STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-II), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Ram Partap Puri,

S/o Late Sh. Madho Ram,

Bhagat Singh Street,

Kapurthala, Punjab.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Kapurthala.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2421 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
Sh. Sukhdev Singh, DSP, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The notice of the Commission for today’s hearing sent to the complainant has been received back by the postal authorities with the remark that the addressee has left India.


The respondent has submitted a detailed report alongwith the information required by the complainant. The delay in the submission of the information has been explained by the fact that the complainant did not deposit the prescribed fee.

Since the complainant is reported to have gone abroad, the information supplied by the respondent should be kept in the custody of the Court and given to the complainant as and when he approaches the Commission for the same.


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







  

       (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008




      

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

C/o Mamta Chawla, Advocate

Chamber No. 3,

District Court, Faridkot.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2468 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the Complainant.



ii)     
Sh. Birpal Singh, Head Constable, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant that the documents required by him have been submitted to the concerned Court alongwith the challan in case FIR No. 251 dated 12.09.06 and these documents can therefore be now obtained by him only from the Court. He has also informed the Complainant that the enquiry report wanted him has been deposited in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Faridkot, and a copy can be obtained by him from that office.


The complainant is not present. 


Disposed of. 







  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





       Punjab


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

# 130, Farid Nagar,

Basti Jodhewal, Rahon Road,

Ludhiana.

  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter

Sector 9, Chandigarh.


&

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.   





                                   ..…Respondents

CC No. 2414  & 2416 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Tarlochan Singh, complainant in person

ii) Smt. Surinder Kaur, Sub Inspector on behalf of the PIO O/o SSP, Ludhiana

iii) H.C. Jasbir Singh on behalf of the PIO/O/o DGP, Punjab.
ORDER


Heard.


Both these cases are being disposed of by a single order since the subject matter in the two cases and the information required by the complainant is the same.

The respondent has given the information for which the complainant had applied.


Disposed of.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





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

S/o Ram Murti,

Plot No. 132, Katra Parja,

Near Saiwa Simiti Hospital,

Amritsar.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2462 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present and no request has also been received from either party for an adjournment. It therefore appears that the complainant is not interested in pursuing this matter any further.

Disposed of. 







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





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

S/o Sh. Amar Nath,

Near Gaushala Road,

Maur Mandi, Distt. Bathinda.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2449 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The complainant has requested for an adjournment.


The case is adjourned to 10.00 AM on 01.01.2009. The PIO or his representative should also be present on that date alongwith a copy of the information, if any, which has been supplied to the complainant.







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





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

H. No. 80, W. No. 8,

Krishna Colony, Gali No. 14,

Dasuya, Distt. Hoshiarpur- 144205.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Hoshiarpur.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2435 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Harpreet Singh Mander, DSP, Dasuya, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent had given a reply to the complainant in response to his application for information detailed 19.08.2008 vide his letter dated 29.09.2008. This letter, which was apparently not received by the complainant when he made his complaint to the Commission on 11.10.2008, has now been received by him on 14.10.2008.


Since the information required by the complainant is not traceable in the records of the respondent, no further action can be taken in this case, which is disposed of.   






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





      Punjab


Note:
After the hearing of the case was over, the complainant appeared and requested for an opportunity to make his submissions. He is given an opportunity to do so at 10.00 AM on 01.01.2009. 






  

    (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





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

W/o Sh. Rajpal Singh Maan,

# 596/3, Power Colony,

Ropar – 140001.



  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.   





    

                               ..…Respondent

CC No. 2432 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Sukhpal Singh on behalf of the complainant. 



ii)     
None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


Vide her application dated 07.01.2008, the complainant has asked for an attested copy of the summons issued to her, if any, by the police, between the period 11.04.2005 to 25.04.2005 in connection with a complaint made by one Sh. Jasbir Singh. The respondent has sent to the Commission a copy of a letter written by him to the complainant on 04.07.2008 with which a copy of the police report prepared in the matter under Section 107/150 Cr.PC has been supplied, but, this is not the information for which she has applied. What she has asked for is a copy of the summons which had been issued to her between 11.04.2005 to 25.04.2005 and it is clear that this information has not been supplied to the complainant. If no summons were issued, this information is also required to be given to the complainant. 


The application for information in this case was made on 07.01.2008 and the respondent has been greatly negligent in not supplying the same to the complainant till now. He is directed to give the required information to the complainant within 7 days of the receipt of this order, otherwise there would be no option but to take action against him under Section 20 of the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 08.01.2009 for confirmation of compliance.   







