STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Jaspreet Singh, 

H. No. 3572, New Tagore Nagar, 

Haibowal Kalan, 

Ludhiana 




 



   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director Rural Developments & Panchayats, Punjab, 

Sector – 62, Mohali. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Director Rural Developments & Panchayats, Punjab, 

Sector – 62, Mohali.   

 
 
 






…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 645/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Jaspreet Singh, appellant in person.



None for the respondent.



The appellant stated that the PIO had wrongly stated that the entire record had been shifted to education department. He added that the information sought by him was regarding a letter of the DRDP No ETT-3/2008 20347 to all the ADC’s of Punjab to inquire the recruitment of ETT teachers.

                       The respondent PIO Deputy Director Panchayat (RMO Branch) is directed to be present at the next date of hearing along with entire record failing which the Commission would invoke stringent provisions of RTI Act to ensure early supply of information. 



The case is adjourned to 14.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Village: Bholapur, Jhabewal,

P/O Ramgarh, District: Ludhiana.
 




   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Zonal Commissioner,

Zone D, Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
  






…Respondent

Complaint Case no. 942/2015
Order

Present:
None for the parties.



Both the parties are absent. The case could not be taken up in their absence. The case is deferred to 23.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Village: Bholapur Jhabewal,

P/o Ramgarh, District: Ludhiana. 
 




   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Zonal Commissioner,

Zone A, Ludhiana.  






…Respondent

Complaint Case no. 971/2015
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Ranvir Singh, SDO-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent. 



The representative of the PIO stated that he had sent the information to the compliant through speed post couple of days ago. The complainant is advised peruse the information. If he is not satisfied with information provided, he would at liberty to approach the first appellate authority i.e. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.


In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Jasbir Singh,

Village: Bholapur Jhabewal,

P/o Ramgarh, District: Ludhiana. 
 




   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Zonal Commissioner,

Zone B, Ludhiana.  






…Respondent

Complaint Case no. 972/2015
Order

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mr. Ranvir Singh, SDO-cum-APIO on behalf of the respondent.
                     The representative of the PIO stated that he had sent the information to the compliant through speed post couple of days ago. The complainant is advised peruse the information. If he is not satisfied with information provided, he would at liberty to approach the first appellate authority i.e. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.



In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Gagandeep Singh Tharike,

SCO-26, Shant Park, Main Sua Road,

Tharike, Ludhiana.


 




   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Additional District Fire Officer,

Main Fire Brigade Office, 

Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Additional Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.







…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1160/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Gagandeep Singh Tharike, appellant in person.



Mr. Bhupinder Singh, Assistant Fire Officer, & Ms. Sukhjinder Kaur (Adv) 


on behalf of the respondent. 



The respondent PIO provided the information during the hearing itself to the satisfaction of the appellant. The appellant made a written submission that he was satisfied with the information provided and urged the Commission to close the case.


In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Gagandeep Singh Tharike,

SCO 26, Shant Park, Main Sua Road, 

Near Geeta Mandir  Chowk,

Threeke, Ludhiana. 





 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director,

Urban Local Bodies, Ludhiana.
 



…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 761/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Gagandeep Singh Tharike, appellant in person.



Mr. Vikram Kumar SDO , Mr. Jaswinder Singh SDO, Mr. Naveen Malhotra 

SDO & Mr. Harmeet Singh, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.


The representative of the PIO assured to provide the complete information to the appellant, before the next date of hearing.



The case is adjourned to 14.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Ravinder Saggar,

S/o Sh. Manohar Lal,

H.No. B 2602, Amar Colony, 

Near Bus stand, Fazilka - 152123





   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Engineer,

Construction Division, PWD B & R, 

Fazilka. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Superintending Engineer, 

PWD B & R (Construction Circle), 

Ferozepur. 
 






…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 3633/14
Order

Present:
Mr. Ravinder Saggar, appellant in person.


Mr. Anjum Sethi. Jr. Engg. on behalf of the respondent. 



The representative of the PIO provided the entire information to the appellant except some samples which are yet to be provided. The representative of the PIO assured to provide the samples on prescribed fee as per the size of the various samples in next ten working days on a mutually agreed date and time and place too.


The case would come upon  to 14.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Shyam Singh,

H. no. 183/9, Jaimal Colony,

Near Dulladi Gate Nabha, District: Patiala. 



   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Committee, Nabha,

District: Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director Local Bodies,

Patiala.  







…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1218/2015
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.


