STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Uday Narayan






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO O/o PSEB Ludhiana





---Respondent

Complaint Case No 484-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Brig.(Retd.) P.S. Taunque, Advocate.

(Shri Satish Kumar Garg, Revenue Superintendent, PSEB,

Ludhiana with him).


Order:


Full information had been supplied to the counsel for the complainant on the last date of hearing on April 25, 2007 through Court, free of charge, as per the directions of the Commission, in its order of March 28, 2007. Since the information was supplied through Court, the matter was adjourned to June 19, 2007 to enable the opposite counsel to study the same.

2.
Today, the case has been called many times, but none has appeared on behalf of the complainant. It is presumed that he has nothing to say and he is satisfied with the information supplied. The case is, therefore, disposed of in terms of the order of this Court dated March 28, 2007 read with that of                            April 25, 2007.
SD:



SD: 



  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


           
  (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
       State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri
Pritam Kaur




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/ O/O/ Secy. Higher Education Pb.

---Respondent

Complaint Case No-908-2006:

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



Smt. Jasbir Kaur, APIO for respondent-Department.

Order:


Smt. Jasbir Kaur A.P.I.O. states that the full information has been supplied to the complainant vide letter dated June 14, 2007 and a copy thereof is rendered for the record of the Court.  Shri Bhagat Singh admits having received the full information and is satisfied. Thus the case is hereby disposed of in terms of order dated April 03, 2007 as read with orders dated May 16, 2007 and that of even date.

SD:






SD: 



  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


            
 (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
       State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri
 R.K. Arora






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO D.P.I. (Sec.) Pb.









---Respondent

Complaint Case No 181-2007.

Present:
Shri R.K. Arora, Advocate for the complainant.



Mrs. Tarinder Kaur, Supdt. Office of D.P.I. (Secondary)

Order:


Shri R.K. Arora, Advocate on behalf of his client Shri Surinder Singh son of Shri Gurdev Singh, Science Master, Govt. High School, Matton,                          Distt. Nawashehr filed application under the R.T.I. Act on November 22, 2006 vide registered post on payment of usual charges.  He requested that he should be informed about the actual charges and the mode of payment thereof. He had asked for this information from both the P.I.O. Office of the Secretary to Govt., Punjab, Deptt. of Education, Chandigarh as well as from the P.I.O. Office of Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab, vide his letter dated January 04, 2007, received in the Commission on April 24, 2007. Although he had asked for the information vide his registered letter along with the requisite fee of Rs.10/- each, paid vide D.D. No.645200 and 645201 dated November 28, 2006 in favour of the two   officers, but no information has been supplied to him till today.

2.
We find that the complaint was referred to the P.I.O. office of the Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab on January 25, 2007 for his comments within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. No response was received. However, it was necessary also to send a copy of the complaint to the  P.I.O. office of the Secretary to Govt. Punjab, Deptt. of Education, Civil Secretariat, Punjab, Chandigarh, which has been done by the Registry.
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3.     Today Smt.Tarinder Kaur, Supdt. Authorized representative of the P.I.O. has appeared and has     admitted that     no reply     has been sent to be the Complainant neither she has given any reply in writing today in the Court. In fact, she has no knowledge about the case at all. It has been clearly mentioned in the notice of the Commission that no person below the rank of A.P.I.O. is authorized to appear ion Court and who-so-ever appears should be well conversant with the facts of the case. She has no reply except to say that the matter has been dealt with and sent to the department for his promotion with retrospective effect from the date when his juniors were promoted and it is pending for personal hearing with the Secretary, Education Punjab.
4.
The matter has been considered. The reply of the representative of the P.I.O. is not at all satisfactory. No reply has been given on the application at all to the applicant, although a period of more than five months has elapsed. Even the letter of the State Information Commission has drawn no response.

5.
The Commission is, therefore, of the view that the P.I.O has not discharged his responsibility under the Act with due diligence and further has not cared to file any reply or to send a person of the rank of A.P.I.O. to represent him. Therefore, the P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply the information forthwith as required in para-8 (i) to (iii) of application dated November 22, 2006 within ten days from today to the compllainant and to file a copy of the receipt from him along with a copy of the information supplied for record of the Court before next date of hearing.

.6.
We have carefully considered the facts on record as well as the explanation of the P.I.O. After taking into account all circumstances, we are of the view that the P.I.O has without any reasonable cause not furnished information within the time specified in Sub-Section (1) of Section 7 despite the directions by the Commission to do so.

