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

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

S/o Pritam Singh,

Mohalla Bhagat Pura,

H.No. 53/B, P.O. Satnampura,

Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala.


  _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Vigilance Bureau,

Sector-17, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No.13 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
DSP  Sikander Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The subject matter of the application for information in this case has already been considered in CC-2452 of 2007 and no fresh point has been made by the complainant in this case.  He has already been informed vide the Court’s orders dated 1-2-2008 that the Vigilance Bureau is not the controlling authority of DSP Manjit Singh and that he has already been transferred from Vigilance Bureau because of the complaint made against him and  that it for the office of DGP to take further necessary action.


In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken on the present complaint,  which is disposed of. 







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Ram Saran Dass,

H.No. 496, W.No. 2,

Khalifa Bagh colony,

Dhuri Road, Sangrur.


  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP ,SCO-36-40,

Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No.12 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Ram Saran Dass,  complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.  PPS Rana,  Asstt, Manager (PRI)  on behalf of the 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent except that the total amount recovered from his pay   on account  of less excess wheat has been indicated  to him by the PIO, o/o DM, PUNSUP, Ferozepur, but the month and year, to which the salary bills from which the deductions have been made, have not been communicated.  This may also be done by the PIO/ DM, Ferozepur within  ten days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance. 







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Baldev Raj,

S/o Sh. Jaggu Ram,

VPO Birampur,

Tehsil: Garhshankar, 

Distt. Hoshiarpur-144528.


  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Garhshankar, Hosiarpur.


________________ Respondent

CC No.11 of 2008
Present:
None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  No request has also been received  from either party for adjournment.  Apparently, the complainant is not interested in pursuing his complaint any further.

Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha,

# 2017/1, Sector-45-C,

Chandigarh.



  ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.


_________ Respondent

CC No.    4    of 2008

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the  complainant 

ii)     
  Sh.  Balwinder Singh, Law Officer –cum-APIO, on behalf of the 

   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent, but the reply  of the respondent submitted to the Court is  more clear and detailed, and a copy thereof along with a copy of its enclosure may also be sent to the complainant for  his information.  Insofar as point no. 3 of his application for information is concerned,  the respondent has informed the Court that  the decision to keep the departmental action against Shri Sachin Kumar pending till the final outcome of the criminal case instituted against him, was taken by the competent authority as an administrative decision and the  decision was not taken on the basis of any Government instructions or rules. 

 No further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Smt. Malwinder Kaur,

C/o Ajit Singh Mohal,

Ram Basti, St-No. 8A,

Sangrur.




  _________________ Appellant 

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.




________________ Respondent

AC No. 18 of 2008

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

ii)     
  Sh. Kesar Singh, Legal  Advisor, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

On the face of it, the application for information of the complainant in this case concerns the personal particulars of third parties and it cannot therefore be supplied to him.  The complainant was therefore asked  to clarify the precise information  which is required,  and he  has clarified that the PPSC has considered some candidates for the post of College Lecturer to be ineligible (in accordance with the prescribed qualifications for eligibility) because the results of the M.Phil examination in their case was declared after the year 1993. The complainant wants to know whether the question of the concerned candidates being eligible, because they had appeared in the requisite written examination  and viva voce  prior to 1993,  was  considered by the PPSC and if so, the reasons recorded on the basis of which  this fact  was discounted and the candidates were nevertheless declared ineligible.  The respondent may examine his record and if any such information is available therein, the same should be provided to the complainant, otherwise  he may be informed that  no examination of  this point was found in the  record, and the candidates were declared ineligible because they were considered to have acquired the qualification of M.Phil  after 1993, according to the time when the results were declared. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Harsh Mohan Singh,

# 105, Near Chandigarh Steel,

Walia Enclave, Opp. Punjabi University,

Patiala.





  _________________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.




________________ Respondent

AC No. 05 of 2008

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

ii)     
 SI  Baldev  Singh,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given  to him by the respondent but the some of the points contained in his application  require a  relook on the part of the respondent, so that correct and relevant information is given to the complainant.  This may be done by the respondent before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Jagjivan Kumar,

352, Sector-A, Aggar Nagar,

Ludhiana.






  _________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

 Irrigation  Department,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

AC No. 04 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Jagjivan Kumar, complainant in person. 

ii)      
  S. Gurmeet  Singh, Supdt-cum-APIO, on behalf of the 

 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The application for information of the complainant dated 30-8-2007 concerns a Departmental Promotion Committee meeting for promotion to a gazetted post.  The  DPC meeting was convened by the Government and the information required by the complainant would therefore be available in the records of the respondent, and the  applicant therefore  rightly addressed his application to the PIO, Department of Irrigation, Government of Punjab.  The PIO, instead of dealing with the application and sending the required information to the complainant, has shifted the responsibility to the PIO, office of the Chief Engineer, Irrigation Department, who has been asked to attend today’s hearing in the Court and also to obtain whatever record / document is required for the purpose from his office.

It is quite apparent that the respondent is not taking his duties under the RTI Act with the seriousness that they deserve.  Instead of properly responding to the application for information in this case, the whole matter has been treated in routine and responsibility of the same  has been shifted to the PIO, office of CE,  Irrigation, who is not concerned with supplying the required  information, which is a gross violation of the provisions of the RTI Act.

It is also distressing to note that  although the application for information was made on 30-8-2007, no action for sending a reply to the complainant was taken by the PIO for almost six months, and it is only after a notice was issued by the Commission for 











contd….2/







---2---

today’s hearing, that a letter was issued by the respondent on 27-2-2008 to the PIO, office of the Chief Engineer, Irrigation,  in an attempt to shift his responsibility on him, as mentioned above.