  

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





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

# 130, Farid Nagar,

Basti Jodhewal,Rahon  Road,
Ludhiana.

  




   
          ……Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o, Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Sale Tax Department, Mini Sectt. 

Ludhiana-III.





                                   ..…Respondent

CC No. 2415 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh. Tralochan Singh, complainant in person. 



ii)     
Mrs. Sunita Shahi, ETO, Ludhiana, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that it is not possible to give accurate and authenticate information to the complainant unless he identifies the firms whose details he requires by their registration certificate number. Since the complainant does not have these numbers, he has indicated the addresses of the firms as follows: -

i) M/s Liberty Woolen Mills, opposite Gopi Chand Petrol Pump, Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana. 

ii) M/s Liberty Knitters, opposite Gopi Chand Petrol Pump, Chandigarh Road, Ludhiana. 

Although the respondent has already made an effort to identify the details of the abovementioned firms, she may depute an inspector to make inquiries in order to locate the RC number of the firms mentioned above. The respondent should also send a written reply to the complainant containing the result of her enquiries before the next date of hearing. 
Adjourned to 10.00 AM on 01.01.2009 for further consideration and orders.







  

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





      Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-II), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
S. Kirpal Singh Gill,

#   2,  Vikas Vihar,

Civil Lines,

Patiala-147001




   
   
      ……Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Registrar,

Punjab and Haryana High Court,

Chandigarh 

 





         .……Respondent
AC. No.  500  of   2008

Present:
i)   
S. Kirpal Singh Gill, appellant in person.




ii)     
Sri  Kamal Kant, Dy. Registrar(Admn.),on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


In compliance of the court’s orders dated 20.11.2008, the respondent has submitted copies of the decision taken by the Hon’ble High Court that no information in respect of any complaint received against a judicial officer should be supplied to any person. This decision was taken on 02.05.1985 and reiterated on 28.11.1990. In view of the above, the refusal to give the required information to the complainant in this case is covered by Rule 5 of the “High Court of Punjab & Haryana (Right to Information) Rules, 2007.” I therefore find no reason to differ with the well reason order of the First Appellate Authority and this second appeal is rejected.

Disposed of.








  

   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008





      Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor (Court No-II), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Smt. Simrat Kaur Matta,

5, Ajit Nagar, Patiala.


  



……… Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.
………..Respondent

CC No. 731   of 2008
Present:
i)    
Sri H.C. Arora, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant.  

ii)   
Sri Rajiv Kumar, AETC-cum-PIO O/o ETC, Patiala on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders of the court dated 16.10.2008, the details of the evasion cases submitted by Capt. Y.S. Matta was sent by the complainant to the respondent. 18 such cases were mentioned in the list and the respondent has gone to great lengths to locate the relevant files and a large number of ETOs from different parts of the State have come to the court today alongwith the files with which each is concerned. The respondent however submits that the information which is being asked for is covered by Section 8 (1)(d) of the RTI Act in accordance with which the following information may not be given to an applicant: -

“information including commercial confidence, trade secrets or intellectual property, the disclosure of which would harm the competitive position of a third party, unless the competent authority is satisfied that larger public interest warrants the disclosure of such information.”
The respondent submits that the commercial dealings of the concerned firms against whom Capt. Y.S. Matta submitted his reports would get revealed if the notes in which his reports have been dealt with are provided to the complainant. He submits that this is third party information and should not be provided to the complainant. 
There is considerable strength in the objection which has been made by the respondent. The complainant submits that no such objection was raised by the respondent during the hearing of the case on 16.10.2008 but, the information which was required to be supplied to the complainant had been seen by the respondent only after the earlier hearing, and he came to be in a position to raise the objection only after he saw the notings in the concerned files. 

The objection raised by the respondent is sustained. The information required by the complainant is not specific enough. There is a general allegation that all the evasion cases submitted by her husband to the Department were not properly dealt with and favoritism was shown to the parties concerned. No details have been given of the evasion which has taken place and the manner in which the department has helped the private party to avoid the payment of legitimate taxes. It is clear that the complainant, who is Capt. Y.S. Matta’s wife, is making all manner of allegations against the Department on the basis of what has been conveyed to her by her husband, who nurses serious grievances against the Department, as mentioned by the complainant herself. This kind of “fishing” for information with a vengeful and vindictive attitude cannot be allowed under the RTI Act. In case Capt. Y.S. Matta wishes to expose any scams in the Excise and Taxation Department through the RTI Act, it would be more appropriate if he himself makes an application for information which seeks to expose specific wrongful action taken by the department.

Disposed of.






  

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


December 11, 2008




      
   Punjab
