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

Sh.Jaspal  Singh,

Vill & PO Nurpur Bedi,

Distt Ropar



  
  ----------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 

Divisional Forest Officer,

Ropar





------------------Respondent

CC No.  762    of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.Jaspal  Singh, complainant in person.
ii)     
Sh. Swarn Lal, Supdt.-cum-APIO, on behalf of the 
 
 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant would run into tens of thousands of pages and it would divert time and attention of the employees of the office to such an extent that the normal functioning of the department would get paralysed.  The complainant therefore was asked to limit his requirement of information according to the objective being sought to be achieved.

After a discussion, it was decided that the respondent will prepare a statement for each of the schemes being implemented in his Division for the period from 1-4-2006 to 31-3-2007, indicating, month-wise, the total number of daily wage employees who were engaged under that scheme and the total expenditure which was made from the budget of that scheme. This information should be given to the complainant before the next date of hearing.


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







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Tarun  Goyal,

19208, Street No. 7

Guru Tegh Bahadur Nagar,Bibiwala Road,

Bhatinda


  
      
---------------------- Appellant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 






Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala  




-----------------------Respondent

                              AC No.   133  of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh.Tarun  Goyal,appellant in person. 

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

ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the orders of the Court dated 9-5-2008, the  respondent has given the additional information to the appellant vide their letter dated 28-5-2008 and further clarifications have been given by Ld. Counsel during the hearing of the case. The position which emerges in respect of the three points mentioned in the  orders dated 9-5-2008, is as follows:-
1. There is no specific  ‘rule’ which governs the migration of students from the Punjabi University Campus to the regional centers of the University other than the   resolution of the syndicate which was passed in June, 2003. 
 2. The respondent states that migration can be considered from the Punjabi University campus to the regional centers under the portion of the syndicate resolution dated 29-6-2000 dealing with  ‘inter college migration’, under which fees of Rs. 5,000/- was fixed. Apart from the general rules concerning migration, for example; those found in chapter 11 of the University Calender,1987 or resolutions passed generally by the syndicate on the subject  from time to time, there is no other specific rule or resolution governing migrations from the University Campus to the regional centers.                   contd…p2





(2)

3.   A copy of the resolution of the Syndicate passed on 29-6-2000 has been given to the appellant. 

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

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Tarun  Goyal,

19208, Street No. 7

Guru Tegh Bahadur Nagar,Bibiwala Road,

Bhatinda


  
      
----------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 






Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala  




-----------------------Respondent

                             

 AC No.   182   of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh.Tarun  Goyal,appellant. In person 

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

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that he made an application for information on 10-10-2007 which was received by the respondent vide receipt No. 330-A.  The respondent  states that he is unable to locate the afore mentioned  application of the appellant. The complainant states that he wants information from the respondent on the following points:-

1.
The receipt no. of his application which he submitted on 11-9-2007 on the 
subject of alleged misbehavior of OSD to Vice Chancellor with Shri Arun 
Goyal.
2.
The purpose of holding evening classes for the LLB course.


The respondent should give the required information to the complainant 

before the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-7-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Tarun  Goyal,

19208, Street No. 7

Guru Tegh Bahadur Nagar,Bibiwala Road,

Bhatinda


  
      
----------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 






Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala  




-----------------------Respondent

                             

 AC No.   166  of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh.Tarun  Goyal,  appellant  in person 

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

ORDER


Heard.


The application for information was made in this case by the complainant on 10-10-2007.  Subsequently, the complainant made a first appeal to the appellate authority and still not being satisfied with the information given to him by the University, has come up with the second appeal to the Commission.


The respondent states that the complainant has made various applications and representations to the University and the information required by the complainant is not clear.  In order to achieve the required  clarity, the application for information of the complainant dated 10-10-2007 has been seen by the Court and  I hereby direct that clear and unambiguous information should be given to the complainant by the respondent to the following points contained in the application:-
1.
The objectives and functions of the Committee constituted by the Vice Chancellor for considering issues concerning migrations which held its meeting on 29-12-2006. The objectives and functions of the committee can be found either in the noting of the file which constituted the committee or/and the orders of the University through which it was constituted.

