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

Sh. Parmal Singh,

Deputy Director of Factories,

Gali No. 2, Putlighar,

Amritsar – 143001.








_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Baradari Garden, Patiala – 147001.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Baradari Garden, Patiala – 147001.








    _______ Respondents
AC No. 06 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Ramesh Kumar, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.



Ms. Paramjit Kaur, Junior Assistant on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Ms. Paramjit Kaur, Junior Assistant states that the original record was destroyed but a copy of the marks-sheet maintained at the time of interview of the candidates is available with the respondent-department.  Information can be supplied on the basis of this mark-sheet for which she seeks time.  The request is allowed.  

Case is adjourned to 25.2.2010 at 11.00 AM for compliance.


   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal,

s/o Sh. Bachittar Singh,

R/o 201-204/100, 

Block – J, B.R.S. Nagar,

Ludhiana, Punjab.







_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

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

Ludhiana Range, Ludhiana.
2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Director,


Vigilance Bureau Punjab,


SCO No.60-61, Sector 17-D,


Chandigarh.






      _______ Respondents
AC No. 08 of 2010
Present:-
(i)
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal complainant in person.

(ii) Shri Sukhdev Singh, Inspector for respondent No.1.

(iii) Shri Gurbachan Singh, Senior Assistant for Respondent No.2.

ORDER



The respondents are allowed time to file written statement in response to the present appeal.



To come up on 18.02.2010 at 11.00 AM.    


   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh Khaira,

C/o Vigilance Citizen’s Forum,

Gill Road Chapter, 3344,

Chet Singh Nagar, Ludhiana. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 05 of 2010
Present:-  (i)
Shri Surinder Paul, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.

(ii)
Kunwar Vijay Partap Singh, IPS, Commandant, 82 Bn, Punjab Armed Police, Jalandhar alongwith Mrs. Baldev Kaur, DSP, Ropar, Shri Charan Dass, DSP o/o ADGP (Intelligence), Chandigarh, Shri Kulwant Singh, SI o/o SSP, Sangrur, Shri Sadhu Ram, Inspector o/o SSP, Fatehgarh Sahib, Shri Daljit Singh, ASI o/o SSP, Jalandhar, Shri Jaspal Singh, ASI o/o SSP, Mohali, Shri Sarvijay Singh, Inspector and Shri Surjit Singh, Head Constable o/o SSP, Mansa, Shri Harmeet Singh, ASI o/o SSP, Bhatinda, Shri Gurmeet Chauhan o/o the Inspector General of Police (HQRS), Chandigarh, Shri Jaspal Singh, Constable o/o SSP, Ferozepur, Shri Nirmal Singh, Inspector o/o Headquarter, GRP, Punjab, Patiala and Shri Hardev Singh, ASI o/o SSP, Tarantaran for the respondent..

ORDER



The complainant vide his application dated 12.10.2009 addressed to PIO, Punjab Police Headquarter, Chandigarh sought information about eleven issues listed in the application. pertaining to implementation of “Cigarette and other Tobacco Products (Prohibition of Advertisement and Regulation of Trade and Commerce Production, Supply and Distribution) Act, 2003” and “Cigarette and Other Products Rule, 2004” in the offices, buildings and premises of Punjab Police Headquarters and under  the   control   of   Punjab   Police.   The   information   being   sought   is    fairly 
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comprehensive and would involve not only collection of data from each police office in 20 districts of the State, but tabulating, collating and shifting of date, before it could be furnished in the format asked for.  To illustrate, the complainant wants to know the number of warning sign-boards against smoking displayed in each office/premises/floor/ building with addresses and cost incurred in displaying each sign board in each building/floor with dates in all the office buildings throughout the State of Punjab and the names with designations of each person who ordered affixation of the warning boards against smoking, the agency which executed the order to affix such warning sign-boards etc.


