STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shmt. Pritam Kaur







---Complainant 




Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Secy. Higher Education Pb.




__Respondent

Complaint Case No- 907-2007:

Present:
Shri Bhagat Singh, husband of Smt. Pritam Kaur, complainant.



Shri Kamlesh Rani, A.P.I.O.O/o Higher Education Punjab

Order:



Today the A.P.I.O. has presented a letter dated October 09, 2005 addressed to the Commission being the covering letter with which the information has been given to the complainant duly indexed and page-marked and copy for record of the Commission. A copy of the same has been sent, by post, to the complainant yesterday as also supplied through Court.

2.

It is observed that the present information covers the assurance given    by Shri Jaspal Singh-Secretary, Higher Education Punjab in the hearing who had asked regarding action taken on his representation dated July 18, 2005 and September 15, 2005. However, information regarding two letters dated November 09, 2005 and January 11, 2006 (both stated to be registered letters) were received by the department through the Chief Secretary.                               It has been stated that letter dated January 11, 2006 is not available, but nothing has been said about letter dated November 09, 2005 received from the same quarter. A.P.I.O. has asked for some time to give reply to the original application which is granted being the last opportunity.

3.

The complainant states that both letters addressed to the Chief Secretary were registered letters and were identical. Therefore, it should be possible for the department to say what became of them and what action was taken.  In case the plea is that one of the letters is not available, even then action taken on the second letter identical to the first could have been stated. In case both of them are not available, the Commission recommends that responsibility should definitely be fixed for official papers missing from record.



The case is adjourned to November 21, 2007 for further consideration.











SD:

             





               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                            
 State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Bharat Bhushan Goyal,

# 855, Cinema Street, Barnala.




 ......Complainant






Vs.
PIO,Estate Officer, PUDA, Puda Office Complex

Ferozepur Road, Ludhiana.




.....Respondent

CC No.916 of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Ram Singh, APIO-cum- AEO, PUDA, Ludhiana



Shri Gurmakh Singh, Clerk, O/O/ PUDA, Ludhiana for the PIO.


Order:


In compliance of the order dated 27.6.07, full information has been supplied to the complainant vide regd. letter dated 31.7.07 (comprising 22 pages) by the PIO. It is in addition to the information which had earlier been given to the complainant on 27.6.07 in the Court. It is obvious that Shri Bharat Bhushan Goyal has received full information and is satisfied, as he had been issued notice for hearing on Sept.7, 2007 to respond or to appear, if he was not satisfied.


Therefore, the case is disposed.













SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

10.10.2007

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amar Nath






---Appellant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.P.I.(Sec.) Pb.





---Respondent

Appeal Case No-148 -2007:

Present:
Shri Amar Nath, Appellant in person.



Shri Gulshan Lal, A.P.I.O.-cum- Supdt O/o D.P.I.(Sec.) Punjab



(Shri Santokh Singh, Sr. Asstt. with him).

Order:



With reference to the last order of the Commission dated July. 04. 2007,                            Shri Amar Nath supplied the necessary information sent by the same Institution separately to the D.P.I. and to the School Education Board, which further was supplied to him through the R.T.I, pointing out the discrepancies. The P.I.O. had been asked to report to the Commission on the next date of hearing as to the exact position to give explanation for the same, if warranted,. The P.I.O. has today presented a letter dated October 10, 2007 addressed to the Commission explaining the discrepancy based upon the reply of the Principal of the S.S.D Mangat Ram Mittal Sr. Secondary School, forwarded by the Distt. Education Officer on October 08, 2007 to the P.I.O. However, the applicant is not present in Court today. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to send the reply by Regd. Post and to send the proof of the Registry for record of the Court. Copy of the information has been placed on the record of the Commission. In the interests of justice, Shri Amar Nath may study the information and in case he has nothing further to say, the case will be disposed of on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to November 06, 2007.










