STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Ms. Rachana Devi,

# 30-G, Gobind Nagar,

Near Model Town,

Patiala.
…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o DPI (S),

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

Chandigarh.
….Respondent

CC NO. 1352 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Mr. Shashi Gagg, Clerk on behalf of Respondent.



In the last order dated 5.11.07 Mr. Shashi Gagg had appeared without any authority letter and stated that the information sought by Rachana Devi does not concern with the PIO of DPI office but with the Secretary Education.  Since the respondent was not familiar with section 6(3) of the Act, the section was read out to him and he was informed that it is now the duty of the PIO (DPI) to give the information asked by Rachana Devi in her original complaint dated 30.04.07.  Today Mr. Shashi Gagg has appeared with a letter dated 28.11.07, where it is mentioned that a public notice was issued on 9th September 2007 that cadre-wise, freedom fighter quota for appointment of Head Mistress were again called for.  Then on 13.11.07 Rachana Devi was called for scrutiny of the post of Head Mistress, result of which is awaited. This information which is brought by the respondent dated 28.11.07 has not been sent to the complainant and it is directed that this should be urgently sent by registered post to the complainant.  It is also noted that in the last order dated 5.11.07 a show cause notice was given to the PIO for the delay of information asking for an explanation by him and directions were given that PIO should appear in person and explain as to why the respondent who is not of the rank of APIO should appear before the court.  It seems that the PIO does not seem to take seriously the directions of the Commission or respect the RTI Act -2005, therefore, if the PIO on the next date of hearing does not appear in person and explain the reasons for these lapses then there is no reason why action should not be taken against him by imposing penalty of Rs. 250/- each day and this amount of penalty according to section 20(1) of RTI Act-2005 should not exceed to           Rs. 25,000/-.  Next date of haring is 17.12.2007.









Sd/-
  








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Smt. Charanjit Kaur,
S/o S. Major Singh Sandhu,

# 1043, Opp. Bust Stand,

Malout Raod, Muktsar.
…..Appellant 
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o DPI (Sec. Schools),

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

Chandigarh.
….Respondent

AC NO. 236 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Mr. Shashi Gagg, Clerk on behalf of Respondent.



In the last order dated 5.11.07 Mr. Shashi Gagg had stated that they were willing to supply the information but required the fee which has been earlier deposited in the Treasury of the Government Department. He had requested that it was difficult to withdraw this amount and if the appellant is willing to give the payment in cash, then they can supply him the required information.  It was directed that if the information sought can be obtained by sorting out the matter of the fees with the respondent then the appellant should inform the Commission within one week that matter had been sorted out.  But today none has appeared on behalf of the Appellant nor any intimation has been sent to the Commission, therefore, it seems that the appellant is not serious in obtaining information which have been collected in the DPI office.  Further the Respondent has been informed that when the stipulated period of 30 days is over, therefore, as per the section 7(6) of the RTI Act -2005, it is the duty of the department to supply the information free of cost.  Mr. Shashi Gagg is agreeable to do this provided that the appellant comes to the office and takes Xerox copies of 125 pages, which they have collected as information.  Seeing, there is no response from the appellant and the respondent has the necessary information sought, therefore, it is considered that the case is disposed of.  









  Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Pawan Kumar Kaushal,

W-8/41, Mohalla Gobind Pura,

Doraha, Distt. Ludhiana-141421
…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o DPI (S),

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

Chandigarh.
….Respondent

CC NO. 1367 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant.



Mr. Subhash Chhabra, on behalf of Respondent.



Mr. Pawan Kumar Kaushal in his complaint dated 3.08.07 to the State Information Commission received in the Commission on 7.08.07 has stated that he has not received the information he has asked for in his original application dated 26.02.07.  His original complaint deals with his GPF deduction till the date of his retirement dated 28.02.02. Today Mr. Subhash Chhabra who does not have the rank of PIO or APIO states that the same case with the same complaint has already been heard in the court of Hon’ble Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj, SIC, Punjab in case No. CC-569/2007.  The case on 31.10.07 has been dismissed in that court and this is repetition of the same case.  According to the respondent the complainant is satisfied with the previous order, therefore, the case is hereby dismissed.  