Mr. Harjinder Pal, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.



The appellant is absent. However he has sent a letter diarized in the Commission on 09.06.2015 wherein he has sought an adjournment of the case. 



The case is adjourned to 16.06.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Shyam Singh,

H. no. 183/9, Jaimal Colony,

Near Dulladi Gate Nabha, District: Patiala. 



   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Executive Officer,

Municipal Committee, Nabha,

District: Patiala.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Deputy Director Local Bodies,

Patiala.  







…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1219 /2015
Order

Present:
None for the appellant.



Mr. Harjinder Pal, Clerk on behalf of the respondent.



The appellant is absent. However he has sent a letter diarized in the Commission on 09.06.2015 wherein he has sought an adjournment of the case. 



In the light of his request, the case is adjourned to 16.06.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Vinod Kumar,

S/o Sh. Lt. Mahinder Ram,

R/o H.No. 12, Village: Takarla, 

Tehsil: Balachor, District: Shahid Bhagat Singh Nagar. 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Senior Superintendent of Police,

Sahid Bhagat Singh Nagar.  




…Respondent

Complaint Case no. 1036/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Vinod Kumar, complainant in person.



Mr. Digvijay Kapil, DSP on behalf of the respondent.



During the hearing, the complainant conceded that he had got the entire information and was satisfied with the same. The complainant made a written submission to close the case.  



In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Pushpinder Singh,

S/o Sh. Brij Raj Singh,

H. No. 5147, Gali No. 1,

Dharmpura, Shingar Cinema Road, 

Ludhiana.     






 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Nagar Nigam,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Nagar Nigam,

Ludhiana.


 




…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 907/2015
Order

Present:
None for the parties.

           
During the last hearing on 26.05.2015 , the PIO had stated that he had provided the information through registered post a day earlier and the Commission had advised the appellant to pursue the information and point out deficiencies within  five working days and also the PIO was directed to make up for the deficiencies.      
         

Since the appellant has preferred to abstain without any intimation, it is assumed that he is satisfied with the information provided.     
         

In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Sewa Singh,

Shiv Mandir Dharmshala,

E.W.S Colony, Tajpur Road,

Ludhiana.


 



 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.


 




…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 858/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Sewa Singh, appellant in person.



Mr. Vijay Kumar, ATP (Zone A) on behalf of the respondent.



The respondent PIO provided the information during the hearing itself to the satisfaction of the appellant. The appellant is advised to peruse the information and point out deficiencies, if any, under intimation to the Commission. 
                      The respondent PIO submitted that the file is now with Mr. K.P Singh PIO (HQ). The PIO (HQ) is also directed to make up for the deficiencies pointed out by the appellant before the next date of hearing.  



The case is adjourned to 14.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Tara Singh Kular, 

Back Side Birdhi Textiles, 

V.P.O – Mundian Kalan,

Chandigarh Road, 

Ludhiana. 

 

 



   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Deputy Commissioner, 

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o The Deputy Commissioner, 

Ludhiana. 






…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 654/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Tara Singh Kular, appellant  in person.



Mr. Gurpreet Maan, Jr. Assistant on behalf of the respondent.



During the hearing, the appellant stated that he had gone to the office of PIO to inspect the record and identified the information.  The respondent PIO is directed to provide the identified record to the appellant on payment basis within five working days on payment basis.


                  
In the light of above, the case is adjourned to 17.06.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126,

Model Gram, Ludhiana. 




 

   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
 






…Respondents
Appeal Case no. 173/2015
ORDER
Present:
Mr. Rohit Sabharwal, appellant in person.



Mr. Vijay Kumar, ATO-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent. 



During the hearing, the appellant conceded that he had got the entire information and was satisfied with the same. The appellant made a written submission to close the case.  



In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 
Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 

126, Model Gram, 

Ludhiana.  





 


   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
 






…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 498/2015

ORDER

Present:
Mr. Rohit Sabharwal, appellant in person.



Mr. Pavittar Singh, Head Draftsman, on behalf of the respondent.



The representative of the PIO provided the information during the hearing itself to the satisfaction of the appellant. The appellant was satisfied with the same and urged the Commission to close the case.  The respondent PIO filed his response to the show cause notice and in its light, further proceeding are dropped. 


In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of. 
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.







Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 

126, Model Gram, 

Ludhiana.  





 


   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.
 






…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 499/2015

ORDER
Present:
Mr. Rohit Sabharwal, appellant in person.