SD:

             





           (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                                       State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
` STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shmt. Simi Saini






---Complainant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.C. Hoshiarpur




---Respondent

Complaint Case No-020-2007:

Present:
Smt. Simmi Saini, complainant



Shri Mohan Lal, Naib Tehsildar, Sub-Tehsil Bhunga, Distt. Hoshiarpur.

Order:



The Naib Tehsildar appearing today in Court is not the A.P.I.O. land also does not carry any letter of the authority. He is carrying the record but is not conversant with the facts of the case. He states that there is bandh today against the imposition of Toll at the Toll Plaza in Hoshiarpur district and therefore, the concerned officers have requested that their presence may be excused. However, the Naib Tehsildar has studied the files and states that the last order dated July 10, 2007 in respect of compliance was to be reported is not available on his file.                He has been instructed to take a photo-stat and complete his file. 

2.

The applicant is a young lady coming from village Tangra, Tehsil Baba Bakala,                          Distt. Amritsar accompanied by an infant in arms dependent upon her and is attending every hearing with great difficulty and inconvenience. Therefore, in view of this and due to the special circumstances created by the omissions and commissions of the Registrar and                        Sub-Registrar’s office, it is hereby ordered that she may be paid Rs.250/- as costs to and fro for each day of the hearing of the Commission by the office of Sub-Registrar. 

3.

The payment should be made for the last three hearings in the Commission on the next date of hearing and for each hearing thereafter, it should be sent with the P.I.O. or his authorized representative.

4. 
The Naib Tehsildar has presented a letter dated October 09, 2007 giving the latest position. A copy of the letter has also supplied to the complainant today, In this letter, it is written that Smt. Simmi Saini was asked whether she has filed any other case in any court to which she stated that none had been filed. However, Smt. Simmi Saini has stated today that this is not correct as she had told the concerned officer during the hearing that she had filed a civil suit against Shri Surinder Kumar.

Complaint Case No-020-2007:
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5.
However, the Commission would like to know what action, if any, has been taken on various facts pointed out as well as the directions given in its order dated July 10, 2007.The Commission would like the P.I.O./office of the Collector too bring these directions to the pointed 

notice of the Collector/Deputy Commissioner/Registrar  and to apprize the Commission on the action taken, if any, by him. 

Adjourned to December 12, 2007.
                                                                                                           Sd/-






          


              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                  

State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sushil Kumar






 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, 
1. Director, Local Govt.,Punjab, and 


2. E.O.,M.C. Malerkotla.




.....Respondent

CC No. 92  of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh. Bhajan Singh, Supdt. O/O Director Local Govt.,Pb.



Sh. Sarmukh Singh, Sr. Asstt, for the PIO and 



Sh. Vikas Uppal, Inspector, M.C.Malerkotla for the PIO.


Order:



On the last hearing on 22.8.07, detailed orders were passed by the Commission. The last paragraph of this order is required to be changed as had got mistakenly in CC-600/07 also concerning the same purpose in which no hearing was held on that date. Para No. 5 of order dated 22.8.07 is hereby replaced with the following paragraph:-


“It is observed that the original application dated 31.8.06 was addressed by Sh. Sushil Kumar to the PIO, Local Govt. Deptt. And it was being shunted around between the Local Govt. Deptt., the Directorate and the Municipal Council, Malerkotla. It is hereby directed that the PIO of the Deptt. To whom the matter is addressed should himself get the information from the PIO of the Directorate or the PIO of the M.C.Malerkotla where necessary and should give a single reply covering action taken by the government, Directorate and the Municipal Council on the points mentioned in the application”.

2.

The order in the last hearing was dictated in the presence of same parties. Accordingly the E.O., MC Malerkotla has presented a letter dated 9.10.07 addressed to the Commission giving information as per the deficiencies pointed out by the complainant and contained in the Commission’s order. It is noted that although information has been supplied on points noted in the order in 2 matters No. 2 &3, information has not been supplied on the account that it is old record and not available and that the said record is not available respectively. It is, therefore, directed that the file of plot No. 14 with which this case is concerned should be made open for inspection of the complainant. After due consultation with the Inspector and the Complainant a date suitable to both i.e. 17.10.07 at 11.00 AM has been fixed in the office of M.C.Malerkotla in the room of the Inspector. Since the order is being dictated in their presence, it is not necessary for a copy to reach them for compliance thereof. The Inspector/PIO is hereby directed to give 
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     -2
attested copy of any document to the applicant which he may ask in writing. It should be provided to him immediately but not later than two days.

