STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Sushant 






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Technical Education & Industrial Training, Pb.
-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-103-2006:

Present:
Shri Sukhwinder Singh with attorney of complainant-Sushant.



Dr. Arunachal, Registrar-cum-APIO for the Respdt-Deptt.



Order:

The A.P.I.O. states that the information has already been supplied to the applicant vide Regd. Letter No.31218 dated June 18, 2007. A photocopy of the Receipt from the post office has also been filed. Copy of the same has been received in the Commission for record and placed on file.

2. The representative of the complainant has requested that in application dated v December 05, 2006, under the R.T.I. Act made by him under the description of Information Required (b), has been duplicated. Therefore (b) may be read as (c), (c) as (d) and (d) as (e).This has already been done by the A.P.I.O. and replies have been given accordingly. He has also given letter dated July 10, 2007 pointing out deficiencies. The answers to (c) and (e) are acceptable but the answers to (a), -*(b) and (d) are not to the point.    The A.P.I.O. has requested for some more time which is agreed to. He may file compliance report in this Court after supplying the information to the applicant under due receipt with copy of the information supplied for record of the Court. In case, the applicant has received the information to his satisfaction, he should not appear on the next date and it will be presumed that he is satisfied.

Adjourned to July 25, 2007.








SD:
             




(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

    


  State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kuldeep Singh 





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o. District Education Officer (Elem.) Ropar

-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-065-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Swaran Singh, A.P.I.O. O/o D.E.O. Ropar.

Order:

Shri Kuldeep Singh vide his complaint  dated December 26, 2006 stated that his application dated November 23, 2006 to the address of the District Education Officer (Elementary), Ropar with due payment of fee under the Right to Information Act, 2005 Act, 2005 had not been attended and no information had been provided to him. The complaint was forwarded to the Public Information Officer concerned and he was asked to file his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission vide its dated January 04, 2007, but no response was received. On January 18, 2007, the District Education Officer wrote to the complainant to deposit Rs.10/- so that the information could be supplied to him. A copy of this was endorsed to the Commission.

2.
 Thereafter, the date of hearing was fixed by the Commission for May 23, 2007 and notice issued to both parties. On that date the hearing could not be held due to Administrative reasons/State-wide Bandh. The matter was adjourned to June 06, 2007 on which date none appeared for the complainant. On behalf of A.P.I.O. Shri Swaran Singh appeared and requested for adjournment which was allowed and the case was fixed for July 11, 2007.

3. It has been pointed out by the A.P.I.O. today that the Commission has throughout been addressing letter to the complainant  at wrong address, that is,                       ”82, Block-B, Dashmesh Nagar, Naya Gaon, Distt. Moga”. Whereas the                          Distt. should read as “Mohali”. The A.P.I.O. also states that the full information has since been supplied to the applicant vide letter dated January 30, 2007                                 (08 pages). A copy of the same has also been supplied to the Commission for its record. Copy of the receipt dated January 30, 2007 from the applicant has also 
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been  filed. On June 26, 2007, the applicant was addressed by the D.E.O. and he was told that in case he is not satisfied with the information received by him on January 30, 23007, he should contact the P.I.O. but he had not contacted them to date. As such, it is presumed that he is satisfied.  

The matter is thus disposed of.









SD:
             






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

     

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk


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

Sh. Mukesh Kumar Saini



---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Tehsildar, Dhuri



-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-363-2007:

Present:
Shri Mukesh Kumar Saini, complainant in person.



Shri Johri Ram O/o Clerk, Tehsildar Dhuri.

Order:
Shri Mukesh Kumar Saini vide his complaint dated March 01, 2007 made to the State Information Commission submitted that his application dated January 31, 2007 made to the Tehsildar, Dhuri, for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 with due payment of fee has not been attended to within the stipulated period. He had wanted to submit the application to the Sub-Divisional Magistrate, who forwarded him  to the Tehsildar. However, the Tehsildar harassed him and did not give him the information, which he was required to produce. In a court case on 10-2-2007.                          The Tehsildar Dhuri, vide his letter dated February 21, 2007 stated as under:-

“It is requested that one Mukesh Kumar r/o Dhuri submitted an application for certified copies of some information under RTI Act. The information asked for 
in the application relates to Patiala Police Deptt and is addressed to SSP Patiala, the information asked for is not related to this office in any way and nor has the applicant deposited the requisite fee. It is clear from the above that the applicant is wasting the time of this office and misusing the RTI Act, for harassing the Govt. machinery. You are kindly requested to take appropriate action against the applicant.

