STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Nirmal Nawan Sarai,

Vill. Naya Gran, P.O. Sarroa,

The. Balachaur,

Distt. Nawanshahar.


_________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director, Rural Development & Panchayats,

Punjab, SCO 112-113, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 01 of 2006

Present:
1. None of the behalf of the complainant.

2. Sh. Ashwini Kumar, Superintendent on behalf of Public Information Officer, O/o Director, Rural Development & Panchayats.

ORDER


Heard.



Sh. Ashwini Kumar, Superintendent, appearing on behalf of the PIO O/o Director, Rural Development and Panchayats, Punjab, has given this Court a copy of the information required by the complainant as well as the copy meant for the complainant. The same has been found to be complete and the complainant’s copy may therefore be sent to him along with a copy of this order.

 
Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bachan Singh Mundra,

# 1014, Phase IV,

S.A.S. Nagar (Mohali)


_________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer, O/o

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Research & Medical Education,

Govt. of Punjab, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 14 of 2006

ORDER



None Present.

 

Adjourned to 14-9-2006 to give another opportunity to the complainant to appear before this Court and to the respondent for sending his response to the complaint of Sh. Bachan Singh Mundra, which has already been sent to the respondent vide the Commission’s letter no. 371  dated 28 March 2006.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ajay Sood,

H.No. 334, Street No. 5,

New Town, Moga.



     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Local Government,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 15 of 2006

ORDER



None Present.

 

A copy of letter dated 30-3-2006 of the Local Government Department, Government of Punjab addressed to the complainant, with  which a copy of  a letter of the Municipal Council, Moga was sent to him, has been received by the Commission and placed on record.

 

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










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

  State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

MATA Nand Kaur Memorial Charitable Trust (Regd.)

D-6, Shiv vhihar, Karala,

Delhi-110083.



     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

1. Public Information Officer,

    Senior Suptt. Of Police (PP),

   Police Headquarter, Mini Sectt.,

    Ludhiana.

2. Public Information  Officer,

    Police Headqurter, Mini Sectt.,

   Ludhiana.


  

    ________________     Respondent

CC No. 16 of 2006

Present:
1.None of the behalf of the complainant.

2.Head Constable Santosh Kumar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



Head Constable Santosh Kumar on behalf of PIO, O/o Senior Superintendent of Police, Ludhiana, has informed the Court that the information required by the complainant has been sent by speed post on 8-3-2006. The complaint in this case is dated 16-1-2006 and the Commission’s notice for today’s hearing has also been received back with the remark that no such addressee is available at the stated address.

 

In the above circumstances no further action is to be required to be taken on this complaint, which stands disposed of .










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prem Lal Sharma (Retd. Xen),

9-A, Sunder Nagar, Main Road,

Ludhiana.



     

_____________ Complainant 

Vs.

1. Public Information Officer,

  O/o Principal Secretary to Govt. Of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Local Govt.,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh & another. ___________     Respondent

CC No. 31 of 2006

Present:
1.Sh. Prem Lal Sharma being representing by Sh. Shyam Lal Saini on behalf of complainant.
2.Sh. Kulwinder Singh, Superintendent, O/o Director Local Govt., Punjab on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



The respondent has informed the Court that the pensionary benefits (provisional) of the complainant will be released within twenty days i.e by 21-9-2006.

 

Adjourned to 28-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  
              State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Lawyers for Social Action through

Sh. Surinder Pal, Advocate,

Joint Secretary-cum- Distt. Coordinator,

#19, Sector 10-A,

Chandigarh.



     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 43 of 2006

Present:
1.None of behalf of the complainant.

2.Sh. Darshan Singh, Sanitary Inspector, Health Branch, Municipal Corporation, Ludhaina on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



None is present on the behalf of the complainant. Apparently he is satisfied with the information given to him by PIO, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana vide his letter dated 8-5-2006.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Santokh Singh

S/o Sh. Dharam Singh,

Vill. Chowdry Wala,

P.O. Naushehra Pannuan,

Distt. Taran Taran.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer-cum-

Revenue Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.

_______________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-48-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Santokh Singh, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Madan Lal Sharma, Superintendent, R.E I Branch O/o Financial Commissioner Revenue, Punjab on behalf of Public Information Officer O/o FCR, Punjab.

