
  1STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. S.P. Bansal




…Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/O.S.P.N. College, Mukerian

----.Respondent.

AC No-179-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri S.P. Bansal complainant.



None for the Respondent.
Order:


Shri S.P. Bansal complainant has been supplied a copy of the dates on which the Principal remained on leave, through Court today. The complainant states that discrepant information has been supplied to him with regard to the timetable as before the Bench of Mr. R.K. Gupta and Mr. P.K. Grover, Hon’ble State Information Commissioner, a copy of the time Table has been supplied to him and a different one has been supplied to him through this court. Shri Bansal was told that this is most objectionable since he should have straightway informed the Court on the last occasion that there is an application on the identical subject pending before/being  dealt with by another Bench, which he  did not. The Principal-cum-PIO who is present today has stated, in addition, that the information supplied are photo-copies of timetables filled in by the teachers themselves in their own handwriting including the complainant,  in which they had noted the Periods, Classes and                         Class-rooms, which in addition to this information, there is no other timetable issued. 

2. I have seen both the timetables supplied to him and find that both of them have been filled-up by the teachers in their own hand. Both the copies, are authenticated. The Principal states that the copy supplied to f the complainant has been received by his representative and signed on each page in token thereof. 
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3. It is observed that the complainant should approach the executive authorities for removal of his perceived grievances, if any, armed with  and on the basis of the information supplied to him, if so advised.
 With this the complaint is disposed of.



SD:


  




           

  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)





 


State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Ram Sharn Dass





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/OD.P.I. (Colleges)





----.Respondent.

AC No-180-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Ram Saran Dass, complainant in person.

Shri Tarsem Singh Dhariwal, Principal-cum-PIO of the College -Respondent.



Shri Arjun Singh, Supdt on behalf of D.P.I. (Colleges.)

Smt. Karam Kaur on behalf of P.I.O. –cum-Principal Riputhuman College for Women.

Order:


On the last date of hearing i.e. July 17, 2007 in para-6 of the order in respect of leave record for the year 2003 to 2006, the P.IO. has presented letter dated August 20, 2007 explaining the discrepancy with copy to the complainant. On his part, the complainant has also, vide his letter dated July 20, 2007, sent through Speed Post, both to the Commission and to the P.I.O. has given details regarding discrepancies in the three sets of information with respect to the leave account of Smt. Ritu Bhardwaj. However, the P.I.O. states that the first two pages of this letter have not been received by him. These have been Photostat and supplied to him today. The Principal is not carrying the original leave record with him. He is directed to bring the original leave record on the next date of hearing. The P.I.O. has clarified that there is not original leave record.                          There is no application of any staff of that period available and thus cannot be supplied.

2. Shri Arjun Singh, Superintendent on behalf of P.I.O. office of the Director,, Public Instructions (Colleges) Punjab, is also present in Court today on behalf of the original P.I.O. from whom, the application was transferred to the Principal-cum-P.I.O. of    the     Colleges.   He    has    presented a     letter       dated             
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August 20, 2007 addressed to the Commission containing the copy of the letter of Smt. Ritu Bhardwaj addressed to the P.I.O. with copy to the  Chief Commissioner, State Information Commission dated July 28, 2007    and dated June 18, 2006 also containing copies of the orders in CC-482/2006 Ramesh Bhardwaj Vs. Registrar, Irrigation Deptt Punjab and CC-2202007 titled    The first case has been disposed of by the Bench of Mr. R.K.Gupta and   Mr. P.P.S Gill and the second case has been disposed of by the Division bench constituted by Mr. Surinder Singh and Lt. Genl. (Retd.)  P.K. Grover, State Information Commissioners, with the following order:


“    - - - -Moreover, cases with similar information being sought 


 
i.e. CC-508/2006 and CC-165/2006.”

3.
From the above, it is clear that cross-cases have been filed by Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj asking for information including service particulars in respect of Shri Ram Saran Dass, J.E  and Shri Ram Saran Dass as on its part asked for information containing service record in respect of Smt. Kamlesh Kumar wife of Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj and Ms. Ritu Bhardwaj daughter of Ramesh Bhardwaj.

