STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R. Singla






......Complainant







Vs.

P.I.O,/ Irrigation Punjab





.....Respondent

CC No.  417 of 2006:

Present:
Shri M.R. Singla, Complainant,  in person.



Shri Wattan Singh Minhas, Registrar, Irrigation/P.I.O. Head 


Office.



Mrs. Harinder Kaur, Assistant, on behalf of P.I.O. Deptt of 


Irrigation.

Order:


The present case is in connection with Representation No.74 and 75 dated 9-3-2006 submitted by the complainant to the Public Information Information Officer and Complaint No.8 made in connection with the same on September 01, 2006, which was given complaint No.417 of 2006, in this Commission.

I have gone through the application dated March 9, 2006 in respect of which this complaint has been made. I find that an identical complaint had been made by the complainant on August 22, 2006 vide his No.7 in connection with his No.74/75 dated March 09, 2006. It is identical in every manner including the Draft No.78 dated March 10, 2006 for Rs.100/- submitted by him. After due consideration, the complaint had been dismissed vide my detailed order dated November 15, 2006. A copy of this order should be placed on this file also. 


The matter is disposed of accordingly.








SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R. Singla






......Complainant







Vs.
P.I.O,/ Irrigation Punjab





.....Respondent

CC No.- 348- of 2006:
Present:
Shri M.R. Singla, Complainant  in person.


Shri Wattan Singh Minhas, Registrar, Irrigation/P.I.O. Head 


Office.



Mrs. Harinder Kaur, Assistant, on behalf of P.I.O. Deptt of 


Irrigation.

Order:


The present case is
 for the supply of information in respect of his application No.40 of 30-1-2006 submitted by the complainant-Shri Melu Ram Singla to P.I.O. When none was forthcoming, he filed complaint dated August 10,2006 before this Commission. The complaint was referred to the P.I.O./Irrigation Department Punjab on August 14, 2006 for his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission.

2. Smt. Harinder Kaur, present in the Court stated that reply to his application No.40 dated 30-1-2006 was already given in November 2006 in complaint case No.291 of 2006, pending in the court of Shri P.K. Verma, State Information Commission. That complaint was filed by him on August 10, 2006  and has since been disposed  by Mr. P. K. Verma, vide his order dated November 9, 2006 and the case fixed for compliance on  December 14, 2006. The compliance was duly reported on the date fixed  by  Samir Kumar, Special Secretary, Irrigation.
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3.
I have been shown the complaint dated July 14, 2006, filed by him constituting CC-291-2006 as well as the complaint dated August 10, 2006 under consideration today. They are both pertaining to the original application No.40 addressed to the P.I.O. dated January 30, 2006 by Shri Melu Ram Singla.                      He has confirmed that both Shri Melu Ram Singla in terms of the order of Shri P.K. Verma dated November 9, 2006 in respect of his application No.                             40 of January 30, 2006 where-after the matter was disposed of by the Hon’ble State information Commissioner Mr. P. K. Verma after due compliance, the matter cannot be considered separately by another State Information Commissioner. The matter being identical, therefore, stands disposed of accordingly.










SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 






       State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri M.R. Singla






......Complainant







Vs.

P.I.O,/ Irrigation Punjab





.....Respondent

CC No. 439  of 2006:

Present:
Shri M.R. Singla, Complainant  in person.



Shri Wattan Singh Minhas, Registrar, Irrigation/P.I.O. Head 


Office.
Mrs. Harinder Kaur, Assistant, on behalf of P.I.O. Deptt of  

Irrigation

Order:

Shri Melu Ram Singla, Retired X.E.N., his complaint No.13 dated September 4, 2006 has submitted that he has not been supplied necessary information with respect to his representation No. 62/63 dated April 12, 2006 todate. His application was forwarded to the P.I.O. Office of Irrigation Punjab,  Mini-Secretariat, Sector5 9,Chandigarh for his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. No response was received whereafter this case was entrusted to this Court for further consideration. This case was fixed for hearing for today vide notice issued on December 02, 2006.

