STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Upkar Singh,

R/o H. No. 168, Bharat Nagar,

Near Bibiwala Chowk,

Bhatinda.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Chairman,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

The Mall, Patiala. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1338 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
No one is present on behalf of Complainant.



Rajinder Singh, APIO, in person


In the last order dated 31.10.07, it has been directed to the Respondent that the required information sought by the Complainant in his original application dated 29.05.07 have been delivered to him by ordinary post, but since there was no postal proof that the Complainant has received the information, therefore this should be sent by registered post.  Today none has appeared on behalf of the Complainant.  Mr. Rajinder Singh, APIO, the respondent states that the information sought by the Complainant regarding four points have been delivered to him by the registered post.  The points are mentioned below:- 

1.
Copy of Recognition letter of MHRD


2.
Copy of Gazette Notification, letter of AICTE


3.
AICTE letter of equivalent courses


4.
Copy of letter No. 8592 dated 17.08.07


The complainant has not appeared today and it seems that he is satisfied with the information sent to him by the PIO Punjab State Electricity Board, Head Office, Patiala, therefore, the case is hereby Disposed Of. 







-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

-STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Mrs. Jaswinder Kaur,

W/o Late Sh. Jagjit Singh,

R/o H. No. 923, Guru Nanak Colony,

Sector 10, Badala Road, Kharar.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Director  Planning,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

The Mall, Patiala. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1318 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant

Rajinder Singh, APIO in person.



In the last order dated 31.10.07, the notice sent by the Commission has not received by either of the parties, therefore the case was fixed for today i.e. 21.11.07. The respondent Rajinder Singh, APIO states that he has only received the notice by post yesterday in the evening and had no time either to study the case or to prepare information sought by the Complainant.  None has appeared on behalf of the Complainant but in her complaint dated 25.06.07 received in the Commission on 30.07.07 she has stated that no action has been taken on her application regarding inquiry report dated 30.11.05 conducted by Engineer Balwinder Singh in regard to the death of her late husband S. Jagjit Singh.  The original complaint dated 16.04.07 also states that she is also asked as to how many people were given appointment on compassionate grounds after 30.11.05 (i.e. Death of Sh. Jagjit Singh).  Action report is being asked for, against the persons who were found negligent and for causing the death of Mr. Jagjit Singh and whether any FIR U/s 304A was registered against the accused who were responsible for the death of Sh. Jagjit Singh, Lineman.   The complainant received a letter from PIO office, Patiala that the information sought by the complainant will be communicated from the office of Executive Engineer, Mohali, but the Executive Engineer did not supply any information till date, which has been communicated to the PIO.  The complainant in his original letter 25.06.07 to the Commission has also asked the PIO to be penalized for not providing the information in time as provided by the Act.  One further date of haring is being given to the complainant due to negligence of the Postal department for not delivering the letters in time and he is directed at the next date of hearing the information sought should be provided in the Commission and sent to the Complainant by the 10th of December, 2007.  It is also directed that this correspondence should be sent to the both the parties by Courier or Registered Post, so that, they receive the information well in time.  The respondent also states at the end of the hearing since he has not studied the case, there is possibility that the complainant might have not received the information sought, so, he has to check the details from the concerned office before the next date for hearing i.e. 10.12.07.  
-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Harjinder Singh Brar,

#1180, Sector -21, 

Panchkula.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Director Planning_III, P.S.E.B,

Patiala.

….Respondent

AC. NO. 239 of 2007

ORDER 

Present:- 
None on behalf of Complainant 

   
Mr. Rajinder Singh APIO, is person.




The applicant had written to the Commission on 1.08.07, which was received in the commission on 2.08.07, in which he has submitted that his application dated 16.01.07 has not been attended to.  The information sought by him asks for following documents:-


1.
Printed copy or photocopy  (duly authenticated) of PSEB Service of Engineer 

(Electrical) Regulations 1965, Reprint Edition 1971.