Mrs. Kamaljeet Kaur, MTP & Mr. Vijay Kumar, ATP on behalf of the 


respondent. 


The representative of the PIO provided the information to the satisfaction of the appellant. Only the award of compensation of Rs.3000 ordered on 06.05.2015 is awaited. The award is to be paid out by the account of public authority i.e Municipal Corporation, Ludhiana. 



For compliance of compensation, the case is adjourned to 06.07.2015 at 10.00 A.M.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Rohit Sabharwal,

Kundan Bhawan, 126,

Model Gram, Ludhiana .  





 
   … Appellant

Versus

1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o The Superintendent,

Municipal Corporation,

Ludhiana.

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Municipal Corporation, 

Ludhiana. 


 




…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 1074/2015
Order

Present:
Mr. Rohit Sabharwal appellant in person. 



Mr. Rajiv Bhardwaj, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent.



The respondent PIO is submitted an affidavit in compliance to the directions of the Commission which was taken on record and in its light further proceeding on the same are dropped. 


In the light of above, the case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.





Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH

(www.infocommpunjab.com) 

Sh. Vinit Prakash, 

S/o Late Sh. Prem Lal, 

Department of Chemistry, 

MM University Mullana (Ambala), 

Haryana - 133201 




 


   … Appellant

Versus
1.
Public Information Officer, 

O/o Guru Nanak Dev University, 

Amritsar. 

2.
First Appellate Authority,

O/o Guru Nanak Dev University, 

Amritsar.  

 





…Respondents

Appeal Case no. 631/2015

Order

Present:
Mr. Vinit Parkash, appellant in person.




Mr. Davinder Pathak, Legal Advisor on behalf of the respondent. 

      

In the instant appeal case, the appellant Dr. Vinit Prakash had sought, through his RTI application dated 16.10.2014, information on six points regarding Advt. No 1/2012 & Advt.1/2014 and interviews thereof on August 14, 2012 and August 2, 2014.( Dates of interview for the post of Assistant Professors in Chemistry.)
The information sought was as follows: 

1) Copy of selection criteria followed for evaluation of 50 marks for measurement of academic record (with respect to. education starting from 10th to Ph.D; NET; SLET; GATE) and research performance.( Publications: National/international ; Conferences, National /International workshops etc) in numeric value, for the above said posts in the University and University Colleges.

2) Copy of selection criteria followed for evaluation of 30 marks for measurement of domain knowledge and teaching skills (seminar presentation, teaching experience etc.) in numeric values for the above posts in University and University Colleges.
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Appeal Case no. 631/2015

3) Copies of application forms of applicants (without supporting documents) who appeared in the interview for the above posts.

4) Copy of awards given by individual experts of the selection committee to candidates who appeared for interview for the above said posts.

5) Copy of criteria of “None Found Suitable”: at University Level and College level for general category and SC/ST category.

6) Copy of Advt. 1/2012 and Advt. 1/2014.

 

The respondent PIO –Registrar of the Guru Nanak Dev University, Amritsar (GNDU)-  responded to the RTI application on 17.11.2014 , well within stipulated period.

 

Approaching the First Appellate Authority u/s 19(1) of RTI Act on 21.011.2014, the appellant pointed out deficiencies in the information provided. 

The deficiencies pointed were:

1.  For points i. & ii: No document is provided for Criteria for evaluation of 50 marks in numeric value (Academic record & Research Performance) and 30 marks numeric value (domain knowledge and teaching skills). Was the division of marks under various heads for university level (General and Reserved seats) and college level (General and Reserved seats) recruitment same? No such information was furnished.

2. For Point iii: It is falsely stated that copies of Application Form do not come under RTI due to Selection 8(1)(j). Application Form is just briefing of CV of candidates and nothing is personal in that. The disclosure of Application Form has relationship with public activity or interest and it will not cause unwarranted invasion of the privacy of any individual. Panjab University, Chandigarh has also provided me the photo copies of Application form. So there is nothing personal and I need the copies of same.

3. For Point iv: Copy of score card is provided while the copy of awards given by individual experts of selection committee was requested. 

4. For point v: it is fallaciously stated that criteria of None Found Suitable are confidential. The selection committee awards marks to individual candidate and selection should be on the basis of merit of qualifying marks should be there. How do it can be confidential?
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The First Appellate Authority i.e. Vice Chancellor of the GNDU without providing any opportunity to the appellant to present his view point, considered the appeal and directed the PIO to inform the appellant  that whatever information as admissible under RTI had already been provided and no more documents could be provided to the appellant.    



