STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Sagar Samant

c/o Mr. Vipan Mahajan,

Sri Ram Telecom, Main Market Jugial,

Pathankot.





…..Complainant.

                        Vs.

The Chief Engineer,

Ranjit Sagar Dam, 

Irrigation Works, Punjab,

Shahpur Kandi Township,

Pathankot.








…….Respondent.

CC No.- 328  of 2006

Present:
Shri Sagar Samant complainant in person.



  Mr. Chander Kant, Assistant Engineer for respondent.

ORDER



During the course of hearing, it transpires that Mr. Chander Kant, Assistant Engineer is in Chandigarh in connection with some other official matter as such he was asked to appear before the Commission and seek adjournment.  As such Shri Chand Kant is not conversant with the issue. He has stated that  the Executive Engineer, Personnel Division  is busy in the Punjab and Haryana High Court whereas the applicant pointed out that as per the letter dated 6.7.2006, the Executive Engineer, Communication Division who was appointed the PIO/ Nodal Authority in this particular case was very much present in the office at Shahpur Kandi.  A perusal of the documents indicates that notice for the hearing was sent only on 11.10.2006.  Time of notice was too short.  



The case is adjourned to 17.11.2006 on which date the PIO appointed for this case should be present personally with full facts of the case.












Sd/-

(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner
October 20, 2006.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Prof. Mohd. Saleem (Retd.),

#2536-A-1, Odhla Mohalla,

Phool Chakkar, Ropar-140001.




…..Complainant.

              Vs.

1.

The Public Information Officer,



O/o the Secretary, Higher Education, Govt. of Pb.,



Mini Secretariat, Chandigarh.

2.

The Public Information Officer,



O/o the Director of Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab,



SCO 66-67, Sector 17-D, Chandigarh.

3.

The Public Information Officer,



O/o the Accountant General Punjab,  Chandigarh.

4.

The Public Information Officer,



O/o the Director for Welfare for Pensioners, Pb.,



SCO 192-193, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
   …Respondents.
CC No: 329-2006:

Present:-
None for the complainant.

Shri JIt Singh, Superintendent, DPI (Colleges) for respondent No.1 and 2.

Shri Dalbir Chand for respondent No.3.

Shri Kuldip Singh Sr. Assistant for respondent No.4

ORDER


It is submitted by Shri Jit Singh Superintendent that grouse of Prof. Saleem was  of non-grant of selection grade but the same could not be given to him because he did not fulfil the criteria.  Similarly he did not submit the pension papers etc. so his pension could not be fixed or disbursed to him.   It is further submitted by Shri Jit Singh that registered letters were sent to the complainant twice but they were received back with endorsement from the postman with the remarks that  “Addressee not available”.



In view of the above, department may again try to supply the information  to Prof. Saleem by sending a letter through registered post.  The case to come up for confirmation on 10.11.2006. On that day an intimation will be sent to the complainant that he should also be present so that matter can be resolved.
Sd/-










( R.K.Gupta),







State Information Commissioner.
October 20, 2006.



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurmit Singh,

Boki Industries, Jalandhar.


…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer-cum

O/o the Sub Divisional Officer (Canal),

Jalandhar. 







…….Respondent.

CC No. 28  of 2006:

Present:-
Shri Harmesh Lal,  SDO (Canal), Jalandhar.



Shri Karanbir Singh s/o Shri Gurmit Singh for complainant.



Shri Vijay Kumar, Information Clerk, office of the D.C., Jalandhar.

ORDER


Shri Harmesh Lal, Sub Divisional Officer (Canal) stated that the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar  already called him twice and looked into the record.  The latter told him that the report will be sent direct to the Commission. Shri Vijay Kumar has brought a report dated 19.12.2006 on behalf of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  According to this report the complainant, Shri Gurmit Singh had said that he had no objection if “Intqal” is made about Khasra No.19172/5741 to 5746 whereas the same is being contested by Shri Karanbir Singh s/o Shri Gurmit Singh, complainant.  He has produced various copies purported to have been issued in 1996, 1998 and 2006 by the Copying Branch of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.  The foregoing facts clearly indicate that  either of the party is not telling the truth and someone  is playing the mischief.  It is suggested that D.C. Jalandhar may like the case to be registered with the Police Department about the forgery being committed or mischief being done by some person, may be in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar or in the Canal Department.  DC Jalandhar may request the SSP, Jalnadhar for an expeditious investigation in the case so that the truth comes out and the guilty can be punished.  Copy of Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar’s report may be handed over to Shri Karanbir Singh for follow up action with the appropriate authority.



As far as this Commission is concerned, it will not be appropriate to pass any order at this stage.  The matter can be looked into only after a thorough investigation is made by the Police Department.  The matter stands disposed of accordingly. However,   if either party has any grievance, it can move a fresh application at the appropriate time.

