STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dharam Vir Khosla,

C/o Dharamshala Thakur Dass,

Bazar Vakilan,Hoshiarpur.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer,

Construction Division No.2,

PWD, B&R, Hoshiarpur.






 Respondent

AC No.226 /2008

RESERVED ON 12.8.2008

TO BE PRON0UNCED IN  THE OPEN COURT ON 04.09.2008

ORDER

1.

The arguments in this case were heard on 12.8.2008 and the judgement was reserved.

2.

In the instant case the initial request for information was made on 28.3.2008 by the Appellant to the PIO of the office of Executive Engineer, Construction Division No. 2, Hoshiarpur.The information sought reads as under:

“ As to whether the site plan dated 11.9.84 with respect to the erecton of the business complex with projection opposite to Octroi  Post No. 1 of the Municipal Council of P.S. Hariana of district Hoshiarpur, as situated on the western side of the ‘ Scheduled Road’ as running to Dasuya from Balachaur via P.S. Hariana and in favour of Sarvshree Navin Khosla and Ashwani Kumar Khosla sons of Shri Prem Piara Khosla and as residents of P.S,. Hariana , was sanctioned in accordance with the law as laid down under the ‘Scheduled Road Act, 1963’ and as repealed by the ‘Punjab Regional and Town Planning and Development Act, 1995?





IF NOT, 




To  what detailed effects”
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3.

Vide letter No. 895 dated 5.5.2008,  the Respondent intimated the Appellant herein that the relevant record in relation to the information sought was not available in his office and that the same could be with the Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, Hoshiarpur and therefore the Appellant may approach that authority for the purpose of obtaining the requisite information. The Appellant has approached the Commission with the grievance that his information request has been illegimately denied by the Respondent. A notice was accordingly issued to the Respondent for hearing for 10.7.2008. Before the date of hearing, a communication dated 17.6.2008 was received from the Respondent,  wherein it was stated that the record, sought for, was not available with the Respondent and, therefore,  the Appellant was advised to contact the Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, Hoshiarpur,  where the record might be available. However, the Respondent did not himself transfer the request for information to the officer/office holding the record. The matter was taken up for hearing on 10.7.2008. I directed the PIO to appear before me in person and explain as to why action be not taken against him for not transferring the application of the Appellant to the Public Authority concerned within 5 days as contemplated under Section 6(3) of the RTI Act, 2005 and also as to why compensation be not awarded to the Appellant for the loss and detriment suffered by him. Accordingly, on 12.8.2008 Shri Arun Kumar, 
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Executive Engineer-cum-PIO appeared and also filed his written submission. In the written submission it has been stated that immediately on the receipt of the application for information the same was forwarded to the Sub-Divisional Engineer, Construction Sub-Division No. 1, Hoshiarpur for necessary action. The SDE deputed one Shri Som Nath, J.E. to trace the relevant record. It has further been stated that on 8.4.2008,  Shri Som Nath, J.E. reported to the SDE that the record might be available in the office of Provincial Division Hoshiarpur. Thereafter, on 9.4.2008,  Shri Som Nath was again deputed to go to  the office of Provincial Division Hoshiarpur to locate the relevant record. On 24.4.2008,  the afore-mentioned J.E. reported  that the record pertains  to a  period more than 23 years prior to the date of information request and was not traceable. The Appellant herein  was,  therefore,  intimated about the non-availability of the record. According to the Respondent, there was thus no malafide or deliberate intention to withhold the information sought for. The plea taken by the Appellant before me is that the stand taken by the Respondent is not bonafide and that no serious efforts have been made by the Respondent to trace the relevant record.

4.

