STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

R/o 196/10, Kainthan,Dasuya,

District: Hoshiarpur.






                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes

Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur.





 Respondent

AC No. 73/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008

ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case relates to Consumer Complaint No. 597 of 2006 before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur. Through his application for information  the Appellant wants to know the justification for certain observations/conclusions made in the orders passed by the Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Gurdaspur while exercising
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 the powers under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Undisputably, the proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Fora  under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986,  are judicial proceedings and the PIO is not supposed to give any justification for the observations made in the orders passed

 by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum while exercising judicial functions. In this view of the matter, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not amount to seeking information as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4.

The instant Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008
                  

 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Duggal,

M/S Duggal Poultry & Breeding Farm Pvt. Ltd.,

Kainthan, DASUYA, District: Hoshiarpur.



                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 74/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008

ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains  to  F. A.  No. 426 of 2007 with the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh against the order of District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur. The question posed is as to how the order of dismissal of Appeal made by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab is valid in law in the light of the issues and the points raised by the Appellant in his 
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application for information. The powers and functions exercised by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission in appeals under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 are judicial functions and the PIO is not supposed to give 

any explanation justifying the validity of orders passed by the Commission on the judicial side. 

4.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO is not the demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable. 

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

                  
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Yash Pal Duggal,

M/S Duggal Poultry & Breeding Farm Pvt. Ltd.,

Kainthan, DASUYA, District: Hoshiarpur.



                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 75/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008
ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains  to  F. A.  No. 317of 2006 decided by the  State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh against the order of District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur. The question posed is as to how the order of dismissal of
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 Appeal made by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab is valid in law in the light of the issues and the points raised by the Appellant in his application for information. The powers and functions exercised by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission in appeals under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 are judicial functions and the PIO is not supposed to give 

any explanation justifying the validity of orders passed by the Commission on the judicial side. 

4.

In view  of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO is not the demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable. 

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

                  
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Dilbag Singh,

C/o Shri Darshan Singh,

Mohalla Ranka, Gali :  Telian,

VPO:  HARIANA, District: Hoshiarpur.



                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

Mini Secretariat, 3rd Floor, Hoshiarpur.




 Respondent

AC No. 76/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008
ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains  to  execution proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur emanating from Complaint Case No. 66 of 2007. The Appellant wants the Respondent to intimate as to how orders made by the District Consumer
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 Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur in the execution proceedings are valid in law by pointing out certain flaws in the order made by the Forum in the execution proceedings. A reading of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 discloses that the proceedings thereunder are judicial proceedings and the PIO is not supposed to

 give any justification for the orders made by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum Hoshiarpur on the judicial side. The demand made by the Appellant does not , therefore, amount to demand for information under the RTI Act, 2005.

4.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.


5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

          

 State Information Commissioner

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Smt. Harbans Kaur,

C/o Shri Kuldip Raj Kaila,

R/o 196/10, Kainthan, DASUYA, District: Hoshiarpur.

                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 78/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008
ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains to F. A.  No. 1027 of 2005 decided by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh. The Appellant has asked the PIO to explain as to how certain orders made by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission
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 Punjab, Chandigarh are valid in law in the light of the issues raised by the Appellant including the orders passed by the Commission on the judicial side. 

A reading of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 makes  it clear that the 

proceedings before the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab are judicial proceedings. The PIO is not supposed to justify the orders passed  by the Commission under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 on the judicial side. 

5.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO is not the demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

6.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.


7.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

             
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagmohan Singh, 

Near LPG Depot,

Village: Khairabad, P.O. DASUYA, District: Hoshiarpur.
                Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 79/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008

ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises  whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains  to  Appeals   No. 1280 and 1282 of 2005 filed before  the  State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh against the orders of District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Jalandhar. The Appellant has desired  the PIO to 
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apprise him about the reasons  for making certain orders by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh on the judicial side while disposing of Appeals against the orders of the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Jalandhar.  A reading of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 

shows that the proceedings thereunder are judicial proceedings. The PIO is not supposed to justify the orders passed  by the Commission under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 on the judicial side. 

