STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajan Kumar,S/o S.Mohan Lal,
Gb Agarwal Iron & Steel Industries,

G.T. Road, KHANNA.



---- Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer O/o

 PUDA, MOHALI




------Respondent

AC No. 72 of 2006
Present: 
i)Sh. Gurminder Singh, Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

 
The respondent states that the information required by the complainant has been sent to him by courier on 21/1 1/2006. The complainant is not present. Apparently he is satisfied with the information which has been provided,.

Disposed of.

            (PK.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 07 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ex. Sub, Mohan Singh.

BI, 610, Daya House,

Gali No. 4 Partap Nagar,

KOTKAPURA, Faridkot.



_____________ Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer,     
0/0 PESCO,

SCO 89-90,Sector 34 A,

Chandigarh





_______________Respondent

AC No. 77 of 2006

Present:
 i)ExSub.Mohan Singh, complainant in person. 
ii)CoI. DGSingh, PlO/PESCO.

ORDER

 

Heard

 

The complainant, in this case, filed an appeal to the CMD, Punjab Ex Servicemen Corporation, following the orders of this Court dated 26/10/2006. The respondent, however, has informed this Court today that the 1st  Appellate Authority is not the CMD, but the Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab, Defence Services Welfare Department, Chandigarh. The appeal filed by the complainant, a copy of which is available on the record of this Court, is accordingly forwarded to the Principal Secretary, Defence Services Welfare, Government of Punjab, Chandigarh, who is directed to dispose of it with speaking orders, on merits, within 21 days of its receipt.

 

Disposed of.

(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 07 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No, 84-85, Sector 17 CHANDIGARH.

S. Bachan Singh Mundra,

Advocate,

1014, Phase 4,

MOHALI. 





___________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/oVice Chancellor,

Baba Farid University of Health,

FARIDKOT. 





___________Respondent

CC No. 325 of 2006

Present:
 i)S. Bachan Singh Mundra,Complainant in person.

ORDER

 

Heard.

 

Neither the PIO, nor his representative was present in the Court when this case was heard on 16.11.2006 and similar is the position today. The complainant has stated that the orders of this Court dated 16/11/2006 have also not been complied with and a copy of the annexure which forms a part of the supplementary note has not been given to him.
 

In the above circumstances, I serve notice on the PlO O/o Baba Farid University of Health,Faridkot to show cause at 10 AM on 11/01/2007, as to why the penalty of Rs. 250 per day w.e.f, 24 November2006,  the date on which the Information (Annexure) became due, should not be imposed on him u/s 20 of theRTI Act till the date when it is supplied.

 

The complainant has stated that the information already provided to him is not attested and has requested that this may be done. The respondent is accordingly further directed to provide attested copies of the information already provided to the complainant, before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 11/01/2007 for further orders.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Manmohan Singh,

Junior Assistant,

Olo Director Rural Development & Panchayats,

Sector 17 C, Chandigarh.


___________Complainant
Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o The Financial Commissioner, Punjab,

Establishment, Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh. 




____________Respondent

CC No. 334 of 2006

Present: 
i) Sh. ManrnohanSingh, complainant in person
 ii)S.Bhupinder  Singh, Sr. Assistant, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

 

The complainant in this case has not made a clear and proper application for the information required by him and the objections raised by the respondent in their letter dated 26/09/2006 in this regard are accepted.

 

It is accordingly not possible to provide any information to the Complainant. He has been advised to make a proper application to the PIO, clearly stating the information which he requires.
 

Disposed of.
(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt.Harjinder Kaur,

173. Sector 44-A.

Chandigarh. 






___________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

Chairman, Improvement Trust.

Ludhiana. 






___________Respondent

CC No. 395 of 2006
Present: 
i) Sh. Rajnish Kumar, Legal Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

 

The respondent states that the orders of this Court dated 02/11/2006 have been complied with and the required information has been provided to the complainant. 
 

The complainant is not present. Apparently he is satisfied with the information supplied to him and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

 

Disposed of.

(P. K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Harcharan Singh,
 338,Phase 6,

MOHALI.





____________ Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

OIo The Registrar,

Cooperative Societies Punjab.

Chandigarh.





