STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Banta Singh 

S/o Sh. Kehar Singh



_______________Appellant

Vs.

Punjab State Electricity Board.

_______________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. AC-44-2006

Present:
1.None of behalf of complainant.



2. Sh. Rohit Gupta, Advocate on behalf of respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

 
Counsel for the respondent has argue that the appeal of the complainant dated 8-5-2005 has, according to instructions he has received from the concerned authority i.e. Senior Xen, Punjab State Electricity Board, Fazilka, neither be received not diariased  in the office of  the first appellate authority. Therefore, the second appeal before the commission is time bound.   

 
I have considered the contention of learned counsel. Since the complainant has claimed that he did make the appeal dated 8-5-2006, I direct the appellate authority in the Punjab State Electricity Board to consider and dispose of the appeal on merits within 30 days of this order.


No further order is required to be pass in this case at the present juncture, which stands disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Chander Mohan Grover,

#560-FF, Phase-2,

Mohali.





__________________Appellant







Vs.
Public Information Officer-cum-

Punjab Mandi Board,

Chandigarh.





_________________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. AC-45-2006

Present:
1.None of behalf of the complainant.



2.Sh. Chander Shekhar, APIO, Punjab Mandi Board.

ORDER

 

Sh. Chander Shekhar, APIO, Punjab Mandi Board informed the Court that the information required by the complainant has been given to him under receipt. A copy of the same was also given by him to the Court.

 

The complainant is not present. Apparently he is satisfied.

 

This case accordingly stands disposed of. 

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Santokh Singh 








_________________ Complainant

Vs.

Revenue Officer, Amritsar.



________________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-48-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Santokh Singh, complainant, in person.



2. None of behalf of Respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

 
The complainant states that he requires a copy of letter no  2869 dated 24.10.2004 issued by the FCR to the Vigilance department on the subject of irregularities committed by senior revenue officers of TaranTaran sub division pertaining to village Totiyan, Tehsil: TaranTaran (earlier Khadur Sahib) and a copy of which was endorsed to the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.

 
The Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar in his letter dated 2.6.2006 has stated that the “letter/document mentioned at S.No. 4 is not really by available in this office”. The letter/document being referred to is not clear. However it can be presumed it refers to the letter which is the subject matter of the complainant’s grievance.


I therefore order that since the Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar has expressed his inability to give a copy of this letter to the complainant on the account of its unavailability, the PIO, O/o FCR should send an attested copy of letter no. 2869 dated 24.10.2004, mentioned above to the complainant through  registered cover at the following address:-



Sh. Santokh Singh



S/o Sh. Dharam Singh,



Vill. Chowdry Wala,



P.O. Naushehra Pannuan,



Distt. Taran Taran.

Case is adjourned to 31.8.2006 for confirmation of compliance. The PIO ,O/o FCR or his representative will appear in this Court at 10 AM on that date.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Smt. Kamaljit Kaur 




_____________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer cum-

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





_____________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-106-2006

Present:
1. None of behalf of complainant.

2. H.C. Santosh Kumar No. 1066 O/o SSP, Ludhiana, on behalf of          respondent. 

ORDER


Heard.


Head Constable Santosh Kumar has handed over a letter dated 3-8-2006, addressed by the complainant to the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, stating that the information available in the O/o Senior Superintendent, Ludhiana has been received by her. Copies of the information received by her have also been seen.  

 
In view of the above, this case stands disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subash Kundra (Katty)



________________Appellant

Vs.

Senior Superintendent of Police,

Ludhiana.





________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-144-2006
Present:
1.None of behalf of  complainant.



2.H.C. Santosh Kumar No. 1066 O/o SSP, Ludhiana, for the respondent.

ORDER



H.C. Santosh Kumar had made a commitment that the information required by Sh. Subash Katty will be given to him within 15 days.

 

Adjourned to 31-8-2006 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh.Ashok Kumar 




______________ Complainant
Vs.
Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana
______________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-169-2006

Present:
1.Sh. Ashok kumar, complainant, in person.



2.Sh. Narinder Pal Singh,  APIO, PAU, Ludhiana, for the respondent.

