STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


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

Vivek

Vs.

GZS College of Engineering & Technology, Bathinda.


Complaint Case No. CC-293-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Daler Singh P.I.O.  for the respondent-Deptt.



Shri Gurdip Singh A.P.I.O. with him.

Order:


The Public Information officer has stated in court that the information required by the complainant has since been supplied to him vide Memo                        No.862 dated October 31, 2006, which has been acknowledged by the complainant his No. SPL/VK/10126 dated November 01, 23006 addressed to the State Chief Information Commissioner with copy to the P.I.O. Giani Zail Singh College of Engineering and Technology, Bathinda. The application for information has, therefore, been replied to the full satisfaction of the complainant. It is heartening to note that as a result of this application, the said College has suo motu reviewed the matter and the seniority list issued vide office letter No.12385 dated March 04, 2006 has been withdrawn and Shri Vivek has been given back his old seniority over Shri Jasbir Singh Tiwana, which had been interfered with under a mistaken interpretation of the rules.

It is observed that under the Right to Information Act, 2005, to bring about transparency in the function of the government/Competent Authority the individual has been given a right to seek information and has a right to get the correct information. For removal, of perceived grievances, the complainant can approach the Competent Authority for the removal thereof. However, seeking
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 information by itself can bring the matter to the conscious knowledge of the Competent Authority, which may even, without a complaint being made upon realization that a mistake  which has been committed,  rectify it on its own. This is laudable. This court appreciates the action of the Public Information Officer and the Management. 

The matter is thus satisfactorily disposed of in terms of the detailed order of this Commission dated September 27, 2006 as read with order of date.









SD:-
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

November 08, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


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

Shri Jagdish Singh

Vs.

Punjab State Electricity Board, Amritsar.

Complaint Case No. CC-227 -2006:

Present:
Shri Jagdish Singh, complainant, in person.

Shri Sumesh Gupta, Advocate, for P.I.O... S/Shri R.K.Seth,                      D.S. Narang, and Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu.



Shri Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu, S.D.O., P.S.E.B, Amritsar, in person.

Order:


Counsel has filed a detailed reply on behalf of three respondents numbering six pages supported by an affidavit filed by all the three and annexures pages 1 to 24. Copy thereof has been supplied to the complainant,
 Total 47 pages (including page 45-A).


To come up for further consideration on January 10, 2007, a date which suits both parties.
 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

  November 08, 2006.

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

Shri Satish Kumar Adiya

Vs.

Director, Local Govt. Punjab.

Complaint Case No. CC-326 -2006:

Present:
Shri Satish Kumar Adiya, complainant, in person.

Shri Hakam Singh on behalf of P.I.O. Shri Depinder Singh, Addl..Secretary to Govt. Punjab

Order:


Shri Satish Kumar Adiya has stated in court today that he has received the necessary information sought for by him vide his letter dated 27-06-2006, to his satisfaction vide fax from Shri Depinder Singh, P.I.O-cum-Addl. Secretary,                  Local Government Punjab, last night. The carbon copy of the same was supplied to him in the court today by Shri Hakam Singh, representative of the P.I.O.                       Shri Satish Kumar Adiya states that he is satisfied with the reply. He admits that the Leave Encashment and Gratuity has already been received by him on September 19, 2006. As for the pension, Shri Hakam Singh has stated that it                will be sanctioned before the 30th November 2006.

2.
The Public Information Officer may provide a copy of the Pension Payment Order to the retired employee by the 30th of November 2006 and file compliance report in this court on December 06, 2006 with due receipt of the complainant along with a copy of the P.P.O for record. In case. Shri Satish Kumar Adiya has received the P.P.O. accordingly he need not appear in this court.
Adjourned to December 06, 2006.








   SD;







  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 08, 2006.

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

Pb. State Electricity Board, Mohali.

Complaint Case No. AC-54 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Anil Kumar, L.D.C. for the respondent-department.

