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

Sh. Nimal Singh,

# 568, Giani Zail Singh Nagar,

Ropar.


  
   
   __________ Complainant 

 Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.




_____________ Respondent

CC No. 891 of 2007

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

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

ORDER


Heard.

This case arises from the interview for the post of Lecturer, Public Administration, held on 10-4-2007by the Punjabi University, Patiala.  The complainant applied for the post but was not called for the interview since he was not short listed. Eventually, the interview was abandoned and a fresh date for the same is still to be fixed.  The University, however, has  written to the complainant on 11-5-2007 informing him that his case is not covered for being short listed for the post of Lecturer, Public Administration, in accordance with the laid down criteria  for the short listing.

The application for information in this case has asked for the qualifications and merit of the short listed candidates for interview for the post of Lecturer, Public Administration.  Since the interview is still to be held, the information asked for in the precise form cannot be given to him.  However, the intention of the complainant is very clear, which is to know whether candidates  less qualified than him and having less marks than him out of the total  of 70 marks provided as the maximum in the laid down criteria, have been short listed. I direct the respondent to give this information to the complainant within seven days from the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007

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

Sh. Shingara Singh,

# 48-C, Urban Estate,

Phase-3, Patiala.

  
   
     _________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.




___________ Respondent

CC No. 1246 of 2007

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

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

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant has received the required information from the respondent.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Capt. V.K. Sehgal,

# 3075, Sector, 38-D,

Chandigarh.


  
   
     __________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director,

Sainik Welfare, Punjab,

Sainik Bhawan, Sector-21-D,

Chandigarh.





________ Respondent

CC No. 1144 of 2007

Present:
i)    Capt. V.K.Sehgal,  complainant in person.

ii)   Wg. Comdr. H.S. Kang, APIO,  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has stated that he has received the required information from the respondent. He has made a submission that the respondent deserves to be penalized under section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005 for having given him incorrect and wrong information.


Section 20 of the Act ibid, however, is applicable when the required information has not been given within the prescribed period of 30 days without sufficient reason.  From the facts and circumstances of the case, I am of the view that no deliberate delay has been caused by the respondent and therefore this is not a fit case for the imposition of penalty.


In case the complainant is of the view that he has been provided with wrong information he should have submitted the details of his grievance to the Court, which he has not done.  However, the recourse provided to him under the Act is to make a first appeal to the first appellate authority, which he will be at liberty to do  within 30 days of the date of receipt of these orders.


Disposed  of.

P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. J.M. Sharma,

# 1678, Phase-X,

Sector-64, Mohali.


  
   
     ______ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Hoshiarpur.






____ Respondent

CC No. 1107 of 2007

Present:
None

.

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed  of.

.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Kamal Kumar,

Zonal Superintendent of Police-Crime,

Jalandhar Zone, Jalandhar.

  
   
     ____ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Deptt. Of Home Affairs and Justice, Punjab,

(Home-3 Branch), Mini Secretariat,

Sec-9, Chandigarh. 





____ Respondent

CC No. 1262 and 1270 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested in pursuing his complaint.



Disposed  of.

.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Rupinder Garg,

Near Mud Fort,

Phul Town-151104,

Distt. Bathinda.

  
   
    ____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chairman,

Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.





_________ Respondent

CC No. 1248 of 2007

Present:
i) Sh.  Rupinder Garg.,  complainant in person.

Ii)  Sh. Dev Chand, Superintendent, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has informed the complainant that information regarding the question papers which were set for the preliminary examination for the post  of Civil Judge, Junior Division and question booklets with correct answers, are not available with them and can be obtained from the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, since it is the Hon’ble High Court which has set the  papers and evaluated the answer sheets.  The complainant may, therefore, apply to the PIO, office of the Registrar, Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh, for the required information.

Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Sham Lal Saini,

# 50/30A, Ramgali,

M.M. Bagh, Ludhiana.

  
      ____ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Legal Remembrancer-cum-Director,

Litigation and Prosecution, Punjab, 

 Chandigarh.





___ Respondent

CC No. 1265 of 2007

Present:
None


ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.

Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


      State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tribhwan Kumar,

H.No. 3125,

Sector 37-D,

Chandigarh.



  
   
    ___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Ferozepur Central Coop. Bank Ltd.,

Ferozepur City.





_______ Respondent

CC No. 1263 of 2007

Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed  of.

.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

Inspector, Municipal Council,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.


  
   
    ___ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director General of Police-cum-

Commandant General, Punjab Home Guards and Director Civil Defence,

Punjab , 17-Bays Building,Sector 17,

Chandigarh.