2. The complainant states that he had received this letter on February 28, 2007 and had explained the whole matter in his complaint on March 01, 2007. However, I do not find any mention or explanation regarding the letter written by the Tehsildar.                            Shri Mukesh Kumar has, however, confirmed that he has made 4/5 applications under the R.T.I. Act and one of them pertains to Sr. Supdt. of Police, Patiala also. He also insists that his application dated January 31, 2007 regarding the matter pertaining to Tehsildar Dhuri, i.e. government rates of land from 1995-2000 for land at Malerkotla Road in front of Jagan Nath Petrol Pump, plot measuring 450 yards behind Main Road had been got receipted in the office of Tehsildar on the duplicate copy available with him at No.309 dated January 31, 2007 and the Tehsildar is deliberately making misleading statement.
 Complaint Case No-363-2006:







-2-






3.
The representative of the P.I.O. states that full information has been supplied to him on March 29, 2007 and has produced copy of the receipt from the complainant in the Dispatch Register, which is placed on record. Shri Mukesh Kumar also confirms having received the information. However, he states that he applied for the information on January 31, 2007, whereas the information had been given to him late on March                       29, 2007. So it has been provided 26 days late and a lot of harassment was caused to him and he wants that action should be taken against the P.I.O. for the same.

3. The P.I.O. is directed to produce the original receipt register and the files on which both Receipts  No.309 dated January 31, 2007 have been dealt with. Since there appears to be two letters with the same receipt No. 309 of 31-1-07, one letter relating to the Sr. Supdt. of Police and one regarding market rates of land relating to the Tehsildar. so that the matter can be sorted out. The Tehsildar may also offer explanation with respect of 26 days of delay, if any, for the consideration of the Commission.

Adjourned to August 29, 2007.










SD:
             





             (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

     

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurdeep Singh




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o. Punjab Technical University, Jalandhar
-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-667-2006:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the Respondent.

Order:


It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 01, 2007.








SD:

             




(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

    


  State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Yashpal Khosla





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Patiala


-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-286-2006:

Present:
Shri Yash Pal Khosla, complainant in person.



None for the P.I.O.

Order:

For action on para-5 of order dated June 05, 2007 by the P.I.O. the case is adjourned to September 12, 2007. The Inquiry Officer/P.I.O. may get the latest/final information on payment of commutation based on revised P.P.O. to the Retiree from his department and send the information to the Commission so that the case can be considered disposed of.


Adjourned to September 12, 2007.










SD:

             






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

    
      State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Mukund Singh



---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o S.D.O.(Suburban) Rampura Phul
-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-290-2006:

Present:
Shri Mukand Singh complainant in person.



Shri Sarabjit Singh A.P.I.O.-cum-S.D.O. (Suburban) Nabha.

Order:

A detailed order had been passed in this case on July 11, 2007 setting out the full background and directions given to the P.I.O.

2.
The P.I.O. has stated that the said connection stands discontinued, so the problem is over. The complainant stated that disconnection due to non-payment of dues/theft of electricity case, could always be reconnected on application by the owner, so the problem was not over at all.

3.
The A.P.I.O. states that it has not been possible to locate the file and it has been decided to take disciplinary action against Shri Vijay Kumar dealing-hand-cum-Record Keeper in whose custody the file remained. . He states that an F.I.R will also be lodged with the approval of the Competent Authority. However, on inquiring, it has been found that no action has been taken to reconstruct the file by getting the person, in whose name the connection has been transferred, to give duplicate or second copies of application earlier given by him. It was felt, in case he does n`ot do so, adverse inference could be drawn since the disappearance of the file appears to be operating to the advantage of one of the parties to the dispute regarding the connection. It was directed, therefore, that all out efforts be made to locate/reconstruct the record. The A.P.I.O. stated that the transfer of the connection to the name of Harjinder Singh in place of deceased Kehar Singh could be reviewed and the connection given in the names of all his daughters. 

The case is adjourned to September 19, 2007 for report.









SD:
                Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk



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

Shri Sardul Singh






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Govt. Middle School, Manguwal, Jalandhar
-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-412-2006:

Present:
None for the Complainant.



None for the Respondent.

Order:

It is seen from the file that there was insufficient time gap between the issuance of notices and date of hearing, to supply the information sought by the complainant.


Another date of hearing needs to be fixed in this case.


Adjourned to August 01, 2007.










SD:

             






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

     

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurdial Chand





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Secretary, SSS Board, Punjab, Chandigarh
-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-413-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Mohinder Singh, Sr. Assistant (Punjabi)



Shri Gurpreet Singh, Sr. Assistant (Math) for SSS Board, Punjab.

