STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Ms. Harpreet Kaur






---Appellant

Vs.

P.I.O./Distt. Education Officer (Elementary)



---Respondent

Appeal Case No. AC-109-2006:

Present:
Shri Harvinder Singh husband of Ms. Harpreet Kaur, complainant.


Shri Gurvir Singh, dealing clerk on behalf of Shri Ranjit Singh, P.I.O. O/o D.E.O. (Elementary), Ludhiana.

Order:


Mrs. Harpreet Kaur, vide her complaint dated November 16, 2006 submitted that her application dated September 1, 2006 made to the P.I.O./ Office of the District Education Officer, (Elementary), Mini-Secretariat, Ludhiana and later to the first Appellate Authority under the Right to Information Act, 2005 vide her application dated October 9, 2006, have both not elicited any response. She requested for an appropriate action in the matter as per the provisions of the Right to Information Act, 2005.


Since a copy of the original application dated September 1, 2006 with brief details of payment of fee was not available, a copy has been taken from the applicant.


The Distt. Education Officer, vide his letter dated October 24, 2001 informed Smt. Harpreet Kaur with reference to the reimbursement of her medical claims, that of the amount of Rs.l,01,731, for which the sanction issued for            2005-2006 was received by them on November 10, 2005.                                          Rs.80, 345/- have been disbursed. The office had asked for a further grant of Rs.2,001, 528/- from the department for meeting pending claims.    This letter 
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was received by the claimant, though he states it was received late. that he has So the appellant wrote to the P.I.O. stating that since he had already filed an appeal on November 9, 2006 and a complaint against the non-supply of information, it was not for him to further correspond with the complainant.                    The Public Information Officer was no longer in the picture. The matter was entrusted to this Court for hearing and was fixed for hearing today.


The representative of the P.I.O. has filed a written reply dated 30-1-2007 with an annexure of three pages giving details of pending medical bills of Rs.29,81,250/-  which cannot be disbursed for lack of funds and  that all pending bills would be cleared on the receipt of  budget allotment.

The information has been supplied to the Court vide letter No.469 of even date with a copy supplied to the representative of the appellant. I am             satisfied that the information asked for supplied. 


The appeal is disposed of accordingly.










SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


       State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2007.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Kidar Nath






---Appellant 

Vs.

Director, Public Instructions (Schools), Punjab

---Respondent

Complaint Case No. AC-103-2006:
Present:
None for the Appellant

Shri Bhupinder Singh Sethi, Superintendent, Works Branch,                     on behalf of authorised representative/APIO.

Shri Vishal Shingari  and Shri Avtar Singh,

 both Dealing Assistants.

Order:


The A.P.I.O. produced a bunch of papers with a covering letter. I find that none of them are attested to be true copies and one of the annexures being the Inquiry Report, is also not legible. The A.P.I.O. is hereby directed that the covering letter, should contain full details. The list of the documents being supplied should be indexed and it should also be certified that all the papers asked for have been supplied. Moreover, it is noted that the information has not been supplied to the applicant, but only to the Court. The A.P.I.O. is hereby directed to give the complete information, on all concerned points,                     as available with the Department by March 23, 2007, under due receipt and to file the compliance report in the Court on March 28, 2007 without fail.                                       The papers submitted are not accepted in the present form and are being  returned being deficient.

Adjourned to March 28, 2007



SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’



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

Shri Atma Singh Bhatti





---Complainant

Vs.

Jt. Director, Animal Husbandry




---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-490-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri Darshan Singh, P.I.O. cum-Joint Director, Animal Husbandry.

Order:


With reference to the directions issued by this Court on                               November 22, 2006, the date of compliance was fixed for December 20, 2006. On 20-12-2006, the Court was not held due to a holiday being declared in                       Union Territory, Chandigarh on account of Municipal Corporation Elections and a new date was fixed, i.e. for today. (31-1-2007). However, vide letter dated December 12, 2006, the full information required to be given to Dr. Atma Singh was given to him along with annexures running into 12 pages. The information was sent to him vide registered post, number of which has been filed in Court today. A fresh notice had been issued to the P.I.O. as well as to the complainant-Dr. Atma Singh Bhatti for today well in time on December 29, 2006. Since                     Shri Atma Singh is not present today, it is clear that he has received the full information and is satisfied with the same.


The case is thus disposed of accordingly.








SD:

    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh






---Appellant

Vs.

P.I.O./Printing & Stationery, Punjab



---Respondent

Appeal Case No. AC-122-2006:

Present:
Shri Arjan Singh, appellant in person.