Order:


Shri Anil Kumar L.D.C. has presented a letter addressed to this court by the A.P.I.O., P.S.E.B. Phasse-1, Mohali, bearing No.5535 dated                          November 6, 2006 by way of compliance report that the information, as desired by Shri Sanjay Bagga, vide letter dated 05, 06, 2006, has been sent to him vide office memo Nl.5408/26-10-2006, by registered post. Photocopy of the receipt of the Registration No.2100 has been attached.

2
The representative of the P.I.O. has been asked to file copies of the annexures supplied (by tomorrow).

3
On the last date of hearing on September 27, 2006, Shri Sanjay Bagga, complainant, had been told that in case the information has been received by him, to his satisfaction, he need not appear in the court and the case would be disposed of accordingly. Since has not appeared today, it is presumed that he has received the information.

4.
The case is hereby disposed of in terms of the detailed order dated September 27, 2006 as read with order of date, after record of this court is completed.












SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 08, 2006.

 STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB


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

Shri Jaswant Singh
Vs.

PUDA, Mohali

Complaint Case No. CC-315 -2006:

Present:
Shri Jaswant Singh, for the complainant, in person.



None for the P.I.O., PUDA.

Order:


The complainant states that he has not received any information. However, it is observed that the Notice to Punjab Urban Development Authority has been wrongly addressed to “Chief Administrator, Punjab State Development Authority, Mohali” although there is no such Body. As such the Courier Agency has returned the letter with the remarks ‘Refused’. However, it is not possible to see from the letter of the Courier on what date the receipt has been ‘refused’ and on what date the courier has returned the letter to the Commission. A new date needs to be fixed for the hearing. Let the notice be re-issued.

Adjourned to December 13, 2006.

 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 08,  2006.

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

Vs.

D.E.O. (Elementary) Gurdaspur.

Complaint Case No. CC-447-2006:

Present:
Shri Ganesh Prasad, complainant in person.



None for the Respondent-Department.
Order:

The complainant - Shri Ganesh Parsad - has filed a complaint dated September 05, 2006 (received on September 08, 2006) in this Commission that the information sought by him from the Education Officer, Gurdaspur, vide his application dated 11-07-06, vide Speed post receipt No. 064 of even dater                  ( photo-stat copy supplied) with payment of requisite fee vide Demand Draft of even date, has not been supplied to him to date).

2.
The Commission referred the matter on September 11, 2006 for the reply of the Public Information Officer, Office of the District Education Officer, Gurdaspur, within 15 days. No reply was received and neither has notice come back un-served. It is, therefore, presumed that the notice has been received by the said Public Information Officer and the date of hearing of the complaint was fixed for November 8, 2006.
3.
Today, during the hearing, Shri Ganesh Prasad stated that no reply has been received by him to date. However, he states that upon his application,             a letter was issued by the Distt. Education Officer of the Block Primary Education, Pathankot asking him to produce the file in that office, vide which he had given permission on June 16, 1993 for purchase of 15 marlas plot by Shri Amarjit Singh, Head Circle (Primary) School, Kataru Chak, who was serving there in the year 1993, within one week. A copy of the letter was endorsed to the complainant requesting that he may supply a copy of the Right to Information Act, 2005 cited by him under which he has sought for this information. Thereafter, no further communication has been received by him. Needless                      to say, he states that he has not supplied the copy of the Right to Information Act, 2005.
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4.
Since neither the Public Information Officer-cum-Distt. Education Officer, Gurdaspur has appeared nor any authorized representative appeared on his behalf today it is presumed t5hat all facts stated by Shri Ganesha Prasad himself, in his application and in his complaint are correct. It is also clear that the Distt .Education Officer is well aware of this case as can be seen from the copy of the communication issued to the complainant on July 27, 2006 of which a photo-stat copy has been supplied to this court today and the original has been seen deleted.
5.
A serious note is taken of the inaction on his/her part the Public Information Officer who has neither sent any letter of response nor has he appeared personally or through any representative today during the hearing.. The court is of the view that the Public Information Officer has without reasonable cause not furnished information within the time specified under sub-section (1) of Section 7 and has also chosen to ignore the notices sent by this court. The said Public Information Officer is thus given an opportunity to show cause why penalty as provided in Section 20 of the Act be not imposed upon him. He is required to file a written reply in this court by November 30, 2006 which will be taken up for consideration on December 06, 2006. In case, the Distt. Education Officer Wishes be heard personally in addition he may appear on December 6, 2006 otherwise the matter will be decided in his absence.