2. The Dealing Assistant Mrs. Harminder Kaur stated that this application was in connection with a personal hearing granted to Shri Singla by the Joint Secretary, Irrigation Punjab on April 17, 2006. He stated that the personal hearing took place and his representation was filed and he has been informed in writing, accordingly. As such action on that application is complete. However, Shri Melu Ram Singla has filed a fresh representation for personal hearing from the Chief Secretary. The file has since been submitted to officers and is pending discussion of Principal-Secretary (Irrigation), with the Chief Secretary for the same.  She also states that replies have been given to most of the applications filed by Shri Melu Ram Singla, but at present, office has not been able to locate the reply in this case. 
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3.
I have gone through the application dated April 12, 2006. The subject is:-

Service matter, regarding the date of placing inn PSE-II Selection Grade with effect from 1-1-1978 and consequential benefits as per directions in CWP No.12640 of 1998 dated                             November 3, 1998.”

He mentions:

“Cheque of Rs.50/ as fee enclosed. Information may kindly be supplied in personal hearing on April 17, 2006. “

He further states:

“As I have been granted personal hearing and time on                           April 17,2006 (for disposal of my various representations under the R.T.I . Act in the presence of:-

   Shri Labh Singh Supdt. so he may take the help of any and the then Supdt./Assistant who dealt with the seniority and Selection Grade Cases  on 17-04-06 for my questions.”


 Thereafter, he poses seven questions from (i) to (g), which consist of compound questions and conclusions as well.


The representation dated April 12, 2006 is for setting out the specific points for consideration during the personal hearing to be held on April 17, 2006, after five days. There is no provision in the Act to supply information within 5 days or to supply information orally or to supply information in a personal hearing. In addition, I find that the matter relates purely to a representation regarding his seniority and request for placing in Selection Grade with retrospective effect, but the subject-matter does not fall within the ambit of the Right to Information Act, 2005 since the information concerned is not covered under Section 2 containing definitions of ‘Information’ Sec.. 2(f), ‘Record’ (Section 2(i) and ‘Right to information’ (Section 2 (j)).
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The Retired Officer is seeking an alternate Court for redressal of his grievances. However, the remedy does not lie before this Commission which is to work strictly  within the ambit of the Act and to supply any information, within its purview, which is being withheld from the citizens. Shri Melu Ram Singla-complainant argued that “Information” as provided in Section 2(f) also means “Opinion” which is what he is seeking. It is observed that opinions as contained in Section 2(f) are not personal opinions of Assistant or even of the officers of the day, but information means any material including opinions earlier recorded.                    In other words, in case opinion of any other department or advice or opinion  of the Department of Laws has been sought by a public authority or a report has been asked for, where opinions have been expressed, such reports cannot be withheld or kept  secret from any citizen if he requires it. Since this representation does not fall within the ambit of the Right to Information Act, 2005. it  cannot be entertained bv the Commission. Mr. Melu Ram Singla is advised to seek redressal of his grievances from the Competent Authority.

In this view of the matter, the complaint is disposed of.







SD:

       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







  State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

CC No. 440 of 2006 

Shri M.R. Singla






......Complainant
Vs.

P.I.O/Department of Irrigation, Punjab



.....Respondent

Present:
Shri M.R. Singla, Complainant  in person.

Shri Wattan Singh Minhas, Registrar, Irrigation/P.I.O. Head 

Office.

Mrs. Harinder Kaur, Assistant, on behalf of P.I.O. Deptt of Irrigation.