ORDER



Sh. Madan Lal Sharma, Superintendent R.E I Branch O/o FCR, Punjab stated that despite all their efforts, no letter “No.2869 dated 24-10-2004” could be located in any of the files on the subject of irregularities committed by Revenue Officers of TaranTaran subdivision. The application date 30-8-2006 submitted by the complainant to the Court today was given to Sh. Madan Lal Sharma and he was asked to discuss it with the complainant to try and locate the proper reference no. of the required letter. After sometime the concerned parties approached the bench and stated that the letter which was required was no. 21/15/2000-   -   2 (5)/5847-  dated 23-11-2004. Sh. Sharma informed the Court that this letter would be in the R.E II Branch.

 

Accordingly, the Public Information Officer O/o Fcr, Punjab is directed to locate the above mentioned letter in the R.E II Branch and to send a copy thereof to the complainant through registered cover at the following address within ten days:-



Sh. Santokh Singh



S/o Sh. Dharam Singh,



Vill. Chowdry Wala,



P.O. Naushehra Pannuan,



Distt. Taran Taran.

 

Case is adjourned to 21-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Subash Kundra (Katty),

#1447, Sector 32-A,

Ludhiana-141007.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





_______________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-144-2006

Present:
1. None of behalf of the complainant.

2. Head Constable Santosh Kumar on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER



Head Constable Santosh Kumar has stated before the Court that the information required by Sh. Subash Kundra(Katty)  has been give to him except for the opinion of the DA in respect of a criminal case registered against him, since the case along with the challan has already been submitted to the concerned Court and the matter being subjudice, can now be accessed by the complainant only through the Court.

 

The Complainant is not present.

 

No further action is required to be taken on this complainant, which stands disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  
             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Y.C. Bali,

B-15, 356/11,

New Arya nagar,

Hoshiarpur- 146001.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o DAV College of Education,

Hoshiarpur.





_______________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-186-2006

Present:
None present.

ORDER



The respondent has informed the Commission vide letter of Dr. Janmit Singh, Principal, D.A.V College, Hoshiapur, that the required information, namely, the order of the Assistant Provident Commissioner, Jalandhar dated 21-12-1994, has been obtained and sent to the complainant vide the letter of the Principal dated 8-8-2006. The concerned letter has been taken on record.

 

In the view of the above no further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which stands disposed of. 









(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Capt. V.K. Sehgal,

H. No. 375, Sector 38-D,

Chandigarh.








_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer

O/o Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Chandigarh.





_______________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-195-2006

Present:
1. Capt. V.K. Sehgal, complainant, in person.

2. Wg. Cdr. H.S. Kang, PIO for the Respondent.

ORDER



The Complainant has confirmed that he has received the information required to be given to him in accordance with the orders of this Court passed on 3-8-2006. However he has made the following submissions:-

I) The Commission may pass orders regarding the penalties to which the Public Information Officer, O/o Director Sainik Welfare, Punjab has made himself liable because of the delay which has been caused in providing him with the required information.

II) The orders passed on 3-8-2006, rejecting the request for the details of the TA/DA claims of the Director, Sainik Welfare, may be reviewed.  

 

The complainant was informed that there is no provision in the RTI Act  for review of orders once they have been passed by the Commission. In so far as the plea for imposition of penalties is concerned, I find myself unable to continue to hear submissions being made by the complainant in this case, which is being forwarded to Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, with the request that it may be transferred to another bench.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jaspreet Singh,

R/o H.No 79/15,

Mohhalla Sheikhan,

Ropar.
 





__________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer 

O/o Director, Public Instructions (S.E), Punjab,

Chandigarh.



 


__________ Respondent.
Complaint Case No. CC-251-2006
And

Complaint Case No. CC-198-2006

Present:
1.Sh. Jaspreet Singh, complainant, in person.

2.Sh.  Surinder Singh, Deputy DEO, Ropar on behalf of PIO O/o DEO, Ropar.

3.Sh. Sadhu Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Sh. Gulzar Singh, Sr. Asstt.,    on behalf of POI DPI Schools (Secondary), Punjab, APIO, for the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



These orders will also dispose of the complaint of Sh. Jaspreet Singh registered with the Commission as CC-198/2006, transferred by the CIC to this bench.