Sd/-








( R.K.Gupta),








State Information Commissioner.

October 20, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 
Shri M.R.Singla,

#1015, Sector 16,  Panchkula.



…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Joint Secretary to Govt. of Punjab,

Irrigation Department, Mini Secretariat,

Chandigarh.








…….Respondent.

C.C.No, 347 of 2006

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



Smt. Harminder Kaur, Sr. Assistant for respondent.

ORDER



Mrs. Harminder Kaur, APIO has brought a set of information meant for the complainant which is handed over to him.  Shri Singla can go through these papers and confirm that he has received full information which he asked for.  



The case to come up for confirmation on 3.11.2006










      Sd/-










( R.K.Gupta),








State Information Commissioner.

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri G.C.Swadeshi, AC Officer (Retd.)

3239, Krishna Nagar, New Colony,

Sirhind Mandi, Distt. Fatehgarh Sahib.
…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Local Registrar (Births & Deaths),

Municipal Council, Khanna.








…….Respondent.

CC No. 350   of 2006:

Present: 
Mr. G.C. Swadeshi applicant in person



Mr. Rajinder Singh, Supdt.  for the respondent

ORDER



Shri Rajinder Singh, Superintendent states that the information asked for by the applicant has already been sent to him through courier on 19.10.2006.  A  copy  of the same  has been provided to  the complainant.  



The complainant can go through the information and confirm that he has received the information which he had asked for.



The case to come up for confirmation on 3.11.2006.












Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Subhash Rani w/o Shri Ramesh Chander,

#B-32/3239, Galli No.5, Simla Colony 

(Kailash Nagar), Near Judhwal Basti, Ldh.













…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director, Deptt. of Social Securities,

Development of Women and Children, 

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.









…….Respondent.

CC No. 355  of 2006:

Present:-
None for the complainant.

Smt. Shakuntala, Superintendent-cum-APIO for the respondent.

ORDER



Smt. Shakuntala, Superintendent submitted that the complainant has asked for the marks given after an interview held for the promotion to the post of Supervisor.  In this connection number of people have gone to the Punjab and Haryana High Court and on the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, a committee has been constituted  to look into the issue and it has been decided till Committee finalized the issue.  Marks awarded to various applicant should not be disclosed.  Smt. Shakuntala  have been instructed to inform the Committee members that since the casae is pending before this Commission they should try to finalize the issue at the earliest.  Case to come up for next hearing on 15.12.2006.

                                                                                                         Sd/-









(R.K.Gupta ),







State Information Commissioner.
October 20, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Smt. Pritpal Kaur w/o Sh. Balvir Singh,

V.P.O. Brahmpura, Vill. Latala, Distt. Ludhiana.
…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Director, Deptt. of Social Securities,

Development of Women and Children, 

Mini Secretariat, Sector 9, Chandigarh.








…….Respondent.

CC No. 356 of 2006

ORDER



Smt. Shakuntala, Superintendent submitted that the complainant has asked for the marks given after an interview held for the promotion to the post of Supervisor.  In this connection number of people have gone to the Punjab and Haryana High Court and on the directions of the Hon’ble High Court, a committee has been constituted  to look into the issue and it has been decided till Committee finalized the issue.  Marks awarded to various applicant should not be disclosed.  Smt. Shakuntala  have been instructed to inform the Committee members that since the casae is pending before this Commission they should try to finalize the issue at the earliest.  Case to come up for next hearing on 15.12.2006.

Sd/-









(R.K.Gupta ),







State Information Commissioner.
October 20, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Amrit Pal Brar, Member,

Public Grievance Committee and Convener PCRF,

#2958, Ajit Road, St. No.3, Bathinda.



…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Special Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,

Department of Power, 5th Floor, Mini Sectt.

Chandigarh.






…….Respondent.

CC No. 366 of 2006
Present: 
Applicant in person



 Mrs. Harinder Kaur, PIO

ORDER



Mrs. Harinder Kaur, PIO has brought a letter whereby the full information asked for by the applicant has been sent to him.  


The case to come up for confirmation on 3.11.2006

Sd/-

(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Inderjit Singh,

Photographer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

Sector 17-C, Chandigarh. 









…..Applicant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

Punjab Mandi Board,

SCO No.149-152, Sector 17-C,

Chandigarh.








…….Respondent.

AC No. 22 -2006:

Present:
None for the applicant.



Mr. Chander Sekhar, APIO  for the respondent.

ORDER



Mr. Chander Sekhar, APIO confirmed that the information has been sent as reported on the previous date.  There is no contradiction, hence the case stands disposed of..

Sd/-

( R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

Ex-Additional Director,

#Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala (Punjab)





…..Complainant.

                        Vs.