Order:


Shri Melu Ram Singla, Retired X.E.N. has made a complaint No.22 dated 5/7-9-2006 to the Commission that his representation No.78 dated                       10-3-2006 to the P.I.O. has not been attended to and no information has been supplied. His representation to the P.I.O. was seen, which reads:-

“My representation vide  Nos;

(a) 93-98 dt. 10.7.02

(b) 1/Spl  dt. 17-1-05

(c) 2/Spl.  dt.  20-1-05

(d) 7/Spl.  dt.
   4/2/05

(e)  11/Spl dt.   11-2-05

To the Principal Secretary irrigation Pb. Chandigarh & Ors.
Sir,

Please supply me necessary action taken on above 
mentioned representations parawise.


Thanks



Yours Truly,




Fee Rs.50/0 enclosed through

Combined cheque of Rs.100/- 

for representation on 74-75 dt. 9.3.06”








Sd: M.R.Singla”.

2.
Shri Melu Ram Singla was asked whether he had filed  any separate complaints in this Commission in respect of his applications No.93 to 98 dated              1-7-2002, (No. 1/Spl. dated 7-1-2005,  No.2/Spl. dated 20-1-2005, 7/Spl.                                     dated 4-2-2005, and 11/Spl. dated 11-2-2005 which are the subject-matter of the present application.
3.
The question was specifically asked since there are five separate Single Benches of the State Information Commission and one Division Bench presently functioning and many of his complaints are pending before them also.                            
CC No. 440 of 2006 
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Today itself, I have come across two separate complaints filed by Shri Melu Ram Singla, filed by him on different dates which were identical in every manner including date of original application two other complaints previously filed by him in this Commission (Nos. 369 & 441 of 2006), One was CC-369/2006, taken up for consideration which was decided by this very Bench on 15-11-2006 and therefore, was disposed of in terms of the earlier order. The second one was  No.348 of 2006, which was found to be identical in every manner, including date of original application to the P.I.O. CC -291 of 2006, which was disposed of by the Bench of Hon’ble  Mr. P .K. Verma on December 12, 2006 after thorough consideration and due compliance of the order. Complaint  No. CC-348 of 2006  was filed in this Commission on 6-9-2006 and CC-291 of 2006 on 14-07-2006. Complaint  No. CC-348 of 2006 was considered today and was, therefore also disposed of in terms of the order of Mr. Verma. By thus filing separate complaints on separate dates on identical matters, the applicant has misused his privilege under the Act and wasted the time of the Commission.
4.
Since this particular complaint concerns five other representations,                             Shri M. R. Singla was asked to state categorically on oath whether any such complaint concerning any of these five representations, was pending before any other Bench or had been filed by him earlier in the Commission and he  himself was not in a position to say so.

In the light of the above discussion, the complaint is rejected and thus  disposed of.

5 Registry may be advised that Shri Melu Ram Singla may, in future, be required complaint/appeal to give an affidavit that he has not filed an identical or such  similar application before the Commission earlier and/or no such or similar application is pending,  before any Bench in the Commission. Shri Melu Ram Singla is further advised to adhere to the order each time he files an application in this Commission. Similar affidavits or undertakings should also be taken in respect of all his cases pending before this Commission.









SD:







 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

M/s Chhabra Land Credits (P) Ltd.



......Complainant







Vs.

Punjab Urban Dev. Authority (PUDA)



.....Respondent

CC Nos. 234, 235, 236, 237 and 238  of 2006.

Present:
Shri V.K.Sharma,  Advocate, for the complainant.

Shri Rupinder Khosla, Advocate for the respondents-
P.I.O./PUDA
Order:


Counsel for PUDA has filed an affidavit of Shri Hardev Singh, P.I.O/PUDA. He has appended a copy of the Civil Writ Petition No.20025 of 2005 challenging the External Development Charges (E.D.C.) and Demand notice qua license LDC-96/13 for recovery of the E.D.C. amount. The said writ petition had been disposed of in terms of orders passed in CWP 10476/2005 on May 9, 2006 in the case of M/s Ramana Builders and Colonizers by which the Hon’ble High Court has directed the Competent Authority to adjudicate upon various objections/pleas raised by the petitioner therein challenging the legality of E.D.C. keeping in view the contentions of the complainant/petitioner, that no External Development Works had been carried out. The Competent Authority has been directed to pass a fresh Demand Order against the petitioner/complainant after determination of the aforesaid facts. The complainant-petitioner has also been given an opportunity to challenge the fresh Demand Order, if any, in accordance with law, if so advised. 