Not satisfied with the response of the FAA, the appellant approached the State Information Commission (SIC) u/s 19(3) of RTI Act, which was received  on 12.02.2015 and assigned to the Bench of the undersigned, who issued notice of hearing on 13.03.2015 to both the parties for 30.03.2015.



On 30.03.2015 PIO was not present accordingly the undersigned Commissioner directed the respondent PIO on 30.03.2015 to provide the entire information and advised the PIO to be present at the next date of hearing on 15.04.2015.  Again, on 15.04.2015, the respondent PIO preferred to abstain and his representative sought more time to provide information and the case was deferred to 05.05.2015 when the PIO turned up for hearing.



The PIO stated that whatever information was available and could be provided under RTI Act has already been provided. Regarding query no 6 ( i.e. the copies of the advts), the information provided was not contested by appellant.

 
 
Regarding query No 3 under which the appellant was seeking copies of application forms, sans documents, was denied by the PIO as it was personal information, thus exempted u/s 8(1) j and hence denied by PIO.  Though the assertions of the PIO were contested by the appellant but he did not press for the information. 

 

 Regarding awards given by individual expert of the Selection Committee to the candidates, who appeared for the interview, the PIO stated that the members of the Selection Committee collectively assessed the performance of the candidates and awarded a score after having arrived at consensus instead of each member individually assessing and awarding marks and then taking an average.  Since the members had 
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not individually assessed the candidates, no such award lists were prepared by the experts and hence could not be supplied to him. Subsequently, the appellant did not press for it.

 

 However, the information provided with regard to query NO 1, 2 & 5 was contested by the appellant.

 

 Conjoint perusal of query No 1,2 & 5 makes it crystal clear that the appellant was seeking information inter alias  the  criteria adopted for quantifying the weightage of 50 percent fixed for the academic qualification and 30 percent for the domain knowledge and teaching skills besides looking forward for the criteria of “None Found Suitable” at University and College level for  general category and SC/ ST candidates  05.05.2015.  

 
  
 The PIO in his response dated 27.03.2015 and also during the hearing on 05.05..2015 maintained that the criteria was for awards (marks) in (a) ,(b) and (c) was left to the Selection Committee, which had taken the final call on the  awards as given to the different candidates.

 

He argued that the criteria, as adopted for evaluation of the candidates, was not  available on the record and hence this can’t be given. 

 

Even to pronounce that “None of the SC /ST candidate was found suitable” was left to the discretion or wisdom of the Selection Committee. This criteria, the PIO argued in his written submission, was “confidential” and hence did not reveal  the same. However, he added that the “Selection Committee” strictly followed the guidelines of the University Grants Commission.

 

 The appellant Dr. Prakash argued that the GNDU  must follow the guidelines of UGC and the decisions of the Supreme Court of India according to which  50 percent  weightage is be given to academic record, 30 percent to domain knowledge and 20 percent to the performance  during the interview. Though the GNDU  too had claimed to adopt the same criteria on paper yet in actual practice, 100 percent marks were at disposal of the  “Selection Committee”  as no criteria had been adopted to 
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evaluate the academic performance of the aspirants  nor for evaluating their teaching skills or domain knowledge. The marks, earmarked for the Interview are, anyway, with the “Selection Committee”.

             
To bolster his point, the appellant produced how the directions of the UGC are implemented by the different Universities in the region for evaluating and empirically quantifying the “Acadmic Performance” (50%)” and the Domain knowledge and Teaching Skills(30 percent).
 
 
The criteria adopted by the some Universities is as follows:- 
Selection Committee criteria / Weightage of Punjab University, Chandigarh

	A)
	Academic Record & Research Performance 
	50%

	
	Academic Record
	

	
	Bachelor’s degree (% age of marks obtained in Bachelor’s degree multiplied by 0.05 i.e. out of 5)
	5 marks

	
	Master’s degree (% age of marks obtained in Master’s degree multiplied by 0.1 i.e. out of 10)
	10 marks

	
	Research Performance
	

	
	P.hd. or (NET or GATE or GPAT)^ only – 10 marks

(NET or GATE or GPAT + M.Phil. # only) – 10+%age of marks obtained in M.Phil multiplied by 0.05 (i.e. out of 5)

