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

Sh. Harnek Singh,

Global Institute of Dalit (Mool Niwasi) Studies,

127, Phase II, Urban Estate, Patiala.
  
               ____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjabi University, Patiala.




________ Respondent

CC No. 1992 of 2007

Present:
i)  
  None on behalf of the  complainant.



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


Heard.


Elaborating the information supplied to the complainant vide his letter dated 28-12-2007, the respondent states that the complainant made an application for the information about the relevant rules under which the candidate Ms. Satinder Kaur was asked to deposit Rs. 2000/- as penalty, on 6-6-2007.  The facts are that the Chief Coordinator Examination, under the delegation given to him by the Vice Chancellor, passed an order on 11-5-2007 imposing  penalty of Rs. 2000/- ( Rs. 500/- per paper) on Miss. Satinder Kaur for the cancellation of her candidature in the M.A. (Punjabi) –II Examination held in April, 2007.  The said order was approved by the Vice Chancellor on 25-8-2007.  Thereafter, a comprehensive order regarding the penalty which is to be imposed on a candidate when  he asks the cancellation of his candidature from one examination,  which is in accordance with the  penalty imposed on Ms. Satinder Kaur, was circulated to all concerned by the Chief Coordinator Examination on 24-9-2007.

Since the complainant has not appeared, I conclude that there is no further clarification or doubt which he has about the information provided to him, although he had requested for an adjournment on the last date of hearing.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Amarjit Singh  Laukha,

# 2017/1. Sector 45C,

Chandigarh.



  
  _________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

State Transport Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.



______ Respondent

CC No. 2138 of 2007

Present:
i)    
 Sh. Amarjit Singh Laukha, complainant  in  person. 

ii)   
 Sh. Balwinder Singh, Law Officer, and S. Sukhwinder Singh 
    
 Walia,Sr. Asstt.,  on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard
The information required  by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent to the extent which was available in his office.   In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 28-12-2007, a legible copy of the letter written to the Director State Transport, on 14-2-2001 has been given to the complainant but a copy of this letter was not received in the office of the Director State Transport, and this has been intimated to the complainant in writing.  Similarly, it has been conveyed in writing that apart from the notings given to him regarding the “inspection report” mentioned in paragraph 4 of the Court’s orders, there is no other formal report in the records of the respondent.

Disposed  of.     







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. R.C. Kapur,

# 1523, Sector-15,

Panchkula.






___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar Cooperative Societies,

Punjab,Sector 17,

 Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent 

CC No.      1613     of 2007

Present:
i) 
   None  on behalf of the  complainant 
ii) 
 Ms.   Navinder Kaur, Supdt., on   behalf of the        respondent.

ORDER
Heard.

The information relating to point No. 6 of the complainant’s application has also been prepared by the respondent and will be sent to the complainant by post today.

There is no other information which is required to be given to the complainant with reference to his application for information dated 10-8-2007.

Disposed  of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Harjinder Singh,

1821, Dev Nagar,

Dhakansu  Road.

Rajpura,





___________Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Patiala.





__________ Respondent 

CC No. 1918 of 2007

Present:
i) 
   None  on behalf of the  complainant 
ii) 
ASI  Raghbir  Singh,on   behalf of the        respondent.

ORDER

Heard.
The respondent has made a written submission vide his letter dated 22-1-2008 that the information required by the complainant has been given to him on 4-12-2007 under the complainant’s signatures.

The complainant is not present, from which I conclude that he has received the information required by him  and does not wish to pursue his complaint any further.
Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Prem Parkash

Gali Dr. Faqir Chand,

Mohalla Radupura,

Tarn Taran.   Distt. Amritsar



_____Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

Financial Commissioner,Punjab,

Animal Husbandry,& Dairy Dev. Deptt.

Chandigarh.





__________ Respondent 

CC No.    1949  of 2007

+
Present:
i) 
Sh. Sham Lal Saini, on behalf of the complainant.


ii) 
Ms. Kamlesh Kumari, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 30-11-2007, the remaining information has been given to the complainant and it has been explained that he was not given the higher scale after the completion of 14 years of service on 1-1-1996 because the sanctioning authority has made an assessment of his ACRs from 1984-85 to 1995-96 and has found that at least 50% of the ACRs are not “Good”, as is required by the instructions of the department of Personnel. It has also been stated in the noting leading to the decision not to grant him the scale that the ACRs of at least 3 out of the previous 5 years of service is also not  “Good”, and he has earned  an  “Average” report for the period from 7-8-1995 to 31-3-1996.

