STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurmej Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./Sub-Divisional Magistrate, Zira


.....Respondent
CC No 481.of 2006 
Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Paramjit Singh Sihota, Tehsildar-cum-APIO Zira.
jOrder:

Shri Paramjit Singh Sihota, Tehsildar-cum-APIO, Tehsil Zira has stated that he has since supplied the information in terms of the orders of this Court on November 29, 2006 to the applicant relating to the list of the demands made under the Shagun Scheme concerning village Pir Mohd. Sub-Tehsil Makhu, Tehsil Zira, Distt. Ferozepur to the applicant Shri Gurmej Singh. He has submitted  the fax of the receipt of the said information in the Court today. In this view of the matter, the complaint stands disposed of.










SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





      State Information  Commissioner
January 10, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Dharam Deep Singh




......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O.O/o Secretary,

Public Health (PWD)
















.....Respondent
CC No. 483  of 2006.

 Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Kashmiri Lal, Registrar, Public Health Punjab.

Order:

A letter addressed to the complainant has been received back. I find that the office has wrongly addressed the letter at the Address of House 448, whereas the applicant has clearly written House No. H-448.


Notice for the next date of hearing should be sent to thee correct address and office should be careful in future.

2.
On behalf of the P.I.O., the Registrar, Shri Kashmiri Lal has appeared accompanied by Shri Pawan Maheshwari, Senior Assistant Dealing-hand. They have stated that one Shri Kamal Deep Kaur, daughter of Shri Amarjit Kaur, Junior Assistant who had taken pre-mature retirement, on medical grounds with effect from 1.10.2001 had applied for a job in place of her mother from the same address as that of the applicant. She informed that due to the change in policy that had been affected from August 25, 2000, it was no longer possible for persons seeking employment in lieu of those who had taken pre-mature retirement on medical grounds to be accommodated. Therefore, the department took the stand that the relevant information had already been supplied to the family.
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It is observed that under the Right to Information Act, it is not necessary to disclose the purpose for which the information is required or to justify it or even to limit the extent of the information applied for proportionate to the objective required to be met. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply the full information requested for, to the applicant by collecting it; from the field, if necessary. The authenticated number of persons accommodated in each category of posts should be supplied and as for the names and details, the applicant can be asked to come and examine the record and to take such notes as may be relevant for his purpose. For this purpose, a period of one month, which has been stated to be sufficient, is given to the P.I.O. for the said purpose. 

3.
The information should be supplied to the applicant by 16th February 2007 and compliance report be filed in this Court on February 21, 2007. In case, thee applicant has received the information to his satisfaction he need not appear in the court on that date.


Adjourned to February 21, 2007.







SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





        State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Sham Lal





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner, Moga


.....Respondent
CC No.002  of 2005 
Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Swaraj Kumar, Clerk O/o Deputy Commissioner, 


Moga.
jOrder:

This is one of the oldest case in the Commission having been filed a few days after the Right to Information Act, 2005, was enacted in the year 2005. 

2.
With reference to the order of this Court dated September 17, October 11, November 08 and December 13, 2006, the Public Information Officer of the office of Deputy Commissioner, Moga has informed the applicant after getting a report from the Executive Officer, Municipal Committee Moga that there are no rules available with the Municipal Committee with respect to the sale of  roof rights. A copy  of the letter dated December 14, 2006 addressed by the Deputy Commissioner to the Municipal Council Moga, in reply thereto, has been provided today. However, this letter has not been addressed to the applicant and neither is there any proof that the information has been supplied to the applicant. (Even though, it is in the negative.) The Court takes a serious note of this. It is directed that a proof of the receipt of the said information should be supplied to this Court by January 12, 2007 positively and an authorized official of the office of the Deputy Commissioner Mr. Dalbir Singh, Information Clerk, has been directly accordingly Thereafter this case shall be considered as disposed of. 











SD:







 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





      State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Babu Singh Soi




......Complainant
Vs.
P.I.O./Deputy Commissioner, Sangrur


.....Respondent
AC No. 91 of 2006 
Present:
Shri Babu Singh Soi, Appellant in person.