On receipt of this request, the PIO of Police Headquarters at Chandigarh transferred the query to all the PIOs of the various public authorities of Police Department in the State of Punjab under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act.  The information seeker received response from 23 PIOs from all over the State, but as he was not satisfied with the information supplied to him, he moved the State Information Commission, seeking a direction to PIO of Punjab Police Headquarters to follow the procedure listed under sub-section (4) and (5) of Section 5 of Right to Information Act and supply him the information, after collecting and collating the data.


In support of his plea, the complainant has relied on the Punjab Police Act, 2007 wherein it is mentioned in Section 3(i) that there “shall be one police service in the State.”  This clause is being interpreted by the complainant to mean that there shall be one single public authority for Punjab Police in the State of Punjab, with obligation to supply information in respect of all the Punjab Police offices in the State.


I have heard the parties and gone through the record.



The appellant has addressed the request for information to the DGP, Punjab and expects that DGP, as a public authority shall procure, collate and thereafter supply the information in respect of all police offices in the State of Punjab under his control.   Obviously, the appellant has not appreciated the mechanism created by RTI Act for securing information by citizens.  Section 2(j) of the Act confers right on citizens to access information  ‘held  by  or  under  the  control  of  any   public 
Contd...3/p
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authority’ and thereby casts a corresponding duty on the concerned public authority to furnish the information.  The term ‘public authority’ has been defined in Section 2(h) of the RTI Act.  For our purposes, sub-clause ( c) & (d) of this Section are relevant, which read as below:-
Section 2(h) sub-clauses (C) and (d):-

“Public Authority means any authority or body or institution of self government established or constituted:-

(c) by any law made by State Legislature;

(d) by notification issued or order made by the appropriate Government, and includes any-

(i) body owned, controlled or substantially financed;

(ii) non-government organization substantially financed, directly or indirectly by funds provided by the appropriate government.”


The office of DGP is an authority created by the law/notification of the State government and it is therefore a ‘public authority’.  Likewise the offices of District Police Chief (SSP), office of the sub-divisional Police chiefs and Police Stations headed by SHO are creation of law/notifications issued by government and therefore are ‘public authorities’ within the meaning of Section 2 of Act.  Whereas every Head of Government Department is a public authority, every public authority is not Head of a Government Department.  The law provides for recognition of more than one public authority within a government department, so long they meet the criteria of Section 2.  Each public authority within a department may be the  custodian of an ‘information’ i.e. an information “is held by or under the control” of such a public authority.  For the purpose of RTI Act each public authority is a self-contained unit and the fact that a public authority is on the administrative side subordinate to another superior office, which is also a public authority, makes no difference.  An information seeker is required to access the information from the concerned public authority which holds or controls the information.  If the information is held and controlled by a Head of Department in capacity as ‘public authority’ then the information seeker is required to approach him.  If, however,   the information is held   and   controlled   by   a  public 
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authority other than the Head of Department, then the information seeker is required to approach that public authority.  The fact that this public authority is subordinate to Head of Department on the administrative side is immaterial because under the RTI Act, there is no hierarchy of ‘public authorities’.  No one public authority is subordinate to or superior than another public authority, for the purpose of RTI Act. The reliance on Provisions of the Punjab Police Act, 2007 is misplaced.  Section 3(i) of the Act merely states that “there shall be one Police Service in the State”.  This does not mean that there shall be only one ‘public authority’ for the Department of Police in the State of Punjab.  The institution of ‘Public Authority’ is created by the RTI Act, 2005 and not by Punjab Police Act, 2007.  Any body or institution which satisfies the provisions of Section 2(h) is a public authority and there could be as many offices in a government department designated as ‘Public Authority’, as satisfy the Provisions of Section 2(h).  There is no conflict between the provisions of the Police Act and the RTI Act, but were there to be any inconsistency between the two,  it is RTI Act,  which shall prevail in view of the overriding effect of Section 22 of RTI Act.


