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

Sh. Harbans Singh,

Kothi No.2289, Sec-71,

S.A.S. Nagar,

Mohali.







-------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Education Minister

Punjab.

 
     



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

CC No. 36 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Harbans Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Virender Kumar, Joint Secretary and PIO Punjab School Education 
Board, Mohali Respondent.


Complainant had approached the Punjab State Commission for Scheduled Castes in regard to certain appointments made by the Punjab School Education Board. Complainant states that the Scheduled Castes Commission took a decision that was not acceptable to him.  He complained to the Government against the decision of the Scheduled Castes Commission.  The information demanded under RTI Act, 2005, relates to the action taken by the State Government and the Punjab School Education Board on the complaint made by the Complainant against the decision of the Scheduled Castes Commission.   
2.
Respondent states before us that following the complaint made by the Complainant to the State Government, certain enquiries were held and information relating thereto has been duly supplied to the Complainant.  Respondent states that he is prepared to supply any further information as may be identified by the Complainant from the record in the office of Punjab School Education Board.  In this regard, Respondent had invited the Complainant to visit the office of the Punjab School Education Board on 30th April, 2008 to inspect the record.  According to the Respondent, the Complainant did not avail of this offer and he has not visited the office of the Education Board.  Consequently, the Board supplied to the Complainant by post whatever information was available with the Board, including correspondence with the Government, relating to the complaint in question.   
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3.
We feel that the Complainant wishes to use Right to Information Act, 2005, to challenge what he considers is a wrong decision of the Scheduled Castes Commission.  The matter of delivery of information has become peripheral.  In case the Complainant finds that there is anything false in the information supplied to him, he is free to challenge this in the appropriate court of law.  Respondent pleads before us that he is fully prepared to deliver whatever information is available on record, but that the Complainant has not cared to take advantage of this offer.  

4.
In these circumstances, no useful purpose would be served in pursuing the matter under RTI Act, 2005.  We are convinced that the relevant material as demanded has already been supplied to the Complainant.  RTI Act, 2005, is not a substitute for normal process of redressal of grievances and remedying allegedly erroneous decisions by public institutions.         

5.
We are satisfied that the Respondent is prepared to accommodate the Complainant even further should he identify and intimate his requirements of information.

6.
In these circumstances, the information in question is deemed to have been delivered and this case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vasudev,

#1450, Sector-21,

Panchkula.







-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Home Secretary Pb.,

Chandigarh.






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

CC No. 109 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Vasudev, Complainant in person.



Sh. Kashmir Singh Pannu, Deputy Secretary Home on behalf of the 

Respondent.



On 26.03.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Respondent should be present before us.  The information in question related to the file notings in Home-III Branch on a complaint of Sh. S.S.Bhullar against the District Attorney, Patiala.  Complainant averred that this information was not supplied to him, and he, accordingly, preferred this complaint under Section 18 of RTI Act, 2005.  
2.

Complainant states before us today that he has been given a copy of the file notings demanded by him.  Additionally, the Complainant demands to know whether the comments of the then Additional Director Prosecution and Litigation Sh. M.S.Gill have been considered by the Respondent.  

3.

Respondent has informed the Complainant on 02.05.2008, under intimation to the Commission as under:-


“The comments given by Sh. M.S.Gill, the then Additional Director Prosecution & Litigation, Punjab was not considered by the Home-III Branch as this was related to the complaint against Sh. Sohan Singh Bhullar, the then Deputy District Attorney, Patiala.   The work relating to the District Attorney/Deputy District Attorney/Assistant District Attorney are being dealt with by Judicial-1 Branch.  Accordingly, you are requested to approach the concerned branch that is Judicial-1 Branch so far the complaint against DSP is concerned.  The same has been filed by the Government after the enquiry conducted by Superintendent of Police/HQ, Patiala.”

4.

We find that the Respondent has in a way asked another branch of his office to consider the request for information.  
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5.

On a total consideration of this matter, we observe that the basic information demanded by the Complainant viz. the file notings in a specific case, has been duly delivered.  His additional query as to whether the comments of an officer of the Department were taken into account in reaching the decision does not come within the definition of information under Section 2 of RTI Act, 2005.  
6.