2.
Civil Writ Petitions were filed by M/s Chhabra Land Credits-complainant-Society in respect of the other four licenses featuring in Complaints                            CC-235, 236, 237 and 238 of 2006 (which have been clubbed together with the present complaint vide my order dated 18-10-2006 also pending before me which were also disposed of by the Hon’ble High Court in the same terms.
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The P.I.O. has also stated in the body of the affidavit :-


“- - -A perusal of the writ petition and copy of which is appended hereinafter, R/1 would reveal that the petitioner is already aware of most of the information, which it is seeking in the present case.” As such, it is clear that the matter of determination of  the  actual External Development Works carried out qua the complainant as well as the proportionate development charges to be recovered from it are pending decision before the competent authority as per the orders of the Hon’ble High Court Punjab and Haryana. In such circumstances, where the matter is sub judice, it cannot be gauged as to how and in what manner, the competent authority would proceed to give its quasi judicial verdict on the same. Of course, the competent authority will have to work within the parameters of the Act and the Rules in question, the provisions of which, complainant is admittedly aware of. As such, the details of other beneficiaries of the said external development works can be worked out only after the competent authority takes a decision on the same in accordance with law.
Further:


“- - -In the present scenario, where the Competent Authority has been directed by the Hon’ble High Court to decide the issue afresh all the queries raised by the complainant can be answered only after the Competent Authority takes a quasi judicial decision regarding the functioning of the judicial minds of any judicial or quasi judicial authority as per the Right to Information Act, 2005".
Further:

  “
- -the replies made to various queries are in order and no specific reply can be given as to the exact external development works carried out, their beneficiaries, the proportion in which the same has to be distributed till the Competent Authority takes a final quasi judicial view on the matter in keeping with the directions of the Hon’ble High Court. In fact, no time limit can, at this stage, be provided for the external development works to be carried out or completed./ In fact, in paragraph 19, the complainant had itself admitted that the process of determination of EDC is under process by the competent authority. In such circumstances, all the queries raised by the complainant are premature and no specific 
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information can be provided to the complainant so long as the Competent Authority does not take in particular view on the matter in consonance with the directions of the Hon’ble High Court in the case of the petitioner/complainant itself, as also in other cases of the same region.



That a perusal of the directions passed by the Hon’ble High 
Court reveals that the competent authority has been directed not 
to make any demand of any external development charges till the 
final determination is made by it. As such, the complainant cannot 
feel aggrieved on any score what-so-ever, especially when it has 
itself invoked the extraordinary writ jurisdiction of the Hon’ble High 
Court. At this stage, it is thus clear that when Competent Authority 
is already ceased of the entire matter and is engaged in the 
process and determination of External Development Works 
actually carried out and the proportion in which the same have to 
be levied on each colony, in the facts and circumstances of each 
case, no particular facts and figures can be provided and the 
complainant can only be told that the competent authority will 
determine the same as per the provisions of the PAPR Act, 1995, 
and the Rules framed therein.”
3.
Shri Sharma has submitted a complaint dated 18010-2006 with respect to the information supplied too him on October 12, 2006. In this respect, it is observed that Shri Sharma has time and again written that the specific agency, which is to carry out the external development works, has not been specified, ,whereas, I find that it appears to be clear when the answer to questions (a) and (k) are read together, in which it becomes clear that the Local Government has been selected as the specific agency to carry out the works. Further, it was specifically stated by the counsel for PUDA that all the money received from the complainant- M/s. Chhabra Sales and Colonizers, has since been transferred to the Department of Local Government.  For the rest, as has been clearly indicated in the affidavit, the very issues being raised time and again are still to be decided by the Competent Authority.