_____ Respondent

CC No. 1273 of 2007

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

Ii)   Sh. Ashok  Khanna, Jr. Staff Officer,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The complainant in this case has asked for copies of 10 documents out of which seven  have been  given by the respondent and documents mentioned at Sr 2, 5 and 7 in his application for information,  have still to be located and given to him.  The respondent has made a commitment that this will be done within 14 days from today.  Apart from this, the respondent has undertaken to attest all the copies of the documents given to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 6-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Harminder Singh,

# 2877, Phase-7,

Mohali.



  
   
    ________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mohali.






_____ Respondent

CC No. 780 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Smt. Kalawati,

W/o Late Sh. Jogi Ram,

Vill. Rauni Zhungian, (Chhoti Rauni),

P.O. Ranbirpura,

Nabha Road, Patiala.    




 _____ Complainant 

Vs.

i) Public Information Officer, 
O/o Additional Director General of Police (PAP),

Jalandhar.


ii)The  Commandant, (PAP)
Bahadurgarh, Patiala.
   



     ___ Respondent

CC No. 1239 of 2007

Present:
i)  None  on behalf of the complainant.

ii)  SI  Lakha  Singh o/o Commandant,PAP, on behalf of the respondent (ii).

ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has stated that the information required by the complainant has been provided  to her.  A copy thereof has been taken on record of the Commission.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


     State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Ashok Bhandary,

B-VI-42, Mohalla Malkana,

Kapurthala.

    

                   _____ Complainant 

      Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP, SCO-36-40,

Sector-34-A, Chandigarh.
   

__________ Respondent

CC No. 1243 of 2007

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

Ii) Sh.BPS Rana, Asstt. Manager (PRI), on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information as ordered by this Court in its orders dated 9-8-2007 has been provided by the respondent to the complainant, as follows:-

1. Shri Surjit Singh had originally been imposed with a recovery of Rs. 1,43,341-42p which was reduced  by the appellate committee to Rs. 89,798-40p.  At the time, however, Shri Surjit Singh retired, the appellate committee  had not taken its decision and therefore, an amount of Rs. 1,28,271-71p, which remained to be recovered from the original amount of Rs. 1,43,341-42p, was retained  from his retirement  benefits.  Sh. Surjit Singh, however, went in a writ petition to the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, as a result of which this amount had to be refunded to him.  According  to the information provided by the respondent, the complainant had been charge sheeted and  it had been ordered that the amount which is refunded to Sh. Surjit Singh, would be recovered from him.  Therefore, since the retained amount of Rs. 1,28,271-71p had to be refunded to Sh. Surjit Singh, this amount was recovered from the complainant.  However, the respondent has completely lost sight of the fact that the amount of recovery against Sh. Surjit Singh eventually, after the decision of the appellate Committee, had itself been reduced to Rs. 89,798-40p and that therefore, the figure of Rs. 1,28,271-71 ( the amount which remained to be recovered from Sh. Surjit Singh, out of the original amount of Rs. 1,43,341-42p on the date of his retirement) had lost all relevance, and an amount of Rs. 89,798-40p only could have been recovered from the  complainant, who therefore deserves a refund of 

                Rs. 38,473-31p.                            
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2. The complainant has been informed that the benefit of Rs. 24,748-05p should be passed on to him.


Hopefully, action on both of the above points will be taken by the respondent and an amount of Rs. 63,221-36p (Rs.38,473-31p+ Rs 24,748-05p)  will be given back to the complainant at the earliest.

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Yogesh Dewan,

# 9-R, Model Town,

Ludhiana.



  
                  ____ Appellant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer, 

O/o Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.





______ Respondent

AC No. 193 & 194 of 2007

Present:
None

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed  of.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Tarlochan Singh Sethi, Advocate,

W-4/80, Railway Road,

Doraha-141421,

Tehsil Payal, Distt. Ludhiana.

   ____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Khanna, Distt. Ludhiana.


____________ Respondent

CC No. 849 of 2007

Present:
i)  S. Tarlochan Singh Sethi,  complainant in person.

ii)  HC  Lakhman Singh, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The application for information in this case was addressed by the complainant to the PIO, office of the SSP, Khanna, on 11-4-2007.  The information required by him is the status of DDR No. 36, dated 9-2-2007,lodged by him in the Police Post, Railway Road, Doraha.  No information has been given to him with reference to his application, despite a lapse of more than four months.  Following the complaint made by him to the Commission, a notice was issued on 6-8-2007 directing the PIO or the concerned APIO to appear before the Court on 23-8-2007 i.e. today. Regretfully, this direction of the Commission has also been ignored by the respondent,  since neither he nor the concerned APIO is present in the Court and instead, a Head Constable has been sent to represent him, who knows nothing of the case except  that the I.G.Zonal has been asked to secure and provide the details of  Mobile No. 94175-77893 from which the threatening calls have been received by the complainant, and the Court has been told that as and when the information is received from the office of the I.G.P.Zonal, the matter will be further investigated.


