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

Sh. Varinder Mahajan,

# 198, Tilak Nagar,

Professor Colony,

Amritsar.






--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief IR&W,

PSEB, Patiala.





____   Respondent.






CC No-1200 -2009    

Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO for PIO.



Sh. Balwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. Estt. Non Gazetted Br. II, PSEB.  
ORDER:  


Sh. Varinder Mahajan, Complainant has sent a fax today requesting for given an adjournment.  The fax points out all manners of deficiencies in the reply provided to him by the PIO vide letter dated 18.08.2009.  The APIO has also placed a copy of the same on the record of the Commission today and has in turn been supplied a copy of the fax sent by the Complainant.  
2.

APIO states that except for items relating to appeal pending at Headquarters many of the queries in the 18 points concern the Chief Engineer Border Range, Amritsar.  On the last date of hearing, the officials of that office were present who had been directed to produce the concerned file so that it could be inspected by the Complainant. They had categorically stated that the file had already been got inspected by the Complainant and placed a copy of the acknowledgment on the record of the Commission (para 1 of order dated 28.07.2009 refers).  Thereafter, the officials from that office had been exempted for producing the file in the Commission and also exempted for appearance.  If the answers to all of these queries lies in the file already inspected, it may be specified clearly, which are the points relating to that file.  In that case, nothing further is required to be done in that matter.  There may, however, be some points which do not relate to that file but to some other file, in 
CC No-1200 -2009    







-2-

which case the information/documents concerned have to be supplied.  APIO may make a clear statement on the matter.   
2.

Sh. Balwinder Singh, Sr. Asstt. states that the Appeal filed by the Complainant in the disciplinary proceedings, regarding which the RTI application had been filed, has been disposed of on 18.06.2009, and the punishment awarded to him of one annual increment without prospective effect has been revoked.  Thus, there is a happy ending to the story.  

3.

However, although the Right to Information Act, 2005, has been promulgated with a view to promote the transparency in Government decisions and not to directly redress grievances of the citizens, it is turning out to be a happy tool for bringing out glaring deficiencies in the working etc. which has caused the concerned officials to sit up and take notice and to take specific action to redress the grievance, without the formality of a representation/complaint in the matter.  I wish all the PIOs could take the same route. 
4.

However, action may be taken as ordered earlier, and the file regarding the Appeal which has been brought today, may be produced again on the next date of hearing. 
5.

The Complainant may note that in case he has received a reply in writing from the PIO regarding the remaining points and he also does not appear on the next date of hearing, the case will be disposed of in his absence.  He may note that the PIO is not required to answers any questions which he may choose to ask, if they do not qualify as ‘information’, ‘record’ and ‘right to information’ as defined under Section 2(f), Section 2(i) and Section 2(j) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. Since, he has inspected the file of the Chief Engineer, Border Range, if any of the points concern that file then after inspection which he had already carried out, he is required to find the answers himself and to approach the Competent Authority for the redressal of his
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perceived grievances. However, since the Appeal has already been decided, he may perhaps choose not to come on the next date of hearing and the case will be disposed of. 


Adjourned to 23.09.2009. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Harminder Singh,

# Shahid Udhan Singh Nagar,

Jhill Road, Gali No. 9-A, Patiala.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O SDO, 

P.S.E.B., Patiala.



&

PIO, O/O SDO, MMTS (Enforcement),

P.S.E.B., Khanna.





--------Respondent 






CC No-1347-2009

Present:
 Sh. Harminder Singh, Complainant in person.



Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO for PIO/PSEB, Patiala. 

None for PIO/PSEB, Khanna. 
ORDER: 



Sh. Harminder Singh’s complaint dated nil received on 26.05.2009 in respect of his RTI application dated 04.03.2009 addressed to the Deputy Secretary, RTI PSEB, Patiala has been considered in the hearing of the Commission on 03.08.2009 when detailed directions were given for compliance. 

2.

Today, none is present on behalf of the PIO/Deputy Secretary, PSEB dealing with pension matter, however, Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO is present as Nodal Officer.  Complainant has stated that he has received information from the PIO-cum-Deputy Secretary vide covering letter dated 16.04.2009 with annexures.  A copy of this may be placed on the record of the Commission.  From this, it is seen that full information has been provided to him.  Photo copy of the same has been placed on the record of the Commission.  Complainant did not disclose on the last date of hearing, or in his complaint received in the Commission on 06.04.2009/26.05.2009 that he had already received the information. Complainant states that his anxiety is to get the pension which he has not got from the last one and a half year and he is facing financial 
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difficulty.   However, it has been explained to him that for getting the pension, he should approach the Competent Authority in the Executive in a representation/complaint. 