None for the respondent-department
jOrder:

On the previous date of hearing on December 13, 2006, P.I.O./S.D.M. Malerkotla,  Shri Jas Kiran Singh was present and was heard. The position stated by the P.I.O. and guidance and the information given to the appellant  considered to be appropriate, yet it had been directed that the information should be given, whether there is any encroachment contrary to the record so that  Shri Babu Singh could go to the Court. As a result, Shri Babu Singh and other parties were called by the S.D.M. and Shri Babu Singh was advised as to the future course of action for getting his grievances redressed on   December 15, 2006. They have been given advice accordingly. However, they are not prepared to give an application for partition. Incidentally, it is incorrect that an application has to be given by all the share-holders to enable the partition to take place as under the Land Revenue Act, even one person can ask for partition. A copy of the reply given by the Sub-Divisional Officer (Three pages) has been supplied to the appellant in Court, today.

In this view of the matter, the Appeal is disposed of.


SD:-
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





      4State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. R.P.Jindal





......Comlainant






Vs.
Asstt. Excise & Taxation Commissioner, Pb.

.....Respondent
AC No. 76 of 2006 
Present:
None for the Appellant.


Mrs. Kanta Sharma, E.T.O. for the Excise & Taxation 




Commissioner, Punjab, Patiala.



Shri Darshan Singh (Excise & Taxation Deptt. Mobile Wing) 



authorized representative of the P.I.O.
Order:

On the last date of hearing that is, on November 29, 2006, certain directions had been passed regarding the supply of information asked for by the applicant-appellant in his application dated June 7, 2006, under the Right to Information Act, 2005. The information sought was regarding the fate of his various applications for reimbursement of his medical bills as a pensioner. The Bill submitted by Shri R.P. Jindal, appellant, were not being located and the file from which various references had been made in his case to other authorities, with copy to the appellant, was also not traceable.
2. The Department has complied with the directions given on the last date and has filed a compliance report. The department has filed compliance report dated January 9, 2007. The complete information regarding reimbursement and the payments for such amounts, as have been permitted, has since been made to Shri Jindal, appellant, vide drafts, cheque and cash, which were to be paid in Court today. The amounts Rs.1914/- and Rs.50/-, (refund of fee, under the  R.T.I. Act) has been brought by the representatives of the P.I.O. today and they have also stated that cheque No.383477 dated 9.1.2007 in respect of the bill for 
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Rs.726/- out of Rs.2826/-, has since been issued. They have been advised to make the payment to Shri Goyal in Bathinda and to make compliance report in this Court on the next  date of hearing, that is January 17, 2007, where after this case will be closed.


Adjourned to January 17, 2007.







SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





       State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shri Jagdish Singh




......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./ O/o P.S.E.B. Patiala.




.....Respondent
CC No. 227  of 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:

The case had come up for consideration in this Court on                            September 20, 2006, wherein, after hearing the complainant in person, a notice had been issued to the public Information Officers and authorities under the Right to information Act, 2005 in Amritsar District . Prima Facie, it appeared that the complaint of Shri Jagdish Singh for supply of information was not being received by the concerned officers and the matter appeared to be in the knowledge of all the senior officers in whose offices, the complaints have been filed against Shri Mukhtiar Singh officiating as Sub-Divisional Officer (Electricity), Amritsar. It was observed that the stand that no application had been received under the R.T.I. Act, was not tenable in view of the fact that at the relevant time, the applicant  had complained to one and all  that his application was not being received  (including to the Chief Secretary) and  in spite of the publication of the news in the newspapers. All the officers were given an opportunity to show cause why proceedings under Section 20 of the Act be not initiated.
CC No. 227  of 2006.
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2.
The reply had been filed on November 8, 2006 through Sumesh Gupta, Advocate, and counsel for the respondents. Engineer T.K. Seth, Engineer D.S. Narang and Engineer Mukhtiar Singh Sodhi (officiating as Sub-Divisional officer), Amritsar, in which it has been stated that on the complaint, an inquiry was duly held and all matters were found to be  above board and the shifting of the Transformer was done keeping in view the convenience of one and all. Further, it had been stated that the behaviour of the complainant in general, towards the officials of the Punjab State Electricity Board, (P.S.E.B.) Amritsar, was objectionable and he had gone to the extent of harassing and even assaulting them leading to the complaints from the President of the Employees’ Federation, not once or twice, but three times Shri Jagdish Singh had to compromise the matter, after the matter was reported to the police by the officials of the P.S.E.B. It is stated that in spite of the matter being compromised three times, the complainant did not mend his ways and remained quarrelsome and intimidated Shri Darshan Singh X.E.N. City Centre, and the matter was again reported to the Police. Shri Jagdish Singh once again wrote a pardon deed on May 15, 2006 and was let off. In the end, it is stated that he is a chronic complainant and habitual of harassing the officials of the Punjab State Electricity Board by  getting undue publicity done and causing hindrances in the official duties of the officials/officers of the Punjab State Electricity Board, Amritsar.
3.
To a question, Sh. Jagdish Singh confirmed stated that the information regarding the shifting of the Transformer, has been given top him (comprising 14 pages) on November 14, 2006.