4. The background of the case is that the wife of Shri Ram Saran Dass, who was the sister of Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj died unnatural death and   Shri Ram Saran Dass was convicted under Section 498 I.P.C. and sentenced to imprisonment for two years. Shri Ram Saran Dass has filed an appeal against the same in the High Court, which is pending there for disposal and in the meantime he is on bail continuing to serve  the parent department. 
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5. Shri Kamlesh Bhardwaj, in a separate case has taken the plea that Shri Ram Saran Dass has been convicted upon her testimony that he caused mental torture and physical harassment to her sister-in-law as a result of which he had been convicted and therefore, he has troubled her time and again by seeking information. Similarly, Smt. Ritu Bhardwaj has again taken some plea and also claimed that any further information should not be given being the third party information. It appears necessary that in the first  place the Registry should clarify how manay cases under the R.T.I. Act are pending in the Commission  and with which Bench, filed by both the complainant-Ram Saran Dass and Ramesh Bhardwaj. I am of the view that these should all be brought up before one Bench so that they can be dealt with together. 

6. It is seen that one of the Benches has passed a judgment that being sought by Shri Ramesh Bhardwaj about the service particulars of Ram Saran Dass is covered under third party information and therefore information has been refused. Whereas, in the present case, I have ordered the information to be given and now Smt. Ritu Bhardwaj has claimed third-party exemption for any other information to be given.  Therefore, the Registry may report .

7. The matter is adjourned to the next date of hearing. Any of the party, who wants to say anything more, may state so.


Adjourned to October 10, 2007.

SD:


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Mohinder Kumar





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/O. B.E.O. Abohar





----.Respondent.

CC No-365-of 2007: 

Present:
Sh.. Mohinder Kumar P.I.O.-cum-B.P.E.O., Abohar.



None for the P.I.O. Respondent.

Order:


Shri Mohinder Kumar complainant stated vide his complaint dated                                Nil received in this office on March 05,2007 that his application dated Nil with  cheque dated January 08, 2007 made to the address of the A.P.I.O.-  cum-B.P.E.O. Abohar had not been attended to till date. Copy of the complaint was sent to the concerned A.P.I.O. and date of hearing was fixed for today.

2. Today, the complainant is represented by Shri Satish Kumar as authorized by him. The B.P.E.O. has brought the entire record and has supplied copies with a covering letter today through Court comprising 279 pages containing full information required by him. He states that this information has been supplied second time and earlier it was supplied on February  01, 2007 through Speed Post. However, the representative of the complainant state   that this is the first time that the information has been supplied. Moreover, he has pointed out certain cuttings and erazings in the Attendance Register.                                       It is, therefore, necessary that the original record should be produced in the Court on the next date of hearing.

 Adjourned to October 24, 2007.
         SD:


  





   

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)










State Information Commissioner 
August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Parminder Singh



---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o.  D.E.O. Jalandhar


----.Respondent.




CC No-385-of 2007: 

Present: None for the complainant.

     Shri Om Parkash,  A.P.I.O-cum-A.D.O. office of DEO, Jalandhar.
Order:


Shri Parminder Singh, Retd. S.S. Master and complainant asked for information from the P.I.O. office of the Distt. Education Officer (Secondary), Jalandhar, vide his letter dated November 15, 2006 asking information on nine points. He also made an application to the P.I.O./Secretary Education (Schools), in respect of State Awards on March 07j, 2007. Both these cases were registered at No. CC-385-2007 and CC-386-2007.Copies of the complaints were sent to both the P.I.Os and date of hearing was fixed for today.
2.
Representatives of both the P.I.Os are present and they have not brought any information. However, the Administrative Officer of the D.E.O. Jalandhar brought to my notice that an identical appalication (CC-981-2007) had been disposed of by the Division Bench headed by the Chief Information Commissioner and Lt. Gen. (Retd.) P.K. Grover, State Information Commissioner on his tour to Amritsar, on July 02, 2007, wherein it was stated as under:-

“Present: None is present on behalf of the complainant.
Shri R.P. Singh, Superintendent on behalf of the  Respondent.

