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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Aya Ram,

# 239/1, Gali Vakilan,

Purna Bazar, Ludhiana.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2920 of 2008
Present:
i)
Sh. Pawan Kumar, complainant in person
 
ii)
HC Santosh Kumar, on behalf of the respondent    
 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent claims that all available information concerning the case of his missing son which is available in the records of the respondent has been provided to the complainant but he is not satisfied. In these circumstances, the following directions are given to the respondent in respect of the points mentioned in the application for information dated 5-9-2008 of the complainant:-
1) Copies of all wireless massages referred at ‘   ‘should be given to him.

2) The names and designations of the members of the team which was constituted for locating the complainant’s son and the dates on which meetings were held of the team, copies of summons sent to the complainant for appearing before the team and the present position regarding the team should be intimated to the complainant.
3)  The details asked for at ‘   ‘ should be supplied to the complainant.

4) The information asked for at ‘   ‘ and  ‘   ‘ should also be provided to                       the complainant.


In case any item of information is not available in the records, this should also be clearly intimated to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-2-2009 for confirmation of compliance.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Mohinder Paul,

Sant Bhag Singh Nagar,

Street No. 3, Hoshiarpur.




___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2946 of 2008

Present:
i)   Sh. Mohinder Paul, complainant in person
 
ii)  ASI Balwinder Kaur, on behalf of the respondent    
 
ORDER


Heard.

The application for information in this case concerns a third party and the respondent has objected to its being given to the complainant in response to the communication sent to him by the respondent under Section 11 of the RTI Act.


The respondent has subsequently refused the information to the complainant.


Since the information asked for undeniably relates to a third party, the refusal by  the respondent is upheld.


Disposed of. 

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Taranjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Harminder Singh,

T-3/519, RSD-Staff Colony,

Shahpurkandi T/Ship, Teh. Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.





___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

AC No. 605 of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Taranjit Singh, complainant in person
 
ii)   
Hd. Constable Davinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has given to the complainant the information required by him except the information asked for at Sr. No. 3 & 5 of his application, which do not exist in their records. 


Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Mukesh Yadav,

S/o sh. Ranvir Singh,

H.No. 1391, Red Govt. Quarters,

Sector 11, Panchkula.





___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar






__________ Respondent

AC No. 616 of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Mukesh Yadav, complainant in person
 
ii) 
Sh. Rajinder Kumar Clerk,  on behalf of the respondent    
 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that his degree certificate has been sent to the Learning Centre GCS, Chandigarh, and may be collected by him from the Centre. Insofar as the migration certificate is concerned, the respondent states that he has not received the application for the same or the prescribed fee. The complainant has undertaken to give a fresh draft by way of payment of the fees to the respondent today and the respondent has made a commitment that he will deliver the migration certificate to the complainant at 10 AM on 5-2-2009 in the court. Insofar as the merit certificate is concerned, the respondent states that there is no system of issuing merit certificates in the Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar. 


Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 05-02-2009 for confirmation of compliance.   

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. C.M. Kapoor,

H.No. 131/V, Nuhan Colony,

Thermal Plant, Ropar- 140113.



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

The Principal,
GGNIMT College,Civil Lines,

Ludhiana






__________ Respondent
CC No. 2575 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. C.M. Kapoor, complainant in person
 
ii)   Sh. Rajinder Kumar Clerk,  on behalf of the respondent    
 
ORDER


Heard.

With reference to the application for information which has been submitted by the complainant to the Registrar, PTU, Jalandhar, the respondent has given the required information to her. The second application for information of the complainant is addressed to the Principal, G.G.N.I.M.T. College, Civil Lines, Ludhiana, but a notice for today’s hearing was not issued to the Principal-cum-PIO of the College through an oversight.


A copy of the application for information of the complainant dated 25-8-2008 addressed to the Principal of the College and a copy of the complaint dated 5-11-2008 made to the Commission are enclosed with these orders with the direction to the respondent to attend the court at 10.00 AM on 05-02-2009 and explain why the required information has not yet been given to the complainant. In the meanwhile, the respondent is strongly advised to give the information which has been applied for to the complainant before the next date of hearing.  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





      Punjab
Encl--2

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

Sh. Gursewak Singh,

S/o Sh. Harnek Singh,

Dogar Basti, Street No. 10-R,

H.No. B-XI/1031, Faridkot-151203.


___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Jalandhar






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2937 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Gursewak Singh, complainant in person
 
ii)   Sh. Rajinder Kumar Clerk, on behalf of the respondent    
 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the  complainant has been given to him by the respondent .

Disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. J.S. Uppal, Advocate,

# 686-R, Model town,

Jalandhar-144003.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2897 of 2008

Present:
i)    None on behalf of the complainant.
 
ii)   Inspector Narinder Singh, on behalf of the respondent.  
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the court and the same may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Krishan Kumar Mittal,

S/o Sh. Jagdish Ram Mittal,

Shiv Mandir Road, Hira Mahal Colony,

Nabha, Patiala.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o District Mandi Officer,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2884 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh. Mohinder Tiwari, Advocate on behalf of the complainant.    
ii)     
 Sh. Jatinder Modi, District Mandi Officer-cum-PIO. 
ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent except that copies of the documents mentioned at point No. 9, 16 and 17 have been supplied by the respondent to the complainant as part of the 161 pages of information given to him on 16-12-2008, but the complainant denies having received these three documents. The complainant is unable to show the information which has been received by him.

In view of the above, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to once again send the three documents mentioned at point No. 9, 16 and 17 of his application for information to the complainant, within seven days.

Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Gurdev Singh,

S/o sh. Hardial Singh,

C-68, Sunder Nagar,

Pathankot.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2883 of 2008

Present:        i)
Sh. G.S. Bhatia, Advocate and Sh. Gurdev Singh, complainant in

person. 

ii)     
 Hd. Constable Davinder Pal Singh on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has claimed exemption from giving the information required by the complainant pertaining to FIR No  44 dated 17-05-2008 because the challan in this case has been submitted to the court and the trial is still to take place. The exemption being claimed by the respondent is allowed. A copy of the letter dated 21-1-2009 which the respondent has submitted to the court in this case has been given to the complainant for his record. 


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Gurmej Singh,

S/o sh. Atma Singh,

VPO Peer Muhammad,

Tehsil Zira, Distt. Ferozepur.



___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 2912 of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. Sita Ram, AFSO, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent to his satisfaction.
Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. R.S. Walia.

260, Model Town,

Ambala City.




  
     


________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Supdt Police,

Mohali.

 






__________ Respondent

AC No.    263   of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Brijender Kaushik, Advocate, on behalf of appellant.
ii) 
DSP  G. S. Grewal, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated  16-1-2009, the respondent has brought to the Court the Dispatch Register referred to in  the Court’s orders dated 16-1-2009 along with the entire records of the inquiry which had been conducted by the SP(HQs)  Harjinderjeet Singh into the complaint of Sh. Harmohan Paul against the appellant Sri R.S.Walia.



The Dispatch Register has been seen by the Court. There is a correction which has been made therein of the Sr. Nos. of the entries which I do not find to be suspicious in any manner.  The respondent also shows that the report of the inquiry was sent to the SSP,  that it was returned with some observations and was again sent to the SSP. Again, there is nothing suspicious about these entries. I therefore reject the allegation of the appellant that the Dispatch Register has been tampered with.


The respondent has supplied to the complainant attested copies of all the enclosures mentioned in the report of the SP, Sh. Harinderjit Singh. The  complaint of Sri  Harmohan Paul has also been reproduced verbatim in the inquiry report and the appellant insists that the  annexures mentioned  in the complaint  as being enclosed  should also have formed  part of the report.  Be that as it may, it is only the records which actually exist which can be given to  an applicant for   information,   which has 
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been done in this case.  The respondent states that the original   complaint   of Sh. Harmohan Paul    has also been checked in the records and it is a fact that some of the  annexures stated to be enclosed therewith are not available in the records, leading to the conclusion that they had not been enclosed in his complaint by Sri Harmohan Paul to begin with. 

There is no further point being pressed by the appellant except to say that some of the records of the case have been deliberately removed by the respondent, that he should be penalized because the delay which has  been caused in supplying the available information was deliberate and malafide, and that an inquiry should be ordered by the Court into these allegations. However, the records and circumstances of the case do not bear out the allegations. No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. R.S. Walia.

260, Model Town,

Ambala City.




  
     


________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Supdt Police,

Mohali.

 






__________ Respondent

AC No.   418   of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Brijender Kaushik, Advocate, on behalf of appellant.
ii) 
DSP  G. S. Grewal, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated  1-1-2009, the respondent states that the Inquiry Officer has been  contacted and the latter denies having received the documents referred to by the appellant in paragraph 2 of his application for information.  He further states that there is also no record of any such document having been received  or refused by the I.O.

There is no further point being pressed by the appellant except to say that the delay the respondent has caused in this case is deliberate and malafide. However, the records and circumstances of the case do not bear out this allegation. 
 
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. R.S. Walia.

260, Model Town,

Ambala City.




  
     


________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Supdt Police,

Mohali.