4.
However, he has stated in Court Today,  that the Transformer was shifted on the complaint of one Shri Gurmail Singh son of Shri Avtar Singh who gave his address of Kucha Kashmirian, opposite Hotel   ‘City Heart’. 
He showed me the Voters’ List in which there was no such person. He also complained that an amount of Rs.71, 000/- had been got deposited in 
CC No. 227  of 2006.
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 cash, from Shri Gurmit Singh against the rules of the P.S.E.B. He also stated that a letter where earlier the shifting of this Transformer had not been approved by the Officer, previously posted in place of Shri Mukhtiar Singh Sandhu was missing from the file. Regarding his claim that  Shri R.S. Arora, the officer previously posted there having told him that he had made an adverse report in the matter, it is not necessary that the authorities would go by reports of earlier officers and whether there was any such letter or not or is a hear-say.
5.
It is observed that Shri Jagdish Singh has a grouse about the shifting of the Transformer. The various flaws pointed out by him regarding the non-existence of the applicant in the Voters’ List, regarding taking of money in cash instead of through cheque or Bank Draft, and the non-existence of a letter of some communication from a previous S.D.O.  Shri R.S. Arora pertaining to an earlier period, appeared to be matters for which he can make a complaint to the competent authority on the basis of the information supplied to him. Shri Jagdish Singh will have to make a complaint to the Competent Authority for the reddressal of his grievances against the shifting of the Transformer as the solution does not lie in this Court. 
6. From the history of the complainant, it appears, he had may run-ins with the officials of the P.S.E.B., who may be feeling irritated with, but all the same the application under the Right to Information Act, 2005 is a sacred right of the citizens and the manner in which he was made to run from pillar to post for filing his complaint, is not appreciated. The officials are warned to be careful in future.

The matter is disposed of accordingly.










SD:

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





      State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Dara Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./Secretary, Transport Punjab



.....Respondent
CC No.  487 of 2006 
Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri B.K. Singla, Sr. Assistant, for the Deptt-Respondent.

Order:

The complainant is not come present today despite an advance notice for appearance served upon him well in time. 


Under the presumption that his non-presence today in Court, may not be due to the reason that he had received the information asked for  and by way of abundant caution he was contacted on his mobile phone which he had provided in his complaint itself. On contact with Dara Singh complainant himself, he voluntarily conveyed to me that the information asked for in his complaint, cited above, has been duly received by him to his satisfaction, and he has no reason to pursue the complaint any further.

In the light of the above telephonic conversation with the complainant, the matter stands disposed of.









SD:
  






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





       State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amarjit Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./PUNSUP





.....Respondent
AC No. 89  of 2006 
Present:
Shri Amarjit Singh, appellant, in person.


Shri B.P.S. Rana, Assistant Manager, PUNSUP.

jOrder:

Vide two separate applications dated August 25, 2006  Shri Amarjit Singh appellant requested for photocopies of record held by the P.I.O. PUNSUP with a requisite draft of Rs.50/- dated 21-8-2006 for  the information to be supplied in terms of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

2.
He required this information in order to present facts which supported his case in the High Court in an ongoing tussle concerning his disputed seniority in his department, but no information was supplied.  Due to the urgency of the matter, he filed appeal to the Appellate Authority which was addressed to Shri A.K. Khurana, Appellate Authority, Punjab State Civil Supplies Corporation (PUNSUP) dated September 12, 2006. He stated that the APIO/PUNSUP vide letters dated 1-3-2005; 22-9-2006, and 25-9-2006 conveyed refusal to supply him the documents asked for.
AC No. 89  of 2006 
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3.
Therefore, he filed Second Appeal before this Court on                               October 6, 2006. He stated that the A.P.I.O. had :-

“- - -categorically refused to supply me documents because MD 
PUNSUP has concealed letter No. Amla-16(13)-97/19719-62 dated 
27-09-1997 and Amla-16 (13)-98/14399-404 dated 24-07-1998  to
mislead the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and filed 
a false 
speaking order in the back date i.e. 23- 06-2004 and 
conveyed the 
same to me on dated 02-08-2006”.


Since the date of hearing was fixed for 17-10-2006, he said that the said documents be made available to him before that date.  The complaints were referred to the P.I.O. PUNSUP for response.

