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To: RAKESH KUMAR <hearingcourts10.upic@up.gov.in>
Cc: UMESH SHARMA <co-phoolpur.ah@nic.in>, "“acfirstprg123@gmail.com™ <acfirstprg123@gmail.com>,
commall@nic.in

— Representation Before the Uttar Pradesh Information Commission
To,
The Hon'ble State Information Commissioner, Hearing Room No. S-10
Uttar Pradesh Information Commission

RTI Bhawan, G/7/7/\Vibhuti Khand, Gomti Nagar

Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh

Subject: Written Statement/Objection on the information/report submitted by
the Public Information Officer (P1O) in Appeal No. S10/A/0516/2024 and
compliance with the Commission's Order dated 13/10/2025.

Appellant: Shri Yogi MP Singh
(Mobile No.: 7379105911, Email: yogimpsingh@gmail.com)

Opponent/PIO: Public Information Officer, ACP Phoolpur, Police Commissionerate
Prayagraj

Date of Next Hearing: 02/12/2025

Reference:
1. Commission's Notice No. 202511S10N200298, dated 11/11/2025.
2. Commission's Order dated 13/10/2025.

3. PIO's Written Statement/Report and letter to the Appellant, both dated
11/10/2025, enclosing the report of the Inspector, Police Station Mauaima.

1. Introduction

The undersigned Appellant, Shri Yogi MP Singh, respectfully submits this written
statement/objection as directed by the Hon'ble Commission's Order dated
13/10/2025, after perusing the written statement and enclosed information/report
provided by the PIO/ACP Phoolpur, Police Commissionerate Prayagraj, dated
11/10/2025.

2. Objections to the P1O's Response Dated 11/10/2025
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The PIO, in the enclosed report of the Inspector, Police Station Mauaima, has again
denied information on multiple points by taking recourse to Section 8(1)(h) of the
Right to Information Act, 2005. The Appellant submits that this denial is flawed
and unsustainable for the following reasons:

A. Misapplication of Section 8(1)(h)

- The Law: Section 8(1)(h) exempts information if its disclosure would "impede
the process of investigation, apprehension or prosecution of offenders."

- The Objection: The PIO has used this exemption for:

o Points 1 and 6: Instructions regarding crime prevention, stolen goods
recovery, and surveillance of suspects, claiming disclosure "may hamper
the investigation process."

o Point 4: Information on the recovery of the remaining stolen motorcycles,
claiming disclosure "could hinder the prosecution process."

. The Flimsy Ground: The Appellant's initial application was filed on 01/01/2024
(Registration Number DGPOF/R/2024/60004), and the second appeal was filed
on 22/04/2024. The PIO's response on 11/10/2025 states that a total of 21
cases of motorcycle theft were registered in 2024 and 2025. Given the
significant time elapsed (over a year since the initial application and concerning
incidents in 2024), there is a strong possibility that investigation processes
(filing of charge sheets) are either complete or significantly progressed.

o As per the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (CrPC), the maximum period
for filing a charge sheet when the accused is not in custody is typically 6
months to 1 year, depending on the prescribed punishment. The PIO has
not presented any material evidence to show that providing the requested
information at this stage would demonstrably and tangibly impede the
ongoing process. This is a mere blanket claim.

B. Seeking Systemic/Working Information, Not Case Details

- Many of the Appellant's original queries sought systemic information about the
functioning and accountability of the police, not sensitive evidence or specific
case details:

o Query 1 & 6: Sought circulars/office memos/orders exchanged with the
Commissioner of Police regarding curbing growing criminal activities
and fixing accountability/dereliction of duty. This concerns general
administration and policy, not specific investigation steps.

o Query 5: Sought punitive action taken by the Commissioner of Police
against personnel for the rise in thefts, to fix accountability. This is also
administrative in nature.

« The Conclusion: Denying information on general administrative instructions,
policy matters, and accountability mechanisms under Section 8(1)(h) is
inappropriate as it does not typically impede investigation. It appears to be an
attempt to escape from accountability and deny transparency in public office
functioning, as previously submitted by the Appellant.
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C. Incomplete/Evasive Information on Registrations and Recovery

- Query 3: Asked about the number of motorcycle theft cases registered.

o PIO's Reply (Point 3): "A total of 21 cases of motorcycle theft have been
registered so far in 2024 and 2025." This is still vague. The PIO should
specify the breakdown of cases registered in 2024 vs. 2025 and whether
this covers the entire period of the application.

- Query 4: Asked for case details worked out/recovery.

o PlO's Reply (Point 4): "Five of the motorcycles stolen in 2024 and 2025
have been recovered..." While recovery details are provided, the
subsequent denial of further information under 8(1)(h) remains
objectionable as discussed above.

3. Prayer to the Hon'ble Commission

In light of the above submissions, the Appellant reiterates his objection to the PIO's
persistent and inappropriate denial of information under Section 8(1)(h) and
respectfully prays that the Hon'ble Commission may be pleased to:

1. Reject the PIO’s claim of exemption under Section 8(1)(h) of the RTI Act for the
systemic/administrative information sought.

2. Direct the Public Information Officer/Assistant Commissioner of Police, Phulpur,
to provide the complete and specific information requested by the Appellant on
all six points within a fixed timeframe before the next hearing date.

3. Initiate penalty proceedings under Section 20(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, against
the PIO for persistently failing to provide the requested information without
reasonable cause and for obstructing the information flow.

Date: 30/11/2025

Yours Sincerely,

(Yogi MP Singh)

Appellant

Surekapuram Colony, Jabalpur Road, Mirzapur City, District — Mirzapur
Mobile No.: 7379105911

[Quoted text hidden]
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