4.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not tantamount to demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

         Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

      

 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasbir Kapoor,

M/s  Farmers Poultry  Breeding Farm,

Village: Koompur,  P.O. Khudda

Tehsil: Dasuya, District: Hoshiarpur.
             


   Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 80/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008

ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case pertains to F.A.  No. 1566 of 2005 filed before the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh against the orders of District Consumer Disputes Redressal 
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Forum, Hoshiarpur. The Appellant has desired the PIO to apprise him about the 

reasons for making certain orders by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh on the judicial side while disposing of Appeals against the orders of the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur.  A reading of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 

shows that the proceedings there under are judicial proceedings. The PIO is not supposed to justify the orders passed by the Commission under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 on the judicial side. 

4.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not tantamount to demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

     Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

                  
 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Mrs. Jasbir Kapoor,

M/s  Simran Electricals,

C/o Shri Jaswinder Singh, Prop.,

Old Grain Market, DASUYA, District: Hoshiarpur.        


   Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,

O/o State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, Punjab, 

SCO. No. 3009-12, Sector: 22-D, Chandigarh.



 Respondent

AC No. 84/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008
ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005 ?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case relates to first Appeal before the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh against the orders of District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, 
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Hoshiarpur. The Appellant has desired the PIO to apprise him about the reasons  for making certain orders by the State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission Punjab, Chandigarh on the judicial side while disposing of Appeals against the orders of the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Hoshiarpur.  A reading of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 shows that the proceedings there under are judicial proceedings. The PIO is not supposed to justify the orders passed by the Commission under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 on the judicial side. 

4.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not tantamount to demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

   
  Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008

          

 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri R.K. Tyagi,

R/o A-5, Q-AXY APPTTS,

F-Block, Vikas Puri, New Delhi.





   Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum,

SCO No. 10, District Shopping Complex, B-Block,

Ranjit Avenue, Amritsar.






 Respondent

AC No. 71/2008

                                   RESERVED ON 27.5.2008

                              AND

PRONOUNCED IN OPEN COURT ON 03.07.2008
ORDER

1.

Arguments in this case were heard on 27.5.2008 and judgement was reserved.

2.

On the perusal of the written submissions made by the PIO and the Appellant, the basic question in this case arises whether the request made by the Appellant amounts to demand for information, as envisaged under the RTI Act, 2005?

3.

 The Information demanded in this case relates to proceedings before the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Amritsar in Consumer Complaint preferred under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Through his application the Appellant wants the PIO to intimate the legal basis/justification  
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for certain orders made by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum, Amritsar while dealing with the complaint under the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. A perusal of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 shows that the Proceedings there under are judicial proceedings. The PIO is not supposed to give any justification/explanation for the orders passed by the District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum on the judicial side. 

4.

In view of the foregoing, the demand made by the Appellant before the PIO does not tantamount to demand for information as contemplated under the RTI Act, 2005.

5.

The Appeal is, therefore, dismissed being non-maintainable.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 

        Sd/-



Place: Chandigarh.

                             Surinder Singh

Dated: 03.07.2008
                  

 State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Maghar Singh,

H.No. 224, Power Colony No. 2,

Near Shakti Vihar, Patiala.






Appellant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Manager,

Punjab Agro Industries Corporation Ltd.,

Sangrur.








 Respondent

AC No. 188/2008

Present:
Shri Maghar Singh, Appellant, in person.

Shri Deepak Dhawan, Senior Manager, Punjab Agro Foodgrains Corporation Ltd. Chandigarh-cum-PIO and Shri  V. K. Sharma, Senior District Manager, Punjab Agro , Sangrur, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 12.6.2008 when it was directed that the PIO of the office of Managing Director, Punjab Agro Industries Corporation, Chandigarh will file an affidavit on the next date of hearing that the information, available on record, has been supplied to the Appellant and nothing has been concealed.

2.

Accordingly, Shri Deepak Dhawan, Senior Manager, Punjab Agro Foodgrain Corporation Ltd., Chandigarh-cum-PIO is present today and he submits a letter dated 2.7.2008 alongwith an affidavit dated 2.7.2008. In the letter   it has been stated that Shri Rakesh Khurana, General Manager, has been
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 designated as Appellate Authority for Punjab Agro Foodgrains Corporation Ltd. Which is the subsidiary company of Punjab Agro Industries Corporation, Chandigarh. It has been further clarified that Managing Director, Punjab Agro Industries Corporation Ltd. Is not the first Appellate Authority under RTI Act, 2005. 