P.hd. + (NET or GATE or GPAT)^ - 15 marks
	15 marks

	
	Publication*/ Patents* (As per UGC Guidelines)
	15 marks

	
	Academic** Distinction
	5 marks

	B)
	Assessment of Domain Knowledge & Teaching Skills
	30%
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	Teaching*** Experience (PG/UG Classes)
	5 marks

	
	Post-doctoral fellowship / Post-doctoral project from a public funding agency ##
	5 marks


	
	Assessment of domain knowledge  
	10 marks

	
	Teaching skills including Presentation directly relevant to the subject appearing for interview 
	10 marks

	C)
	Interview
	20%

	
	Interview
	20 marks

	D)
	Final Score (Total weightages 100)
	100 marks

	E)
	Remarks
	


 Selection Committee criteria / Weightage of Kurukshetra University Kurukshetra

	A)
	Academic Record
	25 marks

	
	a) Minimum academic qualification
	00 marks

	
	b) 1 Mark each for obtaining more than 55% but less than, 60% marks at 10+2, Bachelor’s and Master’s level
	03 marks

	
	c) 3 Marks for each Ist Division in Matric, 10+2, Bachelor Degree and Master’s Degree
	12 marks

	
	d) Additional marks for obtaining 75% or above marks at Master’s Level
	05 marks

	
	e) M.Phil.

Or

Ph.d, if not considered towards eligibility
	03 marks

08 makrs

	B)
	Research Performance / Publications
	25 Marks

	
	(With respect to number and quality)

Quality to be assessed w.r.t publication (s) at National and International levels.
	

	
	a) Paper published in International Journal with ISSN No.
	5 marks each
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	b) Chapter published in Book/ Book published by International Publisher with ISBN No.
	5 marks each

	
	c) Paper published in National Journal with ISSN No.
	3 marks each

	
	d) Chapter published in Book/ Book published by National publisher with ISBN No.
	3 marks each

	
	e) Paper published in Conference Proceedings (National / International) with ISSN/ISBN No.
	2 marks each

	C)
	Domain Knowledge and Teaching Skills
	30 marks

	
	1. Domain knowledge

With respect to:

i) Conceptual clarity

ii) Overall subject knowledge 

iii) Latest development in the subject

2. Teaching experience / skills 

(1 Marks for each year of teaching experience, subject to maximum of 5 years experience)
	25 marks

5 marks



	D)
	Interview Performance 
	20 marks

	
	With respect to –

i) Communication skill

ii) Confidence level

iii) Quality of response 

iv) Overall personality 
	


Selection Committee criteria / Weightage of MAHARSHI DAYANAND UNIVERSITY, ROHTAK

	A)
	Academic Record and Research Performance
	50 marks

	(i)
	Academic Record
	25 Marks

	
	(a) Minimum Academic Qualification
	00 marks

	
	(b) 3 Marks for each 1st Division in Matric, +2, B.A / B.Sc., and M.A / M.Sc.
	12 marks
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	(c) M.A/M.Sc.: Above 60% but below 70% 

or

M.A / M.Sc. : 70 % and above 
	05 marks

08 marks

	
	(d) M.Phil.

Or

Ph.d (if not considered towards eligibility )
	05 marks

	(ii)
	Research Performance / Publications
	25 marks

	
	With respect to Number and Quality

Quality to be assessed in terms of

(i) Single/Co-authorship 

(ii) National/International Journals

(iii) Impact Factor
	

	B)
	Domain knowledge and Teaching Skills
	30 marks

(25+5)

	
	Domain knowledge
	25 marks

	
	With respect to:

(i) Conceptual clarity

(ii) Over all subject knowledge 

(iii) Latest developments in the subject

Teaching experience / skills

1 marks for each year of teaching experience, subject to a maximum of  5 marks
	05 marks




Note: (I) Experience as Lecturer (Whether adhoc / temporary / contract). Guest Lecturer, Research Associate, Post Doctoral Fellow is countable towards teaching experience, after one having become eligible.

(II) Experience gained as project Asstt., Research Scholar, Research Fellow, J.R.F., S.R.F., is not countable towards teaching experience. 
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	C)
	Interview
	20 marks

	
	With respect to:

(i) Communication skill

(ii) Confidence level

(iii) Quality of response

(iv) Overall personality
	


Selection Committee criteria / Weightage of Chaudhary Devi Lal University, Sirsa

	A.
	Academic Record
	25 marks

	a)
	Minimum Academic Qualification
	00 marks

	b)
	1 mark each for obtaining more than 55% but less than 60% marks at 10+2, Bachelor’s and Master’s level
	03 marks

	c)
	3 mark for each first division in Matric, 10+2, degree and Master degree
	12 marks

	d) 
	Additional marks for obtaining 75% or above marks at Master’s degree
	05 marks

	e)
	M.Phil.