I have carefully considered the various submissions made before me and have also gone through   the application for information made by the Appellant.  Without going into the question   whether the Respondent has made adequate efforts to trace the record,  I find that the so called application for 
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information actually cannot be treated as a  request for information under the RTI Act, 2005. The  information, which is to be disclosed under the RTI Act, 2005 must be something available on record maintained by the Public Authority. By way of an application under the RTI Act, 2005, the information seeker cannot ask the PIO to testify or demonstrate  that a certain action of the Public Authority  was in accordance with law. Whether a   particular act done by a Public Authority/its functionary   is in accordance with law or not is not something for the PIO to comment upon. The perusal of the question asked for in the instant case shows that the Appellant wants PIO to answer whether a certain site plan was sanctioned in accordance with law as per the Scheduled Road Act, 1963 and Punjab Regional and Town Planning and Development Act, 1995. In my opinion, therefore,  the question posed  does not tantamount to seeking information and thus the matter is not covered  under RTI Act, 2005 at all. 

5.

In view of the foregoing, the appeal is dismissed being without merit. 

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.

Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04.09.2008.          
                             State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K.K.Tandon,

# 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1168 & 1055 /2007

RESERVED ON 12.8.2008

TO BE PRON0UNCED IN  THE OPEN COURT ON 04.09.2008.

ORDER

1.

The arguments in these two cases were heard on 12.8.2008 and the judgement was reserved.

2.

At  the outset, I wish to point out that on an application  dated 6.6.2007, sent by the Complainant to the State Information Commission,   two separate complaints have been registered, one on the basis of original letter dated 6.6.2007(CC -1055/2007) and the second on the basis of carbon copy of the same application (CC-1168/2007). There have been a number of other instances of this nature earlier also. This calls for immediate remedial steps.  Deputy Registrar, PSIC, may look into this matter urgently. 

3.

On the merits of the instant matter,  I find that on 5.5.2007 an 

application was made under RTI Act, 2005 by the Complainant,  Shri K.K.Tandon before the Respondent-PIO seeking certain information pertaining to the 

allotment and cancellation of industrial plots by the PSIEC. The grievance of the 
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Complainant is that the information sought  by him has not been supplied. The Complainant has, therefore, sought a direction to the Respondent to supply the requisite information and also for imposition of penalty upon the defaulting PIO. In addition to this, the Complainant has also demanded expenses of litigation as well as TA/DA amounting to Rs. 25,000/-(Rs. Twenty five thousand only). In so far as, information supplied by the Respondent to the Complainant vide letter dated 22.6.2007 is concerned, the Complainant has expressed his dis-satisfaction by stating that the Respondent has twisted the issues in a manner suiting his convenience. He has stated that the Respondent , in fact, does not have the intention to supply the requisite  information. I have gone through  the information supplied to the Complainant vide letter dated 22.6.2007. Regarding points No. 1, 2 and  3,  the Respondent has stated that it has not maintained its record in the manner,  as has been sought by the Complainant,  while seeking information. Regarding point No. 4, it has been stated by the Respondent that copies of the relevant policies have been supplied and regarding points No. 5, 6 and 7 it has been stated that the information sought cannot be retrieved for the reasons mentioned therein.  It has also been stated that since the receipt of 

applications/earnest money is a continuous process and no time limit has been fixed for obtaining refund, therefore, the question regarding the unclaimed amount of earnest money cannot be answered. 
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4.

I do not agree with the contention of the Respondent that the information regarding Sr. No. 1, 2 and 3 cannot be prepared from the available record because the cancellation/allotment of industrial plots is a continuous process and the plots becoming available upon cancellation are allotted to the entrepreneurs in accordance with the laid  down policy as applicable from time to time. As the plots are allotted in accordance with the policy applicable from time to time the information can be retrieved from the available record . It  is directed that the Department should prepare the information about cancellation and allotment of industrial plots in the industrial focal point at Ludhiana. It  is also directed that the an inquiry be got conducted to ascertain as to why the record of the allotment/cancellation of plots is not being maintained by the PSIEC and necessary disciplinary action be taken against the defaulting officers/officials.

5.

The information regarding Sr. No. 5, 6 and 7 may also be prepared from the available record with the PSIEC of the industrial focal points at Ludhiana. It is directed that the PSIEC will supply the detail of  unclaimed amount of earnest money lying with the Corporation in respect of Focal Point at Dhandari Kalan, Ludhiana.  An inquiry be  also got  conducted to look into  this aspect and necessary disciplinary action be taken against the defaulting officers/officials.

6.