Complaint is not made out against the PIO and is rejected. 








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh Harjit Singh Bawa,

S/o Sh. Hardial Singh Bawa,

# 71, Sector 16-A, Chd. 
 



--------Appellant 







Vs. 

1.PIO, O/O Principal Secretary,

Irrigation Pb., Chd. 



&

2. Appellate Authority-cum-Principal Secretary, 

Irrigation, Pb., Chd. 





--------Respondent.






AC-397-2009 
Present:
 Sh. Satnam Singh Ahluwalia, Counsel for Appellant.
Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO-cum-Under Secretary O/o Irrigation Deptt.



Sh. Daljit Singh, Sr. Assistant O/o Irrigation Deptt.



Sh. Dilawar Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o CE/Canals.



Sh. Gurmit Singh, Superintendent O/o CE, Canals.


Sh. Harbhajan Bhatti, Sr. Asstt. O/o CE/Canals. 
ORDER:  


PIO, Sh. Sucha Singh has presented copy of letter dated 18.08.2009 addressed to Sh. Harjit Singh Bawa, Appellant (handed over to his Counsel today during the hearing) with annexures numbering 13 pages printed seniority list of 1665 engineers concerned. It refers to a detailed reply along with information previously given and purports to cover all points of the RTI Act. Appellant is not satisfied and states that specific replies have not been given to the specific information sought in RTI application.  I have gone through the RTI application of the Appellant which has no doubt been prepared with a lot of efforts and time.  In his application, Appellant has in each of the six points (which further contains 5-6 points each) first given detailed information and quoted documents of different communications of the Government, decisions of the Punjab and Haryana High Court and of the PPSC, and in the light of those, has then asked that out of list of 1665 engineers, certain further sub lists be prepared in accordance with the directions quoted. 
2.
 It is observed that perhaps the sub lists should have been prepared  by the Executive as per details pointed out by the complainant. 
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However, under the RTI Act, 2005, it is required only that records in the custody of the Public Authority should be opened up to the Appellant, so that nothing is hidden from the eye and to enable him to make representations on the basis of facts as revealed from the documents. It is not at all the mandate of the Act that perceived wrongs should be righted through action to be taken, as required by the applicant in the Right to Information application, and the information thus created be supplied thereafter. Under RTI Act, 2005, every citizen no doubt has right to information, but subject to the provisions of the Act as provided in Section 3 of the  Act, As such, ‘information’, ‘record’ and ‘right to information’ as defined in Section 2(f), Section 2(i) and Section 2(j) of the Act must be kept in mind by the applicant, while demanding information. 
3.      
 As such, it is felt by the Commission that since the PIO has no objection to showing the file, correspondence and noting concerning the seniority lists, and proposals based upon that list, sent to the PPSC from time to time, and the Counsel for the Appellant has also stated that he will be satisfied if he is shown that file,  it is hereby directed that the concerned file may be got inspected by the Appellant/his Counsel. After the inspection thereof, they are directed to give a written list of any papers, of which attested photo copies are required and those should then be provided to him within a week against due receipt.  After mutual consultation, date, time and venue fixed for inspection as 28th August, 2009 at 11.AM in the office of the Under Secretary, Sh. Sucha Singh, PIO.

  Compliance report of the directions of the Commission be filed on 23.09.2009.         








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh G.S.Sikka, Advocate,

# 43, Friends Colony Model Gram,

Ludhiana. 






--------Appellant 






Vs. 

1.PIO, O/O Punjab Small Industry & Export Corporation,

Ltd., Udyog Bhavan Sector 17, Chandigarh. 


&

2. Appellate Authority-cum-Managing Director,

Punjab Small Industry & Export Corporation,

Ltd., Udyog Bhavan Sector 17, Chandigarh.

--------Respondent 






    AC-400-2009 
Present:
 Sh G.S.Sikka, Appellant in person.


Sh. R.K.Goyal, APIO-cum-Senior Law Officer for PIO.
ORDER: 



Sh. G.S.Sikka, Appellant vide his Second Appeal dated 22.06.2009 made to the Commission stated that his RTI application dated 8th March, 2009 made to the address of the PIO/Punjab Small Industry & Export Corporation was duly received in that office but no acknowledgment or receipt was issued to him nor was the information given.  Thereafter, he filed the First Appeal and First Appellant Authority also did not move in the matter.  Hence the Second Appeal. In his application, Appellant had asked for information with respect to the processing of RTI applications received in the office of PIO, in how many cases information was supplied in time, where penalty etc. was imposed and from where the cost was met.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  

2.