Shri Jasbir Singh A.P.I.O. O/o Printing & Stationery, Punjab/

Order:

The Appellant has a long standing and a serious grievance about his placement in the seniority list, as per his right against the posts reserved for Scheduled Castes. He has explained that the information that he is seeking is on one point only, that is, regarding his placement on December 18, 1968 as an Assistant. He wishes to know whether he had been appointed as an Assistant against a post reserved in the Roster for officials belonging to the Scheduled Castes or was his placement as on that date made against a post of General Category. He states that this is the gist of his application and if this information is supplied to him, he will be more than satisfied. The A.P.I.O. has stated that the said information will be supplied to him after ascertaining the factual position from the records available in the department. He is directed to do by the                                   2nd of March 2007 and supply the information under due receipt to applicant and further to appear in this Court with compliance report on March 07, 2007.


Adjourned to March 07, 2007.
 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh






---Appellant

Vs.

P.I.O./Printing & Stationery, Punjab



---Respondent

Appeal Case No. AC-123-2006:

Present:
Shri Arjan Singh, appellant in person.



Shri Jasbir Singh A.P.I.O. O/o Printing & Stationery, Punjab.

Order:


Vide his complaint dated November 23, 2006, the Appellant has stated that his application dated June 28, 2006 addressed to Shri Prithi Chand, P.C.S, P.I.O./Printing & Stationery, Punjab, has not been attended to properly and the reply given to him is factually incorrect. He has, therefore, requested that necessary action be taken against the P.I.O. in terms of the R.T.I. Act, 2005.                  Shri Arjan Singh produced a photo-stat copy of office order No.2062-S-I/F/Pb dated July 11975 (in Punjabi) sent by Shri Pavittar Singh Walia, Controller, Printing & Stationery Punjab and sent vide endorsement No.2063-78-sasa-1/F/Pb. to seven different offices by the Assistant Accounts Officer for Controller, Printing & Stationery, Punjab, Chandigarh. He stated that in this office order against his name at serial No.3, where he had been promoted from his position of Assistant to Head-Assistant Govt. Press, Patiala (Rs.300-500), it had clearly indicated in the remarks column that he had been promoted in place of serial No.2 (Reserved). He stated that in view of this communication, the reply provided by the Public Information Officer to him was 
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clearly wrong. A copy of this letter has been provided to the Public Information Officer and he has been directed to reconcile the position. In view of the ongoing election process in which the department is also involved, enough time is being given to the Public Information Officer and he is directed to give the required information by March 2, 2007 and to file the compliance report in this Court on March 7, 2007.


Adjourned to March 07, 2007.



SD:
   (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh






---Appellant

Vs.

P.I.O./Printing & Stationery, Punjab



---Respondent

Present Appeal Case No. AC-124-2006:



Shri Arjan Singh, appellant in person.



Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. O/o Printing & Stationery, Punjab.
Order:


Shri Arjan Singh appellant seeks time for arguments in the appeal to which Shri Jasbir Singh A.P.I.O. has no objection.

Allowed.


Adjourned to March 07, 2007.

 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Arjan Singh






---Appellant

Vs.

P.I.O./Printing & Stationery, Punjab



---Respondent

Appeal Case No. AC-125-2006:

Present:
Shri Arjan Singh, appellant in person.



Shri Jasbir Singh, A.P.I.O. O/o Printing & Stationery, Punjab.
Order:


Shri Arjan Singh appellant seeks time for arguments in the appeal to which Shri Jasbir Singh A.P.I.O. has no objection.

Allowed.


Adjourned to March 07, 2007.

 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Raj Kumar






---Complainant

Vs.

PIO/Distt. Education Officer (Sec.) Ludhiana.

---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-573-2006:

Present:
Shri Raj Kumar Complainant in person.



None for the respondent-P.I.O
Order:

Vide his application dated October 3, 2006, Shri Raj Kumar, complainant has submitted that his application for information regarding the status of his medical claims made to the P.I.O., Office of the Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab, Chandigarh vide his application dated August 24, 2006 that due payment of fee has not been attended to and has not been attended 6till date of his complaint. Separately, he had earlier taken recourse to serving a legal notice dated January 31, 2006 and no reply was received. He had sent many reminders (numbering-4) earlier dated 26-7-2005, 30-8-2005, 7-6-2006 and                 20-7-2006, but to no effect.

2. The complaint was forwarded to the Public Information Officer Office of the District Education Officer (Secondary) and also to the Public Information Officer of the office of Director, Public Instructions (Secondary) Punjab, for their response within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission, but both of them did not reply. Thereafter, this case was entrusted for hearing to this Court and a hearing was fixed for today (January 31, 2007). No reply has been received from both the P.I.Os in the Ludhiana district and from the office of the D.P. I, Punjab and none has appeared on their behalf either.    However,     the 
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complainant, who is present today has stated that he has been given a cheque for reimbursement of Rs. 1,02, 480/- for his by-pass surgery, which has been pending for the last three years. He has complained that he has not been given any interest on the amount although he has raised the amount from other sources after paying heavy interest thereon. This plea of the complainant does not lie within the cope and ambit of the Right to Information Act, 2005 under which this Commission is functioning. This Commission can only ensure that necessary information sought by the applicant is not withheld from him. For the purpose of payment of interest or any orders in terms of justice and equity etc.,           he may approach the Competent Authority with his representation/grievance for redressal of the same.


