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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Niranjan Singh,

#5372, LIG, Urban Estate,

Phase-2, Patiala.






……………..Complainant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o Director North Zone Culture Centre, Punjab,

Patiala.



 



……………....Respondent

Complaint Case No.1883 of 2013

Subject:-
None on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Rajesh Bakshi, Deputy Programme Officer on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The respondent has made a written submission that North Zone Cultural Centre, Patiala is an autonomous body established by Government of India in the Ministry of Cultural Affairs.  It receives grants from Government of India for organizing cultural activities in the seven states of North India.  The plea of the respondent is that Punjab State Information Commission does not have jurisdiction over North Zone Cultural Centre which has been established by Union Government. It is funded by the Government of India.  Appropriate Government for respondent, therefore, is Union of India and only Central Information Commission has jurisdiction over it.

2.

The complainant is absent today without intimation.  He is directed to file his written rejoinder/reply to the stand taken by the respondent.

3.

To come up on 10.10.2013 at 11.00 A.M.
(Chander Parkash).





( R.I. Singh)



State Information Commissioner,



Chief Information Commissioner
                                   Punjab.




   
          
Punjab

Dated: 09.09.2013.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Hardeep Singh,

#3, Gali No.29, Gobindpura,

PO Rayon and Silk Mills,

Amritsar.






……………..Appellant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o  Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.

FAA-Guru Nanak Dev University,

Amritsar.



 


……………....Respondents

Appeal Case No.1162 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Hardeep Singh appellant in person.


Shri Devinder Pathak, Legal Adviser on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The question for determination in this case is whether disclosure of information sought by appellant vide his application dated 21.1.2013 would impede the process of investigation within the meaning of Section 8(i)(h) and whether  departmental proceedings against an employee are 'investigation'.

2.

Briefly, the facts are that the present appellant who is an employee of respondent-department is facing certain departmental proceedings and has been chargesheeted.  He moved an application to the PIO seeking copies of file notings on which his representations were dealt with.  The information was denied by PIO relying on section (8)(i)(h).  The plea of the appellant, however, is that Section 8(i)(h) refers to the information which would impede the process of investigation or  apprehension or prosecution of offenders. It refers to criminal cases registered under IPC and not any departmental inquiries.
3.

We have heard the parties and gone through the record.  Section 8(i)(h) states that :-



"Information which would impede the process of investigation or apprehension or prosecution of offenders";  

A perusal of the above clause 8(i)(h) shows that there  is no reference to IPC or Cr. P.C. or Criminal Law.  The word 'investigation' is wide enough to include all types of inquiries or investigation including departmental inquiries.  It is important to note that expression in this clause is 'offender' and not 'criminal'.  Offender is a term of wide amplitude and implies any deviation from the established rules, procedure or code of conduct.  To restrict the operation of Section 8(i)(h) to only criminal cases would amount to amending the Section 8(1)(h) by inserting the word 'prosecution of offenders charged with criminal offences'.  Therefore, we hold that “investigation” would cover departmental proceedings. A public authority is well within its right to claim exemption under Section 8(i)(h) in departmental proceedings.

4.

The next question is whether in the present case disclosure of office notings would impede the process of inquiry against the appellant.  It is important to note that appellant is not seeking any documents or statement of witnesses which may be relied against him in the inquiry proceedings.  He is seeking copies of the office notings where his representations were dealt with.  The stand of respondent is that disclosure of office notings will disclose the stand of the prosecution and will, therefore, put the respondent in a disadvantageous position, and to that extent, would impede the process of inquiry.  The inquiry is going on and to disclose the stand taken by the respondent on its internal file notings at this stage will certainly put the appellant at an advantageous position qua the prosecutor. This may impede the process of inquiry.  We accept the plea of the respondent. However, once the inquiry is complete, the appellant is free to again approach the respondent under the Right to Information Act, 2005 for disclosure of this information.  The case filed in the Commission on 20.5.2013 is closed.

(Chander Parkash).





( R.I. Singh)



State Information Commissioner,



Chief Information Commissioner
                                   Punjab.




