STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kamal Anand,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telehpone Exchange Road,

Sangrur.


   

     ------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Bhupindera Road,

Patiala.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 882 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Kamal Anand, Complainant in person.



None is present on behalf of the Respondent.
This being the first date of hearing, another opportunity is granted to the Respondent to appear and present his case. 

2.
To come on 02.05.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Davinder Pal,

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO 20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.


   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 836 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Davinder Pal, Complainant in person alongwith Sh. Parminder 


Singh Grewal, Advocate.



Sh. Harpreet Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent.



Respondent states that he is in the Commission today for appearance in another matter.  He states that he has not received any notice requiring him to appear in this case. He requests for time to enable him to present his case.


2.
The presence of the Respondent before us is noted.  Respondent is permitted to give his response and address arguments on the next date of hearing.

3.
To come up for further proceedings on 16.04.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Devinder Pal,

C/o Tribune Office,

SCO 20, Ladowali Road,

Jalandhar.


   

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Special Secretary,

Department of Home Affairs & Justice,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 607 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Devinder Pal, Complainant in person alongwith Sh. Parminder 


Singh Grewal, Advocate.


Sh. B.B.Sethi, Under Secretary Home, Punjab on behalf of PIO, Principal Secretary Home, Punjab and Sh. Harpreet Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police on behalf of the PIO, Director General of Police, Punjab.


On the last date of hearing that is 20.02.2007, we had directed :
(i) That complete information as demanded by the Complainant be supplied to him by 1st March 2007.

(ii) That the PIOs of Principal Secretary, Home and DGP, Punjab should submit affidavits showing cause why penalty under Section 20 RTI Act, 2005, be not imposed upon them for failure to supply the information within the statutorily prescribed period.  

(iii) That both the PIOs should also show cause why suitable compensation be not awarded to the Complainant under Section 19 (8)(b), RTI Act, 2005 for the loss and detriment suffered by the Complainant on account of delay in supply of information demanded.
2.
Respondent submits that the entire information as demanded by the Complainant has been duly delivered to him on 1st March 2007 as per directions of the Commission. A copy of the information has also been delivered to the Commission.  Both PIOs have also submitted affidavits showing cause why penalty be not imposed on each of them and why compensation be not awarded to the Complainant.
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3.
After going through the information that has been supplied, we find that the Department has listed a huge number of recommendations received by the authorities from various political leaders for transfer of police officials from the
level of constable to Superintendent of Police.  This information runs into about 49 pages and covers several hundred instances.  All these recommendations have been compiled year wise from 2002 onwards when the last Government was formed.  It is satisfying to note that the PIO in the office of the Director General of Police, Punjab has so meticulously compiled and delivered the information in such minute detail.   
4.
The Complainant, however, avers that the information supplied does not include officers higher than the rank of Superintendent of Police.  He submits that in his application under Section 6 RTI Act, 2005, he had demanded information with regard to recommendations received in respect of transfer and posting of all “SPs, DSPs and other officials”. According to him, ‘other officials’ would also include officers higher than the rank of Superintendent of Police.  
5.
Respondent on the other hand states that he has supplied all the information as was demanded. Respondent submits that the very wording of the request for information, mentioning “Superintendent of Police, Deputy Superintendent of Police and other officials” signifies that ‘other officials’ would be of ranks lower than the Superintendent of Police.  Respondent, however, states that he has absolutely no objection to delivering information in respect of Senior Officers also if such information is demanded.  
6.
We accept the contention of the Respondent that the expression ‘other officials’ in the application for seeking information would mean officials lower than the rank of Superintendent of Police. In instruments, where general words of rank follow specific words of rank, the general words have to be construed in a descending or an ascending order as the case may be.  In the instant case, the words ‘other officials’ in the request for information appear after the words “Superintendent of Police, Deputy Superintendent of Police”.   In such a situation, the referents indicated by the words ‘other officials’ would be presumed to follow the series of a descending order of rank that is SP, DSP, Inspector etc. to the level of constable and not as SP, DSP, Inspector, SI, ASI, Constable, SSP, DIG, IG and DGP. 
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7.
We, therefore, hold that the complete information as demanded by the Complainant as per his original request has been supplied.  As the original application for information does not demand the information qua officers of the rank of SSPs and above, it is not obligatory for the Respondent to supply the said information unless a fresh application in that behalf is made by the Complainant before the concerned PIO.  The Respondent PIOs, however, offer to supply the information relating to the officers of the rank of SSPs and above also to the Complainant within a period of two weeks even though they are not obligated to do so in the absence of a statutory request in that behalf.  We appreciate this gesture of the Respondents. 
8.
Complainant wishes to go through the affidavits filed by the PIOs before arguing the matter on his demand for penalty and compensation.  Copies of the affidavits have been delivered to the Complainant today.

