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

Dr. Sandeep Kumar Gupta,

Assistan Professor,

Deptt. Of Veterinary Bio-Chemistry,

College of Veterinary Sciences, GADVASU,

Ludhiana-141004.


  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director,

Rural Development & Panchayats,

SCO 112-113, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

AC No.431 of 2007

Present:
i)    
 None on behalf of the complainant  


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

Heard.

The respondent  has given the information to the complainant, vide his letter  No. 2051 dated 16-1-2008, in respect of point  no. 4 of his application  for information,  that 27 applications were received for transfers from persons appointed under the Zila Parishad,  Mansa.  

The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.









(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st 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)   
 Sh. RPS  Bedi, Deputy Registrar-cum-PIO.
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent, in his reply to the complainant, has given to him a copy of the “Refund Rules” which is a decision of the University stating in what manner and to what extent the refund of the fees will be made to a student,  who withdraws his candidature before the start of  a course  or a student, who leaves after the session has started.  The respondent otherwise has stated that they cannot tell the complainant by what date the refund of fees will be made, since it is to be refunded by the College  and the college only can give the date and time for the refund.  The respondent also states that since the candidate has taken admission under the “management quota”, the University  has no information about the fees paid by him and  in the hearing today,he has made a further submission that the “Refund Rules”, a copy which has been sent to the complainant by the respondent himself, will not apply in the case of an admission made under the “management quota”.
The submissions made by the respondent are  contrary and difficult to accept. Firstly; it is the respondent himself who has forwarded the “Refund Rules” to the complainant and secondly; it is difficult to believe that a decision of the University which governs  the refund of fees to students, who leave before or after the start of the session, is not applicable to  the section of students  which gained admission through a quota.  To my mind, the rule must apply to all students who withdraw  their candidature,  regardless of whether they were admitted via a quota or through  regular counseling.  A proper clarification on this point is required to be given by the respondent.  Thirdly, it 
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does not suffice for the University to  wash off its hands from the implementation of its own rules by  saying that it is the affiliated college  which collects the fees , and therefore, they can not give any information  regarding  its refund.   The whole purpose of affiliation and the framing of rules and guidelines by the University is that they should be properly followed by the affiliated colleges.   If therefore the “Refund Rules” are applicable to all students, regardless of whether they got their admission through the “management quota” or not, the University should be in a position to give some explanation as to why the refund of fees of  over Rs. 40,000/- to a student has still not been made by the affiliated college,  after a lapse of a period of more than five months from the date  when he first sent intimation of the withdrawal of his candidature from the course.
The entire matter requires to be reexamined by the respondent and a satisfactory reply given to the complainant and also brought to the Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 15-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Inderjit Singh Ahluwalia,

# 1940, Phase-V,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.



  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Technical University,

Ladowali Road, Jalandhar.



________________ Respondent

AC No.425 of 2007

Present:
i)    
  Sh. Inderjit Singh Ahluwalia,, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
  None   on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has sent the list of  (T-1) (T-2) and (T-3) candidates along with their Rank and name of the allotted College to the complainant,  but the information asked for by the complainant at point nos. 3 and 5 of his application dated 3-7-2007,  has still not been given to him.  The respondent is directed to send this information also to the complainant by post within 10 days of the date of receipt of these orders.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Tarlok Singh Chabra,

H. No. 889, Sector 60,

Phase 3B-2, Mohali.


  
     _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.





________________ Respondent

AC No.417 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant. 



ii)   
DSP  Satinderpal  Singh, Police  Hqs, Ropar,  on behalf of the 



respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The applicant/complainant vide his application dated 7-4-2007, has asked for information regarding action taken on a letter sent  by post to the SSP, Ropar on 8-5-1995.  The respondent has informed the complainant that the record has been searched and the stated  letter dated 8-5-1995 could not be located. In view of the fact  that the letter was written 12 years ago and had been sent by post, the response is reasonable.
Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Sawinder Singh,

Vill. Kot Moulvi,

P.O. Paracha, Teh. Dera Baba Nanak,

Distt. Gurdaspur.


  
    _____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala.





___________ Respondent

CC No.2457 of 2007

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



ii)   
  ASI  Palvinder Singh, PS Batala,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has stated that the cancellation report in respect of FIR No. 10 dated  25-1-2007 has been sent to the Court.  He has made a commitment that a complete copy of the cancellation report along with its enclosures will be given to the complainant today itself.
Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

# 50/30-A, Ramgali,

N.M. Bagh (Behind N.M. Jain Sr. Sec. School),

Bharat Nagar Chowk, Ludhiana.

  
     ___________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, Deptt. Of Personnel,

Civil Secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh.


__________ Respondent

CC No.2455 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Sham Lal Saini,, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
Sh.  Ramesh Kumart, Supdt,(II) and Sh S. Harchand 





Singh,Supdt,Gr.II  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has informed the Court  that a same or similar application for information of Shri Sham Lal Saini has already being heard by SIC Hon’ble S. Surinder Singh in CC-742-747/2007.  This case is therefore transferred to that Bench for disposal.









(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Darshan Singh,

S/o Sh. Hazara Singh,

310, Ranjit Avenue,

Amritsar.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director,

Dairy Development, Punjab,

SCO 1106-07, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No.2444 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant  . 



ii)   
 Sh. Anil  Kaura, Direrctor,Dairy Development,Punjab.
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has informed the Commission that the information required  by the complainant has been supplied to him vide his letters dated 18-12-2007 and 11-1-2008.  The complainant is not present. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information supplied to him.
Disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Santokh Singh,

S/o Sh. Pritam Singh,

VPO ChakKalan, Tehsil Nakodar,

Distt. Jalandhar.