In these circumstances, the information in question is so far as defined under the Act has been delivered.  No further action is required.  The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.   Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Paramjit Singh Goraya,

PPS. No. PR/47,

Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Sun. Divn., Dakha, (Ludhiana Rural)
--------------------------------------------- Appellant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Director General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters,

Chandigarh.



 

 


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

 AC No. 145 of 2008


ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Sanjiv Bhagtana on behalf of the Appellant.
Sh. Inder Singh Randhawa, AIG Litigation on behalf of the 
Respondent.  

The information demanded by the Deputy Superintendent of Police (Appellant in this case) from the Punjab Police Services is a grading of the Appellant as evaluated in the annual confidential reports from the years 1992 to 2007.  Respondent states that he has no objection to supplying this information.  He assures that this information would be supplied to the Appellant within a week under intimation to the Commission. 
2.

In view of the statement of the Respondent, no further action is required.  The matter is disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 14.05.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Amarjeet Singh,

# 582/3, Mohalla Khalsa,

Patiala.










-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Joint Director Administration,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

SCO No. 60-61, 17-D,

Chandigarh. 




       

 
   

   


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

CC No. 596 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Pritpal Singh, Sub Inspector Vigilance on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states before us that in response to the demand for information, documents had been duly sent to the Complainant on 23.04.2008, which were duly received by the Complainant.
2.

Complainant is not here to dispute that the information in question has been delivered.  We presume that he would be satisfied.  Respondent, however, shows us a copy of the acknowledgment by the Complainant of the material delivered to him.  

3.

We presume that the Complainant is satisfied with the material delivered to him. This matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
After the above orders had been dictated and announced, Complainant appeared before us through his wife Smt. Manpreet Kaur and his son Sh. Jagmohan Singh.  Complainant stated before us that he being handicapped person, could not 
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climb up the stairs to the court room. Since the Complainant is a handicapped person, with a view to facilitate his statement, we directed an officer of the court, Deputy Registrar, Sh. K.R.Gupta to meet the Complainant at the ground floor and to take his statement. We also heard at length the wife and son of the Complainant.  Later, the Complainant himself also appeared before us.  He stated that he had to be carried up to the court room. 

2.

The communication sent by the Respondent to the Complainant dated 23.04.2008 indicates that the information demanded is not as yet on record.  It would be derived from the findings of an enquiry that is currently in progress.  Information regarding the enquiry does not, therefore, exist as yet.  Complainant insists before us that there has been delay on the part of the Respondent in delivery of information and that the Respondent should be suitably punished.  As we have indicated above, the information in question is yet to be created in so far as a relevant enquiry is presently in progress.  In these circumstances, the allegation that delivery of information has been delayed is without substance.  Consequently the plea of the Complainant for imposition of penalty cannot be sustained.  
3.

We direct that as and when the enquiry is completed, a copy of the report should be sent to the Complainant under intimation to the Commission.
    (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajesh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Kailash Chander, 

Ward No. 12, Mohalla Ram Nagar,

Garshankar,

District-Hoshiarpur. 













-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director General of Police,

Pb., Chd. 




       

 
  

   


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

CC No. 607 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
Sh. Rajesh Kumar, Complainant in person.

Sh. Nirmaljit Singh, Deputy Superintendent of Police, Internal Vigilance Cell on behalf of the Respondent.

Complainant had demanded a copy of the statements made before the Respondent by certain persons in an enquiry conducted by the Respondent.  The cause of action is alleged fraud by certain professional travel agents.  

2.
Respondent states before us that on a complaint regarding the alleged illegal activities of travel agency, an enquiry has been conducted by the Superintendent of Police (Internal Vigilance Cell).  A copy of the enquiry report has been sent to the Complainant on 09.05.2008.  

3.
Complainant states that he has not received the communication allegedly sent by the Respondent by post.  A copy of the enquiry report alongwith the statement is delivered to the Complainant in our presence. 
4.
The case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. NO. 84-85, SECTOR-17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Bhagwan Singh,

S/o Sh. Thakur Singh,

R/o Mehmadpur Sotra,

Teh- Ratiya, 

Distt. Fatehabad.