The Respondent states that the information in question is available and he is prepared to deliver it. This may be done. The information be sent to the Complainant by post under intimation to the Commission.

The case is disposed of.

Copies of the order be sent to both the parties.”
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2. The A.P.I.O. has stated that full information was supplied to the complainant on July 05, 2007 and has supplies the copy thereof. I have seen that reply but none of the copies purported to have been attached are available.  It is mentioned by the complainant that the record with respect of Shri Jasbir Singh has not been received. The A.P.I.O.-cum- A.D.O. is hereby directed to bring the original record with respect to all the items mentioned by him as prima facie, it appears to be a misleading report made by him in the Court today. A copy of this order is directed to be place in CC-386-2007 (Parminder Singh vs. Secy. Education Pb.)

Adjourned to October 24, 2007.









SD:
  






 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 

August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Parminder Singh



---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o.  Secretary, Education Pb.

----.Respondent.

CC No-386-of 2007: 

Present: None for the complainant.


     None for the Respondent
Order:

Same order as in CC-385-2007.

SD:
  





                           (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Amarjog Singh





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Secretary, Education Punjab


----.Respondent.

CC No-389-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Smt. Tarinder Kaur, Supdt. D.P.I  (Schools)  Pb.

Order:


A letter has been received today from the complainant stating that he is not in a position to appear and has prayed for exemption on August 21, 2007. The A.P.I.O. of the Director, Public Instructions (Schools) - Smt.  Tarinder Kaur has presented a letter dated August 20, 2007 which is being addressed today through registered letter to Shri Amarjot Singh complainant, copy of which has been endorsed to the Commission containing full reply to the application. The letter may be sent   by Regd. Post and proof of Registry may be got added to the file of the Commission for record.


If the complainant does not appear on the next date of hearing  it will be presumed  that he is satisfied and the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to October 24, 2007.




`





SD:
  





  

(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Jaswant Singh




---.Complainant







Vs.

P.I../ O/o D.E.O. Khamano



---Respondent





CC No-392-of 2007: 
Present:
Shri Jaswant Singh complainant.



Shri Prem Chand, C.P.E.O. Khamano.

Order:

The B.E.P.O. has transferred the application to the Distt. Education Officer, under intimation to the applicant, but not within five days as required under Section 6(3) of the R.T.I. Act. He is, therefore, now directed to obtain the information from the office of the District Education Officer and supply to the complainant through Regd. Post and to produce the proof thereof on the next date of hearing.


Adjourned to October 03, 2007.


In case the complainant has received the information, he need not appear on the next date of hearing.

SD:


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Santokh Singh Gill



---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana

----.Respondent.

CC No-503-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.



Kanwar Narinder Singh A.P.I.-cum-D.R.O. Ludhiana

Order:


The A.P.I.O. has made a statement in Court today that the required information has since been supplied to the complainant by him through the Patwari.  I have seen the fax message containing the receipt.  A Photostat copy of the fax message may be supplied for record of the Court. Accordingly, the complaint is disposed of.

SD:


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Darshan Singh 




---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o D.P.I. (Schools) Punjab.



 ----.Respondent.

CC No-517-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Darshan Singh complainant in person.



Shri Gulshan Lal, A.P.I.O. O/o D.P.I. (S) Punjab.

Order:


The complainant confirms that he has got the attested copies of the full information. A copy of the same has been retained in the record of the Court. The case is thus disposed of.


SD:
  





 

 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Nachatta Singh




---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o. Deputy Commissioner, Moga


----.Respondent.

CC No-524-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Nachhattar Singh complainant in person.



Shri M.S. Jagjit, P.I.O.-cum- A.C. Ist Grade, O/o



Deputy Commissioner, Moga.