_____________ Respondent

CC No. 438 of 2006

Present:  
i) Sh.Harcharan Singh, complainant in person,
 ii)Ms. Harmohinder Kaur, Superintendent, on behalf of the

respondent.

ORDER

 

Heard.
 

The respondent claims that the required information has been sent to the complainant but it was correctly pointed out by the latter that the information has not been correctly supplied. Consequently another opportunity is given to the respondent to supply the correct information to the complainant within 15 days from today. The deficiencies were brought to the notice of the respondent in the Court today.
 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 4/1/2007 for confirmation if compliance.

(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Parveen Kumar Rishi, 
1, Rishi Enclave, Bhadason Road,

Patiala





___________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/ Principal Secretary, Punjab

Health & Family Welfare,

Mini Secretariat,

Chandigarh.





___________Respondent

CC No. 473 of 2006

Present: 
i) Dr. Parveen Rishi, complainant in person 
ii) Dr.Vipan Chander Sharma, PlO/Ayurveda Deptt. on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

 

Heard.
 

The respondent states that the letter, an attested copy of which is required by the complainant, is  available neither in the Directorate of Ayurveda, Punjab, nor in the Departments of Health and Medical Education, Punjab. The Pl0,o/o the Secretary to Government, Punjab, Health and Family Welfare Department, is hereby directed to submit an affidavit to this Court to this effect, on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 11/01/2007 for further orders.

(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

.
Sh.Subhash Chander, 
S/o Sh Kundan Lal Bajaj, 
Street No. 5 Thakat Abed I,

Abohar. 





_______________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o The Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Health & Family Welfare Punjab

Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh.


______________Respondent

CCNo 475 of 2006

Present:
None.

ORDER
 

Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present in this case. Apparently the orders of this Court dated 16/11/2006 have been complied with and the required information has been provided to the complainant and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

 

Disposed of.

(P.K.  Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 07 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Yogesh Mahajan,

5,Hargobind Nagar,

Sirhind Road,

Patiala.





___________ Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

Labour and Conciliation Officer, Respondent

Gurdaspur.





____________ Respondent
CC No. 525 of 2006

Present: 
None

ORDER

 

The complainant has informed the Court that he has received the information which he requires and that this matter may now be closed.

Disposed of.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Som Nath S/o Sh, Pawan Kumar,

Rani Bagh ,Ageta Colony,

Big Gate, Nabha,

Distt. Patiala 






___________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

OIo The Senior Superintendent Police,

Patiala.






___________ Respondent

CC No. 554 of 2006

Present: 
i) Sh. Som Nath, complainant in person.

ORDER

 

The respondent is not present. Vide his letter No.7290/P dated 09/11/2006,The Senior Superintendent of Police, Patiala has informed the Court that copies of the inquiry reports required by the complainant has been provided to him. The complainant, however, has given an application to this court today stating that complete information has still not been given to him.

 

A copy of the application of the complainant dated 07/12/2006, given to the Court today should accordingly be forwarded to the respondent with the directions that it should be carefully examined and ensured that the remaining information is also given to the complainant within 10 days from today.

 

The case is adjourned to 10 AM on 04/01/2007 for confirmation of compliance. The respondent should ensure that he is properly represented before this Court on that date.
(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

ShYogesh Mahajan,
 5, Hargobind Nagar, Sirhind Road,

Patiala. 





______________-Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

The Executive Officer,

PWD B&R, Near Kali Mata Mandir,

Pathankot.





_____________  Respondent

CC No. 559 of 2006

Present: 
None

ORDER

 

The complainant has informed the Court that he has received the information which he requires and that this matter may now be closed.

 

Disposed of.
 

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harminder Singh, 
2877, Phase 7,

MOHALI. 





____________Complainant.

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Sr. Superintendent Police,

MOHALI.





____________Respondent

CC No. 571 of 2006

Present: 
i) None on behalf of the complainant.

ii) S.Surjit Singh, Head Constable, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER 


Heard.

  

The respondent states that the required information has been provided to the complainant on 10/11/2006. Apparently, he is satisfied with the information provided to him and no further action is required to be taken in this case.