Notice for hearing was sent to the P.I.O. PUNSUP for hearing today. Today, the complainant is present before me and on behalf of the P.I.O., A.P.I.O. Shri B.P.S. Rana, Assistant Manager is present before me. He states that vide letter dated 8-1-2007, a reply had 
been sent to the Commission along with copies of the replies sent to the appellant. A copy of the same was supplied to the appellant today in the court . In the covering reply, the A.P.I.O. has stated:-



“In this connection, it is submitted that since the applicant has filed CWP No.13169/2006 in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh in which PUNSUP is also to file its reply. Therefore, the applicant was informed vide our letters dated 25-9-2006 (copies enclosed) that supply of information/documents asked for in his letters dated 25-8-2000 and 13-9-2000 at this stage may hamper PUNSUP’s interest. The next date of hearing of the CWP filed by the applicant in Punjab & Haryana High Court is fixed for 29-1-2007.
AC No. 89  of 2006 
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It is also mentioned that the applicant had also filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority under R.T.I. Act and vide letter dated 26-9-2006 (copy enclosed) he was asked to appear before the appellate authority on 6th October at 11.30 A.M. However, neither any information was received from him nor he attended the personal hearing.



It is worth mentioning here that in a news item appeared in “Hindustan Times” dated 4-1-2007, in which Central Information Commission has held that information pertaining to an ongoing departmental inquiry against Govt. official cannot be disclosed under the Right to Information Act. Therefore, as mentioned above as CWP is pending the High Court, asked for documents by the applicant cannot be supplied to the official at this stage.”


The matter has been considered.


The applicant has stated that he received no information other than the letter of refusal. However, he states that he has received no such notice dated September 26, 2006 from the Appellate Authority for appearance on October 6, 2006, as stated in the reply filed today. The A.P.I.O. is also not in a position to produce any proof or receipt from the applicant that such a notice for hearing by the Appellate Authority had been received by the appellant.

The case quoted by the A.P.I.O. of a precedent by the                            Central Information Commission with respect to information pertaining to an ongoing departmental enquiry against a government official, which need not be disclosed, is not applicable in this present case, since there is no on-going departmental inquiry with reference to which the documents have been requested for. In the instant case, the documents pertain purely 
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P-4
to documents available and in the custody of PUNSUP and which are relevant and form the basis of the applicant’s case pending before the High Court. The stand of the PUNSUP that giving of these documents to him might hamper the point of view of the PUNSUP in the Court of law or because PUNSUP was also required to file a reply in the instant case, is not tenable. It is not covered by any of the grounds mentioned in Section 8 of the Act dealing with Exemptions. The ”information” as per the definitions contained in clause (f) of Section 2(1) fully covers the material demanded by the applicant-appellant. It is noted that the applicant–appellant has not waited for the period of appeal to elapse before filing the appeal in this Court. However, since the apprehensions of the appellant, as expressed in his appeal before this Court state that the Managing Director, PUNSUP himself has concealed some which can hardly be expected that the Appellate Authority who is junior to the Managing Director in the organization will give any different dispensation.

After taking all aspects into consideration, it is hereby directed that the documents required by the Appellant should be supplied to him forthwith, without fail, by February 02, 2007 and under due receipt from the applicant and compliance report be filed in this Court on February 07, 2007. In case the applicant has received the information to his satisfaction, then he need not appear in this court on February 2, 2007.


Adjourned to February 02, 2007.









SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





       State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007
.Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.
Sh. Amarjit Singh





......Complainant






Vs.
P.I.O./PUNSUP





.....Respondent
AC No. 89-A  of 2006 
Present:
Shri Amarjit Singh, appellant, in person.



Shri B.P.S. Rana, Assistant Manager, PUNSUP.

jOrder:

Vide two separate applications dated August 25, 2006 Shri Amarjit Singh appellant requested for photocopies of record held by the P.I.O. PUNSUP with a requisite draft of Rs.50/- dated 2-9-2006 for  the information to be supplied in terms of the Right to Information Act, 2005.