3.

It appears that in the last order of the Commission, inadvertently the reference of point No.6 of the application has not been made since information has not been supplied to the by the either. This information is to be supplied by the PIO, O/O Secretary of the Department with respect to a registered representation No.1050 dated 27.2.06, sent by Shri Sushil Kumar at his address and where information on action taken thereof by the Competent Authority has been requested. This information may be supplied. The PIO is directed to supply this information with in 15 days positively.

4.

It is hoped that this will conclude on the next date of hearing after receiving compliance report from the PIO. Adjourned to 5.12.2007.







                              














  

  Sd/-









(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 







State Information Commissioner

10.10.2007

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurbaksh Singh





---Complainant



Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.T.O. Lu
dhiana




---Respondent

Complaint Case No-216 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Karan Singh, Asstt. Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana.

Order:



The A.P.I.O. has presented a letter from the complainant addressed to the State Information Commission, in which the complainant has stated as under:


“Sub: Regarding C.C. No.216/2007.



In the above mentioned complaint order passed by The Hon’ble Commission dated 29-08-2007 District Transport Officer, Ludhiana duly comply the directions passed on that date. I duly co-operated by the District Transport Office, Ludhiana. As per the directions I visited Transport Office on dated 120-09-2007 to 14-09-2007 and 17-09-2007 to 21-09-2007 and gone through the record. Now I am satisfied this C.C. may be disposed off.”

2.

Thus accordingly the present complaint is disposed of by order of August 28, 2007 read with order of even date.










SD:






         


 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                            

  State Information Commissioner
     

October 10, 2007.
Opk.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Manoj Kumar Goyal 





---Complainant



Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.T.O. Mansa





----Respondent


Complaint Case No-384 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Nirmal Singh, Section Officer,

 for District Transport Officer, Mansa

Order:



The present case concerns an application dated June 06, 2006 made by Shri Manoj Kumar Goel asking for the details regarding a particular Driving License, its renewal, endorsement etc. with prescribed fee made to the address of the D.T.O. Mansa. He complained to the Commission on February 22, 2007 that no information had been given to him till that date.

2.

A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned P.I.O. on may 03, 2007 and date of hearing was fixed for May 22, 2007 which was; postponed to June 05, 2007 and both parties were duly informed. On June 05, 2007 none appeared before the Division Bench comprising the undersigned and    Mrs. Ravi Singh, State Information Commissioner. A fresh notice was issued for July 17, 2007.Even on that date, none appeared for either party. in the order dated July 17, 2007, the following order was inter alia passed :-

“2. It is observed that it is entirely optional for the complainant to appear in terms of the Act. 
However, it is mandatory for the PIO or his representative to be present at the hearing. The Commission takes a serious note of the fact that the reply has not been furnished to the complainant within a stipulated period as per the provisions of the RTI Act, 2005 and neither has the PIO cared to attend the hearing of the Commission held on 5.6.07 and 17.7.07 although registered notices had been issued on both the occasions to the PIO. 

Complaint Case No-384 -2007:
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3.
The Commission also hereby issues notice to the P.I.O. to show cause/to submit written reply/ as too why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of two hundred and fifty rupees each day till the information is furnished. However, the total amount of such penalty shall not exceed to twenty-five thousand rupees as per the provisions of Section 20(1) of the R.T.I Act, 2005.
3.

In spite of this order, none appeared on the next date of hearing and no written explanation/personal opportunity was availed of by the D.T.O. Mansa.  The matter was further adjourned to October 10, 2007. 
4.

