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

Dr. Parvinder Kaur,

W/o. Dr. Jatinder Pal Singh,

H No-58-A,  New Isharpuri Colony,

PO- Mithapur, 

Jalandhar.

   


  

________ Appellant 
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala. 






__________ Respondent
AC No. 138  of 2010
Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)  
 Sri  Kesar  Singh, Legal  Assistant, on  behalf of the 


respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been given to her by the respondent vide his letter dated 27-11-2009 and again on 08-03-2010.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla,

S/o. Sh.Raj Kumar Bhalla,

H No-223, Gali No-R-10,

Guru Teg Bahadur Nagar,
 Khanna,
District- Ludhiana.
   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 400  of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla, complainant  in  person.

ii)  
 Sri Gurdip  Singh, DFSO, Khanna,  on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information for which the complainant had applied could not be given to him earlier because of the deficiency in the address given by him on his application. He has now been given the required information by the respondent in the Court today.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Amrik Singh,

Superintendent, Anotmey & Histrology,

COVS- Guru Angad Dev Vety & Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.

   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Guru Angad Dev Vety. &  Animal Sciences University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent
CC  No. 420  of 2010
Present:
i)   
   None  on behalf of the complainant.

ii)  
Sri B.D.Mahajan, Asstt. Registrar-cum-APIO,on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent vide his memo. No. 375,  dated  02-02-2010.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Dr. Chhaju Ram Garg,

S/o. Sh. Birj Lal,

Near Ahmedpur Gate, Ward No-14, Budhlada,

District- Mansa.
   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
CC  No.  405 of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Dr. Chhaju Ram Garg, on behalf of the complainant.

ii)  
Sri  Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on  behalf of the 
respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


A suitable reply to the complainant’s application   for  information dated 17-04-2009 has been given by the respondent vide his letter dated 04-09-2009. In his  present complaint, some doubt has been raised by the complainant which also had been cleared by the respondent vide his letter dated 16-03-2010, addressed to the Commission, a copy of which along with copies of its enclosures have also been provided to the complainant.

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

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Ms. Surjit Kaur,

Aanganwari Worker, Roll No-2188,

Village- Chural Kalan, Tehsil- Lehragaga,

District- Sangrur.  
 


  

________ 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.  363  of 2010
Present:
i)   
   Ms. Surjit Kaur, complainant in person
ii)  
   Ms. Nirmal  Kumari,Clerk, on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant in her application  has asked for information  regarding the number of candidates selected for the post of Supervisor in the year 1996, under different categories: General,  SC,  BC, Sports and Ex-servicemen, who possessed only the  Matriculation qualification.  The  respondent, after giving a personal hearing to the complainant, has sent her a copy of the Satish Chandra Report, which according to the respondent contains the information required by the complainant.


The afore-mentioned report has been seen in the Court today and I find that the information  required by the complainant about the selected candidates is not  available therein.   The recruitment to the posts of supervisor was made from   two categories of candidates, who have been described as “graduate”  and  “under graduate”.  The question, to which an answer is required to be given to the complainant, is how many of the under-graduate candidates who were selected possessed only the qualification of Matriculation.  
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Apparently, this information is not readily available with the respondent in any file or document and would need to be compiled on the basis of the application forms submitted by the candidates at the time the recruitment took place.  To determine whether this is feasible , the respondent is directed to apprise the Commission of the correct position regarding the following:-

1.
Whether the information regarding the number   of   selected



candidates whose qualification was only Matric,  is available  in 


any documents/file of the department.


2,
If not, whether the application forms of the selected  candidates 


have been kept separetely and are readily available or not.

3.
Whether there is any other source from which the information 


required by the complainant can be accessed.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 08-04-2010 for further consideration.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Dr. Poonam Rani,

# 93, Mubarak Colony,

Street No-4, Sangrur-148001.

  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala. 






__________ Respondent
CC No. 477 of 2010
Present:
i)   
 Dr. Poonam Rani,  complainant in person.
ii)  
 Sri  Kesar Singh, Legal Assistant, on  behalf of the 


respondent.
ORDER

Heard.