2.
He required this information in order to present facts which supported his case in the High Court in an ongoing tussle concerning his disputed seniority in his department, but no information was supplied. Before the period of 30 days elapsed, due to the urgency of the matter, the applicant-appellant filed an appeal, but even then no information was supplied. Thereafter, he filed appeal to the appellant authority which was addressed to Shri A.K. Khurana, Appellate Authority, Punjab State Civil Supplies Corporation (PUNSUP) dated September 12, 2006. He stated that the APIO PUNSUP vide letters dated 1-3-2005; 22-9-2006, and                                          25-9-2006 refused to supply him the documents asked for.
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3.
Therefore, he filed Second Appeal before this Court on                               October 6, 2006 with respect to the present application. The A.P.I.O. had categorically refused to supply him the documents because:


“- - -categorically refused to supply me documents because MD 
PUNSUP has concealed letter No. Amla-16(13)-97/19719-62 dated 
27-09-1997 and Amla-16 (13)-98/14399-404 dated 24-07-1998 and 
mislead the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court and filed 
a false  speaking order in the back date i.e. 23- 06-2004 and 
conveyed the same to me on dated 02-08-2006”.


Since the date of hearing was fixed for 17-10-2006, he said that the said documents be made available to him. The complaints were referred to the P.I.O. PUNSUP for response.


Notice for hearing was sent to the P.I.O. PUNSUP for hearing today. Today, the complainant is present before me and on behalf of the P.I.O., A.P.I.O. Shri B.P.S. Rana, Assistant Manager is present before me. He states that vide letter dated 8-1-2007, a reply had 
been sent to the Commission along with copies of the replies sent to the appellant. A copy of the same was supplied to the appellant today in the court . In the covering reply, the A.P.I.O. has stated:-



“In this connection, it is submitted that since the applicant has filed CWP No.13169/2006 in the Hon’ble Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh in which PUNSUP is also to file its reply. Therefore, the applicant was informed vide our letters dated 25-9-2006 (copies enclosed) that supply of information/documents asked for in his letters dated 25-8-2000 and 13-9-2000 at this stage may hamper PUNSUP’s interest. The next date of hearing of the CWP filed by the applicant in Punjab & Haryana High Court is fixed for 29-1-2007.
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It is also mentioned that the applicant had also filed an appeal before the Appellate Authority under R.T.I. Act and vide letter dated 26-9-2006 (copy enclosed) he was asked to appear before the appellate authority on 6th October at 11.30 A.M. However, neither any information was received from him nor he attended the personal hearing.



It is worth mentioning here that in a news item appeared in “Hindustan Times” dated 4-1-2007, in which Central Information Commission has held that information pertaining to an ongoing departmental inquiry against Govt. official cannot be disclosed under the Right to Information Act. Therefore, as mentioned above as CWP is pending the High Court, asked for documents by the applicant cannot be supplied to the official at this stage.”


The matter has been considered.


The applicant has stated that he received no information other than the letter of refusal. However, he states that he has received no such notice dated September 13, 2006 from the Appellate Authority for appearance on September 22 2006, as stated in the reply filed today. The A.P.I.O. is also not in a position to produce any proof or receipt from the applicant that such a notice for hearing by the Appellate Authority had been received by the appellant.


The case quoted by the A.P.I.O. of a precedent by the                            Central Information Commission with respect to information pertaining to an ongoing departmental enquiry against a government official, which need not be disclosed, is not applicable in this present case, since there is no on-going departmental inquiry with reference to which the documents have been requested for. In the instant case, the documents pertain purely 
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to documents available and in the custody of PUNSUP and which are relevant and form the basis of the applicant’s case pending before the High Court. The stand of the PUNSUP that giving of these documents to him might hamper the point of view of the PUNSUP in the Court of law or because PUNSUP was also required to file a reply in the instant case, is not tenable. It is not covered by any of the grounds mentioned in Section 8 of the Act dealing with Exemptions. The information as per the definitions contained in clause (f) of Section 2(1) fully covers the material demanded by the applicant-appellant. It is noted that the applicant–appellant has not waited for the period of appeal to elapse before filing the appeal in this Court. However, it is also seen that the reply given by the P.I.O. was given after the appeal was filed and therefore, the stand of PUNSUP was filed. Since the apprehensions of the appellant, as expressed in his appeal before this Court state that the Managing Director, PUNSUP himself has concealed some documents from the Court and filed a false speaking order in back date, which can hardly be expected that the Appellate Authority who is junior to the Managing Director in the organization   will give any different dispensation.


After taking all aspect into consideration, it is hardly directed that the documents required by the Appellant should be supplied to him forthwith, without fail by February 02, 2007 and under; due receipt from the applicant and compliance report be filed in this Court on February 07, 2007. In case the applicant has received the information to his satisfaction, then he need not appear in this court on February 2, 2007.


Adjourned to February 02, 2007.









SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 





       State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007

.Opk’
State Information Commission Punjab

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

Yogesh dewan 

Vs.

PIO, Addl. Dy. Commissioner (Gen)

Ludhiana.






CC No.  557 of 2006.

Present:  
Sh. Yogesh Dewan in person.




Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent,




On behalf of PIO, D.C.Ludhiana.


ORDER;



It is observed that the present matter concerns two applications and not one and thus the papers have been got separated and numbered as CC 557/06 and CC-557(A)/06. In CC-557/06 Shri Yogesh Dewan, vide his application dated 24.8.06, has asked  the PIO Ludhiana for information regarding total number of terrorist victims which are residing in Ludhiana District and complete details of compensation (monetary or otherwise) which is given to 1984 riot victims on behalf of State Government and on behalf of Central Government in Ludhiana District. The District Administration replied that this information was available with the Sub Divisional Magistrate Ludiana and should be approached directly and the fee deposited by him was returned. The applicant  stated that there are seven sub-divisions and which sub-division should he approach for the information. The reply vide letter dated 20.9.06 was that he should approach all the seven sub divisions separately. Thereafter Sh. Yogesh Dewan  filed a complaint in the Commission 0n 25.5.06. 

2. I have gone through the file and heard the applicant. I have also considered the reply supplied by PIO-cum- District Revenue Officer Ludhiana to the State  Information Commission in response to the letter dated 5.10.06 from the Commission. The PIO does not appear to have  dealt with the matter  with 
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the seriousness which it deserves. I find that he has not taken action as required  

by him u/s 6(3) of the RTI Act, where in case the information held by any other authority, the PIO is required to transfer the application to that public authority and inform the applicant immediately about such transfer but in no case later than five days from the date of the receipt of the application. However,  in this case there was not even  the question of a matter not concering the PIO of the Ludhiana District himself,  since the Deputy Commissioner/DM of every district is the coordinating authority and  collects the information from the sub divisions and  is regularly relaying the progress  of the district to the  Department of Relief and Rehabilitation and Disaster Management and also to the office of Financial Commissioner Revenue and Disaster Management who is heading the same. It is rather strange that the applicant should be asked to approach the seven SDMs who are disbursing authorities rather than to give the information already collected and available with him. In this particular case I found that the applicant has asked only for the rates applicable and not for the total amounts disbursed to the 1984 riot victims. The complete instructions of the Govt. of India and the State government are conveyed by the Department of Relief and Rehabilitation and Disaster Management to the District Magistrates who send it further to Sub divisional Magistrates. It appears that the mind of some officer is working overtime to deny giving the information against the letter and spirit of the Act, which is not appreciated.

3. The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the information asked for by 29th January, 2007, under due receipt and to file the compliance report alongwith a copy of the information supplied for this court on 31st January, 2007. In case Shri Yogesh Dewan has received the information to his satisfaction, he need not to appear in this court.
                                                                                          Sd/-







               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Yogesh dewan 

Vs.

PIO, Addl. Dy. Commissioner (Gen)

Ludhiana.






CC No.  557(A) of 2006.

Present:  
Sh. Yogesh Dewan in person.




Sh. Dalbir Bhardwaj, Superintendent,




On behalf of PIO, D.C.Ludhiana.


ORDER;



It is observed that the present matter concerns two applications and not one and thus the papers have been got separated and numbered as CC 557/06 and CC-557(A)/06. In CC-557/06 Shri Yogesh Dewan, vide his application dated 24.8.06, has asked  the PIO Ludhiana for information regarding total number of terrorist victims which are residing in Ludhiana District and complete details of compensation (monetary or otherwise) which is given to a terrorist victim on behalf of State Government and on behalf of Central Government in Ludhiana District. The District Administration replied that this information was available with the Sub Divisional Magistrate Ludiana and should be approached directly and the fee  deposited by him was returned. The applicant  stated that there are seven sub-divisions and which sub-division should he approach  for the information. The reply vide letter dated 20.9.06 was that he should approach all the seven sub divisions separately. Thereafter Sh. Yogesh Dewan  filed a complaint in the Commission 0n 25.5.06. 