Adjourned to December  06, 2006.










SD:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

 November 08, 2006.

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh, Sham Lal Gulati
Vs.

Deputy Commissioner, Moga.
Complaint Case No. 002-2005:
Present:
Shri Mohit Gulati, complainant in person.



None for the respondents-Department.
Order:

The complainant states that he has not received copy of the final order of Mr. P.K. Verma, State Information Commissioner in connected C.C. No.167 of 2006 on the same matter. Neither he has received copy of the reply of the Public Information Officer or annexure thereof containing photo-stat copies of the relevant Sections of the Stamp Act. In the present case stated by the P.I.O. to have been supplied to him. He also states that he has not received copy of the last order of this Court dated October 11, 2006, but had checked up regarding the  next date of hearing a few days after the last date of hearing telephonically from the Commission. All these copies have been supplied to him today.                     Further to this, he states the P.I.O. has not supplied him any further information. 
Since the complainant has not received the copy of the last order of this court of October 11, 2006, which has been sent out by the Dispatch Branch  only on November 06, 2006, it is clear that the Deputy Commissioner’s office could also not have received the same and thus could not carry out the directions given therein. The case is, therefore, being adjourned and a fresh date is being given with enough time so that the Deputy Commissioner’s Office can comply with it. The Public Information Officer should supply the information to the applicant by December 08, 2006, without fail, and file compliance report in this court on December 13, 2006 along with a copy of the information supplied, for the record of the Court.        Adjourned to December 13, 2006.










SD:-







    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner

November 06, 2006.

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

Vs.

Municipal Corpn. Bathinda.
Appeal Case No. 59 -2006:

Present:
Shri Naresh Kumar, appellant, in person.


Shri Harish Bhagat, legal Assistant on behalf of P.I.O. Municipal 


Corporation, Bathinda.
Order:


On the last date of hearing,  vide my order dated September 06, 2006, the Public Information Officer, had been directed to file parawise- written statement to the application for information containing 18 points, filed by the appellant                       -Shri Naresh Kumar  and bring out clearly the documents relating to the separate paras. 
2.
The Legal Assistant appearing for the PI.O. has explained that the said information has been given point-wise for each of the 18 matters vide letter No.2163/B dated September 21, 2006 addressed to the State Information Commission with copy to the complainant. This contains 26 additional documents over and above those supplied in the last communication to him  numbering total 54 pages, including the written statement. It has been duly received on September 22, 2006 by the complainant on the face of the communication itself, the original of which I have seen on the Corporation file.. Shri Naresh Kumar, who is present in court also confirms having received this communication. However, Shri Naresh Kumar states that the information supplied is neither complete nor correct. In fact, it is misleading and deliberate mis-information has been supplied on many points.
3.
Shri Naresh Kumar is directed to give his specific objections along with the basis for his statement, in writing to the P.I.O.-with copy to this court for which he wants a week’s time. He may given his objections within a week which 
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he states is adequate time. Thereafter, the P.I.O. may file his reply parawise (Numbering should be the same as in the original reference and the reply dated September 21, 2006.) In case of there being any factually discrepancy, as per the contention of the complainant, the Public Information Officer, may also file his explanation by December 08, 2006 with copy to the complainant, which will be taken up for consideration on the next date of hearing, that is, December 13, 2006.