9.
To come up for arguments on the question of imposition of penalty and award of compensation on 16.04.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Kuldip Chand,

# 1292, Sector 23-B,

Chandigarh.


   

     ---------------------------------Appellant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarter,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
AC No. 158 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Kuldip Chand, Appellant in person.



Sh.  Harpreet Singh, Senior Superintendent of Police on behalf of 


the Respondent.



On the last date of hearing that is 06.02.2007, certain documents were delivered by the Respondent to the Appellant in our presence.  On the same date, we had directed that the Inspector General of Police, Headquarters, Punjab (PIO) should give a personal hearing to the Appellant on 21.02.2007.  


2.
Respondent states that Sh. Suresh Arora, Inspector General of Police, Headquarters, Punjab had duly given a hearing to the  Appellant on 21.02.2007 and also allowed him to inspect the file on which the matter regarding the promotion of the Appellant was considered.  Respondent states that there is no other document pertaining to the rejection of appeal of the Appellant by the appropriate authority.


3.
Appellant argues that the Respondent has not supplied to him the reasons why his appeal had been rejected.  


4.
In the circumstances, no further action is possible before the Commission in the instant case.  The Appellant is free to use whatever documents have been supplied to him in the appropriate court of law.  


5.
Appellant states that he has made a fresh demand for information relating to his supercession.  Respondent states that even this request for information has been served by the PIO (IGP, Headquarters), who has informed the Appellant that there are no further documents available.  
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6.
Strictly speaking, in the instant case we are not to go into the justification or otherwise for rejection of the second demand for information.  In case the Appellant so wishes, he can pursue the matter relating to denial of information pursuant to his second demand by way of an appeal or Complaint as per the Right to Information Act, 2005.

7.
The case is disposed of.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. V.K. Mahajan,

Asstt. Corporation., Engineer,

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 

     ---------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 861 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the Complainant Sh. V.K. Mahajan.


Sh. Banarsi Dass, Deputy Superintendent of Police, on behalf of 


the Respondent.



Complainant submits that since no action has been taken by the Respondent to deliver certain information demanded by him on 01.11.2006, he has filed this complaint before the Commission on 05.12.2006.  The original reference dated 01.11.2006, includes a number of queries and also certain specified documents relating to an enquiry conducted by the Vigilance Bureau following First Information Report No. 46 on 20.09.2005.  Complainant states that the enquiry by the Vigilance Bureau related to an alleged encroachment and illegal construction over public land.  


2.
Respondent states that he has no objection to the delivery of information in question.


3.
We observe that some of the queries contained in the application are not strictly speaking demands for information as defined in Section 2(f) RTI Act, 2005.  The Respondent cannot be expected to respond to these queries.  The original application contains 13 sub-paras; some of which contain a demand for information.  Respondent is to supply information where it is specified as such in any of these sub-paras.  
Contd…P/2

-2-


4.
Respondent is directed to supply the relevant documents to the Complainant by post within two weeks.  


5.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 30.03.2007.  The hearing on 30th March 2007 would be held at Ludhiana in the Circuit House at 10.30 hours.     
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Smt. Gurmit Kaur,

W/o Sarup Singh,

R/o Vill. Muhar, P.O. Ajnala,

P.S. Majitha, Distt. Amritsar.   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Superintendent of Police,

Headquarter, Majitha,

Distt. Amritsar.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 880 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Rajinder Singh on behalf of the PIO Superintendent of Police, 


Majitha. 


