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

Sh. Suresh Arora,

Guru Nanak Colony,

# 21, Gali No. 1,

Faridkot.


  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I (Schools),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  994    of 2007

Present:
i)
    Sh Suresh Arora,  complainant in person.


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

Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked purely speculative questions from the respondent and has not made a valid application under the RTI Act.  The complainant has submitted that the reply of the respondent has been sent to him after the lapse of the prescribed period of 30 days and, therefore, he should be penalized.  This plea of the complainant is rejected because in the circumstances of the case, I am satisfied that the delay was not intentional  or  unreasonable.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.S.P.Bansal,

H. No. 231, Ward No. 9, Krishna Basti,

 Samana,Distt. Patiala.
  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal,SPN College,

Mukerian, Distt Hoshiarpur.                   

          __________ Respondent

CC No.  1004 of 2007

Present:
i)
  Sh. S. P.Bansal, complainant in person.


ii)
  Dr. R.  M.  Sharma, Principal, SPN College,Mukerian.    
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent  has made a written submission to the Court stating that the information  asked for by the complainant was supplied to him vide his letter No. 8995 dated 23-5-2007 through speed post, but the same was returned with the remarks that the addressee has refused to take it.  The envelope returned by the speed post authorities has been seen and it appears that the detailed address of the complainant had not been written on the envelope and therefore, it cannot be said with certainty that it was the complainant, who refused delivery thereof.  The respondent has agreed that a mistake has committed but submits that it was inadvertent.

The information sent to the complainant on 23-5-2007 has been given to him in the Court today.  He has gone through it and submits that the information which has been supplied is sketchy and incomplete.  He also submits that the information has been supplied much later than the prescribed period of 30 days, and the respondent ,therefore, deserves to be penalised.  I do not agree with the submissions made by the complainant.  Taking into consideration the nature of the information asked for by the complainant, who is a lecturer in the College of which the respondent is the Principal, and the fact that most of the information asked for concerns third parties who are also employees of the College, I find that the reply given by the respondent is sufficient and to the point.  Insofar as the delay in giving the response to the complainant is concerned, there is nothing to indicate that the delay was intentional and deliberate.

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








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Rajit  Kumar,
Gaushala Road,

W. No. 2, #  326,Malout,

Distt Mukatsar


  


 __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I.(Schools),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh.                               



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1006 of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
  Sh. Hardev Singh, Sr. Assistant,on behalf of the       respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

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

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.


Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Nachhatar Singh,

5D Garden Colony,Faridkot.

  
   __________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Sports, Punjab,

Chandigarh.                              


 __________ Respondent

CC No.  1009 of 2007

Present:
i)
 None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
 Ms. Chanchal Randhawa, Joint Director, Sports,-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case concerns the personal  details of third parties and is ,therefore, not a valid application under the RTI Act, except for points “ “ and “ “in which he has asked for documents concerning the complaints received against him, which could be given to him.

The respondent states that the application for information in this case was not received in her office and the application fee of Rs. 10/- has also, therefore, not been received. In fact, the application does not even mention any thing about the payment of the application fees and it is, therefore, invalid. The applicant is not present.


This case is disposed of with the directions to the respondent to give the information required by the applicant, with due regard to the provisions of the RTI Act, as and when he makes a valid application.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Manjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Ram Rattan, H. No. 1001, 

Near New Bus Stand,.Bhawanigarh,

Distt Sangrur


  
   


_____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/oPrincipal, Govt. Sr, Secondary School,

Bhattiwal Kalan,
Distt Sangrur.              




_____ Respondent

CC No.  1017 &  1026  of 2007

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


ii)
   None  on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

There are two applications for information in this case. The complainant has got the reply in respect of his application dated 5-3-2007 concerning the details of marks obtained by the students and the grace marks given to each student but he claims that some thing has been added in the shape of a certificate from the Principal before giving the information, which was not there prior to his asking for it.  The alleged alteration is a certificate given by the Principal, in his own hand writing as stated by the complainant.  I do not see, however, how the Court can even prima facie arrive at  a conclusion that the information has been tampered with as alleged by the complainant

In his second application dated 18-4-2007, the complainant has asked for an attested photostat copy of the authority letter issued by the Department of Education which authorized the Principal to give grace marks to students of 6th,  7th,  and 9th classes. The respondent has written back to say that the concerned instructions of the Department in this regard are not available in his office.  However, since the Principal has admittedly been giving grace marks to the students of 6th, 7th and 9th classes, this reply is unacceptable, unless the Principal is able to satisfy the Court in regard  to the basis on which the grace marks have been given, in the absence of the instructions of the Department.  A proper clarification of this point should be given by the respondent on the next date of
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 hearing.  The Court has also taken  serious notice of the respondent’s absence. It is expected that he or the concerned APIO will be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with the clarification referred to above.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Arun Sharma,

Staff representative of College Management,

SPN College,

Mukerian,Distt Hoshiarpur.