7. 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 two hundred and fifty rupees each day till the application is 
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received or information is furnished, so however, the total amount of each penalty shall not exceed twenty-five thousand rupees. 
8.
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.

9.
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.

10.
Adjourned to August 22, 2007 for supply of information/submission of reply by the P.I.O. to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act .




SD:





SD:

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


                (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK



STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri
Paul Sharma





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/ Olo. Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-183-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Dr. Puneet Juneja, Medical Officer-cum-APIOP for Civil Surgeon,



Ludhiana.

Order:


The A.P.I.O. states that his office has not received any such application dated October 11, 2006 from Shri Paul Sharma, regarding which the complaint dated January 17, 2007 has been filed with the Commission.  It is found that although the letter is addressed to the “P.I.O. Office of Civil Surgeon, Ludhiana, “but it has been addressed wrongly to the Information Officer,  “Civil Lines”, Ludhiana as seen from the receipt of Speed Post Centre of Ludhiana. As such, since the P.I.O. has not received the application, the question of supplying information does not arise and neither does any complaint lie against him in the Commission.


The complaint is, therefore, dismissed.



SD:





SD: 



  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


             (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Charanjit Singh Gumtala




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/oSecy. Education Punjab



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-185-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Mrs. Balwinder Kohli, Co-Ordinator-cum-APIO, Office 


Of Secretary, School Education, Punjab.(Shri Inderjit Singh,


Supdt.  with him)

Order:


Shri Inderjit Singh A.P.I.O. on behalf of the Department of Education states that this case is more concerned with office of the P.I.O. office of the D.P.I.(Secondary) than the P.I.O. of the office of Secretary Education Punjab and directions have been issued to that office  not once or twice, but many times to send the required information to the applicant and it has been clearly told to them that the responsibility of delay will be of that office.
2. However, it is seen that the complaint dated January 22, 2007 made by the complainant – Dr. Charanjit Singh Gumtala is clearly correct that his application dated September 18, 2006 made to the P.I.O. Secretary, Education Punjab, Chandigarh under the Right to information Act has not been attended to till date of the complaint. Even the reference of the Commission dated January 29, 2007 to the P.I.O. for his comments within 15 days for consideration of the Commission drew no response. Even, today when the date of hearing has been fixed, the A.P.I.O. has not been able to show that any information what-so-ever has been supplied so far to the complainant. Some vague excuse is being made that information regarding four districts has already been supplied to the complainant. However, this information was
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was supplied to him in another application made by him, which has been disposed of as complaint No.690 of 2006 by the Bench comprising Shri R.K. Gupta, I.P.S. (Retd.) 

and Mr. P.P.S. Gill, State Information Commissioner on June 11, 2007. Inadvertantly, the papers have been given to the complainant while giving information in that case.

2. The P.I.O.  is hereby directed to supply the full information to the complainant within one month now under due receipt from the applicant without fail by making special efforts to collect it from other districts. Since the P.I.O. office of the Secretary, Education did not transfer the application under Section 6(3) of the R.T.I. Act to the P.I.O. of the D.P.I. concerned, the matter remains on his plate and he continues to be responsible to supply the information and will also be held responsible for the delay. As for the reply of the P.I.O. his plea is that he has sent many letters to different quarters, is not enough. It is not enough that his office is a Post Office responsible for sending out reminders.
4
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 two hundred and fifty rupees each day till the application is received or information is furnished, so however, the total amount of each penalty shall not exceed twenty-five thousand rupees. 
5..
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.
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6.
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.

7. Adjourned to August 22, 2007 for supply of information/submission of reply by the P.I.O. to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act .




Sd:






Sd:
              (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


               (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Iqbal Singh




---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana
---Respondent

Complaint Case No -191-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri I.S. Kahlon, P.R.O.-cum-APIO Office of D.C. Ludhiana.