The information regarding Sr. No. 8 in respect of income earned on account of interest on the unclaimed  amount by the PSIEC upto 2006 be supplied.  In this connection Shri S.C. Garg, Chief General Manager, Finance 
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and Shri Darbara Singh, Accounts Officer of PSIEC have submitted in the separate affidavits dated 26.11.2007 that the component of unclaimed amount of earnest money cannot be determined since it being a continuous process and no time limit has been fixed for obtaining refund of the deposited earnest money, thus the component of income earned on account of interest on the unclaimed amount of earnest money cannot be ascertained. Hence, information sought for by the applicant in manner as depicted in Para No. (viii)  in the application is not being maintained by the Corporation.  In my order dated 29.11.2007 the Department was directed to prepare a list of applicants of Phase: 4, 4-A, 5 and 6 of Industrial Focal Point Ludhiana whose earnest money has not been refunded for the period 1985 to 2000, as has been demanded by the Complainant in his application. 

7.

Again, Shri S.K. Gupta, Estate Officer and Shri S.P. Singh, General Manager Estates, PSIEC, Chandigarh submitted separate affidavits dated 22.11.2007 that the information/record sought  for by the applicant in the manner as depicted in Para No. (i) to (iii) and (v) to (vii) in the application is not being maintained by the Corporation.  The Accounts Branch has only supplied list of applicants of the demand survey of 79 applicants who has deposited Rs. 1000/- 

(One thousand only) and Rs. 2000/-(Two thousand only) as per size of the plot. The Complainant has stated that the information supplied , has not been asked 
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for by him. . He has asked for the earnest money of different size of the plots along with applications deposited by the applicants  in response to the advertisements published in the newspapers.

8.

During the proceedings on 12.8.2008, the Complainant has submitted affidavit dated 16.7.2008 alongwith a written statement dated 17.7.2008 in  which the Complainant has pleaded that Hon’ble Commission may refer the case to the Judicial Courts, Chandigarh with recommendation for  taking action against the aforementioned officers of the Respondent under Section 166, 167, 199 and 200 of IPC and impose maximum penalty, recommend disciplinary action under the Service Rules  to the Department concerned and further determining the damages for detriment suffered to the Complainant.  The Respondent has made a submission on 12.8.2008 in which the PIO has stated that as per the directions of the Hon’ble Commission, affidavits of Shri S.P. Singh, Senior General Manager Estates and Shri S.K. Gupta, Estate Officer, dated 29.11.2007 and  Shri Jagjiwan Singh, Accounts Officer, dated 9.5.2008 and the information sought by the Complainant was supplied vide letter No. 16304 dated 26.2.2008 and again as per directions of the Commission some more information was supplied  on 28.3.2008 and some more information was supplied to the Complainant  after the inspection made by the Complainant on

 12.6.2008 and 24.6.2008. Authenticated copies of the affidavits submitted by the Respondent as well as the information available on record of the Corporation has 
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been supplied.

9.

This matter was earlier heard on 11.9.2007, 11.10.2007, 25.10.2007, 29.11.2007, 28.2.2008, 1.4.2008, 22.4.2008, 13.5.2008, 12.6.2008, 17.7.2008 and lastly on 12.8.2008.  In my order dated 17.7.2008  it has been recorded that,  on that date,  information running into 31(Thirty one) pages was handed over to the Complainant and the Complainant,  after going  through the same,  stated that he was satisfied therewith. The Counsel for the Complainant, however, submitted that the Complainant be awarded compensation as he has been attending the proceedings before the Commission for the last one year. 

10.

In this case, I find that most of the  information  as demanded has been supplied to the Complainant but only on 17.7.2008,  whereas the request for information had been made by him on 5.5.2007. In other words, the information was supplied after about 14 months of the information request. And during this period, the Complainant had to pursue the matter before the Commission.  He attended the proceedings before the Commission on about a dozen occasions. He has had to come to Chandigarh from Ludhiana on every date of hearing. I am, therefore, of the view that the Complainant is entitled to some compensation for the loss and detriment suffered by him, as  a consequence of delay in supply of the information. In the facts and circumstances of the case, I am of the view that ends of justice would be met by awarding a compensation of Rs. 3,000/-(Rs. Three thousand only)  to the
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 Complainant.  I order accordingly. Amount of compensation is directed to be paid by the Respondent Public Authority i.e. PSIEC to the Complainant within a period of one week of the date of receipt of a copy of this order.

