STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sunderjit Singh Saluja,

Kothi no. 3259, Sector 21D,

Chandigarh.




  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,  o/o 
The  Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Deptt. of Irrigation & Power,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.


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

CC No.  983   of 2008

Present:
Sh. Sunderjit Singh Saluja,complainant in person


 Sh. Sham Lal. Joint Secretary,Irrigation,Pb-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has been informed by the Court of the glaring deficiency in his letter dated 3-4-2008 addressed to the complainant.  This reply is based on an erroneous interpretation of section 8 of the RTI Act and the orders dated 3-1-2008 of this Court  and the errors which have been committed have been explained to the respondent.  The respondent brought some information which has been handed over to the complainant but clearly, in view of the wrong interpretation of section 8 of the RTI Act under which the respondent was labouring, he has not taken the application of the complainant seriously.  Therefore, the respondent is directed  to carefully prepare the full and complete reply to the complainant’s application and give him all the record which is available with regard to his application, before the next date of hearing.

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









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kulwant Singh,

H. No. 211, Aman Bagh Colony,

Sirhind Road, Patiala.



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.






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

CC No.  978   of 2008

Present:
i)
Sh. Kulwant Singh, complainant in person& S.Sukhwinder 



Singh,Advocate.


ii)
 None on behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In this case the complainant has asked for some information pertaining to FIR No. 62/05 dated 8-2-2005 vide his application dated 11-3-2008, but he has not received any response from the PIO, office of the SSP, Patiala. On his making a complaint before the Commission, the case was fixed for a hearing today and intimation was sent to the PIO vide this Commission’s notice dated 4-6-2008, but neither the PIO nor  any representative on his behalf has appeared before the Court.  In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the respondent to give information on the 8 points mentioned by the complainant in the annexure appended to his application for information dated 11-3-2008, which must be done within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.  It is made clear that if these orders are not complied with, there would be no option left before the Court except to take action for the imposition of penalties prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act, on the PIO.


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










   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

A copy is forwarded to Sri Suresh Arora, IPS, ADG, Admn, office of the DGP,Punjab, Chandigarh for information and necessary action.,

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sri Hardas Singh,

7 B, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.




  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 

The  Director Agriculture Deptt., Punjab,

SCO No.85-88, Sector 34A,

Chandigarh.






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

CC No.  988   of 2008

Present:
   i)
Sri Hardas Singh,  complainant  in person.


    ii)     Sri Prithipal Singh, OSD -cum-PIO.,  and Sri Dharm Pal ,



  Mangla,  Superintendent.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has supplied the required information to the complainant but a copy of the notings asked for by him at sr. no. (i), and (iii) of his application having not been supplied.   This error has been pointed out to the respondent in the Court and he has been directed to send the required notings to the complainant within seven days.  Insofar as information asked for against sr. no. (iv) is concerned, the complainant has been informed that  it would not be possible for the respondent to prepare the information pertaining to  the all the  pensioners of the department in the proforma devised by him.  If he knows the names of any pensioners, who  have been sanctioned revised sanction from 1-1-1996 in the same manner in which he  is also asking for, he may indicate the names to the respondent who will fill up the proforma provided by  him in respect of those pensioners   and will give it to him.


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








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mukhtiar Singh,

H.No. 15/580, Mohalla Jaswant Singh,

Tarn-Taran, Punjab.



  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,   o/o 

General Manager,

Punjab Roadways,Jalandhar Depot (II),
 Jalandhar.




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

CC No.  985   of 2008

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


ii)
 Sri Surinder Singh, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent..
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the complainant has worked in Punjab Roadways Depots  at Tarntaran, Amritsar and Chandigarh and is only currently working in Jallandhar(II) Depot.  Nevertheless, he has been given the information  that the service book of the complainant has been reported to be lost and is being reconstructed .  The portion of the service  which he has spent in Chandigarh only remains to be completed, after which the information required by the complainant will be given to him insofar the Jalandhar (II) deport is concerned.  Action for sending the full pension case to the Accountant General, Punjab, will also be taken after the completion of his service book.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-7-2008 for further consideration and orders.










