STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Indermohan Singh,

DDM(Field), PUNSUP,

SCO-138, Beant Singh Complex,

Choti Baran Dari, Patiala.



  
 ___________ Appellant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP,

SCO-36-40, Sector-34-A,

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

AC No. 252 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Inder Mohan Singh, complainant in person.

ii)
Sh. B.P.S.Rana, Asstt. Manager (PRI), on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant in this case has been provided to him by the respondent, but since the complainant is not satisfied, each of the seven items of information, which he has mentioned in his application dated 5-3-2007, was discussed with both the parties and the position is as follows:

1. The photostat copy of the office proposal on the basis of which the affidavit in the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court was filed, has been provided to the complainant.  The complainant states that a copy of the draft prepared by the lawyer has not been given to him.  My finding on this issue is that a plain reading of point No. 1 shows that he has not asked for  either the draft nor the final version of the affidavit, but only the office proposal.  There is no other noting on the file prior to the preparation of the affidavit  other than what has been provided to the complainant.  Therefore, he has been given the information that  he has asked for,
2.
The complainant has been informed that the basis on  which
the date of appointment of Sh. Harmesh Kumar as Clerk has been shown as 28-9-1974 , in the 
speaking  order   dated  23-6-2004, is  the  orders  of   his
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appointment 
dated 3-10-1974, in which he has been shown as having 
joined  on 28-9-1974.  A copy of the letter of appointment has been 
given 
to the 
complainant. The respondent states that since the 
information is 
more 
than 35 years old there is no other document 
available on the file 
to  show that Sh. Harmesh Kumar joined on 28-9-1974 and the only 
available information has been given to the complainant.
3. It has been explained to the complainant that there is no roster according to which appointment of  Field Officers, Superintendent and Personal Assistants are made to the post of Assistant Manager (General)  / Deputy District Manager (Field).  The appointments are made in accordance with the prescribed ratio which is 35%, 9% and 4% for Field Officers, Superintendents and PAs respectively.  Whenever a vacancy occurs of Assistant Manager, it is filled up from one of the three categories according to the shortfall which exists in the  number of filled vacancies allotted to each category, according to the prescribed percentage.  Therefore, there is no point-wise roster in accordance with which the vacancies are filled up.
4. The list of officials, who were appointed  on contractual / daily wage basis has been given to the complainant.  
5. The complainant has  been informed that no  proposal for amending the Bye Laws of the Corporation was forwarded to the  Company Affairs Section of the PUNSUP, as mentioned by the complainant in his application.
6. Since no proposal was made for amendment of Bye Laws, the question of any  item having been put up to the Board of Directors  concerning the amendment, does not arise.

7. The orders implementing the revised  rates of TA/DA, contained in Punjab  Government letter  dated 3-2-2006, has been issued on 9-7-2007.  A copy of the same has been supplied to the complainant.
No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. K.C. Sandhi,

# 1852, Phase-VII,

Mohali.




  
  __________ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Managing Director,

PUNSUP,

SCO-36-40, Sector-34-A,

Chandigarh.






______ Respondent

CC No. 1391 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant.
ii) 
Sh. B.P.S. Rana, Asstt. Manager (PRI),on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Rachhpal Singh, (Accountant),

O/o Nagar Panchayat,

Badhani Kalan, Distt. Moga


  
 _________ Complainant

      




Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Deptt. Of Local Govt., Punjab,

Jiwan Deep Building, Se-17,

Chandigarh.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1394 of 2007

Present:
i) 
None on behalf of the complainant.


ii)
Sh. Kulwinder Singh, Supdt.(II), on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been prepared by the respondent and will be sent to the complainant today itself.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed  of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Narinder Modi,

Sirhind Consumer Protection Forum,

Mohalla Modian,
 Sirhind City-140406.

  
  _____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Director,

Deptt. Of Local Govt., Punjab,

Jiwan Deep Building, Sec-17,

Chandigarh.






_________ Respondent

CC No. 1389 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. G.C.Swadeshi,  on behalf of the complainant.


ii) 
Sh. Bhajan Singh, Supdt.,on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent states that the inquiry into the alleged embezzlement about which the complainant has filed an application for information is being conducted and it will take another ten days for the inquiry to be completed, after which the information asked for by the complainant will become available.

The respondent is directed to bring with him the information asked for by the complainant on the next date of hearing.


In the meanwhile, it is  to be examined whether the applicant in this case which is  “Sirhind Consumers Protection Forum, Mohalla Modian, Sirhind City-140406, through   its Director /President”,  is a person, who according to section 6 of the RTI Act,2005 is competent to make an application for information under the Act . This will also be examined and considered by the Court before the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 18-10-2007 for further consideration and orders.
  (P.K.Verma)

August  31,  2007



State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. B.R. Kapur,

# 1762/HIG, Sector-6,

Karnal.132001




  
  
_ Complainant

Vs.

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

Deptt. Of Irrigation & Power, Mini Sectt.,

Sector-9, Chandigarh.





_____ Respondent

CC No. 1385 of 2007

Present:
i) 
Sh. B. R. Kapur, complainant in person.



ii) 
Ms. Kulwant Kaur,  Sr. Asstt.,on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The official sent by the PIO as his representative has stated that she is not the concerned assistant who deals with establishment cases of the kind which is the subject matter of the application for information in this case.  She has further informed the Court that the PIO, Shri Sham Lal, Joint Secretary to Government, Punjab, Irrigation Department, had to proceed to Delhi in connection with a case in the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, and the concerned assistant has gone to PGI in connection with an eye ailment.