The complainant in her application for information has asked for the detailed marks obtained by 212 candidates, who were selected for the posts of Medical Officer, PCMS(1), in accordance with the fixed criteria.  The respondent has given this information to the complainant insofar as she herself is concerned but not of the  selected candidates.  No reason has been stated by the respondent in his communication addressed to the complainant  for not giving the precise information for which she has applied.  During the course of arguments today, the respondent   states that the information pertaining to the selected candidates was not given to the complainant because it was considered to be third party information.  I  find, however, that this reasoning is not justified and is not in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, because the information is not personal and is very much a part of the official records of the Commission . Besides, it needs to be disclosed in the interest of transparency of an important selection  made by the Commission, and its disclosure is therefore in the public interest.  I, therefore, direct the respondent to give the information for which the complainant had applied in respect of 212 selected candidates for the posts of Medial Officer, PCMS(1),  within   15 days.
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The complainant states that similar  information is required  by her in respect of 100 candidates selected for the posts of MO, PCMS(1), prior to the selection of 212 candidates mentioned in her application.  She has been advised to make a separate application for this information,  which will be dealt with by the respondent in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act and in the light of the decision taken in the present case today.
Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-04-2010 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Adish Jain,

S/o. Sh. Jinesh Kumar Jain,

C/o. New Bansal General Store,

Bathinda Road, Mukatsar-152026.
  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
AC  No. 152  of 2010
Present:
i)   
None  on behalf of the appellant.

ii)  
Sri  Kesar Singh, Legal Assistant, on  behalf of the 

respondent.

ORDER


Heard.



This case concerns two applications for information of the complainant dated 29-10-2009 and 13-01-2010 through which the complainant has asked for the details of marks  obtained by the selected candidates for the posts of SDE(Civil), and the details of their past experience, who were recommended for appointment as such by the Commission in pursuance of advertisement No. 4/2008.The information was denied to the complainant on the ground that it concerns third parties.  I  find, however, that this reasoning is not justified and is not in accordance with the provisions of the RTI Act, because the information is not personal and is very much a part of the official records of the Commission . Besides, it needs to be disclosed in the 
interest of transparency of an important selection made by 
the Commission, and its disclosure is therefore in the public interest.  I, therefore, direct the respondent to give the information for which the complainant had applied within 15 days.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 15-04-2010 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Suresh Arora,

H No-21, Gali No-1,

Guru Nanak Colony,

Faridkot.

   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Senior Superintendent of Police,

Faridkot.






__________ Respondent
CC  No.  476 of 2010
Present:
i)   
   None on behalf of the   complainant.

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


Heard.


The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been supplied to him but he is not in a position to show to the Court as to what information was supplied.


An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to him at 10 AM on 15-04-2010.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Sukrit Sharda,

# 50/186, Yogbal, 

Old Shahpur Road,

Pathankot,  District- Gurdaspur-145001.
  

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Gurdaspur.






__________ Respondent
AC  No. 156  of 2010
Present:
i)   
   None on behalf of the appellant.

ii)  
Sri Rajesh  Mahajan, Dy. DFO,Gurdaspur, on  behalf of     the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the appellant has been given to him by the respondent in compliance with the orders  of the   first   appellate  authority on 12-03-2010, under signed receipt of the complainant.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Sukrit Sharda,

# 50/186, Yogbal, 

Old Shahpur Road,

Pathankot,  
District- Gurdaspur-145001.
 
 

________ Appellant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Divisional Forest Officer,

Dasuya-144205.





__________ Respondent
AC  No. 157  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


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Jaswinder Singh,

# 163/8-A,  Ram Nagar,
 Near S.S.T. Nagar,

Patiala.

   


  

________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
CC  No.  528 of 2010
Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant.
ii)  
Sri  Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, 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 23-02-2010.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Gurmit Singh,

H No-B-2-1187, Gali No-2,

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar, Kotkapura,

Distt.  Faridkot.

   


  ________ Complainant
Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. The Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala.






