STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh.  M.S. Toor (Advocate)

First seat, Back side

D.C Office, Ludhiana




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1225-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Madan Lal, Sr. Clerk authorized representative of APIO-


cum-Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East)

Order: 

The Tehsildar (East) has issued a letter dated 12.02.2008 to the complainant stating that vide that documents required by him are being sent to him after they have been duly checked and the complainant has found them to be satisfactory along with that the APIO-cum-Tehsildar also submitted a receipt dated 12.02.2008 from Sh. M.S Toor in which he wrote, as translated “I Manjit Singh Toor, Advocate Chamber No. 206, New Court, Second Floor, Ludhiana do hereby state that I had asked for information from the Tehsildar (East) and (West) vide my application dated 06.06.2007 numbered CC-1225/2007.  In this case the Tehsilar (East) has given me full information which I have checked and found to my satisfaction.  I do not need any information from Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East ).”  He should not be called (to the Commission) any more. Only Tehsildar, Ludhiana (West) G should be called and I should be informed. Since the information had been supplied, duly checked and found to be satisfactory by Sh. M.S Toor Advocate on 12.02.2008.  A copy of the said information was asked for the record of the Commission. The matter was adjourned for today for production of the said record. Today again, the representative of the Tehsildar has presented a copy of receipt dated 12.02.2008 from the complainant  which contains the following letter hand written without any No. and date. It translates as under:  
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“In context of the information asked for by you in the above case, it is stated that the Sub Registrar/Tehsildar, Ludhiana (East) in his office caries out all kinds of duties by the undersigned as per directions of the Govt  regarding registries/vasika/marriage registration issue of Schedule Caste/Backward Classes Certificates, in meetings spot inspection, VIP Programmes etc.  according to rules. It is difficult to make a day to day report in this respect.  In this context, all records have been got inspected by you. Now you do not appear to need any further information.  









Sd/-Tehsildar-cum-APIO,









 Ludhiana (East) 

Sd/-M.S.Toor

no need for any further information on the subject from Sub Registrar (East).

3.

Once again no set of documents supplied to Sh. M.S Toor has been produced for the record of the Court.  It is observed that the entire matter is quite suspicious.  The kind of questions asked in the Right to Information application perhaps need a reply of the type given by the Tehsildar.  The complainant has expressed his complete satisfaction. However, it is clear that apart from one page letter, no other document has been given to the complainant.  In the circumstances given above, I see no reason to summon the Tehsildar, Ludhiana (West) as per the complainants request, since the same reply can be considered for him also, as given by Tehsildar (East). 

4.

The complainant is advised that in case he wishes for inspection of any specific record, he should give a separate Right to Information application to the concerned PIO and to make a separate complaint in respect of each PIO who does not render the information as per the provisions of the Act.



With this the case is hereby disposed of. 

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)


Copy to Sub Registrar-cum-Tehsildar, Ludhiana (west) for necessary action. 

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

Sh. Som Nath, S/o Sh. Pawan Kumar

R/o Rani Bagh Ageta Colony

Bhora Gate Nabha

#8/599, Patiala





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner

Patiala 






.....Respondent.

CC No-935-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Som Nath Complainant in person.



Sh. Gurinder Singh Bal, SHO with Inquiry Officer Sh. Nirmal 


Singh.

Order: 