Order:

Shri Gurdial Singh, vide his complaint dated March 06, 2007 submitted to the Chief Information Commissioner stated that his application dated January 29, 2007 made to the address of the Secretary, S.S.S. Board, Punjab, Chandigarh had not been attended to within the stipulated period or even till date.   The complaint was sent to the P.I.O. on July 04, 2007 and the date of hearing was fixed for July 11, 20076.                         Due notice was also issued to Shri Gurdial Chand for the hearing. The representatives of the P.I.O. have stated that full information asked for by the complainant, has since been supplied to him, vide Regd. Post on May 23, 2007.The merit list with respect to Punjabi Masters (35pages+39pages=Total 64 pages) and merit list of                                    Math Masters/Mistresses has been supplied vide Regd. Post dated May 17, 2007 numbering 93 pages. Photostat of the receipt of the post office as proof of Registry in both the cases has been rendered. It is apparent that the information has been received by the applicant and he is satisfied with the same, although he has not appeared in the Court today.

The matter is thus disposed of.










SD:
             






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

                  State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Dy. Medical Officer, Bathinda



-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-429-2006:

Present:
Shri Gurpiar Singh Bhatti, complainant.



Dr. Mohan Lal A.P.I.O. O/o Dy. Medical Officer, Bathinda.

Order:


Shri Gurpiar Singh, vide his application dated November 02, 2006 made to the Commission stated that his application dated November 28, 2006 with due payment of fee under the R.T.I. Act made to the address of the P.I.O-cum-Deputy Medical Commissioner, Civil Hospital, Bathinda had not been attended to  and the information provided was wrong and incomplete. No specific details were given. The said complaint was sent to P.I.O. concerned on July 04, 2007 and a date of hearing was fixed for today. The complaint was also duly informed of the date of hearing.

2.
It is observed that neither a copy of the information already supplied, as mentioned in the letter of the complainant is available nor the details of deficiencies available. Letter of the P.I.O. dated December 19, 2006 received by the complainant on December 23, 2006 comprising 12 pages has been seen, in original. The complainant states that he had asked for information on four points. He has received full informatio9n on point -1 (two pages) and on point-2 (3-pages). However, he has not received any information with respect to point-3. With respect to point-4, he is not satisfied since he has not received the relevant information. Details of deficiencies have been supplied to the P.I.O. in Court today.

3.
He stated that reply on Point-3 had not been given. I have seen the reply.. The same is quite specific and to the point and no further action is required. As for point-4 information has been supplied as per the demand since he asked for certified copies of the cash book from December 2001 to August 2002 in which details of his; salary had been written. Since he left the place of posting on August 2002, the P.I.O. had supplied information upto August 2002 only since entries on his pay related to that period.  However, Shri Bhatti states today that he requires information upto August 2002. The 
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present cash book being carried by the A.P.I.O. in Court today is upto May 31, 2005 and thereafter, the entries are available in another cash book.

4.
The A.P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply the information from May to August, 2002 also as clarified by me today. It should be supplied to him within seven days through Regd. Post.

5.
In addition, the P.I.O. is hereby issued notice under Section 20 of the Act to offer explanation, if any, for the delay through written reply as ;per the requirements of Section 20(1) of the act.

6.
In addition to the written reply, the P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing. He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.


Adjourned for compliance of the order, report, supply of information and for consideration of the written reply of the A.P.I.O. on September 12, 2007










SD:
             






(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

    

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Sh. Lal Bahadur






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Chief Medical Officer, Ludhiana


-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-432-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Puneet Juneja for C.M.O. Ludhiana.

Order:

Dr. Punneet Juneja states that notice of the Commission was received only yesterday evening.

2.
Shri Lal Bahadur, undertrial prisoner presently lodged in Central Jail, Ludhiana, vide his Regd. Letter dated December 27, 2006, Receipt of Post Office bearing No.1387 submitted an application to the address of the P.I.O. O/o C.M.O. Ludhiana, accompanied by Draft No.431574 for Rs.50/- under the R.T.I. Act for certain information. Vide his letter dated January 29, 2007, he has sent a complaint to the Punjab State Information Commission that no information has been supplied so far.                          The copy of the complaint was forwarded to the P.I.O. The date of hearing of the complaint was fixed for July 11, 2007 and notice issued to both the parties for hearing. today,  Dr. Puneet Juneja, Medical Officer, office of the C.M.O. who is representing as his authorized representative states that the original application  in Form-A has been brought to the notice of the P.I. O. only on receipt of the complaint forwarded by the Commission. He stated that the matter will be taken very seriously and action taken against the officials for not taking immediate action on the application and in fact for not bringing it to the notice of the P.I. O./A.P.I.O. he stated that a week’s time may be given so that he is in a position to locate the information required by the complainant. Commission also takes a serious view of the matter.

