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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasneet Bindra, #1288 FF,

Saector 42-B, Chandigarh.





      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o PAGREXO c/o Managing Director, Punjab Agro Industries Corporation Ltd.,

Chandigarh.







  -------------Respondent.

CC No.  784    of 2011

&
CC No.  785    of 2011

Present:-
Ms. Jasneet Bindra complainant in person.



Shri Chetan Kaushik, APIO on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Both these cases were heard together with the consent of the parties and copy of this order shall be placed on the record of the concerned case files. 

2.

The plea taken by the respondent is that in response to RTI application dated 20.1.2011, reply was sent to the information-seeker on 25.1.2011 that the information may be treated as NIL.

3.

However, attention of the respondent was drawn to the official website of the Punjab Agro Industries Corporation which indicates that the respondent is dealing with both the projects, of Strawberry and Olive cultivation.  In response, PIO/Punjab Agro Industries Corporation submits that another independent public authority namely PAGREXO is dealing with the projects of cultivation of Strawberry and Olive and that at the time of giving the reply to the present complainant on 25.1.2011, the PIO was not aware of this fact.
4.

I have heard the parties.  PAGREXO is an independent public authority, but the top management of the present respondent and PAGREXO is common.  The RTI application should have been transferred by the PIO/Punjab Agro Industries Corporation under Section 6(3) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 to his counterpart in PAGREXO.  However, I give the benefit of doubt that the PIO was ignorant about the fact that PAGREXO was dealing with the subject and for this reason the PIO failed to transfer the RTI application under Section 6(3) of the Act. 
5.

 It is now hereby directed that PIO/Punjab Agro Industries Corporation shall transfer the RTI application to PIO/PAGREXO. He will use his influence with his sister concern/organization to ensure that the information is furnished to the complainant.  A separate Notice shall also be issued to PIO/PAGREXO.

6.

To come up on 17.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri P.P.Singh, Public Awareness Society,

NGO 63, Germany Dass Park, Kapurthala.




-------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o the Secretary Kho Kho Association, Patiala.



    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  769  of 2011
Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had sought information from the PIO/Secretary, Kho-Kho Association, Patiala vide a written request dated 5.11.2010.  Notice was issued to the respondent and the case came up for hearing on 19.4.2011 when none on behalf of the parties appeared.  The case was, therefore, adjourned to 4.5.2011.  In the meantime, a written reply has been received from the respondent seeking another date for appearance.
2.

Today again both the parties are absent without intimation. The case is adjourned to 17.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M. with the direction to the respondent to file his written reply that information asked for by the present complainant as per his application dated 5.11.2010 has been furnished to him.








           (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





    Chief Information Commissioner










 Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Dr. Sandeep Gupta, 989, Sector 15-A,

Near Bishnoi Market, Hisar-125001.




       _______ Complainant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o The Secretary, Social Security and Women and 

Child Development, Pb., Chandigarh-160017.
                                              _______ Respondents

CC No. 802 of 2010

ORDER



The complainant had moved an application to PIO/Secretary, Social Security & Women and Child Development, Punjab, Chandigarh asking the PIO whether the respondent-department had published the pro-active disclosures as mandated under Section 4 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and if so, the details of the disclosures made by the department under various clauses of Section 4 of the Act ibid be provided. The Director, Social Security & Women and Child development, Punjab, Chandigarh, however, asked him to deposit a fee of Rs.500/- so that information consisting of 216 pages alongwith postal charges, as required under the Act was paid by the information-seeker.  It was further disclosed to the complainant that the entire information has been uploaded at the website (www.rti.gov.in) and also on the departmental website (www.pbsocialsecurity.gov.in).  There was exchange of letters between the information-seeker and the respondent-department. The department finally forwarded the information vide letter NO.2010/257 dated 9.2.2010, the operative part of which is reproduced below:-







“T[go'es ftô/ s/ nkg ih dk fpB?FgZso i' fe ;eZso, gzikp ;oeko, ;wkfie ;[oZfynk ih d/ dcso d/ vkfJoh BzL262 fwsh 2H2H10 okjhA fJ; ftGkr ftu gqkgs j'fJnk d/ jtkb/ ftu.


ftô/ nzfes wkwb/ ;zpzXh nkg ih tb'A wzrh rJh ;{uBk fJ; gZso Bkb BZEh eoe/G/ih iKdh j?.  fJ: s'A fJbktk nkg ih tb'A i' gZso ftGkr dh t?p;kJhN pko/ fbfynk frnk j?, ;zpzX ftu df;nk iKdk j? fe j[D t?p;kJhN j/m fby/ nB[;ko t/yh ikt/ ihLF


www.pbsocialsecurity.gov.in “
2.

