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

Sh. Vasudev,

1450, Sector-21,

Panchkula. 


  
   


  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2191 and   2193  of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Vasudev, complainant in person
ii)  
  DSP  Sri M.K.Sharma, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Both these cases are being dealt with by this single order since they are concerned with identical applications for information.


The information required by the complainant is a report of the inquiry which has been conducted into his complaint against D S P Manmohan Kumar Sharma  and Sri  K. K. Panthay, SHO.  The required reports have been submitted by the respondent vide his letter dated 17-9-2009, in which the reasons for the delay in giving the information has also been mentioned.  The information  has been handed over to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




   Punjab  

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

Sh. Rajiv Salvan, Advocate,

4806, Mohan Nagar,

Sultanwind Road, Amritsar.  
   


  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2199  of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sri Mohinder Pal Singh on behalf of the 
complainant

ii)  
 DSP  Narender Singh ,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Sri Mohinder Pal Singh states that Sri Rajiv Salvan is his advocate and the application for information dated 23-5-2009 has been made by Sri Rajiv Salvan on his behalf.  The respondent has shown to the Court a report of the SHO, PS Galiara, Distt. Amritsar, stating that no complaint has been received in  the police station against the complainant ( Sri Mohinder Pal Singh).

Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




  Punjab  

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

Sh. Tulsi Ram Bangesh,

H.No. 2741, Phase-7,

Mohali.


  
   


  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Managing Director,

PUNSUP, Sector 34,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  2204 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Tulsi Ram Bangesh,
complainant in person.
ii)  
 Sri Vinod Gupta, Asstt. Manager (Legal)-cum-PIO.


 and Sri PPS Rana, Asstt. Manager (PRI)-cum-APIO
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.  The complainant has a grievance that there  was a delay in its supply. The respondent states that he will inquire into the causes of delay, if any has been made, in providing the required information to the complainant, and will submit his report on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 A M. on 15-10-2009 for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




 Punjab  

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

Sh. Joginder Singh,

S/o Sh. Hari Singh,

H.No. 708/5, Gali Hambow wali

Chowk Lachhmansar, 
Amritsar.  
   
 


 ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Social Security Officer,

Majitha Road,
 Amritsar.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  2205 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Joginder Singh,complainant in person.
ii)  
Sri  Narinderjit Singh Pannu, DSSO-cum-PIO,Amritsar.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that  a letter has been received from the Director, Social Welfare Department, Punjab, rejecting the request of the applicant for being given his arrears of old age pension pertaining to the period March, 2003  to February, 2007.  This information has been given to the complainant in the Court today.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




     Punjab  

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

Sh. Jashan Preet Singh, Advocate,

# 880, Sector 70, 

Mohali.  
   



  

________ Appellant

Vs.


1. Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjab Technical  University,

Jalandhar.

2. Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala.






__________ Respondents
AC No.  551 & 552 of 2009

NOTICE OF HEARING
Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii) Sh.Rajinder Kumar, Clerk ,on  behalf of the respondent no.1 
iii) Sh. Vikrant Sharma ,Advocate , on behalf of the respondent no.2
ORDER


Heard.


These two cases are being dealt with by this single order because similar information has been asked for by the complainant from both the Public Authorities .


In  these cases , the complainant has asked for attested copies of the visitor’s book/visitor’s register of the Vice Chancellor , Punjabi University, Patiala and Registrar, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar for a period of four years from 01-01-2004 to 31-12-2008 . 


Learned counsel for  Punjabi University states that attested copies of the visitors book of the Vice Chancellor has been sent to the complainant and he has also been informed that no formal register is maintained for  visitors to the Registrar’s office. 

                                                                                    ….p2/-

AC No.  551 & 552 of 2009
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Sh. Rajinder Kumar, clerk,  appearing on behalf of the PIO/Registrar , Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar has brought the attested copies of the visitors book of the Registrar and he has been directed to send the same to the complainant. Insofar as  correspondence concerning the refund of fees to Sh. Preet Kamal Minhas is concerned , it is not clear from the application of the complainant on what basis he is asking for this information pertaining to a third party with whom he has no apparent connection. It would not be necessary for the PIO,office of the Registrar  Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar  to send this information to the complainant.

Disposed of







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




    Punjab  

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

Sh. Jashan Preet Singh,
 Advocate,

# 880, Sector 70, 
Mohali.  
   



  ________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala.








__________ Respondent

AC No.  553 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

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


Heard.