Order:


Shri Iqbal Singh son of Milkier Singh under-trial, B-Class, Chakki-7, lodged in Central jail, Ludhiana vide his complaint dated December 30, 2006 submitted that his application under the R.T.I. Act, 2005 dated November 124, 2006 made to the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, seeking information with Demand Draft dated November 20, 2006 had not been supplied to him till the date of the complaint.
2.
 He had requested for information regarding the status of his complaint dated August 21, 2006 against constable –Shri Satnam Singh No. 1382, Police Lines, Ludhiana. The complaint was referred to the P.I.O. office of Deputy Commissioner Ludhiana on January 31, 2007 for his response within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. None was received. However, a letter dated February 9, 2007 was written to the Deputy Registrar of the State Information Commission stating that                       Shri iqbal Singh had been asked vide letter dated December 06, 2006 to deposit fee of Rs.4/- by 19-12-2006 and after depositing the fee to present himself in the office to collect the information. It was stated that once again on January 11, 2007, he was informed to come and get and information. The Deputy Registrar was also  requested by the P.I.O. to direct the complainant to attend the office of the A.P.I.O. to collect the required information. A copy of the letter dated January 11, 2007 was also sent for information. He also stated that despite the fact, that the complainant 
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had deposited no fee, the information was supplied to him vide No.884 dated 23-02,2007 being the covering letter of the report of the Senior Supdt. of Police, Jagraon dated August 7, 2006 bearing No.1275.
3.
The Commission considers it rather strange and in fact extremely perverse of the A.P.I.O. to have insisted that a convict/prisoner in the Central Jail, Ludhiana should come and collect the information in person and attend the office of the Deputy Commissioner for the purpose. It is seen also that Shri iqbal Singh under trial had given his complete address in his request.  The complainant on his part has written a letter dated February 27, 2007 bitterly complaining that absolutely wrong and irrelevant information has been provided to him. The report of the Sr. Supdt of Police provided to him, concerns the complaint made by some completely different person – one Shri Darshan Singh son of Harnam Singh and the inquiry report is that of the Sr. Supdt. of Police, Jagraon bearing No.1275 dated August 07, 2006 whereas the complaint of Shri iqbal Singh was with respect to his complaint is                                                                       dated August 23, 2006 and was against constable Satnam Singh and concerned Sr. Supdt. of Police, Ludhiana. The report of the Sr. Supdt of Police, Jagraon has been seen by us and facts as stated by the complainant are correct. 
4.
Already five months have gone by. We observe that the application has not only been totally disregarded, but the complainant has been put to further harassment by sending a completely irrelevant report to him. The callous attitude of the A.P.I.O./P.I.O. office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, is deprecated since the applicant is a prisoner and does not deserve to be treated in this manner.
5. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant within ten days without fail through the Superintendent under due receipt from the complainant and to submit the receipt as well as copy of the information sent to the 
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Commission for its record. 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 two hundred and fifty rupees each day till the application is received or information is furnished, so however, the total amount of each penalty shall not exceed twenty-five thousand rupees. 
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.

7.
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 22, 2007 for supply of information/submission of reply by the P.I.O. to the show cause notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act .



SD:






SD:
                (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


              (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
          State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri  Iqbal Singh





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-190-2007:

Present:
None for the Complainant.

Shri Umesh Kumar Gupta, Section Officer, Finance Deptt O/o Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana.

Order:

Shri Iqbal Singh submitted complaint dated December 13, 2006 to the State Information Commission received in the Commission on January 29,2007 with his application dated December 30, 2006 made to the P.I.O. office of District Transport Officer for information under the Right to Information Act, 2005 with due payment of Rs.10/- has not been attended to.
2.
He prayed that the required information may be made available to him.         He stated that the stipulated period of 30 days has elapsed and the P.I.O. be punished for the delay under the provisions of the R.T.I.
3. The complaint was referred by the Commission to the P.I.O. on                              January 30, 2007 for his comments within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission, but no reply is received. Thereafter, the hearing was fixed for June 19, 2007 and due notice issued for the same to both the parties on                                      May 24, 2007.
4. Today Shri Umesh Kumar Gupta, Section Officer, Finance Deptt O/o Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana, has appeared. He does not possess any authority letter from the P.I.O. to  appear in Court, which has been categorically stated in the notice sent on May 24, 2007. He has also produced letter dated                                January 15, 2007 written by the District Treasury Officer, in which it is stated that 
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the information sought on Scooter 56-AK-3316 is not available with the                             Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana, but is available in Raikot. It has been explained to the respondent that under Section 6(3) the complaint has to be transferred within five days, which has not been done. So it is the responsibility of the Distt. Transport Officer, Ludhiana to furnish the information to the complainant.