Sd/-
  








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Dr. S.K. Sood,

A-28, National Apartments,

Sector 3, Plot No. 4,

Dwaraka, New Delhi
…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Principal,

S.L. Bawa D.A.V. College (Boys)

Batala.
….Respondent

CC NO. 1455 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Dr. S.K. Sood Complainant in person.



Mr. Sunil Joshi, Jr. Asstt. on behalf of Respondent.



The Complainant had applied to the PIO Principal, S.L. Bawa D.A.V. College (Boys) Batala on 11.05.07.  On receiving no response the complainant vide his complaint dated 14.08.07 to the State Information Commission which was received in the commission on 20.08.07 had stated that four months have passed and he had not received any information from the respondent.  In the last order dated 12.11.07 it was directed that all the five points asked by the complainant in the original application should be attended to and details of these queries were mentioned.  Not only that show cause notice was given to the PIO to state as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty U/s 20(1) of RTI Act-2005.  The PIO was given an opportunity thereto for personal hearing before imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing.  Today PIO has sent written reply dated 28.11.07 received in the commission on 28.11.07 stating that original application dated 11.05.07 has not been received in his office from  Mr. S.K. Sood till date. It also mentions that he even has not received any correspondence from the O/o the Commission except the orders dated 12.11.07.  The letter dated 28.11.07 covers points which have been raised by Mr. S.K. Sood in some other queries put to the college authorities.  The letter has been received in the Commission just before the hearing and the complainant was not aware of the letter, therefore, it is being shown to him and he states that all the points written in this letter are not part of the complaint sent to the Commission.  The respondent has appeared with an authority letter with no knowledge of the act and has repeatedly argued that he did not receive the correspondence of the complainant Sh. S.K. Sood (proof of postal registry is attached with this letter) and claims that he has not received the letter sent by the Commission dated 2nd November 2007 (which has been sent under Certificate of Posting in case No. 1455/2007), with the payment of Rs. 5/-.   This is a serious matter which respondent has stated that inspite of postal proof being shown has denied no knowledge of the letter which have been dispatched by the complainant and the Commission.  On getting the copy of notice sent on 2nd November 2007 for hearing on 12.11.07, the respondent states that by mistake address written on the letter was Patiala instead of Batala, therefore, this is the reason why he did not receive the letter.  He has assured that he will supply the information asked by the complainant in his original complaint dated 11.05.07 within 20 days, which will be intimated to the Commission by the 15th of December 2007.  The complainant had also submitted an application where he has stated that a penalty as per provision of section 20(1) of the RTI Act 2005 should be levied on the PIO and also he should be compensated as far as possible. At the next date of hearing i.e. 17.12.07 the above issue requested by the complainant will be decided on the merit of the case after receiving the information.    









Sd/-
  








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Dr. Jaspal Singh,

# 13, Rana Mill,

Old Sandhu Avenue,

Chheharta Amritsar.
…..Appellant
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Distt. Education Officer (SE),

Amritsar.
….Respondent

AC NO. 232 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
Dr. Jaspal Singh, Appellant in person.



Mr. Harjit Singh, PIO, Respondent in person.