The information for which the complainant has applied vide his application dated   1-4-2009   has been  sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 
22-5-2009. A perusal of the letter shows that complete information has not been sent to the complainant,  as he has stated in his complaint that copies of the notings pertaining to the period 14-7-2004 to 18-11-2008 have  not been supplied .  The respondent states that the entire noting relevant to the application of the complainant which is on the record of the University on the subject of refund of fees  to Preet Kamal Singh Minhas, has been supplied to him, and no notings which could have been supplied to the complainant in response to his application for information have been withheld.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




      Punjab  

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

Sh. Iqbal Singh,

General Secretary,

Universal Human Rights Organisation,

Vill. Rasulpur Malha, Tehsil Jagraon,

Ludhiana.

  
   



  ________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  558 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
S I Gurinder Singh,SHO,Bhadson,on behalf of the 
respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in his application in this case has asked for third party information which concerns the service record of one S I Gurinder Singh.  The application of the complainant should have been rejected by the respondent on this ground but he has nevertheless supplied to the complainant all available information in his office on the subject, and has also made a written submission to the Commission vide his letter dated 17-9-2009 that in the records of the SSP, Patiala, no recommendation exists or has been found  which was made for the conferment of local rank on Sub Inspector to ASI Gurinder Singh. Therefore, the question of communicating to the complainant the reasons for making such a recommendation does not arise.

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







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




   Punjab  

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

Mrs. Arvind Sohi,

W/o Sh. Harvinder Singh Mand,

VPO Lohat Baddi, Tehsil Raikot,

Distt. Ludhiana.

  
   

  
________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  557 of 2009

Present:
i) 
   Dr Rajinder K.Singla  on  behalf  of  the  appellant .
ii)  
  Sri Harbhajan Singh, Advocate and Sri Mohinder Singh, 
 
  Asstt.Registrar,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent seeks some more time to locate the application of the appellant dated 5-11-2008 for reconsideration of her application  for extension of extra ordinary leave and the action taken on it. The request is allowed and the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 15-10-2009 for further consideration and orders.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




  Punjab  

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

Sh. Om Parkash,

60-Krishna Gali-1, Nehru Colony,

P.O. Khanna Nagar,Majitha Road,

Amritsar

  
   



  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director,

Food & Civil Supplies & Consumer Affairs,

Punjab, Jeevan Deep Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

  CC No.  1901 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant..

ii)  
Sri Darshan Singh, Supdt., and Sri Kuldip Singh, Sr. Assistant, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has given a written statement dated 24-09-2009, explaining the reasons for the delay in giving the required information to the complainant. The explanation is credible and no action is called for in respect of the delay which was caused .


Disposed of.










 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009





      Punjab  

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

Sh.Jaswinder Singh,
S/o Sh. Gurdev Singh,

Vill. Madhe Ke, Tehsil Nihal Singh Wala,

Distt. Moga- 142055.  
   



  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Moga.







__________ Respondent

CC No.  1908 of 2009

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .

ii)  
 A.S.I.  Bhag Mal, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has given a detailed account of the action, vide his letter dated 04-09-2009, which was taken on the application for the arms license of the complainant which was received in his office on 04-10-2004. He has also stated that the responsibility  for the delay in dealing with the arms license application has been fixed on S.I Jaswant Singh and S.I Pushpinder Singh, against whom departmental  action has been initiated . 

A copy of the letter of the respondent dated 04-09-2009 mentioned above should be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of.









 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009




     Punjab  

Encl.  1

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

Sh. Diptikant Pathy,

Flat No. 104, Ridhi Sidhi Apartment,

263, Dhanwantri Nagar,

Indore- 452012 (M.P.)  
   



  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1912 of 2009

Present:
i)   
 None  on  behalf  of  the  
complainant

ii)  
 Sri  Rajinder  Kumar,  Clerk, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a written submission stating that the result of the complainant was not declared earlier because of non availability of the award in one paper . The result of the first semester was declared on 13-08-2009 and the information required by the complainant was sent to him on 17-08-2009.  Since the information prior to 13-08-2009 would not have been complete , no purpose would have been served in sending this partial information to the complainant . The respondent has submitted to the court a copy of his letter dated 23-09-2009 vide which he has informed the complainant about the date of declaration of  his result.


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




 





(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009





      Punjab  

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurkirat Singh Dhillon,

H.No. 4123, Phase II,

Urban Estate, Patiala-147002.