The plea taken by the respondent-department was that information sought by the complaint stood duly supplied to him and therefore, the complaint petition of the information-seeker should be dismissed. The plea of the information-seeker on the other hand was that full suo-motto disclosures as required under Section 4 of the Act have not been made by the respondent-department and that there are many deficiencies in the information uploaded/published by the respondent-department.

3.

Strictly speaking, queries of the information-seeker stood duly answered as the department had given him details of whatever information had been published by respondent under Section 4 of the Act.  However, as perusal of the information published by respondent showed that provisions of Section 4 had not been fully complied with, proceedings in this case were kept pending so as to enable the complainant to point out details of non-compliance of the clauses of Section 4 by pointing out deficiencies and thereby forcing the respondent to publish/disclose whatever had not been disclosed so-far. 
4.

Deficiencies in the disclosures under Section 4 were removed by the respondent-department, as per letter submitted by it to the Commission vide No.824 dated 24.5.2010.  However, the complainant sought publication of more information pertaining to some of the schemes run by the department like facilities to senior citizens, scholarship to handicapped, Concession for travel in buses, Regional Spinal Injury Centre and home for old aged persons etc. etc. 
5.

The respondent-department replied to the complainant that further details could also be assessed from the website of the concerned district Social Welfare Officers.  The website addresses of these districts were placed on record.  The respondent-department also gave CDs as well as hard-copies of the information published under Section 4 to the complainant.
6.

During the course of hearings of the case on different occasions, the Commission visited the website of the department in the presence of the parties.  CDs submitted by the department were also opened on the computer in the presence of the parties.  The department has published the details on its website as also on the website of the field organizations and other departments which operate some of the welfare programmes, under Section 4.  However, some of the information is not in Punjabi.  The complainant pointed out that the publication of the information has to be in a manner which is easily accessible to the public.  All material should be disseminated taking into consideration cost effectiveness and local language.  The complainant, therefore, pleaded that the respondent be directed to publish the entire information in Punjabi.

7.

I accept this plea of the complainant.  The department should expeditiously publish in Punjabi all the information required to be made public under suo-motto disclosure of  Section 4 of the Act. 

8.

Disclosure of information under Section 4 of the Act is an ongoing exercise.  New schemes/programmes are launched from time to time and the ongoing programmes also make progress. Initial disclosure therefore requires updating as fresh information which is generated over a period of time also needs to be disclosed.  The department should make an earnest endeavor that information is update from time to time, making it as comprehensive as possible and in the local language.

9.

Since this complaint case has been lingering for long, resulting in number of adjournments, it would be desirable to compensate the complainant, who is a public spirited person and has made an earnest endeavor to see that the respondent fully complies with Section 4 of the Act by following up the proceedings of the case on different dates, incurring expenditure on visits to Chandigarh.  I, therefore, award him compensation of Rs.5000/-, with the directions that the respondent-department shall pay this amount of compensation by way of a crossed cheque to the complainant within a period of one month from today.
10.

To come up on 21.6.2011 at 10.30 A.M. for confirmation that compensation has been paid.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





        Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, 2nd Floor, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri D.S. Chinna, #140, Shaheed Udham Singh Nagar,

Jalandhar-144021







_______ Appellant

      




Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Registrar (General)

Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh-160017

FAA- Registrar (General)

Punjab and Haryana High Court, Chandigarh-160017

          _______ Respondents

AC No. 717  of 2010

Present:-
None on behalf of the appellant.

Shri Sher Singh Dhull, Superintendent on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



To come up for pronouncement of order on 12.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.