Section 6(1)(a) makes it further clear that a person who desires to obtain any information ‘shall’ make a request to the PIO “of the concerned public authority” and the concerned public authority would be the authority which ‘holds’ or ‘controls’ the information.  The information must be held in capacity as ‘Public Authority’.  Even from a practical point of view, if a Head of a Department is called upon to collect, collate and supply information held by various offices who are public authorities spread all over the State under its control on the administrative side, the statutory dead-line of 30 days provided by Section 7 would be rarely honoured, given the sheer size and logistics of the operations, even for a small State like Punjab.


The obligation to supply information is discharged by each public authority by designating officers as ‘ Public Information Officers’, who act as the nodal points for receiving the requests for information, procuring it from the concerned hands within the organization and thereafter supplying it to the information seeker.  The PIO may seek the assistance of any other officer as he or she considers it necessary for the proper discharge of his/her duties. The assistance contemplated under Section 5 sub clause (4) and (5) must be construed as assistance of any officer 
Contd… 5/p
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within the public authority.  This is obvious from the fact that under Sub-clause (5) of Section 5, the officer whose assistance has been sought shall be treated as a PIO.  For seeking assistance of any officer under the control of another Public Authority, there is a separate provision in law. If the information sought is held by another public authority i.e. by an authority other than to which the PIO  who has received the request belongs, the law creates an obligation on the part of such a PIO to, “ transfer the application or such part of it as may be appropriate to that other public authority”.  This obligation under Section 6 of the Act is to transfer the application to ‘that other public authority’ and not to public ‘authorities’.  The expression used in Section 6 is ‘authority’ and not ‘authorities’. Simply put, the PIO is expected to transfer a request which does not relate to him but has nevertheless been received by him, one identifiable authority.  He is not expected to transfer such a request if information is held by many or a number of authorities.  The rational is that a PIO is not a post office or a coordinator for forwarding requests from information seekers to various departments.  Legislature has merely facilitated the information seekers by empowering PIO who inadvertently receives request pertaining to another PIO to forward it to the concerned PIO.  Law, however, does not require him to deal with a multitude of public authorities; if that were so, some PIOs may end up doing nothing else!


From the foregoing discussion, it must be held that the appellant erred in approaching the DGP, as Head of Department, for seeking information from various police public authorities spread all over the State on the pretext that these public authorities are subordinate to the DGP.  The appellant was required under law to approach the PIO of the concerned public authority which holds or controls the information, which in the present case would mean the PIOs of the offices of SSP’s, SHO’s etc.  The information sought by the appellant is in public interest but even the cause of public good is no ground to set wrong procedural precedents which would get cited in future to short circuit the law.  Consequently, it must be held that the PIO of the office of DGP is under no legal obligation to collect, collate and supply information to the appellant from other public authorities spread all over Punjab.  Of course, it goes without saying that PIO of the office of DGP is obligated to provide the 
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information pertaining to the office of DGP.  This should be done within 15 days from now.


The complainant has submitted an application dated 28.1.2010 updating the status of information received by him so-far.  This be taken on record.



It is noted with regret that the PIO has mentioned the name of complainant’s father incorrectly.  This should be rectified at the earliest as requested by the complainant.



To come up for further hearing on 17.02.2010 at 11.00 A.M. 

   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Gurpreet Singh, Advocate,

Chamber No. 367, 3rd Floor,

Judicial Complex, District Courts,

Ludhiana, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police-cum-

Commandant General, 

Punjab Home Guards & Director Civil Defence,

Punjab, 17-Bays Building, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 18 of 2010
Present:-
Shri A.P. Singh on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Ashok Khanna, PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The only plea taken by the respondent in this case is that the information pertains to third party.  The PIO under law is obliged to pass a speaking order after seeking the submissions of third party and after duly considering the request for information.    PIO is, therefore, directed to pass a speaking order within 15 days.  With these directions, the complaint case is closed.

   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Punjab Singh,

s/o Sh. Mahinder Singh,

R/o Dera Pathana,

Teh. – Dera Baba Nanak,

District Gurdaspur, Punjab. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 27 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Punjab Singh complainant in person.