 
2.
Authenticated copy of PSEB O/o No. 148/Reg-25 dated 20.03.1972.

3.
Authenticated copy of PSEB o/o No. 268/Reg. 25-A dated 29.01.1976.


4.
Authenticated copy of O/o No. 521 BEG dated 11.12.1971  (cost to be 
deposited may please be intimated on mobile)



He has also submitted in his complaint dated 26.07.07, in which he states that the information sought by him in his original From-A is incomplete with respect to 3(a) and that is why he has submitted an appeal to the appellate authority on 26.07.07.  A reminder was sent on 7.07.07 to the CPIO for supply of information but the information of para 3(a) is still awaited.  The respondent states that he has only received a copy of order dated 31.10.07 when both the parties were not present and has not received letter of the Dy. Registrar dated 8.10.07 for hearing on 31.10.07 when the hearing has been postponed to 21.11.07.  Today none has appeared on behalf of complainant and respondent states that he is still in the dark about the proceedings of the case since the letter dated 8.10.07 from the Commission has been lost in the post and he has not received any paper alongwith it.  On making the enquiry, it seems that due to the internal transfer of the letter in the PSEB they are not receiving the required information, therefore, it has been directed to Mr. Rajinder Singh that he should take all the papers required from the Commission and check with the concerned office that information regarding Para 3(a) has been supplied to the Complainant In case it has not been supplied then it should be supplied forthwith and communicated to the Commission within one week.  The matter will be taken up at the next date of hearing i.e. on 10.12.07.









          












-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Harjinder Singh Brar,

#1180, Sector -21, 

Panchkula.

…..Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Director Planning-III, 

P.S.E.B, Patiala.

….Respondent

AC. NO. 240 of 2007

ORDER 

Present:- 
None on behalf of Complainant 

   
Mr. Rajinder Singh APIO, is person.




In the last order dated 31.10.07 that the notice which has been sent on 18.10.07 has not been received by either of the parties due to the postal delay, therefore, another notice was sent for the next date of hearing i.e. 21.11.07.  The complainant has submitted his complaint on dated 26.07.07 stating that he had submitted his application under RTI Act 2005 on 13.02.07.  In his original complaint he had submitted that the following information is required by him:-
1. Copy of  PSEB rules vide which the commutation of pension is not allowed on the provisional pension in my case. 

2. Copy of the decision of Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court (Full Bench) and the reasons for not implementing the decision of CWP No. 4970 of 1988.  In my case as per circular No. 33/2002 of PSEB.

3. If PSEB has ever allowed commutation in such like other cases if so then why not in my case as per Para (ii)


In his complaint to the Commission he also states that misleading reply was given by PSEB, Patiala vide letter dated 14.03.07.  An appeal was submitted to the appellate authority on 24.03.07 in which he has given the reasons for appeal, which are as under:-

1. There is no mention about commutation of provisional pension in the copy of rules supplied.

2. The information sought for is that if any such rules of PSEB are over and above, the decision of full bench of Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and why the same are not applicable in my case as per circular No 33/2002 of PSEB, but misleading reply has been given.

3. Correct information in Yes or No has not been supplied. 



Reminder was sent to the CPIO on 7.07.07, but no response has been received from the authorities. 



Today, the respondent states that he did not receive the letter dated 18.10.07 sent by the Commission alongwith necessary papers to appear in the Commission on 31.10.07.  This is the reason why he is unfamiliar with the case.  It also seems that because the PSEB Head Office is endorsing all the information, therefore it takes considerable time to reach the right department.  After haring the arguments regarding the delay, it is also pointed out to the APIO  Head Office that delay of such nature is harmful and hinders the department for giving the information in the specified time, therefore, foolproof  system should be maintained whether the correspondence received from the Commission should be expedited.  It is also pointed out to the respondent that the three points asked by the Complainant in the original complaint dated 13.02.07 pertains to information except in point No. 3 i.e. 

“If PSEB has ever allowed commutation in such like other cases if so then why not in my case as per Para (ii)”



Therefore he should supply the information in No. 3 sub section (i) and (ii) at the earliest and should give to the Commission on the next date of hearing and should be will prepared with all the documentation.  The next date of hearing is 10.12.07.
 