__________ Respondent
CC  No.  469 of 2010
Present:
i)   
 None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)  
Sri  Vikrant Sharma, Advocate, on  behalf of the 
respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


This is a complaint alleging that the respondent has delayed  giving him the information for which the complainant had applied on 23-11-2009.  I find, however,  that the communication sent by the complainant to the respondent on 23-11-2009 is not the original application for information,  and no application fees has also been sent with it. Nevertheless, in response to this communication of the complainant, the information required by him was sent by the respondent vide his letter dated 11-01-2010.  The complainant states that the information was required to be given by the respondent on or prior to 23-12-2009 but was actually given on 11-01-2010.  I find, however,  that the delay of about 18 days in sending the information, in the circumstances of this case, is  not deliberate or malafide, of which  no adverse notice is  required to be taken.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Dr.Pradeep Dutta,

S/o. Dr. P.K.Dutta,

R/o. A-2, Kailash Colony,

New Delhi -110048.
  




________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

O/o. Assistant Excise & Taxation Commissioner,

Fatehgarh  Sahib.





__________ Respondent


AC No. 1007 Of 2009

Present:
i)   
   Dr.Pradeep Dutta, appellant in person.
ii)  
   None on  behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent vide his letter dated 18-01-2010.

The alleged deficiencies poined out by the complainant in the information provided to him were considered in the hearing today. As a result thereof, the respondent is directed as follows:-


1.
An attested copy of the declaration given by the transporter of 


goods vide No. KK/0794272 should be given to the complainant 


before the next date of hearing. A copy of the declaration which 


needs to be attested and given, submitted by the complainant to 


the Court is enclosed for the respondent’s ready reference.


2.
The respondent should  submit his explanation for the delay which 


has occurred in this case, in  giving a response to the application 


for information of the complainant dated 25-08-2009, on the next 


date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 23-04-2010 for further consideration and orders.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. Prem Singh,

S/o. Sh. Mangal Singh,

Ward No-10,VPO- Rayya, 

Tehsil- Baba Bakala, 

District- Amritsar.
    




________ Appellant

Vs.


Public Information Officer, 

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

Amritsar.






__________ Respondent


AC No 1022 Of 2009

Present:
i)   
   None on behalf of the appellant.

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


Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 25-02-2010, the information concerning point no. 4 of the appellant’s application has been provided to him by the respondent on 22-03-2010. This case was therefore disposed of.

After the disposal of the case, Sh.Gautam Thapar, Advocate, on behalf of the appellant,  appeared in the Court and stated that the viscera report which has been given to him concerns one Meena Kumari, daughter  of Raman Kumar, and the correct report has not been given. Apart from this,  the photograph which has been given to him is allegedly of the deceased taken at the place  where he died,  and no mention has been made by the respondent  of the photographs taken in the police station. 

 The respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies  in the information provided to the appellant immediately.

Adjourned  to 10 AM on 22-04-2010 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


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

Sh. O.P. Gulati,

H.No. 1024/1, Sector 39B,

Chandigarh.


  


__________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Secondary Education, Mini Sectt.,

Sector 9, Chandigarh.        



  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997   of 2008

Present :  
 i)
Sh. O.P. Gulati, complainant in person.



ii)
 None on behalf of the respondent
Order


Heard.


The orders dated 25-02-2010 have not been complied with because a copy thereof was not sent to the respondent by mistake. A copy of the said orders should now be enclosed with these orders and sent to the respondent, who is directed to give to the complainant copies of all notings of the concerned file in which various letters of Sri O.P.Gulati on the subject of his allegations the officers of the Education Department, and the press-cuttings concerning this matter, had been dealt with,  within ten days of the date of receipt of these orders.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 22-04-2010 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th  March, 2010


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Shimla Garg,  w/o Sh. Sham Lal Garg,

H. No.40, Central Town, Village Daad, 
P.O. Lalton, Distt. Ludhiana-1420022.


__________ Appellant. 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Superintendent , Central  Jail, 
Jalandhar

                                     ________________ Respondent

AC  No.     877       of 2009

Present:
    i)   
 None on behalf of the appellant

                         ii)      Sh. Avinash Chandra, PIO-cum- Dy.Superintendent (Gr.-1). 


Jails, Jalanndhar

ORDER



This case could not be heard on 11-03-2010,  since the Presiding Officer of the Court was on leave.


On 11-03-2010, Sh. Avinash Chandra, PIO-cum- Dy.Superintendent

 (Gr.-1). Jails, Jalanndhar, came and given a copy of the information which has been sent to the complainant vide his letter dated 11-03-2010.


An opportunity is given to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information provided to her at 10 AM on 15-04-2010. 

(P.K.Verma)







      State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


26th   March, 2010