4.
It is observed that Shri Sharma, Advocate, in his complaint has once again quoted order of this Court, in which it had been observed:-


“What is required is facts and figures and not principles of thumb rules guiding PUDA.”
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He states that this specific information has still not been supplied./ It is observed that it has clearly been stated by the P.I.O. that there is no specific information which can be given since the matter is still to be determined. The applicant may now plead his case before the Competent Authority on the basis of whatever information (or non-information) has been supplied to him under the Right to Information Act.  This Commission can only enforce the provisions of the R.T.I. Act to enable the complainant to have access to the information available with a public authority. In this connection, the definition of ‘information” and right to information as provided in Section 2(f) and 2(j) is :-
“2(f)
“information” means any material in any form including 
records, documents, memos, e-mail, opinions, advices, press 
releases, circulars, orders, logbooks, contracts, reports, papers, 
samples, 
relating to any private body which can be accessed by 
a public authority under any other law for the time being in force.”


Right to information is defined as:-


“2(j)
“right to information” means the right to information accessible 
under this Act which is held by or under the control of any public authority 
and includes the right to: _

i) inspection of work, documents, records’

ii) taking notes ,extracts, or certified copies of documents or records;

iii) taking certified samples of material

iv) obtaining information in the form of diskettes, floppies, tapes, video cassettes or in any other electronic mode or through printouts where such information is stored in a computer or in any other device;”
5.
The Commission is not for the purpose of scoring legal points is in a shadow boxing match since the perceived grievances of the complainant cannot be redressed by this Court in terms of the R.T.I. Act, but only by the Competent Authority under the relevant Act i.e. P.A/R.A.
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CC Nos. 234, 235, 236, 237 and 238  of 2006.
6.
The complaint is hereby disposed of accordingly. A copy of this order should be placed on each of the clubbed cases, i.e. CC-235-2006, CC-236-2006, 237-2006, and 238-2006.


SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007
State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Sh. Rohtash Kumar 

Vs.

PIO, O/O  D.P.I.(S), Punjab.






CC No.547 of 2006.
Present:  
None for the complainant.




Shri Harbans Singh Sidhu, P.I.O, Asstt. Director.

ORDER;



The P.I.O has stated that  he has written to the concerned Branch as well as officer In-charge on 21.7.06, 31.7.06, 7.9.06, 6.10.06 and 24.10.06 and the information was supplied on 31,10,06. The names of the Assistant Director concerned and the Superintendent of the Branch are Sh. Naranjan Singh and Sh. Brij Mohan respectively and the PIO is not responsible for the delay since he has made all efforts to get the information in time. PIO should have added the explanations of the concerned Assistant Director and the Superintendent which has not been done.

2. There are a large number of cases pertaining to the D.P.I.(S) and I find that proper and sincere attention to the implementation of this Act is not being made. In the present case, in terms of Sections 5.4 and 5.5 of the RTI Act, Shri Naranjan Singh, Assistant Director(branch In-charge) and Sh. Brij Mohan, Superintendent are hereby given an opportunity of being heard u/s 20 of the Act. They may furnish their explanation in writing and also appear personally on the next date of hearing i.e. 31.01.07. In so far as the PIO Sh. Naranjan Singh is concerned, his explanation is found satisfactory.

3. Adjourned to 31st January, 2007.











SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007.




State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Sh. R.P.Jindal
Vs.

PIO, Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Patiala.







AC No.76 of 2006.
Present:  
None for the complainant.

Miss Jyoti Kang, ETI for the PIO Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Patiala.

ORDER;



Miss Jyoti Kang, ETI has stated that the order dated 10 1 07 has since been complied with. She has also filed compliance report dated 16.1.07 by the SPIO vide No. RTI-07/41, stating that three  payments have been made to Shri R.P.Jindal and the copies of the receipts thereof have been submitted for the record of the court. Accordingly, the case is disposed of in terms of the orders of this court dated 29.11.06 and 10.01.07.









SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 17, 2007.



     State Information Commission Punjab




SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
 Ganesha Ram 
Vs.

Tehsildar Revenue-cum-Sales, Hoshiarpur.





CC No. 261 of 2006.

Present:  
None for complainant.




Sh. Navpreet Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur.


ORDER;


Shri Navpreet Singh, Naib Tehsildar, Hoshiarpur attended this court today.  In view of the age of the applicant being 88 years, he was directed to visit the house of Shri Ganesha Ram to find out whether any further details of the property are available with him. Copies of all the communications which have been sent to this Commission by the Revenue Department on the last date of hearing, as well as a copy of the order dated 15.11.06 may also be supplied since he has written in his letter that he has not received it.  

2.

The Naib Tehsildar reported to this Court after doing the needful. He states that Shri Ganesha Ram does not know the evacuee property number but has only a receipt of payment of water bill with him. The Representative of the PIO is directed to scourse the record of PSEB and Municipal Committee regarding giving of Electricity and Water connections in the name of Sh. Ganesha Ram as he must have submitted some proof of ownership at the relevant time. Since the record pertains to 1961, it should be available. The Naib Tehsildar is also directed to find out the original property number which may be in the conversion register while converting the old numbers into the new numbers by the Municipal Committee. The avenue of Jaisalmer House at Delhi mentioned in my last order dated 15.11.06 should also be explored. All out efforts may be made to locate the said record and the information, if possible, be supplied by 14th March and compliance report be  filed in this court. The Naib Tehsildar requested that  since the entire district set up is involved in the process of elections,  a date should be given well after the elections.


Adjourned to 14th March, 2007.










   Sd/-









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        State Information Commissioner.

.January 17,  2007.


       State Information Commission Punjab



SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
M.R. Singla 

Vs.

PIO, Deptt. Of Irrigation, Punjab.





CC No.444  2006.

Present:  
Shri M.R.Singla, in person.




Shri Wattan Singh, PIO, Registrar, Irrigation Deptt.




Smt. Harinder Kaur, Sr. Asstt. On behalf of PIO.
ORDER;


Shri M.R.singla, Retired XEN has made a complaint No. 12 dated 4.9.06 before this Commission that  his representation No. ¾ Spl. Dated 23.3.06, for information, has not been attended to by the PIO/Joint Secretary, now Special Secretary Irrigation Department. His letter dated 23.3.06 is in the form of an interrogatory in which he has asked 10 questions in writing from the Department of Irrigation. His grouse is that he should have been given selection grade as per his seniority w.e.f. 5.7.71 because that date had been given into account for the purpose of promotion as XEN. His promotion had been duly approved by the PPSC from the same date i.e.15.7.71 and yet he was being denied  the benefit thereof. This was  in spite of High Court orders for finalization of the seniority list only after consideration of pending representations. According to him this was not done and the same tentative seniority list was placed before the High Court as the finalized list  although the  representations pending against the list had never been finalized. On the contrary, about 1500 persons are wrongfully continuing to get the benefits, not due to them, by wrong placement in the said seniority list. To this end he has actually made hundreds of  representations which have gone unheard and he has also filed a COCP in the High court which was disposed of on the basis of an allegedly wrong affidavit filed by the 
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department that the needful had been done and the petitioners had been given their due placement from the date of their promotions. However, contrary to the assurance given by the department before the Hon’ble High Court, no such thing has been done.

2. The department vide its letter dated 23.11.064 gave a detailed 2 pages reply to Mr. M.R. Singla, clarifying various doubts and supplying copies of speaking orders, letters etc. in reply to his queries. These are duly acknowledged by him to have been received.