__________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1168 of 2009

Present:
i)   
Sh. Gurkirat Singh Dhillon, complainant in person.
ii)  
DSP Davinder Singh and Sri S.P.Garg,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

1.
The application for information of the complainant  in this case  is dated 27-4-2009 but was received in the office of the respondent on 8-5-2009 vide diary no. 3243/B dated 8-5-2009.  The application was made under the proviso to Section 7(1) of the RTI Act which states that  “where the information sought for  concerns the  life or liberty of a person, the same  shall be provided within forty-eight hours of the receipt of the request”. The  applicant sought information regarding the fate of the complainant’s application dated 17-3-2009 for permission to retain his personal weapon,  which he apprehended would be taken into police custody during the period of the general elections, 2009, and as stated by him in the Court, it was  intended to persuade the respondent to concede his request for its retention. The threat to his life apprehended by the complainant had arisen out of a complaint made by him to the SHO, Samana City on 30-3-2009, against some persons  who had come to his petrol pump and  allegedly indulged in oral and physical violence  with the staff of the pump.
The respondent has denied that the application for information of the complainant concerned his life or liberty. 
2.
 There are various aspects  to the complainant’s contention that it was legally necessary for the respondent to give him a reply to his application within










……..p2/-
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48 hours of its receipt under the proviso to Section 7(1) of the RTI Act :- 
i)
Although it is provided that where the information sought concerns the life or liberty of a person, the same shall be provided within 48 hours, the proviso is silent on    whether it is the 
applicant or the concerned public authority who is entitled to 
determine whether the information falls in this category.  It is, therefore, possible that the respondent does not agree with the applicant ‘s view  that  the information falls within the scope of the proviso,  as has happened in this case.
ii)
The application in this case was made to the police  and the basis of the statement that the sought information concerns his life or liberty was made by the complainant because of a complaint that he had given against some persons, also to the police authorities.  Such being the case, it is a reasonable  proposition that the police authorities were best placed to decide whether there was a threat to the life of the complainant from the persons against whom he had made the complaint on 30-3-2009.
iii)
The application of the complainant seeks information on the 
guidelines of the Election Commission of India with  regard 
to the deposit of weapons with the police during the general 
elections, and the details of the manner in which his application dated 17-3-2009 requesting that he may be allowed to retain his weapon had been dealt with, such as, the date on which his application was received , a photostat  copy of the entire file on which it was dealt, the date on which various officials handled his application, information 
…….p3/-
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               ---3---

regarding  the action which can be taken against the  officials responsible for the delay in dealing with the application, and the date  on which he could expect a decision on  the same. The question whether the complainant would be allowed to retain his weapon, obviously depended on the decision to be  taken by the police  authorities on his application dated 17-3-2009, and not upon the information which the police authorities were required to giving in  response to the complainant’s application dated 27-4-2009. For example, even if all the information which had been asked  for  been provided to the complainant within 48 hours, the police authorities  could well have decided that he should not be allowed to retain his weapon during the elections. The threat to the complainant’s life, as perceived by him, arose out of the  possibility of the rejection of his application dated 17-3-2009, and not because of any perceived delay in his receiving the information for which he applied on 27-4-2009.  
3.
The above analysis clearly shows that the respondent is justified in his assertion that the application for information did not fall within the ambit of the proviso to Section 7(1).Therefore, the information required to be given to the complainant in response to his application, which was diarized in the office of the 


respondent on 8-5-2009, was required to be given within  30 days and not within 48 hours, and it was  due on or before 8-6-2009.  In actual fact it was sent to him on 26-6-2009 through a courier,  after a delay of 18 days.  The respondent, in his reply to the show cause notice, has mentioned that the delay occurred because 
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of the preoccupation of the police officials  with law and order duties in connection with the general elections, 2009, and in providing security cover to the contesting candidates as well as  for the protection of election material etc.  He has stated that  the delay was not malafide or intentional, but he has nevertheless submitted that steps are being taken to ensure that such like unintentional lapses do not recur in future.
4.
I have carefully considered the facts and circumstances of this case and arrive at the conclusion that the   delay of 18 days  which has occurred in this case in supplying the sought information to the complainant is not without reasonable cause and is not malafide or deliberate and I, therefore, reject the contention of the complainant that the PIO deserves to be penalised under Section 20 of the RTI Act. The notice issued to the respondent vide the Court’s orders dated 20-8-2009 is hereby dropped.
Disposed of. 




 





(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009





      Punjab  

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

Smt.Krishna Devi, W/O Sh.Tarsem lal

Guru Nabha Dass Colony,

 Sarna,Teh- Pathankot, District Gurdaspur,  
   
  ________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2082  of 2009

Present:
None.

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, nor has any request been received for an adjournment of the case. I, therefore, presume that the orders of the Courts dated 17-09-2009 have been complied with. 


Disposed of.




 





(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


24th September, 2009





      Punjab  