Of the three items of information required to be given to the complainant, the information at serial no. 7 of the complainant’s representation dated 11-5-2006 has been provided to him. Regarding the information at serial no. 1 and 5, the superintendent O/o DPI Schools (Secondary), Punjab was told by the Court that the responsibility for providing the information cannot be shifted by the Director to the shoulders of the DEO, Ropar, since the orders passed by him were with the approval of the DPI Schools (Secondary). The PIO must therefore obtain the proper information after examination of the concerned record and give it to the complainant within ten days of the receipt of this order.

 

The information required by the complainant in CC N0. 198/2006 should also be provided to him within 15 days of the date of this order.

 

Adjourned to 21-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Raghuvir Singh 

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.
Complaint Case No. CC-199-2006

Present:
1.Sh. Raghuvir Singh, complainant, in person.



2.None on the behalf of respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


In this case the Court had, in its orders dated 3-8-2006 directed that the following information should be made available to the complainant :-
i) The criteria/ guidelines followed by the PPSC in the interview for the allocation of marks.

ii) Whether the expression “Research Work”, in the advertisement for the selection of a candidate for the post of Professor Charak Darshan in the Department of Ayurveda, under the column “Preferential’,  includes Research Publications.

 
The information was required  to be provided to the complainant within  ten days of the receipt of the order.
 
In the hearing today, neither the PIO of PPSC, nor any person representing him is present. However, the complainant has made the following submissions in respect of the information that he was supposed to receive:-
i) The criteria adopted for awarding marks in the interview has been provided by the PPSC vide its letter dated 14-8-2006. However the information is not clear, e.g., the distinction between “ Academic Qualifications” and Higher Qualifications” is not apparent and the information is silent on whether any marks are awarded for experience. The complainant has stated that he would nevertheless be satisfied if he is informed as to the total number of marks obtained in the interview by him  and the selected candidate.
ii) No information has been provided to the complainant in respect of the second item regarding the expression “Research Work” mentioned in the first paragraph of this order.

 
In view of the above mentioned circumstances, the following orders are now passed:-

I) The total number of marks obtained in the interview by the complainant Sh. Raghuvir Singh and the candidate selected for the post of Professor Charak Darshan in response to the advertisement dated 20-1-2001 of the PPSC, should be communicated to the complainant by the PIO, PPSC within seven days of the receipt of this order in the office of PPSC.
II) No information has been provided to the complainant on whether the expression “Research Work” in the advertisement, under the column “Preferential”, includes Research Publications, despite the orders of this Court dated 3-8-2006 .The application for the information was received in the O/o PPSC on 30-3-2006 and was required to be provided, therefore, by 29-4-2006. On the face of it, the PIO, PPSC, has therefore become liable, under Section 20 of the RTI Act, to be imposed with the penalty of Rs. 250/- for every day w.e.f 30-4-2006 till the required information is provided to the complainant. However, this Court had, in its orders dated 3-8-2006, given ten days to the respondent to furnish this information from the date of receipt of the orders. The orders were received in the office of PPSC on 8-8-2006, and the information, therefore, had to be provided by 18-8-2006, but this has not yet been done. Notice is therefore hereby given to the PIO, PPSC, to show cause, at 10 AM on 28-9-2006, in person, ether orally or by written submission or both, as to why it should not be concluded by this Court that the PIO, PPSC, has refused to furnish the information without reasonable cause within the period of 30 days prescribed in Section 7(I) of the RTI Act and why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day should not be imposed on him w.e.f. 18-8-2006 till the required information is provided to the complainant. 
Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-9-2006. 










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla,

H.No. 223, St. No. R-10,

GTB Nagar, Lalheri Road,

Khanna-141401.

__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer, O/o

Executive Engineer,

Municipal Council,

Khanna.    


____________________Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-201-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Mohan Lal, head Draftsman on behalf of PIO, Municipal Council, Khanna.

ORDER


Heard.



The complainant has stated before the court that he has received the required information and he is satisfied with it.

 

Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.
 
  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.S. Mahey,

C/o Sh. Gian Chand,

Vill. Nurpur,

P.O. Sham Chaurasi-144105,

Hoshiarpur.
 





__________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer 

O/o Punjab Small Industries & Export Corpn. Ltd.