4. I have gone through the file and heard the applicant. I have also considered the reply supplied by PIO-cum- District Revenue Officer Ludhiana to the State  Information Commission in response to the letter dated 5.10.06 from the Commission. The PIO does not appear to have  dealt with the matter  with 
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the seriousness which it deserves. I find that he has not taken action as required  

by him u/s 6(3) of the RTI Act, where in case the information held by any other authority, the PIO is required to transfer the application to that public authority and inform the applicant immediately about such transfer but in no case later than five days from the date of the receipt of the application. However,  in this case there was not even  the question of a matter not concering the PIO of the Ludhiana District himself,  since the Deputy Commissioner/DM of every district is the coordinating authority and  collects the information from the sub divisions and  is regularly relaying the progress  of the district to the  Department of Relief and Rehabilitation and Disaster Management and also to the office of Financial Commissioner Revenue and Disaster Management who is heading the same. It is rather strange that the applicant should be asked to approach the seven SDMs who are disbursing authorities rather than to give the information already collected and available with him. In this particular case I found that the applicant has asked only for the rates applicable and not for the total amounts disbursed to the 1984 riot victims. The complete instructions of the Govt. of India and the State government are conveyed by the Department of Relief and Rehabilitation and Disaster Management to the District Magistrates who send it further to Sub divisional Magistrates. It appears that the mind of some officer is working overtime to deny giving the information against the letter and spirit of the Act, which is not appreciated.

5. The PIO is hereby directed to immediately supply the information asked for by 29th January, 2007, under due receipt and to file the compliance report alongwith a copy of the information supplied for this court on 31st January, 2007. In case Shri Yogesh Dewan has received the information to his satisfaction, he need not to appear in this court.
                                                                                          Sd/-







               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.




State Information Commission Punjab

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

M.R.Singla (Retd. XEN) 

Vs.

P.I.O./ n Irrigation Deptt., Punjab.





CC No. 368 & 441 of 2006.

Present:  
Shri M.R.Singla in person




Shri Raj Pal, Superintendent and




Mrs. Nirmal Rani, Sr. Asstt. For Respondent.
ORDER;



The representative of the PIO have appeared and handed over in the Court 19  pages B IV (JIS) size including  covering letter in the required format, as per the orders passed by this Hon’ble Court  on 15.11.06. These orders were passed in the presence of the applicant who never pointed out that the information about 12 T.Es already provided was not in the required format but incomplete and the Court had passed orders that the information be supplied for the full 530 T.Es as had been supplied in respect of 12 T.Es.Now it transpires that he had asked for the information in the following 9 columns:-

(1) Sr. No., (2) Name of T.E., (3).Date of joining as T.E. under training, (4) Date of completion of 6 months training period (5) Date of completion of  two year Probation Period, (6) Date of completion of max. 5 years service at a time, (7) Date of promotion as XEN in XEN’s scale, (8) Date of grant of selection grade/notional selection grade of Rs.1700-2000 in SDO’s pay scale (9) Date of grant of selection grade of Rs. 2100-2300 in XEN’s pay scales of those T.E’s only to whom this information relates in above orders.

The information now supplied in the proforma is in respect of  columns (1) to (5) and (8)
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Smt. Nirmal Rani, Sr. Asstt. States that the information in Col. 7, &9 concern with the promotion in XEN’s scale. For these 2 columns the information concerns a different branch. I have seen that out of 9 columns information such as it is available, has been given for 7 columns out of 9 and I am satisfied that whatever information is available had been given and no further information can be given. In respect of information for the two remaining columns  Nos. 7 & 9, the same may be got from the concerned branch. I would  not like that this case would linger on further and  hereby order that the PIO should make the information available from the concerned branch by the 9th February under due receipt by Sh. Singla and file the compliance report in this court on 14th February.



Adjourned to 14th February, 2007.









SD:






               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.
State Information Commission Punjab




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

Vinod Kumar
Vs.

PIO, Tehsildar Gurdaspur.





CC No._489 of 2006.



Present:  
 Sh. Vinod Kumar in person.




            None from the respondent.
ORDER;