…………....Complainant
Vs.
Public Information Officer

O/o I.G.P.,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




……………..Respondent
CC No. 930 of 2007

ORDER
Present : 
Sh. Pritam  Singh on behalf of the Complainant.  



Sh. Makhan Singh, Sub Inspector of Police office of SSP., Ferozepur 

on behalf of the Respondent. 




On 02.04.2008, the last date of hearing, we had observed that the information supplied was incomplete.  Respondent had explained before us that the information demanded had to be drawn from an enquiry report, which report had not yet been completed.  

2.

This averment made before us orally on 02.04.2008 was not reflected in affidavit of SSP., Ferozepur.  We had directed, therefore, that a fresh affidavit should be submitted by the Respondent SSP., Ferozepur explaining his position.  The Commission would consider this affidavit before taking the decision on imposition of penalty.  A fresh affidavit dated 09.05.2008 signed by the SSP., Ferozepur (Sh. Dinesh Partap Singh, IPS) is brought on our record.  A copy of this affidavit is delivered to the Complainant also in our presence.  

3.

The information in question has been delivered.  A decision on imposition of penalty is reserved.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.   
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Singh (Inspector),

House No. 7A-58,  Dhuri,

District-Sangrur.   









………….. Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police Headquarters, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



 
……………... Respondent

CC No. 400 of 2008

Now AC No. 181 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. S.P.Garg, Advocate on behalf of the Appellant.
Sh. Inder Singh Randhawa, AIG Litigation on behalf of the 
Respondent.  



This case was heard out of turn at the specific request of the Appellant.  Respondent states before us that he is prepared to give a grading of the Appellant in the various ACRs, but not a copy of the ACRs as such.  Appellant insists that the full ACRs as demanded should be supplied to him as part of the information sought.  
2.

Respondent seeks an adjournment in order to argue this case.  
3.

To come up on 09.07.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 14.05.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sarbdeep Singh Virk, IPS,

Former Director General of Police,

# 1068, Sector 27-B., Chandigarh.


-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs and Justice, 

Punjab.

              &

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Financial Commissioner,

Revenue (Punjab). 



    &

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police,

H.Q.-cum-State Police Information Officer,

Mini Secretariat, Sector-9, Chandigarh.


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

CC No. 769  of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Pardeep Virk, Advocate son of the Complainant. 


Sh. Inder Singh Randhawa, AIG Litigation & Sh. Jawahar Lal, Senior 

Assistant on behalf of the DGP., Pb.

Sh. Amarjit Singh Walia, Superintendent Grade-I Department of Home 
Affairs and Justice, Pb.



Sh. Harsh Kumar, Superintendent department of Financial 



Commissioner Revenue., Pb.  


In this case, information sought by the Complainant, a former Director General of Police, Punjab on 13 items relating to transfer of allotment and record of land in village Swada Teh Kharar in the district Mohali.  Respondent presented before us that information on these items is to be supplied as under:- 


(i)
Item 1, 2 and 3 - Financial Commissioner Revenue.


(ii)
Items 4 to 13 - Home Department/Director General of Police.

2.

The status of supply of information on each of these 13 items varies.  For facility, the Respondent will submit today the complete status of delivery of these items of information.  In case information is denied on any of the points, this will be 
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indicated in the proforma to be supplied to the Commission.  Arguments on the exemption, if any, sought would be heard at the next date of hearing.  A copy of the status of these 13 items will also be supplied to the Commission.

3.

Complainant wishes to study the material supplied to him and would like to give his response and argument on the next date of hearing.  


4.

To come up on 04.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 14.05.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sarbdeep Singh Virk, IPS,

Former Director General of Police,

# 1068, Sector 27-B., Chandigarh.


-----------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary,

Home Affairs and Justice, 

Punjab.









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

CC No. 768   of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Pardeep Virk, Advocate son of the Complainant. 



Sh. Amarjit Singh Walia, Superintendent Grade-I Department of Home 

Affairs and Justice, Pb.



Respondent states before us today that he is present for representing the Respondent in Case No. CC 769 of 2008.  According to him, he has not received the notice of hearing in CC No. 768 of 2008, as such, he is unable to reply to the case of the Complainant in CC No. 768 of 2008.

2.