Or

Ph.d, if not considered towards eligibility
	03 marks

08 marks

	B.
	Research Performance / Publication (with respect to number and quality)

Quality to be assessed w.r.t publication (s) at National and International levels. 
	25 marks

	a)
	Paper published in international Journal with ISSN No.
	05 Marks each

	b)
	Chapter published in Book / Book published by International publisher with ISBN No.
	05 Marks each
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	c)
	Paper published in National Journal with ISSN No.
	03 Marks each 

	d)
	Chapter published in Book / Book published by National published with ISBN No. 
	03 Marks each

	e) 
	Paper published in Conference Proceedings

(National / International) with ISSN / ISBN No.
	02 Marks each

	C.
	Domain knowledge and Teaching skills
	30 Marks

	a)
	Domain Knowledge

With respect to:

i. Conceptual clarity

ii. Overall subject knowledge

iii. Latest developments in the subject 
	25 Marks

	b)
	Teaching Experience / skills

(1 Mark for each year of teaching experience,

Subject to maximum of 5 years experience)
	05 Marks

	D.
	Interview Performance 
	20 Marks

	
	With respect to:

i. Communication skill

ii. Confidence level

iii. Quality of response

iv. Overall personality 
	


 
On being confronted with the fact that different Universities had  after due diligence adopted a criteria and religiously adhered to UGC guidelines, the PIO cum Registrar of GNDU stated that no such detailed methodology was adopted by the Selection Committee. 

               Also, the PIO maintained that the members of the Selection Committee were eminent experts from different Universities and they were entrusted with the task of the 
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selection of candidates and he was not aware of the methodology adopted for empirically evaluating the academic performance and domain knowledge and teaching skills of aspirants as no such criteria was on the record. . 

             Also, he pleaded oblivious as to what yard stick was adopted by the “Selection Committee” to announce that none of the SC/ST candidate was found suitable. It was confidential and hence was not revealed. 
          The respondent PIO was directed to file an affidavit to this effect  and same was submitted during the hearing on 26.05.2015. Consequently, the PIO was directed to produce the entire record related to selection which was duly produced before the Commission during the hearing itself today.

        In his affidavit the PIO cum Registrar GNDU maintained the following: 

“That the GNDU is an independent and autonomous body incorporated under the Guru Nanak Dev University Act,1969 and that it is not subordinate to any other such autonomous University or any other authority, in the impugned matter. Under Regulations 6.0.1 & 6.0.2 of the said UGC Regulations, 2010, the GNDU is free to adopt and modulate/modify the aforesaid criteria laid down in the aforesaid UGC score card Pro forma for GNDU’s Selection Committees constituted under the  UGC Regulations, 2010”. 

“That, accordingly , instead of following the said present UGC Score Card  pro forma attached with the UGC Regulation of 2010, with regard  to the  assessing of elements of the “ Academic Record and Research Performance (50 %) of the candidates” by the said statutory Selection Committee,  the GNDU, vide a decision of its Syndicate taken as per para 12 of its meeting dated 19.08.2010 decided that the said statutory  Selection Committee would itself decide upon the research performance  and academic Record of the candidates.”

“That no further sub-parameters of the aforesaid UGC “Selection Committee Criteria/ Weightage” under the heading ;- (a) Academic Record and Research Performance (50 %) are laid down or fractioned by the UGC or by the GNDU or by its said statutory Selection Committee and that it was left only up to the overall and collective/ unanimous assessment and decision by consensus of the experts and  highly placed
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 members of the said statutory Selection Committee concerned to decide upon the research performance and academic record of the candidates, as per para 12 of GNDU Syndicate meeting dated 19.08.2010, the operative part of which is reproduced below;

“ The Selection Committee can itself decides upon research performance and academic record of the candidates”.   

“Accordingly, it is stated here that there could not  be, and hence there are not, any separate award lists of individual experts and members of the said Selection Committee in GNDU as only one award list under the column / sub heading names : a) Academic Record and Research Performance (50 %)”, is prepared on the spot during each concerned selection based on overall,  collective and unanimous /assessment by all the experts and members of the said statutory  “Selection Committee”. 