ORDER


In compliance with the order of this Court passed on 19-7-2006, the APIO, PAU, has produced the necessary certificate issued by the EE(Civil) of the PAU stating that the documents/ letters demanded by Sh. Ashok Kumar in his letter dated 6.4.2006 at serial nos. 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,13,14,15,16 and 18 are not available in his office. A copy of the certificate was handed over to the complainant. However the APIO again made the offer that the complainant is at liberty to himself examine the entire records and to take copies of any records wanted by him.

 
No further action is required in this case, which stands disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Darshan Singh

S/o Sh. Nirmal Singh,

VPO Sani Pur,

P.S. Sirhind,

Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib




__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Deputy Commissioner, 

Fatehgarh Sahib 




___________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-170-2006

Present:
1. Darshan Singh, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. P.S. Kailey, Assistance Commissioner, Grievances cum- PIO, O/o Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib.

ORDER


Heard.

 

The complainant has a grievance regarding some family property and apparently, when the Deputy Commissioner, Fatehgarh Sahib, visited his village, he told the complainant that he will get his grievance inquired into.. The complainant is asking for a copy of the inquiry report. However the APIO has informed the Court the no such inquiry has been conducted and the question therefore of giving its report to the complainant does not arise.

 

No further action therefore possible in this case, which stands disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

SCO NO. 84-85, Sector 17-C , CHANDIGARH.
Sh.Gurpal Singh 




_______________ Complainant

Vs.

Distt. Education Officer, Gurdaspur.

_______________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-183-2006

Present:
1. None of behalf of complainant.

2. Principal, Govt. Sr. Sec. High School, Persola, Distt. Gurdaspur, for the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has submitted in writing that the information required by Sh. Gurpal Singh has been given to him under receipt. The complainant is not present, which also confirms that he is satisfied.

 

This complaint accordingly stands disposed of.










(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Y.C. Bali 
B-15,356/11,

New Arya Nagar,

Hoshiarpur- 146001.




________________ Complainant

Vs.
Public Information Officer,

O/o D.A.V. College of Education, 

Hoshiarpur.





________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-186-2006

Present:
1. Mr. Y.C. Bali, complainant in person.

2.Sh. R.K. Bhalla on behalf of PIO, DAV College of Education,  Hoshiarpur.

ORDER



Mr. R,K. Bhalla has explained that he was unable to implement the orders of this court passed on July 5, 2006 because it was discovered later that the order dated December 21, 1994, a copy of which is required to be given to the complainant, is not available in the college. He therefore could not fulfill his commitment made on July 5, 2006 that a copy would be given within two days. Instead, the Principal of the college addressed  letters to the Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, Jallandhar on 17-7-2006 to provide a copy of the concerned letter, and to the Punjab State Information Commission on 18-7-006, giving intimation of the action taken.



The conduct of the PIO in this case leaves much to be desired. Although  the request for the information was first made by Sh. Y.C. Bali on 7-2-2006, it is on 17-7-2006,i.e:- after a lapse of more than five months, that it was discovered that one of the documents is not available and its copy has to be obtained from the Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, Jallandhar. This, despite the intervention of the Commission and the notices sent by it. Further, despite the clear commitment given by the representative of the PIO on 5-7-2006, it took 12 days for the college to write to the Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, Jallandhar and intimation was sent to the Commission on 18-7-2006, knowing fully well that the next date of hearing is 19-7-2006 and the letter has no chance of coming to the notice of this Court before the hearing is over. The PIO also  did not consider it proper to attend the Court personally or through his representative on 19-7-2006 to explain the position.

 

However, one last opportunity is given to the PIO to obtain a copy of required document from the Assistant Provident Fund Commissioner, Jallandhar either personally or through his representative, and to give it to the complainant, by Tuesday the 8th Aug 2006 positively and to send a  written compliance to this Court immediately thereafter.

 
If this order is complied with, this court would consider taking a lenient view, otherwise there would remain no option but to penalize the PIO u/s 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.

 
Adjourned to 31-8-2006 for conformation of compliance and final orders. 

