STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Sohan Lal (President)

Prabandh Samti Arya Kanya Vidiala,

Kharar, Mohali





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Secretary

Deptt. of Education Pb.,

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1548-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Gulshan Lal, Supdt.-cum-APIO O/o DPI Pb. dealing with 


privated added colleges (authorized by PIO/Secretary 



Education)

Order: 

Sh. Gulshan Lal stated in the hearing that as per the information which was given by a representative of the complainant in another complaint case pending before a different bench of the State Information Commission,  Sh. Sohan Lal complainant has passed away about 20 days ago.  The notice for today’s hearing was issued on 07.01.2008 by regd. Post and none has come today to request that the complaint be carried forward.  According to the APIO, the information has already been provided to him by the PIO O/o the Secretary Education and vide letter dated 13.08.2007, he had been directed to take any remaining information which he still needed from the Director Public Instruction (secondary).  The APIO states that Sh. Sohan Lal never approached him to ask for any further information.  Neither is he present to clarify what he meant when he stated that the PIO O/o Secretary Education “had supplied me part information and had concealed main information” without giving details thereof.  Therefore, the matter can not be carried forward and the case is hereby closed due to the death of the complainant. 

Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

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

Sh. Rajinder Singla

#1078, Sector-19B

Chandigarh 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Mansa 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1557-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Rajinder Singla on behalf of the Gurmeet Singh, 



complainant.



Sh. Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/o Deputy Commissioner, Mansa.

Order: 

Sh. Gumeet Singh, Junior Assistant, had through his counsel           Sh. Rajinder Singla Advocate made an complaint dated 05.09.2007 that his application dated 05.10.2006 in which he asked for documents as detailed in 17 points, made to the address of the PIO/DC Mansa had not been attended to within the stipulated period and when the information was supplied to him, finally, it was incomplete and information with respect to Sr. No. 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17 were not provided. Hence the complaint.  Today, Amarjit Singh, Sr. Asstt. O/O Deputy Commissioner, Mansa as authorized by the APIO is present and he has stated that the much of the information had been provided to the applicant on 07.08.2007.  However, information requested for in respect of point No. 7, 10, 11,12,13 and 14 concerned orders passed on the noting portion of the file which had earlier been withheld from him and he had been informed accordingly.  However now, vide letter dated 04.03.2008 sent to the Commission it has been stated “matter has been re-examined in the light of decision dated 31.01.2006 of the Central Information Commission.  The requisite documents had been supplied”.  The Asstt. states that this pertains to a decision where by noting portion is also to be supplied.  Also regarding no. 16 and 17 where it had been stated in the earlier letter dated 07.08.2007 that information regarding certain letters dated 
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16.09.2005, 06.09.2005 and 20.11.2005 were not available.  However it has been seen that the necessary letters were available but the details given by the employee pertaining to those letters were not correct.  The required letters also be supplied to him.

2.

This additional information has been supplied to him free of cost and on his refusal to receive the information has been sent to him by registered post on 04.03.2008.  He has also presented a full set of papers now supplied for the record of the Commission.  The representative of the PIO should produce proof of registry to be placed on the record of the Commission also.  It also seen that one or two papers containing photo stat of the noting are not legible.  The applicant may be allowed to get it photo stated to his satisfaction at his own cost, if he desires.  However, since the information has admittedly being sent to him only on 04.03.2008, one day before the hearing and may not even have reached him so far, it is only fair to give one adjournment to permit him to state whether he has received the full information (strictly in accordance with his original application dated 05.10.2006).

3.

In case there is any deficiency, Sh. Gurmeet Singh should point out in writing to the PIO with copy to the State Information Commission The PIO should make all efforts to complete the deficiencies if any within 10 days of the receipt.



Adjourned to 09.04.2008.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jasbir Singh

Plot No. 39, Navi Abadi

Near Telephone Exchange 

Village Bholapur, Jhabewal

P.O Ramgarh, Distt. Ludhiana



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Finance Commissioner Revenue 

Pb., Civil Sectt. Chandigarh 



.....Respondent.