2.
In the resolution of the syndicate passed in June, 2003 it was resolved that the rules governing migration of various institutions specified therein should 









contd..2





(2)
 be  studied in order to determine in what manner migrations can be limited to the  genuine cases.  The respondent should inform the complainant whether this resolution has been implemented, and if so, give him copies of the rules of the various institutions mentioned in the resolution which may have been obtained by the respondent.  If  no such rules have been obtained, this information should also be given to the complainant.

3.
A copy of the recommendation made by the committee constituted by the VC to deal with inter-university migrations which according to the complainant made its recommendations on 23-12-2002.

4.
The terms of reference of the committee which made its recommendations on 23-12-2002  referred to in the  point mentioned at (3) above.
5.
The fees which was charged for migration to the LLB course prior to passing of the syndicate resolution dated 29-6-2000. Apart from payment of fees for migration,  what other conditions are required to be fulfilled before a migration can be allowed  from any college or regional center to the University campus at Patiala.

6.
Whether, apart from the printed rules concerning migration and the resolutions of the Syndicate, there is any other criteria considered by the University which determines its decisions to allow a migration or not, or whether it is entirely the discretion of the VC to decide which migration  case is genuine and which is not.


The complainant wants the case to be adjourned to any other date after 29-6-2008..


Adjourned to 10 AM on 4-7-2009 for confirmation of compliance.
.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Vishwas  Kumar  Garg,

Street No. 10 Bibiwala Road,


 ---------------Appellant

Bathinda      

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 0/0

Sr. Supdt Police,

Bathinda





---------------Respondent

AC No. 192   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.Vishwas  Kumar  Garg,appellant  in  person. 

ii)     
 HC Sh. Dalbir Singh  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The appellant in this case has made an application for information in respect of FIR No. 144 of 2006 and 158  dated 17-8-2007.  The respondent states that a cancellation report has been prepared on 17-2-2008 in respect of FIR No. 144/2006 and therefore the case is still under investigation and the other FIR No.158/07 is also under investigation and therefore the required information cannot be supplied to the appellant at present. However, insofar as FIR No. 144 of 2006 is concerned, the cancellation report cannot be kept pending indefinitely and be cited as the reason for not providing information. The respondent should therefore inform the appellant by what date the report will be sent to the concerned Court.

I also order that the information asked for by the appellant at point no. 4 of his application dated 14-2-2008, namely,  the reason for the inclusion of the appellant’s name in  FIR 458,  should be provided to him, since, this cannot in any manner cause any hindrance in the investigation.
 
Adjourned to at 10 AM on 3-7-2008 for confirmation of compliance.
.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Ms.  Shanti  Rani,

Gandhi  Nagar,

1753/96,Jalalabad (West)

Distt Ferozepur.


  
     -------------------Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


Asstt Registrar,

Coop. Societies,

Jalalabad (West) Distt Ferozepur


----------------Respondent

AC No.  193   of 2008

Present:
None

ORDER


The appellant has made a written request to the effect that she has received the required information and that  her complaint should be filed.


Disposed of.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Deepak  Kumar Jindal,


  
      
17250,  Aggarwal Colony,


Bathinda.





----------------Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Registrar,

Punjabi  University,

Patiala                               


---------------Respondent

CC No.    736   of 2008

Present:
i)   
Sh.Deepak  Kumar Jindal ,complainant in person. 

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

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant was sent by the respondent vide his letter dated 15-5-2008.  The complainant states that the letter was not received by him. Therefore, a copy of the information has been given to him by hand in the Court today.


