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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. O.P. Gulati,

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

Chandigarh.



  


__________ Complainant   

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o.  Superintendent,

Education–II Branch, Mini Secretariat, Punjab, 

Sector 9, Chandigarh,




  __________ Respondent

CC No. 997 of 2008

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

ii)       Sh. Gurdip  Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent has made a written submission that the inquiry ordered by the Commission has been completed and the report has been submitted to the Principal Secretary, Education, for his approval. He has made a commitment that a copy of the report will be submitted to the Commission on the next date of hearing and has made a request that a short adjournment may be given.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 12-05-2011 for consideration of the inquiry report.


The respondent’s representative states that the amount of costs would also be given to the complainant on the next date of hearing.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Harnek Singh,

VPO Satipura, Ward No-2,

Tehsil & District Hanumangarh,

Rajasthan- 335512.






        Appellant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
AC No. 185 of 2011
Present:
i)   
Sh. Harnek Singh, appellant in  person..

ii)        Sh.  Malkiat Singh, Assistant Director-cum-PIO.
ORDER


Heard.


The respondent states that action on  the writ petition mentioned in the appellant‘s  application was taken by Education-III branch, but the application was sent to the Education-II branch by the Nodal Officer by mistake and it did not come to his notice before the hearing on 01-04-2011. He further states that nevertheless, efforts were made to locate the concerned file but it could not be located in Education-III branch or Education-II branch or in their old record room in Sector 34. A part copy of the instructions which were issued on 03-08-1989 for the implementation of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court has been brought by the respondent, who states that these instructions do not serve his purpose because they relate to the sanction of advance increments to the non-petitioners,  where he has applied for a copy of the instructions issued vide Govt. Endst. No. 20/84-Estt-II(I) dated 29-06-1989 vide which advance increments were sanctioned to the petitioners. The respondent states that an attempt will be made to locate a copy of these instructions from the field offices, and in case it becomes available, a copy will be submitted to the Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 05-05-2011 for further consideration and orders. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Manoj  Kumar,

S/o. Sh. Balbir Kumar,

C/o. Sh. Chainchal Singh,

Abadi G. T. Road, Gohawar,

P.O. Goraya,

Jalandhar- 144409.






        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 520  of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Manoj  Kumar,  complainant  in person.

ii)   Sh.  Mohan Singh, Senior Assistant, on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard

The information required by the complainant has not been given to him by the respondent as he  has claimed exemption from its disclosure under Section 8(1)(j) of the RTI Act,2005.  The complainant states that he requires  copies of the two  appointment letters, mentioned in his application, for the purpose of preparing a court case,  because he was eligible for appointment to that post and has not been considered. The appointment letters issued to the selected candidates are public documents and there is nothing confidential or personal about them.  The objection of the respondent is therefore overruled and he is directed to give the required information to the complainant in the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 05-05-2011 for confirmation of compliance.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Ms. Rajesh Kumari,

H No. 753, Sector 2,

Panchkula. (Haryana).





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. DPI (Secondary), Punjab, 

SCO No- 95-97, Sector 17-D,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 512 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Ms. Rajesh Kumari,   complainant in person.

ii)        Sh.  Shamsher Singh, Supdt., on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that there are two deficiencies in the information supplied to her:-

1 With reference to point no. 2, she has been given a copy of the Agenda  sent by the Government in 2007. However, she has applied for a copy of the notings, if any, that were made before 2007 concerning her promotion w.e.f.  September, 2005. 
2 The notings mentioned in point no. 5 of her application for the promotion of Sh. Shashi Garg have not been given.
The respondent is directed to remove the deficiencies mentioned above and to give the remaining information to the complainant in the Court on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to 10 AM  on 05-05-2011 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. H. B. Malhotra,

Kothi No- 569, Phase 2,

Mohali. 







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Financial Commissioner (Revenue),

Rehabilitation & Disaster Management Deptt.,

Punjab Civil Secretariat, Chandigarh. 


                     Respondent
CC No. 497 of  2011

Present:
i)      None on  behalf of the complainant.

ii)    Sh. Lakhbir Singh, Supdt. and Sh. Chhajju Singh, Sr. Assistant. on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 01-04-2011, the information mentioned therein has been given to the complainant by the  respondent  vide his letter dated 19-04-2011.


Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Harpreet Singh,

1131 Urban Estate-1,

Jalandhar.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Department of Home Affairs, 
Punjab Civil Secretariat, 

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 525 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Harpreet Singh, complainant in person. 
ii)        Smt. Rajwant Kaur, Suptt., on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


In compliance with the orders dated 01-04-2011, the PIO, O/o. DGP Punjab, has given the required information to the complainant but the complainant states that it is not complete. The complainant should point out the alleged deficiencies in the information provided to him by the PIOs. O/o. Principal Secretary, Home, Govt. of Punjab and DGP, Punjab, in writing, and give the same to the representatives of the PIOs  present in the Court today, who should bring their response to the Court, along with any other remaining information which is required to be given, at 10 AM on 05-05-2011. 
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg,

R/o. Near Garhwal Sabha,

Shiv Mandir Street, Nada Road, 

Dashmesh Nagar, Naya Gaon, 

District- Mohali- 160103.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Principal Chief Conservator Forest, 

Forests & Wild Life Preservation Department, 

Punjab, Sector 17, 

Chandigarh. 






                     Respondent
CC No.  517 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Parveen Kumar Garg, complainant in person. 
ii)        Sh. Sukhbir Singh, Forester , on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

Heard.


The complainant states that the orders dated 01-04-2011 have been complied with and the remaining information has been given to him by the respondent.


Disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

 (www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, Advocate,

8/237, Jagraon Road, 

Mandi Mullanpur, District-Ludhiana-141101.


        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Food & Supply Controller,

D- Zone, Municipal Corporation Building, 

Sarabha Nagar, Ludhiana-141001.


                     Respondent
CC No. 3671 of 2010
Present:
i)   
Sh. Rakesh Kumar Gupta, complainant in person.   

ii)        Sh. Rakesh Bhaskar, DFSC-cum-PIO. 
ORDER


Heard.

Finally, under threat of being penalized under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005, the PIO has considered it fit to make an appearance in the Court today, and atleast 50 pages of information has been given to the complainant in compliance with the orders dated 11-02-2011. The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 05-05-2011 to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him on the next date of hearing. The PIO, who is present in the Court has submitted his explanation for the delay which has occurred in this case.


In case there is any deficiency in the information, the complainant should inform the respondent about the same on his mobile no. 98557- 95111,  which the respondent should bring the remaining information, if any, to the Court on the next date of hearing. 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 05-05-2011 for further consideration and orders. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee,

House No- F-15/986, Gali No. 2,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Tunga Puli,

Majitha Road, - Amritsar.





        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director General ,

School Education, 

Sarv Shiksha Abhiyan Authority, Punjab,

SCO 104-106, Sector 34-A,

Chandigarh.






                     Respondent
CC No. 103 of 2011

Present:
i)   
Sh. Amit Kumar Rathee, complainant in person.

ii)        Sh. Rajesh Thukral, Clerk, on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


The complainant states that the information provided to him contains the following deficiencies :-


1) The bifurcation of marks allotted for each criteria in respect of all the IERTs (Inclusive Education Resource Teacher) in the merit list already provided to him has not been given.

2) The appointment orders of DSE (Distt. Special Educator) has not been given to him, but it will serve his purpose if the names of the 20 candidates appointed in 2008 are given to him.
The respondent is directed to check his record and to bring the remaining information, to the extent it is available, to the Court at 10 AM on 05-05-2011.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 05-05-2011 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Mohinder Singh,

305, New Joginder Nagar,

Jalandhar.







        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. District Education Officer, (Secondary),

Jalandhar.






                     Respondent
CC No. 389 of 2011

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

ii)       Sh. Hem Raj, Suptt.-cum-APIO on  behalf of the  respondent.
ORDER

In compliance with the orders dated 31-03-2011, the Principal, Government Senior Secondary School, Hazara has given a complete explanation of the questions raised in these orders, vide his note dated 27-04-2011, submitted to the Commission today by the DEO (Secondary Education), Jalandhar, which has been explained and read out to the complainant in the Court, but the complainant is still not satisfied. However, whatever record is available has been given to  the complainant, and no further action is therefore  required to be  taken in this case. 

Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. N. D. Sharma, Advocate,

# Room No. 500, 5th Floor, 

Lawyers Chamber Complex, 

District Courts, Ludhiana.




________Appellant

Vs.

Public Information Officers, 

i)O/o. Chief Administrator,

PUDA, PUDA Bhawan,

Phase 8, Mohali.

ii) O/o. Distt Town and Country Planning Department,

Hoshiarpur.






__________ Respondents

AC No.  943 of 2010
Present:        i) 
Sh. Baljeet Singh on behalf of the appellant.
                     ii)     
Ms. Harpal Kaur, ADO, Mohali , Sh. Ravinder Singh, Divisional Town Planner & Sh. Chet Ram, ADO, Puda, on behalf of the respondents.
ORDER


Heard.