3. It is observed that the Right to Information Act,2005 is limited in its ambit and scope to facilitating/ensuring the receipt of “information” as defined under Section 2(f). of the Act. However, “right to information” does not mean right of the applicant to call for explanation of the Department for its various faults of omissions and commissions and does not extend to asking questions or challenging decisions taken over the years in different forums’ which in his opinion were wrong decisions based on incomplete or wrong seniority list. Mr. M.R.Singla states that the definition of “information” in Section 2(f) includes “opinions” and therefore he is entitled to know whether in the opinion of department his various arguments are legally or otherwise correct or not. 

4. The matter has been considered. The definition of information contained in Section 2(f) is as follows:


2.Definitions. ----In this Act, unless the context othwise requires,---



xx           xx                xx


(f)”information” means any material in any form, including records, documents, memos, e-mails, opinions, advices, press releases, circulars, orders, logbooks, contracts, reports, papers, samples, models, data material held in any electronic  and information relating to any private body which can be accessed by a public authority under any other law for the time being in force;

It is, therefore, seen that the information is “any material in any form, including records, documents, memos, e-mails opinions etc. The “opinions”  relates to any information 
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already contained in the record of any public authority and not fresh opinion to be formed or offered by the branch or the officer concerned. As such. I am in agreement with the view of the department that it has supplied the information available with it vide their letters dated 7.11.06 and 22.11.06. The Commission is not the proper forum to air the grievances with respect to botched-up seniority cases, if any. Shri M.R. Singla must approach the Competent Authority for redressal of his perceived grievance.



The complaint is therefore dismissed in terms of  the above discussion..









SD:








      (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        State Information Commissioner.



January17,  2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
M.R.Singla 

Vs.

PIO, Deptt. of Irrigation, Punjab.




CC No. 442 of 2006.



Present:  
Shri  M.R. Singla, in person.




Sh. Wattan Singh, PIO- Registrar, and




Smt. Harinder Kaur, Asstt. Asstt. On behalf of PIO.
ORDER:


Shri M.R.Singla, Retired XEN vide his complaint No. 20 dated 5/7.9.06  submitted that his representation No. 15-special dated 6.1.06 addressed to the  PIO, Special Secretary, department of Irrigation, Punjab had not been attended to  and the requisite information had not been supplied to date. The matter was referred to the PIO for his reponse within 15 days for consideration of the Commission on 11.9.06 but no reply was received. Thereafter, the case was fixed for hearing on 15th November, 2006. The matter could not be taken up on 15.11.06 as the Court time was over and the case was adjourned to 3rd January and thereafter to 17th January alongwith 7 other cases filed by Shri Singla which have been fixed for that date.

2. On 7.11.2006, the department has admittedly supplied detailed information on 11 points (2 pages) to the applicant. Thereafter, vide their letter dated 22.11.06, the department has once again supplied information to the applicant with copy to this Commission  Shri Singla 
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acknowledged having received this communication also. The PIO has therefore, requested that CC No. 442 may be filed since the information asked for has been supplied to him. 

3.
It was explained to the applicant, that his grievance regarding his present placement in the seniority list as well as date of grant of selection grade based on his arguments can only be rectified by the competent authority and he is advised to approach them in the matter.



The case is disposed of accordingly.











SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        



      State Information Commissioner.

January17,  2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Sh. M.R.Sinngla 

Vs.

PIO, Deptt. of Irrigation, Punjab.




CC No. 446 of 2006.

Present:  

Shri M.R.Singla, in person.




Shri Wattan Singh, PIO, Registrar, and




Smt. Harinder Kaur, Sr. Asstt., on behalf of PIO.
ORDER;

Shri M.R.Singla, vide his complaint No. 14 dated 4.9.06 in the Commission has submitted that his application to the PIO, Special Secretary, Irrigation Department, Punjab, vide his representation No. 10 dated 3.5.06 has not been attended to and the information  has not been supplied to him in time as per the RTI Act, 05. The complaint was referred to the PIO on 11.9.06 for his comments within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. No comments were supplied, where after the case was fixed for hearing on November, 15. The court time was over on November 15 and the case was adjourned to January 3rd and then to January 17,  the  date on which 6 other cases of the same applicant had also been fixed.

