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

Sh. Vikramjit Singh,

S/o Sh. Sarabjit Singh,

# 179/8, Near Govt. Girls High School, Patti,

District: Tran-Taran.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar, 

Punjab Nurses Registration Council,

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



________________ Respondent

CC No.2335 of 2007

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



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

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case consists of a long list of 12 items which seeks vast information from the respondent about its functioning and the functioning of the Institutes affiliated with it.  The respondent has correctly raised the objection that a great deal of time and effort would be involved in its collection, which would be detrimental  to the  public interest, and therefore they should not be required to give the information unless there is any public interest involved in its collection.

The complainant was asked by the Court whether  he has any specific complaint or knowledge about some misdeed which has been committed by the Council or any of the Institutes affiliated with it,  but he  replied that he has no such knowledge and wants the information to find out whether the Council and the Institutes are working properly. He has further stated that the respondent has not put on the web site the proactive disclosure which is required u/s 4 of the RTI Act.

In the above circumstances, I disallow the application in this case, since this kind of  fishing  for information cannot be allowed  in the larger public interest, because of the huge time and effort which it would involve on the part of the respondent. However, the respondent is directed to comply with the provisions of section 4 of the RTI Act, regarding the proactive disclosure which it has to make, within 30 days from today.

Disposed of.








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Lachman Singh Chatha,

S/o sh. Shamsher Singh,

Vill. Chatha Nanhera,

Tehsil Sunam, Distt. Sangrur.

  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supply Controller,

Sangrur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.2332 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
Sh. V.K.Sharma, Food & Suppies Officer,Sunam, on behalf of the 



respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant in this case relates to the sale of essential commodities by a Ration Depot  allotted to a Coop. Society.  The respondent has made   strenuous efforts  to collect the required information  from the Society  but  when it refused to give the information, the licence of the Ration Deport of the society was suspended and a complaint has also been made to the police against the salesman of the Society u/s 7 of the Essential Commodities Act, for refusal to submit records to the competent authority. Several letters have also been written by the respondent to the Deputy Registrar, Coop. Societies, Sangrur asking him to direct the society to give the required information. The Deputy Registrar has written a letter to the Assistant Registrar, Coop. Societies, Sunam, on 23-1-2008 directing him to ensure that the society gives the required information to the applicant, Sh. Lachhman Singh Chatha, but this also has not produced the required result.


Under the circumstances, I direct that the Deputy Registrar-cum-PIO, Department of Cooperation, Sangrur, will be deemed to be the PIO in this case and he is directed to obtain the information required by the complainant, Sh. Lachhman Singh, and give it to him within 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders.
A copy of these orders should be sent to Sh. R.K.Deep Syal, Deputy Registrar, Coop. Societies,   Sangrur   for 











---contd   2
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meticulous compliance.  He should also either personally or through the APIO, be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.






           









(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008


A copy is forwarded to Shri   R.K. Deep Syal, Deputy Registrar, Coop. Societies, Sangrur, for necessary action.

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

Ms. Arvind Preet Kaur,

W/o Dr. Kuldip Singh,

H.No. 4319, Ward No. 13,

Near Punjab Hindustan Combine,

G.T. Road-Bara, Sirhind,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib-140406.

  
     __________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, (By Regd. Post)
O/o Director Medical Education & Research,

Punjab,SCO 87 Sector 40-C,
Chandigarh.






____ Respondent

CC No.2329 of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh.  Harnek  Singh ,father-in-law of the  complainant  



ii) 
None on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information  in this case was made on 21-10-2007 and the Department of Medical Education and Research directed the Director of the Department to give the required information to the applicant, Ms. Arvindpreet Kaur, vide his letter dated 30-10-2007.  No response however was given by the respondent to the applicant and he is also not present in the Court today either personally or through the APIO.


The information which has been asked for in this case is simple enough. It is, whether a post reserved for the scheduled caste category was  de-reserved or not at the time it was last filled up, and there should be no difficulty  on the part of the respondent to give this information.


One last opportunity is given to the respondent to give the information required by the complainant within  one week of the date of receipt of these orders. If this direction is not complied with, there would be no option left except to take action  for the imposition of  the prescribed penalty u/s 20 of the RTI Act.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

A copy is forwarded to the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Medical Education and Research, Chandigarh for necessary action.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pardeep Khanna,

S/o Sh. Jawaharlal Khanna,

# B-11/18, Mohalla Fatehganj,

Samrala Road, Ludhiana-141008.
  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Sr.Superintendent of Police,

 Hoshiarpur.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2328 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
Sh.B.S. Dhillon, D.S.P. on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has written to the complainant to the effect that  he had been discharged from service in 1991 and the record asked for by him could not be traced out despite efforts, and an inquiry has been initiated to fix the responsibility in this regard.  He has further been informed that as and when the record becomes available, he will be given the information required by him.