Shri Gurmeet Chauhan alongwith Shri Lakhmir Singh both Senior Assistant for respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submits that the complainant vide his application dated 25.11.2009 had sought information from the Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala who may, therefore, be impleaded as a party.  The respondent further submits that no reference was ever received in the office of the Inspector General of Police (HQRS), Punjab, Chandigarh.

2.

In view of the above, notice be issued to the Public Information Officer o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala. Case stands adjourned to 25.2.2010 at 11.00 AM.

   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




 
     Punjab
CC

The Public Information Officer o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula, Haryana.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 42 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Vasudev, complainant in person.

Shri Gurmeet Chauhan alongwith Shri Lakhmir Singh, both Senior Assistant for respondent.


ORDER



The respondent has placed on record a copy of letter No.192/RTI-1 dated 21.1.2010 conveying that information has already been supplied to the complainant vide Inspector General of Police (HQRS), Punjab’s letter No.4462/RTI-1 dated 10.12.2009.

2.

Complainant is satisfied.  Complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Jiwan Garg,

R/o F-2/194, Sector 16,

Rohini, Delhi - 110089








_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Addl. Director General of Police (Admn.)

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.







    _______ Respondents
AC No. 10 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Jiwan Garg appellant in person.

Shri Manminder Singh, Asstt. Inspector General of Police (Crime) on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER



Shri Maninder Singh representing the respondents states that the information has been supplied to the appellant, who, however, alleges that there are deficiencies.  The respondent is directed that deficiencies be removed within 10 days by supplying the balance information.  With these directions, the case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Daljit Singh Grewal,

s/o Sh. Bachittar Singh,

R/o 201-204/100,

Block-J, B.R.S. Nagar,

Ludhiana.








_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

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

Ludhiana, Punjab.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Chief Director Vigilance Bureau,

SCO No. 60-61, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.








    _______ Respondents
AC No. 15 of 2010

Present:-
(i)
Shri Daljit Singh Grewal complainant in person.

(iv) Shri Sukhdev Singh, Inspector for respondent No.1.

(v) Shri Gurbachan Singh, Senior Assistant for Respondent No.2.

ORDER



The respondents are allowed time to file written statement in response to the present appeal.



To come up on 18.02.2010 at 11.00 AM.    


   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Civil Judge, (Jr. Divn.) (Retd.) 

R/o 835/2, Chandigarh Road Khanna,

District Ludhiana, Punjab.


_________Appellant 
      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.
2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Registrar (Admn.)

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.








    _______ Respondents
AC No. 34 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Ranjit Singh complainant in person.



Shri Ranjit Singh, Deputy Registrar (Admn.) on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Heard both the parties.  Judgment is reserved for pronouncement.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Civil Judge, (Jr. Divn.) (Retd.) 

R/o 835/2, Chandigarh Road Khanna,

District Ludhiana, Punjab.


_________Appellant 
      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.
2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Registrar (Admn.)

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh.








    _______ Respondents
AC No. 35 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Ranjit Singh complainant in person.



Shri Ranjit Singh, Deputy Registrar (Admn.) on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Heard both the parties.  Judgment is reserved for pronouncement.









   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

s/o Sh. Kirpal Singh,

Village Timberpur, 

Teh. & Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib,

Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Fatehgarh Sahib, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 57 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Jasbir Singh complainant in person.



Shri Sadhu Ram, Inspector on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent states that the matter is still under inquiry and no report has been finalized and therefore a copy of the same cannot be given.

2.

The complainant pleads that inquiry is pending since 26.11.2008.  He has approached the authorities a number of times and was given the reply each time that the matter is still under inquiry.

3.

It is not within the jurisdiction of this Commission to direct the concerned authorities to finalize inquiry within a specific time.  Nevertheless, considering that the matter is pending for more than one year, attention of Senior Superintendent of Police, Fatehgarh Sahib is drawn for early appropriate action at his end.  A copy of this order be sent to Shri Koshtav Sharma, Senior Superintendent of Police, Fatehgarh Sahib. With this direction, the complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




 
     Punjab
CC

Shri Koshtav Sharma, Senior Superintendent of Police, Fatehgarh Sahib.