The case is disposed of accordingly.








SD:
     (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Rohtash Kumar





---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O./Director, Public Instructions (S), Punjab

---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-547 -2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.

Shri Niranjan Singh, Assistant-Director O/o D.P.I. (S) Punjab.

Shri Brij Mohan, Superintendent of the Directorate.

Order:

A show cause notice under Section 20 of the Right to Information Act, 2005 and an opportunity of heard had been granted to Niranjan Singh, Assistant Director, Branch Incharge and Shri Brij Mohan, Superintendent of the office of the Directorate, in terms of Section 5(4) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. It has been found that the P.I.O. who had supplied the information late was not at fault as he had repeatedly (four times) on 7-9-2006, 6-10-2006, 24- 10-2006 and 31-1-2006, vide written communications required that the information be supplied immediately, but both of them did not do so. Today, both officers are present in person and have filed their explanations in writing also.  They have stated that the concerned file was under action and submitted to the higher authorities and it was pending in the D.G.S.E/ and the reply was furnished the moment and file was received back. This explanation is not satisfactory as no efforts were made by the persons to bring it to the attention of the D. G. S. E that the file was urgently required for a time bound reference under the R.T.I. Act. This carelessness cannot be condoned. Both the officers concerned are hereby strictly warned to be careful in future as they will not be excused second time.

The case is disposed of accordingly.










SD:
  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


        State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Uday Narayan






---Complainant

Vs.

P.i.o./ Pb.State Electricity Board, Ludhiana


---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-484-2006:

Present: 
Shri Surinderpal Singh, Advocate, for Shri Uday Narain, 

Complainant.

Shri P.S.Taung, Advocate, for the P.S.E.B. Ludhiana..

Order:


The complainant has submitted, vide his letter dated September 14, 2006 to the Commission that  in response to his application dated July 18, 2006 made to the P.I.O./P.S.R.B (City) East Circle. The P.I.O. has provided information, which was found by him to be incomplete, unsatisfactory, misleading and false. He thus filed his complaint in terms of Section 18(1)(e) of the Right to Information Act, 2005. A copy of his complaint with details of his objections was sent to the P.S.E.B. for their response within 15 days for the consideration of the Commission with a copy to the complainant. Both letters addressed to the S.D.O./P.S.E.B. Ludhiana as well as Udhey Narain were received back unopened. Thereafter, a date of hearing of the complaint was fixed for December 6, 2006 when the Advocate for the complainant stated that he was not in a position to attend on December 6, 2006 and sought an adjournment. The case was adjourned to 31-1-2007.

2.
Today, a reply by the P.I.O. has been filed through Brig. P.S. Taung, Advocate,  his authorized attorney. A copy of the same has been provided to the 
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complainant. Likewise, the complainant has also filed a reply to a letter bearing Memo No.162 dated January 12, 2007, copy of which has been provided to the opposite party. The case will be adjourned for consideration on                                March 28, 2007.
 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

Shri Hardev Singh






---Complainant

Vs.

P.I.O./ Govt. Science & Research College, Jagraon.
---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC-586-2006:

Present:
Shri Hardev Singh, complainant in person.

Ms. Harmandeep Kaur, Director, Govt. Science & Research Institute, Jagraon.

Order:


Shri Hardev Singh had submitted, vide his letter dated September 2006 received in the Commission on October 10, 2006 that his application dated August 7, 2006 made to the P.I.O. Office of the Director, Sanmati Science & Research College Institute, Jagraon, for under Right to Information Act, 2005 duly accompanied by the prescribed fee, had not drawn any response to date. The said complaint was forwarded to the concerned P.I.O. for response within  15 days for consideration of the Commission on October 11, 2006 to which the said P.I.O. Smt. Harmandeep Kaur, Director of the College replied vide her letter No.2006/291-293 dated October 17, 2006 that there is no refusal to the supply of any information on the part of the College. The information which had been sought from the retired employee (She is referring to the complainant                                Shri Hardev Singh), had been received from him on October 16, 2006 and the said information has been sent/was being sent to the Principal Govt.                            Sr. Secondary School, Talwandi Kalan, along with the affidavit received from him. The information sent included the service Book duly completed after incorporating details from the available attending Registrar of the College. Thereafter, the information sent by the Principal was sent to Shri Hardev Singh 
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for his comments within 15 days. Further date of hearing of the case was fixed for December 20, 2006 when the matter was adjourned to January 31, 2007.


Since the Elections for the Municipal Corporation of Union Territory, Chandigarh were being held on December 20, 2006 and a holiday had been declared in Chandigarh. A copy of the notice of the new date of hearing was once again sent to Shri Hardev Singh as well as to the P.I.O. Today, despite due notice Shri Hardev Singh has not appeared. Obviously he has no further complaint in the matter and the necessary information has already been supplied. If he had any grouse, he would have appeared or sent some written communication in response to the notice of this Court.