  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jaspal Singh Aujla,

A-7,Department of Applied Mathematics,

National Institute of Technology,

Jalandhar 144011.



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 

Director General of Police, Punjab,

Punjab Police H.Q,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.




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

CC No.  1011   of 2008

Present:
Dr. Jaspal Singh Aujla,complainant in person.


DSP  Sri Inderjit Verma,  on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant Dr. Jaspal Singh Aujla, in his application dated 6-3-2008 , has asked for the following information:-

1.
Copies  of  the details of the outcome of FIRs registered against Sri Kamaljit 
Singh Dhillon, who was DSP, Phillaur in March, 2003.

2.
Copies of the details of the outcome of FIRs registered against Sri 
Jaswinderpal Singh, SHO, Phillaur,in March, 2003.

3.
Copies  of  the details of the outcome of FIRs registered against Sri 
Kulshinder Singh,who was SP(D) Jalandhar in March,2003
4.
Copies  of  the details of the outcome of FIRs registered against Sri 
Darshanjit  Singh Dhindsa, who was SP(O) Jalandhar in March, 2003.

Insofar as the information required against item No.3 & 4 is concerned, the complainant has been informed that no FIR was registered against Shri Kulshinder Singh and Sri  Darshanjit  Singh,  in  Jalandhar Distt. In case there is any other FIR to which the complainant is referring, he can be provided the required information if he mentions some further details  e.g., when and  where  the FIRs were registered, because it would not be possible for the respondent to locate the FIRs in the      …2/

---2---

absence of these details.  The information provided to the complainant in respect of items  No. 1 & 2 is incomplete in the following respects:-


1.
 Copy of the FIR No. 294/07 registered against Sri Kamaljit Singh Dhillon has 
not been provided to him.

2.
Copies of FIR No. 77/04 and FIR No. 36/05, registered against Sri Jaswinderpal Singh has not been given to him.

3.
The outcome of FIR 14 of 1996 registered against Sri Kamaljit Singh Dhillon 
has not been intimated to him.


The deficiencies pointed out by the complainant should be removed and the remaining information  provided to him before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-7-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurpal Singh,

Superintendent,

Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

SCO 109, Sector 40, Chandigarh.
  
     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

SCO-109, Sec-40-C, Chandigarh.


_______ Respondent

CC No.2336 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None on behalf of the complainant 



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

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent submits that the work of reconstruction of the service book of Sri Gurpal Singh is almost complete, and the complainant has been informed of the number of days of earned leave available to his credit.


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


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mohan Singh,

B-I/610, Street No. 4,

Partap Nagar, Kotakpura,

Distt. Faridkot.



  
     __________ Appellant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Punjab Ex-Servicemen Corporation.,

SCO 89-90, Sector- 34-A,

Chandigarh.





____________ Respondent

AC No.419 of 2007

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


ii)   
         Sri D.S.Bhatia,  PIO. PESCO.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that a large number of communications have been received from the complainant asking for various items of information which he wants and it is not clear which application for information of the complainant is under consideration.  The complainant has shown to the Court an application for information which he made on 25-2-2006, but thereafter he has been writing to the respondent with reference to correspondence arisen out of this application  and on 21-4-2006 he asked for information on the points mentioned in appendix “A” and “B” attached with his letter.  Although this did not constitute a valid application for information, as it went beyond the information asked for on 25-2-2006 and was not accompanied by the application fees, the respondent has regarded it as a valid application and has responded to it and provided the required information to him, and therefore the complainant is within his rights to point out deficiencies in the same  as per his perception.

In the above circumstances, the complainant has been advised to prepare a list of deficiencies in a proforma which has been explained to him and the same will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM  on 10-7-2008 for further consideration and orders.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kamal Anand,

C/o People for Transparency,

Telephone Exchange Road,

Near Shiva Timber,

Sangrur.




