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

Sh. Gurdip Singh,

S/o Sh. Gurmej Singh,

# D-1, Guru Amardass Avenue,

Airport Road, Gumatala,

Amritsar.






_____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, 

Amritsar-II Depot, Amritsar.



______ Respondent

CC No.    356 of 2008

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the  complainant 



ii)
Sh.  Amarjit Singh,  Clerk, o/o Pb. Roadways, Amritsar-II, on 



behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent under proper receipt.


Disposed  of.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurdip Singh Virk, Advocate,

# 162, Rani Ka Bagh,

Amritsar.



  
     __ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Amritsar.



_________ Respondent

CC No.365 of 2008

Present:
None   on behalf of the  complainant ..


Sh..  J. S. Sidhu, DSP, Chheharta, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant is a copy of the Inquiry Report on his application dated 2-9-2006.  The respondent has informed him that the inquiry in this case is being conducted by the Vigilance Department ( Bureau) and when completed, a copy of the report will be provided to him.

Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Krishan Kumar Goyal,

Journalist, Pb. State President,

Akhil Bhartiya Rashtriya Patarkar Samiti,

Railway Bridge Street,

Lalluana Road, Distt. Mansa.


  
     __ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,
Mansa




____________ Respondent

CC No.   578,   579,   580,   581   of 2008

Present:
 Sh. Krishan Kumar Goyal,    complainant in person



 DSP   Balwinder  Singh,PPS,  Mansa  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard

These four cases are being dealt with together because the complainant and the respondent in all the cases are the same.


In each of these cases, the complainant has asked for a copy of the Inquiry Report in respect of one of his applications .  The position regarding each case is as follows:

CC-578/2008

The respondent      states    that the inquiry into the application dated
 31-1-2008 is still underway and a copy of the inquiry report will be given to the complainant as and when it is ready.


CC-579/2008

The inquiry report on the application dated 2-11-2007of the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.

CC-580/2008

The inquiry report on the application dated 5-11-2007of the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.
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CC-581/2008

The inquiry report on the application dated 10-12-2007 of the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.


No further action is required in these cases, which are  disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurjail Singh,

Ex-Panch, Vill. Bamana,

Tehsil Samana, Patilala.


  
    ______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assistant Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, 

Samana, Distt. Patiala.




_______ Respondent

CC No.573 of 2008

Present:

i)
Sh. Gurjail Singh,     complainant    in person




ii)
Sh  Gulzar  Singh Sandhu, Asstt. Registrar, 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

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranjit Singh,

Ward No. 10, near Water Supply Office, 

Gahoor Road, Balachor,

Distt. Nawan Sahar.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Licensing Authority,

Nawansahar.






______ Respondent

CC No.570 of 2008

Present:
None.

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.   Another opportunity is given to both the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on  23-5-2008.







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hardial Singh Bhaura,

114, Phase-6, 

Mohali.




____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Punjab,

17-Bays Building, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.



______________ Respondent

AC No.92 of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh. Hardial Singh Bhaura ,   complainant in person



ii)
Sh. Harinder  Singh Sidhu,  Jt. RCS, and Ms. Navinder Kaur, 


Supdt/RCS.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been provided to him by the respondent insofar as it relates to the office of the RCS, except that the action taken by the Administrator of the  United Coop. House Building Society, Mohali, on the directions given to him by the Additional RCS, in his letter No. 3643 dated 24-3-2005, has not been provided to the appellant.  The respondent has made a commitment that the remaining information will be sent to the appellant within 10 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM  on 2-5-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







   (P.K.Verma)







       State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

S. Manjit Singh, IAS,

Special Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Department of Defence Services,

R.No. 611, 6th Floor,

Mini Secretariat, Punjab,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.

___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assistant Controller Finance & Accounts(ASR Cell),

Deptt. of Personnel, Govt. of Punjab,

Chandigarh.




___________ Respondent

CC No.35 of 2008

Present:
i)None    on behalf of the  complainant 



ii)Sh  Harchand  Singh, Supdt/Personnel, on behalf of the 



respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in this case wants to know the details of the interest which is being recovered from him on account of a computer loan and car  advance which he had taken from Government but, he has asked the respondent to convey this information to him under section 4(1)(d) of the RTI  Act, instead of making an application for the required  information under section 6 of the Act,  ibid.