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

Sh. Avtar Singh,

s/o Sh. Jang Bahadur,

Chamber No. 18-A,

District Courts Complex,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Chief Minister Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 61 of 2010

Present:-
Shri Avtar Singh complainant in person.

Shri Rajinder Singh Saini, Superintendent (PP-3), Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

ORDER



The Assistant Public Information Officer vide his letter No.14/7/2010-1PP3/543 dated 25.01.2010 has conveyed that the matter is still under consideration of the Government and  this fact has been duly conveyed to the information seeker.

2.

In view of the fact that the information has been supplied, complaint case is closed.









   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Sucha Singh Kang,

# 1424, Phase – 10,

Mohali, Punjab. 

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 
__________ Respondent

CC No. 71 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Sucha Singh Kang complainant in person.

Shri Sawarandeep Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, City-II, Mohali alongwith Shri Jaspal Singh, ASI on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



The complainant was informed vide letter No.243/S dated 6.1.2010 that the matter is still under investigation.  The complainant, however, requested that the details of the present status may be conveyed to him.  He had lost his son in an accident and the accused has jumped the bail and is absconding.  The complainant is an old person. He should be conveyed the detailed status of the present efforts made by the investigating agency to bring the accused to book.  With these directions, the case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Kamal Jit Lal Batta,

s/o Sh. Amrit Lal,

r/o O/s Mukhu Gate,

Near RSD College,

Ferozepur City, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Addl. Civil Judge (Sr. Divn.),

Ferozepur, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 75 of 2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Jasbir Singh, Reader to Civil Judge (Sr. Divn.), Ferozepur.

ORDER



The complainant is absent without intimation.  The respondent represented by Shri Jasbir Singh, Reader states that information being sought pertains to powers of the Court under Civil Procedure Code.  This information is already in public domain.



Considering the stand of the respondent and the absence of the complainant, the complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. V.P. Sachdev,

# 181, Krishna Enclave,

Dhakoli, Zirakpur, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Mohali, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 109 of 2010
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Jaspal Singh, ASI on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant is absent.  The respondent represented by Shri Jaspal Singh, ASI submits that the information has already been supplied vide NO.1156/1401/C/RTI dated 22.01.2010 and again vide letter No.1156/1402/C/RTI dated 22.01.2010.  In view of this, the complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Jagan Nath,

s/o Sh. Lachman Dass,

Mallout Road, Udham Singh Nagar,

Gali No. 2, Mukatsar, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Mukatsar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 115 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Jagan Nath complainant in person.

Shri Brijender Pal Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police (Hqrs), Mukatsar for respondent.

ORDER



Information has been supplied to the complainant.  Accordingly, no cause of action is left and the complaint case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Rajwinder Singh,

s/o Sh. Niranjan Singh,

r/o Village Bahmna,

Teh. – Samana, Distt. Patiala.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent of Police (D),

Punjab Police, Patiala.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 124 of 2010
Present:-
Shri Narinder Pal Singh on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Hazur Singh, Inspector for respondent.

ORDER



The complainant vide his application dated 17.6.2009 had sought information on three issues as mentioned therein.

2.

Shri Hazur Singh, Inspector has submitted  written statement, a copy of which has been supplied to the complainant. Case stands adjourned to 17.2.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Jiwan Garg,

F-2/194, Sector 16, 

Rohini, Delhi – 110089







_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Addl. Civil Judge (Sr. Divn.),

Court Complex, Sunam – 148028.


&

First Appellate Authority,

O/o Addl. Civil Judge, (Sr. Divn.),

Court Complex, Sunam – 148028.





_________ Respondents

AC No. 716 of 2009

Present:        i)   
Sh. Jiwan Garg, appellant in person.

ii)     
Shri Gopal Krishan, Superintendent, District and Session Judge, Sangrur alongwith Sh. Jasbir Singh, Alhmad, on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER


Only three issues remain pending, as listed below:-

(i) PIO o/o the Additional Civil Judge, Sunam will make a determined effort to trace out the record.