Shri Pal Singh,

Public Information Officer-cum-

Public Relations Officer,

Gurdaspur.






…….Respondent.

CC No.  155 of 2006
Present:
Shri Jagdip Singh Chowhan complainant in person.



  Shri Pal Singh, District Public Relations Officer, Gurdaspur in person.

ORDER


In pursuance of the orders dated 6.10.2006, Shri Pal Singh, District Public Relations Officer, Gurdaspur has brought two sets of papers. One has been handed over to Shri Chowhan and another has been kept for record of the Commission.  Shri Chowhan stated that he needs sometime to study the information provided to him.  


This was a small matter which could be  sorted out easily and  even if the information has been provided today, the case could have been disposed of today itself.  However, as per the demand of Mr. Chowhan, the case is adjourned to 3.11.2006 for confirmation.  Shri Chowhan also asked for a copy of the report submitted by Shri Pal Singh, PIO-cum-District Public Relations Officer, Gurdaspur dated 5.10.2006.  Since this letter was addressed to the Commission, a copy  of the same has been handed over to Shri Chowhan.





Be listed on 3.11.2006

Sd/-

(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner
October 20, 2006.


STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Ramesh Goyal,

Advocate,

Punjab & Haryana High Court,

287, Advocate Enclave, 

Sector 49-A, Chandigarh.




…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Director General of Police, Punjab,

Punjab Police Headquarters, Sector 9,

Chandigarh.








…….Respondent.

CC No. 352 of 2006
Present: 
Shri Ramesh Goyal, complainant in person



Shri Ravinder Singh, DSP for the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Ravinder Singh, DSP states that the list is being prepared but he cannot not give a  specific date by which it will be ready.  However, a letter from the Deputy Inspector General of Police (Computer and Telecommunication) dated 20.7.2006 says that the list will be ready within 2-3 weeks.  However, more than three months have  passed  and nothing seems to be insight.  



In normal course seniority in service is counted from the date when one joins duty and lateron it is fixed when he acquires necessary qualifications and gets approval of the Departmental Promotion Committee.  In the instant case, it is being stated that some people were promoted who were not eligible.  The request of the complainant is specific and needs to be answered as such.  The respondent is hereby instructed to prepare a list and hand over the same to the complainant within three weeks from today. Since the information has been delayed by the Department, the fee, if any,  charged from the complainant by the Department should be refunded to him. Similarly for  supply of the copies of information required, no fee will be charged from him.

  The case is to come up for confirmation about  supply of the  information on 17.11.2006. 














Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner
October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Balu Ram s/o Shri Hukma Ram,

Work Munshi o/o the Sub Divisional Engineer,

Tubewell Construction Sub Division No.1, 

Punjab State Tubewell Corporation Ltd.,

Dhangu Road, Pathankot, Distt. Gurdaspur.














…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Managing Director,

Punjab State Tubewell Corporation Ltd.,

SCO 28-29, Sector 26,

Chandigarh.









…….Respondent.

CC No.162  of 2006:

Present: 
Shri Balu Ram, complainant in person

Shri Devinder Singh, Public Information Officer-cum-Executive Engineer for the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Devinder Singh, Executive Engineer-cum-Public Information Officer of the Punjab State Tubewell Corporation Ltd. has brought a sealed cover said to be containing some papers about Shri Balu Ram.  It was made clear to him that the Commission does not accept any sealed cover document.  As such the said sealed cover has been returned to the PIO. Going through the earlier orders passed by the Commission, it seems that the department has been avoiding giving information by taking one plea or the other.  In the covering letter of the sealed envelope referred to above, it is stated that no date of hearing had been communicated to the Corporation which is far from truth.  Taking all facts into consideration the following orders are passed:-

1. Shri Balu Ram has visited Chandigarh 6 times including today for attending this Commission and have paid fare from his own pocket and have to get two casual leaves  each time.   It is ordered that the bus fare for the journey  performed by him  on all these  times should be refunded to  him by the Corporation and all his visits  to Chandigarh in connection with this case be treated as ‘on duty’ and the casual leave already granted to  him  be treated as ‘not availed’..

2. The Public Information Officer will explain within three days, why deterrent action should not be taken against him under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and a fine imposed on him for this default.

.

  The case to come up for confirmation about supply of the  information on 3.11.2006 on which date the Public Information Officer Shri Devinder Singh should also be present.

Later on, Shri Devinder Singh, PIO opened the sealed envelope and handed over a set of copies of the documents to Shri Balu Ram.  Shri Balu Ram requested for time to go through these documents and satisfy himself  whether  these are the same documents which  he had asked for. 

For confirmation, the case to come up on 3.11.2006.












Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Davinder Pal, 

Reporter ( Punjabi Tribune),

C/0 Tribune Office, SCO 20, 

Ladhowali Road, Jalandhar.