11.

In view of the facts narrated in foregoing paragraphs, it is observed that most of the information has been supplied to the Complainant but still some information, though lengthy,  is left to be supplied. It is directed that the remaining information be supplied within a period of  six months  under intimation to the Commission. 

12.

Principal Secretary Industries will  get an inquiry conducted by a senior officer of the Department to look into the aspects narrated in  Paras 4 and 5 above and disciplinary action will be taken against the defaulting officers/officials. A copy of the inquiry report will be supplied to the Complainant as well as to the Commission. 

13.

The case is disposed of with the directions that in case  the remaining information is not supplied to the Complainant within six months, he is free to approach the Commission again and the case will be  re-opened. 

14.

Copies  of the order be sent to both the parties, Principal Secretary Industries, Udyog Bhawan, Sector:17, Chandigarh  and Deputy Registrar, Punjab State Information Commission, Punjab.
Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04.09.2008
            
                   State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sham Lal Saini,

H.No. 50/30 A, Ramgali, N.M.Bagh,

Ludhiana. 







           Complainant.NH.No.

















Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Irrigation & Power Department, Mini Secretariat,

Sector:9, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1544/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.   
ORDER

1.

During the hearing of CC-453/2008 on 2.9.2008 the Respondent stated that a similar case CC-1544/2008 has been fixed for hearing on 4.9.2008 in which exactly same information as in the case CC-453/2008,  has been asked for by the Complainant. 

2.

The Complainant, who was present in CC-453/2008 on 2.9.2008 stated that both the cases are exactly similar and therefore CC-1544/2008 may be treated as withdrawn as he has received the information in CC-453/2008.

3.

Accordingly, the case is dismissed.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri M.S.Lall,

# 131, Model Gram, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director,

Punjab Water Supply and Sewerage Board,

Plot  No. 1-B, Sector: 27-A, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.

 Respondent

CC No.1336 /2008

Present:
Shri M.S.Lall, Complainant, in person.
Shri Madan Gopal, Superintendent , on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 21.8.2008, when the PIO was directed to supply the action taken report on the complainants filed by the Complainant from time to time with the Managing Director, PWSSB and the case was fixed for today i.e. 4.9.2008 for the confirmation of compliance of orders dated 21.8.2008.

2.

The Respondent hands over requisite information running into 290(Two hundred ninety) sheets vide letter No. 21879 dated 3.9.2008 to the Complainant. 

3.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Harcharan Singh,

SCF No. 1, Urban Estate-I,

Jalandhar City.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer, 

Central Works Division, PWD(B&R),

Pathankot.








 Respondent

CC No. 1510/2008

Present:
Shri Harcharan Singh, Complainant, in person and Shri Surinder Sharma, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri  Rakesh Kumar, J.E., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the complaint from Shri Harcharan Singh, Complainant,  has not been received in his office,  though a perusal of the file reveals that Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur has transferred the complainant of Shri Harcharan Singh to the Executive Engineer, Central Works Division, PWD(B&R), Pathankot vide letter No. 335, dated 29.4.2008, letter No. 393, dated 21.5.2008 and lastly vide Memo. No. 429 dated 30.5.2008 with a copy to the Complainant,  but no action has so far been taken by  the Executive Engineer. The Respondent, who appears on behalf of the PIO today,  knows 
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 nothing about the case.  It is noted with concern that the PIO should have deputed some responsible officer to present the case, as has been clearly mentioned in the Notice of Hearing.

2.

It is, therefore, directed that Shri D. S. Sahi, Executive Engineer-cum-PIO, Central Works Division, PWD(B&R), Pathankot,  will appear in person on the next date of hearing and will submit explanation as to why penalty not be imposed upon him for the delay in  supply of information to the Complainant. He    will also bring Receipt Register to know whether the letters written  by the Deputy Commissioner, Gurdaspur to the Executive Engineer,  have been received in his office or not.