5. Since one month has elapsed from the filing of the complaint, therefore, no fee is to be charged from the complainant regarding any information given to him.
Adjourned to August 22, 2007.

SD: 





SD:
  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


             (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Iqbal Singh





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana

---Respondent

Complaint Case No-192-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Inderpreet Singh Kahlon, P.R.O-cum-A.P.I.O.



Office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana
Order:


The complainant, vide his complaint dated January 16, 2007 has complained that no information has been supplied to him regarding his application made to the P.I.O. Office of the Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana and no response has been received from the first Appellate Authority/State Public Information Officer-Cum-Chief Secretary, Punjab either. In his appalication, the complainant, who is an under- trial prisoner B-Class presently lodged in Hall-6, Central Jail, Ludhiana, had requested for all kinds of information in connection with Right to Information Act, 2005 and for example, he has asked for a list of all the Appellate Authorities in Punjab, the full address of the State Information Commission, Form for Appeal and the Form for ‘re-appeal’  and the rate of fee therefor, List of the P.I.O’s translated Punjabi version, of the R.T.I. Act, how fee for information is fixed in case information, is  given, etc. etc.
2. The complaint was sent to the P.I.O. on January 30, 2007 for his comments within 15 days for consideration of the State Information Commission. None was received. The predecessor of the P.I.O. had, however, written a letter dated                        October 30, 2006 to the complainant with reference to his application telling him that the information would be available from separate specific department regarding each of the points. However, in case he required any information from the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana, he should apply in the prescribed Form with a fee of Rs.10/-. The previous fee Rs.10/- sent by him was returned to him. 
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3. The present P.I.O. states that he has just been posted as                                                 Distt. Revenue Officer-cum P.I.O. in the office of Deputy Commissioner, Ludhiana only a week ago and he sent complete reply to the complainant. He has presented a copy of the reply dated July 15, 2007. It is seen that he has stated that all the information should be collected by the complainant from the Deputy-Registrar of the State Information Commission.!
4. The reply provided to the complainant is definitely not correct. No doubt, extensive information has been asked for by him. This information would be available with the P.I.O./Principal-Secretary, Information Technology and/or the P.I.O. office of Secretary-cum-Director, Information Technology which is the administrative department for the State Information Commission under the R.T.I. Act.  It is in pursuance of the directions of that Administrative Department that all wings of the government have made notifications of P.I.Os/A.P.I.Os/Appellate Authorities in the State. It is the Department of Information Technology which is also monitoring progress of such notifications and of the implementation of the provisions of the Act under Sections 4 and 5 of the Act and would also be having details of the web sites of different departments. It is suggested that the A.P.I.O. should collect the necessary information which he needs from that office for use in his own office as well as for providing such information as is available with the Department. Of Information Technology. State Information Commission is not the primary source for this information.
5.
This reply is not satisfactory and the P.I.O. is now hereby directed to give the correct reply within one week under intimation to the Commission.

Adjourned to Augus t 22, 2007. 


SD:







SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


            
     (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri
Shri Iqbal Singh





---Complainant

Vs.

PIO./ S.D.M. Jagraon





---Respondent

Complaint Case No-193-2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Rajinder Oberoi   A.P.I.O.-cum-Tehsildar, Jagraon.

 Order:

Shri Iqbal Singh the prisoner B-Class, Chakki-7, Central Jail, Ludhiana                      made complaint on January 16, 2007 that his application dated   December 05, 2006 made to the S.D.M. Jagraon, Ludhiana had not been attended to within a stipulated period. He has requested for attested copy of the Register of the Stamp Vendor in which Smt. Manpreet Kaur wife of Darshan Singh had signed for purchase of                     a stamp paper on August 06, 2004, Entry No.2147.The matter was referred to the P.I.O. on January 30, 2007 for his comments within 15 days for consideration of the Commission. None were received. Thereafter, hearing was fixed for today.

2. With reference to the notice of hearing, the Tehsildar Jagraon has written vide his letter dated June 14, 2007 that the said information has been given to the complainant vide No.8288 dated February 15, 2007 and sent a copy thereof for the information of the Court. However, no receipt of the same from the complainant has been made available to the Commission. The A.P.I.O. is hereby directed to get the information supplied to the complainant, under due receipt, through the Superintendent Jail and to file a copy of the receipt in this Court on the next date of hearing.

Adjourned to August 22, 2007.