-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Pankaj Sharma, 

S/o Sh. Sarjiven Jit Sharma,

Pandit Ram Partap Street,

# 221, Chotta Chowk,

Sangrur.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Director Planning-III,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1307 of 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
Sh. Sarjivan Jit Sharma on behalf of Complainant.


Mr. Rajinder Singh, Asstt. Public Information Officer.



The complainant submitted vide his complaint dated 23.07.07 to the State Information Commission received in the Commission on 30.07.07 i.e. application dated 28.03.07 made to the PIO, O/o Recruitment Section, PSEB, Patiala has not been attended to.  In his complaint he has requested to the Director Planning-III to supply his merit in recruitment of 263 Nos. of posts of AE/OT Electrical and reserved seats under sports quota on 28.03.07.  He has asked for the result of AE(OT)-2006/PSEB with the test held on 21.01.07.  Information sought also requires the result of Roll No. 10011008, Pankaj Sharma Category Sportsman aptitude test No. and Technical Test No., Sports Gradation of other candidates who have cleared the test in the category of sportsman. A letter was written to the Director Planning-III, PIO by Dy. Secretary/Rectt., PSEB Patiala in which it was stated that test for the recruitment of 263 No. post of AE/OT Electrical for various discipline including civil discipline was conducted by NTPC authorities.  They have supplied the list of only successful candidates, which has already been sent to the above office vide memo No. 267 dated 20.04.07.  The respondent has not received the required correspondence in this case sent by the Commission on 18.10.07, but on today’s hearing the facts have been stated to him.  The complainant’s father Mr. Sarjivan Jit Sharma, has appeared without an authority letter, but promised to do so at the next date of hearing.  He states that he is not satisfied with the letter sent to him by the Dy. Secretary/Rectt. PSEB, Patiala written to the Director Planning-III, PSEB, Patiala.  He states that he requires answers to the queries in his original application dated 28.03.07 and requires written statement on the result of Pankaj Sharma, who appeared in the category of sportsman and also aptitude test, technical test and sports gradation of other candidates who have cleared the test.  It is stated that though examination was outsourced by PSEB to NTPC authorities, it is the duty of PSEB to procure the result and supply to the Complainant and the respondents also states that they have already written to the NTPC that there is no restriction to supply this information and reply is awaited, therefore, the information according to Mr. Rajinder Singh has to be provided from the decision of PSEB Board.  It is directed to the respondent that the copy of correspondence between PSEB and NTPC should be supplied to the Commission as well as the Complainant. It is also mentioned here that since the future of candidate is involved and the complainant’s father also states that student has with great difficulty studied on a scholarship, therefore, the matter should be expedited to the earliest and explanation of the matter should be given on the next date of hearing i.e. 7.01.07.  










-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Darshan Singh S/o Sh. Jang Singh

VPO Dhanuala, Channa Road,

Patti, Dillionan.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Sub Divisional Officer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Dhanuala. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1316 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
Darshan Singh, Complainant in person.



Darshan Singh, Revenue Accountant on behalf of Respondent



In the last order dated 31.10.07, Darshan Singh complainant has stated that all material provided by the respondent should be free of cost and Mr. Munish Jindal Asstt. Engineer has stated that he had brought all the three points to the Court and is providing it to the Complaint free of cost.  The complainant had stated that he has to study the papers and requested for further date of hearing which was fixed for 21.11.07. Today Mr. Darshan Singh who had asked for information regarding Gurmail Kaur W/o Gajjan Singh A/c Z343AP/5BHPT/W Connection and also sought information requiring the following three points:-


1.
The complete file in regard to the transfer to above said connection 
alongwith noting, receipts and other documents. 

2.
The detail in regard to place at which such connection was 
originally installed 
with copy of bills deposited and issued from 01.04.2006 to 
01.10.2006


3.
The name and designations of the officials and officers in charge of this 
transfer of connection



Darshan Singh, APIO states that all the information has been supplied to the Complainant and in reply to that Mr. Darshan Singh, complainant states that he is not satisfied with the record to the connection of Gurmail Kaur in the sketch given where the name of Gurmail Kaur is written as original owner instead of Sarvjit singh S/o Sh. Kartar Singh.  The respondent states that this is a mistake done at the time of drawing of the sketch and willing to give it in writing regarding the mistake which he has done so and copy of that letter states that in the sketch they were supposed to write the name of Surjit Singh but wrote the name of Gurmail Kaur by mistake.  The complainant is satisfied with the information and it has been explained to the complainant that RTI Act only provides information and for further inquiry he should go to the competent authority. As he is satisfied with the answers therefore, the case is Disposed Of.  



