Respondent PIO has sent a written request for postponement of this hearing, since he has been deployed for election duty in the Beas Constituency Vidhan Sabha Election.  The representative of the Respondent states that the information in question has since been supplied to the Complainant.  

2.
In these circumstances, and considering that the Complainant herself is not present, it is presumed that she would be satisfied with the information that has been delivered to her.  


3.
This matter is disposed of accordingly.  
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Raj Arora,

8-Arora Niwas, Daim Ganj,

Amritsar.


   

     --------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o District Magistrate,

Amritsar.



   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 863 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.



Complainant has sent written communications to us on 07.12.2006 and 06.01.2007, stating that the information demanded by him has sill not been supplied by the PIO office of District Magistrate, Amritsar. 

2.
The information in question relates to the authorization for installation of petrol pump in Amritsar.  Complainant demanded the complete information regarding site plan and no objection certificate etc.


3.
Even though the Complainant is not present, there is no reason why this information should not be delivered to him.  We direct that the District Magistrate, Amritsar should deliver the complete information as demanded within the next three weeks.  


4.
To come up for confirmation of compliance on 11.04.2007.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amritpal Brar, Member,

Public Grivance Committee & Convener,

PCRF, # 2985, Ajit Road,

St. No. 3, Bathinda.

   

     -------------------------------Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Commissioner,

Faridkot Division,

Faridkot.



   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 865 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Surinder Pal Singh, Clerk on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states that the information demanded by the Complainant has since been sent to him.  Since the Complainant has not refuted this submission, we presume that he would be satisfied with the response. 


2.
The matter is disposed of accordingly. 

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Sukhwinder Singh, President,

8-I. D.H. Market, 1st Floor,

Opposite Suraj Chanda Cinema,

Amritsar.


   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Amritsar.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 899 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.  


A fax message has been received from the District Information Officer, Amritsar, reporting that the information in question has been delivered to the Complainant.  


2.
The matter is disposed of accordingly.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

     ------------------------------- Complainant

 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 874 of 2006
(Alongwith the CC No. 877 of 2006)
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar, Complainant in person alongwith Sh.Parminder Singh Grewal, Advocate.

Sh. Jatinder Singh, District Revenue Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.



Information demanded relates to recruitments made by the Indian Red Cross Society, District Bathinda.  Respondent submits that the District Red Cross Branch Bathinda has been set up as in accordance with a Central Act, namely Indian Red Cross Society Act, (Act 15 of 1920).  As such, the Respondent contends that matter relating to the Red Cross Society falls within the purview of the Central Information Commission in so far as the Right to Information Act, 2005, is concerned. 


2.
On the other hand, the Complainant pleads that the District Red Cross branch is an autonomous body controlled and funded by the District Administration, State Red Cross Society and the State.  He further draws our attention to a decision of the State Information Commission (Sh. R.K.Gupra, SIC) in another matter where information demanded in respect of Red Cross Jalandhar has been duly supplied.
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3.
In order to take a final decision on the matter of jurisdiction, this is adjourned to 16.04.2007.  
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

     --------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 875 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar, Complainant in person alongwith Sh.Parminder Singh Grewal, Advocate.


Sh. Jatinder Singh, District Revenue Officer, on behalf of the Respondent.



The information demanded relates to amount collected by the District Administration, Bathinda for giving relief to the Tsunami (natural calamity) victims in South India in December, 2005.   

2.
Respondent states that complete information in respect of Tsunami relief and its distribution has been compiled.  This runs into 21 pages.  He delivers the same to the Complainant before us on payment of stipulated amount of Rs. 42/-. The other part of information demanded by the Complainant in this case, relates to the so called “Land Mafia” activities in the District of Bathinda.