Udyog Bhawan, Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

__________ Respondent.
Complaint Case No. CC-203-2006

Present:
1.Sh. R.S. Mahey, complainant, in person.



2.Sh.  Jagdish Chand, APIO, for the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



The file concerning “ Sh. Ram Saran” ’s complaint has been seen. In that case, Sh. Mahey has asked for different information than what he requires in the present case. Sh. Mahey explained that he has had to change his residence frequently but he had no satisfactory explanation for his using “ Mr. Ram Saran” as his name in one case and as “ Sh. R.S. Mahey” in another case.

  

The APIO of PSIEC has brought with him the information required by Sh. Mahey, which was given to him. The copy provided to this Court has been taken on record. The information provided has been found to be complete.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  
              State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Shami Kumar,

S/o Sh. Hem Raj,

C/o Rachna General Store,

Near Bus Stand,

P.O. Bucho Mandi,

Bathinda- 151001



     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive officer,

Municipal Council,

Bucho Mandi,

Bathinda- 151001.




________________ Respondent

CC No. 248 of 2006

Present:
1. Advocate Daljit Kaur on behalf of the complainant.
2. Sh. Mahesh Kumar, Jr. Asstt., Muncipal Council, Bhucho Mandi on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



The information required by the complainant was provided by the respondent’s representative in writing on the spot, a copy of which has been taken on record. The complainant is satisfied with the information.

 

Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jaspreet Singh,

R/o H.No 79/15,

Mohhalla Sheikhan,

Ropar.
 





__________Complainant

Vs.



Public Information Officer 

O/o District Education Officer (Secondary),

Ropar.



 


__________ Respondent.
Complaint Case No. CC-251-2006
And

Complaint Case No. CC-198-2006

Present:
1.Sh. Jaspreet Singh, complainant, in person.

2.Sh.  Surinder Singh, Deputy DEO, Ropar on behalf of PIO O/o DEO, Ropar.

3, Sh. Sadhu Singh, Superintendent and Sh. Sh. Gulzar Singh, Sr. Asstt.,    on behalf of POI DPI Schools (Secondary), Punjab, APIO, for the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



These orders will also dispose of the complaint of Sh. Jaspreet Singh registered with the Commission as CC-198/2006, transferred by the CIC to this bench.



Of the three items of information required to be given to the complainant, the information at serial no. 7 of the complainant’s representation dated 11-5-2006 has been provided to him. Regarding the information at serial no. 1 and 5, the superintendent O/o DPI Schools (Secondary), Punjab was told by the Court that the responsibility for providing the information cannot be shifted by the Director to the shoulders of the DEO, Ropar, since the orders passed by him were with the approval of the DPI Schools (Secondary). The PIO must therefore obtain the proper information after examination of the concerned record and give it to the complainant within ten days of the receipt of this order.

 

The information required by the complainant in CC N0. 198/2006 should also be provided to him within 15 days of the date of this order.

 

Adjourned to 21-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

Dewan Advertising Agency,

Opposite Preet Palace, Link Road,

Ludhiana- 141002



     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 267 of 2006

Present:
1.None of the behalf of  complainant.

2. Sh. Darshan Singh, Sanitary Inspector, Health Branch, Municipal Corporation, Ludhaina on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



The respondent’s representative has been directed to send the information required by the complainant Sh. Yogesh Dewan vide his letter dated 20-3-2006, within ten days.

 

Adjourned to 28-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.

Sh. D.S. Bhatia,

#346, Phase 3B-1,

Mohali.




     _________________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Ex-Servicemen Corp.

S.C.O-89-90, Sec-34-A,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 304 of 2006

Present:
1. Sh. D.S. Bhatia, complainant, in person.

2. Advocate Guneet Chaudhry, Legal Advisor, Punjab Ex-Servicemen Corpn., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



In this case, the complainant is not satisfied with the information provide to him by the PIO of Punjab Ex-Servicemen Corpn., in response to his various applications for the same. The proper course of action for the complainant, therefore, is to file an appeal to the first appellate authority as provided in section 19(I) of the RTI Act instead of making a complaint to the Commission. He is allowed to file the appeal  within fifteen days from today by  condonation of delay, if any. The complaint before the Commission is premature and dismissed as such.










(P.K.Verma)

August 31, 2006.


  
              State Information Commissioner

