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

Sh. Gurpiar Singh Bhatti,

# 372, Anand Nagar-A,

Tripuri Town, Patiala.


_________________ Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Secretary to Government,Punjab,

Medical Education & Research,

7th Floor, Mini Secretariat, Pb., 

Sec-9, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No.133 of 2008
Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
Sh. Chhote Lal, Sr.Asstt.on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been given to him in full, except  where he has asked for  opinions and clarifications which are not covered under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, Mandi Mullanpur,

Distt. Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Sr. Executive Engineer,

Dakha Division,PSEB,
Mandi Mullanpur, Distt. Ludhiana.



________________ Respondent

CC No.128 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate ,complainant  in person



ii) 
Sh. Avtar Singh, Asstt. Engineer,on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


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


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, Mandi Mullanpur,

Distt. Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No.127 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate ,complainant  in person



ii) 
Ms. Meenakashi, Sr. Asstt,o/o Dy. Director, Local Bodies,Ludhiana

                      
on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case was transferred by the PIO,o/o D.C. Ludhiana to the Deputy Director, Local Bodies Department, Ludhiana.  The representative of the Local Bodies Department, present in the Court, has given the information that the Municipal Committee, Ludhiana has already informed the complainant that there is no authorized or earmarked or local Taxi stand in the Township of Mullanpur.  Apart from this, there is no item of information which the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana can be said to be holding in any material form and therefore, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, Mandi Mullanpur,

Distt. Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Engineer (Operations),

Pb.State Electricity Board,
 Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No.126 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate ,complainant  in person



ii) 
Sh.Sanjeev Prabhakar,Sr. Exec. Engineer,on behalf of the 




respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been brought by the respondent to the Court and  a copy thereof has been given to the complainant.  He has seen the information and has confirmed that there is no deficiency in the same.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, Mandi Mullanpur,

Distt. Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.






________________ Respondent

CC No.125 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate ,complainant  in person



ii) 
Sh. Karan Singh, Asstt. DTO-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has made a commitment that the information required by the complainant, to the extent that it is available in his office or  which concerns him will be sent to the complainant within 10 days from today.

The respondent submits that the information asked for at sr. no. (c)( v) w.e.f. 1-11-2004 would become too voluminous. I limit the period in respect of which this information may be provided from 1-11-2007 to 31-1-2008.  The items mentioned at (c)(vi) and  (viii) may be ignored by the respondent since they are vague or not covered by the term information as defined in the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 14-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Gurnam Singh,

S/o sh. Teja Singh,

Vill. Bijanpur, Tehsil Dera Bassi,

Distt. Mohali.




  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






________________ Respondent

CC No.107 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  in person



ii) 
ASI  Jaspal Singh, on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant that FIR No. 69 dated 7-6-2005 has been inquired into and the cancellation report has been submitted in the Court.  This case accordingly is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give a copy of the inquiry repot to the complainant as and when the cancellation report has been approved by the Court.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Manjit Sing Pasricha,

Advisor, North India SC/ST & BC
 Employees Presidium (Regd.),

H.Q. 1243, Sector 23-B, Chandigarh.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






________________ Respondent

CC No.104 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
ASI  Jaspal Singh, on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


This case arises out of an allegation that an Hon’ble  Member of Punjab Legislative Assembly and his men beat up and used abusive language against an employee of the Government Middle School, Majatari, Tehsil Kharar, Distt. Mohali.  The allegation was inquired into by the District Police, which has submitted a detailed report, in which it has been concluded that the allegation is baseless.  At the end of the report it has been stated that the alleged victim Shri Adhiatam Parkash,  PTI,  was dismissed from  the School because of his misbehavior and misconduct.  The complainant/applicant is asking the police for documentary evidence of this last statement which has been made in the Inquiry Report.  I find that the application has not been made to the correct PIO, because the question about why Sh. Adhiatam Parkash was dismissed from his school does not fall within the jurisdiction or concern of the police.  In fact, it is only the school authorities who can give any information to the complainant regarding the dismissal of one of its employees and not the Distt. Police.  This complaint is accordingly dismissed and the case is disposed of with the direction to the DEO(Schools), Ropar-cum-PIO, to send the required information to the complainant within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

CC:  A copy, alongwith a copy of the application for information of Sh. M.S. Pasricha, is sent to the DEO(schools), Ropar-cum-PIO, for immediate necessary action.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

S/o sh. Kashmir Singh,

Vill. Jafalpur,

P.O. Bhattia, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Public Instructions (S),

Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.



________________ Respondent

CC No.90 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
Sh.  Hari Chand Gera, Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 8-1-2008


Disposed of.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh,

S/o sh. Kashmir Singh,

Vill. Jafalpur,

P.O. Bhattia, Tehsil & Distt. Gurdaspur.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Govt. Medical College,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.




________________ Respondent

CC No.89 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  


ii) 
Dr. Gopal  Singh, Associate  Professor, on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER 

Heard.


The respondent states that the information asked for by the complainant in this case is available in the office of the Director, Medical Education and Research, and it is the PIO, o/o DRME to whom it should have been made in the first instance. Since, however, this case has already been very much delayed, the respondent has undertaken to get the information from the office of the DRME and send it to the complainant.

Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Lachhman Singh,

S/o Sh. Shamsher Singh,

VPO, Chatha Nanhera,

Tehsil,- Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Joint Registrar,

Cooperative Societies, Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No.82 of 2008

Present:
i)  
Sh. Lachhman Singh complainant  in person



ii) 
Sh. Gurdarshan Singh, Asstt. Registrar,Coop. Societies,Sunam and                                               


and      Ms. Amarjit Kaur, O/o Jt. Registrar,Patiala on behalf of the 



respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has brought to the Court the information desired by the complainant with reference to his application dated 14-11-2007 which has been handed over to the complainant.

