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

Sh. Name Chand,

# 1903, Mohalla Kishan Puri,

Machiwara, Tehsil Samrala,

Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways Ludhiana,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2389 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Name Chand,, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
S. Naginder Singh, APIO-cum-Sr. Asstt,  on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that he has not received the application for information of the complainant dated 6-11-2007, which is the subject matter of the present complaint. The complainant states that  of the two items of information asked for in this application, he has received the details of the  cheques which were issued in his favour in response to  another application which he had made to the respondent, but he still needs to know the fate of his representation dated 30-8-2007 about the  grant of increments to him on account of his military service rendered by him during the emergency.  The respondent has stated that this representation has been examined and the General  Manager, Punjab Roadways, Ludhiana, is prepared to reopen and reconsider the case of the complainant for the grant of the increments being claimed by him. For this purpose, he has asked the complainant to come to his office with all the  original papers regarding his military service, so that  the same can be  properly verified, after which his case would be reexamined.  For this purpose, the respondent has called the complainant to his office at 10 AM on 3-3-2008.


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









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Lalit Dhawan,

S/o Sh. Om Parkash,

C/o Dhawan Medical Hall,

Light Chowk, Near Bus Stand,

Sangrur-148001.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2385 of 2007

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


ii)   
   Sh. Kesar  Singh, L.A.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The applicant in this case has asked the respondent for information about whether carbon pencils were used by the Chairman and Members of the Selection Committees of the PPSC, between 1996-2002.


This is not third party information, as claimed by the respondent, but the respondent states that there is no record to show what kind of writing instrument was used by individual members of the Commission between 1996-2002.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Harpal Singh,

S/o sh. Piara Singh,

VPO Narur, Tehsil Phagwara,

Distt. Kapurthala.


  
     ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate,

Phagwara.





__________ Respondent

CC No.2383 of 2007

Present:
i)    
 Sh. Harpal Singh   complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
 Sh.  Balbir  Chand,  Reader to SDM. on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case was made on 6-11-2007, in which the applicant has asked for information whether the mutations signed by the SDM, Phagwara, on 19-12-2000 in file No. 96/AC, 97/AC, and on 13-12-2000  in file No. 98/AC  have been entered in the ‘Jamabandi’  prepared in the year 2004-05 and if not, the reasons therefor.
 
The reply of this application was sent by the PIO about three months after he received the application, vide his letter dated 5-2-2008, stating that the file concerning mutation no. 557 has been lost and permission of the Deputy Commissioner ( Collector , Kapurthala) has been sought for its reconstruction  and the necessary formalities  for the entries of the mutations in the ‘jamabandi’ will be made after the Collector’s sanction has been received.


The reply of the PIO is not easy to understand, since the complainant has shown a copy of the mutation No. 557, in which the Patwari has made an entry which contains the gist of the orders of the SDM dated 19-12-2000. It is therefore not clear as to what record is required to be reconstruvted for the purpose of making entries of the mutation in the ‘jamabandi’. The PIO has also not appeared  in the Court and   has also  not sent the APIO, who is the Tehsildar, to represent him, and  the Reader who has  been sent as his representative is not able to clear the Court’s doubts.

This case  has already been badly  delayed and therefore an adjournment of one week   is   made    to 10 AM on   15-2-2008,   when     either   the PIO or   the   APIO 
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---2---

is directed to be present  in order to give necessary clarifications in the matter and also give a definite date by which the complainant can be informed  that  the concerned entries will be made in  the ‘jamabandi’.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Hermesh Chand,

Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat,

Nururpur Khurd (U), Ropar.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar.






________________ Respondent

CC No.2379 of 2007

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



ii)   
 None   on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case was made on 12-11-2007 but no response has been received by the complainant from the PIO, Forest Division, Ropar.  The respondent  is also absent from the Court and neither the PIO nor any representative is present on his behalf.

In the above circumstances, I conclude  that prima facie, the information asked for by the complainant is not being given to him by the respondent malafidely and without reasonable cause.


In the above circumstances, notice is hereby given to Sh. Amit  Misra,Divisional Forest Officer, Ropar, to show cause at 10 AM on 28-3-2008, 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

In the meanwhile, the respondent is directed to give the information required by the complainant before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-3-2008 for further consideration and orders.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Rajan Singla, Advocate,

Near Tinkoni, Namdev Marg,

Goniana Road, Bathinda.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar, 

Punjab Technical University,

Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.



________________ Respondent

CC No.2370 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Rajan Singla, Advocate, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
None,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has made an application and has asked to be shown to him copies  of the answer sheets of the Mathematics-III  paper held in May, 2006 and Maths –III paper held  in May, 2007.  The University has replied to the complainant on 25-1-2008 stating that copies of the answer sheets cannot be  forwarded under the RTI Act, but he may ask for the revaluation of his answer sheets after depositing Rs. 200/- as per the norms of the University.