Order:


The P.I.O. states that full information required by the applicant has been provided to him on August 03, 2007. The complainant, who is present in Court confirms that the full information, as required, has since been provided to him. He further states that he is satisfied and the matter may be disposed of.


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









SD:
  





  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Yash Pal Khosla





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.


----.Respondent.

CC No-527-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Yash Pal Khosla, complainant in person.



Shri Bhupinderjit Singh, APIO-cum-DRO, Jalandhar



Shri Paramjit Singh, UDC, Civil Works Div. Jalandhar

Order:


Shri Yash Pal Khosla in his complaint dated March 24, 2007 stated that his application dated 27-11-2006 asking for information on eight points from the Distt. Revenue Officer-Cum-Authority under the Right to Information Act, Jalandhar City with due payment of fee, has not been attended to. The complaint was referred to the concerned P.I.O. and a date of hearing was fixed for today. The complainant states that he has received  information (136 pages). However, the complainant states that he has not received the full information in respect of Items  6 and 7.
2.
Today, Shri Paramjit Singh, Upper Division Clerk posted in the office of the Civil Works Division, Jalandhar of the Electricity Board is present. The complainant has confirmed that he has received full information asked for by him vide his application dated                                   November 27, 2006. However, he had   also asked for further information in continuation of his earlier application which has not been supplied. 64Further information cannot be covered in the present complaint which is only in respect of the original application.

The complaint is therefore, hereby disposed of.








SD:





       (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)




  



 State Information Commissioner 
August 21, 2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Kikkar Singh





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o. Distt. Revenue Officer, Ludhiana

----.Respondent.

CC No-536-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Kikkar Singh, complainant in person.


Kanwar Narinder Singh,  A.P.I.O.-cum-






Tehsildar ,Ludhiana.

Order:

Kanwar Narinder Singh A.P.I.O. states that Khatauni Istemaal of village Sahnewal Kalan, Had Bast No.229 is not available. All the record, which was available, has been inspected by the complainant himself, who is himself a retired; Patwari of the Consolidation Deptt and therefore, information cannot be made available to him.
2. I am afraid, this reply is not acceptable. Khatauni istemaal is a very important revenue record of the village. All such documents which should be available and are mandatory to be maintained being the permanent and legal revenue record of the village cannot be stated to be “not available.” The A.P.I.O. is directed to inform the Commission whether any inquiry was instituted to go to the root of the matter to find out at what stage and when the record was deposited and when it has gone missing. If so, the Commission may be informed of the results and of the responsibility fixed for the missing record. In case no clue is found whether and FIR was got registered?  Khatauni Istemaal is the basic document for use in the consolidation operations based upon which the lands under use as ‘rastas’ etc. as well as values of different lands are also computed i.e. equivalence statement etc. It would be necessary to find out why Khatauni istemaal of only one out of the four Pattis of the village have gone missing. A copy of this order should also be sent to the Director, land Records. All out efforts should be made to locate this record.


Adjourned to October 24, 2007 for consideration.











SD:




   




 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)








       State Information Commissioner 


August 21,  2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Ms. Anju Bala Sood





---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar.


----.Respondent.

CC No-538 & 539-of 2007: 

Present:
None for the complainant.


Shri Bhupinderjit Singh, Distt. Rent Officer,-cum-APIO, 



Jalandhar.

Order:

The subject-matter in complaint No. 538-2007 (Ms. Anju Bala Sood Vs. Deputy Commissioner Jalandhar) and CC-539-2007 (Shri Raj Pal Sood Vs. Deputy Commission, Jalandhar,) being identical, both these complaints are clubbed  and shall be disposed of with one order in complaint No. CC-538-2007. However, a copy of the order shall be placed in complaint No.CC-539-2007.
2.
Shri Bhupinderjit Singh, A.P.I.O. Jalandhar states that full information has already been supplied to the complainants in both the cases (who are husband and wife) on April 25, 2007, which has been duly receipted by them and a photocopy of the same has been placed on record. 
3.
Due notice had been issued to both  on July 18,2007 for today’s hearing. Since they have not appeared, it is presumed that they are satisfied with the information which they have received. Both the above cited complaints are hereby disposed of accordingly.