3.
Respondent submits that information demanded in relation to the the alleged “Land Mafia” in Bathinda is quite voluminous.  He informs us that the Complainant himself is a journalist who has been instrumental in publishing certain news reports in relation to certain allegedly dubious lands deals.  The Respondent, who is the District Revenue Officer and as such would be aware of the happenings, informs us that the District Administration has initiated a 
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large number of enquiries into these complaints and allegations.  Respondent states that if the Complainant specifies the exact instances under investigation about which he demands information, he would certainly deliver the requisite information to him.  He states that he has asked the Complainant to supply further details to enable him to trace the exact information demanded.


4.
After hearing both sides, we find that the Respondent is prepared to deliver the information as may be specified and demanded.  Complainant is free to examine the material that he has already obtained and place any further details relating to his original request directly to the Respondent.  

5.
To come up for further proceedings on 16.04.2007.
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

     ------------------------------- Complainant  
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 876 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar, Complainant in person alongwith Sh.Parminder Singh Grewal, Advocate.



Sh. Jatinder Singh, District Revenue Officer, on behalf of the 


Respondent


The information in question relates to expenditure incurred by the District Administration on Circuit House, Bathinda.


2.
Respondent states that the management and control of the Circuit House, Bathinda is with the Department of Hospitality of the Punjab Government and not with the Deputy Commissioner, Bathinda. Respondent submits that this has been intimated to the Complainant and he has been advised to approach the Department of Hospitality which is the controlling Department and the appropriate authority for the purpose.


3.
Complainant is free to approach the Public Information Officer of the appropriate Public Authority for information.


4.
The case is disposed of .
  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Charanjit Bhullar,

Marfat Tribune Sub Office,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.
   

     -------------------------------- Complainant
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Bathinda.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 877 of 2006
ORDER
Present:


  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Surinder Chugh (Journalist),

Chugh Street, Fazilka,

Distt. Ferozepur (Pb).
   

     ---------------------------------Complainant 
 Vs. 
Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.






   
---------------------------------- Respondent
CC No. 910 of 2006
ORDER
Present:
Sh. Surinder Chugh, Complainant in person.

Sh. Balwinder Singh, Assistant Sub Inspector of Police on behalf of 
the Respondent. 

The facts and background of this case are as follows :-

(i) Complainant states that owing to some family dispute, false complaints were instigated against him alleging violation of the Scheduled castes and Scheduled Tribes Act.  

(ii)
Enquiry was conducted by the police (enquiry officer being one Sh. Jarnail Singh, Police Station-Fazilka, District Ferozepur).
2.
Complainant demands material from the file on which the enquiry was conducted.  He states that a number of witnesses were examined and he was absolved of all the allegations made against him.  Complainant states that the information regarding this enquiry has not been delivered to him.  

3.
The Respondent, on the other hand, states that on the receipt of  complaint from Sh. Bhagwati Parsad, the Deputy Superintendent of Police, Fazilka marked it to Sh. Davinder Singh, SI, the then SHO, Police Station (City) Fazilka.   No enquiry was, however, conducted as local leaders wished to bring about a compromise between Sh. Bhagwati Parsad and Sh. Surinder Chug.  The Complaint of Sh. Bhagwati Parsad, according to the Respondent, was not kept on record.
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4.
We have heard the submissions made by both the parties.  We feel that in the facts and circumstances of the case, instead of going into the merits of the submissions of the parties, a direction be issued to the Senior Superintendent of Police, Ferozepur, Sh. Arpit Shukla to give a personal hearing to the Complainant Sh. Surinder Chugh on 20th March 2007 at 1100 hours.  Public Information Officer (SSP, Ferozepur) would ensure that the entire record relating to this case is available with him on the said date.  The Complainant is free to inspect the record before the SSP, Ferozepur at the time of hearing.

5.
Complainant submits that this case has been widely reported in the media and has raised considerable controversy at the political level and also in the public. Complainant submits the copies of reports in the various newspapers.  
6.
To come up for further proceedings on 02.05.2007.

  Rajan Kashyap




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 06.03.2007









Surinder Singh
         
        






     State Information Commissioner








Lt. Gen.P.K.Grover (Retd.)







State Information Commissioner