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23.9.2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Seema Rani, 

W/o Shri Varinder Kumar,

H.No. 2882/8, Cinema Road, Sirhind.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Education Officer (SE),

Fatehgarh Sahib.







 Respondent

CC No.1556/2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the  Complainant.

Shri Radhey Shyam, Section Officer-cum-PIO and Shri Rajesh Kumar, Junior Assistant,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The PIO states that the Complainant has filed a number of complaints with the Punjab State Information Commission, asking for the same information again and again,  which have been disposed of from time to time, as she, invariably,  does not attend the proceedings of the Commission, claiming to be a member of  BPL family. 

2.

In these  circumstances , it is decided that Commission will hold a Court in Aam Khas Bagh or Bachat Bhawan in Fatehgarh Saihb depending upon the availability, on 18.9.2008 at 11.00 A.M. The PIO will make arrangements for holding the court and will intimate the availability of the office to the Commission as well as to the Complainant. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 18.9.2008 at Fatehgarh Sahib at 11.00 A.M.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 






Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Captain Kundan Lal,

Village: Katbara, Tehsil: Balachaur,

District: Nawanshahr.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer,

Water Supply and Sanitation, Nawanshahr.



 Respondent

CC No. 1595/2008

Present:
Shri Kundan Lal, Complainant, in person.

Shri Avtar Singh, SDO-cum-APIO and Shri Brij Mohan, J.E., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The APIO states that the requisite information has already been supplied to the Complainant vide three  letters  No. 301  dated 31.1.2008, letter No. Nil dated 18.3.2008 and  letter No. 1151 dated 16.4.2008. The Complainant states that the information supplied to him is incomplete and is not according to his  demand.

3.

The  APIO submits a copy of the information to the Commission running into seven sheets and one plan  alongwith three sheets of covering letter. One copy of the same is handed over to the Complainant in the court in my presence. 
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4.

It is directed that the Complainant will go through the information supplied to him today and send his observations/comments, if  any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission by 14.9.2008 and the PIO will, in turn, send his response to the Complainant  with a copy to the Commission by 24.9.2008. It is also directed that Shri V.K. Mehta, Executive Engineer, Water Supply and Sanitation, Nawanshahr-cum-PIO will appear in person alongwith information, on the next date of hearing. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 25.9.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Satnam Singh,S/o 

Shri Surjit Singh,C/o

Universal Human Rights Organisation,

Bajra Colony, Rahon Road, Ludhiana-141007



    Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Environmental Engineer,

Punjab Pollution Control Board,Ludhiana.



 Respondent

AC No.211 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Appellant.

Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma, Assistant  Environment Engineer-cum-APIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 10.7.2008, when an opportunity was given to the Appellant to pursue his case as he was not present.  Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma, APIO,  states that a  representative of the Pollution Control Board, Ludhiana,  went to the Central Jail, Ludhiana to deliver the information to the Appellant  on 8.8.2008. On that that Shri Satnam Singh, S/o Shri Surjit Singh was to appear in the Court and he had been  taken by the Jail Authorities  to the Court for appearance. Therefore, the Information could not be supplied to him on that day. Again on 19.8.2008, the representative of the Pollution Control Board, Ludhiana visited the Central Jail, Ludhiana to supply the order of 10.7.2008 and
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the information but  he was informed by the Jail Authorities  that the Appellant had been released from the Jail as per Court orders. An effort was made to contact the Appellant at the address given by the Jail Authorities, but again he was not available at  that address.

2.

The Respondent states that since the information could not be  supplied  to the Appellant, in spite of the best efforts put up  by them, as the Appellant  could not be contacted; the case may be disposed of. 

3.

 Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Vinod Garg, Director Impex Ltd. 

684, Industrial Area-B, Ludhiana.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Punjab Financial Corporation,

SCO: 95-98, Bank Square,

Sector: 170B, Chandigarh.