To come up on 04.06.2008.  Respondent will deal with the request for information, if it has not already been done.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 14.05.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Shambunath Shashrti,

!96, Prakash Avenue,

Shalimar Bagh, Kapurthala.










-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner, 

Jalandhar Division, 

Jalandhar.  




       

 
  

   


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

CC No. 606 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.

Sh. Mohomad Akhtar, Senior Assistant on behalf of the Respondent.



Respondent states before us that information as demanded by the Complainant has been duly sent to him on 13.05.2008 that is only a date earlier.  A copy of this communication of 13.05.2008, delivering this information to the Complainant is brought on our record.  Complainant has given in writing that he is satisfied with the material delivered to him and wishes to withdraw the complaint.  
2.

The case is accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh,

S/o S. Darsha Singh,

Vill-Dumewal, P.O.-Jhaj,

Anandpur Sahib.






-----------------------Complainant








Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o FC, Rural Development & Panchayats,

Punjab, Chandigarh.




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

CC No. 135 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
Sh. Tejinder Pal Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Kulbir Singh, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the Respondent.


On 26.03.2008, the last date of hearing, we had directed that the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats, Sh. Gurdev Singh should give a personal hearing to the Complainant in regard to his complaint on 14th April, 2008.  Director, Rural Development & Panchayats, Punjab was directed to submit a report to the Commission regarding the request for information and its disposal 
2.
Complainant states before us that he was duly heard by the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats on the appointed date.  Respondent submits before us a comprehensive report following this personal hearing.  The report goes into the original demand for information, namely the appointment of elementary trained teachers by the Additional Deputy Commissioner (Development), Ropar in the year 2006.  Complainant was one of the candidates for the post of elementary trained teachers but he had been unsuccessful in securing the appointment.

3.
Respondent states before us today that the entire process of selection of elementary trained teachers in Ropar District was carried out in a transparent manner.  The Complainant had applied for one of these posts in the quota meant for wards of freedom fighters and also in the quota meant for sons of ex-servicemen.  Respondent states that the Complainant did not qualify on merit in selection against any of these quotas.  The complete record of selection including the merit lists and waiting list of various categories of persons are shown to us.  Under our directions, a copy of this letter dated 13.05.2008 (about 30-40 pages) showing merit lists and 
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waiting list is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  The report dated 13.05.2008 signed by the Director, Rural Development & Panchayats also includes comments following the personal hearing given to the Complainant on 10.04.2008 and 09.05.2008.  

4.
After perusing the documents, we consider that the information as demanded has been duly delivered to the Complainant. 

5.
Respondent also brings to our notice that this very matter, viz. the non selection of the Complainant as elementary trained teacher in Ropar District has been raised by the Complainant in civil writ petition no. 15971 of 2007 before the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court. 
6.
  The matter is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.     
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harminder Singh Rana, President,

Punjab Government,

Pensioner Home,

Opp. State College of Education, 

Patiala. 









-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Patiala.

       

 
   

   


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

CC No. 591 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
None is present on behalf of the Complainant or the Respondent.


This being the first date of hearing, we feel that another opportunity should be granted to the parties to appear before the Commission and present their case.

2.

To come up on 09.07.2007.  Notice be issued to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Virinder Kumar,

# 391, Adarsh Nagar,

Jalandhar-144008. 




---------------------------------------Complainant







Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Jalandhar.


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

CC No. 872 of 2008

ORDER

Present: 
 None is present on behalf of the Complainant.



Sh. J.P.Paneser, Sub Divisional Officer on behalf of the Respondent.



Complainant has sent a note stating that he is not able to attend the hearing.  In this letter he has stated that there has been delay in the supply of information. According to him, the material which should have been sent to him within 30 days has still not been sent to him even though 90 days have passed. 
2.

Complainant had demanded information from RITES Limited (a Government of India enterprise supported by the Indian Railways) by way of a copy of a study conducted by the RITES Limited concerning an overbridge for better traffic management in Jalandhar town.  The original request for information was sent by the Complainant to the PIO RITES Limited in Gurgaon.  Thereafter, on 27.04.2008, the Complainant complained to the State Information Commission, Punjab, endorsing a copy to the Commissioner, M.C., Jalandhar regarding the same demand for information.  This complaint was received in the office of the Commission on 02.05.2008.  The Respondent states that immediately on receiving this letter dated 27.04.2008, he replied to the Complainant on 08.05.2008 that a copy of the Report prepared by RITES limited would be delivered to him on payment of the requisite fee.   A copy of this communication dated 08.05.2008 is delivered to us for record.
3.

