STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Navneet Kapoor,

President, Akil Bhartiya Hindu Suraksha Sammiti,

Taptej Market, Moga.




___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No. 1104 of 2008

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the complainant 

ii)
 DSP   Harbhajan Singh, (Security), on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission to the effect that the information concerning security matters has been exempted from the purview of the RTI Act, vide Government notification dated 23-2-2006 and therefore, the information  which the complainant has applied for   cannot be given to him.

Disposed of.







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.

                                 Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Denesh Kumar Sharma,

Asiana Cottage, Street No. 9-B,

Kothi NO. 16A, Anand Nagar-B, 

Patiala.






___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




__________ Respondent

CC No.  1160 of 2008

Present:
i)
  None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
  Sri V.K.Sharda, Supdt. and  DSP Surinder Singh, on behalf                         of the respondent.  
ORDER

Heard.


The information for which the complainant has applied has been given to him in full by the respondent vide his letters  dated 27-5-2008 and 5-9-2008.

Disposed of.







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Denesh Kumar Sharma,

Asiana Cottage, Street No. 9-B,

Kothi NO. 16A, Anand Nagar-B, 

Patiala.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,Deptt. of Personnel, Punjab,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No.   1161 of 2008

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the complainant.
ii)
 Sri Harchand Singh, Supdt-II(PP Br.) and Sri Nirmal Singh,Sr. Asstt.(GA  Br.) on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
.


The application for information of the complainant seeks information on the details of the compassionate appointments which have been made in the Government over a period of four years from January, 1997 to January, 2001.  The application, addressed to the PIO of the Department of Finance, was transferred to the PIO in the Department of Personnel and in turn was transferred to the Department of General Administration.  Sri Nirmal Singh, representing the PIO of the Department of General Admn. states that a circular has been issued to all the Departments of the Government to provide the information required by the complainant to him, directly.


The RTI Act does not envisage the collection of information by one PIO from a large number of other PIOs.  In case the complainant wants to know the details of compassionate appointments made by any particular Department, the proper course of action for him is to make an appropriate application to the PIO of that Department.  The PIO of the General Admn. Department cannot be expected to collect this information from the PIO of each of all the Departments of the Government.


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







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Balwant Singh,

Dhari house, 

Mohalla Guru Nanakpura,

VPO- Bassi Pathana, 

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.

                  ___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Qs.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.
                           __________ Respondent

CC No.  1304 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sri Balwant Singh,  complainant in person.

ii)
Sri V.K.Sharda, Supdt. and  DSP Surinder Singh, on behalf                         of the respondent.  
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant that the information for which he has applied is more than 20 years old and he has not been able to locate the same in the records.  The complainant, on the other hand, states that the information is part of the subject matter of a writ petition, No. 11532 of 1988, which he has filed in the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana against the orders of his dismissal, and the Department should be able to locate the records pertaining to a writ petition pending in the Hon’ble High Court. He further submits that he can give certain references to the respondent to help him in the location of the file.  The complainant will accordingly meet Sri V.K. Sharda, Supdt, office of the DGP, Punjab, and give him relevant details which will help in locating the file on which the complainant’s memorial was examined, after which I expect that the respondent will make every effort to give the required information to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-10-2008 for further consideration and orders.








             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harminder Singh,

# 2877, Phase-7,

Mohali.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.


__________ Respondent

CC No.   1311 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sri Harminder Singh,  complainant in person.

ii)
 Sri  Harpinder Singh, Jr. Asstt. o/o ADGP(Law and order) on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has brought to the Court the information pertaining to a different complaint of the applicant/complainant and not his application dated
  2-12-2006,   which is the subject matter of this complaint.  The respondent has made a commitment that the information required by the complainant will be given to him within   7 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 19-9-2008 for further consideration and orders.








             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.





___________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

CC No. 1315 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sri  Vasudev,  complainant in person

ORDER

There is no application for information of the complainant in this case.

Disposed of.







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev,

# 1450, Sector 21,

Panchkula.





___________Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.


__________ Respondent

AC No. 274of 2008

Present:
i)
Sri  Vasudev,  appellant in person.



ii)
 DSP  Balwant Singh,Crime Br. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been brought by the respondent in the Court today and has been given to the appellant.


Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Dilraj Singh Sekhon,

H.No. HIG-722, Phase IX,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Jalandhar-1, Jalandhar.