Today, in spite of the leniency shown by the Commission and repeated chances being given, none has appeared for the P.I.O-cum-D.T.O. stated to be Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu by the Section Officer, present in Court.  Every notice of the Commission is sent by Regd. Post along with a copy of the order of the hearing of the previous date. In the last order dated September 07, 2007, it had been specifically mentioned: 


    “You are required to appear before the Commission on the said date, time, and place either personally, or through an authorized Officer not below the rank of Asstt. Public Information Officer, who should be well conversant with the facts of the case and his statement of facts will be treated 
as if it is given by you and you will be responsible for its correctness. In case, no appearance is 
made on your behalf, the case will be decided in your absence. The PIO is directed to carry a 
copy of Right to Information Act, 2005 and other relevant record with him, for facility of reference.

In case you have already supplied the information to the applicant, a copy of the same may be sent for record along with a receipt from the complainant and a copy thereof should be brought along with you on the date of hearing.”

3.

In fact, this is the language issued in each of the notices. In spite of the clear language of the show-cause notice dated July 17, 2007 and of the notice for today, a proper representative, not below the rank of A.P.I.O. is not present. The Section Officer, who is present states that he was on leave yesterday and received a telephonic call from a clerk of the office that he was to attend the hearing of the Commission today and he has been given no instructions. No copy of the information supplied or receipt of information from the complainant or written explanation of the P.I.O. has been rendered. Neither has the P.I.O. availed himself of the opportunity for personal hearing granted to him under Section 20(1) proviso thereto.

Complaint Case No-384 -2007:
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4.

After considering the full circumstances of the case, the Commission is satisfied that the Public Information Officer-cum- Distt. Transport Officer Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu has without reasonable cause, not furnished information within the time specified under sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Act and has not filed any explanation for the same in spite of being given due opportunity under Section 20(1) of the Act, nor availed himself of the opportunity given to himof being heard before any penalty is imposed on him, as provided under Section 20(1) thereto. Therefore, by virtue of the powers vested, a penalty of Rs.250/- per day of delay is hereby imposed upon him subject to a maximum of Rs.25,000/-. The application was made on June 06, 2006 and information has not been supplied till today even after the repeated notices and directions issued by the Commission starting from May 03, 2007 onwards. The amount of penalty works out to Rs.25,000/- after deducting 30 days permitted for the supply of information. Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu P.I.O.-cum-D.T.O. is hereby directed to deposit the total amount of penalty of Rs25,000/- in the State Treasury within two months of the date of receipt of these orders and to file a copy of the treasury challan in the Commission in compliance on the next date.

5.

The State Transport Commissioner, Punjab, Chandigarh is hereby directed to ensure that the amount of penalty is recovered from the pay of Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu, District Transport Officer, Mansa and deposited in the State Treasury. It shall be incumbent upon the State Transport Commissioner, Punjab to inform this Court that the orders being passed today have been implemented in letter and spirit before the next date of hearing.

6.

 A copy of this order should also be endorsed to the Principal Secretary, Transport Punjab, for information.

7.

Although a notice had also been given to the P.I.O. in the order dated July 17, 2007 that in case the information is not supplied as per directions, the Commission shall be constrained to recommend disciplinary action against him to the Competent Authority as provided under Section 20(2) of the Act.  He is given another opportunity to supply the information before this case is taken by the Commission.


For compliance of this order, and for production of receipt of the penalty imposed. The case is adjourned to December 19, 2007.  











-Sd-

           







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                  

      State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lalit Goyal







---Complainant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.T.O. Mansa






---Respondent

Complaint Case No-414 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sri Nirmal Singh Section Officer O/o D.R.O. Mansa.

Order:



This case had been considered on July 17, 2007 and detailed instructions had been given to the Distt. Transport Officer for compliance within ten days and the P.I.O. had been asked to report compliance on the next date of hearing on August 22, 2007, on which date, none appeared despite the case having been called 2/3 times. At the end of the Court time, the case was adjourned to today.
2.

Today again   no authorized representative is present in Court on behalf of the P.I.O.-cum-D.T.O and neither have they produced any information. Shri Nirmal Singh,                           Section Officer, Mansa, stated that he was on leave yesterday and received a phone call from the Clerk in the office that he should attend the hearing in the Commission.                                One Shri Ajit Singh, Clerk has also come from the office of D.T.O. Mansa. Both have no inkling or clue about the case.