3.

The Respondent pleads that since the information, available on record, has been supplied to the Appellant and an affidavit, in respect of information not available on record, has been filed today, the case may be closed. 

4.

The Appellant states that a copy of the affidavit be supplied to him. Accordingly, a photo copy of the affidavit, duly authenticated, has been handed over to the Appellant in my presence in the court today. 

5.

Since the information stands provided, the case is disposed of.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 03. 07.2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Amandeep Goyal, Advocate,

Civil Courts, Phul, District: Bathinda.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chairman, Punjab Pollution Control Board,

Patiala.








Respondent

CC No.239 /2008

Present:
None is present on behalf of the Complainant.
Shri Babu Ram, Member Secretary, Punjab Pollution Control Board,  Patiala-cum-PIO and Shri Pardeep Sharma, Law Officer on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

Shri Rupinder Garg, Advocate for the Complainant has intimated the Commission through a fax message dated 2.7.2008 that he would not be able to attend the proceedings in the instant case on 3.7.2008 as he would be out of station due to some urgent work and has requested to fix  the case for further hearing on any day between 1.8.2008 and 10.8.2008.

2.

The PIO-cum-Member Secretary of the Punjab Pollution Control Board, Patiala submits an affidavit as per the directions given on the last date of hearing. In the affidavit the PIO  has clarified that the data submitted by the Complainant before the Hon’ble commission has been  collected by him from the web-site www.punenvis.nic.in which is not the official web-site of the Punjab
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 Pollution Control Board whereas the official web-site of the Punjab Pollution Control Board is www.ppcb.gov.in. He has further stated that the Web-site of the Board has not been updated due to shortage of staff but however it is  under upgradation/updation  and every possible effort is being made to update it at the earliest.  

3.

It is directed that a copy of the affidavit, submitted to the Commission, by the PIO  be supplied to the Complainant by registered post. 

4.

The PIO pleads that he may be exempted from personal appearance during further proceedings in the instant case. Accordingly, the request of the PIO is accepted and he is exempted from personal appearance during further proceedings in the instant case. 

5.

On the request of the Advocate for the Complainant, received through Fax, the case is adjourned and  fixed for further hearing on 5.8.2008.

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 03. 07.2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jagsir Singh,

V.P.O. Jhanduke,

Tehsil: Sardulgarh, District: Mansa.




Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Chief Engineer Irrigation,

Sector: 18, Chandigarh.






Respondent

CC No.701/2008

Present:
Shri Jagsir Singh, Complainant in person. 

Shri Harbans Singh Bhatti, Superintendent-cum-APIO, Shri Labh                    Singh Longia, Senior Assistant, Head Office,  Shri Sat Pal Sharma, Superintendent, Mansa Division and Smt. Harjit Kaur, Superintendent, I.B. Division Sangrur, on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

After hearing both the parties, the APIO is  directed to ask the  Executive Engineer-cum-PIO,  Tawan, Irrigation Department, Chandigarh to be present in person at 11.15 A.M. when further proceedings will be taken up. 

2.

At 11.15 A.M. Shri D.K. Nijhawan, XEN-cum-PIO, Tawan is present. He states that information relating to Sangur Division, Mansa Division and Lehal Division  running into 8 sheets, 15 sheets and 15 sheets, excluding covering letters,  respectively has been supplied to the Complainant. 

3.

The Complainant states that he is satisfied only with the information given by Sangur Division. It is accordingly directed that the Complainant will send his observations/comments on the information supplied to him by the Mansa 
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Division and Lehal Division to the concerned  PIO by 18.7.2008 and the PIO will send his response to the Complainant by 31.7.2008. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 5.8.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 03. 07.2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Nachhattar Singh Rathi,

Secretary General,

 Public Welfare of Anti-corruption Society(Regd.),

Near Bus Stand,  Mansa.






Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o District Welfare Officer, Mansa.




