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

Sh.  Jaspreet  Singh

H. No. 79/15,

Mohalla  Sheikhan,

ROPAR.




  
 ________Appellant    

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/oDirector Public Instructions (Secondary)

Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.

2. Public Information Officer ,

O/o The Distt. Education Officer, (Secondary),

ROPAR





___________ Respondents

AC No.   35  of 2008

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

ii)     
  Sh.  Sarwan  Kumar, Supdt., on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

In compliance with the court’s orders dated 21-9-2006 in CC-198/06 and 251/06. the DPI ( Secondary Schools)  has personally heard the appellant and has disposed of his appeal by providing to him a copy of the proposal of the DEO, Ropar, which was received in the Directorate for the shifting of the post of Science Mistress, and of his sanction for the shifting of the post, and has also informed him that the post was shifted legally and in accordance with the rules.  The complainant is still of the view that the action of the Department for shifting the post was not in accordance with the rules and was therefore illegal.  He has been informed that the legality or otherwise of the action of the Department in shifting the post cannot be adjudicated by this Court, since it is not within its jurisdiction.


Disposed of. 








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008

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

Sh. Manjit Singh Pasricha,

# 1243, Sector 23-B, 

Chandigarh.



  
     _________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Deputy Commissioner,

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.



________________ Respondent

CC No.2316 of 2007

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of  the complainant. 

ii)     
  Ms. Harjit Kaur and Mr. Gurmit Singh,Clerks. on behalf of 
the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent in full.


Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh,

Special Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Deptt. Of Defence Services Welfare,

R.No. 611, 6th Floor, Punjab Mini Secretariat,

Sector 9, Chandigarh. 



     ________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional Secretary,

Govt. of Punjab, Deptt. Of Personnel,

Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.



________ Respondent

CC No.29 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant. 

ii)     
Sh. Dharminder, Joint Secretary , Personnel .on behalf of 
 
the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in this case has made two applications for information, dated 21-12-2006 and 2-1-2007.  The information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in respect of both these applications, but certain deficiencies were pointed out by the complainant vide his letters dated 12/14-2-2004, 26-3-2007 and 10/11-4-2007.  The present complaint arises out of the demand of the respondent for additional fees for supplying the remaining information,  since the complainant has asserted that this additional fees and also the earlier fees of Rs. 470/- which has been charged from him is not payable.


The position for the demand of fees under the law is that  it has to be demanded by the respondent within 30 days of the date of receipt of the application for information.  In this case, the fees of Rs. 470/-  was  asked for vide the  respondent’s letter dated 29-1-2007 and therefore, the demand of the fees was quite legitimate in respect of  his application dated 2-1-2007 but was not correct in respect of his application dated 21-12-2006. Any additional 
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information which is now  required to be given to the complainant, which was 
asked for by him in his two applications mentioned above, also has to be provided to the complainant  free of cost, since it is being given more than 30 days after the date of receipt of the applications.

In conclusion, therefore, the respondent is directed to respond to the three communications of the complainant in which he has pointed out deficiencies in the information provided to him, and give the additional/remaining information, if any is due, free of charge.  The portion of the fees of Rs. 470/- which the complainant has already deposited, which pertains to his application dated 

21-12-2006, should also be refunded to him.

After the receipt of the replies of the respondent to the three letters  of the complainant mentioned above,  the complainant may point out if any deficiency in his view, remains to be removed and communicate the same to the respondent,  who should give his response to this communication, if any is received from the complainant, before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-4-2008  for confirmation of compliance.


The complainant has requested for a hearing in the mini-secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh, owing to his personal disability.  The consideration of this request at this stage, however, is premature.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Charan Singh Saini,

# 687, Phase-3B1,

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.28 of 2008

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

ii)     
 Sh  Chander Mohan Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the 
 

respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent except for item no. 7 in his application for information, asking for a copy of the Register maintained in the garage for the movement of the official cars of the Corporation.  The respondent states that this register has not been made available by the concerned official, who has been suspended, and  disciplinary action has initiated  against him.  He states that this information will be provided to the complainant as and when it is available.