A copy of this order is directed to be placed in file CC-539-2007.








SD:
  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21,  2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Sh. Raj Pal Sood






---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o. Deputy Commissioner, Jalandhar


----.Respondent.

CC No-539-of 2007: 

Present:


Order:



Same order as in CC 538 of 2007    (Ms. AnjuBala Sood  Vs.                   D.C. Jalandhar.
SD:


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21,  2007.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB

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

Shmt. Rupinderjit Kaur




---.Complainant







Vs.
PIO/O/o Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar

----.Respondent.

CC No-396-of 2007: 

Present:
Shri Jatinder Singh on behalf of Shmt. Rupinderjit Kaur 




complainant.


None for the P.I.O. office of Deputy Commissioner, Amritsar.

Order:


Vide her complaint dated January 24, 2007 Smt. Rupinderjit Kaur submitted that her application dated January 09, 2007 made to the address of the Deputy Commissioner-cum-P.I.O. Amritsar had not been attended to and no information had been supplied. The application was returned to her stating that a complaint lies only after the expiry of thirty days and the complaint was returned to her in original. She thereafter resubmitted her complaint on March 05, 2007 stating that she had still not received the information. A copy of her complaint was referred to the P.I.O. and a date of hearing was fixed for today. 

2.
Sh. Jatinder Singh authorized representative of Smt. Rupinder Kaur is present today, but none has appeared on behalf of the P.I.O. He states that the information has since been received on August 17, 2007 (51 pages). However, he states that this information is not complete as three pages of a different result have been included and the three pages of the actual result have not been given. He had already brought this discrepancy in the notice of the P.I.O. concerned, in writing.
3. The P.I.O. is hereby directed to supply him correct and complete information accordingly and under due receipt or through Regd. Post within ten days. The receipt of the information from the complainanty/proof of Registry 
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should the produced in the Court along with three pages of the correct result sought by the complainant on the next date of hearing. (The concerned pages which require to be substituted are Nos. 21, 22, and 23 of the information already provided).
4. In case the applicant has duly received the information and is satisfied, she need not appear and it will be taken that she is satisfied and the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to September 19.2007.
SD:


  





   
 (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)









State Information Commissioner 


August 21,  2007.

Opk’



State Information Commission Punjab

    SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Shri Charanjit Singh Aulakh  




---Complainant








Vs.

PIO, Principal Secy. Revenue




---Respondent.





CC No. 531 of 2007.
Present: 
Charanjit Singh Aulakh, complainant in person. 
Sh. Sajjan Singh, Supdt. R.E.I Branch (for the PIO), O/O,                               D.C .Barnala, and
Shri Narinder Kumar, Sr. Asstt. 
ORDER:

Shri Charanjit Singh Aulakh, vide his complaint dated 22.3.07 has submitted that his application under RTI Act dated 12.12.06 made to the Principal Secretary Revenue, Estt.-II Branch, enquiring about the status of his complaint dated 20.5.06 had not been attended to. Instead of supplying him full information, he had been harassed and asked to supply affidavit before his original complaint made to the FCR could be attended to.  He stated that his complaint had been passed to the D.C. Ludhiana mischievously, whereas it clearly was a complaint against  the officials of Barnala District and not Ludhiana District.

2.
Today, the representative of the PIO stated that the information ( 5 pages) with covering letter dated 14.8.07 had been given to the complainant and a copy was supplied for the record of the court also. However it was seen that the enclosures had not been  attested.  Attested papers should be given to the complainant. The complainant is advised to study these papers and in case there is any deficiency, it should be pointed out in writing to the PIO with a copy to the Court for its record. The PIO is directed to give complete information strictly in accordance with the original application within 10 days.

 3.
Incidentally, it is observed that para 4 of the covering letter supplied by the 
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PIO  is quite irrelevant. The matter is not covered by Section 11 of the Act  as implied therein.


Adjourned to 10th October, 2007.










