STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

S.C.O.84-85, 2ND FLOOR, SECTOR 17C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Amrit Pal Singh, D-15,

Marg 13 Saket, New Delhi-17





-----Appellant






Vs

The Public Informtaion Officer,

o/o the Inspector General of Police, Chandigarh.


----Respondent

FAA – Inspector General of Police Punjab,Chandigarh.





AC No.850 of 2010

ORDER



The information-seeker had moved an application on10.6.2010 to the PIO/Inspector General of Police (Hqrs.), Punjab, Chandigarh seeking information on three points mentioned therein.  It is alleged that a news-item had appeared in The Times of India dated 2.6.2010 in which some observations were made against Ludhiana Police and the information seeker wanted to know what action, if any, had been taken in the matter.  He had addressed a letter to the Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab and wants to know the outcome of the same.

2.

The request for information was transferred by the Inspector General of Police (Hqrs.), Punjab, Chandigarh to PIO-cum-Deputy Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana vide No.1770/RTI dated 29.6.2010 under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Having failed to receive the information, Shri Amrit Pal Singh approached the State Information Commissioner alleging that the information has not been furnished to him within the statutory period of 30 days.  Since the appeal was filed against the PIO/Inspector General of Police (Hqrs), Punjab, Chandigarh, notice was served to him who vide his reply dated 12.11.2010 said that reply pertaining to complainant’s query at Sr. No.2, seeking “copy of the order of Hon’ble Chief Minister, Punjab or Hon’ble Home Minister, Punjab for proposed action and action taken” had been furnished to him and as regards the remaining two queries, these were transferred to the Deputy Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana. Notice, therefore, was issued to the PIO/Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana, who however submitted that the matter relates to case No.146/2000 registered at Police Station, Payal which is part of the Revenue District, Ludhiana but for the purposes of the Police District, Payal, falls within the Police District of Khanna.  Therefore, the query of the information-seeker was further transferred to the PIO/Senior Superintendent of Police, Khanna.  
3.

PIO/Senior Superintendent of Police, Khanna responded that the information was furnished to the information-seeker vide SSP, Khanna’s No.1293/RTI dated 9.12.2010 and he was duly informed that the accused had been arrested on 2.6.2010 and was produced before the Magistrate who sent him to the Judicial Remand.

4.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  The plea of the information-seeker is that since the Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana had failed to give the required information within 30 days, penalty should be imposed on him.

5.

In this case, the respondent has stated that the information was held by the Senior Superintendent of Police, Khanna and the request for information was transferred from the Inspector General of Police (Hqrs), Punjab, Chandigarh to the Commissioner of Police, Ludhiana and then to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Khanna. The request for information was addressed to a public authority which did not hold the relevant information.  The respondent pleaded that in view of these circumstances, it cannot be said that the delay was unreasonable.  It was further pleaded that the information has been furnished and there is no merit in the plea of the information-seeker.
6.

Considering the above facts and circumstances, I do not consider that the delay in this case was without reasonable cause. It is not a fit case to impose penalty. The information has been furnished to him free of cost.
7.

With the above observations, the case is closed.
December 22, 2010






( R.I.Singh )








Chief Information Commissioner










Punjab

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

Ms. Geeta Menon, r/o House No.143,

Sector 21-A, Chandigarh-160022.




_______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, 

Patiala-147001.
                                                                        _______ Respondent.

CC No. 2682  of 2010

ORDER



The complainant has moved an application for early hearing of CC-2682/2010 which had come up for hearing on 29.11.2010.  As the complainant was absent on that day and the respondent had submitted that the matter was under inquiry and that the report cannot be furnished till the inquiry is complete, the case was adjourned to 1.2.2011.  It was also pleaded by the respondent that a matter relating to the issue before the Commission is also pending before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court and the next date of hearing is 24.1.2011. Therefore, it was argued that hearing before the State Information Commission, Punjab may be held after the hearing of the case in the High Court.

     

2.

Ms. Geeta Menon however has now requested for early hearing of the case, as she wants to produce the information being sought by her in this case, in the Hon’ble High Court on 24.1.2011.  She has pleaded that the purpose of seeking information would be defeated, if the information is furnished to her after the next date of hearing in the High Court.

3.

In view of her plea, issue fresh notices to the parties to appear before this Bench on 20.1.2011 at 11.00 A.M. 








              (R.I. Singh)

December 22, 2010




Chief Information Commissioner









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

Shri Nachhattar Singh Mavi,

Secretary (Retd.), Punjab Vidhan Sabha,

1179, Sector 64, Mohali.




          _______ Complainant.

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o Punjab Vidhan Sabha Secretariat, Chandigarh.

             ______ Respondent

CC No. 728    of 2010

Present:-
Shri Nachhattar Singh Mavi complainant in person.

Shri H.C. Arora, Advocate on behalf of Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (retired) and Ms. Sawaran Kanta, Under Secretary-cum-PIO and Shri Raman Kumar Sood, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent-department 

ORDER  



This case had last come up for hearing on 20.12.2010 when Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (Retired) Vidhan Sabha had sought an adjournment on the ground that his Advocate, Shri H.C. Arora was on a Dharna outside the Commission.  In view of this plea, an adjournment was allowed and hearing was fixed for 22.12.2010.
2.

Today, before taking up the case for hearing, a pointed question was addressed to Shri H.C. Arora, Advocate if he would like the case to be transferred to any other Bench of the Commission. He categorically stated that the case should be heard by this Bench and that his “Dharna” outside the Commission on 20.12.2010 and the hearing of the cases by this Bench are altogether two different matters.
3.

 The complainant has pleaded that it is a fit case for penalty and award of compensation.  He has also produced a photocopy of the news which had appeared in the Tribune dated 24.11.2010 relating to a statement of Shri Arora regarding penalty under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005,
4.

The PIO submits letter No.22/PIO/09/18980 dated 22.12.2010 which is taken on record.

5.

Shri H.C. Arora, Counsel for Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary, Punjab Vidhan Sabha (Retired) has relied on the judgment of this Commission in CC-2663/2010 and argued that penalty cannot be imposed on Shri Madan Mohan, Secretary (Retd.), Punjab Vidhan Sabha.
6.

I have heard the parties.  To come up for pronouncement of judgment on 2.01.2011 at 11.00 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

December 22, 2010





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