The complainant has submitted that the information has not been given within the period prescribed in the RTI Act, but the delay has been adequately explained by the respondent and I do not find that it is either deliberate or unreasonable.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  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.  Amanpal Singh, Tehsildar-cum-APIO,on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.

Sh.  Amanpal Singh, APIO,  has clarified that the entries of the mutation in the ’jamabandi’ referred to in the Court’s orders dated 8-2-2008 could not be finalized, when the ‘jamabandi’ was prepared in the year 2004-2005, because the orders of the SDM sanctioning the mutation were available with the patwari, but they  could not be finally verified, since the orders went missing in the SDM’s office.The said orders therefore are required to be reconstructed, for which purpose the sanction  of the  Deputy Commissioner is required.  The respondent has further stated that the required sanction in this case has now been given by the Deputy Commissioner and the process  for the entry of the sanctioned mutation in the ‘jamabandi’ prepared in the year 2004-05, would be completed within three weeks from today.  No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  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 The  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.  Ms. Navinder Kaur, Supdt./RCS, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 8-2-2008, the documents confirming that an Officer of the Cooperation Department is sent on deputation to the Punjab State Coop.Bank,  as Deputy Registrar, Vigilance (Enforcement),have been shown by the respondent to the Court and to the complainant.  This case according is adjourned sine die with the directions that fresh notices be issued to the parties after the decision of the Hon’ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana, regarding whether the Coop. Institutions are public authorities under the RTI Act,  has been received.


Disposed of. 








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Sanjay Goyal,

3/1355/3, New Bhagat Singh Colony,

Bajoria Road, Saharanpur-247001,

U.P.




  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Ladowali Road, Jalandhar.



________________ Respondent

AC No.427 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Sanjay Goyal, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
None on behalf of the respondent..

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 1-2-2008, the respondent has informed the Commission that the Refund Rules of the PTU are applicable to all admissions made through CET or management quota.  He has further stated that the Refund Rules  have been brought  to the notice of  Lovely Institute of Technology, following which the Institute has taken  the decision to refund the fees in accordance with the  Rules framed by the University for the 2007-08 session.  The respondent has also given an assurance that  in case the complainant meets with any difficulty in getting the refund, he may get in touch with the respondent for further help.

A copy of the letter received from the Institute by the respondent, confirming that the refund of fees in this case has been ordered, and the letter of the respondent to the Commission,  have been given to the complainant for further necessary action.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Dr. Avtar Singh,

Civil Surgeon, 

Patiala.




  
  ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Deputy Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, 

Gurdaspur.





____________ Respondent

CC No. 2227 of 2007

Present:
i)  
 Dr. Avtar Singh, complainant in  person.



ii) 
SI  Hardev Singh, and ASI Balwinder Singh,on behalf of the  




respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


The  respondent has claimed exemption from giving the desired information to the complainant on the ground that  revelation of the source report on the basis of which the vigilance  inquiry has been started against the complainant will adversely affect the inquiry.  Nevertheless, the SSP,Vigilance Bureau, Amritsar Range, has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 2-1-2008 (a copy of which has been given to the complainant today)  that according to the instructions governing vigilance inquiries, he can see the complaint against him, on the basis of which the inquiry has been started,  by associating himself with the inquiry and meeting the Inquiry Officer S. Santokh Singh, DSP, Gurdaspur, in this regard.

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









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 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. Suresh Saggar, father of the complainant



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



respondent. 
 ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 18-1-2008, some information has been given by the respondent to the complainant, which has been seen by the Court and has been found to be incomplete in the following respects:-
1. In respect of item no. 2(i) of the application for information, the respondent has stated that the percentage of marks obtained by the candidates in the B.Pharmacy examination was  the criterion followed while calling the candidates for the interview. However, the cut off percentage, above which the candidates were called, has not been given.  Secondly, no response  has been given to the  question about the criteria followed in finalising the merit list. The question here is whether there any objective criteria for the allocation of marks in the interview was followed and if so, the details thereof has to be given to the complainant. If no such objective criteria was fixed, this also should be clearly stated.
2. In respect of item no. 2(iv), it has been stated that  weightage  was given to the candidates who possess the higher qualification of M. Pharmacy.  The “weightage” which was given, however, has not been specified. 

The respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies pointed out above and give the remaining information to the complainant within seven days from today.

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









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

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

Lt. Col. N.K. Ghai,

C/o Amelioration India,

205-B, Model Town Extn.,

Ludhiana.






________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







_____ Respondent 

CC No.    1659   of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant  .
ii)        Sh. K.S. Kahlon, PIO-cum-Law Officer, MC Ludhiana.
ORDER
Heard

The respondent, who has appeared before the Court in compliance with the Court’s orders dated 4-1-2008, has submitted that there has been some delay in  giving the required information to the complainant because the information asked for is quite vast and concerns several branches of the office of the Municipal Corporation. He has further submitted that  he was not present in the hearing on 4-1-2008 either personally or through  his representative, because he did not get the notice for the same The explanation given by  the respondent is accepted and the notice issued to him in the orders dated 4-1-2008 is dropped.  
 
The respondent states that the information required by the complainant  has been given to him except for some information which concerns the Horticulture and Drawing Branches, and this will also be given to him within 10 days.

It has been my general observation that in cases which this Court is dealing with concerning the Ludhiana Municipal Corporation, information pertaining to the Municipal Town Planner , Assistant Town Planner and the Executive Engineer, Horticulture, is being delayed or is not given to the applicant for information. The incumbents of these posts should take note that they should improve their compliance of their obligations under the RTI Act, otherwise they may become liable for the imposition of penalty and disciplinary action prescribed in Section 20 of the Act.

Disposed of.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     15th  February, 2008