SD:








(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)






        State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)
State Information Commission Punjab

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

Sh. Gopal Ktrishan Duggal


Complainant



Vs.

D.C.Barnala.






Respondent.






CC No.532 of 2006.

Present: 
Shri Gopal Krishan Duggal, complainant in person.



Sh. Hargobind Singh, Naib Tehsildar Barnala-cum-APIO. 

ORDER:

The APIO states that the information in connection with application dated 5.12.06 submitted under RTI Act, 2005 had been prepared and supplied to the applicant but he had refused to accept the information on 3rd March, 2007 when the messenger was sent  to deliver it to him. He has brought the information containing 27 pages today also which has been supplied to Shri Gopal Krishan through Court and a copy has also been given to the Court for record. Deficiencies, if any, are to be pointed out in writing to the PIO with a copy  to the Court for information. The PIO should give the remaining information within 10 days under due receipt, strictly in accordance with the original application.


Adjourned to 9th October, 2007.












SD:








     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri Rajesh Kumar



















---Complainant



Vs.

PIO, D.P.I.(S), Punjab.





---Respondent.





CC No.537 of 2006.

Present:  
Shri Rajesh Kumar, complainant in person.



Shri Prem Nath, Supdt.-cum-PIO, O/O DPI(S), Punjab and



Shri Gursewak Singh, Sr. Asstt.(Dealing Asstt.)
for the PIO.


ORDER:

The APIO states that Shri Rajesh Kumar has already been informed vide their letter dated 21.6.07 that his application dated 4.1.07 does not lie with them but should properly be addressed to PIO, SSS Board, Punjab. This is unsatisfactory. The application was required to be transferred to the correct PIO within 5 days as provided u/s 6 sub section 3 of the Act and not after 6 months. That being the position, the ball remains in their court. The PIO should get the required information from the PIO of the SSS Board at his own level and provide it to the complainant as the delay can squarely be put at his door. The purpose of the application has clearly been spelled out to the APIO i.e                            Sh. Rakesh Kumar wishes to know his position in order of merit not in the merit list since there are nine ineligible/duplicate names in the final merit list of candidates.  He wishes to know his chances in respect of the nine resultant vacancies. The information may be taken from the PIO, SSS Board specifically with reference to this query.  The remaining information is not needed as stated by him


Adjourned to 10th October, 2007. 












SD:








  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 



State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

State Information Commission Punjab

SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.
Shri Rakesh Jain






---Complainant



Vs.

PIO, Tehsildar, Mohali





---Respondent.






CC No. 540 of 2006.
Present: 
Shri Rakesh Jain, complainant in person



None for the respondent.

ORDER:

Shri Rakesh Jain, vide his complaint dated 26.3.07 submitted that  his application dated 29.01.2007 submitted under the RTI Act,2005 addressed to the PIO, O/O Sub Registrar, Mohali had not been attended to so far. A copy of the said complaint was referred to the concerned PIO and the date of hearing was fixed for 21st August vide notice dated 18.7.07 giving sufficient time for response. However, none has appeared on behalf of the PIO, Tehsildar Mohali and neither any written reply received.

2.
The PIO is hereby directed to supply the information to the complainant immediately under due receipt and a copy of the information supplied be supplied to the Court for its record along with the receipt. 

3.
The Public Information Officer is also hereby given notice under Section 20(1) of the R.T.I. Act and required to file written reply/explanation as to why action, as envisaged therein be not taken against him through the imposition of penalty of Rs.250/- per day subject to the maximum of Rs.25, 000/- as per the provisions contained in the Act.
4.
The P.I.O. is also hereby given an opportunity for personal hearing under Section 20(1) Proviso thereto, on the same date. He may take note that in case he does not file written reply and also chooses not to appear on that date, it will be presumed that he has nothing to say and the Commission will take further proceedings in his absence.
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5. The P.I.O. may further take note that in case the needful is not done, even by the next date, the Commission will be constrained to take action under Section 20(2) of the Act for recommending disciplinary action against the P.I.O.


Adjourned to 24th October, 2007.