CC No-2114-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant



Sh. Sajjan Singh, Supdt.-cum- APIO, Revenue Department.

Order: 

Sh. Jasbir Singh journalist, has on his letter head of “Arjun Patrika” Weekly Hindi Newspaper filed a complaint before the State Information Commission dated 15.11.2007 that his application dated 26.08.2007 under Right to Information Act made to the address of the PIO O/O the Financial Commissioner Revenue Pb., was rejected by the PIO under section 11 stating it was third party information and his postal order was returned to him.  The APIO has referred to recommendation dated 31.01.2008 made to the Commission by the PIO in which the detailed reasons for refusing information to Sh. Jasbir Singh have been in numerated.  It has been stated that under the garb of seeking this information, the complainant is trying to pressurize and harass and get back at the Tehsildar, since the said Tehsildar had got register red a police case through the Deputy Commissioner against the complainant after foiling a bid by the complainant for impersonation in a General Power of Attorney case.  Therefore his request was rejected by the PIO after taking into consideration the views of the said Tehsildar and treating it the case for third party information bearing no public interest.

2.

After considering due consideration O/O the PIO as contain in letter dated 31.01.2008, I am of the view that details of the service of Sh. Arvind Verma 
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requested by the complainant, other than the matter referring to the number of complaints against the said tehsildar, should be provided to him as that can be no reason to withhold them, they being public knowledge. This should be suppled to him through registered post immediately and compliance report along with proof of registry and the copy of information supplied for the record of the Commission on the next date of hearing. 



Adjourned to 09.04.2008.

Sd/- 


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Smt. Ramesh Sharma,

# 15/300, 50 feet, Pathshala

Road, Dhuri, Distt. Sangrur.




Complainant






Vs.

1. PIO, O/O,Distt. Education Officer(Sec) Sangrur.

2. The then PIO, Sh. Jagjit Inder Singh, 

    B-10, 419/418, St.No. 8, Prem Basti, Sangrur.

3. The then PIO, Sh Joginder Singh Aulakh,

     Principal DIET, Jagraon, Distt. Ludhiana. 


.....Respondent
CC No. 33- of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Ramesh Kumar Sharma, H/O Smt. Ramesh Sharma, the complainant.



Sh. Joginder Singh Aulakh, Principal, DIET, Jagraon.



Sh. Ajaib Singh, Jr. Asstt, O/O DEO(S) Sangrur.

Order:

In compliance of the previous order dated 16.1.08, Sh. Ajaib Singh, Jr. Assisitant, representative of the PIO O/O DEO(S) Sangrur has produced three  concerned files, duly indexed and page numbered alongwith noting and full correspondence. Sh. Ramesh  Kumar Sharma, husband of Smt. Ramesh Sharma (identical name) has inspected these files. He has also presented  letter dated 5.3.08 from Smt. Ramesh Sharma, complainant,  with a list of letters sent by her by hand, copy of which has been provided to the PIO, to the then DEO and to the then PIO( some of these pertaining to the DEO or the Inquiry Officer should be available on the concerned files). A copy of the instructions of the DPI containing names and designations etc.  of PIOs dated 22.6.06 has also been placed on the file. A list of dates and events of files be taken on record and are permitted to be inspected by the  parties to this case before the next date of hearing on which arguments will take place.


To come up on 23.4.2008.                          









      Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

5.03.2008

(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Jaswinder Singh(Punjabi Master)

Govt. Middle School, Vill. SIAU, 

The.& Distt. SAS Nagar(Mohali)




Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O, Distt. Education Officer, (Sec.)Sangrur.

.....Respondent

CC No- 69- of 2007:
Present: 
None for the complainant.

Sh. Joginder Singh Aulakh, Principal, DIET, Jagraon.



Sh. Ajaib Singh, Jr. Asstt, O/O DEO(S) Sangrur

.