Mr. Satpal Singh, Sr. Asstt. who was present at the last date of hearing i.e. 5.11.07 had stated that the department was willing to give all the information pertaining to the original application dated 29.05.07 and the period of one month should be granted to him.  It was pointed out to Mr. Satpal Singh only written file noting should be supplied to the complainant these are in point numbers 2 and 3, which were mentioned in the order.  The PIO was also directed that only the PIO or a person not below the rank of APIO level should appear on the next date of hearing, which was fixed for today.  Mr. Harjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. states that he is the PIO in the DEO office and has brought a letter dated 23.11.07 which covers three points.  This is not acceptable to the complainant who says that it does not cover the two points mentioned in the order


Respondent had earlier during the course of hearing stated that he would answer these two points immediately and time was given to them but it seems that he needs some more time to examine further record to give this reply, therefore, he has asked for time and agrees that one week is enough for him.  Therefore, within one week he should supply the information to the complainant and the Commission.  It is also pointed out at this stage that person has to be a senior official to be a PIO and it has been pointed out to him that he should bring the letter of designation of PIO which has been intimated to him.  The next date of hearing is 10.12.07.    









Sd/-  








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Sh. Awtar Singh Wadhawan,

# 415/9,  Mohalla Punj Piploan,

Bahadurpur, Hoshiarpur.
…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Director Planning,

Punjab State Electricity Board.
….Respondent

CC NO. 1351 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant and Respondent.



In the last order dated 12.11.2007 Rajinder Singh, Law Officer, APIO had appeared and stated that information to the original application dated 21.05.07 have been supplied to the complainant Awtar Singh by ordinary post.  The information was mentioned in the order in detail which covered six points of the original letter and it was directed to the respondent that the information should be sent by registered post.  It was also intimated that at the next date of hearing if the complainant does not appear before the court then the case will be disposed of.  Today none has appeared and it is assumed that intimation has been sent by registered post and complainant is satisfied, therefore, the case is disposed of.   










Sd/-
  








           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Ms. The President,

Consumer &  Human Rights,

Forum(Regd)Civil Lines

Fazilka.

…..Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o The Secretary,

PS.E.B., The Mall, Patiala.

….Respondent

CC NO. 1427 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant and Respondent .



In the order dated 12-11-07 it had been stated that the letter sent by the commission dated 2-11-2007 had not been received by the complainant or the respondent therefore the case had been adjourned to the next date 1.e. 28-11-07. The complainant had submitted its request dated 25-04-07 along with requisite fee for providing information, opinions and record to the Secretary, Punjab State Electricity Board, The Mall, Patiala who forwarded it to the Respondent. That thereafter the Respondent informed the appellant vide letter no.4692 dated 21-05-07 for sending Postal orders in favour of A.O.\Cash, PSEB, the Mall, Patiala. Whereas the complainant sent the sanme as desired by the Respondent on 28-05-07but failed to receive any response from the Respondent.

              
 In his original letter dated 25-04-07 the complainant has sought information on list of registered recognized unions an un-registered recognized Unions with the PSEB .It also enquires about providing instructions of PSEB which empowers its officers to give weightage to those officials who are members of un –registered union, empowers its officers to give meetings to recognized unions after specific intervals –instructions of PSEB regarding specific facilities to different type of leaders of Recognized Unions with PSEB.

     
     
Point No.5 covers the instructions of PSEB which empowers its officers to give specific facilities to the leaders of the un-recognized Unions as like the Recognized unions.

  

Today none have appeared in the Commission –the absence of representative of PSEB shows the disrespect shown to the orders of the commission and is against the spirit of the RTI ACT 2005.The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information as per application dated 25-04-07 of the applicant immediately and without any further delay and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the receipt of the information by the applicant as well as a copy of the information supplied for record of the court. I am also of the view that the PIO has without any reasonable cause not furnished any information within the specified time in Sub Section 1 of Section 7 and not attended the court hearing despite the direction of the Commission.

  

The commission hereby issues notice to the PIO to show cause through a written reply to why Acton should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of Rs.250/- a day till the information is furnished. The total amount of such penalty shall not exceed to Rs.25,000/- as per the provision of Section20(1) of the RTI ACT,2005.



In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u\s 20(1) proviso thereto for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing. He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte The next date of hearings is 24th  December 2007 at 2:00 pm




  
Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Ms. Harjit Kaur,

# B-XVIII/137, 

Jatt Pura Nawin Abadi

Kapurthala.
…..Appellant 
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Chief Engineer,

Distribution, West Zone PSEB,

Bathinda.
….Respondent

AC NO. 253 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant and respondent.