While I uphold the objection of the University to show the answer sheets to the complainant, the respondent is advised to allow revaluation of the answer sheets of the complainant   after accepting the  deposit of the required fees.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 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.2364 of 2007

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



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

, 

ORDER

Heard.

The  application for information was made on 21-5-2007 and the respondent has still not been able to collect the information asked for by the complainant.  One difficulty which the respondent is facing is that the information asked for is vast and relates to a period of 18 years, since September, 1990.  The complainant states that he requires this information in connection with a PIL  which he has filed in the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana..  After discussion of the various items of information which the complainant has asked for, it has been concluded that the following information is required by the complainant  in connection with his court case:-
1. Information regarding the places from which the Nursing Institutes have been running.    ( point No. 3)

2. The details of the Nursing Institutes  running in Punjab State which are recognised  by the PNRC but not by the INRC and whether the students passing out from such Institutes are eligible to get jobs out side the State of Punjab and abroad.( point no. 4).

3. The number of allocated seats  for GNM and ANM, and the number of candidates who appeared  for the first year examination of GNM and final year examination of ANM course.  (point no. 5 but only w.e.f. September, 2006).
4. Information concerning the implementation by PNRC of the provisions of the PNRC  Act,2006.(point no. 7)
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The PIO is directed to give to the complainant the above mentioned information within 15 days from today and the respondent  has also made a commitment that this will be done.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







  

 (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Sarbjit Singh,

# 131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Special Land Acquisition Collection,

R.No. 207, New Tehsil Complex,

BMC Chowk, Jalandhar.




________________ Respondent

CC No.2359 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

.Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. Apparently, the complainant is not interested in pursuing his complaint any further.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Sarbjit Singh,

# 131, Model Gram,

Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Home & Justice,

Civil Sectt., Punjab,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No.2358 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None  on behalf of the complainant  . 



ii)   
Sh.  Mehar Chand, Supdt.,Home-V,Br.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

In response to the application for information of the complainant, he has been sent a copy of the orders of the Government dated 5-2-2008, appointing the District and Sessions Judge,  Ludhiana, as the Arbitrator, which is what the complainant desired.


The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the action taken by the respondent.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 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 of 2007

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



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

Heard.

The application for information in this case was made on 15-11-2007 and the respondent states that they are still in the process of compiling the information required by the complainant. The application has been seen and discussed in the presence  of both the parties and as  a result thereof, the complainant has agreed to drop point nos. 1 & 4 of his application since the information asked for in these points is strictly not required by him.  The information asked for in point no. 6  is copious and I allow sixty days to the respondent to give to the complainant a copy of the list of the candidates  admitted for the session 2007( first year).

Having said the above, I direct the respondent to give the information asked for by the complainant at point nos. 2, 3 & 5 within  15 days from today. The information asked for against these points should be readily available and is also neither extensive nor complicated.  Since there has already been considerable delay in this case, the orders being passed today should be strictly complied with.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.                                                                                                                    









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Vivek Yeshu,

500, St. Kabir Mandir Lane,

Khurla Kingra,

Jalandhar.




  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar, 

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

17-Bays Building, Sec-17,

Chandigarh.






_______ Respondent

CC No.2342 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh.  Yash Pal Behal,, on behalf of the complainant  


ii)   
Sh.  H.S.Sandhu, Jt RCS-cum-PIO,  and  Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt.
ORDER

Heard.
The application made by the complainant in this case seeks information about the fate of his complaint lodged against the Distt. Manager of the Jalandhar Central Cooperative  Bank Ltd., and of the inquiry on his complaint during the course of which he had  submitted his written statement to the Inquiry Officer.  The respondent has raised the objection that the Deputy Registrar, Vigilance (Enforcement), Cooperative Societies, Punjab, to whom the complaint was made, does not work in the office of the RCS but  is sent on deputation to the Punjab State Coop. Bank, and while working as Deputy Registrar, Vigilance, must therefore be deemed to be an officer of the Bank.  The copy of the inquiry report prepared by him after finalizing the inquiry, to which the application for information relates, is also not available  in the office of the RCS, and the Bank in whose office the copy of the report would be available, has refused to divulge the information on the ground that the question whether it is a public authority under the RTI Act, is under adjudication in the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana, and the proceedings before the Information Commission concerning the Bank had been stayed by the Hon’ble High Court till the disposal of the case.
If the position as stated by the respondent is factually correct, there would be no option before the Commission but to adjourn this case sine die and issue fresh notices to the parties concerned after the decision of the Hon’ble High Court has been given.  The complainant however, contests  the statement made by the respondent that the Deputy Registrar, Vigilance (Enforcement),  is on   deputation   with   the Bank,    and   insists










Contd..2
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that the officer who conducted the inquiry into his complaint is part and parcel of the office of the RCS and he cannot refuse to give a copy of the inquiry report.

