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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Lokesh Dixit, #252/2,

Jorian Bhattian, Patiala.




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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Civil Surgeon, Patiala.




    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  3065  of 2012

Present:-
Shri Lokesh Dixit complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has sent a written request for refixing the case for hearing on 28.1.2013.

2.

I have heard the complainant.  It appears that he has been furnished a copy of letter No.1255 dated 18.8.2012 written by the Civil Surgeon, Patiala to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala.  This letter incorporates the opinion of three members of the Medical Board of Civil Hospital, Nabha.  The plea of the complainant is that this medical report does not serve his purpose and he wants that individual reports given by each member, if any, be provided to him.  Let the respondent confirm whether individual member of the Board gave any separate report, apart from copy of the report jointly singed by them vide letter No.1255 dated 18.8.2012.  If reports signed by individual members exist on record, copies of the same shall also be supplied.

3.

To come up on 28.1.2013 at 11.00 A.M.






           




( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     





Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harminder Singh, #2877,

Phase-7, SAS Nagar (Mohali).




……………..Complainant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police,

SAS Nagar (Mohali).

FAA-o/o Inspector General of Police (Zonal-1),

Patiala Range, Patiala.



 

……………....Respondents

AC- 881 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Harminder Singh appellant in person.



H.C. Lal Mohd. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



This case has come up on transfer from Ld. SIC-Shri Surinder Awasthi.

2.

I have heard the parties and perused the record.  The limited issue of conflict between the parties is whether Deputy Inspector General of Police, Roop Nagar had furnished two  reports or one to the Superintendent of Police, Mohali.  The plea of the respondent is that only one inquiry was conducted which was dispatched vide No.192/5C/SP Mohali dated 02.08.2013 but inadvertently the date was written as 23.5.2005. It also appears that the Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali had conducted the inquiry on the directions of Deputy Inspector General of Police, Roop Nagar and the report has since been submitted by the Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali to the Deputy Inspector General of Police, Roop Nagar. A copy of the inquiry report conducted by Superintendent of Police Mohali was furnished to the appellant.

3.

 The present PIO o/o the Senior Superintendent of Police, Mohali-Superintendent of Police-S.Darshan Singh Mann is directed to file an affidavit to the fact whether there were two references from Senior Superintendent of Police, Roop Nagar to Superintendent of Police, Mohali and if so whether they are available on record or not.  In case, there was only one reference from Senior Superintendent of Police, Roop Nagar,  let this fact be stated in affidavit.

3.

To come up 7.2.2013 at 11.00 A.M.





           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     




           Chief Information Commissioner
                        




   
          


Punjab

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Pardeep Kumar Jaswal, Q.No.40, Staff Colony-1, 

Guru Nanak Dev College, Gill Road, Ludhiana


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





Vs

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Guru Nanak Dev College, Gill Road, Ludhiana

------------Respondent.

CC No. 1538 of 2012,

Shri Pardeep Kumar Jaiswal, Q. No.40,

Staff Colony-1, Guru Nanak Dev Engg. College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.





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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1711 of 2012,

Shri Pardeep Kumar Jaiswal, Q. No.40,

Staff Colony-1, Guru Nanak Dev Engg. College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.





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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1712 of 2012,

Shri Pardeep Kumar Jaiswal, Q. No.40,

Staff Colony-1, Guru Nanak Dev Engg. College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.





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





Vs. 
The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1713 of 2012,

&
Shri Pardeep Kumar Jaiswal, Q. No.40,

Staff Colony-1, Guru Nanak Dev Engg. College,

Gill Road, Ludhiana.





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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1714 of 2012

Present:-
Shri Pardeep Kumar Jaiswal complainant in person.

Prof. Jasminder Singh, PIO alongwith Dr. Manohar Singh Saini, Director-cum-Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Dr. Manohar Singh Saini, Director-cum-Principal, Guru Nanak Engg. College, Ludhiana  has appeared in person.  A representation has also been received from Shri J.S. Miglani, Advocate of the respondent-institute vide Commission’s diary No.1237 dated 16.1.2013 stating that all the information had been supplied to the complainant in time who, however, raised some fresh queries which were treated as new reference under RTI Act.  Personal record of the Director-cum-Principal of the respondent-institute was sought.  It was denied.  He has further stated that he has left the service as PIO.