              


(R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jaswinder Kaur w/o Sh. Sandip Singh,

360, Dalhousie Road, Pathankot-145001.




      -------------Appellant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal, SRPA Adarsh Bhartiya College, Pathankot.

FAA-The Principal, SRPA Adarsh Bhartiya College, Pathankot.


-----------Respondents.

AC No. 338 of 2011, 
AC No. 339 of 2011,

AC No. 340 of 2011,

AC No. 341 of 2011,

AC No. 342 of 2011,

AC No. 343 of 2011,

AC No. 344 of 2011,

AC No. 345 of 2011 and
CC No. 1021 of 2011,
Present:-
Smt. Jaswinder Kaur, Shri Prem Chand, Dr. Mukesh Mahajan, Dr. Vinod Kumar Mahajan, Shri Anoop Singh, Dr. Rajinder Gupta,  Shri Ravi Ranjan Parshad and  Shri Kuldip Gupta in person.

Shri Vishal Aggarwal, Advocate  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



These nine cases have been filed by the above mentioned information-seekers against a common respondent namely PIO/Principal, SRPA Adarsh Bhartiya College, Pathankot.  The information-seekers had moved the PIO on 24.1.2011 in all the appeal cases, except in CC-1021/2011 which was submitted on 26.7.2010, seeking information on different aspects of functioning of the college, as per details given in their applications.  
2.

Almost a similar reply was received by all the information-seekers from the Principal of the College, conveying that the Principal is an employee of the Managing Committee of the College and that most of the information sought by the information-seeker under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is with the office of the General Secretary of Managing Committee, SRPA Adarsh Bhartiya College, Pathankot.  The Principal, therefore, suggested to the information-seekers that they may seek the required information from the office of the General Secretary of the Managing Committee of the College.

3.

Aggrieved against the response of the Principal of the College and having failed to receive the information even from the first appellate authority they moved the State Information Commission.

4.

The plea of the information-seekers is that the PIO and the first appellate authority have failed to furnish the information within 30days, the statutory period prescribed under the Right to Information Act, 2005. It was averred that the respondent-college is a public authority within the meaning of Section 2(h) of the Right to Information Act, 2005 as it receives grants under 95% grant-in-aid schemes of the State Government and it has also received grant-in-aid from the University Grants Commission for various purposes on different occasions.

5.

The plea of the respondent on the other hand is that the college is not a public authority under the Act as entire college is not covered under the 95% grant-in-aid scheme of the State Government.  The respondent further pleads that the case may be adjourned to enable him to file a detailed written reply.  The request of the respondent is allowed and the case is adjourned to 17.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.  

6.

The parties are directed to file their written submission in support of their respective case, with a copy to each other.

7.

The issue in the present case is whether the college is receiving any grant-in-aid or not.  Notice, therefore, be issued to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh to confirm whether the college is receiving any grant-in-aid from the State Government or not. A representative of the Director, Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh shall be present on the next date of hearing on 17.5.2011.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner








Punjab 
CC



The Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Surjit Singh (Retd. Punjabi Teacher),

Village Raipur, P.O. Bahadurgarh Port,Patiala-147001.

      -------------Complainant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer
o/o  Shri R.K.Chopra, Advocate, #555, Sector 18-B, Chandigarh.

    -------------Respondent.

CC No.  1024     of 2011

Present:-
Shri Surjit Singh complainant in person.



None on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Surjit Singh, complainant addressed an application dated 4.2.2010 to 
Shri R.K. Chopra, Advocate seeking information regarding decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Civil Appeal No.1699/1987.  A reply was sent on 16.2.2010 informing the present complainant that Civil Appeal No.1699/1987 was decided by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India on 16.2.1999.  However, the respondent did not furnish a copy of the judgment as it was stated that the same was not available with his office.

2.

Aggrieved, the complainant moved the State Information Commission.  Shri Ashish Kumar replied on behalf of Shri R. K. Chopra, Senior Advocate that he is not a public authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005 as he is private practicing advocate. Nevertheless, a copy of the order dated 16.2.1999 passed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the above mentioned Civil Appeal No.1699/1987, as demanded by the complainant, was submitted by Shri R.K.Chopra to the Commission.  Copy of this judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court has been handed over to the complainant.