SD:






SD:
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


          

   (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner

State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Gurjit Singh Puri





 ......Complainan

Vs.
PIO,D.P.I.(Sec.), Punjab.






Respondent

CC No. 195 of 2007:

Present:
Shri Gurjit Singh, complainant in person and



Shri Sham Lal Saini on behalf of the complainant.



Shri Madanjit Singh, Supdt.-cum-APIO, O/O DEO(S),Ludhiana.

Order:


Shri Gurjit Singh, complainant, vide his complaint dated 21.1.07 stated that his application dated 6.12.06 made under the RTI Act, 2005 to the PIO, office of the Director Public Instructions, (Schools),Punjab, Chandigarh, with due payment of fee had not been attended to till date. The complaint was sent to the PIO   on 13.1.07 for his comments within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission, which were not received. However, Sh. Gurjit Singh continued writing letters to the Commission and also to the PIO. He also requested that the PIO should be penalized for the delay and harassment caused to him. 

2.
From letter dated 14.6.07, addressed to this Bench by the complainant, it seen that information has been supplied by the PIO vide letter dated 7.6.06. However, the complainant stated in the Court today that he has not received information with regard to item Nos. 3,5,6,7,8 & 13 of his requisite application.  In the said letter he has pointed out certain glairing contradictions in the information supplied by the PIO.  The APIO has requested for a period of one month more to provide the full information regarding the remaining points also. 

3. 
Regarding contradictions mentioned by the complainant, it is seen that he is not asking for information but he is providing information with respect to the
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 pending grievances regarding allegedly unfair shifting of the concerned post to Govt. Sr. Sec. School Basti Jodhewal instead of PAU School, Ludhiana, as already recommended. It has been explained to the complainant that the remedy for his perceived grievances is to be sought from the Competent Authority as the State Information Commission cannot make any order in this regard. 


Adjourned to 22.8.2007 for providing necessary information by the PIO.

             Sd/-                                                                    Sd/-


(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

19.06.2007

Ptk-B
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amrinder Singh Paul





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Deputy commissioner, Jalandhar.



Respondent

CC No. 200 of 2007:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Sh. Bhupinderjit Singh, DRO-cum-APIO, Jalandhar and



Sh. Jagdish Chander, Jr. Asstt., O/O DRAR Br. Jalandhar.

Order:


An application has been received from the complainant that he is not able to attend the Court since his sister has undergone operation and there is none to look after her. He, therefore, rent.


Thus, the case is adjourned to 29th August, 2007.


                      Sd/-                                                    Sd/-


(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

19.06.2007

Ptk-B

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jitender Kaushal





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Secretary, School Education, Punjab.


   ---Respondent

CC No. 212 of 2006:

Present:
Shri Jitender Kaushal, complainant in person.



None for the respondent.

Order:


Shri Jitender Kaushal, complainant, vide his letter dated 31.1.07, filed before the State Information Commission submitted that his application in form A, dated 27.12.06 for information under the RTI Act made to the PIO/APIO, office of Secretary to Government , Punjab, Department of School Education, Chandigarh has not been attended to till date.  He has filed a writ  No. 20244/2006 in the High Court on 19.12.06 titled Jitender Kaushal Vs State of Punjab and  requires the information asked for, as the High Court Judge had asked for information  about the selected ex-servicemen candidates and the complainant falls under the same category. The complaint was referred on 1.2.07 to the PIO concerned for his comments within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission. However, no response was received. Thereafter, the case was fixed for hearing on 19th June, 07 and notices were issued to both the parties.

2.Today, the complainant is present  but non appeared on behalf of the PIO. There is only one letter on record vide which the Superintendent, Education-II Branch  has written to the DPI (S) Punjab with reference to the letter of the Commission dated 1.2.06 that the required information should be supplied within 15 days so that the Commission can be informed accordingly, a copy of which has been endorsed to the Commission with reference to our communication. This is the only action taken by the PIO.
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3.
An application in Form A was filed by the complainant on 27.12.06 and a period of 30 days has long been over as we are now in the month of June. Not only the information has not been supplied to the complainant  with in the stipulated time under the Act but the PIO has not cared to respond to the communication  of this Commission dated 1.2.07 asking for his comments and neither he appeared himself nor sent his  APIO  to represent him in the hearing in the Commission today. The Commission takes a serious view of the matter and consider that the PIO, without reasonable cause, and in violation of the provisions of the RTI Act has not supplied the information within stipulated period of 30 days.