Order:

Letter needs to be issued again since the present PIO is not present and neither Sh. Pawan Kumar. The complainant has also not come.


Adjourned to 23.4.08.

                                                                        
   Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

5.03.2008
(Ptk.)

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

Sh. Lakhwinder Singh, S/o Sh. Magar Singh

#140, Tower Enclave, Phase-1

Nakodar Road, Jalandhar



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Distt. Transport Officer

Jalandhar 






.....Respondent.

AC No-267-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Sh. Manmohan luthra, APIO-cum-ADTO, Jalandhar. 

Order: 



The APIO-cum-ADTO has presented a letter dated 03.03.2008 showing inability to supply the information, since it can not be located despite best efforts.  However, he states that the copy of the register which is mandatory to be maintained has already been supplied to the complainant which can also be produced in the related court cases if necessary.  In view of this, and of the inability to locate the said record despite repeated directions from the Commission,  adverse influence could be drawn by the concerned court, since the papers appear to have gone missing in this case.  The complainant is advised to pursue his grievances with the authorities in the Executive (States Transport Commissioner/Principal Secretary Transport in this case) or the Civil Courts, as may be advised, since, it is not within the scope of jurisdiction of the Commission to redress them.  With this the matter is hereby closed.
2.

The APIO-cum-DTO is advised to secure the office record for the future. 


With this, the case is disposed of.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Bishan Singh,

# 1014, Phase 7, SAS Nagar, Mohali.



Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O, Deputy Commissioner, Mohali.


.....Respondent

CC No-445 - of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Bishan Singh, complainant in person.

Order:

Despite detailed orders passed by the Commission dated  29.8.07, followed by order dated 12.12.07, neither the information has been provided  to Sh. Bishan Singh, as directed, nor has the PIO, O/O Deputy Commissioner Mohali cared to appear before the Commission. The PIO is hereby once again directed to comply with the orders/direction given in para 2 & 3 of the order dated 29.8.07 followed by order dated 12.12.07 without fail and to provide the proof of receipt from the applicant or proof of registry.

2. 2.
The PIO office of the Deputy Commissioner, SAS Nagar(Mohali) is also hereby given notice to show cause why action should not be taken against him u/s 20(1) of the RTI Act to impose upon him a penalty of Rs. 250/- each day till the information is furnished, not exceeding the total of Rs. 25,000/- for not supplying the information without any reasonable cause  and for not supplying the information within a period stipulated u/s 7(1) and for deliberately delaying it. He may file his written explanation in writing at least 10 days before the next date of hearing.
3. Adjourned to 8.4.08 for supply of information/filing of proof of receipt/consideration of the written explanation of the PIO.








    Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

5.03.2008
(Ptk.)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hardhir Singh, S.o sh. Darshan Singh

R/o Burj, P.O.. Maler Kotla

Distt.- Sangrur





......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

     Sangrur 





2.  Sh. Harnek SIngh, ADC (D)

     Distt. Administrative Complex

     Sangrur, Pin 148001




.....Respondent.

CC No-926-of 2007: 

Present:
Hardhir Singh complainant in person.



Sh. Harnek Singh, ADC Development as directed.

Order: 

A copy of the order passed in related case CC-856/2007 today should be placed on this file as it also deals with the matter of the allegedly missing attendance matter.

2.

It is seen that Sh. Harnek Singh, ADC (D) has not complied with the directions of the Commission given in para no. 5 of the order dated 09.01.2008.  In fact he has further reiterated the previous order which had been clearly stated in my order to be “not in accordance with the orders of the State Information Commission” It had also been directed that the letter to the SSP be corrected accordingly.  In spite of that, the fresh letter which has been issued by the ADC reiterates the previous letter and it is in continuation of the same rather than in substitution of it, which is objectionable.  This has the potential of rubbing the police authority the wrong way and creating an adverse atmosphere for the present complainant. Neither has any information given to the Commission regarding the anticipatory bail which has been necessitated only due to the reopening of the closed case, at the behest of the selfsame ADC.
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3.