Disposed  of.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.
Balwinder  Singh,

23, Kamaon Nagar,

Near Church, Naya Gaon,

Chandigarh

  
      

-------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


---------------------Respondent

Sr. Supdt. Police,

Gurdaspur.

CC No.    734    of 2008

Present:
i)   
  
None on behalf of the  appellant. 

ii)     
    
HC  Sh. Surinder Kumar,on behalf of the 
 
 

respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.

Disposed of.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh.Rajesh  Kumar,

22-A Phase -1

New Green Market,

Sarhind Road,

Patiala


  
   

----------------- Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

Director General, Vigilance  Bureau,

Punjab, Sector 17,   Chandigarh


-------------------Respondent





CC No.   741    of 2008

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the  complainant. 

ii)     
   DSP  Sh. Anil Kumar on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the application of the complainant dated 29-2-2008 has not been made under the RTI Act, since it was not accompanied  with  the application fees of Rs. 10/-. He states that the complainant has been informed that he should apply under the RTI Act,  with application fees, if he wants the information under that Act. The stand taken by the respondent is justified.

Disposed of.

.







           








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh. Brij  Mohan, Advocate,

Civil Courts,

Ajnala, Distt. Amritsar


  
    ------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer,o/o 


       ---------------Respondent

District Food & Supplies Controller,
Amritsar
CC No. 756   of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Vaneet Kumar, on behalf of the  complainant.. 

ii)     
   Sh. Anoop Sharma, on behalf of the 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The PIO’s representative present before us states that the PIO is busy in an official meeting at Amritsar  because of which  she has not been able to attend today’s hearings and has requested for an adjournment.  She has also given to the complainant some information which she claims was sent to him on 28-2-2008  but was not received by the latter.  I, therefore, order as follows:-

1,
The respondent should show to the court on the next date of hearing the dispatch register in which there is a record of a communication having been sent to the complainant on 28-2-2008,

2.
The complainant should go through the information  which has been provided to him today and if there are any deficiencies in the same  he should convey the same to the respondent within a week’s time.


The PIO should be present in the Court on the next date of hearing along with a copy of the additional information sent to the complainant in respect to any communication received from him as a result of the orders passed today.


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







           








(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana.





------------------Respondent

CC No.    681 of 2008

Present:
i)   
  Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, complainant in person. 

ii)     
  Sh. Pardeep  Kumar, Registry Clerk, on behalf of the 
 
 
   respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in this case has made an application for information dated 8-1-2008 asking for a certified copy of the entry in the Register of the stamp vender pertaining to his purchase of stamp Paper of Rs. 3/- on 1-1-2976 vide sr. no. 3692  The respondent’s representative present before us has submitted to the Court a written statement to the effect that according to the record of the office, the “practice” of the stamp vendors depositing their registers in the office did not exist in 1976 and therefore it is not possible for him to provide the required information to the complainant.  On being asked, the respondent states that this practice was started in 1993.

According to the complainant, the practice of depositing the register in the office of the Deputy Commissioner by the stamp vender is a requirement of the law, which was in existence from the very beginning and the statement that this law was not being followed in 1976 is not credible. .Since this practice was started in the year 1993, there must be some order under which this was started and a copy of the same should be produced before the Court, otherwise the reply of the respondent appears to be arbitrary.

The submission made by him the complaint should be carefully considered,by the respondent,and the order or the reasons because of which the 










Contd….2/-







(2)

practice of  depositing  the register was adopted in 1993 should be produced by him in the Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 12 Noon on 19-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.
.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli,

85-D, Kichlu Nagar,

Ludhiana.





------------------Complainant.

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 


O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Vigilance Bureau, Ludhiana.