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Capt. V.K. Sehgal  

R/o H.No. 3075, Sec-38-D,

Chandigarh.





________________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab, 

Chandigarh.





________________Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-195-2006

Present:
1. Capt. V.K. Sehgal, complainant, in person.



2. Wg. Cdr. H.S. Kang, PIO for the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The present case has been tagged with CC-168-2006 in which also Capt. Sehgal is the complainant and was being heard by the Division bench consisting of the CIC and Sh. Surinder Singh, State Information Commissioner, and has been transferred  to this bench vide its orders dated 24.7.2006.

 
This order, accordingly, disposes of CC Nos. 168 of 2006 and no. 195 of 2006.

 
In the ongoing case 168 of 2006, Capt. Sehgal has demanded the following information:-

i) Copies of TA & DA claims and tour details of certain officers along with the entries in the Log Book of vehicles in which they had traveled.

ii) Copies of dependence certificates issued to dependents of ex- servicemen for taking the PCS (Judicial) examination of Punjab Public Service Commission.

The court informed Capt. Sehgal that it is not usual for copies of TA/DA claims and tour details of Government officers being asked for. This needs to be gone into in some detail, also in the face of the respondent’s allegation that the complainant is out to harass the Director, Sainik Welfare, Punjab because he did not get the dependency certificate required for his son for the PCS (Judicial) examination. He was therefore asked to explain the public purpose which would be served if he got this information. Capt. Sehgal stated that he wishes to allege that the Director, Sainik Welfare, has been making false claims of TA and DA and has been indulging in financial irregularities and the information is required to enable him to justify his allegation.


I have considered this claim of Capt. Sehgal. Regardless of whether his allegation is correct, this court cannot allow it to be used as the means for the fulfillment of a personal grudge. This information is in no way connected to the issuance of a dependency certificated for his son. There is no other connection or nexes between the two parties. Besides, the allegation which Capt. Sehgal is making could well be made before the Department of Vigilance, which is in the best position to verify the TA/ DA claims of the Director. Capt. Sehgal also does not require the details of the claims in order to make his allegation. I find, therefore, that his asking for this information is not justified. 

 
In so far as the second category of information is concerned, it is  in order for the complainant to ask for copies of dependency certificates issued to dependants of ex-servicemen for taking the PCS (Judicial) examination. Wg. Cdr.  Kang, PIO of the respondent department, stated that this information is required to be collected from all the districts of the State. In view of this fact, Capt. Sehgal narrowed down his request to copies of dependency certificates issued to dependants of ex-servicemen for taking the PCS (Judicial) examination of the PPSC during the year 2005. This information should be collected by the PIO and given to the complainant within 30 days from today.

 
In so far as CC-195-2006 is concerned, Capt. Sehgal stated before the court that the information covered u/s 4(i)(b)(ii) & (x) in respect of the post of Director, Sainik Welfare has still not been provided to him. Wg. Cdr. Kang was directed to supply this information to Capt. Sehgal within a period of 10 days.


Adjourned to 31.8.2006 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raghuvir Singh 

Vs.

Punjab Public Service Commission.

Complaint Case No. CC-199-2006

Present:
1.Sh. Raghuvir Singh, complainant, in person.



2.Sh. H.S. Sodhi, Superintendent G-I, APIO, PPSC, for the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.


The complainant stated that he has received the information which he requires except for the following:-

i) The  criteria/ guidelines followed by the UPSC in the interview for the allocation of marks.

ii) Whether the expression “Research Work” in the advertisement under the column ‘Preferential’  includes Research Publications.

 
The APIO has objected to giving the information at i) above on the ground that it is confidential. However my finding on this issue is that the information asked for does not fall within any of the categories mentioned in section 8 and this is precisely the kind of transparency which the RTI Act is meant to achieve. Therefore, this information must be provided to the complainant and this should be done within 10 days of the receipt of the order of the office of PPSC.

 
The APIO has  as no objection to giving the information at ii) above. This may also be done within the same time limit.

