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

Sh. Ashok Kumar, J.E. (Retd.),

11322, Pavillar Nagar,

Habowal Kalan,
 Ludhiana- 141001.  
   

                      ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1855  of 2009

Present:
i)   Sh. Ashok Kumar, complainant in person
ii)  Sri  Inderpal  Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except that some information remains to be given and the respondent has made a commitment that this also will be done within a week.


Disposed of.






  

            (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Harjit Singh,

H.No .1, Gali No. 1,

Thalesh Bagh Colony,
 Sangrur.
  
   

                            ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Barnala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1856  of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf  of  the complainant

ii)  
A S I  Jagdeep  Singh,  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 5-8-2009.


Disposed of.






  

          (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Sukhjinder Singh,

20 Adarsh Nagar, Near Barewal Chungi,

Ferozepur Road, 
Ludhiana.
  
   

                                 ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1857  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 given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 19-5-2009.  Since the complaint made to the Commission is dated 24-6-2009, it appears that the information has not been received by the complainant. A copy of the same submitted by the respondent to the Court may therefore be sent to him along with these orders.


Disposed of.






  

           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
Encls----1

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

Sh. Makhan Goyal,

S/o Sh. Prem Chand, Sagar Basti,

W.No. 13, Patran Mandi, 
Patiala.
  
   

                                ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supplies Controller,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1859  of 2009

Present:
None

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the complainant does not wish to pursue his complaint any further.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Gora Lal,

S/o Sh. Hem Raj,

Model Town St. No. 4,

Goniana Mandi, Bathinda.

  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1885  of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf  of  the complainant

ii)  
Sub Inspt.  Kuldip  Singh,  on behalf of the 
respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has made a written statement that the complainant visited the office of the SSP on 7-8-2009,  when he stated that the only information which he requires is the stock & sales register of the ration depot,  This register, according to the record, was taken into custody and returned to the depot holder.  The  required information is therefore not available in the records of the police. 
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  
    (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

21st  August, 2009



                  Punjab

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

Sh. Parbind Kumar, Advocate,

H.No. 9056, Gali No. 36, 

Kot Mangal Singh, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.



  
   

  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1888  of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf  of  the complainant

ii)  
Sub Inspector Ms. Surinder Kaur,  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 20-7-2009.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 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 to Government, Punjab,
Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

AC No.  232 of 2009

Present:
i)  None on behalf of the complainant.


ii) Sri Jang Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER
Heard.
In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 10-7-2009, the respondent   has    sent a reply to the appellant stating that his application for 
information is not covered under the RTI Act because the information which he requires is not readily available in the records and would require to be created  afresh. Although the appellant  has not appeared at the hearing today, he has sent a communication through  fax, to the effect that  on receiving the respondent’s reply, he has written to the PIO to  “supply certified  copies of complete record/documents from January 1989 to January 2009 according to description already made in section 3.c.ii 1 to 6 of my original application…….”.

It is observed that the complainant  has asked for information  in this case about the details of the candidates appointed to the PCS (Judicial) on the recommendation of the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court  and details of the candidates who were appointed to the PCS (Judicial) despite the pendency of criminal cases against them.  The names, addresses and details of the year of selection     and appointment     of      such       candidates have been asked for,








                                ----p2/-
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over a period of 20 years from January,1989 to January, 2009. It is obvious that in order to prepare the information which the appellant requires, a great deal of the time and resources of the respondent would be required to be spent on its collection.  
The preamble of the RTI Act,2005 states, inter-alia,  that it is necessary to harmonise the conflict between the requirement of providing information to citizens  with other public interests including efficient operations of the Government and optimum use of limited fiscal resources. Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005 states that  “information shall ordinarily be provided in the form in which it is sought unless it would disproportionately divert the resources of the public authority”.   It is by now well established that public authorities should not be compelled to provide information whose collection would involve the utilization of time and man power which is disproportionate to any objective which is sought to be achieved. After careful consideration, I find that the application for information of the appellant in this case is fully covered by this axiom as well as by the exception mentioned in Section 7(9) of the RTI Act, 2005. 
The observations that I have made in respect of the application for information of the appellant which is under adjudication,  apply equally to the amendment  which the appellant has now made  to it since the labour, time and effort required  to prepare the information for which the appellant has originally   applied  would be equally required for hunting  and collecting the records and documents pertaining to the required information for the period of 20 years, January, 1989 to January, 2009.  Besides, no such amendment to an application already made can be allowed and  if the application has not been accepted by the public authority as valid, and the objection has been upheld, the correct course of action for the applicant is to make a fresh application for information which takes care of the objection(s) of the public authority and is within the four corners of the RTI Act.
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For the above reasons, the objection  raised by the respondent to providing the information required by the appellant in this case is upheld and  this case is disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Pardeep Dutta, 

s/o Dr. D.K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048. 