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Principal, SPN College,

Mukerian,Distt Hoshiarpur.                     
__________ Respondent

CC No.  1021  of 2007

Present:
i)
 Sh, Arun Sharma, complainant in person.


ii)
  Dr. R.M. Sharma, Principal, SPN College,Mukerian.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has given some additional information to the complainant in the Court today.  He can go through the same and point out the deficiencies, if any still remain, to the respondent, who should send the response to the same. It is expected that this exercise will be over before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-1-2008 for further consideration and orders.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Santosh Kumari,

D/o Sh. Hans Raj,

Vill. Phull Piara, Sujanpur,

Teh   . Pathankot,  Gurdaspur.

.


  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Principal, Government College,

Tanda, Hoshiarpur.



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1024 of 2007

Present:
i)
  Ms.  Santosh  Kumari,complainant in person.


ii)
   Ms. Inderjit Kaur, Principal, Government College,Tanda.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that she has joined as Principal of the Government College, Tanda, only on 20-10-20078 but she has made a commitment that point wise reply to the application of the complainant, along with the required information, properly flagged, will be given to her within three weeks from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Radhey Sham  Jain,

S/o Sh. Des Raj, 
E.O.Wali Gali,Maur Mandi,Bhatinda.
 __________ Complainant

  Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I.(Schools),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh.                                            __________ Respondent

CC No.  1032  of  2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
  Sh. Hardev Singh, Sr. Assistant,on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 4-6-2007.

The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.


Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Satish Sharma.
F-83, Rajpura Colony,

Near Radha Swami Satsang Bhawan,

Patiala.


  
   __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/oDistt Education Officer,

Patiala.                             
               __________ Respondent

CC No.  1048   of 2007

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


ii)
   None    on   behalf  of  the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case concerns an inquiry which was conducted against a third party and is, therefore, normally not admissible under the RTI Act.  The complainant, however, states that the person concerned Ms.Sunil Sharma, S.S.Mistress, is his sister in law and he is trying to obtain the result of the inquiry conducted against her on her behalf.  The complainant has been instructed to bring a proper letter of authority from Ms. Sunil Sharma   on the next date of hearing.  The information required by the applicant in this case is simple enough.  All he desires to know is the outcome of the inquiry which was held against his sister in law.  This information was asked for as early as on 8-11-2006 but has still not given to the applicant.  The Court expects that the information required by the complainant will definitely be given to him before the next date of hearing and  the PIO or the concerned APIO will also be present in the Court along with a copy of the information which he has been supplied.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for confirmation of compliance.                                













(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R. K. Arora,   Advocate,

#  226 Sector 40 A,

Chandigarh.


  
   


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Education Department,

Chandigarh.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1051  of 2007
Present:
None

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

 Sh. Rattan Singh,

D-603, IFCI Colony,

Paschim Vihar,

New Delhi..


  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Managing Director,

Punjab Financial Corporation,

SCO 95-98, Bank Square, Sector 17

Chandigarh.                             



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1053  of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
   Sh. D.P.Soni, AGM-cum -PIO, PFC.
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case was made on   16-11-2006, reply to which was given by the respondent to the complainant on 6-2-2007.  The complainant is not satisfied with the reply and has, therefore, made the present complaint on 7-6-2007 to the Commission.  The respondent, who is present before us,  has on the other hand submitted that a complete reply to the application dated 16-11-2006 has been given  with his reply dated 6-2-2007 and no further information remains to be given to the complainant.


Unfortunately , the complaint dated 7-6-2007 of the complainant does not indicate any details of how exactly and on what points concerning his application, the reply  of the respondent is incomplete or deficient and he  is  also not present in the Court  to give any clarification.  In the above circumstances, it would be possible to provide further information in this case only if the complainant sends to the respondent a detailed representation pointing out the deficiencies, according to his perception, in the information supplied by the respondent, point wise with reference to each para and sub para of his application dated 16-11-2006.  The respondent is directed to send a reply to this communication of the complainant for making up the deficiencies, if any, in accordance with the perception of the respondent.


It is expected that the above exercise will be completed before the next 
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date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-1-2008 for further orders.                                













(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Paramjit Singh Munjal,

#  3/8, Near K V Palace, Ward No. 7

Rai Singh Nagar,Distt. Ganga Nagar (Rajasthan)
_____
 Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Medical Education Deptt  .(Health 3 Br.)

Chandigarh.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1054   of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. The case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to supply the information asked for by the complainant in his application dated 19-7-2007 within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders, if not already done.


Disposed  of.







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harbhajan Singh Saini,

184, Ajit Nagar,

Kapurthala


  
   


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Circle Education Officer,

Nabha                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 1061   of 2007

Present:
i)
None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
Sh. Hari Krishan,Supdt.,CEO,Nabha,on behalf of the      respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has stated with reference to the application of the complainant, that the serial no. of Ms. Kiran Bala,Lecturer, will remain at Sr. No. 802.  He has been directed to send this information to the complainant with reference to his application for information.