   
          
Punjab

Dated: 09.09.2013.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jasbir Singh

Prop. M/s M.K. Steel Products,

Mandi Gobindgarh, District Fatehgarh Sahib.


……………..Appellant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o Assistant Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Fatehgarh Sahib.
FAA-Deputy Excise and Taxation Commissioner,

Ludhiana.



 



……………....Respondents.

Appeal Case No.1210 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Jasbir Singh alongwith Shri S.M. Bhanot.

Shri Surinder Singh, Superintendent alongwith Shri Harpreet Singh, Steno-typist on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Heard the parties.  To come up for pronouncement of order on 10.9.2013 at 11.00 A.M .
(Chander Parkash).





( R.I. Singh)



State Information Commissioner,



Chief Information Commissioner
                                   Punjab.




   
          
Punjab

Dated: 09.09.2013.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)
Shri Mani Joshi 

s/o Shri Ashwani Kumar Joshi,

H.No.418, Gali Satto Wali,

Katra Karam Singh, Amritsar-143006.



……………..Complainant.

Vs

The Public Information Officer, 

O/o the District and Sessions Judge,

Amritsar.,k 
First Appellate Authority

o/o the District and Sessions Judge,

Amritsar.




 

……………....Respondents

Second Appeal No.464 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Ashwani Kumar Joshi appellant in person.



Shri Rajan Kakkar, Typist on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



This case was disposed of vide order dated 20.6.2013.  Subsequently, the information-seeker moved a written request received in the Commission on 7.8.2013 that the directions of the Commission dated 20.6.2013 have not been complied with, in so far as he has not been furnished information on the eight issues raised by him vide his application dated 31.5.2013.

2.

We have heard the parties.  The plea of the complainant is that he has not been given certified copies of the educational certificates of selected candidates.  Perusal of his RTI application dated 31.5.2013, however, shows that he had not asked for certified copies of selected candidates.  Therefore, his present application is frivolous and is rejected. 

(Chander Parkash).





( R.I. Singh)



State Information Commissioner,



Chief Information Commissioner
                                   Punjab.




   
          
Punjab

Dated: 09.09.2013.

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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sushil Kumar,

#1410, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana-141013.




      -------------Appellant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Addl. Superintending Engineer (Operation),

City Central Division, PSPCL,

Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority-Chief Engineer (Operation),

Central Zone, PSPCL, Ludhiana.



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

Appeal Case No. 1622 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Sushil Kumar appellant.

Shri Surinder Singh, Additional Superintending Engineer alongwith Shri Sukhdev Singh, Sub Divisional Officer and Shri Nazar Singh, Steno on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER




The appellant submits that he has received the information to his satisfaction. Therefore, he does not want to pursue the present appeal filed in the Commission on 22.7.2013. Accordingly, the appeal case is closed. 

( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sushil Kumar,

#1410, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana-141013.




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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Superintending Engineer (Hqrs)

o/o the Chief Engineer, Central Zone,

PSPCL, Ludhiana.






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

Complaint Case No. 2677 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Sushil Kumar appellant.

Shri Surinder Singh, Additional Superintending Engineer alongwith Shri Sukhdev Singh, Sub Divisional Officer and Shri Nazar Singh, Steno on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Vide an RTI request dated 5.1.2013, the complainant wanted to know action taken on his application dated 25.10.2012.  The respondent had replied vide their memo No.586 dated 14.2.2013 and thereafter vide No.1868-70 dated 24.5.2013.  Another letter was addressed vide No.2617 dated 2.8.2013 to Additional Superintending Engineer (Enforcement), PSPCL, Ludhiana with an endorsement to the present complainant.  
2.

I have heard the parties.  The respondent has transferred the request for information to Additional Superintending Engineer (Enforcement), PSPCL, Ludhiana under intimation to the complainant.  Further action is to be taken by that office. In case if the PIO of that office does not respond to the queries of the information-seeker, he is free to move the Commission again.
2.

