STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Nirmal Singh,  r/o 8/405, Nurdi Bazar,

Tarntaran, Distt. Amritsar.






Complainant

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Sub Divisional Officer, 

Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran .



Respondent

CC No.  419     of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Nirmal Singh complainant in person.

(ii) None on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER





In the order dated 6.6.2008, it was wrongly mentioned as “information has been supplied’ whereas it should have been mentioned that ‘information has not been supplied’.  This typographical mistake needs to be rectified. So now it should be read as ‘information has not been supplied so far’.

2.

Even today, nobody has appeared for the respondent-department, Superintending Engineer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarantaran and Executive Officer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran are directed to look into the matter.  They should also ensure that the information asked for by the complainant is supplied to him without any further delay.  They will also explain why action should not be taken against the Sub Divisional Officer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran for the delay in supplying of the information and not appearing before the Commission on the date of hearing.

3.

A copy of this order may also go to the Chairman, Punjab State Electricity Board, The Mall, Patiala, who will direct the Superintending Engineer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarantaran and Executive Officer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran to take action as per the directions of the Commission.

4.

Case stands adjourned to 4.8.2009.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC

1.
The Chairman, Punjab State Electricity Board, The Mall, Patiala.

2.
The Superintending Engineer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarantaran 

3.
The Executive Officer, Punjab State Electricity Board, Tarntaran

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Hardeep Singh c/o M/s Ishar Singh & Sons,

Majith Mandi, Amritsar.




__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Corporation, Amritsar.

________________ Respondent

AC No.  128    of 2008

Present:-
(i) 
Shri Hardeep Singh appellant in person.

(ii) Shri M.C. Jaiswal, Legal Adviser for the respondent-department.

ORDER



On the complaint of Shri Hardeep Singh, appellant, the appellate authority has passed appropriate orders and in its capacity as disciplinary authority has issued warning to one Shri Sanjeev Soni, Legal Advisor.  The Respondent-department has supplied a copy of the said orders to the appellant.

2.

Shri Hardeep Singh, appellant submits that he had originally moved an application in the month of January 2008 before the appellate authority i.e. Commissioner, Municipal Corporation, Amritsar. The Commissioner, Municipal Corporation summoned him in his office as many as 10 times during the period from 15.1.2008 to 12.3.2008, but without any outcome. This is nothing but unnecessary harassment to a person who seeks information under Right to Information Act, 2005.  The Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab may like to  issue necessary instructions to all Heads of Departments that under Right to Information Act, 2005, it is not necessary to call an appellant/applicant for furnishing him the information and if in unavoidable circumstances, for seeking any clarification presence of the appellant/applicant is required, it should be ensured that  he is attended to on the date and time fixed for and he is not asked to come time and again.  A copy of the directions so issued by the Chief Secretary to Govt. of Punjab to all the Head of the Departments be sent to the Commission for its record.

3.

As far as the present case is concerned, it stands disposed of.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CC

The Chief Secretary to Government of Punjab, Chandigarh. 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Jagtar Singh, Panchayat Secretary,

Block Bhawanigarh, District Sangrur.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District Development and Panchayat Officer,

Sangrur.





________________ Respondent

CC No.  380    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.



(ii)
Shri Sukhdev Singh, BDO (Male) alongwith Shri Narinder Bir 



Singh, Superintendent  on behalf of the respondent-department.


ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation.  Nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the complainant.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Darshan Singh Shahi,

H.No.196, Ward No.5, Kurali,

Tehsil Kharar, District Mohali.



__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council,

Kurali, Tehsil Kharar, Distt. Mohali.

________________ Respondent

CC No.  593    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Darshan Singh Shahi complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Surinder Kumar Setia, Junior Engineer-cum-APIO for the 



respondent-department alongwith Smt. Harpreet Kaur, Naib 



Tehsildar alongwith Shri DEvinder Singh, Reader to Naib 




Tehsildar o/o Sub Divisional Magistrate, Kharar.

ORDER



Shri Surinder Kumar Setia appearing on behalf of the respondent-department states that necessary information stands supplied to the complainant by the Municipal Council, Kurali indicating that there is stay in the case and in view of stay no further action has been taken.  

2.

Smt. Harpreet Kaur, Naib Tehsildar appeared on behalf of Sub Divisional Magistrate, Kharar states that their office has transferred the application dated 11.8.2006 to the Municipal Council, Kurali as it related to it.  It would have been appropriate that while forwarding the application to the respondent-department, the complainant should have been informed about transfer of his application so that the possibility of being summoned before the Commission should have been avoided.

3.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Gurmeet Singh s/o Shri Didar Singh

Vill. Kamalpur, Block Ghanaur, District Patiala.

__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Block Development and Panchayat Officer, 

Ghanaur, District Patiala.