…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Deputy Commissioner,

Jalandhar.






…….Respondent.

CC No.343 of 2006
Present: 
Shri Manjit Sandhu on behalf of Shri Devinder Pal.



Shri Vijay Kumar, Spl. Kanungo for the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Vijay Kumar Information Clerk-cum-Spl. Kanungo is not well conversant with the issue.  He informed that in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar, District Revenue Officer is the Public Information Officer. He had come to Chandigarh only in an  another case pending before this Commission wherein he had brought the record.  He has asked  for an adjournment with the plea that he will take the orders of the competent authority after which he  will be able to say as to when the  information  will be supplied

.  The complainant has asked for certain information which is specific and to the point.  Being a citizen of the nation, he has a right to know about the details of expenses incurred under various Heads of the Govt. Under the  RTI Act itself, it is provided that every Government office will put a detail about the expenses incurred by it. under various heads so that all citizen of the country can have free access to know about the same.



Shri Vijay Kumar has been asked to  convey the instructions of this Commission to the Department  that the asked for information has to be provided within three weeks from today i.e. by 10.11.2006.  After the required information is received and is studied by him,  the complainant either himself or through his representative can confirm about the position on 17.11.2006.



The case to come up on 17.11.2006












Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri M.P.Goswami (Advocate),

102, Shivalik Enclave, NAC Manimajra,

Chandigarh.






…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Department of Public Relations, Punjab,

Chandigarh.













…….Respondent.

CC No.340  of 2006:

Present:-
Shri M.P.Goswami, Advocate complainant in person.



None for the respondent.

ORDER


The information asked for by the complainant is specific.  The Additional Director-cum-Public Information Officer of the Public Relations Department, Punjab vide their letter dated 18.10.2006 has asked who wants the information.  It is nothing but a strange question. when Shri Goswami has himself written the letter. It is, therefore, presumed that he wants the said  information.  However, in view of the plea taken by the Department, I asked Shri Goswami about the same and he confirmed that he wants that information.  Accordingly, department is directed to supply the same within four weeks from today.



The case to come up for confirmation on 24.11.2006.












Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Girdhari Lal Sharma,

S.D.O. (Retd.), Vill. Plahar,

P.O. Amroh, Tehsil Mukerian,

District Hoshiarpur-144224.









…..Complainant.

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

O/o the Chief Engineer (Canal),

Irrigation Department, Govt. of Punjab,

Sector 18-A,

Chandigarh.













…….Respondent.

CC No.141  of  2006:

Present:-
Shri Girdhari Lal Sharma complainant in person.



Shri Wattan Singh Minhas, Registrar-cum-PIO for the respondent.

ORDER


According to Shri Minhas, the complainant retired in the year 1986 and for the last 18 years nothing was heard from him and now he is contending that calculation sheets were not provided to him..  He further stated that his pay was fixed as per the norms and his pension was sanctioned accordingly.  The contention of the complainant is that in view of the Supreme Court of India’s judgment in a civil appeal delivered in the year 1997, about which he came to know in 2003, he submitted an application to the Department with a view to get benefit as bestowed by the Supreme Court in that case.



It is not within the purview of this Commission to know whether pay fixed was correct or not.   Shri Minhas is directed  that the complainant should be informed about the action taken on his application submitted by him in the year 2004.  If he wants copy of the note-sheetd on which his case was dealt, the same can also be provided to him



The case to come up for confirmation on 15.12.2006.












Sd/-


(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner

October 20, 2006

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Bishan Singh,

s/o Shri Mansha Singh,

R/o #1014, Phase VII,

Mohali (SAS Nagar)





…..Complainant.

                        Vs.

S.D.M. Kharar.





…….Respondent.

CC No. 332  of 2006
Present:
Shri Bishan Singh, complainant in person.

Mr. Rajiv Kumar, Panchayat Secretary, Block Majri for respondent..

ORDER



Mr. Rajiv Kumar states that he was asked on telephone by the SDM Kharar to attend this commission.   He is not at all conversant with the issue. It appears  that another case filed by Shri Bishan Singh is pending with another bench of this commission.  He is confused between these two cases.  



Shri Rajiv Kumar has, however,  offered that Shri Bishan Singh can visit  their office  and whatever documents he required will be handed over to him.  Shri Bishan Singh may  accordingly visit  the office of the S.D.M., Kharar on 27.10.2006 at 10.00 A.M for getting the required information.  It is made clear that  it will be the responsibility of the  S.D.M., Kharar to collect all the record from the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, Majri and give copies of the required documents  to the applicant on that day as per Rules.



Case adjourned to 17.11.2006.












Sd/-

(R.K.GUPTA)

State Information Commissioner
October 20, 2006.


