STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri, Chairman,

Punjab Services Anti Corruption Council,

Mohali.



__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Executive Engineer, Majitha Division,

U.B.D.C, Amritsar.


___________________ Respondent
AC-46 of 2006

Present:
1 Sh. A.D.S Anandpuri, appellant in person.

2.Sh. G.K. Nayyar, PIO,-cum- Executive Engineer, Majitha Division, UBDC Circle,  Amritsar.

3. Sh. Santokh Singh, Senior Assistant on behalf of Superintendent Engineer, UBDC Circle, Amritsar.

ORDER


Heard.

 

This case concerns a complaint from Sh. A.D.S. Anandpuri, Chairman, Punjab Services Anti Corruption Council, Mohali, against the PIO of the Majitha Division, UBDC for not having supplied the complete information asked for by the complainant vide his application dated 12/17-4-2006. In the meanwhile, the first appellate authority, namely the Superintendent Engineer, UBDC Circle has disposed of the appeal of the complainant vide his orders dated 8-8-2006, a copy of which has been supplied to the Court by the respondent and has been taken on record. The complainant stated that he has not received a copy of this order and the same, therefore was prepared and given to him at the instance of the Court.

 

In the above circumstances, no further action is required to be taken on the present complaint, which stands disposed of. If the complainant is not satisfied with the orders of the appellate authority, he is allowed to file a second appeal to the State Information Commission within ninety days from today. 

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh Naresh Kumar,

S/o Sh. Kaur Chand,

# 16940/A, Basant Vihar,

Street No-1, Bathinda.


__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

1. Public Information Officer,

O/o District Town Planner ,

Distt. Town & Country Planning Deptt.,

Mini Sectt., Bathinda.

2. Public Information Officer,

O/o Senior Town Planner,

District Council Building,

Sirhind Road, Patiala.


___________________ Respondent
AC-47 of 2006

Present:
1 Sh. Naresh Kumar, appellant in person.

2.Sh. Munshi Ram, Planning Draftsman, on behalf of PIO,O/o District Town Planner, Bathinda.

ORDER


Heard.



The Public Information Officer, Senior Town Planner, Patiala or his representative is not present since the notice of the hearing has been returned unserved.

 

In this case the District Town Planner, Bathinda has expressed his inability to supply the original survey plan and other drawings relating to TP scheme no.2 part 3, prepared in 1977, on the ground that they were destroyed in the floods of 1988. On the other hand, the complainant has supplied a copy of letter no. 370 dated 17-3-1993 of the Municipal Council, Bathinda addressed to the Divisional Town Planner, Bathinda Division, vide which the following drawings were sent for being printed so that they may produced before the Hon’ble Supreme Court:-

i) Drawing No. DTP (B) 10/74 (Survey Plan)

ii) Drawing No. DTP (B) 36/76 dated 25-3-1976

iii) Drawing No. DTP (B) 251/85 dated 25-4-1985

iv) Drawing No. DTP (L) 53/66

v) Drawing No. DTP (B) 27/75 dated 7-5-1975

 

Apart from the above, the complainant has also made an appeal to the first appellate authority i.e. the Senior town Planner, District Council Building, Sirhind Road, Patiala, vide his appeal dated 14-6-2006, which remains to be disposed of by a proper speaking order, although the maximum time within which this was required to be done is long over.

 

I, therefore order as follows:-

i) The appeal made by the complainant should be disposed of by the Senior Town Planner, Patiala within 21 days of the date of receipt of this order.

ii) Such of the drawings as are required and applied for by the complainant (vide his original request dated 9-5-2006), mentioned in the letter of the Municipal Council, Bathinda, cited above, must be located and supplied to the complainant within ten days of the receipt of this order by the PIO, District Town Planner, Bathinda.

 

Adjourned to 14-9-2006 for review and confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ajit Singh,

209 A, Focal Point,

Rajpura, Distt. Patiala


__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer cum-

Executive officer, Municipal Council,

Rajpura, Distt. Patial.



___________________ Respondent
CC-172 of 2006

Present:
1 None on the behalf of complainant.

2.Sh. Raj Kishan, Asstt. Municipal Engineer on behalf of PIO,

Municipal Council, Rajpura.