Insofar as providing the information in this case  is concerned, the PIO’s representative has stated that on receipt of the application for information from the complainant on 9-5-2007, the process for collecting various facts and papers concerning the representation of the complainant was set in motion and a response will be given to his application for information after getting the required information from the field.  This reply of the respondent is totally unacceptable. The facts of the case are simple enough.  Shri B.R. Kapur, the applicant for information in this case, was promoted as Research officer w.e.f. 28-1-1985 in the scale of  Rs. 1400-2000( revised scale  Rs. 3000-4500 )w.e.f. 1-1-1986 and his total service as Asstt. Research Officer and Research Officer on 1-1-1986  was more than 24 years.  According to the orders of the Government, an ARO is eligible for the senior scale of Rs. 3700-5300 w.e.f 1-1-1986 if he has completed 18 years service on that date.  Shri Kapur  had put in a representation for being given this scale from 1-1-1986, since he is eligible for it, as for back as  on 19-2-2003 and has sent as many as six reminders, but he has still not been given his dues.  
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He has, therefore, asked for the information from the respondent as to why his case is being delayed and by what date  would the scale of Rs. 3700-5300, which has also been given to his juniors, be given to him  w.e.f. 1-1-1986, along with arrears.  It is strange that the respondent, even after a lapse of four years since Shri Kapur put in his representation and the receipt of as many as six reminders, is taking the stand that he is still in the process of collecting the relevant information and papers regarding his case from field offices.  Secondly, the absence of the PIO or the concerned APIO as well as the concerned Assistant dealing with this case from the Court today also shows that the respondent is not taking his duties under the RTI Act with sufficient seriousness.  Accordingly, I give one more opportunity to the PIO, to properly examine the application for information of the complainant, and to give him a proper and suitable response to the three questions on which information has been sought in para 3 of the application of the complainant, before the next date of hearing, otherwise there would be no option left to the Court but to take action for the imposition of the penalty prescribed in section 20 of the RTI Act, 2005.

Adjourned to 10 AM on 11-10-2007 for confirmation of compliance.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. A.S. Wadhawan,

# 415/9, Mohalla Punja Piplan,

Bahadurpur, Hoshiarpur.


  
  

_ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Principal Secretary,

Local Government Deptt.

 Punjab Civil Secretariat, , 
Chandigarh.







_____ Respondent

CC No. 1376 of 2007

Present:
None.

. 

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent are present, which shows that the complainant has got the desired information or is not interested in pursuing his complaint.


Disposed of. 

  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Satish Kumar,

# 2836, Guru Nanak Colony,

Opp. GNE College, Gill Road,

Ludhiana.



  
  

______ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer,
O/o Registrar,

Punjab Agricultural University,

Ludhiana.






__________ Respondent

CC No. 1366 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

ii)
Sh. Narinder Singh, PIO-cum-Associate Professor,   Communication  Deptt, on behalf of the respondent. 

ORDER

Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been given to him by the respondent.


The complainant is not present.


Disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Pawan Kumar,

S/o Sh. Dhannu Ram,

Saifabad, P.O. Tehing,

Tehl. Phillaur, Distt. Jalandhar.

  
  

____ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Secretary, Govt. of Punjab,


Deptt. Of General Administration,

Civil Secretariat,Punjab,  Chandigarh.



_____ Respondent

CC No. 1369 of 2007

Present:
None.

ORDER

Neither the complainant nor the respondent is present.

In this case the complainant has applied for a copy of the permission issued in the name of  Ms. Monika  Goel, D/o  Shri  K. K. Goel, for her stay in the Punjab Bhawan,  New Delhi,  on 28-1-2006.

The respondent has correctly informed the complainant that the document wanted by him cannot be supplied to him under the  RTI  Act, 2005.


Disposed of.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor (Court No-1), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Labh Singh,

Waraich Colony,

Samana, Distt. Patiala.

  
  

_________ Complainant

Vs.

Public Information Officer ,

O/o Manager,

Punjab Agricultural Development bank Ltd., 
Samana,Distt. Patiala.



___________ Respondent

CC No. 1360 of 2007

Present:
i)
None on behalf of  the  complainant .
ii)
S. Amrik  Singh, Manager-cum-PIO, Pb. Agr. Dev Bank, Samana. 

ORDER

Heard.

The respondent in this case has informed the complainant that a Cooperative Society is not a “public authority” as defined in the RTI Act and his application for information, therefore, is not maintainable.


The complainant is not present.


The question whether a Cooperative Society is a “public authority” or not under the RTI Act, is under adjudication in a case before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court.  This case may, therefore, be kept pending and fresh notice will be issued to the parties after the decision of the Hon’ble High Court in the afore mentioned case.
  (P.K.Verma)








State Information Commissioner

Dated   31  August, 2007

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-34, 1st  Floor (Court No-2), Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Tribhwan Kumar,

H.No. 3125,

Sector 37-D,

Chandigarh.



  
   
    ___________ Complainant 

Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Ferozepur Central Coop. Bank Ltd.,

Ferozepur City.





_______ Respondent

CC No. 1263 of 2007

Present:
i)
Sh. Tribhawan Kumar, complainant in person.



ii)
Sh. Dinesh  Chowdhary, on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


Heard.

The information required by the complainant has been provided to him by the respondent, to his satisfaction.
Disposed  of.


.

(P.K.Verma)

Dated:  31 August,  2007


State Information Commissioner