The case is disposed of accordingly.










SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB

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

 Shri Harcharanjit Singh Sodhi




---Complainant

Vs.






P.I.O./Addl. Secretary (Rev)(B)




---Respondent

Complaint Case No. CC- 388-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant.



Shri. J.C. Malhotra, Advocate for the Deptt. Of  Revenue, Punjab.



Sr. State Council.

Order:

A detailed reply to the show cause notice running to six pages has been filed by Shri M. S. Panwar P.C.S, Addl. Secretary (Revenue State Public Information Officer, Deptt. of Revenue & Rehabilitation dated 19-12-2006 was filed earlier along with six annexures. A letter dated December 14, 2006 was also addressed to the complainant. In the reply, it is stated that the applicant had filed his application before the Financial Commissioner (Revenue);, who is not  but the P.I.O. but the Appellate Authority. However, the P.I.O. informed the applicant regarding the deficiencies in the remittance of fee etc. Amongst other objections, it has been brought to my notice that same/similar complaint has already been disposed of by other Benches of the Commission twice earlier. The submission of the P.I.O. in paras 10, 11 and 12 are reproduced below:-

“10.
That it has been further revealed from the office record of the Deputy Commissioner, S.A.S. Nagar that matter of copies of revenue record had also come up before Shri P.K. Verma, Punjab State information Commjissioner in Complaint CC-265 of 2006 in which P.I.O./D.C., S.A.S Nagar was made respondent and it was disposed of with the following order:-
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“Heard.


The respondents have informed the Commission that the 
required information has been sent to the complainant. The 
complainant is; not present. Apparently, he is satisfied.


No further action is required to be taken in this case, which is 
disposed of.








Sd;







(P.K. Verma)





State Information Commissioner.


Copy of the order dated 21-9. 2006 is at Annexure R-IV.

11. That the complainant made another complaint before the State Information Commission, Punjab registered as C.C. 280 of 2006 wherein P.I.O./office of Divisional Commissioner, Patiala was made respondent and it came up before Shri Rajan Kashyap, Chief Information Commissioner, who disposed of this complaint on the ground that the respondent, who was represented through S.D.M. Dera Bassi stated before the Commission that the information had been supplied to the complainant and the matter may be closed. It was also observed by the Commission that the additional issues; pertaining to the merits of disposal of certain mutation cases, copies ofv which have been supplied, are not to be considered under the R.T.I. Act. Copy of the order dated                   16-10-2006 is Annexure R-V.

12. That third complaint before this Commission regarding the same subject-matter which was decided by the Single Bench and the Division Bench of the State Information Commissioner, Punjab is not maintainable since the information sought by the complaint has already been supplied and duly disposed of by the Commission twice as discussed above.
2.
 I have called for the file disposed of on October 16, 2006 (C.C./ 280 of 2006, disposed of by the Division bench of Mr. Rajan Kashyap, Chief Information Commissioner, Punjab sitting with   Mr.    Surinder     Singh ,   State Information Commissioner and I have checked the complaint dealt therein. The complaint is 
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regarding the original application dated June 17, 2006 made to                                     Shri K.K. Bhatnagar, I.A.S. Secretary Revenue & Rehabilitation, Punjab Secretariat, Chandigarh. The subject-matter “Fate of my complaint dated                                    26-11-2005 addressed to the Deputy Commissioner, Patiala with copy addressed to the Principal-Secretary, Revenue Punjab”, under registered cover. Copy of complaint is made to Madam Anjali Bhaura and Deputy Commissioner, Patiala are - - - -.” The Draft of fee is No. 67587 dt. 17-6-2006 of Oriental Bank of Commerce, Patiala, for Rs.90/-. It has thus been found that the complainant -Shri H. S. Sodhi has moved a complaint on August 23, 2006 for the self-same and identical matter dated June 18, 2006.This is highly objectionable and waste of time of authorities at all levels. It is seen that such complainant only wish to clog the whole system and defeat the purpose for which the Act was enacted. Shri Harcharanjit Singh Sodhi is found to have not approached the Commjmission with clean hands. The complaint is, therefore, rejected.


The Registry may now ensure that in future while referring the complaints for response to the respondent-P.I.O. should also ask the complainants to file an affidavit on the first date of hearing that they have not filed any such complaint earlier and none is pending before any other Bench of the Commission.

 

SD:
    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)


State Information Commissioner

January 31, 2006.

Opk’

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

Shri Jeet Singh

Vs.

Block Primary Education Officer, Guru Har Sahai.

Complaint Case No. CC-567-2006:

Present:
Shri Jeet Singh, complainant in person.