  
    _______ Complainant.   

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The  Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Public Works Department,

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No.347 of 2008

Present:
i)    
        None on behalf of the complainant .  



ii)   
        Sri   Ashok  Rana, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

It is a matter of regret that the orders of the Commission dated 3-4-2008 have still not been complied with. A meeting of the Chief Engineers and Superintending Engineers of the department of Public Works ( B&R) was held under the chairmanship  of the Secretary, Public Works, on 19-5-2008, but although the importance of the RTI Act and its proper implementation was included as an item in the meeting under the head “Review of implementation of RTI, Act” and  deliberated upon, no information was collected from the officers present in the meeting, with the result that the basic objective  of the hearing of this case  by the Commission, which is that the information which has been asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 1-12-2007 should be provided to him, has still not been achieved.

In the above circumstances, one last opportunity is given to the PIO to collect the information required by the complainant in his application dated 1-12-2007 and supply it to him before the next date of hearing. I further direct that the PIO concerned in this case, Sri O.P.Popli, should be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information which has been supplied to the complainant.  In   case   there   is   any officer or  functionary  of   the   Government 










….2/







---2---

who is responsible for the delay in giving the required information to the complainant, and the PIO is not able to comply with these orders of the Court because of circumstances beyond his control, full details of the circumstances will have to be explained by the PIO, so that the Court may proceed in accordance with the provisions of subsections (4) & (5) of Section 5 of the RTI Act.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 7-8-2008 for further consideration and orders.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.





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

CC No.    681 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh. Pardeep  Kumar, Registry Clerk, on behalf of the 
         
   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that there is  nothing on record to show  the reason because of which the practice of depositing registers by the Stamp Vendors was stated in 1993.

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









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





         ------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana.



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

CC No.    682 of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sri Sham Kumar Kohli, complainant in person

ii)     
 S.I.  Sh. Haqiqat Singh, on behalf of the 
 
 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has provided to the complainant copies of the statements  of the complainant and objections of the DIG, Jalandhar, but he states that there are no statements of the accused or his affidavit on the record and similarly, no statement of employees of the Improvement Trust, Ludhiana are on  the   record.

The complainant states that he has also asked for a copy of his application on the basis of which FC No. 375/06 was constituted, along with the orders,   but this has not been provided to him.


This information has also been prepared and provided to the complainant in the Court.


Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rupinder Pal Singh,

S/o Sh. Ranjodh Singh,

Vill. Bhoop Nagar,

P.O. Kurali, Teh. Kharar,

Distt. Mohali.

  
   
   

  ________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner (Dev.),

Zila Parishad, Ropar.



_________ Respondent

CC No. 1317 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Rupinder Pal Singh, complainant  in person .


ii) 
Sh.Baldev  Singh, Assistant,  Zila Parishad, on behalf of 



the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.


It is indeed a matter of regret that although the application for information in this case was submitted by the complainant on 21-4-2007, full, complete, and correct information has not yet been provided by the respondent to him despite the intervention of the Commission.  The complainant has submitted to the Court today as well as to the respondent a list of the deficiencies which are still persisting in the information which has been provided to him, despite the efforts that  have been made by both the complainant and the respondent to comply with the orders of the Court dated 15-5-2008.  These deficiencies have been discussed and the position regarding each and the directions of the Court in respect thereof are as follows:--
1.
Complete documents submitted by  8  out of  the 29 candidates, asked for  in para 12 of his application, 
have still not been provided to the complainant.  The documents which are 
missing have been mentioned by the  complainant and  attested  copies thereof must be provided to him before the next date of hearing.

2.
While making out the statement of the details of marks obtained by the selected candidates in their BA/BSc/BEd examinations,  the total number of marks obtained by each selected candidate has been mentioned in the 
statement. The internal assessment marks 
….2/-

---2---

obtained by  the candidates from 
some of the universities such as Punjabi University and GNDU have not been 
mentioned separately and therefore, it is not clear from the statement whether 
or to what extent their internal assessments were taken into  consideration while preparing the merit list. In order to settle the issue, the respondent should provide to the complainant attested photostat copies  of all the mark 
sheets    submitted by the selected ETT and BEd candidates along with their applications, which  will give him  full information and from which he can draw his own conclusions.

