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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh Khalsa,

# 204, Sudarshan Nagar,

Sultanwind Road, 

Amritsar.



  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Amritsar.





__________ Respondent

CC No.  1563 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Jaswinder Singh Khalsa,  complainant  in person .

ii)      Sri  Sukhbir Singh Sodhi, Dy DMO, and Sri H.S.Randhawa, Exec. Engineer, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Complete information has been provided by the respondent to the complainant in response to his application for information except that details of the expenditure incurred on the vehicle of the SDO,  Tarantaran, has not been given separately for running costs and repairs, and the respondent has made a commitment that this information will be given to the complainant within one week from today.


Insofar as the delay  which has been caused in this case is concerned, the Executive Engineer, who is present in the Court, has explained that this was because of acute shortage of the staff,  but has nevertheless given an assurance that every effort will be made to see that such delays do  not occur in future. From the facts and circumstances of this case, I conclude that the delay which has occurred is neither intentional nor unreasonable. 

Disposed of. 

 (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Jaswinder Singh Khalsa,

# 204, Sudarshan Nagar,

Sultanwind Road, 

Amritsar.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Mandi Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Amritsar.





__________ Respondent
CC No. 1564 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Jaswinder Singh Khalsa,  complainant  in person .

ii)      Sri  Sukhbir Singh Sodhi, Dy DMO, and Sri H.S.Randhawa, Exec. Engineer, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that full information  has been received by him, except for the fact that the fees of Rs. 3968/- which he was required to deposit, was subsequently,  on his making a representation, found to be in excess of the amount payable by him, and an amount of Rs. 1340/- was refunded to him . The complainant has alleged that there was an attempt to embezzle this amount of Rs.1350/- by the respondent. The respondent has explained  that the amount payable by the respondent was reduced because the shop which had done the photostat work had managed to accommodate the contents of a log book page on a paper of a smaller size, of which he could not have charged more than Rs.8/- , instead of Rs.16/- ,charged by him earlier. I find from the facts and circumstances of the case  that there is nothing to support the complainant’s allegation that he was overcharged by the respondent with the intention of embezzling Rs. 1340/- and  this allegation of the complainant is not correct. 

Disposed of. 


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.Madan Lal,

S/o.Sh. Om Prakash Jain,

Gali No-18, Parinda Street , Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar,

Bathinda-151001.

  



________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Bathinda.






 __________ Respondent

AC No.  286 of 2010

Present:
i)   
 Sh. Madan Lal,   appellant  in person .

ii)         Sh. R.K.Singla, AFSO, Bucho, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The appellant  states that the action taken by the Oil Company has been communicated by them vide letter no. 114 dated 31-08-2009  and he wants a copy of the same . The respondent states that no such letter has been received from the Oil Company and the only communication which has been received by him about the action taken has been given to the appellant  in the Court today.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh.B.S.Dhillon, Advocate,

Chamber No.16, 

Civil Courts Complex,

Anandpur Sahib, District – Ropar.
   
  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ropar.






__________ Respondent

CC  No.  1304   of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. B.S.Dhillon ,complainant  in person .

ii)        ASI  Ranjit  Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


Ld. Counsel for the complainant  has advanced certain arguments in support of his contention that Peer Baba Zinda Shahid Society is  a public authority as defined in the RTI Act.  He states that  his arguments in written form will be sent by post to the Commission and to the respondent within one week.


The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 24-06-2010 for arguments and further consideration.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Dr. Jaskarn Singh Sidhu,

Ward No-16, Mohall Radharka,

Mansa-151505.
   