__________ Respondent

CC No.   1325 of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sri Varinder Singh, Advocate on behalf of the respondent on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has made the following submissions:-

1.
After a marriage has been registered, the only document which is readily available and traceable in the office of the Registrar of Marriages, is the certificate of registration of marriage, and the other documents such as the application form submitted by the husband/wife are not maintained in any organized manner, since the necessity of referring to such documents never arises.  In this case as well, a copy of the marriage certificate of the complainant’s daughter-in-law has been submitted by the respondent, and a submission has been made that the other documents, such as the application form, notice of marriage, evidence in respect of addresses of the husband/wife etc. are not traceable

2.
This particular marriage was registered on the basis of a marriage certificate produced by the applicant Rajwant Kaur, daughter-in-law of the complainant, issued by Gurdwara Sri Singh Sabha, Deep Nagar, Jalandhar Cantt., certifying that they were married on 9-2-2000.  A copy of the said certificate has also been submitted by the respondent.
…..P2/-

---2---

3.
It is not compulsory for both the husband and wife to appear before the Registrar of Marriage for the registration of a marriage which has already been solemnized.
4.
If the complainant’s son Harpreet Singh was abroad on the date of application for the certificate of registration, or on the date it was issued, it does not render the certificate of registration invalid.

This case is accordingly disposed of. Copies of the documents submitted by the respondent should be sent to the complainant along with these orders.








             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
Encl…

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Subhash Garg,

#16758, Bhatti Road,

Main Agarwal Colony,

Bathinda.





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Chief Judicial Magistrate,

Bathinda.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1372 of 2008

Present:
i)
Dr. Subhash Garg,complainant in person.



ii)
 Sri Pritam Chand, Reader, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant in this case has made applications to the PIO, office of the Distt.& Sessions Judge, CJM and additional  Chief Judicial Magistrate, for permission  to inspect the registers maintained in the Courts of these presiding officers in which details of the orders passed on challans issued under the Motor Vehicle Act, are entered.  The application of the complainant has been declined on the ground that private citizens cannot be allowed to inspect judicial documents which are a part of the judicial record of a Court.  The respondent has further made a written submission to the Court to the effect that any information or detail which the complainant may  wish to seek concerning challans in which he himself is involved can be given to him, but not general information which concerns  fines realized from the general public. The respondent has further submitted that the accounts of the office of CJM/ACJM are conducted by the Audit Party of the office of the Accountant General, Punjab, as well as by the Hon’ble High Court and, therefore, the General Public  cannot be allowed  to conduct a private audit.  The objections raised by the respondent to provide the information for which the complainant has applied are upheld and this complaint is accordingly rejected.
Disposed of.








     

 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

# 239/1, Gali Vakilan,

Purana Bazar, Ludhiana.



___________Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.



__________ Respondent

AC No. 288 of 2008

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the complainant..

ii)
Sri V.K.Sharda, Supdt. and  DSP Surinder Singh, on behalf                         of the respondent.  
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant has asked for information vide his application dated 
14-2-2008, which is vast and general and the respondent would require to divert an unproportionate amount of his time and resources in its collection, to the detriment of his normal duties.  Nevertheless,  the complainant has been informed that the relevant details of the missing persons in respect of whom FIRs have been registered,  can be found on the website of the Police Department.

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







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbilas,

M/s Nagina Mal Chanan Ram,

Vill. Maur Mandi, Bathinda.



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary, Market Committee, Jaito,

Distt. Faridkot.





------------------Respondent

CC No. 1164  of 2008

Present:
i)Sri  Rajesh  Kumar,  and Sri G.S.Sawhney, Advocate, on            behalf of the complainant.
ii)Sri Jai Pal, Accountant, and Sri Sameer Sachdeva,                                Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has submitted an affidavit to the effect that the document consisting of the single ledger page referred to in the previous orders of the Court was transcribed by Sri Jai Pal, Accountant, in his own handwriting after inspecting the original record of the Sales Tax Department, in view of the specific permission granted by the Sales Tax Department to inspect the file.  In the affidavit he has further submitted that the figures of sales transaction are true as per the original record.  The Ld. Counsel for the respondent submits that he had not properly understood from the instructions received by him earlier that the information given on the ledger page was obtained not by way of correspondence but from a personal inspection of the concerned file. In support of this contention, Ld. Counsel submits that the figures given on the ledger page, which show the quantum of sales of the complainant/assessee, are exactly the same as available in the original record of the sales tax department, and by inference, would be available in the sales tax returns submitted by the complainant/ assessee to the Sales Tax Department for the assessment years  1988-89 and 1989-90.
…..P2/-
---2---

Having considered the whole matter and the submissions made before the Court, I  order as follows:-

1) The respondent is directed to produce on the next date of hearing,  evidence  in support of his present contention that the information about the sales  figures of the appellant‘s  firm was obtained by the respondent after a personal inspection of the concerned file in the Sale Tax Department.
2) The applicant should produce copies of the sales tax returns submitted by him, pertaining to the years 1988-89 and 1989-90, or some other relevant document from his records, which show the sales figures of his firm, so that it may be checked  whether the figures given in the ledger page are the same or not.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 10-10-2008 for further consideration and orders.







             (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


September 12, 2008.



               Punjab