 
 The complainant has further stated that he requires information about acceptance/ rejection of qualifications/ experience etc. of different candidates who appeared for selection for the post of Professor of Ayurveda. However, he has not asked for any specific information so far and he has therefore being advised to first ask for this information in accordance with the procedure prescribed under the Act.


Adjourned to 31.8.2006 for the confirmation of compliance. 










(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. P.S. Mahey,

C/o Sh. Gian Chand,

Vill. Nurpur, P.O. Sham Chaurasi- 141105,

Distt. Hoshiarpur.




________________Complainant   

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

Punjab Small Industries & Export Corpn. Ltd.

Udyog Bhawan, Sector- 17, Chandigarh.

________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-203-2006

Present:
1. None of behalf of complainant 



2. Sh. JS. Randhawa, PIO, Punjab Small Industries & Export Corpn. Ltd.

ORDER


Heard.



Mr. J.S. Randhawa, PIO, PSIEC has informed the Court that the information required by Sh. Mahey will be given to him within 15 days.

 

Sh. Randhawa however has also informed the Court that Sh. R. S. Mahey and his father, Mr. I.S. Mahey, have both sought information about the allotment of plots at the Leather Complex, Jalandhar and Sh. R.S. Mahey also made a complaint to the Commission giving his name as “Sh. Ram Saran”, which was disposed of by the CIC by his order sated 22.12.2005. This complain also concerned the supply of information regarding plots at the Leather Complex, Jalandhar. What is interesting is that as “Mr. Ram Saran”, Sh. Mahey has given his address as 17-Friends Colony, Opp. New G.T.B Nagar, P.O. Khurla Kingra, Jalandhar, and  as “Sh. R.S. Mahey”, the address given is Vill. Nurpur, P.O. Sham Chaurasi-144105, Distt. Hoshiarpur. The Registry of the Commission may please place the file concerning Sh. Ram Saran’s complaint before this bench on the next date of hearing.

 

To come up for further orders on 31.8.2006.

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

CC:

Registry, with copy of the orders of the Division bench dated 22-12-2005.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mangat Ram Sahni 


________________ Appellant

Vs.

Principal, 

D.A.V College of Education, 

Hoshiarpur.




_________________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-215-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Mangat Ram Sahni, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Tejinder Singh, Officiating Principal, D.A.V College of Education, Hoshiarpur, on behalf of Respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

 

The complainant has stated that the only information which remains to be given to him is regarding the action being taken by the college for payment of interest to him on delayed payment of gratuity/ leave encashment. Sh. Tejinder Singh stated that there is no provision in the rules of the college for payment of interest and as such it cannot be given unless a decision to this effect is taken by the Management Committee. Sh. Tejinder Singh was directed to give this information to the complainant in writing today itself.

 

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

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaspreet Singh

R/o H.No. 79/15, Mohalla Sheikhan,

Ropar. 





___________________Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

District Education Officer (Secondary), 

Ropar.                                                           _____________________Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-251-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Jaspreet Singh, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Surender Singh, Deputy Distt. Education Officer, PIO, Ropar  on behalf of Respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

 

In this case, of the seven items of information wanted by the complainant, the copy of his ACR mentioned at item No. 6 cannot be given to him since an ACR, by definition, is confidential. Of the remaining, Sh. Surender Singh has informed the Court that the information at item nos. 1,5 and 7 can be given only by the DPI (Secondary Schools, Punjab). Sh. Surrender Singh was informed by the Court that he should have, on receipt of the application from the complainant, taken action under section 6(3) of the RTI Act and transferred these items to the DPI (Secondary Schools) Punjab. The PIO in the O/o DPI (Secondary Schools) Punjab is now directed to supply the information required against item nos. 1,5, and 7 to the complainant within 10 days of the receipt of this order. A copy of this order along with a copy of the application of  the complainant dated 11-5-2006 may be sent to the DPI (Secondary Schools) Punjab for compliance forthwith. The PIO of his office or his representative should also be present at the next date of hearing along with the information supplied.

 

The information against item nos. 2,3 and 4 has been given to the complainant.

 

Adjourned to 31-8-2006 for confirmation of compliance. 

(P.K.Verma)

August 3, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