In the above circumstances, the only conclusion which I can arrive at is that  prima facie, the information asked for in this case has not been provided to the complainant within  a  period of 30 days malafidely and without reasonable cause.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to  Shri Arun Sekhri, PIO-cum-Additional Secretary to Government, Punjab, Irrigation Department, to show cause at 10 AM on 11-4-2008, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day, for every day that the required information was not supplied after the expiry of 30 days from the date of receipt of the application, should not be imposed upon him u/s 20 of the RTI Act. 2005.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-4-2008 for consideration and further orders.









             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008


A copy is forwarded to Sh. Suresh Kumar, IAS, Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Irrigation Department, Chandigarh  for  information.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagjivan Kumar,

352, Sector-A, Aggar nagar,

Ludhiana.






  __________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Personnel  Department,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

AC No. 03 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Jagjivan Kumar,complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh. R.  P.  Saini, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent to the extent that it is available. The respondent has also made an offer that    he can examine the files of the Department of Personnel concerning the subject matter of his application, and can take copies of whatever documents he desires. The complainant wants to know from the respondent as to why certain action or  certain information were not taken/expressed in the records,  but this does not come within the expression  “information” as defined in the RTI  Act.

No further action is required to be taken on the complaint, which is disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Satnam Singh,

Central Jail,

Ludhiana.






  _________________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






________________ Respondent

AC No. 02 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the complainant 

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

ORDER


Heard.

A copy of the available press note in the office of the SSP,Ropar has already been provided to him  He is alleging that the information provided to him  is not correct,  but there is no reason given by him for this allegation.

Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Prabhjot Singh,

S/o Sh. Satpal Singh,

M/s Anand Agricultural Implements,

Backside Maqboolpura Police Post,

G.T. Road Amritsar-143006.



  _________________ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.






________________ Respondent

AC No. 15 of 2008

Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the  complainant . 

ii)     
DSP Lakhbir Singh,O/o SSP,Amritsar,  on behalf of the 
  
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in this case as asked for information concerning five complaints which he has made on different dates but the same has been denied  to him on the ground that  the subject matter  of the complaints is the same as that of FIR  145 dated 27-8-2007, which is under investigation.  The complainant has alleged that the subject matter of the complaints and the FIR are different, but the concerned documents have been seen by the Court and it is apparent that  there is a dispute between Sh. Satpal Singh, father of the complainant,  and S. Khushpal Singh,  and they have  been making complaints against  each other regarding certain property disputes and theft of iron bars/rods, and all of these documents concern these very disputes.  The respondent states that the investigation into the FIR is over and a cancellation report has been submitted to the concerned Court. This case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information required by the complainant after the cancellation report has been approved by the Court, or after reinvestigation of the case, if any is ordered by the Court, is over.

Disposed of.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Dr. O.P.S. Kande,

Amrinder Hospital, Prem Nagar, 

Bhadson Road, Patiala.


  
  _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs, Punjab,

Mini Sectt. Sec-9, Chandigarh.


________________ Respondent

CC No. 2045 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Dr. O.P.S. Kande , complainant in  person.



ii) 
Sh. Dharam Pal, Under Secretary, Home, on behalf of the 




respondent.
 ORDER


Heard

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.

Disposed of.

 







 (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh.Sukhdev Raj Sharma,

Inspector-II,Punsup (Retd.)

VPO  Naushehra Nangli,

Majitha Road,,Amritsar.




_____Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

Distt. Manager, PUNSUP,

Ferozepur.





           _____ Respondent 

CC No.  341   of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent  are present.  I therefore presume that the orders of the Court dated  25-1-2008 have been complied with and the remaining information has been provided to the complainant.


Disposed of.

 







 (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Jaskaran Singh Brar,

# 2937-A, Sector 42-C,

Chandigarh.



  
     ____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

SCO 109, Sector 40-C,

Chandigarh.





___________ Respondent

CC No.2355  and  2364   of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Jaskaran Singh Brar, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
S. Inderjit Singh, Supdt.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

Common orders are being passed in these two cases since the complainant and the respondent are the same.


The respondent has given to the complainant the information required by him in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 8-2-2008.  The complainant requests for some time to examine the information and point out the deficiencies which he perceives.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 04-04-2008 for further consideration and orders.The respondent, In the meanwhile, may check up the information supplied to the complainant, because according to him, there are variations between the information supplied and what is available on the subject on the internet.

 







 (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Sachin  Saggar,

43, Industrial Estate,

P.O. Rayon & Silk Mill,

Chheharta, Amritsar- 143104.

  
 __________ Complainant     

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





_____________ Respondent

CC No. 1984 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. Sachin  Saggar,complainant  in person.


ii) 
Sh.  Kesar Singh, Legal Assistant - cum-APIO, on behalf of the 



respondent. 
 ORDER


Heard.


The remaining information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 15-2-2008.


Disposed of.

  







(P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

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

Sh. Bhagwan Singh Sakhira,

 Conductor No. 28,

C/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, 

Amritsar-1.




     __________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport,

Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No.19 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Bhagwan Singh Sakhira,  complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.  Gurcharan Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 29-2-2008.  The complainant states that he has not been given  the advance booking way bill of S. Shingara Singh, confirming his journey to Bachiwind on 6-9-2003. The respondent states that no such way bill is available in the records of his office, and the only way bill of Sh. Shingara Singh that is available for that date is for the journey to  Wagha Border.

Disposed of.
  







(P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


7th  March, 2008