 Respondent

CC No.1508 /2008

Present:
Shri Vinod Garg and Shri Sandeep Wadhwan, Advocate on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri D.P.Soni, Assistant General Manager-cum-PIO on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

Shri D.P.Soni, AGM-cum-PIO states that the information has been supplied vide letter dated 10.7.2007 and 13/17.4.2008 to the Complainant. The Respondent/PIO states that he has made a written statement regarding petition filed by the Complainant with the Commission on 7.7.2008 covering all the thirty-five points. A copy of the written statement is handed over to the Advocate on behalf of the Complainant in the Court today. 

3.

The Complainant will submit his observations/comments, if any, on the written statement of the PIO which is made available to the Advocate in the Court today.

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-09-2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 





Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ashok Kumar,

# VPO: Mamoon, Tehsil: Pathankot,

District: Gurdaspur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Divisional Engineer,

Punjab State tube-well Corporation Ltd.,

Dhangu Road, Near State Bank of India,

Pathankot.








 Respondent

CC No.1350 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant as well as the Respondent.



ORDER

1.

The Complainant vide his letter dated 2.9.2008 states that the required information has been received by him, he does not want to pursue the Complaint any more and the case may be disposed of.

2.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.

3.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Ramtej Singh,

S/o Shri Mahinder Singh,

VPO: Shadihari, Tehsil: Sunam,

District: Sangur.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Financial Commissioner, Animal Husbandry,  

 Dairy Development & Fisheries,  Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Financial Commissioner, Rural Development & 

Panchayats, Punjab, Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.
        Respondents

CC No.1597 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Darshan Singh, Joint Director-cum-PIO, Shri Sucha Singh, Superintendent, Grade-II, office of Animal Husbandry Department and Shri Charan Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Financial Commissioner, Rural Development & Panchayat, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Darshan Singh, Joint Director (AH)-cum-PIO states that the information has been supplied to the Appellant, vide No.17186, dated 11.7.2008 running into one sheet. 

2.

The Respondent on behalf of the PIO of the Financial Commissioner, Rural Development and Panchayats  states that the information 
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is ready for handing over to the Complainant. He submits one copy of the information to the Commission, which is  taken on record.   It is directed that one  copy of the information be supplied to Complainant by registered post. 

 3.

Since  the Complainant is not present, one more opportunity is given to him to pursue his case. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-10-2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to all the parties and to the Director, Animal Husbandry, 17 Bays Building, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Balkar Singh, Assistant Engineer(Retd),

94- Band Gate, Shiv Chowk, Sirsa (Haryana)-125055.


Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary to Govt., Punjab,

Water Supply & Sanitation Department,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1128 /2008
Present:
Shri Balkar Singh, Complainant, in person.
Shri S.P.Sharma, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri K.S.Kapur, Superintendent, O/o Chief Engineer Irrigation and Shri N. D. Sharma, Senior  Assistant, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Respondent states that the information as per the demand of the Complainant has been supplied to him. The Complainant states that he is not satisfied with the information supplied to him. He wants to inspect the files relating to his promotion to the post of  SDO as well as the files relating to the  promotion of Shri Dayal Singh and Shri B. D. Gupta to the post of S.D.O.  

2.

It is accordingly directed that   Shri Balkar Singh, Complainant will visit the office of PIO today at 12.30 PM to  inspect the files and identify the documents required by him.  It is also directed that the PIO will supply the 
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required documents, duly authenticated, to the Complainant,  free of cost. 

3.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 11-09-2008.

4.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

5.

At 3.00 P.M. today,  the Respondent and the Complainant report in the Chamber. The Respondent submits in writing that the said files have been inspected by the Complainant and copies of required documents have been handed over to the Complainant.

6.

The Complainant also submits in writing that he has inspected the files and has received the requisite documents. He further submits that he is fully satisfied with the information supplied to him.  

7.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

8.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

           STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Prem Kumar Purang,

# 9, Near Power Sub-Station,

New Tehsilpura, Amritsar.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary Irrigation, Punjab,

Mini Secretariat, Sector:9, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1493 /2008

Present:
Shri Prem Kumar Purang, Complainant in person.