-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Pawan Goyal,

145, Central Town,

Phagwara, Distt. Kapurthala.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Secretary,

Pb. State Electricity Board,

Model Town, Sub Division,

Phagwara.

….Respondent

CC. NO. 1295 of 2007

ORDER 

Present:- 
None on behalf of Complainant.

   
Mr. Naresh Kumar Behl, Revenue Accountant on behalf of respondent 


The complainant vide his complaint dated 24.07.07 to the State Information Commission received in the Commission on 26.07.07 had stated that application dated 8.03.07 made to the PIO O/o AEE/PSEB, Model Town Sub Division, Phagwara has not been attended to.  The information sought for in respect of Act. No.  GT-74/0098 installed at 145, Central Town Phagwara in the name of Chander Mohan.  He had asked for four points which are as under:-

1. Copy of letter from engineer-in-Chief (Opposite Party No. 2), addressed to Sr. Executive Engineer, Phagwara vide endst. No. 17799 dated 4.08.2006 regarding the case of account No. GT-74/0098 of complainant. 

2. Copy of letter of Engineer-in-Chief (Opposite No. 2) addressed to Sr. Executive Engineer vide letter No. 11091 directing them pertaining to record of complainant. 
3. Copy of the letter from Engineer-in-Chief addressed to Sr. Executive Engineer Phagwara vide letter No. 2239 dated 1.02.2006 pertaining to the record of the complainant. 
4. Documents/record sent by the opposite party No.3   to opposite party No. 2 while sending the case history of the case.


In the last order dated 31.10.07 no one had appeared in the court and it had been noted that certain parties whose cases fixed for today did not receive the notices of hearing, therefore, the hearing has been adjourned for 21.11.07.  Today Naresh Kumar Behl, Revenue Accountant states that even now they have not received the correspondence of 18th October 2007 and blames it on the confusion of address since there is another PSEB office in Model Town which is city’s Sub Division instead of Sub Division, Phagwara.  He has also brought a letter in which all the four points mentioned in the original application dated 8.03.07 have been answered and sent to the complainant Pawan Goyal.  Since the complainant has not appeared today, it seems that he is satisfied with the answers which have been delivered by the respondent, therefore, the case is hereby Disposed Of.   






















-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Balkar Singh,

196, Diamond Avenue,

Majitha Road, Amritsar.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Secy. to Punjab Govt.,

Education Department,

Chandigarh

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1326 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
None on behalf of the Complainant.


Sh. Satwant Singh, APIO and Vijay Kumar, Supdt. Grade-II (Designated) are present 



In the last order dated 5.11.07 it had been stated to the respondent that all the material collected by them regarding Avtar Singh, Sr. Lab Attendant who got his job on the basis of fake physically handicapped certificate.  The matter also pertains to an inquiry into the complaint made to Secretary, Punjab, Chandigarh on 3.10.06 regarding Avtar Singh on 5.11.07.  Respondent had brought information where he has stated that the complaint of       S. Balkar Singh against Avtar Singh has been sent to the Director Administration O/o Director Public Instructions (SE), Punjab for taking necessary action and also sent a report to the Government about the action which is still awaited and he also stated that further necessary action in the complaint is to be taken by the Director Administration O/o PIO, Public Instructions, Punjab who is a competent authority.  Earlier the respondent has not brought proof of the speed post, which had been dispatched regarding the information and had been directed to provide the information of the speed post alongwith action taken by the competent authority.  Today Sh. Satwant Singh, APIO and Mr. Vijay Kumar, Supdt. Grade-II (Designated) have appeared with copy of the speed post and copy of the information sent which also includes the decision of the Director Administration O/o PIO, Public Instructions, Punjab.  