________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.




             __________ Respondent

ACs No. 217  and 220  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pardeep Dutta,   appellant. in person
ii)     
ASI  Sukhpal Singh and HC Narinder Singh,on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

This case was disposed of by the Court’s orders dated  4-6-2009, but the appellant  has made a representation stating  that  he needs the information about the outcome of the departmental inquiry which has been ordered against ASI  Hari Singh, because he wants to know about the fate of the registration certificate of his vehicle which, according to the appellant, was taken by ASI  Hari  Singh in his possession.

The respondent has submitted a reply to the effect that as and when a final decision is taken on the departmental  inquiry, the appellant will be informed.  A copy of the reply of the respondent dated 18-8-2009 has been given to the appellant for his information.  Apart from this, orders have already been issued to the respondent in a separate case  that any information which emerges regarding the whereabouts of the registration certificate of the appellant’s vehicle during the course of the departmental inquiry against ASI Hari Singh, should be communicated to the appellant. No further action is required to be taken on the appellant’s representation for reopening this case.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P.K. Dutta,

A-2, Kailash colony,

New Delhi-110048. 


  
   

  ________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  360  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, 
complainant in person.
ii)  
Inspector Ajmer Singh, and ASI Hari Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 16-7-2009, ASI Hari Singh has submitted an affidavit  which describes the circumstances in which the  document submitted by him to the Delhi Women Commission was prepared and  its present whereabouts. The same has been handed over to the appellant  in original, for his information.
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Dr. Pradeep Dutta,

S/o Dr. P.K. Dutta,

A-2, Kailash colony,

New Delhi-110048. 


  
   

  ________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q., Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  361  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pradeep Dutta, 
complainant in person.
 ii)  
Inspector Chaman Lal,Crime Br. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 16-7-2009, the respondent has made a written submission stating that the letter dated 18-9-2008 has been sent by the  ADGP, Crime, to the DIG,Patiala Range, for his comments, which have not been received despite the issuance of as many as six reminders.  The respondent states that no other  action has been taken on this  letter.

The reply of the respondent covers  items b, c, d, e & f   of  the application for information of the complainant.
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 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  Ajit Singh Longia, Naib Tehsildar  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

Sri Ajit Singh Longia, Naib Tehsildar, appearing on behalf of the PIO, submits that he has joined his present post only three days back and is not aware of the details of this case.
Sri Longia has now made a commitment that vigorous efforts will be made to locate the information required by the complainant and the same will be given to her, in case the jamabandis for the years 1924-25 to 1935-36 are located.
Adjourned to 10 A.M. on 18-9-2009 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Dutt,

328, Sector 21-A,

Chandigarh.

  




__________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer
District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO,

Patiala, Punjab.




  __________ Respondent

The Deputy Commissioner,

Patiala
AC No. 428   of 2008

Present:
i)   None on behalf of the appellant.


ii) Sri Bhupinder Singh Sodhi, District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO.

ORDER

Heard.

The applications for information in this case were made by the appellant to the PIO office of the SDM, Sub Division, Patiala and the initial notice for hearing in this case was erroneously sent to the PIO, office of the Distt. Revenue Officer,Patiala. The mistake was rectified and orders were passed by the Court on 16-10-2008 that a fresh notice should be issued to the proper authority after which the PIO, office of the SDM, Patiala, was substituted as the respondent in this case and the notice for  a hearing on 4-12-2008 was issued accordingly on 13-10-2008.  The case was disposed of by the orders of the Court dated 4-12-2008, but was later on reopened on the complainant’s representation that the required information has still not been supplied to him.  Unfortunately, when the case was reopened, the original error which had been committed was repeated, namely, that the notice was issued to the PIO, office of the Distt. Revenue Officer, Patiala, on 21-12-2008, and this mistake was thereafter repeated through out the proceedings, leading eventually to the  Commission issuing a notice for imposition of a penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act to  Sri Bhupinder Singh Sodhi, District Revenue Officer-cum-PIO.                                   
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Today, Sri Bhupinder Singh Sodhi has appeared in the Court and has made the following submissions:-



1.
The applications for information in this case were made to 



the PIO, office of the SDM, Patiala and  it is Sri Harnek  



Singh, Naib Tehsildar,Patiala , who is  working in the office


           of the SDM,Patiala,who has been attending the hearings in                                     


this case.