The above facts show that the PIO is not taking his duties under the RTI Act, 2005 with sufficient seriousness,  thereby  rendering himself liable to pay the penalty prescribed under section 20 of the RTI Act,2005.  However, before a notice for the imposition of penalty is issued, one last opportunity is given to the PIO to secure the required information from the office of the I G.P.Zonal , and 
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take appropriate action thereon, and inform the result of the investigation to the complainant within three weeks from today.  He is further directed to be present in the Court on the next date of hearing with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 20-9-2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sub (Retd.) K.C. Rana,

VPO Mamoon,

Near Deepak Dental Care,

Teh. Pathankot.

  
   
____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Cooperation,

Mini Secretariat,  Sector-9,

Chandigarh.




____________ Respondent

CC No. 730 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Wg. Commdr. H.S.Kang, APIO,on behalf of the respondent.. 

 ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has been informed by the respondent that the letter of appointment in the case of his sister is to be issued as a special case by relaxation of Government  guidelines after  approval of the concerned Minister, and, therefore, the delay in the issue of the letter of appointment is only procedural and not intentional.  The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.


(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Haminder Singh,

# 2877, Phase-7,

Mohali.

  
   


___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.





___________ Respondent

CC No. 780 of 2007

Present:
None

  ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present.  It would appear that the complainant has received the required information and is, therefore, not interested  in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed  of.

. 

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Manjit Singh Bhatia,

# 524, Harinder Nagar,

Patiala.




 __________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Registrar, 

Punjabi University,

 Patiala. 




___________ Respondent

CC No.783 of 2006

Present:
i)   Sh. Manjeet Singh Bhatia, complainant in person..



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

Heard.

The respondent has shown to the Court the Receipt Register of the office in operation in June,1999, in which the receipt of communication No. 5891 dated 14-6-1999 from the complainant has been clearly recorded.  The Receipt Register for the month of September,1999 was not brought by the respondent under the impression that the second communication from the complainant is dated 1-6-1999 ( as intimated by mistake in his communication for information).  Nevertheless, the respondent has submitted that the Vice Chancellor, Punjabi University, has constituted a 3-member Committee to enquire into the fate of the communications of the complainant dated 14-6-1999 and 21-9-1999. The Committee has been given one month to submit its report and, therefore, the case is adjourned to 10 AM on 4-10-2007, by which date I expect that the respondent will send the required information to the complainant.







(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

State Information Commission, Punjab,

SCO No.83-84  (2nd  Floor), Sector 17 C , Chandigarh.

Sh. Ashok Kumar,

Revenue Accountant,

O/o AEE, Computer Service Centre,

SCO -2433-34, Sector -22-C,

Chandigarh.





____________Complainant 

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Secretary,Govt. of Punjab,

Vigilance Deptt., Mini Secretariat, Sector-9,

Chandigarh.





____________ Respondent

CC No.421of 2007

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


ii)  None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

It has been explained to the complainant that since the instructions of the Government  requiring the sanction from the Vigilance Department before the registration of a case by the Vigilance Bureau,  had been stayed by the  Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, the Vigilance Bureau could register a case against the complainant in exercise of its inherent powers and the complainant has not been able to show any other instructions which requires a sanction from the Vigilance Department before the registration of a case.

The Department of Vigilance,  however, has ignored the orders of this Court passed on 2-8-2007 and has not provided to the complainant the definition of the term “others” appearing on the headline of statement No. 1 concerning immoveable property, which is the   prescribed  proforma of the Department of Vigilance for submission of property returns.  No official from the Department is  present in the Court to represent the PIO.


One last opportunity is given to the PIO, office of the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Vigilance Department, to give the required information to the complainant as ordered by this Court on 2-8-2007, failing which there would be no option but to take action u/s 20 of the RTI Act,2005.
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Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-9-2007. The PIO or the concerned APIO should be present  before the Court on that date along with a copy of the information supplied to the complainant.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

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

Sh. Dharminder Singh,

Vill. Sadhpur, P.O. Khanpur,

Nawanshahr.




  
   


____________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Inspector General of Police,

Punjab, ( Police Headquarters,)

Sector-9, Chandigarh.



_____________ Respondent

CC No. 502 of 2007

Present:
i)Sh.  Dharminder  Singh, Complainant in person.



ii)Sh V.K. Sharda, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant is as old as 24 years and is not available in the records. This has been explained to the complainant.

Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  23   August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