In order to settle this  matter, the respondent may show to the court any recent order of the Department, sending an officer of the Cooperation Department on deputation to the Punjab State Coop. Bank as Deputy Registrar, Vigilance (Enforcement),  in support of the statement made by him.

Adjourned to 10 M on 15-2-2008 for further consideration.








             (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Lachman Singh Chattha,

S/o Sh. Samsher Singh,

Vill. Chattha Nanhera,

Tehsil Sunam, Sangrur.



  
  ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Estate Officer,

Wakf Board, Sangrur.




_________ Respondent

CC No. 2087 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None   on behalf of the complainant .


ii) 
 S.Makhan Singh, Peon, Office of the Wakf  Board, Sangrur.

ORDER

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent and has also been seen by the Court.

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information which has been sent to him.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh..Gurpreet Singh,

R/O #  B III/9,Hansa Wali Gali,

Mohalla Mastgarh,Simbal Chowk,

BATALA-143505





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,
Divisional Manager,

Punjab State Forest Dev. Corporation Ltd.,

 OCM Mills, G.T.Road, CHHEHARTA,

AMRITSAR.






__________ Respondent 

CC No. 1938  of 2007

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



ii) 
S. Gopal Singh, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that he has received some information from the respondent and would like to have an opportunity to examine the same and point out deficiencies, if any.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 14-3-2008 for further consideration and orders.  In the meanwhile, the complainant may indicate the deficiencies, if any,  to the respondent, who should consider the same and send a response to the complainant before the next date of hearing.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Dr. Bhupinder Singh,

# 97, Rose Avenue,

Kheri Road, Patiala.



   _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No. 1210 of 2007

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

ii) Sh. Vikrant  Sharma, Advocate , on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 11-1-2008, the complainant supplied the  copies of the UGC guidelines on which he has relied to the respondent,  in support of his assertion that the University has adopted them for the appointment of an External Subject Expert as a member of the Selection Committee for selecting  a candidate for the post of Director, Physical Education and Sports.  The documents supplied by the complainant has been examined by the respondent and he has sent him a reply vide his letter No. 381/R/RTI Cell, dated 7-2-2008,(copy enclosed) to the effect that the UGC guidelines of September, 1999, relied upon by the complainant, have been adopted by the University only to the extent of determination of eligibility of candidates for the post of Director, Physical Education and Sports.  The respondent has further clarified that the guidelines were received from the Government in January, 2000 without any annexure concerning the membership of selection committees, and did not contain any mention of the appointment of an External Expert on the Selection Committees, and the University therefore continues to constitute selection committees in accordance with  statute 13(1) of the Punjabi University Calendar, Volume–I, for non-teaching posts, in which there is no provision for the appointment of an External Expert on Selection Committees.

In view of the above, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Sumit Kataria,

S/o Sh. Kharaiti Lal,

Railway Road, Near Agarwal Asharm,

Fazilka- 152123, Distt. Ferozepur.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Distt. Food & Supplies Controller,

Ferozepur.






________________ Respondent

CC No. 578 of 2007

Present:
i)   Sh. Sumit  Kataria, complainant in person.



ii)  Shri.Charanjit Singh Gill,  AFSO,  Fazilka on behalf of the respondent.
 
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has submitted an affidavit to the effect that the documents available in the file concerning the application for information of the complainant have been given to him and no further relevant document is available in the record.  Since the complainant is still not satisfied, the AFSO present before us has made a commitment that the complainant can visit him in his office at 10 AM on 13-2-2008 when he can personally go through the entire file on the subject and take a copy of any document that he desires, and he has also agreed to accompany the complainant to the office of DFSC, Ferozepur, for any further search of documents, if required.

In view of the fact that the information asked  for by the complainant is about 30 years old and in view of the affidavit submitted by the respondent, there is no further action which can be taken in this case, which is disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

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

Sh. Puran Chand,

# 1997,Type-2,

DMW Colony, Patiala.



_______Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ferozepur.



 

______ Respondent 

AC No. 320 of 2007

Present:
i)         Sh. Puran Chand,     appellant in person


ii)
 Sh. Narinder Singh, Naib Tehsildar,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has shown to the Court the two letters dated 28-1-2008 written by the SDM-cum-Collector (Agrarian),Fazilka, to the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur,  seeking his sanction for the review of the orders dated 19-12-1983 and 25-2-1977.  The respondent states that the required sanction will be given by the Commissioner after a hearing, which is likely to be fixed soon.  A copy of the permission required by the complainant can be given to him only after the Commissioner has sanctioned the required review.

In the meanwhile, copies of the letters  sent by the SDM to the Commissioner, Ferozepur Division, Ferozepur, mentioned above have been handed over to the complainant in the Court.


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









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   8 February, 2008