  
     __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director,

Vigilance Bureau, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




___________ Respondent

CC No.2452 of 2007

Present:
i)    
 None  on behalf of the   complainant  . 



ii)   
  DSP  Sikander Singh,  Vigilance Bureau,on behalf of the 




respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has informed the complainant that apart from transferring DSP Manjit Singh from out of the Vigilance Bureau, a full report concerning the complainant of Santokh Singh against his activities has been sent by the complainant to the DGP, Punjab, who is his controlling authority, for taking further necessary action.  Since the respondent is not the controlling authority of DSP Manjit Singh, there is no further action  which they can take against him or on Santokh Singh’s complaint.
Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.




  
 __ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





____ Respondent

CC No. 2078 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. Jagdiip Singh Chowhan, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
Sri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant has stated that he has got the information asked for by him under  (C) of his application dated 6-10-2007 but incomplete information has been given to him in respect of (A) and (B).  In this regard, in order to avoid unnecessary inconvenience to all concerned,  my direction to the respondent is that all the official documents available in their office which are concerned with the dealing of the complainant’s letter dated  11-9-2007 and his Appeal dated 16-6-2006, should be given to him, except for the documents already provided. Along with this, the respondent may certify that there is no other document available in his office concerning the dealing of these two communications of the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









  (P.K.Verma)








         State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Jagdiip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.




  
  _____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





___________ Respondent

CC No. 2077 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Jagdiip Singh Chowhan, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
Sri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 6-10-2007 has been provided to him except for the information asked for at sr. no. 3 & 4, in which the complainant has asked for the order or notification which states that when a file has been put up by a Member  of the Commission, in a case of  an advice sought by the Government,  to the Chairman, the approval of the Chairman will be considered as the concurrence of the Commission. The respondent states that in Rule 13 it is provided that when the concerned Member puts up the file to the Chairman concerning the advice sought by the Government in a disciplinary action case of dismissal, the file will not be shown to other Members, and therefore it is evident from the  rule itself that the advice will only be decided between the concerned member and the Chairman, and will therefore be considered to be the advice of the Commission, and there is no other order or notification to this effect. In view of the statement of the respondent, the information asked for at sr. No. 4 becomes redundant. All the other information which can be provided under the RTI Act with regards to this application for information has already been supplied to the complainant.

Disposed of.








     (P.K.Verma)








            State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.




  
  _____________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





___________ Respondent

AC No.   334 of 2007

Present:
i)    
Sh. Jagdiip Singh Chowhan, complainant  in  person. 



ii)   
Sri Kesar Singh, Legal Advisor,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.
The application for information dated 26-11-2007 in this case is a long list of questions to which the respondent has been asked to answer “yes” or “No”.  The application is therefore in the  form of an interrogatory or cross examination  of the officials of the Punjab Public Service Commission, in an attempt to emphasise the applicant’s presumption that the proposal sent by the Government seeking  concurrence for the applicant’s dismissal from service was not properly dealt with in the Commission.
The respondent has raised an objection that the application of the complainant in this case is not a proper application for information, with which I agree.  An application for information under the RTI Act can ask for all the concerned  documents and notings etc. concerning a case and if the applicant is not satisfied with the   manner in which his case has been dealt with, the options open to him are to make a representation to the concerned authority or to  take his case to the appropriate  court of law.   He cannot make an application seeking to point out the deficiencies which he perceives in the manner in which  his case was dealt with by asking dozen of questions in cross examination style.

No further action is required to be taken on this complaint, which is rejected.









(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2008

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

Sh. Parvinder Uppal,

# 1140, Sector 68,

SAS Nagar, Mohali.




  
  ______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






________ Respondent

CC No. 2129 of 2007

Present:
i)    Sh. Parvinder Uppal, complainant.  In  person 



ii)   ASI Jaspal Singh ,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard. 

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated  28-12-2007, the cancellation report has been submitted by the respondent to the concerned Court on 9-1-2008.  The respondent states that a copy thereof along with copies of  its enclosures will be given to the complainant after the decision of the Court on the report, unless the Court does not accept the cancellation and directs the respondent to reinvestigate the case.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   1st February, 2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajiv Bajaj,

A-12, Phase-VI,

Industrial Area, Mohali,


  
  ______ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Financial Commissioner Forest,

Govt. of Punjab, Punjab civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No. 1508 of 2007

Present:
i)   
  Sh. K.S.Rupal, Counsel for the complainant . 

ii)     
  Sh.Gurbax  Singh.,Supdt. Gr(I),on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 11-1-2008, the information available with the respondent has been given to the complainant vide his letter  No. 792 dated 23-1-2008 and the records have been stated to be not available or destroyed or with the  office of the CBI, in respect of the information which could not be supplied.  Insofar as  the available information is concerned  ,   the complainant has pointed out that the information which has been supplied in respect of point no. 21 and 24 of his application has not been given in respect of Villages Karoran and Village Nada, the villages in respect of which the application for information had been made.  The respondent is directed to check this point with reference to the available record and to provide the information mentioned at point nos. 21 and 24 for these two villages to the respondent.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 29-2-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








             (P.K.Verma)








          State Information Commissioner


1st February, 2008