Shri Ashok Kumar, P.I.O-cum-Block Primary Education Officer,

Order:

The complainant stated that he had written two registered letters  are addressed by him to the Block Primary Education Officer, Block Guru Har Sahai-3 at Jalalabad (West) near Singh Sabha Gurdwarda, Jalalabad and the second letter to the Block Primary Education Officer, Guru Har Sahai-III at Jalalabad (West) by registered post and both were  “refused” to be received. As such the original letter dated September 21, 2006 with Postal Order of Rs.50/-                         was refused by the P.I.O. The letters of refusal have been seen by me today.


The Public Information Officer stated that in fact the letter of the Commission had also been wrongly addressed to him as per the address supplied by the complainant. The letter of the Commission for the hearing today dated December 29, 2006 addressed to the Public Information Officer Office of the Block Primary Education Officer, Guru Har Sahai, Tehsil Jalalabad, Distt. Ferozepur was received by Shri Ravinder Kumar Block Primary Officer, Guru Har Sahai-II, Ferozepur and he had further sent the said reference to him vide registered letter No.667 dated January 8, 2007. He also showed me the envelope by which it had been received. (Number of the Regd. Letter has not been indicated. In fact, it is a government envelop bearing the stamps of both the stations. He states that upon     receiving the      letter,      he          has          sent 
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the complete information vide his letter dated October 27, 2006 with annexure. Therefore, upon receiving this letter, the Public Information Officer supplied full information. It is found that there is no detailed list of the annexures or numbering of the pages done.  A list with complete details of the annexures with the subject and dates of the papers, duly attested, should be given. The P.I.O. stated the inquiry had been held on May 6, 2006.and the same information has already been forwarded to the Distt. Education officer on June 28, 2006.


The applicant denied having received the information. The complainant states that the information supplied today is incorrect as he states that the statements of the complainant had been recorded and the statements had definitely been recorded of Shri Karnail Singh Chairman and Surjit Singh, Secretary, Dalip Singh, Member Panchayat and Fauja Singh son of Shri Harnam Singh  who  had gone there in support of the complaint on  May 6, 2006 and copies of those statements are not available on the Inquiry Report. The Public Information Officer on the other hand, states today that he has supplied all the information, which is available with him. Moreover, he has also supplied a letter dated May 6, 2006, which is one of the annexures, (in which when translated in English), it has been stated:-

“Denial to make statement by Gram  Panchayat and Paswak.

In connection with making an inquiry, on 5-5-06, I along with                              Smt. Gurpreet Kaur, J.B. Teacher, went to village  Noore Ke, Block Guru 
Har Sahai-3. In a huff, the members of the Panchayat along with the Paswak   left the meeting. On repeated requests made by me, they did not sit in the meeting. When they were requested to make their statements, 
they did not talk anything. In connection with this complaint, they did not 
make any statement regarding this complaint.






Sd: Ashok Kumar, 6/5/06







(Seal.) Block Primary Education 







Officer, Block Guruhjarsahai-3 (Fzr.)”
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He has asserted that since the entire Panchayat of the village and Members of Pendu Siksha Vikas Committee left in a huff after an altercation took place between the complainant and the persons complained against and did not return despite being persuaded, no statements were recorded. In view of this assertion, it is observed that either the complainant must produce affidavits of the persons   whose statements were allegedly recorded before this Commission or  else make a complaint to the Competent Authority in the Administrative Department for necessary action against the Inquiry Officer/ or request for  re-investigation of the case through some other Inquiry Officer.


The case is disposed of accordingly.










SD:







    (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner

 January 31, 2006.
Opk”
STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH. 

Shri Ganesh Prashad Aggarwal

Vs.

PIO, O/O D.E.O.Gurdaspur

Complaint Case No. CC-447-2006:

Present:
None for the complainant



Shri Ashok Kumar, Block Primary Education Officer,



On behalf of PIO,  DEO Gurdaspur.

Order:


In compliance with the order dated 8.11.06 and December 6, 2006, compliance report was required to be filed on the 20th December, 2006. The Commission did not hear the case as the 20th December was declared a holiday at Chandigarh due to M.C.elections and the next date was fixed for 31.1.07. Today, it is seen that vide his letter dated 18.1.07,the PIO states that Sh. Amarjit Singh, Head Teacher has since  retired on 31.12.96 and his whereabout are not known. However from unofficial sources, it was learnt that Sh. Amarjit Singh is now allegedly serving in Baba Kashmira Singh Hospital, Jalandhar as an Acupressure expert. Under these circumstances, the case is considered as closed/disposed of.






SD:








  (Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

         State Information Commissioner

 January 31, 2006.

Ptk



State Information Commission  Punjab



SCO No.  32,33,34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh,
Shri Ved Vyas

Vs

P.I.O.,  Improvement Trust, Ludhiana.




CC No. 392 of 2006

Present:
None for the complainant

Prahalad Rai, Sr. Asstt, O/O I.T Ludhiana, on behalf of PIO.