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









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 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)  
Sh. Gurpal Singh complainant  in person


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

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information in this case was made on 22-5-2007 and the respondent has still not been able to tell him about the balance earned leave to his credit, on the plea that his service book was sent to the office of the Director Health Services, Punjab-cum-President, PNRC, on 19-4-2004 and has still not been received back


This is a highly unsatisfactory state of affairs.  I direct the respondent to send a messenger to the office of the Director Health Services, get hold of the service book of the complainant and give him the required information within 10 days from today.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008  for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh.  Amrit Pal Singh,

H.No. 2985, Ajit Road, Street No. 3,

Bathinda.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Bathinda.





________________ Respondent

CC No.2313 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant 



ii) 
HC Dalbir Singh, o/o SSP, Bhatinda on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information asked for by the complainant relates to FIR 612, dated 22-12-2006, PS Kotwali, Bhatinda, which has been inquired into and a cancellation  report has been submitted to the concerned Court. The information required by the complainant can be given to him only after the cancellation report has been approved by the Court.

The exemption claimed by the complainant u/s 8 of the RTI Act is upheld, with the direction to the respondent to give the information required by the complainant after approval of the cancellation report by the Court.


Disposed  of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Balwinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Nihal Singh,

VPO Baghana, Tehsil Phagwara,

Distt. Kapurthala.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways Jalandhar-1,


________________ Respondent

CC No.2440 of 2007

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



ii) 
Sh.  Resham Singh, Supdt., PR-1,on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent in his letter dated 13-2-2008, addressed to the Commission, has taken the objection that the complainant has not asked for any information as defined in the RTI Act. The contention of the respondent is not correct because the applicant has asked the respondent to let him know  if any amount is due to him on account of overtime allowance from January, 2006 onwards (the overtime allowance had been stopped  between 2003 – 2006).  The respondent accordingly is directed to give a fresh look to this case and carefully examination whether any overtime allowance is due to the complainant from January, 2006 onwards, and  intimate the amount,  if any, to him before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. D.C. Bansal,

Asst. Labour Commissioner, 
Patiala.
  
                                             ________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary Govt. of Punjab,
Department of Labour,

Chandigarh.
ii) PIO/Labour Commissioner,Punjab,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No.  2403   and    2404    of 2007

Present:
i)  
Sh. D.C. Bansal, complainant  in person



ii) 
Sh. Prem Singh, Dy. Secretary, Labour,Punjab Govt.



iii)        Sh. Tejinder Singh, Supdt-II and Ms. Sunita Sharma, Supdt-II                     


o/o Labour Commissioner,Pb.,
on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


These two cases are being taken up by the Court together since the complainant is the same and the application for information in both these cases are also identical, the difference between the two being that in CC-2403, the application was made to the PIO/ office of the Labour Commissioner, Punjab and CC-2404, the application was made to the PIO/Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab ,Labour Department.

Most of the information asked for by the complainant relates to the Government and whatever information relates to the Labour Commissioner, has been provided to the complainant vide the letter of Deputy Labour Commissioner, dated 5-12-2007. Insofar as the Government is concerned, the respondent has stated that the information available with the Government has been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated 21-11-2007.  However, there are some deficiencies in the information which has been supplied, which are as follows:

1. Out of the 31 items of information which has been mentioned in the application for information, there are some items in respect of which attested copies of the documents asked for have been supplied,  but the concerned file notings have not been supplied.

2. There are 12 items of information which have not been supplied because the concerned file has been stated to be not readily available due to the bifurcation of the department.                                                                 contd…..2






---2---

After hearing both the parties, I pass the following directions:-

1. The respondent may re-examine the application for information and where the record is available, he should carefully see whether full information as asked for has been supplied, or any information, including copies of notings, has been left out and if so, the remaining information may also be supplied.

2. The Department of Labour and Employment was bifurcated into the Department of Labour and Department of Employment quite recently in the year 2007.  Although the Branch dealing with  Establishment matters of the erstwhile Labour wing  is in the Department of Employment, important files concerning promotions and fixation of seniority etc. should be located  and it is not  very appropriate for the respondent to say that they are not available.  Another effort therefore is required on the part of the respondent to locate the files concerning the 12 items of information mentioned above.


Having said the above, I also observe that there are some items of information which are not in sufficient detail and in respect of which the respondent may understandably have difficulty in locating the  concerned papers. For example, there are various items in which he has mentioned representations which  he made more than 10 years ago but the subject matter of the representation has not been mentioned.  Similarly, against item No. 10, a copy of  an order has been asked for, but the number of the order or the subject matter has not been mentioned. If  such items are not clear, the respondent should clearly indicate that the concerned records cannot be located  in the absence of further details.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.

 




           


(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Hansa Singh,

S/o Gurdas Singh,

R/o Village Sultani,

Teh. &Distt. Gurdaspur.