 

Disposed of.
(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Dr. Neelam Rishi,

Gb Sh. Vinod Kumar, Advocate,

10, Prem Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala. 






__________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

0/0 Principal Secretary to Government, Punjab,

Personnel & Admn. Reforms, (PP-I)

Chandigarh. 






__________Respondent

CC No. 579 of 2006
Present: 
i) Dr. Parveen Kumar, on behalf of the complainant.

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

ORDER

Heard.

 

The information asked for by the complainant is of general nature and what has sought is not ‘information’ but ‘knowledge’ on personnel matters. The application of the complainant is not covered by the RTI Act and is consequently disposed of.
 
(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Harcharan Singh,

338, Phase 6,

MOHALI




_______________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

General Manager,

Punjab State Cooperative Bank Ltd.

SCO 175-187 Sector 34,

Chandigarh




______________ Respondent

CC No. 583 of 2006

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

ii)Sh. Udham Singh. G.M. Pb. State Coop.Bank Ltd.

ORDER

 

Heard

 

The respondent states that the required information has been sent to the complainant yesterday i.e. on 06/12/2006. The complainant has not yet received it. The case is accordingly adjourned to 04/01/2007 to give an opportunity to the complainant to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information which has been provided

 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 04/01/2007.

(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Hem Raj Verma,

H.No. 1415, Sector 21,

Panchkula.






-------- Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer

0/o Registrar,

Punjabi University,

Patiala. 






--------Respondent

CC No 593 of 2006

Present: 
i) Sh. Hem Raj Verma, complainant in person.

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

ORDER

 

Heard.
 

The respondent in this case has not acted responsibly.  He has informed the Court that the information required by the complainant runs into 83 pages and the complainant has been asked to deposit fees @ Rs. 5/- per page This is, however, a clear violation of the rate fixed by the Government, which is Rs. 2/- per page. Secondly, the letter of the University dated 28/08/2006, vide which this rate was communicated to the complainant, does not mention the number of pages for which the fees is to be deposited, and it  was therefore  not possible for the complainant to deposit the required fees in the absence of this information.  The delay which has been caused in this case is because of incomplete information given by the respondent to the complainant, and no fees, therefore, will be payable by the complainant, because the period prescribed for giving the information is over. It is now expected that complete and correct information will be given to the complainant in accordance with his application for the same. Since the respondent states that the information is ready, it may be gone over carefully for checking its completeness and handed over to the complainant within 10 days from today. Serious notice is likely to be taken of any further default in this regard.
 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 04/01/2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Tribhawan Kumar, 
3125, Sector-37D,
Chandigarh.





______________ Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/ The Registrar,

Punjab Cooperative Societies,

Chandigarh.





______________ Respondent

CC No. 605 of 2006
Present: 
i)Sh. Tribhawan Kumar, complainant in person.

ii) Ms. Harmohinder Kaur, Superintendent, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

 

Heard.

 

The respondent has been informed that the legal advice sought by them is of no relevance since this Court has given a clear ruling that the Punjab State Cooperative Bank is a ‘Public Authority’ within the meaning of section 2(h) of the RTI Act and therefore it is covered by the Act. The respondent has made a commitment that the required information will be provided to the complainant within 15 days.
 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 04/01/2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner
Dated: 7 December,2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.Tribhawan Kumar,

 3125,Sector 37 D,

Chandigarh. 





____________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer

O/o Punjab State Coop. Bank Ltd.

Sectyor34,

Chandigarh. 





____________Respondent

CC No. 606 of 2006

Present:
 i)Sh. Tribhawan Kumar, Complainant in person. 
  ii)Sh. Udham Singh, GMPIO.

ORDER

 

Heard.

 

The respondent states that the required information has been sent to the complainant through courier on 06/12/2006. Since the complainant has not yet received the information, he is given an opportunity to point out deficiencies, if any, in the information supplied to him, on the next date of hearing.
 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 04/01/2O07.

(P.K.Verma)

State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harcharan Singh, 
338, Phase 6,

MOHALI 





_____________Complainant

Vs
Public Information Officer, 
O/o Punjab State Election Commissioner

Sector 34, Chandigarh.



