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

Sh. Gurdeep Singh,

S/o.Sh.Hukam Singh,

Vill & PO Mahuana Bodla,

Tehsil- Fazilka,

Distt. Ferozepur.   


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ferozepur.





__________ Respondent

CC  No.  1263   of 2010
Present:
i)   
   Sh. Gurdeep Singh, complainant in person.

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


Heard.


The   application  for information of the complainant in this case is dated 
21-12-2009 and was given by him to the SHO of PS Sadar, Fazilka, instead of to the PIO, or the APIO.  The complainant states that HC Pawan Kumar told him that the fees which he had deposited along with the application has not been properly deposited and, therefore, he cannot be given the information for which he has applied. Since the fees  in this case was deposited by the complainant into the government treasury and a copy of the receipt challan for Rs. 150/- was enclosed by him along with his application,  the complainant made another application to the SHO, on 16-01-2010, in which he asked the SHO to clarify in what manner the fees deposited was found to be irregular and  for guidance of the correct manner of depositing the fees. When he failed to get a response,  he made the present complaint to the Commission.  SI Ranjit Singh appeared before the Commission on behalf of the SHO, PS Sadar, Fazilka, and states that the applications given by the complainant have not come to his notice or  to the notice of the SHO. They  had been marked to HC Pawan Kumar, who left for   undergoing  the   Intermediate   School Course  training  at  Phillaur,    but on 
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receiving of the Commission’s notice, the applications were located and the representations given by the complainant and his son and by S. Piara Singh against the complainant were also located and inquired into, and the inquiry reports have been sent to the DSP, Fazilka ,  from whom they had been marked to the SHO.  Attested copies of these inquiry reports have been provided to the complainant by ASI Ranjit Singh in the Court today.



The information for which the complainant had applied has, therefore, been received by him, but the harassment which he has undergone and the delay which has occurred appear to be due to  his being misled by HC Pawan Kumar,    who did not   bother to take any action  on  the  representations   dated
 07-08-2008 and 10-08-2009, mentioned by the complainant in his application for information, nor on the application submitted by the complainant under the RTI Act, even after receiving the letter dated 16-01-2010  of the  complainant seeking clarification about the method of payment of fees under the Act.

A copy of these orders is, therefore, sent to Sri Surinder Pal Singh Parmar, SSP, Ferozepur,   for instituting an inquiry into the acts of omission and commission of HC Pawan Kumar in this case. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010
Cc:-- Sri Surinder Pal Singh Parmar, 

SSP, Ferozepur,  

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:
None
ORDER


The respondent has sent a copy of the information which was sent to the complainant, vide his office letter dated 10-03-2010, after the receipt of the requisite fees on 05-03-2010.  The complainant,  on the other hand, has sought an adjournment.  The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 07-05-2010 but, since the information for which the complainant has applied  was received by him after he had sent his complaint to the Commission, he  should attend the next hearing  prepared to point out the items of information mentioned in his application which have not yet been supplied to him.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Dr. Sadhu Singh,

# 24/1, Hargobind Nagar,

Dhogri Road, P.O.RERU,

Jalandhar-144012.
   


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar, 
Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road,  Jalandhar.



__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1271  of 2010
Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant .

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


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 15-04-2010.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Kumar, 

S/o.Sh.Jeet Lal, 

Aadarsh Central Jail, Kanda,

District- Shimla,

Himachal Pradesh. 



  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1275    of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .

ii)         HC  Davinder Pal Singh, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent vide his memo.  dated 17-02-2010.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Angrej Masih,

S/o.Sh.Gian Masih,

Vill- Kalaar, PO Guzar Pura,

Thana- Ghania Ke Bangar,

Tehsil- Batala, District – Gurdaspur.
  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Batala .





__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1286    of 2010
Present:
None
ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present. No request for adjournment has also been received from either party. From this I conclude that the complainant does not wish to pursue his complaint any further.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Sh. Harmesh Chand Singla,

Press Reporter,

Bareta , Mansa.
   


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Mansa.






__________ Respondent
CC  No.  1302   of 2010
Present:
i)   
   None on behalf of the complainant .

ii)            HC  Surjit Singh,   on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been sent to him by the respondent and received by him on 04-04-2010, except that the ziminis   recorded by the inquiry officer has been denied to the complainant in accordance  with the legal advice, based  on a judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. This information was given to the complainant with reference to his application for information dated 15-03-2010, and is, therefore, within the limit of 30  days prescribed under the RTI Act. The complainant is not present.
Disposed of 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 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)      Sh. Charanjit  Kumar, Superintendent of Police, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information in this case was denied to the complainant by the PIO, on the ground that it relates to a private unaided body which is not a public authority as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.   The complainant seeks some time to convince the Court that the information for which he has applied comes within the parameters of the definition of the term “information” in Section 2(f) of the RTI Act. The request is allowed and this case is adjourned at 10 A M on 07-05-2010  for further consideration and orders.


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Parvinder Singh Banga,

S/o. Jagat Singh Banga,

Shop No.85, Subzi Mandi,  Wallah,

Amritsar.
   


  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Mandi Officer,

Amritsar.





__________ Respondent
CC  No.   1324  of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Ms. Sujita Raj, Advocate, on behalf of the complainant .

ii)       Sh. Sukhbir Singh Sodhi,Dy.DMO.Amritsar, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant was given to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 03-02-2010.  This information has been also shown to the Ld. Counsel who has  appeared on the complainant’s behalf.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

S/o. Naginder Singh Gill,

VPO Raipur Kalan,

Tehsil & District Amritsar-143113.