Further referring to the various judgments of the different High Court in  different cases, the PIO had stated “; The Hon’ble Supreme Court has categorically held, inter alias, as per CASE Law that selection can be held by “Selection Committee even on the basis of (100 percent ) alone and that : In academic matters, the Courts have very limited role particularly when no  mala fide  has been alleged against the experts constituting the Selection Committee, and that the Courts should never make an endeavour to sit in appeal over the decision of the experts”

 

The record of the Selection Committee as produced before this Bench revealed a little as there was no record of its proceedings. There was only a table which reflects the marks awarded to each candidate in different categories and how the candidates were examined on these parameters is not reflected.

 

The selection procedure as reflected in UGC regulations 6.0.1, which the respondent PIO claims to have adopted, is reproduced below: 

“The overall selection procedure shall incorporate transparent, objective and credible methodology of analysis of merit and credential of the applicants based on weightages given in the performance of candidates in different dimensions and his/her  performance on a scoring system pro forma, based on Academic Performance Indicators (APIs) as provided in this regulation in table I to IX of Appendix III”. 
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“In order to make system more credible, Universities may assess the ability for teaching and /or research aptitude through a seminar or lecture in a class room situation or discussion on the capacity to use the latest technology in teaching and research at the interview state.”

 
   Evidently, “no transparent, objective and credible methodology of analysis of the merit and credential of the aspirants based on weightage given to their performance was available.

               The PIO’s claim that the respondent University is an independent and autonomous body incorporated under GNDU Act 1969 and is free to adopt and modulate/ modify the aforesaid UGC criteria laid down in its Regulations was perfectly justified and not contested by the appellant.

              The appellant argued that respondent institution being an autonomous institution of academic excellence has every right to evolve it’s criteria for selections. “But where is such a modified criteria?”,  argued the appellant adding that he was not contesting GNDU’s autonomy to framing of criteria or setting rules of the game but it must have criteria or rules of the game which should be transparent, objective and credible and must be in public domain. In fact, the appellant was looking forward to such modified criteria adopted by the GNDU University for evaluating the academic performance or domain knowledge and teaching skills irrespective of the fact who developed such a criteria. 

    
      The appellant at no stage contested the composition of the selection committee or had made any allegation of mala fide in selection.   

      
     The PIO made it clear that there were no such criteria available on record. Even the domain knowledge and teaching skills too were evaluated during the interview itself and no demonstration or seminar was conducted as suggested in the guidelines of UGC.

 
 Also, there is nothing on record to suggest of having any bench mark adopted by the Selection Committee to arrive at conclusion that “none of the candidates of the SC/ST category was found suitable”. 
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                    Asserting that the selections have been fair, the respondent PIO stated that the Selection Committee comprising eminent people in the field can’t be faulted with nor 
the Commission, like High Courts, should interfere with the selections in academic institution especially when no mala fide is alleged. Moreover, the PIO averred that the Commission has no jurisdiction to go into merit of selection process or can’t direct the respondent to provide the non-existing piece of information. 

        

 After going through the assertions and counter assertions and the documents and affidavit submitted by the rival parties, the undersigned Commissioner is of considered opinion that the “Functioning of the Selection Committee” is not transparent as the respondent PIO had failed to make public the criteria it adopted, if any, to evaluate the performance of aspirants to a post on academic performance or domain knowledge. 

 

Shockingly, the record of the Selection Committee reveals a little. The contention of the respondent PIO that respondent University is autonomous/ independent is untenable as autonomy is no license for autocracy and permission to throw all rules to winds. Autonomy offers great degree of independence to function but within certain well defined parameters and absence of such parameters is preposterous and beyond comprehension.

 

 Also, the argument that the Selection Committee comprising eminent persons can do no wrong and their decision should not be questioned as adage goes that the “King does no wrong” is not in consonance with the democratic ethos.  King does no wrong because he does nothing but the Selection Committee is performing the assigned task and is vulnerable to commit mistakes. The argument that all powers had been entrusted to the “Selection Committee” and this decision was approved by the highest decision making body of the University–Syndicate is too not  tenable as even the decision of the parliament are subject to judicial scrutiny and selections of all sorts- including those of  judges is discussed and questioned.   
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The undersigned Bench has no jurisdiction to comment on the fairness or otherwise of the selection. However, it is evident that the selection had not been transparent as the PIO failed to produce the criteria the Selection Committee had adopted.   
 