Section 4 (1) (d) imposes the obligation on public authorities to:-
“provide reasons for its administrative or quasi-judicial decisions to affected persons.”


In my considered view, the charging of interest is not an “administrative” or “quasi judicial  decision”   which would bring it within the ambit of section 4(1)(d), nor can a loanee who is paying interest be described as an “effected” person as that term is normally understood.           

In view of the above, the complaint is rejected and Shri Manjit Singh, complainant, is advised to make an application for the  information   which    he 
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requires under section 6 of the RTI Act.


Disposed of. 







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurjail Singh,

Ex-Panch, Vill. Bamana,

Tehsil Samana, Patilala.


  
     ___ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, 

Patiala.




________________ Respondent

CC No.572 of 2008

Present:
i)   Sh. Gurjail Singh,     complainant    in person



ii)  Sh  Gulzar  Singh Sandhu, Asstt. Registrar, 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

Dated:   11 th April ,  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. Hermesh Chand ,complainant   in person


ii)   
 Sh.Amit Misra,DFO,Ropar.
ORDER

Heard.

Sh. Amit Misra, DFO, Ropar, present before us states that no representative of the department appeared before the Court on 8-2-2008         because he was not aware of the notice which had been issued  and the same was not brought to his notice by the subordinate staff.  He has expressed his regrets about not sending a reply to the show cause notice which had been issued by the Court on the last date of hearing and  has stated that if there has been any delay in giving the information required  by the complainant, the same was not intentional and  care will be taken to see that his subordinate staff performs its duties carefully and  obligations under the RTI Act are attended to promptly in future.

In the light of the reply given by the PIO to the show cause notice and his assurance, the notice issued by the Court on 8-2-2008  is hereby dropped.


The respondent states that he has sent the required information to the complainant in response to his application dated 12-11-2007 by registered post on 9-4-2008.  The complainant however has made more than   one  application
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for information and the other applications are not in the notice of the PIO. A complete set of documents sent by the complainant with his  complaint to the Commission has therefore been given to the respondent in the Court today with the direction that he should go through the same and send the remaining information asked for by the complainant in all his applications within 15 days from today through registered post. In case the complainant wishes to point out any deficiencies in the same,  he should do so in writing  and the response to any such  communication, if received, should also be sent by the respondent to the complainant within seven days of its receipt.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 23-5-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  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.Janak  Raj, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf of the 





respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated  14-3-2008, the complainant has pointed out some  deficiencies in the information provided to him by the respondent on 23-3-2008, in response to which the remaining information has been sent by the respondent vide his letter dated  9-4-2008,  which has not yet been received by the complainant.  The complainant desires an adjournment so that he can check up  the information which has been provided.  The case is accordingly adjourned to 11 AM on 2-5-2008 for further consideration and orders.









 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,    Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. G.N.E. College, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.




  
     ____________ Complainant

  Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University, 

Ludhiana.






___________ Respondent

CC No. 2028 of 2007

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


ii) 
 S.  Ramesh Chander, APIO, on behalf of the PIO.
ORDER

Heard.



The information provided by the respondent to the complainant  in compliance with the Court’s orders  dated 22-2-2008 has been checked and it has been found as follows:-
1.
The complainant has been informed that there was an embezzlement of Rs. 14,72,402.32.  It was established by the Inquiry Officer and the  information provided to him that no embezzlement has occurred  must therefore be deemed to be modified to the above extent.

2.  The list of names of officials whose punishments were reviewed has been provided to the complainant but he states that there are some legal implications of a review having taken place more than six months after the date of punishment.  He therefore wants the names of those officials whose punishments were reviewed after six months from the date of punishment to be mentioned separately. The respondent should prepare this separate list and send it to the complainant within seven days from today.
3.  The complainant has been informed that the FIR which had been lodged by the respondent  for the embezzlement of the amount of Rs. 2,36,939.78 was against three officials but the police at their own level registered an  FIR  only 
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against Sh. Baldev Raj Beri, the then cashier.  The embezzlement of the amount of Rs. 14,72,402.32 was established at a subsequent date and therefore could not be taken into consideration at the time the FIR had been lodged.  The respondent has however informed the complainant that the State Vigilance Department has also made an inquiry in this case and a challan for the higher amount against Sh.  Baldev Raj Beri and others has been submitted in the concerned  court of law.