4.
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information without fail to the complainant with in 10 days of the issue of this letter under due receipt of the complainant and to file compliance report in the Commission before the next date of hearing  on 22.8.07 along with a copy of the information supplied.

5.
The PIO is also hereby given an opportunity to show cause why a penalty of Rs. 250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs. 25,000/- be not imposed  upon him for violating the provisions of the Act. The PIO should file his written reply before the next date of hearing .

6.
In addition to the written reply, the PIO is also hereby given an opportunity u/s 2(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.

7.
In case, in spite of the directions of the Commission the information is still not supplied, the Commission will be constraint to further recommend to the Competent authority for disciplinary action to be taken u/s 20(2) of the RTI Act against the PIO.


Adjourned to 22.8.07 for supply of all the information under due receipt and for consideration of the reply of the PIO to the show cause notice.


         Sd/-                                                                
     

     Sd/-


(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 




(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner



State information Commissioner

19.06.2007

Ptk-B

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri J.C. Malhotra






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Director, Land Records, Pb.



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-184-2006:

Present:
Shri Jai Chand Malhotra, complainant in person.



Shri P.P. Singh, Deputy, Director, Land Records, Jalandhar.

Order:

The complaint of Shri Jai Chand Malhotra has been considered by the Commission several times in the hearings of August 02, 2006, August 23, 2006 and September 27, 2006. A substantive order had been passed by the Bench on August 2, 2006, August 23, 2006, February 20, 2007 and May 16, 2007. In compliance with those orders of the Bench passed from time to time, a true photo-stat copy of mutation No.676, Khata 118/1 with Sehat Andraz dated March 27, 1955 containing Jamabandi in Urdu (04 pages) being copy of the revenue record received from Pakistan contained in Register No. 287 dated 21-01-1959 and compared by                          Shri Kundan Lal, C.A. on Wagha Border on November 29, 1958. A true transliterated copy in Punjabi prepared by the Revenue Officer of the Punjab Land Records, Jalandhar, countersigned by the Director, Land Records, Punjab on each page (No.4 pages) with a covering letter from the Director, Land Records, has also been supplied to the applicant. The records have been supplied today by the                            Deputy-Director, Land Records, through Court after the identity of the applicant was established to the satisfaction of the Commission. The matter is thus disposed of. 



SD:






SD:

            (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


                      (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
      State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Pritam Kaur






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/O/o Secy. Higher Education



---Respondent

Complaint Case No-907-200:

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



Shri Jasbir Kaur, APIO for Respondent-Deptt.

Order:


Shri Jasbir Kaur, A.P.I.O. states that the file has been submitted to the higher officers after reconsidering of the representations and presently, it has been put up before the higher authorities for final orders for considering the matter once again. A final decision is likely to be taken soon.


Case is thus adjourned top August 8, 2007 for compliance.


On the next date of hearing, the file should also be produced in Court being the last opportunity.

SD: 

       SD:
  
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


             (Mrs. Ravi Singh)

State Information Commissioner
State  Information Commissioner

June 19, 2006.

OPK

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Smt. Ramesh Sharma





 ......Complainant






Vs.

PIO, Distt. Education Officer (Sec.) Sangrur.



Respondent

CC No. 33 of 2007:

Present:
Shri Ramesh Chand Sharma, Husband of Smt. Ramesh Sharma, complainant.


Sh. Mahesh Inder Kumar, Supdt. O/O DEO(S) Sangrur for PIO &


Sh. Varinder Kumar, Sr. Asstt, O/O DEO(S) Sangrur for PIO.

Order:


The matter had been considered in detail on the last date of hearing on 9.5.07 and a detailed order and directions were given to the PIO for further action and compliance.  The two representatives of the PIO and also the complainant were sitting here since morning. The reply was not given to him to enable him to study during the day and to make his submission, if any, before the Commission. It is noted that in the order dated 9.5.07, it had been ordered that “The PIO is directed to forward a para-wise reply. He/she is also directed to file the reply with copies to the applicant at least one week before the next date of hearing in the Commission to be present himself or through a representative, not below the rank of APIO and to bring the entire record of the inquiry including the date sheet of the inquiry for the perusal of the Commission.”  The reply of the two letter dated 7.3.07 and 9.5.07 has been filed today in the Court and at the same time supplied to Shri Ramesh Chand Sharma. No copy of the list of dates and events (date-sheet) of the inquiry has been filed, as directed. Shri Mahesh Inder Kumar, Supdt. O/O DEO(S)  Sangrur is representing the PIO although he is not of the rank of APIO. It has been clearly indicated in the notice that the matter is to 
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be represented in the Commission by PIO or by his representative but not below the rank of APIO. The full record of the inquiry has been brought. However, it has not been possible to peruse the same. So it should be brought again on the next date of hearing.