Further, the ADC (D) (by name) who is present before the Commission today, is hereby asked to show cause why action should not be taken against him under section 20(1) of the Act for deliberately creating hurdles in providing all information and exercising undue pressure tactics to prevent impede the complainant from pursuing his request for information.  The explanation may be given in writing in the light of the previous orders dated 09.01.2008 of the Commission and on the basis of the letter written to the SSP, Sangrur dated 31.12.2007 and the latest letter dated 30.01.2008 addressed to the SSP reiterating the previous letter instead of correcting it in direct defiance of the directions of Commission. 

4.

The ADC (D) has filed list of dates and events asked for in para 9, copy of which have been supplied to Sh. Hardhir Singh.  Sh. Hardhir Singh had been asked to give an application containing copies of details of the complaint made by him to the DRDP, so that further action as detailed in para 7 of my order dated 09.01.2008 could be taken, which he has not done.  Neither has the PIO/office of the DC or the ADC (D) produced the file, he had been directed to produce.  The ADC has presented the same earlier report of the SHO addressed to him which is not relevant for the Commission.  The ADC (D) had been specifically directed to produce his office file. The PIO O/O the Deputy Commissioner and the ADC (D) also have not carried out the directions contained in para 8. They are directed to do so immediately.  


Adjourned to 22.04.2008 for further consideration/compliance.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Hardhir Singh, S.o sh. Darshan Singh

R/o Burj, P.O.. Maler Kotla

Distt.- Sangrur





......Complainant






Vs.

1.  PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

     Sangrur 




2.  Sh. Harnek SIngh, ADC (D)

     Distt. Administrative Complex

     Sangrur, Pin 148001




.....Respondent.

CC No-850-of 2007: 

Present:
Hardhir Singh complainant in person.



Sh. Harnek Singh, ADC Development as directed.

Order: 

On the last date of hearing the complainant had stated that he was satisfied with the information received against point no. 1 Information regarding point No. 2 has also been provided to him except for attendance register of the Zila Parishad which has not been provided, wherein the attendance of Sh. Hardhir Singh and seventeen other employees (deputed for duty for the purpose of selection of ETT Teachers for a month or so) had according to him been  marked daily for the period, they remained present there.  The rest of the information had been received by him to his satisfaction. In order dated 06.11.2007, the importance and significance of the attendance register had been dealt with in detail and in para 2, 3 and 4 specific directions had also been given as reproduced below:-
2. 
 -------- Against point No. 3 where he required attested copy of the attendance register of the office of Zila Parishad Sangrur maintained at the time of appointment of Doctors and Teachers, it had not been given which contained the attendance of the applicant and other employees. ------In respect of Item No. 3, he has stated that the Zila Parishad has informed that no such attendance register was maintained.      ------He states that there were 17 employees from different offices and stations deputed for work at the Zila Parishad for 
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many days and all of them used to mark their attendance every day. It is absolutely not possible that no attendance register was being maintained. He requested that the said register be got unearthed. He alleges that he has been relieved in back date on 28.3.06 whereas his presence is very much marked on the said register up to 31.3.06. In view of this assertion, it is all the more necessary that the attendance register be located and copies supplied.

3.

------- The Commission also observes that it does not appear possible that there is no attendance register in the office of Zila Parishad as reported. 
4.

The APIO is hereby directed to convey to the ADC (D) that all out efforts should be made to procure the attendance register. He should attend to the matter himself and provide the necessary documents duly attested to the complainant under due receipt from him and supply copy of the documents alongwith receipt with covering letter duly paged and indexed, to the Commission in compliance of its directions.



Adjourned to 9.01.2007.”

3.

The order dated 09.01.2008 is once again relevant regarding the significance/importance of the said register and the views of the Commission are given in detail in para 4, 5 and 6 thereof. 