4.
The complainant has been informed that out of the  three punishments against Sh.Avinash Kumar Sharma, Asstt  Estate Officer, the punishment that he should have not be involved  in any work concerned with financial dealing  for a period of three years was   reviewed and withdrawn vide the orders of the Vice Chancellor  issued on 29-11-2007, a copy of which has also been provided to the complainant.

5.
A complete reply, in which it has been stated that in the memo of the respondent dated 6-12-2007, it has been inadvertently written that a decision will be communicated to him in  due course of time, has been sent by the respondent to the complainant vide their letter dated 27-2-2008.


In addition to the above points, the complainant has pointed out that the enclosure consisting of six pages  on the subject of point no. 5 of his application dated 3-12-2007, concerning the observations of the VC in the case of Sh. B S Sohi sent by the respondent on 1-4-2008, has not been received by him. The respondent has made a commitment that these six pages will again be sent to the complainant within seven days from today.

 
The complainant did not remain in the Court during the whole of the hearing and left the Court before it had been completed after making a request for adjournment, without assigning any reason whatsoever. The request  of the complainant, however, cannot be accepted because the respondent has fully complied with the orders dated 22-2-2008 of the Court and no further action is required to be taken in this   case, except    for   the two   items   of   information 
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mentioned in point no. 2 of these orders and the information concerning the case of Sh. B.S. Sohi, which will be sent by the respondent within seven days from today.


Disposed of. 







 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  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)   
  None on behalf of the appellant. 

ii)      
  S. Arun  Sekhri, PIO-cum-Additional Secretary to 

 
  Government, Punjab, Irrigation Department.

 


ORDER


Heard.

Sh. Arun Sekhri, PIO-cum- Additional Secretary to Government, Punjab, Irrigation Department, present before us has stated, in reply to the show cause notice issued vide this Court’s orders dated 7-3-2008, that the information required by the appellant in this case was not given to him within the period of 30 days prescribed  in the RTI Act, because of the rush of work and shortage of staff and there was no intention on his part to delay the information.  He has further given the assurance that such like delays will not occur in future.  In view of the reply given by the PIO and his assurance, the notice issued to him, referred to above, is hereby dropped. The information required by the appellant has been provided to him by the respondent vide their letter dated 1-4-2008.  The appellant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information provided to him.

Disposed  of.








 (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner

Dated:   11 th April ,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh,

Special Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. of Defence Services Welfare,

R.No. 611, 6th Floor, Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, Deptt. of Personnel,

Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.



________ Respondent

CC No.29 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh.Harchand Singh, Supdt, Personnel  on behalf of 
 
the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 29-2-2008, all the remaining information was supplied to the complainant who was thereafter asked, vide the respondent’s letter dated 18-3-2008, to intimate whether there is any other information which he requires.  The respondent states that  it is recorded in the concerned file that the complainant did not send any written reply to the letter but verbally informed the Joint Secretary Personnel, Government of Punjab,  that he now only requires copies of the proceedings of meetings of the selection committees which were  held for preparing the select list for promotion to the IAS since 1-11-1966.  The respondent states that this information was not provided to the complainant  in view of the decision of the Central Information Commission, Government of India, vide orders No. CIC/AT/ A/ 2006/0006987 dated 13-7-2006.  He further states that the UPSC, to whom this  point  of  the  complainant’s application had been referred, has given the clarification that this information pertains to the UPSC and not to the State Government, and therefore, the respondent has written   to   the 
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UPSC vide their letter dated 10-4-2008 requesting  them to supply this information to the complainant.

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:   11 th April ,  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    Harsh Mohan Singh, complainant  in  person  .


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

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has supplied full information, as it exists and is available in their records to the appellant in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 7-3-2008.  The appellant is not satisfied since he claims that direct answers have not been provided by the respondent to many of the points contained in his application dated 27-9-2007.   The perusal of his application  shows however that the points on which the appellant is dissatisfied  have not asked for any information as defined in the RTI Act but consist of questions put in the form of an interrogatory, designed, apparently, to show that the police has mishandled his case.  Some of the points which illustrate  this kind of questions are at sr. nos. 3,4,5,6,10 and 11 of the application for information.  The respondent nevertheless  has done his best to explain their position with reference to the information which  exists in their records, and no further action is required in this case.

Disposed of.
 (P.K.Verma)
Dated:   11 th April ,  2008  

State Information Commissioner