Today, Sh. Goyal, APIO states that full information has been supplied vide letter dated 19.08.2009 with point wise reply alongwith full office noting.  He states that information stands supplied.  Since the information has been supplied only today. It is only fair give him chance to study the same.   


Adjourned to 23.09.2009.  








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Aya Ram

R/o B.III.239/1,

Vakilan Mohalla,

Purana Bazar,  Ludhiana.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Chief Electrical Engineer,

PSEB, Ferozepur Road, 

Ludhiana. 
 





--------Respondent 






CC No-1690-2009 

Present:
 Sh. Pawan Kumar, Complainant in person. 


Sh. Avtar Singh, SDO for PIO.

ORDER: 



Sh. Pawan Kumar, Complainant, vide his complaint dated 10th June 2009 (received on 26.06.2009) to the Commission stated that his application under the RTI Act dated 15.04.2009 made to the address of the PIO/Chief Electrical Engineer, Pb. State Electricity Board, Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana had not been attended to and no information had been supplied to him.  In his RTI application, he asked for information regarding the action taken on his application dated 01.04.2009 made to the Chief Electrical Engineer, PSEB, Ferozepur Road Ludhiana, bringing out various irregularities in the reduction of penalty imposed on a particular company of more than 18 lakh, which was reduced to less then four lakh on appeal.  Therefore, he had alleged collusion, asked for enquiry and for FIR to be registered against the partners of firm, and action to be taken on the concerned officials besides making recovery of the amount.  The SDO Sh. Avtar Singh has appeared today for the PIO, (he himself was a member of party which had conducted the original rate on the said firm and had made the original assessment of theft of Rs. 18 lakh plus).  He states that full information had been given regarding how the original penalty was calculated and how it has been reduced upon consideration of the appeal filed by the party under Rules and been disposed of through a speaking order.  However, the Complainant states that he is asking for 
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information in respect of his application dated 01.04.2009 and the information had already been supplied to him in the previous RTI application which has nothing to  do with this RTI application.  SDO is hereby directed to give the status of the complaint/representation dated 01.04.2009.


Adjourned to 23.09.2009. 










Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Assistant Welder Workcharge,

Mechanical Auxiliary, 

Division No. 1, O&M,

GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Head Quarters,

GGSS Thermal Plant O&M, Ropar. 


--------Respondent 






CC No-1701-2009 

Present:
None for Complainant.


Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO for PIO.
ORDER: 



Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant, vide his complaint dated 22.06.2009 stated that his RTI application dated 27.04.2009 with due payment of fee through money order on 27.04.2009 and thereafter through cash on 01.06.2009 had not been attended to.  Further, he requested in his letter dated 07.08.2009 that in case there is any adjournment or any final order passed, it should be sent to him only through ordinary mail.  He has also requested for exemption from appearance “as there are so many reasons for the same”.  Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO states that upon receipt of the RTI application, a clarification had been sought from Sh. Saroop Singh in respect of item no. 1 vide letter dated 11.06.2009 (copy not on record, taken from PIO today).  However, he had not replied to date.  Therefore, no further information had been supplied to him. 
2.

I have gone through item no. 1 of the RTI application which states “the salary slip of Mr. Bhola Ram, Madan Lal, Girdhari Lal, Ramesh, Vinod, Mehar, Lakhwinder Singh, all working in Room no. 27 of the administrative block of the GGSS Thermal Plant, Ropar”.  
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3.

I am of the view that enough information has been already been given regarding the place and location where these persons are presently working even the room number and block has been mentioned, therefore, it was very easy for the PIO to check up whether any such persons are working in room no. 27 in any capacity and in which capacity they are working or in the alternative PIO can state in writing what he said orally that there are no room number 27 and there is no administrative block.  In that case after so stating in writing that there is no question of giving any information to the Complainant.   Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva has stated on oath before the Commission today that there is no administrative block or Room No. 27 of the GGSS Thermal Plant, Ropar.  As such, he states that he had made a reference to the Complainant to clarify.  Since, he has not given any reply, no information could be supplied in respect of item no. 1 and 4.  In view of the statement, his reply given above is acceptable.  

4.

However, that does not explain why information had not been given about the remaining items no. 2, 3 and 5  in which there is no ambiguity and this information should given immediately to the Complainant. 
5. 

Since, it is beyond the 30 days, the information should be supplied to the Complainant, free of cost.



Adjourned to 30.09.2009. 









Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Assistant Welder Workcharge,

Mechanical Auxiliary, 

Division No. 1, O&M,

GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Head Quarters, 

GGSS Thermal Plant O&M, Ropar. 