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent
CC No.  1266   of 2010
Present:
i)   Sh. Sarbagh Singh on behalf of the complainant.
ii)  Sh Mohinder Singh, Assistant Registrar, on behalf of the respondent. 
ORDER

Heard.
The complainant states that complete information in respect of point nos. 3, 10  & 11 of the items of information in his application has not been supplied.  The grievance of the complainant has been found to be without any basis for the following reasons:-
1. The letter No. SVC/1848 dated 11-12-2009 of the Vice Chancellor’s office with regard to which the complainant has given his application, states that  two research papers were submitted by the complainant at the time of interview whereas according to the members of the committee, both the research papers were actually the same. The complainant wants the respondent to tell him whether there is any law which he has violated , but   the question of the requirement of any legal  provision for the assessment of research papers does not arise, and the question put by the complainant  is redundant and is disallowed.
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2.  The respondent has shown to the Court as well to the complainant that marks were not awarded  by the Committee in the interview and  therefore, the information for which the complainant has applied   against item nos. 10 and 11 is “nil”.
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mohinder Kumar Sharma,

# 104, Model Town,

Kapurthala.




  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Financial Commissioner Development, Punjab,

Department of Agriculture,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent
CC No. 228  of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Mohinder Kumar Sharma, complainant  in person  .

ii)  
None  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER 


Heard.


The complainant could not mention any valid grievance against the information supplied to him by the respondent.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Subhash Chand Sharma,

S/o. Late Sh. Ram Gopal Sharma,

VPO Kakrala Kalan, Tehsil Samrala,

Distt.- Ludhiana.



  

________Appellant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Khanna.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  371  of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Subhash Chand Sharma, appellant in person .

ii)        HC Jai Singh on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has supplied all the relevant documents to the appellant as required by him in the Court today and the appellant is satisfied with the same.


Disposed of.  

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Keshav Verma,

H No. B-1, 2429,

Mohalla Ahluwaliya, Old Rajpura,

District- Patiala- 140401.


  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjab Technical University, Kapurthala Road,

Jalandhar.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1596  of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Keshav Verma, complainant  in person .

ii)        Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that the revaluation form of the complainant which was sent by the college authorities did not reach his office and no such form pertaining to the complainant has been found in their records. Nevertheless, the fact is that the complainant has already been given his  degree for  the Electronics  & Communication Engineering  Course and the respondent states in the Court today that the detailed marks certificate of the complainant, in which he has   shown   as    having   passed   in   the   paper   for    which    he              had  applied  for revaluation, will be given to him within two days. The complainant is satisfied with the information supplied to him by the respondent.


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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasjeet Singh Cheema,

S/o. Sh. Daler Singh Cheema,

Village Bhatnura Kalan, P.O. Bhatnura Lubana Via Bhogpur,

Distt- Kapurthala.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Baba Farid University of Health Sciences,

Faridkot.






__________ Respondent

CC No.  1598 & 1599 of 2010

Present:         i)    Sh.  Daler  Singh Cheema,  complainant  in person and Sh.Narinder Pal Singh Virk on behalf of the complainant. 
ii) Sh. Manjeet Singh, Data Entry Operator on  behalf of the           respondent.                    
ORDER


Heard.


These two cases are being dealt by this single order since the respondent and the nature of the information which has been applied for in both the cases is identical. 
The applications for information in these cases have asked for copies of answer sheets pertaining to papers (A) & (B) in the subject of Pathology. This information has not been given to the complainants by the PIO, claiming exemption under Section 8 of the RTI Act, 2005. 


While I agree with the reply given to the complainants by the respondent, I would like to take a look at the concerned answer sheets which are the subject matter of this case in  the presence of the parties, and the respondent is therefore directed to bring the information  for which the complainants have applied to the Court on the next date of hearing. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 03-06-2010 for further considerations and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Simarjeet Singh,

S/o. Sh. Dalbir Singh,

R/o. Village Mallian, P.O. Behirampur,

District- Gurdaspur.