_____________ Respondent

CC No. 610 of 2006

Present: 
i) S.Harcharan Singh, complainant in person.
 ii)None, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER

Heard.

 

The complainant states that he has not yet received the required information. Unfortunately, neither the respondent nor any representative is present in the Court..

 

Since the application for the information in this case was made on 05/09/2006 and the complainant has not got any response, notice is hereby given to the PlO, O/o The Punjab State Election Commissioner, to show cause as to why the penalty of Rs. 250/- per day provided u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed on him with effect from 6-10-2006, i.e., after the expiry of 30 days from the date of the application.  The PlO is further directed to give the required information to the complainant within 10 days from the date of receipt of this order.


It is made clear that if, for any reason whatsoever, the PIO is unable to implement these orders, the responsibility for the same, in all respects, will be that of the State Election Commissioner himself.  A copy of this order should therefore be sent to him as well, by name.

 

Adjourned to 10 AM on 4/1/2007 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K. Verma)
State Information Commissioner.

Dated: 7 December, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Kumar,

S/o Sh. Chanan Ram,

Near Andrala Dera, Tappa,

BARNALA                                                                          ------------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/oDirector General of Police,Punjab,

Sector9,

Chandigarh                                                                          ------------Respondent

CC No. 591    of 2006

Present:
None.

ORDER


Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.


The respondent is directed to give the information required by the complainant within 10 days of the receipt of this order.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 11/01/2007 for confirmation of compliance.

                                                                                   (P.K.Verma)

  7th  December, 2006                                State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Sukhbir Gill,

Manager, (MA&P)

Solar Passive Complex,

Plot No. 1&2,Sector 33/D,

Chandigarh.                                                                         ------------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Executive,

Punjab Energy Dev, Agency,

Plot No. 1&2,Sector 33/D,

Chandigarh.                                                                          ------------Respondent

CC No.498     of 2006

Present:
i)Ms.Sukhbir Gill, complainant in person.



ii) Sh. N.S.Boparai,Advocate, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER
Heard.


The remaining information which has to be provided by the respondent on the six points mentioned in the order of this Court dated 16/11/2006 has been 
Provided  by the respondent  to the complainant.  The complainant is dissatisfied with the information provided but this was discussed in detail in the presence of both the parties and the Court is satisfied that the information which was required has been supplied.


Disposed  of.

                                                                                    (P.K.Verma)

  07th  December, 2006                                State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh Malkiat Singh,

Flat No.521, 6th Floor,

Housefed Complex.

Shaheed Bhagat Singh Nagar,

Block ‘E’,LUDHIANA.

                                 

                                      ------------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Sr. Superintendent of Police,

Mini Secretariat,

Ludhiana.                                                                          ------------Respondent

CC No. 594    of 2006

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



ii)None on behalf of the respondent.
ORDER


Heard.


In this case the complainant has asked for photostat copies of the FIR, if any, which have been registered with reference to the three complaints which he has made to the police about the theft of his water meter and water valve.  He has also asked for information on the action taken by the police.  The application for the information was made on 10/7/2006 but he has not received any response although I.G.P,.Jalandhar Zone, has directed the SSP Ludhiana to provide the information requested  by the applicant.  Neither the PIO of the office of SSP Ludhiana nor his representative is present in the Court today to explain the position.


In the above circumstances, the respondent is directed to provide the required information immediately and in any case not later than 10 days from the receipt of this order.


The PIO O/o SSP Ludhiana is also  given notice to show cause, on the next date of hearing, as to why  the penalty of Rs. 250 per day provided u/s 20 of the RTI Act should not be imposed on him for every day that the 

Contd….2/-
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information is not  provided to the complainant after the expiry of 30 days of his application i.e., w.e.f. 10/8/2006.


Adjourned to 10 AM on 4/1/2006 for confirmation of compliance and further orders.



                                                                                    (P.K.Verma)

  7th  December, 2006                                State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh Jaswant Singh,

Ruby  Mushrooms & Canning (P) Ltd.,

2525/B, Sector 47/C,

Chandigarh..                                                                          ------------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o The Chairman,

Punjab State Electricity Board,

Patiala.                                                                          ------------Respondent

CC No. 467    of 2006

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



ii) Sh. Sanjeev Gupta, Asstt. Executive Engineer, on



behalf  of the respondent..