The appellant states that he did not receive the letter dated 16-02-2011 of the Divisional Town Planner, Hoshiarpur and a copy of the same  has therefore been made out and given to the appellant in the Court today.  In this case, despite the fact that the application of the appellant involves more than one public authority, each of the public authorities involved, namely, PWD, Town Planning, PUDA and Jalandhar Development Authority, has given to the complainant a response to his application, in which it has been stated that some particular information is not available, or the available information has been supplied. The appellant is still not satisfied but is unable to tell the Court the precise reason for his dissatisfaction. 
In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.   
(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Dalip  Singh  Pandhi,





Room No. 26, 3rd Floor, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






 
        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director, 

Rural Development & Panchayats, 

Vikas Bhawan, Sector 62, 

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.

 


                     Respondent

CC No. 600 of 2011

Present:
i) 
Sh. Dalip Singh Pandhi, complainant in person. 

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case relates to the whole of the State of Punjab and the PIO of the Head office is not expected to collect the same from the different PIOs, nor is he required to transfer the application to the multiple PIOs under Section 6 of the RTI Act, 2005 as laid down by the Government of India in the guidelines circulated vide no. 1/4/2009-IR dated 05-10-2009. For the above reasons, the complainant’s application is not valid under the RTI Act and this case is accordingly disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Dalip  Singh  Pandhi,






Room No. 26, 3rd Floor, 

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.






 
        Complainant

Versus

Public Information Officer,

O/o. Director, 

Rural Development & Panchayats, 

Vikas Bhawan, Sector 62, 

S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali.


 


                     Respondent

CC No. 601 of 2011
Present:
i) 
Sh. Dalip Singh Pandhi, complainant in person. 

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant has clarified that the information required by him consists of copies of all orders issued by the Directorate of Rural Development & Panchayats, sanctioning discretionary grants given by the Ministers and Chief Parliament Secretaries for any purpose in Amloh Assembly Constituency during the period 2002-07.

A copy of the application of the complainant dated 01-10-2010 is sent to the PIO, O/o. Director, Rural Development & Panchayats, Vikas Bhawan, Sector 62, S.A.S. Nagar, Mohali, with the direction that the information required by the complainant, to the extent that it is readily available, should be sent to him within the prescribed period of 30 days from the date of receipt of these orders. 


The complainant states that his application for information was made on 01-10-2010, but he has not received any response to the same. The respondent is directed to submit  his explanation for the delay which has been caused in this case. 


Adjourned to 10 AM on 13-06-2011 for confirmation of compliance and further consideration. 

(P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner









   Punjab


28th  April, 2011

Encl………….
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 32-33-34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Sh. Piara Singh,

S/o. Sh. Bhagat Singh,

Village Dahmunda, 

District Jalandhar.





        Complainant

Versus

Sh. Rajinder Singh Batra, 
Public Information Officer-cum-, 

District Development & Panchayat Officer,

Jalandhar.


 


                     Respondent

CC No. 129 of 2011
Present:
i)     Sh. Piara Singh, complainant in person. 

ii)    Sh. Rajinder Singh Batra, DDPO-cum-PIO. 
ORDER


Heard.

The respondent is not present nor has any official appeared on his behalf and this is  therefore a fit case for the imposition of a penalty under Section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005. Before the orders imposing the penalty on the respondent could be issued, however, the respondent has appeared before the Commission and has made the following submissions in respect of this case:-

1)
He stated that the delay in giving the required information to the complainant has occurred because his application was sent to the BDPO, Adampur, for necessary action, and correspondence in this regard was conducted by the officials in his office, in routine, without its coming to his personal knowledge. 

2)
The orders of the Commission dated 10-03-2011 was received by him and he had marked the same to the dealing clerk for putting the same up to him, but the concerned clerk, Ms. Rajni Bala, kept the orders with her and did not do
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CC No. 129 of 2011
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the needful, because of which her explanation has been called and a copy of the same has been sent to the Director, Rural Developments & Panchayat, Punjab, and further action would be taken in this regard on the receipt of her reply.

3)
The respondent has been able to show to the Court that the formal notice issued under Section 20 of the RTI Act dated 31-03-2011 was dispatched by the Department of Posts on 05-05-2011 and received by him on 09-05-2011. Therefore, the hearing on 28-04-2011 was not in his knowledge. 

4)
The information required by the complainant has now been given to him and the complainant has given a written statement, which has been submitted to the Court, that he is satisfied with the information which he has received, that he has no grievance left against the respondent, and that his complaint may be filed. 

5)
The complainant states that he very much regrets the delay which has been caused in this case and has given an assurance that no delay will be caused in giving a response to RTI applications received in his office, in future. 



In view of the submissions made by the respondent and the statement given by the complainant, the notice issued to the respondent vide orders dated 31-03-2011 is hereby dropped and this case is disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)






               State Information Commissioner,   
28th April , 2011                                                           Punjab