The applicant vide his application dated 26.8.06 had asked for certain information under RTI Act, 2005 from the PIO, Tehsildar Gurdaspur office. When no information was received, he filed a complaint on 13.9.06 in the Commission. The complaint was referred to the PIO, O/O Tehsildar Gurdaspur on 18.9.06 for response for consideration of the Commission, to be sent within 15 days. No response was received, where-after the case was entrusted to this Court which was fixed for 10.1.07. Today, none is here on behalf of Tehsildar Gurdaspur. However, I have noticed that in the present file there are two separate complaints of two separate applicants of Gurdaspur. One  made to the PIO, O/O Tehsildar Gurdaspur and second to the PIO, O/o D.C.Gurdaspur. The second complaint should now be numbered as CC-489-A to avoid confusion in future. I noticed that although the title of the case is Vinod Kumar V/s  Tehsildar Gurdaspur, the notice has been issued to the PIO, O/O D.C.Gurdaspur by cutting out word Tehsildar. Due to this wrong notice, the representative of Tehsildar neither sent the required information nor appeared in the court and the applicant had to come all the way on fruitless mission. 
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3. The Tehsildar Gurdaspur is directed to immediately supply the information required by the applicants to clarify the required rate of stamp duty as per the notification issued in the year 2005-06 applicable separately to residential and commercial areas of Gurdaspur Town in respect of specific localities. There would probably be a government notification specifying the collector rates as modified from time to time, during the year 2005-06 with the schedules describing the different areas. This information should be supplied without fail by the PIO, Tehsildar by 9th February under due receipt of the applicant and compliance report be filed in this court on 14th February, along with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the court. In case the applicant has received the information to his satisfaction, he need not to appear on the next date of hearing

Adjourned to 14th February, 2007. 

                                                                                               Sd/-







              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 







State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri Jai Chand Malhotra
Vs.

Director Land Records, Jalandhar.






CC No.184 of 2006.

Present:  
None for the Complainant.




Shri Gurbax Singh, Sr. Assistant, for the respondent.
ORDER;




I have gone through the submissions of the Director Land Records presented by Senior Counsel. From the perusal of the record I found that the original application is supported with many documents including the orders of the High Court. The full set should be supplied to this Commission. To come  up for consideration on 21.2.06.


                                                                                          Sd/-







               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

.January 10, 2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri Roshan Lal Singla 

Vs.

Director rural Dev. and Panchayats Deptt.






CC No.511 of 2006.

Present:  

None for the Complainant.
Sh. Karam Singh, Senior Assistant, on behalf of PIO.
ORDER;




Shri Karam Singh has appeared in the Court today and given a bunch of papers without any covering letter or index and details. He  also not carry any authority letter for appearing on behalf of PIO. It is a great irregularity on his part. The PIO/ Sh. Karam Singh who is present in the Court, is hereby directed to do the needful and to present compliance report on 17th January, 2007 under due receipt from the applicant.



                                                            Sd/-






               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

.January 10, 2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Sh. Davinder Kumar 

Vs.

PIO, O/O Chief Engineer, Hoshiarpur.





CC No.492 of 2006.

Present:  

None for the complainant.





None for the respondent.
ORDER;

The matter has been considered by the Court. It is not at all clear to the court as to whether this application has been filed with the PIO under the RTI Act, 2005. This complaint does not appear to be ripe for consideration by the Court. No details of fee paid and name and designation of the PIO have  been given.  Neither has he stated whether that authority got in touch with him and informed him of the initial fee to be paid with the application, or the fee to be paid later for supply of the information, as per the rates fixed under the RTI Act, 2005. Neither is it clear whether after not receiving the information, he has filed any Appeal with the Appellate Authority and if so the status thereof. As such the complaint cannot be entertained and is rejected. 




                                                                         Sd/-







               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


State Information Commissioner.

January 10, 2007.

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Sh. Sadhu Singh Rajiana 

Vs.

PIO, O/O D.C.Moga.






CC No.502 of 2006.



Present:  
None for the complainant.




None for the respondent.
ORDER;



Shri Sadhu Singh Rajiana, MLA, vide his letter dated 19.9.06 asked for certain information u/s 6 of the RTI Act, 2005 containing 7 points. The information pertains to the period started  from 1.4.05 to 20.6.2006 and is in connection with the public functions held in District Moga. The purpose for holding the function and the details of expenditure, what amounts were disbursed, with list of beneficiaries,  details of invitees, government officials and agents, number of foundation stones laid and by whom, number of cheques of shagun  and other schemes and amount distributed etc. Although the subject of the letter mentioned in that  is a  notice u/s 6 under the RTI Act, 2005, and  is addressed to D.C.Moga, it is seen that no fee as required under the Act, has been paid. A copy each of the application has been sent to BDO Moga block I, Block II and BDO bagha Purana. A copy of the said application has also been forwarded to the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab on the same day. The letter dated 20.6.06 has been addressed by the applicant to the D.C.Moga by fax on 15.9.06 has been endorsed and signed in ink on 19.9.06 to the Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab, for information. It is nowhere mentioned that it is a complaint and neither does it qualify for being treated as such. It is disposed of accordingly.
                                                                                    Sd/-







               (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

January 10, 2007.


State Information Commissioner.