Adjourned to December 13, 2006.










SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

November 08, 2006.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Shri Ved Parkash Grover
Vs.

Municipal Council, Rama Mandi
Complaint Case No. 298-2006:

Present:
Shri Ved Parkash Grover, Complainant in person.



Shri Suresh kumar, Accountant-cum-A. P.I.O.



Municipal Council Rama Mandi, Bathinda.
Order:


Under consideration is the request for review filed by Shri Ved Parkash Grover with respect to the order Dated September 15, 2006 passed in C.C. No.298 of 2006 by this Court. He stated that he had no doubt received the information vide letter dated August 07, 2006 from the Executive Officer, Nagar Council, Rama Mandi  but he had straightaway on August 28, 2006 filed objections that the information supplied was incorrect and brought specific details to the notice of the Nagar Council that the information received was neither correct nor complete, He stated  that a copy was  also endorsed to this Court on June 29, 2006 during the hearing (found to have been received on September 05, 2006). He stated that the official of the Nagar Council had deliberately concealed this fact while giving information on the last occasion on                         August 30, 2006 during the hearing which resulted the case being disposed of on that date in his absence. He requested that the matter may be reopened.                        The notice for consideration of the fresh complaint was issued to both the parties for today.
2.
Today, Shri Suresh Kumar, Accountant-cum- P.I.O. of the Nagar Council Rama Mandi has appeared in court and presented letter dated                                  November 6, 2006 addressed to Shri Ved Parkash with copy to the State Information Commission, in which hw has been supplied further information.
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3.
I have gone through the original application of the complainant dated                 May 16, 2006 and seen that he had requested for information in respect of three matters. However, request in point-1 could be divided to two separate  matters – one with respect to the disposal of the dirty water in habitations beyond the Railway Line and the second regarding unsatisfactory disposal of sewage/dirty water of Ramsra Road) by information provided vide earlier dated dated                  August 7, 2006 as read with the letter  dated  November 06, 2006 presented today.
4.
It is, however, seen that regarding point 1-A, concerning habitations beyond the Railway Line  with reference to his applications dated March 16, 2006 and 4-4-2006, regarding suitable disposal of the dirty water therefrom, his request for an inquiry to fix the responsibility on  the negligent and guilty officials, action taken report on his applications, copy of the inquiry report, if any, with names of the guilty officials as well as complete noting, in connection with the applications on the mentioned above, no information has been supplied.

5.
 P.I.O.-cum-Accountant, who is present in court, stated that on all the remaining points, he has got written answers from various dealing hands. On point 1-A as far as he is aware, there has been no such inquiry carried out as requested by Shri Grover and neither has any person been held responsible etc. Therefore, there is also no inquiry report or noting etc. which can be supplied. However, he stated that this matter requires verification and written reports from the concerned dealing hands for which he seeks an adjournment which is agreed to.
6.
At this stage, Shri Grover submitted that the information had been asked for by him vide his application dated May 16, 2006 with receipt dated May 19, 2006. The information was to be supplied to him as per Section 7(1) of the R.T.I. Act “as expeditiously as possible and in any case within 30 days of the receipt of the request”, whereas the information had been supplied to him on                           August 07, 2006 and that too incomplete.  He also stated that the Act provided 
Complaint Case No. 298-2006:






-3-
for penalty and the penalty must be imposed so that the officials realize their duties under the Act and act diligently. The complainant states that the information has been supplied to him with 82 days’ delay and therefore, action under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005 providing penalties may be initiated. The P.I.O. is hereby given an opportunity  to show cause why penalty as provided for under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, should not be imposed on him.
7.
The P.I.O. may submit his explanation in writing by Friday December 01, 2006 or make submissions orally on December 06, 2006 in court, whereafter the matter will be considered and appropriate order passed.

.

Adjourned to December 06, 2006.










SD:-
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

November 08, 2006.