3.

The P.I.O. is hereby directed to comply with the directions of the Commission and supply the information immediately and without any further delay to the applicant and to produce the due receipt from him as well as a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Court.

4.

The P.I.O-cum-Distt. Transport Officer – Shri Gurjit Singh Pannu- is also hereby given show cause notice under Section 20(1) for not providing information to the complainant within the time stipulated under Section 7(1) of the R.T.I. Act and for not adhering to the directions issued by the Commission the matter.

5. 
The P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto. He may take note that in case he does not file written reply and also chooses not to appear on that date, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings in his absence.

Adjourned to December 19, 2007.
















SD:
             





          
             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                
                   State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Com. Ashok Kumar Malhotra




---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Tehsildar (West), Ludhiana



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-468-2007:

Present:
Shri Sham Lal Saini for Com. Ashok Kumar Malhotra, complainant.
Order:



On the last date of hearing, that is, August 08, 2007, a detailed order had been passed advising the complainant that he cannot procure the documents which can be accessed by a simple application with due fee from the copying agency of the office of Saddar Kanungo, D.,C.’s office or the Tehsildar concerned. Since the applicant was asking for documents available on a quasi- judicial file, including the noting portion of the file, it had been observed that these documents are not barred to the public and are open to inspection by parties on payment of the prescribed fee laid down bv the Revenue Department. At that time Shri Saini had claimed that this application had been made under the R.T.I. Act because the Tehsildar had not supplied the information already applied for in his office and it had not been supplied even upon requisition of the same by the Sr. Supdt. of Police of the district. He was asked to give full details so that the matter could be considered afresh. A letter dated August 09, 2007 has been received. However, this all pertains to a police case where an F.I.R has been filed against the complainant and where the Sr. Supdt. of Police has asked for certain records from the Tehsil office which is not being made available. However in the letter dated September 15, 2006 of the Sr. Supdt. of Police to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, the former has asked for a report from the Sub-Registrar along with attested copies of a Will which is disputed. Therefore, the statement of Shri Saini that the record has been called for by the Sr. Supdt. of Police is not correct. Neither there is any letter of refusal by the Tehsildar to do so. Most important of all, Shri Saini has not provided any proof qua he has applied to the Revenue Agency for copies on record or inspection of any record of which he was to give the details. As such the complainant is advised to apply in the prescribed manner for the information which is freely available under rules, to the Copying Agency concerned with due payment of fee and only in case they refuse to give the information, should the information be asked for through the Right to Information Act, 2005. Until the complainant is able to do that, in my view, no complaint lies in the Commission. 


The complaint stands disposed of.












SD:










 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)







                   State Information Commissioner
     
 
October 10, 2007.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Charanajit Singh






---Complainant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Principal-Secy. (Rev.)





---Respondent

Complaint Case No-531 -2007:

Present:
Shri Charanjit Singh Aulakh complainant in person.

Shri Sajjan Singh, Superintendent, RE-1-cum-APIO Deptt. of Revenue.
Order:



With reference to the directions issued in the order dated August 21, 2007 for compliance, the P.I.O. has, vide his letter dated September 20, 2007 asked the complainant to deposit a fee of Rs.129/- for supply of information on Point-4 of the request of the complainant, in his application dated December 12, 2006 under the R.T.I. Act. This is absolutely not warranted since the information is being supplied in accordance with the original application and it is already nine months that the information has not been supplied, No charge can be levied as provided under Section 7(6) of the Act. In addition, it has been clarified by the A.P.I.O. that information sought to be supplied against the proposed fee was copies of inquiry ordered, where the complainant had been asked to give affidavits. It was observed that this is quite opposite of what the complainant had asked for. He had asked for cases where inquiries had been carried out on the basis of complaints without having asked for affidavit from the complainant. The A.P.I.O. is directed to do the needful within 10 days.