Once again, the application for information was filed by the complainant Smt. Ramesh Sharma on 7.11.06 and the information was provided to her on 15.1.07(partial and unattested). Complete information was provided only on 19.3.07 after the full details of incomplete and irrelevant/wrong record were once again supplied to the applicant. In the meanwhile, the documents required by her allegedly remain in the custody of the DEO(S) who was also the Inquiry Officer. Smt. Ramesh Sharma was the witness and the documents asked for under the RTI  Act were required by the complainant for her deposition  before the Inquiry Officer. It is pertinent to note that it was on the complaint of Smt. Ramesh Sharma that Sh. Harish Kumar, Lecturer In-charge, GGSS Dhuri had been transferred after the preliminary inquiry established his misbehavior and other allegations etc. on administrative grounds. He was also served a charge sheet for regular inquiry.  It was in this departmental inquiry that Smt. Ramesh Sharma was to appear as a complainant and as a viable witness. The documents required by her including copy of the statement made by her at that time and copy of the preliminary inquiry carried out by the then Principal, GGS School, Bhogiwal, Shri Gurtej Singh Grewal. Copy of the charge sheet on Shri Harish Kumar had also been requested for. None of these documents had been made available to her till date for her deposition. During 31.10.06 to 29.12.06, she was required to attend the inquiry many times without making these documents available to her. The inquiry made completed quickly and the Inquiry Officer did not accede to her request to postpone the inquiry until she had got the required documents for which she had applied to the PIO under the RTI Act.  It is also to be noted that  it was not known  as who was the PIO and therefore the request of the PIO was addressed to the Inquiry Officer himself and passed it on to some 
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other officer without telling her who that officer/PIO was, if it was not the DEO. She alleges that certain record remained through out with the Inquiry Officer-cum-DEO in his personal custody and was deliberately withheld from her and given to her only after the inquiry was well and completed. It was provided to her only after the notice had given from the Commission, but by then the entire purpose of complaint was over, since the DEO had completed his inquiry. She had also alleged that this was done in spite of the fact that she had requested to the Inquiry Officer to postpone the completion of the inquiry and of her deposition until she got the documents, she had applied for under the RTI Act.

3.            It was pointed out in the earlier order of the Commission also that these allegations were rather serious since it amounts to a conscious and deliberate efforts to withhold the documents in order to prevent the witness from consulting them before her deposition with mala fide intention to aid to officer whose conduct was being enquired into.

4.
The representative of the PIO states that the then PIO Sh. Jagjit Inder Singh, Dy. DEO,  has since retired. The DEO Shri Joginder Singh Aulakh, who was also the Inquiry Officer and was senior to the PIO-cum-Dy. DEO, is presently posted in DIET Jagraon, Distt. Ludhiana. It is observed that no officer is absolved of any violation of the provisions of the Act whether he has retired or has been transferred. The allegations appear necessary to be looked into. It is also necessary for the Commission to bring these allegations to the notice of the DPI who is considering the report of the enquiry officer that the matter is being enquired into by the Commission. The following may therefore be done:-

       i)     Smt Ramesh Sharma may like to give a detailed complaint in the                                         .                  matter.

ii)  
The DPI may state the names, designation and complete present address of the APIO/PIO/DEO posted from 7.11.06 to 19.3.07, along with periods of posting of each.
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iii) Record may be brought again on the next date of hearing and Smt. .Ramesh Sharma or her representative may be allowed to inspect the record from 10.00 AM on that day.

iv) The record of the inquiry as well as the record of the dealing of the application of Smt. Ramesh Bhardwaj under the RTI Act be also produced for the perusal of the Commission.

To come up for consideration on 4th July, 2007. 



SD:





SD:

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



(Mrs. Ravi Singh)

 State Information Commissioner
State information Commissioner

19.06.2007

Ptk-B