 






__________ Respondent

AC No. 581 of 2008

Present:
i) 
Sh. Brijender Kaushik, Advocate on behalf of appellant.
ii) 
DSP  G. S. Grewal, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the jiminis recorded by the Inquiry Officer during the investigation of a FIR are a record of his personal actions, observations and strategies relating to the investigation of the FIR and their  disclosure would hamper the prosecution of the case since the challan in the concerned FIR has already been put up in the Court.  The arguments of the appellant that the jiminis are part of the  official records and the respondent is therefore bound to disclose them, is not sufficient to overcome the reasoning of the respondent against their disclosure. In the above circumstances, this appeal is rejected and the case is disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Gurbachan Singh,

S/o Sh. Babu Ram, 

Vill. Maansinghpur,

P.O. Narot Jaimal Singh,

Tehsil Pathankot,

Distt. Gurdaspur.
 






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.








__________ Respondent

CC No. 2735 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 


         ii)     
Hd. Constable Davinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been given to him in compliance  with  the court’s orders dated 08-01-2009. 


Disposed of.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009





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

Sh. Narinder Singh Lamba,

Preet Nagar, Gali No. 3,

Near Adrash Vidya Mandir,

Tibba Road, PS Basti, Jodhewal,

Ludhiana- 141008.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police (Vigilance),

Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 2636 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 
ii)     
 Inspector Surjit Singh, on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has shown to the court the information which has been given to the complainant on 10-11-2008. It is apparent that the information for which the complainant had applied was supplied to him in full on that date and has been submitted by the respondent vide his letter dated 20-01-2009. The documents required by the complainant have again been sent to him by registered post on 20-01-2009.

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

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January 22, 2009                                                                    Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harmesh Manav,

Advocate,

90, Judicial Complex,

New Courts, Jalandhar.




  


__________ Appellant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Civil Judge (Sr. Division),

District Courts, Jalandhar.
              




  __________ Respondent

AC No. 164   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sri  Rahul  Rampal, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.
ii) Sri R.S. Riar, Addl. Advocate General, Pb., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The background of this case in brief is that the complainant has made a complaint to the Commission against the PIO of the office of  the Civil Judge, Senior Division, Jalandhar, alleging that the information which was asked for by the appellant in his application dated 24-10-2007 has not been supplied.  The information for which the application had been made consisted of the Rules or Regulations or procedure under which a copying agency can refuse to supply copies of documents  which by themselves are photocopies.


During the course of the hearing of the case on 16-10-2008, Ld. Counsel for the respondent argued that the information required by the appellant would be exempted from disclosure under section 8(1) (b) of the RTI Act, 2005, unless the requirement of Rule 3(2) of the Punjab Civil and Criminal Courts Preparation and Supply of Copies of Records Rules , 1965 has been shown to have been fulfilled and for this purpose, it would be necessary for the appellant to place on record copies of  (i)  the application which has been made to the concerned Court for allowing copies of the documents to be given, since they pertain to a case which was still under adjudication,  (ii)  the orders of the Court on the application;  and (iii) the letter of the copying agency refusing the application.   The Court ordered accordingly and directed the appellant to send the afore-mentioned documents to the respondent well  before 
Contd…p2/
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 the next date of hearing, which was 18-12-2008.  On that date, nobody appeared on behalf of the appellant at the hearing and Ld. Counsel for the respondent stated that he had not received the documents from the appellant in compliance with the Court’s directions. The Court  therefore ordered that no further action is required to be taken in the case and disposed of it.

Subsequently, the appellant made an application dated 24-12-2008 for recalling the afore-mentioned orders dated 18-12-2008, in the interest of justice, on the ground that he was  delayed when the hearing took place on 18-12-2008 and could not reach the Court premises in time, but the documents which the Court had ordered  him to produce were  in his possession on that date, copies of which were stated to be enclosed with the application.


The application of the appellant was heard in the presence of both the parties  today.


Opposing the application of the appellant, Ld. Counsel for the respondent was able to show that the documents, copies of which have been enclosed with the application of the respondent, are  dated 8-11-2007, 12-11-2007 and 22-11-2007, and therefore they are not the documents which the Court had directed to the appellant to produce in its orders dated 16-10-2008.  Ld. Counsel argued that therefore, since there is no error of fact in the orders of the Court dated 9-1-2009, it cannot be recalled, and it also cannot be reviewed since there is no provision in the RTI  Act, 2005 for a review of its own orders by the Court.

I find the reasoning of Ld. Counsel for the respondent to be unassailable and I therefore   reject the application dated 24-12-2008 of the appellant for recalling the orders dated 18-12-2008 of the Court.
    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


January  22, 2009                                                                  Punjab.