It may, however, be mentioned here that the present complainant has filed a number of cases in the Commission seeking purely personal information relating to his service matter.  He is an employee of the respondent-department and is presently charge-sheeted.  The respondent-PIO shall deal with his request for information on merit under the provisions of the Right to Information Action, 2005.  With this direction, the complaint filed in the Commission on 22.07.2013 is closed.

( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Sushil Kumar,

#1410, Phase-1, Urban Estate,

Dugri Road, Ludhiana-141013.




      -------------Appellant.





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o Addl. Superintending Engineer (Operation),

City Central Division, PSPCL,

Ludhiana.

First Appellate Authority-Chief Engineer (Operation),

Central Zone, PSPCL, Ludhiana.




    -------------Respondents.
Appeal Case No. 1625 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Sushil Kumar appellant.

Shri Surinder Singh, Additional Superintending Engineer alongwith Shri Sukhdev Singh, Sub Divisional Officer and Shri Nazar Singh, Steno on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER


The respondent undertakes to furnish the remaining information within 10 days.  The appellant is satisfied with this commitment.  Hence, the present appeal case filed in the Commission on 22.7.2013 is closed.
( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Karamjit Singh s/o Shri Gurdev Singh,

r/o Village Gobindgarh, P.O. Jogiana,

District Ludhiana.






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Block-1, District Ludhiana.




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

Complaint Case No.  1665    of 2013

Present:-
Shri Nazar Singh on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Block Development and Panchayats Officer alongwith Shri Jaswinder Singh, Assistant Engineer and Shri Sarabjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



The plea of the respondent is that information was furnished to the complainant in time.  Subsequently, copies of all relevant documents were also given vide BDPO’s letter No.2100 dated 16.8.2013. The plea of the Block Development and Panchayat Officer and Assistant Engineer is that they are not the custodian of the record, which was held by Panchayat Secretary, who is the PIO concerned.  It is further pleaded that in any case discrepancies in the information pointed out by the complainant have also been removed and therefore there is no merit in the complaint.  
2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  In view of the explanation given by BDPO and AE and keeping in view the fact that the information to the satisfaction of the complainant has been given,  I close this case filed in the Commission on 29.4.2013.
( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Karamjit Singh s/o Shri Gurdev Singh,

r/o Village Gobingarh, P.O. Jogiyana,

District Ludhiana.






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana-1.







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

Complaint Case No. 1537 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Nazar Singh on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Block Development and Panchayats Officer alongwith Shri Jaswinder Singh, Assistant Engineer and Shri Sarabjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



Shri Ranjit Singh, BDPO and Shri Jaswinder Singh, AE have appeared in person and explained the position.  Their plea is that relevant record was in the custody of Panchayat Secretary, who is the concerned PIO.  The PIO had responded on 8.4.2013 within time limit of 30 days.  It is further pleaded that the present complainant has filed nearly 67 cases pertaining to village Gram Panchayat, Gobindgarh due to groupism in the village. It is further pleaded by the respondent that there was never any intentional delay and they were not in any case the custodian of the record.  Now the discrepancies in the information have been removed to the satisfaction of the complainant.
2.

I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  I accept the explanation of the Block Development and Panchayat Officer and Assistant Engineer and close the present case, which was filed in the Commission on 15.4.2013.

( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




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

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Parminder Singh s/o Shri Narata Singh

r/o Village Gobingarh, P.O. Jogiyana,

District Ludhiana.






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





Vs. 

The Public Information Officer

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer,

Ludhiana-1.







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

Complaint Case No. 1549 of 2013

Present:-
Shri Nazar Singh on behalf of the complainant.

Shri Ranjit Singh, Block Development and Panchayats Officer alongwith Shri Jaswinder Singh, Assistant Engineer and Shri Sarabjit Singh, Panchayat Secretary on behalf of the respondent.

ORDER



I have heard the parties and gone through the record.  All the queries of the information-seeker have been duly answered and copies of relevant documents have been furnished to him.  Hence the present complaint filed in the Commission on 16.4.2013 is closed.
( R.I. Singh)

September 9, 2013





Chief Information Commissioner
                  




          




Punjab