ORDER


Heard.



Sh. Raj Kishan, present before the Court on behalf of the PIO, Municipal Council, Rajpura has stated that the information required by Sh. Ajit Singh has been supplied to him vide  letter no. 783 dated 15-6-2006 (copy supplied to the Court). On the other hand complainant has written to the commission requesting for an adjournment.

 

Adjourned to 14-9-2006.

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Yogesh Mahajan,

Bureau Chief,

Anti Corruption Movement, 

Shop No. 2, Chamera Guest House,

Mission Road, Pathankot.


__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer, O/o

Executive Engineer, Gurdaspur Division,

Upper Bari Doab Canal,

Gurdaspur.




___________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-194

ORDER



None present.

 

The complainant has requested for an adjournment.



Adjourned to 21-9-2006.

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla,

H.No. 223, St. No. R-10,

GTB Nagar, Lalheri Road,

Khanna-141401.


__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Public Information Officer, O/o

Executive Engineer,

Municipal Council,

Khanna.





___________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-201-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Rakesh Kumar Bhalla, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Mohan Lal, head Draftsman on behalf of PIO, Municipal Council, Khanna.

ORDER


Heard.



Sh. Mohan Lal present on behalf of Public information officer, Municipal Council, Khanna has made a commitment before the Court that the information required by the complainant will be supplied to him within seven days.

 

In so far as the application fees of Rs. 50 is concerned, the complainant has already deposited Rs. 24 as application fee and Rs. 10 for the single page on which the information required can be given to him. In view of the delay that has been caused, I order that no further fees would require from the complainant.

 

Adjourned to 31-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance. 
(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ludhiana Oil Expeller Co-op House

 Building Society Limited

(through Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, President), 

Nirankari Street No. 3., G. T. Road,

Miller Ganj, Ludhiana 141003

_________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer, O/o

The Chairman,

Improvement Trust,

Ludhiana.




________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-207-2006

Present:
1. Sh. Balbir Aggarwal, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Pritam Singh, APIO, Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.

ORDER


Heard.

 

In this case the grievance of the complainant is that the original layout plan prepared in the year 1977 by the Ludhiana Improvement Trust of the 400 acres scheme in Modern Town Extension Part II ‘C’, Ludhiana and the orders of the competent authority vide which the same was revised has not yet been given o him. Sh. Pritam Singh, APIO has made a commitment that information will be given to the complainant within seven days of the receipt of this order.

Adjourned to 14-9-06.

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sector 32-A Sangharsh Committee,

2459, sector 32-A, Urban Estate, Chandigarh Road,

Ludhiana-141010.



_________________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer, O/o

The Additional Chief Administrator, 

PUDA, Ludhiana.



________________ Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-208-2006

Present:
1. None on the behalf of the complainant.

2. Sh. V.K. Chauhan, Executive Engineer on behalf of PIO, PUDA,  Ludhiana.

ORDER


Heard.

 

Sh. V.K. Chauhan, Executive Engineer, PUDA,  Ludhiana,  provided the Court with parawise comments on the complaint and also a copy of letter no. PUDA/DE(C-I)Ldh/06 dated 9-6-2006 addressed by the Divisional Engineer (C-I) PUDA, Ludhiana, to the President/ General Secretary, Sector 32-A, Sangarsh Committee, Ludhiana in which he has invited the complainant to visit his office and to inspect the original records and to collect photostat copies of any document or page that is required. This action has been taken by the respondent after the submission of the complaint, which is dated 24-5-2006.

 

The complainant is not present, and there is also no request which has been received for an adjournment. Apparently, he is satisfied and does not wish to pursue the complaint.



The complaint, accordingly, stands disposed of. 
(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan,

#1, Adarsh Nagar, Bhadson Road,

Patiala.


__________________ Complainant  

Vs.

Sh. Dev Chand,

Superintendent- 1- cum-

Assistant Public Information Officer,

O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.


___________________ Respondent
Complaint Case No. CC-209-2006

And

Complaint Case No. CC-210--2006

Present:
1. Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan, complainant, in person.

2. Sh. Dev Chand, Superintendent- 1- cum- APIO,

O/o Punjab Public Service Commission,

Patiala.
ORDER


Heard.