ORDER
On the last date of hearing in my detailed order dated 24.1.07, it has been stated that  the complainant had objected that the information supplied by the PIO Sh. Ved Vyas, Asstt. Trust Engineer is incorrect.  He has given a letter giving the exact deficiencies. A copy of the same has been supplied to the representative of the Improvement Trust, Mr. Prahalad Rai, who is present today. The PIO, Improvement Trust is hereby directed to make up the deficiencies and supply the information, if any, strictly as per the original application to the PIO.  The complainant who had come in the morning  requested for adjournment and left as there has been a death in his family.
Accordingly, the case is adjourned for 7th March, 2007.









SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31, 2007.

State Information Commission  Punjab

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

Shri D.S.Bhatia

Vs

P.I.O.,  Punjab Ex-servicemen corporation




CC No. 587 of 2006
Present:
Shri D.S.Bhatia, complainant, in person.

Shri Raman Walia and 

Col. D.J.Singh, PIO for PESCO.

ORDER

Shri D.S. Bhatia vide his complainant dated 9.10.06 has submitted that his application dated 6.9.06 made to the address of PIO, PESCO has not been attended to properly and the information requested by him with due payment of fee has not been supplied to him in full. Therefore, in his complaint he has asked for;
i)
Inspection of remaining record as detailed  from (a) to (f) in the complaint.

ii)
supply of copies of documents pending since 7.8.06, detailed at para 2 of   the complaint.

iii) Supply of copies of documents demanded afresh on 6.9.06.

2. The application dated 6.9.06 attached as annexure has been seen. It has been noticed that  the application does not appear to be original application since it  refer to remaining record of letter No. DS/RTI/94, dated 22.6.2006 as well as remaining documents out of 22   documents listed therein,  which  he had asked for vide his letter dated 7-8-2006.  Thereafter, he had given details of the information which has not so far been supplied. However, he has in his letter given reference of many other letters and correspondence between him and the PIO,  MD, PESCO, which are not available on file. Shri D. S. Bhatia has been advised to go back to the original application made under the RTI Act which has led to the filing of CC-587/06 so that it is possible to know what is the deficiency which is required to be made up terms of original application only.               This is to obviate any demand of fresh/new supply of information added at different 
-2-

stages later which was not  envisaged by him in his original application. He may also supply all copies of correspondence which form the basis of his complaint so that it may be analyzed accordingly. He may also like to ensure himself that his complaint is made  only for  supply of specific documents. For this he has been given time to give the deficiencies in writing  by 15th February , 2007 with copy to the PIO. The PIO may also ensure that the remaining information, if any, be supplied to him by 21st February when this case will be taken up for consideration.

3. It is brought to my notice that the case has earlier been considered by the Commission and the orders passed thereon by  Sh. P. K. Verma, Hon’ble State Information commissioner,  dated 31.8.06. However, that order appears to be in respect of applications of the complainant dated 6.6.06 and 15.6.06  unless present matter can be traced back to the same application. The application in third case is still to be specified detailed in para-2 of this order. The case is adjourned to 21st February, 2007 for further consideration.
SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.


January 31, 2007.
Ptk.

State Information Commission  Punjab

SCO No.  32,33,34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh,
Shri Charan Bir Singh

Vs

P.I.O.,  O/O Rural Dev. And Panchayat, Punjab.




CC No. 588 of 2006

Present:
Sh. Charan Bir Singh, complainant in person. 

PIO Shri Mehar Dass Sharma, Dy.Secy. Rural Dev.

ORDER



Shri Charan Bir Singh, complainant vide his letter dated 10.10.06 has submitted that the PIO of the Department of rural Development and Panchayats Sh. Mehar Dass Sharma, did not accepted his complaint. He has further made a complaint that the officer denied being appointed as PIO in spite of the fact that the complainant show him a printout list of PIOs of the department from the portal in which his name existed and in spite of confronting him with the copy of the Act as published in the Central Govt. Gazette and specifically bringing to his attention the provisions of Section 6(3) of the Act, vide which he was required to send the application to the correct officer. The officer also had no idea of the procedure and mode of payment of fee. He has stated  “kindly treat this letter as a formal compliant against Sh. Mehar Dass Sharma, Dy. Secretary Rural Development for his refusal to accept my request  in the capacity of PIO of the Rural Dev. Department, Punjab, under the RTI Act.” He further states :


“I request that proceedings be initiated against the erring officer in this regard and appropriate disciplinary action be recommended, under the service rules applicable to him. Further, as per the provisions of the act, maximum personal penalty be imposed on the earring officer, setting an example for  such officer to refrain from harassing the public on such issues. In case the provisions of the act provide for, or the State Information Commission is suitably empowered, I would also request the commission to direct the officer to suitably compensate me for the extra expenses, time  & agony suffered by me due to the above. Meanwhile I request you to kindly ensure that my request for information is dealt with promptly.”
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2.
A copy of the complaint along with copy of the original application was sent to the PIO for his response, but the information was not received. Thereafter the case was fixed  for hearing for 31.1.06.