(ii) PIO o/o the Additional Civil Judge, Sunam will respond to the appellant as to differential rates charged for supply of copies at different times.

(iii) Copies of Goshwara and other documents as already supplied to the appellant are not attested or verified.  These may be attested by the concerned PIO.  

The above information will be supplied within 15 days.  With these directions, appeal case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Kailash Thukral, Member,

District Advisory Committee for Revenue,

R/o E.M. 104, Rasta Mohalla,

Jalandhar City-I, Punjab. 






_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

The Citizens Urban Co-Op. Bank Ltd.

506, New Jawahar Nagar, 

Jalandhar, Punjab.

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o The Citizens Urban Co.Op. Bank Ltd.,

506, New Jawahar Nagar,

Jalandhar, Punjab.





__________ Respondents

AC No. 862 of 2009
Present:        i)   
None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)     
Shri N.S. Vashisht, Advocate on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent had filed a written statement pleading that Citizens Urban Coop. Bank Ltd. is not a public authority within the meaning of 2(i)(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The appellant is absent.  He was absent on 25.11.2009, then on 14.12.2009 and again on 6.1.2010.  A number of opportunities have been given to him to respond to the stand taken by the respondent-bank that they are not a public authority.  This stand of the respondent was duly conveyed to the appellant through registered letter by the respondents themselves. .Since the appellant has continuously failed to respond, the appeal is dismissed.  








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Darshan Singh Dhaliwal,

President, Sant Sipahi Dal (Regd.),

1132/6, Mohala Sujapuria,

Jagraon – 142026.
 

_________ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,
O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.
2
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Inspector General of Police,


Amritsar.
__________ Respondents
AC No. 956 of 2009
Present: -
i)
Shri Satinder Pal Singh on behalf of the appellant.

ii)
None on behalf of the respondents.

ORDER



The respondent had submitted on the last date of hearing that information has been supplied to the appellant, who was absent on that day.

2.

The appellant today states that information is deficient to the extent that certified copies of the order vide which Shri Rajbir Singh was promoted as ASI (ORP) have not been supplied.  The respondent is directed to supply this information in15 days. With these directions, case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Arun Kumar,

# 220, United Co-Operative House 

Building Society, Sector 68,

Mohali, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3697 of 2009
Present: -
i)
Sh. Arun Kumar, complainant in person.

ii)
Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Copies of letter No.23 dated 20.01.2010 and letter No.19 dated 28.01.2010 from the office of Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana received by fax in this office are taken on record.

2.

The complainant on the last date of hearing was asked to submit an affidavit, duly sworn, in support of his allegation that information supplied to him is factually incorrect.  Today, the complainant seeks time to file this affidavit.  Time is allowed.  Case is adjourned to 16.02.2009 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar, Punjab.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District & Sessions Judge, 

Amritsar, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3897 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Shri Mohinder Singh, Assistant Registrar on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Rajan Kakkar, Typist on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The background of the case is that Shri Sanjay Kumar Katwal who is working as Stenographer Grade-I in the office of the District and Sessions Judge, Amritsar had enrolled himself as a regular law student in day classes at St. Soldier College, Jalandhar which is at a considerable distance from Amritsar. The complainant pleads that the issue does not relate to personal or private affairs of a third party but  involves public interest as to how a regular government employee can attend day time classes and pursue a three year degree course in law at a place far away from the place of his posting while he is shown present in his office.  The respondent is given one opportunity to file reply/rejoinder.  Case is adjourned to 16.2.2010 at 11.00 AM.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Parminder Singh,

s/o Sh. Nazar Singh,

Vill. – Rajoana Khurd,

Teh. Raikot, Distt. Ludhiana.