3.
In paragraph 25 of his application, the complainant has asked  whether there is any discrepancy in the actual marks mentioned in the mark sheets  of the candidates and the marks taken into consideration  for the merit list and the answer given to him is “nil”.  On the other hand the candidate has shown to the Court that there are discrepancies in the case of Ms. Monika, who has obtained  139.25% marks in her examinations but in the merit list she has been shown as having obtained 144.92%.  Similarly, in the case of selected candidate Ms.Anjana, the percentage of marks obtained by her  according to her mark sheets is 120.91%, whereas in the merit list she has been shown as having obtained 131.27%  The respondent should carefully reconsider the material on record 
and give the correct answer to paragraph 25 of the complainant’s application.  If there is any discrepancy, the actual percentage and the percentage used for the purpose of the merit list should be mentioned  along with the name of the selected candidate.  This information should also be completed and delivered to the complainant before the next date of hearing. 
Insofar as the candidate Ms.Kusum Bala is concerned, the 
respondent has shown that she has been selected  only vide application  against Receipt No. 2260 and that the application against Receipt No. 2266 was issued to Ms.Manjula, and the complainant is not able to 
show that the candidature of Ms. Kusum Bala has been 

-----3/-

---3---

considered by the respondent, against any other receipt. In view of this,  the  point  is to be considered as  disposed of. 
 
The next hearing in this case is fixed at 10 AM on 10-7-2008.  The respondent must ensure that the information which is now required to be provided to the complainant is delivered to him before that date, otherwise there would be no option left with this Court but to proceed further for the imposition of the prescribed penalties under section 20 of the RTI Act on the PIO. 








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Kumar Kaura,

5C, Phase I, Urban Estate,

Focal Point, Ludhiana-141010.

  
    ________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supplies Controller,

Ludhiana.






_____ Respondent

CC No.   410    of 2008

Present:
None
ORDER


The complainant has informed the Court that he has received full information from the office of the DFSC, Ludhiana, and has requested that the case may be filed.


Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

148 Noorpura Basti,

Sunami Gate, Sangrur.


  
     __________ Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Patiala.




________ Respondent

CC No.426 of 2008

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant 



ii)
Sri Daljit Singh Virk, Deputy CEO-cum-PIO.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has explained that he has been  functioning as the Deputy CEO -cum- PIO of the Zila Parishad, Patiala only as a temporary measure from time to time, during the absence on leave of the regularly appointed Deputy CEO. Thus, he was in this position from 22-4-2008 to 1-6-2008 and again from 18-6-2009.  He states that the orders of the Court dated 17-4-2008 were not put up to him and were not in his notice, but he has now fully complied with the Courts’ orders dated 22-5-2008 and full and complete information has been provided to the complainant with reference to his application dated 4-1-2008.  The complainant on the other hand has written to the Commission explaining his inability to attend today’s hearing on account of an examination in which he has to appear, and has therefore requested for an adjournment, but has mentioned that full information has not been provided to him.


In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 3-7-2008, to give an opportunity to the complainant to make his submission to the Court about the deficiencies which he perceives in the information provided to him.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

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

Sh. Harnek Singh,

Global Institute of Dalit (Mool Niwasi) Studies,

127, Phase II, Urban Estate,
 Patiala.
  
                                                      ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjabi University,
 Patiala.




________ Respondent

CC No. 1992 of 2007

Present:

 Sh. Harnek Singh, complainant in person.
ORDER


Sri Harnek Singh, complainant states that the action taken by the Punjabi University authorities in the matter of penalising candidate Ms. Satinder Kaur for the cancellation of her candidature is not legal, since it is not in accordance with any regulation of the University. The complainant has been informed that the respondent has provided to him full details of the process and procedure by which the penalty was imposed on the candidate, and if the complainant is of the view that the action taken by the University is not legal, he may seek remedial action from the appropriate authority, since the Commission does not have the power to go into the merit of the action which was taken.  No other reason could be advanced by the complainant in favour of his request for reopening this  case, which is accordingly declined.








   (P.K.Verma)







State Information Commissioner


19th June,  2008