Disposed  of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tarsem Lal

S/o Sh. Kasturi Lal,

Opp. Radha Swami Satsang Bhawan,

Punia Colony,

Sangrur


  
   


_____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Principal Govt. Senior Secondary School,Thales.

Sangrur                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1072      of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Tarsem Lal,  complainant in person.


ii)  
 S.  Harminder Singh,Principal, Govt. Senior Secondary School, Thales,
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case has been provided in full by the respondent except that the  appointment letters of the three lecturers working in the Department was treated as third party information and was withheld from the complainant for following the procedure under section 11 of the RTI Act. However, appointment letters are not confidential information and copies thereof are not covered by the procedure prescribed in the afore mentioned section of the RTI Act,  Accordingly, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to provide copies of the letters of appointment of the three lecturers  working in the School, within seven days from  today.

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Mahesh Kumar Narang,

#  B-34,  4186,

 Durgapuri,Haibowal Kalan,

Ludhiana.


  
   


__________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/.Distt. Education Officer,

Ludhiana                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1073  of 2007

Present:
i)
None   on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
Sh. Gurjot Singh, Vocational   Lecturer, on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case only wants to know whether his resignation as vocational master ( Agro services) in B  M Govt. Sr. Secondary School, Raikot,  which he submitted on 22-5-2001, has been accepted or not.  The respondent states that the resignation letter of the complainant was sent to the office of the DEO,Ludhiana, who had further forwarded it to the DPI (Schools),Punjab, who is the competent authority to take a decision on letters of Resignation.  He states that no further information is available in his office on the subject.


In the above circumstances, the PIO, office of the DPI (Schools), Government of Punjab, is substituted as the respondent in this case. A copy of the application for information of the complainant dated 15-3-2007 as well as a copy of his complaint dated 12-6-2007 is forwarded to the fresh respondent with the directions that the information asked for by the complainant should be sent to him within 15 days of the date of receipt of these orders. 

Disposed  of.







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

.Sh. Dhanpat Rai Saini,

Lakshmi Kuteer,Ajit Nagar,

Aslamabad, Hoshiarpur.


  
            __________ Complainant

   Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Principal, DAV College,

Hoshiarpur.                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1077 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Dhanpat Rai Saini,   complainant in person.


ii)
Sh. Jarnail Singh Saini,  Lecturer-cum- APIO, on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

There are two applications for information of the complainant in this case.  In his application dated 20-6-2006, the complainant has asked for copies of his annual provident fund statements and the complete record of his provident fund account from August, 1981 to January, 2002.  The respondent states that the provident fund records of the College pertaining to the period prior to 2000 have been lost and in spite of best efforts could not be located so far.  However, he has stated that the provident fund of the complainant was deposited in a Bank Account and the Pass Book of that account contains the full details of the month wise deposits  made on account of the complainant’s provident fund.  Accordingly, the respondent is directed to give an attested copy of the Pass Book of that account for the period August, 1981 to January, 2002 so that the complainant may satisfy himself about the correctness of the total provident fund amount which has been disbursed to him after his retirement.

In the second application of the complainant dated 10-1-2007, he has asked for certified copies of his salary, due and drawn, for the period August, 1981 to January, 2002.  The respondent states that this application has not been received by him and a copy thereof has been given to the respondent with the direction that the information may be given to the complainant within 30 days.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 17-1-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Mohan Gupta,

B-18/132, Purian Mohalla, Sheikhan Gali,

BATALA.


  
   
__________ Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I.(Schools),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh.                               

  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1079  of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Harjinder Singh Sandhu on behalf of the complainant.
ii)
 Sh. Sarbjit Singh, Jr. Assistant,       on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.
The information asked for by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.  The complainant submits that the information has been given late which is correct, but there is nothing which indicates that the delay was intentional and deliberate, and therefore, no action against the respondent is called for.

Disposed of.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surinder Mohan Gupta,

B-18/132, Purian Mohalla, Sheikhan Gali,

BATALA.


  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/oThe Distt. Education Officer(S),

Jalandhar                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1080   of 2007

Present:
i)
 Sh. Harjinder Singh Sandhu on behalf of the complainant.
ii)
 Sh. Sarbjit Singh, Jr. Assistant,       on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been supplied to him in full by the respondent.

Disposed  of.







(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Seema Gandhi,

#  1219/17,  F-2, Harnam  Nagar,

Ludhiana.


  
   


__________ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o D.P.I.(Schools),

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17 D,

Chandigarh. ..                              



  __________ Respondent

CC No.  1083  of 2007

Present:
i)
  None  on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
  Ms. Tarinder Kaur, Supdt-cum-APIO,on behalf of the     respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The application for information in this case has asked for information which runs into thousands of pages concerning the appointment of candidates as Head Masters/Head Mistresses in the Education Department.  The respondent has stated that the information required by the complainant is available with the Director, C-DAC,  and efforts are being made to collect the same from his office.  It would, however, be useful to ask the complainant about her grievance so that it can be taken care of in a focused manner.  The complainant could not be present in the Court today because of illness and she has requested for an adjournment.

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 28-11-2007 for a clarification about the precise information required by the complainant.  In the meanwhile, the respondent may continue with his efforts to obtain the required information.








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st   November, 2007