We observe that the original request for information was made to the Government of India enterprise and not to the M.C., Jalandhar.  RITES transferred the request for information to M.C., Jalandhar on 14th April, 2008. The Respondent had given a reply to the Complainant on 08.05.2008.  It is clear, therefore, that there has been no undue delay on the part of the Respondent in responding to the request for information.  
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4.

In these circumstances, it is clear that the Respondent is prepared to deliver the information on receipt of the prescribed fee.  Complainant is free to pay the requisite fees and obtain a copy of the report from the Respondent. 
5.

This case is, accordingly, disposed of and closed.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh

Dated: 14.05.2008









  (P.P.S.Gill)
   





  State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Visakha Singh,

# 162, Ward No. 3,

Bhucho Mandi, 

District-Bathinda.













-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Public Instruction (Secondary Education),

Punjab., Chd.  




       

 
  

   


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

CC No. 632 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
Sh. Visakha Singh, Complainant in person.


Sh. Tarinder Kumar, Superintendent-cum-APIO on behalf of the 
Respondent.




Complainant had desired to know from the Respondent :-


(a)
 Whether a person with academic qualifications of M.Sc (Human Biology) is eligible for appointment to the post of Lecturer (Biology) in a Senior Secondary School.  

(b)
Whether one Smt. Rajwinder Kaur already working in a school in Bathinda District, who had this qualification of M.Sc. (Human Biology) was eligible for such appointment.  

2.
Receiving no response, Complainant has preferred this Complaint under Section 18 RTI Act, 2005.  Respondent states before us that the information regarding the first point is available for delivery to the Complainant.  This is delivered to the Complainant in our presence.  

3.
Respondent states that the information regarding the second point relating to Smt. Rajwinder Kaur should be obtained from the District Education Officer, Bathinda.  

4.
In regard to the second point, if Respondent had felt that this related to DEO, Bathinda and not to him, Respondent should have transferred the case under Section 6(3) of RTI Act, 2005 to the District Education Officer, Bathinda within five days of the application.  The fact that this was not done places responsibility on the Respondent himself to obtain the information from the field office and deliver the same to the Complainant.  Respondent states that a letter has been written to the District Education Officer.   
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5.
In order that this demand for information should be finally served and resolved, we direct that the Respondent should ensure that the information is obtained from the field office and delivered to the Complainant within one month. 
6.
To come up on 09.07.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harinder Pal Singh,

22375, Street No. 3,

Shant Nagar, Bathinda.









-----------------Complainant




Vs. 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Advocate General, 

Punjab., Chd.  




       

 
   

   


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

CC No. 594 of 2008

ORDER
Present :
Sh. Harinder Pal Singh, Complainant in person.

Sh. R.S.Riar, Additional Advocate General, PIO, Respondent.


Respondent states before us that the information sought by the Complainant is not in the possession of the Respondent’s office.  This material is available in the office of Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab. According to the Respondent, this matter has been duly transferred under Section 6(3) of RTI Act, 2005, by the Respondent (office of Advocate General, Punjab) to the PIO office of Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab. According to the Respondent, it is for the PIO in the Irrigation Department to supply the information.  Respondent produces before us a letter from the Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab to the Complainant dated 05th May, 2008, to the effect that the request for information has been filed as this matter is pending before the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana.  

2.
Complainant is not satisfied with the reply received from the PIO office of Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab.  

3.
In order to resolve this matter finally, we direct that the PIO office of Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab should present his case before us on the next date of hearing.  
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4.
In so far as the office of Advocate General, Punjab is concerned; there is no further need for that office to be present in further hearings. 

5.
To come up on 04.06.2008.  Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and also to the PIO office of Principal Secretary, Project Cell, Department of Irrigation, Punjab.  
  (Rajan Kashyap)




    
   
   
    Chief Information Commissioner

Chandigarh


Dated: 14.05.2008







  (P.P.S.Gill)






   State Information Commissioner