2.

The complainant has also filed letter dated October 10, 2007 pointing out certain discrepancies and with respect to what has already been stated by him earlier, copy of which has been supplied to the A.P.I.O.



Adjourned to December 05, 2007. 











SD:





       



        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                           
    ` State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Kumar 







---Complainant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.P.I. (S-E) Pb.






---Respondent

Complaint Case No-537 -2007:

Present:
Shri Rajesh Kumar complainant.



Shri Jagjit Singh Sidhu, Deputy Director, O/o D.P.I (SE) on behalf of P.I.O.

Order:



With reference to the orders dated August 21, 2007, the Department of Education made a reference to the P.I.O.-cum-Secretary, S.S.S. Board Punjab vide their letter  dated August 22, 2007 to which the S.S.S. Board has given a reply vide its letter dated September 18, 2007. The S.S.S. Board has clearly stated that there is no approved list or waiting list of those candidates, who had not been selected. Therefore, it is not possible to know where the candidate stands in merit list. The copies of both communications made to the S.S.S. Board on August 122, 2007 by the P.I.O. as well as their reply dated September 18, 2007 has been supplied to the applicant today through Court with a covering letter dated October 09, 2007. Unfortunately, it is not within the power or scope of responsibility of the Commission to order that such a merit list of waiting candidates be prepared or declared as the Commission can order information already available to be given, but not to create new or fresh information, which is not already available. With this matter stands disposed of.










SD:
             





         
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                           
State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harvinder Singh






---Complainant



Vs.

P.I.O-O/o D.P.I (S-E), Punjab





---Respondent

Complaint Case No-549 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Madan Lal, A.P.I.O.cum-Supdt. D.P.I.(SE) Pb, Chd.

Order:



The A.P.I.O. states that full information has since been supplied to the complainant with order of the Commission dated August 29, 2007 against due receipt of copies of the documents supplied, have been separately endorsed to the Commission i.e. documents, number 72 pages, with a detailed covering letter. The Photostat of the receipt from the complainant stating that full information has been received, has also been rendered. The complainant had due notice of the hearing today.  Since he has chosen not to appear, it is presumed that he is satisfied. 



The case is thus hereby disposed of.










SD:

             





          (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                             

State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sohan Singh Sood






--Complainant



Vs.

P.I.O-O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana



--Respondent

Complaint Case No- 597-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Kahlon, A.P.I.O.-cum-D.R.O., Ludhiana

Order:



On the last date of hearing, i.e. on September 05, 2007, the matter had been considered and detailed order passed. Today the A.P.I.O-cum-D.R.O. Ludhiana is present and he has presented a reply dated October 09, 2007 addressed to the complainant being a covering letter with annexures A to C.

2.

I have gone through the application of the complainant as well as the reply given today. It is seen that he is agitating for the issue of a Red Card to him including before the Hon’ble High Court and consequently for the benefits available to a Red Card Holder, whereas the speaking order of the Deputy Commissioner as well as all papers supplied indicate that he cannot be given any of the benefits because he is not a Red Card Holder.  The applicant has been requesting for a copy of the Survey Report conducted by the Revenue Officials on the orders of the Deputy Commissioner after the High Court had passed orders for consideration of his case for the issue of Red Card. The gist of the papers supplied state that he is not entitled to the benefits sanctioned by the Government as he is not the holder of Red Card. In fact, his request is for issue of the Red Card and subsequently for the benefits available to Red Card Holders.  In the last hearing, he insisted that a team of revenue officials had visited his home and he had given full papers to that Team including the report of the Sr. Supdt. of Police and various proofs of his having lived in Punjab – first in Mohali and then in Ludhiana - since 1986.  The A.P.I.O. may, therefore, make all out efforts to find the said Report, if it exists and to supply him in the interests of justice.



Adjourned to December 19, 2007.










SD:







                        (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                       

State Information Commissioner
     
 
October 10, 2007.-
Opk.

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

Sh. Amarjit Singh 







----Complainant


Vs.

