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

Sh. Kuldeep Singh,

S/o Sh. Jasbir Singh,

# 148, Noorpura Basti,

Sangrur.




  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Deputy Commissioner-cum-

Chief Executive Officer,

Zila Parishad, Jalandhar.



________________ Respondent

CC No.193 of 2008

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

ii)    S. Karanjit Singh, Dy.CEO-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has given to the complainant the information available with him vide his letter dated 10-1-2008 in response to the complainant’s application for information dated 1-1-2008.  The details of the diploma obtained by the  veterinary pharmacists are not available with the respondent, since the veterinary pharmacists are employees of the service provider and not the respondent.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sanjeev Pandey,

H. No. 5818 B, Sector 38 West,

Chandigarh.




  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab Police H.Q, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

CC No.174 of 2008

Present:
i)    Ms. Gagan Geet Kaur, Advocate,on behalf of the  complainant  . 

ii)    Sh. Jawahar Lal, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


In this case the complainant has asked for a vast quantity of information comprising of all the police officials who have been dismissed from service from 1985 to 2007 and of those amongst them who were later reinstated etc. The respondent has informed the complainant that the information sought by him is very old, general in nature and  would cast an unnecessary  burden on the State Exchequer.   I find myself in complete agreement with the respondent. Applications  under the RTI Act cannot be made for collecting huge amounts of information in which the applicant desires to fish for mistakes.  This would lead to the diversion  of hundreds of man hours of the concerned public authority from its legitimate duties, and would therefore  retard rather than advance the public interest. On the other hand, if there is any specific case of dismissal or reinstatement about which the complainant wants the details, he may make a specific application for the same, and the respondent should provide the same under the provisions of the Act ibid.

Disposed  of.

 






         (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Karamjit Singh,

Vill. Chirvi, P.O. Massingan,

Tehsil & Distt. Patiala.



 _____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.




_________ Respondent

CC No.171 of 2008

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

ii)    S. Vikrant Shrma, Advocate ,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case has sought for information which is in the custody of the India Meteorological Department, which is a Central Government public authority and any complaint with regard to the same therefore has to be made to the Central Information Commission.  The complainant has been informed accordingly.

Disposed  of.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Kulwant Rai,

C/o Lachman Das Bassi,

Ward No. 11, VPO-Tanda,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.




  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, 

Hoshiarpur.






________________ Respondent

CC No.146 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Kulwant Rai, complainant  in  person. 

ii)    S.  Santokh  Singh Rana, Law Officer,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent by post on 11-3-2008.  Since the complainant has not yet received it, a photostat copy of the same has been provided to him in the Court today.

Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Brar,

C/o Bhandari Graphics,

Opp. Khatrian Wali Gali,

Kacha College Road,

Barnala.





  ___________ Complainant

      V/s
Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Food & Supply Controller,

Barnala.






_____________ Respondent

CC No.144 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh.  Rajinder Brar, complainant  in  person. 

ii)    Sh. K.K. Kohli, DFSC, Barnala.—PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The respondent has given the required information to the complainant, and he has pointed out the following two deficiencies:-
1. The addresses of the Ration Depots within the urban  area of Barnala have not been given.

2. Addresses of Ration Card holders have not been given.



Of the above, I direct the respondent to give the addresses of the 79 Ration Depot holders of Barnala City within seven days from today. However, the addresses of thousands of Ration Card holders cannot be given to the complainant since this is third party information.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prithipal Singh Sohal,

H. No. 86, Phase-2,

Mohali.





  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab Ex-Servicemen Corpn.,

SCO 89-90, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No.140 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Prithipal Singh Sohal, complainant  in  person. 

ii)    Sh.  D. S.  Bhatia,Joint Director-cum- PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The information provided by the respondent to the complainant vide his letter dated 9-1-2008 with which the complainant is not satisfied, has been discussed in detail in the Court and both the respondent and the complainant agree that the following information may be provided by the respondent to the complainant:-
1. Whether the  Punjab Ex-servicemen Corporation (Service) Regulations,1993 applies  to workers engaged on contractual basis.

2. The total number of  orders for the stitching of uniforms received by the respondent from the Directorate of NCC, Ministry of Defence, Government of India, from 2003 to 2007. 


The above information should be given by the respondent to the complainant within seven days from today.


Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhanu,

New Preet Nagar, Gali No. 1,

Rajpur Road, Distt. Ludhiana.


  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Labour Commissioner,

Govt. of Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






________________ Respondent

CC No.2274 of 2007

Present:
i)    
None   on  behalf  of the complainant  . 

ii)     
S. Netar Singh, Asstt. Labour Commissioner, Ludhiana and


Sh. Mohinder Singh, Sudpt.,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked  the respondent about the action taken on his letter dated 13-6-2007 in which he has contested the  agreement arrived at between the management,  which has terminated his services, and one Mr. Sehdev of the Akhil Bhartiya  Mazdoor  Sangh, on   the complainant’s behalf.  Although the application fees of Rs. 10/- has not been sent by the complainant along with his application, the respondent  has brought the required information, consisting of  his findings, after inquiry, on the representation of the complainant dated 13-6-2007.  A copy thereof may be sent to the complainant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed  of.









             (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
Encl---1
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashok Kumar Kapoor,

E-33, Kitchllu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





  _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Chief Inspector of Factories, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

AC No.27 of 2008

Present:
i)     None  on  behalf  of the   complainant  in  person. 

ii)    S. Hardyal Singh Gill, Additional  Director of Factories-cum -PIO.
ORDER

Heard.


The information required by the complainant vide his application dated  
14-12-2007, has been provided in full by the respondent vide his letters dated 7-3-2008 and 13-3-2008.

Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Gurinder Singh Chahal,

Executive Engineer (North),

Punjab Mandi Board, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





  _________________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




________________ Respondent

AC No.17 of 2008

Present:
i)    Sh. Gurinder Singh Chahal, complainant  in  person. 

ii)    S. Chander Shekhar Kalia,  Chief Librarian-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


In this case the applicant asked for certain information including the office notings concerning the regularization of work charged junior engineers who have been appointed  as such prior to 1-2-1985.  The information required pertains to the  reason for the adoption of 1-2-1985 as the cut off date  and the details of the criteria adopted for the  said appointments/ regularizations.  The respondent has supplied the concerned notings to the complainant from which it is clear that the cut off date of 1-2-1985 had been proposed by the Superintendent of the office in his noting, which was approved by the competent authority.   It has also been mentioned in the noting that a committee comprising of the Secretary of the Board, the Chief Engineer and the legal officer, would screen the records and interview  the work charged employees and prepare lists of those  who could be regularized.  The complainant is not happy with the information provided to him and wants to know further details about the adoption of the cut of date and the criteria adopted for making the appointments etc.  He made an appeal to the first appellate authority, which was rejected on the ground that the available record, which is more than 20 years old, has been given to him and there is no other material available with the respondent which contains any further elucidation or clarification which is required by the complainant.                                                                         ……2/





--2---


I agree with the findings of the first appellate authority. The public authority can do no more than to make available the record concerning any information which is required from it.  No other information can be provided to the complainant, especially in respect of a matter which is more than 20 years old. The complainant has got the material on the basis of which the appointments/ regularizations of work charged junior engineers was done by the respondent and he is now in a position to take such other legal recourse as he may decide upon.

The second appeal is accordingly dismissed and the case disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Shalinder Singh,

Ram Colony, Street No. 8A,

Sangrur.





  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.






________________ Respondent

CC No.304 of 2008

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

ii)    Sh. Kesar Singh, Legal  Asstt. on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case has asked for a vast amount of information pertaining to selection of lecturers by the PPSC in the years 1999, 2000, and 2001.  The complainant has been informed that this  kind of voluminous and general information cannot be given by the respondent since it would involve the diversion of hundreds of man hours from the legitimate duties of the public authority, which would be against the public interest.  However, if the complainant has any specific question or information about any particular recruitment, he should state the same.  The complainant has stated that the main purpose of his asking the information is to get to know the basis on which  his selection as a lecturer by the PPSC in the year 2001 was declared by the Government to be tainted,  because of which he has not yet been given an appointment, whereas some other candidates  who were also selected in the year 2001 have been given their appointment letters.    The complainant has been informed that he should apply for this information to the public authority  which has declared his selection to be tainted, which is the Department of Personnel, Government of Punjab, and not the PPSC.  He may therefore, if he so desires, make a fresh application to the PIO, Department of Personnel, Government of Punjab, for the information which he requires.