2.

The respondent submits that Shri J.S. Miglani, Advocate is a practicing advocate. He was appointed as PIO of Guru Nanak Dev Engineer College, Ludhiana.  However, he has since been removed w.e.f. 20.2.2012 and in his place Prof.  Jaswinder Singh has been appointed PIO.  It is averred that they had appointed Shri Miglani because he is lawyer, but he took the cases without the required seriousness. Hence now an employee of the college has been appointed as PIO.

3.

It is further averred that information as requested by the complainant has been furnished.  However, personal information pertaining to testimonial etc. in respect of the Director-cum-Principal was not furnished as this is exempt under Section 8(1)(j) read with Section 11 of  the Right to Information Act, 2005.

4.

I Have heard the parties and gone through the record.   Section 8(1)(j) provides that information relating to personal information of a third party, which has no relation to any public activity or interest or it would cause unwarranted evasion of privacy of an individual is exempted from disclosure unless the PIO is satisfied that larger public interest justifies the disclosure of such information.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in SLP (Civil) No. 27734 of 2012 titled Girish Ramchandra Deshpande vs. Central Information Commissioner and others decided on 3.10.2012 has held that personal information may be disclosed if public interest is shown by the information-seeker.  The Hon’ble Supreme Court disallowed the disclosure of information pertaining to a third party employee who had been charge sheeted and served a memo of charges.  The Hon’ble Court held that this was personal information of the employee concerned and was a matter between the employer and employee.  
5.

Coming to the facts of the cases before us, I have considered the explanation of Shri J.S.Miglani who was PIO of the respondent institute. His plea is that information was supplied to the complainant in time.  However, since the complainant raised some issues pertaining to personal record of Mr. M.S. Saini, Director-cum-Principal, the same was denied.  The Director-cum-Principal-Dr. M. S. Saini who had appeared in person has pleaded that permissible information was supplied to the information-seeker in time in all the cases, but he had raised fresh queries which were not replied.  His plea is that an RTI request is not a continued dialog.  There is no provision to answer fresh queries in response to the information already furnished unless a new application is moved with fee, as per the provisions of Act..  Therefore, it is argued that there is no merit in the present complaint cases and these be dismissed.

6.

Coming to individual case, in CC-1538/2012, information was given by the respondent’s letter No.E-45/197 dated 18.4.2012.  However, personal information pertaining to the Director-cum-Principal was denied. It is pleaded that the information pertaining to DMCs and certificates/testimonials is purely personal information and since no public interest has been shown, this information is not to be disclosed.

7.

In CC-1711/2012, it is pleaded that the information being sought pertains to Travelling Allowance and sanctioned leave. This information is also purely personal information and therefore not covered under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.

8.

In CC-1712/2012, information has been sought pertaining to use of college Innova by Director-cum-Principal. The respondent has already informed the complainant that Director-cum-Principal has been allowed personal use of college’s vehicle and the queries of the information-seeker had been duly answered.

9.

In CC-1713/2012, information was furnished but information relating to perks allowed to Mr. M.S. Saini, Controller of Examination was denied as remuneration received by him is personal information and therefore exempt under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act.

10.

Coming to CC-17/4/2012, it was pleaded that the information-seeker is asking for deductions made under Section 80 of Income Tax Act in respect of Director-cum-Principal-Mr. M.S. Saini.  He has further sought copies of form No.16.  Partial information was furnished but purely personal information was denied being third party information exempt under Section 8(i)(j) of the RTI Act.

11.

After hearing the parties and considering the record, it is clear that the information which has been with held by the respondent pertains to third party personal information.  Information-seeker has not pleaded, what to say prima facie established any public interest or cause in disclosure of such information.  Purely personal information of a third party is exempt under Section 8(1)(j) unless a public interest or cause is pleaded and prima facie established.  Hence, denial of personal information was well within the provisions of the RTI Act. 12.