Respondent

CC No.722/2008

Present:
Shri Nachhattar Singh Rathi, Complainant, in person.

None is present on  behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

The case was last heard on 29.5.2008 when it was directed that the PIO of the office of District Welfare Officer Mansa will attend the proceedings in person alongwith requisite information on the next date of hearing and an affidavit explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed on him for the delay in supplying the information and as to  why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

2.

Shri Kuldip Singh, Tehsil Welfare Officer Mansa assured the Commission on the last date of hearing that the requisite information will be submitted to the Complainant within a period of one month.

3.

It is noted  with concern that neither the PIO of the office of District 
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Welfare Officer Mansa is present today nor an affidavit has been submitted . It is,

 accordingly , again  directed that the PIO of the office of District Welfare Officer Mansa will attend the proceeding in person on the next date of hearing alongwith an affidavit explaining reasons as to why penalty be not imposed on him for the 

delay in  supplying the information and as to  why compensation be not given to the Complainant for the detriment suffered by him. 

4.

The case is fixed for further hearing on 15.7.2008.

5.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties. 


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 03. 07.2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

S.C.O. No. 84-85, SECTOR: 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Shri Jaswinder Pal Singh Sohi,

VPO: KAINAUR, Tehsil: Chamkaur Sahib,

District: Ropar.







Complainant







Vs

Public Information Officer,
O/o Director Public Instructions(SE),

Punjab, Sector: 17, Chandigarh.





Respondent

CC No. 2276/2008

Present:
Shri  Jaswinder Pal Singh Sohi, Complainant, in person.
Shri Anil Shukla, Advocate on behalf of Shri Gurdev Singh, Principal, Khalsa Senior Secondary School Ropar, Shri Shamsher Singh, Superintendent-cum-APIO and Shri Vimal Dev, Senior Assistant, office of D.P.I.(S),  on behalf of the Respondent.

ORDER

1.

As per the directions given on the last date of hearing on 29.4.2008,  the Advocate on behalf of Shri Gurdev Singh, Principal, Khalsa Senior Secondary School, Ropar,  makes a written submission dated  3.7.2008, which is taken on record. 

2.

The Advocate on behalf of the Principal, Khalsa Senior Secondary School, Ropar states  in his submission  that  similar complaints were earlier filed by Shri Jaswinder Pal Singh Sohi with  the Commission vide Complainants  No. CC-355/2007 and CC-356/2007,  which were disposed of by the Hon’ble Commission vide order dated 11.10.2007 by clubbing both the complaints,  after the submission of an  affidavit by the Principal that requisite information is not 
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available on the record. He pleads that the same question cannot be reopened by filing fresh suit or application and thus the application is liable to be dismissed on this sole ground. He further pleads that the complainant is a chronic litigant and he is in the habit of filing cases. The complainant had been working as a Head Master in the Indra High School, Kainaur where the management found him guilty of various commissions and omissions. Two F.I.Rs have been registered against him and even the Education Department has granted sanction to prosecute him. Section 201 of I.P.C. has been added for destroying the record of the Management of Indra High School which includes the service record of the teachers, where Randhir Singh had been working as Social Studies Master from 1992 to 2000 under the complainant. The Advocate further pleads that the affidavit already filed by the Principal in the complaint cases CC-355 and 356 of 2007 may be considered and complainant  be directed not to file such type of repeated complaints in future. 

3.

The representative on behalf of the  PIO of the office of D.P.I.(S)  states 
that a separate inquiry is being conducted by the Director General Secondary Education,  which will be completed within a period of three months.  It is directed that the PIO of the office of D.P.I.(S) will supply a copy of the Inquiry Report to the Complainant as well as to the Commission within a period of 3 months. 
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4.

The Complainant pleads that he may be allowed to approach the Commission again if a copy of the  inquiry report is not supplied to him  within a period of 3 months.

5.

Accordingly, the case is disposed of.  However, the Complainant is free to approach the Commission again if a copy of the inquiry report is not supplied to him within a period of three months. 

6.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties and to the  Principal, Khalsa Senior Secondary School, Ropar.


Sd/-


Place: Chandigarh.

                                 Surinder Singh

Dated: 03. 07.2008

            
      State Information Commissioner