  

________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent

AC No.  376  of 2010

Present:     i)   
Ms. Ravinder Kaur Manaise, Advocate and Sri Amandeep                         Singh Manaise , Advocate, on behalf of the  appellant.
                  ii)           Sh. Mohinder Singh, Assistant Registrar, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The appellant in this case has asked for copies of his corrected answer sheets which are part of the internal assessment process of the B.Ed. course examination in which he was a candidate. This information has been correctly denied to him by the PIO since it is affected by Section 8(1) (e) and (g)  of the RTI Act, 2005 .  It is affected by Section 8(1) (e) because of the fiduciary relationship between the teachers and the college management and by Section 8(1) (g)  because of the possible unpleasant consequences  of the revelation  of an examiner’s identity to a dissatisfied  student.
The respondent has also shown to the Commission a copy of the university regulations, which states that if there is a difference of more than 20% in the external and  internal marks of a candidate, the internal marks will be brought to the same level as the external marks. This being the case the appellant’s grievance, that he has done very well in the external examination and has got very low marks in the internal assessment, has automatically been taken 
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care  of. 
 For the above reasons, I do not find any strength in this  second appeal, which is dismissed.
Disposed of. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Mewa Singh,

 House No- HL 597, 

Phase 9, Mohali.



  

________ Complainant 

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director, 

Social Security, Women & Child Development, Punjab,

S.C.O-128-129, Sector 34 A,  Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent

CC No.  1626 of 2010

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

ii)       Sh. Raman Kumar Sharma, Superintendent  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has  clarified in the Court today that apart from the instructions dated 20-07-2009, there are no other instructions or policy decisions on the subject available in the Department. Apparently, whether a candidate falls within category 4 (  ) (vi) of the instructions is to be determined by the appointing authority on case to case basis.  


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


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jagjit Singh,

S/o.Sh.Charan Singh,

R/o. Village Talwandi Kalan,

Tehsil Jagraon, Distt- Ludhiana.

  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,(Rural)

Ludhiana.





__________ Respondent

CC No. 1385 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Jagjit Singh,   complainant  in person .

ii)        H C Harpreet Singh , on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The PIO has made a written submission that if  the documents required by the complainant are given to him, the identity of witnesses will get revealed and this can adversely affect the prosecution of the case against him.


The documents required by the complainant have been seen. Challan in FIR No.167 dated 12-11-2008, against the accused/complainant in this case, has already been submitted in the concerned Court. The representative of the respondent submits that the inquiry report which was prepared by DSP, Jagraon, after inquiring into the application dated 17-01-2009 of the accused, can be given to him, but the statements of the witnesses should not  be disclosed to him at this stage since the disclosure is affected by Section 8 (1) (h) of the RTI Act, 2005 . I agree with the submission made by the respondent and order accordingly. A copy of the inquiry report has been got prepared and handed over  to the complainant in the Court today. 


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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Manjit Singh Pasricha,
Advisor, North India SC/ST & BC,

Employees Presidium ( Regd.),

Flat No. B-2, Plot No.8, Ashoka Apartment,

Sector 12, Dwarka,

New Delhi-110078.
CC No. 104 of 2008
Present:
 None.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has requested for an adjournment of this case  to a date in the second week of June, 2010 due to illness .


The request of the complainant is accepted and he may now make his submissions in respect of CC-104/2008 at 10 AM on 10-06-2010.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor,  Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sarabjit Singh Minhas,

H.No- 1375, Gali Chobra Wali,

VPO-Verka, Amritsar.


  
________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Director, State Transport Punjab,

Jeewan Deep Bldg., Sector-17,

 Chandigarh. 




__________ Respondent

CC No. 656 of 2010

Present:
i)   
Sh. Sarabjit Singh Minhas, complainant in person.

ii)        Sh. Satish Kumar, Sr. Assistant on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The deficiencies pointed out by the complainant in the information given to him pertain to a vast amount of information concerning the appointments of steno typists and stenographers in the Department of Transport over a period of about 30 years.  The complainant states that he wants this information in order to determine whether he was justifiably ignored for promotion. Since the information which he has asked for is so voluminous that the department would have to devote a disproportionate amount of time and resources for its collection, the complainant was advised to make a fresh application in which he can ask for copies of the entire record, including notings of the concerned file, pertaining to specific promotions of  the steno typists and stenographers, who the complainant alleges were junior to him.

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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


27th  May, 2010