  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Executive Officer,

Punjab  Wakf  Board,

SC 1062-1063, Sector 22-B,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No.2326 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  


ii) 
Sh.  Harminder Singh, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant in this case relates to the Punjab Wakf Board, who has sent him an intimation that the information would be available in the office of the Haryana Wakf Board, Ambala, since  it relates to a period when there was one Wakf Board for Punjab,  Haryana  and Himachal Pardesh and that he should apply to the Haryana Wakf  Board for the information.


The complainant has rightly raised the objection that since the information pertains to the Punjab Wakf Board, it is the respondent’s duty to get the same from the Haryana Wakf Board and to supply it to the complainant.  I direct the respondent to take action accordingly and give the information required by the complainant within 30 days from today.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 27-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh.  Jaspal  Singh,Clerk (US)

Market Committee,

Nabha.


  
   


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Distt. Mandi Officer,

Patiala.



  


_________ Respondent

CC No.  1786    of 2007

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



ii) 
 S. Amarjit Singh, Liaison Officer-cum-APIO, Pb.Mandi Board.


iii)
SS.Gurbakash Singh, DMO-cum-PIO,Patiala
ORDER

Heard.

According to the orders issued by the Court on 3-1-2008, the complainant was required to point out deficiencies in the information given to him within seven days.  However, the complainant has written to the respondent pointing out certain deficiencies as  late as on 6-2-2008, mentioning a long list of deficiencies as perceived by the complainant, but the respondent has  managed to prepare  and has brought to the Court the additional/remaining information which has been handed over to the complainant today.  The complainant may go through the additional information and if any deficiency still remains, he should point it out on the next date of hearing.

There is some lack of clarity regarding certain items of information, which the respondent claims have been provided to the complainant but the complainant insists that he has not got the concerned documents. In order to arrive at any definite conclusion, the complainant should bring to the Court the information consisting of 942 pages which has been received by him  for scrutiny by the Court.

The respondent has submitted the inquiry report of the Joint Secretary, Agriculture, into the allegation of the complainant that he has been suspended because he submitted an application for information under the RTI Act, due to vindictiveness.  

Contd…..2

----2----

The inquiry report  has reached the conclusion that this  allegation is not correct and in a well thought out order, has concluded out that the suspension of the complainant bears no connection with his application for information.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008 for further consideration and orders.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Dr. O.P.S. Kande,

Amarinder Hospital,

Prem Nagar, Bhadson  Road,

Patiala.



  
     _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Paiala.




_____________ Respondent

CC No. 2044 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the  complainant  . 



ii)   
Inspector Daljit  Singh,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The respondent has given to the complainant the information required by him and the complainant has written to the Commission that he has received the information to his satisfaction.

Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Plot No. 80, Premier Enclave,

Vill. Nichi Mangli, P.O. Ramgarh,

Distt. Ludhiana.




  
     _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Distt. Food & Civil Supply Controller,

Ludhiana.







________ Respondent

CC No. 2121 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None on behalf of the complainant  . 



ii)   
Ms.  Simarjot, DFSC-cumPIO.

ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 3-1-2008, the remaining information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Giandeep Singh,

H.No. 10, VPO Lalru Mandi,

Tehsil Dera Bassi, 

Distt. Mohali.
140501




_______Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/oThe Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Department of Rural Development and Panchayats,

Chandigarh.

 




______ Respondent 

CC No. 1834  &  1836 of 2007

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


ii)
None  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


This case was referred to the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Department of Rural Development and Panchayats, for ordering an inquiry whether the information  supplied  by the Department to the complainant in these two cases is correct and genuine or not and the result of the inquiry  was required to be submitted to the Court on the next date of hearing, i.e., today.

It is a matter of regret that the Court’s orders have not been complied with and there is no official present in the Court to intimate the present position of the inquiry.

In the above circumstances, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 28-2-2008, on which date it is expected that the result of the inquiry will definitely be submitted to the Court .








           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Gurcharan Singh,

Vill. Goslan,

P.O. Sihon Majra,

Distt. Ropar.



  
    
 _______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Registrar,

Cooperative Societies,
 Ropar.





_______ Respondent

CC No.   2272    of   2007

 Present:
None.
ORDER

Both the complainant and the respondent are not present. Apparently, the orders of the Court dated 24-1-2008 have been complied with.


Disposed of.









           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

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

Sh. Gurtej Singh,

S/o Sh. Chand Singh,

Vill. Mal Singh Wala,

Teh. Budhlada,

Distt. Mansa.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o  The District  Manager, MARKFED ,

Mansa.





________________ Respondent

CC No. 2249 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None   on behalf of the complainant  


ii) 
Sh. Gurbant  Singh,  Clerk,on behalf of the respondent  
ORDER


Heard

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 13-2-2008.


Disposed of.










           (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:     14th  February, 2008