The complainant has pleaded that the respondent had delayed his reply inordinately and as a consequence he had to attend proceedings in the Commission on a number of dates when respondent chose to remain absent.  I entirely agree with this plea of the complainant. The respondent should have been forthright in filing his reply on the very first occasion which would have avoided lingering of these cases.  The respondent is therefore cautioned to be careful in future, now that it has removed the lawyer from the PIO’s assignment and appointed its own employee as the PIO.  These cases are closed.






           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     





Chief Information Commissioner
                        




   
          


Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon (Retd.),

192-C, Rajguru Nangar, Ludhiana.



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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Nanakana Sahib Education Trust, 

Gill Park, Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.
    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1558 of 2012,
Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon (Retd.),

192-C, Rajguru Nangar, Ludhiana.



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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College, Ludhiana.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1559 of 2012

&

Lt. Col. (Retd.) S. D.S. Dhillon, 192-C,

Rajguru Nagar, Ludhiana.





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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Nanakana Sahib Educational Trust,

Gill Park, Guru Nanak Dev Engineering College,

Ludhiana-6.







    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 2670  of 2012

Present:-
Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon in person.

Professor Jaswinder Singh, PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



In these three cases, the complainant-Lt. Col. D.S. Dhillon (Retired) has submitted a written application received in the Commission vide diary No.1450 dated 21.1.2013 stating that he has received the information in CC-1558/2012, in CC-1559/2012 and in CC-2670/2012.  He has further stated that he does not want to pursue the matter any further and these three cases be closed.

2.

In view of the written submission of the complainant that the cases may be closed,  I hereby order closure of the above three cases. 






           




( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     





Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri B.N.Gupta, Senior Press Reporter,

Kapurthala  & Shri K.G. Gandhi, Advocate, Kapurthala.
      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Kapurthala.

FAA- Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab,

Bhupindra Road, Patiala.





 -------------Respondents.

AC No. 1069 of  2012

Present:-
Shri Ramesh Sharma advocate for the complainant.

Shri Sat Pal Gupta, Excise and Taxation Officer, Kapurthala on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has submitted a written reply stating that required information was sent by registered post on 29.8.2012 to the information-seeker and that there was never any attempt to deny the information.  RTI application is dated 26.3.2013.  It was addressed to the Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala who vide No.2175 dated 21.5.2012 asked the Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner, Kapurthala to take appropriate action under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The plea of the respondent is that information was furnished on 13.8.2012 and that the delay was only procedural.

2.

The counsel for the appellant requests for adjournment to peruse the information furnished.  In the meantime, the respondent shall also comply with the directions regarding compensation given on 21.11.2011 and 21.12.2012.

3.

To come up on 28.2.2013 at 11.00 A.M.






           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     




Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Kiranjot Kaur d/o Shri Lakhbir Singh,

VPO Saedpur, Villa Thata Jadid (Kapurthala)-144628.

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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Director Scheduled Castes and Backward Classes, Punjab,

Sector No.128-129, Sector 34-A, Chandigarh.


    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 3427 of 2012

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri K.S. Brar, Superintendent-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has placed on record a copy of clarification given to the information-seeker on 10.1.2013.

2.

The complainant has sent an e-mail that she is unable to attend the proceedings in the Commission today.  She has further submitted that information pertaining to Sr. No.7 of her RTI request dated 4.7.2012 has still not been given as she has not received clarification regarding creamy layer.  The plea of the respondent on the other hand is even this clarification has been sent to her by furnishing a copy of memo No.1/30/12/RC-1/34 dated 11.1.2013 of the Welfare Department (Reservation Cell).  The respondent is directed to send a fresh copy of this letter to the complainant on her given address.

3.

To come up on 30.1.2013 at 11.00 A.M.





           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     




Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra,

SCO No.43, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.




    -------------Respondent.

Complaint Case No.  96  of 2013,

Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra,

SCO No.43, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.




    -------------Respondent.

Complaint Case No.  97  of 2013

&

Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra,

SCO No.43, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.




    -------------Respondent.

Complaint Case No.  267  of 2013

Present:-
Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra complainant in person.