4.
 “Today, the ADC (D) is present in person. He states that full information has been given to the complainant.  As for the attendance register, he states that no attendance register was maintained during the period and therefore, it is not possible to supply it.  It is observed that para 2, 3 and 4 of the order dated 06.11.2007 contained in detail the views of the Commission on the existence of the attendance register.  It is further observed that it is not only the complainant but according to him seventeen officials officially deputed for work at the Zila Parishad for many days from different offices and stations and all of them would need some form of ratification or certificate of attendance/proof of their presence for claiming any TA, DA/proof of duty/tour. It, therefore, strains the credulity to imagine that the Zila Parishad would be so lackadaisical as not to note the date as well as the time when they presented themselves for work each day and also whether they remained present during the day or not as is required in government procedures. PIO/ADC(D) is therefore directed to make all out efforts to get hold of the attendance register by which the assertion of the presence or the absence 
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of the concerned person can be seen, as requested for by the complainant in the original application under the RTI.

5. 

It has also been seen that the letter written to the SSP, Sangrur dated 31.12.2007 by the ADC(D) is not in accordance with the orders of the State Information Commission.  The State Information Commission had not issued any directions to the SSP directly but had issued directions to Sh. Harnek Singh ADC (D) to request the SSP not to proceed in the matter of complaint sent to the SSP by the ADC (D) until the attendance register sought by the complainant is provided to him by the ADC(D).  It is, therefore, necessary that the letter to SSP be corrected accordingly.

6.

As for Sh. Hardhir Singh he has informed me that he has been forced to apply for anticipatory bail through the court which has been given to him till 06.02.2008 only.  From that it appears that the sword is still hanging over his head.  It is very much hoped that either the attendance register is given to him before 06.02.2008 or else that the police will not resist the anticipatory bail as long as the case is pending before the Commission so that no counter pressure is enabled to be exercised on him in the manner done.”

4.

Today Sh. Harnek Singh, APIO has given a set of papers with joining and relieving dates of all the employees who had been deputed for duty for the said work of recruitment of ETT Teachers/Doctors and states that apart from this no other register is available.  He has been asked to give a covering letter with full details and also to index and clearly page marked as well as to attest the papers.  A copy of the same to be supplied to Sh. Hardhir Singh and one copy for the record of the Commission.  The ADC (D) has also been asked for an affidavit in respect of whatever he wishes to say about the attendance register. This may be filed at least ten days before the next date of hearing with the copy to complainant.  


Adjourned to 22.04.2008.
Sd/-
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


05.03. 2008.

(Uma)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

Sh. Lalit Mohan,

S.R.House, Opp. Personal Point,

100 Ft. Road, near Ghore Wala Chowk, Bathinda.

Complainant






Vs.

PIO, O/O,Registrar, 

Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. &

Technology, Bathinda.




.....Respondent

CC No-203 - of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Lalit Mohan Complainant in person alongwith 



Advocate Sh. Surinder Garg.

Dr. Daler Singh, PIO-cum-Principal, Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. &Technology, Bathind

Sh. Gurdip Singh APIO-cum-Dy. Registrar Giani Zail Singh College of Engg. &Technology, Bathinda a.

Order:

Since Dr. Daler singh, PIO was not well, arguments could not take place.


Adjourned to 30.4.08 for arguments.
                                                                                  

Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

5.03.2008
(Ptk.)

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No.32-33-34, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.



Note Reg. CC No. 1567/07.


This case has been fixed for hearing today for the first time.  However, the complainant has requested that his case may be heard by the bench of Sh. Rajan Kashan, Ld. CIC and Lt. Gen P.K.Grover, Ld. SIC, where his  complaint CC No. 2063/07 is already being heard.
It is not known whether the subject matter is the same or not. This bench has not objection if this case is also heard by the same bench and fixed along with CC-2603. Since this case has not been considered by this bench, the case in original is returned for the necessary action.








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner
5.03.2008

Dy. Registrar.
