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

Sh. Rajesh  Kumar,

H.No. 326, W.No. 6,

Maur Mandi.Teh. Talwandi Sabo,

Distt. Bhatinda.
  
     


________ Complainant

  Vs.    

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Distt, Mandi Officer,

Faridkot.




_________ Respondent

CC No.     587    of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Rajesh  Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)   Sh. Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate , on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant states that no information has been received by him in response to his application for information dated 2-2-2008 and the respondent, who is the Administrator Market Committee, Jaito, Distt. Faridkot, has also not appeared in the Court or responded to the Commission’s notice dated 22-4-2008.  In the above circumstances, a copy of the application for information of the  complainant is sent along with these orders to the Distt. Mandi Officer-cum-PIO, Faridkot, with the direction to provide the required information to the complainant within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders.  The DMO, Faridkot or the APIO concerned, should also be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information provided to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008
Encl---1

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

Sh.  Kuldeep Singh Kahlon,

E-13/38,Gali No. 5,

Shakti Nagar ,Khandwala,

Chheharta, Amritsar



________ Complainant
  Vs.    

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar





_________ Respondent

CC No.   564   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh.  Kuldeep Singh Kahlon, complainant in person.



ii)   
 Sh Harbhajan Singh, Advocate and  Shri Lakhbir Singh, 



Asstt.
Registrar-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has raised two objections to the application for information dated 11-1-2008 of the complainant:-

1. The respondent states that the information asked for against sr. no. 2 of the application namely, the category, SC, BC or General, to which Sh. Bhupinder Singh, one of the successful candidates, belongs, is personal information and is exempted from being given under section 8( I )( j ).  This objection of the respondent is upheld.
2. The respondent states that the information which has been asked  is 18 years old and they have with great difficulty  managed to obtain only a copy of the entire result of the competitive entrance examination for admission to the  B.Ed course which was held in July, 1990,  but it will take further time and effort to locate the precise information asked for at sr. no. 1 of the complainant’s application  and to find a copy of the prospectus which was issued for this particular examination, which he has  asked for against sr. no. 3 of his application.










….2/







---2---


Since the information which has been asked for is undoubtedly 18 years old, a period of one more month is given to the respondent to locate the required information and  give it  to  the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

 S.Sukhdev Singh,

Vill  Chahal Kalan,

Teh.. Batala,Distt Gurdaspur 


________ Complainant
Vs.    

Public Information Officer, 

O/oState Transport Commissioner, Punjab,

Chandigarh





_________ Respondent

CC No.   567    of 2008

Present:
i)   None  on behalf of the complainant .


ii)   Sh. J.S. Brar, PIO-cum-Asstt. Distt Transport Officer.

ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked for information which is maintained at the level of the Distt. Transport Officers in the Districts and the respondent has rightly instructed all the DTOs in the State to provide the required information to the complainant.  Since each DTO is his own PIO, the information is required to be received by the complainant directly from the DTO  and this complaint against the PIO of the office of the State Transport Controller is accordingly disposed of with the direction that  instructions may be issued to all the DTOs  to the following effect:-
1. Some DTOs have asked the applicant to deposit the required fees. Since the applicant has already paid the application fees of Rs. 10/-
, the fees now payable by him is for the information @ Rs. 2/- per page. However, while asking for the required fee, (refered to as  “_________________  “   
or “________
  __________” the DTO has to specify the amount of fees  payable for the information, without which it obviously cannot be deposited. Where the fees has not been demanded by any DTO within the period of 30 days from the date of receipt of the complainant’s letter dated 22-1-2008, no fee will be payable under the RTI Act and the information will be given by the DTO free of cost.


2.
Since the respondent has already directed the DTOs to give 



the required information, it is to be presumed that the 




application for information of the complainant has been 



found to be in order and no DTO can now ask for a fresh 



application.


Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

 Sh. Vinod Kumar Gupta,

25, Tahli Mohalla,

Ferozepur City.