Disposed  of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Surdip Singh,

VPO- Manupur,

Tehsil Samrala, Distt. Ludhiana.


_____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University, Patiala.




__________ Respondent

CC No.276 of 2008

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

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

Heard.


The application for information in this case has asked for general information regarding candidates who had obtained their BA/BSc. Degree from Magadh University and thereafter joined the B.Ed. course in Punjabi University in 1995-96.  The complainant was asked for the specific information which he desires, and he states  that he is concerned about the verification made by Punjabi University of the qualification which he acquired from Magadh University, and wants to know whether the same was  found to be correct.

The respondent has stated that there was only one candidate, namely Ms. Sushmita, who had passed the B.Sc examination in the 1995-96 session after having graduated from Magadh University,  and the verification of her degree has been found to be correct.  The complainant  states that he has passed  the Course through a Correspondence Course, which is probably why his name was not located by the respondent.  The respondent should check up the records of the Correspondence Courses and in case the complainant’s name is found amongst the list of successful candidates of 1995-96, it needs to be confirmed to him that the verification of his degree was also correct.     In order to help the respondent to find the relevant information, the complainant has undertaken to send to him a copy of the B.Ed.Degree obtained by him within three days.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 28-03-2008 for confirmation of compliance.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ranbir Singh,

# 658, SST Nagar, 

Patiala.




  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Warehousing Corpn.,

SCO 74-75, Bank Square, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No.275 of 2008

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

ii)    Sh. Chander Mohan, Sr. Assistant-cum-APIO, on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The information  desired by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent in the Court today.

Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. S.M. Jindal,

# 1826, Phase 7, 

Mohali.





  _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Managing Director,

Punjab State Warehousing Corpn.,

SCO 74-75, Bank Square, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





________________ Respondent

CC No.272 of 2008
Present:
i)    Sh.  S.M. Jindal, complainant  in  person. 

ii)    S. Chander Mohan , Sr. Assistant-cum-APIO,on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant in this case has asked for copies of three of his ACRs and copies of adverse remarks contained in those ACRs.  Copies of the adverse remarks have been supplied to the complainant but the respondent is not very clear on the position regarding the supply of ACRs.

This Court has constantly taken the view that ACRs are by definition  confidential documents  which cannot be revealed  to applicants  for information under the RTI Act, since doing so would adversely affect the public interest.  Copies of the ACRs therefore cannot be given to the complainant.


Disposed of.









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
                 SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh..Gurpreet Singh,

R/O #  B III/9,Hansa Wali Gali,

Mohalla Mastgarh,Simbal Chowk,

BATALA-143505





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Divisional Manager,

Punjab State Forest Dev. Corporation Ltd.,

 OCM Mills, G.T.Road, CHHEHARTA,

AMRITSAR.






__________ Respondent 

CC No. 1938  of 2007

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



ii) 
Sh. Janak Raj, Sr. Assistant,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that in compliance with the orders of the Court dated 

8-2-2008, the respondent has responded to the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant vide their letter dated 11-3-2008,   which was received by the complainant only yesterday. He justifiably has requested  for some time to go through the additional information which has been provided  to see whether the deficiencies have been properly removed.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-04-2008.  In the meanwhile, the complainant may intimate the shortfalls in the latest communication of the respondent, if any, who wouldaccordingly consider the same and send a proper response to the complainant before the next date of hearing.








   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, Mandi Mullanpur,

Distt. Ludhiana.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o District Transport Officer,

Ludhiana.






________________ Respondent

CC No.125 of 2008

Present:
i)  
None  on behalf of the complainant  



ii) 
Sh.  Karan Singh,  Asstt. DTO-cum-APIO,on behalf of the 




respondent  

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has informed the complainant vide his letter dated 14-2-2008 that the information required by him at point no. 5  ( c )  (i  to  iv) does not concern the office of the respondent and he should apply to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, for the same.  The information pertaining to point pertaining 5 ( c )( v ) has been provided   by the respondent vide his letter dated 22-2-2008 in compliance with the  Court’s orders dated 15-2-2008.

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









   (P.K.Verma)









State Information Commissioner

Dated:   14th  March, 2008