Since the complainant has not appeared and there is enough postal proof that he has received all the information, therefore, the case is hereby Disposed Of.    
-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

S/o Late Sh. Jai Ram,

R/o H. No. 25, Ward No. 6

Ravi Das Nagar, Bhogpur,

District Jallandhar.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Bhogpur, Jallandhar. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1310 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
None on behalf of Complainant and Respondent. 


In the last order dated 31.10.07, it has been noted that Form-A has been submitted by Ms. Balwinder Kuar and complaint has been submitted by Sub Tarsem Lal (Retd) S/o Sh. (Late) Jai Ram who does not have any authorization from the Complainant.  This was an omission on the part of complainant and an apology had been rendered by Mr. Jagat Singh, who was appeared on behalf of Mr. Tarsem Lal.  He had stated that he will rectify the mistake and give authorization letter by Ms. Balwinder Kaur for Tarsem Lal.  Today none have appeared on behalf of Complainant and Respondent.  A letter has been sent by Balwinder Kuar in which she has stated that she is authorizing Jagat Singh, IPS (Retd.) Sr. Supdt. Post Offices to appear on her behalf before the Hon’ble Court and information given by Jagat Singh is to be treated as hers. There is another letter sent by Ms. Balwinder Kuar in which she has stated that she is to attend marriage of her elder sister, therefore, is not in a position to attend the Hon’ble Court on the given date.  Letter dated 14.11.07 has been received in the Commission on 21.11.07 from the Executive Engineer, which answers all the points asked in the original application.  Since there is no postal proof that information has been sent to the complainant, therefore, the respondent is directed to dispatch the information to Tarsem Lal by registered post and copy of registered letter should be sent to the Commission and the case will be disposed of on the next date of hearing if the complainant is satisfied.  The next date of haring is 12.12.07. 






















-Sd-        










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

SCO NO. 84-85, SECTOR 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Sh. Tarsem Lal,

S/o Late Sh. Jai Ram,

R/o H. No. 25, Ward No. 6

Ravi Das Nagar, Bhogpur,

District Jallandhar.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Executive Engineer,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Bhogpur, Jallandhar. 

….Respondent

C.C. NO. 1312 OF 2007

ORDER 

Present:-
None on behalf of Complainant and Respondent. 



On the last date of hearing i.e. 31.10.07 Mr. Jagat Singh present on behalf of complainant, was agreeable that the 17 points mentioned in the original application dated 13.06.07 pertains to opinion and third party information.  He was agreeable to this and representative of the department Mr.  Sarabjit Singh, Addl. Asstt. Engineer, PSEB had stated that he had prepared the answers to what he considered as the information sought in these 17 points.  The complainant had also requested that he be allowed to visit the office of XEN,  Jallandhar on 1.11.07 at 10:00 A.M. and if satisfied with the answers prepared, he should write to the Commission.  Today a letter has been received on behalf of the Sr. Executive Engineer which answers all the 17 points which covers :-

a. The tenure period of stay of each official working in the O/o XEN and SDO. 
b. It also covers information regarding retaining of S. Joga Singh in the present position as Asstt. Lineman.  


Others points like who is competent authority to transfer the Asstt. Lineman from one office to another and whether Chairman, PSEB is required to fill up the vacant post have also been covered in the 17 points written in the letter.. 


Today none has appeared either on behalf of complainant or the respondent.  The letter has arrived from the Complainant, Balwinder Kuar stating that date of hearing should be postponed as she is to attend the marriage of her elder sister and not in a position to attend the Hon’ble Court and going through the letter sent by the respondent it seems that there is no postal proof that the complainant has received the information.  Keeping these two points in view, the complainant is given a chance to appear either personally or write to the Commission if she is satisfied with the information which will be sent by registered post to the complainant by the concerned authorities.  If the complainant by the date submits a written explanation that she is satisfied then the case will be disposed of. The next date of hearing is 12.12.07 at 2:00 p.m.  
















Sd/- 










(Mrs. Ravi Singh)








         State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 21.11.2007