 ________ Complainant
Vs.     

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport, Pb.,
Chandigarh





_________ Respondent

CC No.   2406  of 2007
Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the complainant.



ii)   
Sh. Balwinder Singh, Law Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf 



of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard

The respondent submits that he has not received any valid application from the complainant under the RTI Act which asks for information as defined in that Act.  The complainant is only making a general complaint to the effect that  convicted drivers are not being proceeded against by the respondent and are being given driving duties.  The respondent has nevertheless informed him, vide his letter dated 8-05-2008, about the action which has been taken by the department against three convicted drivers, in whose cases orders were issued by the department after the receipt of the application dated 25-12-2007 from the complainant.

I find that the objection which has been raised by the respondent is valid, since the communications from the complainant do not ask for any specific information but only make a general statement about the leniency which the department has allegedly shown towards  convicted drivers.


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









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh. Tarsem Lal.

#  B-11/15, Sadar Bazar,

Barnala 





________ Complainant 
Vs.  

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Tehsildar-cum-Sub Registrar,

Barnala





_________ Respondent

CC No.   611  of 2008

Present:
None.
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present,   nor has any intimation been received requesting for an adjournment. Nevertheless, another opportunity is given to the parties to appear before the Court at 10 AM on 22-5-2008.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh. Naresh  Kumar  Sharma,
Shakti Nagar, Street No. 5,

Barnala





-----Appellant
Vs.     

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The  Managing Director,
PRTC, Patiala



_________ Respondent

AC No.   138   of 2008

Present:
i)    
Sh. Naresh  Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)  
Sh  Raj Dial Singh Bal, PIO, and Sh. Harbans Singh Bhalla,



PIO,Barnala Deport..

ORDER

Heard.

There are various applications for information from the complainant in this case which concern his  post retirement benefits, the position regarding which is as follows:-
1. The complainant has been informed that he is not entitled to pension since he is a member of the contributory provident fund.  Pension was introduced as optional by the PRTC in the year 1992 and all the employees were required to opt for the same.  In the case of the complainant, he  had to further complete the formality of depositing back some advance which he had taken from the contributory provident fund.  The complainant vide his application dated 12-9-2007 has  asked for the proof of individual notice of these conditions  and its delivery. The position regarding this should be intimated to him by the respondent.

2. Regarding the quantum of  punishment, the exact loss to the complainant on account of stoppage  of his four annual increments with cumulative effect has been intimated to him.
3. Regarding the payment of  DCRG , the respondent has informed the complainant that there is a delay because of shortage of funds but the respondent has not given  any intimation to the complainant regarding 






---2---

the interest which would be paid to him along with the delayed payment. Information whether any interest  will be paid and if so,   how much, should also be sent by the respondent to the complainant.

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

 Ms. Ram Chambeli,

392/4, Krishan Nagar,

Near MGN School,

Jalandhar-8





---------Appellant
Vs.     

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, Depot –I,

Jalandhar.




_________ Respondent

AC No.    139  of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh.  Gurbax Singh, on behalf of the  complainant 



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

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to her by the respondent, except that the copies of the  correspondence given to her are not attested.  The respondent is directed to certify/attest the information given to the complainant today itself.

The complainant insists that there are some letters written by the Director, State Transport, Punjab, directing the General Manager, Punjab Roadways, Depot-1,Jalandhar, to make payment of the amount of Rs. 6274/- to the complainant’s husband, which have been suppressed by him. The respondent denies that any information on the subject has been with held from the complainant.  The complainant states that he will be able to give details of the suppressed correspondence on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-6-2008  for  further consideration.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh. Tarun  Goyal,

H.No. 19208,Gali No. 7

Guru Tegh Bahadur Nagar,

Bibiwala Road,

Bhatinda


  
     


________ Appellant

Vs.      

Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala






_________ Respondent

AC No.   133  of 2008

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



ii)    Sh. Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has provided the resolution of the Syndicate passed by the Syndicate of the Punjabi University in June, 2003 vide which the quantum of fees payable by candidates desiring migration from the Regional Centers to the morning/evening classes at the Punjabi University campus, Patiala, was enhanced.  In the case of the complainant’s brother, who is a law student,  the fees payable by him was  enhanced from Rs. 50,000/- to Rs. one lakh.The complainant has raised the following objections  to the information which has been provided to him:-

1.         He states that the resolution of the Syndicate of the University does not  constitute a “Rule”, unless the decision which has been taken vide that resolution is notified by the University as such.  Since, in the application for information, he has asked for the prevailing rules regarding migration/transfer from regional centers to the Punjabi University campus, the respondent  should clarify whether any such rule has been notified or  migrations are being made on the basis of the resolution of June, 2003.                                                 

        ….2/
2.   The respondent continues to be remain silent about the rules governing migration/transfers from the morning/evening classes held in the Punjabi University campus to the regional centres.  The respondent has to clarify  whether there is any rule/resolution of the Syndicate which governs such migrations or whether each individual case is being dealt  with on merits. 
3.   The application for information of the complainant has asked for copies of the resolutions passed by the Syndicate regarding migrations / transfers and fees payable, from and to the Punjabi University campus.  Although the application for information of the complainant has not specifically asked for it, the description of the desired information can be interpreted to include the earlier resolution of the Syndicate passed on 29-6-2000, which  prescribed the fees for migration, which were later enhanced vide the resolution passed in June, 2003.  The respondent is therefore directed to send to the complainant a copy of that resolution as well.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-5-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh. M.L.Sharma,
O/O  Economic Advisor,Pb.,

SCO.1-2-3 (Dua Building)

Sector 17A, Chandigarh



--------------Appellant

Vs.

 Public Information Officer, 

O/oThe Director,

Economic & Statistical Organisation,  Pb

SCO  35-36,Sector 17E,Chandigarh

_________ Respondent

AC No.     134  of 2008

Present:
i)     Sh. M.L.Sharma, complainant in person.



ii)    Ms. Urmaljit Kaur Khosa, Director,Economic & Statis.Orgn..

ORDER

Heard.

This is a second appeal made against the orders of the first appellate authority passed on 4-3-2008, upholding the decision of the PIO to reject the application for information of the complainant, vide which  he had asked for the copies  of  his Annual Confidential Reports.

I find that the orders of the first appellate authority is cogent and reasonable. The information contained in the Annual Confidential Reports is “personal” information and is covered by section 8(i)(j).  The first appellate authority  has further concluded that no public purpose or larger public interest would be served if this personal information is revealed to the applicant.  I would in fact go a step further and place on record my considered view that the revelation of the contents of his ACRs to an employee, would in fact be against the public interest, because it would contradict some of the most basic tenets of our system of civil administration.        

The orders of the first appellate authority are upheld and the second appeal is dismissed.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh.  Rajesh  Kumar,

Shop No. 22,  New Green Market,

Phase-1, Patiala.





---------Complainant


  
     




Public Information Officer, 

O/oSr.  Supdt. of  Police

Patiala





_________ Respondent

CC No.    521   of 2008

Present:
i)      None on behalf of the  complainant.



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

ORDER

Heard.

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

Disposed of.








   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

 Sh. Nirmal  Singh  Dhiman,

H.No. 895, Phase XI, 

Sector 65,

Mohali   






  ---Appellant

Vs.     

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Financial Commissioner’s Secretariat

Chandigarh,





_________ Respondent

AC No.   129   of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Nirmal  Singh  Dhiman, complainant in person.



ii)   Ms. Anita Bhalla, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

In his application for information dated 5-10-2007, the complainant has asked for certain photostat copies of office notings concerning  his representation for promotion w.e.f. 4-3-2004. He admits that the photostat copies which he has asked for  have been given to him.  He is not happy with the manner in which his representation or his application has been dealt with but  it has been explained to him that this Court is not concerned with the merits of his case, for which he has to approach the appropriate Court.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

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

Sh. Raj Kumar,

594, W.No. 1,

Surjit Nagar, Kurali Road,

Morinda, Distt. Ropar.


_________________ Complainant.   

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport,

Punjab, Sector 17, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

CC No.   333   of 2008

Present:
i)    
        S. Amarjit Singh Lauhka, on behalf of the complainant   



ii)   
        S Balwinder Singh, Law Officer-cum-APIO, on behalf 




of the respondent 
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 4-4-2008, the information regarding the existing vacancies in various categories has been conveyed by the respondent to the complainant.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner


9th May 2008