------------------Respondent

CC No.    682 of 2008

Present:
i)   
.Sh. Sham Kumar Kohli, complainant in person
ii)     
 S.I.  Sh. Haqiqat Singh, on behalf of the 
 
 
respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


A set of documents  has been provided to the complainant by the respondent who further states that  FC-375/2006 is still under investigation  because after the complaint was filed, the complainant has given another representation which is being inquired into under the same number.  I rule, however, that if the investigation was once completed and the complaint was filed, it cannot be stated that the complaint is still under investigation and therefore, all documents asked for by the complainant in his application dated 6-12-2007 should be given to him.

The complainant states that he has not received the following documents:-

1.
The statement of the complainant and the accused, along with copies of 
the documents submitted by them at the time  the statements were
recorded.

2.
An affidavit submitted by the accused.

3.
Copy of the objections raised by the DIG, Jalandhar Range, to the 
decision of filing  the complaint.                                                   …..2/






(2)

4. 
The statements  which      were     recorded    of   the employees of the 
improvement Trust, Ludhiana, as part of the inquiry into the 
complaint.


The above mentioned remaining information should also be given by the respondent to the complainant.


Adjourned to 12-00 noon on 19-6-2008 for confirmation of compliance.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




 _____________ Appellant  





Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Distt.Food & Supply Controller,

Gurdaspur.




_____________ Respondent

AC No. 196 of 2007

Present:

None

.


ORDER

Since the appellant is not present and no request for an adjournment has been received from him, it is concluded that he does not wish to point out any deficiencies in the information which has been  provided to him.

Disposed  of.

.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th May,  2008

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

Sh. Sunil Subroy,

O.pp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
___________ Appellant 

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assitant Excise & Taxation

 Commissioner, (Enforcement),

Amritsar.





_________ Respondent

AC No.200 of 2007

Present:
i)    None  on behalf of the appellant.


ii)   Sh Raj Pal Singh, Asstt. Commissioner, Excise and Taxation,




Amritsar.

ORDER


Heard,


The Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala, has submitted a written report to the effect that the information supplied by the AETC,(MW) Amritsar, in this case, is correct, except for the entry mentioned at  sr. No. 120, instead of which the correct entry is No. 122 of the revised list.  Apart from this, some other typographical  mistakes have also been corrected, the details of which have been given by the ETC.


A copy of the letter of the ETC along with a copy of its enclosures should be sent to the complainant along with these orders, for his information.


In view of the fact that the information sent by the ETC has been found to be correct, no other action is required to be taken in this case.


Disposed of.


.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th May,  2008

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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Opp. Water Tank,

Municipal Market, Mission Road,

Pathankot.




  
     _______ Appellant

 Vs.

Public Information Officer-cum- 

Executive Engineer,

Construction Division, PWD, B&R,

Gurdaspur.





________ Respondent

AC No.  42  of 2007

Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the  appellant. 

ii)     
  Sh.  S.P.Singh,     on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment.

The respondent states that the statement made by Sh. Harjinder Singh before the Court on 20-3-2008 was not correct  and he has initiated action against this official.  In actual fact, the application for information of the appellant was not received by him and he has now obtained a copy of it and has also sent the required information pertaining to his division to the Court.


In view of the submission being  made by  the respondent, the notice issued to him vide this Court’s orders dated 20-4-2008 is hereby dropped.  An opportunity is given to the  appellant to point out deficiencies , if any, in the information provided to him on the next date of hearing, at 10 AM on 3-7-2008. It would not be necessary for the respondent to attend further hearings in this case, till further notice.
.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No. 32-34,(1st Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh.Sanjeev Kumar

Shop No. 2, Near  Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road,

Pathankot.






……… Appellant




Vs

The Public Information Officer,

O/o.The Executive Officer,

Improvement Trust,

Pathankot.





………….Respondent





AC No.18 of 2007

Present:
i)  
None  on behalf of the appellant



ii)
Sh. Sat Pal Singh, Asstt. Trust Engineer, IT, on  behalf of the   


respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The appellant is not present and it is therefore concluded that he does not wish to make any submission in respect of the  information which has been provided to him.


Disposed  of.
.







           (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   29th  May,  2008