Shri Satish Kumar, Registrar-cum-PIO, Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent, office of  Chief Engineer Irrigation and Shri Nirmal Singh, Senior Assistant, office of Principal Secretary Irrigation,  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The PIO-cum-Registrar, office of  Chief Engineer Irrigation submits requisite  information running into  two sheets,  which is handed over to the Complainant in the Court today in my presence. 

3.

The Complainant states that he has demanded information on three points vide  his application dated 15.5.2008. He further states that he wants noting portion of the files, where  his case for granting selection grade with effect from  1.1.1978 was dealt with and sent to the Government for approval after 
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eighteen years, i.e.  in 1996.  Similarly, he wants the noting portion of the files in the office of Principal Secretary Irrigation, where his case was dealt with for granting Selection Grade to him, from the date the case was received from the Chief Engineer Office. 

4.

It is accordingly directed that the copies of noting portion of the files in the office of Chief Irrigation as well as in the office of Principal Secretary Irrigation, where case for granting Selection Grade to the Complainant with effect from 1.1.1978 was dealt with, be supplied to the Complainant, before the next date of hearing under intimation to the Commission. 

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 23-10-2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 



Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Gurnam Singh Azad,

B-52, Rose Enclave(Sant Nagar),

Civil Lines, Ludhiana.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Principal Secretary, PWD(B&R),

Mini Secretariat, Punjab, Sector:9, Chandigarh.



Respondent

CC No.880/2008

Present:
Shri Gurnam Singh Azad, Complainant,  in person.
Shri Gurmel Singh,  Superintendent(CTC),   GAC office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R),  Patiala. 

None is present on behalf of Secretary, PWD(B&R),

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 5.8.2008, when it was directed that the case will be pursued with the A.G. Audit, Punjab by the Department to get the retirement benefits released to the Complainant in the light of the approval granted by the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and the Punjab Government to retain the Government house.

2.

On the request of Shri G.S. Sahota, PCS, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO and Shri Bikkar Singh XEN, Head Office, Patiala,  they  were exempted from personal appearance during  the  hearings in the instant case with the 

Contd…..p/2 

CC No.880/2008



-2-
directions  that necessary action will be taken to get the retirement benefits of the Complainant sanctioned from the competent authority.

3.

A perusal of noting and correspondence portion of the file of the

 Chief Engineer Office, brought by the Respondent, reveals that no action has

been taken by the officers/officials of the Head Office at  Patiala to get the retirement benefits settled/approved from the competent authority.

4.

It is, accordingly, directed that the Shri G.S. Sahota, PCS, Administrative Officer-cum-PIO, office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R), Patiala,  will appear in person, on the next date of hearing,  alongwith an affidavit to explain reasons as to  why action be  not  taken against him,  as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005,  for not taking any action as per the orders of the Commission dated 5.8.2008.

5.

The Complainant submits a copy of a letter written by Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, PWD(B&R), Ludhiana to the Sr. Audit Officer(D.P.Cell), office of Principal Accountant General ,Audit, Punjab, Chandigarh with a copy to the Superintending Engineer, Construction, PWD(B&R) Ludhiana and to the Complainant, to struck off the name of the Complainant from the  Para DP-26 titled “ Non recovery of penal rent Rs. 75.60 lakh for inclusion in audit Report 2007-08(Civil) Government of Punjab”. A copy of this letter is handed over to Shri Gurmel Singh, Superintendent, who is present 
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today on behalf of the Respondent,  to take action accordingly.

6.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 25.9.2008.

7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIO of the office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R), Patiala. 



Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri K. K. Tandon, 

S/o Shri R.B. Tandon

H. No. 54-B, Moti Nagar, Ludhiana.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Managing Director, PSIEC,

Udyog Bhawan, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.




 Respondent

CC No.1581/2008

Present:
Shri K. K. Tandon, Complainant, in person and Shri G.S. Sikka, Advocate, on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri R. K. Goyal, APIO, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Complainant filed an application with the PIO on 21.4.2008 and demanded information on three points as per annexure attached with the application. The three points,  on which the information has been asked for,  have been discussed in detail today in the court and it is directed that the PIO will supply the information for the period from 1990 to 2003. The Respondent states that some information is not available on the record. 

3.