In compliance with order dated 13.02.2008, to the SHO Thana City, Nabha,Sh. Gurinder Singh Bal, Sh. Nirmal Singh, Inquiry Officer has appeared personally in connection with the  application regarding the incident of 13.08.2005.  Sh. Nirmal Singh states that he was the Inquiry Officer but had not found any evidence or recorded the statement of any witness on 30.8.2005.  He admitted that Smt. Kiran Singla had got recorded the complaint on 13.08.2005 on which he had immediately gone to the spot but had not formally recorded the statement of any person.  The said complaint was formally marked to him as Inquiry Officer only on 16.08.2005, after which he recorded the statement of witnesses.  The SHO has also shown me the Roznamcha in which no formal movement of this case has been shown.  He has also shown  the register of the police station 5 D, in which the entry has been found at 586 of  a complaint of Kiran SIngla W/o Sh. Som Nath, Resident of Rani Bagh, Ageta Colony, #8/599, Near Bhora Gate.  There is no mention of this complaint being dated 13.08.2005.  it is found to have been marked as 16.8.2005. In the next column, Head Constable Nirmal Singh 555/16.08.2005 is written.  The DSP (D), Patiala has inquired into the matter and has recorded statements.  However, a copy of the original complaint which was written on 13.08.2005, signed by Smt Kiran Singla on 13.08.2005 was found marked to Head Constable Nirmal Singh for inquiry and necessary action and report, by the then SHO, J. Singh, on 13.08.05. A photo stat copy has been taken on record of the Commission as well as photo stat copy of the statement of Sh. Nirmal Singh, Inquiry Officer on 09.09.2005 made by him before the DSP (D), Patiala, and on 16.11.2007 made in connection with the pending case before the Commission. The representative of the PIO (SHO) present in court today, is hereby directed to give attested copies of these three documents with a covering letter to Sh. Som Nath under due receipt and to sent a copy of the same along with the copy of the receipt to the Commission for its record.  Once this done the case will be disposed of.

Adjourned to 02.04.2008.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jasbir Singh (Journalist)

Post Box No. 361,

Head Post Office

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Sub Divisional Magistrate (West)

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1157-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Amandeep Bhatti, Tehsildar, Ludhiana, West.

Order: 

With reference to order dated 15.01.2008, the Tehsildar, Ludhiand (West) on behalf of SDM (West) stated that information has been sent to him in full vide letter addressed by the Sub Registrar, Ludhiana (West) to the SDM West with copies endorsed to the complainant as well as to the State Information Commission.  I find the information is sent by ordinary dak.  The PIO is directed to produce receipt from the complainant/proof of registry, since the information has been sent only two days ago. It is fair to give a chance to complainant to study the same.  In case there are any deficiencies, he should give it in writing to the PIO with a copy to the Commission at the earliest with the list of deficiencies, if any. He should supply the deficiencies strictly in accordance with the original application and give the proof of registry/receipt from the applicant as well as a set of papers supplied for the record of the Commission.

Adjourned to 09.04.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. I.P Singh Bains

#429, Mota Singh Nagar

Jalandhar 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Tehsildar, Sales

Jalandhar 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1198-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the PIO, Tehsildar, Sales, Jalandhar

Order: 

On the last date of hearing on 13.02.2008 notice had been given to the PIO office of the Tehsildar, Sales, Jalandhar under section 20 (1) of the Right to Information Act as to why penal action should not be taken against him and why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed upon him for delay in providing the information in keeping with the letter and spirit of the Act.

2.

The PIO is hereby once again directed to give a clear reply to the Right to Information application dated 23.01.2007 of the complainant and to allow him to inspect the said register without fail.

3.

It is seen that neither the information supplied nor any reply given to the show cause notice issued by the Commission.  It is presumed that the PIO has nothing to say and that the Commission can proceed ex-parte against him.  However before doing so the PIO, O/O  the Tehsildar, Sales is hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing as provided under section 20 (1) proviso thereto before the penalty is imposed.



Adjourned to 08.04.2008.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Harpal Singh Grewal 

C/o Gurcharan Singh Grewal

#74, Hill View Enclave

Brahm Ashram Road,Himshikha

Pinjore, Distt.- Panchkula



......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Deputy Commissioner,

Ludhiana 






.....Respondent.

CC No-1078-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh. Gurcharan Singh, S/o Late Sh. Harpal Singh, Grewal.



None for PIO.

Order: 

The Complainant has been directed to place on record a copy of the letter of his father sent by the Chief Secretary to the Deputy 
Commissioner on 16.07.2003 for facility of reference and also supply the same to the PIO.

2. 

The PIO is not present today and neither has any written reply to the show cause notice issued to him under section 20 (1) of the Act been submitted for consideration of the Commission.  Neither he has filed any written communication in respect of information directed to be supplied.

3.

The PIO is once again directed by name to ensure a copy of the said information as well as receipt from the complainant/proof of registry be rendered in the Commission on the next date of hearing and the information be supplied to the complainant as per the detailed directions in the earlier orders of the Commission dated 22.01.2008 and 13.02.2008.
4.