--------Respondent 






CC No-1702-2009  

Present:
 None for Complainant.



Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO for PIO.
ORDER: 



Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant vide  his complaint dated 22.06.2009 to the Commission stated that his application in form ‘A’ dated 17.02.2009 with due payment of fee through money order no. 1210 dated 19.02.2009 made to the address of the PIO/GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar had not been attended to and no information had been given to him.  Hence the complaint.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  

2.

PIO states that vide his letter dated 18.08.2009 addressed to the Complainant with copy endorsed to the Commission, Complainant has been informed that no information had been supplied to him since he had made the payment of fee through money order and not as prescribed i.e. through postal order or through cash or through treasury challan which are accepted modes of payment under the Rules.  
3.The Complainant well knows that he has not made the payment through money order as no one is authorized to receive amounts paid through money order.  Money orders are also made through the post office and postal orders are also available in the post office. So there is nothing preventing him from making 
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payment in the prescribed mode.  This matter has earlier been brought to the notice of the complainant by the Commission in a  specific order in MR-121/2008 where relaxation in the Rules was made in his case to permit the information to be given to him despite the fact that the money order could not be encashed.  Payment made through a money order is really like a boomerang where the money returns back to the pocket of the complainant. Moreover, in the other two cases which had heard today, the matter again been brought to his notice and, therefore, the complainant had made a payment through cash.  
So his present complaint against the PIO is not make out and is hereby dismissed. 








Sd-
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Saroop Singh,

S/o Sh. Harbans Singh,

Assistant Welder Workcharge,

Mechanical Auxiliary, 

Division No. 1, O&M,

GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Superintendent Engineer,

Head Quarters,

GGSS Thermal Plant O&M, Ropar. 


--------Respondent 






CC No-1703-2009  
Present:
 None for Complainant.



Sh. Jagdish Sachdeva, Senior XEN-cum-APIO for PIO.
ORDER: 



Sh. Saroop Singh, Complainant vide his complaint dated 22.06.2009 to the Commission stated that his application under RTI dated 27.04.2009 with due payment of fee through money order, as well as through cash (Rs. 20/-) made to the address of the PIO/Superintendent Engineer, Head Quarters GGSS, Thermal Plant, Ropar had not been attended to and no information had been provided to him.  Vide his letter dated 07.08.2009, he also requested that any communication made to him, of adjournment or of final order should be made ordinary post. In future, the Commission should not send any communication through registered post but should be sent through ordinary post.    He also requested for exemption from appearance “as there are so many reasons for the same”.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  
2.

I have gone through the reply in the letter supplied today and find that no reply has been given for item no. (i) and (ii). In respect of item no. (iii), the reply is not correct and is off the mark.  In respect of item no. (iv), the reply is nil and only item no. (v) has any specific information  been given.  The reply of the
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APIO that certain items do not concerned his office, cannot be accepted. He was required either to transfer the portion of the RTI application which concerned any other office to that office under Section 6(3) and under intimation to the Complainant within five days of the receipt of the application, or to get the information and to give it to him.  Now, he should do the latter.  


Adjourned to 30.09.2009.   








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Rajesh Batish, 

Office Hanuman Mandi 

Opposite Kole-Da-Depot,

Ragho Majra, Patiala.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Secretary, 

PSEB, Patiala.  





--------Respondent 






CC No-1708-2009 

Present:
 None for Complainant.


Sh. Rajinder Singh, APIO-cum-PRO for PIO.



Sh. Balbir Singh, Senior Assistant (dealing hand) for PIO. 
ORDER: 



A telephone call received by the Receptionist today morning that Sh. Rajesh Batish, Complainant is unable to come today for hearing.  He also stated that the information he received from the Respondent is incomplete and requested for another date of hearing.  This is not satisfactory as adjournment has to be asked for well in time and deficiencies are to be pointed out specifically and vague statement that information is not complete is not accepted. PIO states that full information has been supplied to the Complainant in his application dated 25.06.2009 within stipulated period of 30 days vide covering letter dated 29.07.2009. 
2.

Upon going through the information, it is seen not to cover all the points of the RTI application which concerns information about the total process of recruitment and not about letters of appointment.  It is suggested that the said application be divided into various points at the level of PIO and the reply be given to the Complainant with a covering letter giving reference to number and date of his RTI application and containing an index of the documents supplied duly page marked and attested.  Therefore, I myself am not satisfied that the information is complete. This information should be supplied to the Complainant and his receipt taken on the covering letter.  



Adjourned to 23.09.2009.  

Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Des Raj,

S/o Sh. Ram Singh,

Vilalge Dhuggar,

PO Baloki, Tehsil Nakodar,

District Jalandhar-144041.   



--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Social Welfare,

Pb.







--------Respondent 






CC No-1712-2009 

Present:
Sh. Des Raj, Complainant in person. 


Sh. Bhupinder Singh, APIO-cum-Superintendent O/o Director 


Welfare of Scheduled castes and backward classes. 
ORDER: 



Sh. Des Raj, Complainant stated that his application dated 20.04.2009 submitted by him to the address of PIO/Director Social Welfare, Punjab with due payment of fee of Rs. 50/- had not been attended to and no information had been given to him till today except endorsement of a letter addressed by the Superintendent-cum-PIO Establishment to the DPI(SE) stating that the information related to that office and he should, therefore, supply the information.  A set of papers was sent to the PIO, date of hearing fixed for today and both parties informed through registered notice.  

2.

Today, APIO states that vide letter dated 11.08.2009, the Complainant has requested the PIO to give whatever information pertaining to the subject was available with the present PIO and for the remaining to transfer the application under Section 6(3) to the DPI(SE).  He also stated this RTI application filed by Sh. Des Raj, Complainant against the DPI(SE) in the same matter which is pending before the Bench of Mr. R.K.Gupta, IPS (Retd.) Hon’ble State Information Commissioner which is fixed for hearing on 24.08.2009.  
3.

I am of the view that it will be in the fitness of things, if both these RTI applications could be considered together by the same Bench so that the PIO’s are not able to pass the blame on to each other, stating that the 
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information was not available with them but with the other authority.  Both parties also have requested that the case be heard by the same Bench.  
4.

In view of the above observations and in the interest of justice, the present case is hereby transferred to the Bench of Sh. R.K.Gupta, Hon’ble State Information Commissioner.   A copy of this order should also be sent to the Registry. 

    








Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS) 
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO NO. 32-33-34, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Anirudh P. Singh,

# A/5, SBS College of Engineering &

Technology, Ferozepur.




--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/o Director Technical Education 

& Industrial Training, Pb. 



&

PIO, O/o Shahid Bhagat Singh College of 

Engineering & Technology, Ferozepur. 152004. 
--------Respondent 






CC No-1716-2009  

Present:
 None for Complainant.
Sh. Agya Pal Singh, PIO-cum-Registrar for Shahid Bhagat Singh College of Engineering & Technology, Ferozepur. 
ORDER: 



Sh. Anirudh P. Singh, Complainant in his complaint dated 24.06.2009 made to the State Information Commission stated that his RTI application dated  28.4.09 made to the PIO/Director Technical Education & Training had not been attended to and no information was given to him till date except for endorsing a copy vide which PIO transferred the case to the Shahid Bhagat Singh College of Engg. And Technology, (referred to as SBSCET College hereafter) deal with it directly. 
2.

Today, none is present for the Complainant.  However, PIO has presented copy of the letter dated 06.08.2009 alongwith annexures vide which information has been provided to Sh. Anirudh P. Singh, Complainant. On a cursory glance, it can be seen that in respect of item no. 3(A) of the application which is the main point of his RTI application, information has not been given with the common reply “selection process is not yet complete, hence the demanded information cannot be supplied”.  I do not agree with this. According to the advertisement, shown to me, there are 17 categories of persons who are to be recruited.  Information should be supplied in respect of all categories where 
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the process has been completed and appointment letters issued for the remaining  categories the reply is  sufficient. 
3. Complainant has asked for “list of persons who have applied for and have been appointed against various posts”. In case number of persons in the categories where the recruitment has been completed is very large, in that case, Complainant can be invited to come and examine the records  of the applicants and take selected copies of the records which he requires, in the interest of transparency. To this,  the PIO has no objection.        


The case is adjourned to 23.09.2009 for compliance report.  
     








Sd- 
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

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

Sh. Sanjeev Kumar S/O Sh. Jasmer Singh,

# 360-A, Vill. Maloya, UT, Chandigarh.


--------Complainant







Vs. 

PIO, O/O Director Industry & Commerce,

Controller of Stores, Punjab,

Sector 17, Chandigarh.




--------Respondent 






CC No-1345-2009

Present:
Sh. Sanjeev Kumar, Complainant in person.



Sh. Resham Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/o Controller of Stores. 
ORDER: 



The case is hereby adjourned to tomorrow i.e 20.08.2009, since the full record which was to be given was not brought to be delivered to the Complainant.    


Adjourned to 20.08.2009 being last opportunity. 









Sd- 
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


19.08. 2009   

(LS)