2. On 7.11.06, the PIO/Special Secretary Irrigation gave the information to Sh. M.R.Singla with regard to his application . I found that the application is very clear and unambiguous. The applicant has asked for information on 4 points. The information stands supplied. However, he
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may also be supplied copies of detailed orders passed on any of his representations made by the competent authority on the representation after 1998, if any. Also, it is not clear in respect of point No. 4 whether detailed orders issued on 13.1.05 regarding selection grade covers point No. 4 where he has requested for a copy of detailed order passed for not withdrawing  selection grade from the 42 officers which was granted vide order No. 9/11/83-1PP2/13253, dated 18.6.86 . In case the order quoted contain this information, the concerned para may be specified. This information may be given to him by 2.2.2007 and the compliance report filed in this Court on 7th February,2007.

Adjourned to 7th February, 2007.









SD:









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


       



      State Information Commissioner.

January17,  2007.

State Information Commission Punjab
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

Shri M.R.Singla 

Vs.

PIO, The Registrar, Irrigation Deptt.,Punjab.




CC No. 443 of 2006.

Present:  
Shri M.R.Singla, in person.



Shri Wattan Singh, PIO-Registrar, and



Smt Harinder Kaur, Sr. Asstt. On behalf of PIO.
ORDER;



Shri M.R.Singla XEN (retd.) vide his complaint No. 15 dated 5.9.06 has submitted that his representation No. 2/spl.,dated 21.12.05 made to the PIO, Registrar, Irrigation Department, Punjab, has not been attended to and “the Administrative Officer intentionally and willfully supplied wrong information to me.” He stated that he had separately filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority which passed the detailed order dated 15.12.06. The order of the appellate authority is not available which may be supplied by the applicant. His complaint is regarding supply of wrong information. He has been asked to give specific details as it is not at all clear what is false or otherwise in the information supplied. It is however noted that the chief Engineer Canals has vide his reference to this Commission with copy to Sh. M.R.Singla, sent the reply dated 25.9.06. The matter will be considered further after Sh. Singla has filed full details.




Adjourned to  7th February, 2007.











SD:









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        State Information Commissioner.

.January17,  2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri Roshan Lal Singla
Vs.

PIO, Director, Rural Dev. and Panchayats, Punjab.




CC No. 511 of 2006.

Present:  
None for complainant.




Sh. Karam Singh, Sr. Asstt. On behalf of respondent.
ORDER;




Shri Karam Singh, Senior Assistant, appeared on  behalf of the PIO, Director, Rural Development and Panchayats has requested this Court for giving some other date. The Court has agreed to his request and the case is adjourned to 7th February, 2007. 








SD:









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        State Information Commissioner.

January17,  2007.




State Information Commission Punjab




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

Shri Avtar Singh 

Vs.

PIO, o/O Municipal Council, Kotkapura.





CC No. 311 of 2006.

Present:  
None for the complainant.




None for the respondent.

ORDER;

Today, compliance report of the directions issued in the detailed order dated 22nd Nov., 2006 was to be filed. Both parties are not present. However, letter No.4478, dated 4.12.06 has been received from the PIO,                        M.C. Kot kapura that all photocopies has since been provided to him. It is noted below the communication that photocopies of the letters supplied are attached, but no such papers were received. Today, a letter No. 157, dated 16.1.07 has been received in which the PIO, Municipal Council Kot Kapura has stated that  9 pages being photo stat copies of all the remaining documents which were available on the file have been provided to the applicant vide No. 4415, dated 29.11.06. Since Sh. Avtar Singh, complainant has not appeared today despite due notice of hearing issued to him on 9.1.07, it is presumed that the information has been received by him as per the communications from the PIO. 



The matter is thus disposed of accordingly.









SD:









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


        State Information Commissioner.

.January 17, 2007.