It is, accordingly, directed that Shri J. S. Randhawa, PIO, will 
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appear in person on the next date of hearing and will submit an affidavit to the effect that  the information, available on the record, has been supplied to the Complainant and the remaining information is not available on record, which cannot thus be supplied. 

4.

The Advocate, present on behalf of the Complainant, submits a letter dated 4.9.2008 in the court today, which is taken on record and one copy is handed over to the APIO.

5.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 6.11.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Tirath Singh, President, 

Retired Workmen Employees Welfare Association,

Adarsh Bhawan, Village: Channi Mualan,

Shahpurkandi Township-145029.





Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Executive Engineer,

Personnel Division, R.S.D. Project,

Shahpurkandi Township.






 Respondent

CC No. 1505-B/2008

Present:
Shri  Tirath Singh,  Complainant, in person  and Shri T. R. Sharma, on behalf of the Complainant.


Shri Chanderkant, A.E., on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Heard both the parties.

2.

The Respondent states that the information is ready but it could not be supplied to the Complainant as the necessary charges have not been deposited by the Complainant. The Complainant states that no intimation  has been received from the PIO that the information is ready and more-over, stipulated period of one month has passed and , therefore, information may be supplied free of cost. 
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3.

Since the information has not been supplied within a stipulated period of one month and no intimation has been given to the Complainant to deposit the charges and collect the information, it is; directed that the information be supplied free of cost. 

4.

The Complainant requests that the information may be sent by registered post at the address given in his application dated 15.4.2008.

5.

It is directed that the Complainant will go through the information and will send his observations/comments, if any, to the PIO with a copy to the Commission, within a period of 15 days from the date of receipt of the information.  The PIO will, in turn, send his response to the Complainant, with a copy to the Commission, within next 15 days. 

6.

A perusal of the file reveals that the Complainant has filed three applications with necessary fees, in the instant case, demanding different information. Therefore, three different cases i.e. CC-1505/2008, CC-1505-A/2008 and CC-1505-B/2008 have been formed. Deputy Registrar, P.S.I.C. Chandigarh  may update his record accordingly. 

7.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 6.11.2008.

8                
Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and Deputy Registrar, Punjab State Information Commission, Chandigarh.

Sd/-

Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri  Dewan Chand Duggal,

S/o Late Shri Amar Nath Duggal,

Kothi No. 92, Sector:12, Panchkula.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R),

Patiala.








 Respondent

CC No.1602/2008

Present:
Shri Dewan Chand Duggal, Complainant, in person.


Smt. Swaranjit Kaur, Senior Assistant, office of Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, Ludhiana, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The Complainant  states that he filed an application dated 16.5.2008 with the PIO of the office of Chief Engineer, PWD(B&R), Patiala for seeking  information on four points regarding missing credits in his  G.P. Fund Account. He further states that he has received a letter dated 8.8.2008  from the Chief Engineer addressed to the Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, PWD(B&R), Ludhiana with a copy to District Treasury Officer, Ludhiana allowing the payment of Rs. 8762/-(Eight thousand seven hundred sixty two only) in respect of missing credits of G.P.Fund Account. He has sent a copy of the letter dated 8.8.2008 to the Commission intimating that up-to-date interest has not been provided to him.
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2.

The Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, PWD(B&R), Ludhiana has deputed Smt. Swaranjit Kaur, Senior Assistant, to attend the proceedings of the Commission in the instant case today.  She states that bill has been prepared and submitted with the District Treasury Officer for making the payment. She further states that due to stoppage of payments  by the Treasury, the bill could not be passed. She assures the Commission that as and when bill is passed by the Treasury, payment will be made to the Complainant.

3.

The Complainant states that he wants detail of Rs. 8762/-. He further states that  the Department is not calculating the interest as per the Rules of the Finance Department. 

4.

It is directed that the PIO of the office of Chief Engineer Patiala will supply the detail of Rs. 8762/- to the Complainant  within a period of 15 days.

5.

The case is fixed for confirmation of compliance  on 25.9.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the PIO of the  

Office of Executive Engineer, Provincial Division, PWD(B&R), Ludhiana.


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 04. 09. 2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