Harjit Kaur submitted vide her complaint dated 4.8.07 to the State Information Commission received in the commission on 10.08.07 that her application dated 19.03.07 has not been attended to.  Nature and subject matter of the information required is regarding electrical connection released to booth no.168 app. Gurdwara Near Grain Market Bhatinda Account no. 102-4/0652A in the name of unlawful consumer Sh. Chamkaur Singh.  In the original complaint Harjit Kaur has asked for information para wise which covers 11 points.  All the questions are co-related to the unlawful consumer Sh. Chamkaur Singh son of Sh. Jeet Singh, the indemnity bond to be given for this electric connection, releasing of electric connection to business premises when Sh. Chamkaur Singh applied for domestic electric connection etc. 

A reply was sent on 12.04.07 by Executive Engineer, Bhatinda where answers were given para wise which covered the issue of indemnity bond (indemnity bond not needed) address of the unlawful consumer Chamkaur Singh (is no concern of the deptt., Explanation of the commercial connection is also given.  The letter dated covers all the 11 points in the original letter The complainant appealed on 13.06.07 along with Annexure A   whereas  she states that she is not satisfied with the letter dated 12.4.2007 and states that name of the consumer was not written on the electric bill which is not possible since all bills are issued with the name of the consumer according to PSEB rules.  Today a letter has been sent by the executive engineer asking for an adjournment for the date of hearing since he is busy with divisional level Dispute Settlement Committee Meeting. Covering letter also has attached letters written by the department to Harjit Kaur on 28.5.07, 25.05.07, 12.04.07, 10.2.07, 4.07.07 regarding the connection of unlawful consumer S. Chamkaur Singh.  Another letter has been received by the commission from Harjit Kaur stating that she has not received hearing notices in respect of the appeals filed by her on 11.8.07 and 4.8.07.  Therefore fresh notice along with the order is sent to the complainant and respondent by registered post so that both can be present at the next date of hearing i.e. 24.12.07 at 2:00 p.m.
 
Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Ms. Harjit Kaur,

# B-XVIII/137, 

Jatt Pura Nawin Abadi

Kapurthala.
…..Appellant 
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Chief Engineer,

Distribution, West Zone PSEB,

Bathinda.
….Respondent

AC NO. 254 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of Complainant and respondent.



Harjit Kaur submitted vide her complaint dated 4.8.07 to the State Information Commission received in the commission on 13.08.07 that her application dated 19.03.07 has not been attended to.  Nature and subject matter of the information required is regarding electrical connection released to booth no.168 app. Gurdwara Near Grain Market Bhatinda Account no. 102-4/0652A in the name of unlawful consumer Sh. Chamkaur Singh.  In the original complaint Harjit Kaur has asked for information para wise which covers 11 points.  All the questions are co-related to the unlawful consumer Sh. Chamkaur Singh son of Sh. Jeet Singh, the indemnity bond to be given for this electric connection, releasing of electric connection to business premises when Sh. Chamkaur Singh applied for domestic electric connection etc.  The original complaint of Harjit Kaur case no. AC 254/07 is exactly the same as AC 253/07. 