  Transparency is anti-thesis of corruption. The cardinal principle is that where there is transparency, the scope of corruption and manipulation is minimized. Perhaps, this is at the bottom of the Right to Information Act (RTI Act) as evident from its preamble which is reproduced below.

 
“A Bill to provide for setting out the practical regime of right to information for citizens to secure access to information under the control of public authorities, in order to promote transparency and accountability in the working of every public authority, the constitution of a Central Information Commission and State Information Commissions and for matters connected therewith or incidental thereto.

          
 
 WHEREAS the Constitution of India has established democratic Republic;


 
AND WHEREAS democracy requires an informed citizenry and transparency of information which are vital to its functioning and also to contain corruption and to hold Governments and their instrumentalities accountable to the governed;

AND WHEREAS revelation of information in actual practice is likely to conflict with other public interests including efficient operations of the Governments, optimum use of limited fiscal resources and the preservation of confidentiality of sensitive information;

 AND WHEREAS it is necessary to harmonies these conflicting interests while  preserving the paramountcy of the democratic ideal;

NOW, THEREFORE, it is expedient to provide for furnishing certain  information to citizens who desire to have it.”

Therefore, the Commission has every right to suggest to the public authority to ensure transparency in its functioning to ward off any allegations as needle of suspicion is always pointed when the public authorities function behind the iron curtain of secrecy or without any well defined parameters.
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   Under Section 19(8) a of RTI Act , the Commission has powers to require the public authority to take such steps as may be necessary to secure compliance with the provisions of the Act.  Obviously, the provisions of the Act include the preamble too and the Commission has every right to suggest measures for ensuring transparency in the 
functioning of the public authority. Absence of transparency triggers speculations and functioning of a public authority comes under shadow of suspicion. It is in the interest of the public institutions to ensure transparency in their functioning as this would enhance their stature and prestige.

      Besides, section 19(8)  makes it abundantly clear that it is well within purview of the Commission to ensure compliance to obligation of the public authority as mentioned in section 4 of RTI Act.  

     The relevant provision is reproduced here :

     

Section 4. 1(b)   iii. the procedure followed in the decision making process; 

                                               Iv. the norms set by it for discharge of its functions.

     

Section 4    (c)   publish all relevant facts while formulating important or 




   policies or  announcing the decisions which affect public. 

      

Section 4.2 : It shall be constant endeavour of every public authority to 




take steps in accordance with the requirements of clause (b)      



of sub section (1) to provide as much information suo moto  




to public at regular intervals through various means of  




communication , including internet , so that the public have  




minimum resort the use of this Act to obtain information. 

      In the instant case, the PIO has averred that the proceedings of the “Selection Committee” including the criteria it adopted to empirically quantify the academic performance (50 %) and domain knowledge and teaching skills (30 %) were not available. Also, the PIO stated that criteria to announce that none found suitable for SC/ST category too was not on record.  Evidently, the public authority has failed to 
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prescribe/publish the procedure to be followed by the Selection Committee in selection of candidates for appointment. This is in clear contravention of the Obligations of Public Authority as prescribed in Section 4 of the RTI Act. 

                   Based on conjoint reading of preamble to the RTI Act and its Section 19(8)  and Section 4.1& 4.2 , the Commission directs the public authority through its head i.e. Vice Chancellor to henceforth ensure that the Selection Committees put up their criteria for selection, including for “ None found Suitable” in public domain to ensure transparency in selection. Such criteria can’t be confidential or “opaque.” 

 
      ‘As far as the instant appeal case is concerned, there was no any such criteria available on the record, hence a non-existing information cannot be supplied.

                However, the appellant is free to approach appropriate judicial forum i.e. Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court, if he feels aggrieved by denial of the said criteria or by the decision of the Commission.

                On the Selection Committee not adopting any bench mark to arrive at conclusion that “none of the candidates of the SC/ST category” or  the allegation that the reserved posts have been deliberately kept vacant for years, the undersigned Commissioner has no jurisdiction to pass any judgment.  However, the appellant is at liberty to approach SC/ST Commission at State or National level notwithstanding that the case is disposed of by the State Information Commission. The appellant may approach the UGC if he so desires. 
                         With these above mentioned observations and directions, the instant appeal case is closed and disposed of.
Announced in the open court.


  

Copies of the order be sent to the parties.










Sd/-
Place: Chandigarh.


      

     (Surinder Awasthi)
  

Dated: 11.06.2015    

   

    State Information Commissioner