Shri Rahul Prashar, Advocate  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



These three cases are filed by Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra against PIO/Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar on the grounds that he had moved three applications on 30.10.2012 but has not been furnished information till date.  He further states orally that he had met the First Appellate Authority-cum-Registrar-Shri H.S. Bains on 26.12.202 and pointed out to him that he had not been given any information, even though period of 30 days had lapsed. Thereafter he met the Vice Chancellor and also personally contacted the PIO.  It is averred that inspite of personal contact with the PIO, the First Appellate Authority-cum-Registrar and thereafter the Vice Chancellor, information has not been given to him till today.

2.

The counsel for the respondent-University submits that they will furnish the information within one week.

3.

The present proceedings are under Section 18 of the Right to Information Act, 2005.  The respondent-PIO is to explain why the time limit of 30 days provided under the RTI Act has not honoured.  The PIO, therefore, is hereby called upon to show cause why penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed for violation of the statutory provisions, which enjoin upon to PIO to provide information, unless an exemption is claimed under Section 8(1).within 30 days from the receipt of the RTI application.

4.

It appears that Smt. Geetika Sood, Law Officer of the University was the PIO on 30.10.2012 when RTI applications were submitted by complainant. Reportedly, now Shri Sunil Kumar, Deputy Registrar has been designated as PIO.  Both of them are hereby directed to file their explanation why penalty may not be imposed.

5.

To come up on 7.2.2013 at 11.00 A.M.





           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     




Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

Shri Sunil Kumar, Deputy Registrar o/o the Punjab Technical University, Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.

Smt. Geetika Sood, Law Officer o/o the Punjab Technical University, Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra,

SCO No.43, Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.


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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.


    -------------Respondent.

Complaint Case No.  268  of 2013

Present:-
Shri Jasdeep Singh Malhotra complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had moved an application on 25.4.2012 to the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar seeking information on four issues relating to award of compensation to a victim under the provisions of Scheduled Casts and Scheduled Tribes  (Prevention of atrocities) Act, 1989.

2.

From the documents placed on record by the complainant,  it appears that the PIO/Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar transferred the request for information under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 to the Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural), Jalandhar and District Welfare Officer, Jalandhar. However, no notice for hearing has been issued by the Commission to these functionaries.  Both the PIOs/Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural) and District Welfare Officer, Jalandhar are hereby impleaded as parties to the present complaint proceedings. Notice be issued to them to file their written reply before the next date of hearing, which is fixed for 7.2.2013.  The complainant pleads that the dealing public authority in this case is the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  Therefore, PIO of Deputy Commissioner’s office shall file a written reply why the RTI request was transferred u/s 6 (3) of the RTI Act.              

2.

To come up on 7.2.2013 at 11.00 A.M.





           



( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     




Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab

CC
1.  The Senior Superintendent of Police (Rural), Jalandhar.

2. The District Welfare Officer, Jalandhar.

 with the direction to file their written replies.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Amarjit Kaur, #1031/11, 

DMW Railway Colony,

Patiala.







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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Akal Academy, 119-D,

Kitchlu Nagar, Ludhiana-141001.



    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 846   of 2012,

Ms. Amarjit Kaur, House no. 1031-II,

DMW  Rly. Colony, Patiala-147003



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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

Akal Academy Reeth Kheri,

Patiala-147001





    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 847      of 2012

&

Ms. Amarjit Kaur, House no. 1031-II,

DMW Rly. Colony, Patiala-147003



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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer,

o/o Director Akal Academy, Reeth kheri,

Patiala-147001





    -------------Respondent.

CC No.   848    of 2012

Subject:-
None on behalf of the complainant.



Shri N.D.S. Mann, Advocate for the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant in these three cases, Ms. Amarjit Kaur had sought adjournment on the last date of hearing on 19.11.2012 on the ground that she is not well.  Adjournment was allowed.  However, none has appeared today on behalf of the complainant and there is no intimation or request for adjournment.  Hence, the complainant is proceeded exparte.

2.

To come up on 28.1.2013 at 11.00 A.M.





           




( R.I. Singh)



January 21, 2013.     





Chief Information Commissioner
                        





   
          


Punjab