P.I.O-O/o S.D.M. (West)






---Ludhiana

Complaint Case No-598 -2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



None for the S.D.M.(West), Ludhiana.

Order:



On the last date of hearing detailed directions had been passed in para-3 of the order of the Commission dated September 05, 2007 as under:-

“The P.I.O. office of the S.D.M (West) is hereby directed to produce the full file in the Commission on the next date of hearing along with a photo-copy of the cheque (all should be attested copies) without fail. Attested copy of the said information should also been supplied for the record of the Court.”
2. 
Today no one has appeared on behalf of the S.D.M. Ludhiana (West) and neither has the concerned file or the photocopy of the cheque has been produced nor has the receipt of the information supplied, been produced.

3.

The Public Information Officer is also hereby given notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act and required to file written reply/explanation as to why action, as envisaged therein be not taken against him through the imposition of penalty of Rs.250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- as per the provisions contained in the Act.

4.  

The P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under                               Section 20(1) Proviso thereto, on the same date. He may take note that in case he does not file written reply and also chooses not to appear on that date, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings in his absence.



Adjourned to December 19, 2007.










-Sd-

             





                 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


 


                                  State Information Commissioner
     
 

October 10, 2007.
Opk.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sushil Kumar






 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Director, Local Govt.,Punjab.



.....Respondent

CC No. 600   of 2007:
Present:
Sh. Sushil Kumar, complainant in person.



Sh.  Bhajan Singh, APIO-cum-Supdt.,O/O DLG, Pb.



Shri Sarmukh Singh, Sr. Asstt. For the PIO.


Order:


Shri Sushil Kumar vide his application dated 21.2.07 asked for information on 4 points under the RTI Act with due payment of prescribed fee and addressed to the PIO, office of Director, Local Govt.,Punjab. However, vide his complaint dated 9.4.07, made to the Commission he stated that no information had been received by him till date. A copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned PIO for his comments with in 15 days and date of hearing fixed for 4.6.07 before the bench of R.K.Gupta, Hon’ble SIC.  Sh, R.K.Gupta vide his order dated 4.5.08 transferred this case to the present bench on the request of the representation of PIO that another case of similar matter is pending before the present bench. Thereafter, the date of hearing was fixed for 25.7.07, but  could not be consider on that date as the court time was over and the matter adjourned to 22.8.07 but again it could not be consider and the matter was fixed for today.

2.

Order dated 22.8.07 has been mistakenly written in CC-600/07, whereas it is the operative portion of order passed in CC-92/07 pertaining to the same purpose and which was also fixed for 22.8.07, but which was not taken up for hearing since the Court time was over. The order in CC-92/07 has been got corrected accordingly and the order passed on the present file on 22.8.07 is hereby cancelled and the parties in both cases have been informed verbally and written order are also be sent.

2.

Today the PIO has stated that the information has been supplied to the applicant on 4.4.07 vide registered letter but no copy has been found on record and the Commission ordered to be supplied now. He stated that further information was sent on 7.5.07 vide registered letter and further that information stand supplied on 17.8.07 and the office acknowledged to have been received but copies of first two communications are not available with the Commission and are ordered to supply complete record to the Commission. The complainant 

CC-600-07











-2
states that he has received all information now. The complainant is directed to give in writing whether there is any deficiency in the information supplied. The PIO is directed to supply the deficiencies directly in accordance with the original application. Meanwhile it is ordered that in future Case No. 92/07 and 37/07 and CC-600/07 be heard on the same date.


 
Adjourned to 5.12.2007.












Sd/-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

10.10.2007

(Ptk.)

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Saran Dass





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, D.P.I (Colleges)





.....Respondent

AC No. 180   of 2007:

Present:
Sh. Ram Saran Dass, complainant in person.



Sh. Arjan Singh, Supdt. on behalf of PIO 

Order:


As the concerned case was not available with the office on that day. The representative of the PIO as well as complainant requested for adjournment on some other date. Hence, the case adjourned to 5.12.2007.











-Sd-







(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

10.10.2007

(Ptk.)