 

These are two complaints made under section 18 of The Right to Information Act, 2005, by Sh. J.S. Chowhan against the Public Information Officer of the Punjab Public Service Commission, Patiala. The nature of the information which is the subject matter of the two complaints, and the complainant and respondent in both the cases, being the same, they are being disposed of by this single order.

 

The facts of this case briefly are that a reference was received by the PPSC  vide letter no. 1/15/96-3    /846 dated 7.6.2001 on the subject of the dismissal from  service of the complainant, to which the Commission conveyed its concurrence vide its letter no. 3552 dated 12-6-2001. Vide his letters no. RI/05/20/20-A/I and ARI-05/60/61-A/1 dated 13-3-2006, the complainant requested the APIO, PPSC, Patiala to give him information about the level at which the proposal for his dismissal was approved within the Commission.  Vide its letter no. Dis 156/2001/-A-1/542 dated 18-4-2006, the APIO, PPSC sent a reply to the complainant that the level at which the proposal for the complainant’s dismissal had been approved was the Chairman of the Commission. 

 

Vide his letters dated 29-4-2006, the complainant requested the APIO, PPSC, for the following information:-

i) The competent level at which approval is given within the Commission for the penalty of dismissal from service of a Class-I Government official;

ii) A copy of the orders of the Commission determining the level at which various decisions of the Commission were taken, prevalent in June 2001;

iii) The copies of notings on the Commission’s file starting from the receipt of the letter no. 1/15/96-3  /846 dated 7-6-2001 till the dispatch of the reply of the Commission vide letter no. 3552 dated 12-6-2001;

iv) The copies of the notings on the Commission’s file starting from the receipt of the complainant’s letter no. ARI/05/05/60/61-A/1 dated 13-3-2006 till the dispatch of the reply of the Commission vide  letter no. Dis 156/2001-A-1/542 dated 18-4-2006.

The APIO informed the complainant vide his letter no. Dis 156/2001/     -7/ 2348 dated 31-5-2006 that copies of notings cannot be supplied in accordance with the decision taken by the Commission. Subsequently vide his letter no. Dis 156/2001/   -7/2978 dated 30-6-2006, the APIO informed the complainant that the appeal made by the complainant against the aforementioned decision of the Commission is under consideration. Upon being questioned about the fate of the appeal, the APIO informed the Court that the complainant has already been informed with reference to his appeal that  notings cannot be supplied. 

 

The APIO was then asked by the Court to cite the particular provision of the Right to Information Act under which exemption is being claimed for the notings. The APIO stated that exemption is being claimed under section 8(I)(g), which states that the following information may not be given:-

“(g) Information, the disclosure of which would endanger the life or physical safety of any person or identify the source of information or assistance given in confidence for law enforcement or security purposes”. 

He explained that if the notings are supplied to the complainant, it may endanger the life and safety of the officials of the Commission who are found by the complainant to have written against him.

 

I find this contention of the APIO, who is present before the Court on behalf of the Public Information Officer of the PPSC, Patiala, to be wholly untenable. There is absolutely no evidence or indication which may support this claim to exemption and the reliance being placed on section 8(I) (g) of the Right to Information Act is thoroughly misplaced and deserves to be rejected.

 

I order accordingly that the following information must be supplied by the PIO, PPSC, Patiala to the complainant, Sh. Jagdip Singh Chowhan, within ten days of the receipt of this order:-

(i) A copy of the orders of the Commission determining the level at which various decisions of the Commission were taken, prevalent in June 2001.

(ii) The copies of notings on the Commission’s file starting from the receipt of the letter no. 1/15/96-3  /846 dated 7-6-2001 till the dispatch of the reply of the Commission vide letter no. 3552 dated 12-6-2001.

(iii) The copies of the notings on the Commission’s file starting from the receipt of the complainant’s letter no. ARI/05/05/60/61-A/1 dated 13-3-2006 till the dispatch of the reply of the Commission vide  letter no. Dis 156/2001-A-1/542 dated 18-4-2006.

 

Adjourned to 14-9-2006 for confirmation of compliance.

(P.K.Verma)

August 22, 2006.


  

       State Information Commissioner