3.
The Commission also hereby issues notice to the P.I.O. to show cause/to submit written reply as to why action should not be taken against him by imposing a penalty of under Section 20 of the R.T.I. Act, 2005.
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4.
In addition to the written reply, the P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity under Section 20(1) proviso thereto, for a personal hearing before the imposition of such penalty on the next date of hearing. He may take note that in case he does not file his written reply and does not avail himself of the opportunity of personal hearing on the date fixed, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission shall proceed to take further proceedings against him ex parte.

5.
The P.I.O. should also note that in case the information is not supplied to the applicant as directed above, the Commission shall be constrained, in addition, to recommend disciplinary action against him under service rules to the Competent Authority as provided under Section 20(2) of the R.T.I. Act, 2005.

Adjourned to August 29, 2007.











SD:
             






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

     

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Mrs. Neeraj Rani






----Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Director, Public Instructions (SE) Pb.

-----Respondents.

Complaint Case No-437-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.




Shri Bimal Dev, Junior Assistant O/o D.P.I.(SE) Chandigarh.

Order:

The complainant – Smt. Neeraj Rani, vide her letter dated Nil received in this office on March 12- 3-2007
 complained that her application under  the R.T.I. Act dated December 19, 2006 and addressed to the P.I.O. office of Director, Public Instructions (SE) Punjab, with due payment of fee, had not been attended to and no reply had been received till date. The application has been seen. It is regarding report on                              Memo A-4/13(1) (2002)/1955 dated April 24, 2006 in respect of Neeraj Rani regarding Handicap License to be sanctioned for her. 

2.
The representative of the P.I.O. states that the license has since been sanctioned to her with effect from February 06, 2007. Copy of the information had been supplied to the applicant through Regd. Post on February 21, 2007. The pay of Rs.250/- has already been drawn as per the statement dated March 29, 2007, supplied today. Copies of the information supplied have also been rendered for the record of the Commission. (5 pages other than the covering letter dated 10-07-2007) It is clear  that Smt. Neeraj Rani has received the information.

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










SD:
             






  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)



                   

     

 State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Nirbhai Singh






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Distt. Education officer (Sec), Ludhiana

-----Respondents

Complaint Case No-488-2006:

Present:
Shri Nirbhai Singh, complainant in person.

Order:
Shri Nirbhai Singh, vide his complaint dated March 17, 2007 made to the Commission stated that his application dated February 24, 2007 made to the Head Master had not been attended to. On perusal, his application dated February 24, 2007 led to his original application dated November 15, 2006, which is not available on file and copy of which has been taken today from the Superintendent (E) A.P.I.O. O/o D.E.O. Ludhiana. The A.P.I.O. states that full information has since been provided to the applicant through Regd. Post  No.6094 dated July 03, 2007. Shri Nirbhai Singh confirms that he has received full information. However, he states that he has made many other applications and information has not been given yet on those. He is advised  that each application under the R.T.I. is to be dealt with separately and if he has any complaint regarding any other application made by him, it should be made separately to the Commission.


The matter is hereby disposed of.











SD:









 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








  State Information Commissioner

July 11, 2007.

Opk

   STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Subhash Chander Bajaj,




 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Secretary, Deptt. Of Health & F.W.,Punjab.

Respondent

CC No. 178  of 2007:

Present:
Shri Subhash Chander Bajaj.



Sh. Lal Singh, Supdt. For the PIIO.



Shri Ravi Parkash Pruthi, U.S.Health.
Order:

Shri Subhash Chander Bajaj had on last date of hearing stated that  the reply in respect of points No. 5, 17, 19 & 26 was incomplete and misleading. The directions had been issued to him to file details giving exact deficiencies. He sates that he had sent letter to the PIO on 18.6.07 with copy to the Commission. However, this letter has not found on the file. The PIO had already been directed to rectify the deficiencies and the next date of hearing was fixed for 11.7.07.

Unfortunately and unintentionally, a copy of this letter was sent only  with the notice of the next date of hearing  of July 11, 2007 vide notice dated 4.7.07. Since the respondent was not present on the last date and do not have a copy of the order passed, which they  received today along with notice. They had not given any further information to him. I have gone though paras 5,17,19 & 26 and among all these paragraphs only para 26 of his original application is specific and asked for certain documents which should be supplied to him. Also in respect of para 17 and 19,  information regarding action , if any, is to be taken by the Department with respect to the false affidavit filed by Sh. Sumir  Munjal and copy of any order passed in this respect may be given. Since the department has mentioned the explanation given by Sh. Munjal, copy of said explanation should be provided to the applicant. Copy of the fresh affidavit filed by Shri Munjal  in 
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December 2001, after the earlier one found to be false should also be provided to Sh. S.C.Bajaj. However,  all the papers given to the applicant should be attested.

.

Adjourned to 25th July, 2007 for compliance.   
                                                                                                     Sd/-

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 


 State Information Commissioner

11.7.2007