The PIO is also hereby given another chance to file his written reply and to show cause why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to a maximum of 25,000/- should not be imposed upon him for the delay and violation of the Right 
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to Information Act.  In addition, he is hereby give a chance for a personal hearing as provided for under section 20 (1) proviso thereto before such penalty is imposed.  He may take note that in case he does not file the written reply and also does not avail himself of the opportunity for personal hearing, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and further action will be taken ex-parte against him.



Adjourned go 30.04.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Julka

11, Shanti Complex Shingar Cinema Road,

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Punjab Nurses Registration Council

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-257-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Inderjit Singh, PIO-cum-Supdt. Gr-II, for Punjab Nurses 


Registration Council.

Order: 

Sh. Rajesh Julka vide his complaint dated 29.01.2008 stated that his application under the Right to Information Act with the due payment of fee dated 18.12.2007 address to the PIO/ Punjab Nurses Registration Council had not been attended to.   A copy of the complaint was forwarded to the PIO and date of hearing fixed for today and both parities were informed.

2. 

Today the PIO has appeared and he has stated that his office has sent a communication dated 27.02.2008 to Sh. Rajesh Gupta and asked him to file certain documents which he has not done.  It is noted that the information has been sent to Sh. Rajesh Gupta where as the name of the complainant is Rajesh Julka.  Let a fresh notice be issued for the next date.  The PIO requested that a long date may be given as they are very busy in the month of April due to examination of GNM and ANM and have a very little time to attend the general work.  



Hence the demand is accepted and the case is Adjourned to 14.05.2007.

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Ptk)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Rajesh Julka

11, Shanti Complex Shingar Cinema Road,

Ludhiana 






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Research & Medical Education

Punjab, Chandigarh 




.....Respondent.

CC No-258-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the PIO.

Order: 

As none is present from both the sides one more chance is given in the interest of justice.  Hence the case is adjourned to 14.05.2008.
Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.
(Uma)

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

Sh.Channa Singh

V.P.O- Jhandiana Sharki

Village- Dhudike

Tehsil & Distt.-Moga




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Public Instruction (Sec.), Pb.

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-271-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. Ram Sarup, Jr. Asstt and authorized representative on 


behalf of the PIO.

Order: 

Sh. Ram Sarup states that the information has been brought by him to be delivered during the hearing and a copy of the same has been placed on record of the Commission also.  Since the complainant has not come, the PIO is hereby directed to send the application to the applicant through registered post and to produce proof of registry or receipt from the applicant in the Court on the next date of hearing for compliance.  In case the complainant has received the information to his satisfaction he need not appear.  If he does not appear it will be presumed that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of.

Adjourned to 30.04.2008.
Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

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

Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon

#5/5051, Shakti Nagar

(Khandwala) Chehrata

Amritsar






......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Director Public Instruction (Sec.), Pb.

SCO No. 95-97, Sector 17-C

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-279-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Sh. R.T Saini, APIO-cum-Superintendent, Establishment-III 


Branches accompanied by dealing Asstt. Manjeet Kaur, O/o 


DPI (S) Education. 

Order: 

Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon vide his complaint dated 28.01.2008 stated that his application under Right to Information dated 24.11.2006 with due fees made to the address of the PIO/DPI (S) has not been attended to.  In his application dated 24.11.2006 he has made reference to his representation dated 08.09.2006 in respect of which he needs the information. A copy of the said complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of the haring was fixed and both parties were informed.  Today none is present on behalf of the complainant.  However, a letter dated 07.03.208 has been received from him stated that this date does not suit him and therefore he may be give the date 01.04.2008 when two other cases No. CC-280/2008 and CC-281/08 are also fixed.  On his part, the APIO has stated that full information had been sent to the applicant on 20.03.2008, when a copy of the information asked for by him, was sent by the Deputy Director to the PIO while directly endorsing the copy of the same to the complainant.  This was sent by registered post on 20.03.2008 of which the photo copy of the receipt has been rendered along with a copy of the information supplied at that time.
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2.