The respondent has raised doubts  about the information provided to him for the following reasons:

1. He states that the “Average” report for the period from 7-8-1995 to 31-3-1996 was taken into consideration for denying him the scale, when the 
scale was due from 1-1-1996, and, therefore, no assessment report for the year 1995-96  should have been taken into consideration since the year still had 3 months left to run on the date the scale was due to him.
2. Out of the 12 reports under consideration, the reports for the years 1989-90 and 1990-91 were not written since he was under suspension, and an affidavit has been placed in the ACR file for 
the year 1993-94, for which period also no report was written. According to the complainant, since no ACR was written for these three years, the ACRs for the remaining 9 years are required to be taken into consideration, out of which, at least 5 should be  “Good” and at least 3  for the previous 5 years are required to be “ Good”.  He states that his ACRs for the years 1985-86, 1987-88, 1991-92 and 1994-95 are “good/outstanding”.  In the 
year 1992-93, the ACR has been described as “Good/Average”, based on the fact that he received a Good report from 1-4-1992 to 8-7-1992 and "Average” report for the period from 15-6-1992 to 31-3-1993,.  Similarly, the ACR for the year 1995-96, has been graded as Good/Average, because he has been given a “Good” grading for the period from 1-4-1995 to 7-8-1995 and an “Average” grading from 7-8-1995 to31-3-1996. The complainant has raised doubts about these two ACRs being treated as “Average” and they were  therefore examined by the Court.  It has been found that while the grading which has been given for the year 1995-96 is in order,  the grading which the complainant earned from 15-6-1992 to 31-3-1993 was “Very Good,”  but it was downgraded to “ Average” by the Accepting authority without  assigning any reason. Therefore, if  the ACR  for 1992-93 is upgraded as “good”, 5 of his ACRs out of the 9 to be taken into consideration would get categorized as “good” namely the ACRs for the years 1985-86,  1987-88, 1991-92, 1992-93,  and 1994-95.
3. It is for the same reasons as afore mentioned that the complainant asserts that if the ACR for the year 1992-93 is assessed as “ Good”, 3 out of the 5 ACRs prior to the year in which his scale was due would get categorized as “Good”, namely, the ACRs for the years 1991-92, 1992-93 and 1994-95.


For the above reasons, the complainant is not satisfied about the correctness of the information supplied to him regarding the reasons for the rejection of the grant of the higher scale due to him on 1-1-1996. However, it has been explained to him that this Court can only provide him with the relevant 
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information which he has  asked for and the grant of  substantial relief in the matter is not within its  jurisdiction, and he may make a representation to the appropriate authority  for the desired relief.



Disposed  of.








              (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Sukhdev Raj Sharma,

Inspector-II,Punsup (Retd.)

VPO  Naushehra Nangli,

Majitha Road,,Amritsar.




_____Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

Distt. Manager, PUNSUP,

Ferozepur.





           _____ Respondent 

CC No.  341   of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh.Sukhdev Raj Sharma ,complainant  in  person.


ii) 
Sh. Amrit Lal Mehta, Dy. Distt. Manager (Accounts)/PIO.
ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except for the information asked for against point no. 4 ( copies of gate passes of only 3 Trucks, instead of 14, has been given to him), 6,  17,  20, and 23,  of his application dated 27-8-2007.  The respondent states that he has given whatever information was made available to him by the dealing hand.  The reply is not satisfactory and the respondent ought to have carefully checked the information which has been provided and made up the deficiencies in the same before it was delivered to the complainant, which he has not done. The respondent states that he is finding it difficult to secure the required information from his office. I therefore direct that the PIO should personally ensure that the information required by the complainant is given to him before the next date of hearing.  
In case the PIO experiences any difficulty in the matter, he should submit a detailed affidavit to the Court stating the reasons for his inability to provide the information to the complainant. The PIO should also be personally present on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the remaining information supplied to the complainant.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 7-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance. 



 



          (P.K.Verma)








      State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhajan Singh,

# 11, New Bank Colony,

Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.


  

  __ Complainant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Chief Engineer,

PWD (B&R), Mini Sectt.,

Patiala.






___ Respondent

CC No. 2131 of 2007

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



ii)   
Sh. Om Parkash Aneja, Supdt-cum-APIO ,  on behalf of the 



respondent
ORDER

Heard.
In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 28-12-2007, the respondent has shown to the Court the orders which have been issued by the Chief Engineer,HQs, on 15-1-2008,cancelling the orders of suspension of the complainant and treating the period of suspension as duty for all purposes.  The respondent states that there is now no impediment in giving the salary for this period  to the complainant, for which a bill has been submitted to the Treasury.
The complainant states that the period for which the bill has been prepared is from 3-2-1998 to 5-5-1999, whereas he has not got any pay  and allowances for 1-2-1998 and 2-2-1998.  The respondent is advised to check up his records and to send a supplementary bill for the pay and allowances of the complainant of these two days also, if his grievance is found to be correct.

Disposed of.







 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ramesh Mahajan,

# T4/84, RSD Colony,

Shahpur Kandi Township,

Teh. Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.

  
  ___________ Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Personnel Officer,

RSD Project,

Shahpur Kandi Township,

Distt. Gurdaspur.





_____ Respondent

AC No. 393 of 2007

Present:
i)     None on behalf of the complainant  


ii)    Sh. Chander Kant, Asstt. Engineer. on behalf of the respondent
ORDER

Heard. 

In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 28-12-2007, the remaining information has been collected by the respondent from the Executive Engineer, Township Division, and the Chief Engineer, RSDC, Irrigation works, and supplied to the complainant, who has written to the Commission to the effect that  he is fully satisfied with the information which has been supplied to him.


Disposed of.








 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated:   25th  January,  2008