________________ Respondent

CC No.  371    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Gurmeet Singh complainant in person.



(ii)
Shri Jatinder Singh, Superintendent-cum- APIO on behalf of 



the respondent-department.


ORDER



Today, this case was fixed for confirmation. Complainant states that he has received the information and is satisfied with the information supplied.

2.

In view of the above, case stands disposed of.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

June 2, 2008.         




State Information Commissioner
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri R.K. Saini, President,

New General Residents Welfare Society (Regd.),

Flat No.15-G, New Generation Apartments, Dhakoli,

Zirakpur (Punjab).





__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Chief Town Planner, 

Local Government Department, Punjab,

1-B, Sector 27, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.
________________ Respondent

CC No.  382 of 2007

Present:-
(i)
Shri R.C. Bawa on behalf of  complainant.



(ii)
Shri Gautam, Assistant Town Planner on behalf of the




respondent-department..

ORDER



Shri Gautam states that the asked for information has been supplied alongwith a certificate that this is a traced out copy of the original plan sanctioned by Municipal Council, Zirakpur.  Shri Bawa – complainant wanted that such an undertaking should be given by the Chief Town Planner on a letterhead.   It is considered that the purpose of getting information is served and the information asked for by the complainant is treated to be supplied to him by the respondent-department.  Case stands disposed of accordingly.








 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Parkash Chand Kumar, M.C.,

Inside Magazine Gate, Ferozepur City.


__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Executive Officer, Municipal Council, Ferozepur._________ Respondent

CC No. 477  of 2008

Present:-
(i)
None on behalf of the complainant.

(ii) Shri Vikas Dhawan, Inspector-cum-PIO on behalf of the respondent-department.

ORDER



Respondent-department states that asked for information by the complainant has been supplied.  Nothing contrary has been heard on behalf of the complainant.  

2.

Case stands disposed of accordingly.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rajinder Singh, H. No.138, Gali No.5,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Majitha Road, Amritsar.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the District Food and Civil Supplies Controller,

Amritsar




.
________________ Respondent

AC No.  171    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Rajinder Singh appellant in person.



(ii)
Dr. Anjuman, District Food & Civil Supplies Controller-cum-PIO for 


the respondent-department.

ORDER



The appellant had moved an application, which was dealt as AC-347/2007 under the Right to Information Act, 2005.  Issue once decided cannot be reopened and no appeal or review is applicable under the Act.   Case stands disposed of accordingly.










 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 32-33-34, 1st Floor Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Shri Rajinder Singh, H. No.138, Gali No.5,

Guru Gobind Singh Nagar, Majitha Road, Amritsar.
__________ Complainant 

Vs.

The Public Information Officer,

o/o the Municipal Corporation,

Amritsar




.
________________ Respondent

AC No.  170    of 2008

Present:-
(i)
Shri Rajinder Singh appellant in person.



(ii)
Shri Pardeep Kumar Attri, Sub-Divisional Officer-cum-APIO 



alongwith Shri Lakhbir Singh, Head Draftsman for the respondent-



department.

ORDER



It seems that the appellant- Shri Rajinder Singh has filed various petitions before this Commission. The registry was supposed  to take  necessary undertaking from the appellant/applicant that he has not filed a similar petition before the Commission earlier which is pending or has already been decided.  If this was so, the registry of the Commission  should not have  given fresh number to an application  and such applications should have been clubbed with the earlier pending complaints/appeals so that  the Commissioner could pass an appropriate order.  It is seen that  similar cases filed by the appellant have  already been decided by me and also by the   benches headed by Shri P.K. Verma and Shri P.P.S. Gill, State Information Commissioners.  Similar complaints were dealt with in AC-105/2008, CC-207/2007, CC-208/2007, CC-1247/2007, CC-274/2007, AC-33/2008, AC-34/2008, AC-347/2007.  It seems that  the registry has failed to scrutinize the cases properly before they were placed before the Commission for hearing. The CIC may like to  take necessary/appropriate action against the registry so as to  avoid such laxity  in future.  Today, there was as many as seven cases of the same person asking for the same information with different words or by making some alternations  here and there.  The appellant is found to be  not coming with clean hands before the Commission to seek the information.   His aim seems to be only to harass  or  persecute  to some individuals and also  the department.  Such an action on the part of the appellant is uncalled for and also not permissible under the Right to Information Act, 2005. 


 Registry of the Commission will check-up all the applications filed by Shri Rajinder Singh and see that if the issue  has already been decided,  they are not put up again to the  Commissioners.  AC-170/2008, AC-172/2008, AC-173/2008, AC-174/2008, AC-175/2008 and AC-176/2008 are returned to the registry for doing the needful.









 ( R. K. Gupta)

July 4, 2008.         



State Information Commissioner.

CIC