3.

While appreciating the gesture of respondent-advocate in furnishing a copy of the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, I accept his plea that the Right to Information Act, 2005 is not applicable to him.  Accordingly, I close the case.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Surinder Kaur Lamba w/o

Shri Baldev Singh Lamba (Ex-MLA),

Chunagra Road, Patran, Distt. Patiala.




      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Secretary, Mandi Board, Punjab, Chandigarh.


    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1025 of 2011

Present:-
None on behalf of the complainant.


Shri Mukesh Juneja, SPIO  on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent places on record photocopy of the information furnished to the complainant in respect of her request dated 23.2.2010.  The plea of the respondent is that the complaint is not maintainable as the entire information was furnished to her, who however is absent today without any intimation. 

2.

To enable the complainant to confirm that she has received the information to her satisfaction, the case is adjourned to 17.5.2011 at 10.30 A.M.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sohan Singh s/o LateShri Labh Singh,

Village Allona Maina, PO Aloona Pallah, Payal, Ludhiana.


      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Guru Nanak National College, Doraha (Ludhiana.) 

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1028  of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Sohan Singh complainant in person.



Shri Narinder Singh Sidhu, Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant had applied to Principal, Guru Nanak National College, Doraha on 17.1.2011 seeking information on four issues.  Reply was given by the respondent-PIO on 15.2.2011.  The complainant, however, was not furnished a certified copy of the documents submitted to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh for receiving grant- in-aid for the period from June, 2010 to September, 2010 from the State Government.  Plea of the respondent is that while seeking copy of these documents, the complainant had leveled allegations and stated that he may be furnished a copy of false documents submitted to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh.  Since no false documents were submitted to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh, therefore, copies of the documents asked for by the complainant were not furnished.

2.

The respondent is directed to furnish photocopies of the documents submitted to the Director Public Instructions (Colleges), Punjab, Chandigarh for availing grant-in-aid for the above mentioned quarter.  The issue whether the documents are correct or false is not in the domain of this Commission. 
3.

 With this direction, the case is closed.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sohan Singh s/o Late Shri Labh Singh,

Village Allona Maina, PO Aloona Pallah, Payal, Ludhiana.


      -------------Complainant.




Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Principal Guru Nanak National College, Doraha (Ludhiana.) 

    -------------Respondent.

CC No. 1029  of 2011

Present:-
Shri  Sohan Singh complainant in person.



Shri Narinder Singh Sidhu, Principal on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The complainant, who is a retired employee of the respondent college, had moved an application dated 6.1.2011 to the PIO seeking purely personal information on nine issues raised therein.  

2.

The respondent sent reply vide No. GNN/11/8395 dated 15.2.2011 giving information on all the nine points except at Sr. No.2, where it was mentioned that the information-seeker had not specified the type of leave and hence, the information could not be provided.  

3.

During the course of hearing, the respondent submits that non-teaching staff is not entitled to earned leave and therefore, no amount is outstanding in favour of the information-seeker for the earned leave.  The plea of the complainant, however, is that all non-teaching employees of the colleges are entitled to “privilege” leave.  His plea is that in case of non-teaching staff, earned leave and privilege leave are one and the same thing.  He has also shown copies of the letters issued by the Punjab University confirming the above fact.

4.

The respondent, however, insists that university authorities are yet to give a final decision on this issue, after approval of the Senate which has not been obtained.  

5.

The complainant also shows photocopies of number of leave applications applied by him which were sanctioned to him during his service as earned leaves. The complainant also shows photocopy of an order passed by the Principal allowing encashment of earned leave in respect of Mr. Pargat Singh Sekhon, Librarian (retired) who was also part of the non-teaching staff.
6.

Issues raised by the complainant call for relief by competent administrative or judicial authority. It is not in the domain of State Information Commission to determine the entitlement of non-teaching staff regarding encashment of earned/privilege leave. The respondent has given clear replies to the complainant in time. The information-seeker is now free to approach the competent authority for relief, by relying on the information already furnished to him.  With this direction, the complaint case is closed.








              (R.I. Singh)

May 4, 2011.





       Chief Information Commissioner










   Punjab