3.
Shri Mehar Dass Sharma has filed a reply to the complaint dated 31.1.07 with a copy to the complainant. To come up for consideration on 7.3.07. 
4.
In so far as the information required to be is concerned, it is noted that after receipt of the application from the complainant by registered post, it was transferred by him to the B-Wing without making any mention that it was being transferred to the PIO of the B-wing as required under RTI Act u/s 5(4) or 5(5). Since it was not transferred within 5 days as required u/s 6(3), the case now permanently remains with him.  He would also be accountable for any delay which has occurred. Sh. Mehar Dass Sharma, PIO is now hereby directed to called for the information from the Directorate or field, as the case may be, in writing or by sending a person to collect the necessary information and to give it to the complainant within a period of one month i.e. by 2nd of March and to file compliance report in this court on 7th March without fail. This  long period is being given in view of the fact that the Department of Rural Development and Panchayats is presently involved in election arrangements for the Punjab Polls up to the end of February,2007.


Adjourned for 7th March,2007.











SD:
(Mrs. Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31, 2007.



State Information Commission,  Punjab


    SCO No.  32,33,34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh,
Shri G.S.Swadeshi,

Vs

P.I.O.,  Municipal Council, Sirhind Mandi.




CC No. 351 of 2006

Present:
Shri G.S.Swadeshi, in person.

None for the respondent.

ORDER



With reference to the detailed orders passed by the Commission on 22.11.06, wherein it was directed that the information should be given to the applicant by 15.12.06 under due receipt and compliance report file in this Court on the 20th December along with a copy of the information supplied for the record of the Court on 20.12.06, but the Court was adjourned due to holiday being declared in Chandigarh on account of election of M.C and the next date was fixed for 31.1.07. Today the complainant has reported that no information has been received by him. This is in spite of the fact that the stand taken by the Executive Officer, M.C.Sirhind that the dealing hand was on  leave had been turned down as due to the leave of a dealing hand the entire work does not come to a stand still. It had been observed that the working arrangements are required to be made to carry on the emergency work in hand. In this case, the E.O.is himself PIO and he was directed to get hold of the record immediately.
2. Since the information has not been supplied, despite the directions given by the Court and in spite the fact that more that two months have elapsed till date after the direction were issued, the PIO/EO, M.C. Sirhind is hereby given an opportunity as envisaged u/s 20 of the Act dealing with penalties to show cause why the penalty as provided under the Act not imposed upon him for flouating the 
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directions of the Commission.  This explanation may be provided on the next date of hearing In addition, the information may now be supplied to him free of cost as provided u/s 7(6)  through registered post or under due receipt from the complainant by 2nd March and compliance thereof be filed on 7th March, in the Court. 


Adjourned to 7th March, 2007.











SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.



State Information Commission  Punjab





   SCO No.  32,33,34, Sector 17-C, Chandigarh,
Shri Shashi Bhushan Nagpal

Vs

P.I.O.,  Director, Treasuries and Accounts, Punjab.




AC No. 80 of 2006
Present:
Shashi Bhushan Nagpal, complainant in person

Shri S.K.Jindal, PIO, Addl. Director and

Sh. K.K,.Jindal, Sr. Asstt.

ORDER

Shri S.K .Jindal, PIO has already sent the reply dated 30.1.07 with reference to the orders of the Commission dated 6.12.06. A copy of the reply containing 17 pages has been provided to the applicant. However, in Para 3 of the reply, it is stated:

“Shri S.B Nagpal was not supplied information for the period more than twenty years old and Noting portion was also not supplied because there was no clear provision in the Right to Information Act. In this regard it is submitted that if the Hon’ble Commission feels that the information  more than 20 years old is to be supplied then the department has no objection in supplying such information which is readily  available with the department.”

2. This para of the reply is most surprising as in my order dated 6.12.06, a full page (para 5) was devoted to the interpretation of this section. It is very clear that the previous interpretation  being taken by the PIO has been cited again whereas it had been ruled by me that the information older than 20 years cannot be withheld and no exemption is available f or the same. The PIO states that 119 pages information was given earlier.  The PIO further states that beyond this, they are in a position to provide him the files which he needs to  inspect and he may take notes and extracts and ask for copies which may be useful for his purpose.
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3. I have made both the parties go through Section 3 as read with Section 2(f) (i) & (j) containing definition of “Information”, “record” and “Right to Information”  available under the RTI Act. “Information” thus means any information already available and no information which is to be created by analysis of available record, or required to be created afresh.
4. I have seen the voluminous information which is required by Sh. Nagpal for the last 35 year i.e. from 1971 to date and in respect of all cadres of the Department of Treasuries and Accounts, including all seniority lists, quota based promotions etc. I am satisfied with the information already supplied.  As such,  all 
the remaining information as may be required by the complainant, may be made available to him by allowing him to inspect the files for 15 days at a stretch (but not on holidays), on every afternoon i.e. from 2.00 PM to 4.30 PM. This inspection should be allowed as per the convenience of both complainant and the Department and also keeping in view the rush of work due to budget session etc.  It is now agreed by both parties that it should be from 2nd to 17th April, 2007. The PIO may depute a Clerk to assist him and all record which he wishes to inspect including noting portion of beyond 20 years may be made available to him. The complainant states that he wants to see the noting on the files within 20 years also. On this demand, no order can be passed in a wholesale manner but is to be considered on a case to case basis on any application. He may be supplied copies of any documents which he requires on payment.  With this,   the case is disposed of.











SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.




State Information Commission  Punjab




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

Shri Shashi Bhushan Nagpal

Vs

P.I.O., D.P.I.(Sec.),Punjab.




AC No. 79 of 2006

Present:
Shashi Bhushan Nagpal, complainant in person
Shri Pritam Singh, Supdt., O/O DPI(Sec.) and

Sh. Dogra Sr. Asstt. And

Sh. Bhupinder Singh Sethi, APIO, Superintendent.

ORDER



Both the parties requested for the adjournment. Hence the case is adjourned for 6th March, 2007.










SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.
Ptk.
To



The Executive Officer,



Nagar Council,



Kurali.

Sub;-

Approval of building plan of Sihan Resorts



Hotel-cum-Restaurant in Ward No. 11, Morinda



Road, Kurali.

Sir,



The building plan for the constructions of
Sihan Resorts

Hotel-cum-Restaurant in Ward No. 11, Morinda Road,, Kurali  having No. 47 dated 31.5.2005 was approved on 14-2-2006 ( photo copy enclosed). The construction of the building could not be completed due to non-sanction of the loan from the bank..  The loan case is under process with the bank at Kurali..  It is, therefore requested that it may be allowed to complete the  Sihan Resports Hotel-cum-Restaurant in Ward No. 11, Morinda Road, Kurali.by 30-6-2007.



Thanking you.







Yours sincerely,






Sihan Resorts Hotel-cum-Restaurant



    
 

Gurpreet Singh Sandhu

Proprietor


`



Attorney of

Encl:As above.


Surinder Singh.



    State Information Commission  Punjab




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

Yogesh Mahajan
Vs

P.I.O, Addl. Dy. Commissioner (Gen), Ludhiana.



CC No. 557 of 2006

Present:
None for complainant.



None for respondent.

ORDER



Shri Yogesh Dewan, vide his application dated 24.8.06. has asked the PIO Ludhiana for information regarding details of compensation (Monetary or otherwise) which is given to 1984 riot victims on behalf of state Government and on behalf  of Central Government in Ludhiana District. After going through the file  and hearing  the applicant, the PIO was directed to supply the desired information by 29th January to the applicant and file the compliance report in this Court on 31st January, 2007, the  next date of hearing. Today, a letter dated 27.1.07 received from Shri Yogesh Dewan intimating that he has got the desired information as per strict orders passed by the Commission. Accordingly,  the case stands disposed of.










SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.
Ptk.
State Information Commission  Punjab




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

Yogesh Mahajan
Vs

P.I.O, Addl. Dy. Commissioner (Gen),Ludhiana.



CC No. 557(A) of 2006

Present:
None for complainant.



None for respondent.

ORDER


Shri Yogesh Dewan, vide his application dated 24.8.06. has asked the PIO Ludhiana for information regardingtotal number of terrorist victims which are residing in Ludhiana District and complete details of compensation (Monetary or otherwise) which is given to a terrorist victim on behalf of  state Government and on behalf  of Central Government in Ludhiana District. After going through the file  and hearing  the applicant, the PIO was directed to supply the desired information by 29th January to the applicant and file the compliance report in this Court on 31st January, 2007, the  next date of hearing. Today, a letter dated 27.1.07 received from Shri Yogesh Dewan intimating that he has got the desired information as per strict orders passed by the Commission. Accordingly,  the case stands disposed of.

(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.
Ptk.
State Information Commission  Punjab




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

Shri Baldev Singh
Vs

P.I.O/D.E.O. (Elementary) Fzr.




CC No. 497 of 2006
Present:
None for complainant.



None for respondent.

ORDER

None is present on behalf of the parties.


A letter of request ,dated January 25, 2007,  has been received  from the District Education Officer, Ferozepur, for granting further time  as the whole staff is busy in election duty of Vidhan Sabha Election in the State of Punjab.
Allowed.

Adjourned to March 21, 2007.










SD:
(Mrs, Rupan Deol Bajaj)

State Information Commissioner.

January 31,2007.
Ptk.