A reply was sent on 12.04.07 by Executive Engineer, Bhatinda where answers were given para wise which covered the issue of indemnity bond (indemnity bond not needed) address of the unlawful consumer Chamkaur Singh (not concern of the deptt)., Explanation of the commercial connection is also given.  The letter dated covers all the 11 points in the original letter The complainant appealed on 11.06.07 along with Annexure A    whereas  she states that she is not satisfied  with letter dated 12.04.07 which mentions the submission of indemnity bond. It also deals in Chamkaur Singh’s electric connection as a landlord or occupier.      Today a letter has been sent by the executive engineer asking for an adjournment for the date of hearing since he is busy with divisional level Dispute Settlement Committee Meeting.  Covering letter also has attached letters written by the department to Harjit Kaur on 28.5.07, 25.05.07, 12.04.07, 10.2.07, 4.07.07 regarding the connection of unlawful consumer S. Chamkaur Singh.  Another letter has been received by the commission from Harjit Kaur stating that she has not received hearing notices in respect of the appeals filed by her on 11.8.07 and 4.8.07.  Therefore fresh notice along with the order is sent to the complainant and respondent by registered post so that both can be present at the next date of hearing is 24.12.07 at 2 p.m. It is also mentioned here that the original complaint of case no. AC253/07 and AC254/07 are to an extent similar therefore at the next date of hearing after hearing arguments from both the parties they can be clubbed together. 

  
Sd/-







           (Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB.

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

Dr. Bal Krishan Singal,

S/o Lt. Dr. Hukam Chand,

Ludhiana
…..Complainant
Vs.

Public Information Office,

O/o Chairman,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.
….Respondent

CC NO. 1432 of 2007

ORDER 

Present: -
None on behalf of the Complainant and Respondent.



In the last order dated 12.11.2007 it was stated that  the complainant  in his complaint dated 14.08.07 received in the commission on 17.08.07 in which he had stated that in his original application dated 17.11.2006 to the Chairman, PSEB, Patiala for information had not attended to. Since neither the complainant nor the respondent had received the letter sent by the commission on 2.11.07 the case was adjourned for 28.11.07.  The complainant had asked for information under Section 6 of RTI Act, 2005 regarding details and justification of contents of memo No. 1243 dated 17.11.2006 from the Assistant Engineer, PSEB, Division No. City-I, Malerkotla regarding balance amount of Rs.43,173/- of City-II A/c No. LB68/141. 20 points are listed for information which is related to the amount Rs.43,173/-  which was transferred / credited to A/c No. AD74/0097 of Dr. Hukam Chand resident of Arorian Mohalla, Sub Division City – I, Malerkotla. It also asked for rules under which A/c No. AD74/0097 was disconnected in March,2007 for non payment of pending amount of Rs.43,173/- or any other amount in the last 10 years. Rest of the points cover disconnection of meters of different account related to Dr. Hukam Chand and Dr. Bal Krishan Singal.  The concerned public authority refused to provide the information vide office Memo no. 3917/AP-356 dated 26.4.2007 (Annexure ‘B’) on the grounds that Postal order is not acceptable due to its being in favour of Public Information Officer instead of the Accounts Officer and returned the same. The Public authority intentionally denied the information on frivolous ground.



In addition, on 9.4.2007, the complete application along with a Postal Order worth Rs.50/- was given by hand to the Executive Engineer, PSEB at Malerkotla in his office who refused to give receipt of application and also returned the Postal order.  He has also not provided the information till date.



Today none have appeared in the Commission –the absence of representative of PSEB shows the disrespect shown to the orders of the commission and is also against the spirit of the RTI ACT 2005.The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information as per application dated 17.11.2006 of the applicant immediately and withouit any further delay and to file compliance report in the Commission on the next date of hearing, along with a copy of the receipt of the information by the applicant as well as a copy of the information supplied for record of the court. I am also of the view that the PIO has without any reasonable cause not furnished any information within the specified time in Sub Section 1 of Section 7 and not attended the court hearing despite the direction of the Commission.


  
The commission hereby issues notice to the PIO to show cause through a written reply as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of Rs.250 a day till the information is  furnished. The total amount of such penalty shall not exceed to Rs.25,000 as per the provision of Section20(1) of the RTI ACT,2005.



Addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u\s 20(1) provision there for a personal hearing before the imposition of such  penalty on the next date of hearing. He may note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of a personal hearing on the date fixed it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte The next date of hearings is 24th December 2007 at 2 pm.

Sd/-
           






(Mrs. Ravi Singh)







        State Information Commissioner.

Chandigarh

Dated 28.11.2007