 

_________ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

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

Jagraon, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 3912 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. R.K. Samyal, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Rajpal Singh, Superintendent of Police (Detective) along with Shri J.S. Dhaliwal, Joint Director (Crime Branch) on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent submitted a written reply vide his letter No.106/RTI dated 27.1.2010 stating that the matter is sensitive and under investigation.  Since the investigation is at a critical stage, disclosure of any information will impede the process of investigation and prosecution of the accused.  The investigating agency is also considering to go in for Narco Test and other related issues.

2.

In view of the facts explained by the respondent, I do not consider it a fit case to direct the respondent to disclose the information which may impede the process of investigation.  Accordingly, the complaint case is ordered to be closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Sukhwinder Singh,

58-B, Sarabha Nagar,

Patiala, Punjab.



_________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Inspector General of Police,

Patiala, Punjab.

__________ Respondent

CC No. 2534 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, complainant in person.

ii)     
Sh. D.S. Dhuri, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Patran on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing i.e. 04.01.2010 the respondent was directed to supply the information on point No.3 of complainant’s original application.  Respondent, today, has handed over the information to the complainant vide letter No.2222-2239 dated 25.1.2010.  The complainant, however, has submitted an application that the information is deficient.  A copy of this letter has been given to the respondent who may file their written reply. Case stands adjourned to 16.02.2010 at 11.00 AM.


D.O. letter dated 27.1.2010 from Shri S.K. Asthana, DIG, Patiala Range, Patiala and letter No.38116 dated 31.12.2009 from DIG, Patiala Range, Patiala are taken on record.









   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Karamjit Singh,

s/o Sh. Balvir Singh,

Kothi No. 56, Officer Colony,

Ferozepur, Punjab.







_______ Complainant
      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director General of Police (Prisons) Punjab,

SCO No. 8-9, Sector 17-A,

Chandigarh







    _______ Respondent

CC No. 3816 of 2009
Present:        i)   
Sh. Karamjit Singh, complainant in person.

ii)     
Shri Baldev Singh, Superintendent, Central Jail, Ferozepur on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



On the last date of hearing, complainant was directed to go through the record and thereafter identify the copies of record, he needs.  Parties have gone through this process and the complainant has no grouse qua the Central Jail, Ferozepur.



However, he states that the Director General of Police (Prisons), Punjab, Chandigarh has not furnished the information pertaining to date of appointment of Shri S.S. Saggu as Warden, the period for which he served on the posts of Warden, Clerk, Deputy Superintendent and the period of his stay at Ferozepur Central Jail.  This information be supplied by the PIO, D.G. (Prisons), Punjab within 15 days.  With these directions, case is closed.








   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010




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

Sh. Lakha Singh Azad,

s/o Sh. Mangal Singh,

VPO – Raian, W. No. 10,

Teh. Baba Bakala, Distt. Amritsar. 





______ Appellant

      




Vs.

1.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar (Rural).

2.
First Appellate Authority,


O/o Inspector General of Police,


Boarder Range, Amritsar.





____ Respondents

AC No. 963 of 2009
ORDER


Information sought by the appellant has been supplied to him.  However, the counsel for the appellant had raised the issue of delay and consequent imposition of penalty on PIO.  A Show Cause Notice was issued to PIO who has explained that the appellant had moved an application on 13.7.2009 and as the information pertained to Police Station, Beas, the same was called for from the concerned SHO.  Subsequently on 26.8.2009, the appellant was asked to deposit Rs.93/-as fee so that information could be supplied to him.  However, the appellant deposited the money and collected the information only on 22.9.2009.



The counsel for the appellant has argued that, in any case, there was  delay of 10 days as he was asked for depositing the fee only on 26.08.2009 whereas 30 days had expired on 16.8.2009.  



Heard the parties.  Delay is obviously not intentional.  Information had to be collected and after collecting the same, it required deposit of requisite fee for which notice was given to the appellant.  The appellant took nearly 25 days to collect the information after intimation was given to deposit the requisite fee.



This is not a fit case to impose any penalty. The appeal case is filed.









   (R.I. Singh)








Chief Information Commissioner


28th January, 2010





      Punjab