ORDER


Heard.


With reference to the orders of this Court dated 09/11/2006, the respondent states that there are no records available in the PSEB from which the cost incurred on the three separate items mentioned therein could be worked  out i.e. installation of electricity transmission line, sub station, and service line from the distribution box to the meter room.  He states that the line was installed 11 years ago and it is not possible to separate the cost incurred on individual items from the total amount of Rs. 2,47,044/- charged by the PSEB from the complainant.


The matter being technical, it would be advisable for the First Appellate Authority within the PSEB to determine whether the stand taken by the respondent in this case is justified or not, because the complainant insists that the required information is available but is deliberately not being given, perhaps because a Court case on the subject of recovery of excessive charges against the PSEB is pending.


I, therefore, direct the First Appellate Authority, i.e.,  Chief Engineer, South Zone, to whom copies of the following will be sent, to take a decision on merits whether the information required by the complainant can be  made available or not:-                                                                                                         ….2/-
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1. A copy of the complaint of the applicant dated 11/09/2006, alongwith copies of its enclosures, including a copy of the application of the complainant dated 12/08/2006 for the required information.

2. A copy of Memo. No.11834/AP-356 dated 21/09/2006 sent by the respondent to the Commission, which according to the respondent contains the information required by the complainant along with copies of its enclosures.

3. A copy of the orders of this Court dated 9/11/2006.

The complainant may appear before the First Appellate Authority for the purpose of presenting his case at 10 AM on 18/12/2006 or on any other subsequent date given by the First Appellate Authority.  The First Appellate Authority is further directed to give his decision on the question raised by the Commission and referred to him within 30 days from 18/12/2006.

In view of the totality of the circumstances in this case, the notice issued under section 20 of the RTI Act is dropped.


Disposed  of.

                                                                                   (P.K.Verma)

  7th  December, 2006                                State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raghbir Singh,

H.No. 1200, Phase 3 B 2,

MOHALI                                                                         ------------Complainant

Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o Principal Secretary, Finance, Pension & Policy Branch,

Punjab Civil Secretariat,

Chandigarh.                                                                          ------------Respondent

AC No. 84    of 2006

Present:
i)S. Raghbir Singh, complainant in person.



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

ORDER


Heard.


With reference to the orders of this Court passed on 09/11/2006, the respondents have stated that the required information is not available and a circular letter has been issued to all departments of the Government seeking information about the number of pre-1986 retirees who had been enjoying the benefit of Special Pay.


It would be necessary at this stage to briefly recapitulate the matter. The 
complainant in this case retired from Government service in the year 1985 whereas the Pay Commission recommended that the benefit of “Double Special Pay” attached to the posts and grades should be granted to the pre-1986 retirees also.  While the Government accepted this recommendation and sanctioned the Double Special Pay to such retirees who were also given arrears on this account, enhanced special pay was not taken into consideration at the time of fixation of pension and pensionery benefits of all such retirees. In judicial proceedings regarding this matter, the Government has taken the stand that allowing the benefit of enhanced special Pay for fixation of pension and pensionery benefits to pre-1986 retirees would cost an undue financial burden on the State Exchequer.  In order to contest this contention, the information required by the complainant in this case, is the number of pre-1986 retirees to whom the benefit of enhanced special pay was allowed and secondly, the financial burden which the Government Exchequer would have to bear in case the applicant’s plea is accepted. 

Contd….2/-
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As a result of the orders of this Court passed on 9/11/2006, directing the respondent to give the required information to the complainant within 21 days, however, the respondent, instead of providing the information, has  requested all Departments to find out the number of pre-1986 retirees on which basis the financial burden will be estimated. This action by the Government clearly shows that they never had, nor even now  have,  any reasonable estimate of the financial burden involved, and the objective of the complainant has therefore been met.


 Nevertheless, this case is disposed of with the direction to the respondent to give the required information to the complainant as and when it has received the same from various departments of the Government.

                                                                                    (P.K.Verma)

  7th December, 2006                                State Information Commissioner