  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Moga.







__________ Respondent
CC  No. 1358 of 2010
Present:
i)   
   Sh. Bhagwinder Singh Gill,   complainant in person .

ii)     Sh. Balbir Singh Narula,DFSO, Moga. on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The application for information of the complainant in this case has sought details of the loan for which one Pritam Singh had applied for his daughter’s marriage and for constructing a house, the details of pay of Sh. Pritam Singh and his bank account no. etc. Action was taken by the respondent under Section 11 of  the RTI Act, 2005 and Sh .Pritam Singh has informed the PIO that this information may not be given to the complainant . In these circumstances, I find that the information being sought by the complainant is third party personal information and although the respondent has made an effort nevertheless to give it to him, it is a tainted application for information, on which no further action is required to be taken.


Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Sh. Madan Khullar,

H.No-3870/1, Sector- 47-D,

Chandigarh.
   


  

________Appellant  
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Secretary to Govt., Punjab, 

Department of Personnel & Administrative,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh.

__________ Respondent
AC  No. 304    of 2010
Present:
i)   
  None on behalf of the appellant .

ii)       Sh. Som  Singh, Under Secretary, Gen.Admn., on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information for which the appellant has applied in his application dated 25-11-2009 could not be given by the respondent since it was found to be nonspecific.  The respondent has clarified in the Court today that there is no register or document or any other record which contains the information about the names of officials, if any, who were granted the benefit of additional pay mentioned by the appellant in his application.  The information required by the appellant cannot, therefore, be given to him and the decision of the PIO has been upheld  by   the   first  appellate   authority  in   his   orders   dated   19-02-2010. 
 I  see no reason to interfere with  the well reasoned orders of the first appellate authority, and this second appeal is, therefore, dismissed.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Sh. Khushwinder Singh Grewal, 
Advocate,Chamber No-257,
 Lawyers Chamber Complex, 
District Courts,Ludhiana-141001.
 

  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Guru Angad Dev Veterinary &
 Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana. 141004.





__________ Respondent

AC  No.  314 of 2010
Present:
i)      None on behalf of the appellant
ii)     Sh. B.D.Mahajan, Asstt. Registrar,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


A copy of the written submission of the respondent  dated 13-04-2010, explaining the position regarding the two deficiencies pointed out by the appellant in the information provided to him  by the respondent, along  with copies of the decisions of the Central Information Commission, enclosed with it, should be sent to the appellant along with these orders for his information.

Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rajinder Kumar Gupta,

S/o.Sh. Dev Raj Gupta,

# B-52, Model Town,

Patiala.




  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Principal,

Chandigarh Engg. College,

Landran, District Mohali.




__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1229 of 2010
Present:
i)   
None on behalf of the complainant .

ii)        S. Narankar Singh, Registrar,on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent has pointed out in a written submission that Chandigarh Engineering College, Landran, is a private unaided college, which does not receive any financial assistance from the government and, therefore, it is not a public authority as defined in the RTI Act, 2005.  The contention of the respondent is found to be correct and  he is, therefore, under no obligation to supply any information to the applicant under the RTI Act.


Disposed of.


(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Sh. Rajinder Kumar Gupta,

S/o.Sh. Dev Raj Gupta,

# B-52, Model Town,

Patiala.




  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar, 

Punjab Technical University,

Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.



__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1230 of 2010
Present:
i)   
   Sh. Rajinder Kumar Gupta,  complainant  in person.

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


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent, vide his letter dated 12-03-2010.  In  answer to a question, the respondent has clarified and reiterated in the Court today that the portion of counseling fees, which was required to be adjusted  against the admission fees, has been adjusted in respect of all students who were admitted to the B.Tech Electronic and Communication course in the Chandigarh  Engineering College as a result of counseling  in the year 2007-08.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010

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

Ms.  Kamaljit Kaur,

W/o.S.Avtar Singh,

Vill. Jain Pur, P.O. & Tehsil Sultanpur Lodhi,

District- Kapurthala.



  

________ Complainant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjabi University, 

Patiala.






__________ Respondent

CC  No. 1357 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Avtar Singh, on behalf of the complainant.
ii)        Shri Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information for which the complainant has applied has been provided to her by the respondent except that it has been stated by him that there is no information available in the records on whether the course of Bachelor of Physical Education ( 3 year course) run by the University,  is a  “professional” course or not.  The complainant states that she wants to know whether this course can qualify her for employment in a job,  but it has been explained to her  that it is only the   prospective employer who can answer this question and not the respondent University.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010


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

Sh. Dharampal Sharma,

# 408, Dalima Vihar, 

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala.
  



________ Complainant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar, 

Punjab Technical University,

 Kapurthala Road, Jalandhar.



 __________ Respondent

CC No. 1199 of 2010

Present:
i)         Sh. Dharampal Sharma, complainant in person .

ii)      Sh. Rajinder Kumar, Clerk/PTU, and Sh. M.L. Sharma, AR, Swami Vivekanand Institute of Engineering & Tech., Banur, and Sri Harinder Kumar, Advocate,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In compliance with the Court’s orders dated 09-04-2010, the respondent has brought with him a copy of the instructions of the AICTE,  under which an amount of Rs. 8480/- was retained by Swami Vivekanand Institute of Engineering and Tech.,Banur, at the time of refund of fees deposited by the complainant’s son.  The respondent has further clarified in the Court today that the  vacancy 
against which the complainant’s son was admitted remained vacant because of his withdrawal and was not filled up by any candidate and it still remains vacant.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


16th April, 2010


