officer and sent to the complainant within seven days of the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-8-2009 for confirmation of compliance It is necessary for the representative of the PIO to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing and confirm compliance of these orders.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 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)  
None  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent in this case has informed the complainant  vide his letter dated 24-4-2009 that  the records of village Grangan,Tehsil Kharar, with which the application for information of the complainant is concerned,  are not available in the record room for the year 1924-25 and 1935-36.  It is observed that  the application for information in this case has asked for information from jamabandis for the year 1924-25  up to  1935-36 regarding land in the name of  late Sri  Dasounda Singh, son of late Sri  Basant Singh,and it appears that the report of the APIO mentioned above has been made in  a hurry without sufficient care and caution having been taken  in trying to locate the records wanted by the complainant.

The conduct of the PIO in this case is also found to be wanting. Information has been sent to the Commission that the application for information of the complainant was transferred to the APIO under Section 6(3) of the  RTI Act, when such a transfer is not  valid, since Section 6(3) of the Act ibid refers to the transfer of  an application from one PIO to another PIO  and most certainly cannot be used for transferring  an application by the PIO to his own APIO.  The PIO in this case needs to     understand    that   it   is  his  prime   responsibility   to   ensure that  a  proper 
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search is made  of the required record and that every effort is made to give the information to the complainant instead of merely stating that the record is not available.

In the above circumstances, this case is adjourned to 10 AM on 21-8-2009 with the direction to  the Deputy Commissioner, Mohali, to take steps to locate the records and give the required information to the complainant.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
A copy is forwarded to the Financial Commissioner, Revenue, Government of Punjab, Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh, for  information and necessary action

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rohit Singla,

S/o Sh. Pawan Kumar,

Dashmesh Nagar, Street No. 3,

Goniana Mandi, Bathinda-151201.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1291 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None   on  behalf  of  the  
complainant
ii)  
Sri Kamal Kant, Deputy Registrar,Admn., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.



The application of the complainant dated 8-4-2009, addressed to the Hon’ble Chief Justice of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana,  is not a proper application for information under the RTI Act, as it does not ask for any information and is merely a representation.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswant Singh,
S/o Sh. Lal Singh,

H. No. 1122, Phase 10,

Mohali.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Mohali. 

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1298 of 2009

Present
:i)   
Sh. Jaswant Singh, 
complainant in person
ii)  
Sri Shiv  Kumar, Tehsildar, Mohali  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.


The observation  of the Court regarding the transfer of an application by the PIO to his own APIO under Section  6(3) of the RTI Act,  made in case CC-1287/2009,  applies equally to this case as well, since the application for information of the complainant has been similarly  transferred in this case.

Disposed of.








  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


10th July, 2009





      Punjab