SD:









     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)




State Information Commission Punjab
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh.

 Dr. Rajinder Kaur




                     ---Complainant



Vs.

PIO, SPSK Khalsa College, Begowal


          ---Respondent.





CC No. 544 of 2006.

Present:  Dr. Promila Dhawan in person and for the co-complainant

 Dr. Rajinder Kaur.

Dr. Jagpal Singh, PIO-cum-Principal, SPSK Khalsa College, Begowal.

ORDER:

Smt Promila Dhawan, Lecturer in History vide her complaint dated 22.3.07 submitted in the Commission stated that her application dated 27.1.07 presented to the PIO under the RTI has not been attended to and the required information has not been given to her so far. The PIO vide his letter dated 10.8.07, addressed to the Deputy Registrar of the State Information Commission stated as under:


“No doubt, we have received the letter dated 27.1.07 from the complainant seeking information and again on receiving their  reminder dated 3.4.2007 (Photocopy attached), in which they have also quoted  the above said letter dated 27.1.2007. Accordingly, the required information was supplied to the complainants vide our letter No. 250/17 dated 1.5.07 by Speed Post bearing No. RLA-557 addressed to Smt. Rajinder Kaur and RLA 558 addressed to Smt. Promila Dhawan (Photocopy attached).


I feel sorry for the delay in supplying the information due to partial awareness about the Right to Information Act, 2005.”

2.
The explanation for the delay is accepted. However, the PIO is directed to supply a copy of the resolution dated 8.4.2007, which is the crucial resolution with respect to the dismissal of the applicants.

3.
The PIO stated that in their letter dated 3.4.07, they had asked for resolutions passed  “up-to-date”. Which is construed as the date of the letter. 
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However, “up-to date” in the context of supply of information can also be interpreted  up to the date of supply of information, since in this particular case, the crucial resolution  falls between the date  of her application and the supply of information by the PIO.

4.
The PIO is hereby directed not to await a fresh application on this point but to supply the information to her under due receipt and to supply a copy thereof to this court also for its record.  Smt. Promila Dhawan may also sent a letter or appear herself on the next date, in case a copy of such resolution is not supplied. Otherwise, it will be presumed that she has received the information and the case will be disposed of.


Adjourned to 25th Sept. 2007.












SD:








     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

State Information Commission Punjab




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

Shri Swarn Singh




Complainant



Vs.

PIO, D.T.O. Moga.





Respondent.






CC No. 693 of 2006.

Present:  Shri Swarn Singh, complainant in person.


Shri Ravinder Singh, PIO-cum-DTO, Moga.

ORDER:

Shri Swarn Singh, vide his letter nil, received on 24.4.07 in the Commission submitted that his application dated 8.2.07 to the address of the PIO, Office of the D.T.O. Moga with due payment of fee   on 6.3.07 had not been attended to and the information had not been given to him. The PIO states that the full information  asked for (containing 18 pages)  has since been provided to him. Mr. Swarn Singh has also confirmed the same 

As such, the case is hereby disposed of.
                                                                                          

SD:








     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

State Information Commission Punjab

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

Shri Megh Dass

















Complainant



Vs.

PIO, GA to D.C. Sangrur.




Respondent.






AC No.181 of 2006.

Present:  
None for the complainant.




Shri Rajbir Singh, PIO-cum-DRO Sangrur.




Shri Akbar Ali, BDO Bhawanigarh and

Shri Chaman Lal, APIO-cum-Panchayat   Secy, Bhawanigarh.
ORDER:

The case was considered on 17.7.07 and show cause notice was issued to the PIO. The reply has been filed today vide letter No. 186/SCA, dated 20.8.2007 by the APIO-cum-DRO Sangrur. The explanation is accepted and the case is disposed of.










SD:









     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

State Information Commission Punjab

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





















Complainant



Vs.










Respondent.






CC No. of 2006.

Present:  


ORDER:








     (Mrs. Rupan Deol ajaj) 

State Information Commissioner.

21st August, 2007

(ADP)