Disposed  of.






           

  (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

# 1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.
 



     ___________ Complainant

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Secretary,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





____________ Respondent

CC No.26  and  27 of 2008

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

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

ORDER


Heard.


Both of these cases are being disposed by this single order since the complainant and the respondent in both the cases are the same.

2.
At the outset, the complainant made a request for transferring these two cases to another Bench of the Commission, but he is unable to give any reason for his request, which is therefore rejected.

3.
There is considerable strength in the objection of the respondent, which he has made to the application for information in CC-26/08, that the information which has been asked for concerns the  personal particulars of third parties and cannot therefore be provided to the complainant.  The respondent’s objection in CC-27/08, that the information which has been asked for relates to the relationship between a client and his advocate and cannot therefore be disclosed, is  also valid.  Both of these complaints are therefore rejected.

4
There is another aspect of the matter. In the instant cases, while the use of the information asked for by the applicant/complainant is neither discernible nor certain, it is certain that the employees of the respondent would need to spend a vast amount of time in collecting it, resulting thereby in the neglect of 
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their other duties. As has been mentioned in the  preamble to the Right to Information Act, the Act  has been enacted to take care of the conflict between the RTI and  “other  public interest including efficient operations of the Government”.   No individual can be allowed to missutilise his rights under the  Act in an attempt to paralyse the functioning of a public authority by peppering it with frivolous applications, thereby diverting the attention of that authority from the legitimate duties it performs in the public interest. If such applications are not checked , the effect would in fact be against the public interest, which would be corroded  rather than advanced.

5.
Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008

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

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal,

# 2123, sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.
 



     _________ Complainant

      



Vs.

1)Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal Secretary, Home,

Govt. of Punjab,

Mini Seretariat, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.








2)Public Information Officer, 

O/o AIG-cum-CPIO,

I.G. Prisons, Pb., 

Sector 17,Chandigarh.




______ Respondents
CC No.23 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal,complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.  D.K. Sidhu, APIO-cum-Supdt., on  behalf of the 
 


respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The application for information sent by the complainant  along with his complaint is not the application with reference to which the complaint has been made. The notice sent to the respondent in this case has therefore become defunct. The complainant is advised to send his complaint afresh, along with a copy of the correct relevant application for information,   for which  a  fresh notice  for a hearing, if found to be necessary, would be issued.

Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal,

# 2123, sector 27-C,

Chandigarh.
 



     ________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

AIG-cum-CPIO,

O/o I.G. Prisons, Pb., 

Sector 17,Chandigarh.




_____ Respondent

CC No.21 of 2008

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Chaman Lal Goyal, complainant in person. 

ii)     
 Sh. D.K.Sidhu, APIO-cum- Supdt., on behalf of the 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent claims to have given the required information to the complainant but the information which has been provided  has been examined by the Court and it has been found that the information is neither complete nor correct.  The respondent accordingly is directed to give a complete copy of the correspondence and noting portion of the file  on which Punjab Government memo. dated 5-9-1995, and the complainant’s reply dated 7-9-1995, were issued/dealt with, within seven days from today.


Adjourned to 10m AM on 28-3-2008 for confirmation of compliance.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Vivek,

Lecturer,

Deptt. Of Mech. Engineering,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001. 



     ____________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Principal,

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. & Technology,

Bathinda-151001.




____________ Respondent

CC No.20 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Vivek,   complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh.  Gurdip Singh,  Dy. Registrar-cum-APIO..

ORDER


Heard.

The question whether Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering and Technology, Bhatinda is a public authority as defined  under the RTI Act, is under consideration by the Bench of Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, Mrs. Rupan Deol .Bajaj,  in CC-203/2006.  It would be  advisable to take up this case for hearing after the decision of the Hon’ble SIC in the afore mentioned case has been delivered.