It is seen that the complainant had asked for information in 2006 about the status of an inquiry report against some other employee Sh. Bhupinder Singh.  The information given at that time was that the matter was still under process and the inquiry had yet not been completed.  The full information thus stood supplied.  In case Sh. Kuldip Singh Kahlon wishes to know the latest position, obtaining now, he should make a fresh application under Right to Information and not a complaint with regard the previous application, which does not lie under the circumstances. With this the matter is hereby disposed of.                                                                     

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raghbir Singh

1200-3B2, Mohali





......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Principal Secy. to Govt.,Punjab,

 Deptt.  of Health, Mini Secretariat, Sector-9

Chandigarh 






.....Respondent.

CC No-274-of 2008: 

Present:
Sh. Gulshan Jeet Singh, S/o Sh. Raghbir Singh under 



Secretary Retd.



Sh. R.S Jindal, Supdt. Grade-II representative of the PIO.

Order: 

Sh. Raghbir Singh, under Secretary Retd. vide his complaint dated 23.01.2008 made to the State Information Commission stated that his application dated 09.01.2008 had not been attended to (the complaint at that time was pre mature since 30 days had yet not passed) Sh. Raghbir Singh was asked by the registry to submit an affidavit that he had not filed any similar complaint, which he did.  A copy of the complaint was sent to the PIO, the date of hearing was fixed for today and both parties were informed.

2.

Today the representative of the PIO stated that full information asked for by the complainant had already been supplied to him vide communication dated 20.02.2008 with enclosure.  He also supplied the full set for the record with covering letter and annexures for the record of the court.  

3.

Sh. Gulshan Jeet Singh has appeared on behalf of his father and presented letter dated nil from Sh. Raghbir Singh stating that presently he (Raghbir Singh) is admitted in Fortis Hospital in a very serious condition.  In this letter he stated that the information received before the issue of proceeding of hearing on 26.02.2008 by the Commission, was totally false and misleading.

4.

I have gone through the application dated 9.01.2008 and the set of papers supplied today.  Item no 1 has been replied to, It is seen that against item 
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No. 2, the required advice of the Director Prosecution and Litigation has not been produced, but only a copy of the covering letter written by the Director Prosecution and Litigation to the Distt. Attorney, Ropar, has been supplied. This is hardly satisfactory as the reasons for filing the appeal against Sh. Raghbir Singh in a case he has won in the lower court have not been given. The PIO is hereby directed to supply the same, if available on his file or to get a copy of the same immediately from the O/O the Director Prosecution and Litigation or Distt. Attorney, Ropar and to supply it to the complainant.

5.

As for item No. 3, the reply has been sent on this point also Sh. Raghbir Singh has not asked for the out come of the appeal against the Civil Case but had asked for the reason why his medical bills not been cleared by them despite the courts decision in his favour, and despite there being. No stay order by the Appellate Court. There was no clear answer as to whether any decision had been taken on file by the Competent Authority not to clear the said bills.  If so the copy should be supplied, in the back ground the specific orders stated to be given by the Health Minister and her instruction to Sh. Inder Pal, PA.  The representative of the PIO is directed to give complete and to the point reply.

6.

It is observed that it does not come within the scope of jurisdiction of the State Information Commission to direct that the reimbursement be made. As per the statement of his son Sh. Gulshanjeet Singh, Sh. Raghbir Singh is admitted in the Fortis Hospital, Mohali in a precarious condition and is in dire need of the re-imbursement of his bills so that further expenditure could be undertaken to save his life.  It has always been the golden rule that whenever there are two interpretations of any rule possible or two courses to choose from the one which goes in favour of the employee must be adopted.


Adjourned to 23.04.2008. 

Sd/-


  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Uma)
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Des Raj

#65-C, phase-1

Urban Estate Bathinda




......Complainant






Vs.

PIO/.O/o Estate Officer, 

Urban Estate, PUDA

Bathinda

 




.....Respondent.

CC No-844-of 2008: 

Present:
None for the Complainant.



Authorized representative on behalf of the PIO.

Order: 

The Complainant vide his letter dated 12.03.2008 has requested for an adjournment as he has to attend the Court of Judicial Magistrate, Bhatinda on that day.

2. 

His request is accepted and the case is adjourned to 30.04.2008.
Sd/-

  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






    
 State Information Commissioner 


26.03. 2008.

(Ptk)