2.
He is not the concerned PIO in this case.                       


3.
He has never been concerned with this case and has never 



dealt with it.

4.
The orders of the Court dated 17-4-2009, accepting the request of Sri Sodhi for an adjournment and adjourning the case
to 15-5-2009, were not received by him.
In the above circumstances, I am convinced with that the orders dated 15-5-2009, imposing a penalty of Rs. 15,000/-(Rupees fifteen thousand) on Sri Bhupinder Singh Sodhi, District Revenue  Officer-cum-PIO, under Section 20 of the RTI Act,2005, is based on a patent error of fact,  since Sri Sodhi has never been nor has  ever acted as the  PIO in this case, and the said orders therefore are hereby recalled.                 






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
A copy is forwarded to:-


i) The Financial Commissioner (Revenue),Punjab, Chandigarh


ii)The Commissioner, Patiala Division, Patiala


iii) Sri Dipinder Singh, IAS, Deputy Commissioner,Patiala,
for information.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab 

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

Sh. Karan Jasbir Singh,

S/o Late Sh. Ajmer Singh,

MIG-2737/A, Sector 70,

Mohali.


  

   

  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1355  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Karan Jasbir Singh,complainant. in person.
ii)     
DSP Simratpal Singh and S.I. Iqbal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The only deficiency which the complainant  points out is that there has been a delay in  giving the information to him  for which he had applied.  The respondent states that the information consists of  inquiry reports could not be given to the complainant  earlier, since the FIR was still under investigation, and copies of all the reports were given to the complainant after the final decision had been taken and the cancellation report had been sent  to the concerned Court.
Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Tara Singh,

s/o Sh. Harpal Singh,

Dandiala Road, Patran,

Patiala, Punjab.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police (HQ) Pb,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1272 of 2009

Present:        i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)     
A S I   Vithal Hari, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information for which the complainant had applied has been given to him by the respondent in full  in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 9-7-2009 and 16-7-2009.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Pardeep Dutta, 

s/o Dr. D.K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048. 




________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

ACs No. 219 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pardeep Dutta, appellant in person
ii)     
ASI Hari Singh and H C Narinder Singh, PS City, Rajpura on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

This case was disposed of by the Court’s orders dated  4-6-2009, but the appellant  has made a representation stating that the information regarding the distance between the police post, focal point, Rajpura and the octroi chowki which used to exist near the post in the year 2006, has not been provided to him.

The respondent has rightly submitted a reply stating that this information is not covered by the RTI Act, 2005 insofar the respondent is concerned, because no  such record exists which can reveal the required information.  A copy of the respondent’s reply dated 18-8-2009 has been given to the appellant for his information.
I find that there is no  ground for the reopening of this case as requested by the appellant.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Pardeep Dutta, 

s/o Dr. D.K. Dutta,

r/o A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi – 110048. 




________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

ACs No. 223  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Dr. Pardeep Dutta, appellant in person
ii)     
ASI Hari Singh and H C Narinder Singh, PS City, Rajpura on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

This case was disposed of by the Court’s orders dated  4-6-2009, but the appellant  has made a representation stating  that  he has not been provided  the information  regarding the date and place of issuance of the arrest warrant which ASI  Hari Singh has stated  has been issued against him.
ASI  Hari Singh , who is present before us, has submitted a signed statement to the Court stating that his averment to the effect that  an arrest warrant has been issued against the appellant, was recorded as a part of his statement through a clerical mistake.  The statement submitted by  him to the Court has been handed over to the appellant in original for his information. 
No further action is required to be taken on the  appellant’s representation for reopening this case.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





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

Sh. Tejinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurbax Singh,

R/o Plot No. 40, Vill- Bholapur,

Guru Nanak Nagar, P.O. Shahbana,

Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana – 141123.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sub-Divisional Magistrate (East),

District Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 244 of 2009

Present:
(i)
None on behalf of the omplainant.

(ii) 
Sh. Deepak Kumar, Recordkeepar o/o Sub Registrar (E), Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 15-7-2009, the information pertaining to point nos. 9,  10,  &  11 of the complainant’s application has also been given to the complainant.

Disposed of.






  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


21st  August, 2009





      Punjab