Adjourned to 10 AM on  4-4-2008 for further consideration and orders.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bhagwan Singh Sakhira,

 Conductor No. 28,

C/o General Manager,

Punjab Roadways, 

Amritsar-1.




     __________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director State Transport,

Punjab, Sector 17,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No.19 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Bhagwan Singh Sakhira,  complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh. Tarlok  Nath, Sr. Asstt. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent except that only the  main report of the inquiry held against Sh. Shangara Singh, Driver No. 37, has  been given to him and the  other papers relevant to the inquiry i.e. statement of the witnesses has not been given. The respondent is accordingly directed to give to the complainant copies of all the documents concerning the inquiry,  including statements of witnesses,  within seven days from today.

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








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd  Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Ashok Kumar, 

# 11322, Pavittar Nagar,

Habowal Kalan,

Ludhaiana.




     _________ Complainant

      



Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhaia.





________ Respondent

CC No.15 of 2008

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

ii)     
  Sh.   Gurdip Singh, Srt. Asstt,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has been informed  that he can only be given a copy of the documents  if the same exists in the records of the respondent.  Since the committee  referred to in his application for information has not yet submitted any report, a copy thereof cannot be given to him in response to his application under the RTI Act.


Disposed  of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
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.Jaspreet  Singh. Chanian, Dy. Director,Forest, on behalf 
of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent states that the inquiries referred to in point no. 21 of the application is conducted by the Department of Revenue and not by the Department of Forest and further,  that whatever material was available in respect of point no. 24 of the application has already been provided to the complainant.

The complainant states that he would like to seek whatever further information he requires from the PIO/ Deputy Commissioner,  Ropar, and the DFO, Ropar, to whom he may make a fresh application under the RTI Act, and the concerned PIOs are directed to give a response to the same within the period of 30 days prescribed for this purpose under the RTI Act.

Disposed of.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   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 states that the orders of the Court dated 1-2-2008 have been complied with and he is satisfied with the remaining information/certificate given by the respondent.


Disposed of.








             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   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

In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 1-2-2008, the respondent has sent to the complainant a copy of the Government notification according to which the drop out seats are filled up.  With reference to point no.3 of the application, however, the respondent has informed the complainant that the information is not available with them since  it is contained in the documents produced by the candidates at the time of counseling and the “ the originals “ are taken back by the candidates  and are not available with the University.  This reply is not satisfactory since, even if these documents are not available, the information about the relationship of the candidates  with persons affected  or killed in the 1984  riots  would surely be available  in the records of the University. The respondent is advised to send this information also to the complainant before the next date of hearing, or if the information is actually not available, he should specifically inform the complainant to this effect.

I have observed that the PIO, office of the Registrar, Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar has taken to sending copies of documents sent by him to 
contd….2
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the complainant in cases related to the University, and  has been absenting himself from the hearings in the Court. The PIO or his representative is directed to be positively present in all hearings before the Commission in which notices are issued for the same.


Adjourned  to 10 AM on 4-4-2008 for confirmation of compliance.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. J.K. Sharma,

306-A, Rajguru Nagar,

Ludhiana.



  
  ____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Registrar,

Guru Angad Dev Veterinary & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.





____________ Respondent

CC No. 1978 of 2007

Present:
i)  
 Dr. J.K. Sharma,   complainant.  In person


ii) 
Sh.    D.P.Rattan, APIO-cum-Administrative and Accounts 



Officer on behalf of the  respondent.
 ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has not brought to the Court the information against which he has complained to the Commission.  It would be possible to proceed any further with this case only if copies of the information provided to him, with which he has a grievance, is available for the Court’s scrutiny.  Accordingly, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 4-4-2008 for further consideration and orders.  The complainant should  bring all the concerned documents of the case on that date.







             (P.K.Verma)








  State Information Commissioner


29th   February, 2008
